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- > _° ABSTRACT -

v [ . . -
- ) \\‘ R <

. . - - L R [ .
o -

Federal Government 'suppoi:t “for elementary.and secondary education is more /
.% extensive and varied than generally thought. In evaluating the Federal. effort,
) analysts usually. concentrate on Department of Education grant-in-aid programs.

A N o
However, most major Federal agencies have signifﬁ:ant progrédms that provide
financial support for elementary and secc}nd,g.ry education as part ‘of their broader ° .
- objectives. These :programs are often ‘ignored in the context of investigating R ' .
education finance. This paper provides capsule. descriptions’ of such programs. It Y.L
then compares their cumulative growth and decline since 1974 to the experience of ; b
o the Department of Education grants-in-aid, evaluates differential impaects on
-, different regions of the country, and makes some conclusions about the implications
* of further funding reductions. N ‘ L :
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. Introéuction . ; -

[N *

. The provision of elementary and secondarfy educational ‘services in the United
States is primarily a State and loeal governmental and private responsibility. Even
*the-relatively low levels of Federal support that do exist are fairly. fecent in
origin. In the 19th century, Federal government education support was limited to
higher 'education-establishing service academies (Army, Navy, and Coast Guard)
and providing 1and and money grants to agricultural and mechanical colleges (First
and Second Morrill Acts—1862 and 1890).\ It- was not until 1917, when ‘grants té
States for vochtional education were first authorized by the Smith-Hughes Act, and
1941, when school assistance to federally-affeated: greas began, that the Federa]
‘Government established a presence in the ‘area of -elementary and ‘secondary
" education. Even then, levels of financial support remained minimal.” By 1957, for
" example, total spending for these two programs was only $198 million, less’ than
0.2% of the Federal budget, and even this low level was cqoneentrated in a few
. heavily "impacted" States=-California ($33 million), Virginia ($14 million), and
» * Texas (§12 million). ' | - - ' "y ' o

L

The- pgssage of the Eleme ary- and 'Secondary Education Act in 1965 . greatly
.+ expanded Federal assistange. The’ bulk of the  funds were in Title I, for
_.,.educhti.onaﬁy disadvantaged. children ‘living in areas with high. concentrations of

- * children. from: low-income* families, : but- grant programs for such purposes as .
libraries, instrugtional .materials, and strengthening State educational agendies
were also established., The act increased Federal spending for elementary ‘and
' Secondary edueation grants to $2:2 billion by, fiscal year 1969, 1.?% of the Federal

. budget. Wt . - -

. ‘ v )
.

Federal elemeritary and secondary education activities continued to expand in the

1970's. By 1979, grants-in-aid -for elementary and secondary education totaled $5.8 - .
billion, -an average annual .increase since 1969 of 10%., " This increase had three .

components, First, el'igibility,for ,establishgd programs was expanded (e.g. schools
% with children from low-inqorpg‘ho,usipg wert entitled to impact aid funds). Seéond,
. -new and expanded programs were established (such as emergency school assistance,
 bilingual education, and" handicappededucatibn).; Finally, levels of funding were'
. raised for most programs.-. This substantial increase ir education support, however,
was matched by growth of the Federal Government in ‘eneral, with the result that:
elementary and sécondary gtrants'-in'-a,id remained 1.2% of the Federal Budget. ’

4 o !
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% The passage of P.L. 81:-815: and P.L. 81-874 in 1950 formalized a prégfafn begun
* in1941under<the Lanham Act. - L . e
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Department of*Education grant-in-aid programs, however, are only part of the o (
. story. A broad range of other Federal programs support elementary and secondary .
education, usually as & side effect of their primary objectives. These other \
* programs may be grouped into séven major categories. '

1.. Federal grant-in-aid programs not classified as "educatjon" but providing
classroom training or operating at least in part through State And local education
agencies. The major programs in this category inc‘l'%lde Department of Agriculture
. _“child nutrition programs, Head Start, and Comprehensive Employment and Training
Act-training programs. - ° . : -

—
'

2. Federal economic development and generhl purpose grants-in-aid, parts of which

have supported €lementary and .secondary education. This- category includes 2

General, Revenue Sharing, gnti-recession fiscal assistance, Appalachian Regionak

Develdpment, EDA local pubDlic work®, CETA temporary employment assistance, . ,

Farmers Home Administration school construction loans, and sharéd revenues in the .
“ .Departments of Agriculture and the Interior. : ‘

«" 3. Federally-operated schools. The Fegderal Government annually edu’cgtes about .
200,000 students in three types of traditional school settings: the Department of N
Defense overseas dependent schools (130,000 studerits), the' Department of Defense
schools for dependents within the continental United States (30,000 students) and
the Department of the Interior, Bure&u. of ‘Indian Affairs schools for children of
“federally-recognized Indian tribes (43,000 students). In addition, the Department of -

. Labor's Job Corps . operates (primarily through Federal “agencies and major
. " corporations) 88 residential centers that provide education and training for up to .
p 44,000 young people. : ’

>

* 4, Federal student support prograims; parts of which support secondary education’ /
students. The ‘two ,major programs within. this category are Veterans . N
‘Administration "reddjustment benefits," and .Social Security student henefits.

+  Though both programs primarily benefit postsecondary students, approximately 20%

) of each program supports secondary studénts. Four smaller ,programs provide
Similar benefits.’ - -

. A .. . .
‘ 5. Federal research and statistical activities. Federal programs within this area \ ,
“ . include the Najional Institute of Education and the National Center for Education -
: Statlisties. N . " \ "o

6. Other spending )programs. The Federal Government cuns a broad range of o o
) programs which provide some aid to elementary and secondary education, gnd this

résearch has identified a number of such programs: energy conservation grafits-in-
aid, National Science Foundation science education programs, Junior ROTC, Tools
~for Schools, Cooperative Extension Service support of 4-H clubs and nutrition
, ..~ education programs, Bureau of Iridian Affairs Johnson-O'Malley educational
W assistance, educational support for children of Yellowstone National Park
- employees, and Bureau of Prisons education support. The:range of the Federal -
Government activities; however, ensures that other programs exist which this papéer
has not described. ' '

,
[ ] "
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.
.

-




\. » 7 r e '
fos b N ~ ) g
A e ‘ - ,
( - 1., Tax expenditures. Tax expenditures are provisions of the tax code designed to
. encourage a p%ype of activity. Three tax experiditures which support
elementary and s y education are the exclusion from taxable income of

charitable donations and of interest on State and local bonds, and the targeted jobs
tax credit for businesses. -In addition, the deductibility of nonbusiness- State and
. - local taxes from income reduces the dost to the ‘taxpayer of paying such taxes, -
thereby giving indirect assistance to such governments. Finally,.the exclusion from
taxable income of Federal student gésistance inCreases the value qf that assistance.

N -

. Tk ok kK . . N
This paper has two related purposes. First, Section I.describes these other
programs, illustrating the great diversity in program content, purpose, and delivery *
, . System.: Unlike Department of Education grant-in-aid programs, the programs -t
0 Wescribed here are often outside the control of State and local educatjon officials.
‘At times local\scgnools operate a share of the program, at times the funds dccrue
.+ totally to the student, and at times the programs are carried out totally outside the )
. burview of formal education agencies. Section I describes each program and Y
) “establishes a data base for future analysis. . '
N . ‘Sections II.and I 'use the Section I data base to sketch out the broad impactsof all *
Federal programs on elementary and secondary, education fundiné. .The djverse,
nature o}kthe programs described ‘in Seetion Iy with different purposes and. <
clienteles, has resulted in widely differing rates of growth-and decline. Section II N
analyzes the combined financial impact of these programs and Department of °
"Education grant-in-aid programs since 1974. For example, the steady growth of
Department of Education grants-in-aid between 1974 and 1980 was partly offset by *
. a steady decline in veterans educational assistange. "Similarly, majot, increases
, followed by declines in support from broad-based grant programs result®d in total
Federal support for elementary and secondary education peaking in fiscal year 1978 -
anq declining thereafter (after adjusting for inflation). . . .
. ~ . - T ' -
The px}'o‘grams described in Section I also ‘have 'widely varying regional impacts,
which differ from those of Department of Education grant-in-aid programs. These ‘.
effects are ‘described in Section I for those programs for which the author has
been able to uncover useful data. One conclusion from the analysis is that the
‘ Rocky Mountain States, the Southefst, and the Southwest have benefittéd th most
L *  from Department of-%tgc/akfon programs, while New England, the Mideast, aAd the
Far West have benefittéd more from. the broad-based programs. Two regigns —the *
Plains States and the Great Lakes States — seem receive low -per capita -

assistance in most programs. *- _ . > -
This paper was completed in the spring of 1981. Therefore the data d discussion :
do not reflect the congressional actions. in. the summer of 1981 rescir:ging FY 1981 o
appropriations, lowering FY 1982 authorization. levels, and “thanging program
ngctures. - 4 ) ,
14 . »
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, SECTIONI .. ™ - 3 Ty
) PROGRAM DEQ\CRIPTIONS

L . \ . .
This section contains br1ef ‘program descriptions of seven categorles of Federal
programs that prov1de som(e support for elementary and secondary education.

. ¢,

Two ba51c cr1ter1a were used for choosing thch programs to 1nc1udé (1) whether a
program was, adm1n1steped through a school system, or (2) whether a program
prov1ded or supported an educational service. Federal Gévernment programs for-its
own employees were éxcluded, on the grounds that such programs are not Federal
"'support'.but rather arel 1nte‘ al to Federal administrative act1v1tles. .

- ¢’
1. rFederal gants-ln-ald not formally classlfled as "educatlon " but prov1d1n°‘
classroom tra1n1ng or operat«mge thro_gh State and local education agencles. ' - !

A. The Comﬂ'ehenslve Employment and Tralnlng Act (CgTA) was- enac d in 1973 -
merging and‘ replacing programs operated- under the Department of Labor's
Manpower Development and Training Act and the Economic Opportumty Act.
Under CETA, a State or local "primé sponsor" (usually a county, clty, or
con90rt1um of~ local govemments) operates or contracts out the operation of

the various CETA programs

- hd .o

The: omginal purpose of CE A was to. prov1de a ‘block grant to prime sponsors,
‘Who could then assign tife Tunds aceordlng to their own employment ‘and
training priorities., The only categor1cal program, within. CETA was a small
N public service employment program for 50,000 1nd1v1duals . S
* Over the life. of the Act, however, a series -of categorlcal programs have been
_added, In addition te. the ofigimal block grant (s1m11ar to the training programs
. 'now. funded uhder CETA Title TI- AB,\C), there, are four other groups of
programs. First, there:are two public service employment programs (Title II-
D, Title V1), wh1ch at their peak employed over 725,000 individuals. Second, a
small -new Private Sector Initiative (Title VII) subsidizes employment’ in the
prlvate sector. Third, a series of six programs support. employment- and _
gining, activities "for youth (Titles IV and VIM).  Finally, a series of . mall’
.programs for "speeial Federal résponsibilities" {such as, for Native Americans,
. mlgrants veterans, and dxsplaced homemakers) are grouped in Title III,

-

) CETA programs support elementary and secondary éducation in three basic

. -—ways. First, most training programs support a great deal of elassroom
Te mstructxon, often through or in coordination with school systems. These ~*

programs are discussed in this section. Second, many personnel employed by

. przme sponsors through .public’ service , employment programs have actually”

‘worked in_ schools™or in support 6f educational activities. The public service"

employment programs are discussed in the following section under "economie. ' =,
development and general-purposé grants“-in*-ald " Thll‘d, the Job Corps program ©
_itself proyides—elassraom training for youth, and is dlscussed under /federally- .“
operated schools" below. . . - -5 , B

. : ‘4; . . T 7 -

. -. . ~ V' ) ' . . R ~ . .“}. . . . '
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_ far greater share of YETP funds Tor school support than required. As Hayward

c ey
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Some CQETA px:o‘grams Have mandated set-asides for education, Under--Title
0-A,B,C, .6% of appropriated fundslis set aside for governors! voéational

education grants. An agditional 1% of all Title I funds (including ttie Title I-®

publid service employment program) is set ' aside . tq. develop prime,
sponsor-education linkages. In: addition, a minimum of 22% of, funds
appropriated for the Title IV Youth Employment and Trdining Program (YETP)
must be used in support of local education agency activities. Finally,~the-Title
IV Youth ‘Incentive. Entitlemeént Pilot Projects {YIEPP) — while they havé.no
specific set-asides — were estgblished to see if guaranteeing part-time jobs to
youth would encourage them .to reenter or stay in. sehool. Thus, the structure »;
of YIEPP required school/CETA coordination. o Lo -
° . > . .ot

However, CETA. support for elementary and. secondary education .is much
greater than these set-asides would indicate. First, many prime spansors use a

and Pelavin (1980) report: ]

AN

_ At’the outset of the study we intended to investigate in-school programs~
operated by LEAs under the YETP 22 percent set aside™(over $175 million
- for FY 80). We found, howeveP, that a much largler, amount*of YETP
. -funds (perhaps as much as $375 million) is’ .supporting in-school
. youth....While the total amount of funding supporting uch programs .is- .
* . not known, it 'is clear that the YETP 22 percent set aside funds represent
only a small portion of that total (p.38). ,
wagver,-a cautionary note must be entered. As pointed out-in a recent study
\(Wilkén & Brown, 1981), o . = '
f M ¥ .

N
LR . VAR .

N .

-...this expenditure level is well above the minimum (set-asides) required
< by law. It must be stressed, however, that public schools mdy net have, .
" actually received ‘
percent of all- agreements for in-school services are, in CETA parlance,

<

. == -~=Non-financial” — that is, prime sponsorspay for services without turning

- over any cash to school authorities....Moreover, in about 30 percent of all-
agreements, public schools serve simply as financial. middlemen, taking
‘cash from prime sponsors and passing it on .to othef providers' of
educational services (p.23). : _ o . .

&

» ¥ .

. Thus, schools. may not see funds providéd .under CXTA . set-asidgs.._

Nevertheless,” the fungds 'do support elementary and seco dary education
activities.. v :

A segond reason that CETA training"/funds supporf elemenfary and secondary
education at levels higher than that required by statutory set-asides is that .
CETA programs conduct a great deal of glassroom training themselves, without
necessarily involfng local edileation agencies. .For example, the Department
of Labor estimates that 52% of the $1.8 billion spent in FY 1979 'under Title
I-A,B,C supported - elassroom training — $101 million-undef* the goverfiors' -
) 0 . . + LI 4'

. / 7

- ’ .
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more than a small part of these funds. About 40 _
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vocational education set-aside and $840 million undér_ the basie bloek grant,
This compares to only 34% in fiseal year 1975.

"B. Head Start is a comprehensive child developtnent program, providing grants-in-
"+ ,aid to comMmunity action agencies, schools, and other local agencies to provide

-comprehensive services (including health, education, nutrition, and counseling)
for low-income children and their families. - .
Head Start annually serves'about'350,.000 children, "Since 1965, when the ,
program was first started as a small pilot project, Head Start has served over

seven million children (ineluding full-year and summer programs).

A survey conducted by the Office of Cpild Development, Department of ‘Health
and-Humarn Services, indicates that ndtionally during fiscal year 1980 16.5% of
Head Start enrollees were served through school,systems, ranging from 77% in

" . North Dakota to zeéro in 13 States (Maine, New Hampshire, Rhode Island,

Vermont, Dglaware, Arkansas,. Mississippi, South Carolina, Montana, Wyoming,
Nevada, Alaska, and Hawaii). Table I-1 illustrates the estimated number of
children served in schqol districts by region. .

Table I-1. HEAD START BENEFITS PROVIDED -
THROUGH SCHOOL SYSTEMS, FISCAL YEAR 1980
(dollars ‘and beneficiaries in thousangs)“

- o

.Number
of . Budget-Costs
Children Amount Wercent
New England 2,506 $ 4,487 5%
- Mideast N 7,173 17,981 ~ 15%
Great Lakes . 18,189 29,613 . 27%
Plains ’ 3,20 T.0 5,975 17%°
Southeast o 11,524 - 206,575, ,- 11%
Southwest 7,386 11,457 - 24%
Rocky Mountain, 708 1,230 9%
Far West - 10,221 24,158 - 31% ‘
Alaska 5 -—- — 0% .
= ' Hawaii . T e T ' -—- 0 - -

. o & ( |
Note: Excludes projects in' Puerto Rico and territories,.and also. execludes
programs for Indians and migrants; ~ 7 : )

Source: Admi_nistratfioh hfor Children, Youth, and, Families, Department. of
Health and Human Services. "% School System Enrollment, End Of

Year 1980." (computer printout) to. -
= - . oo : .

