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!l'HE PRESIDENT HAS SE1l'!f1 
0 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

December 5, 1977 

THE PRESIDENT 

STU EIZENSTAT ~I 
BERT CARP ~ 

Secretary Califano Meeting on 
Elementary and Secondary Education 

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, the 
basic authorizing legislation for Federal elementary 
and secondary educational programs, expires next year. 
According to Secretary Califano, the purpose of Tuesday's 
meeting is to review HEW's tentative legislative plans 
with you and secure your approval for consultation with 
key members of Congress on these plans, while OMB and my 
staff review the proposals prior to formal submission to 
you. 

Jim Mcintyre and I both urge you not to grant such 
approval at the meeting. Instead, you might ask the 
Secretary to go over these proposals with Jim and myself, 
and for the three of us to submit a memorandum to you 
should there be disagreement, before beginning consulta
tion with Congress. 

Secretary Califano's basic memorandum is 43 pages long, 
and we have had it only since Sunday night. The following 
represents our best effort at a summary, but it may re
flect some misunderstandings. The Secretary identifies 
5 themes under which he groups his programmatic changes. 

THEME 1 -- PROMOTING ACCESSIBILITY AND EQUALITY OF 
EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY 

Changes in Title I of ESEA (Compensatory Education) 

o Add a new part to Title I which would provide addi
tional funding for compensatory education to school 
districts with large numbers (5,000) or large portions 
(20%) of poverty children. Cost: $664 million in 
FY 79; annual growth of $125 million through 1982. 

;· 
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o Establish a new Federal program providing matching 
funds for state compensatory education programs 
that meet basic. Federal criteria. Cost: $0 in 
FY 79; $100 million in FY 80; $200 million in FY 81; 
$380 million in FY 82. 

o Establish a new Title I demonstration prog,ram to 
encourage local experimentation on a variety of 
approaches to increasing the quality of compensatory 
education -- such as parent involvement, use of 
summer schools and full-year programs. Eighty per
cent of the funding would be distributed to local 
school systems by the States and 20 percent would 
be at the discretion of the Commissioner of Education. 
Over three years the existing Follow-Through program 
would be merged with this new program. Cost: $0 in 
FY 79; $60 million in FY 80; $75 million in FY 81, 
and $90 million in FY 82. 

o Permit schools with 80 percent or more Title I
eligible children to use funds to upgrade the entire 
school program (rather than being required to pro
vide separate services to the Title I children as 
under present law). Cost: no additional cost. 

o Increase local school districts' flexibility in 
selecting which target schools would be served, and 
to provide greater discretion over the use of funds 
at the local level where Federal compensatory educa
tion programs are combined with substantial State 
compensatory education programs. Cost: no additi'onal 
cost. 

o Increase the role of the states in ensuring compliance 
with program requirements at the local level. 
Cost: $15 million in FY 79. 

o Consolidate the Title I special education program 
for handicapped children in institutions with the 
Educa.tion for All Handicapped Children Act. 

Comments 

1. We strongly support the concept of serving all 
children (not just Title I-eligible childrenr-in 
schools with concentrations of over 80 percent 
Title I-eligible students. Since Title I is focussed 
on children who are both poor and below average in 
performance, the present prog.ram provides no help 
to poor children of high ability. 
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2. I believe the urban concentration program would be 
a popular and visible centerpiece for your education 
message. However, I would urge consolidation of 
this proposal with the proposal to match State com
pensatory education programs, thus reducing the 
total cost. The result would be a 50-50 Federal/ 
State match for compensatory education grants to 
school districts with concentrations of low-income 
children. States with qualifying compensatory education 
programs of their own could use these funds for the 
match. 

3. Consolidation of the handicapped programs makes sense, 
but may be highly controversial. 

4. Expanding the State role in enforcing program require
ments clearly makes sense, however will require greater 
analysis and civil rights safeguards. 

Bilingual Education 

o Secretary Califano proposes 3 major changes in the 
biling.ual education program. 

The first change would shift emphasis from bilingual/ 
bicultural education (designed to develop full compe
tency in both English and the language and culture of 
the child's heritage) to obtaining competency in 
English through culturally sensitive means. 

The second change would limit each grant to a 5-year 
duration, dur1ng which the Federal share would gradually 
be reduced and the State and local share increased. 

The third change would be to increase research, evalua
tion and teacher training in this area. Cost: $15 
million in FY 79 for research, evaluation and teacher 
training. 

Comment 

we believe that a strengthened focus on teacher training 
and on research and evaluation makes sense, but have no 
comment on funding levels at this time. We would note that 
an increased emphasis on English would be highly controver
sial with the bilingual constituencies. While it may make 
programmatic sense, given limited resources, to focus more 
on developing competence in English, Secretary Califano's 
proposal flies in the face of cultural pride. We think 
the Secretary's suggestion that extensive Congressional 
consultation is needed is correct. · 
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Emergency School Aid Act 

ESAA was enacted in 1972 to aid school district desegrega
tion taking place voluntarily or, under court or HEW order. 
Secretary Califano proposed 4 major changes: 

First, to phase down the basic State grant program, pre
sently allocated by a formula, since many of these funds 
go to southern school districts which have been desegre
gated for some time. 

Second, to provide for multi-year rather than annual-grant 
comm1.tments in order to permit better planning. 

Third, to provide new incentives for States to conduct 
the1.r own school desegregation programs, and to provide 
planning funds to States and local school districts for 
metropolitan-wide desegregation plans. 

Fourth, to provide additional funding for magnet schools, 
particularly at the high school level. (A magnet school 
is a school with a special educational curriculum designed 
to attract students from diverse racial backgrounds from 
throughout a school district.) 

Cost: It is unclear from the memorandum whether funds 
above the existing ESAA budget ($276 million) would be 
required. 

Comment 

Reducing the ESAA State grant program in order to shift 
funds from long-desegregated southern school systems to 
newly desegregated northern school systems is likely to 
be highly controversial in Congress. This is especially 
so since many of these southern schools have so-called 
"2nd generation" problems, such as segregated classrooms 
within desegregated schools, and resegregation. 

In addition, incentive funding for metropolitan desegrega
tion is bound to be highly bontroversial. We would be 
interested in knowing whether HEW foresees enough interest 
in this initiative to justify the potentially severe 
political reaction. 

THEME 2 -- STIMULATING IMPROVEMENTS IN THE QUALITY OF 
EDUCATION 

Secretary Califano has proposed a package of demonstration 
programs designed to increase the quality of instruction 
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through an "Educational Quality Act." The proposed Act 
would gather a number of existing small programs into 4 
broad authorities: 

(1) Basic Skills. This would include the existing Right 
to Read Program broadened to deal with all basic skills, 
and a new initiative in educational testing. (No detail 
supplied.) 

(2) Special Skills. This would incorporate existing pro
g,rams 1n Arts- Education and Environmental Education, 
and a new initiative in "Global Perspectives." {No 
detail supplied.) 

{3) School Reform. Four initiatives are grouped under 
this head1ng: 

{a) School-Home Program, a new program to encourage 
parental efforts in the home. 

{b) School-Community Programs combining existing pro
grams for Commun1ty Schools, Drug Abuse Education, 
Magnet Schools, and Consumer Education, and adding 
2 new initiatives -- Integrated Service Schools 
and Adolescent Pregnancy. {No further details 
supplied.) 

{c) School-Work Programs combining existing career 
educat1on programs with a better link to the new 
youth employment title of CETA. 

{d) · Gifted and Talented Student Programs {existing) • 

{4) Teacher Development. 
components: 

This area would have 2 basic 

{a) Teacher Training, combining the existing Teacher
Corps and Teacher-Centers programs with a new 
program for Teaching Development Coordination; 
and 

{b) Teaching Resources, combining the existing 
Educational TV program with new programs for 
Library Demonstrations and Technical Demonstrations. 

{5) Discretionary Accounts. The Coll)Inissioner of Education 
would be prov1ded a discretionary account for program 
development in areas outside the 4 clusters described 
above, and a second fund for innovative proposals 
submitted by teachers or individual schools {rather 
than school districts). 
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Cost: The existing programs are funded in FY 78 for 
$166 million; HEW has requested $210 million for these 
programs in FY 79, and would request an additional $92 
million upon passage of the new authorities. 

Comment 

The HEW memorandum does not supply sufficient detail to 
permit analysis of these proposals, or to tell how much 
real consolidation would take place. To the extent small 
demonstration programs actually are consolidated, some 
opposition from their Congressional sponsors can, of course, 
be expected. We believe that substantial real consolidation 
of these programs is highly desirable. We are, however, 
skeptical of the proposed new initiatives. 

THEME 3 -- EXTENDING THE SCHOOL TO THE FAMILY AND OTHER 
SOCIAL INSTITUTIONS 

Secretary Califano proposes to use the authorities described 
under Theme 2 to promote: parental involvement in helping 
children at home; use of schools to deliver drug abuse edu
cation; use of schools as contact point for health and 
welfare services (similar to the Milliken project); creation 
of linkages between schools and the work place; and creation 
of links between schools and universities, colleges, and 
cultural institutions. 

Comment 

We cannot, at this time, evaluate the extent to which these 
proposals could be carried out through the authorities 
described under Theme'2, but they seem to be desirable 
areas for demonstration projects. 

Cost: No additional cost beyond those outlined under 
Theme 2. 

THEME 4 -- PROVIDING LIMITED FINANCIAL SUPPORT FOR STATE 
.AND LOCAL ACTIVITIES 

Essentially, Secretary Califano proposes reduced support 
for Impact Aid and Vocational Education, and increased 
support for adult education and for research and demonstra
tion projects to equalize per-pupil expenditures among 
school districts within the same State .. 
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1. Impact Aid -- Secretary Califano proposes an FY 79 
reduction in Impact Aid (including elimination of 
payments for children whose parents work on Federal 
property outside the county in which the school is 
located) and the further step in 1980 of eliminating 
Impact Aid payments for publi.c housing children. 
(Note: Impact Aid will cost approximately $800 million 
in FY 79 without reform; HEW estimates savings of 
$86 mil~ion in 79, and $136 million in FY 80.) 

2. Vocational Education -- Secretary Califano proposes 
el1m1nat1on of a $14 million program for Consumer 
and Homemaker Edueation. 

3. Adult Education -- Secretary Califano proposes to 
reorient the Adult Education Act from the goal: of 
high school equivalency to the goal o£ functional 
literacy; to improve the delivery system by better 
links to the business community and community action 
organi.zations; to fund States to conduct literacy 
surveys; and to conduct a research, development, 
dissemination and evaluation effort. Cost: $·0 in 
FY 79; $15 million in FY 80; $20 million in FY 81. 

4. Equalization-- Secretary Califano proposes $10 million 
"to beg1n a concentrated Federal effort to develop a 
long'-term strategy for achieving state school finance 
reform through school finance research, technical 
disemmination activities, and grants to states to 
enable them to continue developing solutions." 

5. Private Schools -- Secretary Califano essentially 
proposes better enforcement of existing requirements 
that public school systems receiving Federal funds 
allow private school children to participate in the 
Federal programs after school or in the public schools . 

. Comment 

HUD opposes eliminating the Impact Aid for public housing 
for children; we will also be addressing this issue in the 
context of urban policy. In addition, while we have not 
had a chance to study the HEW Impact Aid proposal in detail, 
we question as to whether a way could not be found to 
achieve greater savings in the.basic program. 

we have no objection to the Vocational Education recommenda
tions and no comment, at this time, on the Adult Education 
proposal. 
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We seriously question HEW 1 s proposal to spend $10 million 
studying Federal approaches to school finance equaliza
tion. If visible, this initiative is almost certain to 
encourage future demands for general education aid which 
we will be unable to afford, at least in the near term. 

With respect to private education, we question whether 
HEW's proposal really meets the thrust of the campaign 
commitment to do everything possible within the law to 
assist parochial schools. 

THEME 5 -- FORGING A NEW FEDERAL/STATE PARTNERSHIP 

In addition to the initiatives providing greater State 
involvement described above, Secretary Califano proposes 
emphasizing Commissioner Boyer's on-going efforts to 
emphasiz.e the Administration of the Office of Education 
by (1} streamlining the structure, (2} improving the 
regulation process, (3) simplifying application proce
dures, (4.} tightening the contract and grant process, 
(5} cutting back paperwork, and (6} improving accountability. 

Comment 

No detail is given. However, we are under the impression 
that Commissioner Boyer is doing an excellent job in this areao' 

BUDGET OVERVIEW 

Secretary Califano describes items in his FY 79 budget 
request as follows: 

Equal Opportunity and Access: an increase of almost 
$1 billion (25 percent) to a total of $4.9 billion. 

Educational Quality: an increase of $200 million 
(37 percent) to a total of $743 million. 

General Financial Assistance: a decrease of $70 
million (5 percent) to a total request of almost 
$1.5 billion. This includes an $86 million savings 
from the proposed reform of Impact Aid. 

Note: Adoption of the entire prog.ram would imply signifi
cant increases in the out-years. We will work with OMB 
on an analysis. Sare of the increases might be justified as part 
of our forthcoming urban policy,- . ·. such as the increase in funding 
for Title I of ESEA for districts with large numbers or percentages 
of poor children. 



I. PURPOSE 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

December 5, 1977 

Meeting with Secretary Califano 

Tuesday, December 6, 1977 
9:30 a.m. 

The Cabinet Room 

From: tf,b 

For an overview of the elementary and secondary 
reauthorization decisions which have been 
tentatively made, and to indicate future direc
tions for federal policy. 

II. BACKGROUND AND PARTICIPANTS 

A. Background: All of the major elementary and 
secondary education legislation expires next 
year; this includes education for the dis
advantaged, desegregation, and bilingual ed
ucation. The Congress has been holding 
hearings regularly since last Spring. Both 
houses have begun work on their bills to be 
marked-up in January or February. 

The Department of Health, Education atid Welfare 
has been working on this expiring legislation 
since last Spring. Although we have seen agency 
and OMB working papers, we did not receive 
their final proposals until Sunday evening. 

B. Participants: Secretary Califano, Ben Heineman, 
Mary Berry, Ernest Boyer, Jim Mcintyre, Bo Cutter, 
Sue Woolsey, Stu Eizenstat, Jack Watson, Bert 
Carp, Beth Abramowitz. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Mr. President: 

12/5/77 

The HEW memo is 43 pages long, 
not including tabs. It was re
ceived at the White House Sunday 
night, giving Stu's staff no. 
time to prepare. a summary. 

I recommend that you ask Secre
tary Califano always to prepe1re 
an executive summary for memos 
of this length. 

Secretary Califano recommends 
that you read pp. 15-37 and 42-3 
if you are unable to read the 
entire 43 pages. 

·Rick 
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III. RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. That this meeting be for information 
purposes only. 

2. That no decisions on the HEW proposals (and 
no decision to permit Congressional consulta
tion) be made until o~m and the Policy Staff 
review the proposals. OMB agrees with these 
recommendations. 



XHE PiillSIDlliU' HAS SEEN. 

. 7 
THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND 

WASHING"TON, D. C. 20201 

WELFARE ~ 
,,. . 

December 3, 1977 

).1 
fr''i 

FROM JOE CALIF ' 
The attache memo andum and the briefing on education 

are designed to elicit your tentative views. While I have 
had many conversations with Carl Perkins, Clai Pell and 
others interested in elementary and secondary education on 
the Hill, as well as some of the interest groups, we need to 
do a much more detailed testing of the political water 
before making final decisions. · But I do not want to go any 
further until I have a sense of your views. 

The basic impact of the, program we propose should put 
you in the position of being the President who focused on: 

Quality in elementary and secondary education 

The relationship of the school to the family, 
the job , · and the community. 

The thrust of the proposed Educational Quality Act., the 
emphasis on magnet schools, the focus on basic skills and 
competency t·esting and the demonstration projects to inte
grate the school with the family, the employer, and com
munity services are designed to achieve that goal. 

In addition to quality, the further concentration on 
poor children in urban and rural areas can also be an 
expression of your desire to help, with limited resources, 
those most in need. 

Finally, the programs provide additional input for 
teachers and should be well received by them. 

Much of what we propose should bring you political 
applause from the Congress and the elementary and secondary 
education community, including teachers and s·chool adminis
trators. However, some elements are controversial, notably 
the proposals to trim back the impact aid program., to seek a 
cap or phase-out for the State apportionment component of 
the Emergency School Aid Act, and to focus the bilingual 
education program on teaching children English, rather than 
on teaching cultural background . 

... . 
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It is not necessary for you to read the detailed 
material at the tabs to appreciate the programs or the 
issues involved. The tab material is more for the benefit 
of your staff and OMB. 



' . 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

I .. INTRODUCTI.ON . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

A. Reauthorization Backdrop ........................... 1 
B.. Purpose of Meeting. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 
C. S1:1IIliilary of Proposal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . 2 
D. Subsequent Pres'idential Involvement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 

IL PROBLEMS IN ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ........... 4 

A. A Snapshot of Elementary and Secondary Education... . . 4 
B. Problem: Equal Opportunity and Access ............. 6 
C. Problem: Quality ................................... 7 
D. · Problem: Relation of Schools to Other 

In.s ti tutions .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . B-
E. Problem: Financial Crisis .... : .................... 8 
F. Problem: Federal/State Relations .................. 9 

III. HEW'S ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY ROLE:. THE LEGISLATIVE 
PROGRAM IN CONTEXT ..... ·. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 

A. The Limited Federal Role ................. ~ ........ 11 
B. Existing Legislative Programs in HEW: A Quick 

Overview . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . 12 
C. Basic Themes of the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Package: Legislation ................. 15 

THE~1E 1/= 1 : PROMOTING ACCESS AND EQUAL EDUCATIONAL 
Qpp·oRTUNITY . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 

( 1) Program: Title I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 

• • 
• 
• 
• 

Proposed Change: 

Proposed Change: 

Proposed Change: 
Proposed Change: 

Proposed Change: 

Proposed Change: 

Proposed Change: 

The Concentration 
Provision ............. 16 
Match for Sta.te 
Compensatory Programs .. 16 
Demonstration Projects .. 17 
Title I Quality 
Concerns ............... 18 
Greater Flexibility for 
Local School Districts. 19 
Expand State Role in 
Enforcement ............. 20 
Handicapped Children ... 20 



(2) 

- ii -

Program: Bilingual Education 

• • 
Definition of Purpose ................. . 
Proposed Change: Time Limited 

Federal Funding ..... . 
Proposed Change: Res·earch; Teacher 

Training ............ . 

Page 

21 

21 

22 

22 

(3) ·Program: Emergency School Aid Act .......... 23 

• Proposed Change: Cap or Phase Out 
State Apportionment 
Provision ............. 23 

• Proposed Change: Administrative 
Flexib'ility . . . . . . . . . . 24 

• Proposed Change: Planning Incent.ives 
for Sta.te and 
Metropolitan Areas .... 25 

• Proposed Expansion: Hagnets ............ 26 

THEr1E {f2 : STIHULATING I~1PROVEMENTS IN THE 
QUALITY OF EDUCATION· ....................... 27 

(1) Program: Title I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27 

(2) Proposed Change in Total Program: 
Educational Quality Act .......................... 27 

THE~1E {f3: EXTENDING THE SCHOOL TO THE FANILY 
. AND TO OTHER SOCIAL INSTITUTIONS. . . . . . . . . . . . 31 

Pr·oposal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31 

THEME {f4: PROVIDING LIMITED FINANCIAL SUPPORT 
FOR STATE Ai"'D LOCAL ACTIVITIES . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32 

(1) Program: 
(2) Program: 

Reductions 
Impact Aid ....................... . 
Vocational Education ............. . 

· New Directions 

32 
33 

(3) Program: Adult Education ................... 34 
(4) Program: Equalization . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35 
(5) Privat~ Schools ............................. 35 

THE11E {f5: FORGING A NEW FEDERAL-STATE 
PARTNERSHIP . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . 3 7 

Proposals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37 



- iii -

D. Basic Themes of the Elementary and Secondary 
Package: Administration and Managenieri.t . . . . . . . . . . . 37 

(1) Streamlining the Structure •.................. 38 
(2) Improving. the Regulations Process ............ 38 
(3) Simplifying Application Procedures ..•........ 38 
(4) . Tightening .the Contract and Grant Process . . . . . 38 
(5) Gutting Back Paperwork.! ..................... 38 
(6) :Emproving Accountability ..................... 38 

IV . BUDGETARY TRENDS . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3'9 

A. Recent Budget History , .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. .. .. .. . 39 
B. Political Context of the Education Budget ......... 40 
C. FY 1979 Proposed Budget . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40 
D. Budget Proje~tions: 1979-1982 .................... 41 

V. POLITICAL REACTION 4.2 

APPENDIX 



T.H E SECRET A R Y 0 F" H E A L T H, ED U CAT I 0 N, AND WE 1.. FARE 

WASHINGTON, O.C.20201 

December 3, 1977 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE P 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: ELEMENTARY ONDARY EDUCATION POLICY 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Reauthorization Backdrop 

HEW's elementary and secondary education legislation is 
up for reauthorization next year. ·These authorities, which 
will be described in greater detail below, include compensa
tory, bilingual, handicapped, emergency school aid, adul.t and 
impact aid programs. Appropriations for these pr-ograms were 
approximately l?6 billion in FY 78, out of a total of $10 
billion in HEW's Education Division (the other $4 billion is 
in higher education). Government-wide funding for education 
totals approximately $25 billion. 

