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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCT ION

During the 1952 Presidential campaign General
Dwight LEisenhower declarcd, '"the American answer to
the School classroom shortage is federal aid."l
Eisenhower preﬁented the solution as he stated the
problem: '"The American answer is to do in this field
what we have been doing for a long time in other fields.
‘We have helped the states build highways and local
farm-to-market roads. We have provided federal funds
to help the states build hospitals and mental institu-
tions."2 The schools could be aided without federal
interference in their operation. .

Federal aid had been proposed before and had been
debated in the 1930's and 1940's, but no bill had been
enacted. The biggest obstacle in its path was that
federal aid would mean federal control and that was a
consequence far too dangerous to be risked. The
Republican platform had been clear on this point:

The tradition of popular education, tax
supported and free to all, is strong with
our people. The responsibility for sus-
taining this system of popular education
has always rested upon local communities

and the states.3 We subscribe fully to
this principle.




There were other obstacles. Most important was
the issue of aid to parochial schools -- the question
on which aid-to-education foundered in .1949.4 After
1954, with the Supreme Court school desegregution
decision, came another issuc -- whether federal aid
should be given to segregated schools. Finally, federal
aid to education was opposed by those who objected
on fiscal grounds to any avoidable increase in federal
expenditures.

So it was to be a long and tortuous course from
the simple problem of a national shortage of class-
rooms to the equally simple solution of federal aid.
When asked by poll takers, the public was overwhelm-
ingly in favor of the general proposition of federal
aid to education and most members of Congress, both
Democratic and Republican, favored some form of federal
aid. Yet it was not until 1963 -- eleven years after
Eisenhower expressed '"the American answer' to the
school construction crisis that the national government
passed the Higher Education Facilities Act that opened
the door for more extensive aid to education in 1965.
This research paper traces the reasons, and answers
the question, why there was no federal aid to education
passed during the Eisenhower administration and why
John Kennedy was successful in having federal aid to

education passed by Congress.




CHAPTER LI

YEARS OF FRUSTRATLON

In his first State ol the linion messuage in 1953,
President Eisenhower uasked for "prompt, eftfective help"
for the nation's schools through "careful congressional
study and action"6 -- then did not publicly mention
the subject again that year. He sent no further message
to Congress, transmitted no bill.

Nor did the Republican-controlled Congress attempt
anything prompt and effective. The Republicans held
no committee hearings and the Democrats, since they
did not control the calendar, could only exercise their
initiative by attempting to add an education amendment
to a high priority administration bill dealing with
another issue. They found their vehicle in an "oil
for education" rider to the ''tidelands" o0il bill.

The rider, sponsored by Senator Lister Hill, the
Alabama veteran of aid to education battles, provided
that federal money from oil leases be placed in a
trust fund for subsequent appropriations for education
purposes. By this means, such ticklish questions as
aid to religious schools were bypassed. The Hill
amendment had the endorsement of the National Education

Association (NEA), other educational organizations, and




their farm and labor allies. The Republicans contended
that the bill added nothing to the power of Congress
to appropriate money to aid the schools, whivh Congress
could do any time without a trust fund. The Democrats
replied it added something significant, a commitment.
The Democrats won in the Senate by a 45-37 vote, by
winning nine Republican votes and losing only seven
Democrats. But three of the five Senate conferees to
whom the measure was entrusted -- Republicans Hugh
Butler of Nebraska, Eugene Milliken of Colorado, and
Guy Cordon of Oregon -- had opposed the amendment and
when the conference committee met, the Senate conferees
yielded to the House. Cordon told the Senate they had
defended the Senate position vigorously, but Senator
James E. Murray of Montana, a Democrat on the conference
committee, said he had heard no discussion at all.8
Murray and Hill sought to send the ﬁeasure back to
conference, but they lost 45-43.
The Cooper Bill and the
White House Conference

During this period of time the administration was
deciding to proposed a White House Conference on
Education. Prior to the national conference, which was
to be held in late 1955, preparatory conferences were
to be held in each State. President Eisenhower saw the

conferences as a means of obtaining 'the most thorough,




widespread, and concerted study the American people
3]

have ever made of their educational problems."™  To

the Democrats and their allies, the conterence looked
like a scheme for delaying action for three more vears
while the school crisis worsened.

When Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfarce,
Oveta Culp Hobby, and Commissioner of Education Samuel
Brownell appeared before the Senate education committee
on April 2, they testified to a national shortage of
340,000 classrooms -- costing $10 to $12 billion dollars

-- which, with a school population increase of a million

a year, would rise to 407,000 by 1960.lO A series of

caustic exchanges with Senator Hill illuminated the
philosophic differences between the administration and

the Democratic activists:

SENATOR HILL: It is all good to have conferences but
don't you think it is time for action?

SECRETARY HOBBY: 1If I had thought so, Senator Hill, I
wouldn't have proposed the conferences. It is
true that there are many types of information in
the field of education, but nowhere...have all
the problems been pulled together....Some of the
problems are in the local school districts, and
some of the problems are at the state level.
Therefore it seems to us, for the federal govern-
ment to take a sound position, that there must
be some consolidated thinking from the local
school board straight through to the state depart-
ment of education and straight on through to the
national government.

HILL: Don't you think in the light of all the infor-
mation we have that we ought to really be dynamic?
The word "dynamic" as I understand it, implies
action -- action, moving forward -- not simply
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killing maybe a year or a year and a half or
two years, or longer, holding some more
conferences....Don't you agree with what
President Eisenhower said on October 9, 1952,
that we ought to move forward?

HOBBY: I think there are many ways to define the
word "action." I believe we would get action
in forty-eight states much faster...if all of
the forty-eight states joined in the sclution
of these problems. Obviously the national
government can't solve the educational problems
of the nation. I do not believe the people of
the United States...want...the federal govern-
ment to control education....I myself believe
that we can solve these problems much faster
by getting agreement as to what all levels of
government can do....

HILL: I am very, very much disappointed...your. own
charts today show the crying, compelling need
for new school facilities, new school buildings.

HOBBY: That is true....I think we both want to do
the same thing....Our approaches are different.

COMMISSIONER BROWNELL: I recognize the concern on
the part of the federal government.

HILL: Concern -- you wouldn't use that word
"responsibility?"

BROWNELL: ..."Responsibility" is interpreted in a
great many ways....One of the things that we
have to decide as American people is in what
way the federal government proposes to recognize
its concern, and, if you please, its responsi-
bility....I don't think that that is very clearly
agreed upon...and...that is one of the important
reasons for bringing people together in these
conferences.

HILL: As the Commissioner of...Education would you
not feel that you are in a position of leader-
ship and should accept that leadership of helping
to make clear what should be the concern or
responsibility of the federal government in the
field of education?

BROWNELL: I would hope that the leadership would be
not by my telling the people, but by my working
with the people to help them to come to what is
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a reasonable solution....I wish I thought that
I had all the answers, but I am afraid I don't.

HILL: My dear docFor, do you think there is agy

problem to which we have all the answers.

On the Senate and House floors the Democrats
contented themselves with colorful language -- "a pip-
squeak program'", "altogether unncessary...talkfests" --
then supported the proposals for the White House
Conference, which was held in November 1955.

The Chairman of the subcommittee on education,

John Sherman Cooper, Republican of Kentucky, was dis-
appointed in the administration's position. Cooper
represented a state where more than half the children

were in overcrowded classrooms -- many with more than

50 pupils -- and where over 7,881, of the state's 18,908
classrooms were outmoded or unfit. By national standards,
only 122 of Kentucky's school buildings rated satisfactory.

As a result of this disappointment Senator Cooper
introduced an emergency school construction bill on July
6, 1953, to provide 500 million dollars in aid to the
states over a two year period. At the April hearings
he tried to elicit the support of Secretary Hobby but
to no avail other than to go ahead and hold the hearings.l“
In the afternoon he was still hopeful: "I am not going
to accept the assumption that the President didn't mean
what he said....I do not accept the assumptian that the

administration uses these (the White House Conference
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and two minor accompanying bills) as a diversion."!?®

Later in April Secretary Hobby made clear that those
bills were the entire administration program for that
congress. After a discussion in a cabinet meeting

she sent to the Scnate Committee a report recommending
the rejection of Cooper's bill and all other aid to
education bills pending the White House Conference.

On July 9 the committee reported the Cooper bill
unanimously but the Republicans refused to schedule

it for action. Twenty organizations, led by the NEA,
appealed to President Eisenhower for support but when
the President was asked whether he favored the bill or
not he replied: "I do not know the details of that
particular legislation....I'd suggest you go to Secretary
Hobby to find out where we stand....I haven't seen

any analysis of these bills."

