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It is rather interesting to note that a s
early as 1886, when Woodrow Wilson

The Senate resumed the consideration was probably still on the faculty at th e
of the bill (S . 1021) to authorize a pro- University of Princeton, one of thes e
gram of Federal financial assistance for bills was being rather roundly discussed .
education .

	

I think the RECORD ought to show wha t
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, as a the distinguished professor, later presi-

member of the committee which re- dent of the university, later Governor o f
ported the aid-to-education bill, I wish his State, and later President of th e
to state that the record will show that United States, had to say. His remarks
in the committee there were two votes appear on page 622 of the hearings, an d
against reporting the bill . One of those I read one excerpt . He said :
votes was mine ; the other was that of

	

It was evident that no increase in the
the distinguished Senator from Arizona State appropriation for public education
[Mr . GOLDWATER] .

	

would be voted as long as there was th e
I am opposed to the bill on principle ; least prospect of aid from Washington .

and before the debate concludes, I wish There was deliberate determination to en -
to be certain that I make my views Joy the easy position of a beneficiary of the
manifest and explain why I take that National Government to the fullest possibl e

extent, rather than to be independent an d
position ., let me say that I think of the support a good school system by its own

First,

	

efforts .
old preacher in the Old Testament
Ecclesiastes—who uttered a great bit of

	

Mr. President, there was a great lib -
wisdom, centuries ago . He said :

	

eral . There was a great Democrati c
The thing that hath been, it is that which President, in the days when he wa s

shall be ; and that which is done is that deeply immersed in the educationa l

which shall be done : and there is no new field, who indicated only too well tha t
thing under the sun .

	

when the Federal Government intrude s
itself into this picture, the net resul t

Mr. President, this bill indicates that will be that the States and localitie s
there is no new thing under the sun, will rest upon their oars and let th e
because the first aid-to-education bill Federal Government undertake th e
was introduced in Congress in the year whole job .
1870, some 91 years ago ; and the agita- Mr. President, since 1870 there have
tion for the enactment of such a bill been at least 100 Federal aid programs ,
has continued ever since then. I may of one kind or another, proposed .
say that is not far short of a century They dealt with nearly every subjec t
ago; and it indicates the continuing under the sun . But the interesting
pressures on the part of persons who thing is that in all of this period, goin g
would intrude the Federal Government back 90 years, there have been no ai d
deeper and deeper into a field of this programs for schools enacted. That
kind—and, for that matter, into other fact indicates how deeply, not only th e
fields, as well .

	

Congress, but the people, felt upon this
There were intense debates in th e

period from 1870 until 1890 as continu- Issue.
ing bills, of which there were literally Incidentally, as I think of grants-in-
dozens, were introduced in the House aid, they have tripled every 10 year s
and the Senate . In some cases, the since 1940 . Now if we add a progra m
Senate approved . In other cases, the for aid to schools, and that same for-
House approved . But at no time was mula persists in the future, the impact
there a concurrence of the House and upon the Federal budget and the ta x
the Senate with respect to an aid-to-edu- structure of the Federal Governmen t
cation bill, whether it dealt with con- will be an astonishing burden before w e
struction or for any other purpose .

	

get through .
Then there came a period of 30 years ,

between 1890 and 1920, when there wa s
less interest in the matter, and prob -
ably so because there was a tremendou s
increase in the amount of funds that
were devoted to this purpose by the
localities, the school districts, and th e
States .

It has been argued, in connection
with this bill, that we have aided
schools in other respects before . But I
doubt very much whether those argu-
ments will stand up in any respect a s
they relate to the bill which is presentl y
before us . Take, for instance, the ques-
tion of "land-grant colleges. Attempts
were made to indicate that is a sample
of Federal aid to education. The sug-
gestion came as early as 1850 that the
land-grant colleges were too academi c
in their curricula and that therefore
they should go in more for agricultur e
and the mechanic arts . So a bill was
introduced and finally passed in 1859 .
It was vetoed by President Buchanan ,
and the veto message appears in th e
hearings . It is, by all odds, one of th e
most vigorous veto messages and one of
the most all-inclusive I have ever seen .
But even in 1859, just before the Civil
War, President Buchanan would hav e
nothing to do with land-grant college s
and the intrusion of the Federal Gov-
ernment in that field .