Your legislative proposals in this area will set the 
Administration's elementary and secondary legislative agenda 
for at least your first term. And they will be your first 
major statement as President about education generally and 
about the Federal role·. After ei~ht years of Nixon-Ford 
neglect, the education community 1s looking to you for 
leadership. 

Your elementary and secondary package should be previewed 
for the Congres-s in the next month, and the:-·.actual pieces of 
legislation should be sent to the Hill by the end of January 
or early February. The relevant subcommittees (Pell in the 
Senate and Perkins in the House) have already established 
schedules for elementary and secondary reauthorizations, and 
these include hearings at which I must testify in February 
and March. 
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In preparing the reautho.rization package, we have 
consulted widely. At the suggestion of the Vice President, 
we held 51 regional outreach hearings wi.th parents and 
teachers; almost 2, 000 individuals· presented testimony. 
A public hearing was held in Washington in July that was 
attended by representatives of 70 national, State and local 
public authorities and int.erest groups. My staff has also 
met in detailed sessions with 25·top interest groups. And 
we have been in informal -- though not detailed -- contact 
with rel.evant Members and Congressional staff. 

B. Purpose of Meeting 

I hope to accomplish three objectives in our one-hour 
briefing with you: 

First, to des·cribe the existing and emerging problems 
in elementary and secondary education; 

Second, to describe HEW's pres·ent elementary and 
secondary role; and 

Third, to provide you with the outlines of our proposed 
elementary and s·econdary reauthorization package. 

We are not seeking appr.oval from you at this time; 
obviously, the legislation must move.throl:lgh the formal EOP. 
clearance process. Nonethele·ss, we are under tremendous 
press·ure from the Hill to share our present thinking, and 
there are a number of proposals that, while solid on the 
merits, will require political·testing --and probable 
modification -- before they are finally proposed by you. 

Accordingly, we seek any guidance that you may have 
before we begin testing our ideas with .the Congress. 

I should note that we have adopted a phased funding 
strategy, so that,. except for the Title I concentration 
provision, few of the legislative proposals we will send to 
the Hill next year will have any impact on the FY 79 budget. 

C. SUi:ni:D:ary of the Proposals 

Our elementary and secondary legislative proposals are 
grouped around five themes and may be briefly summarized as 
follows: 
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Continued strong connnitment to acce:ss and 
equal oplortunity for disadvantaged, handi
capped, anguage-limi,ted, Indian and minority 
students through major service or demonstration 
programs. 

Systematic exploration, through research and 
demonstration, of newly emerging issues broadly 
grouped around the concept of ~ua.lit_y -- basic 
skills, teacher development, eucational tech
nology--with the aim of developing more 
comprehensive programs in 1980 or during the 
first year of your second term. 

Systematic exploration, through research and 
demonstration, of newly emerging issues grouped 
around the concept of relating schools to other social 
ins.tituti·ons -- schools and the employment 
exper1.ence, schools and othe.r social services, 
parental involvement in educating their children 
again with the aim of develop,ing mo.re comprehensive 
programs· in three years as our knowledge base · 
and the state of the art improve. 

Reassessment of the Federal government's involve
ment in general school finance, with reductions 
in some areas (impact aid, vocational education) 
and the charting or exploration of new directions 
in others (adult education, private education, 
equalizing expenditures between school districts). 

Forging a new Federal-State ~artnership, through 
incentives, reduced paperwor , and greater 
flexibility, that encourages States to help 
carry out Federal priorities where Federal 
resources cannot meet total needs. 

As will also be discussed below, these legislative proposals 
must be seen in the context of our effort to imp.rove the manage
ment and administration of HEW's education programs. 

D. Subsequent Presidential Involvement 

Given the shortnes·s of time and the quantity of material 
we will be covering on Tuesday, you may want subsequent memoranda 
or briefings following that meeting. Assuming that you give us 
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a general go-ahead and assuming furthe·r that the legislation 
is approved within the next 30-45 days; a Presidential 
message should· go to the Congres:s outlining proposals for 
reauthorizations in the context of a broad discussion of 
elementary and secondary education. 

II. PROBLEMS IN ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION 

The las.t decade has been a difficult one f.o.r students, 
teachers and administrators in elementary and S·econdary 
schools. During this period, the demands placed on schools 
by society-- growing drug use, changing sexual mores, an 
upswing in school crime, greater youth unemployment and more 
TV -- have increased while the perception that schools are 
not educating all children to a basic level of competence 
has grown more widespread. In combination, these fo.rces 
have eroded confidence in our s.chools and produced a seige 
mentality among many educators. 

A. A Snapshot of Elementary and Secondary Education 

Districts 

• In 1975 there were approximately 16,000 
local school districts. However, most are 
small -- more than three-fourths had 
enrollments of fewer than 2,500 pupil:s. 

Enrollments 

• Total enrollment in public and private el:emen
.t::ny and seconaary school was 50 million in 
1976-77. 

• Of these, 34.2 million (68 percent) are 
elementary students and 15.8 million (32 
percent) are secondary s'tudents. 44.4 
million (89 percent) are public school 
students. 

Expenditures 

• Total expenditures for elementary and secondary 
education was an estimated $81.9 billion in 
1976-77 with $73 billion spent in the public 
schools. 
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• Of this public total, about 9 percent ($~6. 4 
billion) comes from Federal ·Sources, 43 
percent ($31 billion) from State s·ources, 
and 48 percent ($35.5 billion) from local 
sources. 

• State governments are picking up an increasing 
share. of school costs (35 percent in 1960 and 
43 percent in 1977), easing pressures on the 
local property tax .. 

• Per pupil expenditures in public s·chools were 
$1,390 in 1975-1976 (with a low of $881 in 
Arkansas and a high o·f $2,179 in New York) . 

Teachers 

• The teacher surplus continues. There are today 
over 2 .. I m1.llion public .school teachers. . Approxi
mately 70,000 prospec.tive teachers graduated in 
the Spring of 1977 and failed to find employment 
in the classroom. 

• Public school teacher s.alarie·s increased rapidly 
in the late sixties and early seventies from an 
average $6,8.30 in 1966 to $12,520 in 1976. . 
Increases have slowed as salaries have approached 
comparability with other professions. 

Education Outcomes: 

• Job opportunities continue to show a strong 
relationship to years of schooling completed. 

18-24 year olds with less than 4 years 
of high school had a 50 percent greater 
chance·of being unemployed than high 
school graduates. 

The expected lifetime income for male 
workers completing college is about 
50 percent greater than those who only 
completed high school. · 
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In terms of educational attainment, nonwhites 
have made demonstrable gains between 1960 
and 197 5. Minor.ity. high school graduates 
doubled and their college entrance rates are 
now ne·arly equal to those of non-minority 
graduates. 

Public Opinion About Schools: 

• More than half the public say they believe 
the country is spending too little on education. 

• There is widespread concern about whether 
schools are doing a good job: more than 
half the adults with children in schools 
would prefer more attention devoted to 
teachin9 basic skills and enforcing strict 
discipl~ne. 

B. Problem: Equal Opportuni.ty and Access: Since the mid
s~xt~es, guarantees and connnitments of equal educational 
opportunity have been greatly expanded to encompass many 
new categories of discrimination. 

• Title VI of the Civil Rights Act prohibited 
school segregation and discrimination on the 
basis of race, color, and national origin. 
The proportion of isolated minority children 
(in schools with less than 10 percent non
minority enrollments) decreased from 53 
percent in 1968 to 33 percent in 1974. 
However, over 60 percent of minority pupils 
were attending schools o.f over 50 percent 
minority in 1974. 

• The Supreme Court in 1974 in Lau vs. Nichols 
affirmed the requirement of special instruction 
for children of limited English speaking ability. 
Estimates of the number of children range from 
1.3 to 3.6 million with the cost of f.ull service 
(at $375 per child) amounting to as much as 
$1.35 billion. 
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• The Vocational Rehabilitation Act of 1973 
·extended protection to the educationally 
handicapped as did the Education for All 
Handicapped Children Act of 1976. Of the 
5. 5 million children estima.ted as poten
tially eligib:te for services, 3.8 million 
were being served to some extent in FY 77. 

• During the 1970's a number of State court 
decisions have required elimination of 
large per-pupil spending differences across 
districts, although the U.S. Supreme Court 
has refused to find unequal expenditures a 
violation of the Constitution. Twenty 
States have since passed some f.o.rm of equali
zation legislation. However, to raise low 
spending districts to the levels of high 
spending ones in all States would cost as 
much as $12 billion. 

Problem: QualitS: There is substantial parental and 
public concern a out the education our children are 
receiving: 

• Test scores. in basic skills have been 
falling; between 1967 and 1976 verbal 
scores on the College Board entrance 
examination have dropped by more than 
8 percent. 

Gains during elementary school years by 
the disadvantaged are lost in subsequent 
years -- and during the summer months. 

• Violence and vandalism increased in the 
Nation's schools from the early sixties 
to the seventies. Although .the rate of 

· increase has leveled off, both violence 
and vandalism remain a substantial problem 
seriously affec.ting the quality of school 
life: 

Between 1970 and 1973 virtually every 
category of school crime increased. 
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Although youngsters spend only 25 
percent of their waking hours in 
school, data show that 40 percent 
of the robberies and 36 percent of the 
as·saults upon teenagers occur in schools. 

D. Problem.: Rela·tion of Schools to Other Institutions: The 
failure of the schools to work with other social institu
tions has resulted in lost op.portunitie·s to improve the 
effectivenes.s of all community-based services and to 
enrich the school exper.ience. for students. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Parents are not used to extend or reinforce 
school experiences. 

Youth unemplof!!ent is high in part due to 
the failure o schools to relate to the work 
experience: the unemployment rate of all 
young people age 16 to 19 was 19 percent in 
November, and the figure for black teenagers 
was 39 percent. Among 18 to 24 year olds 
with less than four years of high school, 
the unemployment rate in 1976 was 25 percent, 
about 3 times the average for all. 

The business connnunity does not contribute 
adequately in the areas of career preparation 
and vo.cational guidance. 

Social service agencies are failing to 
adequately utilize s·chool facilities. 

There is a widespread failure to recognize 
that some of the problems associated with 
urban decay can be attacked through the schools. 

E. Problem: Financial Crisis: Over the past fifteen years, 
cont1.:nuing inflation, a reversal in enrollment tr.ends, 
and declining confidence in and support for public education 
have combined to create serious fiscal strains for some 
school districts. 
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From 19.60 to 1975 per P1.1J?il expenditures 
nearly quadrupled (from ~375 to $1,3.90) 
with inflation accounting for two-thirds 
of this increase; in.constant dollars, 
current outlays Eer pupil have nearly 
doubled s.ince 19 0. 

Between 1960 and 1972 public school enroll
ments rose from 3'6 million to 46 million, 
nearly a .30 percent increase. Between 1972 
and 1976, enrollments declined to about 44 
million, a 4 percent drop. By 1.982 i.t is 
estimated that enrollments will drop to 
about 40 million, although .this decline will 
then bott·om out. 

• Taxpayer resistance to increases in the 
unpopularproperty tax has resulted in school 
closings and reduced educational offerings. 
The percent of bond issues approved by voters 
fell from three-fourths of all issues in 
1964-65 to less than one-half in 1974-1975 . 

. • In many urban areas increased costs o.f non
educational public services have seriously 
eroded support for schools. 

{ 

However, as noted, many State governments have improved 
their fiscal positions and, as a result of budget surpluses, 
are contributing a greater share of school revenues, thereby 
easing pres.sures on local districts. 

F. Problem: Federal/State Relations: Many educators, and 
some of the public, perceive Federal regulations as another 
major problem facing elementary and secondary education. 

• Paperwork-related administrative requirements, 
e.g., completion of elementary and secondary 
education forms, are burdensome. 

-



• 

- 10 -

Public officials, especially at the local 
level, are often confused by the sheer 
number and vari·ety of separately adiliinis
tered.F'ederal education programs. 

In general, Federal/ State relations have been hampered. 
by the adoption of a ''worst case" approach which predicates 
rules and regulations on the assumptio.n that if State and 
local administrators can do something bad, they will. This 
needlessly penalizes States whose programs are fully congruent 
with Federal priorities. · 

-
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III. HEW'S ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY ROLE: THE LEGISLATIVE 
PROGRAM IN CONTEXT 

A. The Limite·d Federal Role 

Prior to the mid-1960's the Federal role in education 
was quite limited. 

• In 1959-60 Federal expenditures· for elementary and 
secondary education were only $700 million out of 
total expenditure·s of $18 billion. 

• By 1976-77 Federal expenditures had increased 
nearly tenfold to $6.4 billion out of a total of 
$82 billion. Because of increases in enrollments 
and costs, the percentage share, however, only 
doubled over this period. 

Even now, Federal expenditures are only about ·9 percent 
of the total. Furthermore, elementary and secondary education 
has historically been primarily the respon'sibility of local 
and Sta.te governments. This traditional relationship is 
recognized in the nature of the current Federal involvement. 

• The bulk of Federal expenditures -- $5.5 billion 
in FY 78 -- are distributed to States and then to 
localities on the basis of legislatively-established 
formulas; The kinds of children to be served with 
Federal dollars are usually also specified -- poor, 
handicapped, language limited, et.c. 

• Limited amounts of Federal funds are provided 
States to fund individual projects in specified 
program areas ($365 million in FY 78). 

• The smallest amount of money is provided for 
· Feder·al dis·cretion to support innovative projects, 
tra~nl.ng, research, development and the communica
tion of improved educational practices ($187 million 
in FY 78). 

In sum, despite Federal leadership and increasing Federal 
expenditures in elementary and S·econdary education, the 
tradition of State·and local control remains strong. That 
tradition should both be ·a co.rn'er:stone o:f new Feder·al poiTcy 
and a limit on future Federal inVolvement. 
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B. Existing Legislative Programs in HEW: A Quick 
OVerview 

(1) 

Grants go to about 14,000 school districts for supple
mentary compensatory education services for the disadvantaged 
in low-income schools~ Funds are distributed to States on 
the basis of the number of school-age children from poverty 
families. Out of 9 million eligible children about 5. 6 milli.on 
are served by T1tle I. TWo-thirds of those served are 1n 

·grades 1-6. Title I grants to local school districts average 
about $400: per participant. 

(2) fundin 

Provides support for education of handicapped children 
in special State-operated programs at the rate of 40 percent 
of average State per pupil expenditures. An estimated 
248J.OOO children will be served in 1978-79 at an average cost 
of 9553 per child. 

(3) Education for All the Handicapped Children Act 
(FY 7R funding,· $'535 million) 

Designed to offset the excess costs of educating the 
handicapped. This program distribut·es funds to States and 
local districts on the basis of the number of handicapped 
children served. The authorizing legislation .calls for 
Federal funds to mee,t 20 percent of the excess costs of educat
ing handicapped students aged 3 to 18 in FY 79, rising to 
40 percent in FY 81. 

(4) · Emer9ency School Aid Act (FY 78 funding, ($276 
mill1on) 

Delivers grants to meet the needs as·sociated with 
desegregation of students and faculty. Most of the funds 
are apportioned to the States on the bas·is of their share 
of minority students 5-17 years old. The Office of Education 
then make's ·awards to s·chool districts within the State. Iri 
1978, awards will be made· to approximately 1,000 districts. 
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Title VII, ESEA Bilingual Education (FY 7'8 
funding, $135 million) 

This program funds demonstration projects to help non
English speaking children gain English language skills so as 
to integrate into the English-speaking classroom. It also 
support·s curriculum development and teacher training. In 
1978 these funds will .support 565 demonstration projects in 
67 different languages serving approximately 255,000~ out of 
an estimated ma.ximum 3.6 million eligible children. The 
funds will also provide in-service training for about 38,000 
teachers .. The Spanish-speaking community is the most vocal 
interest group monitoring this program. 

(6) Adult Education (FY 78 funding, $91 million) 

Provides formula grants to assist the States in elimi
nating illiteracy among adults, sixteen years and over. Of 
the 57 million persons aged 16 and over not in school and 
without a high school diploma, the program will reach about 
1. 3 million individuals·~ Average cost per participant is 
about $62. -

(7) Impact Aid (FY 78 funding, $770 million) 

Provides payments to school districts based on the 
number of children with parents residing or employed on 
Federal property. In 1978, the program will assist 4,400 
school districts which contain 2.5 million federally
connected children .. 

(8) Indian Educati·on '(FY 78 funding,· $60 million) 

Payments are made to s~chool districts based upon the 
number of American Indian children enrolled in the public 
schools. In 1978, 1,075 districts will receive about $115 
per participant for 300,000 Indian children. 

(9) Educational Quality:· States 

Funds are allocated among state departments of education 
based on the number of school-age children in the State. Two 
categories of activites are supported: 
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ort and Innovation Grants (FY 78 fundin , 
· ni · 1.on : Fun s are use to prov1. e personnel 1 

for state departments, to support innovative · I 
projects in local districts, to prevent dropouts, I 
and to support school health and nutrition projects 
as well as other important programs. 

(10) Educational Quality: Federal Prog·r·a.ms 

Funds are administered directly by HEW in categories 
specified in the legislation. Two of the main programs are: 

· ·Follow Through (FY 78 funding, $59 million): 
Intensive programs for disadvantaged children in 
the first three grades are supported as a continua
tion of the special programs of Head Start. In 
FY 7'8 some 74,500 children in 164 projects will be 
supported. 

S ·ectal Projects (FY 78 total fundin , $47 million): 
This progra.m supports projects in a ~~versity of 
educational areas including metric education, gifted 
and talented children, community schools, career 
education, and women's educational equity. The 
dollars available in each little category are se·t 
by Congress in authorizing legislation. 
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C. Basic Themes of the Elementary and Secondary 
Package: Legislation 

One of the criticisms most often lodged against the 
Federal elementary and secondary education effort is tha.t 
it lack•s coherence -- and an overail strategic thrust. We 
t:;opos•e that the lefislative packaf?e be organi7ed around-
ive themes that re ate to the bas1.c roblems 1.n elementar 

an 

In. this .section, the more important legislative changes 
or fea·tures -- and closely related administrative and budget
ary changes -:- are briefly described. Given the breadth of 
the program; descr.ip·tions of the proposed changes are 
necessarily truncated. A more de.tailed. description of each 
proposal is included at a series of tabs appen.ded to this 
memorandum. 

THEME #1: PROMOTING ACCESS AND EQUAL EDUCATIONAL 
OPPORTUNITY 

Pro.grannnatic Thrust. Since· the mid-60's, Federal 
programs have placed primary emphasis on the promotion of 
access to education for the disadvantaged, handicapped., 
language-limited, Indians, and minorities. The Federal role 
has been to identify special needs not being met and to 
address those needs through a variety of strategies. 

(1) Program: Title I 

Title I funds are alloca.ted to school districts by a 
formula that has two principal components: (i} the number 
of children from poverty families; and (ii) the per-pupil 
expenditure in the State, as compared to the national average. 
Districts then allocate funds to individual schools in rank 
order of their poverty concentration. Schools· decide which 
pupils ·to serve on the basis of low achievement. The present 
appropriation·for funding high poverty d1.stricts is only 
60 percent of the authorized level. 
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Title I funds must be add-ons to the district's regular 
program -- the services must supplement, not supplant, the 
basic program. Title I schools mus.t receive State or local 
funds for their basic program comparable to other .schools in 
the same district; and a district must maintain expenditures 
for the base program in order to receive funds. 

• Proposed Change: The Concentration Provision (Tab 1) 

• 

Within a given State, all districts receive 
the same number of dollars per child. However, 
educational problems are more severe in 
districts with high concentrations of low 
income children, and higher per-pupil costs 
must be incurred to meet thes,e needs. These 
districtsare the least able to provide extra 
educational services without additional Federal 
help. They are mainly city districts over
burdened by high costs for services other than 
education and rural dist-ricts with a low tax 
base. 

