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This report evaluates data collected in. the 1981
survey of school district perceptions of the benefits and problems
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three general objectives*:.(1) determine the number of,districtii.
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HIGHLIGHTS

According to school districts reporting, the
`major factors discouriiging application fbr
Federal competitive education grants were:
confusing- cumbersome application
procedures (cited , by 62 percent of the \
districts); lack of staff to prepare appli- \\
cations (56 percent), and perceived' low \
chances of receiving awards (50: percent).
Each of four other factors were perceived v-
as major disincentives by fewer than one-
third of the districts.

Of five listed potential benefits of Federie
competitive education programs, supple;
mentation Of local funds and opportunity to
develop neW programs were rfentioned
most frequently as major benefits (by 45
and 41 (krcent of the diStricts, respec-
tively).

$

V

Fifty-three percent of the districts per-
ceived excessive pape}rwork to'be the pri-
mary problem associated With conducting
programs under these grants. Other prob=
lems included disruptions of staff and
services when the grant ends (38 percent),
insufficient e fOr program' planning
(34 percent); a cash flow problems
Caused by delays i ceipt of funds (30
petcent).

` ;f One-half of the dis ict perceived either
curriculum deVelopment r staff develop-
ment as the most helpful feature-Of Fed-
crarcompetitive -educatio grants for their
programs.
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Federal competitive education program grants have provided schilol distifcti'with funds to support
projectit in a variety of areas; such as bilingual education, youth.employment, and edutation of the
gifted and talented. School districts have used competitive. program "grants to,develOp.rer programs.
to fund in-service education, and to develop curricula; among other purposes.. .- 11.

This report presents fiRdings of a national survey condbeted by the Naticinal Centel-kir Education
Statbtics (DICES) on school district perceptions of 29 Federal_ competitive education programs, many

.. of vihich have,since been comsolidated intb' block ,grants to the States. ,
, ,

N The survey was 'conducted through NCEWs Fatt Response Survey sysiem,(ORSg), eitablished- to
collect issue-oriented data on emerging educational developments,. preliminarY :results were first.
shared with the public inthe forni'.of an early release. This report, delayed because of aiscrepangies
between perceptions at the local area and departmental record's, is being. madeavailable .at this time
for historical purposes and. for policy deliberations Concerning the merits of alternative. funding
mechanisms for edutation. 1 .
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I
In 197f the Schap, Finance Pratecf

.INTRODUCTION
.

established to conduct s ttidies on the financin
of public and private. eoleinentary,and segondary
education in the United States, including the
Federal role in education. u ..

A
Whit most of the resources for the study

of Feder 1 programs were devoted to the large
formula programs for disadvantaged and handi-
capped children; the School Finance Project also
reviewed the appropriateness and effects Of the
smaller programs that provided funds toschi;o1
districts, universities, ; non-profit organiz tions,
and other educational units on the basis of com-
petitive proposals (see appendix II). These
latter programs` were designed to affect educa-
ticinal practice: teaching _methods; reSearch,

The niajor riCipients of , these gr nts were
in-s service education curriculum, and he like.

school klistrictsi

Despite their re 'lively small size, .these
competitive grant programs have generated
considerable controversy. While Shey have
Orovided school districts with valuable supple-
mental funding to support innovation and to
provide special services, they have been blamed
for imposing outside priorities on local districts,
creating administrative problems for applicants
and recipients; and diverting district resources
to the_process of competing for grants and away
from more important educational concerns::

The School Finance Project commissioned
- this surveY- to ascertain school district per-

ceptions of-the benefits and problems associated
with competitive grant programs. District ye-
spondents,were asked their perceptions of 27 of
these programs.

1t2

Cundueted Iu 1.110 bprix g ut 1981, the survey
had 'three general o6jectives:.

`.To determine' the Pextent *which .
'school districts "participated it these
competitive programs 'during the pe-

..riod 1978-80';

To identify reasons, why school dis-
tricts do or do not er:ply for program
grants; -and o o..

To determine the'perceiced.catts and
bdnefits of acceptii4 and administer- .

ing the awards.

In 1981, Congress com6ined manly of: the
competitive grant programs into block grants to .

be awarded to the States under Chapter 2 of the'
"Education Consolidation and Improvement Act

(ECIA). Such consolidation was designed to give
States more direct responsibility ta, providing;

"' assistance to local school distriots. The
a

.pro-
ams transferred to Chaptei 2 inclUde;:inost of

the 27 examined in this survey.

The estimates in this report are based on
sample data. that have been weighted to produce
national estimates. The methodology 'for this
survey, sampling error, and nonsamPling error /
are discussed in appendix. I. Because of theb
variety and cOmplexity of competitive and
noncompetitive progiams existing at the time of

some respondents had difficulty in
,focusing On the 27 specified. competitive pro-
grams; ThiS issue is disaussed in the section on

, noriSampling error& The survey questionnaire is
`presented in appendix III.

.



SURVEY FiNDINGS

.plication
eication-Granta

&elf501 districts_ were asked to characterize
their overall success in receiving grants during
1978;79 and .199940, Under. the 27' Federal
competitive education programs specified In 'the
questionnaire. One-third Of the districts (33
percent) indicated that they had not applied for
any 6f these grants durim thig period; itnighly
another third (37 percent) characterized their
success rate as "low" or indicatea that thiy had
received no such grants; and the remain third
(30 percent) reported "medium's or "hi " suc-
cess rates (table 1).

