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The focus of the study was to observe changes brought

about by the implementation of Chapter 2 of the Education

Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981 in local jurisdic-

tions of government when the disposition of federal fung;

were under local control. The study investigated the extent

to which the six expressed intentions of Chapter 2, ECIA

legislation were realized in 154 local education agencies in

the state of Mississippi two years after implementation.

Specifically, the six legislative concerns were to:

* Reduce the amount of paperwork without reducing
the quality of programs,

* Equalize the distribution of federal funds without
reducing the benefits to specific target popula-
tions,

* Increase local discretion without diminishing
prior program commitments to the original national
priorities,

* Increase the role of private education without
raising the constitutional issue,



* Reduce reporting and evaluation requirements
without a commensurate loss of accountability, and

* Reduce the constraints on SEAs in the planning of
federally funded projects and programs without a
loss of perceived quality in those programs.

Data sources collected for analysis included: a mail

survey, interviews with state and local school personnel,

and supportive documents from both the state education

agency and local school districts. The data was analyzed

using descriptive statistics.

From the study it was concluded that, while the goals

of Chapter 2, ECIA legislation were admirable, they were

replete with unintended consequences. Further, while many of

the legislative objectives were met at the national level

several of the objectives had differing effects in a state

like Mississippi which exerted little SEA influence.
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CHAPTER 1

AN OVERVIEW OF THE DISSERTATION

In 1981, with the election of President Reagan and a

Republican controlled Senate, federal policy toward educa-

tion changed significantly. Shortly after taking office

Reagan proposed a substantial reduction in the federal

presence in elementary and secondary education. This policy

change was consistent with the Administration's overall

goal to reduce the role of government in the economy. In his

address to Congress in 1981 the President stated that he

planned to "put the nation on a fundamentally different

course" and pledged to revive the economy, improve the na

tion's defense capabilities, and transfer significant

powers and responsibilities to state and local governments.

When President Reagan took office, he inherited several

national problems. These included: double—digit inflation,

lagging productivity, high unemployment, and a tremendous

budget problem which consisted of large federal spending and
V

a big tax burden. In response to these problems the Reagan

administration proposed "The Program for Economic Recovery"

which was designed to limit the federal role in the control

of the economy and in other areas of government. The plan

called for a stable and restrictive monetary policy, a

reduction in personal and business taxes, a cut in domestic

spending, an increase in defense spending, and a substan-

tial relaxation of regulatory controls.

1
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The Administration's economic program was based on a

fundamentally conservative social philosophy. By yoking its

social and educational agenda to the economic policy, the
A

administration secured a degree of public and legislative

support for its programs that otherwise might not have been 5

forthcoming. Social and structural reform was a secondary

goal of the Program for Economic Recovery. The Administra-

tion argued that economic recovery and long-term growth

were important prerequisites to achieving other goals. ·

Therefore, programs aimed at developing human resources

(e.g. education, training, and social services) were dispro-

· portionately cut rather than maintained or reformed (Palmer

and Sawhill, 1981).

In response to President Reagan's plan, Congress passed

“The Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981" which included

major portions of the Administration's economic program.

This act was intended to: (1) provide tax relief from infla-

tion-induced bracket creep, (2) promote economic growth, and

(3) reduce the size of the federal government. The immediate

result was a 25% across—the-board tax reduction in personal

income tax resulting in an estimated revenue loss of over $1

trillion for the first six years. (Palmer & Sawhill, 1981)

The tax cut reduced rates for everyone; however, the cut

was not evenly distributed across all income levels. The

maximum tax rate on unearned income was reduced from 70

percent to 50 percent while minimizing the cuts to low-
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income families. With inflation, the net result was an
u

increased tax burden for many low—income families and great-

er tax relief for higher-income taxpayers.

In an effort to offset the reduced federal revenue ( ’

brought about by the tax cut, the Administration recommended
l

drastic reductions in the growth of federal spending in

non-defense activities. This was reflected in the Presi-

dent's budget package presented to Congress in March of1981in

which he proposed a reduction in non-defense program

outlays of 15 to 20 percent in real terms with major targets

to include: being means-tested entitlement programs, and

annually funded grants to states and local levels of gov-_

ernment. (Palmer & Sawhill, 1981)

Congress responded by passing the Omnibus Budget Recon-

ciliation Act of 1981 (P.L. 97-35) whichlcontained large ,

cuts in domestic programs. The bill was passed in spite of

the Democratic majority in the House and a potential split

in the ranks of Senate Republicans. It was supported by

Republican solidarity and a key group of conservative south-

ern Democrats in the House called "Boll Weevils".(Stockman,

1986)
D

A major contributing factor to the success of the

Reagan Administration in persuading Congress to pass the

Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act was the "reconciliation

process" itself. This process included a complicated feature

of the 1974 Congressional Budget Act intended originally to
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enable congressional Budget Committees to enforce spending

targets in the final stages of the appropriations process.

The Reagan administration, however, succeeded in moving a

binding reconciliation measure to the beginning of the

process. This successfully wrapped the entire Administration

budget and program reform package into one massive piece of

legislation - the Omnibus Budget and Reconciliation Act of

1981. By so doing, the Act could be moved as one piece

through the Congress under deadlines set by the congression-

al budget process and under the oversight of the Congres-

sional Budget committees, rather than -- as was commonly

done —— having the Act split into thirteen separate appro-

priation bills amid scattered authorizing legislation.

(Stockman, 1986)

Beyond reducing federal spending, the Reagan Adminis-

tration's initiative included a restructuring of the system

of distributing federal aid to state and local jurisdictions

of government. Consistent with the Reagan philosophy was a

plan to consolidate a large number of categorical grants

into fewer, broad—based grants. According to the adminis-

tration, it trimmed the number of separate grant programs by

more than a quarter during its first term (OMB, 1984). The

largest consolidation was a part of the FY 1982 block grant
1

reforms in which the administration obtained congressional

approval for nine block grants combining sixty-six different

categorical grants. Seven of the nine block grants were new
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block grants in the areas of health and social services,

with one combining a number of smaller educational programs

and another providing community development grants (Petter-

son, 1984).

Under earlier administrations -- both Democratic and

Republican -- federal aid to public schools had grown to as

much as eight percent of total public expenditure for educa-

tion. Much of the federal aid was divided into discrete

"categories" of assistance, each designed to benefit a

specific target group ( e.g. disadvantaged pupils), program

(e.g. metric education), or budget category (e.g. supplies,

services, research, etc.).

The Reagan Administration's philosophy (i.e. cutting

federal spending, reducing the federal role, and transfer-

. ring control from the federal level to local jurisdictions

·of government) also was applied to the federal government's

support of education. From the Administration's perspective,

the Federal Constitution left education as an uncontested

state and local responsibility. Under this interpretation,

the administration's overall objective was to eliminate, or

severely reduce, the role of the federal government in the

support of public education (Clark & Amiot, 1983). As a

means of accomplishing this goal the President recommended:

(1) The reduction, consolidation, and/or elimination
of federal education programs,

(2) A substantial reduction in the funding of federal
program, and
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(3) The abolition of the Department of Education.

The Administration requested that Congress reduce the

budget authorization for elementary, secondary, and voca-

tional education by 33 percent below the FY 1981 levels.

Further, in an attempt to make the drastic cuts politically

viable, the Administration proposed "blocking" the several
X

categorical programs. Forty-two categorical programs and

titles were consolidated into one education block grant, in

effect, eliminating various categories of aid -- the princi-

pal instrument of Federal control of funding priorities —- l

while retaining the original purposes to which each of the

several categorical aid programs were designed to achieve.

In addition, blocking the 42 funding programs into a single

fund extended the Administration's objectives, namely: (1)

reducing the amount of separate applications, reports, and

evaluations imposed on states and local school districts,

(2) extending aid to more LEAs, (3) providing private

schools with a greater share in the authority over public

funds, and (4) allowing the LEAs, rather than the federal

government, to determine how to allocate available funds in

accordance with local needs and priorities. The education

agenda was thus transferred from the federal government to

local school districts.

In response to this request, Congress enacted Chapter 2

of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (Title V,
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Education Consolidation and Improvement Act, Chapter 2,

Subtitle D of P.L. 97-35). Consistent with the administra-

tion's proposal, Congress merged the forty-two categorical

education programs/titles into one education block grant.

The act maintained the Reagan philosophy of reducing the

federal presence in the schools and returning control of the

schools to the local levels of government. However, the

original purposes for which the federal funds from the 42

funding sources were intended remained intact. By "block-

ing" the funding programs into a single fund, the framers

hoped to retain the basic purposes of the earlier legisla-

tion, but free each LEA to choose among the several purposes

in accordance with its own needs and priorities. .

Chapter 2 of the Education Consolidation and Improve-

ment Act of 1981 exemplified all of the Reagan Administra-

tion's fundamental objectives. Specifically, the legislation

was designed to achieve six immediate objectives:

(1) To reduce the amount of paperwork. It was "the
intent of Congress that this responsibility be carried out
with a minimum of paperwork. . ." [Sec. 561 (a)].

(2) To eggalize the distribution of the Federal funds. The
funds are distributed to the local educational agen-
cies "according to the relative enrollments in public
and nonpublic schools within the school district . . ."
[Sec. 565 (a)].

(3) To increase local discretion in the disposition of the
Federal funds. Funds are to be used "in accordance with
the needs and priorities of ... local educational
agencies as determined by those agencies" [Sec.
561(a)]. To reinforce this message, the law adds the
following stipulation regarding the funds that flow
directly to districts: "Each local educational agency
shall have complete discretion, subject only to the
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provisions of this chapter, in determining how the‘ funds the agency receives under this section shall be
divided among the purposes of this chapter..." [Sec.
566(c)].

(4) To provide in the Federally supported activities
egpitable participation of private school students. In
addition to the stated intention of improving education
for private school students, the law spells out numer-
ous provisions that "will assure equitable participa-
tion of such children in the purposes and benefits of
the chapter... " [Sec. 586(a)(l)]. In particular, the
law states that if the needs of the children enrolled
in private schools are different from the needs of
children enrolled in public schools, the LEA shall
provide Chapter 2 services for the private school
children that address their needs on an equitable
basis. [Sec. 586] Further, if an SEA or LEA is prohib-
ited by law from providing Chapter 2 services for
private school children on an equitable basis or has
substantially failed, or is unwilling, to provide
services for private school children on an equitable
basis, the Secretary can implement a by-pass thereby
serving private school children directly from the
federal government. [Sec. 586 (d), (e), and (g)].

(5) To increase local responsibility for program evalua-
tions. The local education agency "agrees to keep
records, and provide such information to the State
educational agency as may be required for fiscal audit
and program evaluation, consistently with the responsi-
bilities of the State agency." [Sec. 566 (a)(3)]

(6) To limit the role of the State educational agencies.
The SEA is "responsible for the administration and
supervision of programs assisted with Chapter 2 funds".
However, each LEA has "complete discretion, subject
only to the provisions of [Chapter 2], in determining
how the funds shall be divided among the purposes of
[Chapter 2]" [Sec. 564(a) and Sec. 566(c)].

In summary, with the election of President Reagan and a

Republican controlled Senate, federal education policy was

changed significantly. The Reagan Administration's philoso-

phy was to cut federal spending, reduce the role of the

federal government and transfer control from the federal
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level to the local levels of government. One of the major

tools used to achieve the new federal policy in education

was the education block grant: Chapter 2 of the Education

Consolidation and Improvement Act.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The changes brought about by Chapter 2, ECIA raised

several potential issues. These included: (1) The impact of

the reduced paperwork on the accountability of state and

local education agencies (OIG, 1983; Bartell, 19817

Darling—Hammond, 1983; Department of Education, 1982); (2)

the loss of services to target groups whose needs were

addressed by specific categories of aid, and consequently, a

loss in equalization effects of Chapter 2 on the distribu-

tion of federal funds (Palmer and Sawhill, 1982; CGS, 1983;

ECS, 1982 Fries, 1983; Nathan and Doolittle, 1983; Franks

and Fortune, 1981; Verstegen, 1983); (3) the shift in the

locus of decision making in educational program design to

reflect local priorities (Corbett, et. al., 1983: Henderson,

1983 b; Kyle, 1983; Turnbull, 1983); (4) the impact on both

public and private schools of the increased Federal support

for private school students AASA, 1984; Knapp and Cooper-

stein, 1984; OIG, 1983; Darling-Hammond and Marks, 1983);

(5) the change in accountability procedures and evaluation

requirements and the resulting effects (Darling-Hammond and

Marks, 1983; Hickey, 1983); and, (6) the effect of restrict-
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ing the influence state education agencies on local educa-

tion agencies while increasing the control of local educa-

tion agencies over federal funds (Knapp, et. al., 1986;

Turnbull, 1983; Darling-Hammond and Marks, 1983).

PURPOBE OF THE DISSERTATION

The purpose of this dissertation was to determine the

extent to which the six expressed intentions of Chapter 2,

- ECIA legislation were actually realized in 154 local educa-

tion agencies (LEAs) in the state of Mississippi. Specifi-

cally, six policy concerns were addressed:

(1) To what extent, if any, has Chapter 2,
ECIA effectively reduced the paperwork
burden placed on local education agen-
cies?

(2) To what extent, if any, has Chapter 2,
ECIA equalized the distribution of funds
to LEAs?

(3) To what extent, if any, have LEAs exer-
cised local discretion in the design and (
implementation of Chapter 2 program
activities?

(4) To what extent, if any, have public
schools shared the control over Chapter
2 program activities with private school
authorities?

(5) To what extent, if any, have local
school authorities accepted responsi-
bility for the accountability of Chapter
2 program activities?

(6) To what extent, if any, has the State
Department of Education permitted LEAs
to exercise local control over Chapter
2, ECIA?
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The focus of the study was to observe changes broughtx

about by the implementation of Chapter 2, ECIA in local

jurisdictions of government when the disposition of federal

funds were under local control.· This required the selection

of local sites with as little influence as possible from

state or other governmental agencies. The state of Missis-

sippi and its 154 local education agencies met the require-

ment for selection. At a time when most states increased

their role in policy making, the Mississippi State Depart-

ment of Education continued to limited its role in local

policy making, thus maximizing local control over federal

funds.
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POLICY-RELEVANT RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Nine specific questions were addressed in this study:

1. To what extent was adequate information available at
the State Department of Education in Mississippi which
would support an analysis of the intended effects of
Chapter 2, ECIA?

2. To what extent did the enactment of Chapter 2, ECIA
reduce the paperwork burden for local education agen-
cies?

3. To what extent did the level of funding for Chapter 2
program activities change from the level of funding for
the consolidated antecedent programs?

How did the distribution of funds change by size
(ADA) and wealth (APU) of LEAs?

4. To what extent did the number of program activities
under Chapter 2, ECIA change from the number of
antecedent categorical programs?

How did the distribution of programs change by
size (ADA) of LEA; wealth (APU) of LEA; and the
net gain or loss of Chapter 2 funds of the LEA?

5. What differences were there between the types of
program activities funded under Chapter 2, ECIA and the
types of programs funded under the consolidated
antecedent programs?

6. To what extent did local school districts exercise
their power to establish and implement Chapter 2
program activities?

7. To what extent was there a change in the sharing of
authority between public and private school officials
over the design and implementation of Chapter 2 program
activities compared to the involvement in antecedent
programs?

8. With the restructuring of the traditional evaluation
requirements placed on federal project activities by
Chapter 2 legislation, to what extent have local
education agencies continued to evaluate Chapter 2
program activities?

9. To what extent has the Mississippi State Department of
Education allowed the LEAs to exercise complete discre—
tion over Chapter 2, ECIA?
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DELIMITATION8 4

There were two major boundaries to the study. First,

the survey was confined to the local education agencies of a

single state, albeit a state in which the least amount of

state influence was exerted in shaping local use of Chapter

2, ECIA funds. Second, only policy issues at the local level

of government are addressed, leaving the issues in the state

and federal jurisdictions of government for future study.

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

There have been numerous research studies and reports

of the impact of the implementation of Chapter 2 of the

Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981. Many

of these reports merely identified the effects of one aspect

of the legislation on a particular interest group (e.g. the

fiscal impact on large school districts). Other studies

were designed to identify the effects of the change in the

distribution system on state and local education agencies.

In addition, a national study was commissioned to study the

impact of Chapter 2, ECIA in local school districts (Knapp,

et. al., 1987). Although the goals of these reports and

studies may have been admirable, the methods used and the

interpretations provided often were not reflective of actual

changes that occurred in many local and state agencies

(Franks and Fortune, 1982; Mandel, 1983; Knapp and

Cooperstein, 1984).
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The significance of this study is two-fold. First, by

electing to study policy concerns at the local level without

the confounding effects of state or other governmental

agencies, the dissertation may provide insights into the

local control of federally funded activities that might not

be evident in other states. Second, open-ended programs

that do not have specific goals and objectives, such as

Chapter 2, ECIA, do not lend themselves to study by

traditional research methodology. For example, it is

ninfeasible to identify either the "treatment" or "criterion

variables" by which to estimate the "effects" of Chapter 2.

This dissertation illuminates some of the inherent problems

of policy research and provides a model for collecting

potentially useful data from several sources, thus providing

a better understanding of the policy process.

ORGANIZATION OF THE DISSERTATION

The dissertation is divided into five chapters. Chapter

two provides the background for the dissertation, including

the review of the Chapter 2, ECIA literature. It also

provides a description of the restructuring of the flow of

federal funds brought about by Chapter 2, ECIA and the

intended changes in the federal-state-local relationships.

Chapter three provides a description of the dissertation

design including: the study plan, description of the

population, field testing, implementation of the survey
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instrument, and the analysis plan. In chapter four the

analysis of the data are discussed along with the

supportable conclusions for each finding. Finally, chapter

five presents policy implications from the study of Chapter

· 2, ECIA in Mississippi and recommendations for future

research.



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Included in this chapter is a discussion of the history

of federal educational policy focusing on changes which have

occurred in the past three decades. This is followed by a

review of Chapter 2, ECIA literature, concentrating on the

intent of the legislation. The chapter concludes with a

discussion of the nine research questions addressed by this

study. °

FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL POLICY:
A BRIEF HISTORY

Education policy has changed significantly throughout

the course of U.S. history. During the early years of the

Republic, education was mostly regarded as a parental and

church responsibility. (Cuberley, 1934) This was the pre-

vailing thought until Horace Mann, in the mid-eighteenth

century, founded a movement in support of mass public educa-

tion, resulting in making education a public concern and a

widely accepted state responsibility. With continued labor

shortages in the expanding industrial sector, brought about

by the Industrial Revolution, the federal government began

to assume a role in education. In 1917, for the first time,

with the passage of the Smith—Hughes Act, federal funds were

provided to public elementary and secondary schools. These

16
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funds were assigned specifically for vocational education in

response to the growing need of a better educated work

force.

Although there was interest in expanding federal aid to

education beyond vocational programs, no new major initia-

tives were passed until just prior to the United States'

entry into World War II. In 1941 Congress passed the Lanham

Act which provided aid to local governments for the con-

struction, maintenance, and operation of community facili-

ties in areas swollen by an influx of military personnel and
U

defense workers. However, it was not until September 30,

1950 when Congress enacted Title II of Public Law 815 and

874 that federal aid for the maintenance and operation of

public schools in federally impacted areas was provided to

local school agencies. This program was established to

provide funds in lieu of taxes to the local school district

where a substantial federal presence, for example, a mili-

tary base, increased school enrollment or reduced local tax

revenues.

Federal aid to education was further expanded with the

enactment of the Library Services Act of 1956 (P.L. 597) and

the National Defense Education Act of 1958. The Library

Services Act provided $7,500,000 in grants to the States for

the extension and improvement of public libraries serviced

in rural areas. The National Defense Education Act (NDEA)
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established a new federal policy of financial support for

education. In general the act provided for: (1) Federal

contribution of ninety percent of the capital loan funds at

institutions of higher education for low interest loans to

students for the pursuit of a higher education, and, (2)

Grants to State Education Agencies for strengthening

science, mathematics, and modern foreign language instruc-

tion in public elementary and secondary schools and junior

colleges. (Quattlebaum, 1968)

The first major change in the role of the federal

government in elementary and secondary education occurred in

the early 1960's. With the increased interest in social

concerns that characterized the early 1960's, federal educa-

tional policy began to focus on issues of educational equity

at the local school district level. There was an acknowledg-

ment of the fact that equal educational opportunity was

denied to a substantial minority of pupils. The role of

government in all jurisdictions (i.e. local, state, and

federal) was in the form of programs with clear, fairly

narrow purposes, designed to achieve specific objectives

related to national interest. Broadly defined, federal goals

in education were: (Ward and Gaeta, 1979)

(1) To provide an equal educational opportunity
for all students,

(2) To encourage and guarantee specific education
services deemed to be in the national inter-
est for targeted groups, and
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(3) To compensate for resource capacity inequi-
ties caused by specific federal actions,
e.g., the reduction of the local tax base by
locating a federal facility in that jurisdic-
tion. 4

The focus of the federal education agenda in the 1960's

was directed toward providing a residual service to the

state and local jurisdictions of government by providing

federal programs for disadvantaged children. Such aid was

appropriated on behalf of needy children regardless of

residence on the assumption that many state and local juris-

dictions were unwilling or unable to provide these serv-

ices.

One of the largest federal education programs was the

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA,1965).

This act provided funds to address the federally—recognized

needs of educationally and economically disadvantaged chil-

dren. It was designed to "respect" the established relation-

ship between the state and local education agencies. Fur-

ther, it set the stage for the expansion of federal educa-

tional policy and the extension of the authority of the

federal government to establish a national agenda for

education and to set national goals for education. (Quattle-

baum, 1968)

The increased role of the federal government in

establishing educational policy ultimately had an impact on

the entire educational system of America. By 1968, nearly
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600 separate legislative provisions were identified in the

federal government, each permitting or mandating an

expenditure of some type for education. (Quattlebaum, 1968)

With the proliferation of educational programs came a

significant increase in federal education expenditures. In

1960, the federal government spent $490 million, increasing

to $3.2 billion in 1970. Between 1970 and 1979, federal

funding for education doubled to $6.7 billion. As the number

of federal programs increased, the amount of funding also

increased and the role of the federal government continued

_ to expand.

In short, with the advent of the Social Revolution of

the 1960's, the federal government became increasingly

involved in setting national policy and addressing issues of

national concern. For example, during the Johnson years

(1963 - 1968), federal aid to education increased to a level

approximately equal to eight percent of total public

expenditure for education and remained largely categorical.

This led to debate regarding the role of the federal

government in education (Baratz, Berk, & Hartle, 1979).

Discussions centered primarily around three issues: (1)

Should the federal government play a primary or residual

role in financing public education? (2) Should the federal,

state, or local school districts set program objectives and

funding priorities (e.g. general aid versus categorical
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— aid)? and, (3) How should federal education aid be

structured? (e.g. Who should benefit from federal revenues?

How should the funds be distributed? What should be the

proper mix of federal, state, and local funds?) These and

other issues were continually debated at the federal level

with the premise that the federal government had a

responsibility for establishing national educational

priorities and should distribute tax dollars for such

priorities. (Clark, Astuto, & Rooney, 1983) A

Federalism Under the Nixon Administration

In 1973, President Nixon introduced the "New

Federalism", an attempt to control federal education aid to

the states. Included in his plan for Education Revenue

Sharing was a request for the consolidation of 33
•

categorical grant programs into one entitlement program

containing five broad areas: (1) Education of the

disadvantaged; (2) Education of handicapped children; (3)

Vocational education; (4) Impact aid; and (5) Supporting

materials and services. Funds were to be apportioned among

the states on the basis of a formula, taking into account

the total school—aged population in each state, the number

of students whose families resided on federal property, and

the number of low income families in the district. (C. Q.

Almanac, 1973)
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Although the 92nd Congress virtually ignored Nixon's

special revenue sharing bills, including his education bill,

Congress passed the General Revenue Sharing Act which

provided for a transfer of federal revenue collections to

the states to be used for a variety of purposes. Congress

also passed the Education Amendments of 1974 which included

portions of President Nixon's request to consolidate

categorical programs into broad grants-in-aid. The Education

Amendments of 1974 consolidated several categorical grant

programs into two broad areas to be administered by the

state education agencies. The areas were: (1) the library

and instructional resource programs which merged the school

library program, the equipment program, and guidance and

counseling program; and (2) innovative and support services

program which included metric conversion education,

education of the gifted and talented, community schools,

career education, consumer education, women's equity

education, and arts education. This consolidation was passed

with the stipulation that it would not take effect unless

the total appropriation for the new programs exceeded the

aggregate amount for all of the previous fiscal year. (C. Q.

Almanac, 1974)
U

The changes brought about during the Nixon years, in

effect, shifted the educational agenda from the federal

government to state jurisdictions. However, the main thrust
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of the federal government's aid to schools remained largely

categorical.

From 1974 to 1981 there was little substantive change

in federal education policy. In 1974 President Ford sent a

proposal to Congress to consolidate 24 categorical

elementary and secondary education programs. Although the

bill was never reported out of committee it signaled a

change in direction for federal education policy. In 1978

the Domenici—Bellmon bill proposed the Optional Educational

Simplification Act. This bill proposed a form of "procedural

consolidation" which would be superimposed over existing

program structure with state participation made optional.

Finally, in 1981 President Carter created the Department of

Education giving education cabinet level status.

President Reagan•s
“New

Federa1ism“

In 1981, with the election of President Reagan and a

Republican controlled Senate, federal educational policy

again underwent significant changes. The changes included:

a substantial reduction in the federal presence in

elementary and secondary education: a restructuring of the

federal distribution of funds; and, an extension of services

to private school students.

From the Reagan administration's perspective, the

Constitution left responsibility for education to the
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individual states and their local school districts. Using

this interpre—tation, the administration's overall objective

was to eliminate, or markedly reduce, the role of the

federal government in education. (Clark & Amiot, 1983) The

President recommended:

(1) Abolishing the Department Of Education;

(2) Substantially reducing the level of funding
of federal education programs by reduction,
consolidation and/or elimination; and,

(3) Restructuring the delivery system of federal
aid to state and local levels of government.

The policy changes were consistent with President

Reagan's overall goals to reduce the role of the federal

government in state and local matters, cut the federal

budget, and transfer control of funds that were to be

provided by the federal government from the federal

bureaucracies to the state and local government recipients.

The Reagan Administration recommended drastic

reductions in the growth of federal spending in an effort to

offset the reduced federal revenue brought about by the

Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981. Reagan's radical tax cut

created pressure to substantially reduce federal spending.

This reduction was part of the overall Republican objective

to reduce the role of the federal government by transferring

control to other jurisdictions of government. The

President focused his attention in three areas:



25

(1) Legislative action (e.g. consolidation of
current programs, refusal to reauthorize
programs as they cycle around; and failure to
introduce new legislation that would expand
the influence of the federal government in
education); ‘

(2) Administrative action (e.g. influence the
rule-making process and the administrative
officers responsible for implementing the
law); and,

(3) Budget process (reduce budget levels for out-
· years, propose current budget reductions, and

rescind budget authorizations, when
possible).

The Reagan administration was skilled in using the

legislative process to meet the overall goals. In an effort

to streamline the federal system of financial assistance to

state and local jurisdictions and return greater authority

to state and local policy makers, President Reagan proposed

the consolidation of programs in the social, education, and

health services into block grants. Program consolidation was

followed by a reduction of funding levels which was then

justified partially on the savings presumed to be derived

from lowered administrative costs and more efficiently

delivered services.

The President used the administration's authority to

establish the rules and regulations for implementing

legislation to further advance his goals. This strategy

included: (1) a reduction in the degree to which the federal

government attempted to impose national social preference on

states and localities through regulation and (2) a shift in
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the responsibility for regulation to units of government

closer to the citizens. This policy was intended to achieve

two important results: (1) to reduce the number of federal

rules and regulations and (2) to reshape the relationship

between federal, state, and local jurisdictions.

The Reagan administration also used the budget process

to bring about a redirection of federal education policy.

Customarily, Congress debates substantive education matters

in the House education committees and the Senate Education

and Labor Committee where Congress sets limits of authority

for spending in support of policy objectives. Independently

of these committees, the appropriation committees of the

House and Senate set levels on funds to be appropriated for r

the various programs. The appropriation committees also set

priorities for the use of the appropriated funds and

prescribe the methods to be used by the federal government

in allocation funds to recipient state and local

governments.

Rather than allowing for national needs to be debated

in the various House and Senate committees and at public

hearings, as was customary with prior administrations, the

Reagan administra-tion chose to use the budget

reconciliation process to make sweeping policy changes and

to reduce the burgeoning federal budget. (Stockman, 1986).

As a part of that process, categorical programs were
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"consolidated" into one block grant and made a part of the

Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (P.L. 97-35). By

using the budget process in this manner, the traditional

political process in which substantive program needs set

federal funding priorities was reversed. The level of the

appropriations for education dictated program decisions. By

so doing, the Reagan administration was ask to withstand

pressure from powerful education lobbies in Washington. It

also established a potentially disturbing precedent, namely;

shaping major public policy in the absence of public debate

on the merits of the proposed changes.

In the President's budget message to Congress in March

of 1981, he proposed a reduction in non-defense program

outlays of 15 to 20 percent in real terms with major targets

being the several means-tested entitlement programs and

annually funded grants to states and local levels of

government. The proposed changes included: (Palmer &

Sawhill, 1981)

(1) An overall reduction in budget outlays
including the diminution of allocations of
federal funds for education,

(2) A consolidation of sixty-six categorical
grants into nine block grants, and

(3) A significant change in the regulations
governing the expenditure of federal funds.
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The changes were reflected in the President's budget

package in which he proposed that Congress reduce the budget

authority for elementary, secondary, and vocational

education. The authorized outlay of federal funds for

education was reduced so that by FY 1986 there was nearly a

thirty percent reduction relative to the FY 1981 program

levels (See Table 2.1).

TABLE 2.1

FEBERAL FUNDING FOR ELEMEMTARY, SECONDARY,
AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

(In S millions)

Funding Necessary
to Maintain FY 1981/82

Policy Levels Actual Aggrogriations
Budget Budget

Authority Out lays Authority Outlays
1982 Total 8,271 7,427 6,143 3,006
1983 Total 6,592 6,413 4,415 5,576
1984 Total 6,952 6,618 3,807 4,591
1985 Total 7,469 7,002 3,807 3,907
1986 Total 8,027 7,497 3,807 3,811

Note. From Palmer & Sauhill; (1982), pp. 337, 339 „

For the most part, Congress accepted the President's

proposed spending reductions in non—defense programs, which

included the consolidation of sixty-six different

categorical grants into nine broad-based grants. Seven of

these new block grants were in the areas of health and

social services, with one combining a number of smaller

educational programs and another providing community
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development grants. (Petterson, 1984) According to the

administration, it trimmed the number of separate grant

programs by more than a quarter during its first term. (OMB,

1984) E

For FY 1984, the appropriations for health services

"block grants" was $1.3 billion. These grants went to states

to support a multitude of public health services (e.g.,

rodent control), medical care services for specific

populations (e.g., persons living in under served areas and

victims of hypertension), and developmental programs (e.g.,

for home health care and emergency medical services)

The Administration applied the same strategy to the

education programs as was applied to the funding of certain

health and social services programs with one noticeable
•

difference: education was particularly targeted with an

overarching aim of eliminating the Department of Education.

(Stockman, 1986; Palmer & Sawhill, 1982)

Congress responded by passing the Omnibus Budget

Reconciliation Act of 1981 (P.L. 97-35) which contained

large cuts in domestic programs and significantly changed

the way in which the Federal government funded elementary

and secondary education. Forty-two categorical programs/

titles were consolidated into one education block grant

under Chapter 2 of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of

1981. The bill passed in spite of the Democratic majority in
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the House and a potential split in the ranks of Senate

Republicans. It was supported by Republican solidarity and a

key group of conservative southern Democrats in the House

called the "Boll Weevils". (Stockman, 1986)

The Federal System For Distributing
Federal Funds To State And Local Agencies

The Reagan administration's objective to reduce the

role of the Federal government in education went beyond

reducing federal spending and was directed toward

restructuring the system of distributing federal aid. In

general, Federal funds have been dispensed to state and

local jurisdictions in three basic methods: (1) Project

based (i.e. competitive) categorical grants; (2) Formula

(i.e. entitlement); and, (3) Block grants. The Reagan

Administration favored the use of block grants because of

the method's effectiveness in transferring control in the

use of the funds to local levels of government. A brief

description of the three methods of dispensing funds is

given.

categorical Grants

Over eighty percent of the federal aid to state and

local jurisdictions is provided in the form of categorical

grants. (Palmer & Sawhill, 1981) Proponents of categorical
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aid argue that the characteristics of this mode of funding

make it the most desirable. They point to the "targeting"i

capability which allows specifying in some detail eligible -

purposes, priorities, and recipients. This permits the

federal government to compensate for deficiencies in the

fiscal capacity of regions, states and local jurisdictions

while attempting to equalize resources and service levels.

The heavily conditional nature of this mode of funding

stimulates and supports programs designed to meet national

goals which might not be undertaken without a federal

impetus. Assurance that such needs are being served can only

be maintained by rigidly restricted aid programs enforced by

detailed accountability procedures, and closely supervised

by federal monitors.

Categorical funding also permits a high degree of

recipient accountability to grantor agencies and

Congressional committees for the uses of federal funds. It

is wholly in harmony with the heavily pluralistic nature of

American politics reflecting the impact of executive branch

agencies, legislative committees and interest groups on the

processes for formulating, implementing and changing public

policies and programs. (Stenberg, 1979)
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Formula Or Eutitlemeut crants
U

Another method of funding federal programs is by

formula or entitlement. With this method a predetermined

amount of funds is distributed to a defined population based

on certain characteristics of the population. An example of *

an entitlement program was Title II, P.L. 815 in which

federal aid was provided to public schools for maintenance

and operation in lieu of taxes where a substantial federal

‘presence, such as a military installation, had increased

_ school enrollment and reduced local tax revenues. Schools

received aid in proportion to the number of pupils who

resided on or whose parents worked at a federal

installation. Virtually no strings were attached to these

funds.
A

Block Grants

A third method of funding federal programs is the block

grant. This method has at least five features that

differentiate it from other federal assistance funding

mechanisms: (ACIR, 1977)

(1) Funds are authorized for a wide range of
activities within a broadly defined
functional area,

(2) Recipients have substantial discretion in
identifying problems and needs, and in
designing programs and allocating resources
to meet them,
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(3) Administrative planning, application
development, fiscal reporting, and other
federal requirements are kept to the minimal
amount necessary to ensure recipient
compliance and accountability,

(4) Federal aid is distributed on a formula
basis, and

(5) General purpose governments and their elected
chief executive and legislative officials are
accorded preferential treatment as
recipients.

With the Reagan administration's block grants,

regulatory or administrative rules that limit state and

local discretion in the implementation of grant—supported

programs were removed. Further, many of the smaller

categorical programs, which had been sustained primarily by

federal dollars, were packaged so that local school

districts were given the option of withdrawing altogether

from these program areas if they desired without reducing

their total federal support. This action transferred the

authority of establishing educational priorities from the

federal to the local jurisdiction of government.

Although the Reagan Administration was initially

successful with block granting, it failed to make

substantial changes in the grant structure from categorical

program funding to broad—based block grants. Indeed,

Congress seemed to cooperate with the administration by

cutting the appropriation of the "consolidated" programs.
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But it resisted attempts to cut aid to politically sensitive

programs, particularly its favorite categorical programs,

such as Chapter 1, ECIA. In FY 1984, general purpose grants

constituted only 20.2 percent of the federal grants budget a

figure less than the 20.7 percent in FY 1980, the year prior

to the Reagan administration. (Palmer, 1984) The

administration recommended further block-grant consolidation

in each of its budget proposals; however, with the exception

of a consolidation of job training programs, these proposals

were rejected by Congress.

THE EDUCATION CONSOLIDATION AND IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1981

In Chapter 2 of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act

of 1981 (Title V, Education Consolidation and Improvement '

Act, Chapter 2, Subtitle D of P.L. 97-35) forty-two

categorical programs/titles were consolidated into one

education block grant. The act, in effect, eliminated most

small categorical programs, the principal instrument of

Federal control of funding priorities, while retaining the

laudable purposes to which the categorical aid was intended.

Blocking the 42 funding programs into a single fund was

intended to meet the Reagan Administrationfs objectives

which included: xjl) Radically reducing the amount
ÄEW

paperwork imposed on states and local school districts: (2)

Extending aid to more LEAs; (3) Providing private schools

with a greater share in the authority over public funds;
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and, (4) Allowing the LEAs, rather than the federal

government, to determine how to allocate available funds in

accordance with local needs and priorities. By "blocking"

the funding programs into a single fund, the framers hoped

to retain the basic purposes of the earlier legislation, but

free each LEA to choose among the several purposes in

accordance with its own needs and priorities.

Specifically, the Chapter 2 legislation was designed to

achieve six immediate objectives. Following is a discussion _

- of each objective.

Reduction Of The Amount of Paperwork

The framers of the act sought to reduce radically the

amount of paperwork and administrative burden imposed on

states and local school districts by the 42 categorical

finding programs. The act eliminated the need for a separate

application for each of the 42 antecedent programs, reduced

the fiscal reporting to state and federal agencies, elimi-

nated evaluation reports for the first two years, and re-

duced the local progress reports to one annual rather than

four quarterly reports. In addition, only one administra-

tive system was required to manage the budgeting, account-

ing, auditing, inventory, and evaluation required of the Act

rather than a separate system for each categorical program

as before.
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The reduction in reporting requirements reduced the

burden on state and local governments. But it also

threatened to deny the federal government legitimate access

to data needed to judge the effectiveness of the federally

funded activities. This policy change raised questions such

as; What is the role of the federal government in gathering

and providing pertinent educational information? What is the

consequence of not having access to information across the

various states and localities?

Accompanying the argument for a reduction in federal

government paperwork is the contention that with less paper-

work there will be less need for administrative personnel,

thus providing another savings to the federal budget. Such

an argument assumes an even distribution of the paperwork

load and raises additional personnel issues. For example:

the reduction in requirements has been generally accompanied

by a loss of district—level administrative staff. These

people not only provided support for the program but also

performed a number of staff support functions ranging from

routine monitoring to instructional leadership. This has

been especially true in smaller states and local school

districts. (OIG, 1983) If a reduction in force is implement-

ed to reap the benefits of less paperwork what will be the

consequence to the remaining staff?
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Although there may be fewer restrictions on the use of

program funds, state and local agencies remain accountable

for the administration of the funds. The ambiguity of the

law and the accompanying rules and regulations raise

additional questions such as: Who is responsible for program

audits? What type of audit requirements are imposed in the

absence of a standard requirement? Will the fear of future

audits and evaluation bring about more documentation thus

defeating the original intent? What is the consequence of

failing to provide clear and concise accountability

procedures?

Previous research studies have looked at the paper

reduction issue in a broad sense (Bartell, 1981; Darling-

Hammond, 1983; Department of Education, 1982). These studies

used sampling techniques designed to make broad

generalizations. Although it is beyond the scope of this

study to investigate all of the effects brought about by the

reduction in paperwork, this study will focus on the extent

to which Chapter 2, ECIA reduced the paperwork burden for

local education agencies. In addition, this study was not

designed to be representative of all LEAs but rather to

investigate the reduction in paperwork at the local level in

one unique state.
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Equalization of The Distribution Of Federal Funds

Prior to the enactment of Chapter 2, ECIA 42

·educational programs were made available to state and local

jurisdictions in the form of competitive and categorical

grants. Categorical aid was provided to address special

needs of specific populations deemed to be in the national

interest, e.g. Ethnic Heritage Studies, Metric Education).

This method of providing funds for educational purposes

permitted the federal government to specify, in some

detail, the national purposes or goals for which the

categorical funds would be expended, the educational

agencies that would be supported in pursuing the national

goals, the precise programs and activities to be involved,

and the basis on which the aid recipient agency's

performance would be evaluated. Further, it allowed the

government to compensate for inequities in the fiscal

capacity of regions, states, and local jurisdictions. The

heavily conditional nature of this mode of funding

stimulated and supported programs designed to meet national

goals that might not be undertaken without a federal

initiative. Assurance that such needs were being served was

enforced by detailed accountability procedures and closely

monitored by federal officers or their agents in the SEAs.

When Congress passed Chapter 2, the intent to equalize

the distribution of federal funds was achieved by changing
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· the manner in which the funds were distributed to local

education agencies. One block grant was created by

consolidating 20 FY 81 appropriations, repealing legislative

authorizations of 42 categorical programs, and reducing the

FY 82 appropriation by over ten percent. (Palmer and

Sawhill, 1982) The new federal funds were distributed "to

the local educational agencies . . . according to the

relative enrollments in public and nonpublic schools within

the school districts adjusted, in accordance with criteria

approved by the Secretary, to provide higher per pupil

allocations to local educational agencies which have the

greatest numbers or percentages of children whose education

imposes a higher than average cost per child". [Sec. 565

(a)] The method of distributing federal funds to LEAs was

changed from a competitive and categorical funding method to
n

an entitlement method in which LEAs received a specified

amount of funds based upon the number of students they

served. The net effect of consolidating the 42 categorical

programs into an entitlement program was an equalization of

the distribution of federal funds in four ways:

(1) Large urban and suburban school districts
received a drastic reduction of federal funds
while small, rural, poor school districts
received a significant increase (CGCS, 1983;
ECS, 1982; Fries, 1983; and Nathan and
Doolittle, 1983);
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(2) There was a significant shift from the frost
states with larger, more populated areas to
areas with fewer students (e.g. the sunbelt
and the far west)(ECS, 1982; Knapp, et. al.,
1986);

(3) The median level of program funding decreased
significantly (Franks and Fortune, 1981;
McLaughlin, 1982; Darling—Hammond and Marks,
1983); and,

(4) The number of programs funded changed from a
few larger programs to many smaller programs
(Knapp, et.al. 1986; Franks and Fortune,
1981; Ky1e,1983).

Although distributing funds in a block grant may seem

to be more even handed, studies have shown that Chapter 2,

ECIA funds have been distributed quite unevenly. For

example: Verstegen, (1983) found that the larger the number

of children in poverty, the greater the loss in aid a state

sustained under Chapter 2, ECIA. Knapp, et. al. (1986) found

that Chapter 2 funds tended to shift from larger, more

populated states to those with fewer students. Therefore,

the issue of equitable distribution of funds may be

questioned.

While it is beyond the scope of this study to investi-

gate all of the issues surrounding the effects Chapter 2 on

the distribution of federal funds, this study examines the

issue of equalization of federal funds by focusing on three

aspects of the distribution of Chapter 2 funds:
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(1) The extent to which the level of funding
for Chapter 2 program activities changed
from the level of funding for the
consolidated antecedent programs,

(2) The extent to which the number of
program activities under Chapter 2, ECIA
changed from the number of antecedent
categorical programs, and

(3) The extent to which the types of program
activities funded under Chapter 2, ECIA
changed compared to the types of
programs funded under the consolidated
antecedent programs.

Increase In Local Discretion

Chapter 2, ECIA legislation intended to provide local

school districts an increased discretion over the

establishment of program objectives and funding priorities.

