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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CHILES in the chair). Two-thirds of the
Senators present having voted in the
affirmative, the resolution of ratification,
with the understandings and declara
tions is agreed to.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

move that the senate return to legislative
session.

The motion was agreed to; and the
senate resumed the consideration of
legislative business.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO
TOMORROW AT 10 A.M.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate completes its business today, it stand
in adjournment until the hour of 10
o'clock tomorrow morning.

Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD),
the Senator from New York (Mr. JAVITS),
the Senator from Kansas (Mr. PEARSON) ,
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE) , the
Senator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS),
and the Senator from Texas (Mr.
TOWER) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD
WATER) and the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. MUNDT) are absent because
of illness.

The Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
WEICKER) is absent to attend the iuneral
of a friend.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. FaNG), the Senator from
OregOn (Mr. HATFIELD), the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT), the
Senator from Kansas (Mr. PEARSON), the
Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER), and
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
WEICKER) would each vote "yea."

The yeas and nays resulted-yeas 70,
nays 0, as follows:

[No. "1 Ex.)
YEAS-'1O

sist State and local educational agencies to
develop and implement such plans.

DEFINITIONS
SEC. 301. As used in this title, excep; when

otherwise specified-
(a) The term "minority group iSOlation"

means a condition in which minOrity group
chlldren in a school constItute more than 50
per centum of the average dally enrollment
of tllat school. The term "minority grou}llso
iated" refers to a school in which sucb con
dition of minority group isolation eXists.

(b) The term "school" means those ele
mentary and secondary public schools of II
State which are located within a standard
metropolitan statistical area (SMSA).

(c) The term "noncooperating local edu
~ational agency" means any local educational
agency which refuses or has refused to partic
ipate in the preparation, submission, revi
sion, or implementation of an acceptable plan
as reqUired by this title.

(d) The term "cooperating local educa
Clonal agency" means any local educational
&gency that has participated in the prepa
ration, SUbmission, revision, and implemen
tation of an acceptable plan as required by
this title.

(e) The term "State" means any State in
which there is an area defined as a standard
metropolitan statistical area, and the Dis
trict of Columbia,

(f) The term "Standard Metropolitan Sta
tistical Area" or "SMSA" means the area in
and around cities of fifty thousand inhabi
tants or more as defined by the OIDce of
Management and BUdget: PrOVided, That the
term shall mean only that portion of any
standard metropolitan statistical area which
lies wholly within the boundaries of one
State. Each portion of an SMSA in a different
State shall be considered an independent
SMSA for purposes of this title.

(g) The term "Federal educational funds"
means Federal funds appropriated for grants,
loans, contracts, or other financial assistance
to a State educational agency, a local educa
tional agency, an individual school, or to an
incUvidual in compensation for services ren
dered such organizations. This term shall not
mean funds which go to individuals in the
form of scholarShips, fellowships, loans, cost
of-education payments, or other such assist
ance which is designed to further that in
dividual's education, nor shall it mean funds
which are to assist private, nonprofit orga
nizations in the prOVision of education in
preelementary and elementary situations.

THE PLAN

SEC. 401. Each State shall prepare and file
with the Secretary for his approval, in ac
cordance with regUlations issued by him, a
plan under which it will estabUsh and super
vise the operation in each SMSA of an SMSA
agency to develop with the local educational
agencies within the SMSA a plan to reduce
minOrity group Isolation in their schools:
Provided, That, should any state refuse to
comply with the proVisions of this title, the
local educational agencies Within ah SMSA
may then Independently create or assume
control of such an 5MBA agency.

SEC. 402. The plan developed by each such
SMSA agency shall-

(a) contain the proposals by which the
local educationsl agencies within an SMSA
agree to reduce minority group isolation in
their schools;

(b) provide that by a date approved by
the Secretary, but In no event later than
July I, 1985, the percentage of minority
group children enrolled in each school of
the SMSA shall be at least 50 per centum of
the percentage of minority group children
enrolled in all the schools of that Sl\LSA;

(c) include the use of technlques, as ap
propriate in local circumstances, such as re
drawing school boundaries, creating unified
school districts, pairing schools or school dis
tricts, establishing educational parks and

AMENDMENT NO. 46

EMERGENCY SCHOOL AID AND
QUALITY INTEGRATED EDUCA
TION ACT OF 1971
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair

lays before the Senate the pending busi
ness, which the clerk will state by title.

The legislative clerk read the bill by
title, as follows:

A bill (S. 1557) to provide financial assist
ance to local educational agencies in order
to establlsh equal educational opportunities
for all children, and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, as chairman
of the Subcommittee on Education, I
have reported to the Senate, at the di
rection of the Senate Committee on La
bor and Public Welfare, and now call up
for action S. 1557, a bill which seeks to
improve the quality of education for all
our Nation's children.

Mr. President, at this point I yield to
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
RIBICOFF) .

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment at the desk and ask
that it be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment offered by Mr, RIBI
COFF is as follows:

Designate the text of the bill as reported
"Title I" and add the following new title:

TITLE n
SEC. 101. (a) There are authorized to be

appropriated to the Commissioner, for the
purpose of carrying out title I of this Act,
$1,000,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1974, and the same amount for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1975.

(b) None of the funds authorized under
section 101 (a) shall be avallable for expencU
ture under the proviSiOns of section 8(a) (2)
of title I.

SEC. 202. It is the purpose of this title
(a) to reqUire State and local educational

agencies in metropolitan areas throughout
this country to develop and implement plans
Which will reduce and eliminate minority
group Isolation in our public schools, What
ever the cause of such Isolation; and

(b) to provide financial assistance to as-

AUTHORIZATION FOR ALL COMMIT
TEES TO MEET DURING THE SES
SION OF THE SENATE TOMORROW
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, with

the concurrence and approval of the dis
tinguished minority leader, I ask W1ani
mous consent that all committees may
be authorized to meet during the session
of the Senate tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(This order was subsequently changed
to provide for the Senate to adjourn W1til
9:45 a.m. tomorrow.)
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magnet schools as well as other techniques
designed to end as soon as possible minority
group Isolation In all schools Within the
SMSA;

(d) prOVide for the establlshment of com
mittees composed of local parents, teachers,
and students, the members of such commit
tees to be representative of the minority and
majority population groups of the SMSA as
a whole and the geographical areas within
the SMSA, to advise the local education agen
cies and the SMSA agency, In open consuita
tlon including public hearings at which such
persons have had a full opportunity to ex
plore and discuss the program for which as
sistance Is being sought and to offer recom
mendations thereon, regarding the develop
ment of the plan reqUired by this title and
to report periodically to the Secretary on the
extent of compliance with the requirements
of this title;

(e) set forth such pollcies and procedures
as will insure that the program for which
assistance is sought w1ll be operated in con
sultation with, and the involvement of, par
ents of the children and representatiVes of
the area to be served, including the commit
tees established for the purposes of section
402(d);

(f) provide that in each year of operation
of the plan, substantial progress toward ful
filling the requirements of this title shall be
made; and

(g) provide that State financial assistance
to local educational agencies within each
SMSA shall not be so calculated, based, rated,
or fixed In any manner as to result In the
condition that the per pupil contribution of
the State to any minority group isolated
school within the SMSA shall be less than
per pupil contribution of the State to any
nonminority group isolated school within
the SMSA.

SEC. 403. (a) The plan required by section
402 must be submitted to and approved by
the Secretary no later than July I, 1975.

(b) The Secretary is authorized to promUl
gate and issue regulations regarding the time
and manner of SUbmission of such plans for
his approval.

SEC. 404. In extreme and unusual cases
should the Secretary determine that the
size, shape, or popUlation distribution of an
SMSA would make Inclusion of some parts
of that SMSA in a plan unnecessary for ful
fillment of the purposes of this title or ex
cessively disruptive of the educational
process, he may exempt such parts from
participation in the plan. Such exemptions
shall be in writing, fUlly explained and
justified, and freely available to the public
and the committees establlshed for the pur
poses of section 402 (d) .

SEC. 405. Each SMSA agency shall annually
prepare and file in accordance with regUla
tions issued by the Secretary a report setting
forth the reSUlts achieved under the plan
and any necessary amendments to the plan
to correct any deficiency of the plan. The
secretary shall assure that the plan and any
reports filed with the Secretary in accordance
with this section shall be made readily avail
able to the public and to the committees
establlshed for the purposes of section
402(d).

SEC. 406. The Secretary is directed to re
view annually the plan and the reports of
each SMSA agency. If the Secretary finds
that for any reason the purposes of this
title are not being effectuated by the plan
and any amendments thereto he shall, after
giving appropriate notice to all concerned
parties, withdraw his approval of the plan
and each local edu-::ational agency in ques
tion Will be treated as a non-cooperating
local educational agency: Provided, That if
within a period prescribed by the secretary,
but in no event exceeding one hundred and
eighty days folloWing the Secretary's with
drawal of approval, the local educational
agencies through their SMSA agency sUb-

mit a revised plan approved by the secretary,
the lccal educational agencies Within the
SMSA shall be entitled to receive all funds
withheld during the period.

SEC. 407. (a) Because of its unique cir
cumstances, the SMSA for the District of
Columbia shall include for purposes of this
title Montgomery and Prince Georges Coun
ties in Maryland, Arlington, Fairfax, and
Prince William Counties in Virginia, and the
cities of Falls Church and Alexandria In Vir
ginia, nothwithstandlng the provisions of
section 301 (f) of this title.

(b) A single plan shall be designed and
submitted by all local educational agencies
included in the District of Columbia SMSA:
Provided, That the existence of noncoop
erating local educational agencies within
the SMSA shall not affect the status of co
operating local educational agencies.

SEC. 408. No State or local educational
agency shall formulate or administer Its
plan in a manner that will result In the
separation of minority group children
within a school or classroom.

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
SEC. 501. PLANNING FUNDS.-
(a) Within six months of the date of en

actment of this Act, the Secretary shall no
tify each State and local educational agency
within an SMSA of the reqUirements of this
title.

(b) The Secretary shall Issue regulations
establishing procedures and a timetable ac
cording to which SMSA agencies required
to file a plan under this title may apply for
funds authorized to be appropriated by this
title.

(c) Upon application meeting the stand
ards establlshed by the Secretary, the Sec
retary shall grant to each SMSA agency
funds for the development of a plan to re
duce minority group isolation pursuant to
the requirements of this title, the amount of
such funds being determined by the number
cf minority group students and the number
of all students enrolled In schools In the
SMSA.

SEC. 502. (a) Each year following the im
plementation of an approved plan, cooperat
ing local educational agencies, through their
SMSA agency, may submit to the Secretary
applications for financial assistance.

(b) An application for assistance under
this title may be approved by the secretary
only it he determines that-

(1) such appllcatlon-
(A) sets forth a plan which is SUfficiently

comprehensive to offer reasonable assurance
that It w1ll achieve one or more purposes
for which grants may be made under this
title; and

(B) contains such other information,
terms, conditions. and assurances as the
Secretary may require to carry out the pur
poses of this title;

(2) the applicant has adopted effective pro
cedures for the continUing evaluation of pro
grams or projects under this title;

(3) the programs or projects for Which
assistance is sought w1ll not reSUlt, and In
the case of an ongoing program or project
has not resulted, in an increase in the per
centage of racial separation in any school.

(4) no part of the assistance prOVided un
der this title shall be used to supplant funds,
eqUipment, or services Which are used to as
sist any private school. Should any funds
provided under this title be used for this
purpose, or for any other purpose that the
Secretary finds to be inconsistent With the
purposes of this title, the Secretary shall file
suit In the United States District Court for
the District of Columbia against either the
school which received such funds or the State
educational agency, or both, for restitution
of the funds.

(c) Upon the submission and approval of
such an application, the Secretary is au
thorized to provide a cooperating local edu-

catlonal agency with su1llclent funds to meet
its obligations under its approved plan.

(d) Funds prOVided under this section may
be used for the following purposes or any
other purposes the Secretary finds will pro
mote an end to minority group isolation:

(1) estabUshlng and constructing magnet
schools or educational parks In locations
chosen to reduce the degree of minority
group isolation In the schoois of the SMSA;

(2) prOViding additional staff members In
clUding paraprofessionals to provide gUid
ance, counseling, and training to assist mi
nority group children In adjusting to a
nonmlnorlty group Isolated school environ
ment;

(3) prOViding counseling, retraining, and
guidance for professional and other staff
members who will be working with minority
group children;

(4) developing and implementing inter
racial educational programs and projects in
volVing the joint participation of minority
group and llonminority group children at
tending different schools, including extra
curricular activities and cooperative ex
changes or other arrangements between
schools within the same or different school
districts;

(5) providing such additional transporta
tion for children as may be necessitated by
the plan developed pursuant In this title:
PrOVided, That in the review and approval of
SMSA plans under this title, the secretary
shall assure that any burden of transporta
tion s)lall fall equitably on both minority
and majority children; .

(6) expanding or altering fac1l1ties to ac
commodate stUdents transferred under the
plan;

(7) community activities, including public
education efforts, In support of the plans,
programs, projects, or other actiVities de
veloped pursuant to this title;

(8) planning and evaluation activities and
expenses of administration;

(9) work stUdy programs to provide the
financial assistance necessary for minority
group children to complete their education;
and

(10) other specially designed programs or
projects WhIch meet the purpose of this title.

(e) No funds granted under this title may
be used to supplant State or local educa
tional funds presently being expended by
State and local educational agencies.

(f) The Secretary shall issue regulations
establishing procedures and a timetable ac
cording to which State and local educational
agencies entitled to app1y for financial assist
ance under this title may apply to the Secre
tary for funds authorized to be appropriated
by this section.
RESTRICTIONS OF FEDERAL FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

SEC. 601. (a) No noncooperatlng local edu
cational agency shall be entitled to receive
any Federal educational funds: Provided,
That the presence within an SMSA of a non
cooperating local educational agency shall
not affect the ellgib1l1ty of cooperating local
educational agencies in the SMSA to receive
Federal educational funds.

(b) No State that falls to participate in
the preparation, submission, reVision, and
Implementation of any plan or plans re
quired by this title, and no State that con
tinues to provide State funds or assistance
after July 1, 1975, to any noncooperatlng
local educational agency under section 401
(a) shall be entitled to receive any 1"ederal
educational funds.

APPROPRIATIONS •
SEC. 701. (a) For the fiscal years beginning

July I, 1973, and July I, 1974, respectively,
there Is authorized to be appropriated $25,
000,000 each year to be used by SMSA agen
cies to develop and promulgate the plan
herein requ~led to be filed.

SEC. 702. For the fiscal years beginning
July 1, 1975, and for each of .the nIne fiscal
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years following, there is authorized to be
appropriated $2.000,000,000 each year for pur
poses of carrying out of this title.

SEC, 703. Funds so appropriated shall re
main available for obllgation for one fiscal
year beyond that for which they are appro
priated.

JUDICIAL REVIEW

• SEC. 801. (a) Any person affected by the
, enforcement or nonenforcement in the SMSA
in which he resides of any provision of this
title may petition the Secretary for an ex
pedited hearing of his complaint.

(b) Within sixty days of receiving such
petition the Secretary shall hold a formal
hearing to determine whether the provisions
and purposes of this title are being carried
out in the cause raised by the petitioner. A
transcript shall be kept of the proceedings
of the hearing.

(c) Within thirty days after the date of
the hearing, the Secretary shall issue a deci
sion in writing which sets forth his findings
and appropriattl orders.

(d) The Secretary's decision shall be re
viewable, upon petition, by the United States
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circuit. The findings df fact by the Secretary,
If supported by substantial evidence, shall be
conclusive; but the court, for good cause
shown, may remand the case to the Secre
tary to take further flvidence, and the Sec
retary may thereupon make new or modified
findings of fact and may modify his previous
action, and shall file in the court the record
of the further proceedings. Such new or mod
ified findings of fact shall llkewlse be conclu
sive if supported by sUbstantial evidence.

(e) Upon the fillng of such petition, the
court shall have jurisdiction to affirm the
action of the Secretary or to set it aside, in
whoie or in part. The judgment of the court
shall be subject to review by the Supreme
Court of the United States upon certiorari or
certification as provided in section 1254 of
title 28.

LAWS REPEALED

SEC. 901. The following provisions of law
are hereby repealed:

(a) Section 181 of the Elementary and Sec
ondary Education Act Amendments of 1966.

(b) Section 422 of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act Amendments of
1970.

(c) Section 2 of the Elementary and Sec
ondary Education Act Amendments of 1970.

(d) Sections 102(d) and 205(f) of the
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan De
velopment Act of 1966.

(e) Section 401(b) of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the bill that
we have reported is, I believe, an affirma
tive step which recognizes the fact that
one way to improve the quality of educa
tion is to aid the process of establishing
and maintaining stable, quality, integrat
ed schools and eliminating or prevent
ing minority group isolation.

Recognizing that these goals cause
great expenditures of funds by local
school districts, the committee recom
mends to the Senate a program which
will, first, encourage comprehensive
planning for the elimination of minority
group isolation; second, provide finan
cial assistance to encourage the estab
lishment and maintenance or stable,
quality, integrated schools; third, assist
in elimination of minority group isola
tion; and, fourth, aid schoolchildren to
overcome the educational disadvantages
of minority group isolation.

TIlls bill, which was hammered out
after much study and discussion by mem
bers or our committee, met with the
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unanimous approval of all the members.
It was reported without a single dissent
ing vote, and I am pleased to note has
the support of the administration.

I have studied the well-documented
statement made on the Senate floor last
Wednesday by the Junior Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS). His discus
sion of the extent of minority group iso
lation throughout the country was most
thorough and most expert. Indeed, it is
statistics like those appended to his state
ment which moved the committee to re
port S. 1557 in the form that it is in
before the Senate. The bill recognizes
the urgent problems in the North as well
as those in the South. What is most
important is that in establishing pro
grams to meet these problems, North and
South are treated equally. This measure
does just what the junior Senator from
Mississippi asks; it does away with the
distinction between de facto and de jure;
it says to the North and South you have
problems which must be dealt with; and
it provides a mechanism for a local edu
cational agency to alleviate thOSe prob
lems. I commend and congratUlate the
Senator for his most useful statement for
it points up the necessity for the meas
ure pending before the Senate.

The bill itself authorizes the expendi
ture of $1.5 billion over the next 2 fiscal
years and is allocated as follows:

First, $1,020,000,000, or 68 percent of
the funds, is apportioned to the States
for programs to establish and maintain
quality integrated schools, and elimi
nate, reduce, and prevent minority group
isolation;

Second, $225,000,000, or 5 percent of
the funds, is to be used for metropolitan
area programs for cooperative integrated
schools, education, parks, and planning
for the elimination of minority group
isolation;

Third, $135,000,000, or 9 percent of
the funds, is to be made available to the
Commissioner of Education to be used
at his discretion.

Fourth, $45,000,000, or 3 percent of the
funds, is to be used to develop children's
educational television, specifically de
signed to reach the goals of this pro
posed legislation;

Fifth, $45,000,000, or 3 percent of the
funds, is to be used to develop bilingual,
bicultural programs, specifically de
signed to reach the goals of this pro
posed legislation;

Sixth, $15,000,000, or 1 percent of the
funds, is to be used for attorneys' fees
in successful litigation to bring about
compliance with Federal law; and

Seventh, $15,000,000, or 1 percent of
the funds, is to be used for evaluation of
programs under the bill.

Mr. President, in the second session of
the 91st Congress the President sent to
the Congress a proposal which would, if
enacted, have aided desegregating school
districts to meet the expenses growing
out of desegregation activities. At the
same time, $75 million from previously
authorized sources was appropriated for
immediate use. As the President's pro
posal was being considered by the com
mittees of both Houses, that $75 million
was being used for urgent projects.

In the fall of last year a report was

issued by certain interested groups which
seemed to indicate that errors had been
made in either the allocation of funds
to local school districts by the Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare,
or utilization of the allocated funds at
the local level. These allegations, while
denied in part by HEW, made it difficult
to bring the President's proposal before
the Senate. Nevertheless, the committee
struggled with that proposal, as well as
a substitute. Attempts were made to
bring about a meeting of the minds, a
consensus jf you will, which would be
acceptable to those with divergent views
on this most important subject.

In the closing moments of the 91st
Congress, a bill somewhat akin to the
President's proposal was received from
the House by the Senate. However, there
was such concern over the necessity for
a comprehensive approach that that bill
was not acted upon,

This year both the President's pro
posal, S. 195, the Emergency School
Aid Act of 1971, introduced by Senator
JAVITS, and a substitute proposal, S. 683,
the Quality Integrated Education Act of
1971, introduced by Senator MONDALE,
were introduced in the Senate and hear
ings were held immediately. Subsequent
ly, S. 1283, the Urban Education Im
provement Act of 1971, was introduced by
Senator RIBICOFF. As chairman of the
Subcommittee on Education, I attempted
to take the approaches found in the bills
and weave them together. And here, I
would like to commend all the members
of the committee for their cooperative
attitude. What we sought to do was bring
before the Senate a bill which was affirm
ative in nature, which recognized the
various problems throughout the Nation,
and which treated them uniformly.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, before yield
ing, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PELL. I am glad to yield to my col
league from Colorado.

AMENDMENT NO 43

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment for printing
only in connection with the pending bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and printed,
and will lie on the table.

Mr. DOMINICK. I thank the Senator
from Rhode Island for yielding.

In connection with the printing, I ask
unanimous consent that my individual
views in the report be set forth in the
RECORD at this point.

There being no objection, the indi
vidual views were ordered to be printed
in the RECORD, as follows:

INDIVIDUAL VIEWS OF MR. DOMINICK
Although I join in the majority opinion

recommending passage ot the Emergency
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School Aid and Quality Integrated Education
Act of 1971, as reported by the Labor and
Public Welfare Committee, I do so without
waiving my strong objections to the Section
11 provision for attorney's fees. The bill's
questionable basic concept that quality edu
cation must include a total social experience
which is Improved by quotas from different
races, a concept upon which many witnesses
disagree, can be largely overcome with wise
administration. Therefore, I believe that the
very laudable objective of the bUl can be ac
complished. That objective has not changed
since last year when President Nixon de
clared It to be the attainment of a "system
in which education throughout the Nation is
both equal and excellent, and in which racial
barriers cease to exist."

Section 11, however, is not essential to the
purpose of the bUl and it can and should be
deleted. I see no reason why the general tax
payer should indiscriminately subsidize
lawyers, as this bill provides, particularly in
view of the very strong divergent views about
what constitutes "education" and what
methods improve its quality as have been
expressed before the Select Committee on
Equal Education Opportunity. I will, there
fore. offer an amendment to delete Section
11.

Subject to the above reservations, I sup
port the blll which retains strong compo
nents for improving education in racially im
pacted areas 1n the North and South, and
strong components for assisting school dis
tricts in meeting special problems incident
to court-ordered desegregation. These are the
two particular areas of concern singled out
by President Nixon in his school desegrega
tion message to the Congress on March 24,
1970.

Sectlon 11 allows the plaintiff of a success
fUl federal suit against any local school dis
trict, state, or the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare to recover reasonable
attorney's fees from the federal government
for failure to comply with the provisions of
this bUl, Title I of the Elementary and Sec
ondary Education Act of 1965, Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, or the provisions of
the Fourteenth Amendment pertaining to
elementary or secondary education.
SECTION 11 LACKS SUFFICIENT CONTROLS AND

PRIORrrIES

Section 11 contains no language to control
the kinds of suits brought by private at
torneys but rather it leaves the whole ques
tion of resource allocation to the whim of
private litigants, To qualify for "reasonable
at~rneys' fees" suits need not establish a
new principle of law, need not clarify a pre
Viously neglected area, need not be a part
of a coordinated approach, or even avoid
duplication. Whereas recent legislation, such
as the 1964 Civil Rights Act provided, reason
able attorneys' fees as the "court may deem
just" in "in the court's discretion", Section
11 preempts such discretionary court author
ity and assumes that legal fees should be as
sessed, that the litlgauts' cause was meri
torious, and that the litigant needed federal
legal assistance if the court finds that "the
proceedings were necessary to bring about
compliance." Also, it must be noted that the
attorneys' fees authorized under the 1964
Civil Rights Act were for SUits against pri
vate persons and not for suits against tax
supported school districts, states, and federal
agencies.

To further compound the problems of un
controlled attorney fee reimbursements, Sec
tion 11 extends coverage to elementary and
secondary education discrimination suits
brought under Title VI of the 1964 Civil
Rights Act or the Fourteenth Amendment
and to Title I of the Elementary and Sec
ondary Education Act of 1965. Inclusion of
Title I would expand the coverage of Sec
tion 11 to all 15,400 school districts receiving
Title I ald.

SECTION 11 WILL STIMULATE LITIGATION

Despite the good intention of encouraging
only valid and meritorious suits, section 11
wUl stimulate much unjustified litigation
against those least able to alford the large
legal expenses normally incurred in pro
tracted school desegregation litigation-the
financially, troubled local school districts.
Not only does Section 11 stimulate the in
stitution of litigation, but it discourages ne
gotiation and settlement of compliance suits
because the plaintiff must pay his attorneys'
fees unless he Is able to force the dispute to
final court disposition so he will be entitled
to recover attorneys' fees.

On the other side of the coin, a poor school
district threatened by a parent might well
comply with demands regardless of their
merit rather than contest them and risk the
incurring of heavy attornys' expenses.

section 11 also tends to put the entire bur
den of school desegregation litigation on the
already overburdened federal courts. Many
suits for enforcement of the Fourteenth
Amendment with respect to the operation of
public schools are now litigated in state
courts, particularly in the North and West
where some states have stricter nondiscrimi
nation laws than the federal statutes. But
since counsel fees are to be made available
only In federal courts, potential litigants
would have an enormous incentive to sue
there under section 11.
ATTORNEY'S FEE RESERVE DISPROPORTIONATELY

FUNDED

One cannot assume that the above-dis
cussed abuses can be avoided or their effect
null1fied by treating attorneys' fees as a mat
ter of secondary importance to be largely
ignored. Out of all proportion to its Impor
tance, Section 11 is given paramount funding
priorities which treat it as the single-most
important section in the bill. In very ex
plicit language which was mysteriously lack
ing when the scope of the section was being
defined. the reserve fund for attorneys' fees
is to receive $5 million through pry '72 and
$10 million more through pry '73 regardless
of whether complying school districts receive
a cent. All other provisions of the blll are
funded on a percentage basis contingent
upon appropriations. Additionally, all sec
tion 11 funds are to remain available until
expended whereas most other provisions in
the bUl are funded only through the suc
ceeding fiscal year for which they are appro
priated. To put the figure of $15 million in
proper perspective, one must realize that the
annual budget for the Education section of
the Civil Rights Division, Department of
Justice, is approximately $1 mUlion.

SECTION 11 IS UNNECESSARY

Perhaps some of the above abuses could
be endured If there were some compelling
reason for Section 11, but there Is not. Po
tential Section 11 plaintiffs have access to
more legal assistance than most private lltl
gants. Section 407 (a) of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964 provides that the Attorney General
Is authorized to Institute a ciVil action
against the school board on behalf of a
complaining parent lf the school board Is
depriving the parent's child of the equal
protection of the laws and if the complaint
is meritorious, the complainants are unable
to Initiate and maintain appropriate legal
proceedings for relief, and the Institution of
the action will materially further pUblic
education desegregation. Section 215 of the
Economic Opportunity Amendments of 1966
provide "legal advice and legal representa
tion to persons when they are unable to
atl'ord the services of a private attorney"
through the OEO Legal Services Program.
Also, potential complainants can institute
termination proceedings through adminis
trative channels provided for by Title VI of
the Civil RIghts Act of 1964 against federally
assisted schools which practice dlscrlmina-

tion. In addition, parents of children dis
criminated against have access to many spe
cial private funds, such as the NAACP Legal
Defense Fund and the Lawyers COnstitu
tional Defense Committee.

In summary. Section 11 should be dele.ted
in Its entirety to avoid subsidizing private
lawyers. Section 11 falls to control or de
lineate the scope of coverage or the resource
priorities for reimbursement; it discriminates
in favor of the complainant to the detri
ment of the defendant; it contains dispro
portionate priorities and funding levels; and
it Is unnecessary as adequate remedies are
available under present laws.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I believe that
S. 1557 does what so many of us on the
committee sought to do. It brings before
the Senate a bill that is an afiirmative
step which is a recognition of the prob
lems throughout our Nation and seeks to
treat them uniformly.

After the hearings were completed, the
subcommittee met in executive sessions,
conferences were held with the adminis
tration's representatives and a proposal
was hammered out. It should be noted
here that this proposal was ordered re
ported to the senate with a unanimous
vote, albeit that certain features were
not supported b~ all members of the com
mittee.

I would add for the record that the
meetings we had, while private in nature,
were certainly not secret in nature, fl,
they have been characterized in the
press.

Basically. this bill makes every local
education agency eligible for assistance
if that local education agency has a
problem with mino!'ity group isolation in
its schools and if it adopts a comprehen
sive district-wide plan for its elimination
to the maximum extent possible. l1s a
part of that plan, it must establish and
maintain at least one stable, quality, in
tegrated school containing: a substantial
proportion of children from an educa
tionally advantaged background, and a
proportion of minority group children
which is SUbstantially representative of
the student population of the district.

As part of the comprehensive plan, at
tempts to eliminate or reduce racial
isolation are fundable. while a school dis
trict with a comprehensive plan may re
ceive funds to assist in meeting the addi
tional cost of implementing court-order
ed and title VI desegregation plans.

Funds would be provided for the fol-
lowing activities: .

First. New curriculums and instruc
tional methods to support a program of
integrated instruction, including instruc
tion in language and cultural heritage of
minority groups;

Second. Remedial services;
Third. Guidance and counseling serv

ices designed to promote mutual under
standing between minority group and
non-minority group parents, students,
and teachers;

Fourth. Administrative and auxiliary ,
services;

Fifth. Community activities including
public information efforts;

Sixth. Recruiting, hiring, and training
teacher aides with preference given to
parents;

Seventh. Inservice teacher training;
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Eighth. Planning, evaluation, and dis

semina';ion of information;
Ninth. NUnor alteration and remodel

ing limited to 10 percent of a grant.
Of the funds allocated to each state,

up to 22 percent is to be reserved for
promising pilot programs in racially or
ethnically isolated schools; 15 percent of

. the funds is reserved for funding private,
nonprofit groups for programs to pro
mote equality of educational opportuni
ties.

The bill also includes a group of spe
cial programs and projects:

Attorney's fees: 1 percent of the
funds authorized are reserved to reim
burse attorney's fees and costs not other
wise reimbursed in successful lawsuits
pertaining to elementary and secondary
education under this act, title VI, the
14th amendmflnt, and title I of ESEA.

Children's television: 3 percent of
the funds authorized are earmarked for
the production of integrated children's
television programs utilizing modern
teleVision techniques.

Bilingual-bicultural programs: 3 per
cent of the funds are reserved for
programs to meet the special educational
needs of children from environments in
which a dominant language is other than
English who, because of language and
cultural barriers, do not receive equality
of educational opportunity.

Metropolitan area programs: 15 per
cent of the authorized funds are re
served for metropolitan area projects
including:

The construction of two integrated
education parks;

Grants to metropolitan area school
districts for the joint development of
plans to eliminate minority group isola
tion in all schools in the area; and

Funds for suburban school districts
with low concentrations of minority
group stUdents to establish, through co
operation with urban school districts,
integrated schools with student bodies of
which a substantial proportion are chil
dren from educationally advantaged
backgrounds and which contain a pro
portion of minority group students equal
to one-half the proportion of minority
group students in the standard metro
politan statistical area.

The Commissioner's discretionary
fund: 10 percent of the funds appropri
ated are reserved for the Commissioner
to allocate as he sees fit among the vari
ous activities authorized in the act.

Evaluation: 1 percent of the funds ap
propriated are reserved for evaluation.

The bill also contains a detailed safe
guard section which prohibits the fund
ing of districts which have engaged in
certain discriminatory activities, such as
aid to private schools established to cir
cumvent the law, discrimination against
minority group teachers, separation
within the school of minority and non
minority group children; and the limit
ing of participation in extracurricular
activities by minority groUP children.

Mr. President, this bill is basically a
project grant program for local educa
tion agencies which seek to integrate
their schools. It could be titled a massive
demonstration grant program which will
enable each school district, if it

chooses-and I emphasize this point-to
find its own way of meeting the problem
of minority group isolation. It does not
point to one method over the other. It is
general in nature and allows the local
educational agency sufficient latitude to
devise its own home-tailored plan.

This bill treats all sections of our coun
try alike. Any local educational agency
which submits a comprehensive plan and
wants to participate can do so. It recog
nizes full well the fact of minority group
isolation in the northern urban metro
politan areas, as well as other parts of the
country, far outside the south. Indeed, it
provides for instances of interdistrict co
operation to meet the problems of a mi
nority group inner city surrounded by
nonminority group suburbs.

Mr. President, I believe the bill is a
fair and eqUitable one. It treats all parts
of the country equally. It seeks to take an
affirmative step in that it recognizes the
need for stable, quality integrated schools
and provides for Federal assistance to
attain that goal.

One of the most salient facts developed
in the hearings on this subject was the
reaction of the witnesses to a request for
a definition of desegregation and inte
gration. The witnesses queried testified
that desegregation is merely a mechani
cal shifting of bodies, arrived at by many
means; an effort which looked to numer
ical balance; an administrative act. How
ever, integration was defined as an af
firmative step which called for the co
operation of school administrators,
teachers, parents, and the students. The
witnesses strongly supported the integra
tion concept and agreed that the bill
should call for those affirmative steps. It
should be noted that about half of the
witnesses supported the idea of no bill at
all rather than a bill which merely aided
the desegregation process.

The bill before the Senate embodies
these affirmative steps of which I speak.
It was arrived at by close cooperation by
the minority and majority and the ad
ministration. Its approach is balanced.

Finally, it is a bill which treats the
North and South exactly alike, and it is a
bill which is completely voluntary in na
ture.

I believe S. 1557 is a bill which de
serves and should have the support of the
Senate.

PRnnLEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
following members of the personal staff
of the distinguished Senator from Con
necticut (Mr. RIBICOFF) be allowed the
privilege of the fioor during considera
tion of the amendment offered by the
senator from Connecticut: John Koski
nen and Ted Leary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ROTH). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, in
that connection, I also ask unanimous
consent that Mr. William Smith, staff
director, Francis Hennigan, minority
staff director, and Bert Carp, associate
counsel, be allowed the privilege of the
floor during debate on this bill.

The distinguished Senator from New

York (Mr. JAVITS) is not here but I also
ask unanimous consent that his staff
representative, Leonard P. Strickman be
permitted the privilege of the floor, as
also Mr. Emon Mahony, staff adviser
to the distinguished Senator from Ar
kansas (Mr. MCCLELLAN).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ROTH) . Without objection, it is so
ordered.

IvIr. MONDALE. Mr. President, first of
all, I wish to express my deep apprecia
tion and admiration for the work of the
Subcommittee on Education under the
inspired leadership of the gifted Sena
tor from Rhode Island (Mr. PELL). I do
not recall ever reading a record on any
educational issue which I felt to be as
complete, as thorough, and as relevant
as th~ record compiled under the lead
ership of Chairman PELL. It is a bal
anced record, one which seeks to look at
the real problems-and I do not think
there is any issue in education which in
volves more real problems than this.

I think, as a result of his leadership,
not only did the committee come out
with a bipartisan, united measure and
one which enjoys the support of th~ ad
ministration as well, but I think this
measure represents and incorporates all
of the best and most hopefUl ideas that
we have been able to discover to deal
with this most complex, eXPlosive, and
yet at the same time most important is
sue in American education, and indeed
in America, today.

I therefore wish to state as strongly as
I can my deep admiration for the con
tribution which the gifted Senator from
Rhode Island has made on this issue,
and indeed on all the issues affecting
American education.

Mr. PELL. I thank my friend from
Minnesota. As he well knows, it is a re
luctant leadership, but if it is usefUl I
am grateful.

Mr. MONDALE. One would need great
imagination to perceive what more could
have been accomplished with enthusias
tic leadership, then. But I think the Sen
ator is indeed to be congratulated upon
his accomplishment as represented in
this, one of the most difficult measures
to come out of our committee.

I should also like to commend the work
of the members of the Republican side
of the Senate Education SUbcommittee.
I think they, too, approached this diffi
cult problem with an open and honest
mind, and many of their contributions
and comments have strengthened the
measure as it comes before the Senate
today,

I think one other Member of this body
should be especially mentioned, though
he is not a member of the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, for his unique
contribution in this field, for his inten
sive interest and concern, and I would
say for the courage he has demonstrated
on the complex and tragic issue of racial
and mino~ity isolation in America today,
and that 18 the Senator from Connecti
cut (Mr. RIBICOFF),

The pending amendment to this
measure by the Senator from Connecti
cut is, in my opinion, the most coura
geous and perhaps most hopeful single
effort that I have seen to deal with the
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problem of the large ghetto and need to
approach it from a metropolitan stand
point. I intend to support that measure,
and am hopeful that the Senate will ac
cept it as an amendment to the pending
proposal.

FOCUS OF THE BILL

Mr. President, today marks the be
ginning of what may be a long and dhi
sive debate. It has been speculated that
this will be the major civil rights debate
of this session. Amendments have no
doubt been prepaTed to prohibit busing,
to redirect the enforcement efforts of
the Office for Civil Rights, to sanctify
the neighborhood school, and to permit
freedom of choice. I assume we will be
debating those issues as we have in the
past, year after year. I wish that did not
have to be the case. For I believe it is
time to focus instead on the needs and
aspirations of millions of schoolchil
dren in whose eyes such issues are sim
ply not relevant.

For nearly 17 years our Nation has
been embroiled in a national contro
versy over compliance with constitution
ally required desegregation. In the proc
ess the Nation's children have been near
ly forgotten.

Yet, the beginning of Federal concern
for school desegregation, the Brown case,
was rooted in deep concern for children
and for their education.

It is this concern for our Nation's
most important resource-our children
which we can and must recapture now.
We now have an opportunity to focus on
the goals and adopt the national policies
that are essential if equal educational
opportunity is to become a reality instead
of something debated by politicians and
lawyers. We now have an opportunity to
focus on the educational objectives and
the human needs that underlie the re
quirements of law and the Constitution.
Let us begin to solve the problem of ra
cial separation in our public schools in a
sensitive, humane, and intelligent way,
with an understanding of the complex
educational issues involved, with refer
ence to those hopeful strategies which
have been developed over the past few
years, and with the objective of be\ter
education for all our children firmly in
mind.

MINORITY GROUP EDUCATION

First let us look at those human needs
which this bill is designed to meet and
the problems which it is designed to over
come.

In 1968, there were more than 43 mil
lion children in our public elementary
and secondary schools. 9 million were
from minority groups: 6.3 million were
black; 2 million were of Spanish origin;
19~,OOO were from Oriental backgrounds;
178,000 were American Indian.

Most of these children are from fami
lies living in poverty. The vast majority
are deprived of a decent education
throughout their lives. They go to schools
which are inferior--educationally, finan
cially, and physically. They are years be
hind in achievement. Few go on to higher
education.

The Select Committee on Equal Edu
cational Opportunity has heard exten-

sive testimony about the educational
deprivation of these minority groups.

Look right here in our Nation's Capital
which is more than 90 percent black.
Look just a few blocks from where we
are now. The average 12th grade student
is 2.2 years behind students in other large
cities. Worse yet, the further the school
child in Washington, D.C., progresses in
classes, the further behind he slips.
When he was in the third grade, he was
four-tenths of a year below the norm for
other large cities.

Washington, D.C., is not unique. In
Hartford, Conn., where black youngsters
constitute only 44.5 percent of that city's
students, the mean verbal IQ scores of
a class of black elementary school chil
dren were traced from the fourth
through the eighth grade. The children
started with an IQ of 94 for the fourth
grade. When they reached the eighth
grade, the mean IQ scores were 86. I
would remind the Senate that in Con
necticut the children with IQ's of 80 and
less are eligible for special schools for
the mentally retarded. It is my impres
sion that this destruction of the educa
tional and human potential of American
children in ghettos is taking place uni
formly and massively throughout this
country.