-

. In general, the smallef the 'program,.,t'he higher the probability i:h,at it would be

run through a school distriet: “Table I-2 illustrates these differences.

.
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. : Table I-2 PERCENT OF HEAD START STUDENTS
" % " TAUGHT THROUGH SCHOOL SYSTEMS, FISCAL YEAR 1980

M . , "

. -

Nationally By Size of Program (actual enroliment)

L)

100 or less  1Q1-250  251-500  over 500
\g ;

3

16.5% 31.2% . 16.7% 13.8% Jams
Source: Administration for Children, Youth, and Families, Department of
Health and Human Services. "% School System Enrollment, liind of

Year 1980." (computer printout) ° ) 4 '

C. The Federal Govermjne‘nt has a variety of child nutrition programs supporting
the provision of food to children and youth. As early as 1936, commodities
purchased under the Agricultural Adjustment Act were used in school lunch
programs, and the passage of the National School Lunch Act in 1946 greatly
expanded this assistance through financial grants-in-aid to the States. A total
-of $4 billion was spent by the Feder 1, Government on child nutrition programs
in fiscal year 1979, with $2 billion wpporting the school lunch program. While L.
all lunches are subsidized, reducedgprice or free lunches are provided og_the . N
basis of need. Over $1.3 billion_of the $2 billio pent in fiscal year-1979.was - - o leemn
.provided on a needs basis.. : . S

Other-, child nutrition prograﬁ[’s u'n?éfwrite the costs of providing free
breakfasts (school breakfast program), providing meals in day care centers
(child care feeding progra and between school years (summer feeding
program), reducing infant mortality and disease (supplemagtal food program
for women, infants, and children — WIC), and purchasing~equipment and
commodities. Table I-3 summarizes fiscal year 1979 Federal costs for child

nutrition programs. »

All of these programs take the form of Federal grants-in-aid to State and local®
governments, and most are exclusively administered by State education -
agencies. Three programs are administered outside SEAs. The WIC program is
administered through State health agencies, and two programs ¢ child care
food and summer food — are administered outside SEAs in some States that
decline to administer the program. Twelve States decline to administer the
child care program, and ninetden decline to administer the summer, food
program. ﬁn those States, the Dgpartment of Agriculture regional office aéts

- as the Stat® agency in administeriRg the program. . ,

S
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: "Table 1-3. .
FEDERAL CHILD NUTRITION COSTS, FISCAL YEAR 1979
. ($millions) ‘ -

" School lunch: =~ - .
base program - . $. 678
‘ needs-based T . 1,324
School bremkfast , +216
[LEquipment assistance : 24
Cammodity procurement 349
Surmer feeding T 138",
" State administrative ¢
expenses , O 29
» Child care feeding : 162
Special milk - 164
__.WIC T 567
« Nutrition studies & SR
" education 27

-~

s "TOTAL |, $3,678 -
o \ ,

\

Source: -Office ‘of 'Maragement af¥ Budget, Executive’ Office of the
v . President. Budget of the U.S. Government FY 81.  Appendix.
Washington, D.C.: Goevernment Printing Office, 1980.

A

2 s
Analysts disagree .as to whether child nutrition programs provide support to
elementary and segondary education. The WIC.program does not; it is clearly a
health program. The child care feeding and summer .food programs are more
" questionable — though mogt of the programs are administered thrdugh State
and local.education agencies; the programs they support are only marginally
educational in nature. There is even dispute about school-based programs like
the Sehool Lunch program, since these programs do not provide an educational
service in themselves. In addition,’ it is doubtful that these programs
significantly increase the demand for educationdlservices, as is the case for
velerans benefits. While it is true that a well-fed child is undoubtably better
dispésed toward learhing than a poorly-nourished child, the author feels that
ghis"in itself does not provide sufficiént, justification to classify child nutrition
programs as -elementary. and secondary education support. As such, these

. programs will be excluded from the ‘analysis in Sections I and M. However,

&{nancial and descriptive information is provided for those analysts who choose
to.disagree-with the author. Ce :

« -

2. FEDERAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND GENERAL~PURPOSE GRANTS-
IN-AID, PARTS OF WHICH HAVE SUPPORTED ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
—L%EDUCATI N. - , 7

'A..,'Geneml revenue sharing (GRS), en"éctéd in 1973 as the’ "eornerstone" of

President Nixon's, coneept of "The New Federali$h;">has provided relatively

n [d

I'd
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governments. One-third of the funds were distributed to State gove;iments,
» and twb-thirds were distributed to counties, munigipalities, and townships. No

funds were distributed to special districts such as-fiscelly iﬁdependent. school .

» distriets, -

: Locgl- governments were. originally required to use thejr funds within a broad

spectrum of "priority expenditures," which excluded education. Since GRS"

N funds ‘could be used for any form of capital expenditure, capital econstruction
» was the only legal form in which local governments could use their funds for

. education. Since relatively few of the recipient governments were involved in

. financing their schools, however, this did no? pose & great problem for them.

.

. This priority expenditure restriction was removed in the 1976 reauthorization"

o . of the program.

‘Priority expendg‘ture restrictions were not placed on the States, and a number
of governments' devoted 'their entire revenue sharing allotment to education.
. "Since the start of the program coincided with interest in, intrastate
equalization of - spending for education, a number of Stdes used revenue
sharing funds to facilitate enactment of equalization proposals.

i
v, * *

. Recipient governments~have been required to report annually their use of
revenue sharing funds, and those reports are compiled annually by the Bureau
of—the Census. Most analysts have agreed that these reports havé little

’ validity in measuring the net impact of revenue sharing monies. As a recent
report to the Treasury by Peat, Marwick, Mitchell, and.Co. (1980) put it:-

. «.fiscal impacts ean differ entirely from the nominal uses to which
Revenue Sharing funds are appropriated. For example, a state may
appropriate General Revenue Sharing payments to retire bonds. If

- Revenue' Sharing payments weré stopped, the state would have to
appropriate own-source ‘funds to continue boad retirement — but

that use of own-source funds. Analysis 6f what would have to '"give"
reveals the fiscal impact of General Revenue Sharing (p. ii).
-~ In their "actual use" reports for fiscal year 1978, State and local governments
- reported that they used $1.2 billion of $619 billion (or 18%):for education. The
reports do not provide any greater detail as to the level of education
~ supported.. The Peat, Marwick, Mitchell, and Co. Teport, in an attempt to
analyze the impact of a’ cutoff of State-level revenue sharing funds in fiscal
years 1981 and 1982, ddes provide some additional detail: For ‘that report
* detailed .surveys were .conducted th nine Stdtes — California; Kansss,
. . Louisiana, Maine, Michigan, New York, Pennsy\vania, South Carolina, and
. Texas — and the results were tsed to generalizg\to the entire country. Its'
most pertinent findings are the following: : :

. 10, -

| SXY
(@p)

* feéiriction—free funds to almost 40,000 State and local = general-purpose

*% ™ - something else in the budget would have to "give" to accomodate.
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=" Of the $1.4 billion that these nine State governments would lose in the two
Yy . ., <iscal years, $1.3 billion would be reflected in expendityre.reductions. The” .
< .77 = - 7 remaining $0.1 billion would be made up by increasing taxes and drawing . &"

déwn fund balancés.

A
A

= ng-tlfix{cfé"of the expenditure reductions would£ome in the area of State aid

. to'loca’l'govegnmen{s, and over half of this State aid reduction "would fall on
- assistanee 't0 primary and segondary education and the remaindes primarily
upon unrestricted state aid to local'governments." ) ‘
- ‘ 0

- Of t‘he_ togal $1.3 billion spénding reduction, slightly over ohe-thi'rd would
apply tg elementary and secondary education. ) .

. . - t .

The Peat, Marwick, Mitchell, and Co. report illustrates the. lack of validity of

'the actual use reports. For example, the actual use report from the Texas

S ; State.Government indicates that its general revenue sharing funds are used for

‘utility bills of Stdte institutions of higher "education. The Peat, -Marwick,

’ L «Mitchell & Co. report conecludes, however, that, the entire net impact of g _cut-
agencies. ’ : . .

The FY 1981 reauthorizationof the genéral revenue sharing program elia‘ina'ted

the State share; with the provision that (beginning in FY 1982 States could

retain their.share (given an appropriation) if they gave yp an'equivalent amount

of, other Federal grants-in-aid. While the impact of that provision is uncertain

— a notice of proposed, rulemaking has not even been posted.yet, and the lack

of an appropriation may make the question moot—a reduction of State

transfers to local governments similar to that predicted by the Peat, Marwick,,

/Mitchell, & Co. study is not unlikely. . ‘ S

! B. Anti-recession fiscal assistance (ARFA), éﬂ\coalled counterceyclical reyenue -
. ’ ‘sharing, was initiated in 1976 as part of an economic stimulus program, -and
was discontinued in 1978. ARFA was targeted toward State and local
.-governments where un€mployment rates were high when -the znational
unemployment raté exceeded 6%. According to State and local go&rnment
actual use reports, only 4% of the $1.5 billion in ARFA funds spent in FY 1978
"was spent for education.” No in-depth studies have been conducted to-
determine the validity of those reports or the levels of education affécted.
Probably the most significant effect of ARFA on elementary and secondsry
education was to limit the extent that fiscally strapped governments had to tap
education funds to support other functions. . ‘ oo

C. The local public works program of the Economie Development Administration

.- - was enacted in two stages in 1976 and 1977, and provided $6 billion to State
' - and’ local governments for construction and renovation of facilities. The

- prografi~ was intended primarily to stimulate the economy, and therefore (1)

e . targeted funds toward those areas with highest levels of unemployment, and (2)
tried to maximize fiscal impact by funding projects that would not otherwise

1S S . )

. off of funds to the State W9u1d~ fall on State transfers to local edqcatiori .

g

e
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be built. To accomplish the latter goal, projects could not be approved if bonds
~or a local appropriation for eonstruction had been-approved already.

Of the. %86, billion in proje_c'ts originally appréved, $1.1 billion were- for 1,549 '

education-related projects. Of the $5.7 billion of projects in the 50 States and
“the District of Columbia, $0.7 billion (12%)" consisted of construection or
renovation of elementary and secondary ‘éducation facilities, , making this
program the' most significant Federal elementafy and secondary -education
construetion program in history. . o

Table I-4 illustrates the distribution of approved projects by region.* As might

" be expected, the rapidly.growing regions of the Sputhwest and Far West used a -
far greater percentage of the(;[| funds for “elementary and secondary ,

construction than the rest of the ¢

L , Tablel-4: i
DISTRIBUTION OF LOCAL PUBLIC WORKS PROJECTS

($ millions) - .

-~

ntry.

|
All Projects Local Schools
Amount . Percent

Southwest = 358 <. $ 6T 19% -

_ Far. West 973 17 18
Plains 312 o 49 16 .
Great Lakes _ 858 104\ 12
Southeast ’ 914 92 10
Rocky Mountain 207 . - 20 10
Mideast . .. -1,458° . 142 10
New England . 483 © . 419 . 4
Alaska |, ° ' 65 B! 2
Hawa.ii 40 . S , __0 ~

TOTAL, U.§. ' “$5,666 T $665 0 12%

" Source: U.S. Dépa;tment of Comrxi_‘erdcé,*ﬁ Economic Development
" ‘Administration, "LPW Educational Projects or Projects to Scheols,” January
' 23,1981. (computer printouty ) :

While the short-lived local public works program has dominated EDA support
for elementary and second education, it should be noted that EDA's ongoing
public works programs have also provided some support. In general, these
amounts have been small — $43 thousand for a wastewater treatment plant for
Maine School District 37, $15 thousand for high sehool equipment in Minnesota
School District, 482, $4 thousand for a mobile van in Madison,. Wisconsin. At
times, however, ‘the regular public works program has also financed major
construetion — $3.9. million to build a vocational high school in Wayne, New
&, o N '
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0 million to build a vocational-technical school for the Kentucky
State Department of Educatioh. However; most of these awards preceded the
local public' works program, and few awards . supporting elementary and
secondary education have been.made in recent years. ‘

o,

. D. Appalachian regional development proérams were initiated in 1965 to assist in

o

- that $10 million w

‘};’ i

rural development in the 13 Appalachian States. The initial authority allowed

. States to use their funds for construction of 'vocational schools in areas that

L

needed a better trained work force. By 1980, almost 700 construction projects

had been approved (Appalachian Regional Commission, 1981).

In 1§71, additional authority was provided for using Appaiachian regional .

developiment funds for vocational .education operating. funds. -In 1975, the

authority ‘was further expanded to cover other educational needs on a

demopstration- basis — basic skills, community education, and cooperative
education. R s
An unpublished paper by Stuart Rosenfe&of'the National Institute of
Educatjon reports.that in the period 196 79, the Appalachian Regional
Commission spent $350 million for vocational education. Some of these funds
were used for postsecondary vocational education, and (in recent years)
additional demonstration funds have been used for other elementary. and
seconddry education activities. The Appalachian Regional Commission reports
spent for elementary and secondary education activities in
1979, compared to $29 million in 1969.

-

- 7
CETA public service employment (PSE) programs benefit schools through three
avenues.  First, some PSE employees are employed directly by a local
education agency.. Second, soriie PSE employees are employed by another local
agency but provide services to schools. Finally, the availability of PSE

resources to a local government may make it easier for the government to

. devote additional resources to, education (See Wilken and quwn, 1981).

. ! : 2 P - - LY
Little data exists on thé share of PSE resources that benefit schools. .In

general, the information that does exist consists of unverified reports by CETA ,

prime sponsors on how much their funds have _penefitted education in general.
An aatomated data reporting system monitoring the pre-CETA" Emergency
Employment Assistance Program {(also known as the Public Employment

million' in PEP-funds supported education activities, and_that 17% of the

" employees worked in the area of educationi. As the following table illustrates,

the share of educaton personnel inregular ‘CETA employment was the same in
fiscal years 1977 &#d 4978 as in the PEP program. However, the share in new
Title VI projects was considerably lower due to the requirement in the counter-

-

cyclical program (Title VI) that, many CETA workers be used 'in,special, short--

term projects as a means of stimulating employment. -It was apbarently thsie
to develop such projeets in areas outside of education. . - o a T

2 <,
AN 7

N\

o

‘Program - PEP) reported that in FY 1973 $203.5 million of a total of $1,001 .=
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In 1978, tHe Natiopal Commission on Manpower Policy indicated that city and
county prime sponsors were allocating 7 percent of PSE funds to school
. distriets (NCMP, 1978). This finding may be consistent with the Department of
Labor figures if one assumes that the bulk of local PSE funds supporting
education went to higher education. However, local governments generally
play a minor role in higher education. o :

v

4 s

e -
& |

f. . Table k5, - -
FUNCTIONAL BREAKDOWN OF CETA PSE EMPLOYMENT

>

Title VI Regular Titles |
Projects" I1 and VI

Education oo ' . 12% 1P
Law enforcement -3 ' 13
Health and hospitals 5 . 8
* Public works, housing —
and transportation 26 26
Social services . . 14 10
Fire protection 4 2
Envirommental quality 16 "4
Parks and recreation 11 T10
Other and unknown ¥ =5 K10
_TOTAL . P , 100% * 100%
"Séuéce: Ernest G. Green, "Public Service'Employment Status; Period Ending ,
‘ January 27, 1978," . U.S. Départment. of Labor, Office of the
< - Assistant Secretary for Employment and Training, February 3,
1978. (memorandim) . ) ‘ )
r

Whatever the situation ‘was in 19785 it can be ‘expected‘{ehi;the share of PSE
C

N ~

funds going to education has steadily declined. The 1978\CETA amendments
placed a numbet: of: restrictions on PSE ‘workers, inclu ing an 18-month
employment limit, low. average wages, -and tight eligibility requirements based
on need. Ynder PEP, education had one of the highest man-year costs. One -
can expect that uniop contr prohibit many local edueation agencies from
paying the low salaries reqiired b .new law. In addition, the increas
emphasis that-the new law placed on funding community-based organizations
resulted in drawing funds away froin already established client organizations.

In 1972, the role of the Farmers' Home ‘Administration ‘in rural development
was expanded. Among the new guthorities, a program of, construction loans-to
" §choal distriets was begun., Since 1972; loans to public education in the ifty
" States-have totaled $60 million, with activity concentrated in New England (27°

percent) and the Southeabt (23 percent). « . ; ' . '

-
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" G. W hen the Departments of Agrlculture and ‘the Integlor lease Nat1onal Forest,

Natlonal Park, or other public lands .for commerc1al exploitation (fimber,

- grazing, minerals, ete.), a'share of the revenues’is often transferred to nearby

. local governments for their ‘own use. "Many such transfers have traditionally
" required that.the funds be used for "schools and roads," though other funds are
.‘transferred with no restrictions.