4 In table 1 and subsequent _tables, national
estimates are presented for tillNehool districts
and for diStriett classified according_ to ehroll-
ment size, region, and metro status (tirban;
suburban, rural). Sind,* the great majority Of
the Nation's school districts are small (less than
2,500 students) and rural, findings for such
districts seldom differ dignifioantly from one
a-nether or_from the national total.. Flowetter,
large (10,000 or more students) and urban school
districts are much less numerous (fewer than 5
percent 6f all school districts in the Nation),
and their experiences are.often -somewhat dif-
ferept from tbciSe Of other diatlitts-

As one might expect, large dittriets were
more likely to have applied for grants than were
Small diStricts. Relatively feW large diStriotS
(15 percent) reported that they had riot applied
for any of the listed grants, whereas 37 percent
of tbe Small distriqts reported no applications;
11 percent of the large districtsindicated that
they .had received no grants, versus 20 percent
of small districts: Conversely, over half (54
percent) of the tante districts reported medium
to high success rates in obtaining these com-
petitive grantS, dompat'ed With 27.percent of
small districts.

One somewhat surprising aspect Of these
findings 'is the appirent high rate of dittriet
application for the, 27 listed Federal eompetk
tive grants._ Since_ only one-third of all school
districts indicated that they bad not applied for
any of these grants; it appears that the remain-
irk tivo=thirdt had applied for at leastne grant
under these programs; Partly as a check on this
finding and pitons, as a batiS for describing the
extent of interest in individual competitive
programs, a search wasmade of Department of
Education Grants Management Files to deter-
mine, by program, the.actual numbers. Of grant

applicants and reeipienis among districts in_ the
FRSS-SaMpla over the two-year :period Thete
sample findings then were weighted to produce
national estimateao. The. estimates_ for 14 maker
Federal- competitive education _programs are
summarized in table 2. 1/ As this table shows.
Bilingual Education, ESAA Basic Grants; and
Gifted' and'. Talented were the most heavily
competed programs during the two-year period
1878 -80; applications for each of the other
programs were received .from,. fewer. than; 400
districts;

Across all 29 programs listed in-. the ques-
tipcnaire, the check of -Federal__grant _files
revealed: that an estimated maximum or_28
percent of the Nation's approximately 4.000
Wheel districts applied for one or : another of
these particular grants during 1978=80. _. This
application rate estimate eoqrasts sharply with
the rept:II-tad 66 percent affllieation rate ob-
tained from the survey_ queitionniire.and sug-
'gests that questionnaire _findings cannot ' be
Interpreted knell With,.reference#to..the apeci-
iled programs and time peritods. _.,

It is quite possible that many districts'
responses actually _reflected their recent wipe-
Hence with and perceptions of Federal educa-
tion programs__ in general., and perhaps_ other;
Fedektil and State programs as welL not just
with the 27,-, _Federal- competitiVe education
oograms or with the two years specified in the
survey questionnaire; Conceliiiibly. sampled di37;
telett the'Lretponded narrowly -,and vecifically
with reference - to the __designated programs
might haVe produced a different response pat-
tern than those: that_responded btoadly _on_.the
basis_ or their oVertill -experienae with Federal
education prograins., Rewever. the _data do not
support thOisugg_estion. Districta Whose report-

ed grant application and sucdess_tate matched
knformation from Federal_grants files were ver
imilar, both demographically and in terms of
respohses to other questionnaire iteMS,JOthote
whose reported experience did not match Fed-
eral records (for further_details, see appendix I).
Since the responses of the two groups were so
similar; we believe that the survey estimates
are a reasonably accurate reflection of school.
districts' _perceptions of benefits and problems
associated with competitive piograms. These
findings are presented in the following sections.

1/ See appendix 1 for discussion of all 27
programs.



a
Table 1.=-Perceived muc cesivrati7i0 receiving Federal

by district charaoteriiticss United
grantS,.

atm.-J: 4ring 1981.

District
characteristics

Nuibeioot
districts

iseroe vets ucCes, ritte

High ed Low. No; did. fsat
awards .appl?y .

2-

Total

Total -

Enrollment site:

Less than -2,500 11,948
2,15009,999 3,171
10,000 or more '717

-r.1,898i .3,058 .3r090-.

(In-borcents occlumn 2)

Regioni

North Atlantic........, 3,067 11. . 27 18 20 23
Great takes and P,Iatrs.. 8,313 9 IT. 16 23 36
Southeast... ..... . 1;739 7 23 -26 22 23
West and Southwest ' 4,713'4 15 17 13 14, 41,,

''.rMetro status:.
;-

. \
Rural_.>. .% ' 10,623 10. : 16 19 36
Suburban 4,831 11 31 17 -,212' 29
Urban 381 20 12 1, 1t 14

4
percentages:Mity.not add to 100 because of roUnding



Tab? a 2:-=EtitiMited applications And awards_foralajor Federal competitive_education
grants during the tWo=year period 19T8-80:' Baited States," spring 1981

1

Competitive programs 4

e
.,

Number.W.'
districts
applying

Number of
districts
receiving
at least ,
one award

.

.'

Percent ffo;
app1icapt
diatricts
receiving.
award(s)

Bilingual educatioa (13.403):
New
Continuation

ESAA.basieigrants (13 525):
New
Continuation ..

. .

- .

_

Gifted and talented 143.502)1 -
New
Continuation

Community education (13;563).:

.Continuation. jog

FollowIthrough (13.433):-]
New :.r

fir

615 '

414
281
396

.

-;.,Continuation, ..... . .... .....-..:...-.'

;:lietrie education'(1161):
New ',

Contiptiation ... . ... -.......,;;

::Arts in education 113.566):
lew..... 4 263 56 . 21.

Continuation.-.. .:.,;. .... 4,....'.... 0 °p O.

EdikliagaetabbooW(13.589): ':
'T...

Nee., -'. . , .. , 201 .'

ContinuatiOn .....
19

-..

:Teacher corps (13.489):
New : :' ..

:

Continuation
...- ,

Handicapped_reeearch (13:443):
,-

New -4' 163 II - 7

Continuation 4 33 33 100

Teacher centers -(13:.416):
New -' .. '

7 2 i.,29..'

ContinuatIOn 107 107 100
.