Under the prior categorical method of funding educational

programs, an explicit purpose and imposed federal priority

was included within each program. With Chapter 2, ECIA a

list of twenty-eight program topics defined as legitimate

program titles were provided to LEAs as categories from

which to choose programs to be funded. Under these program

titles local school authorities were given flexibility to

design programs to address local priorities and authority to

establish funding priorities. Local school districts were

given the option of completely withdrawing from prior

program commitments if they so desired. This change in the

authority to establish program priorities transferred the

education agenda from the federal level of government to the
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local school districts, thus causing considerable concern

for the fate of national priorities (Corbett, et. al., 1983;

Henderson, 1983; Henderson, 1983 b; Kyle, 1983; Turnbull,

1983).

A focus of this study was to establish the extent to

which local administrators of Chapter 2 funds perceived

changed in local school district discretion in the design

and implementation of Chapter 2 program activities.

Provision For Equitable Participation Of
Private School Students

Chapter 2, ECIA legislation extended to private school

students access to federally funded programs that previously

excluded their participation. (AASA, 1984; Jordan and Irwin,

1981; and, Kyle, 1983) Prior to the Chapter 2 consolidation

of 42 categorical programs, only one of the programs P

mandated private school participation. Four others made

specific provisions for their voluntary participation. If

private school officials desired their students to receive

benefits from programs they were entitled to receive, local

school officials had to include these activities as a

legitimate part of the LEA's total program.

Chapter 2, ECIA broadened the scope of federal programs

available to private school students and increased private

school authority over the funds by providing for equitable
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participation of private school students. Four special

provisions were made by Chapter 2, ECIA. First, local school

districts were to provide private school children with

benefits and services equitable to those provided to public

school children. This required LEAs to consult with

appropriate private school officials regarding the

development and implementation of the Chapter 2 program

before making any decision that affected the opportunities

of private school children to participate in the program.

Second, if the needs of children enrolled in private schools

were different from the needs of those enrolled in public

schools, the LEAs were to provide Chapter 2 services for the

private school children that addressed their needs on an

equitable basis. Third, the LEAs could not require

assurances from private schools regarding compliance with

Chapter 2 requirements, such as Title IV of the Civil Rights

Act of 1964 and Title IX of the Education Amendments of

1972, as a condition to receiving services. Fourth, if an

LEA did not provide equitable benefits and services to

private school children, then the SEA or the federal

government were to make arrangements, such as through a by-

pass contract with a nonprofit agency or organization, under

which private school children were provided with services

and materials equitable with those provided to public school

children.
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The increased access to federally funded programs

provided by Chapter 2, ECIA encouraged a significant

increase in the participation rate of private school pupils

(AASA, 1984). The greater authority given to private school

officials over the use of federal funds often altered the

public and private school relationship (Knapp and

Cooperstein, 1984; OIG, 1983; Darling—Hammond and Marks,

1983). Public school officials were required to share

authority over purposes and priorities established for

private school students, however LEAs could not require

private school officials to provide compliance assurances as

a condition of receiving federal funds. Thus the potential

existed for the misuse of public funds.

In addition to broadening the scope of federal programs

available to private school students and increasing private

authority over the funds, the actual dollar value of

services was increased. It is estimated that private school

students received nearly three times as much federal aid

under Chapter 2 than was available to them earlier under the

several categorical programs (AASA, 1984).

The increased access of private schools to federal

funds through Chapter 2, ECIA raises several questions: To

what extent should the federal government be funding private

education? Are private schools that receive federal support

required to meet the same standards as their counterparts in
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the public schools? What assurance is provided that Civil

Rights requirements are being met? How has Chapter 2, ECIA

changed the relationship between public and private school

administrators?

Although this study could not address all of the

public/private school issues, it did investigate the extent

to which public school officials shared with private school

officials in the design and implementation of Chapter 2

program activities.

Increase In Local Responsibility
For Program Evaluations

Chapter 2, ECIA departed significantly from the well

established pattern of federal program evaluations. Until

Chapter 2, program evaluation was mandated by the federal

government. Structured program evaluations were required for

each of the antecedent categorical programs, with the

exception of ESEA Title IV-B.

With the enactment of Chapter 2, ECIA oversight

responsibilities of Chapter 2 were shifted from the federal

agencies to state agencies, thereby making the SEAs

accountable for the management of Chapter 2 programs.

Program evaluations became a prerogative of the state and

local education agencies, with annual required state

evaluations commencing in 1984. The issue of who would be
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accountable for programmatic as well as fiscal oversight was

unclear. The establishment of expected and reasonable

outcomes and the monitoring or evaluation of program

operations were left to be decided by government agencies

below the federal level (e.g. state and local education

agencies). (Darling-Hammond and Marks, 1983; Hastings and

Bartell, 1983; Hickey, 1983; Kearney, 1983; Knapp, 1984;

Education Daily, 1983).

· The intent to increase local responsibility for program

evaluations was achieved with Chapter 2 as LEAs were no

longer required to perform the structured program

evaluations earlier required by the federal government. LEAs

only had to "provide such information to the state education

agency as reasonably may be required for fiscal audit and

program evaluation [566 (a)(3)]". In practice SEAs deter-

mined how much or how little evaluation districts had to do

under the block grant. Beyond that, what districts did to

evaluate Chapter 2 reflected local traditions and beliefs in

the value of the activity. The responsibility for program

evaluations changed from federally mandated program evalua-

tions to volunteer local evaluations. LEAs no longer had to

report evaluations to the federal government, but only to

the SEAs. By removing the federal requirements for struc-

tured evaluation procedures there was no method for at-

tributing funding levels to specific program activities.
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evaluation mechanisms at the state level have been de-

veloped? How do state and local evaluation systems balance

accountability and flexibility? What evaluation measures

are being used to measure effectiveness of program activi-

ties in the absence of standard program purposes and defini-

tion?

Although this study could not address all of the

program evaluation concerns raised by the enactment of

Chapter 2, ECIA, it did focus on one central point — the

extent to which local school districts in Mississippi

accepted responsibility for the evaluation of their Chapter

2 program activities.

The Limited Role Of The
State Education Agencies

The role of the state education agency as it pertained

to the categorical antecedent programs that were

consolidated into Chapter 2, ECIA was to provide technical

assistance to local education agencies, monitor program

compliance, and assure fiscal responsibility. With the

enactment of Chapter 2, the role of state education agencies

was severely curtailed. Under Chapter 2, local education

agencies had full discretion over local program design and

implementation. Essentially, the role of the SEAs was

reduced to that of trustee of federal funds. A SEA might
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influence the formula to be used in the state to distribute

Chapter 2 funds but, it had no authority to amend local

decisions concerning program design, implementation, or

evaluation. Further, SEAs were no longer authorized to

conduct site visits in order to monitor program activity and

assure compliance with the law. Nor were SEAs authorized to

evaluate local programs. Rather, SEAs were instructed to

rely upon reports provided by the LEAs. The net effect of

these changes was two fold, namely: an overall reduction in

the role of the SEA to make or enforce educational policy

within the state, and a transfer of programmatic decisions

from the federal level directly to the local school

districts without SEA intervention. The issues raised by

such changes at the state level have been addressed earlier

by Darling-Hammond and Mark (1983) and by Turnbull (1983).

In these studies, attention was focused on the impact of the

changes at the state level rather than on the local school

districts. Knapp, et.al. (1986) also looked at the changes

in the relationship between the state and local education

agencies, and again the focus was on the role of the SEA.

This study was designed to provide information from a local

perspective about the extent to which the state department

of education allowed local school districts discretion over

Chapter 2, ECIA.
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SUMMARY

The passage of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of

1981 (P.L. 97-35) and the implementation of Chapter 2, ECIA

raised important policy issues, some of which have been

studied and their effects documented: (AASA 1983; AASA,

1984; CGCS, 1983; Corbett, et. al. 1983; Darling-Hammond &

Mark, 1983; Hastings & Bartell, 1983; Henderson, 1983a;

Henderson, 1983b; Henderson, 1984; Henderson, 1985; IEL,

1985; Jung & Bartell, 1983; NASBE, 1981; Nathan & Doolittle,

1983; Weinheimer, 1984). This chapter has documented several

conclusions drawn from these studies. They include:

(1) There has been a reduction in the paperwork
burden for the local education agencies (OIG,
1983; Bartell, 1981; Darling-Hammond, 1983;
Department of Education, 1982),

(2) There has been a shift in the distribution of
Chapter 2 funds from larger urban and
affluent suburban school districts to smaller
rural and poorer disadvantaged school
districts (McLaughlin, 1982; CGCS, 1983;
AASA, 1983),

(3) There has been a shift in the locus of
decision making in educational program design
to reflect local priorities. (Corbett, et
al., 1983; Henderson, 1983 b; Kyle, 1983;
Turnbull, 1983),

(4) There has been a change in the number of
private schools participating in Chapter 2
and a change in the relationship between
public and private school authorities (AASA,
1984; Jordan, 1981; Kyle, 1983),

(5) There has been a change in accountability
procedures and evaluation practices
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(Darling—Hammond and Marks, 1983; Hickey,
1983; Hickey, 1983), and

(6) The role of the state education agency has”
. changed from an entity that provides

technical assistance to local education
agencies, monitors for program compliance,
and assures fiscal responsibility to a
trustee of federal funds. This change
resulted in an overall reduction of the role
of the SEA in making and enforcing
educational policy within the state and a
transfer of programmatic decisions from the
federal level directly to the local school
districts without SEA intervention (Darling-
Hammond and Mark, 1983; Turnbull, 1983;
Knapp, et.al. 1986).

A number of pressing questions remain unanswered, or

only answered in part. It is these questions (earlier

identified in Chapter 1 of this study) to which this

research is addressed. They are:

(1) To what extent, if any, has Chapter 2, ECIA
effectively reduced the paperwork burden
placed on local education agencies?

(2) To what extent, if any, has Chapter 2, ECIA
equalized the distribution of funds to LEAs?

(3) To what extent, if any, have LEAs exercised
local discretion in the design and
implementation of Chapter 2 program
activities?

(4) To what extent, if any, have public schools
shared the control over Chapter 2 program
activities with private school authorities?

(5) To what extent, if any, have local school
' authorities accepted responsibility for the

accountability of Chapter 2 program
activities?

(6) To what extent, if any, has the State
Department of Education permitted LEAs to
exercise local control over Chapter 2, ECIA?



CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH DESIGN
AND

METHODOLOGY

— In this chapter the methodology used to address the

research questions is described. The chapter is divided

into six principal parts: (1) Education system of Mississip-

pi, the population for study, (2) Data sources, (3) Charac-

teristics of respondents and nonrespondents, (4) Limitations

of the data, (5) Data collection plan, and (6) Research

design and analysis plan.

This study was not designed to be an evaluation of

Chapter 2, ECIA but rather to collect policy-relevant infor-

mation that could be useful for policy makers at all levels

of program impact from the local school board to the federal

Department of Education. In addition, the information and

the methodology used in this study have implications for

future study of, not only Chapter 2, ECIA but other federal

and state funded programs. .

The initial information for this study was collected in

the fall and spring of the 1984-85 school year. This includ-

ed historical information from 1980-81 school—year and

1984-85 school year information from both the Mississippi

State Department of Education and local school districts.

Additional information, including a mail survey, was col-

lected in the spring of 1986 for the school year 1985-86.

51
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EDUCATION SYSTEM OF MISSISSIPPI, THE POPULATION FOR STUDY

The focus of the study was to observe changes brought

about by the implementation of Chapter 2, ECIA in local

jurisdictions of government when federal funds were under

local control. This required selecting local sites with as

little influence from state or other governmental agencies

as possible. The state of Mississippi and its 154 local

education agencies (LEAs) seemed best to meet the

requirements for selection in two ways: (1) Historically,

the Mississippi State Department of Education (MSDE) has

limited its role in local policy making, thus maximizing
‘ local control of federal funds, and (2) Mississippi chose to

influence the distribution of Chapter 2 funds to the local

education agencies in the least possible way.

According to Chapter 2, ECIA legislation, State

Education Agencies (SEAs) were restricted in control and

influence over Chapter 2 program activities operating in the

local education agencies. The SEA could influence Chapter 2

indirectly in three ways: (Sec. 565 (a))

(1) The SEA could keep up to 20% of the state
allocation but must transfer at least 80% to
the LEAs,

(2) The SEA could choose to distribute a portion
of the allocation it kept as competitive
grants,
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(3) The SEA could influence the allocation of the
remaining 80% through the creation of a
distribution "formula". This decision was
made by the State Chapter 2 Advisory Council
to which the SEA was only one of several
members.

A review of the distribution patterns of the fifty

states showed that forty-five SEAs kept the full twenty

percent allocation allowed by the law. The range was from ten

percent to twenty percent with a mean of nineteen and one

half percent. (See Table 3.1) In addition, a state—by—state

analysis of Chapter 2 distribution formulas revealed that the _

weight for the "high cost factor" ranged from five percent to

seventy—nine percent, with a mean factor of thirty-one

percent. (See Table 3.1) This high-cost weighting factor was

seen as an indication of the level of influence an SEA

exerted over the LEAs within its jurisdiction.

Chapter 2, ECIA legislation required that each SEA

"distribute not less than 80 per centum to local educational

agencies within such State according to the relative

enrollments in public and nonpublic schools" (Sec. 565 (a)).

The funds were to be distributed to the LEAs within the SEA's

jurisdiction based on a formula established by the State

Chapter 2 Advisory Council. The distribution formula was to

"provide higher per pupil allocations to local educational

agencies which have the greatest numbers or percentages of

children whose education imposes a higher than average cost

per child, such as: (1) children from low-income families,

(2) children living in economically depressed urban and rural
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areas, and (3) children living in sparsely populated areas."

(Sec. 565 (a))

The state of Mississippi chose the least possible

factor, five percent, for the weighting factor and

distributed Chapter 2 funds according to the following policy

(1983-84 MSDE Policy Statement):

(1) Five per centum of money designated to go to
local educational agencies was reserved for
them to meet Section 565. The factors of
low- income students (free lunch), the
percentage of special education students, the
percentage of vocational educational
students, and sparseness was used,

(2) Ninety-five per centum of money designated to
go to local educational agencies was reserved
and distributed on a per pupil basis,

(3) The first month's enrollment in the local
educational agency plus the number of
students enrolled in private schools was the
basis for the distribution of Chapter 2
funds.

All 154 local school districts in Mississippi were

chosen for the study rather than a sample of districts. This

was determined by a pilot study which established that a

sample of LEAS could not be representative of "typical" LEA

choices. Because Chapter 2 allowed LEAs to determine the

type of program activity and the level of funding for each

activity, LEAs were encouraged to be different rather than

the same. Also, due to the nature of the topic, the

diversification of Chapter 2 program activities was as

important as the "typical" LEA.
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TABLE 3.1
COMPARISON OF STATE SET-ASIDE AND

FORMULAS FOR DISTRIBUTING CHAPTER 2 FUNDS

State State Fornula For Distributing Funds
Set-aside By Enrollment/ Sgcial Needs

Alabama 10.0 80/20 _
Alaska 20.0 30/70
Arizona 10.0 N/A
Arkansas 20.0 90/10
California 19.5 42/58
Colorado 20.0 83/17
Connecticut 20.0 21/79
Delaware 20.0 70/30
Florida 17.5 64/36
Georgia 20.0 50/50
Hawaii* 20.0 100/0
Idaho 20.0 85/15
Illinois 20.0 70/30
Indiana 20.0 83/17
Iowa 20.0 75/25
Kansas 20 . 0 88/12
Kentucky 20.0 84/16
Louisiana 20.0 85/15
Maine 20.0 60/40
Maryland 20 . 0 80/20
Massachuset ts 20 . 0

‘
40/60

Michigan 20. 0 S8/42
Minnesota 20.0 85/15
Mississigi 20.0 95/05
Missouri 20.0 78.5/21.5
Montana 20.0 71/29
Nebraska 20.0 75/25
Nevada 20.0 90/10
New Hampshire 20.0 50/50
New Jersey 20.0 30/70
New Mexico 20.0 70/30
New York 20.0 86.5/13.6
North Carolina 20.0 70/30
North Dakota 20.0 87/13
Ohio 20.0 77/23
Oklahoma 20 . 0 80/20
Oregon 20 . 0 70/30
Pennsylvania 17. 0 60/40
Rhode Island 20.0 60/40
South Carolina 20.0 70/30
South Dakota 20.0 90/10
Tennessee 20 . 0 N/A
Texas 20.0 T5/27
Utah 20.0 77/23
Vermont 20.0 60/40
Virginia 20.0 65/35
washington 20.0 50/50
west Virginia 20.0 90/10
wisconsin 20.0 50/50
gyoming 20.0 58/42

Ny. *Nawaii has only one school district.
From: National Conmittee for Citizens in Education. (1982)
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DATA SOURCES

Information from eight sources, identifying twenty—one

Atypes of data, were used to address the research questions

in this study. The sources were:

(1) Chapter 2 of the Education Consolidation and
Improvement Act, P.L. 97-35,

(2) Mississippi State Department of Education
Policy Statements,

(3) LEA Chapter 2, Application For Funding,

(4) LEA Chapter 2, 1985-86 Allocation,

(5) Superintendent's 1980-81 Audit Report: LEA
Antecedent Program Funding,

(6) Superintendent's 1985 Annual Report: Size and
Wealth of LEAs,

(7) Personal Interviews, and

(8) Survey Questionnaire.

Table 3.2 presents the sources of data used to address

each research question. Following the table each source

and corresponding types of data are discussed.
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. rAsLs 3.2

souncss or 0ArA von rn:
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Sources Of Data

P.L. MSDE Chapter 2 Chapter 2 Audit Annual Chapter 2
Research 95-135 Policy Applications Allocations Report Report Interviews Survey
Questions 1985-86 1980-81 1985

1 x x x x x x x
2 x x x x x x x
3 x x x x x
6 x x x x x
5 x x x x x
6 x x x x x x x
7 x x x x
8 x x x x
9 x x x x x x x

chapter 2 of The Education Consolidation
and Improvement Act, (P. L. 97-35) _

The law enacted by Congress in 1981, P.L. 97-35 Chapter

2 of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act, was

the first source of information. From the law six specific

objectives of Chapter 2, ECIA were derived and defined. They

were investigated as to their impact at the local school

district level. The objectives were:

(1) To reduce the amount of paperwork,

(2) To equalize the distribution of the Federal
funds,
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(3) To increase local discretion in the
disposition of the Federal funds,

(4) To provide in the Federally supported
activities equitable participation of private
school students,

(5) To increase local responsibility for program
evaluations, and

(6) To limit the role of the State Educational
Agencies.

Mississippi State Department Of
Education Policy Statements

Policy statements from the Mississippi State Department

of Education provided guidelines for Chapter 2, ECIA. From

these statements definitions and information were obtained

concerning the state's expectations from the local school

districts, requirements for participating LEAs, and the

LEA's obligation to private schools.

LEA Chapter 2, Application For Funding

The LEA Chapter 2 Applications filed with the

Mississippi State Department of Education were used for

information regarding: (1) the LEA's selection of supported

program activities, (2) the amount of support for each

program activity, (3) a brief description of each program

activity, (4) a brief description of the evaluation for each

program activity, (5) a statement concerning private schools

in the LEA district and, (6) an attachment of private school

requests for program support.
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LEA Chapter 2, 1985-86 Allocation

The LEA Chapter 2 1985-86 Allocation for LEAs in

Mississippi, provided by the Mississippi State Department of

Education, was another data source. The LEA allocation was

determined by the MSDE using the local school district's

student enrollment and a "weighting factor" developed by the

State Chapter 2 Advisory Council.

LEA Antecedent Program Funding For 1980-81

The "Superintendent's 1980-81 Audit Report", kept at

the Mississippi State Department of Education, was a source

of information that contained the 1980-81 antecedent

programs funded in the 154 LEAs and the funding level for

each program.

Size and Wealth Of LEAs

The "Superintendent's 1985 Annual Report" was utilized

to determine LEA demographic information, such as the

average daily attendance and the wealth of the district as

measured by the average per—pupil unit (APU).

Personal Interviews

A variety of personal interviews were conducted by the

researcher. These included: (1) Allen King, Assistant
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Secretary of Education, U.S. Department of Education, (2)

Mississippi State Department of Education personnel

including: the Deputy Superintendent of Education, the

Director of Policy and Planning, the Chapter 2 Coordinator,

the Director of Finance and Statistics,the Director of

Special Programs and, the Chairman of the Chapter 2 Advisory

Council, (3) Public School Personnel including: the Chairman

of the Mississippi Superintendent's Association, the

President of the Mississippi Library Association, several

LEA Superintendents, Chapter 2 Coordinators, Librarians, and

classroom teachers and, (4) Private School Personnel
i

including: Acting Superintendent of the Jackson Catholic

Diocese, Superintendent of the Biloxi Catholic Diocese,

President of the Mississippi Private School Association, and

several private school headmasters.

Questionnaire

A mailed questionnaire was sent to the 154 LEAs in

Mississippi. The purpose of the questionnaire was to obtain

information from individual Chapter 2 administrators.

Survey information included: Chapter 2 Coordinators'

perceptions of local school discretion; local evaluations of

Chapter 2 program activities; local involvement of private

schools; and, LEA relationships with the Mississippi State

Department of Education.
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Design of Questionnaire

A panel of experts was chosen to provide professional

guidance in the development of the survey and to serve as

consultants in their respective areas of expertise. This

panel included professors of educational research at

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, a

public school administrator, a federal programs director,

and an LEA Chapter 2 program coordinator.

The development of the questionnaire was completed in

three stages: (1) questionnaire construction, (2) field

testing and, (3) final questionnaire composition.

Questionnaire Construction

The questionnaire was constructed to: (1) meet the

objectives of the study, (2) obtain the most complete and

accurate information possible and, (3) remain within the

limits of available time and resources.

Survey questions were developed to provide information

about research questions six through nine. Table 3.3

presents the research questions with the appropriate ques-

tions. The survey questionnaire can be found in the Appen-

dix.
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A draft of the questionnaire was first presented to the

advisory panel for comment. The panel reviewed the

questionnaire for wording of the questions, response stem

additions and/or deletions, directions for completing the

questionnaire, and overall appropriateness. The suggestions

of the panel were incorporated into the questionnaire and

the format of the questionnaire (i.e. the layout of the

questions, the content and appearance of the cover letter,

the coding scheme, etc.) was decided.

Field Testing The Questionnaire

The approved questionnaire was printed and sent to

selected school administrators for pilot testing. Returned

questionnaires were reviewed for:

(l) questions left unanswered,
(2) questions answered inappropriately,
(3) instructions not followed as intended, and
(4) comments made by the respondent.
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The questionnaire was critiqued and redesigned to

address concerns identified during the field test. Each

question was scrutinized and appropriate changes were made.

In several cases, where the respondent had made

constructive criticism, a telephone call was made to further

clarify the concern. A copy of the revised questionnaire was

then presented to each member of the advisory panel for

review. Comments of advisory panel members were used to

construct the final copy of the survey questionnaire.

Finally, the questionnaire was presented to the advisory

panel and approved.

The next step was to obtain the support of the

Mississippi State Department of Education (MSDE). Contact

was made with the State Department of Education and a

meeting was arranged with the Deputy Assistant

Superintendent of Education, the Director of Planning,

Policy, and Evaluation, and the Coordinator of Chapter 2. At

the conference, the plan for studying Chapter 2, ECIA at the

local level and the survey questionnaire was discussed. The

Deputy Superintendent agreed to send the questionnaire to

all 154 LEAs, accompanied by a letter showing his support.

However, the questionnaire had to be revised and approved by

the Director of Planning, Policy, and Evaluation before SEA

final approval was granted.
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Final Questionnaire Composition

The final questionnaire was a compromise between

information needed to answer the research questions of the

study and the needs of the State Department of Education.

The original questionnaire was designed to ask each local

Chapter 2 coordinator a series of questions addressing the

funding levels of antecedent programs as well as current

expenditure of Chapter 2 funds by program activity. This

questionnaire was redesigned after Mississippi State

Department officials disapproved of its use. It was then

decided that secondary sources of information would be used

rather than relying primarily upon the response from the

local school districts.

CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTB AND NONRESPONDENTS

In the spring of 1986, a questionnaire was sent to

Chapter 2 Coordinators in the 154 local school districts in

Mississippi. After several follow-up calls ninety-six local

school agencies (LEAs) returned usable surveys. A comparison

between the responding and nonresponding districts was made

on four characteristics of the districts: average daily

attendance (ADA), wealth of school district, ad valorem tax,

and total school revenue. These comparisons are presented in

Table 3.4. It was concluded that those responding to the

survey questionnaire were reasonably representative of the

154 LEAs in Mississippi.
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TABLE 3.4

COMPARISONS BETWEEN RESPONDING
AND NONRESPONDING LEAS BY
RELEVANT CHARACTERISTICS

Characteristics Respondents Nonrespondents
of District N Mean N Mean

Average Daily
Attendance 90 2,966 68 2,480
Wealth Of District 88 19,472 66 17,427
Ad Valorem Tax 88 347 66 301
Total School Revenue 88 6,185,897 66 5,066,891
-———————v——r——v——r——————————————————————————w———-
Source:M1ss1ss1pp1 State Department Of Education

LIMITATION8 OF THE DATA

There are five limitations of the data that need to be

taken into consideration:

' (1) Antecedent program data collected from the
SEA were aggregated in ways that made
comparisons difficult. For example: ESEA
Title IV, Parts B and C were reported as one
aggregated sum.

(2) Antecedent program data collected from the
SEA did not include program funds that were
channeled directly from the federal
government to the LEAs (e.g. Teacher Corps
funds) making comparisons between antecedent
programs and Chapter 2 program activities
incomplete.

(3) Data collected from reports of antecedent
programs were by funding source and not by
program objectives, making comparisons
between antecedent programs objectives and
objectives of Chapter 2 program activities
impossible. _
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(4) Chapter 2 expenditures were reported by
program activities without appropriate links
to program objectives or program out-comes;
therefore, it was not possible to measure-
change between Chapter 2 program activities
and antecedent programs.

(5) Definitions for the twenty—eight program
activities in Chapter 2 were left to LEA
administrators to formulate; accordingly,
there were no standard definitions of
programs.

(6) Local school data were not available due to
SEA restrictions.

DATA COLLECTION PLAN

The collection of data for the study included

disseminating the questionnaire, collecting information from

the Mississippi State Department of Education, and

organizing the data for analysis.

The distribution of the questionnaire involved several

steps: (1) a computerized mailing list of the 154 Chapter 2

Coordinators was generated, (2) all names and addresses were

error checked, (3) envelopes, including return envelops,

were printed, (4) an authorized cover letter from the

Mississippi State Department of Education was requested,

drafted, and printed, (5) an instruction sheet was prepared

and printed, and (6) the completed package was assembled,

stamped, and distributed.
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The creation of a comprehensive survey data management

system was necessary. The management system included: (1) a
A

systematic design for the collection of data, (2) a

methodical system for storing and retrieving data, and (3) a

flexible database for the manipulation of the data. In

designing the system, special attention was given to

coordinating the survey coding form with the questionnaire

and all additional data. Each school district was given an

identification code and each question, along with its

response stem, was coded with an appropriate code. The

information from the coding sheet was entered into an AT&T

PC-6300 personal computer.ÄDummy data)were generated for the

survey questionnaire as well
SQAEHQ

additional sources of

data, and then tested with the computer program.

RESEARCH DESIGN AND
ANALYSI8 PLAN

The computer program Statistical Package for the Social

Sciences — Personal Computer version (SPSS-PC+) was used for

the statistical analysis of the data. The analysis included

descriptive statistics and crossbreak analysis. Each

research question was answered using the responses from the

questionnaire and additional data collected from the

secondary sources according to the established plan. A

separate research design was implemented for each of the

research questions.
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To answer the first research question, it was necessary

to determine the extent to which adequate information was

available to support an analysis of the intended effects of

Chapter 2, ECIA. This was begun by identifying the six

specific intentions of the law. Key personnel at the

Mississippi State Department of Education (MSDE) were

interviewed to ascertain the type of data collected by the

State Department and to obtain policy statements reflecting

MSDE position on key issues. Five sources of secondary

information were identified: (1) LEA antecedent program
l

funding levels for 1980-81, (2) LEA Chapter 2, ECIA

allocations for 1985-86, (3) Chapter 2 application forms

submitted for funding, (4) The size of the LEA as measured

by the average daily attendance, and (5) A measure of the

wealth of the LEA using the standard developed by the state

- the ability per-pupil unit (APU).

After analyzing the available data sources it was

determined that additional information from the local school

districts would be necessary in order to complete the study.

With this in mind, the state-wide, mailed questionnaire

earlier discussed, was designed.

The second research question investigated the extent to

which the enactment of Chapter 2, ECIA reduced the paperwork

burden for local education agencies. In order to answer this

question, it was necessary to analyze the required paperwork

for Chapter 2. A comparison was made between this paperwork
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and the general required paperwork for the antecedent

programs. Interviews with key personnel were scheduled to kf

obtain first-hand information regarding paperwork reduction.

The third research question analyzed the extent to

~ which the level of funding for Chapter 2 program activities

changed from the level of funding for the antecedent

programs. The distribution of funds by size (ADA) of LEA;

wealth (APU) of LEA; and the net gain or loss of funds was

analyzed. In order to answer the question the funding

levels for each LEA were identified. The State Department of

Education's Chapter 2, ECIA application form was used to

obtain information concerning the level of funding of

Chapter 2 program activities supported by each LEA. As a

part of the application packet, LEA Chapter 2 Coordinators

were asked to select, from among twenty—eight different

categories, the activities in which they planned to expend

Chapter 2 funds and the level of support for each activity.

The funds expended for each antecedent program were also

kept at the State Department of Education.

The difference between the funding levels of antecedent

programs and Chapter 2 was then determined and tested for

differences in the size of district (ADA) by wealth of

district (APU) and net gain or loss of funds using

crosstabulation.
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The fourth research question was designed to examine

the extent to which the number of program activities under

Chapter 2, ECIA changed from the number of antecedent

categorical programs. The number of Chapter 2 program

activities and the number of antecedent programs funded for

each LEA were identified. The difference between the number

of antecedent programs and the number of Chapter 2 program

activities was established. The results were analyzed by

crosstabulation according to characteristics of the LEAs by

size, wealth, and net gain or loss.

Question five addressed the change at the local school

level in funding priorities between the antecedent programs

and Chapter 2 program activities. This was determined by

comparing the LEAs' selection of Chapter 2 program

activities, as presented in the LEA Chapter 2 application,

to the number of LEA funded antecedent programs. A_paired

t-test with an alpha of .10 was used to determine if there

was a significant difference between the number of programs

funded.

Question six was intended to measure the extent to

which 1¤ca1 school authorities exercised their discretion in

establishing and implementing Chapter 2 program activities.

"Local discretion" was determined in three ways: (1) An

analysis of Chapter 2 Coordinators' responses to a

questionnaire in which they were asked to register their

perceived changes anchored against antecedent program



71

restrictions, (2) Descriptions of funded Chapter 2 program

activities taken from a fifteen percent random sample of

Chapter 2 activities reported to the Mississippi State

Department of Education, and (3) Actual changes in the

number of program activities selected for funding with

1985-86 Chapter 2 funds as compared to comparable programs

funded with the antecedent programs in 1980-81.

The method of measuring the discretion exercised by the

local school district consisted of: (1) asking LEA Chapter 2 _

. Coordinators, via a mailed questionnaire, if they perceived

a change in the flexibility in the use of Chapter 2 funds

as compared to the more restrictive antecedent program

funds, (2) a descriptions of funded Chapter 2 program

activities taken from a sample of Chapter 2 activities

reported to the Mississippi State Department of Education,

and (3) measuring actual changes in the number of program

activities and the amount expended on programs selected for

funding with 1985-86 Chapter 2 funds as compared to programs

funded with the antecedent funds in 1980-81.

Question seven was designed to identify the extent to

which LEAs accepted responsibility for the evaluation of

their Chapter 2 program activities. Information was

collected from the survey of Chapter 2 Coordinators. In the

survey Coordinators were asked to identify the methods used

by their districts to evaluate Chapter 2 program activities.
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Information was also obtained from a fifteen percent random

sample of Chapter 2 applications in which the LEAs described

their plan for evaluating Chapter 2 program activities.

Question eight was designed to measure the extent to

which LEAs shared their authority over the design and

implementation of Chapter 2 program activities with private

school officials. Information was gathered from Mississippi

State Department of Education policy, LEA Chapter 2

applications, and interviews with public and private school

officials. A descriptive analysis of the information was

completed and conclusions concerning the sharing of

authority were made.

The final question dealt with the extent to which the

Mississippi State Department of Education allowed the LEAs

to exercise discretion over Chapter 2, ECIA as required by

provisions in the Act.Information was obtained from three

sources: (1) The Chapter 2, ECIA law (P.L. 97-35), (2) the

Mississippi State Department of Education policy statements

and, (3) The LEA Chapter 2 applications. A descriptive

analysis of the available information was completed and

appropriate conclusions were drawn.



73

SUMMARY

This chapter included: the methodological

considerations given to the study design which included the

population to be studied, a discussion of the data used in

the study, a description of respondents and nonrespondents,

the limitations of the data, the development, field testing,

and implementation of the survey questionnaire and the

collection of the data used in the study and the research

design and analysis plan for each research question. The

next chapter will include the findings of the study.



CHAPTER 4

. ANALYSIS OF DATA AND
PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS

The nine policy- relevant research questions set forth

in the study are examined in this chapter. The method of

analysis is presented for each question, followed by a

discussion and general conclusions. The analysis is differ-

ent for each question depending upon the available data and

the appropriate comparison.

APPLYING THE DATA TO THE RESEARCH QUESTIONS

RESEARCH QUESTION 1

To what extent was adequate information available at
the State Department of Education in Mississippi which
would support an analysis of the intended effects of
Chapter 2, ECIA?

METHOD

In order to determine the intended effects of Chapter

2, a careful review of the law was necessary. This included

the legislative history of Chapter 2, ECIA, testimony pre-

sented in both the House and Senate and other relevant

literature. From this review six specific congressional

intents were identified.

74
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DISCUSSION

After the specific congressional intents were defined,

an inventory of available information at the Mississippi

State Department of Education was made. Each source of

information was evaluated to determine the extent to which

the data could be used to identify the impact of Chapter 2

at the local school level. Eight sources of information were

identified: (1) Public Law 97-35, Chapter 2 of the Education

Consolidation and Improvement Act, (2) Mississippi State

Department Of Education Policy Statements, (3) Chapter 2,

ECIA application forms submitted for funding, (4) LEA Chap-

ter 2, ECIA allocations for 1985-86, (5) LEA antecedent

program funding levels from the Superintendent's 1980-81

Audit Report, (6) The size and wealth of the LEA from the

Superintendent's 1985 Annual Report, (7) Aquestionnairemailed

to all 154 LEAs, and (8) Personal interviews with key

individuals at all three levels of government. People

interviewed included: Deputy Secretary of Elementary and

Secondary Education for United State Department of

Education, Deputy Superintendent of Education for Mississip-

pi State Department Education, President of the Chief State

School Officers, and a local school superintendent.

After identifying the intents of the law and the

available information at the Mississippi State Department Of

Education, specific information was collected. This included
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policy statements regarding the administration of Chapter 2

from the Division of Policy and Planning. Explained within

these statements were the distribution policy, requirements

for LEA participation and, expectations of participating

LEAs.

In addition to the policy statements, five other

sources of information were identified. First, six important

elements of information were gathered from each LEA Chapter

2 application. These included: (1) the LEA's selection of

supported program activities, (2) the amount of support for

each activity, (3) a brief description of each program

activity, (4) a brief description of the evaluation for each

program activity, (5) a statement concerning private schools

in the LEA district and, (6) an attachment of private school

requests for program support. Second, the individual

allocations for each LEA were collected. This amount was

calculated by the MSDE using the local school district's

student enrollment and a "weighting factor" developed by the

State Advisory Council. Third, the LEA antecedent program

funding levels were obtained from the "Superintendent's

1980-81 Audit Report". Fourth, the size of the LEA as

measured by the average daily attendance was obtained from

the "Superintendent's 1985 Annual Report". The fifth source

of information was the wealth of the LEA as measured by the

ability per-pupil unit, a standard established by the by the
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Division of Finance and Statistics. Finally, the sixth set

of information collected was a series of personal informal

interviews. These interviews were representative of the

various types of personnel that dealt with the

implementation of Chapter 2 and included federal, state, and

local policy makers; local and state Chapter 2 coordinators;

and local classroom teachers.

After analyzing the available data sources from the

Mississippi State Department of Education, it was apparent

that this information would only provide an analysis of the

intended effects of Chapter 2, ECIA at the local level as

reported by secondary sources. While this reporting

procedure provided standard information aggregated at a

collective state level it did not provide for direct

information about the specific impact on local schools.

Therefore, it was decided that a mail questionnaire to all

154 local school districts was necessary to obtain

additional information concerning the direct impact of

Chapter 2, ECIA on the local school district.

In short, information from eight sources identifying

twenty-one types of data were used to address the research

questions in this study. This included six secondary sources

(e.g. state level data), personal interviews, and a ques-

tionnaire of 154 local education agencies.



78 ‘

FINDINGS

Three conclusions were drawn from an analysis of

available data concerning the impact of legislative intent

of the federal program, Chapter 2, ECIA on local school

districts. First, it was evident that secondary sources of

information collected by the state department would not

provide a complete and accurate picture of local level

effects. This was especially true for a program like Chapter

2 where major policy decisions affecting program design,

implementation, and evaluation were decided at the local

level. Second, due to the inadequacy of state level

information it was concluded that additional information

from local school districts would be necessary and that the

supplemental information would be collected via a mail

questionnaire. Finally, a systematic data management system

had to be designed in order to accommodate the diversity of

data.

In summary, information available at the Mississippi

State Department of Education alone was not adequate to

provide an analysis of the intended effects of Chapter 2,

ECIA at the local school level. However, when supplemented

with additional information collected from local school

districts and restructuring the reported data, adequate

information was sufficient to support an analysis of the

intended effects of Chapter 2, ECIA on local school

districts.
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RESEARCH QUESTION 2
l

To what extent did the enactment of Chapter 2, ECIA
reduce the paperwork burden for local education
agencies? ·

METHOD

The second research question investigated the expressed

intent of the legislation of Chapter 2, ECIA to reduce the

paperwork burden for local education agencies. This required

an establishment of the required paperwork for Chapter 2,

ECIA and the consolidated antecedent programs and the

appropriate comparison between the two different modes of

funding.

DISCUSSION

Several previous studies documented the fact that

paperwork requirements for LEAs were reduced significantly

with consolidation, especially for those districts that had

several antecedent programs. (Hastings and Bartell, 1983;

Kyle, 1983; OIG, 1983; Knapp et al., 1983; Corbett, et al.,

1983) This was due, in part, to the fact that districts

with multiple programs now had a single funding source

requiring a single application.

By comparison to the consolidated antecedent programs,

the application and administration of Chapter 2 was more

like ESEA Title IV—B, the least burdensome of all the
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consolidated programs. (Fries, 1983; Hastings and Bartell,

1983) Application for Title IV-B required minimal

justification, assurance of compliance and required only

single school district involvement. By contrast, other

antecedent programs, such as, ESAA Title VI and Teacher

Corps often required pages of justification, rational,

evaluation procedures, and joint efforts between several

governing bodies.

The Chapter 2 application for local school districts in

Mississippi consisted of a five page standard form. By

comparison to antecedent program applications, especially

the competitive programs, this form was simpler to complete,

allowed for more discretion in the required responses, was

less restrictive in the evaluation requirements, and took

less overall administrative time to complete. This

simplification becomes clearer when compared to the

application procedures of the eight consolidated antecedent

programs funded in Mississippi.

All but four LEAs applied for and received Title IV-B funds

in 1980-81. The results of this study are consistent with

earlier research in that the application for Chapter 2, ECIA

was similar to the Title IV-B application (Bartell, 1981;

Darling—Hammond, 1983; U.S. Department of Education). It

consisted of about the same amount of paper work and was not

considered to be very burdensome.
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With the exception of ESEA, Title II (Basic Skills)

less than thirty percent of the LEAs (55) applied for and

received funds from one or more of the following antecedent

programs: Career Education, Gifted and Talented, Emergency

School Aid Act, ESEA Title VI—C, Teacher Corps, and Criminal

Justice.

By comparison to other antecedent programs, the

application procedure for Career Education programs was much

simpler than the other six antecedent programs because

Career Education funds were allocated according to

population rather than on a competitive basis.

Less than seventeen percent of the LEAs in Mississippi

applied for and received any of the competitive antecedent

programs (19 LEAs received ESEA, Title III Criminal Justice

programs; 18 LEAs received Gifted and Talented programs; 17

LEAs received ESAA, Desegregation Assistants programs; 7

LEAs received ESEA, Title IV-C Innovative Practices; and, 5

LEAs received Teacher Corps programs). Each of these

programs required extensive application procedures all of

which consisted of much more paperwork than was required by

Chapter 2, ECIA.
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FINDINGS

From an analysis of the available information in the

state of Mississippi it is concluded that, in general, the

enactment of Chapter 2, ECIA has brought about a reduction

of paperwork for most LEAs. This conclusion is based, in

part, on the fact that all but four LEAs in Mississippi

applied for and received ESEA, Title IV—B, the antecedent

program in which more closely represented Chapter 2, ECIA.

The findings of this study concur with earlier studies that

the required paperwork for Chapter 2, ECIA is much less

burdensome than that of the consolidated programs.

However, when analyzed from the local school district per-

spective there exists considerable variability. For example,

some LEAs' paperwork increased because they never had

applied for federal programs in the past while other LEAs'

paperwork was reduced because they applied for several

antecedent programs. Further, comparing paperwork reduction

based on programs funded omits a substantial amount of

paperwork that is not considered, such as the many

applications that were submitted but not funded.
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RESEARCH QUESTION 3

To what extent did the level of funding for Chapter 2
program activities change from the level of funding for
the consolidated antecedent programs?

How did the distribution of funds change by size
(ADA) and wealth (APU) of LEAs?

METHOD

The third research question analyzed the extent to

which the level of funding for Chapter 2 program activities

changed from the level of funding for the antecedent

programs. The distribution of funds was then analyzed by

size as measured by the Average Daily Attendance (ADA) and

wealth of district as measured by the Ability Per-pupil Unit

(APU) of LEA. ‘

The information used to answer this question consisted A
of the funding levels allocated to each LEA for Chapter 2,

ECIA and for all antecedent programs. The State Department

of Education's Chapter 2, ECIA application form was used to

obtain information concerning the level of funding of

Chapter 2 program activities supported by each LEA. As a

part of the application packet, LEAs were asked to select,

from among twenty—eight different categories, the activities

they planned to expend Chapter 2 funds and the level of

support for each activity. The funds expended for each

antecedent program were taken from the Superintendent's

1980-81 Annual Report.



84

The difference between the amount of funds received

under Chapter 2, ECIA funding and the amount received under

the combined antecedent program funds was calculated for

each LEA. A summary of these differences is presented in

Tables 4.1 and 4.2. The individual differences are provided

in the appendix.

