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To spur economic growth and to help individuals, states, and cities, hurt by what is widely
believed to be the worst economic downturn since the Great Depression, President Barack Obama
proposed and Congress passed the $787 billion ARRA. Signed into law in February 2009, the ARRA was
designed not only to address the recession, but also to promote the policy priorities of the new
Democratic administration. Expanding the life chances of the nation’s children by improving the quality
of public education was an important policy goal of candidate Obama. As Secretary of Education Arne
Duncan explained, federal policy makers expected the ARRA funds to “advance reforms that will have an
even longer impact” on public schools. As President Obama said at the bill’s signing ceremony, “The
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act is an unprecedented effort to jumpstart our economy, save
and create millions of jobs, and put a down payment on addressing long‐neglected challenges so our
country can thrive in the 21st century.”
However, the politics of the adoption and passage of the ARRA was not lost to political
observers. Congressional Republicans complained that the economic stimulus package was being used
to advance Obama’s and the Democratic Party’s expensive policy agenda. No Republican House member
and only three Senate Republicans voted for final passage of ARRA. Maneuvering the ARRA through
Congress was a major political victory for the new president. However, Jeffrey Pressman and Aaron
Wildavsky in their classic book, Implementation, reminded us that politics does not abruptly stops with
agenda setting and policy formulation.1 If President Obama is to achieve many of the ARRA’s long‐term
objectives in improving outcomes for children, public officials at the state and local levels must have the
capacity to effectively implement the ARRA. The ARRA provides an excellent opportunity with which to
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better understand the political changes required to create a greater congruence within the public‐policy
process to ensure that legislated and policy intentions are actually carried out in reality.
This report focuses specifically on the implementation of ARRA on Title I schools and early‐
childhood education in two Connecticut cities: Bridgeport and Hartford. It focuses on the complexity of
translating social policies into action. This report is based largely on interviews with 30 stakeholders in
the public, private, and non‐profit sectors in Bridgeport and Hartford, Connecticut. From our
examination, it seems that two factors are important in considering the implementation of the ARRA in
Bridgeport and Hartford: (1) how the state chose to disperse the ARRA funds; and (2) the scope and
nature of the local coalitions in each community. Our research also suggests that the timing of the
ARRA’s passage impacted how states and communities implemented the funds.
The Dynamics of Implementation
“There is no point,” Pressman and Wildavsky wrote three decades ago, “in having good ideas if
they cannot be carried out.” Pressman and Wildavsky cautioned that “those seemingly routine questions
of implementation” are often “the rocks” on which programs “eventually floundered.” 2 They make clear
that the most hazardous “rocks” are not the technological or financial obstacles, but the politics
involved in the implementation process. The gap between policy conception and the political process of
policy implementation remains as rough and as tenuous as when Pressman and Wildavsky studied it
over three decades ago. Federal policymakers expected the ARRA to not only help the economy recover
but to promote the Democratic administration’s long‐term policy agenda in critical policy areas. The
Obama administration must rely on states and localities to implement many of the ARRA’s provisions.
Characteristics on which states and localities vary may affect the manner in which the Act is
implemented and, in turn, whether it meets desired goals. The study of the implementation of the ARRA
is in part a study of politics.
The conceptual framework for this study is guided by what recent scholars in urban politics call
“civic capacity.” Civic capacity is the extent to which various sectors of the community have developed
the formal and informal means to define common objectives and pursue common goals. 3 Civic capacity
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is about various sectors of the community coming together in an effort to solve a major problem. 4 Civic
capacity calls for cross sector participation. The assumption is as more community sectors participate,
civic capacity increases. Civic capacity also takes as a given that the public sector alone is insufficient to
carry out policy. 5 Hence, we are especially interested in the role played by a broad array of community
sectors – business, parents, educators, state and local officeholders, nonprofits, and others.
Implementation scholars have long recognized that policy necessarily evolves and adapts to
local conditions. 6 It would seem then, that states and cities with higher civic capacity may be better
positioned, administratively and politically, to take advantage of ARRA. Characteristics on which states
and localities vary may affect the level of civic capacity needed to implement the ARRA, in turn, whether
it meets desired goals. In light of substantial differences in social, political, economic, and administrative
characteristics, it is unlikely that implementation of ARRA will be uniform across cities and states.