Finally on August 19, the Senate Republican Policy
Committee announced it had cleared the Cooper bill for
action. Since the following day was scheduled for
adjournment Senator Richard Russell of Georgia made it
clear he would delay adjournment and debate the bill if

15

it were called up. Cooper complained of the length

of time the bill had lain on the calendar, then concluded:
"I want the responsibility to be placed where it belongs

-- on the other side of the aisle.”16




The Hobby Bill, the Kelley Bill
and the Powell Amendment.

In January of 1955 the President once again called
upon the congress for ''positive, affirmative action'' --

17 The President in his

but this time he had a bill.
State of the Union message declared: "Today we face
grave educational problems. An unprecedented classroom
shortage is of immediate concern to all our people.
Positive, affirmative action must be taken now."l8

But the President could hardly have proposed a bill
less likely to obtain action '"now.'" The measure had been
worked out by consultants of a New York investment
banking community which had been brought into HEW by
Under Secretary Nelson Rockefeller. It called for the
federal government to assist states in establishing
school building authorities patterned after those in
Pennsylvania, Maine, and Georgia. These authorities
would borrow money to construct schools that would be
turned over to local districts on a lease purchase

agreement. This, in effect only allowed school districts

to receive low interest rates. The Federal government

was to provide half the initial reserves of the authorities

and guarantee repayment of their bonds. The bill also
provided 750 million dollars for direct loamns to
districts with weak credit ratings, over a three year
period, and 200 million dollars for grants over a three

vear period to the poorest school districts.19




To a budget-minded administration this was an
extremely good plan. Tt allowed a large volume of
construction with almost no impact on the federal
budget. [t was estimated that 100 million dollars in
federal contributions would support 4 billion dollars
in construction. But the plan had two weaknesses.
First, it required legislation in each state and second,
it had not been drawn up by those who had to go out
and win support for it. As it turned out neither the
educator who would be affected or the supporter of
federal aid in the now Democratic congress liked it. >0

Edgar A. Fuller, representative of the Council of
Chief State School Officers, charged that the bill was
drafted "by people who were completely unacquainted with
the local state-federal relationship in education....It
is fantastically complex and a banker's bill rather
than a bill that springs from the understanding that we
have of educational finance."?l He said officials of
educational organizations saw the bill only a week or
two before it was presented. Fuller read statements of
opposition from state after state. Educators did not
want to borrow money because in most cases they already
had that opportunity. They wanted grants so they could
reduce the amount they would have to borrow. 22

In the House hearing: the estimated classroom shortage

was suddenly cut in half. As late as FeBruary 9,

President Eisenhower had told a news conference that
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the classroom shortage was 340,000, the previous yeuar's
figure. He said construction rates had risen te o0,000
4 year but at that rate we will never get rid of the
shortagcs.z3 But when Secretary Hobby appeared betore
the llouse committee, on March 29, she announced that
the shortage previously set for 1960 was now estimated
at only 176,000. This information was based upon state
education authorities in response to a telegram survey.
The figures ''clearly establish that the classroom
situation is improving", she told the committee.
Executive Secretary William G. Carr of the NEA could
only protest that the new figures could not be verified,
because of the lack of detailed data, and in any case
a 176,000 room shortage meant 5 million children were
ill-housed and 5 billion dollars in construction was
still needed. "The case for federal assistance for
school construction remains unshaken,'" he contended.34
On the Senate side of the capitol the most important
witness turned out to be Clarence Mitchell, directeor of
the Washington bureau of the National Association for
the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP). He asked for
an amendment requiring that each state, before receiving
aid, certify that school facilities in that state had
been desegregated in conformity with the Supreme Court

25

decision of the previous year. When Mitchell finished

testifying, the issue was dead. Chairman Hill, who
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faced a reelection campaign in Alabama the following
year, did not schedule an executive session of his
committee to consider school construction legislation
for the duration of that Congress.