The bill was resubmitted in 1862. That
was when Abraham Lincoln was Presi-
dent of the United States . It was in war -
time, and there was a shortage of man -
power . There was a demand for greater
emphasis on agriculture and the me-
chanic arts, certainly in the North, an d
I would suppose in the South, although
they could probably not share in it a t
the time . So without too much cere-
mony, and with very little discussion, th e
land-grant college bill finally wen t
through .

When all is said and done, it involves ,
even as of today, only $500 million, which
is a drop in the bucket compared to th e
bill before us . Here is a grant progra m
in which the U .S . Government wil l
spend $2 1/2 billion in a period of 3 years .
I trust there is no one in this Chambe r
so naive as to believe that is where it i s
going to stop . This is just a beginning ,
and year after year it will snowball, it
will increase, it will expand, other items
will be added ; and it will be interesting
to see what will happen to this measure ,
if ever enacted into law, 10 years hence .

Second, it has been pointed out tha t
Federal aid is as old as the Constitution ,
if not older . It is rather interesting how
these singular ideas are bandied abou t
when they are a departure from the his-
torical facts .



In 1780 the Congress askeo the state s
to re-cede to the Federal Government th e
western lands they claimed. Seven
States did so . Then a question arose as
to what to do with the lands, after th e
Federal Government retrieved title t o
the-lands . There were no . buyers . The
lands could not be sold. Someone hit .
upon the happy idea that the land s
should be given away . That was tried .
Actually, a billion or more acres wer e
given away. Some 70 million acres wer e

given ostensibly—I underline the word
ostensibly—to schools . This included, - i n
fact, section 16 in every township . But
if one goes back to examine the debate s
with respect to the bill one discovers tha t
the lawmakers scarcely mentioned edu-
cation .

That as not of interest to them . They
knew that 98 percent of all the people ,
and that meant 98 percent of all th e
schoolchildren, lived east of the Alle-
gheny and Appalachian Mountains, no t
west . There were only a few people wes t
of the mountain areas . What those me n
wished to do, if they could, by the give -
away program, was to lure more set-
tlers—to lure more New Frontiersme n
west of the Allegheny and the Appala-
chian Mountains . That is how they hi t
upon the deal ; and they had very littl e
interest in trying to tie it up to education .

That idea persisted as late as 1787 ,
when Congress uttered the Ordinance o f
1787, for the guidance of that hug e
Northwest Territory of which my ow n
State was a part .

The amazing thing is that in the sam e
year, 1787, when the Northwest Ordi-
nance was finally passed, the Constitu-
tion of the United States was formu-
lated. How singular, when people try t o
tie the idea of education to it, that noth-
ing was heard of education in the de -
bates in the Constitutional Conventionin Philadelphia . Nothing was said about
it, and the makers of the Constitutio n
carefully and religiously abstained from
any mention of education in the Consti-
tution of the United States .

When it is said that Federal aid is a s
old as the Constitution, this has no re-
gard for the basic historical facts which
are involved, and is nothing more tha n
a superficial opinion which is not born e
out by history .

It is argued that the impacted are a
bill, to take care of schools in the area s
which have the children of soldiers who
have to go to school, is a case in point .
It is not a case in point at all, for a ver y
good reason. The Federal Governmen t
went into certain areas and there, b y
declarations of taking, preempted land
for a cantonment, for a campsite, fo r
a military installation, for a factory or
for an enterprise to manufacture th e
instrumentalities of war . Since the
land was taken, this removed that much
land from the tax rolls of the commu-
nity and of the county, and therby di-
minished the revenues not only of th e
county and of the community but. als o
of the school district in the area- as well .
Something had to be done. If local
schools were to accept - the children of
soldiers and the children of Federal
civilian workers, then in all equity and -
in all conscience it was necessary fo r
the Federal Government to take som e
action . What it did, in the bill relatin g
to impacted areas, was to make avail -
able financial help in lieu of the taxe s
which were lost . That was the basi c
consideration involved . Who shall ar-
gue, in the face of that, that it was a n
aid-to-education proposal?