Moreover, it would seem that the relationship and capacity of specific local participants such as
teachers, parents, non‐profits, labor unions, and religious organizations (and how those local
participants relate to state government) may shape how ARRA is implemented. Putnam and others have
shown that dense and complex social networks that facilitate cooperation across community sectors
and institutional lines are critical for achieving social goals. 7Policy researchers have also recognized that
policy proposals are normally formed and refined within communities of specialists, typically referred to
as “issue networks.” 8 Although there is some overlap in participation, there are significant differences in
the individuals and institutions involved in issue networks, which may result in differences in the manner
and extent to which ARRA influences the direction of policy development and implementation. 9 Our
research took account of the motivations, assumptions, incentives, and contextual variables that
influence the issue networks in early childhood and Title I schools. We assessed the web of alliances and
interactions that could potentially impact the civic capacity of Bridgeport and Hartford communities to
implement the ARRA in ways that would achieve federal officials’ policy priorities.
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Civic capacity is also about cooperation and how that cooperation is achieved across a range of
stakeholders and issues. For example, in the area of economic development there exists an abundant
amount of material incentives and other side‐payments (e.g. contracts, jobs, etc.), making concerted
action easier. 10 In early childhood and K‐12 education, few such incentives exist and motivations
appealed to are different. It follows that relationships, how those relationships are structured, and on
whose terms are critical to civic capacity. Because a community displays a high level of civic capacity in
one area say, economic development, does not mean it will have high civic capacity in early childhood
and public education. Human capital development efforts, like early childhood and K‐12 education
(especially in communities with high levels of economic and social distress) require a high level inter‐
sector coordination. 11 Implementing the ARRA and working to build a system of long‐term support for
all children, requires more than elite coordination. It requires the participation of parents, children, and
the community organizations in which they are involved. Cities are typically socially and economically
stratified along race, ethnic, and class lines and these factors have been shown to affect civic capacity. 12
Hence, even when there is general agreement to say, develop an expanded and improved system of
supports for children, different groups bring different concerns and interests.
Research Design and Methods
We used a comparative case study approach as our principal research method. 13 We examined
Bridgeport and Hartford, Connecticut. Bridgeport is Connecticut’s largest city. Hartford is the third
largest city and the state’s capital. Hartford has long been an important component of the state’s social
and economic infrastructure. Bridgeport and Hartford are medium‐sized cities. In the U.S., most city
dwellers live in medium‐sized cities with populations less than 500,000. Bridgeport and Hartford also
typify many of the older, industrial, Northeastern urban centers that have undergone dramatic
economic restructuring. Both have experienced significant declines in their local economic base. Finally,
Bridgeport’s and Hartford’s demographic profile reflects the increasing racial, ethnic, and socio‐
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economic diversity present in America’s urban centers. Both cities have high needs in the areas of early
childhood and public education. Though no two cities can claim to represent all cities, Bridgeport and
Hartford are in many respects typical of other cities, especially in the northeast. 14
The primary research questions centered on how the ARRA was implemented in the areas of
early childhood education and Title I school improvement. We started from the premise that
understanding the implementation of the ARRA in Hartford and Bridgeport required a clear
understanding of how the civic structures‐‐ the coalitions, issue networks, and local culture—shape the
scope and nature of local stakeholders’ response to the ARRA. Data was culled from a variety of sources.
In‐depth interviews were conducted with key stakeholders in each case study city (see Table 1). We
employed purposive and snowball sampling to identify subjects with known or demonstrable experience
with ARRA, state and local government budgets, and programs and initiatives targeted at early
childhood and K‐12 education. We aimed to interview general influentials (mayor, city council members,
business leaders, foundation heads, etc.), community based representatives (heads of children
organizations; religious leaders, parent leaders, heads minority advocacy groups, etc.) and, education
and related human investment specialists (school superintendent, Head start administrator, principals,
teachers, etc.).