The net gain or loss was tested using the Chi—square

test statistic with an alpha of .10 to identify differences

by size of school district as measured by the Average Daily

Membership (ADA) and wealth of district as measured by the

Ability Per—pupil Unit (APU).

DISCUSSION

After the data were collected the difference between

the level of funding with Chapter 2, ECIA and the level of

funding from the total antecedent programs was calculated.

This difference was the total net gained or net lost. An

independent t-test was then used to test for differences

between the two groups. As shown in Table 4.1 there was a

significant difference (p<.10) between school districts that

gained funds with Chapter 2, ECIA and school districts that

lost. Eighty-five districts or 55% gained funds with the

implementation of Chapter 2 while sixty-nine or 45% lost

funds.
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Although there were more districts that gained funds

than lost funds, the total amount of funds lost exceeded the

total amount of funds gained by 10 to 1. The total amount

gained was $1,127,186 with an average gain of $13,261, a

minimum gain of $797 and a maximum gain of $45,568. This

represented a gain from 5% to over 200%. The total amount

lost was $11,448,633 with an average loss of $165,922, a

minimum loss of $5.00 and a maximum of $6,981,603. This

represented a negligible percentage loss (e.g. $5.00) to

over 99% loss.
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TABLE 4.1

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN DISTRICTS THAT GAINED
FUNDS WITH THE IMPLEMENTATION OF CHAPTER 2, ECIA

AND DISTRICTS THAT LOST FUNDS

STANDARD
N MEAN DEVIATION

GAINED 85 $ 13,261 8659.23
LOST 69 —$165,922 843325.84

TABLE 4.2

TOTAL AMOUNT OF FUNDS GAINED OR LOST
BETWEEN ANTECEDENT PROGRAMS AND CHAPTER 2, ECIA

Total Total
Gained Lost

Number 85 69
Mean $13,261 $165,922
Median $12,883 $23,539
Minimum $797 $5
Maximum $45,568 $6,981,603 „
Sum $1,127,186 $11,448,633

Note:From Mississippi State Department of Education,
Division of Policy and Planning.

Some LEAs received Chapter 2 funds but did not receive
antecedent funds.
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DISTRICTS THAT GAINED OR LOST FUNDS

Descriptive statistics of the 85 school districts that

gained funds with the implementation of Chapter 2, ECIA are

presented in Table 4.3. The median size of the school

districts that gained funds was 2,253 ADA with a minimum

size of 226 and a maximum size of 7,746. The median wealth

of school districts that gained was 15,740 APU with a

minimum of 4,010 and a maximum of 48,845.

There were 69 districts that lost funds with the

implementation of Chapter 2, ECIA. (See Table 4.4) The

median size of the school district that lost funds was 1,874

ADA with a minimum of 500 and a maximum of 27,218. The

median wealth was 16,412 APU with a minimum of 6,274 and a

maximum of 198,665.

TABLE 4.3

E SIZE AND WEALTH OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS
THAT GAINED FUNDS UNDER CHAPTER 2, ECIA

N = 85 Size (ADA)a wealth (APU)b

Mean 2,700 16,670
Median 2,253 15,740
Minimum 226 4,010
Maximum 7,746 48,835

Note:From Mississippi State Department of Education,
Division of Administration and Finance and Division °
of Policy and Planning.
aSize is expressed in Average Daily Attendance (ADA)
bwealth is expressed in Ability Per—Pupil Unit (APU)
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TABLE 4.4

SIZE AND WEALTH OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS
THAT LOST FUNDS UNDER CHAPTER 2, ECIA

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
N = 69 Size (ADA)a Wealth (APU)b

Mean 2,961 20,967
Median 1,874 16,412
Minimum 500 6,274
Maximum 27,218 198,665

Note:From Mississippi State Department of Education,
Division of Administration and Finance and Division
of Policy and Planning.
;Size is expressed in Average Daily Attendance (ADA)
Wealth is expressed in Ability Per—Pupil Unit (APU)

NUMBER OF DISTRICTS THAT GAINED OR
LOST FUNDS BY SIZE OF DISTRICT

There was not a significant difference between the

number of school districts that gained or lost funds with

the implementation of Chapter 2, ECIA and the size of the

district as measured by ADA. (See Table 4.5) Because these

differences are not significant at the p<.10 generalizations

about the differences are not to be made. However, as a case

study, differences between school districts will be

analyzed.
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TABLE 4.5 ‘

NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS THAT GAINEDOR LOST FUNDS WITH THE IMPLEMENTQTION OF
CHAPTER 2, ECIA ACCORDING TO SIZE OF LEA

NUMBER NUMBER
Observed THAT THAT

Row Pct GAINED LOST
SIZEa Col PCt FUNDS FUNDS ROW

Total

17 23 40
SMALL 42.5 57.5 26.0

226 TO 1,499 20.0 33.3

45 29 74
MEDIUM 60.8 39.2 48.0

1,500 TO 3,299 52.9 42.0

23 17 40
LARGE 57.5 42.5 26.0

3,300 TO 27,218 27.1 24.6

Column 85 69 154
Total 55.2 44.8 100.0

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education,
Division of Administration and Finance and Division
of Policy and Planning.
asize is expressed in Average Daily Attendance (ADA)
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DISTRIBUTION OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN
CHAPTER 2 FUNDS AND ANTECEDENT PROGRAM FUNDS
ACCORDING TO SIZE OF DISTRICT ·

The size of school districts that gained funds with the

implementation of Chapter 2, ECIA were analyzed. (See Table

4.6) A greater percent of large (27%) districts gained than

smaller (20%). Of the 85 districts that gained, 47% of the

small districts and 31% of the medium size districts gained
”

more than 200%. Only 13% of the large districts gained more

than 200%. More medium size districts (55%) then small

districts (20%) or large districts (25%) gained less than

50%. On the other hand, 69% of the large districts gained

less than 100% while 20% and 23% of the medium and small

districts respectively gained between 50% and 99%.
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TABLE 4.6

NET GAIN BETUEEN ANTECEDENT PROGRAM FUNDS
AND CHAPTER 2, ESIA FUNDS

ACCORDING TO SIZE OF LEA

Observed | 0% | 50% | 100% [ MORE [
im Pct | TO | TO | ro | nm: |

srzsa col pcc | 49% | 99% | 199% | 200% | nm;
| 6611160 | cuuso | cuuso | cuusu | rom

| 4 | 4 [ 1 [ 8 | 17
sMALL | 23.5 [ 23.5 | 5.9 | 47.1 | 20.0

226 TO 1,499 [ 20.0 [ 16.7 [ 6.3 | 32.0 |

[ 11 | 9 | 11 | 14 [ 45
nsoxun | 24.4 | 20.0 | 24.4 | 31.1 | 52.9

1,500 TO 3,299 [ 55.0 | 37.5 | 68.8 [ 56.0 |

| 5 | 11 [ 4 | 3 [ 23
mass | 21.7 | 47.8 | 17.4 | 13.0 | 27.1

3,300 TO 27,218 [ 25.0 [ 45.8 | 25.0 [ 12.0 |
.l...iT...

Colum 20 24 16 25 85
Total 23.5 28.2 18.8 29.4 100.0

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education,
Division of Adninistration and Finance and Division
of Policy and Planning.
aSize is expressed in Average Daily Attendance (ADA)
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the implementation of Chapter 2, ECIA were analyzed, it is

reported that more smaller districts than large districts

lost funds. (See Table 4.7) Of the 69 districts that lost

funds, 57% of the smallest districts, 45% of the medium size

districts and 47% of the largest districts lost more than

half of their funds. Further, 44% of the districts that lost

from 75% to 99% of their funds were the smallest districts

and 38% were the medium size districts while only 19% were

the largest districts. In contrast, of the districts that

lost less than a quarter of their funds, 38% were the larg-

est districts, 44% were the medium size districts and 19%

TABLE 4.7

NET L0s1 BETHEEN ANTECEDENT Pkocam Funos
A110 c11AP1BR 2, E%lA Buuns

ACCORDIMG TO SIZE or LEA

06661-ved | 0% [ 25% | 50% | 75% |
n6u P6: | TO | TO | TO | T0 |

SIZE° Col Pct | 24% | 49% | 74% | 99% | Row
| LOST | LOST | LOST | LOST | 16:61

————————————————————————————————4
| 3 | 7 | 6 | 7 | 23 .

SMALL | 13.0 | 30.4 | 26.1 | 30.6 | 33.3
226 TO 1,499 | 18.8 | 36.8 | 33.3 | 43.8 |

———————————————————————————---4

| 7 | 9 | 7 | 6 | 29
MEDIUM | 24.1 | 31.4 | 24.1 | 20.7 | 42.1

1,500 TO 3,299 | 43.8 | 36.8 | 38.9 | 37.5 |
-——————————————————————————--4

| 6 | 3 | 5 | 3 | 17
LARGB [ 35.3 | 17.6 | 29.4 | 17.6 | 24.6

3,300 TO 27,218 | 37.5 | 15.8 | 27.8 | 18.8 |

Colum 16 19 18 16 69
16:61 23.2 27.5 26.1 23.2 100.0 .

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education,
Division of Achninistration and Finance and Division
of Policy and Planning.

aSize is expressed in Average Daily Attendance (ADA)
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CHAPTER 2 FUNDS AND ANTECEDENT PROGRAM FUNDS
ACCORDING TO WEALTH OF DISTRICT

There was not a significant difference between the

number of school districts that gained or lost funds with

the implementation of Chapter 2, ECIA and the wealth of the

district as measured by the Ability Per—Pupil Unit. (See

Table 4.8) However the differences provide important

information as it relates to this single case.

TABLE 6.8

HUHBER 01= SCHML DISTRICTS THAT GAINED
OR LOST Fuuus WITH THE IMPLEMENTÄTION or

CHAPTER 2, ECIA Acc0R01H6 TO HEALTH or LEA

| NUMBER | HUHBER |
observed | THAT | THAT |

Row Pct | GAINED | LOST |
UEALTHa com Pct | ruH0s | ruuos | Heu

| | [ Total
———————————-—-——————{

| 33 | 20 | 53
LEAST HEALTHY [ 62.3 | 37.7 | 36.6

6,000 TO 13,999 | 38.8 | 29.0 |

| 36 | 31 | 67
HooEnATELv HEALTHY | 53.7 | 66.3 | 63.5

16,000 T0 19,999 | 62.6 | 66.3 |
———————————————————A

| 16| w | M
UEALTHIEST | 67.1 | 52.9 | 22.1

20,000 TO 198,000 | 18.8 | 26.1 |
..T..._i.1_1

Colum 85 69 156
Total 55.2 66.8 100.0

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education,
Division of Adninistration and Finance and Division
of Policy and Planning.

awealth is expressed in Ability Per-Pupil Unit (APU)
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Of the 85 LEAs that gained funds, more "least wealthy"

districts gained (39%) than "wealthiest districts" (19%).

(See Table 4.9) Further, more "least wealthy" districts

(39%) gained over 200% of their antecedent program funding

levels while only 31% of the "wealthiest" districts gained

comparable amounts. Of the districts that gained less than

50% of their earlier funding levels, 45% were the "least

wealthy" districts with only 10% "wealthiest" districts.

Half of the "least wealthy" districts gained more than 100%
U

while 66% of the "wealthiest" districts gained less than

50%. Over half of the districts that gained more than 200%

were "least wealthy" districts. Almost half of the districts

that gained less than 50% were "least wealthy" districts.

Sixty—nine percent of the districts that gained between 100%

and°200% were "moderately wealthy districts".
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TABLE 4.9

NET GAIN BETHEEM ANTECEDENTQPROGRAM ruuos
AND cnAP1EA 2, Eg;A ruuos

ACCORDING TO HEALTH or LEA _

| 0% | 50% | 100% | MORE |
A60 A6: | TO | TO | TO | 1uAN |

UEALTHa Col Ac: | 49% | 99% 1 199% | 200% | A60
| GAINED | GAINED | GAINED | GAINED | 16:61

———————————————————————————————4

| 9 | 8 | 3 | M | B
LEAs1 UEALTHY | 27.3 | 24.2 | 9.1 | 39.4 | 38.8

4,000 TO 13,999 | 45.0 | 33.3 | 18.8 | 52.0 |
—————————————————————————————A

| 9 | 9 | 11 | 7 | M
MOOERATELY UEALTHY | 25.0 | 25.0 | 30.6 | 19.4 | 42.4

14,000 TO 19,999 | 45.0 [ 37.5 | 68.8 | 28.0 |
————————————————————————————A

| 2 | 7 | 2 | 5 | M
uEAL1n1Es1 | 12.5 | 43.8 | 12.5 | 31.3 | 18.8

20,000 T0 198,000 | 10.0 | 29.2 | 12.5 | 20.0 |

Colum 20 2/• 16 25 85
16:61 23.5 28.2 18.8 29.4 100.0

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education,
Division of Aduuinistration and Finance and Division
of Policy and Planning.

aulealth is expressed in Ability Per~Pupil Unit (APU)

Of the 69 LEAs that lost funds, more "least wealthy"

districts lost funds than "wealthiest districts". (See Table

4.10) Forty—four percent of the "wealthiest" districts lost

less than 25% of the their funds while 50% of the "least

wealthy" districts lost more than half of their funds. Of

the districts that lost less than 25% of their antecedent

funding, 50% were district in the "wealthiest" category.

Further, 25% of the "least wealthy" districts lost more than

three-fourths of their funds.
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with the implementation of Chapter 2 , ECIA than lost funds.

The opposite was true for the "wealthiest" districts.

TABLE 6.10

NET LOST BETUEEN ANTECEDENT PRo0RAM Funos
AND CHAPTER 2, ECBIA Fuuns

ACCORDING TO HEALTH o1= LEA

observed | 02 1 252 | 502 | 752 |
Row vc: | TO | TO | TO | TO |

UEALTHa 061 Pc: | 262 | 692 | 762 | 992 | Rou
| Losr | 1.0sT | Lost |LOST|

6 | 6 | 5 | 5 | 20
LEAST UEALTHY | 20.0 | 30.0 | 25.0 | 25.0 | 29.0

6,000 TO 13,999 | 25.0 | 31.6 | 27.8 | 27.8 |

| 6 | 11 | 8 | B | 31
MOOERATELv UEALTHY | 12.9 | 35.5 | 25.8 | 25.8 | 66.9

16,000 TO 19,999 | 25.0 | 57.9 | 66.6 | 50.0 |

| 8 | 2 | 5 | 3 | 18
HEALTHIEST | 66.6 | 11.1 | 27.8 | 16.7 | 26.1

20,000 TO 198,000 | 50.0 | 10.5 | 27.8 | 16.8 |

Colum 16 19 18 16 69
Total 23.2 27.5 26.1 23.2 100.0

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education,
Division of Adninistration and Finance and Division
of Policy and Planning.

awealth is expressed in Ability Per~Pupil Unit (APU)
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FINDINGS
q

Chapter 2 represented a move from discretionary grants

to formula grants. This policy change resulted in a shift in

the distribution of federal funds such that districts which

had previously received the largest discretionary grants

were the districts that lost the greatest amount of funds.

(Mandel, 1983; Jung and Bartell, 1983; Fries, 1983; Kyle,

1983; and AASA, 1983) Research question three was aimed at

answering two questions concerning the LEAs in the state of

Mississippi: (1) Was there a significant change in the net

gain or loss of funds at the local level with the

implementation of Chapter 2, ECIA, and (2) Was there a

difference in the net gain or loss by size and wealth of the

school district.

The level of funding for Chapter 2 program activities

changed significantly (p<.10) from the level of funding for

the consolidated antecedent programs. Eighty—five LEAs (55%)

gained funds under Chapter 2 while 69 (45%) lost funds.

This result is consistent with earlier findings. (AASA,

1983; CGCS, 1983; ECS, 1982; Fries, 1983; Franks and

Fortune, 1981; Nathan and Doolittle, 1983; Knapp, et. al.

1986; Kyle, 1983) In a survey of approximately 1100 LEAs

responding to a survey sponsored by the American Association

for School Administrators, 67 percent of the LEAs received

more funds, 2 percent had no change and 31 percent received
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less funds. (AASA, 1983) In another study, Fries (1983)

summarized the shift in the distribution of federal funds

this way: "The essence of redistribution under Chapter 2 has

been to distribute federal aid more uniformly among students

and districts. This redistribution made many local

districts winners at the expense of others".

As noted, the policy changes brought about by Chapter 2

effectively redistributed federal resources among LEAs

however, this redistribution was not uniform across states

or localities. Henderson (1983b) found that a key result of

consolidation was that southern states tended to be

"losers". Jung and Bartell (1983) found that county

districts fared better than city districts and districts

with low percentages on non-white students also received

higher Chapter 2 allocations. Upon examining the gain or

loss of funds according to the size of the school district,

Apling and Padilla (1986) reported that fewer than 2 percent

of districts with 600 to 2,499 students lost 75 percent or

more of their funds as a result of Chapter 2. By comparison

11 percent of the largest urban districts lost at least 75

percent of antecedent funding. In a national study supported

by the U.S. Department of Education (Knapp, et. al.) found

that approximately three—quarters of all districts gained

funds, however the proportion was especially high among

smaller and medium-sized districts. These districts tended
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to gain the most relative to the larger districts. Their

gains were nearly double the amounts they received under the

antecedent programs.

The findings of this study were somewhat different from

earlier studies. Although there was not a significant

difference in the net gain or loss of funds according to the

size the district, however the descriptive statistics showed

that more large districts in Mississippi gained than small

districts. Further, more smaller and medium size districts

than large districts gained in excess of 200% with Chapter 2

funds. Also, more smaller and medium size districts than

large districts lost over three—fourths of their funds while

more larger districts than smaller and medium size districts

lost less than a quarter of their funds.

In this study there was not a significant difference

between the "gainers" and "losers“ and the wealth of the

district. However, in the review of the literature

conflicting reports were cited concerning the impact of

Chapter 2 on populations with high concentrations of poor

children. Knapp, (et. al., 1986) reported that there had

been no obvious shift of funding away from higher

concentrations of poor children except in the largest urban

districts. On the other hand, Verstegen (1983) reported that

the greatest share of the reductions in aid were sustained

by the nation's poor and minority school children. States
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that lost the most aid under Chapter 2 had the largest

number of children in poverty and minority children located
”

in schools undergoing desegregation.

In short, in Mississippi, a state where the federal

funds from Chapter 2 flow fairly unrestricted to local

school districts, the number of districts that gained funds

(85) exceeded the number of districts that lost funds (69);

however the amount of funds lost exceeded the amount of

funds gained by a ten to one margin. In general, the

conclusions of this case study do not agree with some

earlier research (Knapp et. al, 1986) which found that more

large districts lost funds and more smaller districts gained

funds. Although there was not a significant difference by

size (ADA) and wealth (APU) of district, more large than

small districts gained funds. Further, more "least wealthy"

districts gained than lost funds while more "wealthiest"

districts lost rather than gained funds.
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RESEARCH QUESTION 4

To what extent did the number of program activities
under Chapter 2, ECIA change from the number of an-
tecedent categorical programs?

How did the distribution of programs change by
size (ADA) of LEA: wealth (APU) of LEA; and the
net gain or loss of Chapter 2 funds of the LEA?

METHOD

The fourth research question was designed to examine

the extent to which the number of program activities under

Chapter 2, ECIA changed from the number of antecedent

categorical programs. The method used to answer this .

question included three steps. First, the number of Chapter

2 program activities and the number of antecedent programs

funded for each LEA were identified. Second, the difference

between the number of antecedent programs and the number of

Chapter 2 program activities was calculated. The difference

between the number of antecedent programs and the number of

Chapter 2 program activities was then tested using a paired

t—test with a significant level of p<.10. Third, the re-

sults were analyzed according to characteristics of the LEAs

(e. g. size, wealth, and net funds gained or lost) using

crosstabulation.
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DISCUSSION

In 1980-81, 147 of the 154 LEAs in Mississippi received

funds from one or more of eight antecedent programs that

were consolidated into Chapter 2, ECIA. The total number of

programs received by the local school districts are listed

in Table 4.11. The antecedent programs were distributed as

follows. Seven LEAs did not receive funds from any of the

antecedent programs. Over half (58%) of the LEAs received

funds from only one antecedent program and 29% received

funds from two programs. Only fourteen_(9%) LEAs received

funds from more than two programs: 9 LEAs received funds

from 3 programs, 3 LEAs received funds from 4 programs and 2

LEAs received funds from 5 programs.

TABLE 4.11

uunasp op Aursczosur pnockms
Fuu0E0 sv LEAs ni Mississippi

(1980-81)

Nuuber Of Nurber- Of
Different Participating Cunulative
Program Districts Percent Percent

runded

0 7 4.5 4.5
1 89 57.8 62.3
2 44 28.6 90.9
3 9 5.8 96.8
4 3 1.9 98.7
5 2 L3 wmo

Total 154 100.0

Note:From Mississippi State Department of Education,
Division of Policy and Planning.
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In 1985-86, all 154 LEAs in the state of Mississippi

received Chapter 2, ECIA funds. As shown in Table 4.12,
— seventy-nine percent of the school districts funded fewer

than three program activities: 25% funded one program activ-

ity while 27% funded two and three program activities each.

Thirty- three (21%) LEAs supported four of more program

activities with Chapter 2 funds with two LEAs supporting

seven program activities and one LEA supporting eight dif-

ferent program activities.

TABLE 4.12

NUMBER OF CNAPTER 2 PROGRAM ACTIVITIES
FUNDED BY LEAS IN MISSISSIPPI

(1985-86)

Nurber Of Cunulative
Programs Frequency Percent Percent

Funded

1 39 25.3 25.3
2 41 26.6 51.9
3 41 26.6 78.6
4 14 9.1 87.7

° 5 13 8.4 96.1
6 3 1.9 98.1
7 2 1.3 99.4
8 1 .6 100.0

Total 154 100.0

Note:From Mississippi State Department of Education, Division of
Policy and Planning.
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A comparison of the difference in the number
L

activities funded under Chapter 2, ECIA and the

programs funded under the antecedent programs is

in Table 4.13. The results varied widely wi

ranging from two LEAs funding three fewer program

too two other LEAs funding six more program activ

twenty-seven percent of the LEAs did not change

of program activities supported with Chapter 2 funds.

TABLE 6.13
l

DIFFERENCE IN NUMBER OF PROGRAMS
BETUEEN CHAPTER 2 PROGRAH ACTIVITIES

AND ANTECEDENT PROGRAMS FUNDED
BY LEAS IN NISSISSIPPI

(1980-81 & 1985-86)

Difference ln
Nurber Of Cunulative

Programs Frequency Percent Percent
Funded

-3 2 1.3 1.3
-2 3 1.9 3.2
-1 12 7.8 11.0

0 61 26.6 37.7
1 37 26.0 61.7
2 33 21.6 83.1
3 9 5.8 89.0 ·
6 16 9.1 98.1
5 1 .6 98.7
6 2 1.3 100.0

Total 156 100.0

Note:From Mississippi State Department of Education, Division of
Policy and Planning.
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To test the difference between the number of Chapter 2

program activities funded in 1985-86 compared to the number

of antecedent programs funded in 1980-81, a paired t-test

was used. As shown in Table 4.14, there was a significant

difference (p=.OO1) between the number of Chapter 2 program

activities and the number of antecedent programs funded by

the same LEAs. The mean number of antecedent programs funded

was 1.5 with a standard deviation of .86 while the mean

number of program activities funded with Chapter 2 funds was

2.6 with a standard deviation of 1.5.

TABLE 4.14
PAIRED T—TEST BETWEEN NUMBER OF CHAPTER 2

PROGRAM ACTIVITIES AND NUMBER OF ANTECEDENT PROGRAMS
FUNDED BY LEAS IN MISSISSIPPI

STANDARD 2—TAIL
N MEAN DEVIATION T·VALUE DF PROB.

ANTECEDENT
PROGRAMS 154 1.47 .86

8.87 153 .001
CHAPTER 2

PROGRAM
ACTIVITIES 154 2.63 1.46

Note:From Mississippi State Department of Education,
Division of Policy and Planning.
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In short, there was a significant difference between

the number of Chapter 2 program activities funded in 1985-86

and the number of antecedent programs funded in 1980-81.

Further, the Chapter 2 funds were spread over more program

activities, thus serving more locally identified needs than

under the antecedent programs. This was exemplified by the

fact that 48% of the LEAs funded more than two program

activities with Chapter 2 funds while 91% of the same LEAs

funded two or fewer antecedent programs.

Size Of School District And
The Number Of Antecedent Programs

The number of antecedent programs was crosstabulated

with the school districts to determine if there was a

relationship in the distribution of programs by the size of

the school district as measured by the Average Daily

Attendance (ADA). There was not a significant relationship

however, the number of programs funded according to the size

of school district provided some interesting insights into

the distribution of the antecedent programs.

As shown in Table 4.15, 96 districts (62%) received

funding for one of less antecedent program. Forty-four

districts (28%) received funding for two programs and 14

districts ((9%) received funds for three to five programs.

Further, all large districts received one or more programs

while no small districts received more than three programs.
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TABLE 4.15
NUMBER OF ANTECEDENTaPROGRAMS FUNDED

ACCORDING TO SIZE OF LEA

Sizea of School District

Observed | SMALL I MEDIUM | LARGE |
| 226 TO 1,499 | 1,500 TO 3,299 | 3,300 TO 27,218 | Row
| | | I Total

Number | | | |
Of O | 3 | 4 | 0 I 7

I I I I *-5

I I I I
1 | 22 | 48 | 19 | 89

| | I | 57.8

I I I I
2 | 12 | 15 | 17 | 44

I I I I 28.6

I I I I
3 | 3 | 5 | 1 | 9

I I I I 5-8

I I I I
6 I o I 1 I 2 I 3

I I I I 1-9

I I I I
S | 0 | 1 | 1 | 2

I I I I I-3

Column 40 74 40 154
Total 26.0 48.0 26.0 100.0

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education,Division of Policy
and Planning.

aSize is expressed in Average Daily Attendance (ADA)
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As shown in Table 4.16, seven of the 154 LEAs (4.5%)

did not receive funds for any of the antecedent programs. Of

these seven, four were medium size districts and three were

small districts. All large districts received funds from at

least one antecedent program. Eighty-six percent of all LEAs

(133) receiver funds for one or two antecedent programs.

Sixty-five percent (48) of the medium size districts,

fifty—five percent (22) of the small districts, and forty-

seven percent (19) of the large districts received funds for

°one program. Forty-three percent (17) of the large

districts, thirty percent (12) of the small districts, and

twenty percent (15) of the medium size districts received

funds for two programs. Less than 10% (14) of the LEAs

received funds for three or more antecedent programs. No

small district received funds for more than three programs

while one large and one small district received funds for

five programs.

In general, small and medium sized LEAs funded more

Chapter 2 program activities than antecedent programs while

large LEAs funded a wider range of program activities with

Chapter 2 funds than with antecedent funds. Further, larger

districts tended to fund fewer Chapter 2 programs activities

than antecedent programs.
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TABLE 4.16

FREOUENCY OF ANTECEDEMT PROGRAMS FUNDED
ACCORDING TO SIZE OF LEA

NUMBER OF PROGRAMS FUNDED
Size Of District D 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

SMALL (N=40)
226 TO 1,499 3 22 12 3 0 0 0 0 0

MEDIUM (N=74)
1,500 TO 3,299 4 48 15 5 1 1 0 0 0

LARGE (N=40)
3,300 TO 27,218 0 19 17 1 2 1 0 0 0

TOTAL (N=154) 7 89 44 9 3 2 0 0 0

PERCENT OF TOTAL 4.5 57.8 28.6 5.8 1.9 1.3 0 0 0

Note:From Mississippi State Department of Education, Division of
Policy and Planning.

Size Of School District And
The Number Of Chapter 2 Program Activities

The size of the school district was not a significant

factor in the distribution of the number of Chapter 2

program activities as shown in Table 4.18. However, the

frequency distribution, shown in Table 4.17, provided some

interesting insights.
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U

TABLE 4.17

FREOUENCY OF CHAPTER 2 PROGRAM ACTIVITIES
ACCORDING TO SIZE OF LEA

NUMBER OF PROGRAMS FUNDED
Size Of District 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

SMALL (N=40)
226 TO 1,499 0 12 14 9 2 2 1 0 0

MEDIUM (N=74)
1,500 TO 3,299 0 20 17 20 8 7 1 0 1

LARGE (N=40)

3,300 TO 27,218 0 7 10 12 4 4 1 2 0

TOTAL (N=154) 0 39 41 41 14 13 3 2 1

PERCENT OF TOTAL 0 25.3 26.6 26.6 9.1 8.4 1.9 1.3 .6

Policy and Planning.

All 154 LEAs received Chapter 2 funds with seventy-five

percent (115) funding more than one program activity and

twelve percent (19) funding five to eight program

activities. Of the twenty-five percent (39) of the

districts that funded one program activity, thirty-one

percent (12) were small districts, fifty-one percent (20)

were medium sized districts, and eighteen percent (7) were

large districts. Twenty-seven percent (41) of the districts

funded two program activities. Of these, thirty—four percent

(14) were small districts, forty—two percent (17) were

medium sized districts, and twenty—four percent (10) were
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large districts. Of the twenty-seven percent (41) of the

districts that funded three program activities, twenty—two

percent (9) were small districts, forty—nine percent (20)

were medium sized districts, and twenty—nine percent (12) _

were large districts. Nine percent (14) of the districts

funded four program activities. Of these, fourteen percent

(2) were small districts, fifty—seven percent (8) were

medium sized districts, and thirty-one percent (4) were

large districts. Twelve percent (19) of the districts funded

five or more program activities. Of these, two small

districts funded five programs activities and one funded

six. No small district funded more than six program

activities. Seven medium size districts funded five program

activities, one funded six program activities and one funded

eight program activities. Of the large districts, four

funded five program activities, one funded six program

activities, and two funded seven program activities.

In short, medium size districts funded a wider range of

program activities than either small or large districts.

Small districts funded fewer program activities than either

medium sized districts or large districts, and large

districts funded more program activities than either the

small or medium size districts.
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TABLE 4.18

TOTAL NUMBER OF CHAPTER 2 QROGRAM AcTIvI1‘IEs
Acc0R¤IN¤ TO SIZE or LEA

Sizes of School District

Nunssn or PROGRAMS I I I I
I SMALL I MEDIUM I LARGE I

observed I 226 TO 1,499 I 1,500 TO 3,299 I 3,300 TO 27,218 I Row

I I I I Total

I I I I
1 I 12 I 20 I 7 I 39

I I I I 25-9

I I I I
2 I 14 I 17 I 10 I 41

I I I I 26-6

I I I I
3 I 9 I 20 I 12 I 41

I I I I 26.6

I I I I
4 I 2 I 8 I 4 I 14

I I I I 9-1

· I I I I
5 I 2 I 7 I 4 I 13

I I I I 8-6

I I I I
6 I 1 I 1 I 1 I 3

I I I I 1-9

I I I I
7 I 0 I 0 I 2 I 2

I I I I 1-5

I I I I
6 I 0 I 1 I 0 I 1

I I I I -6

Colum 40 74 40 154
Total 26.0 48.0 26.0 100.0

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education,
Division of Policy and Planning.
aSize is expressed in Average Daily Attendance (ADA)
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Difference In The Number Of Programs
And Size Of District

The difference between the number of program activities

funded with Chapter 2 funds and the number of programs

funded with antecedent funds according to the size of

district was not significant, however, there were important

differences as shown in Tables 4.19 and 4.20.
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TABLE 4.19
DIFFERENCE IN NUMBER OF cMApTER 2 PROGRAM AcT1v1T1Es

AND ANTECEDENT pRoGRAMs FUQDED IN MISSISSIPPI
ACCORDING TO SIZE OF LEA

Sizea of School District

NuMaen or PROGRAMS I I I I
I

I SMALL I MEDIUM I LAR6E I
obsei-ved I 226 TO 1,499 I 1,500 TO 3,299 I 3,300 TO 27,218 I 12611

I I I I Total

-3 I 0 I 0 I 2 I 2
I I I I 1-3

I 2 I 1 I 11 I 3
·2 I I I I 1-9

I 2 I 7 I 3 | 12
·1 I I I I 7-8

I 12 I 20 I 9 | 41
0 I I I I 26.6

I 13 I 15 I 9 I 37
1 I I I I 24.0

I 6 I 18 I 9 I 33
2 I I III

3 I 3 I 3 I 9
3 I I I I 5-8

I 2 I 9 I 3 I 14
6 I I I I 9-1

I 8 I 0 I 1 I 1
5 I I I I -6

I 0 I 1 I 1 I 2
6 I I I I 1-3

_T_....t..
Colum 40 74 40 154
Total 26.0 48.0 26.0 100.0

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education,Division of Policy
and Planning.

aSize is expressed in Average Daily Attendance (ADA)
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Twenty·seven percent (41) of the school districts did

not change the number of program activities in which they

supported. Of these districts, 49% (20) were medium size

districts, 29% (12) were small districts and 22% (9) were

large districts.

Eleven percent (17) of the districts reduced the number

of program activities funded with Chapter 2 funds compared

to the number funded with antecedent program funds. Of

these, two large districts decreased the number of program

activities by three and three reduced the number funded by

one program activity. One medium size district funded two

fewer program activities and seven funded one less program

activity. Four small districts reduced the total number of

program activities funded: two reduced the number funded by

two and one reduced the number funded by one. In short,

fewer small districts then medium or large districts reduced

the number of program activities funded with Chapter 2

funds.

Sixty—two percent (96) of the school districts funded

more program activities with Chapter 2 funds than with

antecedent program funds. Forty-eight percent (46) of these

were medium size districts, 25% (24) were small districts

and 28% (27) were large districts.

Of the thirty—seven districts that funded one

additional program activity with Chapter 2 funds, 41%
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(15) were medium size districts, 35% (13) were small

districts and 24% (9) were large districts. Of the thirty-

three districts that funded two additional program

activities, 55% (18) were medium size districts, 27% (9)

were large districts and 18% (6) were small districts. Of

the districts that funded three or more program activities,

50% (13) were medium size districts, 19% (5) were small size

districts and 31% (8) were large districts.

In sum, large districts experienced greater change in

the number of program activities supported with Chapter 2

funds ranging from a decrease of three programs to an

increase of six program activities. More medium size

districts changed the number of programs supported than

either small or large districts. Fewer small districts

funded less programs than large or medium size districts and

small districts funded fewer new program activities with

Chapter 2 funds than either large or medium size districts.
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TABLE 4.20

DIFFERENCE IN NUMBER OF ANTECEDENT PROGRAMS AND
CHAPTER 2 PROGRAM ACTÄVITIES FUNOED

ACCORDING TO SIZE OF DISTRICT

DIFFERENCE IN NUMBER OF PROGRAMS

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
SIZE OF DISTRICT

SMALL (N=40)
226 TO 1,499 0 2 2 12 13 6 3 2 0 0

MEDIUM (N=74)

1,500 TO 3,299 0 1 7 20 15 18 3 9 0 1

LARGE (N=40)
3,300 TO 27,218 2 0 3 9 9 9 3 3 1 1

TOTAL (N=154) 2 3 12 41 37 33 9 14 1 2
PERCENT OF TOTAL 1.3 1.9 7.8 26.6 24.0 21.4 5.8 9.1 .6 1.3

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education,
Division of Policy and Planning.

aSize is expressed in Average Daily Attendance (ADA) ,

Wealth Of The School District And
The Number Of Antecedent Programs

The wealth of the school district as measured by the

Ability Per-Pupil Unit (APU) did not have a significant

effect on the distribution of the number of antecedent

programs as shown in Table 4.21. However, some interesting

observation were revealed by the frequency distribution of

the wealth of the school district with the number of

antecedent programs funded (See Table 4.22).
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TABLE 4.21

TOTAL NUMBER OF AMTECEDENT PROGRAMS
ACCORDING TO HEALTH OF LEA

Healtha of School District

NUMBER OF PROGRAMSI LEAST | MGJERATELY | HEALTHIEST |
| uEAL111Y I uEAL111¥ | . |

observed | 4,000 TO 13,999 | 14,000 TO 19,999|20,000 TO 198,000| Row4
| | | | Total

I I I I
0 | 4 | 1 | 2 | 7

I I I I 4-5
‘ I I I I

1 | 34 | 40 | 15 | 89
I | | | 57.8

I I I I
2 | 13 | 18 | 13 | 44

I I I I 28-6

I I I I
3 | 2 | 6 | 1 | 9

I I I I 5-8

I I I I
4 | 0 | 1 | 2 | 3

I I I I 1-9

I I I I
s | 0 | 1 | 1 | 2

I I I I 1-5

Colum 53 67 34 154
Total 34.4 43.5 22.1 100.0

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education,
Division of Policy and Planning.

allealth is expressed in AbilityPer—Pupil Unit (APU)
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Of the LEAs that did not receive antecedent program

funds, 57% (4) were the least wealthy districts, 29% (2)

were from the wealthiest districts. 14% (1) was a moderately

wealthy district. Fifty-eight percent (89) of the districts

received funding from only one antecedent program. Of

these, 45% (40) were from the moderately wealthy districts,

38% (34) were from the least wealthy districts, and 17% (15)

were from the wealthiest districts.

Fifty-eight percent (89) received funds from one

antecedent program. Of these, 45% (40) were moderately

wealthy districts, 38% (34) were least wealthy districts,

and 17% (15) were the wealthiest districts. Twenty-nine

percent (44) of the districts funded two antecedent

programs. Of these, 41% (18) were moderately wealthy and 22%

each were from the least wealthy and wealthiest category.

Six percent (9) of the districts received funding for three

programs. Of these, 67% (6) were moderately wealthy

districts, 22% (2) were least wealthy, and 11% (1) was one

of the wealthiest districts. None of the least wealthy

districts received funding from more than three programs. In

fact, only three percent (5) districts received funds for

more than three programs. These included two wealthiest

districts and one moderately wealthy district that received

funds for four programs and one wealthiest district and one

moderately wealthy district that received funds from five

programs.
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In short, all but seven local school districts received

funds from at least one antecedent program. More moderately

wealthy districts funded antecedent programs than either

least wealthy or wealthiest districts. Further, LEAs from

~ moderately wealthy districts and the wealthiest districts

received funds from four and five antecedent programs while

least wealthy districts received funds from no more than

three programs.

TABLE 4.22
FREQUENCY OF ANTECEDEN; PROGRAMS

ACCORDING TO HEALTH OF LEA

NUMBER OF PROGRAMS FUNDED
0 1 2 3 4 5

HEALTH OF DISTRICT

LEAST HEALTHY (N=53)
4,000 TO 13,999 4 34 13 2 0 0

MOOERATELY HEALTHY (N=67)

14,000 TO 19,999 1 40 18 6 1 1

HEALTHIEST (N=34) ·

20,000 TO 198,664 2 15 13 1 2 1

TOTAL (N=154) 7 89 44 9 3 2
PERCENT OF TOTAL 4.5 57.8 28.6 5.8 1.9 1.3

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education,
Division of Policy and Planning.

awealth is expressed in Ability Per-Pupil Unit (APU>
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Wealth Of The School District And
The Number Of Chapter 2 Program Activities

. The wealth of the school district as measured by the

Ability Per-Pupil Unit (APU) did not have a significant

effect on the distribution of the number of Chapter 2

program activities (See Table 4.24) however, there were some

interesting observation to be made from the frequency

distribution of the wealth of the school district and the

number of Chapter 2 program activities funded as shown in

Table 4.23.

Of the fifty-three least wealthy LEAs that receive

Chapter 2 funds, twenty—six percent (14) funded one program

activity, thirty percent (16) funded two program activities,

twenty—one percent (11) funded three program activities,

nine percent (5) funded four and five program activities,

and two percent (1) funded six and seven program activities.

Of the sixty-seven moderately wealthy LEAs, twenty—five

percent (17) funded one program activity, twenty-three

percent (16) funded two program activities, twenty-eight

percent (19) funded three program activities, ten percent

(7) funded four program activities, seven percent (5) funded

five program activities, three percent (2) funded six

program activities, and two percent (1) funded eight program

activities. Of the thirty-four wealthiest LEAs, twenty- four

percent (8) funded one program activity, twenty-six percent
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(9) funded two program activities, thirty-two percent (11)

' funded three program activities, six percent (2) funded four

program activities, nine percent (3) funded five program

activities, and three percent (1) funded seven program

activities.
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TABLE 4.24
TOTAL NUMBER OF CHAPTER ZBPROGRAM ACTIVITIES

ACCOROING TO HEALTH OF LEA

wealtha of School District

NUMBER OF PROGRAMSI LEAST I MWERATELY I HEALTHIEST I
I UEALTHY I HEALTHY I I

observed | 4,000 TO 13,999 I 14,000 TO 19,999I20,000 TO 198,000] Row

I I I I Total

I I I I
1 | 14 I 17 I 8 I 39

I I I I 25.3

I I I I
2 I 16 I 16 I 9 I 41

I I I I 26.6

I I I I
3 I 11 | 19 | 11 I 41

I I I I 26.6

I I I I
4 I s I 7 I 2 I 14

I I I I 9-1

I I I I
s I s I s I 3 I 13

I I III

I I I
6 I 1 I 2 I 0 I 3

I I I I 1-9

I I I I
7 | 1 I 0 I 1 I 2

I I I I 1-3

I I I I
8 I 0 I 1 I 0 I 1

I I I I -6

Colurm · 53 67 34 154
Total 32.4 43.5 22.1 100.0

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education,
Division of Policy and Planning.

allealth is expressed in Ability Per-Pupil Unit (APU)
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In short, more least wealthy school districts funded

one and two program activities than moderately wealthy or

wealthiest districts. Of the districts that funded three

program activities, the wealthiest districts funded the

most. Further, the moderately wealthy districts funded the

greatest I°al’1g€ of pI°OgI°a.IlI activities.

TABLE 4.23
FREOUENCY OF CHAPTER 2 PROGQAM ACTIVITIES

ACCORDING TO HEALTH OF LEA

NUMBER OF PROGRAMS FUHDED
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

HEALTH OF DISTRICT

LEAST HEALTHY (N=53)

4,000 TO 13,999 14 16 11 5 5 1 1 0

MWERATELY HEALTHY (N=67)

14,000 TO 19,999 17 16 19 7 5 2 0 1

AHEALTHIEST (N=34)
20,000 TO 198,664 8 9 11 2 3 0 1 0

TOTAL (N=154) 39 41 41 14 13 3 2 1
PERCENT OF TOTAL 25.3 26.6 26.6 9.1 8.4 1.9 1.3 .6

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education,
Division of Policy and Planning.

aldealth is expressed in Ability Per~Pupil Unit (APU)



125

Difference In The Number Of Programs
And The Wealth Of School District

The wealth of a school district did not have a

significant effect on the difference in the number of

programs supported by LEAs with Chapter 2 funds compared to

programs supported with antecedent program funds (See Table

4.25). However, the distribution provided some insights into

the changes brought about by the new funding method of

Chapter 2, ECIA (See Table 4.26).

Of the 17 LEAs that funded fewer program activities

with Chapter 2 than with the antecedent programs, the

moderately wealthy and the wealthiest districts funded fewer

programs than the least wealthy districts. Of these 17 only

five (29%) were in the least wealthy category (e.g. one with

two fewer and four with one fewer program activities).