Of Texas' 2V, million students, 505,000
are Spanish surnamed. The Equal Edu
cation Committee heard testimony that
the median education attainment of 2
million Mexican-Americans in Texas is
only 6.2 years. Seventy-nine percent be
tween the ages of 20 and 49 never com
pleted the 12th grade. Twenty percent of
our Mexican-American population has
never been to school at all.

Half of our American Indian students
never complete high school.

Look at Puerto Rican Americans. In
Chicago, 18,000 Puerto Ricans are en
rolled in public elementary schools. Only
4,000 are enrolled in the public high
schools-refiecting a 60 percent dropout
rate.

Of 7,810 Puerto Rican students in the
public schools of Newark, N.J., last year
only 96 survived to the 12th grade.

Less than 10 percent of Puerto Rican
children in the third grade in New York
read at grade level or above. By the time
they get to the eighth grade, two-thirds
are retarded by more than 3 years.

Some 7,000 school age Puerto Ricans
live in Boston, Mass. Between 1965 and
1969 only four graduated from high
school. In June 1970, seven graduated
four from parochial schools and three
from public schools.

In giving these examples about the dis
advantage and the destruction visited
upon minority stUdents, I do not wish to
underestimate as well a similar disad
vantage and destruction visited upon
poor white children in schools around
this country. Since this measure is de
signed to deal with the school integra
tion and desegregation issue, my com
ments, however, are restricted to the
purposes of the proposed legislation.

These are but a few of the tragic fail
ings of school systems which are inade
quate to cope with educational depriva
tion.

MINORITY GROUl' ISOLATION

Why is this the case? I submit it is
because these children are simply for
gotten. They are forgotten because most
are isolated in schools which are re
served for the poor, for the black, for
the brown and the red, the yellow and
for those whose language and culture
may be different from most American
children. Look at the facts about minor
ity group isolation in public school.

Of our 6.2 million black students 53
percent are in schools which are 99 to
100 percent composed of minority group
students and 39.7 percent are in 100 per
cent minority schools. Nearly one-thil'd
31.7 percent--of our 2 million Spanish
surnamed children are in 80 to 100 per
cent minority schools.

There are 34.7 million students from
nonminority groups. They, too, are iso
lated. Also, there are 65.6 percent, or 22.8
million, in 95- to 100-percent nonminor
ity schools.

The figures are even worse if we define
the minority group isolated school as one
which is predominantly minority group.
Of our black stUdents, 76.6 percent attend
schools which are between 50- and 100
percent minority,

These are some of the facts about mi
nority group school isolation in the
United States. But what is the connec
tion between isolated schools and educa
tional achievement? What evidence do
we have that integration is educationally
beneficial?

THE BENEFITS OF INTEGRATION

Mr. President (Mr. ROTH), every major
report and research study on the conse
quences of educational disadvantage has
concluded that achievement and learning
are greatly hindered by minority group
isolation. The fact is that children edu
cated in isolation suffer irreparable harm
while, conversely, clear, positive, and
lasting benefits result from education in
integrated environments.

Both research and practical experience
have demonstrated that these statements
are true. The most notable research was
conducted by Dr. James Coleman in his
massive report entitled "Equality of EdU
cational Opportunity," published by
HEW in 1966. Dr. Coleman and those who
have analyzed his. data more recently
have concluded:

1. The most important characteristic of a
school in terms of educational achievement
is the home background of its students. This
is true for both white and black students.
It is more important than teacher quallfica
tions, the school's physical faclll'ties, the
amount of money spent per pupil, or the edu
cational program in the school.

2. The racial and socia-economic composi
tion of a classroom is an important and deter
mining factor in educational achievement.

3. If the ratio of disadvantaged to advan
taged students is such that the class is pre
dominantly composed of students from ad
vantaged backgrounds, the achievement lev
els of advantaged students and disadvantaged
students will increase substantially.

For example, these studies have found
large and consistent achievement differ
ences between 12th grade black students
who come from classrooms which were
predominantly white and such students
in isolated high schools where class-
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rooms were predominantly black. Among
black children from lower status fami
lies in lower status high schools, those in
predominantly white classrooms score
at the eight and one-half level as com
pared to only the seventh grade level for
those black children who attended all
black classrooms. Among higher status

. black pupils in higher status high schools,
those from predominantly white class
rooms scored at the ten and one-half
grade level as compared with the ninth
grade level of those from all black class
rooms.

Thus, both the racial composition of
the classroom and the socio-economic
status of the student body made signifi
cant and crucial differences in educa
tional achievement.

Dr. Coleman summed up his findings
when he testified before the Select Com
mittee on Equal Educational Opportunity
last year:

There Is, however, another set of re
sources In the school which Is not measured
by educators' school quallty measures. This
Is the educational resources brought to the
school by other chlldren, as a result of their
home Influences and earller schoolinfiuences.

These resources are things llke reading
material In the home, the amount and level
of discussion In the home, the parents' level
of education, the parents' Interest in the
child's education.

When these educational resources are re
lated to a child's school performance--that
is, the educational resources brought to the
school by other children at school-the re
sult showed a stronger relation than for
any other resources In the school.

In effect, it means that if a child Is go
Ing to school with other children who are
performing at a high level, he, himself, wlll
do better than if he was going to school with
other children who are performing at a low
level.

What appears to happen Is that the edu
cational resources held by other children are
more important In increasing a chlld's own
achievement than those that are allocated by
the school board.

These conclusions are not only sug
gested by research, they are demon
strated by practical experience.

Last month, the Select Committee held
hearings in San Francisco, Calif., and
visited the integrated school system in
Berkeley. The integrated elementary
schools in Berkeley are composed of ap
proximately 50 percent disadvantaged
black students and 50 percent advan
taged white students. Since these schools
were desegregated several years ago,
black students have advanced 60 percent
faster than before desegregation when
they were in isolated schools. White stu
dents have continued to advance at least
at the 1.3 years per grade rate before in
tegration. In some of Berkeley's schools,
whites are achieving at a faster rate than
before.

Mr. President, at this point I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
RECORD certain excerpts from an article
written by Dr. Pettigrew of Harvard pub
lished in a recently appearing book en
titled "New Models for American Educa
tion" in which he summarizes the devas
tating need-if we believe in equal educa
tion-for quality integrated schools.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
A RETURN TO THE COMMON SCHOOL; STUDENT

COMPOSITION, ACHmvEMENT. AND THE MET
ROPOLITAN EDUCATIONAL PARK

(By Thomas F. Pettigrew)
• • •

THE EMPmIcAL CASE FOR HETEROGENEOUS
SCHOOLING

It Is my opinion that competent research
on race and desegregation is rare. Evcn au
thors of satisfactory studies frequently admit
that they are not conclusive guides to polley
makers and that continuous refinement Is
needed and (hopefully) foreseeable. However,
While refinement Is proceeding, children are
still attending schools where they are not
learning effectively. I belleve that two recent
federal studies, Equality Of Educational Op
portunity (the "Coleman Report"), and
Racial Isolation in the Public Schools, Issued
by the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, to
gether with other related research, can pro
vide us with an empirically based perspective
for considering the critical polley Issue of
stUdent mix. As we discuss these materials,
readers without experience In considering
statistical studies may find the first few pages
a llttle heavy. However, I have attempted to
keep the presentation aimed at the intel
llgent, concerned layman. The matter may be
complicated, but if the pollcles I propose are
controversial. the facts must be carefUlly
scrutinized.

The effect oj social class
No short swnmary of James Coleman's

volume, Equality Of Educational Opportunity.
can do justice to this massive and complex
work.' However. the report, and other re
search, justify a few generallzations regard
ing Negro academic achievement in elemen
tary and secondary schools. The generaliza
tions will help us to Identify the factors
associated with better learning.

In the OOleman data, two Items of Infor
mation that were consistently correlated with
student performance on achievement tests
were: "home background of the child" and
"student body quallty of the school." Though
each of these factors Is measured in the re
port by a. number of Indicators. both basi
cally involve social class differences between
students' famllles. These differences are most
effectively represented by two separate mea
sures related to parents' education. "Home
background" of each stUdent can be mea
sured by the average length of the parents'
education; and "student body quallty" can
be rated by a nwnber representing the aver
age education of parents of all of the stu
dents In a partiCUlar school. Measured In this
way It is perhaps more accurate to speak of
these factors as individual social class and
school social class.

The individual social class factor is often
said to be the princlpal correlate of achieve
ment In the Coleman stUdy; In other words,
the most Important piece of data for pre
dicting a stUdent's achievement score is his
home background. However, the effectiveness
of this predictor varies under different cir
cumstances. For instance, Individual social
class proved a more important predictor of
test scores for white than Negro children.'
It proved of diminishing importance for all
students as a predictor from the sixth to the
twelfth grades.· (This decrease Is consistent
with considerable research on adolescents in
American society that has shown the inflU
ence of family on student conduct recedes
as the influence of student peers increases.)
consequently, the school social class factor,

Footnotes at end of article.

that Is. the student mix, becomes particularly
powerful in secondary education; and It is
a far more important correlate of Negro than
White achievement.

These trends can be elaborated upon by
further analysis of Coleman Report data.
For instance, the technique of regression
analysis permits us to use the potential of
the computer and classify each student in
the data bank on the basis of two combined
factors, his own indiVidual social class plus
the social class of his school. We then can
attempt to determine what correlations, if
any. exist between scores of students of the
same age from eqUivalent home backgrounds
in diverse sorts of school environments.

We find that the average verbal achieve
ment levels for groups of Negro twelfth grade
students range from sllghtly below an eighth
grade level for low status students in lower
status schools to almost an eleventh grade
level for high status students in higher status
schools. This is a decisive performance dif
ference of three full grades.- School social
class is thus an important predictor; more
over, it is a factor that may be changed by
altering school politics, that is, revising
boundary lines. Conversely, schools cannot
affect individual social class. Therefore,
school social class Is the most Important
"school characteristic" we have found that
Is related to student achievement scores,
white as well as Negro.

The Effect of Nonclass Factors on Achieve
ment. The Coleman study also examined, by
the use of regression analysis, a number of
other Identifiable school characteristics in
order to see If differing patterns in these
variables produced variations In stUdent
achievement. These other variables covered
differences In (1) teacher ablllty and (2)
school facilltles and programs. Teacher abil
Ity variables, ranging from the indiVidual
teacher's years of teaching experience to
years of formal education and vocabulary
test score of the teacher, proved to be the
more important of the two in their connec
tion with achievement. Similar to school so
cial class, the teacher abillty factor is a
stronger correlate of Negro than white stu
dent verbal achievement scores. Also It is
much more powerful in the secondary than
elementary years.-

By contrast, the factor of school facillties
and programs does not relate highly to pupil
performance. Once Individual soclal class is
controlled, for example, per pupil instruc
tional expenditure In grades siX, nine, and
twelve is not significantly associated with
achievement test scores, except In one nota
ble case of marked extremes-Negro children
in the South.· Nor do such school facilltles
or program variables as pupil-teacher ratio,
library volumes, laboratories, number of ex
tracurricular activities, comprehensiveness of
the curriculum, strictness of pupil promo
tion, abillty grouping, and school size reveal
any Important relationships with achieve
ment.7 These essentially negative findings
conqernlng the influence of school faclllties
and programs have received great attention.
They have apparently threatened many edu
cators who ponder what chances for success
their next school bond referendum or salary
Increase proposal w1ll have. Much of this
concern, however, may be caused by a mis
Interpretation of these results. The chief
finding is that school social class Is such a
critical achievement correlate that, In a gross
survey approach such as applled by Coleman,
It simply overwhelms the smaller effects of
other school factors.

Moreover, Coleman's findings do not mean
that school facilltles and programs must re
main unimportant. What they do signify Is
that the dlv~rslty of faclllties and programs
now in public schools is not sufficiently great
to explain, that is, cause, wide differences in
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student performance. Consider the variable
of pupil-teacher ratio. Most American class
rooms range between twenty and forty stu
dents per teacher; and teachers are typically
not trained to exploit the advantages to in
struction of smaller classes. With such lim·
ited diversity, Coleman could not 11lustrate a
consistent relationship between pupll
teacher ratio and pupil achievement scores.
Yet one can stlll reasonably argue that It
makes a major difference whether one is
teaching 5 or 500 f'tudents, especially with
teachers who adapt their styles to small
groups of chlldren. But Coleman could not
test this proposition, since actual pupll
teacher ratios of 5 and 500 are Virtually non·
existent. In short, Coleman could only test
the effects of facUlty or program variables
in present·day schools. Just Where, below
twenty and above forty puplls-per-teacher,
the Instructional ratio variable becomes cru
cial for stu<tent performance, must await
better trained teachers, and more studies of
genuinely varied, experimental school pro
grams.

One final set of variables analyzed by Cole
man, however, did correlate highly with ver
bal achievement. A factor called "student
attitUdes" included questions measuring the
student's Interest in school and reading, aca
demic self-concept, and a sense of control of
the environment.• Each student's responses
to such objective questions were fed into the
computer. Regression analyses compared
these responses With the student's achieve
ment scores and his expected achievement
performance as predicted by his social class
and other factors. Student attitude variables
were Important correlates of performance for
all groups of chlldren at all three of the
grade levels tested (sixth, ninth, and twelfth
grades). Yet different attitude variables pre
dicted white and Negro achievement. The
academic self-concept variable, measured by
responses to such Items as "how bright do
you think you are In comparison with the
other students in your grade?" proves far
more significant for white achievement. But
the control of the environment variable,
measured, for example, by responses to Items
such as "Is good luck more Important than
hard work for success?" Is much more signifi
cant for Negro achievement.

Clearly, these attitUde-achievement find
ings are significant because they tap an at
titUdinal process Involving a two-way causal
pattern. Negro chlldren with a sense of en
Vironmental control do better in their school
achievement, and those who do well In school
achievement begin to gain a sense of environ
mental control. Nevertheless, it is tempting to
speCUlate, as did Coleman, that each child
faces a two-stage problem. First, he must
learn that one can, within reasonatly broad
limits, act effectively upon his surroundings.
Second, he must then have a good opinion of
his own relative capab1l1ties for mastering
the environment. The critical stage for white
chlldren seems to be the second stage con
cerning the self-concept, While the critical
stage for Negro children seems realistically
enough to Involve the possib111ty of manip
ulating an often harsh and overpowering
environment. In any event, more detailed ex
perimental work seems justified in order to
pursue Coleman's fascinating speculation:

"Having experienced an unresponsive en.
vlronment, the virtues of hard work, or dili
gent and extended effort achievement appear
to such a [minority) child unlikely to be
rewarding. As a consequence, he is likely to
merely "adjust" to his environment, finding
satisfaction in passive pursuits. It may well
be, then, that one of the keys toward suc
cess for minorities which have experienced
disadvantage and a particularly unresponsive
envlronment--either In the home or the large
society-is a change In this conceptlon.-
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The Coleman Report's conclusions should,
of course, be interpreted within the context
of the data on which they are based. The
Report is the target of considerable criticism,
and It will be the subject of more in the fu
ture. In truth, the analysis and writing were
necessarlly performed In great haste; there
exist major methodological problems, ranging
from a relatively large rate of school system
nonresponse to questionnaires, to special is
sues Involved with a massive regression anal
ysis of the data. Thus, a number of the Re
port's interpretations are open to strong chal
lenge.

Yet all this careful scrutiny is, In its own
way, a high tribute to this ambitious stUdy.
The Coleman group achieved a landmark ac
complishment In an amaZingly short span of
time; and the Report and its data will in
fluence American education for years to come.
This is as it should be, for the Report's ma
jor conclusions will almost surely survive
reanalysis and cri tlcism.

Other Studies 0/ Factors Affecting Achieve
ment. Coleman's two chief conclusions,
namely, the crucial importance of both in
dividual social class and school social class
as correlates of Negro and white achieve
ment, are vital elements In any policy anal
ysis. They suggest that varying the student
mix may be an essential part of a perform
ance Improvement plan. The soundness of
these key conclusions is attested to by two
lines of supporting evidence. First, the U.S.
Commission on Civll Rights' report, Racial
Isolation in the Public Schools, includes an
extensive reanalysis of Coleman Report data.
Using more detailed contingency analyses
on Coleman's metropolitan Northeast sUb
sample, the Commission confirmed those
findings of Coleman's which had originally
been based on a regression analysis of the
entire national sample.

Second, the central findings are substan
tiated by at least four detailed, though less
extensive, educational stUdies that em
ployed methods and samples different from
those of Coleman's survey. Three of these
studies antedated Coleman's emphasis upon
school social class. In a study publlshed in
1959, Alan B. WlIson demonstrates the spe
cial significance of the school social class
factor in determining student college as
pirations In eight high schools in the San
Francisco Bay Area of Callfornla.'o He found
higher percentages of college aspirants in
higher status schools, even after controlling
for other determinants of college aspira
tions, !.ather's occupation and education,
mother's education, median academic grade,
and Intelllgence test score. For example,
among those boys whose fathers and moth
ers were high school graduates and whose
fathers held manual occupations, 60 per
cent in upper status schoois wanted to go
to college. This compares with 54 percent
In the medium status schools and only 32
percent In the working status schools. Like
wise, among those boys with a modest "c"
academic grade record, 72 percent from up
per status schools aspired to college. In con
trast, only 55 percent from medium status
schools and 41 percent in working status
schools held such an aspiration. Finally, for
those in the 100 to 119 IQ test range, for
Instance, 93 percent in the upper status
schools, 72 per cent in the medium status
schools, and 51 percent in the working status
schools aimed for college.

A second early study on the problem was
mounted by a research team at Harvard Uni
versity. This stUdy differed somewhat, how
ever, in that it substituted social class level
of the school's community for a direct meas
ure of social class levels of the schools'
students." Contr01l1ng for father's occupa
tion, boys from higher status communities
were found to be more likely to go to col
lege. In addition, community status, which
determined the status level of the schools,
had Its crucl.al Impaet only at the high

school level, the 'le~el Wilson studied. Con
sequently, community status predicted
neither performance in primary school
grades nor entrance into the college pre
paratory courses in high school from junior
high school. This finding paralleis the Cole
man result that school social class gained
in predictive value In the second.a.ry school
grades.

The most definitive early study was con
ducted by John Michael." He analyzed the
aptitUde test scores and career and college
plans of 35,436 seniors In a nationally rep
resentative sample of 518 American public
high schools. Together with the student's
scores on a scholastic aptitude test, not un
like that used by Coleman, Michael classi
fied students on an Index of family social
class using such Information as the father's
occupation and education and Whether or
not older siblings had attended college. Fur
ther, he classified high schools into five
status ranks according to percentage of
seniors in each school who fell into his two
top family status classifications, a method
simllar to the school social class measure of
Coleman.

The first finding revealed that, with fam
lly status controlled, the higher the status
of the school, the higher the average score
on the scholastic aptitude test. Further an~

alysis revealed that variation in percentages
of students scoring above the national av
erage on the test was evenly attributable to
the individual and school social class indices.
However, the variation in percentages scor
ing in the top quarter was considerably more
related to individual social class than school
social class. This is a result directly in keep
ing with Coleman's finding that school so
cial class is most Important for the more
deprived students. It is also CO!lSistent w!th
the Civil Rights Commission's finding that,
among Whites in the metropolitan Northeast,
school social class was least important for
the highest status students.'"

TurnIng to student plans to attend college,
Michael, as with Wilson and the Harvard
investigations, demonstrated that school so
cial class makes a difference. Mlchael's anal
ysis revealed that -these effects are strong
est for stUdents from lower individual class
backgrounds. Consider first those seniors
from lower class backgrounds who score in
the top quarter of the aptitude test distri
bution. Among these talented youngsters,
only 44 percent who attended the lowest
status high schools planned to go to college
compared with 37 percent who attended the
highest status high' schools. By contrast,
among the talented seniors from the high
est individual social class group, 80 percent
Who attended the lowest status high schools
planned to go to college compared with 86
percent who attended"the highest status high
schools. In other words, a high status school
exerts a far greater infl.uence on college plans
among talented lower status than talented
higher status chlldren.

Much the same phenomenon is true for
Michael's entire sample. The percentage dif
ference in college plans between Individual
social class groups is essentially the same at
each type of school; but the percentage dif
ferences In college plans between scholastic
aptitude test levels is far higher .in the high
status than the low status high schools. Put
simply, attendance at a low status school
does not deter seniors from upper status
faroilles In planning for college, but attend
ance at a high status school is an important
aid to able seniors from lower status familles.

All three of these earller studies, then,
demonstrate the significant consequences of
attending high schools of varying social class
compositions. Yet, as James Coleman him
self states," these initial stUdies did not dif
ferentiate between the effects of school social
class per se on pupil performance, or the
effects of some variable or combination of
Variables which are strongly related to school
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social class (for example, school facilities),
which Michael demonstrated did co-vary
with school social class. It remained, then,
for Coleman himself to answer his own
query; for the Coleman Report was able to
provide the relevant controls and demon
strate that these effects were indeed asso
cia.ted with school social class per se even
after other relevant types of factors are sepa
rated out.

In addition, these three earlier investiga
tions suffer from the interrelated methodo
logical weaknesses which limit the Cole
man survey. The results are neither longi
tUdinal nor corrected for initial pupil
achievement and aspirations upon entering
school in the primary grades. In other words,
the studies (1) measured pupil improvement
by comparing the test scares of lower grade
students against the concurrent scores of
other upper grade students in the same
school (to see the amount or rate of pupil
improvement) rather than testing the same
pupil tWice, several years apart, to see his
own amount or rate of change. And (2) these
studies did not permit testers to measure
whether or hot the pupils studied had dif
ferent levels of skUls and aspirations when
they began school,' which might have come
from the efforts of upper status famllles to
place their children in more effective schools.
These weaknesses open the studies to the
posslb1l1ty that their findings result from
special selection biases.

A number of Coleman Report critics have
challenged the social class climate finding
on precisely these grounds. They apparently
choose to Ignore the Civil Rights Commis
sion's study replicating the Coleman re
sult.'" Wilson, in a follow-up to his earlier
research, studied the school social class vari
able with a probability sample of junior
and senior high school children in Rich
mond, California. He had the advantage of
both longitudinal data and initial test scores
upon entering school, thus overcoming the
critics' objection. Wilson found that the so
cial class context of the elementary school
had a strong effect upon subsequent aca
demic success at high grade levels, even after
"allowing for individual differences in per
sonal background, neighborhood context, and
mental maturity at the time of schOOl en
try." 16 Thus, three earlier investigations and
a later, well-controlled study by Wilson,
closely agree with the major conclusions of
the Coleman Report concerning the preemi
nent importance of a school's sociaJ class
climate.

To sum up, the Coleman study is a broad
gauged survey of what exists now in Amer!
can public schools. It could neither detaU
precisely how children learn nor test what
American public schools could becomll in the
future. The Coleman Report outlined the
gross facts of American education today; the
precision of the specific experimllnt is now
needed to detail the processes that go unsoon
by the survey.

Some Research Policy Implications. HOpe
fully, the direction of future educational
research w11l be strongly influenced by this
study. Thll Coleman Report sets the context
within which more limited data must bll in
terpreted; and it providlls a rich variety of
exciting leads With obVious policy implica
tions. In order to minimiZll the operation of
individual social class factors, for example,
would boarding schools be an effective in
tervention for especially deprived youngsters
in the early grades? Are there any trUly ef
fective public schools which are overwhelm
Ingly attended by lower status children? If
there are, by what means do such schools
overcome the typically powerful effect of
school social class? In other words, what
works? If such schools do not exist, what
methods not currently being tried might en-
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able such schools to effect such pupils? What
precisllly is the process underlying the link
age between a Negro child's sense of environ
mental control and his achievement scores?
How might this sense of control of the envi
ronment be imparted to the school? T"nese
and scores of other questions spring to mind
from a careful consideration of the Coleman
Report. Systematic funding, both public and
private, of pertinent research is needed in
order to make possible an attack upon thesll
vital questions.

Is there a racial composition apart from
social class effects?

Once we recognize the importance of the
student social class mix on individual
achievement performance, a question arises
as to whether or not the effect on achieve
ment of mixing races (desegrllgatlon) is at
tributable more to changing social class mix
than to changing racial mix. In other words;
what is the most appropriatll explanation
for the achievement benefits we often find
associated with interracial schooling-the
change in social class, when lower socio
economic status Negro students mix With
higher socioeconomic status whites, or sim
ply the interracial mix itself, even where
status of both groups of pupils Is constant?

A discussion of this somewhat complex
issue can deliver two important benefits: (1)
to illustrate in dllpth the operation of many
of the special problems that plague race and
education research; (2) to help us better
understand how desegregation affects both
Negro and white children. Is its impact per
haps due entirely to the changing of the
social class composition of schools via de
segregation or to the concurrent change in
the racial mix? This understanding of how
desegregation achieves its effects is not
critical for determining whether or not we
want to improve Negro achievement via de
sllgregated schools or merely through Inter
class schools. The relative "shortage" of
middle class Negro families means that inter
class schools can only be created by racial
desegregation. However, such understanding
will affect the kind of policies we explore and
adopt to increase Negro achievement in
desegregated schools. If the improvement
from desegregation is actually a school social
class effect, that limits our search for better
policies to factors that should not be unIque
to Interracial schools. If, howeveT, improve
ment is also due to desegregation itself,
regardless of social class, then our net must
be cast more broadly in order to include
racial considerations.

The Coleman Report proVides only spotty
and somewhat conflicting evidence on this
focal issue; however, the Civil Rights Com
mission directed much of its Coleman data
reanalysis to this relatively neglected ques
tion. Employing parents' education as the
chief social class indicator, the Commission's
study attempted to control for both indi
vidual and school social class while testing
the relationship between racial composition
of the classroom and Negro verbal achieve
ment. This reanalysis uncovered relatively
large and consistent achievement differllnces
in favor of those twelfth grade Negro stu
dent.<! in the metropolitan Northeast who
came from "more than half" white class
rooms." For instance, among lower status
Negro children in lower status hIgh schools,
those from "more than half" white class
rooms scored at the eight-and-a half grade
level compared to only a seventh grade level
for those from "all-Negro" classrooms. At
the other end of the scale, among higher
status Negro pupils in high status schools,
thoSll from "more than half" white class
rooms scored at the ten-and-a-half grade
level In contrast to the ninth grade level of
those from "all-Negro" classrooms.

In other words, these Commission findings,
on the whole, maIntain that the racial com
position of the classroom is an important

achievement factor. The Commission also
recognized that other factors which typically
co-vary with racial composition, such as
school social class, are even more crucial for
achievement than desegregation. However,
for the moment, let us try to see how de
segregation produces its beneficial effects. A
number of explanations can be offered.

Do Pred.ominately White Schools Have Bet
ter Staffs, More Dollars? It could be maIn
talned that, even In the metropolitan North
east, predominantly Negro and predom
inantly white schools vary sharply in school
quality. especially teacher quality, and that
these distinctions are responsible for the im
proved scores in predominantly white insti
tutIons. This explanation could be chal
lenged by the failure of the Coleman study
to uncover sharp qUality differences between
"Negro" and "white" schools, for example,
leVlll of expenditures. amount of teachllr
training in the metropolitan Northeast; but
the Coleman finding can itself be seriously
questioned.'. In any event, controlling the
analysis for school quality narrows slightly
the performance differentials attributable to
desegregation, but does not by any means
exhaust them.1•

Do More Able Negroes Get Into Predom
inantly White Schools? A second type of ex
planatIon involves sample selection biases.
which are a typical diffiCUlty bl 'etting rll
search in this area. One special form of biased
selection explanation involves abUity group
ing, or "tracking," It can be argued that all
the Commission found was that schools in
the metropolitan Northeast do a reliable and
accurate job of placIng Negro students in
"tracks," Given the social handicaps many
Negro children bring to school, goes the ex
planation, only the very brightllst do well;
thesll gifted Negro children, who are apt stu
dents, eventually are assigned to high abUlty
groups where most of their classmates are
white. But less exceptional Negro student.<!
are assigned to low or medium abUity groups
where many or most of theIr classmates are
other Negroes. Consequllntly, those Negroes
with mostly white classmates score hIghest on
academic achievemllnt tests simply because
only brighter Nllgroes are put into desegre
gated classes.

Another selection bias explanation con
cerns parental choice of community and
school. One might maintain that, within a
given social class group, more ambitious
Negro parents w1l1 somehow manage to live
in communities with interracial schools.
Thus, what appears to be an advantage
wrought by interracial schools is actUally a
result of the self-selection of highly moti
vated children of educationally minded Ne
gro parents. A third possible selection bias
explanation asserts that the likelihood is
great that there are relatively more dropouts
of poorly achieving Negro students from pre
dominantly white schools. This is not viable
here, because the Commission results can be
replicated for the ninth grade which is be
fore the vast majority of preSllnt-day drop
outs take place.

These explanations suggest that the bene
fits of desegregation are really due to the
types of Negroes that achieve desegregated
environment.<!, rather than to deSllgregatlon
itself. The explanations based on selection
bIas receIve some ljmited empirical support
from the Wilson research conducted for the
Commission and mentioned earlier."" He
found that "... Negro student.<! who at
tended integrated schools had higher mental
maturity test scores in their primary grades,
and came from homes better provided with
educative materials," 21 ThUS, when Wilson
held constant the early elementary achieve
ment of these students, he found that the
school class effect remained, but that ..the
racial composition of schools, While tending
to favor Negro students in Integrated schools,
does not have a substantial effect." ..
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Wilson's conclusion is limited, however, in

a number of ways. For instance, among these
128 desegregated eighth graders, only eight
of them (6 percent) were in lower status
schools; but among the 777 segregated eighth
graders, 378 of them (49 percent) were in
lower status schools. In other words, there
is not enough variance in school social class
among desegregated eighth graders for Wil
son's statistical procedures to separate school
social class and racial composition factors
convincingly.

Since the Wilson study leaves open the
question about the effects of desegregation
upon the more disadvantaged Negro stUdents,
the Commission analyzed Coleman data to
check the effects of interracial classrooms on
the verbal scores of less gifted Negro ninth
graders in the metropolitan Northeast."
These stUdents had poorly educated parents
and reported themselves to be in low or me
dium abll1ty tracks. Both in high and low
status high schools, these Negroes from pre
dominantly white classrooms performed on
the average from one-half to two-thirds of
a grade better than comparable Negroes
from predominantly Negro classrooms.

The selection bias that might arise from
abUity grouping implies that tracking may
cause predominantly white classrooms to be
associated With higher Negro scores; but it
does not affect the finding that multiple
tracked, predominantly white schools tend to
relate to higher Negro performance, even in
lower track classrooms. More importantly, the
ab111ty grouping does not typically begin in
American pUblic schools until the middle
school grades and does not become nearly
universal until the high school grades. There
fore, desegregation would appear to afford a
better explanation for who gets into the high
abUity tracks than abUity tracks do for de
segregation effects. A Negro child of medium
ab111ty who begins his education in a de
segregated school, for instance, has a far
higher probabll1ty of being selected later for
a high ab111ty track than a Negro child of
comparable abllity going to a school of simi
lar social status who began his education in
an all-Negro school. Ab111ty grouping, then,
can serve as a magnifier of the dilIerences al
ready created by classroom differences in
racial composition, a catalyst adding to the
cumulative deficits of the segregated Negro.

The parental choice of community and
school explanation is in some ways the
reverse of the ability grouping explanation.
It accounts for the fact that predominantly
White communities and schools are associated
with higher Negro achievement by suggest
ing that more effective Negro families move
into such environments. However, it can
not account fully for the fact that the Com
mission found interracial classrooms also
associated with higher Negro achievement,
unless one is w111ing to assume that there is
widespread selection by Negro parents of
classrooms as well as communities and
schools. There are other assumptions, too,
that this partiCUlar line of reasoning must
make, assumptions that are, at best, dubious.
Since lower status, low ability Negro pupils
also benefit from desegregation, these con
tentions require that poor Negro families
possess a sophisticated knowledge of where
to go to find the better interracial schools
and the funds and freedom of mobUity
to move accordingly. All that is known about
the extreme residential discrimination prac
ticed against Negroes, especially poor Ne
groes, in American metropolitan areas today
makes such assumptions most improbable.

Is the Improvement Really Due to School
Social Effects? Two additional explanations
argue that at least some of the apparent
desegregation effects revealed by the Com
mission's reanalysis stU! refiect the opera
tion of the powerful school social class effect.
One chain of reasoning is based on the dim-
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culty of control11ng for social class across
racial groups. This is so because the fiOOT

of Negro deprivation is below that of whites.
For example, it can be maintained that
"lower class" Negroes Who attend a predom
inantly white school comprised largely of
"lower class" whites are still benefiting from
a higher social class student climate, than
"lower class" Negroes who attend a pre
dominantly Negro school comprised of "lower
class" Negroes. While there is some merit in
this reasoning, it should be remembered
that the Commission's differences for twelfth
graders by racial composition of classrooms
(averaging about one and one-third grades,
holding constant the social class variables of
the Negroes and Whites) were approximately
80 percent as large as those attributable to
school social class directly (averaging about
one and two-thirds grades holding the indi
vidual social class and racial composition
variables constant).24 Hence, it would seem
that the small school class residual under
discussion, that is, the difference between
lower status Negroes and lower status whites,
could account for only a small portion of the
effects attributed to racial composition. Be
sides, the two factors, school social class and
racial composition, prove most important as
explanations at different grade levels. The
racial composition of classrooms is most
powerfUl for the achievement scores of chil
dren in the beginning grades, while school
social class is most powerfUl in the high
school grades.

The other social class explanation Is lim
ited but, perhaps, more subtle. It applies
only to certain lower status Negro students
who attend predominantly White, lower
status schools. The majority of Negroes in
such schools may well come from middle class
Negro famllles. Even if the lower status Ne
gro child is of fUlly equivalent status to his
lower status white co-pupil, the main stimu
lant for his improved achievement may be his
membership in a student minority com
prised largely of middle class Negroes. This
possiblI1ty is not as remote as It may sound;
a. larger percentage of middle class than
lower class Negroes a.ttend predominantly
white schools, and the explanation only as
sumes that the middle class Negro minority
in such schools wlll serve as a more positive
reference group to lower class Negroes than
the white majority. Though of limited scope,
this explanation elegantly illustrates the sub
tleties and difficulties inherent in this type of
research.

How could Segregation Hurt Negroes? Still,
none of those counter explanations, taken
singly or together, eliminates the relatively
large relationship found by the Commission
between classroom racial composition and
Negro achievement. If it is solely the effect
of other co-varying factors, what could be the
reasons for this assoication? How does segre
gation "hurt" Negro students? The process
is undoubtedly complex, but a number of
empirical clues are suggestive. For example,
Coleman found that Negroes in interracial
schools are somewhat more likely to feel they
can control the enVironment, the attitude
that proved such an important predictor 01
Negro scores. The Civil Rights Commission
noted that (1) predominantly Negro schools
often become stigmatiZed in the commu
nity as "bad schools" by Negroes and Whites
alike, even when at least the physical facili
ties are the equal of supposedly "good
schools" for whites; and that (2) there are
elIective and ineffective interracial schOOls,
and the differences between them point to
the importance of interracial acceptance for
high achievement and aspirations. A number
of these considerations will be discussed in
deta1l1ater in this chapter.

A practical educator might well wonder
about the pollcy implications of this ex
tended discussion about a racial composition
effect on achievement separate from social
class. For instance, does not the relatively

small size of the Negro middle class make
desegregation an educational imperative even
if all of the benefits of interracial schooling
for Negroes are a direct resuit of the school
social class factor alone? For most practical
purposes, the answer to this query is yes.
There are, however, cases of predominantly
Negro, high status schools with empty seats.
Can one except the same benefit for a lower
status Negro child from attendance at such
a. school as he would receive from a pre
dominantly white school of comparable
status? The Commission report suggests that
the child would receIve mUCh, though not
all of the benefits of racial desegregation.

While the foregoing discussion does not
conclusively demonstrate the value of inter
racial (as opposed to intersocial class)
schools, I believe that it does tentatively
point to the operation of both social class
and racial composition factors on Negro
achievement. Since school operating deci
sions are being made every day which alIect
both these variables and will determine the
quality of the education of the children con
cerned, it is incumbent on decision makers
to take these factors into account. My tenta
tive bellef is further bolstered by the addi
tional evidence presented in the following
sections.
SIGNIFICANT DEFINITIONAL DISTINCTIONS CAN BE

MADE BETWEEN I'SEGREGATION," uDESEGREGA..

TION," AND uINTEGRATION"

Coleman Report findings and Civil Rights
Commission results suggest some empirically
based definitional distinctions that might
prove helpful in this semantically confused
realm. To begin with, the legal distinctions
between de jure and de facto segregation are
of no practical importance for the conse
quences of racial isolation In the schools.
The Commission's data speak to this issue
directly; they suggest effects of de facto
school segregation just as negative as those
reported earlier for de Jure school segrega
tion. The legal distinction has little relevance
for the Negro child in the all-Negro school.

Indeed, a realistic look at so-called de facto
school segregation In cities today calls into
question even the legal separation of the
two forms of segregation. While de jure segre
gation has its roots in blatant state legisla
tion, so-called "de facto" segregation gen
erally has its roots in state action, too. Such
state action may include anything from
school board decisions to nrban renewal plans
and zoning ordinances. At some future time
in American history, as Paul Freund has
suggested, the Judiciary will have to come to
terms more clearly with the implications of
the state action similarity of both de jure
and de facto forms of school segregation.

Coleman Report and Commission data also
have implications for j;he question of num
bers and percentages which constitute "segre
gation" or "desegregation." This matter is 01
considerable importance, since the definition
adopted will provide a conceptual framework
for persons interested in advancing desegre
gation, the definition will describe the target
towards Which their polley should strive, and
it will measure their success pr failure. Two
major alternative definitions have been pro

,posed. One defines segregation and desegre
gation by pegging the definition to the non
white percentage of the area's overall school
population. Thus, if 12 percent of a system's
stUdents are nonwhite, then ideally each de
segregated school in the system would ap
proach a nonWhite student composition of
12 percent. There are at least two possible
criticisms of this approach. First, it is often
impractical in all but reasonably small areas,
and, second, it treats the individual school
as a simple refiection of the community,
rather than as an integral institution with·
its own dynamics and reqUirements.

A second definition attempted to meet
these criticisms with a relatively fixed, rather
than variable, gauge: on the basis of sev
eral social psychological considerations, the
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ideally desegregated school is one whose stu
dent body includes from roughly 20 to 40
percent nonwhites. The disadvantage here is
that segregated schools could stlll result In
systems with fewer than 20 or more than 40
percent nonwhite children.

The two federal studies suggest a more
simple set of definitions. A segregated school
is one whose student body is predominantly
nonwhite; while a desegregated school is one
whose student body is interracial, but pre
dominantly white. Such definitions stem

. from the basic finding that the beneficial
effects of interracial schools for the academic
performance of Negro children are not linear;
that is, Negro test scores do not rise evenly
with increasing percentages of white children
in the classroom. Rather, both analyses point
to an achievement discontinuity which oc
curs past the midpoint, with the highest
Negro verbal test scores reported from "more
than half" White classrooms.... Indeed, enroll
ment in classes with "less than half" Whites
Is associated with scores not significantly
different from those of all-Negro classrooms.

This more sl,mple definition receives fur
ther sUipport from white test performance
In Interraclal schools. As long as the class Is
predominantly white, white pupils' achieve
ment levels In interracial classrooms do not
differ significantly from those of white pupils
In white classrooms." But attendance in
predominantly Negro classes is associated
with lower white test scores. In other words,
the same types of classes relate to higher
scores for both Negro and white children;
and these classrooms are predominantly
white and may usefully be defined as "de
segregated." Slmllarly, the same classes re
late to lower scores for both Negro and white
children; and these classrooms are predomi
nantly Negro and may usefully be defined as
"segregated."

