THE GREAT
EDUCATION DEBATE

One recson for the growth of parochial schools has been
discontent with the increased secularization which is manifested in
many public school textbooks

The “Divisive” Charge
By RusseLn Kmk®

According to some eminent “professional educa-
tors,” among them Dr. James Bryant Conant,
parochial and private schools are opposed to the
democratic American way of life; and so something
unpleasant ought to be done about them. The hostile
critics of private schools—that is, of all schools not
supported by public school boards—are strong in the
federal Office of Education, most state departments
of public instruction, the big schools of education,
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and many state teachers” colleges. Private schools
are divisive, these critics declare. They mean that
parochial and private schools create division and
discord in American society; that they prevent a
national “togetherness.” These charges, 1 think, need
a searching examination.

By the end of 1961, about one child out of every
six, in this country, will be attending a church-
connected or private school. (If we were to include
colleges and universities, the proportion of attend-
ance at private establishments would be cven
higher.) There are some 36,000,000 pupils in public
elementary and secondary schools; and there are
nearly 5,500,000 in Catholic schools, about
350,000 in Protestant schools, and perhaps 300,000
in other private schools. (In the South, private
schools spring up rapidly now, what with the
looming integration of public institutions.) Of
Protestant schools, the most numerous are Lutheran:
after them follow the Christian and Dutch Reformed,
who in some regions have an even higher percentage
of their children in parochial schools than do
Catholics.

The proportion of young Americans in these
“private” schools has been growing rapidly in recent
years, despite the increasing heavy burden of tax-
ation to support public schools. (In colleges and
universitics, however, the proportion has Dbeen
shifting the other way: until about six years ago,
half of the total number of American college students
attended private institutions, but now at least 55 per
cent go to state universities and colleges.) In 1900,
only 8 per cent of elementary and secondary pupils
attended parochial and private schools. By 1940,
about 9.4 per cent went to these private schools.
In the past twenty years, non-public schools have

“Russell Kirk is education editor of the National Review, and
edits The University Bookman.
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grown more than four times as rapidly as have public
schools! In certain communities, this change is par-
ticularly striking, In and about Grand Rapids, for
instance, at the beginning of this century, nearly all
children attended public schools. But nowadays
nearly half of them go to parochial schools—the
maujority of these to Protestant and Duteh Reformed
institutions, and ncarly all the rest to Catholic
schools.

This remarkable alteration is not caused primarily
by the increase of Catholics in the American popu-
lation: although the Catholics have been increasing
slowly in relation to the number of Protestants, their
total growth is tiny when compared with the swelling
of parochial school enrollments these past two
decades. The causes deserve analysis.

It is not that the people who send their children
to parochial and private schools have money to burn.

Dr. Jomes B. Conant typifies many of the "professional educators”
who are opposed to parochicl and private schools on the basis
that they are “divisive’” in American life

Although the increase of national income has helped
to pay for these schools, this recent private pros-
perity has been nearly cancelled by the mounting
tax-load to support public schools. Even in price-
“adjusted dollars (that is, not allowing for inflation
ol the dollar), taxes to pay for public schooling in-
creased 185 per cent between 1940 and 1960. And
the people who send their children to private schools
must help to pay these taxes, too: they labor under
a double burden.

The real causes of growth in private schools are
two: first, the increasing secularization of public
instruction; second, the growing discontent with the
quality of the public schools.

In part because of recent Supreme Court decisions,
even the vestiges of religious understanding have
been eliminated from nearly all public schools. One
has only to examine public-school textbooks to find
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how thoroughgoing this secularization has become;
and sometimes this ignoring of religious teaching
amounts to positive hostility. In the typical textbook
in world history, for instance, the life of Christ is
dismissed in two or three paragraphs, and sometimes
the history of the Jews is given only one curt
sentence. To ignore religious knowledge is to cul
away the foundations of right reason and
Imagination,

At the same timé, under the influence of John
Dewey’s disciples and what Professor Harold Clapp
calls “the stranglehold on American education,” the
lecaders of the National Education Association
(which claims to speak for public-school teachers )
und their allies have changed the nature of the public
schools. Instead of teaching recognized intellectual
disciplines, the typical public school nowadays em-
phasizes “adjustment to society,” “permissive”
notions of educational method, and a woolly “to-
getherness.” As Dr. Will Herberg of Drew University

- writes, “Actually, the most serious threat to the

public school is not the private or parochial school,
but its own double failure in cducation and religion.
Parents are deeply disturbed about why Johnny
can’t read, or write, or do almost anything clse that
used to be regarded as schooling.”

So, hoping to secure a Christian education and
sound intellectual disciplines for his children, the
more perceptive American parent turns, when lie
can, to parochial and private schools. Alarmed at
this tendency, some leaders of what Mr. David
Riseman calls “the patronage network of Teachers
College, Columbia” are secking to impede the
growth of private institutions.

About a year ago, for instance, a professor at
Teachers College, Columbia University, sent to all
public-school superintendents in the State of New
York a questionnaire clearly intended to clicit com-
plaints against the growth of parochial and private
schools. Some questions implied that these institu-
tions were “divisive;” others, that parochial-school
influence made it difficult to raise taxes for the
support of public schools.

This latter charge is baseless. Church members
and others connected with private schools have been
remarkably self-sacrificing in their general readiness
to pay for the increased costs of pubic institutions,
through taxation. And the . elimination- of private
schools would not make the financial problems of
public schools simpler: on the contrary, taxes would
be higher than now, for all the children who at
present attend private schools would thus crowd
into the public institutions. And, from necessity,
private schools generally are operated at lower cost
than public.

