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PRESS RELEASE ISSUED FOLLCWING A LEADERSHIP MEETING

STATEMENT BY REP. GERALD R. FORD -2- September 9, 1965

The 89th Congress has passed several bills increasing the flow of fed-
eral funds available for education. It has added a cut in excise taxes to a re-
duction of incame tax rates in 196k,

Because of Administration opposition, the Congress has not, however,
provided tax relief specifically directed toward lightening the burden of higher
education.

More than 5 million students will settle on the campuses of colleges
and universlties throughout the United States this month. In the course of the
next 5 years, college enrollment is expected to increase by an additional lérmil-
lion students.

The average cost of a year of higher education at a public institution
is now $1560; 1t is $2370 at a private institution. These costs will continue to
rise in future years. It is estimated that tultion charges will increase by 50
per cent In both public and private institutions in the next decade.

The cost of going to college is a severe strain on the resources of most
of the 5 million students now enrolled and on their families. Miliions, who on the
basis of abllity deserve a college education, are deprived of one because of the
firancial burden.

The Higher Education Act of 1965 will provide federal scholarships for
fewer than 3 per cent of the college students immediately and for fewer than 8 per
cent eventually. It will make borrowing to defray educational expenses somewhat
easler, but these provisions are not enough.

The most effective and direct method of lightening the burden of col-
lege expenses for all is to provide for a credit which those who are peying for
higher education may take- against thelr federal inccme tax.

Assistance of this kind has been advocated by Republicans for many

years. We shall continue to fight for it.
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preschool education. However, during the first year of this Act, only 5.7 per~
cent of the funds under title I have been used for preschool education. Moreover,
many of the preschool projects have been enmeshed in the bureaucratic confusion
that exists between the U.S. Office of Education and the Office of Economic
Opportunity (which is responsible for funding Operation Headstart). Certainly,
this program should be unshackled and properly financed so that greater emphasis
can be placed on disadvantaged prescheol children.k

The greatest threat to the independence of State and local educational
administration is contained in title III of this Act. This title has placed in
the hands of the U.S. Commissioner the sole power to determine which applicant
school districts are to receive funds and which educational purposes are to be
favored in their use. This has caused frustration and confusion and delayed many
worthwhile projects. School administrators from all over the country have
vigorously protested this unwarranted concentration of authority but the Demo-
cratic majority has done nothing to remedy this situation except to express some
pious hopes that in the future administrative excesaes would be avolded.

Now, without correcting this serious situation, H.R, 13161 wculd increase
both the cost and scopeé of title III. It would convert this title into a con-
struction bill dealing with overcrowding, racial imbalance, and attendant problems.
It would give the U.S. Commissioner the complete authority to determine without
any legislative guidelines which communities are making a reasonable tax effort
to meet educational needs and which are unable to meet such needs. He would be
empowered to determine what constitutes obsolescence in facilities, crowding in
classrooms, and racial imbalance in a school system. These matters involve fiscal,
social and economic decisions that have always been made at the local or State
level. We believe that they should remain at that level rather than being dele-
gated to the U.S. Commissioner of Education as the bill proposes. Unfortunately,
Republican~sponsored amendments to place this authority in the State education
agencies, where it properly belongs, were summarily rejected,

The placing of the ‘Adult Basic Education Program in title II of the Economic
Opportunity Act is a classic example of the fragmentation of educational prograns
among the various agencies and departments of the federal government that has
taken place under the Johnson—ﬁumphrey Administration. The predictable result of
this type of ''mon-planning" has been that States and local communities seeking
federal assistance have been faced with almost insurmountable bureaucratic con-
fusion and unjustified delay. Many of these problems could be eliminated if:this
and other educational programs were placed where they logically belorg, in the
Office of Education. A Republican amendment which: would have transferred the
Adult Basic Education Program to- the Office of Education was accepted in subcom-
mittee and then rejected by the full committee after very little discussion. This
amendment will be offered again during House consideration.