Implications oj the definitions
The Ideological difficulties of such defini

tions are apparent. As mentioned before,
Negroes can rightfUlly argue that such de
finitions Indicate that "white Is right," that
predominantly Negro schools cannot be "good
schools." Commissioner Frankie Freeman of
the Clvll Rights Commission addressed her
self specifically to this issue:

The question Is not whether In theory or
in the abstract Negro schools can be as good
as white schools. In a society free from prej
udice In which Negroes were fUll and equal
participants, the answer would clearly be
"yes." But we are forced, rather, to ask the
harder question, whether In our present so
ciety, where Negroes are a minority which
has been discriminated against, Negro chil
dren can prepare themselves to participate
effectively in society If they grow up and go
to school in isolation from the majority
group. We must also ask Whether we can cure
the disease. of prejudice and prepare all
children for llfe In a multiracial world If
white children grow up and go to school In
isolation from Negroes." 21

The two federal reports also suggest that
another useful distinction can and Should
be made between "desegregated," as opposed
to "Integrated" schools. Note that the defini
tion of desegregation Involved only a specifi
cation of the racial mix of students, namely,
more than half whites. It does not include
any description of the quality of the inter
racial contact. As we wlll see, merely desegre
gated schools can be either effective or In
effective; they can promote either genuine
interracial acceptance or intense interracial
hostillty. In short, desegregatio:l of a school
can be but part of the process of improving
pupil performance.

Recall that the Coleman Report revealed
consistently larger standard deviations for
the test scores of Negro children in desegre
gated (that is, "more than half" white) class-

Footnotes at end of article.
C1rVII----677--Part 8

rooms.'" In other words, while the average The Negro SUbjects performed best when they
scores of such Negro chlldren were higher anticipated comparison with other Negroes,
than those in segregated schools, an unusu- less well when they anticipated comparison
ally large proportion of these children were with whites, and least well when no compari
achieving much higher than that average, son at all was anticipated.
and a s:lmllar proportion were far below (and Another study again varied the anticipated
perhaps might be better off in a "segregated" comparison with whites or other Negroes, but
school). What accounts for these wide dlf- at the same time varied conditions of white
ferences? The Commission's reanalysis of or Negro experimenter and different prob
these Coleman data suggests that the ex- ablllties of success. The results of this ex
planatory intervening variable is interra- periment are consistent with those just cited.
cial acceptance within the school. In de- The Negro subjects performed best when
segregated schools where most teachers re- tested by a white with a reasonable expectlon
port no tension, Negro stUdents evince hlgh- (that is, 60 percent) of success and anticl
er verbal achievement, more definite college patlon of comparison with Negro norms. They
plans, and more positive attitUdes than stu- performed worst when tested by a white with
dents in tense desegregated schools." White a low expectation (that is, 10 percent) of
students also evince benefits from the inter- success and antlclpatlon of comparison with
racially harmonious school. white norms.

The term "integrated school," then, might Katz believes these findings are consistent
usefully be reserved for the desegregated with a four-factor model of Negro american
school where interracial acceptance is the performance in biracial situations. On the
norm. With these usages, "desegregation" be- negative side of the ledger, he llsts:
comes a prereqiuslte, but "integration" is 1. Lowered probability Of success. Where
an Ultimate goal. there is marked discrepancy in the educa-
What are optimal environments jor racial tlonal standards of Negro and white schools,

"integration"? or where Negro children have already ac
quired strong feeI1ngs of inferiority, they are

The special efficacy of the desegregated likely to have a low expectancy of academic
school with interracial acceptance and low success when introduced into interracial
levels of tension is completely consistent with classes. This expectancy Is often reaI1stic.
the growing body of experimental evidence considering the situation, but it has the af
on racial optimal performance environments. fect of lowering achievement motivation. The
The basic work in this realm hM been con- practical implication of this factor is to
ducted by Irwin Katz.ao avoid its operation by beginning interracial

Ka.tz first stUdied biracial task groups con- instruction in the earI1est grades, an impI1
sistlng of two Negro and two white stUdents. cation consistent with the Civil Rights Com
In a. variety of conditions, Negro subjects mission's finding that desegregation in the
"displayed marked soclal inhibition and sub- earI1est grades generally has the most posl
ordination to white partners." Negroes made tlve effect on the achievement of Negro chll
fewer re1Ilarks than Whites, tended to D.C- dren.
cept white contributions uncritically, ranked 2. Social threat is involved in any biracial
whites higher on intellectUal performance situation for Negro Americans; because of
even after equal racial ab1l1ty has been dis- the prestige and dominance of whites in
played. and later expressed less satisfaction american society, rejection of Negro students
with the group experience than did whites. by white classmates and teachers often eI1cits
These complaint tendencies were modified emotional responses that are detrimental to
only after a situation was presented which Intellectual functioning. This Katz finding,
required Negro SUbjects openly to announce too is consistent with the Commission find
correct problem solutions to their white Ing'that Negro academic achievement is hlgh
partners. That this procedure did work sug- est in integrated schools featuring cross-ra
gests the general technique for the interra- cial acceptance.
clal classroom of making sure that the Negro 3. Failure threat arises when academic fail
members have a public opportunity to dis- ure means extraordinary disapproval by sig
play personal competence. nlficant people, parents, teachers, or peers

Katz also demonstrated performance at school. Low expectancy Of success under
effects of the biracial context on his white failure threat may also elicit emotional re
subjects. Accustomed to all-white situations, sponses detrimental to performance. But this
white subjects often faUed to utlllze the need not always be the case. Sometimes, ex
abll1ties of their Negro partners, even when periences in the interrac:lal classroom act to
they could expect a monetary bonus from the dispel feelings of failure threat and group in
experimenter for good teamwork. feriority. When one of the nine Negro chll-

A second series of experiments by Katz re- dren. who, under the glare of world publlc
veals further effects of racial isolation by in- Ity, desegregated Central High SChool of Llt
traducing threat into different racial envlron- tie Rock, Arkansas, In 1957, was asked what
ments. Thus, students at a predominantly she had learned from her arduous experience,
Negro college in the South performed better she exclaimed: "Now I know that there are
on a digit-symbol substitution task under some stupid white kids, too '" This insight
conditions of low stress when tested by a into the white superiority myth could never
white stranger than under conditions of have been acquired in an all-Negro high
high stress when tested by a Negro school.
stranger. Likewise, Negro students in Finally. on the positive side of the ledger,
another experiment scored higher on a. dlglt- Katz notes that acceptance of Negroes by
symbol code with a white tester, as long as White classmates and teachers often has a
they believed the code to be a research instru- social facilitation effect upon their ablllty
ment for studying hand-eye coordination, a to learn. apparently because it reassures Ne
nonintellectual capacity. However, they did gro children that they are expected to be
better with a Negro tester when they thought fully as talented in the classroom as anyone
the code was an intell1gence measure. else. This anticlpatlon, that sklllful per-

Katz has also isolated some effects on formance will win white approval rather
Negro Americans of anticipated comparisons than rejection for not "knowing your place,"
with white Americans. Students at a Negro endows scholastic success with high incen
college in the South worked on easy and dl!- tive value. Katz believes this factor explains
ficult versions of a digit-symbol task under why his Negro subjects tend to perform bet
three different instructions. One set of in- ter with white investigators on tasks Which
structlons described the task as not being a are free of severe threat.
test at all, another set described it as a. scho- A more recent Katz experiment adds an
lastic aptitude test With norms from the other dimension. Heretofore, he had em
Negro college itself, and a third set described ployed primarily Negro college stUdents for
it as a scholastic aptitude test with national his subjects. But when he now uses as sub
(that is, predominantly white) college norms. jects truly isolated, grade school Negro boys
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from a New York City slum, the social fa
c1l1tatlon factor preViously evident With
white testers disappears. In a verbal learning
task, performance was superior with the
Negro experimenter under all conditions of
the stUdy inclUding the use of approval. This
result suggests the original Katz model must
be placed in a larger context of the past
racial experience of the Negro subjects. It
also emphasizes the need for early inter
racial experience.

Research such as Katz' offers educators
both an opportunity and a challenge. IDs
data suggest factors which might be found
in an effectively integrated school and imply
principles that should govern the planning
and management of such schools. At the
same time, they imply that effective integra
tion is far more than the mixing of races,
and that, in itself, Is a dlfficult Issue.
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Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President. there
is no question that minority groUP and
disadvantaged children are severely

damaged by segregated education. But
they are only its most obvious victims.

In his testimony before the select com
mittee, Dr. Kenneth Clark stated that
advantaged. white, middle-class children
are also damaged by educational systems
which fail to practice the principles of
racial justice and equality of opportu
nity that they teach.

Finally, on another level, all of us and
all our children-black, white, and
brown, rich and poor-sufIer as each
passing year brings us closer to the
tragic, divided America foreseen in the
report of the President's National Ad
visory Commission on Civil Disorders.
ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF INTEGRATED EDUCATION

Merely to state the case that integra
tion results in educational benefits is not
enough. We must look beyond the mere
placement of children from diversified
backgrounds in schools together. We
must also define the essential elements
of quality integrated education-the ele
ments that provide the kind of sensitive.
humane, child-oriented schools that can
make integrated schools models of edu
cational excellence. The hearings and
studies conducted by the Subcommittee
on Education and the Select Committee
on Equal Educational Opportunity have
led me to conclude that there are four
elements which are essential to the suc
cess of integrated education.

First, is the participation of parents.
teachers, students, and other members of
the community in the educational proc
ess. These groups must be involved in
planning, and in the development and
implementation of programs and proj
ects. SChool integration by definition in
volves human relations. The involvement
of all affected community groups will not
only prevent misunderstandings based
upon misinformation, but will also assure
that programs address the needs of chil
dren as these needs are seen by educators
and their clients working in cooperation.

Second, is the presence of socio-eco
nomic, as well as racial and ethnic di
versity. As the President stated in his
message on elementary and secondary
school desegregation of March 24, 1970.
children benefit most from integrated
environments when students are from a
variety of socio-economic, as well as ra
cial and ethnic backgrounds. There are
four essential components of this divers
ity. First, the school must be substantially
representative of all the minority and
nonmlnority groups, which comprise the
student population of the school district.
In other words, token efforts will not suc
ceed. Second, all these groups must par
ticipate in curricular and extracurricu
lar activities on an equal basis. ThIrd.
the faculty must also be representative.
Fourth, a substantial proportion, if not
a majority of the children in an inte
grated school must be from educationally
advantaged backgrounds.

The third essential element for the suc
cess of integration is the presence of a
learning environment which is sensitive
to the needs of all children involved-an
environment which can be created only
by teachers and administrators who
believe that all children can learn.
Where minority group children from

backgrounds in which a language other
than English is spoken are present, sensi
tive bilingual and bicultural programs
are crucial. Mexican-American, Indian,
Puerto Rican, oriental. and other chil
dren with differing languages and cul
tures must be allowed to learn and re
spect the language and culture associated
with the group to which they belong. All
children will benefit from an opportunity
to learn about the cultural heritages
which these children possess.

The fourth element is the need to begin
to process by placing children from di
verse backgrounds in school together in
their early years. The most successful
integration efforts are those which begin
in the earlier grades. That is where chil
dren learn most from each other. It is
where they will most readily develop atti
tudes which are tolerant and respectful
of each other.

If these elements are present, if there
exists in the community the will and the
leadership necessary to make such efforts
successful, the kinds of stable, quality,
integrated schools which I have de
scribed can and will become models of
educational excellence, sensitive to the
background, culture, abilities, and indi
vidual needs of every stUdent.
INTEGRATION IS FEASIBLE IN ALL BUT A FEW

DISTRICTS

I am not unaware of the difficulties in
volved in persuading communities across
the Nation that integrated education is
best for all children. In many central city
and other districts, with student popula
tions that are predominantly disadvan
taged or from minority groups, it is just
not mathematically possible to establish
integrated schools of the kind which I
have described. But for the vast majority
of school districts with minority group
children across the country. there is no
technical reason-no mechanical ex
cuse--why integrated schools cannot be
established throughout each district.

It is easy to cite the Harlems and Dis
tricts of Columbia of this country and
throw up one's hands in despair. But
let us look at the facts. Most minority
students are in districts in which non
minority stUdents are in the majority.
There are 11,750 school districts in the
United States with 3DO or more children.
Of these, only 693 or 5.9 percent have
a majority of minority group stUdents.
We usually think of big cities as being
impossible to integrate. Of the 100 larg
est school districts in the 'Nation, con
tain about one-fourth of all students, 16
are majority black, one is majority Mexi
can-American, and one is majority black
and Mexican-American. Take standard
metropolitan statistical areas. cities of
50,000 or more population and their sub
urbs. There are 217 such cities of which
42 contain a majority of minority group
students. So that 82 of the 100 largest
school districts and 175 of the 217 cities
of 50,000 or more should have no problem
meeting the formula for the establish':. .
ment of integrated schools prescribed in
this bill.

INTERDISTRICT AND METROPOLITAN AREA
PROGRAMS

For those school districts which are so
severely impacted with minOlity and dis-
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METROPOUTAN PARKS

Several designs would meet these criteria;
but let us consider one as Ulustrative: the
metropolitan park plan. Each park would
be located on "neutral turf" in an inner
ring suburb or just inside the central city
boundary." It would be so placed that the
same spoke of the mass transit system could
bring both outer-ring suburban children Into
the park and ideally comprise a pie-shaped
metropolitan wedge containing a minimum
of 12,000 to 15,000 public school students.
The thin end of the wedge would be in the
more dense central city, and the thick end
in the more sparsely settled SUburbs.

But what Incentive could generate the
metropolitan cooperation necessary for such
a plan? A number of systems have consid
ered educational parks, but they usually tind

.. Other convenient and racially neutral
sItes would be appropriate to specialized
metropolitan educational parks. Rather than
near the central cIty and SUburban bound
ary sItes near the art museum. the science
center, the music center, a.nd colleges and
universItIes could possess enough appeal and
status to attract suburban children into the
central cIty despite the longer commuting.

advantaged students that integration is
just not practical within the district this
bill provides alternate solutions: Metro
politan area and interdistrict programs.

The bill reserves 15 percent of appro
priated funds for metropolitan area pro
grams. The focus of this particular sec
tion is a result of the leadership of the
Senator from Connecticut. As Prof.
Thomas Pettigrew of Harvard University
testified before the Select Committee:

A metropolitan perspective is essential.
Pessimists often regard the racial integration
of schools as impossible because of the grow
ing concentration of black Americans in cen~

tral cities.
But as soon as we adopt a metropolitan

perspective the dimensions of the problem
are abruptly altered. Black Americans consti
tute only 11 % of our national population
and only about 14 % of our metropolitan
population.

A metropol~tan approach does not re
quire consolidation of political subdivi
sions or school districts. It does require
new levels of cooperation between cen
tral cities and their suburbs. Present Fed
eral aid to education programs, if any
thing, discourages 'such cooperation by
focusing only upon distributing funds to
single isolated school districts.

Federal funding that provides strong
incentives for cooperation between
school districts can be an important step
toward both equal educational oppor
tunity and the more efficient use of Fed
eral funds. Beyond this,it is obvious that
integrated schools within metropolitan
areas must draw stUdents from both
central city districts and suburban dis
tricts.

Mr. President, in this regard I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD from the same article re
ferred to earlier by Dr. Pettigrew some
very cogent and compelling arguments
that justify the establishment of a metro
politan educational system as part of a
metropolitan program.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

A RETURN TO THE COMMON SCHOOL
EXCERPTS

• • • •

the capital costs prohibitive. Moreover, many
systems are currently hard pressed for ex~

pension funds, especially as referenda for
school construction bonds continue to be
defeated throughout the nation. Federal
funding, then, on a massive scale will obvi
ously be needed, though It must be dispersed
in a far more careful and strategic manner
than the everybody-gets-his cut, "river and
harbors bill" principle of the 1965 Elemen
tary and Secondary Education Act.

If federal funding for capital costs is avail
able without acceptance of metropolitanism,
many school systems, particularly those ex
hibiting bad faith, will not choose to join a
park plan. Therefore, federal construction
grants must: (1) Involve more than one
urban district, and the consortium must al
ways InclUde the central city (note that any
one park would not requIre the entire metro
politan area to join the proposal though
some coordInation would be necessary, per
haps through review by each area's metro
politan planning commission); (2) require
racial and social desegregation-and, hope
fully, IntegratIon-In every school involved
(metropolitan Involvement makes this re
quirement feasible); and (3) exclude alter
nate routes for federal building funds
(though if the first two criteria are met, the
proposal need not adopt the metropolitan
park plan as the model) .

A 15,000 stUdent, $40 to $50 mimon park,
90 percent of It paid by the federal govern
ment, would be a powerful Inducement. Here
lie both a great opportunity and an equally
great danger. If the money is distributed In
the easy fashion of the Elementary and Sec
ondary Education Act to Individual school
districts, the antimetropolitan effects could
be disastrous for both race relations and
public educatIon. Building money spent In
such a manner would further Insulate aloof
suburbia and InstItutionalize de facto school
segregation In the Inner city for at least an
other half century. School construction
money may be made available by the federal
government; the vital questIon is: What will
be Its form and effects?

The educational park Idea Is not a p::tna
cea; there can be elegantly effective and In
credibly ineffective parks. Yet ample federal
funding combined wIth the nation's planning
and archi·tectural genius should be able to
set a new standard and direction for public
schools. This combinatIon has successfUlly
been applIed to pUblic facilities ranging from
Interstate hIghways to magnificent airports.
Now the combination should be applied to
the benefit of children.

From high rIse structures to multiple unit
campuses, educational parks themselves can
be planned in a variety of ways. The most
widely dIscussed design would Involve a rea
sonably large tract of land (eighty to one
hundred acres as a minimum) contaIning no
fewer than fourteen or fifteen schools, serv
Ing grades from kindergarten through high
school. One educator has visualized a campus
design for 18,000 students consisting of two
senior high, four junior hIgh, and eight ele
mentary schools." If the park were to serve
an especially densely populated section, It
would be best if it did not Include the en
tire grade spectrum so that It could stU!
cover a reasonably expanSive and heteroge
neous attendance area. In general, however,
an educatIon park resembles a pUblic un1
verslty. Both Include a varIety of educational
programs for a large group of students of
varying abilities. And, like public univer
sities In our major cities, some parks could
consist of high rise structures and some
could develop a more spacious campus at
mosphere with numerous bulldings. Hope-

.. G. Brain, "The Educational Park: Some
Advantages and Disadvantages," in N. Jacob
son, ed.• An Exploration Of the Educational
Park Concept (New York: New York Board of
Education, 1964), p. 16.

fully, the metropolItan park could usually
follow the campus model, since sufficient
space would generally be obtainable at sub
urban-ring locations.""

Apart from offering racial remedies, the
metropOlitan park concept has a number
of distinct advantages. First, there are con
siderable savings that accrue from consoli
dation; centralized facllltles, such as a single
kitchen, need not be duplicated In each of
the park's units. Savings on capital costs,
too, would accrue from simultaneous build
Ing of many units at one location. These sav
ings, however, do not necessarily mean that
the total construction and operatIng costs
would be less than those for the same stu
dent capacity spread out In traditional units.
The advantage is that for essentially the
same cost metropolitan parks could boast
signIficantly better facilities than traditional
schools. Consequently each child would be
receiving far more per educational dollar in
the metropolitan park.

Improved centralized facilities of a park
should maximize Innovations and individu
alized Instruction. It is dIfficult to InStitute
new approaches to learn1ng In old settLlgs.
A prime finding of social change research Is
that new norms are easier to Introduce In
new Institutions. The metropolltan park
offers a fresh and exciting setting that should
encourage new educational techniques and
attract the more innovative members of the
teaching profession. In addition, a park pre
sents a rare design opportunity for building
innovation into the physical and social struc
tures of the schools. This, of course, includes
the latest equipment for aiding the teacher
and the student. Centralization enhances
this process, for example, by providing effi
cient concentration of all electronic informa
tion storage, retrieval, and console facilities.
Yet such centralization of equipment should
not be viewed as leading Inevitably to a wide
assortment of frightening Orwell1an devices
cluttering the school. Poor planning could
lead to this result, but the accent should be
on individualized Instruction as the unifying
and positive theme, a theme far more possi
ble In the park design than In the present
model of scattered "little red schoolhouses."

Many Innovations made possible by a met
ropolitan park extent beyond the eqUipment
realm. For instance, the teaching profes;;ion
today suffers from being one of the most un
differentiated by rank of all professions, a
characteristic which discourages a lifelong
orientation to the field. While the medical
profession has a graded rank order of roles
from Intern and resident to chief of a service,
teachers must eIther enter admInistration
and become principals or shift to more pres
tigious schools in order to move up the lad
der. By concentrating a large number of
teachers In a relatively small area, far more
role differentiation becomes possible. Thus, a
teacher might progress from an apprentice in
a team teaching situation, to a master teach
er In a team, to a superVisor of master teach
ers, and so on. Faculty concentration also
allows more Intensive, across-school, Inserv
ice training and the formation of depart
ments across schools with ranklngs within
departments as In universities (for example.
a junior high history department consisting
of all history teachers in the four or five
junior highs on the campus).

Concentration of stUdents also allows Wider
course offerings. SpeCialIzed classes, from
playing the lute to seventeenth-century Eng
lish literature, become economIcally possible
when the students electing them are gath
ered from units throughout the park. More
over, concentration makes possible some re
markable facilities that can be shared by all

IS In some of the thickly populated metro
politan areas, especially the older cities of
the East, Ideal sites are already scarce and
rapIdUy disappearing. Hence, the recommen
dation below for park site land banks.



10758 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE April 19, 1971
of the park's units, for example, an Olympic
size swimming pool and extensive auditorium
and theatrical equipment. These special fa
cilities could far surpass what is now avail
able in all but the most affluent districts,
become a source of student and community
pride, and provide a competitive status ad
vantage over private schools. They also would
be used efficiently, rather than the minimal
use expensive facilities receive in single site
schools.

The metropolitan park offers unusual op
portunities for an effective liaison With a
local university or college. Nova, the exten
sive educational park near Fort Lauderdale,
Florida, even plans to include college and
graduate work right on Its campus. But di
rect contiguity is not necessary to develop a
mutually beneficial coordination.

Recall that an important cause of public
SChOOl segregation In many central cities is
the enrollment of large percentages of white
children In parochial schools. This fact sug
gests closer cooperation between public and
parochial schools; and the metropolitan edu
cational park could facilltate such coopera
tion under optimal conditions. Most parochial
systems are currently in serious financial
condition, and tapping Into the park's super
ior facUlties should prove attractive. Roman
Catholic educators point out that those Items
that cost the most-the physical science lab
oratories, gymnasium, and stadium-tend to
be less related to the "moral training" that
they believe to be the distinctive feature of
their schools. SCattered site schools, public
and parochial, make "shared time" and other
cooperative arrangements aWkward at best.
And when parochial students come to take
their pUblic school class as a group, such
segregation often reaps its usual harvest of
intergroup tension and hostility.

A recent idea from Vermont introduces a
more promising possibillty. At the time of
planning a large educational park, parochial
school educators could be provided the op
portunity of purchasing an adjoining plot of
land and constructing a new facillty of their
own. As long as the land price is consistent
With its true value, no constitutional in
fringements appear to be involved. The new
parochial facillty need only concentrate on
courses directly needed for "moral training."
Parochial school pupils would be free as in
dividuals, not as separated groups, to cross
the park's grass, not urban streets, and at
tend physical education, science, and other
pUblic school courses when they fit their par
ticular schedUles. The Vermont Plan offers
construction and operating savings to hard
pressed parochial systems; and it offers a
greater race and class stUdent balance to
hard-pressed public systems."

Cost efficiency, educational innovations,
more individualized Instruction, wider course
offerings, special facUlties, and coordination
with universities and parochial schools--all
the advantages of the well-designed metro
politan park are features that parents, white
and Negro, would welcome in the schools of
tomorrow. This is politically critical, for de
segregation efforts of the past have seldom
had the advantage of being Intrinsic parts
of a larger package promising across-the
board improvements for all children.

BUT WHAT ABOUT THE OPPOSITION?

In addition to the natural resistance to
change, four major objections have been

3. The old stereotype of parochial school
students as children of working class im
migrants is outdated. Roman Catholic chll
dren who comprise the students for the
Church-operated educational systems tend as
a group to be distinctly higher in socioeco
nomic background than Roman Catholic
children who attend the public systems.
Thus, inclusion of parochial pupils in pub
llc school courses and programs Is likely to
facilitate social class as well as racial balance,

raised to the park concept: (1) executive
capital costs; (2) the phasing out of existing
schools; (3) the problem of impersonaliza
tion in large complexes; and (4) 1055 of
neighborhood Interest and involvement in
the school. Each is a serious objection and
deserves comment.

The park is expensive, and major outside
funding is necessary. Furthermore, mistakes
in design and location could be disastrous. A
park is an enormous commitment of re
sources, and, If poorly conceived, it could
stand for years as a major mistake in plan
ning. This is precisely what would happen if
parks were operated totally Within central
city systems, for demographic projections
prove the folly of bUilding parks for a single
central city system as a desegregation de
vice.a; It is for this reason that the parks of
the future must be metropolitan in character.

Present schools were expensive, too, and
raise the problem of phasing out existing
facillties. For many urban districts this is
not a problem; they already have overutillzed
schools with double shifts and rising enroll
ments or old schools long past their useful
ness. But some urban districts have many
new schools and would be hesitant to join a
park consortium. The program, however, is a
long-term one. Hopefully, in the 1970s, most
of the nation's leading metropolltan areas
would boast one or more parks; these in turn
could serve as models for coml)letlng the park
rings in the decade. Moreover, elementary
and secondary stUdent enrollments wlll rise
rapidly: from 48.4 million in 1964 to a pro
jected 54.9 mlllion in 1974, and to 66 million
in the fatefUl year of 1984." Metropolitan
parks, then, could be phased in as older fa
clllties are phased out and as enrollments
rise.

Such a process would be ideal nationally,
but there will be special problems in locali
ties with "planned de facto school segrega
tion." These are cities, such as Chicago,
which in recent years have purposely built
new schools In the heart of their Negro ghet
tos. If racial progress is to be made in these
cities, recent structures will have to be con
verted to new uses, l)erhaps, to much needed
community centers.

The third objection to parks centers upon
the impersonalization of organ!zational big
ness, "the Kafka problem." Indeed, much of
the park's description, 15,000 stUdents, a staff
approaching 1000, the latest electronic equip
ment, has a frightening Kafka ring; and one
can easily imagine how an ill-designed park
could justify these fears. However, such a
prospect Is not inherent in the park plan. Nor
is bigness a park problem alone; many of to
day's huge urban high schools accommodate
many thousands of students in a single unit
and arouse the same uneasiness. In fact,
imaginatively designed parks could act to
counter the urban trend toward ever larger
public school units. Smaller schools at each
level can be economically built as units
Within the park; and careful planning can
afford a reasonable degree of privacy for each
unit While stllI providing access tD the shared
faclllties of the park.

Some critics are particularly concerned
about the park'S loss of neighborhood Inter
est and Involvement. The criticism assumes
that most urban public schools today are
neighborhood based, and that they generate
considerable neighborhood involvement. Ser
ious doubts can be raised about both as
sumptlons: we may well be worrying about
the possible loss of something already ex
tinct. In any event, there is no evidence to

a; The Philadelphia Urban League. in pro
posing nonmetropolltan parks for a central
city system whose student body is already
majority nO!lwhite, has advanced just such a
plan.

as F. Keppel, The Necessary Revolution in
American Education (New York: Harper &
Row, 1966), p. 19.

indicate that only a neighborhood-based
school can generate parental concern, or that
a metropolitan park could not dupllcate this
feat, or that there is a close and negative
association between the size of the attend
ance area and Involvement.

The criticism does raise an important plan
ning issue. How can the park be initiated and
planned to heighten parental and com
munity interest? Certainly, special fac1llties,
university liaison, and cooperation with pa
rochial schools could help generate com
munity pride and interest. So could smaller
schools and a park school board of parents
With wide authority. Furthermore, wide
spread use of the park for adult education,
community affairs, and so on, might also
contribute to public involvement. Indeed,
special faclllties of the park lend themselves
to such adult use more readily than the typi
cal school today.

Finally, one might ask how such a metro
politan educational park plan fits wi,;h other
such widely discussed possiblllties as "de
centralization" and "community-controlled
schools." First, it should be noted that de
centralization and community control are
typically advanced either apart from inte
gration considerations or as outright alterna
tives to integration. "The Bundy Report" for
New York City, for instance, could well lead
to racially homogeneous districts that would
institutionalize racial segregation for gen
erations to come. Yet there is an obVious
need in such large and unwieldy systems as
New York and Chicago to decentralize au
thority, as well as a general need to Increase
parental and community involvement in
public education.

Similar to compensatory education, how
ever, these possibillties acquire force and
meaning when they accompany the drive for
integration rather than substitute for It.
Thus, effective decentralization need not take
the form of isolated social class or racial
islands, but should assume the metropolitan
wedge shapes described earlier as ideal at
tendance areas for educational parks. New
York City's schools could be organized along
the lines suggested by "The Bundy Report"
in such a way as to help rather than hinder
integration.33

In summary, then, those who say there is
nothing we can do about the educational
segregation of our major cities are fortu
nately wrong. This is not to say that desegre
gation progress wlll be easy, Or even that we
will do what Is necessary to achieve such
progress. But it is to say that it potentially
can be done for a significant number of
urban Americans, white and Negro.

A FINAL WORn

Stripped to its essentials, the argument of
this chapter is as follows:

1. It is widely acknowledged that publlc
education needs a major restructuring. Whlle
numerous proposals and models for the fU
ture exist now, little discussion has begun on
a systems approach of optimal mixes of these
models.

2. Despite dilliculties in evaluating present
and proposed programs in public education,
there is growing empirical evidence, especi
ally from recent federal studies, tc. Indicate
the critical importance of the social class
climate of a school's student body. And, this
evidence strongly suggests a model of learn
ing Which stresses that children teach chil
dren, and the need for public education
that is heterogeneous in both social class
and racial terms.

"Private communication from Professor
Dan Dodson of New York University. Of,
course, no decentralization and redistricting
plan in New York City can solve the prob
lem of desegregation alone. The point is that
it can be made to seal In racial and class
segregation or to improve slightly the situ
ation depending on how it is accomplished.
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3. It is demographically possible to provide

such heterogeneous education everywhere in
the United States. The chief challenge to
this statement are our largest metropolitan
areas; and it is here that the metropol1an
educational park, with its advantages and
disadvantages, becomes one important struc
tural component for any future design for
American public education.

In short, then we can provide "common
•schools" again; a question remains as to will
we?

TELEVISION

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, there
are two other incentive programs in this
bill which I vlould like to mention specifi
cally. First is the set aside of $45 million
for the development and production of
integrated children's television programs.
Ninety-seven percent of all American
families and 90 percent of all families of
incomes of less than $5,000 have home
television receivers. By the time the aver
age American child graduates from high
school he l;1as spent 4,000 more hours
watching television than he has in the
classrooms of our' Nation. Studies have
shown that children from low-income
families watch even more television than
those from middle-income families and
that black children watch more television
than white children. The potential for
using home television reception to fur
ther equal educational opportunity is
tremendous.

That educational television for young
children can be successful has already
been demonstrated by one imaginative
dedicated group of individuals. I refer,
of course, to Sesame Street which has
been widely acclaimed and awarded and
which has unquestionably benefitted
children from disadvantaged inner-city
communities, from middle-class suburbs,
and from isolated rural areas by pro
viding an effective medium for teaching
young children important facts and
learning skills. This is clearly demon
strated by the recent findings of the
Educational Testing Service of Prince
ton, N.J., "The First Year of Sesame
Street: An Evaluation," a report evalu
ating the results of Sesame Street.

First, it was found that children who
watched the most learned the most.
Second, the skills that receiVed the most
time and attention on the program were,
with rare exception, the skills which the
children learned the best. Third, chil
dren viewing Sesame Street at home
showed gains as great as, and in some
cases greater than, children who
watched in school under the supervision
of a teacher. These were the major find
ingS of the report. Some of its other find
ings are even more interesting.

As between advantaged and disadvan
taged children, although disadvantaged
children started out with considerablY
lower achievement scores on the skills
taught by Sesame Street, those who
watched a great deal surpassed those
middle-class children who watched only
a little. The program thus demonstrated
that television can reduce the educa
tional gap that usually separates advan
taged and disadvantaged children even
by the time they enter first grade.

The report also contains a finding
which ETS rated "highly tentative" but
which is particularly interesting: Ses
ame street may be especially effective

for the teaching of some skills to chil
dren whose first language is not English
and who do not test well or perform well
in school. ThUS, a small sample of chil
dren from Spanish-speaking homes in
the Southwest made more spectacular
gains than any other subgroup of chil
dren tested.

I cite these findings because I believe
Sesame Street to be one of the most suc
cessful educational programs in or out
of school anywhere in this country.
Sesame Street has clearly demonstrated
the potential of educational television.
The least we can do is to build on that
success.

BILINGUAL, BICULTURAL PROGRAMS

The second special program which I
would like to mention concerns the res
ervation of $45 million for programs to
meet the special needs of minority group
children who are deprived of equal edu
cational opportunity because of language
barriers and cultural differences. To con
tinue to defer bilingual and bicultural
education, it seems to me, is absurd.

The need for meeting the special edu
cational needs of minority group chil
dren with these problems is unques
tioned. The Department of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare estimates that there
are 5 million pubic school children who
come to school with limited English
speaking ability. Title VII of the Ele
mentary and Secondary Education Act
serves only 54,000 of these stUdents. Ac
cording to HEW's 1968 elementary and
secondary school survey there are 2,002,
776 Spanish-surnamed students, 177,464
American Indian stUdents, and 194,022
oriental students in schools in the conti
nental United States. According to the
Bureau of Census, only 31 percent of the
9,230,000 persons of Spanish origin in the
United States consider English their
mother tongue. Half reported that Eng
lish was usually spoken in their homes;
20 percent speak no English at all. Among
Spanish origin persons between the ages
of 16 and 25 who reported to the Bureau
of the Census that they were able to read
and write the language usually spoken in
their homes, twice as many had com
pleted at least 4 years of high school
when that language was English than
when it was Spanish.

I have heard no more disheartening
description of the plight of the non
English-speaking young school child
than that by Mr. Enrique Hank Lopez,
quoted in the New York Times yester
day:

For every human being, the greatest pe
riod of learning is from birth to age 5, and
for the Chicano child that learning is taking
place in this schizolingual amalgam which
is mootly Spanish.

This is the child's principal cognitive tool,
but the day he enters school It is snatched
away from him. You may as well perform a
partial lobotomy on him. He's so severely
traumatized at a crucial period In life he may
never recover, and he starts dropping out
the first day of kindergRrten. When he's
forbidden to talk his own language, he gets
a terrific sense of inferiority and gUilt. He
begins to dislike himself and his parents
and everybody else.

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION AND ESAP

Mr. President, I have discussed the
need and the potential for success of the
major features of the bill before us. But

no legislation can be successful unless it
is administered properly.

Last August the Congress appropriated
$75 million for what has been called the
emergency school assistance program. I
shall not take the time now to review the
history of that program. There have been
two exhaustive evaluation reports, one
prepared by the Government Accounting
Office, which was released in early
March, the other by six nonprofit orga
nizations. A reading of these reports, I
must say, gives me little confidence in
the capacity of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare to ad
minister this legislation without strong
safeguards and administrative guidelines
in the bill. It is because of the history of
the emergency school assistance program
that the Labor Committee has inclUded
in the bill strong safeguards modeled
upon those added in the Senate to the
emergency school assistance program
appropriation. The committee has also,
both in the bill and the report set forth
mandatory directions to the Commis
sioner to try to assure proper adminis
tration of this program.

The safeguards prohibit funding of
local educational agencies which engage
in the following practices: Aid to pri
vate segregation academies operating as
alternatives for white stUdents fieeing
desegregated public schools; discrimina
tion against minority group teachers or
other minority group personnel; segre
gation of children within schools for a
substantial portion of the school day in
conjunction with desegregation or the
establishment of an integrated school;
limiting participation of minority group
children in extracurriCUlar activities or
limiting extracurricular activities in or
der to avoid the participation of minority
group children; and other discrimination
on the basis of race, color or national
origin.

The application of these safeguards is
crucial. The value of integrated educa
tion to the children involved in the pro
grams under this act will be lost if dis
crimination continues to be practiced
within schools which are desegragated.
When a qualified black teacher is fired
because of his race, or Chicano students
are placed in segregated classrooms, the
message is not lost on the students or on
the community at large.

Mr. President, I would like to mention
one other aspect of the administration of
the ESAP program. That program was
presented to the Congress as a project
grant program. The bill which we have
before us is a project grant program.
Funds were to be gran ted under ESAP
and are to be granted under this bill
only on the basis of need and merit. Un
fortunately, in an effort to assure that
school districts were funded as quickly
as possible, ESAP money was in fact
awarded on the basis of a formula under
which each school district was told the
maximum amount of funds for which it
was eligible. I would like to quote from
the committee report on this bill with
respect to such practices:

The Commissioner of Education should not
for any purpose in connection with the ad
ministra.tion of this program issue guldelines,
formulas or a.llocation tables to school di&o
trlcts stating the amount of funds for Which
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they might be potentia.lly eligible. Eligibll1ty
for funds under this bill is based entirely
upon the provisions set forth in section 5.
There is no authority for the setting of maxi
mum or target figures with respect to fina.n
cial a.sslstance to eligible school dlstrlcts.

It is clear that this bill leaves no room
and contains no authority for the award
of funds to school districts on any en
titlement or formula related basis.

STENNIS AMENDMENT AND ENFORCEMENT

Mr. President, the bill now before us
concerns the education of our Nation's
children. It is not a bill which deals or
in any way changes legal standards or
enforcement procedures with respect to
school desegregation.

Indeed, this legislation tacitly assumes
that whatever the law may be. it should
be enforced nationally and uniformly
everywhere.

I know, and the committee recognizes
in its report. that this is not the case
either with respect to particular regions
of the country or with respect to all
minority groups. Indeed, the junior Sen
ator from Mississippi made a speech a
week ago today in this Chamber in which
he challenged his colleagues to refute the
data which he cited and which demon
strate that racially isolated schools are
more prevelent in the North and West
than in the South. The statistics pre
sented by the Senator from Mississippi
cannot be refuted, nor can it be accu
rately said by anyone in this Chamber
that we have a uniform national policy
on school integration or that the law is
being equally enforced in all regions of
the country.

The Senator from Mississippi noted
that the Department of Justice and
HEW have taken only 15 enforcement
actions outside the 17 Southern and bor
der States since 1965. This has been the
case even in the face of congressional
directives in the Labor-HEW Appropria
tion Act of 1969 and in the Elementary
and Secondary Education Amendments
of 1970, that title VI must be enforced
on a national basis.

Moreover, enforcement activities by
the Departments of HEW and Justice
have largely ignored discrimination
against children belonging to national
origin minority groups-Chicano, In
dian, Puerto Rican, Oriental-although
title VI specifically refers to discrimina
tion on the basis of race, color, or na
tional origin. Although the Department
of HEW issued a memorandum concern
ing discrimination against national
origin-minority children last year,
HEW and Justice each have taken only
one enforcement action based primarily
upon discrimination against national
origin-minority group children, and
have incorporated discrimination against
.such children in only a small number of
other enforcement actions.

We must have uniform national en
forcement of the laws prohibiting dis
crimination based upon race, color or
national origin in our public schools.

But the amendment proposed by the
Senator from Mississippi will hinder. not

help, in achieving this goal. It does not
strengthen title VI to make nationwide
enforcement easier. In fact, because it is
framed as a declaration of policy, the
amendment probably has no effect at all.
as a matter of law. on the reqt;lrements
of title VI. Although it can be read to ask
for a uniform national policy against dis
crimination in public education-a policy
I vigorously support-many will read the
amendment to excuse enforcement of
title VI against official discrimination.
North and South alike, until such time
as the courts declare purely adventitious
segregation unconstitutional. This would
be a tragic result.

Thi.3 is no time for a national policy of
retreat. It is time to move forward with
nationwide enforcement of the Constitu
tion and title VI, and with a national pro
gram of financial assistance for quality
education in integrated schools.