125
115

198
15

53
110

99
79

Early:edueationor_
handicappedf:(13,444):

New :
-

Continuation..

Ethnic heritage 1(13.549):'
New 138
Continuation 0

Environmental education (13.512):
New
Continuation

24
43

2
0

I

22.

64

-1

102
0

Note..==Theat entries are.weighted estimates from' the FRSS sample.



a 2
Disincentives J.or APplicatinn for Perim's' Corn-

'petitive Education Grants .

' Districts were asked the extent to which
they are discouraged tSy the following factors
from applying for Federal competitive education
grants:

Insufficient lead time or information,

Confuiing or cumbersome application
procedures,--------.

Staff not available to prepare appli-
cations,'

tow success rate in past applications,

Lack of fit be'tPreen programs. and
district needs or priorities,

L;;:i.W odds of receiving awards, and

Awards flinded at ,m'uch lower levels
than requested;

Most frequently cited as a. "major" dis-
couraging faCtor was contusing or ..cumbersome
application procedures (62 percent of all dis-
tricts), followed closely by lack of staff avail-
able to ptepare grant applications (56 percent)

t

5'

andlby percelyed "loW odds" of receiving_awards.
.(56 percent), as sticifin in 'table 3. Relatively
few qjstricts expressed major concerns about
Fedenakiproxrams not fitting - district .needt (36
percent)r about insufficient lead lime for pre-
patine - applications (27 perc ent).- ab-out lbw
success rate in lications(27 percent); or

'that programs might be
otter th-an requested (15

about the
funded at
peicent).

. .
The pattern-of applidation-related concerns

among large distridts and urban districts was
sOffiewhat diffei.ent than among small or r,
districts. Larimenrollment. districts were Inge
less than small-enrollment districts to
view lack of internal application capabilities as
major probleRs (31 percent versus 60 percent
for lack of aAilable _staff; 38 .percent versus 65
percent for lack of familiarity with application
procedures). Among large dittricts; concerns
about discouraging factors 'focused largely on
external problems' (e.g.; 51 percent perceived
low odds as an important consideration).
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Table 3.--Major factors discouraging applications for Federal competitive grants, by district
characteristics:. United States; spring 1981.

DistriSt
characteristics

Ntsnber St
districts

Major factors discouraging pplicatico

Procedure
confusing/
cUMbersome

Staff
onavail -

able.-

Low
odds

DOn't
fit

heeds"

Lack of
time/
infor-
niation

LOW
success
in Rant

Funding
-TIOWer

than
req

4 9

Total:

To a1

15;834

15,834

9,829

62

8.870

.

56

7.869 4;688 4,211

-On percents of colon 2)

-50 30 27'

4,197

27

Enrollment site:

Leal; than 2,500 11;946 60 48 32 26 27

24_500,79.999 3.171 47 54 23 '--

'10,000-or more 717 - 31 .51' 22

Region:

.,likjethAtlantic 067 53 60 15 24 / 39

Great Lakes and
_plains 6.315 66. 60 . 52 32 . 25 27

Southeast. . 1,739 53 .43 48 30 31 28

West and SouthWeSt 4;713'- 62- '57 40 36 30 17

Metro status:
.

Rural. 10,623 :58 47 .24 26 .24

Sub 4,831 53 55 20 27

Urban 381 32 $8 14 34 25 ;

2,377

15

14'

18
16

15

15.
11
17

19
-. 20

-ef



Perceived Benefits of'Fkeral Competitive Edu.7-
4*catien-Programs

Districts !here asked to rate the impor- Most frequently cited,' as major benefits
tame of; the following five ways in which were supplement to Val funds (45 percent of
Federal competitive 'education programs mi all districts) and opportunity to develop :hew
be beneficial to then: `` -: a prograni (41 percent), as indicated in table. 4;

However, each of thei;rerriaining benefits--
Opportunity to develop new bri37 ` ability to continue existing local programs,.
grams, stimulus, for profeisional grov4h of staff, and

'sromotion of district goals -also was cited fre- ,
Supplement p-.; local funds, quently as major (by 31 to 34 percent of

districts).
. Ability to continue existing local . .

.programs, In small districts, supplementation of local.
>, . funds stood out as the single major perceived

.. stimulus for teacher/staff initiative benefit of Federal competitive education pro-
and professional growth; and ' grams (47 percent versus 29 to 39 percent for

other benefits). Among large districts, oppor7._
.'e...PrOmotion of district goals and ob- tunity to develop new programs (55 percent) and

jectives. ', to promote district. goals (44 percent) were
0
0 cited as major benefits at least as 'frequently as

0 V:

(supplementation of local funds (44 percent)::.

Table 4.--Perceived major benefits of Federal competiti,Ve.education prog
characteristics: United States, spring 1981

-*

District
characteristics

itrnber of
districts

, by district

Perceived major benefits of programs

-supplempnt
to IocaI
funds

Develop
new

programs

Continue
programs,.

Stimulus
for

staff

- Promotiow
of district

goals

:3 4 7

Total

Total.
?

Enrollment size:.

15,834

1g;834:

_

Less than 2,500 t 11,946
2,5069;990C 3,171
10,000 or more .... .. ....,

...
717

Region:

. .

North AtlamtAc.,- 3;067
Great Lakes and Plains.. 6,315
Southeast...:.... ..... . . 1,739
West: and SOuthwest 4,713

.

Metro . Status: .

Rural, 10;623
Suburban 4,831

Ale:ban s 381

7,176 6,465 5,346 5,033 4,888
,).

(In percents of oblUmn,2)

45, 41 * 34 _ 32 . 31

47 .

'.
39 35 29 29 op

39 45 33- 4 40 36 1

44 55 18 38 44
..,

.

51 45 33 43 35
36 36 24 27

36 . .44 30 37. 35
47' ;43 34 33 31

41-..

