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I am delighted again to be mceting with members of the

American Association of School Administrators, and I am

especially pleased to share the platform with my good friend

and distinguished colleague, Congressman Al Quie of Minnesota.

And our moderator today is another old friend and one of

America's outstanding television news comrentators, which

makes me realize, Al, that our meeting here today is really

just one more edition of Agronsky & Co.'!

Ve meet at an extraordinary time in the life of our country.

Problems of Watergate, energy, inflation -~ all these and

others -- have combined to diminish the confidence of many

Americans in the institutions of our society and, in particular,

in the institutions of government,

And we 2ll know that our institutions of educatien have not

been immune from the expressions of apprehension that have become

increasingly commonplace in recent months.

Yet I think it also fair to say that, if judged by the con-

tinuing and rising demand for opportunities to lezrn, most

Anericans are still deeply committed to the proposition that

education is essential to their own indivicdual futures and to

the future of our country,.
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« So despite the troubles that have afflicted the entire nation
these last months and yecars and will, without doubt, continue to
plague us, 1 also remain convinced that education of quality and
access to it are indispensable to the lives of our citizens and
the fabric of our free society.

And, therefore, I believe that what you as leaders of the
schools of our land do is crucial, and that's why I am glad to
be here today with members of the American Association of School
Administrators and to have the opportunity to talk with you about
the future Federd interest in education.

Like Al Quie, I speak as a member for many years of that
committee of the House of Representatives with primary responsi-
bility for writing legislation to support education, from pre-
school to‘graduate school and beyond.

And vhat I want to do today is talk to you about some
aspects of the Federal role of education in the immediate
future as well as to tzke a look a little further down the road.

I shall not here take time to review the entire spectrun
of ways in which the Federal government supports ecducation at
several different levels.

Rather, I want to say something of the major current legis-
lation in which I know that many of you, as school administrators,
will have an interest, the bill to extend the Elamentary and
Secondary Educaticn Act.

Then, I want £o say something of somz other major legis-
lation on which I believe we should soon be acting, such as the

education of handicapped children and early childhood developnant.
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And, finally, I want to speak of two developments that 1

believe to be of particular significance to the future of educa-

tion in this country,

the National Institute of Lducation and

B
Jé

the National Coinnissicn on Financing Fost Secondary Educaticn,

Let me turn, {irst, to the Elementary and Secondary

Education Act cxtension, the weasure with which Al Guie and

1 and our collezzues bave been wrestling now for many wonths,

o

As you know, the

P

-
10

full Cummittee on Hducation and Labor

.

earlier this month favorably reperted this bill, by a vote of

31 to 4, and I am hopeful that the House will vote on it soon
?

and approve it.

First, let me list the orincipal -- not all -- provisions

2. Consolidation of several categorical Federal aid pro-

3. Extension of
year,

4, Extension of
5, The creation

6., An extension
progr,m,

7. An extoasion

~rams into two broad programs.

the impact aid programs for one more

the Adult Zducation Act.
of a new Community Education program,

of the Education of the landicapped Act

of the ®ilingual Education Act.
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8. A study of thz need for carly funding of education
programs,

9, An authorization for the calling of the White House
Conference on Education in 1975,

I want now to talk particularly about the revision of the
Title I formmula, a revision shaped in large part as a result of
the effort of Al Quie and me and otlers concerned to assure the
greatest possible effectiveness and greatest possible fairness
in achieving the purposes of Title I, namely, to remind you, to
improve the education of educaﬁionally deprived children in
school districts with concentrations of low-income families,

It ie, perhaps, appropriate that Al and I should be meet-~
ing with you today because only this morning there became
available the text of the report of the Conmittee on Education
and T.abor on the Elementary and Secondgry Education Amendments
of 1974, and therefore, 2s 1 speak to you about Title I and other
provisions in the bill, T shall from time to time quote directly
or paraphrase 1anguagé irom that report in order to be sure
to give you the most accurate interpretation I can of what our
Committee has done,

As you know, the present law provides that local school
districts receive Title I grants based on the number of children
in those districts from families with incomes under $2,000'a
year, according to the decennial census, and on the number of
children from families with incomes over $2,000 from payments
under the Federal program of Aid to Families with Dependent

Children (AFDC),
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Each school district's entitlement is computed by multi-
plying the total number of children from these two categories
by one half the state or national average per pupil expendi-
ture for elementary and secondary education, whichever is
higher. .