The aim of the interviews was to have respondents tell us about their understanding of the
implementation of ARRA in the areas of early childhood and Title 1 school improvement (see Appendix
A). We asked questions about civic and political relationships in both cities and specific questions about
the implementation of ARRA in the areas of Title I school improvement and early childhood
development. We were also interested in their understanding of what the policy concerns and views of
others are, their own policy concerns and views, and their understanding of the grounds of cooperation
and conflict. Interview transcripts were coded to identify recurring themes in responses
We interviewed 30 individuals in Bridgeport and Hartford. Many of our Hartford‐based
respondents were active in state‐level activities related to early childhood and public education. As the
state capital, Hartford is home to several organizations devoted to improving the life chances of children
across Connecticut. However, we had limited access to the leaders and key players who are intimately
involved in early childhood and K‐12 issues in the City of Hartford. We believe that many Hartford
leaders who could provide information about the implementation of ARRA in early childhood and K‐12
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education were reluctant to participate in the study. The city was undergoing a political transition. No
one from the Hartford School District participated in the study. Although we received very little
cooperation from leaders and officials in Hartford, we believe that the community and political tensions
our small number of Hartford respondents reported, could be turbulence from the political changes that
the city is experiencing.
Although our research has been largely informed by interviews, we also relied on studies, official
reports, newspaper articles, and public documents. Archival resources were also utilized, including
federal, state and local government documents. Documents from non‐government entities were also
collected. A comprehensive internet search was also undertaken to identify all ARRA‐related reports,
media accounts and journal articles.
State and City Context
Federal policymakers expected ARRA to not only help the economy recover but to promote the
Democratic administration’s long‐term policy agenda in critical policy areas like early childhood and
public education. The US Department of Education posted on its recovery website suggestions for use of
ARRA education funds with respect to education and early childhood. Among the Department’s concrete
programmatic suggestions in these areas were: formative student assessments; software programs that
track college matriculation among high school graduates; incentive pay for teachers; 9th grade transition
academies; and extended school days. In early childhood, federal officials suggested programs that
would: expand or enhance full day kindergarten; complement or extend Head Start programs to full day
and/or extend the year of service; provide professional development for early childhood teachers; and
support minor remodeling of facilities to accommodate a preschool program.
Connecticut Governmental Structure
The primary impetus for the 2009 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) was to help
stabilize job loss. Federal officials left substantial authority in the hands of states regarding how to
direct ARRA funding; though dollars originated at the federal level, states were charged with awarding
most of the stimulus grants to local agencies. State officials in Connecticut used existing governance
structures and relationships to direct how funding was distributed to school districts as well as to inform
which community groups received stimulus funds.
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When the ARRA was passed in February 2009, Democrats controlled the Connecticut state
legislature and a Republican, Jodi Rell (2004‐2011), was governor. Many stakeholders felt Governor Rell
was not supportive enough of public education. Rell’s detractors note that during her tenure, state
spending as a whole shrank, and funding to the school districts remained flat for the three years prior to
the ARRA. Spring 2009 was a particularly fractious time in Connecticut politics. The Republican
governor and Democratic legislature were locked in a months‐long budget battle over Rell’s desire to cut
spending and the legislature’s refusal to go along with her plan. The battle ended with the governor
signing a 2009‐2010 state budget underfunded by $3.4 billion. Governor Rell used the ARRA funds to fill
in the state’s budget gap. She faced criticism both for signing the budget into law and for using the
stimulus funds as a stop‐gap measure. Governor Rell defended her decision, saying “I make no apologies
for using the stimulus funds. Our state was in desperate need of cash to keep us going, even after we
made cuts and I made the cuts.” 15 Governor Rell did not seek reelection, and in January 2011 Democrat
Dan Malloy took office.
Social and Economic Trends in Connecticut
Education and other policies related to children and youth in Connecticut are shaped by social,
economic, and political structures. For example, there are 172 independent school districts of varying
sizes. Not only does this cost the state more in administrative fees, it means that very poor cities like
Bridgeport do not benefit from the resources of a town in surrounding Fairfield County, one of the
wealthiest counties in the nation. As a state, Connecticut boasts some of the highest test scores in the
nation—and some of the lowest. According to the National Center for Education Statistics, Connecticut
reports some of the largest black‐white achievement gaps in the nation16. Although between 2002 and
2009 the black‐white achievement gap narrowed, the state still reported some of the highest gaps in the
country.