.M ' . o T 4
The total of these shared revenues has 1nc ased dramatlcally in recent years, . '
from $186 m1111on in FY-1977 to $842 milfon in FY 1982, a 350% increase in 4

' just five years.” Over half of these funds went to_ governments in the two
States of Oregon and California in fiscal year 1979. A% ‘receipts from mineral
leasmg 1ncrease, however, States such as Alaska will l’ncrease the1r share. .

s %

3. FEDERALLY OPERATED SCHOOLS AR T

A. The Department of Defense operates 270 sehgols, in 23 countr1es fpr
dependents of overseas personnel. Appro’x1mater 130,000 students are
educated through this program at a fiseal year 1979 cost of $363 million. The-
Department: of Eduecation Organization A“_prowdes for tf\f’\&nsfer of this -

‘program to the Department of Educat1on by 1983 ?

B. The Department of Defense also spent $57 m1111on in FY 1979 to educate about

-

30,000 dependents within the continental United States ({CONUS) command >

"%  where adequate local educational ffcll1t1es have not been available. * These

schpols are funded through Section:6 “of the Department of Ed at1on!s 1mpact
aid program, which transfers the funds to the four Armedkl Sgrvxc %.The
schéols are bperated direétly under g, authority of the base commander Of :
the eighteen schools’all but those' located at West Poxnt (New York) and” -
Buchanan Naval Base (Puerto Rico).are in the Southeast reglon df the countrv

- -

. 1t has been the pohcy of the Federal Government to encourage local school
districtsto assume responsibility for such sehools but few schools have actua.lly
been *transferred. of the $57 m1lhon, $5 ‘million is pa1d for services at s1x
schools that have been transferred 16 local control

o
. ) ’

‘C. The Federal Government provides educat1onal “assistance “fo about}’ 225, 000 : .
children, of federally-recognized Indian tribes: “About 180,000. children attend -7
public schools, which are subsidized through the impact aid program, and the L

> Bureau' of Indian Affairs (BIAs). Johnson-O’Malley prégram The remai -
attend Federal and tribal- (formerly;Federal) schools which a {e either oUZd )
. by (Federal) or receive their fund1ng through (tmbal) the BIA.

Unlike the Department ‘of Defense schools, BIA schools are eligible for funds

under. all Federal aid programs In fiscal year 1979, for example, these schools. .
Tepgived $38 million from Department of Educatlon grant programs, including |
"Title I, education of the handicapped, libraries ‘and learn1’ng resources, bilingual
educatlonp and_ educational opportunity, grants {OMB, Appendix, 1980). In
add1t1on to thrs d1rect a1d BIA schools*‘élso rece1ve Federal aid- through the
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trlbas—they—serve’ Head Staft €nd vocational educatlon, for - example, are‘
funded through. the tribes-ratier: than .through ‘the BIA schools. themselves.
" Thus, tie vocational éducation 1% ftribal set-aside 1$6 million) flows through
the tr1bes to BIA pubhc, anc trlbally-controll'ed schqols .
At times, the BIA’ a.nd thq, local school dlStl‘lct will jointly’ support the
educatxon of Indian children. For example, they may JOlntl\D finance a school's
operatlons AlternatNely, the, BIA sometimes provides- dorm1tor1es located
near publie schools f or Indlan ch11dren froqx sparsely settled rural aress. g
o .‘ PO .
“The’ distribution of . ‘BIA funds 1s sharp}y, concentrated geograpmcally, as
- 1]1ustrated by Table 1-6.. , )

.“ o"’ . N .
Y B “

' . . Table 1-6. REGI@NAIngISTRIBU‘I‘ION OF BIA . e

' SCHOOL OPERATIONS SPENDPING ' & .
T (flscalsyears' $ mllhons) T

LI

. E
O o, I99%. . 1963 .

New England
‘Mideast
Gregt Lakes
Plains
_ Southeast
. - Southwest- .
Racky Mountain
Far West
Alaska
Hawai i o D
' UnaSSIgned or unallocated R

~ ¢

'IUI‘AL, 0.s: i LT $a0. 4 5 $17.9 $160.0
Office of Managenéent and Budget, Executlve Offlce of _the
President. Budget of.the United States-Government. various ye} Ss
Susan Smith and Margatet .Walkgr. Federal Funding of Indlin,
Education: A .Bureaucratic Enigmh. Washmgton,,p C.: Bureau of
Social Science Research Ine., MayT973 H Department of the Interlor ]
internal calculatlons 4

D. The obs Cor2§ purpose. is "to a5515t joung people who need and can. benef1t°
" from intensive programs of education, vocational skills ‘training, and other
services while living in a residential settmg " Youth between-the ages of 16
and 21 are eligible for ‘the program. As of September 30, 1979, Job Corps -
prov1ded traifting for 34,000 youth iri*niflety ceénters (including two in Puerto
Rico). “.They. include thirty Civilian Conservatlon Centers-administered by the
Departments .of Agricultune and Interior in:national parks and forests and on
other public lands; fifty-five centers operated under contr’act with business

rn.
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. 4
firms, non-proflt orgamzatlons, and State, and Toeal governmental agencles, and
three extensmn cent#ts _9dm1n1stered.respect1vely by two unions and one major
¢” .corporation. e T ] & P

The Job Corps is now expanding to a capacity of - 44,000, requmng major

capital investment. Of the $0.4 billion spent by the Job Corps in fiseal year
* 1979, over one-fourth was for cap1ta1 expendltures (Dept. of Labor, ETA, FY

- 1979) a

Department of Labor analysts ‘estimate that aboyt 20% of Job Corps operatlng'

fgnds are spent on basic skills and vocational education. -The-temainder is

spent on training and providing res1dent1al serv1ces, including comprehenslve .

health care

A

) T+ Job Corps centers are not always federally operated. The operatlon of many

_ centers is contracted out by the:Department of ;Labor. However, like the
*’ tribally-operated schools of the Bureau of Indian-Affairs, the contractor has a
close relationship with the Federal Governthent, and the centers themselves
ared designed by the Federal Government with Federal objectives in mind.
/ Other Federal youth programs are operated by or contracted through State and
local governments and thus reflect State and local ‘objectives.. For these
reasons, the Job Corps centers have been classified in this paper as "federally-
operated.” N .

4, %Federal Student Support Programs, Parts of Whl,eh/ST port Secondary
dication. e . .

T

" The, Federal Government Hhs™two major sets of programs in ‘this category:

readjustment benefits of the Veterans Administration and student assistance
programs. of the Social Security Administration. In both casés, the programs
primarily assist postsecondary students,, but ‘provide about one-flfth of their funds

~to lower levels of education. , - _ "2 !

4

A. Veterans readjustment benef1ts are designed to assist in prepar1ng veterans for |
civilian life. Educational benefits, are provided to post-Korean war veterans
and:service personnel (Chapter 34 — the G. 1. Bill) and their surviving spouses

+  and children (Chapter 35). Tablé I~7 provides an historical summary of recent
beneﬁts In FY 1979, 19% of Chapter 34 beneficiaries and 10% of Chapter 35

" .. beneficiaries attended schools other. than colleges. This represents a
s1gn1f1cant decline from FY 1973, when .36% and 13% respectively attended

\) lower-level schools. This decline may be attributed to a number of factors,
including a tightening of reqifrements for correspondence schools amd the
November 1, 1976 termination of the Predischarge EducatlonaLQProgram for
most in-service personnel.

s

The. emphasis o postsecondary eddcation ,under theé G.I. Bill varies widely
among- regions. Table I-8 illustrates the wide diserepancies in Chapter 34
beneficiaries, with three regions having high concentrations of non-epllege -
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\ : : : .
‘beneficiaries. Of tHe 10,000 recigients of Chapter 35 aid ‘attending- schools
other than colleges, more than 1,000 are in Florida, and almost 40% are
logated in just five States — Florida, Georgia, Texas, Californis, and Alabama. )

SO

- other than colleges, a cautionary note must be introduced. The Veterans
Administration focuses its data on level of institutién rather than subjeet
level. As such, a :Sn-college flight training course in Alabama may well be

" oy COmparable to,a -college level course in a California junior college, thereby

skewing the regionallcon_\parisons. ’

~N

While these data provide a -useful description of G.I. tgiil benefits for-schools

S " Tablel-T.
PERSONS fN VETERANS TRAINING, FISCAL YEARS 196'7:
e : - . . (thousands of trainees) RN

: S 1979 1977 1975 ' 1971 1967
Chapter 34: < o S L. ‘

Institutions of - ; -
" higher education 968  1,38% 1,696 917 339 -7, ~

Sehools other - o oo .
”.than colleges 226 444 804 522

7 Ten - T - "

. On-the-job training 84 112 192 146

s -

Chapter 35: . :
- Total +103 107 88 . 60
Schools other e . v
“than colleges - , 10 -1 - 10, 8

b L. Nt -

Note: Includes assistance in Puefto Rico"t;nd territories. While Chap,tei' 34 is
* - exelusively for post-Korea veterans, about half of Lhapterss benelits
assist survivors of veterans of the Korean and two world wars. o )

‘ Sourcg:‘ ~Vetérans Aanﬁnish’ation, Office of the ,Controller, Repbrtg and
~ Statisties Service. Veterans Benefits Under Current Educational
. Programs: Fiscal Year ¥979. Washington, D.C., March 1979,

. I

\.
.
!
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Table I-8. REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF G.I.
"BILL BENEFICIARIES CHAPTER 34, FISCAL YEAR 1979
.t (thousands of traxnees)

. Total’ A % Attending Schoolsﬂ
Beneficiaries & O'ther than Colléges

P k

Southeast . T¥9 o 26%
Plains - - 92 . . ©22%
Mideast ' 163 - ' T 20%
Rocky Mountain . 46 : ' 15%
Great Lakes 170. - 14%
Souttwest . ~ 154 ' - 13%
New England . " . 63 13%
Far West . 1106
Alaska . 3 o ' 3% -
Hawai i ) _ 15 ' 17%

EX
¢
_-———-\
-

TOTAL, U.S. ' 1,267 _ L 18%

~

Source: Véterans Administration, Office, of the Confroller,‘ Repc;rts and
Statistiecs Service. Veterans Benefits Under Current Educational

Programs: Fiscal Year 1979. Washington; D.C., March 1979,  *

. . "

e

\B. " Social Security* student beifi are a relatively recent part of the Social .

Security overall objective to nelp an insured worker, once his earnings are lost,
" to continue "support of aged parents, rear and educate children, nraintain hxs
family at a standard of living more or less consistent .with American
ideals...." The student benefits are income maintenance payments to children
througﬁ age 21, which terminate -at age 18 unless a child is a full-time
o Student. The followmg brxef/nistgry deséribes the development of student
. < benefits as part.of Social Securlty"
<
. 1935  Pasdage of Social Securxtv Act. . ' °
., 1939  Benefits extend®d to aged wife, to dependent parents, to chlldren
- under age 15, and to student children aged 16-17 and (for’ deceased
, workers) to widqws and surviving children.
1946  Benefits extended to all dependent children through age 18.
1950 Continued benefits extended to a disabled child.
71965 Benefit payments extended to full-txme dependent students aged 18-21

-

’

Unlike V‘i';erans programs, very httle,lrﬁformatlon is available for Social

Security s

@

dent payments. Table I-9 illustrates growth of expenditures:
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Table 19, SOCIAL SECURITY STUDENT BENEFITS Y

. Total T . ot
’ N Fiscal  _ - Outlays ~ ' ' L -
’ ' Year " (§ milliong).  * ) L .
.- 1970, © $-498 T '
\ 1971 , * 603 o= , ,
AT 19tz . 91, ’ . <t
RN 813 ., L e 0 o T s
3 $ 1974 * o, ,928., ‘ A,
<o S 1975 077 T T
, — 1976 IS =" 7 S S
A TQ*- _ ‘381 - o - -
' . 1977 ~ - 1,563 s o~ E :
T 1978 - 1,687 : ..
oA 1979 . - 1,809 ¥ 7
"\ ) \%ﬁ\, ’ 4 ?1001 . . a® . N R
981 = . 2,200 : , BT e
- . 1982 . . 2,400 ;x -
*Transition quarter to the new fiscal year. ’ T .

Source: Robert I. K. Hastings, "Studeng_:OASDI Beneficiaries: = Program .
‘Utilization and Educational Aspirations," Social Security Bulletin, .
- September 1978; Discussions with Robert LK. Hastinds. " ) '

-

" A one-time study 3’onducted in- fiseal gear 1973 by the Social..Security . .
Administration attempted tg develop additional information about. the - <
program. The following Bre'its most relevant findings: .

=7 21% of beneficiaries attended high school, 72% attended inéfituticfans:of ces el
¥ . higher education, and 7% undertook other courses. . o ‘ .

. ’, N . . * [ ’\/

— The monthly benefit amount for high sehool students was $98 (versus $1438

"~ for college students). " g . .

& .

[

— 50% of high sehool beneficigies came from 'fa_milies with incomes_.below .
$6,000 (versus 25% for collegestudents). <o

(XN

- - C. At least four other Federal programs extend beénefits ‘for dependent. ° .
oo students aged 18-21. )‘I‘hese include Federal employee retirement, railroad T -
- retirement, special benefits for disabled coal. miners ("blad lung"), and ‘aid o Y P
" . to families with dependent children (AFDC). THe author has no estimate’ . .
of the size of these benefits, but ‘they are certainly ,much smaller than T
benefits from the first two programs. The extension of AFDC benefits has. 3y
further importance, since other Federal programs (CETA, Meédicaid, the ) '
prargeted Jobs Tax Credit, ete.) provide categorical eligibility fo AFDC  * <L .
. ~ - - (Y

[ 4
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:recipients,- In addition, programs such as ESEA Title I use the‘ number of
AFDC recjpients as part of their formulas, and the extension of AFDC
benefits affects the distribution of, ESEA Title I funds. i

5. FEDERAL RESEARCH AND STATISTICAL ACTIVITIES.

While the Department of Education provides less. than 10% of publiec funds

- ‘spent nationally for elementary and secondary education, it prvides 90% of
“pliblic funds spent on education research (Dept. of Ed., OERI, 1980). The bulk -

« of this effort is carried out by the Department's Office of Educational -
Research and Improvement through two distinet units, the National Institute of
Education (NIE) and the National Center for Education Statisties (NCES). NIE “~- -~
was first established in 1972, and NCES in 1974, though their research and
statistical efforts precede these dates. /

NIE conducts three types of programs. The _teaching and learning program
“attempts to enlarge scientific understanding ~of human learning and
development, with an emphasis on improving basic and eomplex skills in
literacy. The educational policy and organization program supports research
on how the governance and organization of education can be made more
effective and equitable. Finally, the dissemination program aims to help
teachers and-school administrators Qbtain and make use of knowledge about
education. -

" NCES maintains a core of education statistics on institutions and individuals to

" monitor trends and provide a knowledge base for policy decisions. The Center

annually updates handbooks on- the condition of American educatlon, and
publishes a Digest of Education Statisties. '

Combined appropriations for NIE and *NCES reached a peak of $91 million
fiscal year 1981, slightly more than the level in fiscal year 1978. While precise
‘amounts are not available, probably 90% of these funds support elementary and
secondary education research-and dlssemlnatlon

Other units of the Educatlon Department also ‘conduct their own research—in
particular, the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, the Office for
Civil Rights, and certain program units.~ A recent effort to quantify these
efforts suggest a $5-10 million per year effort.

(A

OTHER SPENDING PROGRAMS.

The Federal Government supports a wide variety of small prograx%s that either
, directly ‘or indirectly have an impact on elementary and secondary education.
. These raige from energy conservation grants to citizenship programs to

.Support for specific types of education (such as science educatlon) .

Under a new program, the Department of Energy will provide $0.2 billion in
fiscal year 1981 for energy conservation grants to hospitals and State

L]

Q .




education agencies. These funds are ‘to be used to conduct energy audits and
. make hospitals and schools more energy efficient. $ - X
The National Science Foundation, through its Directorate for Science and

Engineering Education, provides about $80 million per year to assure a stable

flow of talented students into the science and engineering workforce and to

help citizens increase their understanding of secience and technology to a level
that enables them effectively to meet the requirements of a contemporary .
society. It does this through féur program activities: scientific personnel“
improvement ($35 million), science education resources 1mprovement ($22

million), science education development and research ($16 million),and science

education communication ($9 million). The bulk of 'these f&\ds support

postsecondary efforts. However, junior high school science education has
‘received a new emphasis recently, with approximately $11 millioh spent on

these efforts in 1980; In addition, a small share of development and research

effor)ts address problems of elementary and secondary science educatlon (NSF,

1981

The Department of Defense Junior ROTC (Reserve Officers Training Corps)*

program has existed in its present form since, 1964, when Public Law 88-647

required each Military Department to establish and maintain Junior ROTC

. umlts Prior to 1964, only the Army had a Junior ROTC program, established in
am19 9.