We propose to add a new part to Title I which 
would targe.t supplemental funds on school 
di · with lar e absolute numbers. (5000) 
~~~~~~~r~.:?~~o~n~- (_60 percent) of poverty 

~ ren.. Districts would be required to 
expend these funds for compensatory programs. 
Two-thirds of this additional funding would go 
to urban areas; the remainder to poor rural 
dis tric.ts . 

We have requested $664 million in FY 79 for this 
provision ($300 million within the OMB mark). 
An annual growth of $125 million is projected 
through 1982. 

It should be very popular with most urban and 
rural interests (and other groups should be 
somewha.t mollified since we also propose a 
modest increase in the regular Title I program 
in FY 79). 

Pro~osed Change: Match for State Compensatory 
Pro_rams (Tab 2) 

Title I is now funded at approximately 60 per
cent-of full authorization. Rising costs will 
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require substantial increases in funding. In 
order to leverage limited Federal dollars, 
Sta.tes must be encouraged to develop programs 
that are narrowly targeted on educationally 
or financially deprived children. Generally, 
current state compensatory programs serve many 
children who are less needy than Title I 
children. 

We propose to establish a new federal progra_!!! 
to provide matching money for state compensa
tory programs that meet the criteria governing 
the basic Title I program. The match would 
be one Federal dollar for every two qualifying 
State dollars. States would be required to 
maintain current efforts in compens:atory pro
grams. This proposal could begin to leverage 
State money for use in achieving Title I purposes. 

No increase in cost will occur in FY 79. At 
present, few State's have appropriate programs. 
We estimate the need at $100 million for FY 80; 
$200 million in FY 81; and $318 million in FY 82. 

• Proposed Change: Demonstration Projects (Tab 3) 

Ti.tle I has not actively encouraged systematic 
local trial of new educational practices or 
testing ideas that lead to s.ucces~sful compensa
tory programs. This failure becomes particularly 
acute as we try to focus Title I increasingly 
on quality. For example, we must find ways 

.to promote parent involvement, the use of summer 
schools and summer home work., full-year programs,, 
and the like. 

The proposal calls for the establishment of a 
Title I .demonstration program., 80 percent of 
which will be administered by the States, to 
award t·o dis.tricts on a competitive basis for 
development and evaluation of new programs; the 
remaining 20 percent woulcl be a discretionary 
fund for the Commiss·ioner to assist States in 
planning competitions, to conduct applied research, 
and to diss:eminate findings. 
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As part of this proposal, the Follow-Through 
program would be merged over a three·-year 
period into this new demonstration program. 
Follow-Through is currently operated as an 
experimental community services program designed 
to as,sist the overall development of low income 
children enr,olled in kindergarten through third 
grade and to amplify the educational gains 
made by these children in such programs as 
Head Start. States would be protected by a 
hold harmless provision. 

There would be no additional costs in FY 79. 
In FY 80, the additional cost of the demonstra
tion program plus the phase,-out of Follow-Through, 
over the current cost of Follow-Through, would 
be $60 million, with $75 million. in FY 81, and 
$90, .million in FY 82. 

• Proposed Change: Title I Quali,ty Concerns (Tabs 4 
and 5) 

(i) School districts often ''pull" Title I children 
out of the classroom into special programs 
limited to Title I children. Federal adminis
trative practices encourage, though do not 
require, this approach. Some feel a "pull
out" has educational advantages over providing 
compensatory education to the Title I child 
in the regular classroom-- "mainstreaming". 
But there also is significant sentiment for main
streaming. 

We propose to take a more clearly neutral 
administrative posture on the pull-out vs. 
mainstream ques·tion so that localities may make 
a choice on the merits, as they see them, and 
not on administra.tive convenience. 

School districts often fail to experiment 
wi.th a variety of new approaches, and to 
develop educational practices asso,ciated with 
successful programs, such as parental tutoring, 
teacher training, and teacher involvement in 
1:itle I planning. 



ElectrostatiC Copy Made 
for Preservation Purposes 

• 

- 19 -

We propose to permit schools in which at 
least 80 percent of the students are eligible. 
for Title I funds to use Title I funds to 
upgrade the entire school profram, conditioned 
on receipt of a plan which wi 1 show how that 
school intends to provide for the compensatory 
needs of Title I eligible children. Using 
Title I funds for school-wide planning is 
innova.ti ve but is appropriate when there is 
such a high concentration o.f Title I eligible 
students. 

In addition, we will require States and school 
districts to give assurances that teachers are 
involved in the planning of Title I programs 
and parents are informed about the instruction 
of their children. 

There will be no cost in FY 79 or the out 
years. 

Greater Flexibilit for Local 

We propose to give school districts. great.er 
flexibility in deciding which schools should 
receive Title I funding. At present, in 
order to prevent dilution of limited Title I 
funds, certain techni.cal rules p.revent schools 
within school districts from receiving Title I 
funds even though they have a significant 
number of eligible children. With the concen
tration provision putting more funds in many 
districts, problems of dilution will be eased, 
and so should the technical rules limiting 
local district discretion. 

We also propose to give districts greater 
flexibility in spending their own compensatory 
education funds once the Title I schools in 
that District receive full Title I funding 
through a combination of Title I and State 
compensatory programs -- a result that becomes 
possible with the concentration and state 
compensatory match proposals described above. 

There is no cost in FY 79 or out years. 
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A failure to clearly delineate Federal and 
State roles in the enforcement of Title I 
has s·everely hampered efforts to monitor and 
implement the law. 

We propose to establish an increased enforce
ment role for the States because it is simply 
no.t possible for the Federal government to 
overs·ee effectively activities in 14,000 Title I 
districts across the nation. States will be 
given .the primary task of overseeing local 
district compliance, and wi11 be required in 
turn to submit monitoring and enforcement 
reports indicating adherence to minimum Federal 
regulations. 

To defray added State administrative costs, 
Title I payments for State administrat.ion will 
be increased, provided States submit an 
appropriate plan. Cost: $15 million during 
the first year of operation. 

• Proposed Change:· · Consolidation of Handicapped 
Programs (TabS) 

A distinct Title I program provides supplementary 
education programs to State-supported institu
tions and schools for handicapped children. 
Although per pupil expenditure under the Title I 
handicapped p.rogram are .at present higher than 
per pupil expenditure under the Education for 
All Handicapped Children Act, the purpose 
of both acts is essentially the same. 

We would like to propose the obvious step and 
combine both authorities for ease of administra
tion and for sensible budget planning. 
Nonetheless,g.iven the per pupil spending 
disparity between the two programs, there will 
be strong political opposition to an immediate 
consolidation. We must test the political 
waters to see what type of proposal is politic
ally feasible -- for example, phasing in the 
consolidation over time as expenditures in All 
Handicapped Children rise towards Title !
Handicapped. 
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• Proposal Rej ec,ted: Changing the Poverty Bas.is 
of Title I 

Some members of Congress want to alter the 
Title I formula to base the distribution of 
funds purely on low achievement rather than 
poverty (ftinds in Title I are distributed to 
States, districts and schools based on poverty 
concentra,tions -·- they are usually distributed 
within the schools on the basis of low achieve·
ment). 

This proposal -- which we rejected but which 
will receive s,erious debate on the Hill --
would alter the fundamental purpose of Title I 
which now provides extra resources for children 
in high poverty areas. This proposal would also 
require es·tablishing a monolithic national test 
standard which, as 1 have indicated to you 
before, is an inappropriate step for the Federal 
government to take. Chairman Perkins, civil 

· rights groups and teachers strongly oppose 
changing the formula. 

(2) Program: Bilingual Education 

• Definition of Purpose (Tab 10) 

The definition of bilingual education contained 
in this program emphasizes .the goal of acquiring 
competence in English. In practice, however, 
many student·s stay in bilingual classrooms after 
they have gained proficiency in English, and there is 
substantial political pressure to redefine the 
purpose of the program to teach cultural back-
ground (bicultural studies) in addition to language 
proficiency (bilingual studies). 

We propose to continue characteriz.ing the program 
as one whose purpose is to teach English to 
those with limited English language skills. 
We would hot recognize a separate bicultural 
purpose, hut we would put a new emphasis on 
using bicultural instruction-as a means of 
helping yo-ungsters gain proficiency in English. 
This will not satis.fy the most vocal bicultural 
advocates, and we must test .the propo·sal 
carefully on the Hill. 
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Probosed Change: Time-Limited Federal Funding 
(Ta 11) 

The limited sta.te-of-the-art in bilingual 
education and fiscal constraints do not permit 
shifting the bilingual program from a capacity 
building/demonstration mode to a service mode 
(as noted, the program only serves about 
7 percent of estimated eligible students). 
However, many projects have been operating in 
excess of five years, and their Federal funds 
are no longer being used to "demonstrate'' an 
educational concept but rather to provide ser
vices. Given limited funds, this situation 
discriminates against non-recipient schools 
and discourages development of new ideas. 

We propose to discus.s with key members of the 
Congres,s the possibility of establishing a 
five-year eligibility period for bilingual 
projects, during which each project's Federal 
funds would be gradually reduced. Local 
and State Education Agencies would be required 
to pick up a steadily increasing share of 
program cos t•s. Local Education Agencies could 
continue to receive funds after the five-year 
period so long as they initiated new projects 
in different schools, languages, and/or grade 
levels. Different methods o.f time-limiting 
Federal involvement will also be explored. 

• Proposed Change: Research and Teacher Training 

We continue to lack knowledge on the state-of
the-art in bilingual education. Little is 
known about how children acquire a second 
language, the effectiveness of alternate modes 
of instruc.tion, and the educational relevance 
of cultural components. To exacerbate the 
problem, there is a severe shortage of trained 
bilingual teachers and adequat·e curricular 
materials, particularly for languages other 
than Spanish. 

We propose to request an increase in authoriza
tion levels to allow us to intensify our research 



- 23 -

and evaluation efforts. Developing effec,ti ve 
teacher training will .play an important role 
in the research agenda to be developed. 

The cost is $15 million for FY 79. 

(3) Program: Emergency School Aid Act 

ESAA was enacted in 1972 to aid school districts undergoing 
de.segregation, to encourage voluntary desegregation and to aid 
school children in overcoming tile educational disadvantages of 
minority group isolation. 

A large portion of ESAA's funds ($187 million out of 
$276 million) is reserved under a Sta.te apportionment formula. 
The avportionment funds are distributed on the basis of each 
S,tate s school-aged minority population, as compared to school
aged population nationally. Within each State, HEW ranks each 
district's application according to statutorily-based criteria 
which emphasize (1) how well the district's plan would meet a 
certain des,egregation objective such as in-service teacher 
training and (2) how much the plan proposes to reduce 
isolation of minority students. Apportioned funds are then 
awarded to distric.ts until the State's funds are used up. 

• Ph~se Out State A ortion-

The State apportionment formula favors those 
States with high proportions of minority .students. 
Due to the early desegregation ac.tivity in the 
South, however, ESAA funds there are often used 
as general aid for compensatory education, with 
some funds going for "second generation" desegre
gation problems of districts tha.t have gone 
through the "first generation", i.e. the racial 
mixing stage~ These "second generation" problems 
include, for example, disproportionate use of 
discipline against minority students and tracking 
procedures that lead to intra-school segregation. 
Our priorities, however, should be just the 
opposite: the primary emphasis should be on 
emergency transitions {such as ass·istanc.e to 
major new desegregation e·fforts in Northern 
cities· or on me,tropolitan and int.erdistrict 



- zq.- :. 

desegregation activities) with some funding 
for second-generation desegregation problems. 
Given limited ESAA funds, and the likely 
increase:of desegregation activity in the 
North, it is inappropriate to use ESAA funds 
for general or purely compensa.tory aid. 

Effecting such a ·Shift in targeting would 
raise two genuine problems: first, we must 
define criteria that permit targeted funding 
on the legitimate desegregation problems of 
"second generation" schools; and S·eCond, 
eliminating the apportionment provision.:; will 
generate political opposi.tion from the South 

· even though some "second generation" funding 
will flow there. 

We propose to begin exploring with key Members 
of Congres·s various alternatives for capping -
or eliminating on a phas.ed basis -- the State 
apportionment formula so as to permit greater 
flexibility in spending ESAA funds and to give 
greater emphasis to meeting the needs associ
ated with the major new desegregation activity. 

\ve would like to eliminate the apport.ionment 
formula and develop administrative criteria 
for meeting first and second generation 
desegregation activity. But the politics of 
the issue are such tha.t we will undoubtedly 
have to develop a compromise positi0n -
probably a hold harmless. Our wish to get away 
from the rigidities of the apportionment formula 
should be aided by the Title I concentration 
provision which will put money into high poverty 
Southern districts currently benefiting from 

. general use of ESAA funds for purely compensa
tory purposes. 

• Proposed Change: Administrative Flexibility 

We propose to provide for multiyear (instead of 
annual) grant connnitments, subject to annual 
certification by HEW'' s Office· of Civil Rights 
of continuing compliance and OE;certification of 
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progress in desegregating. This proposal 
should encourage long-term planning and allow 
districts wishing to undertake major desegre-

. gation efforts to count on sustained funding. 

States 

Federal policy has not tapped the resources 
of the States in attempting to desegregate 
schools. Only nine State·s have significant 
desegregation programs of their own. Matching 
grants may expand these efforts and encourage 
new ones, thus creating a new partnership 
between Federal and S·tate government·s. 

Although metropolitan remedies are often the 
only way to achieve substantial desegrega,tion, 
ESAA does not currently provide authority for 
States to develop and :implement metropolitan 
desegregation plans. 

We propose.: to use existing ESAA funds for: 

• Matching grants to States that undertake 
enforcement activities and provide 
technical or financial assistance to 
desegregating districts. 

• Authorization for planning grants to 
States for metropolitan and interdistrict 
desegregation. 

• Funding local school districts who see 
desegregation problems on the horizon and 
wish to plan to act preventively (given 
limited funds, we would restrict the 
amount of planning money available to 
local districts for this purpose). 

Obviously,· even providing planning money for 
voluntar · metro olitan or inter-district 
esegregation wl· e controversial. 
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We estimate that not more than $11 million 
dollars of State spending would qualify for 
the first year for the match. If the program 
increased significantly in years thereafter, 
we might wish either to seek commensurate 
overall budget increases, or to es.tablish a 
set-aside which would operate as a limit for 
the matching program. 

• Proposed Expans·ion: Magnets 

A magnet school is a school or educational 
center that offers a special cur.riculum capable 
of attracting substantial.numbers of students 
with different racial backgrounds from all 
neighborhoods in a school district. The special 
cur.riculum is not generally offered in other 
schools in the distric.t. The FY 78 budget for 
magnets is $20 million and will fund an 
estimated 25-30 awards; the average award is 
approximately $600,000. Since January, I 
have visited magnet schools· in Chicago and 
Dallas. I was particularly impressed with 
the variety of the curricula and the enthusiasm 
of students, teachers, and administrators. 

Magnets can be viewed as either a means of 
promoting voluntary desegregation or a means of 
improving educational quality. We are 
currently evaluating how well they serve both 
of these purposes. Use of magnets under ESAA 
clearly emphasizes the desegregation purpose. 

We propose to amend our FY 79 budget.to increase 
funding for magnets under ESAA from $20 million 
to $30 million as a signal that magnets are an 
important technique for reforming the urban high 
school experience that is worth exploring further. 
These monies will enable us to fund approxi
mately 15 addi.tional magnets. We also will 
consider funding magnets in the Federal qualit+ 
initiative proposed below to highlight magnets 
potential in this area as well. 
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THEME 112: STIMULATING HiPROVEMENTS IN THE QUALITY 
OF EDUCATION 

Programmatic Thrust. Historically, the principal emphasis 
of federal programs has been to broaden educational opportunity 
But to make opportunity truly equal requires not just getting 
students into the right classroom, but giving them quality 
instruction once they are there. 

HEW has never had a general program whose purpose is 
simply to find ways of improving educational quality. This 
gap ou9ht to he filled. For although the federal role ~ 
educat~on is limited in many ways, the national government has 
a uni(i'ue 'capacit¥ to un~ertake ~emonstratioh programs to 
u ra e ·the ual~t of ~nstruct~on. It can muster greater 
inancia an tee'· nica resources than a State or local agency; 

it can choose to fund the most promising proj ec,ts all across 
the country; and it can serve as a national clearinghouse to 
ensure wide diss·emination of methods to upgrade quality. 

The time ha's come to exer'cise federal leadership in the area 
of·educational fuality, and our legislative proposals --while 
not large in do lars -- reflect an important new emphasis in 
Federal education pol,icy that will be associated with your 
leadership. 

(1) Program: Title I 

As noted above, many of the proposed changes in Title I -
like the demonstration fund -- are des.igned to encourage Title I 
schools to adopt educational practices that characterize 
suc.cessful compensatory programs. Increasingly, parents of 
Title I children, and supporters of the Title I program, are 
not jus·t s.eeking acces·s but access to quality education programs. 

(2) 
Qua ity Act ( ab 14) 

Educational 

• Problem: More than a dozen narrow program categories 
such as Hetric Education, Gifted and Talented, Right 
to Read, and Drug Abuse Education -~ now exist under 
the Special Pro.ject.s Act or other Office of Education 
authorities. This fragmented structure lends to 
inefficient administration and imposes multiple 
burdens on States and school districts. Because 
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funding is tied to narrow categories and because 
there is no general authority .to promote educa
t.ional quality, this structure also limits Federal 
flexibility and leadership in meeting pressing 
needs. 

• Proposal: Enact a new Educational Quality Act, 
providing general authority f.or the Commissioner of 
Education to promote educational quality. Existing 
categorical programs would be folded into four broad 
cluster areas that underscore important and/or 
emerging problem areas in elementary and secondary 
education. The proposed new authority will emphasize: 

(i) Basic Skills 

Right to Read (newly revised to cover Basic Skills) 
Testing Initiatives (new) 

(ii) Special Skills 

Arts Education 
Environmental Education '? 
Global Perspecives (new) ~ ' 

(iii) School Reform 

• School-Home Program 

Parental Education in the Home (new) 

• School.:.community Programs 

Community Schools 
Integrated Service Schools (new) 
Drug Abuse Education 
Adolescent Pregnancy (new) 
Magnet Schools 
Consumer Education 

• School-Work Programs 

Career Education 
Youth Employment (new empha:s.is) 
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• Gifted Student .Program 

Gifted and Talented 

(iv) Teacher Development 

• Teacher Training 

Teacher Corps 
Teacher Centers 
Teacher Development Coordination .(new) 

• Teaching Resources 

Educational TV Progratmning 
Library Demonstrations· (new) 
Technology Demonstrations (new) 

• Within each of the four clusters, the ·Cotmniss·ioner 
would have total discretion. This flexibility -
which lies at the heart of the proposal -- may be 
met with congressional attempts to preserve separate 
authorizations or appropriations for pet projects. 
To maximize flexibility, however, we will initially 
include as many programs as possible .in the consoli
dation, while recognizing the need for responsiveness 
to congressional concerns. We may also have to 
p.romise minimal funding for the pets through a slow 
phase down of the categoricals consolidated into the 
clus·ter areas. Certain small categorical programs 
are not included in the consolidation because of 
expected resistance. 

• With this broad authority and increased funding, 
the Federal government could take the lead in such 
areas as improving basic skills achievement, 
reforming urban high schools, developing educational 
television and other te·chnologies, and upgrading 
teacher quality, to name but a few. Funding could 
be used for basic and applied research, demonstra-
tion projects, technical assistance, and dissemination. 
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• Additional Components. We also propose to have 
two additional funds in the Educational Quality 
Act. One would be a discre.tionary account for 
the Connnissioner to allow program development in 
areas outside the four clusters. A second fund, 
which would be highlighted and given a distinc.t 
identity, would be available for unsolicited 
proposals from teachers or local schools seeking 
a relatively modest grant to test an innovative 
proposal. 

Cost. The separate program categories to be 
Co!iSolidated are funded in FY 78 at $166 million. 
Our FY 79 request for these separate program 
categories -- which does not reflect the new 1 
authorization -- is $2'10 million. Upon enactment 
of the Educational Quality Act, we would hope to 
obtain a supplemental appropriation to bring our 
FY 79 total to $302 million. 

(3) Program: State Programs Under Title IV of ESEA 

There are two legislative autho.rities under Title IV of 
ESEA,for state programs to improve quality. These programs 
will not be well coordinated with the Federal Quality initiative. 
Although the autho.rities have recently been consolidat·ed, and 
the probability of reshaping them again is not high, we will 
seek ways to make them more closely conform to the concerns 
underlying the proposed Educational Quality Act (teacher 
training, parental involvement, systematic development of total 
school programs). 
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THEME if3 : EXTENDING THE SCHOOL TO THE FAMILY AND TO 
OTHER SOCIAL INSTITUTIONS 

Programm.a.tic Thrust. Closely related to educational 
quality is the need to link schools to other social institutions. 
Federal policy can promote integration of schooling with other 
aspe~ts of society (such as social services or the workplace}. 
At the same time, it can seek to expand education beyond the 
school, by ~encouraging parent•s to take an act.ive part in 
helping to educate their children. As with promoting educa
tional quality, the Federal role in this area is to highlight 
vital problems and, through research and demonstration, begin 
to lay the groundwork for more eff:ec·tive FederaL, State or 
local programs. 

Proposal 

These purpose·s would be promoted through the proposed 
Educational Quality Act which would include broad authority to 

Seek ways to involve parents in learning and to 
develop educational materials for use in the home. 

Provide social services, such as drug abuse educa
tion or information about birth control for teenagers 
in schools. Schools are an effective contact point 
at which health and welfare services -- particularly 
those tha.t focus on adole·scents -- can be delivered, 
as the t1illiken project illustrates. 

Build bridges between school and the workplace. 
These effort:s would include career counseling 
and work/study programs for high school students. 
There would also be authority to complement the 
Department of Labor's Youth Employment Programs -
for example, by arranging for continuing educa.tion 
of teenagers in the Jobs Corps or other CETA 
programs. 

Demonstrate ways of extending the s·chool to local 
universities and colleges, museums, symphonies, 
science facilities to•broaden the experience of 
students. 

J--

I 1 
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THEME #4: PROVIDING LIMITED FINM~CIAL SUPPORT FOR STATE 
AND LOCAL ACTIVITIES 

Programmatic Thrust: In certain areas where Federal 
dollars serve largely as general aid -- impact aid and 
vocational education -- we propose to reduce Federal support 
to· the extent possible. 

In other areas -- adult education and support for private· 
schools within constitutional limits -- we propose to increase 
activities to meet manifest needs. 

With regard to the financing problem in general and the 
issue of equalizing expenditures among school district·S within 
a State in particular, we propose -- through research and 
demonstration -- to begin positioning ourselves so as to have 
a coherent response to increasing pressure for Federal involve
ment: a response that can keep the Federal role limited in this 
most expensive area. 

Reductions 

(l.) Program: Impact Aid (Tab 15) 

• Purpose: The Impact Aid progr.am compensates s·chool 
districts for the cost of educating children when 
enrollment and availability of local revenues are 
adversely affected by Federal activities in the area. 
However, the program frequently compensates districts 
for children who do not constitute a significant 
Federal burden. Examples include payments for 
children whose parents live in federally subsidized 
public housing and payments for children whose 
parents are employed on Federal property outside 
the county in which the school district is located. 
In addition, Impact Aid is often targeted on 
districts that are wealthy o.r lightly impacted. 

As you know; during negotiations with the Congress 
on the FY 7 8 budge.t, I was asked by the Chairmen 
of the House authorizing and appropriations 
committees which have jurisdiction over the Impact 
Aid program to conduct a comprehensive review of the 
program and make recommendations to the Congress 
regarding more effective ways of providing assistance 
f.or elementary and secondary education. 
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We propose to amend the Impact Aid legislation 
in two s tep·s : 

Step 1 of the reform will be reflec.ted in 
the FY 79 budget and includes elimination of 
payments for children whose parents work on 
Federal property outside of the county in 
which the school district is located, reductions 
in payments made for lightly impac.ted districts 
and simplifica.tion of the way payments are 
calculated. When fully phased in, this action 
will eliminate approximately 2,300 of the 
4,000 districts which currently participate in 
the program. 

Step 2 will take effe·ct in the second year of 
reform. It includes the reforms of Step 1 
and eliminat.es entitlements for public housing 
children. When Step 2 is fully phased in a 
total of nearly 2,500 districts will have been 
eliminated from the program. 

These reforms will be phased in through a series of 
hold harmless provisions which will allow districts 
losing support to adjust gradually to lower funding 
levels. 

Cost: The FY 79 impac.t aid budget will be about 
~ million without reform. We estima.te a savings 
of $86 million in FY 79 (Step 1 reforms) and $136 
million in FY 80 (Step 2 reforms). 

Education (Consumer and Home-

No funds are requested in FY 79 for Consumer and Homemaking 
Education, a reduction of $41 million from 1978. We are doing 
this because: States are already spending a significant amount 
in this area; Federal dollars have marginal impact ($8 State to 
$1 Federal); Cons·umer education has already been widely adopted 
in school systems; the Federal role is thus es·sentially one of 
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underwriting general operational support for schools; and this 
program is· considered a low priority use of Federal education 
funds as compared to other Federal education programs. 

New Directions 

(3) Program: Adult Education (Tab 16) 

• The purpose of the Adult Education Act is to encour
age the establishment of programs of adult public 
education that will enable all adults to finish high 
school .and become employable. 

• The existing adult education is of limited effective
nes:s. Problems involve: (1) too much emphasis has 
been placed on helping adults attain a high s•chool 
diploma, to the detriment of teaching functional 
literacy; (2) inadequate. recruitment-- those most 
in need are often least likely to seek services; 
(3) spotty coordination with Department of Labor 
and other training programs; and (4) a general failure 
to involve business and other non-educa.tional groups; 

• We propose to expand the purpose of the Adult 
Education Act to include an emphasis on functional 
literacy; expand the delivery system at the local 
level to include businesses, and community action 
organizations; make planning grants to State Depart
ments of Education to set up a participatory process 
for identifying literacy needs; and conduct an 
extensive research, development, dissemination, and 
evaluation effort on the state-of-the-art in adult 
educatio.n. 

• Cost: We estimate that for the expansion of the 
aerfvery system and introduction of new ins·tructional 
approaches, there will be no extra costs in FY 79 
and $10 million for p1anning grant:s in FY 80. For 
the research and evaluation effort, we estimate no 
additional cost for FY 79, $5 million for FY 80 and 
$10 million for FY 81. 



Electrostatic Copy Made 
for Preservation Purposes 

- 35 -

(4) Program: Equalization (Tab 17) 

• Problem: There is dramatic variation in expendi
tures per pupil among the districts within States. 
Such spending differentials result in marked dis 
parities as measured by pupil-teacher ratios, 

• 

training and experience of staff, availability of 
facilities, equipment, and counseling services. 
Because high co:st pupils (e.g. handicapped, bilingual) 
are not randomly distributed, their costs pose fis,cal 
problems for selected districts in every Sta,te. 
Urban areas are particularly affected because of 
heavy demands against their de,ter,iorating tax bas-es 
to support other municipal services. 

We propose to begin a concentrated Federal effort 
to develop a long-term strategy for achieving State 
school finance reform through s·chool financ,e research, 
technical assistance and dissemination activi.ties, 
and grants to State to enable them to continue 
developing solutions to financing inequities. Because 
our knowledge is severely lacking in this area, and 
because of the tremendous costs involved in school 
finance reform, we intend to de.fer proposing any new 
programs of direct financial assistance for within
State equalization. There is pressure on the Hill 
for the Federal government to get involved in this 
area .. 

• We estimat.e additional costs to be $10 million fo.r 
FY 79. 

(5) Private Schools (Tab 18) 

• Office of Education regulations, issued pursuant to 
Title I and other laws, specifically authorize 
equipment to be placed on private school premise·s, 
but require administrative control over such equipment 
to remain in a public agency. Those regula.tioRs also 
authorize public school personnel to provide special 
services (therapeutic, remedial, welfare, health, 
guidance and counseling services, as well as school 
breakfasts) on the premises of a private school, but 
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again subject to public administrative direction 
and control. Pending litigation challenges the 
cons·titutionality of certain o.f these practices. 

• Despite these requirements, children enrolled in 
private schools have in some States not been 
provided sufficient opportunities to share in the 
benefits of Federal elementary and secondary educa
tion programs -- due, in large part, to administrative 
inaction at the Federal level. 

• We propose to 

require States to includ.e in their annual 
plans a de·scrip.tion of their pas·t and planned 
efforts to ensure equitable services for 
private school children; 

require under Title I comparable per-pupil 
expenditures for children in private schools 
who have the same needs as children in the 
public schools; 

provide funds for added staff capacity in States 
to deal with enforcement issues; and 

seek out ways of indicating concern by the 
Federal government for children attending 
private schools including increasing private 
school representation on those education 
advisory councils that have survived your 
ordered cutback. We do not propose any major 
legislative initiatives in this area because 
of Constitutional limitations. 

• Ninor costs are anticipated .. 
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THEME 4fo5 : FORGING A NEW FEDERAL-STATE. PARTNERSHIP 

. _.,..,;,.e.~,& . . . . . h . . . k . . 
l. ~- Programmatic· Thrust·: . A major c ange ~n .ou~ pac a~e ~s 

/. r' to move toward a new ~ederal-Sta~e pa~tr;erst;~P ~n serv~ng 
~~~r the needy and/or spec~al groups ~dent~f~ed ~n most Federal 
r , programs . 