Data on the state economic situation paints a picture of two Connecticut’s—extreme polarities
of income and economic status. Though the state has the highest average per‐capita income, it is also
the state with third largest “wealth gap,” the income differences between wealthiest and poorest
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households. These divisions are widening, and economic changes over the past several decades have
impacted the state’s poor much more than the wealthy. According to the Connecticut Economic
Resource Center, “Connecticut is at a 20‐year low point in terms of job creation. Jobs that are being
created are generally low‐wage and mostly service‐sector, while jobs being shed are typically high‐wage
in manufacturing and insurance. Connecticut is the only state with no business growth since 1989… the
only state in the country with fewer businesses in 2006 than it had in 1989.” The rate of job creation in
the state has been almost flat since 1990, and the one area of job growth—financial services—have
primarily provided employment for college educated, upper income residents. 17 In 2009, when the
ARRA was adopted, the unemployment rate for the state as a whole was 9%; this represented a steady
rise in unemployment since 2000.
Hartford and Bridgeport rank amongst the ten poorest cities when compared to others their
size. 18 Bridgeport and Hartford have been heavily impacted by the 2008 economic recession and their
public school systems reflect the cities’ economic struggle. The ARRA was designed to stem the lost of
jobs in communities like Bridgeport and Hartford.

Current Economic Situation in Bridgeport
Once a thriving manufacturing and industrial center, Bridgeport suffered tremendously from the
deindustrialization of the 1970s and 1980s. Like many old industrial cities, Bridgeport continues to
confront high unemployment and an eroding tax base. A large proportion of the city’s residents are
poor (see Table 2). For example, Bridgeport’s rate of child poverty, 28%, is more than twice the
statewide rate of 12.5%.19 The City of Bridgeport has experienced financial difficulty in the past few
years. In recent years, city government has had to reduce its operating budget. In 2011‐12 the city’s
operating budget dropped by $468 million; $1.3 million less than 2010‐2011. This was achieved by
“reducing department budgets, reining in police overtime, and by working collaboratively with nearly
every labor union in the city to gain concessions.” 20 These cutbacks are a response to both reductions in
state support and in financial troubles within the city. In 2009, when the ARRA was enacted, 20% of the
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population was living below the poverty line, and Bridgeport had a 12 % unemployment rate, compared
to 9% statewide.
Current Economic Situation in Hartford
Hartford is the state capital and home to the headquarters of several national insurance
companies. Nevertheless, Hartford’s economic challenges are also significant. In 2009, 32% of the
population was living in poverty and the unemployment rate was 14% (see Table2). Hartford’s rate of
child poverty, 43%, was more than three times the statewide rate of 12.5%. Interestingly, the
proportion of the city’s revenues devoted to education increased, according to the most recent available
budget. For 2010‐2011, the city’s budget allocates $544 million for education, a $9.8 million dollar
increase from 2009‐2010. Just more than half (52 %) of that year’s city budget went towards
education.21
Culture and Demographics of Bridgeport
Bridgeport is the most populous city in the state, with 143,748 residents in 2010. Latinos (38%)
and African Americans (34%) outnumber whites in Bridgeport – it is a “majority‐minority” city.
Bridgeport has a younger age distribution among its population than much of the rest of the state.
Twenty seven percent of Bridgeport’s population is under the age of 18, compared to 21% statewide.22
When asked to describe the civic culture of community work in the city, one longtime resident described
it as having a “roll up your sleeves” ethos, where although many stakeholders are invited to the table,
and many voices are included, “we get it done.” Stakeholders described Bridgeport as collaborative and
hard working with striking consistency. Also significant is that when asked to mention “important
figures” in the city, people described a mix of community members, civic leaders and government
officials, and the “important agencies” mentioned were often community based and grassroots. These
observations are consistent with a recent study that concluded that though Bridgeport is in many ways
typical of an aging industrial city, a striking culture of democratic deliberation and civic engagement set
the city apart from demographically similar peers.23 The study concluded that Bridgeport had developed
in recent years a more inclusive leadership structure and that Bridgeport’s children are benefiting.