S .,\.,,_..-. - e o e

Junior ROTC is a cooperative program between -the serviées and host high
schools with a stated purpose of giving students "an opportunity to learn dabout
basic elements and requirements for*national security and their personal
obligations as Americans’ to contribute to national security.” Sechools are
required to provide adequate classroom °facilities, equipment storage space,
and drill arms; employ retired officer and enlisted instructors; and conduct as a
minimum a three-year course of military instruction.- ,
There are currently 1,278 units authorized in law, and 1,267 are operational *
with an enroliment of approx1mate1y 135,000. Department,of Defense support
of $32 ‘million in fiscal year 1981 1nc1ud& ‘authorized government equipment,
uniforms, instructional material, and one-half the difference between each
thstructor's retired military pay and what he would receive if on active duty.
About two-thirds of, the units are located in the 16 States of the Southeast and
Southwest, with. the “largest concentrations in Texas, Alabama, Georgia,
Florida, and North Carolina. -

» »

The Defense Logistics - Agency, Department of Defense, loans industrial
equipment to non-profit vocational education and tralnmg institutions through
its Tools for Schools program. In fiscal year 1980, ¥quipment valued at $40.0 .
million was loaned to such institutions, with 670 loans covering §,024 tools.

* This information is taken fS"‘m OMB internal program descriptions.

22
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TAX EXPENDITURES =~ S ’

Cb L . T Ry
- The Depart{g,eﬂf of Agriculture's’ Cooperative Extensioh Service conducts two

programs that support elementary and secondary education, though both take
place outside traditional school settings. First, the Extension Service will
spend $79 million in fiscal year 1981 in support of loesl 4-H programs. These
funds are distributed primarily on the basis of rural population to 50 States and
the Distriet of Columbia, supplementing State and county funds and the efforts
of timated 600,000 volunteers. Total 4-H enrollment in 1979 was almost
4.4 ion youth between the ages of 9 and 19. Individyal 4-H members énroll
in one or more organized projects each year, with the most popular programs
being animals and poultry; individual and familgz resources; energy, machines,
and equipment; and leisure education and cultural arts. Almost 60% of 4-H
participants live on farms or in towns under 10,000 population.
L Y

In addition "to 4-H, the Extension Service's Expanded Food and Nutrition
Education Program (EFNEP) will spend.$55 million in fiseal year 1981. This
program works with families to improve their knowledge of food and nutrition

- requirements.. Within the EFNEP program, support is provided for additional
~4-H food and nutrition programs for over 600,000 youth. The Department of |
Agriculture reports that this 4-H program places greater emphasis on reaching :

low income city youth (USDA, SEAE, 1979).

The’Bureau of Indian Affair's Johnson-O'Malley program provides ‘about $$0
million per .year ‘to public gnd tribal schools. for s pplementary educational
assistance. These funds have virtually no programmatic requirement, and
supplemerit impaét aid and local funds in support of the eduecation of Indian
children. ’ :

-~ .0

. Révenues received from thé collection ‘of short-term recreation fees to
. .Yellowstone National Park are used. to provide educational facilities to the °
. children of employees.” In fiscal year 1970, $389,000 was spent for this

purpose: , -

The Federal prison system provides a variety of .écademic, -soeial, and
occupational education courses to inmates at an annual cost of $10-15
million. These courses are conducted at all levels of education. . ..

o

Tax expenditures, as defined under the Congressional ‘Budget Act of 1974, are.

"revenue-losses attributable to provisions-of the Federal-tax laws which allow a

special exclusion,.exemption, or deduction from gross income or.which provide

a special credit, a preferential rate of tax, or a deferral of tax liability." T

expenditures are often viewed as alternatives to spending programs as ‘polic

instruments.  For exqgmale, -a tuition tax credit that -subsidizes private

elementary and secondary schools would résult in a tax expenditure, and could .

be viewed as an alternative to a*;ﬁoucher system. . s - ‘
. 4 - + .
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There are five forms of tax expenditures that currently aid-elementary and
secondary education. - ‘ <
Individuals and businesses can deduct from taxable income charitable
contributions to educational institutions, lowering the net cost of the donation

to the giver. The President's Bug_get estimates that this reduces income taxes
for individuals by $1.0 billion and for corporations by $0.3 billion for fiscal year
1981, However, there is no estimate by level of education.

Interest on State and lécal securities does not ecount as "income" for Federal

‘cooperative education students. .

Inconré tax purposes, effectively reducing the cost of borrowing for education
capital expenditures. The Budget estimates that this provision reduces fiscal™

. year 1981 income taxes $4.0 billion for corporations and $1.9 billion for

individuals. The Bond .Buyer estimates that about 20% of State and local
borrowing in the 1960's and 1970's was for "schools" of all levels, byt no further
breakout of borrowing or revenue loss by level of education has been attempted
(Lulkovich, 1980). > ) ¢
&

The deductibility of State and local government taxes provides an indirect
subsidy - to public schools by reducing_the net cost of those taxes to the
taxbayer. The Budget gestimates that the deductibility of property taxes on
owner-occupied homes reduces fiscal year 1981 taxes by $7.3 billion for
individuals. The deductibility of other nonbusiness taxes reduces 1981 liability
$3.3 billion for corporations and $1.6 biilion for individuals. Since somewhat’
less than 30% of State -and local expenditures support elementary and
secondary éducation, between $3-4 billion of these tax expenditures would aid
publie schools. . -

a
-
3

The exclusion ,.of most Federal student assistancé from taxable incéme
increases the value of such assistance. Since most Federal student assistance
supports higher education, most of these tax expeniditures also support higher
education. ” . ’

1 )
N

The Targeted Jobs Tax Credit (TJTC) provides 3. tax credit to employers of

‘certain categories of individuals; The maximum credit per individual per year

is $3,000. Students aged 16 through 19 of cooperative education programs are
categorically eligible, and Table I-10 illustrates that 45% of TITC ecredits go to .
employers of such students, with three regions (Philadelphia, Chicago, and
Dallas) making over 60% of TIJTC certifications for such graduates. The

Budget estimates that TJTC reduces fiscal year 1981 income taxes $0:3 billion

for corporations. and $0.1 billion for individuals, and we can assume that
somewhat less than half of these amounts subsidized the employment of

A - i
Care should be exergised in‘using estimates of tax expenditures. As opposed to

spending programs, where one merely counts amounts spent, estimating tax
expenditures requires estimating the taxpayers' response to a provision of the
tax code, given that other features of the code remain constant. Thus, each

. b .
=~ * - . . °
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. TABLE 1-10. . ‘ )
TARGETED JOBS TAX, CREDIT PROGRAM,
. CERTIFICATHONS ISSUED
. . REGIONAL TOTALS - .
' AS OF SEPTEMBER 30, 1980 %
Y * N ’m
53
Economically Hadndi-_ Cooa’ General SSF \ Total,
Region* . Disadvantaged capped You Welfare Recipients
. N Youth \ Viet Exéon- . Recipients
Vets victs : -°
Region 1 4,955 918 552 - 869 5,944 632 81 13,951
N Region 11 11,010 1,417 * 845 1,105 - 1,710 2,646 159 28,892
\ ! Region 111 6,877 1,009 1,606 ° 2,111 . 24,763 1,334 94 . 37,794
-, <N Region 1V 47,923 4,431 . 8,535 4,323 22,886 93 173 86,364 -
. Region V \ 11,908 1,484 1,626 3,221 29,837 858 §5. 49,029
\ Region V1 , 10,883 792 986 1,328 24,126 23 -17 38,153
. Region VI 4,974 755 863 1,085 6,733 109 14 14,513
T o Region V111! 3,131 ' 571 . 317 762 5,953 .o~ 42 37¢. ., 10,813
o Region IX 7,508 1,221 890 1,354 . 2,659 214 58 . . 13,904
e Region,X . 4,514 1,137 825 v 1,162 .4,306 341 45 12,330
- . 1 >
L : TOTAL . 113,683 13,735 15,045 17,298 138,917 6,292 713 305,743
* L .

« . L4

* Pederal administrative r%gions; tot;ils by National Income and Product Accou{us regions are not available,

.o Source: . U.S. Department of Labor, U.S. Employmént Service, Office of Program Review. Targeted Jobs Tax Credit Program (TJTC).
Co Monthly Summary. Period Ending September 30, 1980, September 1980, -t
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_tax ejberia%ﬂtlure"is measured at the margin, and for that reason cannot be easily -

> manipulsted ‘mathematically.- Thus, the combined effect of two tax

res fsidifferent from the sum of the individual effeects. .

7.

& broad variety of Federal programs that aid elémentary and secondary
education.\ Student assistance programs increase the demand far educational
services by ‘encouraging more students to. attend. Grant-in-aid programs tend to
subsidize and therefore increase the supply of educational service, whilé federally-
-operated schools directly provide such services. Tax expenditures affect both the
demand and supply, sides of the economic equation. Finall)( research and statistical

efforts smport*g;ses in educational quality.

ection I ‘has provi a brief summary of how these programs actually affect the

rovision of educational services. Section I will trace how financial assistance
provided by these programs and Department of Education grants-in-aid has
increased. and then declined over the past eight years.
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SECTION II: ‘C.UM[‘ILATIVE EFFECTS OVER TIME

A ]
\
. t

This section pres'ents, infbrrpation on.recent spending pattefns for each of the major

: E;rograms mentioned in Section I, and analyzes their cumulative effects.

It should 'be recognized that certain [Si'oblems in data quality and availa/t;;ﬁty affect

. therscope’ of this analysis. First, the data series was begun in fiscal year 1974, even

though much data existed for previous time periods, because information for some
programs was fot available prior to that time. Second, much of the data is not -
"pure." Some of the vocational ‘education, library resources, and veterans education
support goes to postsecondary institutions, just as some higher education money
goes to support secondary education efforts. Third, a number of small programs -

mentiofied in Part I have not beeh includéd”in this analysis because adequate data
was not obtained.* .. : . )

These dats inconsistencies do not detract from the overall eonclusions’ of the
analysis.. Some of the inconsistencies canc£1 each other out. In addition the
magnitude of the changes observed here overwhelm {'t’b@ relatively small data
problems and onmfissions.

In the cases of Department of Education grants-in-aid, Federally operated schools,
and research and statisties, the amounts spent on the.programs (Tables II-2, 5, 7) -
represent direct support for 7,e1ementary and secondary education. . For the other
programs,” however, only a ‘part of the program funds_ support elementary and
secondary education. For these programs, two tables are shown. The first table
displays total spending for each program. The second table displays estimates of
each program's support for elementary and secondary education,. baséd on, the
discussion in Section I. . ~ ‘

\ . .
This analysis uses the January, 1981. President's budget request for PFiscal Years
1981 and 1982. - The 1981 March budget revisions' substantially: altered that -
‘request. Most elementary and secondary-education programs were to be- merged
into block grants, with appropriations. reduced- 25%. Reductions in .CETA,
Appalachian regional development, child nutrition, NSF, and BIA would also reduce
funds available to schools, and the elimination of the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit
"would reduce subsidies to cooperative educatish. Appendix tables A-4 and A-5
*provide some informatien coneerning the extent of the recommended reductions for
Federal grants-in-aid programs. - - :

2

-

Vﬁ‘ . .-‘

3

’"""’.“M’P}B‘gré“ms;'ei&lﬁaeﬁ. for lack “of ”Hﬁa.tg‘ ‘are  Farmers f&_r_h,e Toans, 'ene;g'yhg

conservation grants, Tools for Schools, Cooperative Extension Service programs,
*Yellowstone Park- educational dssistance, dJohnson-O'Malley, &nd Bureau of '

Prisons sehools. : //
‘ .
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FINDINGS ' e
Federal support for elementary and secondary education has grown from $6.4 billion
v - im{iscal'yéar 1974 to $11.8 billion in fiscal year 1982, under the January budget
recomsniendations. This represents an average annual increase of eight percent.
During the period, however, inflation will have increased at an annual rate of bver
ten percent (according to the January budget projections), resulting in a real
decline in Federal- support for elementary and secondary education of
approximately 5.4% over this eight-year period. The decline is partioularly severe
over the past four years, with real resources dropping about 16%.—',

Table I-1 illustratgs the composition of this decline. "Qverall, Department of
Education grants-in-aid have grown slightly over the eight-year period, though they .
" have, declined in real terms since fiscal year 1980. Other specific grant-in-aid -
programs show a similar pattern. The only two areas of major. decline are’(1)
economic development and broad-based grants and (2) student assistance programs,
though the relatively small financial effort in research and statistics also has‘shown
» 8 32% decline. The one area of consistent growth is.that of federally-operated
schools. N )

~

~ 2

The comparisons shown at the bottom of Table Ii-1 provide a number of measures by-
*** which to gauge the overall decline in funds. As the table shows, Federal school.
support has declined almost continually over this period as/a percentage of the
Federal .budget. Even using the Carter budget recommex@ations, 1982 school

. support would have lost thirty percent of its share of total Fedefal spending. This

decline is pdralleled by a sharp decline in the share of grant-in-aid support going to -

elementary and secondary education. a

A different focus for comparison is provided by looking at the figures on a per-pupil
basis. Perpupil spending.in 1982 is about double that in 1974. After accounting for
inflation, however, per pupil school support in 1982 is only slightly higher than in
1974, with the 1982 level representing a decline ft_?m the sharp incresses in the

1978-80 period. To the extent that Federal :\ei'ula ions (e.g. environmental) and -
requirements (e.g. education of the handicapfed) have ineressed school costs,
however, the maintenance of per pupil support would, mean a deecline in share gf

Perhaps the best measure of comparative Federal support, for elenentary and -

secondary education is the share.of local s¢hool spending provided byfn the Federal
Government. Table II-1 illustrates that this share, after peaking in 1978, declined in
1979, * While figures for 1980-82 are not available, it is probable that the decline

will continde throughout this period. '

.

Y

’ Tables II-2 thtough MI-7a provide programmatic detail supporting Table -1. Table )\
:I=2, which illustrate} Department of Educatior grant-in-aid programs, shows that
. Impact Aid is the only program,to have experienced a major decline since 1974. .
The extent of this decline may bé. exaggerated, however, as the 1982 figure
+ ' represents the proposed level Every recent President has proposed reducipg

.+ Impaet Aid funding,. with Congress never reducing it as much as proposed. The one

v b omn o Dt iwan i e S . ST X! A ” -
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Dept. of Education grants-in-aid

Other apecific gfhnt programs

Broad-bgséd grant programs
Subtotal; grants-in-aid

Federally-operated schools °
Student assistance programs
Reseatch and statistics
TOTAL FEDERAL SUPPORT FOR
SCHOOLS , .

" Dept. of Educatiod grants-in-aid:
QOther specific grant programs, .
C ~~Broad-baséd grant programsq: = ‘s
) Subto;al, grants—in-aid 49 »”
Federally-opergted schools
Student assistancé programs v
Research and 'statistics .
TOTAL FEDERAL SUPPORT FOR .
SClooLS o

v

._‘. . e

: Exhibits - £
Grants-in-aid as a share of: -
* all Federal grants P

A

State and locél‘school .
spending

s - [ )

Total ‘Federal support for .
) boolg as a share of:
: "\9&81 Federal spending

Per pupil Federal support for

schools:

current dollars e
. constant dollars ®

U.S. Government FY 1982,

’\.E c - ' [statistics, 1980. . -
R P I

-

TABLE L1-1. FEDERAL SUPPORT FOR
ELFMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION, -

o

-FISCAL YEARS 1974 - 1982 . . ] !

-

1

-~

2 .
(}n millions of ,current dollars) .