When the Title I formula was written in 1965, it was
thought that the best method for distributing funds would
be to use census data to determiﬁe nuinbers of children from
péverty families since that data were thought to be the most
nationally uniform and generally reliable.

But since census data are collected only once a decade,
there was need for an updating factor to be annually applied
to the data, and that updater was written into the original
law as the portion of the formula which counts AFDC children,

But over the years, the AFDC children counted under the
formula have grown such an extent that they have overwhelemed
the children counted from the census.

In Fiscal 1966, 10% of the Title I children were AFDC
children. 1In the present fiscal year, they will total over 60%
of the children,

So an imbalance in the way Title I formula distributes-
funds has resulted from this growth in the number of AFDC
children, The reason is that not all states have been able to
add more and more AFDC children annually to their total count
of Title I childreu., Studies have shown that the wealthier
a state, the more likely it is that its level of AFDC payments

will be high and, thevefore, that it will » able to gdd AFDC
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children under Title I.

Rack in 1970, Title I was amended to avoid this situation by
providing that the fanily inccw2 belew which children would be ceounted
from the census was to be raised to $3,000 a vear and then to $4,000 a
year in a graduated fashion, deperding on increased appropriations.,

But the apprepriations for Title I, unfortunately, did not increase
sufficiently, and so we have the present situation, still $2,070,

The Committee bill makes a substantial decrease in the nurmber of

AFDC children who will be counted for purposes of the formula by adopting

a more update inition of poverty for the census count znd by only
counting AFDC children above tnat definitien as currently updated, Under

the formula in the Comnittee bill, .only 2/3 of the AFDC childlren zbove

Ll

the current definition of poverty will be counted,

So I should try here to make clear that the committee bill would
veduce tho use cf AFDC counts for distributing Title 1 funds because of

stritution of funds

N
1)
I

.
ae

perczived to ha the inzguitad
which has rasulted over.tha last several yeLUs,

There was one otlicr reason. The committee believed that the AFDC
program in its present state docs not provide accurate or reliable {igures
on peverty throughouvt the country,

.

As you all wnow, there is a pgreat varlety in the level of AFXDC
payments acress the country as well as in the methods of zdnminictering

these programs. These facts mean that AFDC statistics present some

difficulties in that the great importance these figuves have gpained over
> 3 & 5

the yecars in the Title I forimula has led to what sowe maxhers of our committee

f2lt to be a serious imhalanct awong the statcs,



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Let me give you &n exanple of what T mean because thare has been

a good deal, in my vizw, of distortion aund misvepresentation in some

£y

d in sccking ‘to

Srn
o

public accounts of the purpsose of what our committee

ma¥e wmore equitable the Title I foraula,

New Yorlk State, for exawple, was eligible for almost four times

~
o
<
e

'

as much Title I ascistance during Fiscal 1874 as was Texas (18% for hew

% [or Texas).

1.

York as cnapared teo &

e
©

Yet Texas has only .slighktly less the total number of school

Tdren in th: covnbry as New York (5.9% as comparad to 7.47%).

-
childre ;
ot - -, - - - —~ et .~ - 2 S - - - 1
4 rtrizrcinal rznson New Yori is eligidble to rzcocive so much
13 2a A { 1 Sl =
wore aid is {hac it males higher paymonts in its

aid forwula but I think it nonzthe
soxe ldea of the 2istortions creztad by the presont formula.

Then there dis ansther difficuliy, The presont Title I formula has

not cnly the ;roblens 1 have just mentioned with respect to the couat of

A3 you urow, under presant law, school districis ave cligitle to
receive either onc half the stote or onn half the naticnal average

eupenditure for education for each Title I child, whichever is higher,
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Beezuse there is nwo moxinmam on the amount which & state ceon

receive, this aspect of the formula hag also contributed to a dis-
tértion in the distribution of Title I funds asong the states,

Wew Tork, for inscance, is eligible Lo receive $772 per child
vhile Califernis is eligible to roceive caly $465 per child.