Culture and Demographics of Hartford
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Hartford is the third largest city in the state, with a total population of 124,775; the city has lost
over 18,000 residents since 1990, although the population has stabilized in the last 10 years. Like
Bridgeport, Hartford is a “majority‐minority” city. The city’s Latino (largely Puerto Rican) population
represents 43% of the population; African‐Americans are 38%, and Whites 29%.Interestingly, during this
time of population loss the number of schools in the city has grown, due in part to a proliferation of
charter, alternative and specialty schools developed as part of the “Your Choice” system of school
reform.
Our research suggests an overall low level of civic engagement in the area of education.
Educational advocacy in Hartford was typically characterized as tension‐filled. Of the stakeholders we
interviewed in Hartford, none mentioned coalitions of organizations working together, and many had a
difficult time thinking of influential agencies. Hartford’s faith community was described as playing a
strong role in civic affairs Achieve Hartford, an affiliate of the Public Education Network, works closely
with the Hartford Public Schools. However, several respondents characterized it as business dominated
and oriented.
Early Childhood and Civic Engagement
Early Childhood on the State Level
Connecticut was awarded $13.6 million in early childhood stimulus aid during the 2009 fiscal
year. The vast majority of these funds, $9.7 million were used to fill the budget gap in the state’s Care
for Kids childcare subsidy to working parents. The remaining $2.7 million were distributed to “Quality
Activities” for infants and toddlers on a discretionary basis; no one we interviewed was aware of how or
if those remaining dollars were spent. Stakeholders in both cities noted that because the Care for Kids
subsidy was an existing program, by using ARRA dollars to make up for reduced state support to the
program, Connecticut did not follow the supplemental “spirit” of the bill. One stakeholder working in
Hartford reported that the state manipulated the system by “under‐budgeting” for Care for Kids in
anticipation of the stimulus funds, thereby negotiating around the non‐supplant rule. Several
stakeholders reported more generally that the ARRA was used by the state for “their own purposes.”
In non‐profits as well as schools, people reported a two‐fold problem with the ARRA’s reporting
requirements. First, there were the extensive reporting requirements and vast amount of paperwork
required by the federal government. New ARRA reporting requirements were layered on top of existing
state and federal reporting, leading stakeholders to complain that they lacked the capacity for this work.
This was compounded by the fact that no RFP’s were released, leaving it up to each organization to draft
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their own proposal; this meant that only well‐established, organized groups were able to request
funding. The cumulative effect resulted in many smaller organizations being unaware of how to seek
funds, or perceiving that the funds required more work than it was worth to apply. Second, despite
efforts at transparency, actual oversight of program operations was weak. Despite the online
recovery.gov site and site‐level data, it was extremely difficult to track funding. While amounts given to
each organization or state agency were made available, how these monies were actually spent was not
clear. Outside the public sector, stakeholders on all levels expressed this sentiment.
In considering how the ARRA impacted early childhood education, it is important to consider
that the stimulus bill was about “recovery and reinvestment” and focused in employment; education
was funded through these pathways. When dollars did reach local early childhood organizations it was
not through federally designated early childhood education funds but instead via Community Service
Block Grants (CSBG) that local community organizations or non‐profits received. CSBG grants were not
exclusively used for early childhood; this was based on each agency’s needs, mission and the proposal
they wrote when seeking funds.
Early Childhood in Bridgeport
Bridgeport is home to a number of community based, grass roots early‐childhood and
educational organizations. Action for Bridgeport Child Development (ABCD), Bridgeport Child Advocacy
Coalition (BCAC), and Bridgeport Alliance for Young Children (BAYC) and the United Way are frequently
cited as important civic organizations working in the areas of education and children and youth. As
mentioned, our observation is that compared to similarly situated communities Bridgeport’s has a high
level of civic engagement. Those we interviewed observed that agencies like BCAC and BAYC exist to
facilitate communication and collaboration.