It has been pointed out that we ai d
the vocational courses in schools ove r
the country, and very notably, agricul-
tural schools . The fact of the matter
is that the first aid to vocational school s
was enacted by the Congress a few weeks -
after ,we got' into World War I . As a `
r•esult, there was a clamor-that mor e
emphasis should . be placed upon- th e
things which might be conducive to the
training of youngsters, who might be -
come of greater value to the war effort .
It Was a war measure .

I point out parenthetically that it was -
a control measure . I reread the lan-
guage of the act of 1916 . The Congress
specifically spelled out what the school s
would have to do with respect to cur-
riculums. It was a controL measure .

The bill before us contains a para-
graph which abjures in solemn terms al l
control and all intention to control, bu t
the vocational aid bill was a control-of-
curriculums bill, as surely as the Englis h
language can express it .

It was pointed out that a few month s
after sputnik began to excite the imag-
ination and to cause some concern, w e
passed the National Defense Educa-
tion Act . What did we do? The great
cry was for more scientific talent . The
great cry was for people who would de-
vote themselves to the languages, to
physics, to mathematics, to science .
That was a curriculums control measure ,
no less, born out of an incident which ,
in my judgment, cannot be so consid-
ered when we have before us a genera l
support bill for aid to education .

At no point, Mr . President, in all th e
recitals or in all the exhibits which hav e
been presented, has anyone come forth
with a clear-cut item of past history to
support the fact that the Federal Gov-
ernment has gone in for general schoo l
support before and that school aid is as
old as the Constitution . That is simply
one of those manufactured cliches
which under no circumstances will hold
water . It is a tribute to our careless
examination of what the history book s
really indicate .

I thought those items ought to be dis-
posed of first, since Senators have
talked about the various acts upon th e
statute books, seeking to indicate there
is ample authority or ample evidence
to indicate the Federal Government' s
interest in the field, and that the Fed -
eral Government has followed this kin d
of course before .

In 90 years the Congress has alway s
resisted a so-called general support to
education bill ; but it is before us, and I
am opposed to it . There are reasons fo r
being opposed to it.

The first reason I cite, Mr. President ,
is the controls which can be found i n
the bill itself . One need only go int o
the- provisions of- section 110, which
deals with the applications to be sub-
mitted by the State agencies, to show
that control begins at once .

Oh, I know how lightly the argumen t
has been thrown off on the ground s
that what I refer to as controls are onl y
directions which one cannot escape and
which are not actually controls at all .

I suggest that Senators look at sec-
tion 110, which deals with the form an d
the content of the applications tha t
must come from State educational agen-
cies if they want some of the mone y
that is authorized, and I presume will

be appropriated under the bill . ,The
language speaks for itself . It requires
no interpretation . It requires no am-
plification on my part . I merely read
it . Section 110(a) provides :

A State which desires to receive its allot-
ments under this title shall submit

It does not state "may submit." The
State "shall submit ." That language i s
a mandatory admonition to the State —
through its State education agency an appli-
cation to the Commissioner which

Then follows whole series of criteria .
What is the first one? The application
would not be considered unless the Stat e
provided assurance that it was the sol e
agency. So we say to the State, "Ther e
must be a single agency through which
all these applications must be fun-
neled . "

The second provision is that States
must specify the proportion that will b e
expended for public schoolteachers' sal-
aries and construction of public school
facilities.

There has been a great deal of dis-
cussion about the modification of tha t
provision. There was no . intent to hold
the States too strictly td'the line . But
that is the question we are voting on .
So the State shall specify how much i s
for teachers' salaries ; how much fo r
construction ; and how much for othe r
purposes . If that is not a control di-
rection, I have never- seen one .

The third requirement is that th e
application must contain criteria an d
procedures to insure that in allocating
funds the neediest shall have priority .
Who shall determine which schools ar e
the neediest? A school board may hav e
one idea ; a State agency may have an-
other . But some facts must be adduced ,
and if the school board or school distric t
has agreed, a review principle is pro-
vided, and a State agency cannot den y
the right to have the application
reviewed . If that is not a species o f
control, I- have never seen it .