Yet there would be fow who wauld contend that it costs that
ruch less to live in California then in a similar area in Nevw York.

But the result of this part of the fornmula is that lew York

is this year receiving ncarly twice as much money as Califcrnia

(5218 inillion as opposed to $121 million) zlthough the two states hav
approximately the same nuisber of Title I chiléren,
In light of these censiderations, our committee amenied the
Title I fermulz to pror-ide what we believe to be & wore eguitable
distrilLivtion of funds, -
£

Under the comnittee amendment, whick I offered, with the

support of M-, Quiz, cach

numaeyr of children within

coasidered poor according to the decernial census using the offizial
fedrral definition of poverty known a2s tha Orshznsky Indesx,
School districts will alsoc be able to add each ycar 2/3 of

those children from families receiviig an incowe frem payments under

H

the AFDC prozranm in excess of the enrrent rFederal definitifon of

poverty,
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To ccatinue, c¢ach scheol diatrict's ool nuibze of childien
is Lo be multiplied by 40% of the state avecage per pupil cnpenditure
for cducation, ecxzept that 1if any state's avercge expenditure is less than

80% of the national average expenditure, scheol districts in that state

will be entitled to 407 of 30% of the nationzl average pew pupil expuenditure.

If a state's average per pupil expenditure is in ewncess of 120z of
the natienal aversge expenciture, school districts within that state will
be cntitled to a payment equal to 40% of 120% of the national avarage per
pupil expenditure.

A major reason the comnmittee acdopted this new paymant rate is that
we think it reflects wmuch more zccurately the diffevences in providing
campensatory education thronghout the country than does the present law,
Yor cxzaple, the actual saizry cost of providing classrcoom instruction in
X¥azw Yorit State in 1972 vus 311,830, only clightly over 20% of the national

average, But under the present law, ¥ew York is gnt ing e¢lwost 40% more
than the national averazz per pupil exmpenditure,

That ‘s why the committee adopted 1290 of the nationsl averecpe per
pupil expenditure as the maximum paymant rate for the Title I progvam.
This wmaxirmum will stil11 allew higher spending states, such as New York,
to receive an zdequate additional compensation for their Title I program
but it will not sllow that additional paymant to get out of hand to the
detriment of fthe othar states.

ow 1 rezalize that this wmodification in the payment ratesill

also mz2an that the poorest states will be eatitled to less
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per séﬁb@nt than they are now receiving under the present
: (ona=-half the national averase).
But the werit in ﬁhe change of the payment rate is that
it will reduce the cxntremes in payuents being made vnder the
preseat lew and will group the states cleser to 2 national
average payaznt per Sstudent,
The poorer states will still receive more per student
than they arc actuzlly spending while the richer states will
still receive more than the national average expenditure per
student, . But the extremas in payments will be climin;:e‘.
The purpose in shifting to an updated definitien in
poverty for counting children and in diminishing the
importance of the AFDC figures is to restore the balance
that was present in the original Title I prograa.

Sl
sCe L.

o
el

The more accuréate and vaiform nationzl ceonsus
will agzin be the principel besis for the distribution of
Title I wmon2yv and zhe rather eratic AFDC data will bz used

as a less important modifier of that data.

on of

[0

rh
e
3

e
I
e

I should say here a word about the <

poverty to be used in the formula,

rd-

n 1573 that definition of poverty was §4,200 for a

[3

non~-form family of four and it is arvived at by using the

pg

ordgrinal Orshansky Index of poverty as updated by annual

increases in the conswmar price index.
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The reason btue cowamitteoe adopted tha Orshanshy Index
of peverty for counting the neber of Title I children is
that it is the mest accurate mensure of poverty providing
data at the county, state and national bwvels,

Mercover, the Orshonsky Index is the measure of
poverty adopted by the Federzl govornuent in 1959 as the
official definition of poverty and it is ncw widaly uscd
in the government.