. / IAr:_;~J 
11. .J._ lv' Because education is primarily a State and local respon-
{tl J,tf) sibili ty, and because the Federal government is not likely to 
lfe" increase dramatically its fis·cal share of elementary and 

secondary education, it is both appropriate and .desirable that 
~ ,&II the States and localities be given incentives to join with the 
l p1'1 Federal government in implementing Federal priorities. In 

o.rder for the States to carry out these new responsibilities 
· 1 # ~ in an adequat.e fashion, .. Federal requirements will have to be 
j;ll'f.J.r'_ more flexible so that States may experiment and innovate 
f L)~(A without unreas.onable administrative constraints. 

f"' Proposals: Many of the proposals sketched in above do 
double duty in achieving the goal of defining a new Federal
Stat.e partnership. The-se include: a new matching program to 
encourage State compensatory education; a Title I demonstration 
program that will. be partially State run to improve the quality 
of Title I education; increased State monitoring and enforcement 
role in Title I; planning grants for States and s·chool distric.ts 
to become more deeply involved in voluntary desegregation 
planning; and moving to multi-year rather than annual planning 
requirements. 

D. Basi·c Theme·s ·of the Elemerit:a:ry ·and Secondary Package: 
Administration and Manag·emen t 

When we begin publicly to discuss the new legislative 
init.ia.tives in elementary and secondary education, · T think 
it is vital that we con.tinuall cou le the new · ro rammat~c/ 
eg~s at~ve t rust w~t · a strong genera · comm~tment to ~mproving 

markedly the adriiinistration and management of the Office of 
Education. 

In the description of the legislative program set forth 
above, I noted a number of administrative changes that would 
further specific goals in the particular legislative programs 
(Title I, ESAA, etc.). But the legislative program-- and 
the administrative changes directly relating to legislative 
provisions -- must be seen and promoted in the context of 
Commis-sioner Boyer's outstanding work in cleaning up the 
Office of Education. 
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The basic thrusts of that effort are as follows: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

Stream:linin' the Struc;ture (e.g. by reducing 
from 28 to the staff offices reporting to the 
Connnissioner). 

Improving the Regulations Proces·s (e.g. by stress
in? clear, concise language in regulations through 
OE s r.articpation in HEW's "Operation Connnon 
Sense'). 

Simplifying A\'plication Procedures (e.g. by publish
ing for the f1.rst time in the Federal Register a 
single notice of closing dates fo.r receipt of 
applications for discre.tionary programs: for the 
first time, applicant·s have adequate notice of when 
their applications are due). 

Cutting Back Paperwork (e.g. by implementing a 
policy to standardize grantee reporting requirements). 

Improving Accountability 
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IV. BUDGETARY TRENDS 

The proposed elementary and secondary education 
program must also be understood in the context of the 
budget. During the Nixon-Fo.rd years, there was a constant 
battle between the Executive and Congress, because the 
Executive both would tightly tie together legislative and 
budgetary changes (sending them up at the same time without 
much consultation) and would propose cut-backs or level 
funding that the Congress would significantly change. 

If our relations with the education-minded members of 
Congress are to be put on a sound basis, we must not only 
advance sensible legislative proposals, we must also commi.t 
to modest increases in the elementary and secondary budget 
over time so we are not always in a defens,ive posture on the 
Hill. 

A. Recent Budget History 

• Between 1969-1977, the Federal budget for 
elementary and secondary education grew at 
an average annual rate of about 10 percent, 
largely at Congressional initiative, from 
$2.5 billion in 1969 to $5.2 billion in 1977. 

• The appropriation for FY 78, the first of the 
Carter Administration, provided an effective 
increase of about 15 percent above FY 77. 

• Much of the growth has occurred in Federal 
programs designed to achieve equal educational 
opportunity by improving access to education 
and providing special programs to serve disadvan
taged populations. Between 1969 and 197'8, such 
programs increased from $1.2 billion to almost 
~4 billion: 

$ In Millions 
FY 69 FY 77 FY 78 

ESEA, Title I .............. $1~123 
Handicapped. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 80 
Emergency School Aid .......... --
Bilin·gu·al .. ·. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 
Indian Education ............. --

$2,285 
469 
258 
115 

57 

$2,735 
693 
276 
135 

60 
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• Dispite these increases the Federal share 
of elementary and secondary spending has 
remained constant at about 9 percent of the 
national total. 

B. Political Co.ntext of the Education Budget 

Congress, reflecting its own priorities and responding 
to requests of interest groups, has, as noted, regularly 
appropriated significantly more than requested by the 
President: 

• Since 1969, yearly appropriations for HEW 
education programs have averaged about 14 
percent over requests. 

• In FY 1978, a request of $9 billion was 
increased by $1 billion in Congress (an 
11 percent increase). 

As a result, the Executive Branch is usually in a 
defensive position with respect to the education budget. 
Thus, our legis,lative package and the FY 79 budget must 
reflect a serious commitment to elementary and s.econdary 
education, and we must be able to project favorable future 
growth in that budget. 

C. FY 79 Proposed Budget 

• An increase of 14 percent for elementary and 
secondary education (within the OMB mark) is 
proposed for FY 79 in order to: 

Maintain s·trong commitment and permit 
growth in 'Federal equal educational 
opportunity programs, especially for 
the poo~ and the handicapped. 

Begin a phased-in effort to exert a 
stronger Federal leader,ship role 
through new legislative initiatives 
designed to inc~ease Federal/State 
cooperation and to improve the overall 
quality of educa.tion. 
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Achieve reform in the Impact Aid Program. 

• Major items in the FY 79 request inciude: 

Elual Opportunitl and Access: an increase 
o· almost $1 bil ion (25 percent) to a total 
of $4.9 billion~ 

Education ~uality: an increase of $200 
million (3 percent) to a total of $743 
million. 

General Financial Assistance: a decrease 
of $70 million (5 percent) to a total 
request of almost $1.5 billion. This 
includes an $86 million savings from the 
proposed reform of Impact Aid. 

D ... " Budget Projections: 1979-1982 

Although I am not presenting a precise phased-funding 
proposal to you today, I would simply emphasize that when 
we send our elementary and secondary package to the Hill 
we should, at the same time, give a signal that we intend 
to provide for modest increases in the elementary and 
S·econdary education budget over the next three or four 
years as the new legisla,tive initiatives begin to take 
effect. 

I will have my staff work with OMB to develop alternative 
budget.projections for the next three years at various rates 
of growth for subs·equent presentation to you. 
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V. POLITICAL REACTION 

As noted, we must now begin in depth political testing 
on the Hill. Chairman Perkins has promised to be as helpful 
as he possibly can -- and, within limits, you can count on 
him to be a strong ally. When the results of our further 
soundings are in, I will give you a more complete report. 
Nonetheless, there are certain general political points that 
can be made about the package that we have presented to you 
in this memorandum. 

Favorable Reaction. 

• The new Title I authority and funding to serve 
urban and rural districts with high concentrations 
of low. ihcome.students will enjoy widespread 
support. The NEA, civil rights groups and urban 
school adminis trato.rs will be strongly supportive. 

The proposed Title I incentive grants for state 
compensatory education programs, increases in 
administrative funds for states, new assistance 
for developing state aid equalization plans, 
together with multi-year grants in ESAA, Bilingual 
and other programs to reduce paperwork will draw 
applause from the Congress, and state and local 
education officials. 

• The proposed Quality package should be supported 
by Members and school officials who are looking to 
the Administration to assume leadership in halting 
the perceived decline in the quality of elementary 
and secondary education. 

• Across the board, our reauthorizaion proposal 
stresse·s as·sistance to teachers and we show 
increased.funding for teacher centers. This will 
please the teachers groups. 

• A number of administrative initiatives to improve 
the regulations pro.cess, upgrade the application 
and grant award proces·s, to increase accountability 
and to reduce paperwork burdens will be widely 
supported in Congress and by state and local school 
officials. 
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Controversial Proposals 

• 'Ehe Impact Aid proposal, although justifiable on 
equity grounds, will not be ·well-received in Congress 
because it ultimately eliminates 2,500 of 4,000 
distric-ts now participating in the program. Although 
new categorical program funds may flow into districts 
losing (-Impact Aid funds, categorical money is, of 
cours·e, not viewed as favorably by impact aid super
intendents, school boards, or -teacher group.s since it 
is not ''general aid". 

• The proposal to cap or· phas-e out the apportionmen.t 
feature of the Emergency School Aid Act must be 
carefully tested -:-- and a sui·table compromise worked 
out -·- before it is formally proposed. 

Simiilarly, our preference for making bilingual grants 
on a time-limited basis will have to be explored 
carefully. Strong Sena-te supporters of the bilingual 
program will be under political pressure to oppose 
this change. 

• Consolidating the small categorical p-rograms into the 
Educational Quali.ty Act will also cause ripple·s. 
Some of the more connnitted advocates of special 
categorical programs will oppose consolida.tion unless 
they receive as.surances of continued funding for 
these particular activities. 

• Consolidating the Title I handicapped program with 
the Education for All Handicapped Children Act will 
be difficult unless a slow phase-in that protects 
per pupil expenditures under the Title I program is 
adopt~d. 
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TITLE I OVERVIEW 

PROGRAM PURPOSES: 

The purpose of Title I is to provide funds for supplemental compensatory 
services to educationally deprived children in school districts with high 
concentrations of children from low income families. The present law 
contains two important parts: 

1. The core of the program is contained in subpart 1 of Part A. It 
provides funding for high poverty districts for special compensa
tory education programs. Our FY 79 budget request asks $2.5 
billion. 

2. The second major part of the statute is the state-operated programs 
(subpart 2 of Part A). This subpart allocates funds to States for 
operation of programs to serve children who are handicapped, 
migrant, or neglected or delinquent. Our FY 79 budget request asks 
for $382 million for these programs. 

PROGRAM COVERAGE: 

o About 9 million students are eligible for Title I funds, and about 
five million of these are served. OVer 80% of the students served 
are in grades one through six. 

o Roughly 66 percent of the nation's schools receive some Title I 
money. 

FUNDING: 

o The basic appropriation for subpart 1 -- the funding for high poverty 
districts - is only 50 percent of the authorized level. Strong 
supporters of Title I, like carl Perkins, would like to see the 
program move to 100 percent full funding. 

o The appropriations for the state-operated programs come off the top, 
and therefore are funded at 100 percent of authorization. 
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PROGRAM OPERATION, -- PART A: 

o Funds are allocated to school districts by a formula that has two 
principal components: ( i) the number of children from poverty 
families, and ( ii) the per pupil expenditure in the State, as compared 
to the national aver.age. 

o Districts allocate funds to individual schools in rank order of their 
poverty concentration. 

o Schools spend Title I funds for compensatory education services that 
supplement the regular school program. Schools decide which pupils 
to serve on the basis of low achievement. 

BASIC TITLE . I PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS: 

o Title I funds· must be add-ons to the district's regular program -
the services must supplement, not supplant, the basic program. 

o Title I schools must receive state or local funds for their basic 
program comparable to other schools in the same district. 

o A district must maintain expenditures for the base program in 
order to receive funds. 

PiroRAM EFFECTIVENESS: 

o Early evaluatiors (1965-1972) were highly critical of administra
tion and effectiveness. 

o More recent evaluations show substantial bnprovement in program 
administration. 

o Recent evaluations· also show substantial gains in achievement for 
Title I children during the course of the school year. But without 
continued compensatory services, these gains are not sustained. 