Then the application must set
forth

The criteria and procedures, consisten t
with the purposes of section 109, on the
basis of which local education agency proj-
ects under such section will be approved b y
the State education agency ;

That provision contains a variety of
elements . If that is not a type of con-
trol, I have never seen it .

The fifth point requires that there be
assurance, which must be solemnly writ -
ten into the application, that

Every local education agency whose ap-
plication for funds under this title is de-
nied, will be given an opportunity for a
hearing.. before the State education agency .

The Federal Government would man -
date that agency to provide a hearin g
and a review for a local school board .
If that is not an intrusion into Stat e
affairs, I have never seen it .

Then there is an accounting provisio n
and a good many others that I could
allude to .

How naive can we be when we say i n
pious and solemn terms that section 10 2
recites the fact that there shall be n o
Federal control? It is rather interest-
ing language . I wonder why the corn-.

Page 2



mittee did not merely say, "In the ad -
ministration of this title there shall b e
no direction, control, or supervision o f
any kind whatsoever," and let it go at
that . That is not what the bill provides .
Section 103 provides :

No department, agency, officer, or em-
ployee of the United States shall exercise
any direction, supervision, or control ove r
the policy determination, personnel, cur-
riculum, program of instruction, or the ad -
ministration or operation of any school o r
school system .

We think we can nail it down by lan-
guage, and things pop up that we never
quite imagine . Yesterday the Senator
from Georgia [Mr . TALMADGE] attempted
to add a proviso that no withholding
of funds should obtain under any obli-
gation under this act . The proposed
amendment raised a very curious ques-
tion. The bill would authorize funds for
3 years . Then we must appropriate ac-
cordingly. What will happen in 3 years ?
Many things . What will happen in th e
field of civil rights? What will happen
as to integration and segregation? Wh o
shall say? But when we have nailed it
down and the bill provides :

No funds shall be withheld that are au-
thorized under the provisions of this act .

We shall have locked the door . I think
a pretty good case could be made agains t
any proposed legislation that might be
subsequently introduced to deal not onl y
with the segregation and integration
issue, but also with other issues tha t
may not be presently foreseen. So I
am against the bill because I do not
believe that language will stop control .
I do not believe it will stop the nation-
alization of the school systems of th e
country before we get through .

Finally, the bill starts with controls .
So let no one be under any delusion a s
to what will happen once the venture
is made .

In order to clinch that point, I refe r
my colleagues to the language that ap -
pears on page 626 of the hearings . Here
are some selected references to Federal
school control and a national system of
education, First, there is a quotation
from an editorial published in "The Na-
tion's Schools," issue of September 1960 ,
as follows :

There's something quite naive in the wa y
we school people talk about Federal con-
trol of education. Some of us seem to thin k
that Federal influence on education can b e
prevented simply by stating that it shall not
exist .

The next time someone tells you that h e
is absolutely opposed to Federal control of
education, ask him to define what he means
by control . What is it? How does it oper-
ate? How does it grow ?

Federal direction is inherent in any Fed-
eral law or any Federal court decision per-
taining to education . This is true, even i f
Congress delegates to the States the ad-
ministration of a Federal grant .

The school people are not fooled, Mr .
President. It is astonishing to hear thes e
arguments we have heard on the floor ,
that here is pious, pontificial language
which securely closes the door on Fed -
eral control . The school people have
been speaking out on this matter them-
selves. I quote from another school
magazine called Overview, of November

1960 . What does it say? I will rea d
only one sentence. I believe that i s
enough:

The United States is inexorably moving
toward a national system of education .

It is not necessary to read any more .
Anyone who is curious about it will fin d
that quotation on page 626 of the hear-
ings . There is another quotation, o n
page 627 . It is by Theodore Brameld ,
professor of education, Boston Uni-
versity . He says :

The National Government should exercis e
the same authority over the spending of
school funds as it does in other areas ; other -
wise, there would always be the danger o f
Federal money being squandered by domi -
nant minorities in States or localities .