Fifty-three percent (9) were from the moderately wealthy

category with one funding three fewer, two funding two

fewer, and six funding one fewer program activities. Of the -

wealthiest school districts that funded fewer program,

activities: one funded three fewer and two funded one fewer

program activities.

Twenty—seven percent (41) of the LEAs did not change

the number of program activities they funded. More of these

LEAs (44%) were in the moderately wealthy category than in

the other two categories. Thirty-three percent (13) were of
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the wealthiest districts while 24% (10) were of the least

wealthy districts.

Of the ninety-six LEAs that increased the number of

program activities with Chapter 2 funds, fewer of the

wealthiest districts (19%) increased their number of funded

program activities than moderately wealthy districts (42%)

or least wealthy districts (39%). Further, fewer of the

wealthiest districts (4) increased the number of funded

program activities more than three (e.g., one increased by

three, two increased by four and one increased by five). The

moderately wealthy districts increased the number of program

activities the greatest. Five LEAs increased the number of

program activities by three, six LEAs increased their number

of program activities by four and one LEA increased its

number by six program activities.

In short, of the LEAs that funded fewer program

activities with Chapter 2 funds than with antecedent

program funds, the moderately wealthy and the wealthiest

districts funded fewer programs than the least wealthy

districts. More of the moderately wealthy LEAS did not

change the number of program activities funded and fewer

wealthiest districts increased the number of program

activities with Chapter 2 funds than moderately wealthy

districts or least wealthy districts.
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TABLE 4.25 .
DIFFERENCE IN NUMBER OF CHAPTER 2 PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

AND ANTECEDENT PROGRAMS FUNQED IN MISSISSIPPI
ACCORDING TO HEALTH OF LEA

Healtha of School District

NUMBER OF PROGRAMSI LEAST I MGJERATELY I HEALTHIEST I
I HEALTHY I HEALTHY I I

Observed I 4,000 TO 13,999 I 14,000 TO 19,999|20,000 TO 198,000I Row
- I I I I Total

-3 I 0 I 1 I 1 I 2
I I I I 1-3

-2 I 1 I 2 I 0 I 3
I I I I 1-9 „

-1 I 6 I 6 I 2 I 12
I I I I 7-8

0 I 6 I 1 I 2 I 7
I I I I

‘-5

1 I 34 I 40 I 15 I 89
I I I I 57.8

2 I 13 I 18 I 13 I 44
I I I I 28.6

3 I 2 I 6 I 1 I 9
I I I I 3-8

6 I 0 I 1 I 2 I 3
I I I I 1-9

5 I 0 I 1 I 1 I 2
I I I I 1-3

Colunn 53 67 34 154
Total 34.4 43.5 22.1 100.0

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education,
Division of Policy and Planning.

aHealth is expressed in Ability Per-Pupil Unit <APU)
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TABLE 4.26
DIFFEREHCE IN NUMBER OF AHTECEDENT PROGRAMS AND

CHAPTER 2 PROGRAM ACTIVITIES FUHDED .
ACCORDING TO HEALTH OF LEA

DIFFERENCE IH NUMBER OF PROGRAMS
HEALTH OF DISTRICT -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

LEAST UEALTNY (N=53) 0 1 4 10 18 10 3 6 0 1
4,000 TO 13,999

MIDERATELY HEALTHY (H=67)1 2 6 18 12 16 5 6 0 1
14,000 TO 19,999

HEALTHIEST (N=34) 1 0 2 13 7 7 1 2 1 0
20,000 TO 198,664

TOTAL (N=154) 2 3 12 41 37 33 9 14 1 2
PERCENT OF TOTAL 1.3 1.9 7.8 26.6 24.0 21.4 5.8 9.1 .6 1.3

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education,
Division of Policy and Planning.
auealth is expressed in Ability Per-Pupil Unit (APU)

Difference In The Number Of Programs Funded
And The "Gainers" and "Losers" With Chapter 2 Funding

There was not a significant difference in the number of

programs funded with the implementation of Chapter 2, ECIA

and the number of programs funded with antecedent program

funds as shown in Table 4.27. However, that descriptive

statistics are of interest.

Of the 17 LEAs that decreased the number of program

activities funded with Chapter 2 funds, two gained funds and

15 lost funds. Of the the fifteen that lost funds, ten (67%)

decreased the number of program activities by one, three
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decreased the number by two, and two decreased their number

by three.

More LEAs that lost funds (54%) than gained funds (46%)

with Chapter 2 continued to fund the same number of program

activities as was funded under the antecedent programs.
‘

However, more LEAs that gained funds (75%) increased the

number of program activities than LEAs that lost funds

(46%).
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TABLE 4.27

THE NUMBER OF SCHOOL DXSTRICTS THAT GAINED OR LOST FUNDS
HITH THE IMPLEMENTATION OF CHAPTER 2, ECXA

uunssn or Pnocnms | | [
| wu | Loss | mu

Observed [ [ | Total

-3 [ 0 [ 2 [ 2
| | | 1.3

-2 [ 0 | 3 [ 3

U | | | 1.9

-1 | 2 | 10 | 12
I I I 7-8

0 [ 19 [ 22 [ 41
[ [ [ 26.6

1 [ 26 [ 11 [ 37
| | | 24.0

. 2 [ 21 [ 12 [ 33
[ [ [ 21.4

3 [ 6 | 3 | 9
[ [ [ 5.8

4 | 9 [ S | 14
[ [ [ 9.1

.
5 [ 1 [ 0 [ 1

I I I -6

6 [ 1 [ 1 [ 2
| [ [ 1.3

.._.i.....1
Colunn 85 69 154
Total 55.2 44.8 100.0

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education,
Division of Policy and Planning.
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FINDINGS

There was a significant difference between the number

of Chapter 2 program activities funded in 1985-86 and the
V

number of antecedent programs funded in 1980-81. In

addition, the Chapter 2 funds were spread over more program

activities, thereby serving more locally identified needs

than under the antecedent programs.

The affects of the size of the school district on the

distribution of funds was that small and medium size

districts funded more Chapter 2 program activities than

antecedent programs while large districts funded a wider

range of program activities with Chapter 2 funds than with

antecedent funds. Larger districts tended to fund fewer

Chapter 2 programs activities than antecedent programs and

small districts funded fewer program activities than either

medium size districts or large districts.

Large districts experienced greater change in the

number of program activities supported with Chapter 2 funds

ranging from a decrease of three programs to an increase of

six program activities. Fewer small districts funded less

programs than large or medium size districts and small

districts funded fewer new program activities with Chapter 2

funds than either large or medium size districts.

When the distribution of antecedent programs was

grouped according to the wealth of the school district, more
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"moderately wealthy" districts funded antecedent programs

than either "least wealthy" or "wealthiest" districts.

"Moderately wealthy" districts and "wealthiest" districts

received funds from four and five antecedent programs while

"least wealthy" districts received funds from no more than

three programs. .

When the distribution of Chapter 2 program activities

was grouped according to the wealth of the school district,

more "least wealthy" school districts funded one and two A
program activities than "moderately wealthy" or "wealthiest

districts". Of the districts that funded three program

activities, the "wealthiest" districts funded the most.

Also, the "moderately wealthy" districts funded the greatest

range of program activities.

When the number of program activities funded with

Chapter 2 funds was compared to the number of antecedent

programs according to the wealth of the school district,

"moderately wealthy" and "wealthiest" districts funded fewer

programs than "least wealthy" districts. More of the

"moderately wealthy" districts did not change the number of

program activities funded and fewer "wealthiest" districts

increased the number of program activities with Chapter 2

funds than "moderately wealthy" districts or "least wealthy"

districts.
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When the change in the number of programs funded was

grouped according to whether they gained or lost funds,

eighty-eight percent of the LEAS that decreased the number

of program activities with the Chapter 2 funds suffered a

net loss of funds as compared to the funds received under

the antecedent programs. More districts that lost funds than

gained funds with Chapter 2 continued to fund the same

number of program activities as was funded under the

antecedent programs. Also, a greater number of districts

that gained Chapter 2 funds increased the number of program

activities supported compared to the districts that lost

funds with the implementation of Chapter 2.
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RESEARCH QUESTION 5

What differences were there between the types of pro-
gram activities funded under Chapter 2, ECIA and the
types of programs funded under the consolidated
antecedent programs?

METHOD

Question five addresses the change at the local

district level in the funding priorities between the

antecedent programs and Chapter 2 program activities. This

was determined by comparing the LEAs' selection of Chapter 2

program activities as presented in the LEA Chapter 2

application to the number of LEA funded antecedent programs.

A paired t-test with an alpha of .10 was used to determine

if there was a significant difference between the types of

programs funded.

DISCUSSION

To answer this question four assumptions were made: (1)

LEA program expenditure was the same as LEA funding; (2) the

identified antecedent program expenditure was the total

amount spent by an LEA on the program; (3) the Chapter 2

expenditure was the total amount the LEA spent on a

particular program activity; and, (4) the "labels" placed on

the Chapter 2 program activities were comparable to the

antecedent program titles.
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In identifying the changes in the funding patterns of

local school districts it is important to understand the

manner in which Chapter 2 was operated at the local level.

Two antecedent programs did not have comparable Chapter 2

programs activities: Teacher Corps and Innovative Practices

(Title IV—C). The Teacher Corps was designed to provide

collaborative staff development between higher education

institutions and local school districts. In Mississippi

this involved 5 LEAs and higher education institutions.

Under Chapter 2, ECIA higher education institutions did not

receive funding to continue providing staff development with

local school districts. Further, staff development was not

among the topics supported by Chapter 2. Consequently

comparisons between the antecedent program and Chapter 2,

ECIA was not possible. , ’

Similarly, seven local school districts received

funding for Innovative Practices (Title VI-C) but was unable

to indicate the continuation of such funding because the

title was not listed as an acceptable program activity under

Chapter 2, ECIA. Thus, there was no way to make a

comparison between the antecedent programs and Chapter 2,

ECIA program activities.

One of the principal factors of Chapter 2, ECIA was

local control. As a result of local discretion, local school

districts were allowed to define their own program
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activities and give these activities any name they choose.

An unanticipated consequence of such local control was that
”

some LEAs chose to redefine antecedent programs while

maintaining the same title. For example: an LEA could take

the antecedent program "Gifted and Talented" and change the

selection criteria and still label it "Gifted and Talented"

under Chapter 2, ECIA. This local flexibility brought about

the lack of standardize terminology; however, for this study

the program "labels" listed in Table 4.28 are used to make

the comparison between the two funding strategies.
TABLE 4.28

PRDGRAM "LABELS" USED FDR
ANALYSTS PURPDSES

Antecedent Programs Chapter 2 Program

Activities

Title IV-B Subchapter B -
Library Media/Materials

Emergency School Subchapter B -
Aid Act (ESAA) Programs To Support Minority

Children

Guidance/Counsel ing/Testi ng

Gifted & Talented Subchapter C -
Gifted & Talented

Career Education Subchapter C -
Career Edxcation

Basic Skills Subchapter A -
Reading

Mathematics
Uri tten and

Oral Conmmications
Criminal Justice Subchapter C -

Lau Related Education

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education,
Division of Policy and Planning.
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As examined in the previous research question there

weresignificantly more Chapter 2 program activities funded

with Chapter 2 funds than there were programs funded with

antecedent funds. (See Table 4.14) However, when the

analysis is taken a step further and comparisons are made

between the amount LEAs spent on particular antecedent

programs and the amount they spent on "comparable" Chapter 2

program activities the results vary. For example, when

comparing the expenditure of an LEA's antecedent program

"Title IV—B" to the expenditure for the Chapter 2 program

activity "Subchapter — B, Library Media/Materials" there

were significantly more funds spent on the antecedent Title

IV-B programs that spent on Chapter 2 "Title IV-B Type"

program activities. (See Table 4.29) There was also

significantly more funds expended on the antecedent ESAA

(Emergency School Aid Act) programs than on the combined

expenditures of Chapter 2 program activities entitled

'"Programs To Support Minority Children" and "Guidance/

Counseling/ Testing". (See Table 4.30)
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TABLE 4.29

PAIRED T-TEST BETUEEN ANTECEDENT TITLE IV~B PROGRAM EXPENDITURE
AND CHAPTER 2 “TITLE IV-B TYPE“ PROGRAM ACTIVITY EXPENDITURE

2-Tail
Variable N Mean Std. Dev. S.E. Prob.

ESEA Title IV-B 144 24001.03 21332.88 1777.74 .000

Subchapter B -
Library Media/ 144 7239.06 8371.90 697.66
Materials

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education, ·
Division of Policy and Planning.

TABLE 4.30

PAIRED T-TEST BETUEEN ANTECEDENT ESAA PROGRAM EXPENDITURE
AND CHAPTER 2 “ESAA TYPE“ PROGRAM ACTIVITY EXPENDITURE

2-Tail
Variable N Mean Std. Dev. S.E. Prob.

Emergency School 32 9168.46 33562.56 4654.29 .097
Aid Act (ESAA)

Subchapter B ~
Programs To Support

Minority Children & 32 1208.48 2406.21 333.68
Guidance/Counseling/
Testing; Safe Schools, Vandalism

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education,
Division of Policy and Planning.



139

When comparisons are made between the other antecedent

program expenditures and their "comparable" Chapter 2

. program activity expenditures there are no significant

differences. However, in each case the mean expenditure for

antecedent programs exceeds the expenditure for the "com-

parable" Chapter 2 program activity. For ekample, the mean

expenditure for the Gifted and Talented antecedent program

was $2,676.28 while the mean expenditure for the Gifted and

Talented Chapter 2 program activity was $1,872.66 (Table

4.31), the mean expenditure for the Criminal Justice an-

tecedent program was $1,409.53 while the mean expenditure

for the Law Related Education Chapter 2 program activity was

$36.84 (Table 4.32), the mean expenditure for the Basic

Skills antecedent program was $4,535.59 while the mean

expenditure for Subchapter A of the Chapter 2 program activ-

ities was $370.81 (Table 4.33), and the mean expenditure for

the Career Education antecedent program was $626.23 while no

school district reported supporting Career Education with

Chapter 2 funds.
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, TABLE 4.31

PAIRED T-TEST BETUEEN ANTECEDENT GIFTED & TALENTED
PROGRAM EXPENDITURE AND CHAPTER 2 “GlFTED &
TALENTED TYPE“ PROGRAM ACTIVITY EXPENDITURE

2·Tail
Variable N Mean Std. Dev. S.E. Prob.

Gifted&Talented 13 2676.28 7626.03 1797.47 .685

Subchapter C -
Gifted & Talented 13 1872.66 2064.86 486.69

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education,
Division of Policy and Planning.

TABLE 4.32

PAIRED T-TEST BETUEEN ANTECEDENT CRIMINAL JUSTICE
PROGRAM EXPENDITURE AND CHAPTER 2 “CRIMINAL JUSTICE

TYPE“ PROGRAM ACTIVITY EXPENDITURE

2-Tail
Variable N Mean Std. Dev. S.E. Prob.

Criminal Justice 19 1409.53 6143.98 1409.53 .344 '

Subchapter C - .
Lau Related Education 19 36.84 160.59 36.84

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education,
Division of Policy and Planning.
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TABLE 4.33

PAIRED T-TEST BETHEEN ANTECEDENT BASIC SKILLS
PROGRAM EXPENDITURE AND CHAPTER 2 “BASIC SKILLS TYPE“

PROGRAM ACTIVITY EXPENDITURE

2—Tail
Variable N Mean Std. Dev. S.E. Prob.

Basic Skills 128 4535.59 47801.42 4225.12 .327

Subchapter A -
Reading, Mathematics & 128 370.81 1713.93 151.49
written and
Oral Conmunications

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education,
Division of Policy and Planning.

TABLE 4.34

PAIRED T-TEST BETNEEN ANTECEDENT CAREER EDUCATION
PROGRAM EXPENDITURE AND CHAPTER 2 “CAREER EDUCATION TYPE“

PROGRAM ACTIVITY EXPENDITURE

2-Tail
Variable N Mean Std. Dev. S.E. Prob.

Career Education 36 626.23 1527.87 121.17

Subchapter C -
Career Education 0 0 0 0

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education,
Division of Policy and Planning.
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FINDINGS

From the analysis of the data collected for this study

it is concluded that there was an important shift in the

type of program activities funded under Chapter 2 when

compared to the types of programs funded under the

antecedent programs. This change in the pattern of programs

is reflected in the funding levels for program activities

funded with Chapter 2, ECIA as compared to the funding level

for comparable antecedent programs. While the difference

between the total amount of expenditure on Chapter 2 program

activities and the total amount of expenditure on antecedent

programs was not significant (Table 4.14), LEAs were

expending significantly less on some "comparable" programs

(e.g. "Title IV—B Type" program activities and "ESAA Type"

program activities) and substantially less on others. (See

Tables 4.28 — 4.34) The direction and magnitude of the shift

in both the number and size of funded program activities

leads one to conclude that under Chapter 2, ECIA there are

fewer large programs activities and more smaller program

activities.

Earlier research found that Chapter 2, ECIA often

became a "super Title IV-B" program (AASA, 1981); however,

in this study LEAs in Mississippi were spending

significantly less on Title IV—B type activities than on the
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Title IV-B antecedent programs. The mean expenditure for

the Chapter 2 Title IV-B type program activity was $7,239.06

while the mean expenditure for the antecedent Title IV-B

program was $24,001.03.

Earlier research also concluded that by blocking the

antecedent program Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) local

school districts would spend less funds on desegregation

activities. The results of the study concur with these

earlier findings. The mean expenditure for the antecedent

ESAA programs was $9,168.46 while the mean expenditure for

the three Chapter 2, ECIA program activities was $1,288.21.

RESEARCH QUESTION 6

To what extent did local school districts exercise
their power to establish and implement Chapter 2
program activities?

METHOD

The variable of interest in this question is the

discretion of local school authorities in establishing and _

implementing Chapter 2 program activities at the LEA level.

"Local discretion" was measured in three ways: (1) An

analysis of Chapter 2 Coordinators' responses to a survey

questionnaire in which they were asked to register their

perceived changes anchored against antecedent program

restrictions; (2) Descriptions of funded Chapter 2 program

activities taken from a sample of Chapter 2 activities
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reported to the Mississippi State Department of Education;

and, (3) Actual changes in the number of program activities

selected for funding with 1985-86 Chapter 2 funds as

compared to comparable programs funded with the antecedent

programs in 1980-81.

DISCUSSION

The first level of analysis for this question included the

examination of data collected from the questionnaire sent to

all 154 local school districts. On the questionnaire the

LEA Chapter 2 Coordinators were asked to indicate whether

their district experienced less flexibility, about the same

flexibility, or more flexibility in their authority to

establish and implement programs with Chapter 2 funds

compared with antecedent program funding. Four of the eight

antecedent programs funded in 1980-81 were listed. They

were: (1) School Library Resources (Title IV-B, ESEA); (2)

Support and Innovation (Title IV-C, ESEA): (3) Emergency

School Aid (Title VI, ESAA); (4) Career Education (Career

Education Incentive Act). Also, space was provided for the

respondents to list other federal programs consolidated into

Chapter 2, ECIA and local program funds.

In general, LEA Chapter 2 Coordinators reported that

they had more discretion to establish and implement programs

with Chapter 2 funds than with the categorical antecedent
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programs. When measured on a threejpoint Likert scale, the

mean response ranged from 2.48 to 2.72 suggesting that, on

the whole, the respondents felt they had more discretion

over Chapter 2 funds as compared to other funds.

More specifically, ninety—two percent of the Chapter 2

Coordinators reported that they had about the same (37%) or

more (55%) flexibility to establish and implement programs

with Chapter 2 funds compared with ESEA Title IV-B funds.

This response was of particular interest in light of the

fact that ESEA, Title IV-B was one of the least restrictive

antecedent program received by all but one of the LEAs in

Mlssissippi.

Chapter 2 Coordinators reported that Chapter 2 funds

were more flexible than the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA)

program funds (61%) and other federal programs (72%).

Forty-five percent of the Chapter 2 Coordinators reported

that Chapter 2 funds were about as flexible as other local

funds. (See Table 4.29)
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TABLE 4.35

LEA CHAPTER Z C®RDINATORS'
PERCEPTIONS OF LES DISCRETION

OVER CHPATER Z FUNDS AS CUIPARED
TO ANTECEDENT FUNDS

(1) (2) (3) Mean
Program Title N Less About More Response

The Same (N=3)
N Z N Z N Z

ESEA Title ]V•B

(Library Resources)83 6 7.2 31 37.4 46 55.4 2.48

ESEA Title IV-C 59 5 8.5 14 23.7 40 67.8 2.59

ESAA Title VI 33 6 18.2 7 21.2 20 60.6 2.68

Career Education 32 1 3.1 8 25.0 23 71.9 2.68

Other Federal Prog. 18 0 -0- 5 27.8 13 72.2 2.72

Local Funds 71 18 25.4 32 45.1 21 29.6 2.04
Note. Survey Of LEA Chapter 2 Coordinators
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The second means of assessing the discretion exercised

by LEAs in using Chapter 2 funds was an examination of the

LEA's description of program activities as reported on the

Chapter 2 application filed with the State Department of

Education. From a review of a fifteen percent random sample '

of Chapter 2 applications, it was apparent that LEAs were

exercising local discretion in the choice of program

activities funded. For example, program activities that were

funded included: (1) the purchase of computers and classroom

supplies and materials, such as art supplies and science

materials; (2) guidance and testing materials; (3)venetian

blinds; (4) staff development and in—service training; (5)

school personnel such as a certified shop teacher; a school

nurse: kindergarten teachers and aides, and substitute

teachers; and, (6) a complete Drug Education Program. (For

additional information regarding the specific program

activities supported by Chapter 2 funds. (See Appendix).

A third means of assessing LEA discretion in the use of

Chapter 2 funds was a comparison of the actual changes in

the number of program activities selected for funding with

1985-86 Chapter 2 funds to programs funded with the

antecedent programs in 1980-81. (See Table 4.36) For this

comparison local school districts that received antecedent

Title IV—B and Title IV-C programs were selected and the

number of different Chapter 2 program activities funded were

analyzed.



148

When making this comparison, LEAs funded a variety of

Chapter 2 program activities that were different from the

comparable Title IV-B programs. For example, these LEAs

supported such program activities as: "Instructional

Equipment", "Local Improvement Program", "Guidance/

Counseling/ Testing", "Improvement Of Planning and

Management", "Teacher Training /In—Service", "Arts

Education", "Health Education", "Consumer Education",

"Gifted and Talented", "Safe Schools" , and activities
l

supporting the "Establishment Of Educational Proficient

Standards".

A similar pattern was observed when the variety of

Chapter 2 program activities were analyzed according to

local school districts that received ESEA Title IV-C funds.

Local school districts supported such Chapter 2 program

activities as "Reading", "Mathematics", "Written and Oral

Communication", "Local Improvement Program", "Guidance/

Counseling/Testing", "Teacher Training In-Service", "Im-

provement Of Planning and Management", "Arts Education",

"Gifted and Talented", "Establishment Of Educational

Proficiency Standards", and "Safe Schools".



149

TABLE 4.36

‘
THE NUMBER OF ACTIVITIES FUMDED

IF THE SCHOOL DISTRICTS RECEIVED
TITLE IV·B OR TITLE IV-C AMTECEDEHT FUNDS

Nurber of Activities Munber of Activities
Chapter 2 Program Funded If LEA Funded If LEA

Activities Rececived Received
Title IV-B Funds Title IV-C Funds

N=147 H=7

SUBCHAPTER A
Reading 10 2
Mathematics 8 0
written and Oral

Conmunication 2 0

SUBCHAPTER B
Library/Media Materials 112 7
Instructional Equipment 107 7
Local Inprovement Programs 57 6
Guidance/Counsel ing/Testing 8 7
Improvement Of Planning
& Management 4 6
Teacher Training/
In-Service 2 7

SUBCHAPTER C

Arts Education 3 3
Consumer Education 1 O
Health Education 1 0
Establishment Of Educational
Proficient Standards 1 3
Gifted And Talented 13 3
Safe Schools, Vandalism 1 3

@. Survey Of Chapter 2 Coordinators and
Mississippi State Department Of Education
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FINDINGS

Local school districts have demonstrated their

discretion to establish and implement Chapter 2 program

activities in three ways. First, from an analysis of Chapter

2 Coordinators' responses to a questionnaire, Chapter 2

program activities were reported to be more flexible than

the antecedent programs. Second, from descriptions of

Chapter 2 program activities, LEAs were exercising more

local discretion in determining Chapter 2 program activities

than they were under antecedent programs. Third, when

comparing actual changes in the number of program activities

selected for funding with Chapter 2 funds to programs funded

with the antecedent programs, LEAs were exercising local

discretion in their choices of Chapter 2 program activities.

RESEARCH QUESTION 7

To what extent was there a change in the sharing of
authority between public and private school officials
over the design and implementation of Chapter 2 program
activities compared to the involvement in antecedent
programs?

METHOD

To assess the extent to which LEAs shared their

authority over the design and implementation of Chapter 2

program activities with private school officials,

information was gathered from several sources. These
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included: Chapter 2, ECIA legislation; the Mississippi State

Department of Education policy; the questionnaire sent to

the local school districts; and, LEA Chapter 2 applications.

A descriptive analysis of the information was completed and

conclusions concerning the sharing of authority were made.

DISCUSSION

The repackaging of federal aid to education into a

block grant changed federal funding of several educational

programs by providing additional benefits to private schools

(AASA, 1984; Jordan and Irwin, 1981; and , Kyle, 1983) Of

the 42 categorical programs consolidated into Chapter 2,

ECIA, only one program mandated private school participation

and only four other programs made provisions for private

school participation. Thus Chapter 2 extended access to

federally funded programs that previously excluded private

school student participation.

This change was consistent with the intent of the

Chapter 2, ECIA legislation. As stated in the law, the

intent of Congress in Chapter 2 of the Education

Consolidation and Improvement Act was to provide, in the

Federally supported activities, equitable participation of

private school students. In addition to the stated

intention of improving education for private school

students, the law spelled out numerous provisions that "will
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assure equitable participation of such children in the

purposes and benefits of the chapter...
“

[Sec. 586(a)(1)].

In particular, the law states that if the needs of the

children enrolled in private schools are different from the

needs of children enrolled in public schools, the LEA shall

provide Chapter 2 services for the private school children

that address their needs on an equitable basis. [Sec. 586]

Further, if an SEA or LEA is prohibited by law from

providing Chapter 2 services for private school children on

an equitable basis or has substantially failed, or is

unwilling, to provide services for private school children

on an equitable basis, the Secretary can implement a by-pass

thereby serving private school children directly from the

federal government. [Sec. 586(d),(e), and (g)]. These

changes in the law suggest that there should be substantive

changes in the sharing of authority between public and

private school officials over the design and implementation

of program activities serving private school students.

A review of the Mississippi State Department of

Education's policy toward private school participation in

federal and state funded programs revealed no change with

the implementation of Chapter 2, ECIA. The state

department's policy is that private schools are a matter of

local concern and therefore they are not a state concern.

The state department does not even maintain a list of
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private schools operating within the state. Thus the

Mississippi State Department of Education abdicates all

responsibilities for private school involvement to the local

school district.

In an effort to ascertain changes in local school

districts concerning their policy toward private schools it

was assumed that a more open policy would encourage more

private school participation. In fact, the new changes in

the federal law had encouraged a significant increase in the

participation rate of private school pupils nationwide

(AASA, 1984). Thus Chapter 2 coordinators were asked, in the

statewide survey, if the number of private schools

participating in Chapter 2 had changed compared to the

number participating in the antecedent programs. The

response was that 87% said that there was ha change. Of the

additional 13%, three percent said that there was an

increase while ten percent said there was a decrease in

participation.

A third means of determining the extent to which LEAs

shared the design and implementation of Chapter 2 program

activities with private schools was the examination of the

Chapter 2 program applications filed with the State

Department of Education. The applications were reviewed for

two changes: (1) program design and (2) program expenditure.
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A review of a fifteen percent random sample of Chapter

2 LEA applications revealed that there was no change in the

program design for the LEAs that served private school

students. All program designs reflected basic "Title IV-B"

programs which was the only antecedent program in which

private school students in Mississippi participated. A

second observation was the absence of any structural or

procedural manner in which private school involvement was

solicited. In fact, in several cases the "old Title IV-B"

forms were used in requesting private school information.

A fourth indicator of the lack of change in the sharing

of authority over the Chapter 2 program was the purchases

made for private school students. A review of the sample of

Chapter 2 program applications revealed that the purchases

made for private school use was very similar to the

antecedent Title IV-B program. This included: books, film

projectors, computers, and other library-type materials.

FINDINGS

The extent to which LEAs shared their authority with

private school officials over the design and implementation

of Chapter 2 program activities was difficult to determine.

However, from the variety of sources available it was

concluded that little if any change has occurred between the

way Chapter 2 programs were designed and implemented
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compared to the one antecedent program in which private

school students participated, (e.g. ESEA Title IV—B).

RESEARCH QUESTION 8

With the restructuring of the traditional evaluation
requirements placed on federal project activities by
Chapter 2 legislation, to what extent have local
education agencies continued to evaluate Chapter 2
program activities?

METHOD

In order to identify the extent to which LEAs accepted

responsibility for the evaluation of their Chapter 2 program

activities, information was collected from the survey of

Chapter 2 Coordinators. In the survey they were asked to

identify the methods used to evaluated Chapter 2 program

activities by their district. Information was also obtained

from a fifteen percent random sample of Chapter 2

applications in which the LEAs described their plan for

evaluating Chapter 2 program activities.

DISCUSSION

Chapter 2, ECIA did not require LEAs nor SEAs to

provide formal evaluations of individual program activities

as was required of antecedent programs. Because the law left

evaluation in the hands of local schools it was important

to identify how LEAs were evaluating Chapter 2 program

activities. To answer this question LEA Chapter 2
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Coordinators were asked to identify, from a list of common

evaluation measures, the degree eaCh measure Was used to

evaluate their Chapter 2 program activities. Their

responses are presented in Table 4.37.

As reported in Table 4.37, student and teacher feedback

is the most often used measure (65.5%). Forty—two percent of

the LEA Coordinators reported using student data sometimes

with thirty—seven percent reporting using student data
”

often. Forty—two percent reported using self-evaluation

often and forty—nine percent reported using formal

evaluation.

TABLE 4.37

RESPONSES TO SEA SURVEY QUESTIONNATRE
CONCERNING EVALUATING CHAPTER 2 PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

X Used X X X
Not Very Some- Used Don't

Evaluation Measure N Used Little times Often Know
Self-evaluation 81 17.3_ 4.9 30.9 42.0 4.9
Measures of student

performances 80 13.8 10.0 31.3 37.5 7.5
Data on student

usage 81 9.9 12.3 42.0 28.4 7.4
Feedback from students 87 4.6 ~0- 24.1 65.5 5.7
Feedback from teachers 87 6.9 2.3 19.5 65.5 5.7
Feedback from Librarian 83 14.5 8.4 44.6 25.3 7.2
Classroom observation 7917.7 19.0 30.4 26.6 6.3
A formal evaluation of

the program 83 10.8 4.8 31.3 49.4 3.6
Chapter 2 Coordinator's

professional opinion 18 77.8 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.6

Note. Survey Of Chapter 2 Coordinators
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In addition to survey questionnaire data a review of

the sample of Chapter 2 State Applications was made. On

_ the application the LEA coordinators indicated the manner in

which they evaluated each program activity. Of the fifteen

percent sample reviewed only three LEAs reported what would

be defined as a formal evaluation. The others ranged from

counting the number of students participating in the program

activity to opinions of teachers and students.

FINDINGS

If it is accepted that all LEAs which had antecedent

programs had formal evaluations then, based on the LEAs

response to the evaluation question and the review of

Chapter 2 applications, it is evident that there were fewer

formal evaluations of Chapter 2, ECIA program activities

than there were formal evaluation of antecedent programs.

Further, it is evident that the type of evaluations being

used is more often informal assessment rather than reliable

and valid formal program evaluations.
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RESEARCH QUESTION 9

‘
To what extent has the Mississippi State Department of
Education allowed the LEAs to exercise complete
discretion over Chapter 2, ECIA?

METHOD

The final question dealt with the extent to which the

Mississippi State Department of Education allowed the LEAs

to exercise complete discretion over Chapter 2, ECIA as

required by the law. Information was obtained from three

sources: (1) The Chapter 2, ECIA law (P.L. 97-35); (2) the

Mississippi State Department of Education policy statements;

and, (3) The LEA Chapter 2 applications. A descriptive

analysis of the available information was completed and

appropriate conclusions were drawn.

DISCUSSION

Chapter 2 legislation was quite explicit regarding

local school discretion over Chapter 2 funds. It stated that

funds were to be used "in accordance with the needs and

priorities of ... local educational agencies as determined

by those agencies" [Sec. 561(a)]. To reinforce this message,

the law added the following stipulation regarding the funds

that flow directly to districts: "Each local educational

agency shall have complete discretion, subject only to the

provisions of this chapter, in determining how the funds the
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agency receives under this section shall be divided among

the purposes of this chapter..." [Sec. 566(c)].

The procedures established by the Mississippi State

Department of Education for administering Chapter 2 funds to

local school districts was within the guideline of the law

and approved by the Secretary of Education. Included in the

procedures was an application package to be completed by the

officials of the local school district and filed with the

State Department of Education. Among other things, the

application listed 29 different "categories“ under which the

LEA could submit program activities to be operated within

their school district. These categories are listed in the

Appendix.

On the surface these procedures seemed to meet the

legal requirement of total local discretion "... in

determining how the funds ... shall be divided among the

purposes of this chapter..." [Sec. 566(c)]. However, a

closer examination reveals certain restrictions which

severely restrict local control over the design and '

implementation of programs to meet locally identified needs.

For example, in the MSDE policy statements accompanying the

Chapter 2 application is a list of "prohibited

expenditures". This list included: text books, expendable

items, certain types of equipment, and restrictions on

personnel.
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Another restriction placed on local school district

discretion was the list of acceptable "categories". Although

this list was taken directly from the Chapter 2 legislation

there was no provision for local school districts to design

programs to meet local needs that would have been within the

"purposes of the chapter" but did not conform to the list of

"categories" provided by the State Department of Education.

Thus local school administrators were forced to stay within

the limits placed on the LEAs by the Mississippi State

Department of Education.

The restrictions placed on the local school districts

by the application procedure forced school administrators

into making one of four choices. First, local school

district officials could continue to fund antecedent

programs by just changing the title of the existing program

to fit new "categories". Second, local school district

officials could accept new categories and define local needs

within these boundaries. For example, a local school

district could determine that they have a need for Guidance,

Counseling and Testing and choose to expend Chapter 2 funds

for a program activity within this category. Third, local

school district officials could identify local needs, create

a program to meet needs, and force the new program into the

new categories. For example, the school officials may

identify a need for a drug education program but since there
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is not a category for drug education they may label it

"Guidance, Counseling, and Testing". Finally, local school

officials may choose not to use Chapter 2 funds to support

locally identified needs but rather to use only local and/or

state funds. V

FINDINGS

Although the Mississippi State Department of Education

is meeting the requirements of the letter of the law the

procedures used stifle local discretion over the use of

Chapter 2 funds. In particular, the state declares that

local school districts have full discretion over the

expenditure of Chapter 2 funds when, in fact, the procedure

for requesting funds places greater restrictions on LEAs

than the antecedent programs. The State Department of

Education is telling the local school officials that they

can fund program activities to meet local school needs as

long as their needs fall within the twenty—nine titles

provided for in the Chapter 2 application. If their needs .

are different from the titles listed then Chapter 2 funds

are not to be used to support a program aimed at addressing

the identified needs.

On the other hand, the reporting procedures established

by the State Department of Education are not sufficiently

defined nor monitored to assure that all program activities

implemented with Chapter 2 funds fall within the "official"
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twenty·nine categories. Since there are not standard

definitions for program activities established by the State

Department of Education local school officials are allowed

to define the program activities as they choose. Therefore

clever school administrators design program activities to

meet local needs and create program descriptions that fall

within the "official" list.

SUMMARY

Provided in this chapter was an analysis of the data

collected from the various sources: Mississippi State

Department of Education's Chapter 2 survey questionnaire,

SEA records, and LEA data. This section was followed by a

description of the antecedent programs in Mississippi. The

next section provided a description of Chapter 2 program

activities in the state of Mississippi and concluded that

over eighty—nine percent of the funds were spent in three

categories: Library and Media Materials; Instructional

‘Equipment, and Local Improvement Programs. The last section

analyzed appropriate data to answer the six policy-relevant

research questions.

In the next chapter, general conclusion from this study

will be presented along with a discussion of policy

implications for each of the six Chapter 2 objectives. The

chapter will conclude with recommendations for future

research on the topic.
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POLICY IMPLICATION8 FROM THE STUDY
OF CHAPTER 2, ECIA IN MISSISSIPPI

In reviewing results of this and other studies relating

to Chapter 2 of the Education Consolidation and Improvement

Act it seems reasonable to conclude that none of the Reagan

administration's objectives were achieved without an unin-

tended or undesired consequence. This chapter discusses the

background of Chapter 2, ECIA and presents policy implica-

tions for each of the six objectives.

BACKGROUND

In 1981, with the election of President Reagan and a

Republican controlled Senate, federal policy toward educa-

tion changed significantly. This policy change was consist-

ent with President Reagan's overall goal to reduce the role

of government in the economy, reduce federal spending, and

transfer significant powers and responsibilities to state

and local levels of government and to the private sector. As

a part of this "New Federalism" the Administration proposed

"The Program for Economic Recovery" which was designed to

provide: a stable and restrictive monetary policy; a reduc-

tion in personal and business taxes; a cut in domestic

spending and an increase in defense spending; and, substan-

tial regulatory relief.

163
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The Administration's economic program was based on a

fundamentally conservative social philosophy for the

responsibilities of the federal government in promoting the

general welfare of the country's citizens. The

Administration argued that economic recovery and long-term

growth were important prerequisites to achieving other

goals. By yoking its social and educational agenda to the

economic policy, the administration secured a degree of

public and legislative support for its program that

otherwise might not have been forthcoming. However, social

and structural reform was a secondary goal of the Program

for Economic Recovery. As a consequence, programs aimed at

developing human resources (e.g. education, training, and

social services) were disproportionately cut rather than

maintained or reformed (Palmer and Sawhill, 1981).

In response to President Reagan's proposal, Congress

passed "The Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981" which

included portions of the Administration's economic program.

This act was intended to: (1) provide tax relief from

inflation—induced bracket creep; (2) promote economic

growth; and, (3) reduce the size of government. The

immediate result was a 25% across—the-board tax reduction in

personal income tax with an estimated revenue loss of over

$1 trillion for the first six years. (Palmer & Sawhill,

1981) _
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In an effort to offset the reduced federal revenue

brought about by the tax cut the Administration recommended

drastic reductions in the growth of federal spending in

non—defense activities and a restructuring of the system for

distributing federal aid. This was reflected in the

President's proposed budget presented to Congress, in March

of 1981, in which he proposed a reduction in non—defense

program outlays of 15 to 20 percent in real terms with major

targets being means-tested entitlement programs and annually

funded grants to states and local levels of government.

(Palmer & Sawhill, 1981) The President's budget package had

two major implications for education: (1) a reduction in the

budget authority for elementary, secondary, and vocational

education by 33% less than the amount needed to maintain

programs at the FY 1981 levels and (2) the consolidation of

a large number of categorical grants into fewer, broad-based

block grants.

Congress responded to the Administration's proposal

with the largest consolidation of education programs in

history: the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (P.L.

97-35). This act included nine block grants combining

sixty—six different categorical grants. Seven were new block

grants in the areas of health and social services with one

combining a number of community development grants and

another combining a number of educational grants.



166

The educational block grant was Title V, Education

Consolidation and Improvement Act, Chapter 2, Subtitle D of

the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981, P.L. 97-35. Although

this act consolidated forty-two categorical programs/titles

Vinto one block grant, the purposes for which the funds from

the various funding sources were intended remained the same.

By "blocking" the funding programs into a single fund, the

legislators hoped to retain the basic purposes of the

earlier legislation, while freeing the local school agency

to choose among the several purposes in accordance with its

own needs and priorities.

The Reagan Administration's philosophy of cutting

federal spending, reducing the federal role, and

transferring control from the federal level to the local

levels of government was applied toward the Administration's

broader educational policy. From the Administration's

perspective, the Constitution established education as a

state and local responsibility. Using this interpretation,

the administration's goal was:

(1) The reduction, consolidation, and/or
elimination of federal education
programs,

(2) A substantial reduction in the funding
of federal programs and,

(3) The abolition of the Department of
Education. (Clark & Amiot, 1983)
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In short, Reagan's radical tax cut created pressure to

substantially reduce federal spending. The reduction was

part of the overall Republican objective to reduce the role
‘

of the federal government by transferring control to lower

levels of government. In order to make the drastic cuts more

politically viable, the Administration proposed "blocking"

forty-two categorical programs/titles into one education

block grant under Chapter 2 of the Omnibus Budget

Reconciliation Act of 1981. This act, in effect, eliminated

categorical aid which was the principal instrument of

Federal control of funding priorities while retaining the

laudable purposes to which categorical aid was designed. In

addition, blocking the 42 funding programs into a single

fund extended the Administration's objectives which

included: (1) Radically reducing the amount of paperwork

imposed on states and local school districts; (2) Extending

aid to more LEAs; (3) Providing private schools with a

greater share in the authority over public funds; and, (4)

Allowing the LEAs, rather than the federal government, to

determine how to allocate available funds in accordance with

local needs and priorities. The education agenda was thus

transferred from the federal level of government to the

local school districts. This was consistent with the theme

of the New Federalism: to provide local school districts the

authority to design and implement program activities to meet

locally determined needs.
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From the Reagan Administration's standpoint, Chapter 2

of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981

exemplified the New Federalism's educational policy for the

federal government. Specifically, the legislation was

designed to achieve six immediate intents: (1) To reduce the

amount of paperwork. (2) To equalize the distribution of the

Federal funds; (3) To increase local discretion in the

disposition of the Federal funds; (4) To provide in the

Federally supported activities equitable participation of

private school students; (5) To increase local

responsibility for program evaluations; (6) To limit the

role of the State education agencies.

INTENDED AND UNINTENDED RESULTS
OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF CHAPTER 2, ECIA IN MISSISSIPPI

The purpose of this study was to examine the extent to

which the six expressed intentions of Chapter 2, ECIA were

realized in the school districts in Mississippi. These were:

(1) Has Chapter 2, ECIA effectively reduced
the paperwork burden placed on local
education agencies?

(2) Has Chapter 2, ECIA equalized the
distribution of funds to LEAs?

(3) Have LEAs exercised local discretion in
the design and implementation of Chapter
2 program activities?

(4) Have public schools shared the control
over Chapter 2 program activities with
private school authorities?

(5) Have local school authorities accepted
responsibility for the accountability of
Chapter 2 program activities?
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(6) Has the STate Department of Education
4 permitted LEAS to exercise local control

over Chapter 2, ECIA?