HEW and Justice, despite the demands
of the Congress, have been reluctant to
proceed against official discrimination
except in the form of segregation re
quired by State law. and have failed to
proceed adequately against discrimina
tion based upon national origin.

It is my hope that section 11 of S. 1557,
which provides for payment of attorneys'
fees and costs in successful suits under
title VI, the equal protection clause of the
14th amendment, and related legislation
will, by opening up the resources of the
private bar to parents of children, and
teachers supply the impetus for a truly
nationwide program of law enforcement
by both the Federal Government and the
private bar.

In addition, I would hope that those
of my colleagues who wish to see na
tionwide school integration efforts would
support S. 1283, introduced by Senator
RIBICOFF, as well as the bill now before
the Senate. Unlike the amendment pro
posed by the Senator from Mississippi,
S. 1283, of which I am a cosponsor,
would provide significant integration of
schools on a metropolitan areawide basis,
throughout the Nation. within 10 years.

There is urgent need for a vigorous
program, which includes participation of
the private bar, to enforce the antidis
crimination provisions of title IV and
the 14th amendment throughout the Na
tion and with respect to children and
teachers from all minority groups. And
there is urgent need for a commitment
to provide metropolitan solutions to the
problem of public school segregation in
metropolitan areas. There is urgent need
for a national program of incentives to
provide quality, integrated education in
schools desegregating under law or in
tegrating voluntarily.

The legislation before us today estab
lishes a nationwide Federal standard for
the alimination of racial isolation and
for the establishment of integrated
schools wherever such isolation exists.

What this legislation proposes to do,
for the first time, is to provide financial
incentives for integrated education. It
asks that this country focus on what is
best for school children. If our attentions

are diverted from this issue, we shall be
doing a disservice to the school children
of America.

That is not to say. however, that we
will not have to face up to the issues
posed by the Senator from Mississippi.
I am prepared to vote for any provision
which is designed to enforce the laws of
the Nation uniformly and equally. But
I will not vote for a proposal which I am
convinced is designed. admittedly or not,
directly or indirectly. to turn back the
constitutional clock. I will not vote for
a propOsal which says to those children
whom the law now protects that they
will be denied its protection until those
whom the law does not protect are
brought within its reach.

Mr. President. I would hope my col
leagues would have time to carefully re
view the record contained in the hear
ings, a copy of which is on the desk of
each Senator. Time and time again we
have heard this plea for quality inte
grated education from educators. par
ents. teachers. and academicians.

This measure enjoys the support of the
present administration, the leadership on
the Republican side of the Subcommittee
on Education of the Com~nitteeon Labor
and Public Welfare, and the majority
side of the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

There is no time to review the state
ments and appeals we have heard from
all over the country establishing the
need fOT the proposal which is pending
today. One of the most revealing state
ments came from Dr. Wayne Teague, su
perintendent of the desegregated school
system in AUburn. Ala. This school dis
trict was required to desegregate under
court order.

Dr. Teague's testimony is found on
page 649 of the hearing recOTd.

On page 655 of the hearing record the
following colloquy appears:

Senator MONDALE. It 15 your jUdgment and
the teachers' judgment that the children
from the poorer backgrounds are doing bet
ter than they did in the all-black schools?

Dr. TEAGUE. Yes. sir; and we ha.ve more to
go on than Just this year. We have had free
dom of choice in our community now for a
number of years and we have had token In
tegration before this year. Well, last year we
had more than token. For the black stUdents
who have been to white schools for more
than a year, there is Just no comparIson in
the rates of aChievement they are making
now and what they did in the past.

I think this needs to be noted also. Our
community is one of extremes, more so than
a typicel Southern community.

Then, he explained that Auburn is a
college community. I commend this tes
timony and the other testimony, but es
pecially I commend this testimony be
cause it is a revealing declaration by an
educator in a school system desegregated
under court order which I found to be
most revealing.

I yield the floor.
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield for a question or two?
Mr. MONDALE. I am glad to yield.
Mr. ALLEN. I was interested in the
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comments of the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota that in the desegrega
tion of public schools process the welfare
of the schoolchild has been neglected.
Certainly the junior Senator from Ala
bama would agree with that assessment
because he does believe the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare and

. the Supreme Court, in their efforts to ex- .
periment sociologically, have lost sight
of the welfare of the schoolchild and that
less interest has been taken in educating
the child than in experimenting socio
logically.

The junior Senator from Alabama
would like to point out that in his judg
ment this bill does not provide the schools
and the schoolchildren in the South
treatment equal to that provided to the
schools and the schoolchildren in the
North, because necessarily there must be
read into this bill and made a part there
of the present Federal school policy re
garding desegregation of public schools.
Under that Federal school policy the im
mediate forced desegregation of the pub
lic schools of the South is required,
whereas in areas outside of the South
the present system of segregation is
fostered, and encouraged, and perpetu
ated.

But the junior Senator from Alabama
would like to inquire of the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota if it would not
be best, if it would not occupy top prior
ity, to provide in this bill that we shall
have a uniform system of Federal policy
as to desegregation of public schools, be
cause under this bill there is a carrot
and-stick approach as regards the
schools in the South and only a carrot
approach as to schools outside the South.
Would the Senator comment on that?

Mr. MONDALE. I am very grateful to
the Senator from Alabama for the ques
tion.

First, let me say that there is no ques
tion in my mind that the schoolchildren
have been too often forgotten in the legal
struggles, the political struggles, sur
rounding desegregation. But this failure
is to be found at all levels of government.
The answer is not to draw back from this
Nation's commitment to enforce the law
and this Nation's commitment to quality
integration for all of our children, but to
do it in a sensitive, intelUgent, child
oriented way. That is where the damage
has occurred.

In my opinion, the reason why this
measure has such great promise is that
it rests on educational practice, educa
tional experience. In order to have qual
ity education, children must come first.
Children must be accepted fully. They
must be accepted as equals. We must sup
port tr.eir own self-esteem. It is this sort
of inhumane disregard for the needs of
all children, particularly where they are
brought together for the first time, which
has caused so much damage. What we
seek to do by this measure is to do it
right.

Let me get to the second question ask
ed by the Senator from Alabama. Per
hapS the Senator would be pleased by
section 11 of the pending measure, be-

cause it seeks to do something about the
problem to which the Senator makes ref
erence. I said in my remarks that the
Senator from Mississippi was accurate
when he said that only 15 lawsuits were
brought outside the South in the last 7
or 8 years. I pleaded with the Attorney
General, I pleaded with the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare, to
!pake this a national program. If de
segregation should be required in Biloxi,
it should be required in the communities
of the North and the West. We must
prohibit official discrimination wherever
it is found, and in addition, we must sup
port quality integrated education for
educational reasons and from the stand
point of maintaining a united Nation.

I was shocked to learn, and I did not
realize, that the Justice Department
spends only $1 million annually to en
force school desegregation policies
throughout the country. Therefore, in our
bill we set aside $15 million for private
lawsuits, so that parties seeking to en
force the Constitution in school desegre
gation matters can bring lawsuits to en
force compliance with the law anywhere
in the country, North and South, and
on behalf of other minorities as well as
blacks.

There has been practically no concern
shown for other minorities. There has not
been enough shown for blacks, but prac
tically none for the others. One of the
things that will help us move toward a
more consistent national, across-the
board policy would be the adoption of
section 11.

The other opportunity we are going to
have is to adopt the amendment, now
pending, by the Senator from Connecti
cut, which would require every metro
politan area of the country, North, South,
East, and West, to establish a metro
politan program for integration and de
segregation. So we are trying to deal with
the need for an effective, wholehearted
national policy of enforcement.

Mr. ALLEN. The junior Senator from
Alabama was not asking that we draw
back; he was suggesting the advisability
of going forward and to apply to the
North the mandatory desegregation re
quirement that is exacted of the South.
The Senator thinks that would be going
forward rather than drawing back.

Mr. MONDALE. I think the same law
that applies to the South applies to the
North. I think there are some who are
pursuing a policy of nonenforcement, and
I am pursuing a policy of enforcement
everywhere.

Mr. ALLEN. Would the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota care to classify
the progress of desegregation in the
North? Is there more segregation in the
public schools in areas outside of the
South than was the case 5 years ago,
or is there less, or is there approximately
the same? Would the Senator care to
characterize the status of desegregation
in those areas?

Mr. MONDALE. I do not think there
is any question that there is more segre
gation today in the North than there was
last year or the year before. Our record

shows and we stated in the record that
there has not been a policy of eliminating
segregation in the North or in the West,
and that the present population trends
are making the major cities blacker and
blacker and the suburbs whiter and
whiter. The question is, what are we
going to do about it?

The Senator from Connecticut dis
closed that the new census data shows, if
anything, that the situation is getting
much worse. The question is, Are we
going to do anything about it?

The record will show that I pleaded
with the Attorney General two or three
times, and the same with respect to the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel
fare, that we have a national law en
forcement policy. I do not think they are
doing enough in the South, either, but I
think we ought to have an effective law
enforcement policy in the North and
South, East, and West.

The distinguished Attorney General
of Mississippi came to Minneapolis re
cently to investigate us. We welcomed
him. We said if there is any discrimina
tion found there we want to eliminate it.
We expect to be just as exposed to ef
fective legal action as any other com
munity.

Mr. ALLEN. The distinguished Sena
tor, then, would support not only the
Ribicoff amendment but also the Sten
nis amendment, which would seek to
provide for uniformity of the desegre
gation process?

Mr. MONDALE. The Stennis amend
ment, in my opinion-I regret that the
Senator from Mississippi is not here--
has one fatal flaw. In my opinion, it is
likely to lead to a national policy of
nonenforcement rather than a policy of
enforcement. But I have a perfecting
amendment that I will suggest which will
declare a national objective of affirma
tive law enforcement, of constitutional
protection in every community in the
country where there is official discrimi
nation, and I think Senators who want
such a course should support that
amendment.

Mr. ALLEN. Does S. 1557 make man
datorY the desegregation of a single pUb
lic school in the United States?

Mr. MONDALE. Let me say that this
is not a law enforcement bill. This is an
education bill. I had some trouble get
ting the legal fee section because of the
desire of so many to deal only with the
question of educational policy and a
course to encourage stable quality inte
grated education. We stated in the re
port the committee's desire for a much
better national policy of law ehforce
ment. We would certainly encourage
that.

If the Stennis amendment issue arises,
I may well propose the following lan
guage, and I would hope the Senator
from Alabama could join with me in it:

Responsible omcials are directed to conduct
a program for the el1m1natlon throughout
the nation of discrimination based upon
race. color or national origin in federally as
sisted programs and activities affecting pub-
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lic education, as required under Title VI of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

That would make it very clear that we
want such a national policy.

Mr. ALLEN. Very well. The Senator
has suggested the addition of section 11
to the bill, providing for the payment of
attorneys' fees to private attorneys for
successfully prosecuting desegregation
suits.

Would not the Senator think that this
payment of attorneys' fees out of public
funds would be champertous or barra
trous, to provide for any such payment?

Mr. MONDALE. Let me say that prac
tically all, if not all, of the funds spent
now for lawyers to resist integration are
public funds. Section 11 is designed to
equalize the situation a little bit. In or
der to avoid champerty, fees can only be
awarded on successfully obtaining a final
court order. I think the Senator from
Alabama is an attorney and I am an at
torney. As attorneys, we do not want to
encourage champertous lawsuits. But we
do think there is a major crisis in the
enforcement of constitutional protections
affecting civil rights in this land, in the
South, in the North, in the East, and in
the West.

For example, there has been wholesale
firing of black teachers and principals in
the South. No one seems to argue that
any more. And as far as I know, very few
cases have been brought by the Justice
Department. That is a tragedy.

There are problems in the North, to
which the Senator has made proper ref
erence, and despite our pleas, no lawsuits
have been brought. They should be
brought.

There is only $1 million set aside for
law enforcement in the Justice Depart
ment in this terribly important area.
They have not asked for more. This
attorneys' fees provision is designed to
provide for remedies in this area such as
we have seen in the areas of employment
and public accommodations.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator suggests,
then, that desegregation suits might be
brought in areas outside the South, if
this $15 million for attorneys' fees is set
up?

Mr. MONDALE. Oh, yes.
Mr. ALLEN. Does he feel that the offer

of these legal fees to the bar of the North
might awaken their social consciousness
to this problem? Is that what the Sena
tor is suggesting?

Mr. MONDALE. And in the South, too.
There have been allegations by the Na
tional Education Association that several
thousand black teachers have been fired
in the South, or demoted. I would like to
see lawsuits brought on that. There has
been testimony that some schools have
taken public property and given it away
to segregated private academies. I would
like to see some lawsuits brought on that.
That I would like to see some lawsuits
brought in the North where there is offi
cial discrimination. Unfortunately, they
have not been forthcoming.

One of the reasons for this attorneys'
fees section is to try to make national
law enforcement, inclUding private
cases. What is needed is a national policy
of enforcement. We do not have it today.

Mr. ALLEN. What the Senator sug
gests, then, is that in the South, where
there has been a multiplicity of suits in
this area, other suits might be filed for
reasons other than the social conscious
ness that now exists among the lawyers
of that region?

Mr. MONDALE. The Senator might
consult with the Justice Department as
to why they have the policies that they
have today. There is a crisis affecting
our schools, resulting in racial minority
separation throughout this country. No
region can argue moral superiority, in
cluding my own. In order for this coun
try to enforce the law, clearly something
more needs to be done than we have
done, and that is one of the reasons for
the attorneys' fees provision. That is
why the Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
RIBICOFF) is proposing his amendment.
That is why I shall stand behind any
proposal that would strengthen the en
forcement of the laws of this land; and
that is why we are here with one of the
most sensitive, responsible educational
proposals I have ever seen, to try to en
courage, through wise use of Federal
funds, the establishment of stable ra
cially equal public schools throughout
this land.

Mr. ALLEN. The desegregation of pub
lic schools in areas outside the South
would seem to be pretty well an untapped
field; would it not?

Mr. MONDALE. There have probably
been more voluntary efforts at desegre
gation outside the South than else
where, but the basic facts of racial iso
lation to which the Senator and others
have made reference, and to which we
make reference, remains uncontested.
There is a great deal remaining to be
done around the country, in many, many
communities in the South, the North, the
East, and the West.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator realizes, of
course, that desegregation of public
schools in the South has pretty well been
accomplished?

Mr. MONDALE. Well, I do not agree
with that. I think there are many prob
lems in the South. I think under court
orders, impressive progress has been
made. I think many communities have
tried very hard, and deserve tremendous
credit.

I refer the Senator again to the testi
mony by the Superintendent of Schools
of Auburn, Ala., who said that even
though they were forced to desegregate,
he personally thinks the desegregated
school system is better than the previous
school system. But there is plenty of work
yet to be done of a law-enforcement na
ture, in the South as well as other parts
of the country. I do not want to be mis
understood on that.

Mr. ALLEN. As to those systems that
have already desegregated to the satis-

faction of HEW and the Justice Depart
ment, would any funds be available for
those systems under this bill?

Mr. MONDALE. They certainly would.
Mr. ALLEN. Under what wording of

what section of the bill?
Mr. MONDALE. It is really the bill it

self. The whole thrust of the measure is
to provide assistance for the establish
ment of districtwide desegregation, to es
tablish excellent quality integrated
schools. And may I say that this measure
is not limited to what might be termed
the minimum judicially declared stand
ards for desegregation under the 14th
amendment. We go beyond that. This is
a measure which bases its conclusions on
what children need, on what makes edu
cational sense, and on what the country
needs, whether the 14th amendment re
quires it or not.

There may well be many school dis
tricts which have desegregated in a mini
mum way under some court order, which
fall for short of the standard that we
think is necessary and that has been
proven to be necessary for good, stable,
quality integrated education, and this
proposal is designed to be of help in that
area.

So there are many school districts that
may find the provisions of this measure
very helpful indeed. I would refer the
Senator to page 2 of the committee re
port, which defines school eligibility.

Mr. ALLEN. I was asking for a citation
to the bill itself, not to the committee
report.

Mr. MONDALE. Section 5(a) (1) (A) is
where it begins, on page 5.

Mr. ALLEN. As to a district that has
already desegregated.

Mr. MONDALE. I refer the Senator to
line 1 of page 6.

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, but that is one that is
in process of being implemented. Would
the Senator be surprised to learn that
a school district in Alabama was denied
relief under the $75 million appropria
tion of last year on the ground that it
had already perfected its desegregation
plan, and that no further assistance was
needed?

Mr. MONDALE. As the Senator will
recall, the first $75 million was spent
WIder existing authorities. It was not
new legislation. This measure, to answer
the Senator's question, is a much broad
er, more comprehensive measure, and
it includes assistance to school districts
which have physically completed deseg
regation orders. It inclUdes a whole host
of flexible remedies and assistance to
achieve districtwide school desegrega
tion and for the establishment of quality
integrated schools. It is a much broader
measure.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator would agree,
I am sure, that the theory of the Supreme
Court in the Brown case in 1954 was that
a segregated school system provided
an inferior education for the child in the
segregated system. That being true, I am
wondering why there has been so little
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effort in the Halls of Congress by Mem
bers from areas outside the South to
remove the child in areas outside the
North from their inferior system of segre
gated schools and to provide integrated
schools which would be superior to the
segregated schools. I am wondering why
so little has been done and why the Sena
tor said a moment ago that there is more
segregation in areas outside the South
than there was last year and more than
there was 5 years ago.

Mr. MONDALE. I seem to be having
some trouble in communicating.

In no sense is the Senator from Min
nesota arguing that the North is clean
on the official discrimination issue. In no
sense am I arguing that. In no sense
does the committee argue that. The com
mittee makes it very clear that there has
not been a national policy of law enforce
ment. There is not today a national
policy of enforcement, and the figures
are beyond argument.

Now the questiqn is whether we are
going to escape into sterile legalism, or
are going to debate about who is most
hypocritical in this issue, or whether we
are going to get down to work and do the
job. We are going to have several oppor
tunities to do the job during the course
of this debate.

First of all, we can adopt this proposal,
which is a national bill, a most sweeping
sensitive education-oriented proposal,
which comes out flatly for quality inte
grated education throughout this coun
try, which looks to district wide school
desegregation, and for the first time en
courages metropolitan efforts at school
desegregation.

Second, we have a provision, section 11,
which will increase present funds to en
force the law against school desegrega
tion around this country 15 times. Added
to that will be the amendment by the
Senator from Connecticut which would
mandate a metropolitan approach, and
we will have an opportunity to prove how
hypocritical we are when that measure
comes up.

In addition, I propose to submit an
amendment that lays out the require
ment of a national enforcement policy in
such a way that no one can deny it.-a
policy of enforcement, not a policy of
nonenforcement; and everyone in this
body will have a chance to see who the
hypocrites are in that issue.

Mr. ALLEN. Does the Senator plan to
add that to the present bill?

Mr. MONDALE. I will make a state
ment on that a little later. It will be on
this bill.

Mr. ALLEN. The junior Senator from
Alabama will be interested in seeing any
such bill or any such amendment. He
would be interested in seeing that, and he
would like to have a copy of it at an early
date.

Mr. MONDALE. I read it earlier for the
record. It will be a part of the record.

Mr. ALLEN. In the matter of the
amendment offered by the distinguished
Senator from Connecticut, the junior
Senator from Alabama would certainly
commend the Senator for his statesman-

ship in seeking to provide a uniform na
tional school policy on desegregation;
and the Senator from Connecticut has
disregarded any possible political conse
quences for his action, because the junior
Senator from Alabama does not observe
many Senators or Representatives from
his-Mr. RIBIcoFF--section of the coun
try anxious to desegregate the public
schools of the North. So the junior Sen
ator from Alabama applauds the states
manship of the distinguished Senator
from Connecticut, because he does seek
to establish a uniform national policy.

In that connection, as the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota pointed
out a moment ago, this would provide in
metropolitan areas for achieving a 50
percent racial balance in the schools in
that area over a 14-year period. I believe
that is the provision of his amendment.
What disturbs the junior Senator from
Alabama is this: Would that comply
with the Supreme Court rulings which,
as regards school· systems of the South,
have demanded immediate desegregation
of the entire systems? In other words,
would this actually-while it would be a
great forward step toward desegregation
in the North-be a backward step as re
gards desegregation in the South?

Mr. MONDALE. Can the Senator from
Alabama tell me of a single decision of
the Supreme Court which had required
a multidistrict solution in the South?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes. Very definitely.
Mr. MONDALE. Would the Senator

please refer me to the case?
Mr. ALLEN. The Mississippi cases had

some 30 districts involved.
Mr. MONDALE. No. There was more

than one district involved in the lawsuit.
I am inquirying about a case in which
the desegregation order dealing with the
desegregation problems of a single dis
trict required the distribution of those
students outside that school district. Can
the Senator refer me to one such case?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes. A number of school
districts in some of the larger cities oc
cupying more than one district, inside of
the cities.

Mr. MONDALE. May I say that that is
not my understanding. The courageous
aspect of Senator RIBICOFF'S proposal,
to my knowledge, goes clear beyond any
constitutional requirement of which I
know. There are a few cases in which
school district boundaries have been
drawn--

Mr. ALLEN. Yes.
Mr. MONDALE. In order to maintain

a discriminatory school system, and the
courts have struck those down.

Mr. ALLEN. They have been redrawn
to provide an integrated system. That is
what the junior Senator from Alabama
has reference to, and is complaining
about.

Mr. MONDALE. These district bound
aries were drawn to create a discrimina
tory system. In other words, the line was
drawn so that the black and the white
schoolchildren would continue to be
separated. In some of those cases I think
there are court orders saying, "We know
what the motivation of the drawing of

that district was, and we find that act
one of official discrimination." But I do
not know of a single Supreme Court
order that has told a central city which
has a segregation problem or a discrimi
nation problem that part o.f the order
will include a requirement that sur
rounding school districts must accept
children from that district. I know of no
such order; I do not think there are any.

Courts have looked at single districts.
Many times they have had class actions
involving several districts, but the rem
edy has been limited to a single district.

What is unique and courageous about
the proposal of the Senator from Con
necticut is that it goes clear beyond the
constitutional requirement to deal with
the real, human situation, which is not
going to be dealt with effectively in any
other way, through a metropolitan mul
tidistrict approach.

I would be most grateful if the Sen
ator from Alabama and others would
join us in support of this national pol
icy to eliminate discrimination and seg
regation in the great metropolitan areas.

Mr. ALLEN. All right. Speaking of
metropolitan areas, what would be the
Senator's plan, then, for desegregating
the public schools of Harlem, to which
he made reference in his speech? Would
he suggest moving the black students
from Harlem, out of that district, in
to surrounding districts, or would he
bring white students into the Harlem
district? How would he go about that?

Mr. MONDALE. I think the Senator
from Alabama will find this bill very rn
couraging because we propose a host of
remedies--

Mr. ALLEN. Which bill is that?
Mr. MONDALE. The underlying bill.

Then added is the proposal of the Sen
ator from Connecticut (Mr. RIBICOFF).

Mr. ALLEN. I thought the Senator
said there was nothing mandatory about
this? The Senator does not think they
will desegregate unless it is required?

Mr. MONDALE. Two things can be
said. First, this measure does provide
counsel fees to bring action in Harlem
or anyWhere else if there is found to be
official discrimination. It has been my
assertion that much of the so-called de
facto segregation, upon analysis, will
prove to be official discrimination. So,
we have encouraged the Justice Depart
ment to seek official remedies through
out the country. We now provide :n
creased funds and a new remedy for en
forcement against violations of law,
wherever found, and also provide funds
for desegregation and integration ef
forts within the school districts of New
York and throughout the country

If the Senator from Alabama will join
us further in adoption of this amendment
by the Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
RIBICOFF), there will be mandated an
entirely new remedy not required any
where in the country and not required by
the Constitution; but what would be re
quired by this amendment is a metro
politan approach under which school
children would be introduced into sub
urban school communities in a very in-
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telligent and, I think, educational and
sensitive way.

Mr. ALLEN. The objection--
Mr. MONDALE. The Senator from

Alabama is deeply concerned, and he
obviously is, about segregation in New
York, and there are some remedies here
on which his help would be most appre
ciated.

Mr. ALLEN. Well, the junior Senator
from Alabama does not know just how
efIective he would be in desegregating the
public schools in the State of New York
when dozens and dozens of Representa
tives and Senators from that State have
been unable to accomplish it. This Sena
tor doubts if he could be of much as
sistance in that regard.

Mr. MONDALE. I think the most cour
ageous proposal I know of dealing with
the metropolitan problem is that pre
sented by the Senator from Connecticut.
If we are concerned about this problem
from a national viewpoint, which I think
we must be, we will have the opportunity
to adopt that amendment.

Mr. ALLEN. One of the chief objec
tions of the junior Senator from Alabama
as to the bill under discussion, S. 1557,
is that it apparently is based on an in
correct premise; that is, that northern
and southern schools alike are being de
segregated on the same basis; because,
since that is not true, the exact condi
tion that we find the desegregation proc
ess in as regards northern and southern
schools must be read into and become an
integral part of this legislation and the
schools of the South are required to de
segregate and if they do desegregate by
court order or voluntarily--

Mr. MONDALE. Will the Senator from
Alabama yield right there?

Mr. ALLEN. Let me finish my thought
first, please. But then S. 1557 would con
fer certain monetary benefits on them.
But as regards the schools outside the
South, they are not required to de
segregate under the present enforcement
provisions of law. If they should volun
tarily decide to desegregate or if, ac
cidentally, sometime in the future, there
would be a court order requiring them
to desegregate, then the monetary bene
fits would be conferred upon them. But
there is nothing that seeks to require
the desegregation of the schools in the
North, whereas that is already required
by existing Supreme Court rulings and
policies of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare in the South.

Mr. MONDALE. There is no question
in my mind that there is a requirement
in the Constitution, which runs to every
school district in the country, prohibit
ing discrimination against schoolchil
dren.

Mr. ALLEN. Then why has not some·
thing been done about it since 1954?

Mr. MONDALE. That is an excellent
question. We are trying to do something
about it now. I have pleaded with the
Justice Department for a national pol
icy,. to do a better job of enforcing the
law not only in the South but also in
the North, East, and West.

We have been so frustrated about it
that we have added a unique, new fea
ture in the bill, providing $15 million,

which is 15 times more t..~an the Justice
Department is spending now--

Mr. ALLEN. Tt.at is unique--
Mr. MONDALE. For enforcement

throughout the country. And the Senator
from Connecticut has proposed mandat
ing a metropolitan approach.

Let me read the Senator the language
the committee agreed on, on page 25 of
its report:

These laws--

Referring to title VI and the 14th
amendment--
are not now being enforced throughout
the nation. The Federal government Is devot
Ing neither the time, effort nor the finan
cial resources necessary for adequate law
enforcement. For example, the budget of
the Justice Department's Civil Rights Divi
sion for education activities a.m.ounts to only
$1 milllon a year. Only six school desegrega
tion suits have been brought in Northern
and Western states by the Justice Depart
ment. Only nine school dlstricts In North
ern and Western states have been required
to file desegregation plans under Title VI
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. The Com
mittee belleves that funds should be made
available to assure that Federal laws wlll be
enforced throughout the country. while at
the same time, under the policies and pro
grams set forth In this blll, voluntary efforts
to achieve quality education in stable inte
grated environments are assisted through
out the nation.

There is no question that the commit
tee wants both to occur. This is an educa
tion bill. It goes farther than the mini
mum constitutional requirement. It must
be read in the context of the Constitu
tion and law enforcement. We want ef
fective law enforcement. We have said
so and have adopted this unique provi
sion. There is no problem in terms of
constitutional standards or constitu
tional requirements; they apply na
tionally. But there is a crisis in law en
forcement.

Let me raise this question: It has been
my impression that some who have ar
gued there has not been a national law
enforcement policy, a national. program
of equal enforcement, use that point to
argue against any enforcement. Slow
down in the South and do nothing in the
North. I take a difIerent position from
the same facts, that we should have far
better law enforcement everywhere. If
that is what the Senator from Alabama
wants, he will have no problem with the
Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator from Minnesota yield?

Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
lVIr. PELL. This colloquy that has been

going on between two lawyers leaves me,
as a nonlawyer, with the thought that;
this bill is not an enforcement bill-it is
a voluntary, education bill, which no one
need take advantage of it. It was worked
out in committee in such a way that those
communities-North, South, East, and
West alike that desire to move in the
same direction as the Senator is talking
about, could take advantage of it. I
would think that, quite likely, this bill
will see more communities in the North
decide to take advantage of it, than in
other areas of the Nation.

I would hope that there would be prop-

er competition between communities
around the country in an efIort to imple
ment the bill.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the point
the junior Senator from Alabama is mak
ing is that the school districts in the
South and the school districts in areas
outside of the South should be put on the
same basis and on the same level and
start at the same point on the track be
fore we add this $1,500,000,000 appro
priation.

We should equalize them on the matter
of enforcement before we seek to add
monetary benefits to those who do com
ply, because it is mandatory in the South.
However, outside of the South it seems
to be a matter of freedom of choice be
cause, despite the good offices and the
good intentions of my distinguished col
league, the Senator from Minnesota, de
segregation is slipping in the areas out
side of the South and the performance
is very poor as regards the desegregation
of the school systems outside of the
South.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, does
the Senator from Alabama feel that he
would be in a position to support us on
the legal fees section so that we could
do a better job in law enforcement?

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I have not
yet read the section. I would be glad to
stUdy it and give a quick appraisal of it.

Mr. MONDALE. That is a hopeful an
swer.

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, indeed.
Mr. RmICOFF. Mr. President, this has

l)een a very interesting colloquy. Hope
fully before this week is over, much will
be accomplished on one of the great,
knotty pro,blems facing our Nation.

I would hope that other Members of
the Senate would emulate the colloquy
had by the Senator from Alabama, the
Senator from Minnesota, and the Sen
ator from Rhode Island.

The debate we begin today will deter
mine the future course of this society.
No problem confronting us, whether it be
environmental protection, welfare re
form or improved health care is more
critical to our future than the racial
apartheid that threatens to become a
national fact if not a national policy.

In 1954, the Supreme Court held in
Brown against Board of Education, that
separate but equal school systems threat
ened the vitality of our country and
would no longer be tolerated. Today, 17
years later, we have entire communities
that are separate and unequal.

For years we have maintained that this
Nation could not survive with two classes
of people, one rich and the otherdesti
tute, one in decent surroundings and one
in slums, one white, and one black. For
years dedicated men and women have
worked in the Congress, in the executive
branch and in courts throughout the
country to see that America's promise of
equal opportunity for all became a real
ity.

All that work is threatened today
not by the actions of vicious men but by
the unwillingness of all of us to grapple
with the problems we face. The 1970
census figures are only the last items on
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a lengthy list of facts that should have
warned us long ago that we were travel
ing the road to destruction.

Included at the end of this statement
are tables detailing the drift of this
country toward separatism. The most
recent figures demonstrate that residen
tial segregation is increasing in the South
as well as in the North,· that school
segregation is more prevalent in the
North than the South. and that the sub
urbs throughout this country are for all
intents and purposes the separate pre
serve of affluent whites. Increasing num
bers of Americans find that the road to
success in this country ends at the city
line. Jobs, housing, and the good life are
over the line in the white sanctuaries.

We only delude ourselves and imperil
our future by thinking that the suburbs
will be able to insulate themselves from
the decay and suffering of the central
cities. We will all soon be infected and
overcome by the disease unless we take
steps to eradicate it.

Many argue that the blacks no longer
want integration. And whenever a black
man says this. you can almost hear the
sigh of relief in the suburbs. Many blacks
may not want integration. But most do.
And our responsibility is to provide
access to that opportunity.

For years we have found ways to duck
this problem. We focused on the South
as the only part of the country that
denied its citizens equal rights. We have
been delighted to let the courts take the
lead on this issue-and thereby also take
the heat. Year after year, anguished
citizens in this country have had no
recourse but to turn to the courts for
relief. Too many men in public and pri
vate life have been anxious to be hesitant
followers-and never leaders-on the
question of integration. This is especially
true of the President. who has a major
responsibility in this field but has failed
to exercise leadership.

The Congress has been just as willing
to defer to the courts as the initiators
as well as enforcers of efforts to provide
equality. Last spring. a common refrain
on the Senate floor was that the Congress
could not end de facto segregation be
cause the Supreme Court had not yet
dealt with the issue.

The result of this systemwide avoid
ance has been that the last and only
bastion of personal liberty has been the
Supreme Court. To its credit, it has
assumed the burden thrus' upon it and
has attempted to solve these basic politi
cal and social problems. Progress has
been achieved, however. at great cost to
the Supreme Court and its ability to
perform its functions effectively.

Our courts are not structured to be leg
islatures. They decide issues on a case
by case basis that does not lend itself
to legislating and administering national
programs. If the courts continue to do
our work for us, the ensuing public con
troversy will inevitably destroy their
powerandinfiuence.

The Supreme Court is now struggling
with several school segregation cases.
No one can predict how the Justices will
decide the issues. What can be predicted
is that the work of two decades will go
{iown the drain if the Court reaches out

to rule that something called de facto
segregation is permissible in this coun
try. The white exodus to the suburbs will
then accelerate in the South as well as
the North.

Another thing is certain as we stand
here today. The problem we face will not
conveniently go away if we simply wait
long enough for it to do so. Instead. every
passing month aggravates the situation
and makes it that much more difficult
for us not to solve.

No greater tragedy could befall this
country than to see the hopes, aspira
tions. and eiforts of millions of •.<\meri
cans destroyed by our continued unwill
ingness to solve the problem of segre
gation.

We have the opportunity now, with
the bill drafted by the Labor and Public
Welfare Committee, to confront this is
sue and deal with it constructively.

Fourteen months ago I announced in
the Senate that I would support an
amendment offered by the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) proposing
that this Nation adopt a uniform. na
tional policy to deal with segregation,
no matter what its origin or where it
occurred. I will support the establish
ment of such a national policy again this
year, for the intervening months have
only made it clearer than ever that seg
regation is indeed a national, rather than
a regional. problem.

The Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
STENNIS) says the South will live with
whatever program we in the North are
willing to adopt. He challenges us. in ef
fect. to implement a policy for the North
as well as the South, for the suburbs as
well as the cities. that will embody our
goals for the society we want for the
future.

I am confident we can meet that chal
lenge and adopt a plan to end the slide
toward racial separatism in this coun
try. To accomplish this, I submit today
an amendment to the committee bill that
focuses on the problems of school inte
gration in the North as well as the South
on a metropolitanwide basis.

Until now, we have focused our at
tempts at integration on a district by
district basis. However, in numerous
areas of this country, the minority group
school population of the metropolitan
area as a whole is less than 25 percent,
while the percentage in the central city,
separately, is above 50 percent and in
creasing rapidly.

Unfortunately, the specter of this
transformation tends to drive whites out
of school districts as soon as the minority
group population begins to increase. We
will end this cycle only when we begin
to integrate on a metropolitanwide basis.
Only then can we destroy the stereotype
of an integrated school as a predOIni
nantly Ininority school.

My amendment recognizes that we
cannot afford to ignore the lessons of the
past 17 years. We now know that mas
sive social changes cannot be required
overnight, nor can they be deferred un
til some indefinite time in the future. My
amendment therefore envisions a 2-year
pilot program, provided by the coInInit
tee bill, followed by 2 full years for plan
ning at the local level on the basis of the

experiences of this pilot program. UP to
10 years would then be allowed for im
plementation of the plans developed.

Substantial progress would have to be
made during each year of the plan, but
the 10-year implementation period would
allow local leaders and parents the time
needed to insure that integration was a
positive program implemented with the
necessary planning and public educa
tion. At the end of the 10 years, every
school throughout each metropolitan
area would have to have a percentage of
Ininority group students equal to at least
one-half the percentage of minority
group students in the metropolitan area
as a whole.

For example. the percentage of minor
ity group children in the Baltimore met
ropolitan area is about 32 percent. Under
my amendment, each school in the Balti
more area would be required to have a
minority group population of at least 16
percent no later than 10 years after
adoption of an acceptable plan.

Adoption of such a national commit
ment and program now is vital if the
money in the comInittee bill for pilot
programs is to be useful. If the pilot
programs are not clearly the precursor
to implementation of a national pro
gram, we will have demonstration pro
grams only in those areas where local
politicians and school board members are
willing to take the initiative and advo
cate such programs on their own.

There may be such communities and
they deserve our help and encourage
ment. In most communities nothing will
be done until the full and firm policy of
the Congress is established and imple
mented. The critical areas, however. are
those where local leaders would not vol
untarily undertake a program of inte
gration that was not a national require
ment but would be willing and anxious to
get in on the ground floor of an inevitable
program. In many of these communities
we would obtain the most meaningful in
formation during the pilot program
period.

My amendment would not mandate
any particular plan or set of plans to
be imposed from community to commu
nity across the country. Instead. great
fleXibility would be left to those involved
at the local level, including parents and
community members as well as educators
and school officials. A plan useful and ac
ceptable in Chicago might be substan
tially different than the plan for Hart
ford, Conn., or Durham. N.C. In addi
tion; a plan developed at the local level
is much more likely to be supported by
those in the community than one im
posed by authorities from Washington or
another city. The planning process itself
will serve an educational function for
those involved at the local level.

A number of possible techniques are
identified in my amendment. including
construction of magnet schools and edu
cational parks together with school re
districting. pairing and transportation.
But it should be clear that this is not

-simply or primarily a busing proposal. If
transportation is identified as a. useful
technique in a city, my amendment re
quires that the burden shall fall equita
bly on minority and majority children.
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But, if we have to depend solely upon
busing children from one area to another
on a metropolitanwide basis to achieve
integration, we will fail no matter what
bill or plan we adopt.

Success will come only if we open up
the suburbs for housing as well as edu
cation. Experience has shown that we
will never have truly integrated schools
until we have an integrated society.
Schools have borne the burden of inte
gration alone too long.

This does not mean we should not at
tack the segregation in our schools. We
must.

But we must resolve to go beyond this
and begin to provide housing in the sub
urbs for low- and middle-income whites
as well as blacks.

My amendment recognizes, as does the
committee's bill, that we can no longer
require school systems to undertake new
responsibilities or programs without suf
ficient funding to assure that the quality
of education does not deteriorate. Two
billion dollars a year would be provided
for the training, construction and addi
tional educational material" required by
my program.

Under my amendment, any school dis
trict that does not cooperate in the for
mulation and implementation of the re
gional plan will be ineligible to receive
Federal education funds. Furthermore,
no state which provides State funds to
a noncooperating school district will be
eligible for Federal funds.

The amendment I have outlined will
require leadership at all levels in this
country. For years, politicians have been
unwilling to lead this Nation out of the
darkness of racial isolation and hatred.
Those in the North as well as the South
have found it easier to inflame the issue
rather than to solve it. It has been easier
to look for fauIts in someone else or in
some other area of the country rather
than to analyze our own failings.

We have allowed race to be pitted
against race, region against region, and
class against class. The result has been
inevitable. Anger, distrust and suspicion
infect the relationships of millions of
Americans. Whites fear blacks and
blacks distrust whites; southerners are
bitter about the North, which continu
ally castigates the South; and the lower
middle class are encouraged to take out
their frustrations on the poor, the young,
and the black.

We cannot allow this situation to con
tinue if this country is to survive. Mil·
lions of Americans know this and are
searching for leadership from someone,
somewhere. During the weeks ahead, a
country that has found no leadership on
the question of racial equality and ques
tions the willingness of the Supreme
Court to come to grips with this problem
again as it did in 1954, will watch and
listen to what we say and do. They will
be guided by our views and will judge us
by our actions.

Nothing would be more inspiring for
this country in these days of divisiveness,
petty bickering and halting leadership
than to have the U.S. Senate and all its
members, from North, South, East and
West, thoughtfully and constructively
debate the future course of our society
without rancor, bitterness or vindictive-

ness. I hope we have reached the time
when we can face the crisis before us
as a single body, free of regional preju
dice and willing to provide this Nation
with the leadership it seeks and has de
spaired of finding.