Control of funds, and how they should
be spent . If this is not control, then I
do not know the meaning of the wor d
"control . "

Here is still another quotation from
a great educator, John A . Hannah, pres-
ident of Michigan State University, i n
a speech before the National War Col-
lege. The preceding President appointed
Mr. Hannah chairman of the Civi l
Rights Commission. He said that edu-
cation must be "a primary instrument o f
national policy . "

There are other quotations, fro m
Harold W. Stoke, president of Queens
College ; Mr. H. Thomas James, of th e
School of Education, Stanford Uni-
versity .

I had better give the country the bene-
fit of the whole quotation. He said :

As the States have denied, first to the
family, and then to local communities, the
right to make decisions on education con -
trary to State-defined policy, so the Natio n
may be expected tt deny to the States th e
right to make decisions on educational policy
that are not in accord with the emergin g
national policy for education .

There are others . I need not read any
more. However, if they do not clinch
this matter of what the ultimate ob-
jective is, namely Federal control of ed-
ucation, and education as an instru-
mentality of national policy, then all I
can say is those who read this and stil l
disbelieve are beyond redemption. I use
that expression in the most refined sense .

So I summarize at this point to sa y
that what is before us is not new. It
has been here for 90 years or more.

There is nothing in the argument s
which have been advanced that the Fed -
eral Government has immersed itself i n
this field of aid to education . All one
needs to do is to look at the qualifyin g
circumstances . There are controls al -
ready in the bill . The basic objective
finally is to give the Federal Government
control over the educational system an d
make it an instrument of national
policy .

Here is a partisan note that I mus t
intrude—and yet it is not so badly par-
tisan. I was thinking about our Na-
tional Republican Convention in Chicag o
in 1960 . I have served on resolution s
committees of national conventions fo r
years, first in one capacity and then in
another . There are a great many sub -
committees, and I have served as chair -
man of some of these subcommittees,

once on civil rights . In that connectio n
my recommendation was adopted by the
full committee and it was transmitted
finally to the convention as such, and i t
was adopted by the convention .

But, Mr. President, I notice that dele-
gates try not to make too much of these
arguments . When it is pointed out tha t
this was subscribed to by the Republica n
Party in solemn conclave in 1956 and
1960, the president of a western univer-
sity went to the trouble of polling ever y
delegate who attended the convention i n
Chicago in 1960 . There were 1,331 dele-
gates . He polled them on two questions :
Did they favor salaries for teachers in a
Federal aid bill? The answer was : Yea ,
3 percent ; nay, 96 percent. Then he
polled them on this question : Are they
interested in Federal aid for classroo m
construction? The answer was : Yea ,
18 percent ; nay, 81 percent There i s
the story .

Far be it from me to reflect upon th e
solemn deliberations of the party and
the convention in which I had a modes t
part. However, so often these things d o
not come fully to the attention of the
delegates . Time is of the essence . We
have to move forward with a great party
platform. There is the usual timidity
on the part of the delegates who do no t
want to provoke a floor fight .

But when they got back there an d
took count of themselves, here was wha t
they said on the question. So when
someone rises up to say to me, "Your
party endorsed it," well, I can only say
that here is a very careful poll, and th e
delegates themselves, certainly in th e
light of hindsight, were absolutely op -
posed both to Federal aid for teachers '
salaries and Federal aid for construction .

The third reason for opposition to the
bill is that when all is said and done it
is only a token . The present expendi-
tures for education are in the range o f
$16 billion per year . The additional
amounts proposed in the pending bil l
for the 3-year period' are only o f
token size and would have only a modes t
impact . The-best authorities in this field
insist that gradually local and State ap-
propriations and expenditures for thi s
purpose will gradually increase. The
greatest authority in the school field—
in fact, the one man who could speak
with authority and who came before th e
committee—indicated that the schoo l
districts could take care of themselves ,
and he anticipated on a historical basi s
that the $16 billion in expenditures a t
the local level could be expected gradu-
ally to increase to $24 billion and then
perhaps to $31 billion . At the local leve l
the States can do this job pretty wel l
for themselves, and so can the local dis-
tricts.
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Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ca n
understand people who emotionally and
romantically think this is a great busi-
ness . But we are dealing with millions
of dollars ; and once that threshhold has
been crossed, what will subsequent Con-
gresses do, and how far shall we go? I
have an idea, after a long experience irp
legislative halls having seen the mush -
rooming of these functions once the y
have been undertaken, that we can al -
most predict what will happen to thi s
program. The billions which will be
added will be an onus .