In November, the White House Conference on Education
endorsed federal aid for school construction by a ratio
of two to one. Of those favoring federal aid the
majority favored aid for school construction. Only a
small minority opposed federal aid to education in any
form. A majority agreed federal aid should be granted

26 The

"only on the bases of demonstrated needs."
committee in charge of the conference found that of

the forty-one states reporting only ten were gaining
on their backlog of school construction needs, twelve

were holding their own, and nearly half were losing

ground.z7
With this backing -- and a new Secretary of HEW,
Marion B. Folsom -- the Eisenhower administration went

more than halfway toward the House committee's grants
program. It proposed 250 million dollars a year in
grants for five years, compared to the committees 400
million dollars for 4 years. No one was advocating
inclusion of private schools in a construction bill and
Representative Augustine B. Kelley, a Pennsylvania
Democrat and the bill's sponsor, was a prominent Catholic.

Everything was favorable except two things: first,
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1956 was an election year; second, it was the year of
the Southern Manifesto, the resolution of interposition
by southern legislatures, the declarations of '"massive
resistance'" to school integration -- and the Powell
amendment.28

The events of the previous year, when the propose.d
segregation amendment had immobilized Senator Hill and
his Senate committee, made clear*the danger. Advocates
of federal aid frantically sought to hold their own
lines against the amendment, which now carried the name
of Harlem's congressman Adam Clayton Powell. Twice
in the summer of 1955 President Eisenhower denounced

- 9 ; : ,
it as "extraneous."2 The House committee rejected it,

17-10.30 The AFL-CIO opposed it. The NEA and other
educational groups argued that it would "kill the bill",
either in the House or through a filibuster in the
Senate by southern senators. In the words of Senator
Richard I. Neuberger, Oregon Democrat, the amendment
would provoke "a bitter and hopeless debate over
enforcing an amendment to a bill which would not become
law, to restrict the use of funds which would not be
appropriated, to prevent segregation in schools which

would not be built.”31

Said Powell: ''Negro people
have waited many, many years for this hour of democracy
to come and they are willing to wait a few more years

rather than see a bill passed which will appropriate
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federal funds to build a dual system ot Jim Crow schools

=9

in defiance of the law." "

When the vote came on the House floor in early July,
neither the northern Republicans nor northern Democrats
were willing to follow the educational organi:zations or
their own party leaders. [I‘'rom the National Convention
of the NAACP came an ultimatum: "Any vote against the
Powell amendment is a vote in favor of segregation.“33
For the northern Republican who opposed aid to education
in any form, the choice was easy -- they could vote on
the side of civil rights and, if it killed the school
bill, accomplish that purpose at the same time. But
those Democrats and Republicans who supported school aid
were forced to choose between objectives -- most chose
civil rights. Only 46 of 194 Republicans supported the
_President's position on that vote, and among the
defectors were the party leaders, Minority Leader Joseph
Martin of Massachusetts and Whip Leslie C. Arends of
Indiana. On the Democratic side the big city delegations
were with Powell -- every member from New York. All
but one from Chicago, all from Philadelphia, Pittsburgh,
and Baltimore and all but two from New England. The
lone vote from the Chicago delegation came from that
delegations only negro-Democrat William Dawson, who said,
"I can never do anything that I conscientiously believe

will deprive any child of an education."34 The amendment




was adopted, 225-197.

Meanwhile, monecy differences had been ironed out
and a compromise accepted. Now only one thing remainod,
the formula for distribution of funds. Republican
Representative Samuel McConnell of Pennsylvania presented
a revised version of the administration plan that would
give more funds to the poorer states, mainly the South,
and requires states to participate in the matching. The
amendment was defeated 262-158.3°
Then the bill was defeated, 224-194. Every vote

1:.36 Some

but one in the eleven southern states was los
of the staunchest of aid-to-education supporters over

the years, like Democrats Carl Elliott of Alabama and
Brooks Hays of Arkansas, were forced into opposition.
Joining them were some border state Democrats, two
northern Democrats, and 119 Republicans.

Before and after the vote, recriminations flew.
Senator Hubert Humphrey was quick to blame the President,.
"The White House," he said, '"failed to rally Republican
votes....A majority of Republicans turned against their
own President's recommendation and first voted for
inclusion of a civil-rights rider, and then flip-flopped
to vote against the final bill....Cynical opponents of
school aid have been at work to use us, to split and
divide up...."

The President, in the campaign, blamed the Democrats.