MAJOR NE.W LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS: 

Most of the legislative and administrative changes proposed relate to 
the basic program funding high poverty districts. However , two new 
sections are proposed: 

:i 
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o A new Part B would establish a new program providing federal 
dollars to match state compensatory education spending. 

o A new Part C would establish a new concentration funding 
provision, to provide supplemental funding for districts with 
very large numbers or high propor'tions of poverty children. 
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TITLE I 

CONCENTRATION PROVISION -- SUPPLEMENTARY FUNDING FOR HIGH POVERTY DISTRICTS 

PROBLEM: 

Title I aid is thinly spread - of 16,000 districts in the country, 14,000 
receive some Title I assistance. Payments are scaled to the number of 
low income children in each district. High poverty districts are given 
the same number of dollars per child as less poor districts in a State. 

However, educational problems are more severe in districts with high 
concentrations of low income children, and higher per-pupil costs must 
be incurred to meet these needs. Moreover, these districts are the least 
able to provide extra educational services without Federal help. They are 
mainly city districts overburdened by high costs for services other 
than education, or rural districts with a low tax base. 

PIDPOSAL: 

Add a new part to give supplemental funds to districts with Title I 
eligible children in excess of either (1) 5,000 children or (2) 20 percent 
of the total enrollment. Districts would receive an additional payment 
for each child above these levels. The amount of the concentration funding 
would be based on the State payment rate under the basic Title I provisions. 
Districts would be required to expend the funds for compensatory programs 
as defined by existing Title I regulations. 

RATIONALE: 

This proposal would assist districts in meeting the higher costs 
associated with educating high concentrations of poverty students. The 
20 percent threshold would target funds on poor rural districts; the 
5,000 poverty children minimum would target funds on poor urban districts. 

At the proposed FY 1979 funding level of $664 million, two-thirds of 
the concentration funds ($445 million) would go to center city schools, 
an average increase of 45 percent over their FY 1978 Title I allotments. 
The relative impact would be greater for the largest cities: $230 million 
would go to the five largest cities, and provide increases of 61 to 67 
percent over their FY 1978 Title I payments. Nearly 25 percent of the 
concentration funds ($166 million) would go to high-poverty rural districts. 

ALTERNATIVES REJECTED: 

Tb reduce the number of low-poverty suburban districts which would receive 
funds under the 5,000 plus provision, payment rates could be adjusted by 



the percent of children in poverty. Although this would provide slightly 
better targeting, it was rejected for two reasons. First, this 
adjustment would add unwanted administrative complexity. Second, there 
is not a great deal in either our FY 1979 budget or the ESEA reauthorization 
proposals to benefit suburban districts. Those districts stand to 
receive less than a 10 percent share of all concentration funds, and 
to further reduce their percentage of concentration funds will not produce 
significant savings but will generate great political opposition. 

COSTS: 

$664 million in FY 1979. In large measure, this replaces Title I funding 
increases which would have occurred under the basic formula in the 
absence of a concentration provision. An annual growth of $125 million 
is projected through 1982. 

POLITICAL REACTIONS: 

This proposal should draw support from Southern States (including 
Kentucky), which will benefit from their nearly 25 percent share of the 
new funds. Civil rights groups will also be pleased by the emphasis on 
the disadvantaged. Some Northern States, however, may object because, 
although their center city districts do well, on balance they do not 
fare as well as others (e.g. , Rhode Island's increase is only one-third 
of the national average). '!he major cities, which are recipient:s of 
two-thirds of the funds, can be counted on for strong support. 
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PROBLEM: 

TAB 2 

TITLE I 

ESTABLISHMENT OF A NEW FEDERAL PRJGRAM TO P.RJVIDE 
MA'l.OIING FUNDS FOR STATE COMPENSATORY EDUCATION 

Title I is now funded at about 60% of full authorization. Rising costs will 
require substantial increases in funding simply to remain at a constant 
service level. At feasible rates of growth, the Federal Government is 

·unlikely to reach 11 full funding" soon; yet the need exists now. Instead, 
providing federal matching grants to encourage states to expand their 
compensatory education programs, gets us more distance for each Federal 
dollar. 

State compensatory programs vary considerably in size, targeting, and 
monitoring. Some use an achievement based, rather than a poverty based, 
definition of educational di~advantage. Generally, state programs serve 
many children who are less poor than Title I kids. The goal in establishing 
a matching program is to encourage development of state programs that are 
narrowly targeted, while avoiding Federal support of those that are 
"compensatory" in name only. 

'!here is currently an existing incentive provision (part B of Title I) that 
rewards states whose total tax effort for elementary and secondary education 
exceeds the national average. But as structured, the existing provision has 
provided only negligible incentives. Moreover, the basis of the incentive 
- total state tax effort - is not closely geared to the purposes of Title I. 
Hence, in FY 1978, no funds were requested or appropriated under this 
provision. 

PROPOSAL: 

Repeal the existing part B, and enact a new section of Title I for matching 
grants. An extra 10% of each state's total Title I allotment would be 
authorized under this program to match qualifying state compensatory 
programs; the match would be one Federal dollar for every two qualifying 
state dollars. The matching money would be a~located to districts and 
schools within the state according to the basic provisions for Title I. 
A strong provision requiring districts to maintain existing fiscal effort 
would be included. 

To qualify, a state would have to satisfy OE that expenditures for which it 
seeks the match meet criteria governing the basic Title I program, as 
follows: 



1. Funds must be used for educationally or financially deprived 
children 

2. Funds must be used for supplemental, compensatory purposes. 

3. Funds must be used in a program that is evaluated. 

4. Districts must be accountable to the state for compliance 
with criteria #1-3. 

5. Most important, only those state funds allotted to Title I 
children in Title I eligible schools would qualify for the 
match. (Most state programs serve a broader range of 
students than Title I kids. But that portion of a state 
program that meets all five criteria would be eligible 
for the match. ) 

RATIONALE: 

.Education is primarily a state and local responsibility. Nineteen states 
have Compensatory education programs, but only six spend more than $20 
million. This proposal should stimulate greater state responsibility 
for the special needs of disadvantaged children. 

By limiting the match to state compensatory funds in Title I schools for 
Title I kids, criterion #5 establishes a stric.t federal standard which 
ensures that state programs are not compensatory in name alone. It 
preserves that integrity of Title I's focus on children in high~poverty 
schools. 

CCSTS: 

None in FY 79; $100 million in FY 80; $200 mil,lion in FY 81; $318 million 
in FY 82. These figures are rough because they depend upon how states 
respond to the incentive. It is unlikely, however, that most states 
would qualify for their full entitlement of 10% additional funding in 
the first few years. 

POLITICAL REACTION: 
n 

Because matching will go only for state dollars tha·t target on Title I 
eligible schools, strong supporters of Title I (civil rights groups, 
Perkins, Pell) will be supportive. But Perkins and other will object 
to excessive emphasis on Federal inability to provide full funding. 

State groups such as the Education Commission of the States, National 
Conference of State Legislators, and Chief State School Officers will 
generally support this provision, but will view the criteria as far too 
strict. Each state will try to loosen the criteria so that its own 
program would qualify. 
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Tab 3 

TITLE I 

ESTABLISHMENT OF A NEW DEMONSTRATION PROORAM WITHIN TITLE I 

PROBLEM: 

Title I has not actively encouraged systematic local trial of new 
educational practices. As we try to focus Title I increasingly on quality, 
we must have a way to test ideas generated by local educators. 

PROPOSAL: 

Enact a new section of Title I establishing a demonstration program. 
Additional funds would be allocated for this program; a certain percent 
would be administered by the States, to award to districts on a competitive 
basis for development and evaluation of new programs; the remaining 
funds would be a discretionary account for the Commissioner, to assist 
States in planning competitions, to conduct applied research, and to 
disseminate findings. · 

TOtal funding would begin at 2 percent of basic Title I appropriations, 
and would r.ise over a four-year period to 4 percent. 

As part of this proposal, the Follow-Through program would be merged into 
this new demonstration program. The merger would be phased in over a 
three-year period·; in the first year, funding for Follow-Through would 
be 75 percent of the previous year, dropping to 50 percent in the second 
year and 25 percent in the third year. Thereafter, Follow-Through sites 
would compete for funds under the State demonstration program like any 
other project. 

There would be a "hold harmless" provision in the demonstration program, 
guaranteeing each State the greater of (1) the amount that Follow
Through currently spe~s in the State, or (2) $300,000. 

RATIONALE: 

Research has identified a number of conditions that characterize.successful 
compensatory programs. There is a need to find how schools can create 
these conditions. For example, we know that parent involvement is 
associated with greater achievement; we must find ways to promote that 
involvement where it does not exist. Similarly, we need to discover 
ways to use summer schools, full-year programs, summer homework, and 
junior and senior high schools to sustain achievement gains of Title I 
children and to service low-achieving older students. 



The limited funding of the Follow-Through program has restricted it to 
a small number of sites (168)1 it has effectively been conducted as 
a demonstration program. The experiment has been completed, and the 
results are not positive enough to justify continued preferential 
treatment of these sites. The hold harmless provision would cost only 
$3-4 million a year, and should defuse much political opposition. 

ALTERNATIVES REJECTED: 

l. Provide no special demonstration funds. Although the best program 
improvements may come from local initiative to upgrade quality 
rather than a desire for more money, it was felt that there is a 
need and profitable opportunity for applied research and development 
that is closely related to school practice. 

2. Fund these programs entirely from the Federal level, because States 
may have less administrative capacity and not enough money to 
support effective demonstrations. This was rejected because of a 
desire to stimulate State technical capacity and State interest in 
quality, the closer relation of Sta·tes to LFA's, the chance to 
experiment with different demonstration programs, and the Federal 
management provided by the Conunissioner's account. 

COSTS: 

None in FY 1979. The additional cost of the demonstration program plus 
the phase-out of Follow-Through, over the current cost of Follow-Through, 
would be $60 million in FY 1980, $75 million in FY 1981, and $90 million 
in FY 1982. 

' POLITICAL REACTION: 

Support from the Chief State School Officers, State Boards of Education, 
and State Title I Directors will vary with the extent of State adminis
tration of the program. Teachers and elementary school principals 
should support, as should the PTA's. 

There will be strong, though somewhat scattered, dissent from Follow
Through advocates in the Congress. However, both the· House and Senate 
Comnittees agreed earlier to our suggestions that Follow-Through be 

2 



reauthorized for only one year instead of three. It is possible that 
the price will be greater funding of the overall demonstration program,. 
or a slower phase-out of Follow-Through. 

3 
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TAB 4 

TITLE I 

ACCORD COMPENSA'roRY EDUCATION SERVICES IN THE R.EX;ULAR CLASSROOM 
( "MAINSTREAMING11

) EQUAL EMPHASIS WITH SEPARATE PROGRAMS FOR 
TITLE I KIDS ("PULLING OUT") 

POOBLEM: 

Title I funds must be used to supplement, not supplant, non-federal funding. 
This requirement ensures that Title I monies are applied for compensatory 
education instead of being used as general aid to support the basic educa
tion program. 

Districts thus must be able to prov~ that their Title I funds have supported 
supplemental, compensatory education. The easiest way to persuade auditors 
is to pull Title I children out of the classroom into a special program 
limited to Title I children; the Title I funding supports these special 
programs and can more easily be proven to 9e supplemental. 

The statute does not require 11pulling out, 11 but the practice is prevalent. 
Though easier for auditing, "pulling out" is of uncertain educational value. 
It may inhibit school-wide planning that is associated with successful 
compensatory programs; it divides responsibility .for a child 1 s progress 
between two or more teachers; and some evidence suggests that pulling out 
may lead to lower achievement than "mainstreaming." 

PROPOSAL: 

1. Through administrative action, OE would make clear that the 
statute has never required pulling out, and give equal 
emphasis to models of "mainstream11 compensatory programs 
that satisfy the "supplement not supplant .. rule without 
pulling out. 

2. Give states authority to waive the "supplement not supplant .. 
rule for schools in which at least 80% of students are 
eligible for Title I funds in order to permit Title I funds 
to upgrade the entire school program. TO qualify for a waiver, 
a school 1 S· funding from Title I and the state compepsatory 
education program would have to equal 32% of the base program 
funded from state and local sources. The school Would also 
be required to subnit to the state a plan for upgrading the 
quality of the entire school program that ( 1) identifies how 
the compensatory needs of Title I eligible children would be 
met, (2) explains how the total school curriculum would be 
organized to meet, the needs of all of the children, (3) requires 
parent and teacher participation in the planning, and 
(4) provides for formal evaluations at the school level. 



RATIONALE: 

1. It is important for OE to stress that pulling out, though 
prevalent, is not statutorily required, and to inform 
districts wishing to 11mainstream11 how to satisfy Title I's 
auditing requirements. 

2. Once the percentage of poverty children reaches 80%, it makes 
little sense, and is cumbersome to enforce requirements that 
Title I funds serve only Title I kids, or that Title I 
serviees be supplemental in character. Whole school up
grading will dilute only slightly the dollars per Title I 
child. Districts should be allowed to decide that this 
dilution is outweighed by the benefits of collaborative 
planning, improving the entire program, and exposing 
Title I children to other students likely to be at a 
higher achievement level. An incidental benefit is that 
the non-Title I kids benefit from Title I funds and the 
whole school plan. However, it is essential that Title I 
children continue to receive services which meet their 
special needs. 

The 80% cut-off point coincides with a recommendation of the 
Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights. Essentially, the exact 
percentage is arbitrary. However, we are doing some computer 
runs that may permit refinement of the cut-off point and 
provide a substantive argument for the point chosen. 

ALTERNATIVES REJECTED: 

Prohibiting schools from pulling Title I kids out of regular programs. 'Ibis 
was rejected because (1) the evidence isn't clear enough to prohibit such a 
widely used practice, and ( 2) the Federal Government shouldn't tell schools 
how to structure programs. 

COST: 

None in FY 79 or out years. 

POLITICAL REACTION: 

On Part 1, many groups do not want mainstreaming to be barred and would 
support our statement1 they include Association of State Boards of Education, 
Council of State Legislators, Lawyers Cormnittee for Civil Rights. 

On Part 2, the AFT, Council of Great City Schools, Education Commission of the 
States, Elementary School Principals, State Boards of Education, Lawyers 
Committee for Civil Rights, and PI'A favor the whole school approach. NFA 
opposes pullouts in any situation. Opposed to whole school upgrading are 
School Administrators, School Boards' Associations, and State Directors of 
Title I Programs. · 
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Tab 5 

TITLE I -- PROORAM QUALITY 

REQUIRE ASSURANCES FROM DISTRICTS THAT TITLE I PRX;RAMS INCLUDE PARENTAL 
INVOLVEMENT I TEACHER PARI'ICIPATION IN PLANNING I AND ATI'ENTION '10 
SUSTAINING ACHIEVEMENT GAINS BEYOND THE SCHOOL YEAR 

PROBLEM: 

Educational research has identified certain features relating to the 
success of compensatory education programs to which we would like to 
direct the attention of local districts: 

o Achievement gains are associated with parental tutoring 
in part because tutoring increases the time a child devotes 
to a subject, and time on task has been shown to correlate 
with achievement. Although parents help govern Title I 
programs through parent advisory councils, they tend to 
know little about, and take little part in, actual 
instruction. 

o Successful compensatory programs are associated with 
collaboration among the entire school staff, and with 
teachers' belief in their own efficacy; teacher training 
is a major contributor to that sense of effica,cy. 
Educational reforms are unlikely to succeed where teachers 
have not had a hand in their development. 

o Student achievement in Title I programs typically rises 
during the school year, but does not persist over several 
years. This is attributable to drotr-offs in achievement 
over the summer, the lack of Title I services in inter
mediate and secondary grades, and exclusion from Title I 
programs of some students whose high achievement one year 
disqualifies them the next. 

PROPOSAL: 

Require districts to file assurances with the State that they will: 

1. Inform parents that their child is in a Title I program and what the 
instructional goals are for the program and their child, and give 
parents the right to obtain information about their child's progress. 
An additional option for parents would allow them to request 
materials from the school for them to aid in their child's education. 

2. Involve teachers in planning and evaluating the Title I program, 
according to the district's own, procedures. (For example, districts 
might establish a teacher advisory body to help plan, and might give 
teachers a voice in selecting or designing evaluation instruments). 



3. Develop programs to sustain achievement gains beyond the school year 
and in the intermediate grades. 

RATIONALE: 

Requiring these assurances would encourage districts to develop 
educational practices associated with successful programs and to 
expertment with a variety of new approaches. Though the assurances 
are less than some would prefer; and monitoring and enforcement by each 
State would be more difficult than now, in many instances the proposal 
might succeed in improving achievement,. {For example, research shows 
that even voluntary, low-key, and virtually costless efforts to involve 
parents have improved achievement) • Where parent or teacher interest 
groups pick up on the assurances, they could prove particularly effective. 

The present law requires some assurances: this proposal would supplement 
those already existing requirements. But it would preserve local 
flexibility, and avoid displacement of local initiative and responsibility 
by specific Federal requirements. 

ALTERNATIVES REJECTED: 

1. The status quo. There was considerable sentiment that the proposed 
assurances are too benign, will accomplish little, and will be 
impossible to enforce. Some people, viewed them as a meaingless 
paperwork requirement. And it was suggested that there were other 
ways besides requiring assurances to encourage districts - such as 
speeches, newsletters from OE, and so forth. 

Those who reject this alternative of doing nothing believe that 
the paperwork requirements associated with the proposed assurances 
will be negligible and the assurances will be effective in many 
cases. 

2. Instead of asking for assurances, we could go farther and require 
that districts meet certain specified standards for parental 
involvement, teaching participation, and sustained services. This 
alternative was rejected because (1) there would be political 
opposition to Federal imposition of program requirements: (2) there 
is no single universal model that the Federal government can 
recommend; (3) dictation from above may be counterproductive. 

One much-discussed possibility would require teachers to draw up 
individual educational plans with each child's parent. At present 
the law contains a provision encouraging the use of such plans. 
This approach is of uncertain effectiveness, however, is quite 
costly and burdensome, and is s.trongly opposed by AFT, National 
School Board Associations, and State Title I Directors. 

2 



3. Require assurances from districts that they are teaching basic skills. 
This was rejected because (1) districts already are doing this: 
(2) declines in basic skills show up past the fifth grade, while 
Title I funds are concentrated in the primary grades: (3) there would 
be great controversy over a Federal definition of basic skills,• 
( 4) this could be regarded as a precedent for Federal control of 
curriculum, and (5) there is political opposition from the AFT, 
Association of School Administrators, National School Board 
Association, PTA, and State Title I Directors; only the American 
Personnel and GUidance Association is in favor. 

COSTS: 

None in FY 1979 or out years. 

POLITICAL REACTION: ( 

1. In favor of parent participation are the Council of Great City Schools, 
the National School Board Association, and New York State. 

2. NFA and AFT will support greater teacher involvement in planning, 
and a 1974 House Report indicates Congressional sentiment in this 
direction. 

3. In favor of expanded summer programs are the PTA, Lawyers Committee, 
and American Personnel and Guidance Association: opposed is the 
American Association of School Administrators. The PTA also favors 
extended junior and high school services. 

In all three areas, however, the support may be tepid in view of the 
lack of any commitment of additional Federal funds. 

3 
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PROBLEM: 

--- -- ------ TAB 6 

TITLE I 

INCREASED FLEXIBILITY OF HIGH POVERTY DISTRICTS 
'ID ALim TITLE I FUNDS 'ID SCHOOLS WITH IDWER 
PERCENTAGES OF POVERTY CHILDREN 

The bulk of Title I funds are granted directly to school districts, to be 
used in schools within the district for canpensatory education. Under 
current law, a district may allocate these funds only to those schools 
whose percentage of poverty children is ( 1) greater or equal to the 
districtwide average, or (2) greater than 30%, whichever is less. 

PROPOSAL: 

I.Dwer the percentage under criterion ( :ff2) from 30% to 20% for those 
districts which receive canpensatory funding (Title I or state monies 
which meet Title I standards) to equal· at least 80% of the district' s 
entitlement under full authorization. Include a "hold harmless" pro
vision establishing a floor beneath per pupil expenditures in schools 
with more than 30% eligible children, based on the previous year's 
funding level. 

RATIONALE: 

Under current law, a school with 25% poverty chidren would be ineligible 
for funds if in a district with a 40% average, but eligible for funds if 
in a district with a 20% aver age. IDwer ing the threshold from 30% to. 
20% does not eliminate, but reduces, this anomaly. 