The focus of the study was to observe changes brought

about by the implementation of Chapter 2, ECIA at the local

jurisdiction of government when federal funds were under

local control. Each of the six objectives of Chapter 2, ECIA

are discussed in light of the nine research questions of

this study.

Before observations began it was necessary to assess

the extent to which adequate information was available. A

through investigation of twenty-one types of data from eight

different data sources revealed that all but one source

provided secondary information. While these secondary

sources provided standard information aggregated at a

collective state level, direct information about the

specific impact on local school districts would need to

come from a mail questionnaire.

In short, a review of the available information led to

three conclusions.

(1) Secondary sources of information
collected by the State Department of ‘

Education would not provide a complete
and accurate picture of local level
effects.

(2) Additional information from local school
districts would be necessary, preferably
from a mail survey.

(3) The data that was available came from a
variety of sources and consequently had
an assortment of units of measure. This
necessitated the construction of a
special data management system.



170

PAPERWORK REDUCTION

One of the primary goals of Chapter 2, ECIA was to

reduce radically the amount of paperwork and administrative

burden imposed on states and local school districts by the

42 categorical funding programs without lessening program

quality. Results from this and other studies (Hastings and

Bartell, 1983; Kyle, 1983; OIG, 1983; Knapp et. al., 1983;

Corbett et. al., 1983) support the fact that the amount of

paperwork required to carry out the administration of the

new program was reduced but not without certain unintended

consequences.

The Act effectively accomplished the goal of reducing

the paperwork burden by eliminating the need for a separate

application for each of the 42 antecedent programs, reducing

the fiscal reporting to state and federal agencies,

eliminating evaluation reports for the first two years, and

reducing the local progress reports to one annual rather

than four quarterly reports. In addition, only one admin-

istrative system was required to manage the budgeting,

accounting, auditing, inventory, and evaluation of Chapter

2, ECIA rather than a separate system for each categorical

program as before.

However, accompanying the reduction of paperwork burden

was three unintended consequences. First, there was a

general loss of state and local level administrative staff.

These people not only provided support for the program but
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also performed a number of other staff support functions

ranging from routine monitoring to instructional leadership.

This loss was not restricted to local school districts but

was felt at the state level as well. The departments within

the Mississippi State Department of Education that were

responsible for the management of antecedent programs lost

twenty-five percent of their personnel. This loss was

ultimately reflected in diminished technical assistance

provided by the state to local schools.

Second, when analyzed from the local school districts

perspective there existed considerable variability in the

reduction of paperwork. For example, some LEAs' paperwork

increased because they never had applied for federal
i

programs in the past while other LEAs' paperwork was reduced

because they applied for several antecedent programs.

Further, comparing paperwork reduction based on programs

funded omits a substantial amount of paperwork that is not

considered, such as the many applications that were

submitted but not funded.

Third, the unintended consequence of reducing the

paperwork burden reduced the quality of programs implemented

with Chapter 2 funds. The rules and regulations from the

federal government required state education agencies to

provide local education agencies with a list of "categories"

to choose program activities that best fit their needs. In

Mississippi, the State Department of Education (MSDE)
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developed an application packet for each LEA to apply for

Chapter 2 funds. As a part of this packet LEAs were asked to

select from among 29 different categories the activities in

which they planned to expend Chapter 2 funds. (See Appendix

II and III).

The Chapter 2 application used by the MSDE did not

provide for explicit program definitions. This reduction in

paperwork, in effect, closed the front door while leaving

open the back door. For example, the lack of program

definitions and guidelines allowed local education agencies

to be very elusive in their descriptions of Chapter 2

program activities. This provided LEAs with the opportunity

to use Chapter 2 funds as general aide. A point in case: one

LEA labeled its Chapter 2 program as a "Local Improvement

Program" and defined the need as follows:

The school needs 55 venetian blinds for classrooms to
help regulate the amount of light and darkness desired
for study and teaching. Blinds will give privacy when
needed.

Another LEA requested $37,714 to meet the following need:

Our survey of need reveal a major deficiency in maps
and globes in each of our schools. The ones we now have
are outdated and are not conducive to teaching children
about today's and tomorrow's world. Included in this
project is a sufficient amount of maps and globes to
meet our accreditation standards.
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The program evaluation included:

A comparison of achievement test results on next year's
tests will be compared with this year's results, in the
social studies area and the Instructional Supervisor
and principals will determine what effect the purchase
of these materials has had on pupil performance by
completing a check list.

As illustrated by these two examples, the reduction in

paperwork burden (e.g. the application process) resulted in

a loss of definable programs and a reduction in program

quality. In addition, by not requiring LEAs to submit

detailed program evaluations, the impact of Chapter 2, ECIA

program activities are left with out supporting evidence of

program effectiveness. _

EQUALIZATION OF THE DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL FUNDS

Prior to the enactment of Chapter 2, ECIA 42

educational programs were made available to state and local

jurisdictions in the form of competitive and categorical

grants. Competitive grants were offered to school districts

that submitted the best proposals. This meant that large

school districts with capable grantsmen often
“won"

the

competition while smaller districts without access to

grantsmen were unable to compete successfully for these

grants. Categorical aid was provided to address special

needs of specific populations deemed to be in the national

interest, e.g. Ethnic Heritage Studies, Metric Education).

This method of providing funds for educational purposes

permitted the federal government to specify, in some
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detail, the national purposes or goals for which the

categorical funds would be expended, the educational

agencies that would be supported in pursuing the national

goals, the precise programs and activities to be involved,

and the basis on which the aid recipient agency's

performance would be evaluated. Further, it allowed the

government to compensate for inequities in the fiscal

capacity of regions, states, and local jurisdictions. The

heavily conditional nature of this mode of funding

stimulated and supported programs designed to meet national

goals that might not be undertaken without a federal

initiative. Assurance that such needs were being served was

enforced by detailed accountability procedures and closely

monitored by federal officers or their agents in the SEAs.

When Congress passed Chapter 2 of the Education

Consolidation Improvement Act, the intent to equalize the

distribution of federal funds was achieved by changing the

manner in which the funds were distributed. The new federal

funds were distributed "to the local educational

agencies . . . according to the relative enrollments in

public and nonpublic schools within the school districts

adjusted, in accordance with criteria approved by the

Secretary, to provide higher per pupil allocations to local

educational agencies which have the greatest numbers or

percentages of children whose education imposes a higher

than average cost per child". [Sec. 565 (a)]
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This study looked at the effects of Chapter 2, ECIA on

the equalization of the distribution of funds in three ways:

· the change in the level of funding to LEAs, the change in

the number of programs supported, and the change in the

types of programs supported.

First, the difference between the level of funding with

Chapter 2, ECIA and the level of funding from the total

antecedent programs was calculated. The amount of funds lost

was significantly greater (p<.05) than the amount of funds

gained. The total amount of funds lost exceeded the amount

gained by more than a 10 to 1 ratio.

Although there were significant differences in the

total amount of Chapter 2 funds there were more districts

that gained funds than lost funds. The differences between

the "gainers" and the "losers" was not found to be

significant by either size, as measured by Average Daily

Attendance, or by wealth of district as measured by Ability

Per-Pupil Unit. However, from a case study perspective, more

large than small districts in Mississippi gained funds while

more small than large districts lost funds. Also, more

"least wealthy“ districts gained than lost funds while more

"wealthiest" districts lost rather than gained funds. This

finding was contrary to an earlier study (Knapp, et. al.,

i

1986) in which small districts gained and large districts

were the losers.
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Second, the distribution of Chapter 2 funds was

analyzed by the change in the number of program activities

supported with Chapter 2 funds as compared to the number of

programs supported with antecedent funds. The number of

program activities supported with Chapter 2 funds was found

to be significantly greater than the number of programs

funded with antecedent funds (p<.OO1). Chapter 2 funds were

spread over more program activities, thus serving more

locally identified needs than under the antecedent programs.

There was not significant difference in the number of

program activities supported with Chapter 2 funds and the

size (ADA) or wealth of district (APU). However, small and

medium sized LEAs funded more Chapter 2 program activities

and large LEAS funded fewer Chapter 2 program activities. On

the other hand, "least wealthy" district funded fewer

program activities than "wealthiest" districts.

Third, the distribution of Chapter 2 funds was analyzed

to ascertain changes at the local district level in the

types of programs funded. This comparison was difficult to

make because the titles for Chapter 2 program activities

often did not reflect program content and some antecedent

programs such as "Teacher Corp" and "Innovative Practices"

were not listed on the approved MSDE list of Chapter 2

program activities. Even with these limitation LEAs were

expending significantly less on some "comparable" programs

and substantially less on others. For example, contrary to
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earlier research (Knapp, 1986; AASA, 1983) which labeled

Chapter 2 as a "Super Title IV-B" program, the LEAs in

Mississippi expended significantly less on "Title IV-B Type"

program activities. On the other hand, congruent with

earlier research (Darling—Hammond, 1983), the number of

"Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) Type" program activities

was reduced significantly.

In short, the net affect of the implementation of

Chapter 2 in Mississippi was: (1) An overall significant

loss of funds with some districts suffering from substantial

loss while other districts enjoyed a considerable gain in

funds. (2) LEAs were supporting more program activities with

Chapter 2 funds than they were with antecedent program funds

thus serving more locally identified needs. (3) LEAs in

Mississippi were supporting fewer "Title IV-B Type" program·

activities and reduced significantly their support for

"Emergency School Aid Type" program activities.

This study concluded that the redistribution of Chapter

2 funds coupled with unleashed local discretion resulted in

three predictable but otherwise unintended results. First,
l

smaller school districts received sizable amounts of funds

with little or no prior experience with federal programs and

little guidance from the state education agency. These

districts seldom designed “definable" programs. This

resulted in expending funds for activities in which there

were no measurable program effects leaving the question of



178

both quality and impact of the program activity in question.

Second, the median level of program funding decreased

significantly and the number of programs funded changed from

a few larger programs to many smaller programs. With the

exception of one program activity which was funded at

$301,024, the largest program activity funded was $47,554.

The median expenditure ranged from $733 to $9,340. This

shift in equalizing the distribution of funds resulted in

such dispersion of funds so that program effect was minimal

if not transparent. Finally, the increase in local

discretion and the shift away from support for former

desegregation programs suggest that local school districts

are withdrawing from earlier federal mandates. For example,

only three LEAs supported Chapter 2 program activities for

"Programs To Support Minority Children" (Mean = $3,456) as

compared to 17 LEAs that had ESAA programs (Mean =

$192.082).

INCREASE IN LOCAL DISCRETION

Under the prior categorical method of funding

educational programs, an explicit purpose and an imposed

federal priority was included within each program. Chapter

2, ECIA legislation altered this plan by providing local

school districts with increased discretion over the

establishment of program objectives and funding priorities.

This was accomplished by providing each district with a list
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of twenty-nine program topics defined as legitimate program

titles. Each district was to choose from these categories

the programs they wished to fund. Local school authorities

were given flexibility to design programs to address local

priorities and authority to establish funding priorities

within these program titles. In short, LEAs were allowed,

within broad guidelines, to decide how and where the funds

from Chapter 2 would be expended.

In this case study of LEAs in the state of Mississippi,

the intention of Chapter 2 legislation to provide local

discretion for school authorities to establish and implement

program activities to meet local need was confirmed. First,

an analysis of Chapter 2 Coordinators' responses to a survey

questionnaire concluded that local school administrators

perceived the Chapter 2 program as being more flexible than

the antecedent programs.

Second, a review of Chapter 2 program activities

reported to the State Department of Education revealed that

local school administrators were using Chapter 2 funds to

meet many types of needs that would not have been

permissible under the antecedent programs. For example, one

districts purchased venetian blinds for their school. It is

doubtful that this expenditure could have been justified

under any of the antecedent programs.

Finally, actual changes in the number of program

activities supported with Chapter 2 funds were compared to
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comparable antecedent programs. This comparison revealed
·

that LEAs were funding a variety of Chapter 2 program

activities different from the antecedent programs that they

had previously funded. For example, LEAs that received only

Title IV—C funds supported such activities as Teacher

Training, Gifted and Talented, Guidance/ Counseling/Testing,

Arts Education, and Reading.

This change in the authority to establish program

priorities resulted in increasing local discretion at the

expense of transferring the education agenda from the

federal level to the local school districts. These changes

often resulted in local school districts completely

withdrawing from prior program commitments thus allowing for

the abandonment of the original national priorities. (For

example, of the 17 LEAs that had received funding for the

antecedent program "Emergency School Aid Act", only one

continued to support a Chapter 2, ECIA program activity

labeled "Programs To Support Minority Children".) It was the

underlying intention of Chapter 2 legislation to allow local

education agencies to establish their own priorities,

however it was not clear that the intention of the

legislation was for local school districts to abandon

federal priorities. In fact, in testimony given at

Congressional hearings it was reported that local school

districts would, if given the authority, support such

national imperatives as school desegregation. As this study
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clearly illustrates, local education agencies, if given the

opportunity, will seldom support national imperatives such

as "Metric Education" and "School Desegregation" rather,

they will use federal funds for general education purposes.

PROVISION FOR EQUITABLE PARTICIPATION OF
PRIVATE SCHOOL STUDENTS

Chapter 2, ECIA broadened the scope of federal programs

available to private school students, increased private

school authority over these funds, and increased the actual

dollar value of services provided to private school

students. This was accomplished through four special

provisions made by Chapter 2, ECIA. First, local school

districts were to provide private school children with

benefits and services equitable to those provided to public

school children. This required LEAs to consult with

appropriate private school officials regarding the

development and implementation of the Chapter 2 program

before making any decision that affected the opportunities

of private school children to participate in the program.

Second, if the needs of children enrolled in private schools

were different from the needs of those enrolled in public

schools, the LEAs were to provide Chapter 2 services for the

private school children that addressed their needs on an

equitable basis. Third, the LEAs could not require

assurances from private schools regarding compliance with

Chapter 2 requirements, such as Title IV of the Civil Rights
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Act of 1964 and Title IX of the Education Amendments of

1972, as a condition to receiving services. Fourth, if an

LEA did not provide equitable benefits and services to

private school children, then the SEA or the federal

government were to make arrangements, such as through a by-

pass contract with a nonprofit agency or organization, under

which private school children were provided with services

and materials equitable with those provided to public school

children.

The increased access to and authority over federally

funded programs provided to private school students by

Chapter 2, ECIA has led to six unintended results as

reported in the review of the literature. First, there has

been a significant increase in the participation rate of

private school pupils (AASA, 1984). While this·is the

trend on a national level, this study of the LEAs in

Mississippi produced conflicting results. On the survey sent

to the local Chapter 2 Coordinators only three percent

reported an increase in private school participation. Ten

percent reported a decrease and 87% reported no change.

Although the participation rate of private school students

may not be on the increase in Mississippi, the issue of

constitutionality of providing public funding for private

schools is still a matter of concern.

Second, the actual dollar value of services provided to

private school students has increased on the average, thus
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providing funds for private use that could otherwise be used

for improving public education. (It is estimated that

nearly three times as much federal aid was provided to

private school students under Chapter 2 than was available

under the several categorical programs. (AASA, 1984)) While

the amount of funds diverted from public schools may be on

the increase nationally, this study did not find evidence of

an increase in Mississippi.

Third, the greater authority given to private school
l

officials over the use of federal funds often altered the

public and private school relationship (Knapp & Cooperstein,

1984; OIG, 1983; Darling-Hammond & Marks, 1983; Turnbull &

Marks, 1986). However, in Mississippi, this did not seem to

be the case. Public and private school administrators, in

personal interviews, stated that there was not a noticeable

change in their relationship.

Fourth, public school officials are required to share

authority over purposes and priorities established for

private school students but public school officials can not

require private school officials to provide compliance

assurances as a condition for receiving federal funds. This

leaves the door open for potential misuse of public funds.

While this study did not address this issue it is a

continuing concern. Especially in light of the State

Department of Education's current policy: private schools

are a matter of local concern and therefore not a state
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concern. The state department does not even maintain a list

of private schools operating within its jurisdiction.

Fifth, the increase in private school participation

placed additional demands upon local school administrators

for a wide—range of technical assistance. This added strain

to the already overburdened public school administration

(Darling-Hammond & Marks, 1983). This seemed to be a concern

in Mississippi as well. In interviews and on the survey of

Chapter 2 Coordinators in Mississippi, it was reported that

local officials were having difficulty in determining what

type of services were permissible and how much services were

to be provided.

Sixth, private schools participating in Chapter 2, ECIA

are not subject to the more rigorous monitoring and

auditing procedures required of the previous categorical

program funds thus raising the issue of assuring

accountability for the expenditure of public funds. In

Mississippi, the State Department of Education makes no

provisions for auditing private schools that participate in

Chapter 2, ECIA. The responsibility is left with the local

education agency.

INCREASE IN LOCAL RESPONBIBILITY
FOR PROGRAM EVALUATIONS

Chapter 2, ECIA was intended to increase local

responsibility for program evaluations. Under Chapter 2,

ECIA, LEAs were no longer required to perform the structured

program evaluations earlier mandated by the federal
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government. They only had to "provide such information to

the state education agency as reasonably may be required for

fiscal audit and program evaluation [566 (a)(3)]." °

This raises an important policy issue: how evaluation

systems balance accountability and flexibility. Chapter 2

legislation sets the stage for this dilemma by increasing

local discretion over program design and implementation and

restricting mandated structured evaluation procedures. This

led to one unintended result: the inability to define or

measure program effects thus making accountability difficult

to achieve. In Mississippi, for example, local school

administrators were given a list of 29 topics from which to

select as funding categories. There were no accompanying

guidelines defining program categories or providing criteria

for evaluation. As a consequence, one school district

designed a drug prevention program under the "Local

Improvement" category while another school district

purchased venetian blinds under the same category. The

question of evaluation was addressed both in the survey of

Chapter 2 Coordinators and review of Chapter 2 application.

The Chapter 2 Coordinators reported student and teacher

feedback as the most often used measure for evaluating

program effectiveness. The shortfall for evaluations was

further illuminated in the review of application. Of a

fifteen percent random sample of applications, only three

LEAs reported using standard evaluation procedures. A
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typical evaluation for a Chapter 2 program activity would be

as follows. "Local Improvement Program" is the Chapter 2

program activity. Thé program is defined as providing a

"16mm Project for viewing films related to our curricular

offering to students and viewing film during staff

development training sessions when consultants are not

available". The evaluation consist of: "We have over 900

film in our film library. The interest level of students

will be observed by teachers. By observation and improvement

in standardized achievement test scores and the ACT". (See

Appendix) -° ‘ „ V

By removing the uniform federal requirements for

program design and structured evaluation procedures there

was neither a method for attributing funding levels to

specific program activities nor a means of measuring program

effects.
In short, under Chapter 2, ECIA State Education

Agencies established how much or how little evaluation

districts were required to perform. In Mississippi, only

program "labels" were provided leaving program definitions

and evaluation criteria to the local education agency. This,

in effect, left the evaluation of Chapter 2 program

activities to reflect local traditions, beliefs in the

value of evaluations, and local expertise. The result was

predictable: with the shift in the responsibility for

program evaluations changing from federally mandated program
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evaluations to volunteer local evaluations both the quality

and the reliability of the evaluations would suffer leaving

the question of accountability unanswered.

THE LIMITED ROLE OF THE STATE EDUCATION AGENCIES

The role of the state education agency as it pertained

to the categorical antecedent programs that were

consolidated into Chapter 2, ECIA was to provide technical

assistance to local education agencies, monitor program

compliance, and assure fiscal responsibility. With the

enactment of Chapter 2, the role of state education agencies

was severely curtailed. Under Chapter 2, local education

agencies had full discretion over local program design and

implementation. Essentially, the role of the SEAs was

reduced to that of trustee of federal funds. A SEA might

influence the formula to be used in the state to distribute

Chapter 2 funds but it had no authority to amend local

decisions concerning program design, implementation, or

evaluation. Further, SEAs were no longer authorized to

either conduct site visits in order to monitor program

activity and assure compliance with the law or to evaluate

local programs. Rather, SEAs were instructed to rely upon

reports provided by the LEAs.

Redefining the role of the SEA produced five major

consequences. First, the legislation was very clear

concerning the autonomy local education agencies had over

Chapter 2 funds. For example, section 566(c) states "Each
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local educational agency shall have complete discretion ...

in determining how the funds the agency receives under this

section shall be divided among the purposes of the

chapter. . ." The restrictive nature of the legislation

allowed State Education Agencies to influence local decision

making as little as they would like. As far as the State

Department of Education was concerned, they would interfere

as little as possible. The state of Mississippi provided

the least influence allowed under the law, even in the

distribution of the state set—aside.

Second, there was a transfer of programmatic decisions

from the federal level directly to the local school

districts without SEA intervention or monitoring thus

leaving the issue of accountability in limbo. For example,

the SEA failed to provide adequate guideline for LEAs to

follow when dealing with private schools. This failure had

two consequences: it failed to assuring private schools

their appropriate share of Chapter 2 funds and it failed to

see that LEAs were dealing with private schools as the law

provided (e.g. Civil Rights compliance).

Third, in Mississippi the new method of distributing

Chapter 2 funds resulted in significant increases of funds

to smaller LEAs — some LEAs had never received federal

assistance before. For example, under the antecedent

programs there were 252 programs in less than 100 districts.

With the implementation of Chapter 2 there were 416 program
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activities in 154 districts. Expertise in how to manage

federal grants was often not readily available at the local

level for smaller districts. They often had such problems

as not expending all of their allocated funds by the end of

the fiscal year. Chapter 2 had no provisions for carrying

over unencumbered funds. Small districts were penalized for

not knowing how to operate federal programs. They were in

need more technical assistance from the SEA not less.

Fourth, the State Department of Education failed to

provide any guidelines for LEAs to use in designing

evaluations for Chapter 2 program activities thus the

program activities were left with inadequate evaluation

plans. This lessening of SEA technical assistance to LEAs

and the lack of local expertise in designing measurable

outcomes for the Chapter 2 program activities made it all

but impossible to determine the impact of Chapter 2 on

education. Further, the quality of the program activities

was left unchecked,

Finally, the lack of State Department Of Education's

direction in defining Chapter 2 program activities led to

school administrators making one of four predictable

choices. First, some local school district officials

continued to fund antecedent programs by just changing the

title of the existing program to fit new "categories". For

example, some LEAs simply changed their former Title IV-B

program to the Chapter 2 program activity "Library/Media
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Materials". Second, some local school district officials

accepted new categories and defined local needs within these

boundaries. For example, some local school districts

determined that they needed Guidance, Counseling and Testing

and choose to expend Chapter 2 funds for a program activity

within this category. Third, some local school district

officials identified local needs, created a program to meet

these needs, and forced the new program into the new

categories. For example, a school officials identified a

need for a drug education program but since there was not a

category for drug education he labeled it a "Local

Improvement Program". Fourth, some local school officials

chose not to use Chapter 2 funds to support locally j

identified needs but rather to use only local funds. For

example, one LEA refused to accept Chapter 2 funds.

SUMMARY

From an opponents' view, Chapter 2, ECIA threatened to

dilute national priorities for education, lessen LEA

accountability for results, expose the nation to a

constitutional dispute over involvement of private schools,

and ultimately lessen the quality of projects and programs

funded by the federal government. Yet, nothing in the Reagan

proposal suggested that his administration wished to dilute

national priorities, rather he wished to reduce the role of
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the federal government in setting those priorities. Nothing

in the Reagan proposal suggested that his administration

expected or wished for any lessening of program quality or

of LEA accountability for results, rather he wished to

reduce drastically the amount of time LEAs were involved in

applying for different funding programs and filing numerous

reports. Nothing in the Reagan proposal suggested that his

administration desired to create a Constitutional problem

for private schools, he only wished to increase the

authority of private schools in the design of programs to

meet their unique needs.

Accordingly, the policy relevant issues raised by

Chapter 2, ECIA might reasonably be summed as follows:

* Reduce the amount of paperwork without
reducing the quality of programs,

* Equalize the distribution of federal
funds without reducing the benefits to
specific target populations,

* Increase local discretion without
diminishing prior program commitments to
the original national priorities,

* Increase the role of private education
without raising the constitutional
issue,

* Reduce reporting and evaluation
requirements without a commensurate loss
of accountability, and

* Reduce the constraints on SEAs in the
planning of federally funded projects
and programs without a loss of perceived
quality in those programs.
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While the goals of the Reagan administration were

admirable they were not without unintended consequences. In

Mississippi, the implementation of Chapter 2, ECIA met each

of the six objectives but each goal had its limitations.
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School District Nano :

Survay R•spond•nt's Nana :
Titla: Phons:( )

.0IHE: ALL hukuzation will be kogt ¤¤uüdantialJ
PART A: CHAPTER 2 PROGRAH A TIVITIES IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Indicata whathar your dlstrict has lass flaxlbllity, about ths sans
flaxlblllty, or mors flsxiblllty to astabllsh and inplanant programs
undar Chaptsr 2 conparad with-aach of tha following funding sourcas.
(PLEASE CIRCLE Qßß NUHBER FOR EACH PROGRAH)

About ths Did not Not
I.111 §§.l.I. 119.:.1 $1:.1

A. School Library
. Rasorcas 1 2 3 4 9

(Tltls IV—B. ESEA)
B. Support & Innovation

· (Titla IV·C. ESEA) 1 2 3 4 9
C. Enargancy School Aid

(Tltla VI,ESEA)(ESAA) 1 2 3 4 9
D. Car••r Educatlon

(Carsar Education 1 2 3 4 9
Incsntiva Act)

E. Othar prograns
consolldatod into
Chaptsr 2

1 2 3 4 9

1 2 3 4 9
F. Ragular dlstrlct

aducatlon funds 1 2 3 4 9
Pl•as•

Lndlcsts whothar dlstrlct prograss supportsd by sach ofth•
followlng ant•c•d•nt fundlng sourcss hsvs rasalnadz (1) thssass; (2) lncr•as•d: (3) d•cr•as•d: (4) b••n

radaflnsdz or,
(5) b••n

allslnatsd b•caus• of Chaptar 2.
Mmühun

Stayed the Program Ihn':
Intim! Elizuam In.L&I;Q2 Mz

A. School Llbrary Rasorcas
(Tltla IV-B, ESEA) 1 2 3 4 5 6 9

B. Support & Innovation
(Tltla IV—C, ESEA) 1 Z 3 4 5 6 9

C. Easrgsncy School Aid
(Tltla VI,ESEA)(ESAA) 1 2 3 4 5 6 9

D. Car••r Education
<Car••r Education 1 2 3 4 5 6 9
Incsntlva Act) '

E. Othar prograns
consolldatad into 1 2 3 4 5 6 9
Chaptar 2

................_______ I 2 3 4 5 6 9
_____________________ 1 2 3 .4 5 6 9
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who has had a yery important role in selecting the purposes for which
Chapter 2 funds have been used?

(PLEASE CIRCLE A_L_L THAT APPLY) _

01 State Departnnt of Edeeation 07 School board nn
(2 District superintmdent N Prinesipals 12 Strelents
03 Associate seeperintendeet 09 Teachee 13 Panents
06 Assistant superiretendent 10 Lilreiee or 16 Local civic groups
06 Chapter 2 coordinator hdia Specialists 15 Local bueiresss
N Other district adeirexstrators ll Teachers lheion 16 Other colrmity nuers

17 Other HER 5EEIFYl_
99 Hot Sure

what factors have influenced how your district has used Chapter 2 funds?
(PLEASE CIRCLE QLL THAT APPLY)

01 Desire to continue progran N Preferences of key district pesonnel .
funded by antecedent progrns 07 Pressen froe the local conunity

02 Unanticipated critical needs N Recunndations in national refore reports
03 Existirq district priorities 09 hconndations in state refore repor·ts _
06 Heer district riorities created 10 State eandates or riorities

due to Chapter 2 furding 11 Interpretation of Chapte 2 regulatione
N Other- ongoing prograes that 12 The aeneent of einey received

needed additional support 13 Ileet aocreditation stendarde
99 Hot Sure 16 Dth••

HSEDidyou assess the needs of the students before deciding on what program
activities would be supported with Chapter 2 funds? Yes No
If so, how often ?
Briefly describe the process:

How often did the State Department of Education provide technical
assistance for your Chapter 2 program activities in 1984-B5?

01 Ho Technical lhsistance 03 Teice
02 Cru 06 Three or eore tina

what types of assistance did they provide? -

01 Proposal develonet 05 Ihconnded coresultunts
(2 Noposal revien t critigue N Instructions on Feehral Guidelines
03 Budget developnt 07 ksistuee eith coqleting application
06 Consulting service for prograe design NOtherH£Hwhich

of the following statements best descri be your district° s
relationship to the State Department Of Education concerning Chapter 2?

(PLEASE CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY).
"Mississippi State Department of Education . . ."

01 ls eore on·iented to helping than checkireg up. 07 Has been coreerned eith the educational services delivred.
02 ls eore or·iented to checking up than helping. N Has acted on one- suggestions.
03 Hastakena'hardsoff'ap1s·oa:1e. 09 Hasn0tr'espond•dtoorar·senggestiores„
06 Has taken a directive approach. 10 Arhinisters üeapter 2 the san as other federal prograes.
05 Has helped resolve the nchanics of the Chapter 2 wogrn. 11 Other HEIE SEElFY)
N Hasnothelpedresolvethend1ueicsoftheDeapter2pr·ograe. 99 Hotsen

Page 2
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How oftan did tha U. S. Dapattnant of Education inquita about you:Chaptat 2 progtaa activitlaa in 1984-B5?
01 No inquiry _ O3 Twlca
02 Onca O4 Thtaa o: nota tleaa

What waa tha aaaanca of thai: lnqulty?

In tha cuttant achool yaat, what typaa of atudants ata baing earvad byChaptat 2 ptogtan acti.viti.a•7 (PLEASE CIRCLE Mi. THAT APPLYD

01 BiftedandTalented Q Iigrants
Q Oropouts/Potential dropouts 07 hfugees/Inigrants
03 Econoeically/edwationally Q Students perticipatirg

disadvantaged students in desegngation
06 Hardicapped 09 '|tverage' students
05 Lieited English Speaking 10 OtherlPlease Specifyl

Liatad balow ata aaaautaa u••d
to avaluata Chaptat 2 ptogtan activitlaa.(PLEASE CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE FOR EACH HEASURE.)

Not Used Used Used Don't
Used Very Sbeetius Often Know

Little
S•lf·•valuation raqultad by SDE 0 1 2 3 9H•a•u:••

of atudant parfotnancaa 0 1 2 3 9
Data on atudant uaaga 0 1 2 3 9
Faadback ftoe studanta 0 1 2 3 9
T-'aadback fton taachata 0 1 2 3 9
Faadback frau Hadla Spac./Llbrarlan 0 1 2 3 9
Claaatoon obaatvatlona 0 1 2 3 9
A fotnal avaluatlon of tha progtan 0 1 2 3 9
Chaptat 2 Coo:dlnatot'a

ptofaaaional opinion 0 1 2 3 9
Othat 0 1 Z J 9

How aaaantlal to tha acadaalc p:o9:an haa Chaptat 2 fundlng baan?
(PLEASE CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE>

01 Verycritical 03 ¤·itical Q Sonnet critical 06 Not at all critical

PART B2 LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT PROVISIONS FOR PRIVATE SCHOOL
PARTICIPATION IN CHAPTER 2 PROGRAH ACTIVITIES

What account: for tha fact that privata achoola in you: di•t:1ct'•
boundatiaa ata not pattlclpating in Chapta: 2 aarvicaa?

(PLEASE CIRCLE LL]; THAT APPLY)
00 Doaa not apply

"Sona·p:1vat• achoola . . ."
”

01 Ore opposed philosophically 06 Oon°t eant offered services
02 ¤on't nant the strings of the Federal Sovenunt 05 Feel the funds are too seall to eake it uorthdiile
03 Don't uant the adeinistratxve burden 06 Here inforeed about Oiapter 2 too late

07 Our district has not been able to reach all private sdvools
08 Our district has not encouraged private sdiool participation
09 The state has not emouraged rivate school participation
10 Other (FLETE S9EClFYl

IF THERE ARE NO PRIVATE SCHOOLS PARTICIPATING IN CIAPTER_2 .
DO NOT ANSWER PAGE FOUR l

‘. '
Paga 3
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Uhst must a private school do to receive Chapter 2 services?

How are Chapter 2 funds sllocated to serve private school students?

01 Per pupil basis, calculated only on 03 Per pupil basis, calculated on total
participating private school enrolleent district private school enrollunt

02 Foreula basis, calculated on need or high cost factors 04 Other (PLEJSE SPEEIFY)

Are fewer, the sane, or sore private schools in your district
participating in Chapter 2 activities in the current school year than
participated in federally funded programs in the 1980-81 school year?

01 Fewer 02 The same 03 More 04 Don't know

Uho decides what services/saterials are to be provided private school
students? (PLEASE CIRCLE AL; THAT APPl.Y>

01 Public School Superintendent 05 Ihrivate School Headeaster
Q Chapter 2 Coordinator 06 Private School Librarian
03 Public School Librarian 07 Other Private School Peusovmel
06 Other Public School Personnel

What Services/Materials are provided to private school students with
Chapter 2 resources? (PLEASE CIRCLE AL}, THAT APPLY)

01 lnstructional pu-ograes for students 06 Caeputeni harduarelsoftuare 10 Personnell__l
Q Library/Ihdia center- support 07 Pudiovisual equipnt
03 Textbooks 08 Curriculue developnnt
OO Rdeinistrative srvices 09 Other iustruutimal eeterials or eqeixut
05 Student support sewioes for pvticuular cuericular areas

le.g.,counse1ing,testinglUhat

lisitstions did your district place on the use of Chapter 2
resources by private schools? (PLEASE CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

00 Does not apply; did not lieit private schools in their use of Ouapter 2 resources

'Ouapter2resouu·cescould. . .'
01 notpay for personnel 05 onlybeusedforsecularpurposes
Q mt be used for textbooks 06 only be used for saee things as forur federal pogrns
03 not be used for mipunt 07 only be used for the saee things as public schools
Ot not be used for eaterials 08 Other (PLERSE SFECIFY) .

IF YOU HAVE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS TO MAKE ABOUT CHAPTER 2
PLEASE FEEL FREE TO MAKE Tl-IEM.

Dag} 4 · THANK YCÜ
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THE MISSISSIPPI EDUCATION SYSTEM

Flve aspects ot the schools ln the state ot Mlsslssippl

during the 1984-85 school year are described; (1) LBA School

Enrollment; (2) LEA School Revenue; (3) LEA Wealth Factor; (4)

LBA Ad Valorem Tax Base; and, (5) LBA Bxpendlture.

LEA Sghool Ergogegt

For the purpose ot the study, school slze reters to the

average daily attendance (ADA) ot the school dlstrlcts. The

Mississippi school dlstrlcts are dlvlded into three categories

according to average daily attendance: Small (ADA range of 226 -

1,499); Medlum (ADA range ot 1,500 - 3,299); and, Large (ADA

range of 3,300-27,218).

Durlng the 1984-85 school year there were 154 LBAs in Mls-

slsslppl ranglng ln size from 226 to 27,218 with an average slze

ot 2,817. Nlnety percent ot all LEAs were between 1,000 and 9,000

with 74% between 1,500 and 3,299. The two largest school dls-

trlcts were 10,842 and 27,218 ln slze. The trequency ot the

school dlstricts by size (ADA) ls shown ln Table 3.2.

The state ot Mlsslssippl was comprlsed ot 1,059 schools

servlng 466,059 puplls ln 154 school dlstrlcts. As shown ln Table

3.3, the 154 school dlstrlcts were dlvlded lnto 68 county school

distrlcts, 28 consolldated school dlstricts, 53 municlpal sepa-

rate school dlstrlcts, and tlve special munlclpal school dls-

trlcts. Table 3.4 provides the dlstributlon ot elsmentary and

secondary schools by average dally attendance. There were 616

(58%) elementary schools and 443 (41.8%) secondary schools, ot

whlch 75 were vocational-technical schools.
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TABLE 3.2

MISSISSIPPI SCHOOL DISTRICTS
BY AVERAGE OAILY ATTENOANCE

(1984-85)

Range In AQA N Percent

Small
226 -

1,499 40 26.0

Medlum
1,500 — 3,299 74 48.0

Large
3,300 - 27,2lB 40 26.0

Total: 154 100.0

Mean Std. Dev.
2,817.42 2,677.75 _

Noge. From Sgp•glngengeng's Angual Reggrt
(1984-85), Miselsslppl State Department
OfEducationOver

70% (433) ot the elementary schools had tewer than 500

students ln average dally attendance (ADA) with three percent

(19) havlng under 100. There were only ten (1.6t) elementary

schools enrolllng more than 1000 students.

!l.tty·two percent (188) ot the secondary schools had between

100 and 500 students. Thlrty-elght percent (141) had between 500

and 1000 students, while 1% (12) had less than 100 students and

7t (27) had over 1000. In short, during the 1984-85 school year,

. the student population ln Mlsslssippl was almost evenly dlvided «

between elementary and secondary students and they attended

relatively small schools (See Tables 3.4 and 3.5).
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TABLE 3.3

AVERAGE OAILY ATTENOANCE BY

V TYPE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT IN MISSISSIPPI _

(1984-85)

Average Daily Munlcipal Special
Attendance County Consolldated Separate Munlclpal Total ·

District; Districts Dietricts Dlstrlcts

Above 25,000 1 1
11,000 - 11,999
10,000 - 10.999 1 1

9,000 - 9,999 1 1
8,000 - 8.999 1 1
7,000 — 7,999 1 2 3
6,000 - 6,999 1 1
5,000 - 5,999 3 5 1 9
4,000 - 4,999 4 1 2 7
3,000 — 3,999 9 1 15 25
2,000 - 2,999 22 4 5 31
1,000 - 1,999 23 15 19 3 60

500 — 999 2 6 3 1 12
_ 0 4 ess 1 1 2

Total 68 28 53 5 154
Note. From Sugerintendent's Annggl Regort (1984-85),

Mississippi State Department Of Education

TABLE 3.4

AVERAGE OAILY ATTENDANCE FOR
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS IN HISSISSIPPI

(1984-85)

_ Average Da1ly §1;m•nt;ry 2•;gng;r! Tgtal AQA
Attendance N X of Cum X of Cum X of Cum

Total X N Tgt;1 X N Tgtg1 X
_ 1 — 24 5 .8 .3 1 .2 .2 6 .6 .5

25 - 49 4 .7 1.5 2 .5 .7 6 .6 1.2
50 - 99 10 1.6 3.1 9 2.0 2.7 19 1.7 2.9

100 - 299 209 33.9 37.0 92 20.8 23.5 301 28.4 31.3
300 — 499 205 33.3 70.3 96 21.7 45.2 301 28.4 59.7
500 - 999 173 28.1 98.4 141 31.8 77.0 ‘314 29.6 89.3

1000 — 1499 10 1.6 100.0 25 5.6 82.6 35 3.3 92.6
1500 — 1999 2 .5 83.1 2 .2 92.8
Vocatlonal-T•c¤nlca1 75 16,2 102.0 75 7.1 102.0
-•Total 616 443 1059

(58.2X) (41.8X) (100.0X)
Note. From Sgg;rintendent's Annugl Regort (1984-85),

Mississippi State Department Of Education
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TABLE 3.5 „

_ TOTAL SCHOOL ENROLLMENT AND
AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE

BY TYPE OF SCHOOL
IN MISSISSIPPI

(1984-85)

Total Average
Fall 1984 Daily
Enrollment Attendance

Kindergarten S
Pre-Kindergarten 7,010 N/A

Total Elementary 244,486 229,032

Total Secondary 221,573 206,555

. Total Enrollment 466,059 435,587

Note. From Sugerintendent's Annual Report (1984-85),

Mississippi State Department Of Education
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The total general funds avallable for the state of Mlssls-
A

slppl ln 1984-1985 were $1,372,349,677. Of thls amount 49.76%, or

$559,383,356, was approprlated for publlc elementary and second-

ary educatlon. The total revenue from all sources (Le. local,

state, and federal contrlbutlon) for the 1984-85 school year was

$882,B15,813. The local revenue included Ad Valorem Tax funds and

tax tunds for bonded lndebtedness. The state revenue included

textbook allocatlon but dld not include school food service or

student actlvlty revenues.

The sources of revenue for LEAs were dlstrlbuted qulte

unevenly, as lndlcated ln Table 3.6. The medlan local

contrlbutlon was 29.1t, wlth some LEAs contrlbutlng as llttle as

7.6% and others contrlbutlng as much as 71.7% The flgures are

slmllar for the state's contrlbutlon. The state contrlbuted as

llttle as 29% and as much as 81.7% wlth a medlan contrlbutlon of

67.1%. As would be expected, the federal contrlbutlon was the

smallest. The medlan contribution was 11.6% wlth a range of 4.4\

to 26.2%.
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TABLE 3.6

PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOL REVENUE FOR LEAS
OERIVEO FROM LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL SOURCES

FOR THE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

Percent Of Percent Of Percent Of Total
Legal Revenue State Revenue Federgl Revenue Revenue (1)

Local
Contrlbution
Mlnimum 7.6 74.9 17.5 3,056,298
Median 20.1 72.8 7.1 1,947,695

e Maximum 71.7 20.0 8.3 7,251,658

State
Contrlbutlon
Mlnlmum _ 71.7 20.0 8.3 7,251,658
Median 23.5 67.1 9.4 3,622,989
Maximum 8.1 81.7 10.2 1,803.170

Federal
Contrlbutlon
Mlnlmum 26.5 69.1 4.4 6,197,902
Median 20.5 68.9 11.6 4,689,791
Mgxlmum 14,5 55.2 26.2 1,995,027
Notl. N¤154

From Sug•rlntendent's Annua1 Reger;. (1984-85).
Mlsslselppi State Oepartment Of Education

LlA.11.ul1l1.I£¤:

The wealth ot the school dlstrlcts was calculated by

dlviding the asseeeed value ot a dlstrlct by the number ot

students whoee reddence was within the dlstrlct. This ls

reterred to as the Ahlllty Per-pupll Unlt (APU). The 154 uns

were dlvided lnto three categerleee Least Healthy (MPU range o!