You will also be interested to knew, I am sure, that

~haruless’ provisicn, whereby

tho Cor nitven includad & "hole

I should like now also to say a word about ancthaor
amendzoent, wiidich T also offered, which I believe can prove

rost Lelpful to Conpress and the ecducational community in

My amandmant would authorize the National Institute of
Education to conduct a cemprehensive reviow of com
education prograns and to study alternative methods for
distributing such funrds,

In addition, the provision authorizes NIE to conduct
experirnents for the purpose of evaluating these alternative
noethods

Oue of the rocl] prebless our Coumittes encountered in

considering H.R, 69 was the difficulty in obtaining reliable
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and useful information about compensatory education programs,
especially about their effectiveness and about alte?native
nethods for distributing such noney,

The study provided in the Committee bill would call for
an examination of all such programs, not only those provided

Title 1 but state prozrams as well,

Sy tee

s dirvected to study tihe fundamental purposes of

s

The NWIE
compensatory education prograns, cvaluate their efifcctiveness
in attaining these purpeoses and review as well the efjfect of

-~

concentrating such funds in the areas of reading and

.

to lock at alternztive

11

The amendment also authorizes NI

1 - k]
nasea

(.’)

methods for distributing the monies, including method
on poverty and rothods based on prececdures to assess
educctional disadvantage,

The bill provides a separcate authorization oz $15 million

for the NIE to meet the research costs of the study and to

subanit an interim report to Congress no later than December 31,
1976, six wmonths before the cipiration of Title I, with a

P

{final report due no later than nine months therecaiter.

1 am going to leave to Cengressman Quice, who authored
the émendmcnt, the task of explaining arother provision in
the bill wwhich would allow local school districts the option

of waiving the poverty requirement of present law regarding

the choonsing of Title I schocls and alleving school districts
[*) 2
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instead to choose the schools using other means of deternining

v .

educational disadvantage.

I want now to refer to another provision of the bill
¢ which somz of you will have a particular interest, the
Lo rcalled consolidation amandment,

The Ceoummittee agzreed to an a@maendment wiich consolidites,

prezrams and

two broad purpose proirans.

The school library pregram (Title 1I of ESEZA)Y, the

3
—~
g
NS
e
ot
[p)
—
(2}

equipment prograc I, BDEL)Y, and the guicdance and

counselirg program (part of Title III, ZSE4 &xe to be

consolidated into the first broad category: library &and

The innovation prozram (the remainder of Title 111,
nealth and nutrition
rom of ald to
S,.ate Departments of Education (Title V of ISZ4) ere to be
consolidated inteo the sccond broad category: innovation

and support services,

I should Lerve point out, Lowever,
consolications will oaly go into eifect if the total
epproprietions proviced for th:p during the first fiscal
year is at least cqual to the aggregate amount appropriated

for the seven separate programs during the preceding fiszcal

},.

year, For cach year thereafter, the conselidatioas will

ERIC
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of the previcus fiscal year,

Cbviously, the point of this condition is to ~avantee

. .- . . - .
that the sana total amzunt of manies is provided for theosc

programs, The Committee <id not belicve that counsolidacior

d to

[EN

cderal commitoont on a
these several pregrans,

Let me here, now, sav & vord about a new title added
to the bill, known as the Community Rducation Dzvelopuent

Act of 1974,
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By community education precgram, the Committee means the use
of the public school or some other available public building in the
community, after regular school hours, to provide a place where
all members of the community, from preschool children to senior
citizens, can come to learn,

The first year of this new program is to be devoted to planning
at both the Federal and state levels, with $1 million authorized for
Fiscal 1975 for planning graats to the states,

Beginning with Fiscal Year 1976, $12.5 million is authorized
for grarts to states for allocation to local school districts for

such programs, and $15 million is authorized for the Fiscal Year
1977.

I ought here to point out that Federal aid under this program
would be limited to community education programs tnat provide
cducati-nal, recreationzl and cultural activities.

Let me here say as well a@ word about the Education of the
liandicapped Act, which, under another provision of the bill extending
ESEA, will be continuad for three rmore vears at a total authorization
over that time of $616.5 million.,

Qur Comnittee felt it essential to make clear our support
for the Federal commitment to the education of handicapped
children, of which I shall say more in a moment,

Although there are many other items in the bill of which I might
speak, I shall take a moment only to add that the Committee also

authorized a Wnite House Conference on Education to be held in

1976 for the nurpose of stimulating national assessment of the
: I3 O

condition and neacds of o

Q.

ucation in this country and to develop
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recommendations from such an assessment.