I ask unanimous consent that the fol
lowing exhibits be printed at this point
in the RECORD:

Exhibit 1: Section-by-section analysis
of Ribicoff amendment.

Exhibit 2: Census Bureau figures show
ing population changes in selected metro
politan areas.

Exhibit 3: HEW statistics on school
integration.

Exhibit 4: Census Bureau statistics on
employment in metropolitan areas to
gether with explanatory letter of Bureau
Director George H. Brown.

Exhibit 5: Questions and answers re
lating to amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

EXHIBIT 1

SECTION-By-SECTION ANALYSIS OF RIBICOFF

AMENDMENT TO S. 1557
(Adds Title II to blll)

Section 101: Authorizes $1 billion appro
priation for each of the two fiscal years end
ing June 30, 1974 and June 30, 1975 for the
purpose of carrying out Title I of the Act.

Section 202: States that the purpose of
Title II is to end minority group isolation in
the Nation's public schools and to provide
the financial assistance to accomplish that
goal.

Section 301: PrOVides definitions of terms
used throughout the Title. "Minority group
isolation" is a situation where minority group
children in a school constitute more than
50% of the average dally enrollment of that
school. "Standal d Metropolltan Statisticai
Area" or "SMS", as defined by the Office of
Management and BUdget, is the area In and
around cities of 50,000 inhabitants or more.

Section 401: Requires each state to pre
pare and file an acceptable plan pursuant
to which it wlll establish and supervise the
operation of an SMSA agency, within each
SMSA, to develop with local educational
agencies a plan to reduce minority group
isolation in their schools.

Section 402 (generally): Sets forth the re
quirements of the plan to be prepared.

Section 402(b): The plan must insure that,
no later than July 1, 1985, the percentage
of minority group chlldren enrolled in each
school of the SMSA shall be at least half
the percentage of minority group ch11dren
enrolled in all schools in the SMSA.

Section 402 (c) : As appropriate in local cir
cumstances the plan must use such tech
niques as redrawing school boundaries, creat
ing unified districts, and establishing mag
net 6chools and educational parks so as to
end minority group isolation in all schools
within the SMSA.

Section 402(d): Local committees of par
ents, teachers, and stUdents representative
of minority and majority groups and the
geographical areas within the SMSA must be
established to adVise the local education
agencies and SMSA agency in open consulta
tion regarding the development of the plan
and must report periodically to the Secretary
on the extent of compliance with the require
ments of this Title.

Section 420(e): Provides that parents of
the chlldren and representatives of the areas
must be consulted and involved in the oper
ation of the proposed programs.

Section 420(/): Substantial progress to
ward the goal must be demonstrated in each
year of operation of the plan.

Section 402(g): Per pupil contributions of
the State to any minority-group isolated

school shall not be less than per pupil con
tributions to non-minority group isolated
schools.

Section 403: ReqUires submission of the
plan and approved by the Secretary no later
than July I, 1975.

Section 404: Allows the Secretary in ex
treme and unusual cases to exempt portions
of an SMSA from the plan where necessary
because of the size, shape or popUlation dis
tribution of an SMSA.

Section 405: Each SMSA agency must file
an annual report setting forth the results
achieved under the plan. The Secretary must
assure the ready avallab11lty of the plan to
the public and the local committees.

Section 406: The Secretary must review
each plan and report for each S:rv.:SA agency
annually and reqUire revised plans where
necessary.

Section 407: Provides that the District of
Columbia SMSA shall include those parts of
the metropolitan areas lying in Virginia and
Maryland.

Section 408: Prohibits the formUlation or
administration of a plan in any way that will
result in separation of minority group ch11
dren within a school or a classroom.

Section 501: Provides Federal funds for
each SMSA agency for development of the
plan reqUired by this title.

Section 502: (generally): Provides Federal
financial assistance for implementation of an
approved plan. No Federal funds are to be
used to supplant funds, equipment, or serv
ices that are used to assist any private school.
The Secretary is given power to file suit for
restitution of any funds used for these pur
poses.

Section 502(d): Describes the purposes for
which funds provided may be used including.
among others, establishing and constructing
magnet schools and educational parks, pro
viding additional stall' members, and the nec
essary counselllng, retraining and guidance
for those working With minority group ch11
dren, furnishing transportation where neces
sary (provided that any burden of trans
portation shall tall eqUitably on both
minority and majority group children) and
expanding or altering facillties to accom
modate students transferred.

Section 502(e): Prohibits the supplanting
of State or local educational agency funds
presently being expended.

Section 601: Any local educational agency
in an SMSA refusing to cooperate in the
formulation or Implementation of a plan
shall not be entitled to receive any Federal
educational funds. LikeWise, any state falllng
to participate in the preparation, submis
sion, revsion or Implementation of any plan
reqUired by the act and any state continuing
to provide State funds.to any noncooperat
ing local educational agency shall not be
entitled to receive Federal educational funds.
The presence within an SMSA of a nonco
operating local educational agency does not
all'ect the ellgiblllty for Federal funds of the
remaining cooperating local, educational
agencies.

Section 701: PrOVides $25 mllllon for each
of two years for SMSA's to develop and pro
mulgate the plans required.

Sections 702 and 703: Authorizes $2 bil
lion a year for each of ten years to imple
ment the plans developed pursuant to this
title.

Section 801: Provides for expedited hear
ings by the Secretary for complaints con·
cerning the enforcement or nonenforcement
of provisions of this title. Review of the Sec-.
retary's final decision lies With the United
States Court of Appeals for the District of
Columbia Circuit.

Section 901: Repeals those provisions of
law which would interfere with the opera
tion of this title, particularly those forbid
ding the use of Federal funds to overcome
racial imbalance.
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EXHIBIT 2

POPULATION CHANGE FOR WHITE AND BLACK POPULATION IN SELECTED METROPOLITAN AREAS OF 500,000 OR MORE, BY CENTRAL CITY AND RING-1960 TO 1970. (IN PERCENT OF TOTAL
POPULATION. SMSA'S AS DEFINED IN 1970)

Percent of population
white

Percent of population
black

Percent 01 population
white

Percent 01 population
black

SMSA, centrai .ity an~ ring 1960 1970 1960 1570 SMSA, cenlral city and ring 1960 1970 1960 1970

NORTHERN CITIES SOUTHERN CITIESNew York _..... ______ . _______________ . 88.0 82.0 11.5 11.3Central city. ____ .... _. _________ . ___ 85.3 76.6 14.0 21. 2 Atlanta, Ga ___________________________ • 77.2 77.4 22.8 22.3Suburbs_. ________ .. _. ___ .. ________ 95. a 93.6 4.8 5.9 Central cily_________________ •___ ._. 61. 8 48.5 38.3 51.3Detroit, Mich.__________________________ 84.9 81. 4 14.9 18.0 Suburbs__________________ • ___ •__ ._ 91.3 93.6 8.5 6.2

~~~~ra~s~i!:::::::::::::::::::::::::
70.8 55.5 28.9 43.7 Houston. Tex___________ . _____ •________ 80.3 79.9 19.5 19.3
96.2 96.0 3.7 3.6 Central city____________________ • ___ 76.9 73.3 22.9 25.7

ChiC~~~~~~~~i!~::::::::::::: :::::::::::

85.2 81.3 14.3 17.6 Suburbs___________________________ 86.9 90.7 12.9 8.8
76.4 65.6 22.9 32.7 New Orleans. La._ .• ______________ •___ • 69.1 68.6 30.6 31.0
96.9 96.0 2.9 3.5 Central city_____________ •__________ 62.6 54.5 37.2 45.0

f'hilat:~~~laCi~::::::::::::::::::::::::: 84.3 81.9 15.5 17.5 Suburbs__________ •_______ ._ •• _____ 83.9 87.2 15.9 12.5
73.2 65.6 26.4 33.6Suburbs__ .. ____ . _. ________________ 93.8 92.9 6.1 6.6 CONNECTICUT CITI ES

San Francisco-Oakland. Calil_____ .. _____ • 87.5 82.8 8.5 10.';

~~kl~~~n~i~~~::::::::: :::::::::::::l 79. a { 71.4 10.0 13.4
Brid~~~~;1 ~?I~~:::::::::::::::::::: :::

94.7 92.0 5.2 7.4
59.1 22.8 34.5 90.0 82.7 9.8 16.3Suburbs________ . ___________ . ______ 93.7 91. a 4.4 5.4 Suburb__ . __ . __ . ____________ . ______ 98.8 98.3 1.1 1.5Baltimore. Md ___ • ______ .. _____________ 78.3 75.8 21. 4 23.7 Hartford, Conn _______________ ...... ____ 94_6 91.9 5.2 7.6