When I say that the school district s
and the States can finance themselves, I
turn to the table on page 630 of the
hearings, which indicates the number o f
school-bond issues which were approve d
in 1960 . The voters went to the polls ,
and 1,188 bond issues for schools wer e
approved for a total of $1,762 million .
The number which were disapproved wa s
353, for a total of $401 million . Does
that indicate whether there is an abidin g
and intense interest in education at th e
local level? It is most definitely there ,
and the voters have expressed themselve s
on these issues . The figures speak fo r
themselves .

The percentage of bond issues ap -
proved was 81 .4 percent on the basis of
the dollars involved, and 77.1 percent on
the basis of the number of bond issues .
So three-quarters of the bond issues i n
number and four-fifths of the bond is -
sues in terms of dollars were approved by
the voters in 1960 .

With respect to the first month in 1961 ,
the only figures available as of now indi-
cate that the number had increased by
another 19 percent . Who can stand up

in the face of actuality and in the face
of unrepudiated facts and say that the
local districts and the people at the
grassroots are not doing their work ?

The next reason I assign is : Give the
bill a chance, and after a while, not-
withstandin g all the amazing formulas ,
it will take a book of logarithms, a knowl-
edge of trigonometry, and a sliderrul e
to comprehend that little by little, an d
despite a definition of school index an d
effort, and so forth, the States will wai t
to see whether there is not more and
more largess to be had from the Federal
Treasury . If Senators want somethin g
explicit on that point, let me read a
reference to a statement by the distin-
guished Governor Lawrence, of Pennsyl-
vania, on that subject . It appears a t
page 622 of the hearings :

In Pennsylvania, Governor Lawrence hold s
off proposing any substantial increase i n
State aid for schools in the new budget ;
he looks instead to Congress to authorize
Federal educational grants for States .

What Governor would not, if he could ,
protect his budget, when he knows tha t
all he has to do is to look at the grea t
white illumined dome in Washington an d
say, "From this cometh my succor an d
my assistance . "

Here was a Governor who was honor -
able enough to express himself in tha t
way .

So the bill will destroy initiative ; I
have not the slightest doubt about it .
It is instinctive in humankind. That
probably will be one of the side effects ,
as the druggists say, if and when the bil l
is enacted .

I go further . This was the very thing
on which Woodrow Wilson commented
in 1886, when he said :

It was evident that no increase in th e
State appropriation for public educatio n
would be voted as long as there was the leas t
prospect of aid from Washington . *
(There was) deliberate determination to en -
joy the easy position of a beneficiary of the
National Government to the fullest possibl e
extent, rather than to be independent an d
support a good school system by its own
unaided efforts .

It is fair to assume that Federal aid ,
instead of being an addition to State
expenditures, will become a substitute
for State expenditures . Oh, I know ther e
are administrators who will measure th e
State index effort and all the other com-
plicated terms ; but how much will they
ultimately amount to when the pressure s
are on and when the political pressur e
gets a chance to vent itself? They wil l
not mean too much .

I said this was, after all, token assist-
ance. Let us see. Let us divide the
aid which will go to the States and as-
sume they will spend half of it fo r
schoolrooms and the other half fo r
teachers' salaries . If that be the case ,
approximately 7,500 classrooms a yea r
will be built . What is that? The peo-
ple now, without Federal aid, are build -
ing 70,000 classrooms a year . So here
comes a dubious venture which woul d
add 10 percent to the number of class -
rooms, if these allegations can be taken
at face value. But I have grave doubts
about it. But at its very best, it will
probably amount to 10 percent of what
is being done at the present time .