January' Budget

W. Vance' Grant .and Leo J. Biden.
-

Washington, D.C.:

w

Sup ort in fiscal year t Eompared to fall enrollmeﬁt t-i.

office of Management and Budgct, Executive Office of the President.
Government Printing Office, January 198L

of Comnorce Social and Economic Statistics Administration, Bureau of Eﬁpnomlc Analysis

bd
H
4 N
’ ? ‘
] -

1980—82 enrollments estimated ,

LR

1974 - 1976 g 1977 - ‘19%8 “ ‘1979 1980 ‘1981 1982
3,352 3,935 4,347 - 4980 5,905 6,593 807 7,092
172 1,092 1,214 1,469 1,723 1,969 F’aat. 2,052
923 1,170 1,225 1,966 1,472 1,269 634 - 526
5,067 . 6,197 6,786 8,415 9,100 9,831 9,325 . 9,670
574 653 704° 79 - 974 1,073 1,213 1,448
750 1,042 867 752 . 679 649 . 598 559
74 - 1 7 -9 91 85 9 97¥
6,445 7,963 8,428 10,053 aodw. 11,638 11,230 11,774 ,
, . - (in millions of constant-1972 dollars)
d
2,923 2,878. 2394 3, ?49 3,444 3,545, 3T 3,217 » °
674 - 798 . 822 929 1,004 1,059 . 928 931
805 -856 - 829 1,243 859 682 = 312 239
4,402 - 4,532 4,595 5,321 _ 5,307 95,236 4,893 ' %;367
“812 479 477 ¢ 506 582 594 612, -, 677
662 773 598 . 485 396 334 213 . 230
66 52 48 °_ 571 .. +54 41 47 45
3,642 . 5,836 5,718 6,369 . 6,339 6,261 5,525° - 5,339
N . .~\ . "
. < - . N\‘ ‘ -
11.6%. 10.52 7 9.9  1p.8% 11.0Y 10.8%  9.8% 9.7% -
- . 2 0 e °_ s, R e it TS e e e e e g
g 18T - 116X IR 12.4% 6124;1_'_&{5\ < . N/A N/A
LT ~ - o
£ . . .
2,42 2.6% - 2,42 2,527 Q.3 2,220 L.9% . LIX
v ) ‘A '
. e, . . =
. v rl
128 160 am 207 27 249 245 262+
112 117 . . e 132 133 a3k%. 7121 119 °

* ° -
NatYonal Income Accounts rebenchmarked\@efinit1on;' fistal Jeor estimates obtained through interpolation. ¢ «
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program whic¢h has experienced signific t growth over the pePlOd is hand1capped
éducation, which expanded rapidly after he passage of P.L. 94-142 in 1974

»

_ The meost significant. fund1ng declines over this period are hlghhghted in Tables O-4,
" 4a, 6, and 6a. These examine student assistance and grant-in-aid programs wh1ch
have in the past prondgd significant support for elementary and secondary
eglucation but have since declined significantly.or have been eliminated. In the case
. of student_assistance grants, funds support student attendance in both pubhc and
private sc ools . ' -
-In the cage of econom1c develoﬁ?ner;t -and general purpose grants-in-aid, however,
- the declines almost exclusively affe public sechools, and may.affect publie schools
in"a much more significant manner %h
Table I-4a assunfe that one-third of State general.revenue sharing funds supported
-elementary and secondary education, and that the primary effect of losigg -these
funds will be to reducé’State aid by that-amourit. However, the reduction gy .well
be greater than one-third if States use othér funds mow allocated to educatlon to
replace these and other lost Ft‘éral grant funds. .

Much of the increase in outlays fo;r federally-operated schools results from
,cexpanded capital expenditures for overseas dependent schools -and Job Corps

Centers.. - The former. ¢onstitutes "eat¢h up" of deferred construction or repairs,
-while the latter reflects,the expans10n of the program to a maximum capacity of

44,000. . .

4
3

Increases in Department og,Educatlon grant programs, combinéd with reductions in

" other areas, have resulted in a steady increase in their share of the total. Whereas

Department of Education grants prov;ded 52% of Federal elementary and seeondary

education support in FY 1974 and 50% in FY 1976, this proportlon increased to 58%

in FY 1980. Under the January budget the percentage Would increase to 63% in FY

1981 and FY 1982,

f\“"
© a3

- Sectlon O firthers the analysis' of thé total impaet of Federal aid by examlnmg the
varying levels of support that these programs’ have provid j to different regions of -
the country.
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&n the figures here indicate. The figures in- .~




JPABLE T1-2, DhP,AR'nu.N'l OF EDUCATION GRANY~ IN-AID OU’llAYS
v EISCAL YEARS 1974-1982

)
\ - / -
(in wmillions of cuyrrent dollars)

19724 - 1976 1‘977 1978 1979 1980

January Budget
1981 = 198

BUDGET ACCOUNT A . . ..
/ Elementary and Secondary Educac!onl 1,665 | 2,159 2,340 2,801 3,115 3,536 3,345 3,808
. Indian Education - 10 25 47 56 57 90" 51 78
Impact Ald . 529 558 719 . 706 858 622 718 346
- Emergency School Assistance 202 t211 241 231 315 315 283 288
» " Handicapped Education 43 - 90 120 226 456 810 1,061 1,075
Occupational, Vocational & Adult Education 569 748 692 691 - 769 854 927 1,079 —
Library and Learning Resources 1372 137 160 209 255 262 250 263 .
Other 197 7 28 60 80 104 172 155
o TOTAL 3 . ' 3,352 3,935 4,347 4,980 5,905 6,593 6,807 . 7,092
e - v PN - - . N *
i N (in millions of codstant 19}2 dollars)

‘Elementary and Secondary Bducatlonl' 1,579 1,585 1,1 1,817 1,901

1,648 1,727

25 35
354 157
139 131
523 488
457 489
123 7 119
451 ° _ 489

Indian Education 18 32 35 33 48
Impact Aid , 408 487, 446 500 334
s Emergencyfichool "Assistance 154 - 163 2 146 184 169
Handicapped Educacign 66 81 143 296 436
° ~ Occupational , Vocational & Adulc Educatlon 547" 469 . W 449 459
Library and Learning Resources 100 108 132 149 141
Other .. . ’ J 547 - 469 32 449 459
TOTAL . 2,878 2;944 31149 3,444 3,545‘
- w 4 ° N
H ! Includes billnguul education and youth igit\}tive spending. ,
Includes fynds later merged intg elementnry and secondary education account. , o .
-4 »

*Source: Departwent of Treasury, Fiseal Service - Bureau of Government Financlal Operatlona Diviaion of Government
sAccounta and Reporta, Federal Ald- to States. (varlous years); Executive Office of the President, Offh.e

of Mauagement and Budget. Special. Analyses, Budget of the U.S. Government, (various years).,
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TABLE -11-3.

ask

é
FERERAL GRANT-IN-AID PROGRAM OUTLAYS NOT CLASSYIFIED

. DUGATION BUT PROVIDING CATEGORICAL SUPPORT )
28 . ¢ FISCAL YEARS 1974-1982
L / . v , —
%f“- o - e . . “ e .
f: I‘\ (in williona of current dollara) - .-
* . : . .
) . . Janéarz Budget
< + <1974 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 198, 13§2
. . ) : . 1 N
) e Child Nutrition Programs 793 1,878 2,775 2,526 2,862 3,388 3,325 3,504
) Head Start . * 408 486 474 523 625 . 73 716 871
° CETA Employment & Training: ! 11 .
Block Grant (Title II5A,B,C) 1;108 1,698 1,756 »875 1,802 2,144 2,000 Z,011
. Youth training -grants 4 326 632. 692 746 787
) 3
. TOTAL a 2,309 4,062 . 5,009 5,250 5,922 6,900 6,787 7,173
s - (in milliona of constant doilars) -
Child Nutrition Brograms 691 1,373 - 1,879 1,597 1,669 1,822 1,638 1,589
- Hehd Star€* TRl 357 355 321 331 365 396 353 395
¢ CETA Employment & Tffﬁ{ng: . ’ ‘
Block Grant (Title 1I-A,B,C) 966 1,242 1,189 1,186 1,051 1,153 * 985 912
T Youth training ‘grants ) . 3 206 369 : 372 367 357
’ L A TOTAL - 2,014 2,970 3,392 3,320 3,454 3,743 3,343 3,253
. M A, . N - N ‘1
Note: This table shows total program apending. See Table 1I-3a for éstimated ,amount of direct aupport for
W . . elementary and secondary education. .
. 1 Excludea supplemental food program for vomen, infants and children (WIC) ._. . © T
‘A - t s " .Q - ]
o 4 Includea funds for the Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects (YIEPP), Youth Employment and Training
Programs (YETP) and (in FY 1982) 70% of the CETA part of the Preaident's youth initlative.
N N < . , . . ~——
.t Soyrce: Department of the Treasury, Fiscal Service - Bureau of Government Financial Operations, Diviaion of .
", - Covernment Accounta snd Reporta. ‘Federal A1d to States. (various years); U.S. Department of Labor,
. ’ . Employment and Training Administration. Quarterly Progresa Reporta. (varidus years). ol PR
. . 3 -
. - . N . - ?

.
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’ ) TABLE II-3a, ESTIMATED ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY '

/ R EDUCATION SUPPORT FROM NON-EDUCATION GRANT PROGRAMS, >
. < FISCAL YEARS 197421982
- v
k3 ce . (in millions of current dollars)
: % January Budget
1974 1976 1977 1978 1979 ° 1980 1981 - 1982
© ~ « *  Child Nutrition Prog;amsl . — —— — -— — -— - -—
‘e Head Start 408 . 486 474 523 626 736 716 871
’ CETA Employment & Training: "
o ) Block Grant (Title XI-A,B,C) < 364 : 606 740 873 942 1,121 1,046 1,052
Youth training grants3 — g & 73 155 112 - 122 129
. TOTAL 772 1.092“ T 1,214 1,469 1,723 1,969 1,864 2,052
. (in millions of constant ‘1972 dollars)
» r Y -
(cﬁizd NuErition Programs « -— —— . e — . —— - -~ —
+ Head Start ' 357 355 321 331 365 396 - 353 395
.. CETA Employment & Tralnlng:' . -y , . .
i Block Grant- (Title II-A,B,C) 317 443 501 '\552 549 603 / 515 4717
.. ’ \‘yth training grants . —— ——— * <46 - 90 60- . 60 59
- ) - Yo . TOTAL 674 798 822- 929 1,006 1,059 928 931
. i " B . .
o - % _Less than $50 t4usand. - L4 o Co- , ..
. . . -
- ! Cl_\lld nutrition programs, though proyided through schools, do not finance an educational service, and thug are
- S/ excluded from this analysts, R .
Lo > Classroom training, as reported l;y Department of Labor. R
e . 13
T, i AL of YIEPP and the classroom training ahare of YETP. }
o - ' ‘ " Source: ‘U.S, Dept. of Treasury, Fiscal Servlc.e ~ Bureau of Government Financial Operations, Division of Government
B -Kccounta and Reports. Federal Aid to States. (various ygars); U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and
Training Adulnistratlon. Quarterly Propress Reports, (various years), . -
s -

- R L. - p , - - : .
N . g . N N . »
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TABLE 11-4.° ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND GENERAL-PURPOSE GRANTS THAT SUPPORT. EDUCATION, '
. FISCAL YEARS 1974-1982 - DY

te

.- . . . s ) ) ) Lo
. L] S, *~ (in millions of current dollars) ° ‘ -‘\S .
: - . ° - - January Budget
. \ - . 1974 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982
. . BUDGET ACCOUNT ; ‘ ) ' | o
. L4 . . . " , . » - . ol ]
General Revenue Sharing . 6,106 - 6,243 6,760 6,823 6,848 6,829 5,156 _ 4,559
Anti-Recession Fiscal Assistance -— f - 1,699 1,329 *, 2 == B
Local Public Works -— -—- . 585 3,057 13241 416 . 150 . 60_,
Temporary Employment Assistance 605 1,887 2,340 4,769 -+ 3,285 1,796 974+, 1,096
=. , * Appalachian Regional Development: 289 318 - 248 261 303 335 318 ~ 311 ]
Department of Interior Shared Revenues 106 174 137 287 - 300 370 454 576 ¢
/ * Department of Agricultute Share.d Revenues ~_ 115 89 50 226 241 280 223 215
TOTAL . : 7,221 8,711 11,819 16,753 12,718 10,028 7,275 6,877
- . . L. .«
% .- - ’ . - ’ . -
= .- ) : v N (in willjons of constant 1972 dollars)
*  General Révenue Sharing 5‘,321; 4,566 ° 4,577, 4,314 3,994- 3,672 2,540 2,068 °
. Anti-Recession® Fiscal Assistance ’ -, == 1,150 840 * ¢ 1 -—- —
Local Publig,Works v ) - — + 396 1,931 1,006 © * 224 74 27
- . Temporary Employment ‘Assistance - *528 1,380 1,585 3,015 1,916 966 480 4%
Appalachian Regional Development . 252 233 168 165 177 180 157 141
Department .of Interior Shared Revenues ’ 92 127 - 93 181 175 199 224 - 261
. Department of Agriculture Shared Revenues- 100 - 65 34 143 141 151 110 ¢ 125
‘ TOTAL gl 6,296 6,371 8,003 10,592 7,418 5,392 3,583 3,9
. . . “ ¢ . . - ‘- . . K e
* Less than $50 thousand. | . . o . A
. ' ' ., . , ) ]
Note: This table shows total program spending. See Table II-4a for estimated amount of direct support
< . for elementary and secondary education. 1
Source: U.S. Department ~¢.h'reasu"r‘y, Fdscal Service - Burpau-of Government Financi\l Operat‘oas, Diviston of
., e Government Accounts and Reports. Federal Aid to States. {various yesrs). ’
. . + ' »
P . . . N g .
. -~ - -
- > ) 4 .
P — - - 2 v v . L’J
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w, - ’ . TABLE ¥1-4a. ESTIMATED ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION
SUPPOR’I‘ PROVIDED BY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND CENERAL-PURPOSE

,’. GRAN‘IS FISCAL YEARS 1974-1982
‘:. R ./ ‘ « \
(in millions of current dollars)
< , " @ . January Budget
N -, 1974 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982
L. o a
S General Kavenue Sharifj ' - 678 694 51 758 761 759 190 -
5 N Anti-kecession Fiscal. Aéxﬁscance " -— —— 17 27 * -— -— -—
Local Fublic Works' . ! ——- —l 64 336 192 46 17 7
Temporary Employment Aasistanee 103 351 281 572 230 126 68 7
Appalachian Regibnal Developlnent : 31 23 19 16 * v 18 13 20 16
. Dept. of “Intefior Shared Revenu 53 87 68* 144 150 - 185 227 288
Dept of Agriculture Shared Rew..naes ' 58 45 - 25 113 121 140 112 138
TOTAL - ) * 923 1,170 1,225 1,066 1,472 . 1,269 634 526
L4
;‘.;,Z L] 'rv" . - T . ! .
P . . : - L e (in millions of constant 1972 dollars) "J.
e e . o . 1 ¢ N R 3 " . o
A General Revenue Sharing K T #j,, 591 ° 508 509 479 444 « 408 94 ——
Anti-Recession’ Fiscal Assistance’ ) ’ _— ;ﬁ--‘ ' 6 9 * - _— _—
. Local Public Works . : — 7, B 43 . - 212 112! 25 8 3
. ‘lenporary Employ%nt Assistance ° 90 235 190 362 135 68 33 35
Appalnshian Regional DeveIOpment ) 27 . 1 13 10 10 7 10 7
Dept. of-Interior Shared Revenues ' 46 64 . 46 91 87 99 112 131
Dept.. oE Agrlculture Shared Revenues - _ . 51 KK] <17 71 71 75 55 63
. . R . 7 R
<t 2 TQI'AL . ; 805 856 829 1,243 859 682 - . 311 239

[]
v -, 4. . \

: . g . o .

IS . . A .

. % 0 T 2
88 thgn $5 :housand - . .




TABLE II-5. OUTLAYS FOR FEDERALLY -OPERATED SCHOOLS
3 FISCAL YEARS 1974-1982

n millions of current dollars) ‘ .
° January Budget
1974 1976 77 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982

BUDGET ACCOUNT Q . .

DOD Overseas Dependent Schools: . <
Operations & Maintenance . 245 - 270 314 339 . 365
Construction 19 Y 49 15 48

Procurement , - i - * 1 .
" SUBTOTAL 264 287 363 . 355 414 450

BIA Schools | . i -~ 238+ 1229 "7 393 302 238 . 249
: : 202 - 280 379 416 - 561 749.
704 796 974 1,003 1,213 1,448

-

-
. ”

(1n milltons of constant 1972 dollars)

. DOD Overseas Dependent Schools ) 179 182 . 217 197 209 ‘
BIA Schools’ - 161 146 139 167 120
* Job Corps L - 137 . 178 226 230 ., 283
. TOTAL . 477 506 582 594 612

* Less than $50 thousand. ) g . !