4,000 to 13,999); Moderately Healthy (APU range ot 14,000 to

19,999); and, Healthlest (APU range ot 20,000 te 198,664). Hlth

the exception ot the LBA with the hlghest APU, 198,664, the

dlstricts were normally distributed with 900 between 10,000 APU

and 50,000 APU. The trequency ot the school dlstrlcts by wealth

(APU) ls shown ln Table 3.7.
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PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOL REVENUE FOR LEASOERIVED FROM LOCAL, STATE, AND FEOERAL SOURCESFOR THE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

Percent Of Percent Of Percent Of Totalo al Revenue State Revenue Federal Revenue RevenueLocalContributionMlnimun 7.6 74.9 17.5 3,056,298Median 20.1 72.8 7.1 1,947,696Maximum 71.7 20.0 8.3 7,251,658
StateContributlonMinimum 71.7 20.0 8.3 7,251,658Median 23.5 67.1 9.4 3,622,989Maximum 8.1 81.7 10.2 1,803,170FederalContrlbution, Minimum 26.5 69.1 4.4 6,197,902Median 20.5 68.9 11.6 4,689,791Maximum 14.5 59.3 26.2 1 995 027
Note. N¤154

From Su erlntendent's Annua R ort. (1984-85).
Mississippi State Oepartment Of Education

uA.H.e.el.tJ1.l'a¤ser

The wealth ot the school dlstricts was calculated by

dlvidlng the assessed value ot a dlstrlct by the number otstudents whose ° residence was wlthln the dlstrict. 1'hls ls
_ reterred to as the Ablllty Per-pupll Unlt (APU). The 154 LBAs

were dlvlded into three categories: Least Wealthy (APU range ot

4,000 to 13,999); Moderately Wealthy (APU range ot 14,000 to

19,999); and, Wealthlest (APU range ot 20,000 to 198,664). With

the exception ot the LBA with the hlghest APU, 198,664, the

· dlstricts were normally distributed with 90% between 10,000 APU

and 50,000 APU. The trequency ot the school dlstrlcts by wealth(APU) ls shown ln Table 3.7.
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The mean wealth (APU) of the school dlstrlcts was

18,595.69. The dlstrlct with the smallest wealth factor was

4,009.60 APU with an average daily attendance of 1,226. The

dlstrlct with the largest wealth factor was 198,664.86 with an

average dally attendance of 1,795 (See Table 3.7).

TAB LE 3 . 7

Misslsslppl School Distrlcts By Health
As Measured By Average Per—Pupil Unit

(1984-86)

Range In APU N Percent

Least Healthy
‘

4,000 - 13,999 46 29.9

Moderately Healthy
U

14,000 - 19,999 74 48.0

Healthiest
20,000 -198,664 34 22.1

Total: 154 100.0

Mean Sgd. Dev.
18,695.63 16,454.33

Note. From Sgger1ntendent's Annga1 Report
(1984-85), Mlsslssippi State Department
Of Education

The ad valorem tax figure was the actual amount of taxes

collected as reported in the Mississippi Department of

¤d¤<=¤¤e¤’¤ .ammal..Bs22:&.t2:.12Bs;¤.§- The wem

Ad Valorem tax factor per school dlstrict was $327.37 wlth a

minimum of $68.65 and a maximum of $2,695.31 (See Table 3.8).
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TABLE 3.8

AO VALOREM TAX FOR
MISSISSIPPI SCHOOL DISTRICTS

(1984-85)

Ad Valorcm
Tgx

Median 327.37
Minimum 68.65
Maximum 2695.31

Not•. N-154
From $ugar1ntang•nt‘s Annga} R¤gort.(19S4-85)
Mississippi Stats Dapartm•nt Of Education
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School expendlture was dlvlded into three categories: (1)

Average Expenditure Per Puplln In Average Dally Attendance (2)

Average Current Bxpenditure Per Pupll Por Instructtonal Cost In

Average Dally Attendance; and, (3) Average Bxpendlture Per Pupll

In Average Daily Attendance Less Transportation. The

lnstructional cost per—pupl.l ranged trom $966.38 to $2,066.37,

while the total per-pupll expenditure ranged between $1,457.55

and $4,085.75 (See Table 3.9).

TABLE 3.9

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURE
FOR LEAS IN MISSISSIPPI

(1984-85)

AVERAGE AVERAGE AVERAGE
EXPENDITURE EXPENDITURE EXPENDITURE

PER PUPIL PER PUPIL FOR PER PUPIL
IN ADA INSTRUCTIONAL IN ADA LESS

C0§T IN AQA TRANSPORTATION
Mean $1,965.75 $1,261.09 $1,842.94
Minimum 1,457.55 966.38 1,341.92
Maximum 4,085.75 2,066.37 §,79§.88

Noge. N-154
_ From Sgger;ntendent‘s Annugl Report. (1984-85).

Mississippi State Department Of Education
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AIITECEDENT PROGRAMS
Ill HISSISSIPPI

As described earller ln thls study, torty·two tederal

categorlcal programs were consolldated lnto Chapter 2 01 the

Education Consolldatlon and Improvement Act ot 1981. The local

school dlstrlcts in Mlsslsslppl partlclpated ln only elght ot

these antecedent programs with a total expendlture ot $14,824,259

ln the 1980-81 school year (See Table 3.10). Over nlnety percent

ot the annual expendlture was used to support three programs:

ESEA Title IV—B, Llbrary Support (25.6%); Emergency School Ald

Act (22%); and, ESEA Title II, Crlmlnal Justice (43.8t). Other

programs that were tunded lncluded: Teacher Corps (2.9%); Gltted

and Talented (0.8%); Career Education (0.7%); Basic Skllls (4%);

and, ESEA, Tltle IV, Part C, Innovative Practices (0.2%).

All but seven LEAs received Iunds from ESEA Tltle IV-B,

Llbrary Support (P.L. 95-561). The purpose ot thls program was to

asslst local schools ln the acqulsltton ot books, materials,

llbrary resources and lnstructlonal equlpment. The total

expendlture ot all the LEAs ln the state was $3,796,508. The

smallest expendlture was $1,724 and the largest was $111,444 wlth

a medlan expendlture ot $19,020.

The Mlsslsslppl State Department ot Education recelved a

populatton-based allocatlon trom a specltlc approprlation as

determlned by the Career Education Incentive Act (P.L. 95-207) to

provide tunds to I.EAs to demonstrate ettectlve educational

techniques ot career education at the elementary and secondary

school levels. In 1980-81 the state received $99,271 and

dlstrlbuted these tunds to thlrty-nlne I.EAs. The medlan tundlng

level was $1,885 and the mean level was $2,545 wlth a range ot

$100 to $7,600.
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Twenty-slx LEAs recelved support tor ESEA Tltle IX—A, the

Gltted and Talented Program. Thls program provlded tunds to plan,

develop, operate and lmprove programs to meet the needs ot gltted

and talented chlldren. Gltted and talented chlldren were detlned

as those with hlgh general academic averages, those with high

achlevement ln particular areas, and those who demonstrated

leadership potentlal or the potential to accelerate ln a

particular academic area. The Gltted and Talented programs ln

Mlsslsslppl ranged {rom $925 to $32,641 wlth a medlan tundlng

level ot $3,175 and a mean level ot $7,242.

The antecedent program recelvlng the thlrd largest amount ot

tunds ln 1980-81 was ESAA Tltle VI - Emergency_ School Ald Act.

The purpose ot thls program was to meet the special needs arlslng

trom the ellmlnatlon ot mlnorlty group segregatlon and

dlscrlmlnatlon and to tacllltate the voluntary ellmlnatlon,

reduction, or preventlon ot mlnorlty group lsolatlon ln

elementary and secondary schools with substantlal proportlons ot

mlnorlty students. Only seventeen LEAs recelved ESAA lunds ln

1980-81 wlth a total expendlture ot $3,265,404. The medlan • LEA

expendlture was $133,633 with a mlnlmum ot $3,519 and a maxlmum

of $797,394. The mean expendlture was $192,082.

Seven LEAs recelved tundlng tor ESEA, Tltle IV, Part C,

innovative Practices. The seven programs ranged ln tundlng levels

{rom $2,250 to $6,761 wlth a medlan tundlng level ot $3000 and a
1

mean level ot $3,542.

Seven local school dlstrlcts received $588,431 trom ESEA

Tltle II, Basic Skills Improvement tor programs to lmprove

student achlevement ln readlng, mathematlcs, and oral and wrltten

communication skllls. These seven programs ranged {rom $100 to

$540,843 with a medlan ot $7,700 and a mean ot $84,061.
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ANTECEDENT PROGRAMS
Ill MISSISSIPPI

As described earller ln thls study, torty-two tederal

categorlcal programs were consolldated lnto Chapter 2 o! the

Education Consolldatlon and Improvement Act ot 1981. The local

school dlstrlcts ln Mlsslsslppl parttclpated ln only elght ol

these antecedent programs wlth a total expendlture ot $14,824,259

ln the 1980-81 school year (See Table 3.10). Over nlnety percent

ot the annual expendlture was used to support three programs;

ESEA Tltle IV—B, Llbrary Support (25.6%); Emergency School Ald

Act (22%); and, ESEA Title II, Crlmlnal Justlce (43.8%). Other »

programs that were tunded included; Teacher Corps (2.9%); Gltted

and Talented (0.8%); Career Education (0.7%); Baslc Skllls (4%);

and, ESEA, Tltle IV, Part C, Innovative Practices (0.2%).

All but seven LEAs received tunds from ESEA Tltle IV-B,

Llbrary Support (P.L. 95-561). The purpose ot thls program was to

asslst local schools ln the acqulsltlon ot books, materlals,

llbrary resources and lnstructlonal equipment. The total

expendlture o! all the LEAs ln the state was $3,796,508. The

smallest expendlture was $1,724 and the largest was $111,444 with

a medlan expendlture ot $19,020.

The Mlsslsslppl State Department ot Education received a

populatlon-based allocatlon trom a specltlc approprlatlon as

determlned by the Career Education Incentlve Act (P.L. 95-207) to

provide tunds to LEAs to demonstrate ettectlve educational

technlques o! career educatlon at the elementary and secondary

school levels. In 1980-81 the state recelved $99,271 and

dlstrlbuted these tunds to thlrty-nlne LEAs. The medlan tundlng

level was $1,885 and the mean level was $2,545 wlth a range ot

$100 to $7,600.
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Teacher Corps was tunded ln tlve school dlstrlcts wlth a

mlnlmum ot $18,837, a maximum ot $141,975, a mean expendlture ot

$85,861, and a medlan expendlture ol $86,188. Teacher Corps was a

program ln whlch the LEA and a higher education lnstltutlon

_ worked cooperatlvely to lmprove teachlng. When the antecedent

programs were consolldated lnto Chapter 2 this was one ot the

programs not lncluded on the "approved" llst supported by the

Mlssissippl State Department ot Education; consequently, support

was not continued under Chapter 2.

Four LEAs recelved tunds tor ESEA, Title III Speclal

Project, Crlmlnal Justice. The three Crlmlnal Justice programs

were tunded at $16,266, $18,441, $26,781 and, $6,435,567.

In sum, LEAs ln Mlsslssippl received tunds ln 1986-81 from

elght tederal programs with a state total of $14,824,259. The

participation rate varled Irom 147 ot the 154 LEAs recelvlng

tunds trom ESEA, Title IV-B (Library Support), whlch accounted

tor 26% ot the state tundlng, to 4 LEAs receivlng tunds trom

ESIA, Tltle III (Criminal Justlce), which accounted tor over 46%

o! the total state tundlng. With respect to the size ot program

awards (Le. amount ot tunds received), the largest awards went

to I,EAs recelvlng ISAA Title VI (besegregatlon Assistance) grants

wlth an average grant ot $192,682. The smallest awards went to

LEAs supporting ESBA, Title IV-C (Innovative Practices) with an

average award ot $3,542. Further, over 96% ot the total

antecedent tunds went to support three programs: BSBA, Title III

(43.8%); ESEA, Tltle IV-B (25.6%); and, BSAA, Tltle VI (22%),

leaving 8.6% tor the remalnlng tour programs.
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TABLE 3.10

EIGHT ANTECEDENT PROGRAPB
ANDEXPENDITURELEVEIB IN MISSISSIPPI .

(1980-81)

Total anount Percentage
Antecedent Progran By expended ot total
Title ot MIA Subchapters by antecedent -

(P¤!'P¤se) districts program tunding
r I -1 I

•
·1 I.1 1

1SUBGIAPIERA
ESEA, Title II 7 $84,061 $7,700 $100 $540,843 $588,431 4.0
(Basic Skills
Improvement)

SUBCHAPTER B
ESEA, Title IV-B 147 25,827 19,020 1,724 111,444 3,796,508 25.6 '

(Library Support) _ _

ESAA° 17 192,082 133,633 3,519 797,394 3,265,404 22.0
(Desegregation
Assistance)

ESEA, Title IV·C 7 3,542 3,000 2,250 6,761 24,796 0.2
(Innovative
Practices)

Teacher Corps'. 5 85,861 86,188 18,837 141,975 429,306
’

2.9
(Collaborative Statt '

Development)

SUBCHAPTER C
Career Education 39 2,545 1,885 100 7,600 99,271 0.7
(Introduction to
the world ot work)

ESEA, Title I!-A 26 7,242 3,175 925 32,641 123,548 0.8
(Gitted & Talented)

ESEA, Title III 4 1,624,248 22,611 16,266 6,435,507 6,496,995 43.8
(Criminal Justice)

“

Total Ot All Programs _ $14,824,259 100.0

Ngte: "Subsequently ESEA, Title VI
_ An approximately equivalent amount was received by institutions ot

higher education to support their portion of Teacher Corps activities.
From Sugrintendegyg Aggug], geüg (1980-81) and data provided by
Mississippi State Department Of Education, Division ot Administration
and Finance.

‘
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The antecedent programs were distributed widely across
“

147 of the 154 LEAs in Mississippi. The number of programs a

dlstrlct received ranged from 0 to 6 (See Table 3.11). Seven

LEAs dld not receive any antecedent programs. Listed below

ls the distribution of LEAs that received antecedent ·

programs in 1980-81; 79 LEAs or 51.3% received funds from

only one antecedent program; 45 LEAs or 29.2% received funds

from two antecedent programs; 13 LEAs or 8.4% received funds

from three antecedent programs; 7 LEAs or 4.5% received

funds from four antecedent programs; 2 LEAs or 1.3% received

funds from five antecedent programs; and 1 LEA or .6%

received funds from six antecedent programs.

A
TABLE 3.11

NUMBER OF ANTECEDENT PROGRAMS
FUNDED IN MISSISSIPPI SCHOOL DISTRICTS

(1980-81)

Number Of Number Of Percent Of
Different Parttcipatlng Parttcipattng

0 7 4.5
1 79 51.3
2 45 29.2
3 9 8.4
4 3

‘
4.5

5 2 1.3

TOTAL 154 100.0

ggg; gg. gv,

Lore-(1980-81), and Mississippi State Department
Of Educatton, Division of Administration

. and Finance.
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Por the purpose. ot thls study the antecedent programs were

dlvided into three categories based on the amount ot total

entecedent program tunds recelved by each LEA ln 1980-81. The

categories were: Small (0 through $13,999); Medlum ($14,000

through $29,999); and, Large ($30,000 through $7,022,379). The

category tor the small programs included 51 LEAs, 7 ot whlch dld

not recelve any antecedent tunds ln 1980-81. The maxlmum amount

recelved was $13,766 with a medlan ot $7,658 and a sum ot

$372,191. The category tor the medlum size programs included 49

Lths ranglng trom $14,028 to $29,932 wlth a medlan ot $20,717 and

a sum ot $1,035,969. The category tor the large size programs .

lncluded 54 LEA: with a mlnlmum ot $30,269 and a maximum ot

$7,022,379. Only one LEA exceeded $944,631. The medlan tor this

category was $63,312 and the sum tor the category was

$13,416,099.
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TABLE 3.12

ANTECEDENT PROGRAM FUNDS BY CATEGORY _
OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN MISSISSIPPI

(1980-B1)

Category For Cum
Antscedent Program Funds Freguency Percent Percent

SMALL
0 THROUGH $13,999 51 33.1 25.4

ME IAN M NIMUM MAX MUM S M
$7,6gB $0 $13.766 $372.Y91

MEDIUM
$14.000 THROUGH $29,999 49 31.8 64.9

ME N M N M M MAX

LARGE
$30,000 THROUGH $7,022,379 54 35.1 100.0

ME IAN MINIM M MAXIMUM UM
$63,812 $30,26g $7,022,379 $13,§16,099

TOTAL 164 100.0

Moge. From ggperingengenyg Anngal Report (1980-81),
and Mississippi State Department Of Education,
Division of Administration and Finance.
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The total antecedent program tunds recelved by the LEAs were

crosstabulated by the slze ot the dlstrlcts (ADA Small, Medlum,

and Large). There was not a slgnltlcant dltterence ln the

dlstrlbutlon of funds by slze ot dlstrlct; however, as shown ln

Table 3.13, there were some lnterestlng dliterences. Smaller

dlstrlcts recelved a total amount ot antecedent program tunds ln

all three categorles (e.g. small, medlum, and large), whlle no

large dlstrlct recelved total antecedent program lunds ln the

small category. More school dlstrlcts ln the medlum slze category

recelved a total amount ol Iunds ln all three tundlng categorles

than elther the small or the large slze dlstrlcts. In iact,

almost hal! (48%) ot the tunds went to medlum slze dlstrlcts

wlth almost hal! (49%) ot these dlstrlcts belng ln the medlum

slze category. The largest dlstrlcts recelved tunds ln the medlum

and large tundlng categorles wlth sixty-Ilve percent recelvlng

tunds ln the medlum amount category. In short, smaller dlstrlcts

recelved tunds ln all three categorles wlth more L!As recelvlng

tunds ln the medlum category; the greatest number ot L!lAs were

medlum slze dlstrlcts recelving tunds ln the medlum category;

and, the largest dlstrlcts recelved tunds ln the medlum and large

categorles wlth most (65%) recelvlng tunds ln the medlum

category.
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TABLE 3.13 .

TOTAL ANTECEDENT PROGRAM FUNDS
ACCORDING TO SIZE° OF LEA

Total Antecsdent Program Funds

SMALL MEDIUM LARGEb
Count

Row Pct 0 —
$14,000 $30,000-

SIZE¤ Col Pct $13,999 29,999 7,022,379 Row
Tot Pct Total

17 18 5 40
SMALL 42.5 45.0 12.5 26.0

226 TO 1,499 43.6 22.5 14.3
11.0 11.7 3.2

22 36 16 74
MEDIUM 29.7 48.6 21.6 48.1

1.500 TD 3,299 56.4 45.0 45.7
14.3 23.4 10.4

26 14 40
LARGE 65.0 35.0 26.0

3,300 TO 27.218 32.5 40.0
16.9 9.1 I

Column 39 80 35 154
Total 25.3 51.9 22.7 100.0

Of¤4 a-.05 Chl—$quir•~6.39 (NS)
Critical value-21.71

Note. From Sgggrint•ndgnt's Annual Report (1980-81).
and Mississippi State Ospartment Of Education,

, Olvlslon of Administration and Finance.°Siz•
ls expressed ln Average Daily Attendance (AOA)

bThs next to the largest amount was $944,631
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·A
comparlson ot the dlstrlbutlon ot the total antecedent

program tunds to the wealth (APU¤ Least lwealthy, Moderately _

wealthy, and Wealthlest) ot the dlstrlcts ls presented ln Table

3.14. When looklng at the dlstrlbutlon ot the total antecedent

program Iunds across the least wealthy dlstrlcts, more dlstrlcts

(19) recelved lunds ln the smallest category than ln elther the

medlum (14) or large (13) categories. The dlstrlbutlon ot tunds

among the moderately wealthy L!:As was more evenly dlstrlbuted,

wlth 26 L¤As ln the smallest category and 24 ln the medlum and

large categorles respectlvely. The dlstrlbutlon ot the total

antecedent program tunds across the wealthlest school dlstrlcts

was skewed towards those dlstrlcts recelvlng the largest amount

ot tunds. Seventeen L£As were ln the largest category, 11 ln the '

moderate slze category, and 6 ln the smallest category.

In short, the dlstrlbutlon ot the total antecedent program

tunds recelved by LEAs ln Mlsslsslppl was not slgnltlcantly

lntluenced by the wealth ot the school dlstrlct. rewer dlstrlcts

ln the least wealthy category (13), however, recelved large total

antecedent program tunds than dlstrlcts ln elther the moderately

wealthy (24) or wealthlest (17) categorles. Fewer dlstdcts ln

the wealthlest category (6) recelved small total antecedent tunds

- than dlstrlcts ln elther the least wealthy (19) or moderately

wealthy (26) categories.
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TABLE 3.14

TOTAL ANTECEDENT PROGRAM FUNDS
ACCORDING TO HEALTH, OF DISTRICT

Total Antecedent Program Funds

SMALL MEDIUM LARGEb
Count

Row Pct 0 - $14.000 $30,000-
HEALTH° Col Pot $13.999 29.999 7.022.379 Row

Tot Pct Total

LEAST 19 14 13 46
HEALTHY 41.3 30.4 28.3 29.9

0 TO 13,999 37.3 28.6 24.1
12.3 9.1 8.4

MODERATELY 26 24 24 74
HEALTHY 35.1 32.4 32.4 48.1

14,000 TO 19,999 51.0 49.0 44.4
16.9 15.6 15.6

6 11 17 34
HEALTHIEST 17.6 32.4 50.0 22.0

20,000 TO 198,000 11.8 22.4 31.5
3.9 7.1 11.0

Column S1 49 54 154

Df¤4 a¤.05 Ch1—$qu1r‘e•6.39 (NS)
Critical Value-17.78

Total 33,1 §1.§ 35.1 100.0
Note. From Sgg•r1nt•ngent's Anngal ßeaorg (1980-81),

· and Mississippi State Department Of Educatlon,
Division of Administration and Finance.
°Health is expressed in Abllity Per-Pupll Unit (APU)

bThe next to the largest amount was $944,631
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As lndlcated earller, BSEA, Tltle IV-8 (e.g. Llbrary

Support) was the most wldely dlstrlbuted antecedent program, wlth

147 o! the 154 LEAs recelvlng tunds ln 1980-81. Further, Tltle

IV·8 was the only antecedent program that was dlstrlbuted on an

entltlement basls. All other antecedent programs were

competttlve categorlcal programs. Theretore, a look at the

dlstrlbutlon o! the total antecedent programs wlthout ESBA, Tltle

IV-B was ln order.

An analysls ol the dlstrlbutlon ot antecedent programs

wlthout ESEA, Tltle IV·B lndlcated that 44\ (68) ot the LEAs ln

Mlsslsslppl received tunds for antecedent programs other than

ISEA, Tltle IV—8 ln 1980-81, totallng $11,027,751. The total

tunds recelved by each LEA ranged trom $100 to $6,981,250 wlth

only one dlstrlct recelvlng tunds totallng over one mllllon

dollar:. The next largest amount was $833,187. Blghty percent ot

the dlstrlcts received less than $10,000 wlth a medlan ol $4,863.

The dlstrlbutlon ot the total antecedent program tunds by slze

and wealth ot LBA ls presented ln Tables 3.15 and 3.16

respectlvely.

There was no slgnltlcant dlllerence ln the dlstrlbutlon ol

the total antecedent program tunde without ESBA, Tltle IV—·B by

elther slze or wealth. However, several observatlons can be made:

There were tewer small dlstrlcts (16) that recelved a total

amount ot antecedent program lunds than elther the medium (27) or

large (25) dlstrlcts. Llkewlse, there were tewer "least wealthy"
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dlstrlcte (11) that recelved a total amount ot antecedent program

tunds than elther the moderately wealthy (37)or wealthiest

(20)d1strlcta. Accordlng to the wealth ot dlstrlct, there were

more dlstrlcts ln the moderately wealthy category (16)than ln

elther the least wealthy (4) or wealthlest (6) categories that

received antecedent program tunds ln the small category. Also,

moderately wealthy dlstrlcts received more tunds ln the small

category (16) than ln elther the medlum (11) or large (10)

categories.

TABLE 3.15

TOTAL ANTECEDENT PROGRAM FUNDS
HITHOUT ESEA, TITLE IV-8‘

ACCORDING TO SIZEb OF OISTRICT

Total Antecedent Program Funds
_ Ugthoug E$§A, Title VI-B Funds

SMALL MEDIUM LARGE°
Count

Row Pct 0 - $14,000 $30,000-
SIZEb Col Pct $13,999 29,999 7,022,379 Rou

Tot Pct Total

6 7 3 16• SMALL 37.6 43.8 18.8 23.5
226 TO 1.499 23.1 29.2 16.7

8.8 10.3 4.4

10 9 8 27
MEDIUM 37.0 33.3 29.6 39.7

1.500 TO 3.299 38.5 37.5 44.4
14.7 13.2 11.8

10 8 7 25
LARGE 40.0 32.0 28.0 36.8

3.300 TO 27.218 38.5 33.3 38.9
14.7 11.8 10.3

Column 26 24 18 68
Total 38.2 35.3 26.5 100.0

Note. From Superlntengent's Annual Report (1980-81)i
and Mississippi State Department Of Education,
Division of Administration and Flnance.
°Tltle IV-9 of the Elementary and Secondary EducationAct of 19 8
bSlze is expressed in Average Dally Attendance (ADA)
°The next to the largest amount was $944,631
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TABLE 3.16

TOTAL ANTECEOENT PROGRAM FUNOS
UITHOUT ESEA, TITLE IV-Ba

ACCORDING TO wEALTHb 0F OISTRICT

Total Antecedent Program Funds_ without ESEA, Tltle VI-8 Funds

SMALL MEDIUM LARGEC
Count

b
Row Pct 0 - $14,000 $30,000-

wEALTH Col Pct $13,999 29,999 7,022,379 Row
— Tot Pct Total

LEAST 4 4 3 11
wEALTHY 36.4 36.4 27.3 16.2
0 TO 13,999 15.4 16.7 16.7

5.9 5.9 4.4

MOOERATELY 16 11 10 37
HEATLHY 43.2 29.7 27.0 54.4

14,000 TO 19,999 61.5 45.8 55.6
23.5 16.2 14.7

6 9 5 20
UEALTHIEST 30.0 45.0 25.0 29.4

20,000 TO 198,000 23.1 37.5 27.8
8.8 13.2 7.4

Column 26 24 18 68
Total 38.2 35.3 26.5 100.0

Note. From $ggerlntendgn;'s Annual Report (1980-81)i
and Mississippi State Department Of Education,
Division of Administration and Finance.

“IäElgfI¥§98of the Elementary and Secondary Education
bwealth is expressed in Abillty Per-Pupll Unit (APU)
°The next to the largest amount was $944,631
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In summary, there was not a slgnltlcant dltterenoe ln the

dlstrlbutlon ot the total antecedent program tunds by slze or

wealth ot school dlstrict. Although the dlstrlbutions ot certaln

lndlvidual antecedent programs, such as BSAA, Tltle VI, were

slgnltlcantly dltterent by size end wealth, the distribution ot

the total antecedent programs was not slgnlilcantly dltterent by

slze or wealth ot dlstrict. Further, when Title IV-B, the most

wldely dlstrlbuted program, was oontrolled, there was stlll no

slgnlilcant dltterence by slze or wealth ot dlstrlct. Thus, one

may conclude that the slze or wealth ot a local school dlstrlct

dld not slgnltlcantly attect the dlstrlbutlon ot the total

antecedent program tunds.
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CHAPTER 2 PROGRAM ACTIVITIES
II MISSISSIPPI

As stated ln the Chapter 2, ECIA leglslation (P.L. 97-35;

Sec. 526), the State Education Agency (SEA) was responslble for

the administration and allocatlon of Chapter 2 funds to the Local

Educatlon Agencles (LEAs). In Mlsslsslppl, the State Department

of Education (MSDE) developed an appllcatton packet for LEAs to

apply Ior Chapter 2 funds. As a part of the appllcatlon packet,

LEAs were asked to select, from among twenty-nlne dlfferent

categories, the actlvltles ln which they planned to expend

Chapter 2 tunds and the level ot support for each activity.

Accordlng to the State Department of Educatlon's "Admlnlstrattve

Handbook" (MSDE, 1985);

The LEA has complete dlscretlon ln the expendlture of funds
under any of the 36 former programs. However, the SEA

. 'strongly recommends' that old guldellnes be tollowed. This
recommendation ls made to protect the LEAs ln the event
additional requirements should be forth comlng.

The MSDE divided Chapter 2 expendltures lnto three broad

categorlesu (Table 3.15)

(1) Subchapter A - Baslc Skills Development
(2) Subchapter 8 - Educational Improvement & Support Services
(3) SubchapterC -Speclal Projects

The total LEA Chapter 2 expendlture ln 1985-86 was

$4,133,544. These funds were dlstrlbuted quite unevenly across

the three broad categories. One and a half percent ($61,898) was

spent ln the general category of Baslc Skills Development, 96%

($3,983,886) ln Educational Improvement and Support Servlces, and

2% ($87,766) ln Speclal Projects (See Table 3.17).
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Included under Baslc Skllls Development (Subchapter A) were

three program activities; (1) Readlng; (2) Mathematics; and, (3)

Written and Oral Communication. A total ot twenty-six project

activities were tunded within these three areas; tltteen Reading

program activities; nine Mathematics program activities; and, two

Written and Oral Communication program activities. These

activities were all relattvely small, ranglng trom $113 tor a

math activity to $13,230 tor a _read1ng activity, with the medlan

math activity being $733 and the medlan reading actlvlty $2,023.

The two Communication program activities were tunded at $980 and

$1000.
l

The Educational Improvement and Support Services (Subchapter

B) lncluded seven program activities;

(1) Library/Medla Materials;
\

(2) Instructlonal Equipment;
(3) Local Improvement Programs;
(4) Programs To Support Mlnorlty Children;
(5) Guldance/Counseling/Testing;
(6) Improvement O! Planning & Management; and,
(7) Teacher Tralnlng/In-Service.

Nlnety-six percent o! the total Chapter 2 tunds were

expended within Subchapter 8 with 89% expended ln three

. categories; Llbrary and Medla Materlals (25%), Instructlonal

Equipment (28%), and Local Improvement Programs (36%). Further,

73% (112) ot the LEAs supported at least one activity ln the

Llbrary and Medla Materials category; 70% (107) purchased

lnstructtonal equipment; and, 42% (64) had a Local Improvement:

Program.
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The program activities supported in the Llbrary and Media

Materlals category were quite varfed. They ranged from as small

as $500 to as large as $48,054 with a medlan expenditure of

$7,345. The same was true wlth the Instructional Equipment

purchases, which ranged from $27 to $41,134 with a medlan

expendlture of $9,340.

The Local Improvement program activities had both the wldest

range of expendlture and the largest single program activity. The

total program activity expendfture ranged from $104 to $301,024,

with over 30% ranglng from $21,000 to $78,000 and one program

activity funded at $301,024.
l

The remalnlng four program activities wlthln Subchapter B

received relatively little support. Only three LEAs provided

funds for the Programs to Support Minority Children, ranglng from

$426 to $5,515; twenty-seven LEAs supported Guldance/Counseling!

Testing, rangfng from $90 to $10,000; twenty-one LEAs provided

support for Improvement Of Planning and Management, ranglng from

$103 to $23,472; and, twenty·nlne LEAs provided for Teacher

Tralnlng! In-Service, ranging from $68 to $16,000.

Special Projects (Subchapter C) contained twenty program

activities, the most activltfes of the Chapter 2 categories, yet

fewer LEAs chose activities from this category. Only ten were

chosen by LEAs. The Gifted and Talented program activity was

supported by thlrteen LEAs, the largest number of dlstricts. The

activities ranged fn fundlng levels from $209 to $6500 wfth a

medfan of $2400. Four LEAs supported Arts Education program

activities, rangfng from $608 to $17,000 with a medlan
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expendlture ot $1,159. Other program actlvltles under Subchapter

C lncluded; Health Education ($9,776); Parent In—School

Partner:h1p($3000); Consumer Educatlon ($300); Law-Related

Education ($700); Establlshment ot Educational Protlclency

Standards ($300 & $1,973); Sale Schools ($500 & $1,705); and, one

'Other' ($9,565). Four LEA: were allowed to charge lndlrect cost

to Chapter 2, ranglnq trom $368 to $4,028.
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TABLE 3.17

CHAPTER2..BY
PROGRAM ACIIVITY FOR ALL

DISTRICTS DU MISSISSIPPI
(1985·86)

Nüür ' Per Cent
ot Expenditure In Dollars O!

gaggggy ggg ggg ßgglg gg gjggl

SIXEPTR A (BASIC SULIS)
‘

Reading 12 4091 2023 280 12950 49096 1 . 19
Mathematics 9 1202 733 113 3500 10822 . 26
Hglggg gd Oral Cogglgglgn 2 Qä — gg lg lggg .95_ SUB-TOTAL A 61898 1.50

SUBGIAPTER B ( DIPROVBBT) ’
Library/Media Materials 112 9307 7345 500 47554 1042425 25.22
Instructional Equipment 107 10840 9340 27 41134 1159954 28.06
Local Improvement Programs 64 23050 14133 104 301024 1475174 35.69
Programs To Support

‘

Minority Children
V

3 3456 4000 426 5515 10367 .25 _
Guidance/Counseling/Testing 27 2355 1200 90 10000 63595 1 . 52
Improvement Ot Planning

& Management 21 6907 4301 103 23472 145037 3.51
Teacher Tralnlngßn-Serv;,ge gg @12 Z4;5 68

‘
lg 57555 2.ll

SUB-TOTAL B 3983886 96.38

SUBCHAPTER C (SPFXZIAL PRDJETIS)
Metric Education 0 0 0

”
0 0 0 -Arts Education 4 4982 1159 608 17000 19926 .48

Parent In—School Partnership 1 3000 - - - 3000 .07
Pre-school Parent Partnership 0 0 0 0 0 0 -Consuner Education 1 300 - - · 300 .01
Youth Employnent 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 -Environmental Education 0 0 0 0 0 0 •
Health Education 1 9776 - - · _9776 .24
Law-Related Education 1 700 —

- - 700 .02
Population Education 0 0 0 0 0 0 -_ Biomedical Education

For Disadvantaged 0 0 0 0 0 0 -Community Schools 0 0 0 0 0 0 -Establishment Of Educational
Proticient Standards 2 1137 - 300 1973 2273 .05

Gitted And Talented 13 2593 2400 209 6500 33708 .82
Sate Schools, Vandalism 2 1103 · 500 1705 2205 .05
Ethnic Heritage Studies 0 0 0 0 0 0 -1964 CRA, Title IV 6

·
Training & Advisory 0 0 0 0 0 0 -

'
Career Education - 0 0 0 0 0 0 -Other 1 9556 · - 9556 9556 . 23
Ind;,rect Cost 4 ;,57g 560 368 4025 6§15 .;,5
SUB-gig, C 87760 2.1g
'RTTAL FOR ALL PRDGRAM 4lQ544 100.0
Notg. From Data Provided By The Mississippi State Department Of Education,

Division ot Policy, Planning and Evaluation. ‘

N•lS4
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Chapter 2 program acdvltles were dlstrlbuted wldely across

all 154 LEAs ln Mlsslsslppl with an average ot 1.6 program

activities per LEA ln 1985-86. (See Table 3.18) The number ot
”

program actlvlties supported by the local school dlstrlcts ranged

trom one to elght, with 39 1.EAs (25.3%) tunding one program

activity and one LEA (.6%) tundlng elght program actlvltles. Each

ot 41 Llhs (26.6%) supported two and three program activities.

The remalnlng 33 LEAs (21.3%) tunded program activities as

tollowse 14 (9.1%) tunded tour program activities; 13 (8.4%) L8As

tunded tive program activities; three (1.9%) L8As tunded sl:

program activities; two (1.3%) 1.BAs tunded seven program

activities; and one LBA (.6%) tunded elght program activities.

TABLE 3.18

NUHBER OF CHAPTER 2. ECIA PROGRAH ACTIVITIES
FUNOEO IN HISSISSIPPI SCHOOL OISTRICTS

(1985-86)

Number Of Number Of Percent Of
Different Partlcipeting District
Progrgms Ql•g;1cts Pg;t1c1gat1ng

1 39 25.3
2 41 26.6
3 41 26.6
4 14 9.1
6 13 8.4
6 3 1.9
7 2 1.3
g 1 .6

TOTAL 154 100.0

Mean Std. Dev.

1.64 1.026
Note. From Hlsslsslppl State Department
Of Education, Division of Pollcy,
Planning and Evaluation.
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For the purpose ot this study the Chapter 2 program actlvlty

tunds were dlvlded into three categorles based on the amount ot

total Chapter 2 program tunds received by each LEA ln 1984-85.

The categorles are: Small ($2,820 - $16,999); Medlum ($17,000 -

$27,999); and, Large ($28,000
· $301,632). The category tor the

small programs lncluded 48 1.lAs (31.2%) with a mlnlmum amount ot

$2,820, a maximum amount ot $16,928, a medlan ot $12,250 and a

sum ot $547,624. The category tor the medlum slze program _

activities included 47 ’1.tAs, accountlng tor 30.5% ot the total

L!§As. The total Chapter 2 program activities at the local school

dlstrlct level ranged ln slze trom $17,000 to $27,989. The medlan

was $21,412 and the sum was $1,035,969. The- category tor the

large size programs included 59 LEAs (38.3%) with a mlnlmum ot

$28,064 and a maximum ot $301,632. Only one LBA exceeded $98,744.

The medlan tor thls category was $36,240 and the sum was

$2,788,341.
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TABLE 3.19

CHAPTER 2 ALLOCATION
FOR SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN MISSISSIPPI

(1985-86)

CumuIafIve
CHAPTER 2 ALLDCATIDN Frequency Percent Percent

SMALL
$2,820 THROUGH $16,999 48 31.2 31.2

MEDIAN MINIMUM MAXIMUM S M$12,250 $2,820 $16,928 $549,624

MEDIUM
$17,000 THROUGH $27.999 47 30.5 61.7

MED AN MINIM M MA IM M M$21,412 $17,030 $2;,9g9 $1,0§¥,299

LARQE
$28,000 THROUGH $301.632 59 38.3 100.0MSD AM M NIM M MAXIM M ä M ·3 8 8 4

TOTAL 164 100.0 100.Q
ggg!. From Data Provided By The Mlssisslppl State Department Of
Education, Division of Policy, Planning and Evaluation.
N•154
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The dlstrlbutlon ol Chapter 2 program actlvlty lunds across

the 154 LEAs ln Mlsslsslppl by slze ot school dlstrlct ls

presented ln Table 3.20. School dlstrlcts are dlvlded lnto three

categories according to ADA; Small (226 - 1,499); Medium (1,500 -

3,299); and Large (3,300 · 27,218).

Although there was not a slgnlilcant dltterence ln the

dlstrlbutlon ot Chapter 2 lunds accordlng to slze ot school

dlstrlct there were some lmportant dlstlnctlons. Ol the 40 small

LlAs, those under 1,500 ADA, 85% (34) recelved a total ot less

than $17,000 and 15% (6) recelved between $17,000 and $28,000. No

small school dlstrlct recelved lunds totallng more than $28,000.

O! the seventy·tour medlum slze school dlstrlcts, those wlth ADA

ranglng between 1,500 and 3,300, 41 (55%) recelved tunds between

$17,000 and $28,000; lourteen (19%) recelved less than $17,000

and nlneteen (26%) recelved lunds totallng more than $28,000. All

ot the large school dlstrlcts, those wlth ADA ranglng between

3.300 and 27,000, recelved tunds ln excess o! $28,000.

In sum, Chapter 2 program actlvlty lunds were dlstrlbuted ln

proportlon to the slze ol the school dlstrlct. Thls ls shown by

the dlstrlbutlon ot the three categorles ot Chapter 2 tunds

across the three slzes ol school dlstxlcts. Seventy-one percent

ol the Chapter 2 Iunds ln the small category went to small

dlstricts, 87% ot the lunds ln the medlum slze category went to

medlum slze school dlstrlcts, and 68% ol the tunds ln the large

category went to large school dlstrlcts.
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TABLE 3.20

TOTAL CHAPTER 2. ECIAQ PROGRAM FUNDS
ACCORDING TO $IZEb OF DISTRICT

Iotal Chapter 2, §QIA Funds

SMALL MEDIUM LARGEC
Count

b Row Pct $2,820- $17,000 $28,000-
SIZE Col Pct $16,999 27,999 301,362 Row

Tot Pct Total

34 6 40
SMALL 85.0 15.0 26.0

226 TO 1,499 70.8 12.6
22.1 3.9

14 41 19 74
MEDIUM 18.9 55.4 25.7 48.1

1,500 TO 3,299 29.2 87.2 32.2
9.1 26.6 12.3

40 40
LARGE 100.0 26.0

3,300 TD 27,218 67.8
26.0

Column 48 47 59 154
Total 31.2 30.5 38.3 100.0

Note. From §pperin;gngen;'s Annggl Repgrt (1980-81),
and Mississippi State Department Of Educatlon,
Division of Administration and Finance.
‘Tltle IV-; of the Elementary and Secondary EducationAct of 19 8
bSize is expressed in Average Daily Attendance (ADA)
°The next to the largest amount uas $98,744
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The dlstrlbutlon ot Chapter 2 program .actlvlty tunds across

the 154 LBAs ln Mlsslsslppl by wealth o! school dlstrict ls

presented ln Table 3.21. Dlstrlcts are dlvlded lnto three
categorles accordlng to APU¤ Least wealthy (4,010 - 13,999);
Moderately Wealthy (14,000 - 19,999); and Wealthlest (20,000 ~198,000). ”

There was not a slgnlilcant dltlerence ln the dlstrlbutlon

ot total Chapter 2 program actlvlty tunds recelved by the

dlstrlcts accordlng to wealth ot dlstrlct. However, some

lnterestlng observatlons are noteworthy. The tunds were qulte

evenly dlstrlbuted across the 46 least wealthy dlstrlcts wlth
roughly a third ot the dlstrlcts recelvlng tunds ln each ot the

three Chapter 2 allocatlon categorles. O! the 74 L!As ln the

moderately wealthy category, 29 (39%) received lunds ln the small

category, 19 (26%) recelved tunds ln the medlum category, and 26
(35%) received tunds ln the large category. O! the 34 wealthlest

school dlstrlcts 19 (56%) recelved tunds ln the large category,
11 (32%) received tunds ln the medium category and 4 (12%)
recelved lunds ln the small category.

In analyzlng the dlstrlbutlon ot the Chapter 2 allocatlons

by wealth ot dlstrlct lt can be seen that 60% ot the 48 LEAs
recelvlng the smallest allocatlons ot Chapter 2 tunds (e.g. less
than $17,000) were concentrated ln the moderately wealthy
category, while 31% were ln the least wealth category. Only 8% ot

the wealthlest dlstrlcts recelved under $17,000. A slmllar
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pattern was observed ln the distribution ol Chapter 2 ellocatlons

ranglng between $17,000 and $28,000. Forty percent ol the

dlstrlcts were ln the moderately wealthy category, 36% were ln

the least wealthy category, and 23% were ln the wealthlest

category. Ol the LEAs recelvlng the largest Chapter 2 allocatlons

(e.g. over $28,000) the largest concentratlon ot dlstrlcts was

ln the moderately wealthy category wlth 26 ot the 59 (44%) LEAs

ln this category. The remalnlng 56% were dlstrlbuted wlth 24t _

(14) ln the least wealthy category and 32% (19) ln the wealthlest

category.