Then comes the argument that th e
bill will elevate the general tone of th e
instructional staff, the teaching corp s
throughout the country, if something is
done in the field of salaries . It has been
pointed out that they lag so far behind .
I had planned to interpose in the collo-
quy the other day between the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon [Mr .
MORSE] and the distinguished senior
Senator from Illinois [Mr . DOUGLAS ]
when there was a series of questions .
The question always begins, "Is it not
true?" Of course, one invites the an-
swer. Then, "Is it not a fact," and the
answer is invited . Well, I do not know .
I simply look at the book for the answer ,
and here it is. It has been carefull y
documented . If anyone is curious abou t
it, let him look at page 631 of the hear-
ings. Here are the facts as submitte d
to the committee. With respect to sal-
aries for all professional workers wh o
have had 4 years of college, the salar y
given is $3,533 ; for public school teach-
ers, it is $3,680 . So there is a disparity ,
roughly, of $140 on the side of the teach-
ers who have had 4 years of college .
They are ahead of the professiona l
workers .

In the case of those who have had 5
or more years of college, the salary o f
professional workers is given as $4,61 2
a year : for teachers, $4,925 . The aver -
age on the side of the teachers is $30 0
higher than for the professional worker s
who have had 5 years of college work .

No one ever says anything about ad-
justing the figures with respect to the
length of time one has devoted to the
job : but if earnings are compared ac -
cording to the length of time one has

worked, here is the picture . For publi c
school teachers, number of weeks worked
in 1958, 27 to 47, the salary would hav e
been $4,032 . If they worked more tha

n 48 weeks, the salary would have been
$4,418 .

Professional workers in nonschoo l
jobs : If they are considered on the sam e
basis, for the same number of weeks o f
work, their salaries, in the case of 27 t o
47 weeks, would have been $2,267, o r
$1,765 a year less than the salaries of
the teachers .

Therefore, Mr . President, in view of
that study and the documented record ,
who can so naively complain that w e
must do this because the teachers are
behind in the salary list? If they are in
any given State, of course that is a
State matter, and should be handled a t
that level .

Mr. President, I am opposed to th e
bill also for the following reason : Per-
centagewise, there will be an enroll-
ment decline from now on . We hav e
gotten over the war baby peak ; and w e
can anticipate that although the popula-
tion will increase and although the num-
ber of school children will increase, per-
centagewise the increase will be smaller .
If we continue to build schools -at th e
rate at which we have been buildin g
them, there will not only be enough
classrooms, but it is possible that at som e
point in the future, not too many year s
hence, there might be an oversupply o f
classrooms . Here is a figure : that in
1950, the enrollment increase, percent-
agewise, and I have to accentuate that ,

so that no one will mistake the meaning
of my remarks—was 46 percent ; but in
1960, percentagewise, the enrollment in -
crease had already dropped by 20 per -
cent. If that continues, what will b e
the answer? In that event there wil l
be enough classrooms and there will b e
enough teachers .

-Mr. President, it is amazing that au-
thentic figures about the classroom sit-
uation are so different to procure . I
cite the following from page 643 of th e
committee hearing :

It was In 1954 that the Commissioner o f
Education testified that the classroom short -
age totaled 370,000 classrooms ; and about a
year later the chairman of the Senate Com -
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare state d
that the shortage would rise to 600,000 with -
in 3 years .

Well, actually the most recent figure whic h
the Office of Education has put out is 142,000 ,
which is 370,000 less than a mere 6 years
ago .

In short, Mr . President, that figur e
was that the classroom shortage then
was 142,000-not 370,000, not 600,000 .
One hundred and forty two thousand
is a long way from the figures w e
were given not only in 1954 but als o
in the period following that year .

So, Mr. President, that number o f
classrooms—and I have my fingers
crossed as to whether that is an ade-
quate figure and and an accurate figure ,
knowing that there are no common
standards for reporting classrooms and
their use in the respective States—sim-
ply means that the figures which hav e
been supplied to us from time to time ar e
of doubtful authenticity ; and thus I a m
inclined to consider the private explora-
tion which has been made, which shows
that we are meeting this situation in a
grand fashion .
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Furthermore, the Office of Education
had to report that, as stated in the Con =
GRESSIONAL RECORD :

In the past 4 years the number of class -
rooms in use has increased 251,000 . Now ,
the number required to take care of the ad -
ditional enrollment in that time, which wa s
4 .8 million, would have been 170,000 which
means that the net increase in classroom s
that were available for the reduction o f
shortages was 81,000 .