In the face of ever-mounting inflation and in spite of the accelerating cost
of the war in Vietnam, this bill, as reportéd, contains an increase in the spend-
ing authorization of nearly 100 percent for fiscal year 1968. Title III would be
expanded nearly six times over the FY '66 authorization. FEven in the event such

expenditures were justified under the present fiscal circumstances, and they
certainly are not, there is mothing in ‘the present record that indicates that the
schools can absorb such an increase with a corresponding- improvement in their prc-
grams. Moreover, in the proposed legislation there has béen absolutely no attempt
to establish priorities for federal action or to correct the hasic and known
- defects in the present law. 1

In its present form this bill. 13 far from satisfactory.;.We, therefore, urge
the adoption of the Republican amendments. With these changes, the federal
contribution to education under this legislation can be substantially improved
and at far less cost.
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The Republican Party believes in local control of education, because our
local communities already have made it work. School enrollment in the United
States runs at twice the rate of Europe,and half again the rate of Soviet Union.
‘The proportion of students who complete high school has grown over fifty
percent since the end of World War II.

A few years ago, a Democratic President declared the need for a Federal
program to finance the construction of 600, 000 classrooms within a decade. Yet,
in that same year of 1962, classrooms were constructed at a ten-year rate of
653,000 without the Federal program that had been requeéted.

The ability of our communities to keep pace with educational need is
shown clearly by the fact that, despite the huge growth in school enrollments,
revenues have grown so that today average State and local expenditures per pupil
exceed $500 per year.

The Democratic Johnson- Humphrey Administration pays lip service to
local control, while actually working in the opposite direction.

We have pointed out before the dangers in the enormous powers given
to the Commissioner of Education to establish criteria for Federal aid under
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. We renew our call for

Congressional action to eliminate unauthorized Federal dictation,
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education purposes. These grants would replace the multinlicity of categorical
grant-in-aid programs. If this is done, States and local communities would receive
the financial assistance that they need without the Federal controls and dictation
that has proven to be the greatest weakness of the present elementary and secondary
education program.

Virtually all major groups in elementary and secondary education are onposed
to placing in the hands of the U, S. Cormissioner, the sole power in Title III to
determine which applicant school districts are to receive funds and which educational
purposes are to be favored in their use. The $500 millibq authorization in Title III

is a gigantic carrot by which the United States Commissioner of Education can "coax"
local school systems and even entire States to adopt educafional nractices currently
favored by a few individuals in the United States Edﬁcation Office. It 1is not enough
that the Commissioner of Fducation has professed a desire to turn over this nrogram
to State administration at some unspecified date in the future. State administration
of the program should begin now. Title III projects must be consistent and coordi-

nated with overall State educational plans and programs. This cannot be done as long
as the control remains in the United States Office of Education.

Once again, this bill does nothing to correct the inequitable formula for
distributing Title I funds to local school districts. TFunds continue to be scattered

indiscriminately among both wealthy and needy school districts. Under the nresent
system, State education agencies are unable to channel the money to the areas of
greatest need. The proposed study of the formula's obvious defects is an acknowledg-

ment of this serious problem. The jerry-built aistribution formula in Title I must
be abandoned and the formula advanced by the Repﬁblican Members of the Committee
nust be adopted.

We are opposed to a National Teachers Corps recruited and controlled by
the Federal government. Without question, there i8 a need to increase efforts for

the recruitment and training of teachers for problem schools. However, these efforts
should be made at the State and local level and not be controlled by a Federal Bureau.

fhe Federal government should not be the agent for the recruitment, selection,
assignment and compensation of teachers.

We believe that teacher training for preblem schools, the prime objective
of the Teachers Corps, should be handled as a part of other on-going rrograms. For
example, Title XI of the National Defense Education Act authorizes institutes for
teachers who are engaged or preparing to engage in teaching in such schools. 1In
fiscal 1966 and 1967, 1,046 such institutes were arranged with 43,591 teachers
participating. This highdy successful program should be further expanded to meet
the pressing need for additional training in this most difficult area. Moreover,
Title V of the Higher Education Act authorizes the Commissioner of Education to
initiate fellowship programs which he could specifically design to prepare teachers
for problem sthools.
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for the programs the GbP plan would replace. But it would be $1.5 billion more
than the Administration request for Eiscal 1968.

"1t shoﬁld be rememberéd theére Would be tremendous savings in administra-
tive costs unhder the block sum grant approach,' Ford said.

Assuming an appropriation of less than $2.4 billion under Title I of
ESEA for fiscal 1969, the Republican plan would provide more funds for Titles
I, II, III, and V than the Administration bill except in the case of New York
State and the District of Columbia, Ford asserted.

Ford said the GOP plan would cut administrative costs by many millions,
reduce paperwork and red tape, permit better planning by local school officials,
allow local people to set educational priorities, and reduce the power the U.S.

Commissioner of Education now has over local school decisions.