In sum, the wealth ot a dlstrlct was not a slgnltlcant

tactor ln the allocatlon ol Chapter 2 lunds. However, the

category with the greatest concentratlon ot dlstrlcts was the

moderately wealthy category with dlstrlcta recelvlng the smallest

amount ot Chapter 2 lunds. The category wlth the least

concentratlon ot dlstrlcts was the wealthlest category wlth

dlstrlcts recelvlng the smellest amount ot Chapter 2 lunds.
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l
TABLE 3.21

TOTAL CHAPTER 2, ECIA° PROGRAM FUNDS
ACCORDING TO wEALTHb OF DISTRICT

Tgtgl Chapter g, EQIA Fgngs

SMALL MEDIUM LARGE°
Count

Row Pot $2,820- $17,000 $28,000-
UEALTHb Col Pct $16,999 27,999 301,630 Rou

Tot Pct Total

15 17 14 46
LEAST NEALTHY 32.6 37.0 30.4 29.9
4,010 TO 13,999 31.3 36.2 23.7

9.7 11.0 9.1

29 19 26 74
MODERATELY NEALTHY 39.2 25.7 35.1 48.1
14,000 TD 19,999 60.4 40.4 44.1

18.8 12.3 16.9

4 11 19 34
HEALTHIEST 10.6 32.4 55.9 22.0
20,000 T0 198,000 11.8 23.4 32.2

2.6 7.1 12.3

Column 48 47 59 154
Total 31.2 30.5 38.3 100.0

Note. From Suger;ntendgnt‘g gnngal Report (1980-81),
and Mlsslsslppi State Department Of Education,

Division of Administration and Finance.
‘&ha€ter 2 of the Edugatlon Consolldatlon and

mp ovement Act o 1 82

bwealth is expressed in Abllity Per-Pupil Unlt (APU)

°Th• next to the largest amount was $98,744
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DETERMINATION OF ALLOCATION TO 1.EAs

The ECIA Chapter 2 Advisory Council in their meeting on March 23, 1982,

recommended s formuln for the distribution of funds to the LEAa and the

percentagn of "set—sslde" eoney to school districts. Nlnety-five percent

of the 801 going to LEAe will be distributd on e per pupll basis. Five

percent (51) of the funds going to LEAs were set aside for high cost school

districts. The council also suggested factors to be used in determining

the formula for high cost students. Suggestions given were: (1) gifted,

(2) low income familien (free lunch), (3) special education, (4) sparsity,

and (5) vocstional education. Upon further review, it was determined that

data was not available to be used to include "gifted" as a factor in the formule.

Using the percentage of free lunch students, the percentage of special education

students, the percentage of vocational education students, and the petccutagc of

nparsity, the high cost districts were deternined.

Deternination of Amount Per Pupil

Public school enrollmente for the end of the first eonth ss subeitted to

the School Finance end Statistics Office in the Division of Administration and

Finance along with the private school enrollments for each school district

were combined to determine the total enrollment of s district. All district

‘
enrollments were added to get a state total for public end private achool

students. Ninety-five percent (951) of the ellocetion going to LEAs is

A divided on a per pupil basis. Dividing the 951 amount by the total state .

enrollment will give the per pupil amount. The amount per pupil allocation

for each district is detereined by multiplying the district enrollment by the

per pupil amount.
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Determination of High Cost Districts

The number of special education students, vocational education students,

and the number of students receiving free lunches are divided by the total

enrollment of each district to determine a percentage for each factor. The

districts are then ranked according to the highest percentsges to the

lowest percentsges for each of these factors. The sparsity of each school
u

district is deternined by dividing the ADA transported students by the square

miles in each district to determine the dnsity factor. All school districts

are ranked using the sparsity factor fron lowest to highest. The ranking of

the districts are weighted based on a scale of 1 to 10. Each district

receives a weighted number of 1 to 10 for each of the four factors in the

formula. These factors are added together to get a total weighted factor.

The total weighted factor for each distrdct is divlded by four to determine a

percentaga for each district. All distrlcts are ranked froa highest

percantsge to loweat percantage. Districts having a total percentage of 7.0

and above received a high cost per pupil anount based ou the 52 sat aside

divided by the enrollments of the districts which fall above the 7.0 cut off.

The high cost amout per district ls deternined by multiplying the high cost

· per pupil amount timea the total district nrollnent.
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ECIA CHAPTER 2

FORMULA FOR DETERMINING HIGH COS'! FACTOR

1983-84

(a) 5 per centua of noney designated to go to local educational
agencies will be reserved for local educational agencies to
meet Section 565. The factors of low-incone students, the
percentage of special education students, the percentage of
vocational educational students, and sparsity will be used.

(b) 95 per centu of money designated to go to local educational
agencies will be reserved and distributed on a per pupil basis.

(c) The first nonth's enrollnent in the local educational agency
plus the nunber of students enrolled in private schools will be
the basis for fund distribution of (a) and (b) above.



APPENDIX D

250



251

Educational Consolidation and Improvement Act...Chapter 2

Administrative Handbook

1985·86

Mississippi State Department of Education

Richard A. Boyd, Superintendent

A. C. Bilbo, Office of Planning and Policy
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1-'OREWORD

This administrative manual outlines the major provisions of Chapter
2 of the Educational Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981 (P.L.97 - 35). Chapter 2 is a consolidation of 30 former federally funded
programs. The local district has 1001 discretion as to whether they
wish to participate in one or any combination of the 30 programs. The
U.S. Department of Education requires that your accouuting system must
accounodate the ability to trace expenditure to program areas. The
"burden of proof" therefore lies with local districts. The major thrust
of the block grant legislation is to ensure that the local school unit
is relieved of regulatory rules that prevent local discretion. However,
there remains a need for guidance with respect to various questions and
concerns, because the State Department of Education is responsible for
the administration of funds made available under Chapter 2. This manual
addresses many of those questions and concerns.
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GENERAL INFORMATION · 4

State Advisory Council

The state has established a 16 member advisory council appointed by the
I l

Governor. This is required by P.L. 97-35. The membership of this council ia
_ broadly representative of both the educational and general public. Their dutiesare: .

__ • to advise the State Educational Agency on the allocation among authorized

functions of funds reserved for state use.
• to advise on the formula for the allocation of funds to local educational

agencies.
• to advise on the planning, development, support, implementation and

evaluation of state programs assisted under Chapter 2.

Fonnula for Allocation of Funds to Local Educational Agencies »

The distribution of Chapter 2 funds ie made to LEAs within the state accord-

ing to the enrollments in public and private schools within each school district.

Each district receives a per pupil allotment for all students enrolled. -Higher

per pupil allocations must be made to LEAs that have the greatest number of children

whose education imposes a higher than average cost per child. The formula for

determining high cost children in the state was developed using the following

criteriaz

(1) percent of vocational students
(2) percent of special education students -
(3) percent of low income
(4) sparsity

The SEA application has a three year funding cycle. The LEA allocation

for each year ia based on the state's yearly allotment and is determined by the

LEAs first month's enrollment (of the preceding year) and the high cost factor.

Local Discretion_ ·

The LEA has complete discretion in the expenditure of funds under any of the

30 former programs. However, the SEA "strongly recom¤ends" that old guidelinee be

followed. This recommendation is made to protect the LEAs in the event additional

requirements should be forth coming.

Technical Assistance
·

To assist LEAs in carrying out their lncreased responsibilities the SEA will

provide technical assistance by: 4

·
• providing administrative manuals and application forms for preparation

of a project.
• conducting workshops and/or inservice training as needed for public and

- private schools.
• being available for assistance in identifying needs, determining goals,

establishing priorities, and developing short and long range objectives.

e assisting in inventorying and monitoring procedures.

e assisting in the planning strategies and dlssemination procedures.

e providing assistance in fiscal management procedures.
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Monitoring Process '

The SEA staff will provide monitoring services by:
•

reviewing Chapter 2 projects to determine if LEAs are in compliance
with applicable statutes, regulations, and grant procedures.•
reviewing project needs, activities, and evaluations.•
conducting periodic on-site programmatic and fiscal reviews.
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GENERAL FISCAL AND PROGRAMMATIC INFORMATION
l

· Each local education agency will submit to the State Department of Education
auch reports as required by Federal and/or State regulations and policies.

l V
Maintenance of Effort

The state will receive its full entitlement of funds under Chapter 2 for

any fiscal year that either the combined fiscal effort per student of the aggre-
gate expenditures within the state with respect to the provision of free public
education for the preceding fiscal year was not less than 9O per centum of such
combined fiscal effort or aggregate expenditures for the second preceding fiscal
year.

Supplement, Not Supplant

An SEA or LEA that receives Chapter 2 funds may use and allocate those funds
only to supplement and, to the extent practical, increase the level of funds that
would, in the absence of federal funds made available under Chapter 2, be made

available from nonfederal sources. It is not permissable to use Chapter 2 funds

to supplant funds from nonfederal sources.

Budget Item Sumnary p
Monies ekpended under subchapters A, B, and C as approved on the LEA

application Budget Sumary Sheet, must be accountable and traceable by line
items in the district accounting procedures.

Inventory Procedures '

Local school districts should maintain inventory records on equipment and .

books purchased with Chapter 2 funds for at least five years. An item-by-item
inventory should be maintained by each school. The school district should

maintain an inventory on equipment and summary data on books. Appropriate

inventory records should be available during on-site monitoring/auditing visits.

Suggested inventory procedures are as follows:

·‘ • Acquired items should be inventoried yearly.
• Inventory records should be physically checked yearly against books and

equipment.

"
• Loss, damage, or theft should be fully documented.
• All books and equipment purchased under this program should be marked

"ECIA Chapter 2, l9_".
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PRIVATE SCHOOLS ·
‘ Annually, all private schools in the district must be notified in writing

that the LEA is makdng application for ECIA Chapter 2 funds for FY 1986. The
private schools must be notified of the intenr of ECIA Chapter 2 and the services

"~ that are available. The private schools must be informed that they must be in _

compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 in order to be eligible
for participation. The LEA is responsible for determining the eligibility of

private schools and that eligible private school children are participating on

an equitable basis. Documentation that all private schools have been notified

should be on file in the super1ntendent's office. Any responses to the letters
of notification should be on file also.

One page of the application will identify all private schools, eligible
and ineligible, and their responses as to whether or not they will participate.

Another page of the application, the Record of Consultation with Eligible Private
School Personnel, must be completed for those private schools in compliance with
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

The following information provides additional clarification:

• LEAs must contact in writing, all private schools.
• LEAs must provide equitable services to children enrolled in eligible

private schools even when needs of private schools differ from LEAs.
• LEAs must consult with appropriate officials of eligible private schools

regarding the planning, development and implementation of the Chapter 2

program. Documentation of this consultation shall becoe a part of the
LEAs Chapter 2 Application„• The control of funds provided under Chapter 2 and title to materials and
equipment shall remain with the LEA and the LEA shall administer such
funds and property in accordance with the purposes of Chapter 2.

• Participating private schools must provide the LEAs with appropriate
programmatic information and any additional information as may be
required by the SEA.

‘

•
Chapter 2 benefits are provided to children enrolled in participating
private schools with the LEA, regardless of where those children reside.

• In the event an LEA or the SEA fails or is unwilling to provide for the

participation on an equitable basis of children enrolled in eligible
__ private schools, the Secretary may waive such requirements and shall

arrange for the provision of services.

. Technical Assistance for Private Schools

The SEA will provide information and technical assistance to private school

officials upon request.
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FISCAL INFORMATION
‘

Separate Accounting Procedures for Chapter 2 Funds _

Each LEA receiving funds under ECIA Chapter 2 will be required to establish

separate accounting for Chapter 2 funds, but not a separate bank account.

Receipt of Funds

The State Department of Education will advance 501 of the gtant award

upon approval of the LEA application. Advanc-~ent of an additional 251 will

be made upon certification that the first 501 has been expended. The final
251 will be allocated upon certification that the first 751 has been expended.

Public Contracts and Purchases ·

All materials and equipment purchased with Chapter 2 funds must be in_

compliance with State law. No funds should be obligated or expended prior to

the date the project is approved by the State Department of Education. All
funds must be obligated by September 30, 1986 and expended by December 31, 1986.

Marking and Labeling of Items Purchased

Items acquired with ECIA Chapter 2 funds should be clearly identified as

property of the LEA and as having been purchased with ECIA Chapter 2 funds.
All items purchased should be marked "ECIA Chapter 2, 19 ."

Budget/Certification of Expenditures Reports

__Budget/Certification of Expenditures Reports are due in the SEA upon
certification that the first 501 of the allocation has been expended. The second

Report will be due upon certification that the first 751 of the allocation has
been expended. A final Report will be due upon certification that all funds
have been expended but no later than Dec=~ber 31, 1986.

Budget Amendments

Chapter 2 project applications are approved and operate on the concept of

prior approval before expenditures are obligated. If an amendment is required,

the LEA must request and get line item approval prior to obligating funds. All

amendments must be submitted on the Chapter 2, Budget Amendment form.

Maintenance of Records

Each LEA must agree to keep records and information as may be required for
flscal audit and program evaluation. The following records and information should

be maintained for five years.

• a copy of the application and amendments
•

a notice of approved project application and amendments
' •

letters to private schools and responses
•

records that document consultation with eligible private school

officials about project development and implementation
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•
documentation that parents, teachers and administrators participated inplanning of the application -•
records of money received•
invoices•
purchase orders for salaries, benefits, travel, and consultative services•
copies of on-site monitoring reports, self-evaluation forms, progrmunaticevaluation forms, and annual reports•
audit reports•
budget/certification of expenditures reports

Audits

The Educational Consolidation and Improv=~ent Act of 1981 requires that thestate conduct fiscal and programmatic audits of Chapter 2 funds every two years.The first audit period covered years 1982-83 and 1983-84.
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LEA APPLICATION PROCEDURES
‘

The application consists of: an information and assurance page, two
private school pages, a project planning page, project narrative pages, and
a budget summary page. ·

•
The information and assurance page contains the per pupil, high cost
and total tentative allocation for the LEA, plus asaurances.• The private school identification page lists all private schools
located within the district boundaries and a record of participation.•
The private school consultation page is a record of approved activities
to be provided eligible private schools.• The project planning committee page provides documentation of persons
participating in project planning and committee involvement during the
year.•
The budget sumary page identifies the 30 programs and the amount of
money that is to be budgeted by line item.• The project narrative page is an abstract of identified needs, types of
materials, equipment and services and the evaluation of each by line items.

•
The line item LOCAL IMPROVEHENT PROGRAHS is reserved for mini-projects.

DIRECTIONS FOR COMPLETING FORMS

Budget Report (Fom 2)

The Budget Report is a summary of cuulative transactions completed during
the period covered by the report. Budget Reports, Form 2, are due in the SEA as
described on page 5. B

Report the amount by line items for the latest approved budget ln column 1,
the cumulative line item expenditures through the reporting date in column 2, and
the line item balance in column 3.

. Budget Amendment (Form 3)

Chapter 2 project applications are approved and operate on the concept of
· prior approval before any expenditures are obligated. An amendment may be submitted

for approval at any time. Complete Budget Amendment, Form 3, when requesting a line
item budget amendment. Always list the latest approved budget in column 1, list the
increases, decreases or no change by line item in column 2, and list the revised
budget request in column 3.

Pupil Population Data (Form 4)

Complete the data form based on the current 1984 — 85 enrollment figures.
This form is due by September 30, 1985.
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Husstsswm Smrc Dzmmnn cr Ecucmat

BLDGÜ/CIRTIFICATIIN (T CXPUÜITIRES REKRT
ccm c1w>rcn2

School District Nase hteo To
A

.

l 2 3A Approved Cuoulntivo
'Budget Expandi Lures nn, mw

Suuctmprcn A (Basic Sxttts Dcvctovncm)
Reading.......„...„„„„„„.„„...........„„.....,1. ,,_

_,Written& Oral Co—un:lcati0n...„„„„„„„„„„„.„ .

Suacwrcvt B (Ewcmow. Irmovacm 8 Suwonr Scxvxccs) .
Library/Mi. htefi·]*a***•\|•lII••••••••••g••g•.•••,·~1111 iii-

Equiw“t'*'*00•••••••a••••••;•·••·•••·· •¤lul-itsLocal

Improvement Programs (Milli l’¤‘¤J¤¤¤¤) .„„„„„• -—— l-
t° s“PP°l‘t Hi¤¤|'i!1! Children

°f Pl¤¤¤i¤ß G NßhugeuentPractices.Suacnmcrz

C (SPccmt Pmxcrs)
ÄTIS EdlICB[i°ll•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••; iii- "i' l

BmdjßalCareer

Education.......c11'.iZB1ISh1PEdlIC8t«10l1••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ill ll i'""*
Connunity Schools........................„„„.„„„ l-—-—— ——-—·—— —·—·-——

Consuaer Education........................„„„„•„„ i····—·
—l'—* *—*

Environmental Education.................„„„„„„••• l*"' li *'**‘
Establishnent of Educational Proficiency Standards..„• ———-
——iEthnicHeritageFollov

Through.........................„„„„•••„••„ *·——• i**‘*• **-'
Cifted and Talented................„„.„„„„„„„„•• "'

"‘ **‘

HealthLau-Related Education.........„„.„•„•••••„•••••••• 1-- -—-—-——
-Hetric ——

ParentPopulation
Education.........„.„...„„„•„•••••••• .....1 —...i l-.-

Preschool Parent Partnership.,..„.•.„••„•••••••••• ._...„ —.il -—l-—
Safe Schools, Vnndalis¤....„„.„.„•••„•••••••••••••• .. .t-.—. l.;-—
Title IV Training and Advisory Services, 1966 CU•••• ..
Youth Correction Education...............„„.„„„.„
Youth lü¤ploy¤ent........-.........„...„„„„•••••••••_ ____l _

TOC81••••«••••••••••••••••••••••••••••~•••••• i_
li? l_l

I
I certify that 501 751 l001__

Bi1b° of the allocation has been expended.
Office of Planning and Policy
State Department of Education
P. 0, Box 771 —-il
Jackson, HS 39205 Signature of Superintendent Date
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MISSISSIPPI STATE ÜZPARTPDIT (T EIXXIATIGJ
OFFICE OF PLANNING AND POLICY

‘BUDGET„AMENDMENT_
ECIA CHAPTER‘ Z

School District Name lhteu To

l 2 3
”

Approved Amendment: Revised
Budget +) (-) (0) Budget

Suocmmtn A (BAs¤c Sxrtts Dtvttomtnr) —
Reading...........................................„.. __ ,_ ___ _ _,__

Hathmtics•lOl••l••••l••llIO•I|•|••IOIICIQOOIBOIOOIOIWritten

& Oral Co-unication....................„..... ·

Stßcwrm B (Ewcmowu. Irmwncm & SwvonrScmccs)l‘ib'°'Y/,1**1**
”“¢fi¤l¤·•••••••••••-.„...........,,,,,’-..1- il im-
Equip.€“t•••••••••••••••••.....,,,,,,,,,

11¤•—

Local Tmprovenent Prograas (Milli 1°*’¤]¢¤l8) ,,,,,.,,,,,, im _—._. —i.

P"°8"a‘°S
t° S“PP°*’¢ Hi¤¤¤‘i?-Y Children•„.............,, ...T.— .l.. im

cuidancelcounseling/Testing*U!|||I••I•••a••••••g•··‘·•· gjllm —;——-1 —-1-

I"P'°"¢"°“*
°[ P1¤¤¤i¤8 6 Wlhagclcnt Practices......,, Ti im .l—.

Swcumcn C (Smm Paoxcrsl
Arts

EdUCati°n•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••; 1 1 -1

Biosedical Education for Disadvantaged................ L--
—-—- -————

Career F-ducation............................„........ ———· —-——— -—-———

Citizenship Education.............................„.. ——— ——l—— -—-—

Comunity Schools..........................„„...„.. 1-1 -1-— -—————

Consumer Education....................................
—-1 1 1

Environmental Educat:1on............................... 1 1 1

Establishnent of Educational Proficiency Standards.... -————— -—-—— -—————

Ethnic Heritage Stud:I.es...............................
———— ·—-——- —-1

Follow Through........................................ -1 1 1

Gifted and 'l'alented........................„.......... 1 1 1

Health Education...................................... --1 1 -1

l.aw—Related Education................................. —— -——— —l-—

MetricParent
[n—Partnership.................................

_i_i _____. ?__..

PopulationPreschool
Parent Partnership.,........................ jl. _..__. ij,

Safe
Schools,TitlcTV Training and Advisory Services, 1966 CRA.... __i_„ _l__ ___,

Youth Correction Education............................
Youth Enploysent..........„..........................._

Total.......................................„

suamr 2 o¤=u:s
Return to: A. C. Bilbo _

Office of Planning and Policy
State Department of Education
P, 0. Box 771 —.1-—-

Jackaon, HS 39205 Signature of Superintendeat Date
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Form 4
Chapter 2‘
5/85

Orrxcc or Ptmums Ann Pou cv _
ECIA Chapter 2

l
. ‘

PUPIL POPULATION DATA- ‘ 1985 - 86
PUBUC SQ-IOOI5I
Public SdioolEnrullment¤··~·~··

HK
PublicSchoolChild·en Participatin3inC1apter2

mega Gr•b7~12 rau—·~·~= X-II
PRIVATE SCI·@.5 · . _
1. D¤estheappli¤nthaveeli;ibleprivatesd•¤¤lsintI•edis¤·ict?YesÜ Noü

Iftheanswerisye•,¤:•ri|>letenuri>er2arid3.

2. Eligible Private School Enrpllmem A

E······-·
-——K3.

Eligible Private School üiildren Participating in Chapter 2

· 7 ¤~«= —-]—
Return to:SdnalbiatddA•C•

BILBO
· OFFICE OF PLANNING ANDPOLICYSTATE

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION [signature]Post orrxcc agx 771 .
Jncxsou, ns 9205 um ___;._l......
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EDUCATION CONSOLIDATION AND IMPROVBIENT ACT, CHAPTER 2
AHTECEDENT PROGRAMS PT 1981

Legislative Authority

Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965:

TITLE II
* BASIC SKILLS IMPROVEHENT

Title II-A ( 1) National Programs
Title II·B ( 2) State Basic Skills Program
Title II-C ( 3) Special Program for Improving Basic, Skills .

TITLE III SPECIAL PROJECTS
Title III-A * ( 4) National Diffusion Program
Title III-A * ( 5) Educational Television Programing
Title III-A * ( 6) Cities ln Schools VTitle III-A

*
( 7) PUSH for Excellence

· Title III-3
*

( 8) Metric Education
Title III-C

*
( 9) Arts in Education

Title III-D (1D) Preschool Partnership Program
Title III-E

*
(ll) Consumer Education

Title III-E (12) Youth Employment
Title III-G * (13) Law Related Education
Title III-H (14) Environmental Education
Title III-I (15) Health Education
Title III-J (16) Correction Education‘
Title III-K (17) Dissemination of Information
Title III-L * (18) Biomedical Education
Title III-M (19) Population Education ~
Title III-N

* (20) International Education-

TITLE IV EDUCATION DIPROVEMENTI RESOURCES,
AND SUPPORT

Title IV-3 * (21) Iustructional Materials and School
Library Resources

Title IV-C * (22) Improvement in Local Educational
Practice

Title IV-D (23) Guidance, Counseling, and Testing
TITLE V STATE LEADERSHLP
Title V-A (24) Administration of Educational Pro-

gram and Duties of SH
Title V-B * (25) Strengthening State 'Educational

Agency Managment
Title V-C (26) National and State Advisory Councils
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:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
Legislative Authority

TITLE VI
u

EMERGENCI SCHOOL AID

* (27) Basic Grats to LEAs

* (28) Special Programs ed Projects
* (29) Grants to Non—Profit Organizations

* (30) Magnet Schools, Neutral Sites and
Pairing Grants

* (31) Educational Television ad Radio
* (32) Evaluation

TITLE VIII * (33) COMUNITY SCHOOLS

TITLE.IX ADDITIONAL PROGRAMS
Title IX—A * (34) Gifted and Talented
Title II—8 (35) Educational Proficiency Standards
Title IX-C _ (36) Special Grants for Safe Schools
Title IX·E

* (37) Ethnic Heritage Program

Alcohol and Drug AbuseEducation Incentive ° ‘
Act * (38) Alcohol end Drug Abuse Education

Career Education
Incentive Act * (39) Career Education

National Science
Foudation Act of 1950:

_ Section 3(a)(l) * (40) Pre—co1l•ge Science Teacher Training
Higher Education Act

_ of 1965:
T Title V-A

* (41) Teacher Corps ·
Title V-B,

_ Section 532(a)(l) * (42) Teacher Ceters

Economic Opportunity Act
of 1964:
Title V-3

* (43) Fo1low—Through
‘

Civil Rights Act of
1964:
Title IV, Section 405 Desegregation Training and Advisory

Services

*Programs receiving appropriations during ET 1981 which were ·
subsequently merged into the Education Consolidation and
Improvement Act of 1981, Chapter 2.
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ECIA, Chapter 2 Appllcatlon
Project Narratlve

Neggs — Tygeg Of Hgggrlgl; · §gglgg;lgq

Subchapter A — Reading $629.65

Needs -
The elementary grades are ln need of speclally developed teachlng
material that will help and reinforce certain reading and
language arts skllls and concepts.
The selected supplles will help students improve their reading
skills as well as lmprove comprehenslon and llstenlng skllls.

Types of: Materials — Equipment — Books - Activities
. Fllmstrlp and cassette sets.

Presenting the Parts of Speech
. Sentence Bulldlng

Developing the Vocabulary
Report urltlng

Programs which are developed to increase listening skills:
Treasury of Nursery Rhymes

Evaluation -
Teacher-made evaluations
Teacher-made checklist
Development of Teacher Objectlves

Subchapter A - Basic Skills Development (Math) $113.60

Needs -
‘

Students ln the mathematlcs program at the elementary school are
in need of supplementary material relnforcing the metrlc concept.

Types of: Iaterlals - Equipment — Books - Activities
Netric—Step-On (Learning Activity Program)

Evaluation -
A teacher-made evaluation wlll be utillzed to ldentify the
student‘s understanding of the metrlc concept.
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Subchapter A - Basic Skills Development (Math) $112.94

Needs —

The countlng frame ls needed to help teach students to add and
”

subtract.
The chalkboard compass wlll be used ln geometry to help teach the
concepts of radlus and diameter.
The reverslble rectangular polar graph chart is needed to help
teach the students how to graph llnear equatlons.

Types of: Materlals - Equipment - Books - Activities
3 Jumbo Countlng Frames
1 Chalkboard Compass
1 Reversible Rectangular Polar Graph Chart

Evaluation -
The math teachers wlll use these ltems and determine lf thelr
usage helps them to teach thelr objectlves. This wlll be
determlned through testlng and achlevement test scores.

Subchaptar A - Basic Skills Development (Math) $400.00

Needs —

As Agricultural High School proposes to use a portion of the
monles for the lmprovement of skills 1n mathematlcs, especially
in algebra and geometry.

Types of: Materials - Equipment • Books - Activities
workbooks, tapes and cassettee, fllmstrlps and other materials
wlll be purchaeed. These wlll be used ln the classroom by
students enrolled ln the various mathematics classes.

Evaluation -
A proper evaluation wlll be successfully purchaslng the ltems and
using them ln classes. Addltlonally test wlll be admlnlstered to
measure levels galned by students enrolled ln the mathematics
classes.
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Subchapter A - Basic Skills Development (Reading) $2.010.32

Needs -
Supplementary readers to provide enrlchment activities and
improve reading skllls of young children.
To increase the level of Achievement Tests and to develop better
reading hablts of children through enjoyable reading experiences.
The reading charts are needed to teach phonics, vowels, spelling,
word building, blends and digraphs. The reading teachers need
these to teach objectives in the AIM Plan. The chart stands are
needed to hang the charts on for better moveabillty.

Types of: Materials — Equipment - Books — Activities
182 supplementary readers of various grade levels (1-S), by Ginn
and Company
Reading Charts

Evaluation -
Teachers will observe and evaluate reading skills, reading
habits, and aesthetic appreciatlon of reading. Reading
Achievement Tests will be given to determine grade level and
evaluate student progress.
These materials can be evaluated by improvement in reading
achievemant test scores, teacher—made test, and student
performance.
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Subchapter B — Local Improvement $9,890

Need -
To help students gain skills ln computer llteracy

Types of Material —

Equipment: 8 Apple IIE Computers
Materials: Disks & Diskettes

Evaluation —

These computers wlll be used to make our students aware of the
computer age ln which we now llve. Also, they will be used to
enrlch our academic programs. The computers will also aid ln
student record-keeplng allowing more time for classroom activity.

Subchapter B - Local Improvement $6,919

Need -
To expand the variety of books and materials, such as filmstrips,
tapes and disc recordlngs ln the school libraries of the three
attendance centers.

Types of: Materlals·Equlpment-Books-Activities
Books and Instructional Materials

Evaluation -
These materials will make the specific subject matter more
meanlngful to the students and enhance the learning environment.

Subchapter B - Library/Medla Materials $2,200

Need -
Playground supplies, A/V materials, lamlnatlng material, and
lnstructlonal supplies

Types of: Matsr1als-Equlpment—Books·Actlv1tles
Skill paks, skill sheets, tapes, records, cassettes, Balls,
Learning modules, lamlnatlng materlals

Evaluation —

A/V supplies and lnstructlonal supplies and materials placed in
respective schools.
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Subchapter B — Instructlonal Equipment $6,776

Need -
A/V equipment. computers and computer equipment. Televisions, and
video players
Types of: Materlals—Equipment-Books—Activltles
Filmstrip projectors, opaque projectors, televislons, overhead
projectors

Evaluation -
A/V equipment and other equipment placed in respective schools

Subchapter B - Local Improvement $5,000

Need —

Coordinator of AIM to improve curriculum

Types of: Materials-Equlpment-Books-Actlvltles .
Provlde a part—tlme person to work wlth teachers to lmplement AIM
plan. Provlde ln·servlce for teachers and work wlth prlnclpals
and teachers to determine if there ls a dlscrepancy in their AIM
plans. If there is, provide assistance in correcting the
problems. Help develop a test ltem bank and provide assistance
to teachers in utlllzlng computers to manage the AIM plan. Thls
person will hold an administrative certlflcate.

Evaluation -
Survey teachers to see lf they have obtained sufflclent
assistance to put their AIM plan lnto effect.

Subchapter B — $2.00
Improvement of Planning & Management Practices

Need -
Assistance ln planning, coordlnatlng, developing- and evaluating
educational programs such as teacher ln-service, needs
assesements, teacher evaluation. end computer programing.

Types of: Mater1als-Equlpment-Books-Actlvlties
Partlclpating ln Reglonal Educational Service Agency that covers
several dlstrlcts working together for their mutual benefits

Evaluation -
Teacher and administrative questlonnalre
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Subchapter 8 - Local Improvement Programs $10,036
u

Need - gThere ls a need to expand our computer lab which was started with1983-84 Chapter 2 funds.
There ls a need for reproduction equipment for both schools.

Types of: Materlals-Equipment-Books-Activlties
$6,000 will be spent on computers, accessories and peripherals. 4computers will be added at the Center which will make it possiblefor 30 students to receive lnstruction at any one time.
$4,036 will used to purchase a copy machine for each center.Chambers will receive a small machine as it has only 200students. The will receive a heavy duty type machine as it willhave heavy volume loads.

Evaluation -
All equipment will be assigned to trained teachers and clearlymarked as Chapter 2. Use records will be used to determine ifthis equipment is being used to the schools advantage.

Subchapter 8 - Library/Media $2,900

Need -
There is a need to continue to upgrade the library at Chambersand The. There is a need to add to a small inventory of computersoftware.

Types of: Haterials-Equipment-Books-Actlvities
$500 will be used at the Chambers library which serves 200students in grades 1-8. This amount should purchase 100 booksselected by staff, students, and parents. °

$1,900 will be used at the The library which serves 1175 studentsin grades 1-12. This amount should purchase 275 books and mediamaterials selected by students, staff. and parents.

$500 will be spent on computer software for children in grades 1-12. 500 students should be involved in the use of computers.

Evaluation -
A clrculation record will be kept on all books and material thatwill be clearly marked as Chapter 2.

These materials will be accounted for by asslgned persons who areresponsible for computer lnstruction.
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Subchapter — B Instructional Equlpment $44,998

Needs -
To use computers in education from kindergarten through gradetwelve.
To improve teachers' and students' computer literacy.
To afford teachers opportunity to use drlll and practice withstudents.

Types of: Materials—Equipment-Books-Aotivltles
Micro—computers

Evaluation -
Compare test scores to determine whether computers are being usedto aid ln improvlng scores. Check to see how many teachers areusing computers to determine lf the number ls lncreasing overlast year.

Subchapter - 8 Library Media Services $39,836

Needs -
Have software to use with micro-computers to teach computerllteracy and drlll and practice.
Purchase lnstructional materials and supplies that will enhancethe opportunity to teach AIM objectlvee to assure 80% mastery.

Types of: Materials-Equipment-8ooks·Act1vlties
Computer Software
Materials and Supplies

Evaluation —

Flll out forms on software evaluatlng the effectivenees of thesoftware for instruction ln the areas and grades lt le being
utillzed.
Compare test scores in 1984-85 with scores in 1983-84.
Each child will be tested on each objectlve to determine 80t
mastery.
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Subchapter - B Library Media Services $11,257

Needs -
Library and reference books are needed to provide supplemental
reading and research materials.
Media materlals are needed to supplement those materials
available for public school music classes. elementary classes,
and the media center.

Types of: Materials — Equipment — Books — Activities
Library books and encyclopedias will be used on an individual and
classroom basis by students for supplemental reading and
research.
Records wlll be used by teachers and students in elementary
classes and ln public school music classes. ·

Evaluation
Teacher evaluation
Library usage records
Inventory

Subchapter B - Instructional Equipment $5,431

Needs —

Audlo—vlsual equipment ls needed to supplement the teacher
demonstrations and lectures in order to help develop interest and
understanding.

ITV equipment ls needed to enable the teachers to lncorporate ITV
programs into the lnstructlonal program.

Additional scientific equipment is needed to supplement that
material and equipment available for lnstructlon in the natural
sciences.

Types of: Materials - Equipment — Books — Actlvltles
Record players, cassette players, and fllm projectors will be
used by teachers ln presentation of prepared material to enhance
understanding and increase motivation.

Additional video recorder/players are needed to make ITV
materials available to the individual classrooms at the time the
classroom schedules require.

Microscopes, balances, and the micro-projector will be used by
teachers and students in science instruction and laboratory work.

Evaluation
Teacher evaluation
Amount of usage of equipment’
Inventory
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Subchapter B — Local Improvement Program $12,640 _

Needs -
To test additional elementary students that district cannot test.

u
To provide ln-service for selected teachers to begin preparatlon
for House Bill Q4.

Additional library books

Shelving to help establlsh a llbrary

Computer Equipment & Programs

Types of: Materials - Equipment - Books — Activities
Test booklets, manuals, answer sheets, norm booklets .

Selected teachers attend a three day in-service to help them
understand their teaching dutles and responslbllltles.

Library books

Hood shelvlng material & labor

Computer equipment & software

Evaluation ~
For grouplng and dlagnostic purpose
Teacher feed back through evaluation of ln-service workshop
Additional books for library use
Shelvlng for llbrary books at Clark Street School
Teachers I students uslng computers for Instruction

Subchapter B —
Instructlonal Equipment $12,049Needs — ·

To install, equip, and melntaln computer equipment to be used in
teaching computer llteracy and computer programing to students
and teachers.

Types of: Materials - Equipment - Books - Activities
Purchase of a printer and supplies to augment existing equipment
and to asslst ln teaching.

Evaluation -
Teacher made tests and AIM program will be used to evaluate .
success. S

s
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l
Subchapter B4- Llbrary/Media Materials $9,230

Needs -
To upgrade and improve the literary and medla centers In four
schools in the dIstrIct.

Types of: Materials - Equipment — Books - Activities

_

To purchase books, periodlcals, and other reading materials that
relate to the Instructional management of the school district.

Evaluation —

District wIll maintain Southern Association and State AA
Accredltatlon.

Subchapter B - Library/Media Materials $2,000

Needs —

Purchase of library and classroom resources which help motivate
our students for Improvement in their learning.

Types of: Materials — Equipment - Books - Activities
Enlarge exlstlng programs of learning to sld students to:
1. develop skllls In varied subject areas through the use of

the computer,
2. continue to develop skllls in the use of computers,
3. use of video tape player to enhance student learning.

Evaluation —

Expected results:
Improvement In classroom performance of students es measured by
teacher-made tests and an Improvement in achlevement as IndIcated
by Improvement of student scores on California Achlevement Test.

Subchapter 8 - Reading $4,500

Needs -
Supplemental and enrlchment materials that enhance comprehension

Types of: Materials - Equipment — Books - Activltles
Materials conslsting mainly of reading materials will be
purchased. Most of this wIll be published by GInn to compllment
the Glnn 720 Readlng Series.

Evaluatlon -
The evaluation wIll be made by the building prlncipals and the
staff members.
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Subchapter B - Llbrary/Medla Materials $2,000

Needs -
There ls a contlnulng need for addltlonal books and resource
materials.

Types of: Materials — Equipment - Books — Actlvltles
_ This expendlture wlll be used for books and resource materials.

Evaluation -
The evaluation wlll be made by the bulldlng prlnclpals and the
librarlans.

Subchapter B - Local Improvement Programs $7,000

Needs —

Library asslstant who wlll work at two elementary schools.

Types of: Materials - Equlpment - Books - Actlvltles
The llbrary asslstant wlll work under the supervlslon of the
llbrarlan who works one-half tlme at one elementary school and
one-half time at another elementary school. The llbrary
asslstant, who ls tralned by the llbrarlan, alternates with the
llbrarlan and thls enables both llbrarles to be open wlth adult
supervlslon full time. The llbrary asslstant helps the chlldren
wlth books and audlo visual materials and such other dutles as
asslgned by the prlncipals and the llbrarlan.
The llbrary asslstant ls not a certified person. The full salary
of the llbrarlan ls pald from the Chapter 2 funds.

Evaluation -
The evaluetlon of the program wlll be made by the prlnclpals and
the faculty members of the two schools.

Subchapter B - Teacher Tralnlng/In-Servlce $2,500

Needs -
Staff development and ln-servlce tralnlng are necessary to meet
requirements of state law and the results wlll be an lmproved
dellvery of lnstructlon.

Types of: Materials — Equipment - Books - Actlvltles
Part of thls expendlture wlll be for materials to be used wlth

’

teacher ln-servlce and the remalnder wlll be used ln related _
actlvltles. Flnal plans ln thls area are lncomplete.

Evaluation -
The evaluatlon wlll be made by building prlncipals and faculty
members.
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Subchapter B — Instructional Equipment $20,846

Needs —

The needs assessment conducted by this project revealed major
needs in several areas of our curriculum. The equipment and
materials indicated for use by this system will be useful to
supplement, reinforce and enrich our curriculum and help us to
raise the competency level of all students attending these
schools.

Types of: Materials - Equipment — Books - Activities
Computers
Copy Machines
Ditto Machines
Carts
Projectors
Lab Stools
Record players
Language Lab
Instructional Equipment

Evaluation —

The effectiveness of the materials and equipment used ln the
classroom will be determined by:
1. Teacher made test
2. Standard test
3. Teacher observation

Subchapter B - Library/Media Materials $11,610

Needs -
The needs assessment conducted by the schools involved in this
project revealed major needs in several areas of our curriculum.
The equipment and materials indlcated for use by this system will
be useful to supplement. reinforce and enrich our curriculum and
help us to raise the competence level of all students attending
these schools.

Types of: Materials — Equipment - Books — Activities
Computer Software
Basic Reading Program
Films
Speech and Communication Films
Maps
Globes
Charts
Biology Material
Listening Stations

Evaluations —

The effectiveness of the materials and equipment used in the
classroom will be determlned by:
1. Teacher made test
2. Standardized test
3. Teacher observation.
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Subchapter B - Local Improvement Programs $31,940

Needs -
The school system plans to continue the Drug Education program
during the 1984-85 school year. This program is a result of a
community and school staff study made in 1982 and updated this
current school year. The need to continue is made evident by the
lncreasing awareness of drug problems on the Coast and in the
nation.

Types of: Materials — Equipment - Books - Activities
No materials, equipment, etc. are belng purchased from the
Chapter 2 budget for the drug specialist.
The drug specialist will contact each student ln the school
system as an individual or in a group before the end of the 1984-
B5 school year.

Evaluation -
At the end of the school year the principal, staff, and students
of each school will be given an opportunity to have an input lnto
the program value and ways ls can better serve our students.

Subchapter 8 - Local Improvement Programs $19,863

Needs -
The school system plans to continue an additional elementary
guldance counselor under the Chapter 2 program. The elementary
guldance program has been defined by our prlncipals and teachers
as one of our greatest needs due to the fact that numbers of
serious problems ln this area are being ldentlfied. The guidance
counselor is able to give in—depth attention to students who need
more services than the classroom teacher ls able to give.

Types of: Material - Equipment - Books — Activities
The Chapter 2 guldance counselor will work with students who have
been raferred and lf necessary they will refer the student to
agencies or professionals who are equipped to handle and help
solve the problem.

Evaluation -
An input will be given by the staff and princlpals at the end of
the school year as to the effectiveness of the program.
we also will ask them for suggestions to make the program more
effective.
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Subchapter B — Local Improvement Programs $7,189

Needs-
Each parochial school was contacted as to how they wIsh to spend
their Chapter 2 allocation. Reading .(especIally oral and
comprehenslon) was IdentIfIed as the number one need of the
parochial schools. Thls was followed by math and language.

Types of: Material - Equlpment - Books — Actlvltles
Each school has or will submit a specIfIc list as to materials
and equipment that will supplement their existing programs
with the purpose of correctlng the needs of students. On
elementary school wIll be addlng to their Chapter 2 computer
program. Another elementary school will be purchaslng reading,
math, and language materials to upgrade avallable assistance In
these areas.
All materials and equipment wlll be Incorporated In the regular
school curriculum.

Evaluation -
The evaluation of the parochial purchases will be incorporated In
the overall testing program at the end of the school year.

Subchapter B - Local Improvement Program $18,153.49Needs - »
Students need Interaction from teachers and a soclal worker In an
academic and socIal environment.
Types of: Materlals - Equipment — Books — Activities
A certified socIal worker (1008 Chapter 2 with a Salary of
$18,153.49) will provide the students In Grades 7 and 8 with an
effective method of deallng with the problems related to problem
solvlng, logical reasonlng, and communication within thelr social
environment through the use of guldance and counsellng
techniques. -
1. The socIal worker will stress value concepts and self—Imag•

concepts.
2. The soclal worker wlll provide In—servlce tralnlng on testing

and achlevement scores and their meanIng to teachers,
students, and parents.

3. Pre and post testing, formal and Informal testlng focuslng on
academlc, emotIonal, and socIal growth will be explained to °
the parents and students.

4. To provide Indlvldual therapy and follow-up by counselor who
wlll periodlcally work with each student on measuring his
progress and In allevIating any exlstlng problems.
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Evaluation -
Data to be collected and maintained include:
1. Records of all counsellng sessions with students ln the

project will be maintained. ·
2. Records of all home vlsits wlll be kept.
3. Records of in-service sessions along with content of the

sessions and evaluation will be kept.
4. An lnformation flle on the referrals and follow-up activities

will be kept.
5. The results of all pre and post tests as were as a record of

follow-up activities will be kept in the central office.

Subchapter B - Local Improvement Program $19,486.32

Needs-
Students need lnteraction from teachers and a guldance counselor
in an academic and social environment.