Moreover, many high poverty districts will obtain substantial increases 
in funding due to overall increases in Title I funding and the new 
concentration provision. The proposal would permit these distr'icts to 
allocate some money to serve needy children in schools whose percentage 
of eligible children is between 20% and 30%. 

Of course, expanding the number of eligible schools dilutes the funding 
that would otherwise be available to schools above the 30% figure. 
Since this proposal per se does not change the district's total funding, 
giving more to some schools means less for others. But only those 
districts whose allotment has reached 80% of full authorization would 
be permitted the increased flexibility. And the "hold harmless" 
provision will present excessive dilution. 



------------- ----

ALTERNATIVES REJECI'ED: 

COST: 

1. Permit all districts to allocate funds to any school in the 
district. This is rejected because it would permit too much 
diffusion of Title I dollars. 

2. use a nationally-uniform poverty cut-off in determining 
school eligibility, rather than a district-specific cut
off. This was rejected because a national cut-off would 
mean that virtually all schools would be eligible for 
Title I in high-poverty districts, and no schools would 
be eligible in low-p:>verty districts. This would elimina.te 
funding for many districts now receiving funds, a politically 
unacceptable result. 

None in FY 79 or in out years. 

POLITICAL REACTION: 

LOwering to 20% may draw some flak from civil rights groups, but the trigger 
mechanism limiting this to districts with 80% of full authorization and the 
"oold harmless" provision should defuse most of this. 



0 

() 

HOW TO l'SE 
THESE SEPARATORS 

Use (lllf' Ttage f'or 
each separation. 

Select arftrOflriate 
teb, arld furthE-r 
identif'ication if 
rtesired, and cover 
it with scotch 
tape. 

Cut off and discard 
all tab!l exceftt the 
OIIP. coveretl by tape. 

TABBED ~EPARATOR SHEEl 
Form HEW-69A 
(3-56) 

I 
1.------



POOBLEMS: 

TAB 7 

TITLE I 

INCREASED FLEXIBILlTY OF HEAVILY FUNDED DISTRICTS 
IN ALLOCATING STATE COMPENSA'IDRY FUNDS 

Title I funds must supplement, not supplant, non-feder.al money. This is 
to ensure that districts use Title I funds for additional compensatory 
education services, not merely as general support for basic educational 
programs. 

This rule is applied to state compensatory education programs as well, 
and requires that districts allocate state compensatory funds to various 
schools without regard for the amount of Title I money that those schools' 
receive. The allocation of state funds must be on the basis of state
established criteria for identifying educationally disadvantaged children, 
which are often based on achievement rather than poverty and generally 
are less narrowly targeted. 

As state and federal compensatory education programs increase in size, a 
district may be receiving very large amounts of funds. The Title I .funds 
must be allocated only to Title I schools. If state funds must be allocated 
on the basis of educational disadvantage, a large pr.oportion may also go to 
Title I schools. At some point, the total state and federal funding of 
Title I schools becomes so large that it would make sense to permit addi
tional state compensatory education funds to be allocated exclusively to 
non-Title I schools, to meet the needs of disadvantaged children there. 
But current law does not permit this, since Title I funds must go to 
Title I schools and state funds must be distributed to all schools (including 
Title I schools) that have children who are educationally disadvantaged 
according to the state standards. 

POOPOSAL: 

Once the amount of money received by Title I eligible schools from Title I 
and state compensatory funds combined equals the district's full entitle
ment authorized under Title I, a district can allocate additional state 
compensatory educ-ation funds exclusively for educationally disadvantaged 
children· in non-Title I schools. 



RATIONALE: 

Once the funding of compensatory education in Title I eligible schools 
reaches 100% of full entitlement, the needs of Title I eligible children 
are presumably being met. There is no purpose in requiring districts to 
put additional state compensatory funds into these schools. Instead, 
the districts should be allowed to allot state funds for schools that 
do not receive Title I funding but whose students have a genuine need 
for compensatory education. 

A limited number of districts will be affected; only in areas like 
California with especially large state compensatory programs will 
funding be large enough to qualify for the increased flexibility. 

ALTERNATIVES REJECTED: 

Several complicated proposals would have increased further the flexibility 
of districts to allocate state compensatory funds. These were rejected 
because they would undercut the purpose of Title I to ensure supplemental 
compensatory services to children in poverty schools. If we are to stahd 
firm behind our proposed rejection of the Quie proposal (which would shift 
the standard of eligibility from poverty to low achievement}, we must be 
consistent in ensur.ing that the poverty focus of the program is not lost. 

COSTS: 

None in FY 1979 OR OUT YEARS. 

POLITICAL REACTION: 

This proposal is based largely on the work of the Lawyers Committee for 
Civil Rights. They and other groups should support it. It will be popular 
with representatives of states with compensatory programs (california, 
Florida, Pennsylvania, Massachusetts). 
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TAB 8 

TITLE I 

SHOULD THE STATE-QPERATED PROORAMS FOR THE HAND! CAPPED BE 
TRANSFERRED FRCM TITLE I AND INCORPORATED INI'O P.L. 94-142 (THE 
EDUCATION FOR ALL HANOI CAPPED CHI LOREN ACT) ; IF SO, HCM SHOULD 
THIS BE OONE? 

PROBLEM: 

In 1965 Congress authorized a distinct program within Title I to prov1de 
supplementary educational programs to State supported institutions and 
schools for handicapped children. The program was created at a time when 
other Federal funding for handicapped children was negligible. 

Under this program, project grants are channeled first through State 
Departments of Fducation, then through State agencies to individual 
schools which are supported by the agencies. The funding formula 
is identical to the basic Title I LEA formula (40 percent of current 
{:er pupil expmditures in each State, subject to a floor and ceiling.) 

Congress also provided that the entitlement to eligible State schools 
and institutions for the handicapped would be full funded, off-the-top 
of the total Title I appropriation. In FY 1979, $145 million will 
be used to provide about $519 per child. Current actual costs range 
from $3,000 to $5,000 per pupil. 

In 1975, P.L. 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act, was 
enacted. The Act requires that States and localities provide "a free, 
appropriate public education" for handicapped children by September 1, 1978. 
The Act provides furxls for States based on the number of handicapped 
children to be served. · 

In FY 1978, the Federal government is authorized to pay 10 percent 
of the excess costs of educating these children; 20 percent in 1979; 
30 percent in 1980; and 40 percent in 1981 and beyond. At the level in our 
proposed budget, FY 1979 actual payments will be at about $150 per child 
or 14 percent of excess costs. 

By 1982, the amounts authorized tmder P.L. 94-142 are expected to equal 
the payments under the T1tle I program. However, at present rates of 
increase in the education bucget, it is quite unlikely that the actual 
appropriation will reach the authorized level by 1982. 

'!he Title I Handicapped program is presently administered in the Bureau 
for the Handicapped, not in the Title I office. However, the regulations 
for this program are different than for other Handicapped programs. 



PROPOSAL: 

Effective 12 nonths after the passage of the ESFA Amendments, the 
P.L. 89-313 program will be operated under the same set of rules 
and assumptions as the P.L. 94-142 program, pursuant to the regulations 
of that program published in the Federal Register. 

OPT! ONS FOR ACTUAL TRANSFER: 

We believe that the transfer of the authority for this program out of 
Title I and into the F.ducation for All Handicapped Children Act 1s 
a sensible mOVe':' 'lbere are three options for doing so which appear 
to be viable but each has its own problems: 

o ~tion 1: Transfer the Title I program to P.L. 94,..142, transfer to 
effective when the appropriated per child amount in P.L. 94-142 is 

equal to that under Title I. 

o Option 2: Effect the transfer immediately but "freeze" the payments 
for the State program at their current level until per pupil 
appropriations for P.L. 94-142 reach that level. 

o Option 3: Effeet the transfer imnediately and retain the full 
funding feature of the State programs. 

The basic difficulty with ~ion 1 is that it is somewhat phoney; only if 
the P. L. 94-142 budget reac s the full 40 percent of excess costs (a total 
appropriation of about $4 billion compared to our 1979 request of $940 
million) would the transfer be effected. 'Ibis is not likely by 1982 and we 
may not wish to signal such an intention. 

'!his option has the advantage of being tx>litically acceptable precisely 
because it has no effect until very large amounts of money are appropriated. 

Options 2 and 3 both may have political problems: 

o Option 2 will be unacceptable to the handicapped groups 
because of freezing the payment level in the face of future 
cost increases. 

o Option 3 will be perceived as "taking money away" from the 
other handicapped programs (although the transfer would be 
the current budget, as well as the authority). , 

In essence, suptx>rters of this program simply judge that in the aggregate 
more money will flow to handicapped programs if there are two "tx>ckets" 
than if there is only one. There will be sane level of opposition to 
any proposal which effects a real change. 



RECOMMENDATION: 

With consolidation our tentative goal, we must do in-depth consultation 
on the Hill to see whether - and in what precise fashion - such con- · 
sol idation is feasible. A proposal to phase- in the consolidation 
over time - as expenditures per pupil under each Act begin to merge 
-- seems most feasible. 

ALTERNATIVES REJECTED: 

1. I.eave in Title I: It makes sense administratively to combine the two 
programs, instead of continuing two separate authorities;· the original. 
rationale for its location in Title I no longer exists. 

2. Immediate transfer to P.L. 94-142 with no hold harmless. This would 
result in a significant lowering of payments to State agency children. 
This would be politically infeasible and poor policy. The children 
receiving funds under the State program are the most seriously 
impaired of all children. The cost of providing free appropriate 
~ic education for these children may require up to five times 
the cost of services to the less severely handicapped child counted 
under P.L. 94-142. A reduction of Federal support would be detrimental 
to the quality and nature of services delivered to these children. 

COSTS: 

None in FY 1979 or out-years. However, Option 1 raises issue whether to full 
fun:i P.L. 94-142, since transfer would not be tr iggeted until this is 
reached. 

OOLI TICAL REACT! ON: 

Interest Groups 

Several of the institutions, agencies and organizations representing 
handicapped schools and disability groups have opposed a change in the location 
of the program authority for the Title I handicapped program. Although 
these groups represent relatively small constituencies, they are very 
vocal. 'lbe Council for Exceptional Children, a significant organization 
in the area of special education, has indicated a willingness to 
consider alternative pcoposals for change in the Title I program 
if these prop:>sals do not result in sharp funding declines for the 
schools involved. 

Congressional Reaction 

Both Senate and House appropriations and authorization staff have indicated 
an interest in. discussing the future placement of the Title I State program in 
P.L 94-142 and adjtEtment of the funding payment rates. (A February 1, 1978, 
rep:>rt is due from the Department to the Senate Appropr lations Comnittee 
detailing the need for a Title I handicapped set-aside, g.iven the existence 



---~-------------

of P.L. 94-142). Congressman Quie has indicated a position of support 
for transfer of the Title I program to P.L. 94-142. Congressman Brademas 
is opposed to a transfer although the specific proposals have not been 
tried out on him. 
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Tab 9 

TITLE I 

· EXPAND THE ROLE OF STATES IN MONI'IDRING AND ENFORCING TITLE I AND 
PfOVIDE ADDITIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS FOR STATES 'ID MEET INCREASED 
RESPONSIBILITIES 

PROBLEM: 

The statutory and administrative guidelines explaining the respective 
Federal and State responsibilities for Title I program oversight are 
neither clear nor comprehensive. This has resulted in ineffective 
enforcement at the Federal level and inconsistent efforts by States. 
The only effective oversight has been through the audit process, which 
takes place after the funds in question have been spent.. Several recent 
studies have been highly critical of Federal and State monitoring and 
enforcement. · · 

.Title I currently aut:,horizes payments to States for administrative 
activities of 1% of the Title I award, with a base minimum of $150,000. 
The administrative activities include monitoring, technical assistance 
to local education agencies, application review, enforcement compliance., 
funds disbursement, dissemination of information, and management of 
State-opera ted programs. 

The 1974 Amendments increased the responsibilities of the States without 
increasing the set-asides and, as a result of inflation, less can be 
accomplished with the funds. Even greater responsibilities are proposed 
in these recommendations (e.g., management of demonstration programs, 
coordination of Federal and State compensatory programs including 
matching provision, increased requirements for auditing, monitoring and 
complaint resolution). In addition, the general strategy of enlisting 
States to become more active partners with the Federal Government in 
promoting compensatory education should result in increasing efforts at 
the State level in the future. 

Although States differ in the quality of performance and the costs of 
carrying out their responsibilities, there is general agreement that 
the current set-aside is inadequate. 

PROPOSAL: 

Provide an increased role for the States and greater structure and clarity 
for Federal activities in monitoring and enforcing Title I: 



-2-

0 Amend the Gener.al Education Provisions Act (GEPA) to set a general 
framework for a comprehensive and systematic monitoring and 
enforcement policy, which would apply to all State formula 
education programs. For example: 

o The Commissioner would require States to develop monitoring 
and enforcement plans, and to investigate all complaints; and 

o States would be authorized to suspend or terminate funding 
for an LEA which d<:>es not meet program requirements, and the 
Commissioner would be authorized to obtain cease-and-desist 
orders for activities which violate statutory or administra
tive requirements. 

0 Amend the Title I statute to provide specific responsibilities to 
the Federal Government and to States. For example: 

o States would be required to suhnit a monitoring and enforce
ment report every two years, and to investigate and settle 
all complaints. 

o Minimum OE requirements would be established for monitoring 
State and local education agencies. 

0 Increase the set-aside to pay States for added administrative 
costs, contingent upon accepting proposals for increased State 
responsibilities. In order to receive an increase in payments, 
States would be required to submit to the Commissioner for 
approval a plan for expenditure of the funds. The percentage 
for the State set-aside would continue to be calculated against 
the Part A LFA grants and the State-operated program grants, 
but would not be applied against the concentration, the 
demonstration, or the State-matching funds. If there is to be 
no increase in State responsibilities, there would be no increase 
in payment. 

RATIONALE: 

0 It is impossible for the Federal Government to effectively 
monitor the activities of 14,000 school districts throughout the 
country. State responsibilities must be increased. 

0 The proposal provides the basic specifications for a clear, 
consistent, and systematic monitoring and enforcement process 
for Title I. Though more explicit than current law, it would 
leave considerable discretion to the Commissioner. 
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0 This proposal should meet many of the concerns of the Civil Rights 
groups, which have criticized the Title I monitoring and enforce
ment effort. 

0 While data on which to base more precise cost estimates or assess 
State performance to date are not presently available, it is 
apparent that the current set-aside is inadequate to achieve 
expanding Federal/State partnership in the administration and 
funding of compensatory education. Although some States will 
receive significant increases in FY 1978 and FY 1979 resulting 
from increases in Part A LEA grants, these will little more L~an 
offset inflationary demands of the past five years. States 
receiving the minimum w.ill not experience any increases. 

Any increase to the set-aside must be commensurate with the 
proposed expansion of the State role in monitoring, auditing, 
technical assistance, and overall program administration • 

ALTERNATIVES REJECTED: 

0 Accomplish change through regulations and administrative decisions 
only. Though this approach is possible, it would neither assure 
continuity between this and future Administrations nor meet the 
concerns of the Civil Rights groups. 

0 Amend GEPA to include general language related to Federal and 
State monitoring and enforcement with no change to Title I. This 
was rejected as insufficient to meet Civil Rights groups' concerns 
and because it permits multiple interpretations. 

0 Amend Title I to provide a comprehensive and specific plan leaving 
little room for interpretation (Rep. Chisholm's statutory proposal). 
This was rejected as overly specific with excessive paperwork and no 
flexibility for ~lementation through the regulations process. 

~: 

Assuming that the basic LEA grants and State-operated program grants 
will be roughly $3.2 billion in FY 1980, we estimate that any increase 
in the set-aside will divert not more than $16 million from the LEA 
program. Out-year increased costs would be minor. 

---------~ --
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POLITICAL REACTIONS: 

Representative Chisholm and the Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights 
favor the approach containing the most detail and leas·t flexibility. 
They believe that legislative specificity strengthens the process and 
ensures continuity across Administrations. However, most critics of 
Title I administration will applaud the Administration's desire to 
legislatively clarify Federal and State respons-ibilities and 
procedures, and provide for strong administrative enforcement action. 

State organizations will be very supportive of the set-aside increase. 
Civil Rights organizations will support it if requirements for States 
increase - particularly in the areas of auditing and enforcement. 
Most other education groups will support the proposal. Only the 
National Association of School Boards has expressed any real 
opposition. 
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CLEAR TAB 

TITLE VII - BILINGUAL EDUCATION OVERVIEW 

A. Cur rent Purposes 

Title VII is a discretionary program with a FY 1978 budget mark 
of $135 million. It was first established in 1968 and subsequently amended 
in 1974 with the following objectives: 

o EncoUrage the establishment and operation of programs 
using biling,ual education practices, techniques, and methods. 

o Develop and disseminate effective models of bilirgual 
education. 

o Establish training programs for teachers to teach in a 
bil irgual setting. 

o COnduct studies to determine the effectiveness of bilingual 
education, establish a national clear irghouse, and survey 
the number of children and adults with limited-English 
speaking proficiency. 

B. Current oPeration 

In the 1976-77 funding cycle, 427 bilingual education projects were funded 
covering 68 larguages · in 42 states, the District of Columbia, American 
Sam:>a, Guam, Puerto Rico, Trust Territories of the Pacific, and the American 
Virgin Islarrls. Pro?,ects in Puerto Rico are designed to teach Spanish as 
a second language to' youngsters returning from the mainland. 

The FY 78 budget for the program provides: 

o $81 million for project grants 

o $37 million. for training grants 

o $17 million for support services 

The FY 79 request includes an additional $11 million for research arrl 
evaluation as well as a $4 million increase for training purposes. 
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TAB 10 

BILINGUAL EDUCATICN 

'10 WHAT EX'IENT, IF AT ALL, SHOULD BICULTURAL INSTRUCriON BE 
A GC:::V\L OF TITLE VII? SHOULD THE PROGRAM EMPHASIZE TRANSITION 
'10 ENGLISH OR MAINTENANCE OF THE NATrVE CULTURE AND/CR LANGUAGE? 

PROBLEM: 

The. current statute provides that limited-English-speaking children shall be 
given instruction in English and "to the extent necessary to allow a child 
to progress effectively through the educational system, the native language 
of the children and such instruction is given wit}) appreciation for the 
cultural heritage of such children". '!his definition of bilingual educa-
tion emphasizes the goal of acquiring canpetence in English. Review of pr.ogram 
operations and an impact evaluation of Title VII reveal, ho\EVer, that in 
practice many students stay in bilinjual classroans after they have gained pro
ficiency in English. Fund recipients often choose to place minority students in 
Title VII classroans because of the cultural activities in those classroans, 
whatever the students' language proficiency may be. 

PROP<l3AL: 

COnfine the Federal program role to preparing youngsters to make the transition 
to a monolirgual English school environment. Tighten program administration 
to this end. 

Retain the current statutory language regarding appreciation of children's 
cultur.al heritage. Step up research efforts to determine the relationship 
between bicultural instruction and learning Ehglish. 

RATIONALE: 

Limited Federal funds and the limited state-of-the-art in bilingual 
education dictate that the program goal should be to prepare yotm;Jsters to 
benefit from instruction in English. 

Bicultural instruction is recognized as a means to reach that goal, but the 
nature of its contribution is inadequately researched. Portions of the 
Part C funds would be used for research in this area. 
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ALTERNATIVES REJECTED: 

1. Change purpose of Act to support a maintenance program. 

2. Substantially increase emphasis on biculturalism in the Act. 

3. Eliminate reference to culture in the Act. 

4. Increase the appropriation for the Ethnic Heritage Program (now targeted 
on \'~hi te ethnics) • 

CC5T: 

Part of the requested $11 million increase in FY 79 for Part C will be used 
for research on biculturalism. Out year costs of new activities 
under Part C are being developed. 

POLITI CAL REACTION: 

Hispanic interest groups will be disappointed that biculturalism has not 
been endorsed as a goal for the Title VII program. They have alrea1y ex
pressed to the INC and the Vice President a strong desire to move in this 
direction. Senators Kennedy and Cranston will be heavily lobbied on this 
issue. 

'lhe House will support re-em];hasizing the transitional nature of treatment 
for limited-English speakers. It would oppose a new emphasis on culture, 
particularly in the absence of research evidence on the effectiveness of 
cultural maintenance. 