. .. . - R .
we""NUTE? tBudget amounts are not completely comparable among the three programs. The DOD-and Job Corps figures include
- capital expenditures while the BIA figures do not. . P

. ) N ,
Source: Office of Management and Budget, Executive Office 'of the President, Budget of the U.S. Goverament-Appendix.
* Waahington, D.C.: Government ‘Printing Office, (various years); U.S. Department of Laber, Job Corps.
""Congressional Budget .lusti“cat’ions FY 82"; Discussions with David Dexter, Office of Overseas Dependent
Schools, U.S. Department of Education. i

-
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TABLE [1-6. smuuaur ASbISTANLE GRANT OUTLAYS,
FISCAL YEARS 1974-1982. . iy

» T

° (ln.mllllons ogﬁcﬁrrent dollars)

’ ' o < January Hudget
O L : : 1976 1977 , 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982

Social §ecur1ty Student Beneficts 1,324 1,563 1,687 . 1,809 2,001 2,200 2,400
‘Veterans.GI Bill ot , 5,029 3,567 3,027 2,450 2,067 1,581 1,395
Veterans Dependents Educational Aaslstnnce ' 186 202 217 204 194 180 180

TOTAL . ¥ - 6,539 $,332« 4,931 4,463 4,262 3,961 3,975

»

. %
(in millions of constant 1972 dollars)

B

Social Security Student Benefits ' 982 1,079 , 1,087 1,056 1,028 1,8%4 987 .,

Veterans GI Bill R . . 3,730 2,462 1,951 1,430 1,062 722 - 5713

Veterans Dependents Educational Assistance . 138 139 140 119° 100 82 74
TOTAL ) > . . 3,851 3,680 3,179 2,605 : 2,191 - 1,809 ° 1,634

< °
Note: This table shows total program spending. See Table II-6a for estimated amount of direct support °
fot elementary and secondary” edacation, ' - :

Source: Convqrsatlons with Roberc~ﬂastings and Roger Hicks, Social Security Admlnlsttatlon; 1981; Vetetans '
Administracion. “cOngiesslonnl Budget Justlflcatlons " (various years).
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TABLE 1I-6a. ESTIMATE% STUDENT ASSISTANCE GRANT OUTLAYS FOR ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION
FISCAL YEARS 19710-1982

v 3 . . LAQ

(in millions ‘of current dollars) *

. Ji 7\ January Budget
. - . ) : 1976 1977 1:978 1979 1980 1981 1982
Soclal Security itudent Assistsnce ’ 218 252 273 288 + 312 /338 361
Veterans GI Bill N 805 596 458 372 320 243 181
Veterans,Dependents'vfducationa! As'sistance 19 19 21 19 17 17 17

TOTAL o 50 1,042 867 752° .~ 679 649 598

——

‘ (1n miliions of%constant 1972 dollars)

Soclal Security §tudent Aasistance ' 162 174 176 168 160
Veterans GI Bill : . 597 411 , 295 217 164
Veterans ‘Dependents Educational Ae.sista? . 14 13 14 11 9

TOTAL 773 " 598 485 < 396 334

)

e -

—

< -\ i 2 \i R
Excludes vocational %habil){ 1 3N )1 79" outlays - $96 million) and the post-Vietman era progmms
(e.g. » FY 1979 outlays = $231 thipiaded)

' ‘. ; '
Source: Robert. 1. K. Hastings,‘ "Stude t}\OASDI Beneficlaries: Program Utilization and Educatio Aspirations,¥
' Social Security Bulletin,, S¢ "dongressional Budget Jubtifications."
(various years). B . .
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TABLE II-7. RESEARCH AND STATISTICS,
FISCAL YEAR OUTLAYS FOR 1974-1982

9 EY
.

“« .
. (in willions of current dollars)

. January Budget
1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 = 1981y 1982

National sInstitute of Educa:ior; . 76 80 75 82 84
National Center for Eduication Statistics 13 14 1 _10 12 13
TOTAL 90 91 85 94 ¢ 97

.

-

(in millions of constant 1972 ‘dollars)

"« National Institute of Education 43 39 48 48 42

National Center for Educatfon Statristics . 9 9 9 1 6
48 4

0TAL ’ o 52 . 57 5 ( 4

Source:; Office of Bducatrional Research and Imptovement; Department of Ed'uqat.ion. “An Overview." 1980.

-
.




=’ " SECTION I R"EGI)@»%{ DIFFERENCES -
. o -

. X o .
. = .

This sectin describes differences in the distribution of Federal support for
elementary and secondary education- by national income and product accounts
regions.* A number of, programs- are not included in this analysis, for a variety of
reasons...-Sonie programs), such as Sgeial Security student assistance, maintaih no
records on the regional breakdown of their spending. Other programs, such as
Department of--Defense oversegs dependeént schools, are conducted outside the
continental United States. Finally, the data for many programs are sketchy, and
« assumptions which have been made about. national totals become more tenuous
,~ . Wwhen regional breakdowns are discussed.  This section provides regional
,\ distribitions for pq}ggrgms where the data could be collected.

~

x

-
il

; .
X3 .
. . .
5 ,
rd * . - -
y 7’%"‘/ >
g () - .
~ . LS

e r

P ' ' ‘ Y , @
: . "Appendix Table "A-3 desc'ri_bés the regions ang the rationale for using that
breakdown in preference to others® ' '
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FINDINGS *

o\

* fo ', .
The regional&§stribution of Federal support is_dictated by a numSer of factors. Fop . ppey

example, mue ending for Bureau of Indian Affairs schools i8 conducted on-or
near Indian reservations on the theory that children should be educated as elose to
home as possible (although attendance transfers among reservations are
permitted). In the case of veterans assistance, the location of the spending is
dictated by the location of the veteran who applies for benefits.

In many cases, however, the regional distribution of funds<Jepresents a series of
«congressional compromises., The impact aid program, for* example, is aimed at
providing assistance to school distriets educating children who are federally-
affected — whose parents either live or work on federally-affected land that yields

no local property .tax revenue. -Over the years, a series of congressional .

compromises has changed that statutory definition,* resulting i changes in the =

distribution of funds. Other compromises in the impagt aid “program now allow
three methods for caleulating a school distriet's costs, different reimbursement of
costs for different
when the program is not fully funded. Each ecompromise, while nominaily aimed at
a more "ratihal” system of reimbursing'local education agencies fop Burdens placed |
on them by the Federal Government, was partially a pdlitical cbmpromise also
aimed at geographically redistributing funds. As a result, per cgpita-impact aid
funds in the Rocky Mountain region fell from 253% of the natjonal average to 221%
over this period, N
compromise, however, is limited by the nature of the program. The;Great Lakes
region, with few potential eligibles, continued to receive only about.one-third of
the national average on a per capita basis." 4 oo

-
[— -

Table II-1 illustrates changes since FY 1957 in the geograghic distribution.of :
Department of Education grant-in-aid funds.gThe Rocky Mountdin region receives
by far the }argest per capitd assistance, withthe Southeast, the Sguthwest, and the
, Plains States all above the national average.. The Far West, which ranked high on a
-per cgpita basis in 1957, is now grouped with the Great Eakes States as the.regions
receiving .least aid per capita.” Table II-1 also illustrates t¥e net effects of *
political compromises. The three regions that in FY 1969 received the 10west per
“capita assistance demonstrated the fastest growth during the period. ’ ‘

)

Table II-2 provides/ -a breakdown bﬂr budget account of per capita'_Spendfng by
region, and illustrates why the Rocky Mountain region did so well, States in that

- region-.dominated per capita spending in two major accoug' — impact aid and

~9ecupational, vocational, and adult  education — while receiving.about the natignal
average in the other two major accounts

and secondary education. The Great Lakes region, on the other hand, trailed.the

while other-regions increased their relative share. The-extent of »

— handicapped education apdelementary -

national average in virtually every account. v

* It now inciugles Indian children, military dependents,

i

R

L

-

dependents, and low-income housing dependents.

*
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types- of children, and different ways of reducing entitlements , ..
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TABLE I11-1, DISTRIBUTION:OF DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
GRANTS-IN-AID FOR ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION,
8Y RECION, FISCAIWYEARS 1957-1979

L7 .
v - -
L]
Region-
1957
o - New England 8.2
N Mideast 23,0
Great Lakes 20.5
Plainsg O ©14.3
- Southeast 47.3
- Southwest .- 26.0
. Rocky Mountain - 9.6
N Far West 42.5
L Alaska L. ) L
3 Hawait . 6'?
*
) 197.6

EYN

TOTAL, U.S."

(3

»

Millions of Dollars

. Accounts gnd Reports,
Bureau of the Census,

Source: Statiaffcal hgeéndix;’Annunl Rggort of the Secretary of the Tréasurz,
U.S. Department of Treasury, FiScal Servige - Bureau of Covernment Fin
Federal Aid to States.

1969

. 97.8
309.0

279.6 °
187.6
677.2
»233.5
74.1

* 251.0°

b
29.0

2,137.5

¥

. 1979
301.8

1,028.0
873.2
447.3

1,530.9
612.8
213.3:>
656.0

"o 125.7

5,790.1

-

-

]

.

%

"

;

et S A e 4

o,

L

FY 1957;
ancial O
(Fiscal Years 1969 and 1979);
.Lurrent Population Reports, Series P-25 (varicus issues).

.

£ ‘.
Percent Increase 1969-1979

Total §

209%
233
212
138
126
162
189
161

349

—

12

’,]‘*.:5' '\ [}
- Dollars Per Capitg*
\ ¢
1957 1969 1979
0.84 8.36 24.53 ¢ -
0.62 7.34 24.48
0.59 .0 21.19
0.9 11.58 25.86
1.26 15.64 30.68
1,94 17.43 20.64
" 2.34 15.11 33.50
2.729 10.20 . 22.01
.71 25.41 e96.69
1.16 10.69 26.32

« Per Capita §

1932
234
202
123
96
76
122
118

281

—_—

1462

perations, Division of Government
U,S. Pepartment of Commerce,
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TABLE IXI-2. PER CAPITA DISTKIBUTION' OF ' )
. :  DEPARYMENT OF EDUCATION GRANITS-IN-AID . .
. . FOR ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION, -BY REGION, FISCAL 1979 @ a ~
’ - v N . o - . . - e L)
. ‘Elem & Emergency. ‘e * Occupational,
. Imapct Haridicapped, Secondary °  School { Indian Library Vocational,
Region Ald : Education “  Education Assistance Education Resources & Adulc Ed Total
* . . .
New England $ 3,20 .. $2.80 "' . §13.32 . ,$C.0‘. 98 $0.02 ‘$1.37 $2,80 $24.53
Mideast 248 . 1.97 - 13.99 2.55 °- 0.05 .08 ° . 3.06 - 24.48
Great Lakes 1,26 -1.99 - 12.00 \ 1.09 0.21 1.46 3.18 21.19°
Plains 3:51 2.19 15.20 0.86 0.42 1.31 3.81 7/ 21.19
Southeast s 4,12 . 2,45 17.24 - 1.51 0.07 1.16 ° 4.13.9 30.68
Southwest '5.95 73 . 16.00 2713 0.79 . 0.63 . 3.43 try 30.64
Rocky Mouncain 9.00 2.69 7 . 13,13 0.97 0.497 ©1.12 5.63 33.50
Far West 5.68 1.07 9.46. . 1.58 .0.39 - 0.89 . 2,95 22.0Y
Alaska ; i 8 )
Havali . 5793 L m 23,38 3.15 4:00 1.09 3.64 96. 69 ;
TOTAL, U.S. §°4.07 $2.02 $13.91 . $1.42 ‘$0.28 ¥$1.14 $§.l¢8 - $26.32
¢ ' C 2 '
Source: U.S. vD:apartvmeut of the 'l‘renSury, Fiscal Service - Bureau of G&iletx;ment Financial Operations, Division of
Government Accounts and Reports. Federal Aid to States: “‘Flscal Year 1979; ~Department of Commerce, Bureau
of the Census. Current Popu on Reports, Series P-25, No. 876. ’
‘,
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It is interesting to compare these regional bréakdowns along a number ofécriteria.
Table 1I-3 provides regional rankings;along three criteria — per capita support, per
student support, and the share of loeal sehool spending provided by Department of ,
- Education grants. As the rankings indicate, there are three graups’of regions. The ’
Rocky Mountain, Southwest, and Southeast regions rank highest along all three
criteria, while the Great Lakes and Far West regions similarly rank lowest. The
+ Plains, Mideast, and New England regions cluster most closely to the national
average. Within the groups, however, rankings ¢hange significantly using different
criteria. The Southeast, for.example, trails the Rocky Mountain region in per
capita and per student assistance, but receives & significantly higher proportion of
expenditures from Federal aid than other regions, as a result of the relatively low
levels of State-local expenditures in the region. T '
Tables II-4 and III~5 provide a regional breakdown of Federal spending for economic
development and general-purpose grants-in-aid that support education.  These
tables ‘include the full amount of the grants megardless of the purpose ‘for-which
they are used. The fraggnenta% natdre of the data concerning tf\ére supporting
elementary and secondary education argues against trying make regional
breakdowns based on that share (as described in Part II). However, a ‘rﬁsgional‘
breakdown of the totals does provide useful information..

It is clear that the Far West, 'fche Mideast, and New Eng%d fared best under these
programs. These three regions received the highest pek capita payments under
three major programs — General Revenue Sharing; Local Public Works, and CETA
.." | temporary employment assistance: In-addition, the Far West dominated per capita
.". shafed revenues from thé*Departments of Agriculture and the Interior. Thé Plains
' ° . ‘and Southwést States, on thegother hand, significantly trailed ‘the rest of.the
o .,%egur;tg.y,gectgiviggaye lowest per capgta payments for virtually every’item.
ek o 3 N ‘ ‘ - ' ~ - .

. It:sv, ‘iﬁtg%’;e.gteixg_év,_to; note that the .bulk of spendihg in this -area ‘will have been
elinlinated by ‘EY..]982. ~As Table ‘1l-4' shows (see Part I), the January, Budget
‘reduced ‘spending-fofthese’programs’ to, $6.9 billion in FY 1982 from $16.8 billion in

temporary employrent dasSi,s'ggf;'cée_,,*w“ °redyce these programs by at least gn™
additional $1.1 billion to $5.8 billion, & net-reduction of about 55% in three years
“and 65% in four years./While th sg:@ét_fugtiopg will  certainly affect 41l regions, it .
will hit hardest the threg tregians Which benefitted most from the programs. The
effect on the Far West, howevér, will beameliorated by the growth of Agriculture
and Interior §bared revenue progra!g;s:" v ; -
: . AR GNP
Elethentary and secondary’ education pr:
reductions in two ways.- First, lo'gal'-' pverrfpents will lose funds which they have
. specifically targeted to elementary and ’sécondary. education. Secor, local
/ governments will lose funds that they have ?pglied to other purposes. -As a result of *
the loss of funds in_gen€fal, Statetlocal f

?

ms may lose resources from °these

unding for elementary and secondary -
education may be Teduced to provide funds for other, higher priority government
functions. An example of this squeeze ¢an ‘already' be seen in the State of
Michigan, the State currently with perhaps ‘the tightest set of State and local

»
A .