Types of: Materials — Equipment — Books - Activities
A certified guidance counselor (100% Chapter 2 with a Salary of
$19,486.32) will provide the students ln Grades 7 and 8 with an
effective method of deallng with the problems related to problem
solvlng, logical reasonlng, and communication within thelr social
environment through the use of guidance and counseling
techniques.
1. The guldance counselor will stress value concepts and self-

image concepts.
2. The guldance counselor will provide assistance to students,

teachers, and parents with emotional, social, and cultural
problems.

3. Pre and post testing, formal and lnformal testing focuslng on
academic, emotional, and social growth will be explalned to
the parents and students.

4. To provide lndlvldual therapy and follow-up by counselor who
will periodlcally work with each student on measuring hle
progress and ln alleviatlng any existing problems.

Evaluatlon -
Data to be collected and maintained include:
1. Records of all counsellng sessions wlth students ln the

project will be maintained.
2. Records of all home visits will be kept.
3. Records of ln-service sessions along with content of the

sessions and evaluation will be kept.
4. An information file on the referrals and follow-up activities .

·wlll be kept.
5. The results of all pre and post tests as were as a record of

follow-up actlvltles·will be kept in the central office.
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Subchapter B — Local Improvement Program
”

$15,846.06

Needs —

A method of communicating and disseminating educational
information between the homes and the schools by the use of
community workers.

Types of: Materlals - Equipment — Books — Activities
Two non—certlfled community workers (100% Chapter 2 with combined
salarles of $15,846.06) will provide the students at the 7th and
Bth grade school affected by the court ordered plan with a method
of communlcating and disseminatlon educational information
between the homes and the schools.
The dutles of the community workers will be:
1. The community workers will work on ebsenteeism, potential

dropouts, and community problems associated with
desegregatlon.

2. The community workers will encourage parents to become more
involved ln school functions and activities.

3. The community workers wlll keep parents informed concerning
their student's favorable or unfavorable actions at school.

Evaluation -
(NONE)

Subchapter B - Local Improvement Program $14,578.41

Needs -
An expanded scholastlc currlculum in the area of shop.

Types of: Materials - Equipment — Books — Activities
A certified shop teacher (100% Chapter 2 with a salary of
$14,578.41) to provide the students in the 7th and Bth grades
with an expanded scholastlc currlculum ln the area of shop.
The employment of one certified shop teacher will allow the
students at the 7th and Bth grade school to all have the
opportunity to expand their currlculum and career experlences.
The teacher will lntroduce the students to carpentry, small
engine repair, and leather crafts.

Evaluation —

The increased number of students partlclpating ln the program.
The expanded scholastlc currlculum for the students has been
initlated and ls contlnuing. The success of this program can be
measured by the skills acquired at the conclusion of the course,
but the long term impact can only be measured by the students'
increase or decrease in vocational participation at the high
school level.
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Subchapter B - Local Improvement Program $226.26

Needs -
Substitute teachers salarles for the home economics alde and ‘

certified shop teacher so that we can establlsh contlnuity of the
program.

Types of: Materials - Equipment - Books - Activities
Payroll sheets as submitted by principals.

Evaluation -
$226.26

Subchapter B - Local Improvement Program $1216

Needs ·
To improve and expand in—servlce programs for the faculty and
staff of a parochlal school.

Types of: Materials - Equipment - Books - Activities
Micro Computer
Apple IIe Professional System

Evaluation —
$1216.00

Subchapter B - Local Improvement Program $629.67

Needs -
To expand the scholastlc currlculum offering through the purchase
of additional library books and related materials.

Types of: Materials — Equipment - Books - Activities
Assorted llbrary books from Mlsslsslppl Library E Medla Supply
Co.

Evaluation —
$629.67

Subchapter B — Local Improvement Program $1239.83

Needs —
To expand the curriculum offerlngs through the use of more AV
equipment.

Types of: Materials - Equipment - Books — Activities
Panasonic Record Player - Trl—made stereo system $184.96
Panasonic Tape Recorder AC—DC Slim Line 25.87
16mm Movie Projector 600.00
VCR Sharp 381 429.00Evaluation - 4
NONE _
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Subchapter B — Library/Media Materials $1600.00

Needs -
The library is the hub of educational activities on campus. The
committee proposes to use a portion of funds to supplement
holdings in the library. There is a need for additional
materials to be made available to all students.

Types of: Materials — Equipment - Books - Activities
Basically, the library will be supplemented with publication
appropriate for high school use. Hard and soft cover books and
other media materials will be obtained with monies in this
category.

Evaluation —

One objective of the program is to make materials available to
all students. Evaluation will include members of students using

. materials as verified by library and teacher records.

Subchapter B - Instructional Equipment $500.00

Needs -
Many class presentations involve the need of audio equipment.
The committee plans to supplement the school's equipment by
purchasing three much needed record players to be used by all
faculty members on an as needed basic.

Types of: Materials — Equipment - Books - Activities
The committee wlll purchase through the school three commercial
type record players to be used by all faculty members.

Evaluation •

The successful purchase, uee and upkeep of the three record
players will be used as evaluation guides for this category.

Subchapter B - Guldance/Counseling/Testing $832.00

Needs —

There is need for more professional materials to be used by
counselors in the performance of their duties.

Types of: Materials - Equipment - Books - Activities
Booklets, pamphlets, tests and audio visual tapes will be
purchased for use both by the counselors and teachers.

Evaluatlons -
A successful evaluation will be purchasing and using these

‘

materials by the personnel involved.
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Subchapter B — Teacher Training/In—$ervice $600.00

Needs -
‘Teacher improvement must be an ongoing process. The committee
felt that the improvemeht of the faculty is a much needed item.

Types of: Materials - Equipment — Books · Activities
These activities will include workshops conducted by
professionals in their area of speclallzation.

Evaluation —

Evaluation will be done by participants as well as administrators
and committee members.

Subchapter B - Local Improvement Programs $37,714.74

Needs —

Our Survey of Needs reveal a major deficiency in maps and globes
in each of our schools. The ones we now have are outdated and
are not conducive to teaching children about today‘s and
tomorrow's world. Included in this project is a sufficlent
amount of maps and globes to meet our accredltation standards.

Types of: Materials - Equipment — Books - Activities
Maps. globes, atlases, geographlcal term sets, and other social
studies materials appropriate for every grade level.

Evaluation —

A comparison of achievement test results on next year's tests
will be compared with this year's results, in the social studies
area and the Instructional Supervisor and principals will
determine what effect the purchase of these materials has had on
pupil performance by completing a checklist.

Subchapter B - Local Improvement Programs

Needs —

One four-drawer file cabinet in order that school records are
kept safe and in a classic filed order.
One Firemaster four-drawer filing Cabinet, with lock.
Two two-drawer file cabinets with locks.

Types of: Materials — Equipment - Books - Activities
One four-drawer cablnet, with lock
One Firemaster four-drawer filing cabinet with lock
Two two—drawer file cablnets, with locks

Evaluation -
Confidential records of staff and students will be kept in the -
file cabinet. This will help us to improve our methods of record
keeping immediately.‘
School records will be kept in a classified order for easy access
of location. Vital records will be kept safe.
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Subchapter B — Local Improvement Programs

Needs —

Non-consumable science kits to supplement out textbook oriented
science program.
Children will be able to see and observe concrete evidence of
scientific happenlngs rather than just reading about them. "Hand—
on" demonstratlons will also serve as a motivation factor.
Children will become better prepared to understand and cope with
our technological scientific world.
Students learn better when they can actually see and do things
themselves.

Types of: Materials - Equipment - Books - Activities
Non-consumable scientific kits; one dissectlng klt

Evaluation —

Teachers will observe and evaluate children by performance on
demonstrations. Teacher made test will also be used to determine
mastery of scientific skills. Also. achievement tests will be
used to determine grade level.
Science teacher will monitor use and effectiveness of dissection
kit.

Subchapter B - Local Improvement Programs

Needs -
To supply reference materials for:
Research Papers
Biographies of famous literary wrlters, scientists, hlstorlans,
and mathematicians.
To supply materials for recreational reading on all levels.
Reference materials for various teaching assignments.
Science safety equipment is needed in the science laboratory for
use during experlments for safety reasons.

Types of: Materials — Equipment — Books - Activities
Llbrary Books
Reference Books
Dictionaries
Laboratory Aprons
Safety Goggles

Evaluation -
The teachers will observe and evaluate reading and reference ·
activities. Achievement tests will monitor reference skills.
Science teachers wlll monitor their use and effectiveness.
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Subchapter B - Local Improvement Programs

Needs -
To improve the range of experience of children through providing
microcomputers for the business classroom. To provide the
student with a basic knowledge of microcomputers so that he/she
can enter a working environment associated with computers.
To improve the range of experience in biological science.

Types of: Materials — Equipment - Books - Activities
Six microcomputers with seven disk drives, one printer, and three
covers for computers.
Six microscopes with 10-20 200 M objectives with 4X, 10x, 40x
lenses.

Evaluation -
The teacher will observe and evaluate student progress.
Achievement tests will be given to evaluate student progress.
Evaluation will also be based on changes in achievement test
scores.

Subchapter B - Local Improvement Programs

Needs -
Audiovisual equipment is needed in the classroom by the teachers
in order to help teach their objectives. The record player is
needed by the literature teachers to play the prologue form The
Canterbury Tales in order that the student can learn the
pronunciation from the Middle English period. The
cassette/fllmstrip projector is needed to teach fourth grade
students how to use the library and to motivate them to read by
showing short stories. The video recorder ls needed to record
ETV programs and to the pre—recorded tapes for in-service
training. The TV cart is needed to transport the TV and recorder
to the classrooms. The wall/celling screen is needed to show 16mm
films that the school dlstrict has.

Types of: Materials - Equipment - Books - Activities
Record Player
Cassette/Fllmstrip Projector
1/2" VHS Video Recorder
25" TV Monitor
Mobile Cart for TV and Vldeo Recorder
wall/Ceiling Screen

Evaluation —

This equipment can be evaluated by improvement in achlevement
test scores. and teacher-made tests. Testing and practical
application of skills will determine if the student has learned
to use the library.
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Subchapter B - Local Improvement Programs

Needs —

Copying machlne for dupllcatlng lnstructional materials for
students and teachere. Students with schedullng probleme may
obtaln copies of reference materials which are too valuable to be
checked out of the library. Multiple copies of materials may be
made when several students need access to lt.
One 16mm Projector for vlewlng films related to our currlcular
offering to students and viewing film during staff development
training sessions when consultants are not available.

Types of: Materials - Equipment - Books - Activities
Two Copylng Machines
16mm Projector

Evaluation —

The copylng machine will lmprove time on tasks for teachere and
students and will allow more time for teaching and learning.
we have over 900 films in our film library. The interest level
of students will be observed by teachere. By observation. and
lmprovement ln standardlzed achlevement test scoree and the ACT.

Subchapter B — Local Improvement Programs

Needs -
Fifty-five venetlan blinde for classroome to help regulate the
amount of light and darkness deslred for study and teachlng.
Blinde wlll glve privacy when needed. _

Types of: Materials · Equipment - Books - Activities
Fifty-five Venetlan Blinde

Evaluation -
Venetlan bllnde will help keep students and teachere on tasks by
blocklng out the outside activities. It will make classroom
activities more interesting by lmproving the vlsual aspects of
the claseroom.

Subchapter B - Library/Media Materials $7,500.00

Needs —

Library books and media materials are needed in the currlculum
area in all the schools within the dlstrlct. More up—to—date
materials will improve achievement test scores.

Types of: Materials — Equipment — Books - Activities
Teachers and librarlans will select new library books and
materials to be used in the schools instructlonal programs. These

’
books and materials wlll provide experiences for students to
learn concepts and skills that will increase knowledge in the
academic areas.

Evaluation —

Achlevement test scores wlll be improved ln academic areas.
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Subchapter B — Instructional Equipment $15,000.00

Needs -
The county school system is developing a test item bank in
cooperation with the PREPS consortium. For each school in the
district to be able to retrleve and store test items as needed,
five IBM Personal Computers are requested.

Types of: Materials - Equipment — Books — Activities
Five dual density dual drive 64K support units with monochromatlc
displays and printer adapters and dot llner prlnters.

Evaluation ·
The test item bank for the school system will have access to test
items developed.

Subchapter B - Local Improvement Program $272.00

Needs -
Some health services are needed that preeently are not provided
by the dlstrict. Many students come to school with head lice,
impetlgo, scabies, pink eye and other contagious lnfections.
Since we have no school nurse, services are needed from the
health occupatlons periodically to diagnose and help control
these infections ln the schools.

Types of: Materials · Equipment - Books • Activities
A nurse will be employed on an hourly or daily basis as required
to check for communicable infectlons so that proper measures may
be taken by school officials.

Evaluation -
Abeenteelsm will be reduced due to diagnoslng and treatlng
infectlous diseaees.

Subchapter B - Teacher Training/In-Service $3,000.00

Needs -
Teachers indicate that they need more training in test
development and evaluation as work progresses on the AIM Program.
Some of these funds are also needed for staff development through
utllizing consultants and ln—s•rvlce materials and supplies.

Types of: Materials — Equipment · Books — Activities
In-service sessions will be held within the district to develop
proflciency in test development. Sessions will also be held to
begin implementation of staff development programs required bystate law. ‘
Evaluation -
The AIM Program will progress and teachers will become more
competent through identifying weaknesses and taking measures to
alleviate them.



291

Subchapter B - Instruct1onal Equipment $12,112.75Needs - -Our elementary school and our high school are in need of
equipment that will reinforce the lnstructional activity beingcarrled out ln the classroom.
This equipment ls needed to make relnforcement possible for all
students, and will be used as a teaching tool ln meeting the
objectives set in AIM. Students are ln need to an alternative
instructional method from the regular classroom lecture type of
teaching. This type of reinforcement method will be used to
supplement the regular teaching style.
A duplication machine ls needed to dupllcate student worksheetsand activities.
Types of: Materials • Equipment — Books - Activities
Video Equipment (player/recorded 8 monitore)
Record players
Film-strip-Projectors l

Blank Tapes for video equipment
Tripod Screen
Enclosed mobile Cabinet (for use with video equipment)
Opaque ProjectorElectric Dupllcator ‘
Evaluation -
A perlodlc check will be made to assess the proper use for this
lnstructional equipment.
Student's reaction to the use of this equipment will be recorded.
scores on particular teaching activities and evaluations will be
recorded in an effort to determine lf students are respondlng tocertain activities.
Teachers wlll be given evaluation sheete to briefly evaluate the
effectivenese of this equipment ae a relnforcement teaching tool.

Subchapter B - Library Media Materials $1,352.00
Needs -Television Receiver
Record Player
Tape Recorders

Types of: Materials - Equipment - Books — ActivitiesTelevision Receiver
Record Player
Tape Recorders u

Evaluation - -NONE
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Subchapter B - Instructional Equipment $2,776.00

Needs -
Computers and Programs

Types of: Materials - Equipment — Books — Activities
Computers and programs

Evaluation ·
NONE

Subchapter B — Instructional Equipment $2,776.00

Needs -
Computers and Programs

Types of: Materials - Equipment — Books — Activities
Computers and programs

Evaluation ·
NONE

Subchapter B - Library Media/Materials $544.00

Needs —

Language
Communication Skills
Reading Skills
Math Skills

Types of: Materials · Equipment - Books - Activities
Vldeotape machine, videotapes, and color television for use in
school library to tape instructlonal programs and to play speclel
lnstructionel tapes.

Evaluation -
NONE

Subchapter - B Library Media/Materials $1568.80

Needs —

To provide supplementary services for students weak in various
areas and subjects.
To provide enrlchment for glfted students.
To increase hands—on materials and library books for social
studies classes ln middle grades.
To increase number of professional books and perlodicals
available for teacher use.

Types of: Materials — Equipment — Books — Activities
One TRS Model 4, Single Disk Drive and
One Radio Shack System III Network Controller

Evaluation -
NONE
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Subchapter B - Library Media/Materials $1480.00

Needs -
Improvement in reading and math CAT scores
Computer literacy

Types of: Materials - Equipment — Books — Activities
A computer, image writer printer and software

Evaluation -
NONE

Subchapter B - Instructlonal Equipment $2,408.00

Needs -
There ls a need for students to be introduced to microcomputer
literacy. Ulth the microcomputer as a supplementary
instructlonal educational tool, it will be extremely beneficial
to students at the school in all areas of their curriculum.

Types of: Materials — Equipment — Books - Activities
Microcomputer for supplementary lnstructlonal equipment

Evaluation -
NONE

Subchepter B - Instructional Equipment $1384.00

Needs —

Computers
Software for computers
Maps and Globes
Study Skills Kits
Playground Equipment

Types of: Materials - Equipment · Books - Activities
Computers and Software for computers

Evaluation -
NONE

Subchapter B - Library Media/Materials $3,920.00

Needs —

More reading materials for our llbrary
More reference materials _
Additional tapes, machines, and teaching supplies
Additional materials on art, poetry, etc.

Types of: Materials - Equipment - Books - Activities

Evaluation -
NONE
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Subchapter 8 · Local Improvement Programs $5,360

Needs -
Local lmprovement for computer software and materials and readlng
enrlchment ln grades K-8.
Use the computer as a teaching machine to enrlch classroom drlll
and practice.
Reading enrlchment materlals for above level skills,
relnforcement and exposure.

Types of: Materials — Equipment — Books · Activities
Computer
Reading materials

Evaluation —

NONE

Subchapter B $2,384.00

Need — _
Reading
Social Studies Instruction
Computer

Types of: Materials - Equipment - Books - Activities
Televislon (1)
Computer (1)

Evaluation —

NONE

Subchapter B - Library Media/Materials $1,840.00

Needs -
Develop an understanding of computers and how they work
Beginning programlng for the older students
Hands—on experience with computers
Individuallzatlon ln the area of Math and Readlng
Up to date visual materials ln the area of Soclal Studies
Types of: Materials - Equipment — Books - Activities
SRA Reading Kits, one U.$. Map, Computer llteracy programs. other
programs deallng with Math and reading on various grade levels.

Evaluation -
NONE
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Subchapter 8 - Local Improvement Programs $ 57,320.00

Needs -
Two elementary schools are ineligible for Chapter 1 funding.
Slnce kindergarten classes are otherwise funded by Chapter 1,
five year olds in these school zones do not have kindergarten
programs available.

Types of: Materials — Equipment — Books - Activities
Two kindergarten classes will be established with a teacher andaida in each. Classes will each serve 25 children who are
ellglble for first grade in 1985-B6 and who will be screened as
children ln greatest need on a first—come-first-served basis.
Instructional materials and field trip experlences will be
provided.

Evaluation -
Progress of students will be measured by a pre- post—testing with
the Metropolitan Readlness Tests.

Subchapter B - Local Improvement Programs $193,688.00Needs - _
Curriculum changes, advent of the computer, new emphasls on
science and mathematlcs, renewed commitment to effective schools
and effective teaching all bring a continuous need for
lnstructional staff training. -

Types of: Materfbls - Equipment — Books — Activities
1. Basic certiflcatlon ln math or science
2. Computer education training
3. Staff ln-service
4. Curriculum revislon
5. Development of alternative learning programs for mastery of

distrlct essential objectlves in elementary and secondary
schools

6. Correlates of the effective school
7. Summatlve evaluation
8. Eight steps of the teaching act

Evaluation -
Each training session will be evaluated by each partlclpant as tohow well the session was conducted and how well the session met
the partlclpant's needs. -
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Subchapter 8 — Library/Media Materlals $11,789.00

Needs -
Due to lncreaslng enrollments and wldenlng ranges of student
abllltles and dlsabllltles, certaln library/medla materlals are
needed in non-publlc schools.

Types of: Materlals — Equipment · Books - Actlvltles
Llbrary/medla materlals to be purchased are:
Llbrary books
Readlng Klts
Computer software
Computer texts and manuals
U.S. Map
Mlsslsslppl History Map ·
Globes

Evaluation -
Evaluation wlll vary from sltuatlon to situatlon, but wlll be ln
terms of:
Frequency of use
Teacher-made tests
Improved achlevement test scores
Improved student partlclpatlon
Improved clrculatlon ln library

Subchapter B - Instructlonal Equlpment $12,927.00

Needs -
Non-publlc schools wlth llmlted resources are often not able to
budget for certaln lnetructlonal equlpment needed to better
dellver lnstructlonal services to students. Student needs,
currlculum offerlngs and currlculum addltlons have been
consldered ln establlshing need for equipment.

Types of: Materlals - Equipment - Books — Actlvltles
The following types of equlpment wlll be purchased:
Computers
Printer for computer
Vldeo—cassette recorder/player
color televlslon
Record player
Cassette recorder/player

Evaluation —

Each equlpment ltem wlll be evaluated ln terms of usage,
‘

enhancement of lnstructlonal program and lmprovement of
achlevement test sccres.
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Subchapter B - Local Improvement Programs $300.00

Needs -
Reading is a prlority need among students ln one non-public
school. Instructlonal need ln thls area ls for high interest,
low vocabulary reading materials for secondary age students.

Types of: Materials - Equipment - Books — Activities
Purchase of classroom sets of reading materials for emphasis of
quality teaching.

Evaluation -
Observation of increased interest ln reading.
Improved reading partlclpatlon
Improved reading test scores.
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Subchapter C - Ethnic Heritage Studies $700.00

Needs -
It was the committee's feeling that there is a need for the
students to learn more about thelr ethnlc background.

Types of: Materials - Equipment - Books - Activities
Audio/Visual tapes, booklets, records, pamphlets, books and
related materials will be purchased with funds from this line
item. Materials will be housed in classrooms and the library and
will be available to all students and faculty.

Evaluation —
A successful evaluation will be purchasing and using these
materials by the students and faculty.

Subchapter C — Establishment of Proficlency Standards $3,000.00

Needs -
The state requires that an Accountabllity for Instructionel
Management Program be in effect for all schools. Instructlonal
objectlves and activities will be written and evaluation items
for these objectlves will be established.

i
Types of: Materials · Equipment · Books · Activities
Some teachers will be chosen to work outside school hours and
beyond regular time expectations to help complete the AIM
Program.These teachers will receive a per hour stlpend and some
of the funds will be utlllzed to pay substltutes to provide
released tlme for teachers working on AIM.

Evaluation -
More progress will be made toward completion of the district‘s
AIM Program.

Subchapter C — Arts Education $608.00

Needs —
To facilitate the development and growth of symbolic functionlng
To attaln a greater sense of mastery over the environment.”
To contribute to growth in cognitlve, perceptual, social, and
motor development.

Types of: Materials — Equipment — Books — Activities
Materials for an already existing ART Therapy programEvaluation - ·
NONE
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LIST OE LEAS SORTED BY CHAPTER 2 GAIN OR LOSS

ANTECEDENT CHAPTER
SIZE HEALTH PROGRAM CHAPTER 2 2 GAIN PERCENT(ADA) (APU) FUNDS ALLOCATION OR LOSS GAIN/LOSS

4311.00 20008.63 7018379.0 36776.00 -6981603 -189.84855.00 15296.44 816142.00 7912.00 -808230 -102.15
27218.00 31149.51 944631.00 301632.00 -642999 -2.13
10842.00 15775.15 545648.00 98744.00 -446904 -4.53
2785.00 38185.39 232347.00 28080.00 -204267 -7.27
2464.00 14882.65 192637.00 28772.00 -163865 -5.70
1726.00 25501.79 171472.00 21320.00 -150152 -7.04
5645.00 16771.08 199526.00 51752.00 -147774 -2.86
3957.00 17044.70 173427.00 38824.00 -134603 -3.47
2357.00 18798.87 157434.00 26328.00 -131106 -4.98
8889.00 12335.17 205235.00 77992.00 -127243 -1.63
7472.00 47011.15 198039.00 71256.00 -126783 -1.78
1235.00 9856.14 115426.00 13432.00 -101994 -7.59
1570.00 14127.76 114662.00 13520.00 -101142 -7.48
3253.00 18591.85 124547.00 32056.00 -92491.0 -2.89
3135.00 12520.26 101592.00 28104.00 -73488.0 -2.61
1469.00 14095.18 87098.00 18227.00 -68871.0 -3.78
1305.00 14668.39 74006.00 10792.00 -63214.0 -5.86
2466.00 15162.87 83739.00 21192.00 -62547.0 -2.95
1776.00 33440.90 75022.00 26800.00 -48222.0 -1.80
2671.00 15772.57 82737.00 34544.00 -48193.0 -1.40
3439.00 21797.73 78428.00 31176.00 -47252.0 -1.52
1522.00 15290.59 57566.00 12256.00 -45310.0 -3.70
1861.00 7196.02 58802.00 15424.00 -43378.0 -2.81
500.00 16411.61 46533.00 7282.00 -39251.0 _ -5.39

1432.00 19320.96 51757.00 12752.00 -39005.0 -3.06
2588.00 17946.37 59429.00 23640.00 -35789.0 -1.51

765.00 11642.59 39405.00 6456.00 -32949.0 -5.10
3770.00 7582.39 63834.00 32600.00 -31234.0 -.96
1323.00 25974.57 47296.00 18759.00 -28537.0 -1.52
971.00 9470.41 36122.00 8200.00 -27922.0 -3.41

3110.00 18675.42 60466.00 32896.00 -27570.0 -.84
3147.00 15983.65 56888.00 32064.00 -24824.0 -.77
1636.00 13056.13 51466.00 27628.00 -23838.0 -.86
1022.00 15570.89 32611.00 9072.00 -23539.0 -2.59
5161.00 29759.17 69258.00 48408.00 -20850.0 -.43
5955.00 31129.20 84328.00 65776.00 -18552.0 -.28
1155.00 6274.29 25092.00 10784.00 -14308.0 -1.33
2514.00 14955.99 39461.00 _ 26016.00 -13445.0 -.52
3928.00 8068.78 56149.00 43096.00 -13053.0 -.30
2019.00 10442.81 39743.00 26940.00 -12803.0 -.48
1160.00 14909.98 22471.00 10504.00 -11967.0 -1.14
1602.00 19770.43 26333.00 14400.00 -11933.0 -.83
4093.00 16409.87 48404.00 36840.00 -11564.0 -.31
3533.00 19250.37 41656.00 30768.00 -10888.0 -.35
2048.00 16163.80 31563.00 21112.00 -10451.0 -.50
1780.00 17418.60 24605.00 15328.00 -9277.00 -.61
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PAGE 2

ANTECEDENT CHAPTER
SIZE WEALTH PROGRAM CHAPTER 2 2 GAIN PERCENT

(ADA) (APU) FUNDS ALLOCATION OR LOSS GAIN/LOSS

1099.00 19903.18 18435.00 9368.00 -9067.00 -.97
1600.00 14486.72 25781.00 17208.00 -8573.00 -.50
758.00 8181.10 14046.00 6056.00 -7990.00 -1.32

3440.00 20795.82 38360.00 30560.00 -7800.00 -.26
1227.00 12769.50 20240.00 12883.00 -7357.00 -.57
2597.00 20533.27 28857.00 23072.00 -5785.00 -.25
1546.00 17881.56 23886.00 18496.00 -5390.00 -.29
747.00 13357.12 11801.00 6472.00 -5329.00 -.82

1090.00 27962.83 22969.00 17661.00 -5308.00 -.30
1249.00 17823.69 18163.00 12856.00 -5307.00 -.41
1227.00 50831.98 18042.00 12736.00 -5306.00 -.42
2207.00 12827.12 22870.00 18205.00 -4665.00 -.26
1017.00 16283.72 12500.00 8528.00 -3972.00 -.47
1795.00 198664.86 21664.00 17992.00 -3672.00 -.20
686.00 19834.42_ 9010.00 6120.00 -2890.00 -.47

1482.00 19392.01 15432.00 12640.00 -2792.00 -.22
3373.00 19813.14 33200.00 32416.00 -784.00 -.02
1288.00 9599.38 17867.00 17339.00 -528.00 -.03
3005.00 21671.05 27657.00 27280.00 -377.00 -.01
1936.00 14200.75 17120.00 16808.00 -312.00 -.02
1874.00 25942.74 32159.00 31915.00 -244.00 -.01
9663.00 22525.74 96717.00 96712.00 -5.00 -.00
928.00 16698.40 9970.00 10767.00 797.00 .07
226.00 23493.96 1724.00 2820.00 1096.00 .39

1750.00 18547.16 14782.00 15976.00 1194.00 .07
3445.00 15447.48 29454.00 31040.00 1586.00 .05
1631.00 12494.27 12121.00 14337.00 2216.00 .15
692.00 14330.03 3776.00 6208.00 2432.00 .39
912.00 16989.97 6655.00 9272.00 2617.00 .28

1841.00 12837.88 20123.00 22755.00 2632.00 .12
1278.00 16116.47 10000.00 12936.00 2936.00 .23
2223.00 13831.48 14880.00 18416.00 3536.00 .19
1416.00 22593.75 22587.00 26618.00 4031.00 .15
1680.00 17819.49 10000.00 14040.00 4040.00 .29
1826.00 16224.57 14641.00 18896.00 4255.00 .23
2743.00 14585.07 21614.00 25968.00 4354.00 .17
1340.00 5939.32 10000.00 15008.00 5008.00 .33
954.00 15940.29 7198.00 12244.00 5046.00 .41
661.00 7266.77 0.00 5368.00 5368.00 1.00

2727.00 15994.90 20717.00 26144.00 5427.00 .21
1939.00 17539.19 11026.00 16688.00 5662.00 .34 _
2253.00 13769.17 13332.00 19833.00 6501.00 .33
1969.00 17625.57 10000.00 16712.00 6712.00 .40
1480.00 15775.56 6289.00 13160.00 6871.00 .52
1231.00 11168.14 3030.00 10008.00 6978.00 .70
3530.00 13476.05 30480.00 37472.00 6992.00 .19
529.00 24997.43 0.00 7071.00 7071.00 1.00
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PAGE 3

ANTECEDENT CHAPTER
SIZE HEALTH PROGRAM CHAPTER 2 2 GAIN PERCENT

(ADA) (APU) FUNDS ALLOCATION OR LOSS GAIN/LOSS

1226.00 4009.60 3141.00 10256.00 7115.00 .69
1364.00 10026.55 3400.00 10968.00 7568.00 .69
2768.00 7989.92 17671.00 25736.00 8065.00 .31
1642.00 13291.40 13203.00 21412.00 8209.00 .38
3068.00 13440.13 23210.00 32456.00 9246.00 .28
1734.00 17320.37 7040.00 16568.00 9528.00 .58
1174.00 14573.85 0.00 9776.00 9776.00 1.00
3622.00 ‘ 15788.26 23649.00 33632.00 9983.00 .30
1045.00 14811.48 2826.00 12932.00 10106.00 .78
1711.00 13785.52 10766.00 21046.00 10280.00 .49
1614.00 13343.34 9335.00 19803.00 10468.00 .53
7746.00 13858.66 80115.00 90744.00 10629.00 .12
3247.00 13294.32 17428.00 28064.00 10636.00 .38
2650.00 17004.88 11537.00 22752.00 11215.00 .49
3086.00 11256.56 18902.00 30856.00 11954.00 .39
1642.00 20042.60 2703.00 15000.00 12297.00 .82
3617.00 11251.66 19708.00 32560.00 12852.00 .39
2201.00 19942.55 6237.00 19120.00 12883.00 .67
1689.00 14960.45 9348.00 22323.00 12975.00 .58
4016.00 13533.10 20188.00 33576.00 13388.00 .40
2155.00 30657.40 5252.00 18640.00 13388.00 .72
1825.00 15460.46 10000.00 23433.00 13433.00 .57
2812.00 15634.72 10000.00 23472.00 13472.00 .57
2353.00 13507.33 6195.00 19680.00 13485.00 .69
1871.00 40276.98 16067.00 29871.00 13804.00 .46
4272.00 17899.03 22851.00 36792.00 13941.00 .38
3649.00 15325.52 18782.00 32800.00 14018.00 .43
2435.00 22507.98 6669.00 21280.00 14611.00 .69
2202.00 16517.98 17300.00 32079.00 14779.00 .46
3681.00 19127.37 21432.00 36240.00 14808.00 .41
2091.00 13217.30 10000.00 24942.00 14942.00 .60
3538.00 17254.94 21461.00 36552.00 15091.00 .41
2565.00 7124.54 6513.00 21616.00 15103.00 .70
1919.00 16482.53 10066.00 25986.00 15920.00 .61
1518.00 11327.72 0.00 16928.00 16928.00 1.00
1820.00 14643.86 0.00 17000.00 17000.00 1.00
2958.00 11005.46 7658.00 25312.00 17654.00 .70
5485.00 26056.49 38417.00 56150.00 17733.00 .32
2195.00 15740.08 15516.00 33711.00 18195.00 .54
3114.00 18797.53 7910.00 26136.00 18226.00 .70
5621.00 23842.86 31087.00 49336.00 18249.00 .37
4235.00 21706.86 20696.00 39864.00 19168.00 .48
4881.00 32189.55 22647.00 41896.00 19249.00 .46
2410.00 18110.64 10164.00 30126.00 19962.00 .66
2797.00 16782.18 9879.00 30016.00 20137.00 .67
2464.00 16991.53 12281.00 32890.00 20609.00 .63
1689.00 48844.68 0.00 20616.00 20616.00 1.00
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PAGE 4

ANTECEDENT CHAPTER
SIZE HEALTH PROGRAH CHAPTER 2 2 GAIN PERCENT

(ADA) (APU) FUNDS ALLOCATION OR LOSS GAIN/LOSS

2598.00 13121.36 0.00 21160.00 21160.00 1.00
1365.00 10557.01 6656.00 27989.00 21333.00 .76
3946.00 6867.31 10121.00 32736.00 22615.00 .69
2867.00 17272.16 17183.00 39838.00 22655.00 .57
2651.00 6326.99 7118.00 30781.00 23663.00 .77
5371.00 33225.80 19373.00 45344.00 25971.00 .57 .
5639.00 15099.52 21454.00 50296.00 28842.00 .57
5931.00 23244.44 29932.00 58992.00 29060.00 .49
4666.00 14614.49 10278.00 40051.00 29773.00 4 .74
6772.00 24875.54 34381.00 66232.00 31851.00 .48
5676.00 24374.39 29000.00 61544.00 32544.00 .53
7542.00 9399.69 30269.00 63368.00 33099.00 .52
3897.00 15945.55 11109.00 56677.00 45568.00 .80

x
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TAILE A.1

HLIIIEII OF SGHNL DISTIIGTS
THAT MIHED DF LOST FLIDS -

‘

VITH THE IIPLEIEHTATIUI OF
GHAPTER 2, ECIA

AGGGRDIHG ID SIZE OF LEA

ooserved | tus | eyes |
Exp. Frq.| THAT | THAT |

now Pct | cmeso | Loss |
SIZE. c¤e vc: | ru•e¤s| ruuos | nov

Tot Fct | | | Total

I 17 I 7-5 I
| 22 | 18 | 40

SMALL | 42.5 | 57.5 | 26.0

226 TD 1,499 | 20.0 | 33.3 |
| 11.0 | 14.9 | ”

I *5 I 29 I
| 41 | 33 | 74

nsoeue | 60.8 | 39.2 | 48.0
1,500 TO 3,299 | 52.9 | 42.0 |

| 29.2 | 18.8 |

I 8 I 17 I
| 22 | 18 | 40

ums | 57.5 | 62.s | 26.0
3,300 TO 27,218 | 27.1 | 24.6 |

I 14.9 | 11.0 |

Golem 85 69 154

Total 55.2 44.8 1(II.0

D.F. Chi-Sqaare
2 3.636

ggg. Fron Mississippi State Departunt Of Edncation,

Division of Ahinistration aid Finance ad Division

of Policy aid Flaming.

°Siza is expressed in Averaga Daily Attendance (ADA)
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TAILE A.2
MET uns on Loss BETEEM A•nEcE¤Eu1' PROGRAHS

Au¤ CMAPTER 2, §CIA W· ACCORDIIIG ro LEALTII ‘0I= LEA

Met Gain or gosg of Prgran Fuds

‘
wserved | | |
up- rm-I I I

A60 rc: | wu | Loss |
EALTH. col rc: | | | neu

Tot Pct | | | Total

I 33 I 20 I
| 29 | 26 | 53

LEAST HEALTHY | 62.3 | 37.7 | 36.6
6,000 T0 13,999 | 38.8 | 29.0 |

| 21.6 | 13.0 |

I 30 I 3* I
| 37 | 13 | 67

Iauosmsu uuuuv | 53.7 | 66.3 | 63.s
16,000 ro 19,999 | 62.6 | 66.3 |

| 8.6 | 20.1 |

| 16 | 18 |
| 19 | 15 | 36

uEALmEsr | 67.1 | 52.9 | 22.1
20,000 ro 198,000 | 18.s | 26.1 |

| 10.6 I 11.7 |
—_..___;_._.._1

Colin: 85 69 156
Total 55.2 66.8 100.0

D.F. Qui-square

2 2.06

[ogg. Froa Mississippi State Department Df Education,
“

Division of Aüinistration ard Finance ard Division
of Policy ard Planning.

.U•alth is axprasaad in Ability Per·P14>il Unit (APU)
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TABLE A.3
NUMBER OF ANTECEDENT¤PROGRAHS FUMDED

ACCOROING TO SIZE OF LEA

Sizea gf Sghoog gistrict I
observed | swnu. | nsoxun | uuzcs |
Exp. FPq.I 226 TO 1,499 I 1,500 TO 3,299 I 3,300 TO 27,218 I ROH

I I I I Total

Murber I I I I
Of 0 · 1 I 25 I 52 I 19 I 96

Programs I 24.9 I 46.1 I 24.9 I
·

I I I I
2 · S I 15 I 22 I 21 I 58

I 15.1 I 27.9 I 15.1 I

Colum 40 74 40 154
Total

D.F. chi-Square
2 5.71

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education,Division of Policy
and Plaming.

°$ize is expressed in Average Daily Attendance (ADA)
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TABLE A.6

TOTAL NUMBER OF CHAPTER 2 PROGRAH ACTIVITIES
ACCORDING TO SIZEB OF LEA

. 3 . .§1;e of §chool gigtrigt

uunasn or mzoomns | | | I
| sam. | nsmun | ums |

observed | 226 ro 1,499 | 1,500 TO 3,299 | 3,300 ro 27,218 | um
Exp. Frq. I I I I Total

I I I I
1 - 3 I 35 I 57 I 29 I 121

I 31.6 I 58.2 I 31.6 I
.I

I I I
6 · 8 I 5 I 17 I 11 I 33

| 8.6 | 15.8 | 8.6 |

Colum 40 74 40 154
Total

D.F. Chi-Square
2 2.88

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education,
Division of Policy and Planning. ·
°Size is expressed in Average Daily Attendance (ADA)
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TABLE A.5
DIFFERENCE IN NLMBER OF CNAPTER Z PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

AND ANTECEDENT PRMRAHS FUHDED IN HISSISSIPPI
ACCUIDING TO SIZE OF LEA

gizea of gchool gjgggjgg

NLMBER OF PROGRAMS I I I I
| sam:. | nsoxun | mass |

tbserved I 226 TO 1,499 I 1,500 TO 3,299 I 3,300 TO 27,218 I Row
Exp. Frq. I I I I Total

_
-1 to -3 I 4 I 8 I 5 I 17

| 4.4 I 8.2 | 4.4 |

0 to 2 I 31 I 53 I 27 I 111
I 28.8 I 53.3 I 28.8 I

3 to 6 I 5 I 13 I 8 I 26
I 6.7 I 12.4 I 6.7 I

.ii.....

Colum 40 74 40 154
Total

0.F. Chi-Square
4 1.93

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Ed.•cation,Division of Policy
and Planning.

°Size is expressed in Average Daily Attendance (ADA)
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TABLE A.6

TOTAL NUMBER OF ANTECEDSNT PROGRAMS
ACCORDING TO HEALTH OF LEA

E E ! l E. .

NUIBER OF PROGRAMS| LEAST | MGJERATELY | HEALTHIEST |
| usßlunv | uuuuv | |

Observed | 4,000 TO 13,999 | 14,000 TO 19,999|20,000 TO 198,000| Row
Exp.Frq. | | | | Total

I I I I
0 - 1 | 38 | 41 | 17 | 96

| 33.0 | 21.2 | 13 |

I ° I I I
2 | 13 | 18 | 13 | 44

| 15.1 | 19.1 | 9.7 |

I I I I
3 - 5 | 2 | 8 | 4 | 14

| 4.8 | 6.1 | 3.1 |

Colum 53 67 34 154
Total

D.F. Chi-Square

4 23.92

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education,
Division of Policy and Flaming.

°Health is expressed in Ability Per-Pupil Unit (APU)



311

TABLE A.7
TOTAL NLMBER OF CHAPTER ZBPROGRAM ACTIVITIES

ACCORDING TO HEALTH OF LEA _

Healtha of School District

NUMBER OF PROGRAMS| LEAST | MGJERATELY | HEALTHIEST |
| HEALTNY | HEALTNY | |

Observed | 4,000 TO 13,999 | 14,000 TO 19,999|20,000 TO 198,000I Row
Exp. Frq.| | | I Total

I I I I
1 · 2 | 30 | 33 | 17 | 80

· | 27.5 | 34.8 | 17.7 |

I I I I
3 ~ 4 I 16 | 26 | 13 I 55

| 18.9 | 23.9 | 12.1 |

I I I I
5 - 8 | 7 | 8 | 4 | 19

| 6.5 | 8.3 | 4.2 |

Colum 53 67 34 154
Total

D.F. Chi·sq.;are
4 1.11

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Edacation,
Division of Policy and Planning.
eHealth is expressed in Ability Per-Pnpil Unit (APU)
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TABLE A.8
~

DIFFERENCE IN NUMBER OF CHAPTER 2 PROGRAM ACTIVITIES
AND ANTECEDENT PROGRAMS FUNQED IN HISSISSIPPI

ACCORDING TD HEALTH OF LEA

8 .

HLIIBER OF PROGRAMSI LEAST I KIJERATELY I HEALTHIEST I
I HEALTHY I HEALTHY I I

Obscrvcd I 4,000 TO 13,999 I 14,000 TD 19,999I20,000 TO 198,000I Row
Exp. Frq.| | | | Total

-3 to -1 I U 5 I 9 I 3 I 17
| 10.7 | 13.5 | 6.8 |

0 to 6 I 48 I 58 I 31 I 137
| 42.3 | s3.s | 27.1 |

Colum 53 67 34 154
Total

D.F. Chi-Square
Z 18.68

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Edxation,
Division of Policy and Planning.

alealth is expressed in Ability Per-Pupil Unit (APU)
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V

TABLE A.?

THE HUIBER OF SCHWL DISTRICTS THATGAINED Ü LOST FUNDS
UITH THE IHPLEHEHTATIGI OF CHAPTER 2, ECIA

nunssn or rnocams | | |
doserved | GAIN | LOSS | Row
Exp. Frq.[ [ [ Total

-3 to -1 | 2 | 15 | 17
| 9.4 [ 7.6 |

0 to 6 | 83 | 54 | 137
[ 75.6 | 61.4 [

..—

Colum 85 69 154
Total

0.F. Chi-Square
1 14.63

Note. From Mississippi State Department Of Education,
Division of Policy and Planning.