43 : 39 30 30 28
49 43 , 42 36 36

4 57 . 56 25. 38 38

w
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Perceived Problems in Implementing Federal
Competitive -Education- Programs

DiStrictS alto were asked to rate the
importance of the following seven problemt
associated with conducting Federal competitive
education programs!

Insufficjent lead time for planning,

Cash flw complications due to lag in
.receipt 'of funds,

Tynsions created among staff,

Fraginented curriculum,

Conflict with district policies or pro-
cedures,

Disruptions in staff or services When
program ends; and

Paperwork or other costs outweigh
benefits.

Excessive paperwork- was cited most often
(by 53 percent of all districts) as a majOr
problem in carrying out these programs (table
5). Other problems freq'uently mentioned were
disruptions of staff or services When the pro-
gram ends (38 percent), insufficient ;lead time
fOr `pro ram planning (34 percent); and cash flow
complications caused by_ a Ifit in receipt of
ftiridt (30 percent). Seldom reported as major
problems were conflict' with district 'policies or
procedures (9 percent), tensions cre ted among
staff (12 percent), and fragmentat4on of curric-
ulum (14 percent).,

The rankings of prouam implementation
problems were roughly- the same for large
districts_ as . for mediurn-sized and _small
trictS. The problems that most strongly differ -1'
entiated small -and large :districts were cash
flow and paperwork; both were seen more
frequently as major. by small districts
than by larg_e ones (32_percent versus 17 percent
for cash flow complicationi;. and 55 versus 44
percent for paperwork).

Table 5.--Perceived major problems --in conducting progrAns_ funded_iinder__Federal_coapetitive education Irants, by

district characteristics: United States, spring 1981

Major problems in cohduating programs

District
characteristics

Number of
diStrietS Paper-

work.
Disruption
*heti grant

ends

t a 1 15,834 8,428 5;996

Total 15,834 53 38

.Enrollment size:

Legs than 2,500 11,946 55 34

2*500-9,999 3,171 49 51

10,000 or more 717 44 44

Region:

_ North Atlantic 3,067 49 32

Great Lakes and Plains 6,315 58 41

Southeast 1,739_ 53 55

West and Southwest 4;713' 49

Metro status:

Rural 10;623 53 38

Suburban 4;831 54 36

Urban 381 44 56.

CashInsufficient
-lead time flow
ter planning

Fragmented
curticulUm

StaffS
tensions

conflitt
.with
policies,

. 9

-5,340 4,746

(In percents of coltimn 2)

34 30 ". 14

33
36
35

31

34
36

34
32
43

32 14

26 al 13
17 . 16

34
28
25
32

30
32
15

9
16
24
11

12

8
12
16
13

12
11

20

. 1,397

I0
6

11

7
9

10
9

10
6.
7

8



Most .Useful ;Features of Federal Competitive
Education-Programs

Districts were "asked td order, from .;
most helpful to least' . six aspects' of

:gFederal competitive educatio iants. Table 6
shows the percent _of- distri that identified
each of the six es, being the most helpful aspect
(that is; ranked each as "1"). Opportunity for
curriPuluth le.velopment..moit often was ldenti-,
fled as the most useful programmatic feature of
Federal competitive education_ programs .(31
percent .okall diStilets). _Leda' frequently cited
were opportunities_ for praessional staff devel7
opment (20 percent), acquisition of instructional

G materials (16 percent), and updating of facilities
(14 percent). Research and hiring_ new 'staff
seldom were identified. as the most useful
aspects of these programs (3 percent and 6
percentf; respectively);

While curriculum development and staff-,
development were the most frequently top-
ranked featUres of Federal programs for most

.; district subgroups, this tendency was especially
pronOunced for large districts and urban dis-
tricts:- Urban districts focused on 'these two
aspects *almost exclusively (86 percent). Rival
districts Perceived the ability lo obtain inttruc-
tional materials and to improve facilities as
being as usefiLas staff development.

Q Table -..!erceived most helpful aspect of Federal competitive education grants,
United States, spring 1981

by district characteristics:

'4 District
characteristics

Number of
districts

1446St helpful aspect of grants

Curriculum
development

Staff
development

Instructional'
materials

Updating_
facilities

Hiring new
staff.

Research

\ 1 0 2 3 4 5 8

Total 15;834 4,906. 3,315' 2,536 2,188 '-9e3 551

(In percents of column 2)

Total 15,834 31 20 '16 14 6

Enrollment size: 4P

Less than 2,500 11,946 28 18 16 6 4*
2,500=9,999. ....... ;

10,000 or more
3,171-

717
41
36

9
6
9

7 4_ .. 9
3

2
4

Region: ,,

North Atlantic 3,067 30 26 13. 11 10 .2

a Great Lakes and Plaihs 6,315 r 28 22. 16. 16 5 5
Southeast 1,739 29 25 16 12 4 2
Vest and Southwest 36 12 17 14 5 4

Metro status:

10,623 27 19 _ 18 17 5 4
Suburban 4;831_ .38 22 12 8 9. 3
Urban 49 37 4 1 1 1

Note: -- Percents nay not add to100 because sane districts gave tied ranks.



SUMMARY

Federal .eompetitive education programs
have provided support to local 'school districts
for projects targeted to many specific _areas;
such as early education for haridicapped_chil-
dren, teacher centers,, community_ education,
and arts education. Programs in the: areas of
bilingual education, gifted and talented, an&
ESAA.basie grants attracted. the largest num,.

tversof applications from districts across the
Nation during 1978-80.

