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1974, including a new formula for title
I programs.

The formula in this bill would de-
crease those funds allotted to New York
by over $50 million by next year-and
would further decrease the funds the
next 2 years. In 1 year alone, over 63,000
educationally deprived children in New
York State presently being aided by
ESEA programs would become ineligible.
Many more would become ineligible in
years to come. I simply cannot in con-
science toss these children to the wind,
and hope that somehow, some way, they
will receive an education.

The committee formula provides for
the distribution of funds under ESEA
based on the number of children within
the school district who are from families
considered poor according to the so-
called Orshansky definition of poverty.
In addition, two-thirds of those children
from families receiving an income from
the AFDC program-aid to families with
dependent children-in excess of the Or-
shansky poverty level would be included.
H.R. 69 further provides that the num-
ber of children would be multiplied by
40 percent of the average per pupil ex-
penditure in the State, with a floor of
80 percent of the national average ex-
penditure and a ceiling of 120 percent.

The problem with this formula is that
the Orshansky poverty index is based
primarily on family food expenditures,
and discriminates against metropolitan
areas. Using food alone, as Orshansky
does, to determine poverty, neglects the
important consideration of housing
costs, transportation costs, medical care
or income taxes. In short, it lacks a cost-
of-living differentiation, and does not
take into account rural/urban differ-
ences or suburban/central city differ-
ences.

In addition, the formula works against
those States who have been in the fore-
front of providing educational services
for the poor, due to the 80- to 120-per-
cent limitation. Allocations are in ef-
fect reduced by the ceiling, since the
NYS per-pupil expenditure is more than
120 percent than the national average.

Finally, by the bill's failing to count
100 percent of the AFDC recipients over
the poverty level-and counting only
two-thirds of those recipients-States
like New York who have high AFDC
payments are again hurt, and needy
children again lose their benefits.

I voted for the amendment, offered by
Mr. PEYSER on behalf of the New York
State congressional delegation, which
would have changed this discriminatory
formula to one more similar to the ex-
isting formula, and would have restored
New York's lost funds. The amendment
was defeated by the House.

In an effort to aid those local educa-
tional agencies which would have been
hurt by the new bill, I then offered my
own amendment, a 100-percent hold-
harmless provision, which would have
insured that no local educational agency
could receive less funds under the new
bill than it had last year-fiscal year
1974-under the old formula. My amend-
ment, however, would not have changed
the formula-it would not have signifi-
cantly changed the allotments of those
districts which received large, or small,

increases, under H.R. 69. We had a com-
puter print-out run, which emphasized
that it would only have insured that no
local educational agency would be hurt
by the new bill. It was, in my view, a
fair and reasonable amendment, aiming
to hurt no one but to help those approx-
imately 500 counties including many in
New York who would need help.

My amendment, too, was defeated.
In addition to the inclusion of this for-

mula, I have grave reservations over the
constitutionality of at least one busing
amendment which was adopted by the
full House, although it had previously
been rejected by the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor. This amendment, I be-
lieve, is both disruptive and inflamma-
tory, and will do little to respond to the
present mood of rational reconciliation.

So I emphasize, again, that my vote
today for this bill is a very qualified one.
There is great room for improvement in
the bill, and I for one will do all I can
to see that the conferees on the bill sig-
nificantly change provisions of the for-
mula, including adding a 100-percent
hold-harmless provision for title I, so
that children throughout the country
will be given a true opportunity to learn.

I believe that quality education should
be a right for all Americans, whether
they live in a city or a suburb, in New
York or California. I am hopeful that
this bill will be improved as it goes
through the additional stages of congres-
sional action.

Miss JORDAN. Mr. Chairman, when
President Lyndon Johnson first proposed
to the Congress legislation to achieve a
national goal of full educational oppor-
tunity, he said:

Nothing matters more to the future of our
country: not our military preparedness--
for armed might is worthless if we lack the
brain power to build a world of peace; not
our productive economy-for we cannot sus-
tain growth without trained manpower; not
our democratic system of government-for
freedom is fragile if citizens are ignorant.

In proposing the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965, Presi-
dent Johnson established for the Nation
a pattern of Federal aid to States, and
through them to local school districts, to
assist those in poverty to achieve the
goal of equal educational opportunity.

In President Johnson's message to the
Congress in 1965 he did not propose a
program for those lacking in educational
attainment. He recommended the ex-
penditure of $1 billion for "a major pro-
gram of assistance to public elementary
and secondary schools serving children
of low-income families." He believed the
poor student deserved special assistance
from the Federal Government because
"the burden of the Nation's schools are
not evenly distributed. Low-income
families are heavily concentrated in par-
ticular urban neighborhoods or rural
areas. Faced with the largest educational
needs, many of these school districts
have inadequate financial resources."

Upon the President's recommendation,
the Congress passed the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965, in-
cluding title I, financial assistance to
local educational agencies for the edu-
cation of children of low-income fami-
lies. The principal motivation behind the

passage of title I was the need to provide
additional financial resources to school
districts which were experiencing diffi-
culty in funding adequate educational
programs due to concentrations of low-
income families.

Now, 9 years after the passage of the
original title I program, the Education
and Labor Committee has recommended
to the House amendments which would
assure that title I funds are distributed
to States and school districts with the
largest concentrations of low-income
students. The committee has considered
this bill for an entire year. Proposals
which would have revised the title I pro-
gram so as to resemble a general aid-to-
education fund and proposals to assist
students who have scholastic problems,
regardless of income, were heard, con-
sidered, and rejected. These proposals
were rejected largely because they did
not fulfill the original purposes of title
I-to assist educationally deprived chil-
dren of low-income families.

The question before the House of Rep-
resentatives during consideration of H.R.
69 is whether the formula recommended
by the committee for distribution of title
I funds allots the money to where the
highest concentrations of children of
low-income families reside. It is possible
the House may consider amendments to
the committee's bill which would have
the effect of drastically changing the
total emphasis of the title I program
under the guise of correcting the so-
called inequities in the formula. I would
hope the House would reject these
amendments. Unless the Congress and
the administration are willing to appro-
priate significantly more funds to the
title I program than in previous rears,
the House should reject attempts to
adopt a formula which does not concen-
trate scarce title I funds on children of
low-income families.

H.R. 69 contains additional provisions
designed to improve the Nation's ele-
mentary and secondary education sys-
tem. Among them is the establishment
of a new program to provide Federal
assistance to State and local educational
agencies to establish community educa-
tion programs, and to expand and im-
prove existing programs. By tapping the
educational resources of the entire com-
munity, including local recreation de-
partments; and by utilizing the facilities
of elementary and secondary schools
during off hours, each community will be
able to take full advantage of its school
facilities.

H.R. 69 also contains amendments to
the Bilingual Education Act to assure
that valuable assistance to those stu-
dents who have limited English speaking
ability will continue to receive Federal
assistance. The non-English speaking
student must bridge not only a language
gap but also a cultural gap. By providing
assistance for the training of teachers,
expanding the eligibility criteria for
schools, and authorizing the appropria-
tions of additional funds for the Bi-
lingual Education Act, the Congress will
have assisted students to bridge the gap
between the culture of their mother
tongue and that of the majority of
Americans.
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