ABCD, a well established, multi‐service agency in Bridgeport, was the only organization in
Bridgeport to receive a Community Service Block Grant. The State of Connecticut awarded ABCD a CSBG
of $1.29 million; of this $529,519 went to the agency’s early childhood programming (both Head Start
and Early Head Start). The funds were primarily used to make repairs and renovations to Early Head
Start classroom space the agency had recently taken over. Additionally, durable classroom supplies
were purchased and all Early Childhood Education staff received a cost of living adjustment.
ABCD has been active in Bridgeport since 1964, when it was officially named as Bridgeport’s
anti‐poverty agency by the Johnson Administration’s Office of Economic Opportunity. The
12

organization’s historical roots and influence in the community seems to have bolstered their successful
pursuit of an ARRA grant and allowed the organization to put the funds to work efficiently. Additionally,
as a large, established agency they had the capacity to write a winning grant and submit their proposal
in a timely manner. Prior successful initiatives and a respectable reputation added strength to ABDC’s
application. Several of our respondents described ABCD as an “influential group” in the community and
reported partnering with the organization through various coalitions. ABCD also has a strong
relationship with the Bridgeport public school system. Once awarded funding, ABCD had the
appropriate plan, human capacity, and resources needed to put the ARRA dollars to work quickly and
effectively. ABCD‘s reputation was strong enough that they received additional ARRA grants, including a
$5.9 million weatherization grant, funds for job training and placement, and partnering with the school
system to implement an ARRA grant awarded through the school system.
Early Childhood in Hartford
Because it is the state capital, many of the groups based in Hartford and are active in education
operate on a statewide level, including but not exclusively focused on Hartford. For example,
Connecticut Coalition for Justice in Education Funding (CCJEF) is based in Hartford. However, it focuses
on funding and equity issues on behalf of low‐income school children across the state. Hartford
Foundation, Community Renewal Team (CRT) and Achieve Hartford were frequently reported
organizations; of these only Achieve Hartford is focused specifically on the particular needs of that city.
CRT, a multi service agency, was awarded $2.9 million through a CSBG grant. It was the only
agency in Hartford that received a CSBG grant. Like Bridgeport’s ABCD, CRT is the Hartford region’s
Community Action Agency. CRT, however, serves Hartford and Middlesex Counties. CRT has a long
history in Hartford, dating back to its founding in the 1960s. CRT provides broad delivery of social
services in the areas of employment and training, mental health and wellness, housing, family services,
senior services, and education and youth. Its budget of $75 million is two‐thirds funded by federal and
state grants. CRT has a large staff, more than 800 employees, and runs more than 60 "human service"
programs. CRT has a planning department with a professional staff able to successfully seek external
grants and funding opportunities. As a major service provider to low‐income residents in Hartford and
Middlesex Counties, CRT has relationships with dozens of community based agencies throughout the
Hartford region.
CRT used the $2.9 million ARRA grant to expand “early care in education” in four classrooms.
Specifically, the ARRA funds allowed CRT to offer approximately 100‐200 low‐income parents the
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opportunity to enroll their children into early care for 10 hours instead of the typical 6.5 hours without
additional payments. CRT staffers emphasized that this assisted their clients, many of whom are “the
working poor who simply cannot pay for” full‐day child care. All the CRT “school readiness” classrooms
require parents to pay a fee. However, with the ARRA, CRT was able to offer all‐day care for parents at
or below the poverty level at no extra cost. Hence, with the help of the ARRA funds, a number of parents
who wanted to attend school or go to work could do so without paying additional child‐care fees. As one
staffer noted, for two years low‐income families “got a very comprehensive childcare program with no
cost to them.”
Title I and Civic Engagement
Title I Schools on the State Level
The state distributed ARRA dollars to Title I schools based on the formula for the Education Cost
Sharing Grant. This is worth mentioning because of the criticism surrounding the ECS grant, particularly
as implemented in recent years. Several stakeholders mentioned that although the ECS began in the
late 1980s as a reasonable tool for state contribution to needy districts, changes starting in 1995
weakened the grant formula. Later changes damaged the ECS further, including a 2004 “cap” setting
each district’s allocation at the 2004 level plus 23% of the current year’s allocation that a district would
have received under the original ECS formula24. In 2006, Governor Rell convened a Commission on
Education Finance to examine the issue. The commission reported that “a number of elements in the
original formula have been eroded or completely eliminated over time.” 25 The Education Cost Sharing
Grant was not restored by the arrival of stimulus funds, however, and the weakened formula was used
to distribute ARRA dollars to schools.