ApproXimately two-thirds of all school di.S7
Viet indicated that they had applied for one or
zioregrants_during 1978-80 under one or more
Of 27 specified Federal competitive education
programs; of Mete districts, 45.percent charac7
terized their success in obtaining grants as
medium or high. From elimination of Federal
grants management records, it appears that
these findings overstate°_:the actual extent of
appliCation atid,partielpation in these particular
pr4rams during these particular years. lt is-
conceivable- that many districts' responses
fleeted their recent experiences with Federal
education programs g_enerally,_ as well as with
other Federal and State programs, rather than
with the 27 listed competitive programs' in the
specified time period; However, a marked
similarity. exists in the demographic_character-
ittiOS and questionnaire responsea of districts
whose reported application and success matched.
Federal grants records and those whose reported
application and-success -did not match _Federal
record& Bedaite of this similarity; the report
treats both sets of responses equally as applica-
ble to Federal competitive education -programs.

apparent _One apparent dIficulty withederal com-
petitive funding programs is that districts fre-
quently lack the specialized resources needed
for preparation of grant application materials.
This problem is more pronounced in rural, areas,
but '40 perce& of the urban districts also
perceived difficulty_ in this area Lack of
heeded staff resources and unfamiliarity with
application procedurei were reported as major
prtibleMs by about 60 percent of rural districts
and- districts with enrollments of' less than
2.500, in contrast to fewer than 40 percent of
urban districts and districts enrolling `10,000 or

more students. Sinde three- quarters of the
sehool_distrietb in 'Nation_ ore ; small end
two thirds are_ rural, thete problems appear to
have been significant and to have made it
_difficult for many districts. to_ emptied glee-
tively for Federal education- funds;

Excessive paperwork was by far the most
frequently'eited_ majoraproblem in conducting
programs funded :- under Federal competitive
grants; it was reported to be a_ major problem
by 53 percent of districts overall. This Prob-

. tern, together with _cash _flow problems caused
by delay in receiving funds, was perceived more
strongly among small or rural districts than
among large or urban districts; '

- O, the positive side, the survey findings
also Indicate that 'school_ districts_ _perceived
many benefits .from Federal competitive eduaa,
tion programs; f Supplementation of local funds
and_o_p_portunity to develop- new Oograms were
reported- as major benefits _by more than 40.
percent of all dittriett' Other benefits, in-
cluding opportunity to - continue existing_ pro-
grams,-_. stimulus tor- professional growth of ,dis7
eriet staff; and opportunity to promote diStriet
goals, also were reported.-as major benefits' by
30 percent or more of the districts;

In rank ordering six 'potentially_ useful
features of FederaLcompetitive_education pro- 1
grams, over half of districts ranked either.
eurrienlum development:or staff .develbpment as
the meet -:This trend was-especially-
pronounced among_ large __or raglan districts..
where one or the other of these 'two factors was
top-ranked 70 percent or more of the time.

aIUs survey collected data in spring 1981
cone rning district perceptions of the benefits'
and problems aitiociated with 27 major ,Federal
competitive education programs: Many of these
Federal programs have been consolidated into
block grants to States since the survey was
conducted. These* findings, ifn conjunction with
other data, will allow policy matters to assess
the relative strengths and weaknestes of the
various aid mechanism&

10
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-APPENDIX 1

The Fast Response. Survey System

The Fa St Response Survey System (FRSS)
was established: by. the National Center for
Education Statistics -(NCES) so that education
data.)urgently needed for planning and policy
forthulation, could be collected quickly and with
minimum burden on respondents.'i,

The FRSS covers six education sectors:

State education agencies (SEA's)'

Local education agencies (LEA's)

Public elementary and secondary. sehools

Nonpublic elementary and secondary
schools.

Institutiorls.'of higher education

Noncollegiate _postsecondary schools with
occupational programs;

All 50 States and the District of Columbia
are included in the SEA sector. For each Of the
other sectors, a stratified random' sample was
designed to allow valid national estimates to be
Made: The sample sizes range from 500 to
1,000.

A data-collection network involving ,both
respondents arid coordinators was developed in
each ibctor. : Coordinators assist _in the data
collection by maintaining_ liaison with the sam-
pled institutions or agencies; The respondents,
selected to report for their institutions or
agencies; voluntarily provide the policy-oriented -

data requestZd in the Westionnaires.

Fast Response Siiryty Natem plovides,.
NCES frith a mechanism for furniShing data'.
quickly . and effreientlY. aspeets.*of the.
systemthe -'sample design, the -ne4vork of
coordinators and respondents, and the. short
questionnaireshaVe been designed ;with this end
in :mind:

.

Methodology for the Survey

Programs

of 'School District
tiorr

The national sample - of local_ ed,ucation
agencies used for this survey . was allocrated to
strata approximately proportional fo.the ctanti
.lative square root of enrollment size.. te They
universe of LEA's was Stratified by district
enrollment size and sorted by geograitic_rmion
prior to sample_selectiont. rA stratified; system-.
atic sample of 636 local education agencips:was
selected from the universe of 15;834 public
school districts in the United States.

. After adjusting for school district closings
and refusa4s to participate in the Fast Response
Survey Stem, the_ number of potential respon-
dents was reduced to 576. Questionnaires were
mailed to these respondents in April 1981.: Data
collection continued until a S5 percent resPons.

..(549 questionnaires) was ,obtained. .
The response' data were weighted 'torPrcir

duce national estimates, and a weight adjust
ment was _made_ to account for survey non-:
response. The weight's were calculated. for each
cell of a two -way tabulation of enrollment. size
and geographic region. Table A shows the cell
and . marginal totals used in the weighting:

.



. Table .T.-Universe
,

of, publia`schoo4, districts; by, enro Iment

Enrollment size Total-r Ncath
`Atlantic*

..,-Great, Lakes
and Plains.

South-
east

Weetead
ScilithWeqt

.

L'ess than 2,500..

2,500-4,999

100:20p=24,999:4-....

25,000-149,999

6 I 50,000 of more ... ;

15.;834.