All groups will support the new em];hasis on research. 
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TAB 11 

TIME LIMITS AND NON-FEDERAL CONTRIBUI.'IONS FOR BILINGUAL 
PROJEX:TS 

PROBLEM: 

The 1 imited state-of-the-art in bilingual education does not permit 
shiftirg Title VII from a capacity building/demonstration mode to a 
service mode. ·How then do we avoid having the program become a quasi-service 
program for current grantees? Many Title VII projects have been operating in 
excess of five years, and their Federal funds are no longer being used to 
"deJOOnstrate" an educational concept but rather to provide services. Given 
limited Federal funds, this situation discriminates against non-recipient · 
schools. 

PROPOSAL: 

Explore with key members of Congress the possibility of establishing 
a five-year eligibility period .for Title VII projects. The same LEAs 
could continue to receive funds after the five-year period so long as 
they initiated new projects in different schools, larguages and/or grade 
levels. 

Gradually reduce each project's Federal funds over the five-year period. 
SFAs/LEAs would be required to pick up a steadily increasing share of pro
gram costs and would be required to indicate in their initial application 
row they would do so. 

ross! BLE RATIONALE: 

Prevents Title VII from becoming a quasi-service program for current grantees, 
like Follow-Through. However, an LEA could continue to receive funds for · 
new projects in different SGhools, languages or grade levels. Requires a state 
and local conmitment to bilirgual ed.ucation before Federal funds initiate 
projects. 

This reform will be imp:>ssible to accomplish through regulations, 
as was attempted in 1974, due to political pressures from current grantees. 

POLITICAL REACTION: 

Bilingual interest groups generally favor the proposal because of the require
ment that SEAs/LEAs assume steadily increasing shares of program costs. 
Current grantees will pressure Congress to reject the proposal as they did in 
1974. The provision for new eligibility in different schools, larguages and/ 
or grade levels may reduce this opposition. 

States currently receiving the bulk of Title VII funds (California, Texas, 
Illinois and New York) already have substantial bilingual education programs 
of their own and should support the reform. 



BLUE TAB 

EMERGEOCY SCHOOL AID ACr 

A. CURRENT PURPOSE 

Established by the education amendments of 1972 with a FY 79 budget 
request of $290 million, ESM has thr.ee statutory purposes: 

o meet the special needs incident to the elimination of 
minority group segregation and discr~inationi 

o encourage voluntary elimination, reduction or prevention of 
minority group isolation in schools with substantial propor
tions of minority group studentsi and 

o aid school children in overcoming the educational disadvantages 
of minority group isolation. 

B. CURRENT OPERATION 

ESAA originally had eight program categories: 

o state apportionment programs -- basic grants, pilot projects, and 
non-profit organization grants 

o discretionary programs - bilingual, educational television, 
metropolitan area grants, special projects and evaluation. 

Three new programs were added by the education amendments of 1976: magnet 
schoolsi neutral site planningi and pairing with businesses and universities. 

• ....•. : ... 
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Three new programs were added by the education amendments of 1976: magnet 
schoolSJ neutral site planning J and pairing with businesses and universities. 

~ -----------· --~-----·· .•• ,. •-.~-·~•-*·'".__,..-."".:---·~----•!c•---~···-·• •''•" ... ,..,, ·.• ._ .. ,. ~---·--·,-··-.-· -, ,__..,.; -·-•-•••· ··--; ""'"• ·- · 
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TAB 12 

EMERGENCY SCHOOL AID Ac:r 

CAP OR PHASE OUI' OF STATE APPORT! ONMENT FORMULA 

PROBLEM: 

A large portion of FSAA 's ft.mds are reserved under a state apportionment 
formula. In FY 78, $187 million of a total appropriation for ESAA of 
$276 million was reserved under the state apportionment formula. '!he 
apportiornnent funds are· distributed on the basis of each state's school
aged minor i:ty population, as comp3red to school-a;Jed minority population 
nationally. Within each state, HEW ranks each district's application 
according to statutorily-based criteria, which em:P'lasize (1) how well the 
district's plan would serve a number of desegregation objectives, and 
(2) how much the plan reduces isolation of minority groups. AR;x>rtioned 
funds are then awarded to districts until the funds are used up. 

The statute's purpose is to prov1de emergency assistance to districts 
during their transition to desegregation. States with high minority popula
tions, ho'tt'eVer, are not necessarily the states with the greatest current 
desegregation activity. 

Ole can identify three rough purposes for which ESAA funds have been or 
could be used: 

1. 'Ib provide assistance to major new desegregation "emergencies", such 
as a major plan in a Northern city which may include interdistrict 
and metropolitan desegregation efforts. 

2. "Second generation" problems of districts that have largely desegre
gated school populations. These include: 

o Disproportionate use of discipline against minority students. 

o Tracking procedures that lead to segregation. 

o Misplacement of minority students in special education. 

o Discriminatory employment practices by school districts. 

o Segregated extra-curricular activities. 

o Career counseling that guides minority students to low-p3ying jobs. 

3. General aid to fund compensatory education. 

The limited ESAA funds available ( FY 79 request is $290 million) cannot meet 
all these needs. The state apportionment formula heavily favors the SOuth 
because of the Southern States' high proportion of minority population. Due 
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to the early desegregation activity in the South, however, most of the 
furrls there are used as general aid for canpensatory education, with 
some funds for second generation problems. Olr priori ties, however , 
should be just the opposite: an emphasis on emergency transitions and 
some funding for second-generation problems, but none for general aid. 

Effecting such a shift in targeting would raise two genuine problems: 
first, we must define criteria that permit funding of the legitimate 
problems of "second generation" schools; and secorrl, eliminating the 
apportionment will generate great political opposition from the South. 

PROPOSAL: 

we propose to begin exploring with key Members of Congress various 
alternatives for capping-or eliminating on a phased basis-the State 
apportionment formula, to permit greater flexibility in spending ESAA 
furrls, to give greater emphasis to meeting the needs associated with 
major new desegregation activity. Spending criteria would include the 
list of the "second-generation" problems outlined above, to permit 
funding for Southern schools (or other schools) 'Who face those problems. 

RATIONALE: 

ESAA funds are 1 imited. '!he State apportionment prevents targeting of 
furrls on the most pressing problems. Its elimination is particularly 
important given the pressing needs of many Northern cities. For example, 
in 1978 Colwnbus, Cleveland, Cincinnati, Wilmington and los Angeles are 
ext:ected to come under court order. 'lhese five cities together will need 
in the range of $35 million to carry out their court-ordered plans. By 
contrast, the total State apportionment in california, Ohio, and Delaware 
combined is orily $11 million - and most if not all of those furrls will 
already have been committed to other districts in the State and hence will 
be unavailable to these cities. Absent a major increase in total funding, 
there is a critical need to shift funds from the south to more pressing 
problems in the North. 

'nlere is clear consensus within the Department that the proposal ma:ie is 
sensible. There is also an appreciation of the political difficulties 
involved. Yet the consensus of HEW officials was that we should present 
our "pure" plan, and then be prepared to negotiate a compranise with the 
Congress. A phased implementation is partly to defuse political opposi
tion, and partly to provide time for OE to establish new criteria, and to 
give current grantees a chance to adjust to them. '!he new criteria, by 
recQCJnizing "second-generation" problems, would also help defuse Southern 
opposition by making money available for problems faced by Southern schools. 
But there is also a strong case on the merits for funding districts to deal 
with these problems. 
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If we are required to retreat from our "pure" position, possible 
strategies include ( i) a hold harmless, ( ii) a longer phase-in period; 
(iii) a grcrlual phase-in, reserving a declining proportion of the total 
funding to be apportioned to states on the basis of minority population; 
and ( iv) reserving a fixed sum (such as $100 mill ion) to be apportioned 
by state. 

roLI.TlCAL REACTION: 

Civil rights groups should support the proposed shift. The real political 
battle will be between those who lose from eliminating the apportionment. 

Perkins is against the shift. Even though his district arid state may 
not lose a great deal, he is under pressure fran Southern Congressmen. 
Wy three of the 37 members of the House Education and Labor Conunittees 
are fran Southern States. Twelve of 37 cotmtittee members in the House, 
and three of 15 committee members in the Senate, are from California, 
Ohio, am Pennsylvania. These legislators can be expected to support us. 

Current ESAA grantees in Region IV (Atlanta) would like a shift in just 
the opposite direction from that proposed, including eliminating the word 
"Emergency" from the Act's title and turning this into general aid at 
higher funding levels. 
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PROBLEM: 

EMERGENCY SCHOOL AID ACT 

INCREASED INCENI'IVE> FOR STATES AND METROPOLITAN ARFAS 
TO UNDER'mKE DESEGREGATION ACTIVITY 

TAB 13 

Federal p:>licy has not tapped the resources of the States in attempting 
to desegregate schools. Federal matching incentives might enlist the 
help of same states in cOmbating discrimination. 

Although me-tropolitan remedies are often the only way to achieve substan
tial desegregation, ESAA does not currently provide authority for States 
to develop and implement metropolitan desegregation plans. 

Although school districts are authorized to apply for pre-implementation 
funds under Title IV of the Civil Rights Act, to do so they must admit 
they have a segregation problem and be prepared to redress it. Most school 
boards are unwilling to take such action voluntar Uy. 

PROPOSAL: 

1. Provide matching grants to states that undertake enforcement activities 
and provide technical or financial assistance to desegregating districts. 
The matching ratio was not precisely determined. 

2. Provide authorization for planning grants to states for metropolitan am 
interdistrict desegregation. 

3. Provide a limited amount of funding to local school districts who see 
desegregation problems on the horizon and wish to plan to prevent their 
occurrence. 

RATIONALE: 

Chl.y nine states have significant desegregation programs of their own. 
Matching grants may expand these efforts and encourage new ones, thus 
creating a new partnership between Federal and state governments. 

Judicial limitations on the availability of metropolitan remedies in court 
cases make statutory funding of voluntary interdistr ict desegregation 
especially appropriate. 

Currently, local school districts may receive pre-implementation assistance 
fran Title IV of the Civil Rights Act but only after a judicial determination 
of non-compliance. -

I 
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COSTS: No additional costs in FY 79. Thereafter, the funding for the 
matching grants to states would came out of the overall appropriation. 
we estimate that not more than $11 million dollars of state spending 
would qualify thenrst year for the match. If the program increased 
significantly in years thereafter, we might wish either to seek conunen
surate overall budget increases, or to establish a set-aside which would 
operate as a 1 imit for the matching program. 

POLITICAL REAC!'IQN: 

State interest groups should favor the matching provision for state 
plans. Even providing ~lanning money for districts not yet determined 
to be in violation of t e Civll Rights Act will be controversial, 
especially with civil rights groups. 
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TAB 14 

EDUCATIONAL QUALITY lCr 

SHOULD THE EXISTING AurHORIZATION FOR NUMEROUS NARROW PROGRAM 
CATEGORIES BE CONSOLI DATED INl'O FOUR BRClAD CLUSTERS OF 
AUI'HORITY TO PURSUE EDUCATIONAL QUALITY? 

PBOBLEM: 

The proliferation of separate programs under the Special Projects Act, 
and the other miscellaneous programs, has many drawbacks: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Administrative Complexity. Each program has separate application 
forms, reporting requirements, monitoring activities, and hiring 
authority. This fragmentation imp:!des local. schools seeking Federal 
aid and increases the·ir paperwork burdens, while impairing Federal 
administrative efficiency. 

~idity and Inability to Meet E1rerging Needs. The separate programs, 
· ause they are narrowly categorical, limit HEW's ability to meet 
curr.ent needs. For example, a portion of the $2 million for drug 
abuse education cannot be shifted to sex education7 some of the $10 
million for career education cannot be shifted if gifted and talented 
children ·have more pressing needs. 

Lack of General Authority for Pr29r am Innovation and De10011str ation. 
The Comnissioner has very limited authOrity for program innovation and 
dem:mstration, outside of the above Congressionally-created categories. 
For the most part, our priori ties are set not by exercise of Executive 
Branch leadership, but by the Congress. · 

PROPOSED REFORM 

A new Educational Quality Act would consolidate most parts of the Special 
Projects Act and most of the miscellaneous programs into four basic clusters. 
What follo\>S is a preliminary version of how the consolidation might be struc-

. tured. · 

1. Basic Skills: 

Right to Read (revised to deal broadly with Federal leadership in Basic 
Skills) 

2. Special Skills: 

Arts in Education 
Environmental Education 
Global Perspectives (new) 
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3. School Reform: 

o S~-Home Program 

Parents as Educators in the Home (new) 

o School-community Pr29rams: 

Community Schools 
Integrated Service Schools (new) 
Drug Abuse Education 
.Adolescent Pregnancy (new) 
Magnet Schools 
Consumer Education 

o School-work Programs: 

Career Education 
Youth Employment (new) 

o Gifted Student Program: 

Gifted and Talented 

4. Teacher Development: 

o Teacher Training 

Teacher Corps 
Teacher Centers 
Teacher Development Coordination (new) 

o Teaching Resources 

Educational TV Progr anming 
Technology Demonstrations (new) 
Library Demonstrations (new) 

In each cluster, there would be a new broadly-worded authority for funding 
demonstration projects, basic and applied research, providing technical 
assistance, and disseminating information. 

Appropriations would be made to each cluster. There would be no separate 
appropriations for the existing programs that would be folded into these 
clusters. For example, if there were $15 million appropriated for the 
Special Skills Cluster, all of that money could be spent for activities that 
used to fall within the Arts in Fducation Program: .£!.. all of it could be spent 
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for Environmental Fducation. '!he only limit would be that the appropriation 
for each entire cluster must be as large as the sum of its current parts: 
Special Skills, for example, would have to get at least the current total 
appropriated for Arts in Fducation and Environmental Fducation. 

'!here would also be an additional discretionary account, to permit program 
development and innovat1on 1n emerging areas. 

In each of the four clusters, and in the discretionary account, funding would 
be available for unsolicited proposals, often small in amount, "bubbling up" 
fr6m the grassroots-for example, a teacher • s proposal to test a new profile 
in his or her classroom. 

:Remaining programs which do not fit into the clusters (W:>men's Fducational 
Equity, Ethnic Heritage Studies, and Metric Fducation) would be operated 
separately. 

RATIONALE FOR REFORM: 

1. Clean-up and Simplification of Administrative Structure. Consolidation 
would permit use of conunon application forms, reporting requirements, 
monitoring methods, and hiring authorities. It would produce a simpler 
and more efficient administrative structure that would benefit both HEW 
internal operations and grantees througoout the country. 

2. Increased Flexibility in Funding Projects. By merging a dozen separate 
programs into four bioad categories, we would be free fr.om the constraints 
of twelve different appropriations that must be used for narrowly defined 
purposes. We could shift the money around to meeting pressing needs. 
The discretionary account would add substantial flexibility. 

3. Broader Authority for Program Quality Reform. Instead of a number of 
narrow authorizations, we would have four broadly-worded ones. The four 
together would cover virtually any quality project that HEW might wish 
to fun:l. We would no longer have to worry about shoe-horning a project 
into a narrow category, or having to seek additional authorization 
before un:lertaking a new initiative. 

4. DevelopJtr:!nt of A New Federal Leadership Role. The Federal government 
has never had a major, broaa=based program:aevelopnent effort intended 
to address a wide range of quality issues. The lack of such a program 
is an ananaly that should be remedied. Although in many ways the Federal 
role in education is limited, the Federal government is uniquely posi-
tioned to develop quality programs: · 

o It can muster greater funding than a State or local agency. 

o It has broad access to institutions, expertise, and other resources. 

o It can select the best proposals subnitted from all across the country. 
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o It can serve as a national clear ingoouse, ensuring that educational 
advances get the widest possible dissanination. 

o Since the projects will have beneficial fallout nationwide, it can 
appropr lately spread the cost of projects across taxpayers· fran 
50 States. 

5. Increased Funding. '!he expmsion of authority to undertake nearly any 
project· in the area of quality, the streamlining of administrative 
structure, and the definition of a new Federal leadership role are 
strong reasons for major increases in funding for these new clusters. We 
would oope that in each cluster, appropr lations would reflect signifi
cant increases over the existing programs that would be consolidated. 
And the discretionary account also provides increased reso.urces to meet 
Unportant emerging needs. 

EXAMPLES OF AREAS '.ro BE PURSUED 

The following exemplify projects that might be conducted under the 
Educa·tional Quality Act: 

o Im~ovement of basic skills achievement. 

o Involvement of parents directly in the instruction of their 
children. · 

o Development of sumner programs and summer materials to offset 
fall-offs in achievement. 

o Development of effective ways to use new technologies like. television 
and video-disc. 

o Reform of urban schools and development of magnet school projects. 

o Development of schools which integrate social services with education. 

o Linkages between business, or institutions of higher education,. 
and high schools. 

COSTS 

'!he FY 78 funding for the separate program categories to be consolidated is 
$166 million. The FY 79 request-which does not reflect this new author iza
tion-is $210 million. Upon enactment of the Educational Q.lality Act, we 
would hope to obtain a supplemental appropriation to bring the FY 79 total 
to $302 million. 
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POLITI CAL REACTION 

There are two som~at conflicting currents from Congress: 

1. Many Congressmen have expressed approval of the idea of consolidation, 
simplification, and innovation. Carl Perkins recently told Fducation 
Coomissioner Ernest Boyer that he favored consolidation. The enphasis 
on educational quality should be popular. 

2. Many Congressmen and interest groups have pet projects. For example, 
Brademas likes Envirorunental Fducation1 he might be concerned about 
HEW's power to wipe out all funding for this program. 

The only facet of the proposal that responds in any way to this kind 
of concern is the requirement that, in each cluster, the total fundi113 
must be at least as much as the .programs that. were funded into it. 
But the mere fact that the funding for the Special Skills Cluster, for 
example, would have to be at least as much as th~ sum of cur.rent 
ap.pro.pr lations for Arts in Fducation an:1 Envirorunental Fducation, does 
not prevent HEW from spending all the money for activities other than 
Envirorunental Fducation. We will have to be flexible. and must be 
.prepared to respond to Congressional concerns. 

There could conceivably be a series of battles., either in 1978 when 
we ask for authorizing legislation, or in each fiscal year on the 
A.p.propr iations Bill, in which Congress would try to restore specific 
allotments to narrow .programs. 
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IMPAcr AID: MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS (P.L. 81-974) 

PROBLEM: 

The purpose of the Impact Aid program is to compensate local school districts 
for the cost of educating children when enrollment and availability of local 
revenues are cdversely affected by Federal activities in the area. However, 
the program canpensates for some children who do not constitute a significant 
Federal burden. Examples include payments for children whose, parents live 
and/or work in Federally subsidized public housing and payments for children 
whose parents are employed on Federal property outside the county in which 
~ school district is located. In addition, Impact Aid is often targeted 
on districts that are wealthy or lightly impacted. Finally, payments are 
calculated using methods that are imprecise, disequalizing and subject to 
abuse. 

PROPOSAL: 

Proposed reform will be accomplished in two steps: 

o Step 1 of reform will be reflected in the FY 1979 budget and 
inclUdes elimination of payments for children whose parents 
work on Federal property outside the county in which the school 
district is located, ("out-of-county" "B" children) reduction 
for lightly impacted districts, and simplification of the way 
in which payments are calculated. 

o Step 2 will take effect in the second year of reform. It 
inclUdes the reforms of Step 1 and eliminates entitlements 
for public housing children. 

These reforms will be phased in through hold harmless provisions which will 
allow districts losing support to adjust gradually to lower funding levels. 
When fully implemented, the reforms will eliminate payments for 2,500 out 
of 4,000 districts which currently receive Impact Aid. 

RATIONALE: 

This proposal will improve the ability of the program to compensate for Federal 
burden. 

The reforms will eliminate payments for over 800, 000 public housing and 
out-of-county "B" children who do not constitute a Federal burden: 

o Payments for public housing children. ~ile there is an additional 
burden that concentrations of low-income families place on school 
districts, it is not simply a function of the number of p:x>r who 
live in Federally assisted low-rent housing projects. We believe 



a more compcehensive approach should be adopted to provide 
'addiEioria1 assistance to local educational agencies serving 
high concentrations of children from low-income families 
regardless of whether they live in low rent housing. 

o Payments for children whose parents are employed on Federal 
property outside the county in which the school district is 
located.· These children do not represent a tax loss to 
their districts. Their parents pay local residential 
property taxes and the tax loss associated with the Federal 
property on which they work is experienced by another 
district. 

In a:idition, when the reforms are fully implemented' payments will be 
eliminated for nearly 2,500 districts which are wealthy and lightly 
impacted. Program funds will be targeted on about 1 ,500 heavily impacted, 
low property wealth districts. 

ALTERNATIVES REJEcrED: 

The FY 1978 budget proposal, which called for· elimination of payments 
for all "B" students was rejected, since some "B" children are clearly 
associated with a tax loss to.districts (e .• g., military "B" children). 