It is difficult to draw lessons on how the ARRA impacted education given the dire fiscal straits
the state and the districts were in when the stimulus funds reached most districts. Connecticut as a
whole has faced economic hardship in recent years, even in the context of the national recession the
state is suffering. This hardship trickled down to the district level; state funding to schools has been flat
for several years, compounding the impact of the current economic downturn. Generally, stakeholders
reported that ARRA dollars were used by the districts as they were intended, to prevent layoffs and fill
budget holes. Some stakeholders complained that, as with early childhood, this was an example of the
state using these funds to supplant existing monies rather than as supplemental funding. However,
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others believed this was a necessary action and indeed the intention. Without ARRA’s preventative
effect, it does seem that the schools in both cities would have been severely impacted.
As with early childhood funds, many stakeholders complained about the lack of transparency
and regulation regarding ARRA funds for Title I schools. It seems telling that many prominent
educational actors in both cities had limited understandings of how funds to the districts were spent.
Title I Schools in Bridgeport
Bridgeport Public School District has 20,488 students and over 95% are eligible for free or
reduced lunch. Based on these figures, all schools in the district receive Title I funding. Bridgeport
received $7.8 million in stimulus toward their Title I schools and $15 million in education stabilization
funds, allocated according to the ECS grant formula (see Table 3). When asked to describe how they
understood ARRA’s function in the city, most Bridgeport stakeholders outside the school district
expressed only tenuous understanding of how the funds were used. Most reported that their general
sense was that these funds were primarily used to prevent layoffs, pay teacher salaries and fill funding
gaps; a complaint was that stimulus dollars supplanted existing state funding rather than as a
supplement.
As in Hartford, district officials in Bridgeport seemed reluctant to speak with interviewers.
However, one Bridgeport school district official was eventually assigned by supervisors to work with us.
This individual indicated that on a district level (separate from the state’s actions), the funds were not
used solely to supplant, and using them to stabilize school budget was in line with ARRA regulation.
Additionally, according to this official, a small portion of the funds were used for a high school transition
program, renovating the Bridgeport Parent Center and bringing the Total Learning program in 4 pilot
schools. Total Learning is music and movement‐based early childhood intervention created and
implemented by ABCD.
Bridgeport chose to spend all of its ARRA funding, rather than saving a portion for next year’s
budget. Though these dollars were indeed needed at the time they were received, several stakeholders
outside of the schools expressed concern for what might happen—potential layoffs, loss of programs,
etc—once the stimulus funds have been exhausted.
Title I Schools in Hartford
Hartford has 21,587 students and 41 schools; 92% of students are eligible for free or reduced
price lunch. Like Bridgeport, all schools in Hartford receive Title I funding. In the first round of ARRA
funding Hartford received $11 million toward Title I schools and $17.2 million from the education
15

stabilization grant (see Table 3). These funds were primarily used to prevent layoffs and to fill budget
gaps, though details of this plan have been inconsistently reported. Funds were also used to develop
new special education and literacy curriculum and to purchase software for those areas. A second
round of ARRA funds, totaling approximately $11 million, was saved by the district for use in the
upcoming fiscal year.

Regarding educational issues, one longtime Hartford resident complained that

“none of the ARRA money entered Hartford.” He explained that beyond the CSBG funds used for early
childhood education, the money for public schools primarily maintained teacher jobs. His complaint was
that, because teachers live outside the city, Hartford residents did not benefit from employment
opportunities generated by the stimulus. No Hartford School district official would speak with us despite
repeated calls, emails and letters.26 The community and political tensions our small number of Hartford
respondents reported, could be turbulence from the political changes that the city is experiencing.