11,946. 1;990

2; '636- *4_
9

3061

530 121

178 , 17,;:,

.9 3 't

'5;262

'635

271
.>

113

32

2 4

,73g

-833

417

293'
1-2'0

. .65

.
o Source.: NOES 1977-78 ,Unilierse, of,. Local Public SChool Systems,_ ELSEGIS V Part 22.,.

, ... .. .i .

/4 v., ,

.,-.

3,861'

375,

234

176
0 J.

64

3

Data on 'actual applications and awards for
-the '27 competitive education pfograrns were
obtained from the. Deperfsnent,of Education
(ED) Granta.Mantigernent FilOS. The names-of '-
the school districts in the survey _sample Were

. matched manually With districts fitted in the
Grants Management Universe Tiles; and ta on

ththese districts' applicationsfore_27 pr ams
were addedto the survey data file;

SUPplenlentatiQn .pf the gurvey.)iata. with
grants data was intended to serve two purposes:,
to provide information on each of theispecified
Programs; and to cOmpare reSpordentss percep-
stviong of their success rates with actual suoirss
ratek These, goals were not alizecii "however; \
begatise of a baSic discrepancy between the 'two
data -sets relating to the 'question of whether
iespopdent--districts had actually applied for any

, Qf the' 27 competitive education plants.

12

Accorchni to the survey data, an estimed
. 66 percent (10,472) of' all districts'had submit=

ted One or more eptilicatierts4 during 187810;
By contrast; the initial estimate from/he grants
data glowed, that Only 16 yetctint (2;576) .of the
districts had gubmittedappliCatiOns for these 27
Programs during' 'these tWo years. Approxi-
mately 9;006 applications for :the programs were
made, with an average of 3.4 Oplieetions per
applicant district; according to the ED files.

4" In an attempt to reconcile the two esti-
mates, the Grants Manieement Files were 4e-

This process revealey that the grants
files;dontained coxnplete and Accurate informa-
tion tor most of the 271programs. However; a-
few program's for which some district§ had
applied had not been implemented as competi-
tive grant programs and;.,therefore, were not
included in the grants files.

. '



Since several programs had been excluded,
the initial estimate cif,_ a 16 percent actual
application rate_ should be inflated Somewhat;
Program Specialists- estimated that the excluded
programs represented a maximum of 2,000
applications._ _if each of the 2,000 applications
was submitted by a different diStriet and if
these districts did not overlap with those al-
ready identified as (both unlikely
events), the application rate would be about 28
,percet4 still, markedly different from the 66
percenit survey estimate.

Obviouqly.._ respondent dighkicts overstated
the degree. of their apPiication for and, partici-
pation in the 27 competitive education pro-

6 . gtanis-.___Sbme of the factors that may _have
contributed to this overstatement. are .1iSted
below:

Many respondents had _responsibility
t'for'dobrdinating all Federal education

programs, not simply competitive
ones: - BecauSe of the variety and

° complexity of Federal programs, it
may have been difficult to focus only
on the 2,7 listed Programs.

District perceptions may have een
based not only on Federal education.
programs but also on State and of
Federal programs;

Several competitive ; education pro=
grams dealt with population groups
that also are served thrOugh
merit programs, such as handicapped
students and ttioSe With limited
proficiency in English. Some re-

_spondents.-reay have, focused on their
districts participation in these enti-
tlemenf programs.

13

Sever ompetiti& programs_ were---
not included if the list -of 27 pit=
grams; some respondents may have
reported their participation in these
.other competitive programs.

Some respondents may have 'reported.
their diStrictS' participation in coin-
petitive programs beyond the two-
year- period specified in the question-
naire.

The finding that many districts erroneously
reported applications for competitive programs
raises questions about the validity of their
perceptions of, the.benefits and problems asso-
ciated with the _prctrams. However, we
believe that their perceptions are reasonably
accurate, based on the following analysis.

'Each reSpondent district as classified as
to whether it had not applied Thr, any grant, had
applied but receive&no'awards, or had applied
and received one or more awards. ThiS classi-
fication was performed both for survey data and
grants data; table B presents eStimateclipopula-
don counts for each of these cateogries. Dis-
tricts then were divided into two_groups: .those
whose survey data classification agreed with
their grants-:data claStification (6,662 districts),
and those whose survey and grants data claasi-
fication5; did not agree (9,085 districts). The
demographic characteristics and survey respon-
ses of theSt tWo, groups were compared.

AS. shown _in table C, the overall demo-
graphic characteristics (enrollment size, geo-
0aphic region, and metro.status) df these two
,groups are quite similar; Further, both groupS
show_ similar responses to the questionnaire
items (table D) On the basis of thit compari-
son, we conclude that the. reported data are
fairly accurate representations of district_per-
ceptions concerning Federal competitive educa-
tion programs.



Table 13.--=-ClanailiCatium7:ofdistricttinto application AndaWard categories:based
oir survey and giants data

SqrVey data

Grants files data 1/

Total i ,

Did not apply

'Applied; received no awards-.....

A2pliedi receiVed one or more
'awards

I
---,_

4 Total
Did
'not
apply

Applied,
received
no awards

received one
Or more awards

15;747 13.172 1,334 1'.241

5.274 5,125 108 41

' 3,091 2;542 443 106

7;383 5;505 784 1,094-

I, Based on complete data Irom 22.(out of 27) programs encompassing most of the

applicant - districts.: :

Table .--Demographic characteristics of districts whose survey data classifications
of application and award rate agree with Unlit grants data classifications,.

and those whose elkOSificatidna do not agree

District characteriatics
All

districts;

_ Agreement
between:survey
data and grants

data classifieations

Agree DO.mot agree

Total'

Enrollment Size:

Less than 2;500
2;,500 9,999
10;000 or more

4.