Only nine Democrats, he pointed out, had supported the




McConnell amendment to revisc the formula. Most
Republicans voted for it. After the amendment lost he
said, "I wasn't doing anything to get their bill through
....1 am perfectly ready to stand up and say I take
responsibility for not allowing that."38

There is no arguing Humphrey's point that the
President failed to rally the Republicans. But it is
harder to join Humphrey in placing all the blame on
the President. Of the two votes to which Senator
Humphrey referred, the vote on the Powell amendment
was the more critical because if the amendment had not
been killed in the House it surely would have precipitated
an end of session filibuster in the Senate. On this
vote the Democrats were not being rallied either. Could
the President fairly be asked to help pass a school bill
for which the Democrats would be able to claim most of
the credit, by asking Republican Congressmen to vote in
a campaign year "in favor of segregation' while Democrats
were left free to oppose it?

But the President cannot be wholly credited either.
Blaming the Kelley distribution formula for his withdrawal
of support and hence the defeat of the bill was an
ingenious way of shifting the onus to the Democrats, but
it was disingenuous too. It suggested the McConnell
amendment to alter the formula rather than the Powell
amendment was the key to passage. It also suggested that

if the McConnell amendment had been passed, the President




could and would have switched at least sixteen Republican
votes. This might have been poessible but so manyv of the
Republicans were opponents of aid to education in any
form, and had been on record for so many years, that it
would have taken the strongest leadership from the Whirte
House to bring them around. And as James Reston put irt,
"with his own party divided and wavering on what to do
...did not send a single word to congress during this
week's debate.">>
Among supporters of "action" to meet the "critical'
classroom shortage, as the President portrayed himself
in his campaign as well as in his memoirs, the President
was virtually alone in taking an all or nothing position
in his distribution formula. Few others saw the issue
as being that significant. The plan in the Kelley
amendment had been worked out in bipartisan collaboration
in the Education and Labor Committee. Republican
Carroll D. Kearns of Pennsylvania called it '"'the only
approach we had which met the approval of all educational

w40 It was

interests of America as a fair approach.
simpler and it involved less federal interference in
state financial practices. Republican supporters of
aid to schools -- seventy-five in all, or 39 percent of
those voting -- were able to back the Kelley bill, on

final passage, as better than none at all. For the

President to have withdrawn support, upon such a narrow
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ground, from the first general aid-to-education bill
to reach the House floor in the twentieth century
contradicts his self portrait.41

No one, at the time, made the point later brought
out by J. W. Anderson that the timing of the Kelley bill
was fatal because it preceded llouse floor consideration
of the civil rights bill. The Rules Committee had
considered both bills on June 14, but it cleared the
Kelley bill while only scheduling hearings on the civil
rights measure. The Powell amendment, he argues, '"could
have been defeated only if liberal House members had
been given an earlier opportunity to go on record for
the more comprehensive administration civil rights
program.' He hold the conservative majority in the
Rules Committee responsible for the order in which the
two bills reached the floor. The actions of June 14
were in fact taken by a coalition of liberal Democrats
and Republicans who seized control of the committee,
but the conservative Democrat Chairman Howard Smith of
Virginia, used his position to obstruct the bill he
opposed more strongly -- the civil rights bill. Anderson
does not argue that the consequences of putting the
Kelley bill ahead were clearly foreseen and prearranged
by Smith but he reasons that if the Rules Committee had
been in friendly hands, the order of consideration of

the two bills would no doubt have been reversed and the
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Powell amendment would under those circumstances, have
been defeated.42

In analyzing the defeat, two other factors should
be noted. One was the limited popular appeal of the
school construction issue. Parents and teachers in
areas of overcrowding, notably the suburbs, were expending
their political energies at the state level, organizing
bond campaigns and appealing for state aid. They were
not accustomed to looking to Washington for help in
building schools; the Kelley bill was not translated
into specific help for local districts, and members of
congress, waiting to hear from home, heard little. The
voice of the NAACP rang much louder than the voice of
the Beleaguered school districts. The second factor
was the lack of cohesion, discipline, and the influence
of the Education and Labor Committee.43 Some committees,
after negotiating the compromises in executive session,
then closed ranks to defend their product against
amendments offered during floor debate. But the education
and Labor Committee had been notorious for carrying its
disputes to the floor. Its bipartisan majority worked
well in defending the Kelley bill against the traditional
charges of socialism and federal control but fell apart
on the complex tactical issues presented by the Powell

and McConnell amendments.44