Conclusion
The timing of the ARRA funds was important in the implementation process. Federal aid arrived
when state and local governments were entering into budget crises. The 2008 economic downturn
prompted many states to propose substantial budget cuts in areas like education, including the
elimination of arts programs and the layoffs of teachers. As noted in the introduction, states had
substantial capacity to treat ARRA dollars as fungible. For example, if Connecticut received $50 million
ARRA dollars to improve its highways, it might cut its own contribution to the state highway budget by
$50 million and use the state funds to finance some other component of state government. ARRA
directed funds to go to state and local governments for specific programs, such as schools in high
poverty neighborhoods. Channeling ARRA funds through states created an environment where federal
dollars could be used to replace state and local spending. In Connecticut, officials underfunded the
2009‐2010 state budget and used ARRA funds to fill the gap. All of the Bridgeport and Hartford’s public
schools are Title I eligible. In the Title I schools, it appears that the most significant impact of ARRA was
preventing teacher and other staff layoffs. President Obama designed the ARRA as an effort to
“jumpstart” the economy and to save millions of jobs. In Bridgeport and Hartford, respondents
acknowledged that the ARRA funds allowed the school districts to keep hundreds of teachers and other
school district workers employed by helping to fill the hole in state and local budgets brought on by the
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economic recession. State and local government jobs were saved because ARRA funds were largely used
to off‐set state and local revenue shortfalls.
The implementation of early childhood ARRA initiatives in Bridgeport and Hartford benefited
from the presence in both cities of a multi‐service social agency equipped to take advantage of the new
opportunities. ABCD and CRT were designed as the anti‐poverty “community action agencies” for
Bridgeport and Hartford in the 1960s as part of the federal Office of Economic Opportunity. Today, both
agencies work toward addressing the needs of impoverished city residents. ABCD serves over 35,000
individuals annually through its broad range of services in a six‐town area, covering Bridgeport, Easton,
Fairfield, Monroe, Stratford, and Trumbull, Connecticut. CRT serves over 130,000 individuals annually in
Hartford and Middlesex Counties. As local agencies with many years of experience obtaining and
disbursing federal grants, ABCD and CRT were critical in the implementation of components of the ARRA
related to early childhood development. ABCD and CRT are distinguished from other organizations in
Bridgeport and Hartford in three important ways. First, ABCD and CRT’s mandate is to assist the poor.
Second, ABCD and CRT concentrate efforts and resources on identifying and eliminating the causes of
poverty rather than only dealing with its effects. Third, ABCD and CRT have long records of providing
early childhood services through the federally supported Head Start program. It seems that any effort in
Bridgeport focused on early childhood development is likely to include ABCD. Similarly, if one is
interested in implementing an effective and comprehensive early childhood development initiative in
Hartford, CRT is likely to be involved. These organizations have demonstrated capacity, especially in the
area of grant writing, which makes them key players in the implementation of the ARRA in the area of
early childhood.
One of the issues that came up consistently in our research is that the application process for
ARRA funds provided only a short window for organizations to submit proposals. As noted earlier, it is
very likely that many non‐profits interested in early childhood did not have the capacity to complete the
federal application process before the short deadline. This meant that only a handful of local
organizations with experience in writing grant applications were able to take advantage of the ARRA
early childhood funds. Our research suggests that ARRA had some but limited impact in early childhood
because not many agencies received ARRA funds for these purposes.
The ARRA funds were available for only two years. Our research revealed that local agencies
were concerned about what would happen after the funds expired. In fact, local officials were told that
because funds would “likely not be available at the same level” beyond September 2011, they should
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not make “ongoing” programmatic “commitments that they might not be able to sustain once ARRA
funds are expended.”27 It seems that ABCD and CRT approached this challenge differently. ABCD used
the ARRA early childhood funds for beautification projects, including new paint jobs, carpeting, signage,
and playground surfaces. These improvements would, of course, remain in place after the ARRA funds
expired. However, CRT decided to use the ARRA funds to expand early care in education for two years.
CRT officials reported that after the ARRA funds expired, the expanded benefits also ended. As one
staffer observed, “It was like giving them a taste of what life could be like” if they could afford all‐day
childcare. Although many of our respondents bemoan that the ARRA funds were temporary, several
noted that in the area of early childhood, the ARRA funds demonstrated a real need.
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