COSTS: 

$726 million in FY 1979; a savings of $86 million. By 1982, the reforms 
should result in savings of about $300 million below estimated costs of 
the current program. 

POLITICAL REACriONS: 

During negotiations with the Congress on the FY 1978 budget, the Chairmen 
of the House authorizing and appropriations committees which have juris
diction over the Impact Aid program requested Secretary califano to conduct 
a canprehensive review of the program and make recommendations to the 
Congress regarding more effective ways of providing assistance to 
elementary and secondary education. In addition, the Budget Committees 
have indicated a desire for gradual reform of Impact Aid. 

On the other hand, since Impact Aid is provided to school districts 
located in nearly three-fourths of the Congressional districts, many 
members may oppose reforms. 

This proposal will encounter strong opposition, particularly from the Impact 
Aid lol::by. 

Opposition to elimination of public housing payments can also be expected 
from urban, and perhaps minority, lol::by groups. However, funding of the 
proposed Title I concentration provision should more than offset losses 
to cities fran Impact Aid reforms. 

Within the Administration, HUD has indicated opposition to the elimination 
of public housing payments, ~shave members of the Vice President's staff. 
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GREEN TAB 

ADULT EDUCATIOO 

OVERVIEW 

PROGRAM PURPOSE: Encourage the establishment of programs of crlult 
public education that will enable all adults to continue their education 
to at least the level of canpletion of secondary school and secure 
training that will enable them to become more employable, productive, 
and responsive citizens. · 

PROGRAM COVERAGE: In fiscal year 1976 there were slightly more than 1.5 
mtllton part1c1pants in this program. 1970 Census data indicate that 
52 mill ion adults over age 16 have not completed high school. 

FUNDING: FY 1978 - $90, 750,.000. Authorization is $200 million. 

PROGRAM OPERATIONS: The program distributes funds to State Education 
Agencies based on a census count of crlults who do not have a high school 
diploma or its equivalent. At least eighty percent of the funds must be 
spent on the content and skills usually taught in grades K-8. Local schools 
and agencies which apply to the States for grants provide the instruction. 

To qualify for Federal money, lx>wever, a State is required to match Federal 
funding at a ratio of 1 to 9. '!hat is, for every $100 that a state spends 
in a program receiving Federal funds, at least $10 must come from state 
sources. 

REQUIREMENTS: States must sutmit plans assuring that such activities 
target appropriately at K-8 level, meet. the 10% matching requirement, and 
coordinate with other programs. 

EFFECTIVENESS: The existing program has had limited effectiveness. 
Evaluation data indicate that adults achieve. at a rate roughly equivalent 
to that of children. Problems persist: (1) recruitment problem - those 
most in need are often least likely to seek services; (2) retention 
problem - many adults leave prior to fulfilling their needs; (3) limited 
State and local leadership; (4) spotty coordination with Department of 
Labor and other training programs; (5) .a general failure to involve non
educational groups; and (6) an inadequate research base on the most 
effective means to im(rove adult literacy • 
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Tab 16 

ADULT EDUCATION 

SHOULD THE PRIMARY PURPOSE OF. THE ADULT EDUCATION Am! BE LIMITED 'lU 
ENABLING ADULTS 'lU COMPLETE SECONDARY SCHOOL, OR SHOULD THIS PURPOSE 
BE EXPANDED 'ro INCLUDE FUNCJ!IONAL LITERACY? SHOULD THE DELIVERY 
SYSTEM BE EXPANDED AND NEW INSTRUCTIONAL APProACHES INTroDUCED? 

PROBLEM: 

To date, the primary purpose of the Adult Education program has been 
to help adults continue their education through secondary school. 
Attainment of a high school diploma or its equivalent is highly 
important in terms of one's mobility in society. However: 

o There are many adults who lack basic skills who are not 
interested in obtaining a high school diploma. These 
adults may have a critical need to develop literacy 
skills necessary to hold a job or to function generally 
in society. 

o There are many adults who have a high school diploma who 
lack basic skills. 

The limited effectiveness of the existing program is attributed in 
part to the fact that school districts are almost the exclusive 
delivery mechanism at the local level for adult education. Such 
programs are often provided in a public elementary or secondary school 
in the evenings, and are taught by a part .... time teacher. This set of 
elements, combined with a curriculum often more relevant to children 
and adolescents, creates a situation not particularly attractive to 
~he needy adult student. The result, we believe, is that many fail to 
deek services, and those who do often fail to remain in the program. 

In 1974, Congress specifically removed Federal discretionary authority 
for research, development, dissemination, and evaluation (RDD&E) 
activities in Adult Education. Authority for such activities was given 
to the States, who are now required to spend at least 10 percent of 
their Federal funds for these purposes. Although some States have used 
their authority in this area to introduce significant innovations, such 
innovations remain isolated and have little or no nationwide impact. 

PROPOSAL: 

1. Expand the purpose of the Adult Education Act. to include an emphasis 
on functional literacy. 
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2. Expand the delivery system at the local level to include such groups 
as conununity colleges, businesses, conununity action organizations, etc. 
In order to facili.tate this expansion, one year planning grants will 
be provided to State Departments of Education. These grants would be 
to set up a participatory process for identifying literacy needs 
within the State and development of a coordinated strategy to meet 
those needs. The participatory process will involve local education 
agencies, business, industry, conununity organizations, etc. 

These planning grants will support efforts to: (1} develop annual 
program plans for the second year of the new legislation1 ( 2} develop 
new instructional approaches1 {3} expand and extend the delivery 
system to allow adult education services to be provided by any agency, 
organization, program, or group which can most effectively facilitate. 
the learning of the target population1 and (4} develop a more varied 
delivery system which would involve instruction at the workplace or 
public libraries, and use of television instruction. 

Changes in the existing methods for providing adult education would 
take place gradually, as a consequence of procedural changes keyed to 
the planning processes, rather than by direct program mandates. 

3. Restore authority at the Federal level for RDD&E. This authority 
should be given to the Secretary. These funds would be used to 
continue to bnprove the state of the art in Adult Education. 
Activities would include but not be limited to: 

o research on the most effective instructional approaches 
and delivery systems 

o examination of student motivation 

o further development of instruments for measuring 
functional literacy 

o demonstration of effective projects and practices. 

In order to encourage State initiatives in innovative activities, and 
for political reasons, we propose to continue the set-aside at the 
State level. 

RATIONALE: 

l. This expanded purpose indicates Federal Government recognition of a 
major problem-that many adults cannot read or write sufficiently well 
to function in modern society. At the same time, efforts to assist 
those adults who desire to attain educational credentials such as the 
high school diploma will continue. TO a large extent the two aims are 
complementary, as functional illiteracy and the lack of a high school 
diploma are highly correlated. 
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2. Among the most important expected benefits are increased program 
effectiveness and greater motivation on the part of adults to enter 
and remain in the program. This increased motivation is expected 
because: 

o a more flexible delivery system should make entry into the 
program more convenient and attractive; 

o content of curriculum and courses is based on immediate 
needs of the adult (e.g. 1 learning to read a job advertisement) 
rather than using traditional elementary and secondary school 
content; 

o preliminary research data from pilot projects in New York and 
· Texas show attrition rates from 12 to 16 percent, while the 

national average is over 40 percent. · 

3. A major hindrance to development of more effective adult basic 
education programs is the absence of sufficient RDD&E activities. 
Federal role in this area is well established and needed. 

ALTERNATIVE REJECTED: 

Replace the primary focus on obtaining a high school diploma with a 
primary focus on functional competency. The importance of the high 
school diploma in our society should not be minimized. 

POLITICAL REACTION: 

o In general, very favorable to proposed reform. 

o All constituency groups testifying in Congressional over
sight hearings on the Adult Education Act and during public 
hearings conducted by HEW,support addressing problems of 
functional illiteracy as a basic purpose of Act. 

o Fourteen (14) States are now developing comprehensive 
systems involving instruction in functional competencies. 

o Additional 33 States have invested in special projects to 
test the usefulness of the functional competency approach. 

o Because Federal set-aside for RDD&E activities will be in 
addition to existing State efforts, no opposition is expected. 
In fact, all major constituency groups, including the National 
Advisory Council on Adult Education, support this proposal as 
long as the State set-aside for RDD&E is retained. 
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o The reaction to the proposal on expanded delivery is unclear. 
In some States both State education agencies and local school 
districts will be reluctant to accept any expansion of the 
delivery system. The reform proposal assumes an effort to 
educate all parties on the wisdom of the expansion. Relatively 
strong opposition can be expected from education groups to the 
inclusion of profit-making organizations as eligible grantees. 

We do not estimate extra costs in FY 1979 for expansion of the delivery 
system and introducing new instructional approaches. We estimate $10 
million for planning grants in FY 1980, and in FY 1981, the program would 
g~ow from $100 million to $130 million. Subsequent growth would depend 
on factors that include success of reform, possible further growth in 
recipient population, and separate funding for recruitmen·t incentives. 

For the research and evaluation effort, we estimate no additional costs 
for FY 1979; $5 million for 1980; $10 million for FY 1981; $15 million 
for 1982; and $20 million for FY 1983. 

Actual budget requests beyond FY 1980 will depend on program needs and 
our ability to use such resour.ces effectively. 
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TAB 17 

.EQUAL! ZATI ON __ (PROMOTION OF SCHOOL FINANCE REFORM)_ 

WHAT SHOULD THE FEDERAL OOVERNMENI' 00 TO STUDY, ASSIST, OR PROVIDE 
INCENI'IVES FOR PROGRAMS TO PRCMarE WITHIN-STATE EQUALIZATION? 

PROBLEM: 

o '!here is dramatic variation in expmditures per pupil among the districts 
within States. In most States the difference between high and low spending 
dist·r icts reaches a ratio of one and a half or two to one. Such spending 
differentials result in marked disparities as measured by pupil-teacher 
ratios, training and exp!rience of staff, availability of facilities, 
equipment, and counseling services. lbwever, such disparities are 
poorly correlated with income average family income. 

o As a general, though not a universal rule, spending levels seem higher 
in school districts when property values per pupil are higher. 

o Urban areas face special fiscal problems because of heavy demands against 
their deteriorating tax bases to support other municipal services. High 
pro}?Ortions of pupils with costly educational needs require added 
spending levels. High teacher and salary levels comJ?Ound the problem. 

o Because high cost pupils are not randomly distributed, their costs 
J?Ose fiscal problems for selected districts in every State. 

o Same educational inequalities can be traced to school finance inequalities, 
but many cannot. 

o In some cases school finance patterns work against the purJ?Oses 
of Federal aid programs. 

o There is great political pressure for a Federal role in equalization; 
Perkins has introouced a major bill to stimulate HEW to do sanething. 

PROPOSAL.: 

1. Defer proposing any new programs of direct financial assistance for 
within State equalization. 

2. Oommence a concentrated Federal effort to develop a long~term strategy 
for achieving State school finance reform, through an integrated system of 
school finance research, technical assistance and dissemination activities, 
and grants to States to enable them to continue developing solutions to 
financing inequities. 

RATIONALE: 

Equalization will be very costly: for example, to equalize 90 percent of 
all districts so that per pupil expenditures are within 5 percent of each 
other would cost an estimated $12.5 billion. Present budget constraints 
and needs for Title I, handicapped, and student aid programs preclude 
any such substantial conunitment, or even a signal that we regard the 
actual funding of equalization. as a Federal resp:msibility. 
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we currently lack sufficient knowledge in this area to propose any 
specific programs. We do not know how to characterize "needy" 
districts, we do not know whether we should care about needy districts or 
only about needy students, and tNe do not know whether money spent to 
assure equality of outlays is an efficient way of helping needy children. 

We do not know to what extent inequalities of educational outlays are an 
acceptable expression of diverse~ State and local tastes and at what point 
they, becane an educational problem. 

Some inequalities in exFenditures among and within States, however, are 
excessive. Sane States have equalized outlays. The Federal goverrunent's 
national perspective and unique central administrative position and research 
role are qualities that can facilitate the developnent, dissemination, and 
implementation by States of solutions to this problem. Further study 
will indicate whether the Federal government should develop a major program 
to promote equalization, and if so, how it should be structured. 

Congressman Perkins has introouced a bill which would pay States that reduce 
interdistr ict variations in per pupil exp:mditures (to less than 10 percent) , 
a subsidy of $600 per child. Fully implemented, this proposal 
would cost about $25 bill ion. While he may not push for this ex}.)3nsi ve 
a program, the proposal clearly signals his interest in equalization. 
Given thisi we should not remain entirely passive on the issue. 

ALTERNATIVES REJECTED: 

1. Make available a Federal add-on or bonus of up to 20 percent of each 
State's grants under Federal categorical education programs, as an 
incentive for State equalization. 

2. Provide a $1 billion Federal incentive of general education support 
to be used by States for imFCoving equalization. 

3. Provide a Federal equalization incentive to focus on districts of 
high poverty concentrations (this is one of the proposals subnitted 
in our Urban Initiative). 

These alternatives were rejected for the reasons set forth under "Rationale". 

For the same reasons, we also rejected various proposals to seek modest 
adji.Stments in ESFA renewal legislation in categorical programs (such as 
the Education for All Handicapped Act and Impact Aid) to harmonize 
Federal aid formulas with State equalization proposals. An example of 
one such categorical .program is the Impact Aid law. This law permits 
States with effective equalization laws to count Impact Aid as local revenues, 
thus decreasing the amount of State aid they will have to provide such 
districts. 
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A regulation which establishes, as a test for effectiveness, the range 
of variation in per pupil expenditures within a State already exists. A 
regulation which would establish an alternative test, based on the extent 
to which a State's revenues financed by taxes assure that wealthier 
districts do not have a revenue advantage over poor districts making 
equivalent tax efforts, is under preparation. A notice of proposed 
rulemaking has been published. 

\ 

COSTS: 

$10 million in FY 1979~ $8 million in FY 1980·~ $7 million in 1981. 

POLITICAL REACT! ONS: 

Some will be dissatisfied because the proposal offers little in the way 
of direct cash incentives to pranote State school finance. reform. On 
the other hand, some will argt.E that States will be more effective than 
the Federal goverrnnent because they are closer to local school finance 
problems. Research and dissemination money might be better spent on 
equivalent activities at the State and local levels. Opposition to our 
efforts can be temt:ered if we indicate, when presenting our proposals, 
that we are aware of the problem and are concerned about it. 

'!here is general, but vague, support in the Congress for a significant 
Federal effort, especially from representatives of urban and poor rural 
districts. We believe that our proposal , in combination with the new 
concentration provision, starrls a good chance of forestalling major 
Congressional efforts until we have a clearer sense of what we should 
do. Many interest groups also favor a Federal effort, including the 
National Conference of State legislators, State Education Agencies, 
ani EEO groups. 
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Tab 18 

Private Schools 

What actions, if any, should the Federal Government take to 
increase services for childr,en in private schools? 

PROBLEM: 

The principal Federal pr.ogr ams that authorize services to children 
in nonpublic schools are Titles I and IV of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act. Title I requires local educational agencies 
to provide for the participation of private school children "on an 
equitable basis". Title IV contains a similar requirement and in 
addit'ion requires that per pupil expenditures under Title IV for 
programs for such children be "equal" to those for public school 
children, taking into account the needs of individual children and 
other factors. · 

Title I specifies that services and arrangements for private. school 
children may include dual enrollment, educational radio and television, 
and mobile educational services and equipment. Similarly, Title IV 
authorizes the provision to such children of "secular, neutral and 
nonideological services, materials, and equipment", and indicates that 
benefits should be provided in private schools to the extent "feasible 
and necessary." 

Under both programs, control of funds and title to such materials and 
equipment must remain in a public agency, and the projects must be 
under public supervision and control. 

The legislative history of Title I, although not the Title I statute, 
specifies that services may be provided on the premises of a private 
school. Title I regulations specifically authorize equipment to be 
placed on private school premises, but require administrative control 
over suc:::h equipment to remain in a public agency. Those regulations 
also authorize public school~personnel to provide special services 
(tilerapeutic, remedial, welfare, health, guidance and counseling 
services as well as school breakfasts) on the premises of a private 
school, but again subject to public administrative direction and 
control. Title IV regulations also specifically authorize services, 
materials, and equipment to be provided on the premises of a private 
school. 
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Despite existing legislation and regulations, children enrolled in 
private schools have in some States not been provided sufficient 
opportunities to share in the benefits of Federal elementary and 
secondary education programs. Private school interest groups 
attribute this to what they perceive as (1) the slowness of OE in 
responding to their complaints about inadequate services and (2) 
the reluctance of OE to invoke the authority under which the 
Commissioner may "by-pass" State and local educational agencies and 
provide directly for services for private school children when those 
agencies are prohibited by law or otherwise fail to provide equitable 
services. 

An effort is currently under way in OE to improve the handling of 
complaints alleging inequitable treatment for private school children. 
The "by-pass" authority is being used in 4 school districts in Missouri, 
and proceedings have been started against 5 of the largest school 
districts in Virginia. 

CONSTITUTIONAL ISSUES: 

Litigation involving these programs is currently pending in several 
jurisdictions which calls into question the constitutionality of 
providing certain services on private school premises, and related 
practices. At issue in the courts are the following: 

(1) Whether Title I remedial services may be provided 
on the premises of private schools. (Committee 
for Public Education and Religious Liberty v .• 
califano, U.S. District Court S.D. NY) •. 

(2) Whether equipment purchased under Title IV may 
be loaned to private school children for use on 
private school premises. (Downe:y v. Thomeson, 
U.s. District Court, Wisconsin) • . 

The Supreme Court has recently struck down as unconstitutional a 
number of State programs in Ohio and Pennsylvania that provided for 
the lQan of instructional materials and equipment for use in private 
schools and the provision of auxiliary instructional services on · 
private school premises. However, the Court has upheld the loan of 
textbooks to private school children, on-premises diagnostic and 
welfare services, as well as therapeutic and remedial services 
provided by public personnel in mobile units parked off private 
school premises, neutral sites, or public school premises. WOlman v. 
Walter. 
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The Court's decisions are difficult to rationalize in this area but 
the line the Court has seemed to draw is between instructional 
services, which it has prohibited, and other auxiliary services 
(health, welfare) which it has permitted. 

Our pr.oblem is that we may already be beyond the bolirids of what the 
Supreme Court would permit in terms of the amount and tYpes of 
services provided under Federal programs for cllildren in private 
schools. Any expansion would certainly raise additional 
constitutional problems. OUr best strategy, therefore, w6uld be 
simply to improve on the way in which the present requirements of 
law are being carried out. · 

PROPOSAL: 

o Require States to include in their annual plans a 
description of their past and planned efforts to 
ensure equitable services for private school children. 

o Under Title I, require comparable per pupil expendi
tures for children in private schools who have the 
same needs as childr.en in the public schools. 

o Provide funds for added staff capacity in States 
to deal with these enforcement issues. 

o Seek out ways of indicating concern by the Federal 
Government for children attending private schools. 
For example, an Executive Order could be issued 
requiring that representatives of ptivate school 
interests be placed on advisory committees. 

RATIONALE: 

The provision of additional requirements for States in their 
enforcement effortS may help convince private school interests of 
our connnitment to private school children. OE would also gain 
additional tools for enforcement, and we would not risk 
compromising our litigation position in~nding cases. 

ALTERNATIVES RFJECTED: 

1. Attempt to deal with the restrictions imposed by the Supreme 
Court in recent decisions by eliminating on premises instructional 
services, but requiring an equitable share of Federal funds to be 
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used for private school children throug}1 programs that the Court 
has approved, such as the loan of school books, additional 
diagnostic services, and additional general welfare: services. 
While this alternative represents a genuine attempt to ~address a 
difficult area, it may confuse the issues surrounding ~nding 
litigation and would not likely be supported by private school 
interests since it would amount to a retrenchment from existing 
policy. . . 

2. Support the PackWood-Moynihan proposal for tax credits for 
expenses incurred in sending children to private elementary and 
secondary schools • While this alternative would be genuinely 
welcomed by private school interests, and might reduce somewhat 
the pressure caused by the difficulties of erisuring adeqliate 
services under State and LEA operated prQqrarns, it woul,d be very 
expensive and is probably unconstitutional under recent Supreme 
Court decisions which struck down State programs providing such 
tax credits. · 

COSTS: None 

POLITICAL REAcriON: 

Private school interests will .support these proposals. '!be 
Congressional committees are also likely to support them. NFA 
and public school. interests may be annoyed, but these proposals 
are consistent with existing requirements to serve private school 
chiMr~. · 