Mr. President, statistics are wonderfu l
things. It simply depends on which one
sits and how one uses them .

Some observation was made to the
effect that we are way behind the Sovie t
Union, and that should inspire fear ,
dread, and misgivings, and we should
ladle out Federal largess in order t o
meet that situation . It was said tha t
the Soviet Union has claimed that since
the war they built enough classrooms for
9 million children . What did we do ?
We built enough classrooms for 20 mil -
lion children—more than twice as many .

The Budget Bureau had its ow n
doubts about these classroom shortage
figures, and it made a field survey . But
it has never been satisfied with the fig-
ures that have come before it .

Mr. President, there are so many
things to say, but I know that I am no w
close to the time when I must conclud e
this discourse .

But there is one other thing I mus t
say—namely, that in a short time we
shall listen to the President ; and I

apprehend—without knowing—that he
may talk about the fevers in the world
and about the need for more funds in
the field of space and the need for mor e
funds for this, that, and the other thing .
I couple that with a statement made
last Friday night, in New York, by th e
Deputy Director of the Bureau of th e
Budget, Elmer B . Staats, when he ad-
dressed the Business Advisory Council .
I talked to him only this morning, an d
the figure does rot appear in his manu-
script . It was given in a response mad e
to a question which was asked . He said
that the deficit in the fiscal year 196 1
will probably be twice what the Presi-
dent indicated to the Congress ; and that
wouldmean a budget deficit, in the cur-
rent fiscal year, not of $2,300 million, but
of $5,500 million or more ; and there will
be an even greater deficit in the follow-
ing year .

So I survey the bills that are in th e
making and the demands that are going
to be made, and then there occurs to me
the old question, "Is it guns and butter ,
or is it guns or butter? "

If the world situation is as feverish a s
is intimated from time to time to the
various congressional committees, how
far do we go in fields of policy and ex-
penditure where we should not venture ,
since the defense of the country, our na-
tional security, is the first considera-
tion—for without national security ther e
can be no individual security and no
individual freedom. So we had better
be giving thought to the appropriatio n
bills and the authorizations which ar e
building up these built-in increases i n
the budget ; and this is one good way to
start.

No need has been demonstrated, in
any of the testimony, for the bill that
is before us . In addition, we have th e
fact that we had better "mind ou r
knitting" if in Laos, in Vietnam, in th e
Congo, in Cuba, in Latin America, in
East Berlin, in Iran, and elsewhere, th e
situation is so sensitive and so fraugh t
with danger that the taxpayers of th e
country will be called upon for larger
and larger outlays for our security .
There had better be a point at which
we cut back, and I can think of no bet -
ter point in the whole field at which
to do so than to reject the bill befor e
us, because it is unnecessary . The cas e
has not been made . We may need the
money necessary to implement it for
other purposes far more important than
those described in the bill .

Mr. President, I could go on and am-
plify the case, but I see no further poin t
in it . I sincerely hope the Senate will .
give serious thought to what I have
urged .

I add one point in conclusion. If
there is any Senator on this floor wh o
thinks $2,500 million is the limit for thi s
bill, oh, what a tragic illusion that will
prove to be. The distinguished Presid-
ing Officer who sits in the chair today
[Mr. MErcALF]—and I am sure he does
not mind my referring to him—was th e
coauthor of a bill called the Murray -
Metcalf bill . What did it call for? I t
went, for that period of years, to $11 . 4
billion . As I recall, it tailed off at $ 5
billion a year. So let there be no mis-

take as to what we are doing today. We
are opening the door . Then the million s
will flow freely, because how can a po-
litical body finally withstand the pres-
sures ?

This, I think, is the time to stand u p
and be counted, in the durable and basi c
interest of the country .

Mr. President, I yield the floor .
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