Region:

North Atlantic_ _

Great Lakes and Plains
'.Southeast

_

West and Southwest

Metro status:

RUraI
Suburban --

Urban

15,834 6..662 9,085

(In percents;of row 1)

75 72 78
22 19

5 7

19 - 15'
4$0 g

12 10
36 - 24

67 66 68
31 30 31

2 4

_4.

14

'74
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Table D.--Questionnaire responses of districts_ whose survey dita classifications of
applicstios,and. award rate agree with theii greets data clIasiticationsi

and diStrict-S-WhoSe classifications do not agre6.

Questiennaire,iteme All
districts

. _ Agreement

_gdata and ts
data classifies ions

Agree I Do not agree

total

,,.
Msjor:fattors_diScouraginr_applications for
Federal competitive edUtatiOn grants:

.

Confusing/cumbersome procedures
ttaffunavailable
Lowodds of success
programs_donYt fit needs :--- .
Zack of time /information
Low success in the past
Funding lower than requested

. .

Major perceived benefits of Federal
competitive education.progrAms:

SuppqeMent,te 16Cal fudda
Development of new programs
Continue existing,programs--
:6tiMulud for staff
Promotion of district goals

Major perceived problems in conducting
programs funded under Federal. competitive_
education grants:

_
Paperwork
Disruption when:grant ends
Inauffitient lead time for
Cash faow_cOmpliestitine
Fragmented curriculum
Staff tensions
'Conflict with policies

' -

...... ... . . . . .

planning

15;834 6;66.2 9,685

(In percents of row 1)

:
62 63 62
56 54 58
_50: 52 .48
30 33 27
27 . 31 34'
27 'g 22 30
15. 17 ; 14=

45 41 ,49
41 39 41
34 27 39
32 33 30
.31 26 35

53 55 53
38 43 35
34 31 36
30 .32 29
14 19
12 12 12

. 9 /0, 8

15
2



Standard Errors -of the -Statistics

The findings presented in this report are.
estimates based on the FRSS school diStrict
sample and, 'consequently, are subject to sam-
pling variability; If the questionnaire had been
sent to a different sample, the responses would
not have been identical; some numbers might
have been_higher, while otherS might have been
lower. The estimated standard error of a
statistic (a measure of the variation dile to
sampling) can be used to examine the precision
obtained in a particular sample. If all poStible
samples were surveyed under similar conditions;
intervals of 1.645 standard errors below to 1.645
standard errors aboOe 8 particular statistic
would include the average result of these
samples in approximately 90 percent of the
cases. For example; for the number of districts

1 1

Au!..!

indicating that cenfusirg application propedures
Were a major factor discouraging applications
(table _E). IIIC 90 percent confidence interval is
from 9.159 to 10,499 districts 9,829;+ 1.645
times 407). Mr this procedure were followed for
every possible sample, about 90 percent of the
intervals' would include the average. number
from Ell possible samples

Table .E presents standard errors for se-
lected questionnaire items. Specific statements
of comparison _in the text are .significant at
Watt at the 80 percent confidence level, and
most are significant at the 90 percent leveL
Standard errors for other questionnaire Reins .

and statistics presented in this report, not
included ih table E, can be obtained on request.

/

f
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Table'E.-=Standard errors-o

Item: . -

.Estimate Staclard

Number of districts indiCating!
;4

Mai-bit factors disCoOrving'applications forOograms:

Cobfusing or oumbersoMe_application procedures
Staff not available prepare applications
Low odds Of'receiving_awards

.

Programs_do not fit district needS or prieritlei:
Insuffitient lead timeor_informatlea
Low success_rate in past applicatioft
Awards funded at much lower levels-than requested..

Major benefits of programs:.. ,t.

Supplement to looal funds_
Opportunity to'developimew programs
Ability to continue existing programs
Stimulus focteacheristaff...growth
Promotion of district goals

9;829
8;871
7,869
4.688
4;211
4,197
2.377

407'
30T
327 . .

461
337
311
291

. -
7;176 452
6,465 4t8
5;346 390
5.033 362
4,888* 375

Major problems with conducting programs:

Paperwork or othercosts- outweigh benefits .--,- 4.1
Disruption in_staff/services.when program endS 5;996 306
Insuffitint lead timefor planning 5,340 415
Cash_flow complication8 ,.. ---:-.--- 4;746 .377
Fragmented curriculum .

".
/ 2.229 274

Tensions created among staff .... ... ..... -.. . .............. 1 1;892, 233
Conflict with district policies or procedureS 249

Most helpful aspeCt (rank of "1") of programs.:-

li397

$ .

CUrriculum development ' 4;906 359 -'

... Inatzuctional materials .' 2.529
3,215

272
Prdlessional_staff dexeiopment

'.
256:

' Updating facilities. -',% 2,188 209, . .Hiring new Atiff 983 _1.57
Redearch.

; '551 61
. ,

NuMPer;of districts that applied fo'i new ESAA baste grants
. 809 119- _

.
.NuMber of districts that received at least one-neW ESAA

. .

baSic grant , . 588
,,!-

99

17



APPENDIX II. FEDERAL COMPETITIVE EbUC4TION GRANTS Pfi0GitAMS
.. , ;.

?roviditiq grants to, schpoi districts) :

1. Follow Through 63033 or -010;

2; Career Education. Program A or 84074)-: . ... .

.3. Teachers Centers (13.416? qr:841606) _:.

4. Emergency Sch061 gid Adt (ESAA)08asic and :'Trans' Giants (13.525.4.

84.056 and 13.532 or 84.059)

5. Emergency -_School Aid Act (ESAg)--Maget SchooIk and UniVersity/Business
Cooperation (14.589 or 84.102) --

A. Early Education:for Handicapped Children: (13044 or 84.024) )

Gifted, and Talented Program (13.562 or 8i..080).