{HHKE






-2 -
for the programs the GOP plan wodid feplaces But it would be $1.5 billion more
than the Administration request for fiscal 1968.

W1t shohlé be rqﬁembered thete would be tremendous savings in administra-
tive costs under the bIoék sum grant approach," Ford said.

Assuming an appropriation of less than $2.4 billion under Title I of
ESEA for fiscal 1969, the Republican plan would provide more funds for Titles
I, II, III, and V than the Administration bill except in the case of New York
State and the District of Columbia, Ford asserted.

Ford said the GOP plan would cut administrative costs by many millions,
reduce paperwork and red tape, permit better planning by local school officials,
allow local people to set educational priorities, and reduce the power the U.S.

Commissioner of Education now has over local school decisions.

{HHHE












-2-

The Administration has marshalled its largest-bore guns----from the President,
who attacked the proposal Thursda?, to the U. S, Commissioner of Education, the
chairman of the House Education and Labor Committee, and individual Members of
Congress with statements in the Congressional Record. The magnitude of the attack
is truly awesome. Again, the reason for the attack is that the Administration
feels it MUST win this first test of strength in the 90th Congress or it will lose
the whole ball game in the 90th Congress.

2. The President has accused opponents of his measure of trying to

revive bitterness between church and public school leaders.

ANSWER: This totally untrue accusation is the most serious, the most regrettable
and the most unfair. The widely-disseminated rumor that the Republican bloc

grant approach would penalize pupils in private (and parochial schools) is an out-
right deception. The Quie amendment was announced on Thursday (April 20.) The
following Sunday, when scarcely a handful of private school officials had even read
the Quie amendment, a false report spread across the nation: ''This means the end
tq benefits for private school pupils." Obviously, a few strategically-placed
telephone calls from the Administration caused the unjustified reaction. Private
school people were, in truth, victimized by Administration officials.

The Quie Amendment from the very beginning contained the same language as the
present act respecting’participation of private school children in the benefits of
the program. The amendment even increased the types of assistance which could be
made available.

We have even gone a step farther by writing in clarifying language to make
even more explicit the intent that the Federal bloc grants would not be commingled
with State funds to be spent for general educational purposes, but would be funds
to be spent for special programs. Secondly, the Republican amendment specifically
states that private school children would enjoy the same degree of participation in
these programs under the Quie amendment as they now do under ESEA.

In truth, it was the subtle, behind-the-scenes maneuvering of the Administration
that tended to "revive the bitterness between church and public school leaders."
The Administration has deliberately tried to cause confusion and fear in the hearts
of private school authorities, for its own political advantage.

3. The President said we have tried to revive bitterness and distrust

between the so-called poor and rich states.

ANSWER: The allegation that the "poor would get poorer and the rich would get
richer" is a classic example of Administration misrepresentation. This is absolutely

more
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untrue. Beginning with the 1958-69 school year, under the Republican plan,

$3 billion would be évéiiable for distribution under a formula used for nine years
in the National Defense Education Act which takes into account the ability of each
State to support education, and thereby favors poorer States. The main formula in
the present Elementary-Secondary Act is so inequitable that it provides a payment

of $129.64 for each poor child counted in Mississippi and $393.14 for each child
counted in New York.

To dispel any fears of reduced allocations, the Quie Amendment would require
that a state's allotment could not be less than its total allotments for the year
ending June 30, 1968, under Titles I, IX, III, and V of ESEA.

The Republican amendment would assure the states of a continuing authorization
of $3 billion in aid, starting with the 1968-69 school year. States would know
well in advance what they could expect. On the other hand, if the Administration
bill becomes law, states could not know for certain what would be available. It
could range as low as $2.3 billion, based on the actual appropriations under the
present act.

4. The President said Thursday, this is "a time of testing for American

education."

ANSWER: We agree that this is a time of testing, but not in the sense the President
meant., It is a time of testing because America must choose between the path of
more and more Federal control over education and the other path, which will assure
the states and local communities their rightful control over education. After all,
it was America's local schools that built our educational system into the best in
the world. It was not control from Washington which produced this superb
educational system. ihis is the one issue before us in the consideration of the
Quie Amendment.

We must all understand that with Federal money goes Federal influence. The
Republican amendment seeks to reduce the danger of Federal control. It also seeks
to greatly reduce the endless red tape which is strangling local school boards in
their dealings with the vast bureaucracy in Washington.
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