Unlike previous White House Conferences on a variety of national
issues, the one to be established under the bill just reported would
provide for the appointrent of several members of the planning
committee by the Speaker of the House and the President Pro Tempore
qf the Senate as well as by the President. It was the feeling of
mecbers of the Committee that the time has come for more meaningful
participation by Members of Cengress in organizing conferences
with such potential significance for public policy.

Now I should like, if I may, to say a word about a couple of
other areas in which I have considerable interest aznd which come
within the jurisdiction of the Subcommittee I have the honor to chair,

I said a moment ago that in the ESEA bill just approved, we

proposed to extend the Education of the Bandicapped Act.

But you and I know that this legislation in and of itself has

1
[
.
0
o]
[
-
2N
]
0]
o]

really not proved adequate to mzeting the neecds of handicap:

.

Unite

[e 8

in the States.
Even with the present pattern of Federal support, only 40 percent

of the handicapped children are now being served, and it has become

y high cost of special education,
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3
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Moreover, as a recent Rand Study showed, Federal programs to
assist the handicapped are wmarked in many cases by a lack of focus
and direction.

For these reasons, but in particular because of the concern some
of us had to assure that handicapped children are given a more

cquitable opportunity at an education, Senator larrison Villiams of
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this state of New Jersey, the distinguished Chairman of the Senate
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, and I have introduced
legislation of which I should like to say just a word to you,

It is based in no small part on the needs I have just cited, but
also én the pattern of recent State Supreme Court decisions whereby
courts have held that handicapped children have a constitutional
right to an sducation just as do normal children.

Our bill would provide Fecderal funds to states with which to
reimburse local school districts for up to 3/4 of the excess costs
of educating handicapped over normal children.

We have, as it were, taken into account the finding of many
experts that it costs at least twice as much, or more, to educate
handicapped as normal children,

I hope that my subcommittee can consiaer this proposal this
year,

Another area of great interest to me and some of wy colleazues

ot

on both sides of the aisle is that of early childhood development.
Many of you may recall that in 1971 Congress passed the
Comprehensive Child Development Bill, which Senator Walter Mondale
of Minnecsota and I sponsored, which was aimed. at making good
on the commitment President Nixon once eloguently voiced about the
need to make a national commitment to providing healthful and
stimulating development to all American children during the first
five years of life.

But you will undoubtedly recall, too, that President Nixzon

vetoed this legislation,
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Several members of my subcomnittce and I believe that we should
again consider legislation to provide the kind of development of which
the President spoke. And several of us on both sides of the aisle
and in both the House and Senate are continuing our deliberations
with an eye toward shaping some proposal which, hopefully, can win
both bipartisan support in Congress and the support of the White
House.

I should here point out that when we used the phrase,

"comprehensive childhood development,"

we did so advisedly. Ve
wanted to make clear that we had in mind not only the cegnitive
development of thie child, but his emotional, physical and
nutritional growth as well.

And we also, I should here make clear, felt then--and T still

[}

tted to the proposition that such programs

IS8

feel--deeply comn
should provide for parental involwvement in planning and operating

the programs and that such progranms should ba entiraly voluntary,

1 =

Another area which is within the jurisdiction of my subcommittee
and in which I know a2 nuwsber of you have an interest is educaticnal
technoleogy, and I wish that I had time here to zo into a
discussion of that subject, but I do not.

Rather I would like to conclude thcsé remarks by saying a word

about two other developments which T believe are of considerable

ERIC
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significance to the future of education of the United States.

I want first to say something of the National Institue of
Education.

This agency, first proposed by President Nixon in 1970 and
strongly championed by a coalition of Democrats and Republicans
in Congress, is now the major Federal venture for supporting re-
scarch and development in education at every level znd in both forna
and nonforinal learning situations,

As principal sponsor of the NIE in Congress, I naturally have
a deep commitment to seeing it move 2head, to help us improve the
quality of learnings and teaching in our schools, colleges znd uni-
versities and other educational institucions.

And, although I have found it easy to disguise my enthusiasm
for the works of Richard Kixon, I have been outspoken in my commen-
dation of the President for having first proposed the Naticnal
Institute of Education.