S. Handicapped_Hesearch and Demonstration and/' r Model Programs, (13.443 or

84.023 and 13.568 or 84.026)

is
Citizens.Edudlion for Cultural UnderstandingIobal Edudation Program

(13.581or 84.095)

10. Fulbright-Hayes Teacher Exchange--Porei4n Curricul* Consultants (13:439 or

.04.020)

11. Community Education' Program (13.563 or 8i.681)

12; Correction Education ICat.No. not yet'isaignea):

13. YOuth Employment Program (eat. No. not yet assigned)

,National Diffusion Network Program 113.553 or 84.073)

,a.5; Teachers Corps (13.489 or84.045)

16. Alcohol and Drug Abuse Education (11.420 or 84.008)

17. Arts in Education (13.566 or 84.984)

18. Basic Skills improvement Program (13.599 or 84:105)

19; Consumer Education (13.564 or 84.082)

20. Environmental Education (13.522).

21. Ethnic Heritage Studiek Piogram (13.549-or 84.070)

22. LaW-HeIated Education (13.693 or 84.123)

23. Metric Education Prdgram (13.561 or 84.079)
_ -

24. Special initiatives= - Secretary's DIscretionary Program (13.598 or 84.122)

25.' Women'S Educational Equity Adt Program (15.565 or 84.083)

26. Bilingual Education (13.403 or 84.003)

Maid ErojeCts

DemOnstrationProjects
Desegregation Support Progr&d.

.
Materj4s Development Projects

Support. Services Projects.

27. 'Bilingual Vddational Training (13.558 or 84.077)

Note: Numbers in parentheses, fallowing the programItitles,.refer,to the old, and

new numberd, -respectively, in the Catalogue -of Federal-Domes-tit Education

. Asoistance Programa. The new numbers were assigned in 1980 after the

establishment.of the UPS.; Department of Education.

18

* 13.S GOVERNNINT FEINTING OFFICE: 1983-381-054r I i7



rust taprooms
SURVIV 1188411M

APPENDIX III. REPRODUCTION OF so14..g1i QUESTIONNAIRE
U.S. DIPAXTMZIIT or IIDUCATIOR

i
Form APProVed

NATIONAL 12111111111-POR IDUCATIOWNTATISTICII PriFAC_No. 8-230
muomarpo. o.c. 20202 APP. SHP. 11/5.2

SUAVE./ OF SCHOOL DISTRICT PERCEPTIONS OF

FEDERAL COMPETITIVE EDUCATOR PROGRAMS

Thii report is authorised by-law (20-u.S.C.1221.-1), -4141,1e you

are not: required -to reaP0C8.--VOUt_CoaPitition-Isnmedid to_Make
the results of thii survey comprehensive, accurate, and timely.

. .-A-
.Definition for OUrposies of thisegufveni :_

_ . _

Federal-competitive ddueation_erents:programel*_:Grants_awarded_directly_to_school dietriCts_by,the_11.8.__Pepattment
of iducation on the basis of competitive application procedures under ,27.prourams (iii'V attached). The sOrvey pas
NOT include granth d on a formula basis nor nrograms,Adeiniatefed through the Stets;

. . ,

. .Noto: . Nonee cm14mr all questions mbither or'nat ikurdiatriiti frii low apPliid for asap grants.

---- --.--- ______ .

1. To what extent does each of the following lactgra discourage yoUr district- from, applying for any, or more.
Federal competitive education grants? For each factor, enter check in theapprOpriate column.,

. . . .

Factor

L
Degree of discOUr gement

0

Little
or none Moderate' Haler

a Insufficient lead-time and/or information

b. Confusing and/or cumbersome application procedures.

c. Staff not evailible tojprepare.applications.

d. LoW uCcese rate in past applications

e. :Programsdo not fit.eistrict needs and /or- priorities.

f, !kow odds of receiving, awards

_ g..Awards funded at much lower levels than requested

h. Other (specify)

2. How important to your district is each:ofthe following actdhl or perceived benefits attributable to lederal
competitive education gFante?. For math benefit; enter a check in the appropriate column.

.

benefit (actual or perceived)'

-igree of importance

_Little_
or none Moderate ,Major .%

a. Opportunity.todevelop new programs

b. Supplement to Local funds

c. Ability to continue existing, local programs

d. Stimulus for teacher/staff initiative and
'professional growth

e. Promotion:Of diitrict goals_andiorobjectivee

f. Otheri(enmoify)

. . . . .___ ___

How important to your district is eachof the following actual or perceived problems aesociated'with-conducting
programs funded under Federal competitive education grants? For each problem; enter 'a check in the:appropriate

Column. . . .

__

. .

.go

problem (actual or perceived)

r/C.g.r.se__of rtance

_Little_
or none 'Moderate _Major

a. leiufficient lead time for planning

b.' Cash flow complications due to Jag.in receipt of funds

c. Tensions "mated among staff

d. fragmented curriculum

S;__Cenflict with district policies and/or procedures

f: hisruntiOnk-Oolltaff/Services when program ends

';a'..riperk--oandi other costs outweigh benefits

er_ibtabCi.")

to your district would each :of-the -followingapects_of_a-P4deral_competitive educatica gran[. be?-

Asstg ank leto ach."daing or' to indicate the most helpful encl.'s. to indicSte the least helpful.

Aspect:

e. Curriculum develoPment

b. Profiesionl staffAleW4ement

c. Inatettaisistekl-ell

Rank- Aspect' sank

d. Research

e. Hiring new staff

e. Updating facilities

5. how,succesif4I hel _Your dlhtrict;bSenin receiving grant awards under Nei, programs during the two -year period:., .--- --_

of 1978-79 and 1974-80? : . ,' . . . . C:
.. ...__ -- -.

. ..-..-_-.....Award succesivrate: .81gb inediiiii .jobw' --- !ii, awards
. .. ,

...
Met appligebles '131d,ngt apply

Name and titia of pecson"completini this itsrat:

'Imhoel.

Phones t

States'.

m .