~~~~r~~s~i_t:::::::::::::::::::::::::
65.1 53.0 34.7 46.4 Cenlral city ________________________ 84.5 70.8 15.4 27.9
92.8 93.5 7.0 6.0 Suburb____________________________ 98.9 98.5 1.0 1.3Washington, D.C ______________ •_________ 75.5 74.3 23.9 24.6 New Haven, Conn _________ ... __________ 92.3 87.7 7.5 11.6

~~~~~~s~i~:::::::::: :~:::::::::::::
45.6 27.6 53.9 71.1 Central city_. _. __ . __ . ____ .. _... ___ . 85.1 72.6 14.5 26.3
93.3 91.0 6.3 7.9 Suburb___ . _. ____ . _.. ______________ 98.8 97.3 1.1 2.3Stamford. Conn __ . _____________________ 94.8 92.2 5.0 7.3Central city________________________ 91. 8 87.0 8.0 12.3Suburb____________ . __ . ____________ 98.0 98.0 1.8 1.8WaterburY. Conn _______________________ 95.9 94.1 4.0 5.6Central cily________________ .. ______ 93.3 89.4 6.6 10.0Suburb ____________________________ 99.6 99.2 .4 .7

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Department of Commerce. Note: Columns do not total 100 percent because nonwhite groups within the population other
than Negros are nol included.

EXHIBIT 3

NEGRO PUPILS IN ALL DISTRICTS*-FALL 1968, FALL 1970

[Number and percent of Negro pupils attending public elementary and secondary schools]

Negro pupils attending-

80 to 100 percent minority
schools

68.0 2,493,398 39.7
50.2 1,076,033 16.0

57.4 332,408 12.3
57.4 341,354 11.9

78.8 2,000,486 68.0
41.7 587,172 18.4

63.8 160,504 25.2
60.3 147,507 22.0

oto 49.9 percent minority
schools

Total Negro
Geographical area pupils pupils Number Percent Number

Contin~ntal U.S.:1968... __ • _____ • ____________________________________ •______ 43,353,568 5,282,173 1,467,291 23.4 4,274,4611970 estimated___•• ___ .. __________________ ... __________ ... __ 44,774,679 6,723.950 2,206,521 32.8 3,378,231
(1) 32 North and West:1968________ •___ •______________________________________ 28,579,766 2,703,056 746,030 27.6 1,550,4401970 estimated. ____ •• _________________________ •_________ 29,162.896 2,865,059 792,442 27.7 1,645,508
(2) 11 South:1958___ • _____ •• ___ • ____ • ______________________ • ________ 11,043,485 2,942.960 540,692 18.4 2,317.8501970 estimated___ •• ___ • ____________ •• _. _. ______ •• _______ 11,738,916 2,187,684 1,215,089 38.1 1,328,137
(3) 6 Border pius District of Columbia:1968.. _________________..________ ... __ .. ______ ... ______ 3,730,317 636,157 180,569 28.4 406,1711970 estimated_______ •• __ .. __ .. ___________________ ... __ • 3,872,867 671,207 198,990 29.6 404,586

Percent

100 perc.ent minority schools

Number Percent

(I) Alaska, Arizona, California, Colora~o, Connecticut, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas,
Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Hampshire,
New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North Dakota, Ohio, OreROn, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island,
South Dakota, Utah, Vermont, Washington, Wisconsin, Wyoming.

(2) Alabama, Arkansas, Aorida, Georgia, louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina,
Tennessee, Texas, Virginia.

(3) Delaware, District of Columbia, Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, Oklahoma, West Virginia.
"Districts with fewer than 300 pupils are not included in the survey. 1970 figures are estimates

based on latest available data and are subject to variation upon final compilation.

EXHIBIT 4
NUMBER OF EMPLOYED CIVILIANS 14 YEARS OLD AND OVER BY NONFARM OCCUPATION GROUPS AND RESIDENCE IN 1960 AND 1970

Metropolitan areas In central cities Outside central cities Nonmetropolilan areas

Percent Percent Percent Percent
Nonfarm occupation 11960 21970 change 11960 11970 change 11960 '1970 chango , 1960 , 1970 change

MALETotal________ •• ____ .... ___ 27,520 31,910 16.0 14,333 14,049 -2.0 13,187 17,861 35.4 12,356 14,474 17.1

Professional and managerial. _____ 6,522 9,873 51. 4 3,151 3,760 19.3 3,371 6,113 81.3 2,600 3,915 50.6
Clerical and sales.._..___________ 4,604 5,045 9.6 2,487 2,360 -5.1 2,117 2,684 26.8 1,491 1,532 2.7
Craftsmen and foremen.. ________ 5,668 6,454 13.9 2,656 2,685 1.1 3,017 3,768 25.1 2,720 3,201 17.7Operatives____________ •_________ 5,524 6,066 9.8 2,918 2,852 -2.1 2,606 3,208 23.1 3,099 3,596 16.0
Private household workers________ 29 42 ('I 16 13 (') 13 28 (a~ 23 20 (3)
Olher service workers_________ .._ 1,879 2,325 23. 1,177 1,291 9.9 702 1,031 46. 721 920 27.6
Nonfarm laborers________________ 1,802 2,106 16.9 770 1,078 8.9 812 1,028 26.6 1,166 1,290 10.6
Occupation not reported..________ 1,492 «) (3) 938 «) (.) 554 (I) (,) 536 (I) (')

FEMALE
TotaL.___________________

14,232 20,102 41.2 8,294 9,745 17.5 5,938 10,356 74.4 6,445 9,586 48.7

Professional and manageriaL. ____ 2,346 3,981 69.7 1.303 1,84& 41. 2 1,043 2,141 105.3 1,172 1.763 50.4
Clerical and sales...._______ ...._ 5,853 8,943 52.8 3,336 4,300 28.9 2,517 4,643 84.5 2,018 3,203 58.7
Craftsmen and foremen _____ .. ___ 184 224 21.7 lOS 114 8.6 79 109 38. (j 75 103 37.3

Footnotes at end of table.
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EXHIBIT 4-Continued

NUMBER OF EMPLOYED CIVILIANS 14 YEARS OLD AND OVER BY NONFARM OCCUPATION GROUPS AND RESIDENCE IN 1960 AND 197(f-Continued

Metropolitan areas In cenlral cities Outside central cities Nonmetropolitan areas

Percert Percent Percent Percent
NanIa rm occupallon 119EO %\9711- change 11960 21970 change 11960 21970 change '1960 : 1970 change

FEMALE-Continued
Operatives. ____ , __ 2, 12~ 2,552 20.2 1.252 1.275 1.8 872 1,277 46.4 1.129 1,802 59.6
Private household workers'.::::::: 999 1.199 20.0 646 552 -14.6 353 645 83.0 646 796 23.2
Other service workers_____ w ______ 1,779 3,138 76.4 I. 026 1,624 58.3 753 1,514 101, I 1,081 1,855 71.7
Nonfarm labarers................ 58 65 (3) 37 40 (3) 21 25 (3) 44 63 (3)
Occupation not reported.... ___ ... 889 (') (') 589 (3) (') 300 (') (') 280 (,) (')

11960 census of population and housing.
21970 current population survey.
S Base less than 75,000.
I Occupations not reported were allocated.
, Not applicable.

Note on reliability of the dala: These figures are estimates derived from a sample survey 01
households and, therefore, are subject to sampling variability. Moreover, as in all field surveys
of income, lhe figures are subject 10 errors of response and nonreporting.

Source: Current population survey, Bureau of the Census.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE,
Washington, D.O., February 4, 1971.

Hon. ABRAHAM A. RIBICOFF,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR RIBICOFF: In response to II
telephone request from Mr. Bowler, we are
forwarding two tables shOWing the number of
employed civll1ans 14 years old and over In
April 1960 and March 1970 and median earn
ings in Income years 1959 and 1969 (In 1969
constant dollars) for all employed clvll1ans
14 years old and over, by nonfarm occupation
groups and by residence In metropolitan
areas, in or outsIde of central cities In
metropolitan areas, and nonmetropolitan
areas. The data for 1960 (and 1959 earnings)
were obtained from the Oensus of PopUlation
and Housing while the data for 1970 (and
1969 earnings) were obtained from the March
Current Population Survey. Consequently,
these data may not be shortly comparable.

All of these figures are estimates derived
from a sample survey of households, and are
SUbject to sampling varlab1l1ty. Moreover, as
In all field surveys of Income, the figures are
subject to errors of response and nonreport
Ing.

Please let us know 11 we can be of any fur
ther assistance.

Sincerely,
GEORGE H. BROWN,

Director, Bureau of the Oensus.

ExHIBIT 5
QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS RELATING TO

RIBICOFF AMENDMENT
Q. How does your amendment relate to

the cases presently before the United States
Supreme Court?

A. There Is no way to predict how the Su
preme Court will decide these cases. Even if
the cases are used to attack de facto segre
gation, it will only be withIn Individual
school districts, not throughout metropoli
tan areas.

Q. Won't your amendment encourage mI
gration outsIde SMSA's?

A. Almost 70% of the population already
live withIn SMSA's. It would be dIfficult for
large numbers of them to move far enough
away to be beyond an SMSA and still wIthin
reach of their jobs. Moreover, the percent
ages of mInorIty groups Involved In Integra
tion are not large enough to generate the
threat of whIte flight that presently exists
within our central cities. Public opInion polls
have demonstrated that most Americans sup
port integratIon in theIr neighborhoods as
lone as it is within manageable proportIons.

Q. Don't many black leaders today be
lieve integration Is Irrelevant 11 not ac
tually undesirable?

A. Yes. And a lot of whItes could not be
more pleased wIth that development. In
many ways it is a result of the failure of
the white community to do any more than
talk about the importance of IntegratIon.
Nonetheless, the majority of blacks In this
country still seek and desIre IntegratIon and
the purpose of my bills for Integrating hous-

ing a.s well as education is to provIde them
with that opportunity.

Q. Isn't your amendment just a thinly
disguised busing proposal?

A. No. BusIng is one technIque which
local districts In an SMSA might choose to
employ, but there is no reqUirement that
they do so. In many situations, substantial
Integration can be achieved with little or
no signIficant transportation above that
now being undertaken. Ultimately, no blll
relying tota~ly on busIng w1ll succeed. Only
by Integrating neighborhoods as we in
tegrate our schools will we be able to end
racial isolatIon In thIs country.

Q. Why was a ten-year period chosen for
achIevIng school Integration?

A. That Is only to be a maxImum perIod.
Some districts can meet the requirements
In a lesser period of time. However, it is
Important to look at this problem realistic
ally and not naively expect that we can
chAnge patterns of housing and education
on a metropolitan basis overnight or even In
two years. If we can achieve the goals of my
amendment within ten years, we w111 have
made a major move away from the de
velopment of two separate societies.

Q. How and why dId you choose a goal
requIring each school in the metropolitan
area to have a percentage of minority-group
stUdents that is at least one-half of the
percentage of the minorIty-group school
population in the metropolitan area as a.
whole?

A. As my amendment makes clear, the
percentage reqUirements at the end of a
ten year period are simply mInimums. In
most SMSA's the requirement will be be
tween 10 and 15 percent of the schOOl pop
ulation and, therefore, will generally re
flect the percentage of mInority-group per
sons in the population as a whole.

Q. How will your amendment atrect the
growth and development of private schools?

A. It is hard to predict the Impact of my
amendment on the development of private
schools. The percentage of blacks moving
Into suburban schools will be small enough,
and over a long enough period of tIme, that
few whItes will feel so threatened that they
will Incur the large expense of placing their
children In private schools.

Q. Your amendment says that no state
which continues to provide state funds to
a. noncooperating local educatIonal agency
Shall be entitled to receive federal edUCll
tional funds. Does thIs mean that an entire
state Will lose federal funds If it continues
to aId just one noncooperative agency? If
so, do you believe that this will penalize more
chUdren than it will benefit?

A. I agree that It would be unwise to
cut oft' all federal funds to all local school
districts simply because one school district
does not cooperate. My amendment specifi
cally provides that cooperating local edu
catIonal agencIes are to continue to receive
state and local funds even 11 there is a
noncooperatlng educatIonal agency In theIr
SMSA. However, the states themselves, re
ceive federal funds for state-Wide actIVities as

distinguished from federal funds channeled
through the states to specIfic local eduCll
tlonal agencies. These funds would be cut
off if a state continued to provide state funds
to a noncooperating local educatIonal agency.
The political realitIes are such that local
pressures w111 generally result in state cut
offs of funds to noncooperatlng agencIes
rather than rejectIon of federal funding for
state-wide programs.

Q. Nonetheless, won't many suburban
school districts simply decide to do wIthout
federal aid rather than comply with the re
qUirements of your amendment?

A. The amendment will also cut off fed
eral educational funds for any state that
contInues to supply state funds to a non
cooperating school dIstrIct. Therefore, a SUb
urban school district w1ll have to do without
both state and federal funds If it does not
want to follow the reqUirements of this
act. Not many w1ll be able to do that.

Q. Won't there still be a posslbUlty of all
black central city schools?

A. Yes, but it Is my hope that the develop
ment of new school construction and imag
inative educational programs In the cen
tral cIty will alleviate much of thIs problem
by attractIng white students In the cIty.
Moreover, the Impetus behind much of the
so-called "white fiight" to the suburbs will
fade away once It becomes clear that the ra
cial situation is stabilizIng and the suburbs
are not a White sanctuary.

Q. What about the District of ColumbIa?
A. The District must receive separate treat

ment, sInce all of Its suburbs are In other
states. This Is my educatIon b111 does.

Q. Aren't some me~ropolltan areas so
large or irregularly shaped that diffiCUltIes
will be encountered in developIng a school
plan?

A. The amendment gIves the Secretary of
HEW discretion to take liuch unusual factors
into consIderation.

Q. What about metropolitan areas that·
cross state lines?

A. My amendment provides that each
portion of a metropolitan area Within a state
would be treated separately for purposes of
the education act. ThIs does not present a
problem since In all cases there are blacks
and whItes on both sides of the state lines.

Q. It the focus is on large metropolitan
areas what say w1l110cal residents have In the
development of theIr school Integration plan
and its Implementation?

A. My bill requires that any plan sub
mitted for approval must provide for estab
lishment of multiracial committees com
posed of local parents and students who are
representative geographically and racially of.
the population for the SMSA as a whole.
Open hearings must be held and full oppor
tunity for dIscussion and exploratIon of the
Issues must be guaranteed. ProvisIons must
be made for the continuIng involvement of
these commIttees during ImplementatIon of
the plan. In addition, the bill requIres the
Secretary to assure that all plans and prog
ress reports are made freely available to the
public and to the multiracIal committees in

each SMSA.
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Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the his intellectual honesty and his hard better. We are headed, indeed are far

Senator yield? work in this very, very tough field. All down the road, toward a separated
Mr. RffiICOFF. I am pleased to yield of us are going to have to address our- America. That policy simply must be re

to the distinguished Senator from Minne- selves to the question of racial isolation versed. I am pleased to rise in support of
sota. I wish to thank the Senator from in the weeks ahead. If we do not solve the proposed amendment. I hope it will

, Minnesota for his gracious personal com- this problem now in the Senate, a great be adopted. I think the cause of equal
ments. I wish to add that about 14 amount of work will remain for all of us education and a united country, a
months ago there was a bitter debate on in the months and years in the future. healthy country, requires its adoption. I
the floor of the Senate concerning the I yield to the Senator from Minnesota. am grateful to the Senator for his work
stennis amendment. Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, let me and for tlns measure, and I am hopeful

I found myself opposed by the Senator say how deeply appreciative I am of that our colleagues will see the neces
from Minnesota. I never questioned his those kind words. I think the debate sity of this measure in the same light.
bona fides or the depths of his sincelity. concerning that measure 14 months ago Might I make a reference to one table,
Out of that debate came the Mondale may have set a course in motion which appealing in the hearing Record begin
committee, which has spent these past 14 for the first time made the Congress ning on page 742 and extending to page
months looking into the entire problem look at the problem as it really is, not 785, for our colleagues? It is a. table
of a segregated society and what had to only through the creation of the Equal which shows estimated students in
be done to bring about an integrated so- Education Committee, but in the new standard metropolitan statistical areas,
ciety. data that the Census bureau has devel- which will permit our colleagues to see

The Senator from Minnesota zealously oped, reported to the Senate by the how this measure would work out, based
pursued this problem wherever the facts Senator from Connecticut (Mr. RIBI- on the 1968 statistical data directed at
were taken. North and South, East and COFF), which shows clearly, nationallY, students.
West. I know of no Member of this Con- and tragically, the propositions of the Mr. RffiICOFF. Mr. President, I won
gress who has devoted himself more to problem. It is that problem to which the del' at this point, because Senators will
this great, soul-searching question than think it is a most courageous approach. be reading the RECORD and the colloquy,
the Senator from Minnesota. Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. if we cannot ask unanimous consent that

During the past 14 months I have President, may we have order in the gal- the table referred to by the distinguished
talked with the Senator frequently. Mem- leries and have the doors closed in the Senator from Minnesota be inclUded in
bers of my staff and his stafl', men of galleries? the RECORD.
great dedication and ability, have worked The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mr. MONDALE. I so ask, Mr. Presi-
very closely together to try to develop a ROTH). The galleries will be in order. dent.
common ground and an understanding Order will be maintained in the gal- The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
of this problem, all of them seeking the leries. objection?
same objective. Mr. MONDALE. It is a most coura- There being no objection, the statistics

I want to take this opportunity to com- geous approach. The census data show were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
mend the Senator from Minnesota for the situation is getting far, far worse, not as follows:

1968 SCHOOL SURVEY-ESTIMATED STUDENTS AND TEACHERS IN SMSA'S (TOTALS)

American Spanish Minority
State, SMSA, and number of schools Total Indian Negro Oriental American total other

Alabama:
Birmingham (291):

166,189 0 63,258 0 0 62,258 102,931Students_________ •________________ •_____ ._.______ •• ____
Horlz. percen!._____ •__________ •_. _._. __ •___________ • 100.0 0 38.1 0 0 38.1 61.9Teachers__________________________ •___________________ • 6,482 0 2,296 0 0 2,296 4,186Horiz. percenl.________________________ .• ________ •___ 100.0 0 35.4 0 0 35;4 64.6

Gadsden (31):
15,211 0 3,965 0 0 3.965 11,246Students__ •___ •________ •____________ •__________________

Horiz .percen!.______ •_. ______ •___ •________ • ___•_____ 100.0 0 26.1 0 0 26.1 73.9Teachers_________________ •______________________•______ 603 0 157 0 0 157 446Horiz. percen!._____________________ • __________ •____ • 100.0 0 26.0 0 0 26.0 74.0
Huntsville (53):

21,954 0 5,760 3 5 5,768 16,186Sludents___________ •• ____________ •________ •• ___________
Horlz, percen!.________ •___ . __ •______ .• ___ •_______ •__ 100.0 0 26.2 0 0 26.3 73.7Teachers•• _. _. __ •• _____ •_______ •_____________ •___•____ • 926 0 234 0 0 234 692
Horiz. percen!.__ •____ •• ______ •___________________ ._. 100.0 0 25.3 0 0 25.3 74.7

Mobile (ll9):
90,107 0 35,309 0 0 35,309 54,798Students.• ____________ ••• __ •___________ •__ •• _________ •__

Horlz. percen!..__ ... _._. _._. ___ •___ . _____________•___ 100.0 0 39.2 0 0 39.2 60.8Teachers.. ___••• _____________ ._._ ••• ____________________ 3,149 0 1. 233 0 0 1,233 1,916
Horiz. percent. __ ...___________ •___ .. _____ •___________ 100.0 0 39.2 0 0 39.2 60.8

Montgomery (68):
47,723 0 19,700 0 0 19,700 28,023Students•• ___________ •__________ •____ •__ •_____________ •

Horiz. percen!. _____________ •_______________ •________ 100.0 0 41.3 0 0 41.3 58.7
Teachers. ______ . __ •___ •_•••• __________ •. _________., ___ • 1,688 0 657 0 0 657 1,031Horiz. percent.. __________________________________•__ 100.0 0 38.9 0 0 38.9 61.1

Tuscaloosa (48);
25,400 0 9,230 0 0 9,230 16,170Students ________________________ •_____ •___ •___________ •

Horiz. percen!._•• _••• _____________ ... ______________ 100.0 0 36.3 0 0 36.3 63.7
Teachers••. _______ •____________ ••• __ •• ________ •• ______ ' 959 0 306 0 0 306 653

Horiz. percen!. _________ •____________ •______________ 100.0 0 31.9 0 0 31.9 68.1

Total (63I):
377,727 0 143,494 3 5 143,502 234,225Students________ •__ •_. ________ •______ •_____ ._

Teac~~~:.~~~:~~t.- .-___: ========:====:=::::::=::
100.0 0 38.0 0 0 38.0 62.0

14,230 0 5,103 0 0 5,103 9,127
HoriL percen!. ... _• ____•• ____... _________ 100.0 0 35.9 0 0 35.9 64.1

Arizona:
Phoenix (225):

199,102 2,518 10,298 985 29,094 42,895 156,206Students.•_.' ______ ..________ •____________ ...... __ •••_.

Teac~~g~·_ ~~~:~~~-.-.'.::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::
100.0 1.3 5.2 0.5 14.6 21. 5 78.5
7,908 10 206 37 224 476 7,432

Horiz. percent. ______ ••_••__________ ._.____..__ ..... 100.0 0.1 2.6 0.5 2.8 6.0 94.0
Tucson (103):

73,991 974 2,874 435 18,412 22,694 51,297Students_________.. ________ ._._•• _____ •••••• ______••_..
Hariz. percent. ____ ••• ____• __________ •______ • ____... 100.0 1.3 3.9 0.6 24.9 30.7 69.3

Teachers_________ •____ •__ •__ ' •___ ..... ________ . ________ 2,955 6 50 15 105 177 2,779
Horiz. percen!... ___....._____..___________________• 100.0 0.2 1.7 0.5 3.6 6.0 94.0

Total (328):
273,093 3,492 13,172 1,420 47,506 65,590 207,503Students••_•• ___ " _•••__.._••_,__ •____ •••• ___

Horiz. percentage______ •__________________• 100.0 1.3 4.8 0.5 17.4 24.0 76.0
Teachers__ •_'. ___ ••• ____ •• ____ •• ___ •• , _____._ 10,864 16 256 52 329 653 10,211

Horiz. percentage_••••_. _______ •______ ••••_ 100.0 0.1 2.4 0.5 3.0 6.0 94.0
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American Spanish Minority
State, SMSA, and number of schools Total Indian Negr. Orienta. American total Other

Arkansas:
Fort Smith (46):

Students. ___ ............. _." __ . ____ . __ "'" __•• '" ...•. 21,498 8 1.292 0 7 1,307 20,191
Horiz. percentage.•__••.. ______ .,_, _.......... __ ",_" 100.0 a 6. a 0 0 6.1 93.9

Teachers...............__ ... _. _..... ____ .. _______ . __ .. _ 830 1 24 0 0 25 805
Horiz. percentage..___ •••. ____ .... __ .. ___ ... __ ....... 100. a 2 2.9 0 0 3.1 96.9

Little Rock-N. Little Rock (118):
66.818 17,418Students. __ .... _. _______ ..... ______________ . __ . ________ 28 33 87 17,566 49,252

Horiz. percentage••_________ .. _..... __ •__ . ___________ 100.0 a 26.1 0 1 26.3 73. 7
Teachers. __ ..... _. ___________ •.. _. ____ .... _______ ... __ . 2.600 a 566 2 3 571 2, 029

Horiz. percentage_______ .... __ .... _..... _____ ....... __ 100. a a 21. 8 1 1 22. a 78.0
Pine Bluff (43):

20,158 10,003Students. _____________________ ...................... --. 6 17 27 10,083 la, 075
Horiz. percent..________ .... __ ........ __ .. __ . _. _.. __ . 100.0 a 49.8 1 1 50.0 50.0

Teachers.. ________ . _. ___________ .. __ . _'''' __ ...... _. __ . 825 a 344 0 4 348 477
Horiz. Percent..___ . ____ .. _. ____ . ___ ......... _. _"'" 100.0 a 41. 7 0 5 42.2 57.8

Total (241):
128,214Students___ ..... __ ........ __ . _.. ____ ." __ .... 46 38,165 56 142 38,409 89,805

Teac~~~~~'.~:~c.e.~t~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 a 29.8 0 1 30. a 70.04
5. 017 1 1,243 2 7 1,253 3,760

Horiz. percen!.__ .. __ . _..... __ .... ____ .. __ . 100. a 0 24.8 0 1 25.0 75.0

California:
Anaheim·Santa Ana-Garden Grove (448):

350,503 2,686 4,154Students__ . ____ . __________ •__ •__ ..... _... __ .. _. -.. __ ... 633 32,310 39,783 310,720
Horiz. percent.._________ . __ ....... ___ .... __ ...... ___ 100.0 2 8 1.2 9.2 11.4 88.6

Teachers_ ... __ .._.. _......... ____ .. _.... ____ .. ' _,, __ ,_, 12.864 16 42 165 235 458 12,406
Bakersne~nt5s)e!cenL.- •• -- .------- ...... -- .. -.. -.. -.... -. 100. a 1 3 1.3 1.8 3.6 96.4

Students. __ ... ____ •••. _____ •• ____ ........ __ . _•. ____ --. 93,238 253 6,764 855 16,959 24,831 68,407
Horiz. percenL _____.... __ ... ______ . ________ • ______ . 100.0 0.3 7.3 0.9 18.2 26.6 73.4

Teachers_. __ . __ . __ ... ______ ...... ___ .... _.. ______ •___ . 3,572 3 71 26 70 170 3,402
Horiz. percen!._. __ ..... ____.... _...... __ .. ___ ,--,,- 100.0 0.1 2. a 0.7 2.0 4.8 95.2

Fresno (197):
Students. _____ .... ___ ....____ . ___ '" __., __ ..... __ .. __ . 113,505 467 6,569 2,224 33,164 42,424 71,080

Horiz. percen!. _____ ... ____ .......... ____ .. __ ., __ .. _ 100.0 0.4 5.8 2.0 29.2 37.4 62.6
Teachers... ____ .... __ •• ____ .... ____ ...... __ •__ ..... _.. 4,358 3 40 56 126 226 4,132

Horiz. percen!. _______•• __ ... _. __ . __ .. ___ ..• _.... __ • 100.0 0.1 0.9 1.3 2.9 5.2 94.8
Los Angeles·Long Beach (1,671):

1,478,782Students. ____________ ... __ . ____ •__ ... ______________ . _. 3,131 204.517 35,159 251. 340 494,147 984,635
Horiz. percent.. __ . _________ . ____ . __ .C _____ • ____ .... 100.0 0.2 13.8 2.4 17. a 33.4 66.6

Teachers. ______ •__ . ____ ........ ____ •. __ .......... ____ . 54.807 39 4,884 1,631 1,386 7,941 46,866
Horiz. percent.. ___________ .. __ ... ____ . ____ •____ . __ . 100.0 0.1 8.9 3.0 2.5 14.5 85.5

Oxnard-Ventura (153):
99,636 1,915Students.• _..... ___ ..... _...... __ . ______________ . __ . ___ 127 1,158 17,232 20,432 79,204

Teac~~~~z:_~:r.c.e_n.t~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0.1 1.9 1.2 17.3 20.5 79.5
3,825 7 37 33 74 151 3.675

Horiz. percenL..__ ._. ______........ _....... ________ . 100.0 0.2 1. a 0.9 1.9 3.9 96.1
Sacramento (354):

Students. _., .. __ ••. __ ... __ •____ ......... _..• __ .... _.... 204,906 501 12,875 6,341 17,337 37, 054 167, 042
Horiz. percen!.. ________ .. _..... ______________ .. ____ . 100.0 0.2 6.3 3.1 8.5 18.2 81.8

Teachers_. ________ ................ ____ •.. _..... , _",." 7,863 17 231 137 105 490 7,373
Horiz. percen!...... __ .. __ ...... _. __ •..•. _.... _...._. 100.0 0.2 2.9 1.7 1.3 6.2 93.8

Salinas-Monterey (74):
49,223Students. _. _.... ___ •__ .. __ ' __ . _•..•..•. __ •__ ..•. _... _.• 132 3,323 2,169 10,853 16,477 32,746

Horiz. percen!... _.. ___ ..... _... _. __ .•.••...•..•.• _.• 100. a 0.3 6.8 4.4 22. a 33.5 66.5
Teachers... __ ... ____ •• ____ ' __ . __ ........__....... __ • __ • 1,955 1 66 33 52 152 1,803

Horiz. percen!...... ___.. _. ____ ........ ________ ... ___ 100. a 0.1 3.4 1.7 2.7 7.8 92.2
San Bernardino-Riverside-Ontario (432):

271,513 14,769Students.... ____ •________.... _________ ... __ .... _.. ____ . 1,216 1,515 47,915 65,415 206, 098
Horiz. percent....... _.. ____________________ ... __ . __ • 100.0 0.4 5.4 0.6 17.6 24.1 75.9

Teachers__ •. __ ... _.• ____ ........ _. ____ . __ . __ ._._ .. _. __ . 10,330 27 315 55 272 669 9,661
Horiz. percent.._ .. __ ... _______ . __ ........._. __ ... ___ 100.0 0.3 3. a 0.5 2.6 6.5 93.5

San Diego (388):
285,970Students. ____... __ •••••. _., ... ___ . __ .... __ .•. ___ ...• __ . 764 16,532 5,410 32,731 55,436 230,534

Horiz. percent. ... ___ .... ______ .... __ .. __ ..________ . 100. a 0.3 5.8 1.9 11.4 19.4 80.6
Teachers_. ______ •_. _............ ____ ... __ •.. __ . _....... 10,679 9 225 63 200 496 10,183

Horiz. percent. ____ ...______ ..... ______..... __ ...... 100.0 0.1 2.1 0.6 1.9 4.6 95.4
San Francisco-Oakland (1,029):

642,233Students_ ................. __ . __ . __ .. __ ...... __ ......... 1,491 93,148 31, 051 55,423 181, 113 261,120

Teac~~~~~•.~:~c.e.~t:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0.2 14.5 4.8 8.6 28.2 71.8

26,646 19 1,465 805 475 2,765 23,88\
Horiz. percen!...... ____ . ___ .. __ .. __ . __ . _____ " _____ . 100.0 0.1 5.5 3.0 1.8 10.4 89.6

San Jose (401):
268,034Students...... __ ....____ .... ___ . _. ____ .. ___ . __ . _.. _. __ . 551 4,656 6,405 43, 061 54,672 213,362

Horiz. percentage...__ ... _...... ______.. ______ . __ .... 100.0 0.2 1.7 2.4 16.1 20.4 79.6
Teachers...• _. __ ........ __ ._ .. _._ .. _...... ____ .. _._. __ • 10,393 13 126 337 225 701 9,692

Sanla Ba~bc;;~·(~~2)~ntage.-- .. --' -. -- -- .... -... -.. --. ---- .... 100.0 0.1 1.2 3.2 2.2 6.7 93.3

Students.... ____ ..... ___ ..... _.... ____ .....________ . ___ 60,676 148 1,786 1,116 10,918 13,969 46,707
Hariz. percentage.... _....... __ . ____ ... ___ .... _. _.... 100.0 0.2 2.9 1.8 18. a 210 77.0

Teachers. __ . ________... _.. _______ . ____ . ____ • __ .' ___ . __ . 2,465 2 34 20 60 17 2,348
Hariz. percentage_... ___ ... __ ..... ________ ... __ . _.". 100.0 0.1 1.4 0.8 2.4 4.7 95.3

Stockton (121):
66, 060Students.•.• __ ... _••.. _..... __ ... _... _. __ ........ __ .... 103 4,699 2,100 10,640 17,542 48,517

Hariz. percentage..... __ ' _____.. __________ . __ ... __ . __ 100.0 0.2 7.1 3.2 16.1 26.6 73.4
Teachers........ __ ... __ . ________ ............. __ ....____ 2,619 4 75 64 73 216 2,404

Horiz. percentage..__ . _______ . __ .......... ___________ 100.0 0.1 2.9 2.5 2.8 8.2 91.8
Vallejo·Napa (105)

Students•. __ ..____ ...... ____ •____ •_._. ___ ... _____ ..... _ 57,775 125 5,051 1,573 4,192 10,940 46,834
Horiz. percent. _____ ........._____ •• ______ ._ .....___ 100. a 0.2 8.7 2.7 7.3 18.9 81.1

Teachers.. _...... ____ ...... _. __ .... _______..... " __ . ___ 2,354 3 65 25 36 129 2,225
Horiz. percent.. __ ..... ______ . __________......._____ 100.0 0.1 2.8 1.1 1.5 5.5 94.5

Total (5,633):
Students. _•. ____ .....• _•••••• ____ • _____ ....._ 4,041,244 9,643 379,289 101,228 584, 074 I, 074, 235 2,967, 009

Teac~~~~~·.~:~c.e.n.t~: .'.:::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0.2 9.4 2.5 14.5 26.6 73.4

154,730 164 7,677 3,450 3,390 14,681 140, 049Horiz_ percent. ••• ______________________ ._ 100.0 0.1 5.0 2.2 2.2 9.5 90.5'
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American Spanish Minority
State, SMSA, and number 01 schools Total Indian Negro Oriental American total Other

Colorado:
Colorado Springs (84):

Students__ • ______ ••• _••• __ • _. __ • _•• _•• _. _______ ••• ___ •• 53,800 69 2,793 568 4,422 7,851 45,949

Teac~~~~~'_~~~~~~~-::••:_::::=:=:::::=:==:==::::::::::::::
100.0 0.1 5.2 1.1 8.2 14.6 85.4
2,176 1 27 5 31 64 2,111

DenWu~t~~~·_~~~~~~~·_~·.-.~~~::::::::::::::_-::::::::::::.-~~~
100.0 a 1.2 0.2 1.4 3.0 97.0

285,500 586 14,222 1,113 29,172 45,692 239,808
Horiz. percent. •• _. _. _. ____ • __ ••••••••••••••••• ___ •• 100.0 0.2 5.0 0.6 10.2 16.0 84.0

Teachers__ • ___ •••• _•••••• ___ • ______ ._•••••• _•• ________ • 11,795 12 353 75 176 616 11,180
Horiz. percent.._ •••• _________ •• _. _•• _••••••• _____ •• 100.0 0.1 3.0 0.6 1.5 5.2 94.8

Pueblo (58):
Students•••• __ ••• _.••__ .•_________ •• _•• _• __ • ________ ••• 30,249 25 598 59 10,931 11,613 18,636

Horiz. percenL••• ________ ._ ••••••••• ___ ._ •• _. _•• _••• 100.0 0.1 2. a 0.2 36.1 38.4 61.6
Teachers. __ • _•• _•• _._ •• _____ •• __ ._ •• _. "" _. _. ____ ••••• 1,266 0 5 4 71 79 1,187

Horiz. percenL••• __ •• ______ ••••••••• ' •.• ______ ••• _". 100.0 0 0.4 0.2 5.6 6.2 93.8

Total (577):
Students. __ ••• _•.• _.•• ___ . _. __________ •• _--_. 369,549 679 17,613 2,339 44,525 66,156 304,393

Teac~~~~·.~~~c.e.~t==:: :::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0.2 4.8 0.6 12.0 17.6 82.4

15,237 13 385 83 278 759 14,478
HoriZ. percen!.. __ •_________ ._•• ___ ._ ._.__ • 100.0 0.1 2.5 0.5 1.8 5.0 95.0

Connecticut:
Bridgeport (254):

Students____________ . ___ " ________ .•• __ .• _.... ___ •_._._ 161,640 56 16,199 369 5,973 22,597 139,043
Horiz. percen!.._._ .•• ______ ._._ •• _.. __ .. ____ . ___ • ___ 100.0 0 10.0 0.2 3.7 14.0 86.0

Teachers_ .•___ •_. __ ..__ • __________ .•• __ ••. _.• ____ •_____ 7,384 2 215 10 20 248 7,136
Horiz. percent._ •• _. ________ ._._ .• _._._ •_____ ._._. __ • 100.0 a 2.9 0.1 0.3 3.4 96.6

Hartford (378):
Students __ • _____ ..•__ .'_'_' _..... _.......... _. _. _. _____ 219,295 61 16,991 301 5,369 22,722 196,573

Horiz. percenL.._._ . __ • __ . _'_" __ ._. ____ .. _.. _. _____ 100.0 0 7.7 0.1 2.4 10.4 89.6
Teachers. __ • __ •• _. __ . ___ .... ___ ._. ___ .. __ ._ .. _'_'_ ''''_ 10,101 2 277 6 15 300 9,801

Horiz. percenL ____ . _. __ ._ .. '''_'' _. ____ .. __ .. __ , ___ • 100.0 a 2.7 0.1 0.1 3.0 7.0
New Haven (272):

Students____ .... ,_ •.. ___ .... _____ ... _____ •. _____ ....... 150,491 66 16,646 264 3,579 20,555 129,936
Horiz. percenL_·. ______ ._ ....._.. _..... _._. __ .. _.. _. 100.0 0 11.1 0.2 2.4 13.7 86.3

Teachers ______ ..•___ •_________ ._._. ___ ...... _... _____ .• 6,881 0 271 4 11 286 6,595
Horiz. percenL__ ... _____ • ____ .. ____ ..... _.... _. _"._ 100.0 a 3.9 0.1 0.2 4.2 95.8

New London·Groton·Norwich (100):
Students••• _.. ' __ • ____ ' _...... _.,. _... _. __ .. _.•_""'" 50,830 12 2,249 163 431 2,856 47,975

Horiz. percenL_.. __ ._._ .... _... _. _. ____ , _. _____ ..... 100.0 a 4.4 0.3 0.8 5.6 94.4
Teachers __ •________ . ________ .. _._ ..... _. __ ._._._._._ •. _ 2,224 a 57 3 3 62 2,162

Horiz. percenL_._._._. ____ ............. ___________ • 100.0 0 2.5 0.1 0.1 2.8 97.2
Waterbury (74):

440Students___ ... ____ ................. ___ .. ___ .. "_""". 34,263 1 370 23 45 33,824
Horiz. percen!._.............. _______ . ____ ... __ ..... 100.0 .0 1.1 0.1 0.1 1.3 98.7

Teachers___ .••. ___ ._ ..........._._ .. __ .. _. _._._ ........ 1,586 0 10 1 0 11 1,575
Horiz. percen!. __ .......... ____ . ____ ' .. _............ 100.0 .0 0.6 .0 .0 0.7 99.3

Total (1,077):
Students ________ ......... _.... _. _............ 616,519 196 52,456 1,120 15,397 69,170 547,349

Horiz. percen!.. ___ .. _... __ " __ ._ .. _._ ..... 100.0 .0 8.5 0.2 2.5 11.2 88.8
Teachers................. __ ... _............ __ 28,176 4 830 24 49 907 27,270

HOllz. percen!.. ..... _ -----------_.-.-.--. 100.0 .0 2.9 0.1 0.2 3.2 96.8

De'aware:
Wilmington, Del., New Jersey, Maryland (162):

Students_______•••. _. _. ___ . _.. _._. __ ...... _...... _. _.. _ 107,137 17 16,696 100 395 17,207 89,930

Teac~~~~~·_~~~.e.n_t=::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::: :::::
100.0 .0 15.6 0.1 0.4 16.1 83.9
4,642 a 532 5 5 542 4,100

Horlz. percenL._. ____ ....................... _..... 100.0 .0 11.5 0.1 0.1 11.7 88.3

Total (107):
Students..._... _......... _.............. _..... 82,615 9 14,069 65 162 14,305 68,310

Horiz. percen!.._ ...................._..... 100.0 0 17. a 0.1 0.2 17.3 82.7
Teachers_ ........... ___ ... _.................. 3,580 0 479 3 3 485 3, 095

Horiz. percen!.. ......... ----------------. 100.0 0 13.4 0.1 0.1 13.6 86.4

Dislriclof Columbia:
Washington, D.C_, Maryland, Virginia (854):

Students_ •• __ ._•• _....... _. _..._....... _... _........... 619,873 231 179.384 2,902 3,543 186, 060 433,814

Teac~~~~~_~~~c.e.n.t:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0 28.9 0.5 0.6 30. a 70.0

25.562 17 6,268 29 52 6.367 19,195
Horiz. percenL ................................... __ • 100.0 0.1 24.5 0.1 0.2 24.9 75.1

Total (188):
Students___ ....................... _.......... 148,725 31 139,006 746 662 140.445 8,280

Teac~~~~~·.~~~~e.nl..:::::::: :::::::::::: ::::::::
100.0 0 93.5 0.5 0.4 94.4 5.6
6,224 8 4,828 11 21 4,868 1,356

Horiz. percen!.. ........................... 100.0 0.1 77.6 0.2 0.3 78.2 21.8

Florida:
Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood (107):

Students_. _. ___ ._. __ .... __ .. __ ........... _............. 103,003 114 24,516 64 823 25.517 77, 486
Horiz. percent. _.. _.. ______ ................... _... _. 100.0 0.1 23.8 0.1 0.8 24.8 75.2

Teachers_._._. _. _.. __ . ___ .... _........................ _ 4,235 2 830 0 7 839 3,396
JackSOnv~l~r~i3~)~cenl--. --.- -. -. -. -. -..... -............. -'- 100.0 0 19.6 0 0.2 19.8 80.2

Students ____ ...... _____ . __ ... _................... _. __ ._ 122,637 0 34,638 0 0 34,638 87,999

Teac~~~~~·.~~~ce~l_~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 100.0 0 28.2 0 0 28.2 71. 8
4,835 0 1,328 0 0 1,328 3,507

Horiz. percent. .. _. _..................... _. _____ .... 100.0 0 27.5 0 0 27.5 72.5
Miami (215):

Students. ..... _............... _.... _........ __ . ___ ... _. 232.465 436 56.518 426 39.487 96.867 135, 598
Horiz. percent. _... _. _._._ .._._._ ................. __ 100.0 0.2 24.3 0.2 17.0 41. 7 58.3

Teachers•. _....• _._. _.. _. ___ . _.. _•••• __ ..... _..... _•. '. 8.694 3 1. 621 9 317 1.950 6.744
Horiz. percen!..___ . _........... _. __ .............. _.• 100.0 a 18.6 0.1 3.6 22.4 17.6

Orlando (121):
Students•• _. __ . _....... _. ____________ . ____ • _..... _,._. 93,733 20 17,251 14 57 17.342 76.391

Teac~~~~~·.~~~~e.~t...-:.~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 100.0 0 18.4 0 0.1 18.5 81. 5
3,859 0 723 0 4 727 3,132

Horiz. percen!.. .• _........ _........ ____ . ___________ 100.0 0 18.7 0 0.1 18.8 81. 2
Pensacola (95):

Students____ .... ______.. _. _._. ____ .. ___ ._. " _____ '_'" 55,704 69 13,670 122 78 13,939 41. 765
Horiz. percenL.•.... _" ... _. ____ . _____ . _______ ._•• 100.0 0.1 24.5 0.2 0.1 25.0 75. a

Teachers__ .... _.............. ______ ..._._. __ . _________ 2,145 1 422 4 2 429 1.716
Horiz. percen!.. ........ _. ____________ , . ______ •• ____ 100.0 0 19.7 0.2 0.1 20.0 H. J
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State, SMSA; and number of schools Total Indian Negro Oriental American total Other

Florida-Conti nued
Tallahassee (26):

19.906 5 7,183Students_____________________________________•____•___ 30 27 7.245 12.661
Horiz. percenL__________________•______ c: _________ 100. a a 36.1 0.2 0.1 36.4 63.6Teachers______ •• _________________•• ___ •• __ •____ ••• ___ • 851 0 243 3 0 246 605
Horiz. percenL_____ ••• _•• _. ___ •____•__ •_____ ._•• _. 100.0 0 28. 6 0.4 0 28.9 71.1

Tampa·St. Petersburg (240):
179.451 247 31.940Students_ • _____________•__ ._. ___ •____ •____________•____ 236 7,103 39,526 139,925HOfIZ. percenL ________ •______ • _____________________ 100.0 0.1 17.8 0.1 4. a 22.0 78. aTeachers____ . ________________________••• _' __ ._ ._. _••_._ 7. 015 5 991 5 397 1,398 5,617

Horiz. percent.__ ._. __ •• __ •______ •_. _••• _____ ••• ,. __ • 100. a 0.1 14.1 0.1 5.7 19.9 80.1
West Palm Beach (91):

61,715 5 17.158Sludents•• ________ '_' ____ •___ ._._. __ ._ ._.______________ 27 1,553 18,743 42.972

Teac~~;~~' _~~~c_e_~~::::::::::: :::::::: :::::::::::::::::::
100.0 a 27.8 0 2.5 30.4 69.6
2.755 0 651 1 18 670 2,085

Horiz. percent._. _______ •______ .,_ •• _____ •__ ••• ______ 100. a 0 23.6 0 0.7 24.3 75.7

Total 0.030):
868.614Students••• _. ___ •• __ •• __ ._ •• __ , ____• _______ ._ 896 202.874 919 49,128 253.817 614.797

Horiz. percent________ ._,••• __ ._._._ •__•__ • 100.0 0.1 23.4 0.1 5.7 29.2 70.8
Teachers. ______•• __ •____ ,_"" ____ •••_. __ •___ 34,389 11 6.809 22 745 7,587 26.802

Horiz. percent________ ._._. ___ •• _______ •••• 100. a 0 19.8 0.1 2.2 22.1 77.9

Georgia:
Albany (35):

22.771 8.942Students. __ '_' ____ ._. __ •••_•• ____ ._••• _. __ •__ •_______ •• 1 8 3 8.954 13.817
Horiz. percent... _. __ •• ___ ._. _••_•• ______ •___ •••• ____ 100. a a 39.3 0 a 39.3 60.7Teachers•._. _. _••_. __ ••• _____ •• __•____ •• , ___ ._ ••• ______ 874 a 338 1 a 339 535Horiz. percenL.__ •_______ •___ •__ •___________ ._. ___ • 100.0 a 38.7 0.1 a 38.8 61.2

Atlanta (460):
312.434Students____•____•• ______ •___ ._. _________ •_____ , __" __ • 61 83.643 205 194 84,103 228.331

Horiz. percenL.. ______• ____"'_'___ •___ •• _. ___•••_., 100. a a 26.8 0.1 0.1 26.9 73.1
Teachers•• ___ •__ •__ •• ____ ••_._. ___ •• ___ •___ ••_••_._._•• 12.334 3 3,066 2 7 3.078 9,256

Horiz. percenL•• ___ ••_. __ ••• __ •••__ ••• __ ._ ._•••••_. 100. a 0 24.9 0 0.1 25.0 75. a
Augusta, Ga.-South Carolina (106):

60.428 19,975Students_ • _____ •• ___ ' __ •_. __ •_____ ._._.___ •••••_____ ••• 43 259 262 20,539 39.889

Teac~~;~~·_~~~~~~t::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::
100.0 0.1 33.1 0.4 0.4 34.0 66.0
2.432 1 746 1 a 748 1.684Horiz. percenL____ •________ •__ •••• _____•_._ ••••• _., 100.0 a 30.7 0 a 30.8 69.2

Columbus, Ga.-Alabama (88):
53.516 18.789Students_________________•___ •______ •__ •______ ._. __••• _ 12 91 184 19. 076 34.440

Teac~~;~z: _~~~_e~_,:::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 a 35.1 0.2 0.3 35.6 64.4
1.986 a 646 0 1 647 1.339Horiz. percenL ___ •__ •___ •____ •____ •_______ • ____ •___ 100.0 a 32.5 0 0.1 32.6 67.4

Macon (82):
51.589Students. ___ . _...________ •_. _. __ .,___________•_____ • ___ 0 18.098 13 5 18.116 33.473Horiz. percenL ___ •_•• ___________ •____ •_____ . ____ •__ 100.0 0 35.1 a a 35.1 64.9Teachers. ___ . __ .•_______ •_____ •___ •• __ •__ •_______ •_____ 2.253 a 736 a a 736 1.517Horiz. percent. ______ .•_., _••. __ •___ . __ •________ • __ ._ 100.0 a 32.7 0 a 32.7 67.3

Savannah (63):Students. _••. _________ •____ ••• _. ______ •• __ •• _••_. ___ ••• 42,416 a 17.449 0 a 17,449 24,967

Teac~~~~~·.~~~...n_,:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 a 41.1 0 a 41.1 58.9
1,751 a 675 0 a 675 1. 076Horiz. percent. •____ •••• , _._____ •_____ ., ____ •___•• ___ 100.0 0 38.5 0 a 38.5 61.5

Total (785):
Students_._ ••••_•• ______ ••_. _. ______ • ' __" ____ 519. 050 117 153.953 557 645 155,292 363.758Horlz. percentage.______________ •___ ••• _._. 100.0 a 29.7 0.1 0.1 29.9 70.1Teachers__ ••••_. __ • ____ •___ •_. __ •_______ • ____ 20,705 4 5,776 4 9 5.793 14.912Horiz. percentage _________ •________________ 100.0 a 27.9 0 a 28.0 72.0

Idaho:
Boise City (44):Students. •• __ .. ___ .. __ •. ______ ._•• ___ •______ •• _________ 24.932 81 71 96 83 331 24,592

Teac~~;~z: _~~r~...n_,~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100. a 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.3 1.3 98.7

967 a 0 0 0 0 967Horiz. percentage _______ •__ •____ •____ ' _______________ 100.0 0 0 0 a 0 100

Total (44):Students. _. __________•• , __.' __ • ______ •_. ___ ., 24.923 81 71 96 83 331 24,592
Horiz. percentage••_•••• _••______ ••__ ••_._. 100.0 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.3 1.3 98.7Teachers_. _____ •_________________•___ •__ ._._. 967 0 0 a a a 967Horiz. percentage______ ._. ________ ._ ._.__ ._ 100. a 0 0 0 a 0 100.0

Illinois:
Bloomington·Normal (98):Students••• _' •___ •_____ ._. __ • _. __ •_________ •• ____ ••••• _ 32,492 10 515 12 127 664 31.828Horiz. percent_•• ___ ••_. ______ •____ •_._, __ •• _••• __ ••_ 100.0 0 1.6 a 0.4 2.0 98.0Teachers___ . ________________••• ___ •___ ._. __ •___ •_•• ____ 1,513 0 7 0 3 10 1.503Horiz. percent.__._. ___ •_._. ___ •__ ••_. ________••___ • 100.0 0 0.5 a 0.2 0.7 99.3
Champaign-Urbana (60):

Students________ ._., ••• ___ •••_. ___ •••• __ •______ •__ ••••• 29.740 7 2,882 213 79 3.181 26.559

Teac~~~~~._~~~c.._~t:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100. a 0 9.7 0.7 0.3 10.7 89.3
1,347 a 58 2 0 60 1.287Horiz. percent..____ • ___ •__ •_•• ___ •• ____________ ._•• _ 100.0 0 4.3 0.1 0 4.5 95.5

Chicago (1,889):Students. _________ ._. ___ •••_._. _._._._. ___ •• ______ • ___ • 1.361,698 1.337 347.219 5,956 63,417 417.929 943.769

Teac~~~~~:~~r~.e_n_':::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0.1 25.5 0.4 4.7 30.7 69.3

51.930 10 7,741 152 164 8. 067 43.863Horiz. percent.___ •_••_. _••_._. ___ •• _. __ • _______ •__ •• 100.0 0 14.9 0.3 0.3 15.5 84.5
Deca~~~~~~L_____ ,.______ •______ •____ •• _________ , __••__ •• 30.421 5 3,360 8 6 3,379 27.041

Teac~~~~~·_~~~~e_~t:::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100. a a 11.0 a a 11.1 88.9
1,189 a 26 0 a 26 1.163Horiz. percent._. ___ •__ ._••___ ••• ______ •___ • __ •___ •__ 100. a 0 2.2 a a 2.2 97.8

Peoria (147):
Students__ •• ___ •_____ •__••_. _____•___ • __ •___ •__••_._ ••• 72,792 22 4,739 63 201 5,026 67,766

Teac~~~~~'_~~~~e.~t:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 a 6.5 0.1 0.3 6.9 93.1
3.045 0 53 7 4 64 2.981Horiz. percen'-_.__ •__•• ____ •__ '_" __ ' ______ ._ ._•• ___ 100. a 0 1.7 0.2 0.1 2.1 97.9

Rockford (104):
Students_ •• ___ •___ •• __ ._•• __ ••• __ •___ •___ •• _. ___ •••_. __ 62.473 58 4,733 52 387 5,230 57,243

Teac~~;~~·_~~~~e_~t:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100. a .1 7.6 0.1 0.6 8.4 91.6
2.625 0 60 0 1 61 2,564Horiz. percent.___ •_____________•_____•______ •••• __ • 100.0 0 2.3 0 a 2.3 97.7
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State, SMSA, and number of schools
.,merican

Oriental
Spanish Minority

Total Indian Negro American tota: Other

Illinois-Continued
Springfiel1 (72):

31,637 2,287 33 52 2,393 29,243Students ________ •... _....... _. ____ • ________ • ________ • _. 21

Teac~~;~~·_~5~c~~t.-._.- ___••~ ==== ==:= =::::=:= === ==:: =::=:=:==
100.0 0.1 7.2 0.1 0.2 7.6 92.4
1,301 0 25 0 4 29 1,271

Horiz. percenl. __ ." _•. _••• ____ . __ •• .-._--------.-- 100.0 0 1.9 0 0.3 2.3 97.7

Total (2,783):
467,613 1,322,746Students__ ._ •• _. _____ •___ . ______________ .... _ 1,790,359 1,545 393,543 6,556 65,968

Teac~~;~~·_~~~~~~~- __'_.-_-_ ~ ==::::=:=::::=:======:
100.0 0.1 22. 0 0.4 3.7 26.1 73.9

69,704 10 8,756 162 190 9,129 60,575
Horiz. percent._._. _______ ._. ______ ...____ 100.0 0 12. 6 0.2 0.3 13.1 86.9

Indiana:
Anderson (60):

128 2,365 31,505Students_ •_____________ • _____ .• ____ •••• __ .. ___ •________ J3,871 8 2,220 9

Teac~~;~~·_~~~~~~~-__._:_~: =: ===::::::::::::::= ==: ====== == =
100.0 0 6.6 0 0.4 7.0 93.0
1,292 0 10 0 0 10 1,282

Horiz. percenl. ___ " __ ••• ____ •__ • ____ • ____ • ___ •••• _. 100.0 0 0.8 0 0 0.8 99.2
Evansville, Ind.·Kentucky (73):

29Slud~nls _______________ 00 ____ • ______ • ___________ • __ ••• 49,159 10 3,795 17 3,851 45,308Horiz. percent_____ ., ___________ • _________________ ._ 100.0 0 7.7 0 0.1 7.8 92.2Teachers•• _____________________________ •______._________ 1,880 0 75 0 0 75 1,805
Horiz. percenl. ____ • __ • _. __ . ________________ ., •• ___ . 100.0 0 4.0 0 0 4.0 96.0

fori Wayne (89):
59,600 72 449 6,384 53,216Students ___ ._ ._ ••• ____ •___ • ______ . _____________________ 22 5,841Hor!z. percent. ___ •• __________ •• ________________ •___ 100.0 0 9.8 0.1 0.8 le.7 89.3Teachers_______________________________ .. _________ • ____ 7,343 0 66 1 1 68 2,275Horiz. percent.. ___ • ____________ • ______ • _____ •___ • __ 100.0 0 2.8 0 0 2.9 97.1

(lary·Hammond·East Chicago (204):
168 9,413 46,060 1117~:~

Students••• _••• ! .....___...._....... ___ ._._............ 157,334 165 36,315
Horiz. percen!..••••••• __ ••••••••_•• __ •••••_.._•••••• 100.0 0.1 23.1 0.1 6.0 29.3

Teachers..... __ • _....... __ .. , •••••••••••••• __ ._•••••••• 6,278 2 1,325 15 54 1,397 4,881
Indianap~I~:il3~5)r:cenL.- - -- ••••• , ••••• -•••••••••••••••••••• 100.0 0 21.1 0.2 0.9 22.2 77.8

Students_ •••••• ___ •••• ___ ••••••__ •••_. _•••••••_•••••_•• 249,386 32 38.331 75 200 38,638 210,748
Horiz. percen!..__ ••••• __ .......__ ._ ••••• __ •••••••••• 100.0 0 15.4 0 0.1 15.5 84.5

Teachers•• _. _•••••••••••_. _••••••••••_••••••••••••••••• 9,685 3 921 4 5 934 8,751
lafayette~~~~t E:f~~~lie·(37):-- ...,.......................... 100.0 0 9.5 0 0.1 9.6 90.4

Students_ ••••• __ •• _............._••••••••••_._ •• , •••••• 20,678 12 186 57 98 353 20,325
Horiz. percen!.._................... _. __ ...........__ 100.0 0.1 0.9 0.3 0.5 1.7 98.3

Teachers••••• ________ •_•••••,. __ • ____ ••••• _._._ •••••••• 865 0 3 0 1 4 861

Mun~:u~~~t. ~~:~~~t~~:: ::~::::::::::::::::::::::~:::::::::
100.0 0 0.3 0 0.1 0.5 99

33,487 0 2,077 10 25 2,112 31,375Horiz. percenl. __________________________ •_______ •__ • 100.0 0 6.2 0 0.1 6.3 93.7Teachers____________ • ____________________________ •• _. __ 1,336 0 19 1 0 20 1,316Horiz_ percent_______________________________________ 100.0 0 1.4 0.1 0 1.5 98.5
South Bend (94):Students________________ • _________________ •____________ 59,403 36 5,979 74 331 6,420 52,983Horiz. percent________ • ________________ • _____________ 100.0 0.1 10.1 0.1 0.6 10.8 89.3Teachers_ .. _________ • _____ •• ___________________ •_. _____ 2,352 0 92 4 2 98 2,254
Terre Ha~t~r~~o~~rcenl. -- ---- .----- •• -- - --- .-.----- --- ---. --- 100.0 0 3.9 0.2 0.1 4.2 95.8

Students_______________ .• _. _________________________ •• _ 35,394 8 1,396 27 7 1,438 33,957Horiz. percenl. ________________________ • ________ ••••• 100.0 0 3.9 0.1 0 4.1 95.9Teachers____________ •__ • _________ • ________________ ••••• 1,478 0 22 1 0 23 1,455
HOT~~af(l~f2k- -- --- ------ -- ----- .. -.... --.- -- ..... 100.0 0 1.5 0.1 0 1.6 98.4

Students_ ••• ________ ••• ______ •• ________ • _. _•• 735,165 300 96,890 536 10,818 108,634 626,531

Teac~~;~~·_~~~~~t=:= =:::::: =:: =: === =::: ::==:::
100.0 0 13.2 0.1 1.5 14.8 85.2

28,927 5 2,530 27 65 2,627 26,299Horiz. percen!.._.. ___ • ____________________ 100.0 0 8.7 0.1 0.2 9.1 90.9

Iowa:
Cedar Rapids (75):Students_ •• ______ • ___ •• _____ • _______ • ____ •• ______ •_____ 38,513 25 506 28 43 601 37,912

Horiz. percen!..___...... ______ • ____ • __ • __ •• _______._ 100.0 0.1 1.3 0.1 0.1 1.6 98.4Teachers_____________ • __ •___ • ____________ • __ ._.________ 1,755 1 2 1 4 8 1,747Horiz. percen!.. __________________________ .. ______ •__ 100.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.5 99.5
Oavenport·Rock Island-Moline, lowa·lllinois (147):

3,777 66 1,750 5,635 75,979Students_. ____ .. __ • _______ •. _______ •00_"' ________ • ____ 81,614 42Horiz. percen!.._ .. ______________________________ • __ • 100.0 0.1 4.6 0.1 2.1 6.9 93.1Teachers______ •__ •______________________ • _______ .. _____ 3,382 0 40 1 10 51 3,331
Horiz. percen!.. ____________ ...... _.. __________ .._... 100.0 0 1.2 0 0.3 1.5 98.5

Des Moines (131):Students__________ • __ •_. _________ • _________ ••• __ • __ • _•• 66,036 56 3,677 105 454 4,291 61,745
Horiz. percenl._____ .. _________ .... ____________ ... ___ 100.0 0.1 5.6 0.2 0.7 6.5 93.5Teachers_____ •_. _•••• _______ • ___ .. __ •____ ..__.... ____ • 2,670 3 38 3 3 47 2,623Horiz. percen!.. ______________ •• _________ ... ___ ._. __ • 100.0 0.1 1.4 0.1 0.1 1. & 98.2

Dubuque (28):
Students____ • ________ •••_. _____ •_•• _.. ____ .....____ • ___ 12,882 4 6 13 5 28 12,854

Horiz. percen!..____ •_____ • __ ... _._. __ ._. __ • __ ... ___ • 100.0 0 0 0.1 0 0.2 99.8Teachers. _________ •________ , ___ 00_'_ .. ________ .. __ • ____ 496 0 0 1 0 1 495Horiz. percen!.. __________ .. ____ .. ______ ._ ...... _____ 100.0 0 0 0.2 0 0.2 99.8
Sioux City, Iowa·Nebraska (53):

48Sludents ____ . ___ ..._.....___ ...... _. __ ._ ... ____...... ,_ 22,655 151 311 19 529 22,126
Horiz. percen!.._ ... ____ .. _____ • __________ .... _...... 100.0 0.7 1.4 0.1 0.2 2.3 97.7Teachers___________ .. _________ •____ • ___ • ______ ....... __ 978 0 2 0 0 2 976Horiz. percent______ .. ___ •_____________________ ..... 100.0 0 0.2 0 0 0.2 99.8

Waterloo (59):
29 2,461Students••• __ • __ ._ .. _. _........... _____....... __ •••• __ • 30,082 46 3,338 48 27,621

Horiz. percenl..______.......... ____ •• _........_...._ 100.0 0.2 7.8 0.2 0.1 8.2 91.8
Teachers_ •• ____ •• ______........... ___....... ______ .. _•• 1. 210 0 17 4 2 23 1,187

Horiz. percen!.._. _____ ._ •• , •______ •••• _............. 100.0 0 1.4 0.3 0.2 1.9 98.1

Total (442):
Students••••••• ____ • ___ •'''''' _......." ..... 223,043 314 8,285 240 1,176 10,015 213,388

Teac~~~~·. ~~~~~~~:::: =====:===:=::===: ====:=:
100.0 0.1 3.7 0.1 0.5 4.5 95.5
9,383 4 72 11 12 99 9,283

Horiz. percenl....... ______ ................ 100.0 0 0.8 0.1 0.1 1.1 98.9
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Minority
Othertotal

4,720 31. 010
13.2 86.8

44 1,431
3.0 97.0

10,951 87.260
11.2 88.8
204 4,022
4.8 95.2

27,980 202.753
12.1 87.9
534 9.120
5.5 94.5

6\~~~
29,836

82.7
133 I. 271
9.5 90.5

30.504 143.983
17.5 82.5

758 6.026
11.2 88.8

37,139 203,119
15.5 84.5
925 8,419
9,9 90.1

23,953 39,772
37.6 62.4

820 1,715
32.3 67.7

6,984 20,311
25.6 74.4

245 798
23.5 76.5

9,934 29,109
25.4 74.6

359 1,193
23.1 76.9

10,271 18,844
35.3 64.7

412 753
35.4 64.6

93,761 104,406
47.3 52.7

2,939 4,838
37,8 62.2

31,128 47,572
39.6 60.4

1,262 1,886
40.1 59.9

176,031 260,014
40.4 59.6

6,037 11, 183
35.1 64.9

33 21,148
0.2 99.8

1 839
0.2 99.8

257 40,101
0.6 99.4

2 1,757
0.1 99.9

290 61,249
0.5 99.5

4 2,596
0.1 99.6

143,797 294,733
32.8 67.2

4,606 12, 539
26.9 73,1

174,759 544,17
24.3 75.7

5.712 22,628
20.2 79.8

American Spanish
Total Indian Negro Oriental American

35,730 146 3,326 98 1,150
100.0 0.4 9.3 0.3 3.2
1,475 0 38 1 5
100.0 0 2.6 0.1 0.3

98,211 374 9,174 204 1,199
100.0 0.4 9.3 0.2 1.2
4.225 8 176 I 19
100.0 0.2 4.2 0 0.4

230,733 573 23,286 401 3,721
100.0 0.2 10.1 0.2 1.6
9.654 9 490 6 29
100.0 0.1 5.1 0.1 0.3

34.867 10 5,969 31 21
100.0 0 17.1 0.1 0.1
I. 404 0 132 CI 1
100.0 CI 9.4 0 0.1

174,487 31 30,289 102 82
100.0 0 17.4 0.1 0
6,784 1 755 2 0
100.0 0 11.1 0 0

240.258 34 36,906 109 90
100.0 0 15.4 0 0
9,344 1 921 2 I
100.0 0 9.9 0 0

63,725 39 23,751 40 123
100.0 0.1 37.3 0.1 0.2
2,535 0 820 0 0
100.0 0 32.3 0 0

27,295 0 6,984 0 0
100.0 0 25.6 0 0
1,043 0 245 0 0
100.0 0 23.5 0 0

39,043 0 9,934 0 0
100.0 0 25.4 0 0
1,552 0 359 0 0
100.0 0 23.1 0 0

29,115 1 10,256 7 7
100.0 0 35.2 0 0
1,165 0 412 0 0
100.0 0 35.4 0 0

198,167 111 92.004 183 1,463
100.0 0.1 46.4 0.1 0.7
7,777 0 2,925 4 10
100. ~ 0 37.6 .1 .1

78,700 37 30,697 103 291
100.0 0 39.0 .1 .4
3,148 0 1,258 3 1
100.0 0 40.0 .1 0

436,045 188 173,626 333 1,884
100.0 0 39.8 .1 0.4

17,220 0 6,019 7 11
100.0 0 34.0 0 .1

21.181 4 24 1 4
100.0 0 0.1 0 0

841 0 0 0 1
100.0 0 0 0 0.2

40.358 6 183 36 31
100.0 0 0.5 0.1 0.1
1,759 0 1 1 1
100.0 0 0.1 0 0.1

61.539 10 208 37 35
100.0 0 0.3 0.1 0.1
2,600 0 1 0 2
100.0 0 0.1 0 0.1

438,530 78 143,062 338 319
100.0 .0 32.6 0.1 0.1

17,145 2 4,591 9 4
100.0 .0 26.8 0.1 0

718.934 161 171,002 1,577 2,019
100.0 .0 23.8 0.2 0.3

28,340 6 5.670 19 17
100.0 .0 20.0 0.1 0.1

•

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE
1968 SCHOOL SURVEY-ESTIMATED STUDENTS AND TEACHERS IN SMSA'S (TOTAlS)-Continued

Total (463);
Students __ •. __ . . •

Horiz. percent. . __ . _
Teachers _

Horiz. percen!. . _
=========================

State, SMSA, and number of schools

Maryland:
Baltimore (543):

Students•••••. ,. . . __ . __ " _. .. _.• •
Horiz. percen!.... .. ...... _

Teachers. __ . • ._. " .. '_"' __
Horiz. percen!... ,, __ • .... _

Total (952); -----------------------------
Students •__ •• ...•.. _." __ . .••

Horiz. percen!.. __ . . __ .. . .. _
Teachers ... .. . .... _. .. •

Horiz. percen!.. .. " __ . ....
=========================

Maine;
Lewiston, Auburn (63);

Students.. _. .. .. . _ ..
Horiz. percenL . . .. _

Teachers__ .. _.. . __
Horiz. percen!... .. ..... •

Portland (118);
Students. .... .. . ..... ..... __ .. _

Horiz. percen!... .. _.. . . .. __
Teachers .... ... ,,_. . _." . _..

Horiz. percen!.. .... __ .... .. .

---------------------------'---Total (181):Students '" • . _. _.. __ . . __
Horiz. percen!.._ _. .. . .. ._.

Teachers__ .. .. . . . .. __ ...
Horiz. percen!.. .. _...... .. ..... ..

========================~

Louisiana:
Baton Rouge (101):Students_._. .. . __ -__ . - _

Teac~~~~:·_~~~~e_~t:~:: :~:::::: ::~:~: ~::~:~: ~: ~ ~ ~: ~ ~~~::~ ~
Horiz. percen!...... .. ••

Lafayette (35);Students _
Horiz. percenL ... .

Teachers . _
Horiz. percen!._. . .

Lake Charles (73);Students . . .' _
HOfiz. percen!._ __ _____ __ __ __ __ __ __

Teachers .. . . . ._
Horiz. percen!. _

Monroe (57);Students . .. __ ... .....
Hofiz. percen!. _

Teachers . . __ . . __ ._
HOfiz. percen!. •• .... . . __ .. _. _

New Orleans (248):Students • _
Horiz. percen!.. •__ •• ..

Teachers_ •••• •. ... .". .. _
Horiz. percen!.._... .. ... . ._,

Shreveport (101):Students • •_" .• _. _. •
Horiz. percen!..__ .. . _.. _.. ••

Teachers. _.... .. __ • .. • __
Horiz. percen!...... . . _

Total (615):
Students. •_•••. _. . _. __ •• _. . _.

Teac~~;~z~ ~~r_c~~_t~::~~:::::::: ~:: ~:::::::~::::
Hariz. percen!.. .. __ .. . __ .. _

=====================;;====,====

Kentucky;
LeXington (47):Students __ • . • ._. __

Teac~~~~:·_~~~~e.~I-.-::~:::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::: :::~Horiz. percen!. .. __
Louisville, Ky.·lndiana (212):Students . .. . _- __

Teac~~~~:. _~~~c_e.n_t::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::.
Horiz. percen!.. .. _. . . . ---.

-----------------------------------Total (314);Students .. . . ••

Horil.rfact'{:~t:::::::~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~
Horiz. percen!.... _... . _

=============================

Kansas;
Topeka (82);Students ..... . _. __ . . . - __ .• _,,_. __

Horiz. percenL. . . . _.... .. . .....
Teachers_ ... .. _... __ . ..... .. ,,_

Horiz. percen!..__ •.. _. . __ . __ .' ._. _
Wichita (205):Students. • . ._

Horiz. percen!. _
Teachers . _

Horiz. percen!. _
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Minoritr
tota Other

40,337 602,221
6.3 93.7
378 28,159
1.3 98.7

2,645 75,042
3.4 96.6

36 3,415
1.1 98.9

1,156 12,3G6
8.6 91. 4

13 653
2.0 98.0

465 26,578
1.7 98.3

5 1.191
0.4 99.6

3,264 74,905
4.2 95.8
34 3.408

1.0 99.0

601 30,308
1.9 98.1

10 1,441
0.7 99.3

9,168 110,639
7.7 92.3
98 4,968

1.9 98.1

2,218 117,765
1.8 98.2
35 5,513

0.6 99.4

58,233 1,010,882
5.4 94.6
592 46,923
1.2 98.8

5,031 39,822
11.2 88.8
108 1,884
5.4 94.6

1,012 24,771
3.9 96.1

5 918
0.5 99.5

216,064 744,325
22.5 77.5

5,135 31,302
14.1 85.9

20,566 108,287
16.0 84.0
432 4,441
8.9 91.1

9,752 109,166
8.2 91. 8
129 4,663
2.7 97.3

2,265 31,928
6.6 93.4

36 1. 303
2.7 97.3

3,386 41.325
7.6 92.4
46 1,789

2.5 97.5

6,339 81. 708
7.2 92.8
78 3,541

2.2 97.8

6,305 36,141
14.9 85.1

84 1,666
4.8 95.2

11,846 40.356
22.7 77.3

165 1.846
8.2 91. 8

283,722 1,284,136
18.1 81. 9

6,229 54,371
10.3 89.7

Spanish
Negro Orienlal American

32,388 3.215 4,577
5.0 0.5 0.7
337 22 18
1.2 0.1 0.1

1,569 149 887
2.0 0.2 1.1

23 3 9
0.7 0.1 0.3

962 96 78
7.1 0.7 0.6

10 1 2
1.5 0.2 0.3

329 56 66
1.2 0.2 0.2

I 0 4
0.1 0 0.3

2.676 144 430
3.4 0.2 0.6
24 3 6

0.7 1 0.2

494 44 40
1.6 0.1 0.1

7 3 0
0.5 0.2 0

7,222 176 1,734
6.0 0.1 1.4
89 2 6

1.8 0 0.1

1,353 223 561
1.1 0.2 0.5
30 2 3

0.5 0 0.1

45,701 3,951 8,229
4.3 0.4 0.8
513 36 42
I.l 0.1 0.1

4,440 265 276
9.9 0.6 0.6

95 7 5
4.8 0.4 0.3

249 16 691
1.0 0.1 2.7

2 0 3
.2 0 0.3

204,734 2,172 8,129
21.3 0.2 0.8

4,944 71 88
13.6 0.2 0.2

19,002 105 1,325
14.7 0.1 1.0
418 6 8
8.6 0.1 0.2

7,573 174 1, 727
6.4 0.1 1.5
114 9 5
2_4 0.2 0.1

1,949 17 245
5.7 0 0.7
30 0 5

2.2 0 0.4

2,941 121 218
6.6 0.3 0.5

43 3- 0
2.3 0.2 0

3,690 199 2,292
4.2 0.2 2.6
66 9 2

1.8 0.2 0.1

5,540 47 559
13.1 0.1 1.3

79 3 2
4.5 0.2 0.1

9,084 57 2,647
17.4 0.1 5.1
157 0 8
7.8 .0 0.4

259.879 3,186 18,555
16.6 0.2 1.2

5,954 109 129
9.8 0.2 0.2

American
Total Indian

642,558 157
100.0 .u

28,537 1
100.0 .0

77,687 40
100.0 0.1
3,452 1
100.0 0

13,462 20
100.0 0.1

666 0
100.0 0

27,042 13
100.0 0
1,196 0
100.0 0

78,170 13
100.0 0
3,442 1
100.0 0

30,910 24
100.0 0.1
1,452 0
100.0 0

119,807 36
100.0 0
5,084 I
100.0 0

119,983 81
100.0 0.1
5,548 0
100.0 0

1,069,115 351
100.0 0

47,515 4
100.0 0

44,853 50
100.0 0.1
1,992 1
100.0 0.1

25,783 56
100.0 0.2

923 0
100.0 0

960,389 1,029
100.0 0.1

36,437 32
100.0 0.1

128,853 134
100.0 0.1
4.873 0
100.0 0

118,918 278
100.0 0.2
4,792 1
100.0 0

34.193 54
100.0 0.2
I. 339 1
100.0 0.1

44,711 106
100.0 0.2
1,835 0
100.0 0

88,047 158
100.0 0.2
3.619 I
100.0 .0

42,446 159
100.0 0.4
1. 750 0
100.0 .0

52,202 58
100.0 0.1
2.011 0
100.0 .0

1,567,858 2,102
100.0 0,1

60,006 37
100.0 0.1

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE

Total (2,476):Students _
Horiz__ • __

Teachers __
Horiz _

=========================

Total (2,239):Students _
Horiz. percent.. _

Teachers _
Horiz. percen!.. _

==========

Slale, SMSA, and number of schools

Michigan
Ann Arbor (83):Students " _

Horiz. percenL _
Teachers • _

Horiz. percent..__ • _
Bay City (54):Students _

Horiz. percent.. . ._
Teachers _

Horiz. percent.. __
Delroil (1,286):Studenls .

Horiz. percent.. .. _
Teachers... •. _

Horiz. percent.. . __
Flinl (205):Students . . ... . . __

Horiz. percent.. _
Teachers . . _

Horiz. percen!.. __
Grand Rapids (270):Sludents .

Horiz. percen!.. __
Teachers __

Horiz. percen!.. . . _
Jackson (67):Students__ • . . _

Horiz_ percen!.. __
Teachers _

Horiz. percen!.. . _
Kalamazoo (90):Students.. _

Horiz. percent.. . __
Teachers.. . __

Horiz_ percent.. _
lansing (185):Students. . . . _

Horiz. percen!... __ . . __
Teachers. . _

Horiz. percent.. . _
Muskegon·Muskegon Heights (82):Students.. . _

Horiz. percenL _
Teachers .. _. . _

Horiz. percent.. " . __
Saginaw (103):Students . __

Horiz. percen!.. .. . __
Teachers_. .. _

Horiz. percenL. .. _

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

Massachusetts:
Basion (1,271):Students •• _

Horiz. percent _
Teachers. • • • _

Horiz. percenL • _
Brockton (154):Students •__

Horiz. percent.. • _
Teachers . __ • __

Horiz. percent.. • _
Fall River, Mass.-R.I. (30):Studenls. •• _

Horiz. percenL _
Teachers • : • • __

Horiz. percent.. • • _
lawrence-Haverhill, Mass.·N.H. (56):Studenls ._

Horiz. percen!.__ • • • _
Teachers __ • • _. _

Horiz. percenL • _
New Bedford (198):Students__ : __ • • • _

Horiz. percenL _
Teachers _

Horiz. percent.. _
Piltsfield (74):Students _

Horiz. percent.. _
Teachers .' . _

Horiz. percenL _
Springfield-Chicopee-Holyoke, Mass.-Conn. (247):Studenls__ • _

Horiz. percent.. _
Teachers. _

Horiz. percent.., _
Worcesler (295):Studenls •__ • _

Horiz. percent.. _
Teachers • • •__

Horiz. percent.. • _
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American Spanish
State, SMSA, and number of schools Total Indian Negro Oriental American

Minnesota:
Duluth Superior (146):

66.143 678 303 89Students... _...... __ ................................... 40
Horiz. percent.... ___ ...... _..................... _... 100.0 1.0 0.5 0.1 0.1

Teachers. _.. _.. , •. _." __ .................... _.......... 2,722 3 4 1 0
Horiz. percent..... ___ .. _." ........ __ . _............. 100.0 0.1 .1 0 0

Minneapolis·SI. Paul (537):
405,073 2,234 8,570 1,109 2,286Students... _.. _. __ ........... __ • __ •__ . __ .......... __ ."

Horiz. percenL.. _. __ .• __ ' _.......... _. '" .......... 100.0 0.6 2.1 0.3 0.6
Teachers•. __ .... _... '"'''''''' .....................,,_ 16,298 5 144 41 23

Horiz. percenL............... _..................... 100.0 0 0.9 0.3 0.1

'Total (684):
473.935 2,834 8,864 1,204 2,489Students. _........ __ ............... __ ........

Teac~~~~~·.~~~~~~~:~~~~~~: ~:::: ~: ~::: ~::::::::
100.0 0.6 1.9 0.3 0.5

19,149 8 147 42 23
Horiz. percent. ....................____ •__ 100.0 0 0.8 0.2 0.1

Mississippi:
Biloxi·Gulfport (56):

31,264 16 6.974 47 93Students ................................ __ •__ ...____ •__

Teac~~~~:.~~r.c.e.~t...~::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::
100.0 0.1 22.3 0.3 0.3
1,243 0 241 1 2

Horiz. percent.. __ ... __ ....... ______ •____________ •__ 100.0 0 19.4 0.1 0.2
Jackson (89):

62,567 24 28,303 20 27Students .............. _........ ____ ....... __ •• ______ .••

Teac~~~~~' .~~~c.e.n.t:.~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0 45.2 0 0
2,443 0 1,001 0 1

HOf~tarm;)~" .................. --.........--.•••• 100.0 0 41.0 0 0

Students............................ ___..____ 93,831 40 35,277 67 120
Horiz. percenL __........... ____ •___•__.._ 100.0 0 37.6 0.1 0.1

Teachers.• _...... ____ ............ __ •_______.. 3,686 0 1,242 1 3
Horiz. percenL............... ____........ 100.0 0 33.7 0 0.1

Missouri:
Kansas City, Mo.·Kansas (462):

292,571 103 46,049 246 1,767Students........... __ •__ ........... ___•• __ ••_•• _____...
Horiz. percenL..._..............__ ••••• ____ ._. __••• 100.0 0 15.7 0.1 0.6

Teachers..".,.", __..__.............__•• __ ..... __ ..... 11,455 3 1,172 8 8
Horiz. percenL... __ •••. __ ......__ •____ . ______...... 100.0 0 10.2 0.1 0.1

SI. Joseph (32):
16.786 0 642 0 40Students................ ____ •__ •_______•__ ••_••.__._...

Horiz. percen!. ........ _.. ___ •_______ .. __ ..... __ •__ .. 100.0 0 3.8 0 0.2
Teachers.••••.•.....•.•_..•..••••••______ .•••_____• __ .• 647 0 14 0 0

Horiz. percenl . ____ ... _......._••••• __ •___••_____ ._•• 100.0 0 2.2 0 0
SI. Louis, Mo.·III. (803):

490,763 192 109,334 676 939Students.................... ____ .......................

Teac~~~~~'.~~~c.e.n.t:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0 22.3 0.1 0.2

19,185 6 3,14 30 35
Horiz. percenL__ .............................. _•••• 100.0 0 16.4 0.2 0.2

Springfield (69):
32,703 16 589 49 27Students.•• __......................__ ......._... ___ •••_

Horiz. percenL••••.• __ ......................._.. __ • 100.0 0 1.8 0.1 0.1
Teachers. __ ••••..•••• __ ......................... ___•••• 1,286 0 10 1 2

Horiz. percen!._•..•••••••.••.• ____ ••• __ ••• _____ ... __ 100.0 0 .8 0.1 0.2

Total (952):
616.403 198 120,537 694Students.......... ____ •___...... ____ ..... __ •• 979

Horiz. percen!...... ______ .... ____ ....... __ 100.0 0 19.6 0.1 0.2
Teachers........._"'" __ ... __ •__ •__ ......... 23,876 8 3,293 34 36

Horiz. percen!....... ___ •__ ................ 100.0 0 13.8 0.1 0.1

Nebraska:
Omaha, Nebr.lowa (51):

21,100 13 187 4 123Students.................___ .................. ________ •
Horiz. percen!. .. __ .... __ . __ ............_..._.____.. 100.0 0.1 0.9 0 0.6

Teachers _........._......... __ •••_•••• __ ........ __ ..... 901 0 2 1 2
Horiz. percen!. ..... __ .... __ •• ___ •__ •••_............. 100.0 0 0.2 0.1 0.2

10776 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE
1968 SCHOOL SURVEY-ESTIMATED STUDENTS AND TEACHERS IN SMSA'S <TOTALS)-Conlinued
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Minority
total Other

1,110 65,033
1.7 98.3

8 2,714
0.3 99.7

14,199 390,874
3.5 96.5
2.4 16,084
1.3 98.7

15,392 458,542
3.2 96.8
221 18,928
1.2 98.8

7,130 247}~~22.8
244 999

19.6 80.4

28,374 34,193
45.3 54.7

1,002 1,144
41. 0 59.0

35,504 58,327
37.8 62.2

1,246 2.440
33.8 66.2

48,164 244,406
16.5 83.5

1.191 10,264
10.4 89.6

682 16,104
4.1 95.9
14 633

2.2 97.8

lll,141 379.622
22.6 77.4

3,213 15,97Z
16.7 83.3

681 32,022
2.1 97.9
13 1,273

1.0 99.0

122,408 493,995
19.9 80.1

3,371 20,505
14.1 85.9

327 20,773
1.5 98.5

5 896
0.6 99.4

Total.... oW a • .. .. _ • .. • ._ .. --- .... _- • .. .. _ .. .. .e __ .. .. .. __ .. .. _

New Ham&shire:
Mane ester (129):

53,309 7 160 76 307 53,003Students..•. __ •..••_._ .. __ .. __ ...._••• __ ...... _________ 63
Horiz. percen!....... __ ..___ •• ____ •__• ________.... __ • 100.0 0 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.6 99.4

Teachers............ __ ............. ___ ••_........__ •••• 2,320 0 4 0 5 9 2, 310
Horiz. percenL.......... ______ •••_. ___ .... __ ....... 100.0 0 0.2 0 0.2 0.4 99.6

Total (185):
80,352 20 490 133 79,580Students.............................. __ .. __ • 129 771

Teac~~~~~' .~~~c.e.n.~:~:::::::::: =:::: ::==:: :=::: 100.0 0 0.6 0.2 0.2 1.0 99.0
3,515 0 5 0 9 14 3,501

Horlz. percen!.............................. 100.0 0 0.2 0 0.3 0.4 99.6

New Jersey:
Atlantic Cily (83):

33,155 3 8,466 39 759 9,267 23,888Students........ _........... ____ .. __ ..... __ . _..........

Teac~~~~z..~~~~e.l~t::::::::~::=:::=::::::::::::::::::::::: 100.0 0 25.5 0.1 2.3 28.0 72.0
1,331 0 212 0 0 212 1,119

Jers~tuCj~:~~o~~!~~e.~t~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0 16.0 0 0 16.0 84.0

90,295 29 17,684 184 15,290 33,187 57,108

Teac~~~~~'.~~r.~.n.t:::::::::::::::=:::::::::::::::=::::::: 100.0 0 19.6 0.2 16.9 36.8 63.2
3,779 1 213 4 12 230 3,549

Horiz. percenL....... ___ ............................. 100.0 0 5.6 0.1 0.3 6.1 93.9
Newark (560):

364,068 41 91,378 810 10,904 103,133 260,935Students•• _............. __ .. __ ........ __ •__ ............

Teac~~~z:.~~~c_e~t:::=::::::::=:=::=::::::=:::::::::::::: 100.0 0 25.1 0.2 3.0 28.3 71. 7
16,790 1 1,641 19 41 1,703 15,087

Horiz. percen!................. ____ ............ __ ...... 100.0 0 9.8 0.1 0.2 10.1 89.9
Palerson·Clifton·Passaic (397):

.,
Students..................... ____ ....................... 253,500 25 20,263 545 7,398 28,231 225,tG'/.

Horiz. percenL............ ___ •••.. ____ ............. 100.0 0 8.0 0.2 2.9 11.1 88.9
Teachers•. _. __ ......................................... 11,693 0 446 11 37 495 11,198

Horiz. percenL__ ................................... 100.0 0 3.8 0.1 0.3 4.2 95.8
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New Jersey-Continued
Trenton (89):

Students.._..........•......•................_..•..••.• 56,293 24 14,251 127 983 15,384 407~~~
Teac~~~~ ~~~:~~::::: :'.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::

100.0 0 25.3 0.2 1.7 27.3
2,602 0 274 6 3 283 2,319

Horiz. percenl..........., ..•.......................• 100.0 0 10.5 0.2 0.1 10.9 89.1Vineland (54):
Students..........................................•• '" 28,307 12 6,154 128 1,414 7,708 20,599

Teac~~;~:.~~.e~.t~~:::::::::::::::::::::~:::::::::::: ~::
100.0 0 21.7 0.5 5.0 27.2 72.8
1,138 3 69 5 1 78 1,060

Horiz. percenl.••...............•............•••.•... 100.0 0.3 6.1 0.5 0.1 6.9 93.1

Total (1,687):
Students•••........•...•............•••..._.. 1,048,368 175 184,583 2,382 40,036 227,176 821,192

Teac~~~~:.~~.e.~t~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0 17.6 0.2 3.8 21.7 78.3

46,980 9 3,629 62 117 3,871 43,163
Horiz. percenl..•..... _..••..........••._.. 100.0 0 7.7 0.1 0.2 8.1 91. 9

New Mexico:
Albuquerque (111):

Students........_......... ___ . _""""""_' ...•... _•. 79,669 1,704 1,897 207 28,151 31,959 47,710

Teac~~;~:.~~~c:.n.t~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 2.1 2.4 0.3 35.3 40.1 59.9
2,851 16 38 1 365 420 2,431

Horiz. percenl.•..........._..._.. __ ._.._..._.•...._. 100.0 0.6 1.3 0 12.8 14.7 85.3

Tolal (111):
Students. _. _. __ .. _..__ .. _......_.._............_...... _. _.. 79,669 1,704 1,897 207 28,151 31,959 47,710