For you and I know that we sinuply do not do as good a job as
we ought to do in research on the learning and teaching processes,
The National Institute of Education is aimed at helping
make possible, through grants and contrzcts across the country, not
only more and better research but more effective dissemination of

1

ke an impact in the

e

the results of the rescarch so that they Ean ma
classroom,

The NIE has had, for a variety of reasons that I shall not here
detail , some difficult times in getting started and Congress has not
been all that responsive to its pleas,

U

happy to sce that President Kixon in his special

=
0
oy
[0
v
v

I was noneti
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nmessige gn education to Cangress cariier this year indicated his con-
tinuing support for the Nationegl Ingitute of Educaticn and I was glad
also to sce in the President's budget message a call for a $25 million
supplemental for Fiscal 1974 and a request for 3130 million for

Fiscal 1975.

I hope very much that you in the American Association of School
Adininistrators will give your strong support to the Presidentfs request
in both these instances. I like to think that whén you get someone on
the vhite House '"Enemies List' urging you to support one of Mr. Hixon's
requests, there may be something to be said for it!

The other developmant of which I want to say a word is the recent
report of the National Commission on Ehe Tinancing of Postseccndary
Education.

That Commission was established in 1972 as part of the Ecucation
Amendnents of that year.

The Comrnission wes authorized in no swall meassure becazuse of the

[

frustration inany of us on rhe committee who weve writing the flighe

y—t
1

Cducation Act felt at our lack of adeguate data and of reasoncd a

o
[N

ternative methods of finencing higher education,

We felt that the American university community had really not
done a respectable job in respect of what one might call the economics
of higher cducation. So we esteblished the Commission and charged it
with the-vesponsibility for looking at the field of financing not
only higher education but postsecondary education, in general.

After 14 monrths of very hard work, the 17 members of the Commission--

of whom I was one--completed our veport and released it last month,
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I should here point out that wé did not, as such commis-
sions normally do, submit to the public a laundry list of
laws Congress should pass to help postsecamdary education,

Rather we propcsed an analytical framework, an intellec-
tual construct, if vou will, a mecthodology of enabling college
presidents, state lagislators, governors, Senators and Congress-
men, all those with any responsibility for making decisioas

about the financing of postseondary education to do so more

effectively and more svstematically,

For we came to the conclusion that it has become esséntial
that those institutions of our society which both incarnzate
and advance reason should, with respect to decisions which
affect their survival, be more rvational.

Both the passzge of the KIE and the report of the National

what I take to be an increasing concern at least oa the part of
Yembers of Congress, that we need to be much more thoughtful
and gystenmatic in our efforts to understand the effcct; on
learning and teaching of the acticns that we take, in particular,
the expenditure of large awmounts of public monev,

And of course, this same motivation was what propelled
me to offer and the committee to accept the zmendment authorizing

the NIE to conduct a study of compensatory education in the United

States.
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I think that Al GQuie and I can both tell vou that one of
the reascsons that we both, on the cormittee, had to wrestle
so long and hard with the Title I formula -- and of course we
are not out of the woods on that one vet! -- is that we simply
lack acacuate information and analysis, the same kind of problem
that troudled us in 1972 as we sought to writa a program
qf general institutional aid for our colleges and universities,
A1l I have just said has, I like to think, some significance
for vou as leaders in American education at a variety of levels,
One of the lessoas is that all of us who make decisions
about ecduration must be more reflective, more systematic, more
rationzl .a what we seek to do,
with public monies scarce and the demzands for such monies
rising beth in numburs and in emount, it is esszntial thact 211
of us vho are cdedicated tc improving the cuality of education
and widening access to it do the very vest job that we can with
the resources that are available,

tngd doing the best job that we can in education weans at

nore ebout what we are doing and why we are doing it,
Only a few days ago we marked the anniversary of the

tter

w

birth of Abraham Lincoln and I think T carn take no bl

them2 for the sermen that I have just preached to vou than

the simple opening of the liouse Divided Speech in 1838, Said

Lincoln: "If we could first know where we are, and vhither we

are tending, we could better judge what to do and how to do it,"
O
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I hope 1 have given you some idea of what one
Member of Congress thinks about where we are and whither
we are tending in the field of American education.
I hope that you as edvcators will help us as legislaters

better judge what to do and how to do it,