'., s L \. d . . ‘Q_ e
B % 4 o0

FY 1978 gnd_$12.7 billiom, in-FY1979. The March Budget, by eliminatng 'CETA-  °




TABLE III-Y. THREE MEASURES OF
DEPARTHENT OF EDUCATION GRANT SUPPORT
AND RANKINGS, BY REGION, FISCAL 1979

. N Spending Rankings
. ’ Total . Per Per As % of Local Per Per As Z of Local
Region kY :(.Hlllions) Capita Student School Expenditure Capita Student School Expenditure '

+

New England 3.301.8 - 825 $129 6.1% 6 5
v e

Mideast 1,028.0 24 137 5.9° ' . b . 6
Great Lakes 873.2 2 1w 55 o/

. “~ S .
* Plains 447.3 26 . 137 7.0
Southeast 1,530:9 | 3 154 9.7

Southvest 612.8 n 144
¥ - ‘ / . .
Y - .
Rocky Mountain 214.4 M . 159 8.0
PN ) , .
Far West 656.0 22 . 24
= < ) 24,

LT

Alaska 125.7 97 . _- ’ 16.7w

‘Hawaii L —
) . < . e W=
TOTAL, U.S. $5,790.1 $26 i @6,9%

% Not included in regionai rankings. * . ° e ' £ -
‘s « N N . . 1 - +

Source? ' U.S, Department of Commerde, Social ‘and Bconomic—statféticq Admipistration, I‘Suregu of Economic Analysis,

unpublished tables; W. Vance Grant and Leo J. Efden, Digest of ‘Education Statistics, 1980. National
Center for Educatichal Statistics, ,1980, _ ’ L R : '

-
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TABLE 1II-4, DISTRIBUI‘ION'OF'FBDERAL ECONOMIC
) DEVELOPMENT AND GENERAL-PURPOSE GRANT OUTLAYS .
) THAT HELP SUPPORT EDUCATION, BY REGION, FISCAL 1979 , .
iy . T . (in § millions) .
v * . Anti- .
-~ Shared Revenues - General Recession , Local Temporary Appalachian
. 4; ‘ Dept, of Dept. of Revenue Fiscal ° Public Employment Regional N,
Region Agriculture Interior Sharing Assistance Works+ Assistance Commission Total
B 7 B 2
) New England 7.4 — ~423.0  17.2 - 143.3 223.6 ___ 814,5
Mideast - . 6.0 — 1,515.5 73.2 508.6 773.6 29.4 . 2,906.3
Great -Lakes 5.5 —— 1,207.9 70,04 251.3 585.0 8.1 2,127.8
Plgins .- 10,7 ‘ 0.1 490.1 12.7 - 83.0 140,5 _— }37.1
Southeast 30.7 - -_— 1,481.5 34.7. - 224,3 615.7 93 2,477.2
° Southwest. 12,2 ¢ 1.0 531.6 2.3 71.9 189.3 — 808.3 *
Rocky -Mountain 28.0 1.9 179.7 23,6 , 48.1 - 64,1 U - 345.4
+Far West - 189.5 88.6 962.8 38.9 7 266.5 549,6 _— 2,095.9
. . g ‘ . o
Alaska 3.7 . * ,22.0 " 0.4 16.5 10.1 — 52,7 .
Hawaii - s 0,2 — 33,6 . - 10.0 14;. 3 — 58.1
TOTAL, U.S. ' . 2399 91.6 6,847.7 273.0 '1,623.5 3,165.8 127.8 12,423.3

. . x, . ' . i : )
s - . ) i ‘ -
* Less than $0,01. . N R ] \ﬁ

Source: U.'S. D'ept. of the Tpeisury, Fiscal $erv'1‘é:'e -~ Bureau of.Government Pina'ngial Operations, Division o%ment .
AR Accounts and Reports. -Federal Aid to States. Fiscal Year 1979. '
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- TABLE TI1-5. PER CAPITA DISTRIBUT(ON OF FEDERAL KCONOM’IC
M DEVELOPMENT AND GENKERAL-PURPOSE CRANT OUTLAYS L -
, . , - THAT SUPPORT EDUCATION BY REGION, FISCAL 1479 ’ "
% Alltl-
- = Shared Revenues - Ceneral, Recession  Local ‘femporary Appalachian
- Dept. of Dept. of Rexeuue Fiseul e Public  Employment  Regional «
Reglon Agriculture Iuterior Sharing Assistance Works Assistance Commission Total
New England $0.60 § - $34.39 $1.40 $ll.6( $18.18 § ——= $ 66.22
. Mideast s 0.14 -— 36.08 1.724 12.11 18.42 '0.70 69.20
Creat Lakes 0.13 — » 29,32 1.70 6.10 14.20 ‘0.20 51.65
. Plains 0.62 0.01 28.33 0.73 4.80 8.12 - 42.61
Southeast 0.62 -— 29.69 0.70 4.49 - 12,34 1.81 49,64
.Southwest 0.61 -°0.05 26.58 0.12° 3.60 9.47 -— 40.42
-Rocky Mountain 4.38 0.30 28.08 3.69 7.52 10.02 _ -— 53.97
Far West 6.36 2,97 32.31 1.31 8.95 18.44 —-—- 70.33
B ] .
Alaskia 9.25 * 55.00 1.00 41.25  25.25 Y - 145.25
N Hawaii 0,22 - 37.33 ——= 11.11 15.89 — 64.56
: TOTAL, U.S. - $1.33 §0.41 $31.01 $1.24 $7.35 $14.34 $0.58 $ 56.26
/ ) . : : ’
* Less than.$0.01.
1 Source: School Finance Project staff cowputations. ’ ,
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government budgeéts. In the last half of 1980 Michigan cut educatioﬁ spending by
more than $100 milion in order to pay for health and weifare needs (Demkovich,

Tables -6, 7, and 8 illustrate spending for three programs whose distribufion of
clients determines the geographfc distribution &f funds®—,Bureau of Indian Affairs
School Operdtions, Department of Defense "Sgetion VI" schools, and Veterans
Administration edueational assistance. '

As Table IN-6”shows, the distribution of BIA school operations sperding' has not
changed significantly in the past twenty-two years. Two factors may change the
distribution in the future, however. " First, the Education Amendments of 1978
mandated that BIA spending be distributed through an equalization Yérmula. This
formula, which did not affect FY 1979 spending, may reallocate spending toward °
areas such as the Navajo reservation, which previously had regeived low per student
amounts. Second, the official recognition of tribes in States such as Maine will
result in new schools beingeestablished. - v

The distribution ’g}Section VI schools spending can also not be expected to change

- much. No new schools are expected to be'built. In addition, the poor physical
> eondition of the éurrent schools and the possibility of impact’aid Gut-offs have

deterred school districts from "acceptifig responsibility for those that now Bxist.
Table III-7 illustrates that the bulk of the schools that now exist ape located in the

" Southeast region of the country. - | e t

The distributién of Job Corps Centers is to _some exte.nf determified by the location
of the National Forest or Park in which they are located. As aresult, the’
Southwest and Rocky Mountain States have relatively higher concentrations than

other regions. s

w Tk 'o‘,/g' : ’ S ‘
Table HMI-9 shows thaf Veterans Administratijon educafional/ benefits are also'-
concentrated in the Southeast, with over one-thipfi of elemergtary and secondary

. support located in that region. As Part II demonhstrated, this support has declined

rapidly in the past five years; as educational entitlements havg been uged up or
. P . ‘ : .

_ have lapsed. . N . v .

. Finally, Table II-10 illustrates the net geographic distribution of Army, Air Force

and Marine Junior ROTC units.* Though these unitsare also concentrated ‘in the:
Southeast region, Texas is the State with ¥e largest number of units. b -

b

-
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* The Navy did not resp?nd to requests for information. , -~ . -~ -,
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et 1 o . g p
e . ' u TABLE 111-6, DISTRIBUTION OF BQ,REAU.OF -
* . v, INDIAN AFFAIRS SCHOOL OPERATIONS SPENDING,
. a L - ) BY REGION, FISCAL -1959,'1969, 1979 .
[4 . » \d
' e .ﬁlv * 3 ' -1
3 . Wi ¢ . - R (SMillichas) . Share of-the Total
. . () % e .
. . Wegion . v{\1957 1969 1979 1957 1969 ° 1979
. B 3 A , ’_
. ‘New England Ut S m—— —— = -—% -2 -2
o - Mideast i . ) -— , - - - -—
. Great Lakes : < -——” — 0.5 ' — - v, %
Plains 5.7 10.4 22,6 14 13 - 15 .
Doy .’ Southeast 0.4 ¢ 2,2 6.4 1 3 4
' °-Southwest. » ° . 24.5 s 47,2 89.8 62 - 60 61
2 * Rocky Mountain 3.5 5.5 11.9 9 7 ¢ 8
tg i Lo ~-Far West« ” 1.8 3.8 5.4 ) S 4
. . d . N
¢ Alagka, . 3.5 10.0 ‘ 9.5 . 9 13 7
. Hawail ™™ | , - -— . .t -— -
i . Unassigned or Unallocable  “-— . -1.2 - 21.9 - == ——-
g N L} ) ) ¢
. i TOTAL, U.S. 39.4 $77.97 168.0 100% 1007 1002
e . - . e N . . ¢ A o)
. - 5 28 . 7 n. ' ‘
. o* Less than-0.5%. | »- -
3 . ’ N
T« fy . " 1 Excludegy"uhassigned or ﬁnalloaable.? ., .

. Source: Susan Smith'and Margaret Walker.

'Y R
‘Federal Funding of Indian Educatjon: A Bureaucratic, Enigma.

Washington, D.C.:

Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc., May 1978; Bureau of Indian Affairs

‘a . ' internal calculations. \
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N “‘l'ABl.ﬁ [1i~7. " OUTLAYS FOR DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE *
. . - "o Q"Sl'."(,'l‘ION V(" ELEMENTARY AND ,SECONDARY S!.HIOOI.S., ’ !
T . . BY REGION, FISCAL YEAR 1979
Y a - , )
r ° e s
r , .
s v a . .
> .
: X i Relgmn1 ' $. Millions, ’
: . , New England , 89 . )
) R : - Mideast V4,5 .
. , Great Lakes | Cme—
. - Plains . 0.1 . °o
’ Southeast 4&3 .’ .
. . Southwest ~t~ ’ - .
h Rocky Mountain — L4 N
* Far West — L4 ' '
T -~ '
’ " Alaska o ) o~ . .
’ A2 . T A ’ - . .
N , : - ToraL, v.s.? $49.8
oS . . " ] V ' .
rib . ) R .
' o . . ) R .' s Do e
. * Less than §50 thousand. . : . ) v .- “
wr . N . ' »®
. . >,
’ 1 Section VI schools are located in Alabama (2), Georgia (3), Kentucky (2), Loutsiana (1), North Cal;l)lina (2),
~ New York (1), South Carolina (4), Virginia (2), and Puerte Rico (1). TIu addition, fi_?‘jancial support is R
B : prov)ded in Delaware, Kan‘sas, Massachusetts, New York, and Oregon to schools that have been returned to .
local control, - Ce . Y .
boes not include $7.2 million in Pueito Rico., . - ) i
. IS . . o N -
. Source: Department of Education Section VI‘Schools Conference. Proceedings of April 28, 1980; calculations - .
. ' by Wllliam Duck, Department of Education, January 23, 1981. - N . .
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- N TABLE 111-8. Jon cdRps CENTERS, BY RECION, FIS&AL YEAR 1979 , N]
T " . ' . i s ~ o
. ‘ ) . . ~ A <
» e . - . i -
c . “ - * Number of °- Capacity per
Region o Centers . Capacity Million Residents
“ 4 4
g . < ) New !nglfnd < 2 750 & 61 %, .
. . Mideast 14 5,462" _ 130 1_
. L8 . -CGreat Lokes , Y 10 e 3,036 74 ——— -
- ; v, * Plains ' s T 4 1,301 ] 75 .
. "Southeast LA R 24 9,286 186
° ¢ -Southwest . 11 5,769 , . 288 L
Rocky Mountain ° : . 7 * 2,532 . 396
' Far West : ' 15 - 5,212 175
v o - , ~ - d
° e Alaska L N —— . —— —— e
.- Hawaii ) . 1 265 331 ) o~ e
.o : . ) N *aa . ; .
. . .- / > TOTAL, U.S. . . 88 « 33,413 151 .
- . © \ N - ’ \
‘N H . . L] g ’
DR N Note:: " Excludes two centxers *in Puerto Rico. A
R " ’ ) & . . - .
1 Irtcludes .D. C. Anrﬁcoatia Batellite of Harpers Ferry, W. Va..center. .
& . -.. . . . -
. ’ .
b < . Source: U.S, Department of Labor, . Employment and Training Aduwinistration, Job Corps in Brief,
N ’ Figcal Year 1979, —~ u ' !
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TABLE III-9, VETERANS ADEHNISTRATION B‘ﬁucqxou ASSISTANCE,

MR A . 7o providca vy eric [N

e

» N (TRAINEBS BY REGION, FISCAL 1979 . )
“ . ° , v , |
\ . é L 3 :
. - .G.1. Bill . . :
. . L ) . v 1}
. : - 7 Elementary &
. < Region _ h ZTotal Secondary Ed.
. . New England » <. =~ - . 63 8 ) - 4
Mideast” 163, . 32 ) e
. , Great lakés 170 23 .
- y Plains - .- L 92 . . .20 N
' - Southeast . 329 T 84 * L oy -
5 Southwest N 154 20 » .
. " Rocky Mountain - s 46 . 7 3
‘ - Far West , 234 L 264 ., - .
»
AMaska T 3 1 ¢ . .
. . Hawali . 12 - 2 . . o
“ B} - . \
. TOTAL, U.S. 1,267 225 .
‘ - . B " : v W o s 4
. X C‘ 7 5 "
p A » } . ’ - N \ y Y *
Note: lependents who received- educatiofal benefits are excluded fiom this table. ' Of the 9,856
~e . +dependents who received educational assistance in FY 1979, 39% resided in five States —-- ¢
Alabama, Califorgla, Florida, Georgla, and Texas. ¢ .. ’
' < . h
+ 1 < - . ‘1 . ‘.
e N Includes correspondence schools. 'Fgr Correspondence schools, the count is by reaidence of the
f trainee while for. other schools, tite count is by location of. the school, : N o
Source: Veterans Admlnistrgtion.‘ Veterans Benefits Under Current Bducar.i:onal 'Programs, Fiscal
@ Year 1979. 2 N - ‘ .
—_ . voow, ’ .
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' P Providad by ERIC

. * J
Sou:c‘e B
Open Enrollaent Report, |

Enrollment as of September 30 1979;
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B TABLE 111-10. ARMY, AIR FORCE, AND ’ ) .
. . MARINE JUNIOR ROTC. UNI'LS, BY REGION . .
’ o ‘ ' T
- Region - Aruy Alr Force Marine
. £
New England : 5 . 11 S § .
Mideast v )8 PR 1) 4 /- '
Great Lakes . 91 v 20 - 6 -
Plains ’ 33 11 1 *
_ Southeast ' 307 ‘ )§8 24 .
Southwest . ! 116 . 3 13 . : .
Rocky Mountain 23 : 6 4 2 \
Far Hest . 50 27 8 N
. o N \
- Alaska . 1 1 - o
© Hawaidi 7. Y, , —— . ’ .
K ——— ——— —— .
. . . ) .
‘rouL‘um'rs, u.s. 643 . 272 » 59 ¢
" - . ' - ~ \ . ¢
. Note: The Department of he Navy did not(:;spond to a request for this 1nformhtidh v

-
'

u.s. Department of Defense Army Reserve Officérs Fraiping.Corps and Natiohal Defense Cadet Corps.
School Year 1980- 81., U.S. Department of Defense.s

Air -Force Junior ROYC

Lettet from U.S. Dcphrtment of Defense, W.§. Marine Corps,

March 7, 1981. ;
¥t * . ‘
‘ ) A
- - 5 t
. .
. . .
h .
‘o
. B .
. . : "
\ PO
X
w L)
S ‘ v
4 t ) ° i; V-
. . A . .
N -
’ i b ._f .

2




* by.support t from these othef programs, While most Federal programs supporting

. ~Roy Bahl of Syracuse Umversmy (19809 paints a bleak picture in gener#: o PO

 ®

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

.

.

. , .
, Federal support for elementary and secondary education has been slgmflcantly
"more extensive and varied than generdlly perceived. Many Federal agencies have
program$ that provide some support for elemeéntary and secondary -education. At . ¢
times the level of Department of Educatiofi grant-in-aid spending has been matched.

element and secondary education grew.dramatically in the 1970's, levels of
support began to decline at the end of the decade, and can be expected to decline
_even further.in the 1980's.‘9 - : N

t i \
The most signifiéant dechnes have beeh in the area of economic development and
general purpose grants-miald to State’ and local governments. These programs
heavily favored three areas of the.country — New England, the Mideast, and the . |
Far West — and their foss of funding will put ' especially heavy pressure on
government finance in these three areas, Schools can be expected to bear some -
share of this pressure. o

'/

~ e 4 N

These reductions in Federal. aid, commg on top of already*existing fiscal and .
economic problems, may sxgnlflcantlyajeopardlze the extent to which local - -
governments will be able to afford providing hlgh-quahty educational services.

Some local governments - mdstly but not excluswely large cities in the
North — will either default or come o the point of being unable to meet |
their expenditure commitments. A round of publie employee layoffs -
remlmscent of 197 5-76 — will probably take place (p.15).
E, Blaine Liner, Executive D‘xrector, Southern Growth Polieles Board (1980) makes
the case that such problems gavill not b& limited to the.North: .