~~~~tifr;~:~~~':.·::::::::~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 100.0 2.1 2.4 0.3 35.3 40.1 59.9
2, 851 16 38 1 365 420 2,431

Horiz. percenl..~ ......................_... _. __ ... ___ 100.0 0.6 1.3 0 12.8 14.7 85.3

New York:
Albany·Scheneclady-Troy (246):

Students........... __ ..................__.............. 136,446 74 6,525 201 200 7,000 129,446

Teac~~~~'.~~~:~~t::__::::.':,-.-.-.-:.-:.-.-.-.-.-.-:::::::::::::::::
100.0 0.1 4.8 0.1 0.1 5.1 94.9
6,426 0 64 6 12 82 6,344

Bingham~~~iij.~~p~enn~SYlvania'(ii.i):"- -........,.- -....•....• 100.0 0 1.0 0.1 0.2 1.3 98.7

Sludents_ ...........•._...., ......._.._.... _. ___ ..._. __ 74,891 23 637 64 45 7.9 74,122

Teac~~~~~·.~:~~~~'::::.·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0 0.9 0.1 0.1 1.0 99.0
3.497 5 16 5 5 31 3,466

Horiz. percenl.... _. __ •.. _................_._._.. __ .. 100.0 0.1 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.9 99.1
Buffalo (378):

StUdents. _.._'" ....•.•._....•___ ...•.••.._._._.....• _. 271,551 1,221 31,328 264 1,816 34,629 236,922

Teac~~~~:.~:~c.~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0.4 n.5 0.1 0.7 12.8 87.2

n,984 n 378 5 20 414 n,570
New Yor~~r~~if)tcent....-- ..-.....•.••-•••••...." ...........-.. 100.0 0.1 3.2 0 0.2 3.5 96.5

Students.••..._.""""" .........•••.••.••.••.••..•._ 1,909,269 1,768 392,465 18,006 256,530 668,769 1,240,500

Teac~~~~~·.~:~.e.n.t:.-:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0.1 20.6 0.9 13.4 35.0 65.0

92,430 51 5,162 205 645 6,061 86,367
Horlz. percent.......... __•..... _.•••._.•...•.••••_•• 100.0 0.1 5.6 0.2 0.7 6.6 93.4

Rochester (256):
Students........"_'" _....•....•.. __•....•__.......... 182,467 161 17,121 212 1,799 19,293 163,174

Teac~~~~'.~:~C.~~l::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 100.0 0.1 9.4 0.1 1.0 10.6 89.4
8,347 2 149 4 6 161 8,186

Horlz. percent.....____.....•.•._._................._ 100.0 0 1.8 0 0.1 19 98.1
New York:

Syracuse (225):
Students..._.... _.__........_.___.._..._...._.•..••.... 144,624 537 6,847 126 128 7,638 136,986

Teac~~~~~·_~:~c.e.~~::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0.4 4.7 0.1 0.1 5.3 94.7
6,583 4 61 7 14 86 6,497

UlIca.Ro~~~M)tcent. ..-.•...•.•...--...-................. 100.0 0.1 0.9 0.1 0.2 1.3 98.7

Students....._..........._._•..............•_....__...• 85,394 18 2,800 63 267 3,148 82,246

Teac~~~~~·.~:~c.~~t:.-:::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0 3.3 0.1 0.3 3.7 96.3
3,860 1 54 4 6 65 3,795

Horiz. percent.._._ .............._.. __ ....._.._...._ 100.0 0 1.4 0.1 0.2 1.7 98.3

Total 0,275):
Students...__........._....•...•...•......•.. 2,796,414 3,802 457,722 18,936 260,785 741,245 2,055,169

Teac~~~~·.~:~c.e.n.t:::::.::::::::::::::::::::::: 100.0 0.1 16.4 0.7 9.3 26.5 73.5
132,760 74 5,884 236 708 6,902 125,858

Horlz. percenl.. ___ ................__ ...•. 100.0 0.1 4.4 0.2 0.5 5.2 94.8

North Carolina:
Asheville (47):

Students.............__ ...., ................ __ ....._... 29,765 19 3,472 13 13 3,517 26,248

Teac~~~~~'.~:~.~~t::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::
100.0 0.1 n.7 0 0 11.8 88.2
1,117 0 111 0 0 111 1,006

Horiz. percent... _____ .•.. ,. _. __ ..................... 100.0 0 9.9 0 0 9.9 90.1
Chartolle (136):

Studenls.._. __ .... _....... _____ . __ .............._..._.. 95,844 113 27,520 42 96 27,771 68.073
Horlz. Percent....... _.........._.............., _. ___ 100.0 0.1 28.7 0 0.1 19.0 71. 0

Teachers...._......_.................._....... _..__ ... _ 3,823 2 936 2 2 942 2,881
Horiz. percent... _... _...•...... _..._.......... __ •__ . 100.0 0.1 24.5 0.1 0.1 24.6 75.4

Durham (67):
Students............. ___ ..., ._...... _...... _........... 37,875 9 14,035 21 27 14,092 23,783

Teac~~~~'.~:r_c_e~.t:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0 37.1 0.1 0.1 37.2 62.8
1,526 0 454 0 1 455 I. 071

Horiz. percent..... __ ... __ .......... __ ._.___ ......... 100.0 0 29.8 0.1 0.1 29.8 70.2
Fayettevi lie (63):

Students. _.._............... __ ............._........... 43,257 664 12,737 50 84 13,535 29,722

Teac~~~~'.~:~:e.~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 1.5 29.4 0.1 0.2 31.3 68.7
1,615 13 454 0 0 467 1,148

Hariz. percen!.... ____ .. __ ......_... _. _. __ ........_.. 100.0 0.8 28.1 0 0 28.9 71.1
Greensboro·High Point (201):

Studenls. _.. _" .._.". _..._..... __ .... ___ , ..._" ._.__.. 139.156 261 32,399 32 34 32,726 1067~~~
Teac~~;~:.~:~:e_~~::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::

100.0 0.2 23.3 0 0 23.5
5.363 6 1,166 0 4 1,176 4,187

Rale~~~~t.~~~~e_~t~~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~:: ~:::: ~::::::::::::~::::
100.0 0.1 21.7 0 0.1 21. 9 78.1

49.083 44 13,853 52 39 13,988 35,095

Tea~~~~~'_~:~c:.~t:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0.1 28.2 0.1 0.1 28.5 71.5
2,071 1 572 0 1 574 1,497

Hariz. percen!..•._. __... __ ._..• __ ...... __ .. _..__ •_•• 100.0 0 27.6 0 0 27.7 72.3
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North Carolina-Continued
Wilmington (35):

25,283Students_____________________________ -_____ -- -_ - _____ --- 38 7,850 12 21 7,921 17,362
Horiz. percenL __________________ -_ - _______ -_ - -- ---- 100.0 0.2 31.0 a 0.1 31. 3 68.7

Teachers _______ . _____________ • ____ ---- -- - ----- --- ---'-- 974 a 280 1 1 282 692
Horiz. percen!. ___________ ---_ -- -_ -- ---- -- -- ----- -- -- 100.0 a 28.7 0.1 0.1 29.0 71. a

Total (638):
420.263Students ________________________ -. - ______ -- -- 1,148 lll,866 222 314 113,550 306,713

Horiz. percenL ____ • _______ ------ ----.---- 100.0 0.3 26.6 0.1 0.1 27.0 73. a
Teachers __________ - ___ •• -. -- -- - - __ -- --- - - - - -- 16,489 22 3,973 3 9 4,007 12,482

Horiz. percenL. ________________ • _________ 100.0 0.1 24.1 a 0.1 24.3 75.7

North Dakota:
fargo·Moorhead, N. Oak. Minn. (55):

26,284Students_________ . ______________ • ______ -- - - - - -- - - --- - --. 53 3 31 191 278 26, 006
Horiz. percenL ______________ •• ____ -- - - - - - - - ---- - - -- 100. a 0.2 a 0.1 0.7 1.1 98.9

Teachers ______ . _____________ -- .---.--- -. - - -- - - -- - ------ 1,128 a a a a a 1,128
Horiz. percen!.. ___ . ________ • ____ • __ -------- -----.--. 100.0 0 a a a ~ 100.0

Total (27):
14,159 23Students_________________ ._ -_ -_ -- - _-- -- --- ---- 1 18 20 62 14, 097

Horiz. percen!.. ____ • _____________ -- _______ 100.0 0.2 O. 0.1 0.1 0.4 99.6
Teachers. _________________ . _-- - - - ___ - - -- -. --- 572 a a 0 a a 572

Horiz. percen!..._. ________ . __ . ______ . __ . __ 100. a a a a a a 100.0

Ohio:
Akron (229):

157,480 33 16,830Students _______________ . ____ -- - -- - --. - -- -- - - -- -- -- ----. 176 120 17,159 140,321
Hori!. percen!..___ . ____ ._ .- __ . _________ .. ---- ------- 100.0 .0 10.7 0.1 0.1 10.9 89.1

Teachers____________________ - - - - - - -_,_ -- --- - ---- ------. 5,989 a 182 5 9 196 5,793
Horiz. percenL_______________ . ____________ -____ - ___ 100. a .0 3.0 0.1 0_2 3.3 96.7

Canton (140):
84,327 27 7, 043Siudents _____________________ - -. - -- -. - -- - -- --- -- -- - ---. 52 228 7,350 76,977

Horiz. percen!.. _________ • ________ . _____ . ______ -_____ 100. a .0 8.4 0.1 0.3 8.7 91. 3
Teachers ___________________ • ____ • _______ - -- - - - -- -.----. 3,331 2 74 2 8 86 3,245

Horiz. percent. ___ • ___ •••. - _________ . - -- - -- -- -- -- - -- 100. a 0.1 2.2 0.1 0.2 2.6 97.4
Cincinnati, Ohio, Kentucky, Indiana (405):

284,743 65 43,607 307Students ________________ • _____ -- --. -- - -- - - - - -- -- -- - - --- 317 44,296 240,447
Horiz. percenL_______________ . ____ -- -- _- __ - - __ -- --- 100.0 .0 15.3 0.1 0.1 15.6 84.4

Teachers ________________ • ______________ - ___ - -- -- -- -- - -- 10,851 1 875 14 9 899 9,952
Horiz. percenL_____ • ______________ -- - - ____ -- --- - - -- 100. a .0 8.1 0.1 0.1 8.3 91.7

Cleveland (575):
423,815 173 97,596Students ______________________ - - - -- ----- - ---- --- -- ----- 769 2,657 101,195 322,620

Horiz. percen!..__________ -- - - -- -- --------- --- -- -- --- lOa. a a 23. a 0.2 0.6 23.9 76.1
Teachers ____________________ -___ - --- -- -- -. - -- ----- -- --- 16.584 6 2,236 19 19 2,280 14,304

Horiz. percenL. ______________ - __ -- -- ---------- ----- 100. a a 13.5 0.1 0.1 13.7 86.3
Columbus (329):

205,158 49 30,367 362Siudents ________ . ___________ - - - - - - --- --- - - - -- - --.- - - --- 235 31,013 174,145
Horiz. percenL____________ -__ - ------ -------- -- ----- lOa. a a 14.8 0.2 0.1 15.1 84.9

Teachers __________________________ --. --- -- ------ -- -- -.- 7,690 1 527 8 7 543 7,147
Horiz. percenL. ________________ -- __ . ---------- ----- 100. a a 6.9 0.1 0.1 7.1 92.9

Dayton (283):
201,471 42 27,453 284 296 28,075Students_____________ •••• ___ - _- - - - - -- - -- - - - - - - - -.- -- - •• 173,396

Horiz. percenL_. __ • ___ • ____ .. __ ----- ----- ----- -- --. 100. a a 13.6 0.1 0.1 13,9 86.1
Teachers. _. _______ • ___ • ___ • _- __ - -. - - - - -- - - - - - - - -.- - - -.- 7,739 a 796 7 6 809 6,930

HamiltOn~~ii~dre1~~~~805:-- - - •• - - - - - - •• - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - -. - - ••
100. a a 10.3 0.1 0.1 10.5 89.5

Siudents ______________ ._. _. __ • -- ---. -. - - - - --- - -- -- -- •• - 51,663 23 3,677 28 32 3,760 47,903
Horiz. percent... ____________________ • -- --- --. __ -.--- 100. a a 7.1 0.1 0.1 7.3 92.7

Teachers____ ._•• ____ •____ •• _- - --. - - .--. - -- - -- --- -. --.-- 2,096 1 45 3 1 50 2, 046
Horiz. percent...______________ • ______ -- - _____ ._ .---- 100. a 0 2.1 0.1 a 2.4 97.6

lima (85):
40,268 6 3,032 34Students__ • ________ • _______ • -- -- .--. - - --. -. - - --. -- -- - -. 797 3,869 36,399

Horiz. percen!.. _____ . _. ____ -----.-.-- -.---.-.-- ----. 100.0 a 7.5 0.1 2.0 9.6 90.4
Teachers_. _. ___ • _. __________ -. ---- --. -- - -- ••• - -. -. ----- 1,629 1 56 2 2 61 1,568

Lorain-EI~~~i('18~)~enL- - - -- -. -. -. - - - - ---- -- -- -- - -. -. - --- •• 100.0 0.1 3.4 0.1 0.1 3.7 96.3

Students•• _' • _______ -_ - _-- -., - - .--- - - - -- - - -. - - -. -- -. --- 62,314 55 5,445 50 2,779 8,329 53,985
Horiz. percen!._____________ - •• , - - .--- - ••• - - - - -- -- --- 100.0 0.1 8.7 0.1 4.5 13.4 86.6

Teachers. __ ••• _. __ • ________ •- ••••• ___ • -. -. -- - • __._. - --- 2,295 a 78 2 6 86 2,209
Horiz. percent.. _________ • __ •••.• _•• __ • ____ ••• -., ____ 100.0 a 3.4 0.1 0.3 3.7 96.3

Mansfield (55):
33, 049 13 2,393 23Students____________________ --. - -. - - -- - - -- --- - -- - - -- --- 94 2,523 30,526

Horiz. percenL .. ______ ._ .... _____________ -----.---- 100.0 0 7.2 0.1 0.3 7.6 92.4
Teachers__________ . _________ .. _____ • _______ . __________ - 1,386 2 13 a 5 20 1,366

Horiz. percen!..__________ -_ -. - __ ._._. __ -- ------ ----- 100.0 0.1 0.9 0 0.4 1.4 98.6
pringfield (66):

36,817 23 4,006 41 34 4,104 32,713Students__ • __ . ______ •_________ - ____ ._._. __ -- - - ---- --- --
Horiz. percenL ____ .. ________ .. ___ • __ -- -- - - - - -- --- -- 100.0 0.1 10.9 0.1 0.1 11.1 88.9

Teachers________________ • _______ • __ • ____ -- ---_ --------- 1,370 a 53 2 0 55 1,315
Horiz. percenL________________ - ___ -_ - - --- ___ -- ----- 100.0 0 3.9 0.1 a 4.0 96.0

teubenville·Weirton, Ohio, W. Va. (92):
37,550 13 2,137 28Students_________________________• ______ -- ------ -- ----. 21 2,199 35,351

Horiz. percenL____________ ._. __ • ____ -- --- ----- ----- 100.0 0 5.7 0.1 0.1 5.9 94.1
Teachers______ • __________________ • __ -- -- -. --- --- -- -- --- 1,493 1 29 2 2 34 1,459

Horiz. percen!.._________________ - _-__ -- -- _-- --- ----- 100.0 0.1 1.9 0.1 0.1 2.3 97.7
Toledo, Ohio, Michigan (226):

143,660 55 17,372Students ________________________________ -- -- __ .. __ -. ___ 161 2,828 20,416 123,244
Horiz. percenL.. ____________________ -_ -_ - .. ___ ----- 100.0 0 12.1 0.1 2.0 14.2 85.8

Teachers______________ •• ____ . _____________ • __________ ._ 5,551 1 387 7 13 408 5,143
Horiz. percen!.._ .. ___ • ______ . ___________________ . ___ 100.0 0 7.0 0.1 0.2 7.4 92.6

Youn~t~~~~t~~~~~e_n_~~~~~:___ •• __________________ . ___________ 116,538 25 15,866 118 1,152 17,161 99,377

Teac~~~~~ _~~~~e_~t:~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 a 13.6 0.1 1.0 14.7 85.3
4,514 a 110 4 8 122 4,392

Horiz. percen!.. ________________ -- .. -- __ -- ------ -- --- 100.0 a 2.4 0.1 0.2 2.7 97.3

Total (2,766):
1,810,741 585 275,281Students. ________ . __ -- -- - - ---- -- -- -------- -'- 2,419 11, 012 289,297 1,521,444

Horiz. percen!..________________________ . __ 100.0 0 15.2 0.1 0.6 16.0 84.0Teachers. _______________ . _________________ • __ 69,877 14 5,419 75 90 5,598 64,279
Horiz. percent_________ . _______________ • - __ 100.0 0 7.8 0.1 0.1 8.0 92.0
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Oklahoma:
Law~ru~~~t ___________________________________ . ______ •__ • 21,892 1,264 2,490 342 661 4,757 17,135Horiz. percen!.. _____ • ___ . ______________ . ____________ 100.0 5.8 11.4 1.6 3.0 21.7 78.3Teachers____________________________ . ______ . ___________ 871 12 48 0 3 63 808
Oklahom~~i~' «wenL.---- -------- ------- -- -.• ------.-••-- 100.0 1.4 5.5 0 0.3 7.2 92.8

Students_________•••• ___ •____ •__ •___ •• ___________•• ____ 24,508 482 293 30 71 876 23,632

Teac~~~~:_~:~c.e_n_t:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 2.0 1.2 0.1 0.3 3.6 96.4

984 12 8 0 0 20 964Horiz. percent_______ eo_e. ______ • __ •• _____ •• ______ ••• 100.0 1.3 0.8 0 0 2.1 97.9
Tulsa (31):

10,740 356 731 16 15Students____________ •__ •• _________ ••• _______ •_____•• __ • 1,118 9,622

Teac~~~~~'_~:~~:~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 3.3 6.8 0.1 0.1 10.4 89.6

416 3 14 0 0 18 399Horiz. percen!._. _________ •____ •______ •_. ___ •________ 100.0 0.8 3.4 0 0 4.2 95.8

Total (117):
57,140 2,103 3,514 388Students________________ •___ •• _______•••_. __ • 747 6,751 50,389

TeaC~~~~~'_~:~~:~~:::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::
100.0 3.7 6.1 0.7 1.3 11.8 88.2
2,271 28 70 0 3 101 2,170Horiz. percen!.. ______ •___________________ • 100.0 1.2 3.1 0 0.1 4.4 95.6

Oregon:
Portland, Oreg.·Washlngton (302):

176,385 539 6,672 1,509 1,222Students_ •• ______________________ •__ •• __ ••• ___ •___ •__ -. 9,941 166,444

Teac~~~~z:_~:r_c.e_n_t:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0.3 3.8 0.9 0.7 5.6 94.4
7,326 17 85 47 14 163 7,163Horiz. percen!. _______ •______ •______________ •• __••• __ 100.0 0.2 1.2 0.6 0.2 2.2 97.8

Salem (24): •
6,368 19 23 13 295 349

Students______ . ____ . ___________________________________
6,019Horiz. percenL______ . __________________ •• _. ___._. ___ 100.0 0.3 0.4 0.2 4.6 5.5 94.5Teachers____ "__________________ •______ •___ •_._ •___._••_ 309 0 0 0 0 0 309Horiz. percen!..________________________ •_____ ••_•• __ 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 100.0

Total (273):
151,861 449 6,505 1,432 1,429 9,860Students__________ ._ •__ . _. _. ____ •_____ •• ____ • 142,002Horiz. percen!.._____ ._.. _________________• 100.0 0.3 4.3 0.9 0.9 6.5 93.5Teachers__ ..______________________ •______ ._._ 6,506 13 79 38 14 144 6,362Horiz. percent __________________________._ 100.0 0.2 1.2 0.6 0.2 2.2 97.8

pennsYilvania:
Alentown-Bethlehem-Easton, Pa.-New Jersey (210):

107,150 9 1,673 110 1,248 3,040Students_______ •___ . ____ •_________________ •-- -_. _-., _-- 104,110Horiz. percent. _. _________________ •_____ ._._••____ •• 100.0 0 1.6 0.1 1.2 2.8 97.2Teachers__ •______ •__ •_______ •_________ •______ •____ ._••_ 4,255 0 22 1 7 30 4,225Horiz. percenL ____ • _______ •__________________ ._..._ 100.0 0 0.5 0 0.2 0.7 99.3
Altoona (54):

27,232 2 245 14 5 266Students___ .. _. _________________ . _. ______ ••••••• __._._. 26,967
Horiz. percent.. ____ ..__ ._._. ___ •____ •______ ._.... __ 100.0 0 0.9 0.1 0 1.0 99.0Teachers__ . __ .• ___________ . ______________ •••• ---_______ 1,016 0 5 0 0 5 1,011
Horiz. percen!. __ ..•• _. _. ____________ ••_._. _________ 100.0 0 0.5 0 0 0.5 99.5

Erie ~~~~~nts _____ •__ ••• __ •___ ..___ •_____ ._._. ________ •__ • __ 57,297 18 3,006 47 83 3,155 54,142Horiz. percent. _._. ___ •___________ •___ ._ .•___ •__.... 100.0 0 5.2 0.1 0.1 5.5 94.5Teachers____ , .. __ ._. _. _. __________ •__ •. __ •_•__ •__ •___ ._ 2,210 0 12 0 1 14 2,196
Harrisbu~°<lM~rcenL---. --- -- --- ----.- •. -- -'-'" .-.-.--. 100.0 0 0.6 0 0.1 0.6 99.4

Students. ________________________ --. -- -_ --- ---. - -- .---- 95,209 13 7,976 116 151 8,256 86,953Horiz. percen!.. ___________________ ._. ___ . __ ._ •••--.- 100.0 0 8.4 0.1 0.2 8.7 91.3
Teachers_______ . ______________ .--- ---- -- -... -.. -.- ----- 3,999 0 119 0 7 126 3,873Horiz. percenL _____ . _. ______________ . ___ ..... ____ •• 100.0 0 3.0 0 0.2 3.1 96.9

Johnston (142):
57,007 0 1,182 18 36 1,236Students__ • _________ ... _. --_---- - ------ ----. --. --- .---. 55,770

Horiz. percenL _______ . __ . ________ • ____ . __ .-.----.-. 100.0 0 2.1 0 0.1 2.2 97.8Teachers____ . ________ . _. _______________ . __ . __ --- ------- 2,314 0 7 0 3 10 2,304
Horiz. percen!... ___ . __ ._. ______________ -.--- ------.- 100.0 0 0.3 0 0.1 0.4 99.6

Lancaster (142):
68,704 9 1,547 56 606 2,218Students_ •• ________ . _. ________ .. __ . __ -_.. -- -- --- -- --. -. 66,487

Teac~~~~:_~:~~~~t:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::
100.0 0 2.3 0.1 0.9 3.2 96.8
2,913 0 14 2 6 22 2,892

Horiz. percent____ . ___ •_______ . ______.. _------ ---.-.- 100.0 0 0.5 0.1 0.2 0.7 99.3
Philadelphia, Pa.·New Jersey (1,182):

846,801 139 218,129 1,209 11,394 230,871 615.930Students____ •. _•__ •_______ ._. __ •___________".__ ._•• ___

Teac~~~~z: _~:~c_e_~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::
100.0 0 25.8 0.1 1.3 27.3 72.7

35,685 9 4,865 46 59 4,979 30,706Horiz. percenL__ ._ •• ___ •__________ ._ -___ ..________ • 100.0 0 13.6 0.1 0.2 14.0 86.0
Pillsburgh (924):