1
LY

- State governments, especially in the South, ¥but also elsewhere, tend to use
‘mosgt” of their ~ (General R&venue Sharing) funds to support

- education....Termination-or reductions in the.GRS program, partlcularly
during arecgssionary period, will- place undue strain- on State and local

budgets....In Alabama many schools probably w1ll not open this fall because

L e
o3

4

of revenue.shortfalls. -%
T ’

As we gxove further - mto" the recession the demand for pubhc seryvices
-increases. © For those areas. that are growing, extra  taxes.on newly
constructed homes and factories are helpful. By, in the Sunbelt South over’ ¢ .
one-half of the total growth between 1970 and 1980 accrued to only two

- States, .Florida and Texas. During the 1974-75 recession Florida's
tremendous unemployment problem sapped its tax strength due to recent
growth. This time. it's the immigrants of Haiti and Cuba. For example, a
recent estimate indicates the cost of opening schools for the new arrivals in
Dade County alone will exceed $21 millién this SeptembBer (p.31).

L




"

. the courts to coritinue the operation of vital services such as edueation.

S ' .

N

« These statements were made (1) before the State ‘government share ‘of Generat ¥

Revenue Sharing was eliminated, and (2) before the significant reductions ip the
March 10, 1981 budget proposals. To the extent one accepts their conclusions, the
fiscal dilemma facing many State and local governments will be furtheg
exacerbated, with unfortunate consequences for public school systems. . .,

r N Y

-«

Will many schools close in response to deteriorating fiscal conditions in a ecity or
town? Probably not., Even in the case of municipal bankruptey, one would expect
However,
one would expect the.quality of educational services to deecline as.budgets are
drawn-tight. Particularly in the case of low-income children, such a disinvgstmeﬁt

in human capital could prove costly in the future. .

»
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.FISCAL YEARS . 1972-1982

TABLE n~1"~ DEFLATORS USED 10 ESTIMATE CONSTANT 1977 DOLLARS,

-

January BudgeE

F9 A
1972 1974 1976 1977 . 1978 1979 1980 - 1981 1982 .
State and Local Purchascs 100 114,69 136.73 147.68 158.15 171.44 | 185.98 203.03 22046
Federal Non-defense Purchases 100 112,01 136.21 147..25 ‘15738 '/167:48 180.57 198.27 213.73
. . . ’ ¢ 4
Consumer Price Index 100 113,32 134,81 144091 155.13  171.32  194.56  219.02 ° 243.27
Y M . N .
Vs ~ . - E ;
mflatars used to calculate "real"” changes +in support for elementary and sec“bn,dary education -
Deflators used o calculate constant dollar estimatés are those used by thex Ofﬂce of Management ) ‘l
and Budget in producing its pubucatiqn, "Federal Covernment Finances, Decembér 1980 Edicion." -
- Grants—in-aid are deflated uslng thé Naticnal Income and Product Accouuts (N!PA) State !
and local govermuent purchases deflator, - ° s .
i -- “Federal ools expenditures are deflated using the NIPA Federal ndn-defense purch.aaes ’
deflator/* The non-defense purchases deflator is used insgead of the defense purchases ’
deflator because the defense deflator is distorted by the recent “Nunn-Warner" increases
in military pay. Sinse empldyecs of overseas’ schools are civitians, the non-defense
purcl{asés deflator was considered more nearly appropriate. ! )
=- Student assistance expenditures are deflated usigg the consumer price index. v -, -
All deflators are calculated by OMB on a fiscal year basis. 1In addiciogn, the NIPA deflators .
reflect the recent rebenchmarking of the Accounts by the ,Burt.uu of Bvonomic Analysts, )
Depyriment of th . :
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{ ° % \---».‘ b - ¢ ¢ *
AN ' : . \
Milliong T - Share of the Total ° Percent Increase
. Region ’1957 ’ 1969 <1979 1957 1969 979 195%-69 ~1969-79
A e . N ¢ A . » o ty
New England ~ , 9.8 " 11.7. 12,3 | 62 . 6% 6% 19% . S
- Mideabt t. 36.9 42,y 4770 - TR 22 21° 19 - 14 -
R , ° Great Lakes . 35.0 - 39,9 41.2 7 -21 20 19 14 3 '
- 3 .- Plains . . r15.2 0 16,2 17:3 v * 8, o 8 8 7 7
: .\~ Southeast - ' .37.4 43.3; - 49.9 22" .22 23 16 15
. . . Southwest Vi34 16.2+ . 20,0 B e .9 “21 o 23
T Rocky Hountain\ }‘.. .42 4.9 . 6.4 S 2 2 - 3 20 31
P Far West . ,'.;x*m *19:6 24,6, *29.8' 11 12 13 26 . 21
e T & . - . a
* ! Alaska VA o n T e ‘e - ¢
: . « 0.8 1.1 - ~1.3 * 1 1 38 18
$ ® °H§wa11-—. ‘..\_, . ‘ 74 %% , . . L _,\__ EK"’ - ; )
s B . v Ve - * " s v
. k/ - + TOTAL, U.S. ; 170.3 - - 199.8 *220.8 1002 1007 - 1002 172 111‘
- .o Py [ - ¢
. - , . e . A P e =
S G S ,-r«;-y.v.' g ‘ '
\ - . [ - i . A :\ <
. ) * Less than 0.61 . 3 = g’ Y .
», T o L
- _Source. u.s. -Departmenc of COunemﬂ‘, the Census. Current Population Reports, Series P-25
* (various: igsies), P . o v .
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NEW ENGLAND: L

Connecticut -
Maine
Massachusetts
New Hampshire
Rhode Island
Vermont

MIDEAST: '
Delaware

TABLE A-3 NATIONAL INCOME AND
PRon‘ucr ACCOUNT REGIONS

District of Columbia‘~*

“Maryland
New Jersey

. New fork
Pennsylvania

. GREAT LAKES:

Illinois
Indiana
Michigan
Ohio .
Wiscon§in

PLAINS.
Iowa
Kansas

s

Minnesota >
Missouri - a

Nebraska
North Dakota
South Dakota

This analysis has used the regional breakdowns of the national income and produc:
(NIPA) accounts (8 reglons plus Alaska and Hawaii) rather than ‘the Federal Admintscra-

i

s

SOUTHEAST:

Alabans
Arkansas
Florida
Georgia
Kentucky
louisiana
Mississippdi
North'Carolina
South Carolina

anngsses -
[\;irginia .

West Virgin;a

SOUTHWEST:

Arizona

New Mexico
Oklahoma .
Texas

** ROCKY MOUNTAIN:

Colorado
Idaho
Montana
Otah
Wyqming

FAR WEST:

California
Nevada
Oregon

Wakhington

-

e

tive Regions (10 regions) or the Census regions (9 .regions) for a number of reasons.
First, it was felt that this breakdown more nearly- cdincided with the informal
breakdown that the average lay reader

were-more easlily recognizable.

are organized by NIP) region.
“reader acquainted wit
primarily a financial
economic purposes would be more appropriate than regions established for s:a:istical

ht employ, and that the region titles
Second, data collected and analyzed by the Advisory
Commission on Interzovernnental Rel*:ions and by- the National Education Aseociation

Using NIPA regions allows for comparisons by the

those two other data series.

Finally, this an;lysis is

» and it was felt that regions structured

(Census), or adminis:xa:ivc (Federﬂl) purposes.
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Table A-4. March Budget Hevisions, Outlays for

N . Department of Education, Elementary and Secondary Education
: . Grant-In-Aid Programs . '
. ($ millions) . e
s < 1980 1981 1982
- Jan var Jan Var .
Elem & Secondary Education 3,536 3,345 3,288 3,308 2,623 o
Indian Edueation . 90 51 51 78 + 71
Inpact Aid i . 6222 718 ‘791 346 354
* Brmergency School Assistance _ . 315 283 275 288 208
Handicapped Education 810 1,061 1,056 1,075 895
Occupational, Vocdtional, & v .
Adult Edueation 854 927 . 850° 1,079 866 .
Library & Learning Resources 262 250 244 263 200"
: Other < 104 172 167 155J 127
. " Proposed Block Grants . —— ~—— - -~ -305 -
L . +Total 6,593 6,807 §,722 7,092 5,649
N N ) e ¢ )
5 N Source: Office of Management and Budget, Executive Office of the President.
e "Federal Aid to State and Local Governments," Mareh' 5, 1981. (computer
printout) '
pa - N L d

L4 . -

Table A-5, Grants to State and Local Governments

. '

. $ billions), L :
i " 2. Estimetes .
= _ 1981 1982~ ~
Actual January March January . March
1980 +  Budget Budget Budget Budget . '
b Budgé't Authority 105.0 ‘1106 101.1 116.9 . 86.2
e Cutlays ° 91.5 95.3 94.4 99.8 86.4‘.~
- Source: U,S. Office of Management and Budget, Executive Office ot the President.
Fiscal Year 1982 Budget Htevisions. March 1981 - !
. Ty
’ ) ' -~
> -
— L ra - . d i ! - T ~ N
s’ >
'Y !
- ' A\
L] q ,
\
e ¥

RO ooy eric
5. T




PR
%

BIBLIOGRAPHY

.
. -

ApPalachian Regional Commission. "Piscal 1982 Prdgram," as-submitted to th
Appropriatioq Committees of the House of Representatives-and the Senate,
January 1981, : - . .

-

g

-

Bahl, Roy. State and Local ,éovernment Finances and the Changing National - .

Economy. Hearing before the Special Study of Economic. Change of the Joint - -
Econom£ Committee.: 962}1 Cong., 2nd sess., July 28, 1980, pp. 28-31. .

Demkovich, Linda E. National Journal Reports, January 10, 1981, pp. 44-49.

, w ’ .
Grant, W. Vance and Eiden, Leo J. Digest of Education Stati{ti 1980. National
+ Center for Educatiohal Statistics, 1980.

Green, Ernest G. "Public Service Employment Stat .‘ Period Endi;g January 27,
1978," U.S. Departnent of Labor, Office of thé Assistant Secretary for
Employment and Training, February 3, 1978. (memorandum) .. i}

‘Hastings, Robert 1. K. "Studen,g_ OASDI Beneficiaries: Program Utilization and
- Educational Aspirations." Social Security Bulletin, September 1978.

. ~ o :
Hayward, B.J. and Pelavin, S.H. The Effects of CETA/Funding on Educational .

~ Services for Disadvantaged Youth: Interim Report. Durham, North Carolina:
Educational Poliey Development Center, NTS Research Corporation, 1980. ~
(draft) - ' . .

v

Lulkovieh, Joan, ed. The Bond Buyér's Municipal Finance Statisties. New York,
New York: The.Bond Buyer, (various years). '

v

National Commission on Manpower Policy. Job Creatign through Pub'lit'; Service

Employment,;March 1978, Co , R

Natiopal Science Foundation. 'Congressional Budget Justifications FY 1982." ,

-

.."Seience and -Engineet:ing Education: Program Act‘iviﬂty Summary," 1981.
(miméographed) 5 . " Co : . -
- - - . ., v, *

< 1

Office of Management and Budget, EXecutive foice of the President. Budget of
the U.S. Government. Washington, D.C.s Government Printing Office, ivarious

years). = : . -

S Budget of the U.S. Government < Ap}eﬁdix; Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, (various years). ' :

. "Federal ’Aid to State and Local Governments," March 5, 1981. (computer
.. printout) , : .

| - . E
. A,

S 63 . - .
T | : €7 ‘




T - ‘ ﬂ . -
- ’ E “ \ . ,
¢ X F ad - - '
- & ’t: 1 .
. . Fiscal Year 1982 Budget Revisions. March 181. |
{
' Speclal Analyses. Budget of the U S. Government Washlngton, D.C.: L

Grovernment Prmtlng Offlce, (various years). ~

. *

. 1980 Catalog of Federal Domestic. A3515tance Washlngton, D. C - §
GovernmentfPrlntmgO lce, 1980. . - i

Peat, Marwick, Mxtchell and Co. (in assocxatlon with Harold A. Hovéy and John E.
‘ Petersen) General Revenue Sharing: A Fiscal Impaect Assessment
Washmgton, D.C., March 17, 1980. , N -

S Rosenfeld, Stuart. "Local Development Programs: The H1ddm’lnve/s91(ént in. ° ’
< Vocational Education," dnpublished paper, December 10, 1980; .
N ' V4 <
'Sm\fth Susan and Walker, Margaret. Federal Funding of Indian Education: A "*°
Bureaucratlc Enigma.- Washington, D. C. Bureau of Social Science Research "
Inc May 1973, -~

. Springer, Phillip. Characteristies of Student OASDI Benefxcxarxes* An Overvxew : )
U.S. Department of Health, Education, ,and Welfare, Social Security ro
. Admxn;stratlon, Office of Research and Statlstxcs, November 1976

- LAl

-

U.S. Congress. Joint Economlc Commlttee. State and Local Government Finances N
and the Changing National Economy. ' Hearings before the Special Study on .
Economie Change of the Joint Economlc Committee, 96th Cong., 2nd sess:, §# -
July 28, 1980. - . R/ ‘

v

U S. Department of Agrlculture, Farmers Home Administratioh. "School ‘
Constructlon Loans, Aprli 10, 1980." (ecomputer printout)

. Science and Educatlon Admxnlstratxon Extensxon "4H 1979, Some
Natlonal Statisties.” (brochure) :

’

>

U.s. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census. Current Poplation Reports,
) (various years). , -

N : 5 »

' Expenditures of General Revenue Sharlng and Ant1recessxon Flscal .

Assrstance Funds, 1977-78 ] ] .

> . Economic Development Administratjon. Local Public Works Program,
Status Report, January 1978. . ¢ .

. S

. "LPW Educational Projects or Projects to Schools " January 23, 1981, o
computer pmntout) .

: 0 . o ' . Ve ™ 4
N L] Y “ . \
L3N LA : - i o o




e

X Credit Program (TJTC) Monthly Summ

’ e *
f ‘j h -
| -
7 - ' .
v . L% . \
/\ . ¢ . - . ° \ (_
: - Social and Econorhic Statisties Adminjstration, Bureau of Economic o

. Analysis. . Survey of Current Business, (u‘rﬁblish‘ed béckup tables). .

U.S. Department of Defense. Air Fo;pé Junior ROTC Egr‘ollment as of September oM -
30,1979, - R - : ' :
. Army Junior ROTC Program. December 3, 1978, ° ¢
« N ,:

"Prograrﬁ Objeétive Me}norandum, Office of Dependents' Education

) (ODE)." (undated). . g .
. ‘~ ' , . ° .
~ Resenwe. Officers' Training Corps ROTC Programs for Secondary

-y

Educational Institutions. March 7, 1975. U .
.+ Army Reserve Officers Training-Corps and National Defense Cadet .
Corps. Open Enroliment Report, School Year 1980-81. :

s . U.S. Marine Corps, Marci 7.,“1981. (letter) .
U.S. Depart[nent of Defense Dependents Schools, \"Overseas Teaching." \(brochure)

U.S. Department of Education, Office of Edycational Research and Improvement.
"An Overview." 1980. (mimeographed)™ ~ ' . ‘

U.S. Department of Education Section VI Schools Conference. "ﬁr’oceeciings Agﬂ N -
28, 1980." . T . . o

U.S. Depf’rtment of Health and Human Services, Admiﬁisﬁration for €hildren, -
Youth, and Families. "% School System Enrollment, End of Year-1980." Y
(computer printout) s ’

U.S. Department of Labor. - "Public Employment Program. Employment by Type of . -
Government and Public Service Function Piseal Year 1973." (ur}published data -

. from automated reporting system) . L .
' ."Emp}oymer;t and\Training Administration. Job Corps in Briéf, FY 1979. o
: . . Quarterly Progress Reports. (various years). . .o ‘ G A

" . Office of-Commun"!ty E.Imployrﬁent(‘Program.s. Analysis of Titles I, I and '
VI of the Comprehensive.Employment and Training Act of 1973 for FY 1978. ,
May 19790 ' ’ e . - 01 *

o - -
?v v g

. U.S. Employment Service, ‘Office of Program Review. Targeted Jobs Tax
ary. Period Ending September 30, 1980,

.0

]




U.S. Department of Treasury, Flseal Service - Bureau of ,Governm t Finaneial
Qperations, Division of Government Accounts and Reports. “Federal Aid to .
States. (various years). L~

V»eterans Administration, Office of the Controller, Reports and Statisties Service.
Veteran&Benefits Under Current Educational Programs Fiscal Year 1979.
Washmgton, D.C., March 1979. . .

Vetera{ls Administration. "Congressxonal Budget Justifica_tion."( (various years).

% 2

Wilken, W.H. and Brown, L.L., Il Report #4 Manpower - Education -
' Coprdmatxom Two Decades of Frustration. U.S. Department of Education,

* January 1981, .