464.489 92 46.271 598 370 47,331 417,158Students. _•• ____ . _. _......__ ._. ___ ._._ •• --.- - ----_ -••--

Teac~~~~'_~:~c_e.~t::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=:::::::::: 100.0 0 10.0 0.1 0.1 10.2 89.8
18,536 0 446 5 10 461 18,074Horiz. percenL ______________ .. ___ ._ •• _____ ._.._•• __ 100.0 a 2.4 0 0.1 2.5 97.5

Reading (132):
64,605 23 1,852 43 598 2,516Students_. _._. _______ •.•.• _. ________________ - .-.-_._. __ 62,089

Teac~~~~: _~:~~~~~::::::: :::=:::==:::::::::::::::::::::: 100.0 0 2.9 0.1 0.9 3.9 96.1
2,649 0 16 0 2 18 2,631

Horiz. percenL_._ ..• _•• ___ ._. __ •• _____ .. ---- •• --... 100.0 0 0.6 0 0.1 0.7 99.3
Scranton (87):

39,955 0 264 6 12 283 39,673Students _______ .. ____ . ________ •. _._._. __________ ._ ..___
Horiz. percen!. ___ • _•______ ._ •. _•• _••• __ •••------ ... 100.0 0 0.7 0 0 0.7 99.3Teachers•. ________ •__ ..... _________ ._ ......-- _____ •___ • 1, 543 0 4 0 0 4 1,539
Horiz. percen!.._. _. __ •__________ . ___ •. ____.. ,_._._. 100.0 0 0.3 0 0 0.3 99.7

Wilkes-Barre·Hazleton (137):
56,558 17 25 18Students.. __ . ________ . _••• ___________ . _______ . __ •_____ • 314 374 56.184Horiz. percen!.. _______ . _______ . ___ ._. ___ ....__ •• ___ 100.0 0 0.6 0 0 0.7 99.3Teachers ___ •_. _________ ••• ____ . _. _____________ •_. -- -•• - 2,300 0 I 0 0 I 2,299Hafiz. percen!. ___ . __ • __ . ____ . __________ ._._. ___.• __ 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 100.0

York (142):
68,974 2,641 31 110 2,783Students. _____ . _. _.... _..... __ •___ . ____________ -.... -__ 66,191Horiz. percent. ___ ...___ •. _. ___ . _. _. ___________ .. __ • 100.0 3.8 O. 0.2 4.0 96.0Teachers. ____ . ___ •___ . ___ ._. ____ . ___ .•. _•• _____________ 2,961 21 2 1 24 2,936

Horiz. percent. ____ • _.' ____________ •___ . __ . ___ ••••_. 100.0 0.7 0.1 0 lJ.8 99.2

Total (3,075):
1,752, 012 283 260,586 1,729 11,549 274, 146 1.477. 866Students__ • _. ___ •____ •___ •_____ •_•• __ ••• _•__ •

Horiz. percenL__________ ..... ___ •• __ ••• __ • 100.0 .0 14.9 0.1 0.7 15.6 84.4Teachers______ •____ •___ ••_. ____ •_•.• ____ •____ 71,674 5 4,782 41 76 4.904 66,770
Horiz. percen!._••_. __ . ____________ • _____ •• 100.0 .0 6.7 0.1 0.1 6.8 93.2

CXVII---678-Part 8
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Rhode Island:
Providence-Pawtucket-Warwick, R.I.-Mass. (324):

158,802 123 7,085 412 7,942 150,860Students___ . _____________ •_•• __ ._ •. _______________ •____ 322

Teac~~~~~..~~~c_e~_t~~~:~ ~: ~:~ ~~:~:::::::::: ~ ~~::~::~~~~:~:
100.0 0.1 4.5 0.2 0.3 5.0 95.0
6,919 0 60 5 2 67 6,852

Horiz. percen!.. __ •__ •• _____ •______________•.• ____ ._. 100.0 .0 0.9 0.1 .0 1.0 99.0

Total (355):
172,264 143 8,047 417 490 9,098 163,166Students_____ . __ •• ______ •_______ •_______ •____

Horiz. percen!._______ ._. _________ •• __ •_. __ 100.0 0.1 4.7 0.2 0.3 5.3 94.7
Teachers____ •______ . __________ •_•• ___ ._ •• ___ • 7,584 0 70 6 4 80 7,504

Horiz. percent.•________________________ . __ 100.0 .0 0.9 0.1 0.1 1.1 98.9

South Carolina:
Charleston (ll8):

75,628 II 33,437 68 57 33,573 42,055Students____ . ______________________ •___ ._.____________•
Horiz. percen!.. _. __________• ____ •__ •___________ •____ 100.0 0 44.2 0.1 0.1 44.4 55.6Teachers___________________________________________•___ 2,841 1 1,114 2 3 1,120 1,721Horiz. percenL. ___________________________________• 100.0 0 39.2 0.1 0.1 39.4 60.6

Columbia (112):
69,810 15 23,983 62 24,178 45,632Students___ •____________ •________ •________________•___ • 118

Teac~~~~~·_~~~~e_n_t:~ ~:: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0 34.4 0.1 0.2 34.6 65.4
2.782 0 776 2 1 779 2,003Horiz. percen!.. _____________________________________ 100.0 0 27.9 0.1 a 28.0 72.0

Greenville (136):
69.290 3 14,025 7 2 14,037 55,253

Students___ •______________________________________• ____
Horiz. percenL ________________________•____________ 100.0 a 20.2 0 a 20.3 79.7Teachers_._ •. _. ________________________________________ 2.601 0 454 0 a 454 2,147Horiz. percent. ____________ •_________ •_____________•. 100.0 a 17.5 0 a 17.5 82.5

Total (421):
239,390 29 78,910Students••______________ . ____________________ 140 181 79,260 160,130Horiz. percen!. ____ . _______________________ 100.0 0 33.1 0.1 0.1 33.1 66.9Teachers_____ .. _.....•. _. ___ •_______ •__ •____ • 9,169 1 2,580 4 4 2,589 67r~~Hafiz. percen!. .. _._ . __ . ___________________ 100.0 0 28.1 0 0 28.2

South Dakota:
Sioux Falls (43):

24,140 129Students__________ .. ______________________ •____________ 33 18 19 199 23,931

Teac~~~~: _~~~~_n_t:::: ~ ~: ~:~~:~:: ~~:: ~ ~~:~ :~: :::~: :::::::
100.0 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.8 99.2
1,008 1 1 0 1 3 1,005Horiz. percen!.._. ___ . _____ .• _. __ . ___________________ 100.0 0.1 0.1 0 0.1 0.3 99.7

Total (43):
24,130 129Students•• _________________ •________ •_____ •__ 33 18 19 199 23,931Horiz. percen!. ___________________________ 100.0 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.8 99.2Teachers______________________________ •______ 1,008 1 1 0 1 3 1,005Horiz. percenL___________________________ 100.0 0.1 0.1 0 0.1 0.3 99.7

Tennessee:
Chattanooga. Tenn.-Ga. (129):

69,182 9 15,336 39 15 15,399 537~~~
Students___ •________________ •_____ •_________•__•___ •___

. Teac~~~~'_~~~~~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~:::::
100.0 0 22.2 0.1 0 22.3
2,527 0 494 0 1 495 2,032Horiz. percen!..________ .. _. _____________ ._. ____•• ___ 100.0 0 19.5 0 0 19.6 80.4

Knoxville (179):
90,667 66 7,845 45 31 7,988 82,680Students________ .. _________•________________________ ._.

Horiz. percen!.._________•___________________________ 100.0 0.1 8.7 0 0 8.8 91.2Teachers____ •__________________________________________
3.435 0 234 0 0 234 3,201Horiz. percen!.._______ • _____________________________ 100.0 0 6.8 a 0 6.8 93.2

Memphis, Tenn.-Ark. (204):
183,080 46 89,041 251 96 89,434 93,646Students_ •••__________________ ••_. ___ •_________••••• ___

Teac~~~~~._ ~~~~e.n.t~:~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0 48.6 0.1 0.1 48.8 51.2
6,725 1 2,842 1 1 2,845 3,880Horiz. percent____ •________••• __ •_________________ ._. 100.0 0 42.3 0 0 42.3 57.7

Nashville (190):
114,299 18 25,049 54 25,170Students ___ •________________ ._._____________________ •__ 49 89,129Horiz. percenL_. _____ ••____________________________ 100.0 0 21.9 0 0 22.0 78.0Teachers. ___ ' ___ .. _________________ . _________________ ._ 4,227 0 8.6 0 1 817 3,410

Horiz. percenL_. ___ .... __ . __ • _____ •• ___ .• __ ._. __ •__ 100.0 0 19.3 0 0 19.3 80.7

Total (651):
432,393 184 129,815 302,579Students _____ . ____________ •___ •______________ 139 129,112 379

Horiz. percenL._. ____ •.. ___ •• _. _•__ .• ___ • 100.0 0 29.9 0.1 0 30.0 70.0Teachers ___ . __ . _. ___ .• _.. __••.• __ •_____ .. __ ._ 15,972 1 4, ll6 1 2 4,120 ll,852
Horiz. percent._•. ___ •__ ._ ._ •• __ ._._______ • 100.0 0 25.8 0 0 25.8 74.2

Texas:
Abilene (56):Students __ •• ____ . ______ . _____ .• ____ • ___________ •_______ 26,095 5 1,727 22 3,235 4,989 21,106

Teac~~~~~·_~~~~e_~t:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0 6.6 0.1 12.4 19.1 80.9
1,137 a 36 0 7 43 1,094

Horiz. perce~!... _... _____________ . __ . _•• _. __ . ___ . ___ 100.0 a 3.2 0 0.6 3.8 96.2
Amarillo (56):

34,567Students____._. _. _. _______________•_________•_______ •__ 4 2,228 a 1,682 3,913 30,654Horiz. percen!.._. ______•_____________________•____ ._ 100. a a 6.4 0 4.9 11.3 88.7Teachers____ •________________________•• ___ •______ •_____ 1,450 a 68 a 8 76 1,374Horiz. percent. _____________________ . _. _____________ laO. a a 4.7 a 0.6 5.2 94.8
Austin (79):

56,465 22 8,414 100 37,052Students__ • ____________________________________________
10,878 19,414Horiz. percenL_______________________ •_____________ 100.0 a 14.9 0.2 19.3 34.4 65.6Teachers__ •___________________•________________________ 2,426 a 325 3 58 386 2,041Horiz. percent. ______________________________________ lOa. a a 13.4 0.1 2.4 15.9 84.1

Beaumont·Port Arthur (119):Students___________________________________________•___ 79,889 18 19,442 44 1,647 21,150 58,739

Teac~~~~'_~~~c_e_~t~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::
100. a a 24.3 0.1 2.1 26.5 73.5
3,609 a 730 a 17 747 2,862Horiz. percent.. _. _. _________ •__________________• ____ 100.0 0 20.2 0 0.5 20.7 79:3

Brownsville-Harlingen-San Benito (72):Students___________••_. ____ ••_. _•• ________•__ ••_•• , ___ • 38,757 2 163 43 30,486 30,693 8,064

Teac~~~~'_~~~~e_n_~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0 0.4 0.1 78.7 79.2 20.8
1,534 0 12 3 509 524 1,009Horiz. percenL __________ .. _____________•_____ •____ • 100.0 0 0.8 0.2 33.2 34.2 65.8

Corpus Christi (127):
74,802Students________ •__ •______•___ •__________________._.___ 9 3.541 27 36,404 39,982 34,821

Teac~~~ _~~~c_e_n_t::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::
100.0 a 4.7 0 48.7 53.4 46.6
3.127 0 81 0 435 516 2,611Horiz. percen!.._____________________________________ 100. a 0 2.6 a 13.9 16.5 83.5



April 19, 1971 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 10781

American Spanish Minority
State, SMSA, and number of schools Total Indian Negro Oriental American total Other

Texas-Continued
Dallas (464):Students. _•. _______________________ •___________ ••______ 322,724 716 60,944 324 17,095 79,079 243,645

Teac~~~~~'.~~~~e_n_:-::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0.2 18.9 0.1 5.3 24.5 75.5

12,813 7 1,856 2 58 1,923 10,891Horiz. percenL ____ •__________ •_. ____ ._•• __ •. __ •_•• __ 100.0 0.1 14.5 0 0.5 15.0 85.0
EI Paso (100):Students___ •.... _____ •_..• __ . _________ . __ •_. ____ ._ •• ___ 96,638 122 2,738 379 54,738 57,977 38,662

Teac~~~~·_~~~~~~t:::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0.1 2.8 0.4 56.6 60.0 40.0
3,768 2 96 10 592 700 3,068

fort Wort~0{~~6~;rcenL. •. -.•.-.-.-.----------.-.-.---.----. 100.0 0.1 2.5 0.3 15.7 18.6 81.4

Students. __ • __ . __ .•_. __ •. ___ •_________ •____ ._. __ •••____ 165,875 195 22,936 145 8,056 31,332 134.543

Teac~~~~~·_~~~~e_~t:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0.1 13.8 0.1 4.9 18.9 81.1
6,427 2 759 0 30 791 5,635Horiz. percent._.• ___ •__________ . _.• __ ••..• _. ___ •.•.• 100.0 0 11.8 0 0.5 12.3 87.7

Galveston-Texas City (67):
45,496 9,607 4,216Students. _. ___________ .• _. _. _••••. _••• _. _______•__ .•• __ 168 66 14,057 31,439

Teac~~~~~'.~~~~e_~t::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0.4 21.1 0.1 9.3 30.9 69.1
2,001 3 334 0 20 357 1,644Horiz. percen!.___ . _______ . __ •.•_. __ . __•• _______•__ ._ 100.0 0.1 16.7 0 1.0 17.8 82. 2

Houslon (523)~Students. _. _. ______•.• _______ . _••• _. ___ ••• _. __ ••• __•_.• 466,588 310 104,994 1,318 44,882 151,504 315,084

Teac~~;~~_~~~c."_~t::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0.1 22.5 0.3 9.6 32.5 67.5

17,993 8 3,506 25 197 3,736 14,257Horiz. percenL __ . _____ ' __ .•_•••.• __ •.• ___________ ._ 100.0 0 19.5 0.1 1.1 20.8 79.2
laredo (22);Students. _. ______._._.____ ._._ •. _.••• __ •___ ._ .•._•.••__ 17,086 0 64 8 15,366 15,438 1,648

Teac~~~~~'_~:~~~~:-::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0 0.4 0 89.9 90.4 9.6

637 0 I 0 484 485 152Horiz. percen!.:_.• _._._. _._ •.• _____________ ••.••.•__ 100.0 0 0.2 0 76.0 76.1 23.9
lubbock (65):

39,003 17 7,950Students____ . ___ •_•. ____ .• _______ . _. _______ .••_. __ .. _•• 13 4,425 12,405 26,598

Teac~~~~~_~~~c:.~t:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0 11.3 0 20.4 31. 8 68.2
1,628 2 116 1 29 148 1,480

McAllen· ~~~~~~r3{~~~gfi (85):-···· .. ·• -- ----. -.-.--..-.-.. -.- 100.0 0.1 7.1 0.1 1.8 9.1 90.9
Students_._ ..___ •.. ______ •___ . _______ •___ •___ .""'___ • 43,339 1 90 29 34,891 35,011 8,328

Teac~~;~z...~~~~e.~t:::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0 0.2 0.1 80.5 80.8 19.2
1,911 0 6 0 654 660 1,251Horiz. percenL•. _." ., __ •••••. _.•. _..• _____ •__ ... __ 100.0 0 0.3 0 34.2 34.5 65.5

Midland (26):
18,154 2,176 1,972 4,154Students_. __ . _. ______ ... __ " _. ____ •___ •___ •.• _____ .••_. 0 6 14,000

Teac~~;~~'_~~~c.e_~I:::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0 12.0 0 10.9 22. 9 71.1

758 0 58 1 9 68 690Horiz. percenL. __ ._. __ . _________ •___ ._ .. "" ._•• __ • 100.0 0 7.7 0.1 1.2 9.0 91. 0
Odessa (32):

24,855 15 3,658Students__ ." ____ •______ .. _____ .• ____ . _•.•_•. ____ . __ • __ • 1,605 17 5,295 19,560

Teac~~:~~' .~:~~~~t:::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0.1 6.5 0.1 14.7 21.3 78.7
1,070 0 60 0 15 75 995Horiz. percenL._ . _____ ._. __ ••.• _.••_. _________•____ 100.0 0 5.6 0 1.4 7.0 93.0

San Angelo (29):Students___________ . ___________••.• ________ . _____ •. ____ 14,885 3 784 5 3,206 3,998 10,887

Teac~~~~~_~:~~e.~t:::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0 5.3 0 21.5 26.9 73.1

596 0 17 0 6 23 573
San Anto~i~~~!5rcenL. ....••--.-.---- -------- ------.- .• -.- 100.0 0 2.9 0 1.0 3.9 96.1

Students•.•. ___ •..••. __ ._. _. _______•______________ ._ . __ 194,591 44 14,759 549 91,137 106,489 88,102

Teac~~~~·_~~~c.e_~t:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0 7.6 0.3 46.8 54.7 45.3
7,582 2 668 13 835 1,518 6,064Horiz. percent______ ._. __ .•_______________ •. _••••_.•_ 100.0 0 8.8 0.2 11.0 20.0 so. 0

Sherman-Denison (41);Students___ ... ___ . ____ .. _________ . __ . __ ..•••. ,, ___ . ____ 16,815 0 1,874 0 16 1,890 14,925

Teac~~~~~_~~~~e_~t::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0 11.1 0 0.1 11.2 88.8

714 0 43 0 0 43 671Horiz. percenL•• __ •• ________ .••••_._••""" . _____• 100.0 0 6.0 0 0 6.0 94.0
Texarkana, Tex.·Ark. (48):Students____ ._. _______ . __•____________ •.. _._ ._ ••.. _____ 21,348 6 6,147 4 36 6.193 15,155

Teac~~~~' _~~~_e.~t:::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0 28.8 0 0.2 29.0 71.0

887 0 209 0 0 209 678Horiz. percenL.____ .•_._ •• ___ . _. ___ ._. _____ . __ •__ ._ 100.0 0 23.6 0 0 23.6 76.4
Tyler (53):Students__ • ___ .. ___ . ___ •______•••.• __ •_. _. _. ______•••.• 22,625 0 7,003 17 118 7,138 15~~~

Teac~~~~z:_~~~~e_n_t:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0 31.0 0.1 0.5 31. 5

974 1 253 4 4 262 712Horiz. percent.. __________ ._ ...... _______________ ._.• 100.0 0.1 26.0 0.4 0.4 26.9 73.1
Waco (72):

2,606Students. _••. ______ . ______ . _. __ ••_.. ________ ._ ••••••.. _ 31,202 11 6,549 23 9,189 22,013

Teac~~~~·.~:~e.~t:::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0 21.0 0.1 8.4 29.5 70.5
1,407 0 283 1 5 289 1,118Horiz. percent•.• ___ •_"' __ •_.•••. _____________ •.•.• _ 100.0 0 20.1 0.1 0.4 20.5 79. ,

Wichita falls (53);
2,578 1,389 4,063Students•• __ . ___ . _____ •__ •___ ... _. _.• _."",__ ,, ____ . __ 26,519 40 56 22S:~~

Teac~~~~~ _~~~c_e_~t:::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0.2 9.7 0.2 5.2 15.3
1,154 2 104 0 4 110 1.044Horiz. percenL. ______ •. _. _____ •___ ...... __ . __ •___ ._ 100.0 0.2 9.0 0 0.3 9.5 90.5

Total (2.671);
1,871.713 1,700 282,730 3,198 375,649 663,277Students. ___•.• ________ .•___ •••••••• ____._. __ 1,208,436Horiz. percen!. •._._. ____ •__ ••.• _. ____ . ___ • 100.0 0.1 15.1 0.2 20.1 35.4 64.6Teachers. ___ . ____ .•• ______ •__ •• __ '" ,, __ . __ ._ 75,341 29 9,556 63 3,976 13,625 61,716

Horiz. percen!._.... ___ . ___ .•,.,._ ._. _••. __ 100.0 0 12.7 0.1 5.3 18.1 81.9

Utah:
Ogden (57):

35,867 20G 621 273 2.029 3,129 32,738Students_._. ____ ._ .. ___ .•____ .._,_,_, .• __ •___ . __ •__ •. __

Teac~~~~ _~~~c_e.n_t:::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::
100.0 0.6 1.7 0.8 5.7 8.7 91.3
1,358 0 9 10 1 20 1.338Horiz. percent________________ . _____ ._._______ ._.• __ • 100.0 0 0.7 0.7 0.1 1.5 98.5

Provo-Orem (71):
35,401 332 0 64 334 730 34,671Students•.• _______ ..... _. ________ •._•.• _____ . ___ ••• __ ._

Teac~~~~~·_~~~~e_~t __::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
100.0 0.9 0 0.2 0.9 2.1 97.9
1,237 0 0 2 0 2 1,235Horiz. percenL.•___ •___ •• __ •. ___ •__ ._._••______•__ • 100.0 0 0 0.2 0.2 99.8
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8,420 151,385
5.3 94.7

45 5,764
0.8 99.2

12.279 218,794
5.3 94.7
67 8,337

0.8 99.2
==================

12 7,452 20,045
0 27.1 72.9
0 285 884
0 24.4 75.6

248 20,861 47,809
0.4 30.4 69.6

0 772 1,995
0 27.9 72.1

511 50,401 98,289
0.3 33.9 66.1

3 1,670 4,149
0.1 28.7 71.3

60 36,985 77,588
0.1 32.3 67.7

5 1,321 3,499
0.1 27.4 7.26

6 5,694 34,556
0 14.1 85.9
1 179 1,414

0.1 11.2 88.8

2,045 136,867 465,528
0.3 22.7 77.3

28 4,653 20,146
0.1 18.8 81.2

2,537 21,775 308,940
0.8 6.6 93.4

22 431 12,465
0.2 3.3 96.7

283 1,954 60,100
0.5 3.1 96.9

4 23 2,338
0.2 1.0 99.0

758 8,286 84,888
0.8 8.9 91.1

11 108 3.486
0.3 3.0 97.0

3,666 32,446 484, 389
0.7 6.3 93.7

37 581 19,381
0.2 2.9 97.1

26 3,656 52,462
0 6.5 93.5
1 145 2,034
0 6.7 93.3

12 1,786 55,741
0 3.1 96.9
0 30 2,303
0 1.3 98.7

11 1,006 32,258
0 3.0 97.0
0 15 1301
0 1.1 98.9

56 5,827 113.975
0 4.9 95.1
2 197 4,669
0 4.0 96.0

76 661 33,379
0.2 1.9 98.1

0 4 1,371
0 0.3 99.7

500 1,258 23,753
2.0 5.0 95.0

10 20 1,089
0.9 1.8 98.2

110 946 59,649
0.2 1.6 98.4

3 18 2,681
0.1 0.7 99.3

8,215
3.6
20

0.2

Spanish
American

16
o
1

0_1

29
0.1

2
0.2

162
0.3

4
0.1

96
0.1

2
o

57
0.1

1
o

11
o
1
o

30
0.1

o
o

16
0.1

1
0.1

241
0.4

o
o

679
0.5

2
o

114
0.1

o
o
6
o
1

0.1

8,394
1.6
246
1.2

6,042
1.8
208
1.6

483
0.8

7
0.3

1,779
1.9
22

0.6

1,354
0.6

34
0.4

Oriental

13
o
o
o

708
2.8

7
0.6

640
1.1

11
0.4

3,548
6.3
142
6.5

1,754
3.0
29

1.2

953
2.9
15

1.1

5,632
4.7
191
3.9

17,090
3.3
268
1.3

11,224
3.4
185
1.4

760
l.2

8
0.3

4,961
5.3

69
1.9

Negro

1,416
0.6

12
0.1

7,423
27.0
284

24.3

20,339
29.6
772

27.9

48,930
32.9

1,663
28.6

36,760
32.1

1,315
27.3

5,677
14.1

177
Il.l

American
Total Indian

159,805 756
100.0 0.5
5,809 1
100.0 0

231.073 1.294
100.0 0.6
8,404 1
100.0 0

27,497 1
100.0 0
1,169 0
100.0 0

68,670 33
100.0 0
2,767 0
100.0 0

148,690 281
100.0 0.2
5,819 2
100.0 0

114,573 51
100.0 0
4,820 1
100.0 0

40,250 5
100.0 0
1,593 0
100.0 0

602,394 496
100.0 0.1

24,799 8
100.0 0

330,715 1,972
100.0 0.6

12,896 16
100.0 0.1

62,054 428
100.0 0.7
2,361 4
100.0 0.2

93,174 788
100.0 0.8
3,576 6
100.0 0.2

516,835 3,296
100.0 0.6

19,962 30
100.0 0.2

56,118 25
100.0 0
2,179 1
100.0 0

57,527 9
100.0 0
2,333 0
100.0 0

33264 12
100.0 0
1.316 0
100.0 0

119,802 43
100.0 0
4,866 2
100.0 0

34,040 556
100.0 1.6
1. 375 3
100.0 0.2

25,011 21
100.0 0.1
1.109 1
100.0 0.1

60,595 34
100.0 0.1
2,699 0
100.0 0

Total (343):Studer:ts • • _
Horiz. percenl-.-- .. _

Teachers . _ _
Horiz. percenl-. .. _

State, SMSA, and number of schools

Wisconsin:
Green Bay (76):Students . . . .. _

Teac~~;~~' .~~~c.._n..:::==: ==~======= ~===:==~ =~ ~= ~= =~== ==~~~Horiz. percen!..__ .. . .. . __
Kenosha (45):Students. __ . .. _

Teac~~;~~·_~e~c...nt:::::::::: :::=:: :=~:==:=::::=::=:=~:==:
Hariz. percen!.. . .. ... _

Madison (124):Students __ . • • . • __

Teac~~;~z__p~~c_e.nL __ ::=:::: ::::::=::::::::::: :::::::~=::
Horiz. percent. .. . .. _. __

West Virginia:
Charleston (148):Students. . __ .. __ • • _

Horiz. percent •_. __
Teachers_. • . _

Horiz. percent. _
Huntington-Ashtand, W. Va.-Ky.·Ohio (150):Students _. . _

Horiz. percent. __ • • __
Teachers•. • .. __

Horiz. percent. __ . __ . __
Whee1in~, W. Va.-Ohio (95):Students . __

Horiz. percent. __ •. . . __ . _
Teachers__ .. .• __ . _. . ._

Horiz. percent. •• • __

Total (324):Students . . _
Horiz. percent..--- _

Teachers .. • _
Horiz. percent __ . . . _

=========================

Washington:
Seattle· Everett (515):Students .. _•• _. -_- -- -- -----

Horiz. percenL_._ • __
Teachers.. ...... -- -__ • _

Horiz" percenL. _••. -- -- •• ------. --
Spokane (126):Students •• , .. ... --

Teac~~;~~·_~~~c_e_n.t~~~======================:===:========Horiz. percenL . • --- -- --- __
Tacoma (172):Students • . - -.---- ---_

Teac~~;~~·_~~~c:_n..:======:==:=======::==:==:=:==:====::=:Horiz. percent... ._. . .. _. _

-----------------------------Total (866):Students • __

Teac~~;~z: _~~~~~~==:=: :~:~~::~ ~:=:~ =:~ ~~:::::Horiz. percent... __
=========================
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State, SMSA, and number of schools Total
American

Indian Negro Oriental
Spanish

American
Minority

tolal Other

76.738 119 37 77 564 797 75,941
lOa. a 0.2 0 O. I 0.7 La 99.0
3,591 1 I 2 2 6 3,585
100.0 0 " 0.1 0.1 0.2 99.8

2.963 2 5 4 4 11 2.948
lOa. a 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.5 99.5

128 0 I 0 0 127
100.0 0 0.8 0 0 0.8 99.2

208.753 839 1.413 295 1.262 3,809 204,944
100.0 0.4 0.7 0.1 0.6 1.8 98.2
9,329 5 21 9 IS 50 9,279
100.0 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.5 99.5

28,337.575 42,241 4.487, 451 171.622 1.604,349 6,305,664 22,031,911
100.0 0.1 15.8 0.6 5.7 22.3 77.7

I, 154.046 573 114,300 4,941 10,872 130,686 1,023,359
100.0 0 9.9 0.4 0.9 11.3 88.7

Total (476):Students ' . _. . . .. _._
Horiz. percen!. __ •• . .. _

Teachers.. . . __ ._. __ • _
Horiz, percent. _. _. . . __ ••• _._

=====
U.S. Total (43, 168):Students •• ... •__ . . __

Horiz. percen!. . • • •
Teachers . . .. • _. _

Horiz. percen!. _. . •• •

Wisconsin-Continued
Milwaukee (lSi):Students . _. . . ., . "__

Horiz. perrenL. __ . . . .. •• _
Teachers_. __ • __ ••_•__ ._ ••• __ ..•. • . _

Horiz. percentw_. . __ . . .w. • _
Racine (20):

Students __ • __ . . ..• ..••_... _. . __ .

Teac~~;~z:_~~~c.e.~~.:::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
Hrriz. percenL. •• _. __ ... __ . . _

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

Mr. RIBICOFF. Along that line, since
the Senator from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN)
has returned, I think the general figures
on school integration ought to go into
the RECORD too. These figures are fasci
nating and demonstrate the situation
that caused me to raise the question of
northern hYpOcrisy 14 months ago be
cause I sensed then what was taking
place. These figures from the Depart
ment of Health, Education and Welfare,
together with the 1970 census figures,
comprise one of the most significant
social documents in this Nation.

These figures will be of interest to both
northerners and southerners when they
see what they represent. The figures now
show that in the North only 27.7 percent
of black students attend majority white
schools, while in the South the figure is
nearly half again as high, or 38.1 per
cent.

The Senator from Alabama asked
whether it was not true that the South
was making greater progress than the
North generally. The answer is yes, the
South has been making greater progress.
Consider these additional figures. The
percentage of blacks attending schools
that were from 80 to 100 percent minority
remained constant at 57.4 percent in the
North from 1968 to 1970. In the South
the percentage dropped from 78.8 per
cent to 41.7 percent.

When we come to schools where blacks
were in 100 percent minority schools, we
find that from 1968 to 1970 the percent
age of blacks attending such schools
dropped from 12.3 percent to 11.9 per
cent in the North, but in the South in
the same period the blacks in 100 per
cent minority schools dropped from 68
percent to 18.4 percent.

While the South has gone through a
period of travail over the past 17 years,
we in the North-all of us-have been
insisting that they move faster and faster
and faster. In many instances and in
many areas in the South, certain school
districts were dragging their feet. But
while we were pointing our fingers at
the South for their hesitancy, the situa
tion was getting worse in the North and
segregation was growing apace instead of
decreasing.

I recognized 14 months ago when the
Stennis amendment was considered that,
if we were ever going to eliminate the
hostility between the North and the
South and join together to do what was

needed in this country, we would have to I say we must remember that this issue.
stop pointing our fingers at the South dealing with emotions and hopes for
and adopt a uniform policy for the en- the future, is extremely complex. We
tire Nation. should remember that in 1954 some sug-

I was extremely shocked to find, after gested we try to integrate a grade at a
my support of the Stennis amendment, time. Others said, "You cannot take all
that wherever I went across this Nation that time." Yet here we are, 17 years lat
to discuss the problems facing the coun- er, still arguing about it. This problem is
try, the criticism leveled against me was so vast, and we have lived with it so long,
not because of the proposal but because that if we can solve it in 14 years we will
I, as a northerner, was supporting a pro- indeed be a fortunate countrY.
posal presented by the Senator from We must solve this problem, because
Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS). I would ask we are facing accelerating divisiveness
my aUdience if they knew Senator and increasing hatred in this country. All
STENNIS. No, they did not know Senator of us have an obligation and a duty as
STENNIS, but they knew he came from U.S. Senators to help end the divisions
Mississippi, ergo, his proposal had to be between the races, between the North
bad. They did not know that Senator and South, and between the suburbs and
Stennis is a man who has the over- central cities.
whelming respect of every Member of Frankly, I know of nobody more ca
this body, North, South, East, and West. pable of solving this problem than the

I think it becomes important for all U.S. senate.
of us-the 100 Members of this body- Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will
who get to know one another and who the Senator yield?
come from different sections of the Mr. RmICOFF. I am happy to yield to
country, to rise against the prejudices the Senator from Minnesota.
of our constituents. We must not hesi- Mr. MONDALE. I think it is important
tate to telI our constituents that they to understand that the Senator's pro
may be wrong, that other people who posal requires something which the Su
come from other sections of the coun- preme Court does not require. In other
try have their problems, and that we words, under no case that I have hea':d
must not question their sincerity when of has the 14th amendment rule against
we make our points. We should try to discrimination in a single district been
understand each other and try to 1'00- interpreted to require a multidistrict
oncile the differences between and remedy. The rule is that you look at a
among the 100 Members of this body, given school district. and you ask
which means so much to every Member whether the children within that school
of the Senate. district are separated due to official dis-

There is no question that the distin- crimination, and then some sort of
guished Senator from Mississippi will in- remedy follows. But that remedy does
troduce his amendment again. I shall not include distributing those children
support that amendment, and I hope that into other school districts, unless the
the amendment of the senator from Mis- court finds that the district lines them
sissippi will be adopted by this bodY, as selves are drawn with a diEcriminatory
it was adopted 14 months ago. purpose.

But what the Senator from Mississippi So, although the Senator's propo:,ai
achieves by his amendment is merely a would take 12 years, in th3 abse~1ce of
statement of a policy. There is nothing such a proposal it could ,yell take 120
in the amendment that implements the years, and more likelY than nct. never
policy. What I am now trying to achieve happen at all. So I say that the Sel1
with my amendment is a national pro- ator's proposal, involving a new. d~'a
gram-North, South, East, and West-- matic, and courageous remedy. is ~he

where everyone is treated alike. most hopeful I have seen.
There are those who say, "Your pro- Mr. RmICOFF. Mr. President. may I

posal will take. when all is said and done, "add that what I am trying to say to my
14 years: The 2 years of Ule pilot pro- fellow Senators is this: We have a legis
gram suggested by the senator from lative obligation. WhEn the legislative
Milmesota, the 2 years for planning by body of this great country of "'hich we
metropolitan areas, and the 10 years of are a part fails to provide a national
implementation." policy for a problEm that is deep seatEd
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and divides the country socially, econom
ically, or politically, that measure, in
one way or another, heads for the Su
preme Court. The Executive and the
legislature have been fearful and timid
about trying to solve the problem of in
tegration. By ducking it we have placed
the problem on the back of the Supreme
Court and made the Supreme Court the
scapegoat for our unwillingness to cour
ageously come to grips with this ques
tion.

The Supreme Court now has a num
ber of cases before it that raise the
question of de facto segregation. I do not
know how the Court will act. I cannot
anticipate what those nine men will do.
But I would be shocked if the Supreme
Court ducked this issue. The Supreme
Court ruled in the Brown case against
"separate but equal," and they moved
against one section of this country. For
the life of me, I can see no difference as
far as discrimination is concerned be
tween de facto and de jure segregation.
When you take a child in the fourth
grade, whether it is in Hartford, CO:L.'1.,
New York City, Biloxi, Miss., or Dur
ham, N.C., that black child does not
know whether he is being de factOI'd or
de jured. As far as he knows, if there is
discrimination, he is a victim of it, and
the fine distinction between de facto and
de jure does not make much difference.

The problem the Supreme Court faces,
and I sympathize with them, is this: In
1954, in Brown against Board of Educa
tion, the Supreme Court plowed new
ground. I would say, if I were asked what
the Warren court stood for, that the
Brown case would probably be one of the
landmark decisions that would distin
guish the Warren court.

Should the Supreme Court fail-and
they have been considering these cases
now for a long time-to address them
selves courageously to de facto segrega
tion as they did to de jure, for all prac
tical purposes the decision in Brown
against Board of Education would be
come a nullity. The South is learning
from the North about how to segregate
housing. Southern black central cities are
going the way of the northern black cen
tral cities, and white suburbs in the
South going the way of northern white
suburbs. The South, like the rest of the
country, is dividing on the so-called de
facto basis. In the Brown case, the Su
preme Court struck down the doctrine of
separate but equal. If they say now that
de facto segregation is perfectly all right,
the Supreme Court will condemn blacks
in this country to a situation where they
will be separate but not equal. The facts
clearlY establish this. During these 17
years there has been a galloping exodus
by whites from the cities of America to
the suburbs. The cities have become
blacker and blacker, and the jobs have
been going from the cities into the sub
urbs. During the past two decades, 80
percent of all jobs created in this coun
try have been created in the suburbs.
The cities have become poor, without
jobs, and full of economic, social, and
political problems. All you have to do is
read the papers day in and day out and
watch the television to realize that.

If the Supreme Court, on the other
hand, were now to handle de facto segre-

gation as it did de jure earlier, it would
be a progressive step. But it should not be
necessary for the Supreme Court to take
us off the hook. We have a legislative
problem, and I would like to see the Presi
dent of the United States and the U.S.
Senate take the matter into their own
hands, look at the problem that faces
us as a people, and write a new chapter
in the history of this country on the fioor
of the Senate as we consider the present
bill.

I am grateful for the support of the
Senator from Minnesota, who has worked
so hard. I value his judgment and his un
derstanding, and I hope that other
]"1embers of this body who failed to sup
port the Stennis amendment 14 months
ago \vill now support not only the Sten
nis amendment, but the Ribicoff amend
ment as well.

My feeling is that if we agreed to both
the Stennis amendment and the Ribicoff
amendment together, we would then
have a national policy that would cover
the entire Nation. We could then begin
working toward the solution of the prob
lems of a separatist society. There is a
great opportunity for all of us in this
body, by suppurting both the Stennis and
Ribicoff amendments, to exercise the
leadership expected of the U.S. Senate.

Mr. President, I yield the fioor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the amendment.
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I suggest the

absence of a quoroum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk

will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to call

the roll.
lvir. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous coment that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

REFERRAL OF A COMMUNICATION
FROM THE SECRETARY OF
TRANSPORTATION
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that a
communication at the desk from the
Secretary of Transportation relative to
the Transportation Revenue Sharing Act
of 1971 be multiply referred to the Com
mittee on Commerce; the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs;
the Committee on Finance; and the
Committee on Public Works for their
consideration of the subject matters faIl
ing within their respective jurisdictions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

REFERRAL OF A COMMUNICATION
FROM THE ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I ask unanimous consent that a
communication from the Environmental
Protection Agency be jointly referred to
the Committees on PUblic Works and
Commerce, to accompany the original
message of the President of February
8, 1971, which was also referred by
unanimous consent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
9:45 A.M. TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that
when the Senate completes its business
today, it stand in adjournment until 9:45
a.m. tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN
ATORS BUCKLEY AND BYRD OF
VmGINIA TOMORROW
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I ask unanimous consent that on
tomorrow, immediately following the re
marks by the able majority leader, under
the order previously entered recognizing
the majority leader for 15 minutes, the
distinguished Senator from New York
(Mr. BUCKLEY) be recognized for 15 min
utes; that he be followed by the distin
guished senior Senator from Virginia
(Mr. BYRD) for not to exceed 15 minutes,
the recognition of both Senators to occur
prior to the recognition of the able Sen
ator from Iowa (Mr. HUGHES) under the
order previously entered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF ROU
TINE MORNING BUSINESS TO
MORROW
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I ask unanimous consent that on
tomorrow, immediately following the
recognition of Senators under orders
previously entered, there be a period for
the transaction of routine morning busi
ness, for not to exceed 30 minutes, with
statements therein limited to 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR CONSIDERATION OF
UNFINISHED BUSINESS TOMOR
ROW
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I ask

unanimous consent that on tomorrow,
at the conclusion of the period for the
transaction of routine morning business,
the Chair lay before the Senate the un
ftnished business, S. 1557.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

QUORUM CALL
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk

will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.

President, I ask unanimous consent that
the order for the quorum call be
rescinded. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

EXTENSION OF TIME TOMORROW
UNDER RULE VITI

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
on tomorrow the Pastore rule, paragraph
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