Similarly, much of the lobbying for federal sub-
sidies for the public schools has behind it a hostility
toward parochial and private foundations. President
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cennedy has refused to endorse federal aid for nou-
public schools; and even if a bill including aid for
such schools could get through Congress—which it
cannot—still, almost certainly, the present Supreme
Court would declare aid to parochial and private
schools unconstitutional. Several years ago, when
there was an excellent chance that a school-aid bill
including help for parochial schools might pass both
Senate and House, the National Education Associa-
tion's lobbyists failed to back the measure: the NEA
preferred no federal aid at all to federal aid which
included assistance to parochial schools. One reason
why many leaders in NEA are enthusiastic at the
possibility of passing a federal-aid bill in 1961 is this:
since non-public schools would be excluded from
such help, the federal income tax would be em-
ployed to subsidize only public schools, and the in-
creased tax-load (amounting, ultimately, to several
billion dollars a year) might succeed in forcing
church-connected and private schools out of
‘existence. Thus there would come an end to
“divisiveness.”

But is this alleged divisiveness in education
really evil? Surely diversity, not uniformity, has been
characteristic of American institutions since colonial
times. We have prided ourselves on the great free-
dom and variety, the proliferating diversity, in this
republic. We Americans have believed in a healthy
competition, under moral and statutory law. One of
the principal objects of our federal and state con-
stitutions is to guarantee variety and freedom of

Rep. Cleveland M. Bailey, (right), Democrat from West Virginia,
Choirman of the House Education subcommittee, discusses the
contraversial $2,300,000,000 school aid bill with Secretary Ribicoff
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choice—actually to protect that “diversiveness” which
the disciplés of John Dewey denounce. A deadening
uniformity, an enforced conformity to some secular
abstraction of “equality” and “socialization,” is not
the mark of American politics or American thought.
On the contrary, just this fanatic lust for compulsory
unity in the state, this passion for monolithic educa-
tion, is a canspicuous characteristic of the tot.tht.u ian
state. x

Church-founded schools existed thloughoul the
United States before the tax-supported schools be-
gan to appear in the 1830’s. Our church-connected
colleges nurtured the higher learning in America,
and still set the tone more than do the state institu-
tions. And the revived popularity of parochial and
private schiools, during these two past decades, dem-
onstrates that non-public schooling has not lost its
purpose: it is more important than it has been since
the bcg,mnm‘r of the nineteenth century.

To economic free enterprise this country still
gives a great deal of lip-service, at least. Educational
free enterprise is no less important. If our parochial
and private schools are taxed or regulated out of
existence, we will have lost one of the chief bulwarks
of freedom and justice and order in America. A
hundred and thirty years ago, Alexis de Tocqueville
pointed out that American institutions are free only
because they are supported by widespread religious
sanctions. If the Christian school .is supplanted by
the unitary secularized state school, the end of
American freedoms in general may not be long
delayed.

And along with th'tt loss of constitutional free-
dom, we may expect a decay of intellectual attain-
ment. The competition which the non-public schools
offer to tax-supported schools still provides a test
of whether the public schools are doing their work.
Diversity, I suggest, is life-giving; uniformity in a
nation’s schooling brings boredom, slackness, and the
triumph of mediocrity.

Is Aid Constitutional?

By LeoNarp . MANNING®

Homer had an easy way of turning an epithet,
For him the Achaians did not simply sail the sea.
They sailed the “loud-resounding” sea. And it was
the well-greaved Achaians who, while the long-
haired, fleet-footed Achilles sulked, went to rescue
the white-armed, long-robed Helen. Not even the
gods escaped his descriptive phrase—neither Apollo,
the far-darter, nor Hera, the ox-eyed queen, nor the
far-seeing Zeus,

Since ancient times man has used the epithet to
describe his fellow man. We too in our way have a
fetish for appellations. We use them not to describe

°Professor Manning of the Fordham Law School has dis-
cussed the edueation question on TV and in the Press.
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but to characterize. We lack the great imagination
of Homer. We talk the way we paint—in abstractions,
and under the drumming influence of Madison
Avenue, we think and talk in terms of catch-phrases
and slogans and put. everyone and everything in
little abstract categories. A man may be a radical, a
liberal, too conservative, too orthodox Dbut he is
never an individual. Our epithets simply deseribe an
attitude, as it were, or a point of view. Years ago the
liberal we knew, as we knew Achilles, by his
trailing locks. And nowadays, 1 suppose, we would
recognize him by the shape of his head, or his
intellectual brow or the ivy cut of his suit. But the
conservative just about defies physical description
because he comes in various shapes and from various
sections, We have the Southern conservative, the
western conservative and the conservative of the
northeast regions of the United States. We have
come to know the northeast conservative, so
it seems, by his two inescapable characteristics,
his orthodoxy and his rigid adherence to tradition.
And it is somewhat fashionable to damn them both.

The conservative has other abhorrent habits. He
abides too much by the letter of the law and lacks
the imagination to appreciate any interpretations of
law unot dictated by his own rigid orthodoxy. He
allows for no play at the joints of government
because he has lingered too long with tradition. He
is always among the last if not the very “last to lay
the old aside.” So we have been told.

The liberal, though, stands unfettered. He stands
for grand and sweeping accomplishments in a grand
and sweeping manner. He stands for the free and
expedient  construction of statutes and of law
generally. He is for more play at the joints. His
method is to determine first what must be done, to
decide what is just and equitable and for the
common good and then let the law find the ways to
accomplish it. He stands for the cscape from
tradition and, above all, for freedom from a closed
and narrow view of the law, [reedom o reexiumine
every phase of every issue no matter how long the
issue may have been considered closed.

It was valid to assume that when Mr. Kennedy
undertook to take us to the new frontiers we would
move with liberal strides. It was valid to assume
that, in the manner of Franklin Roosevelt, he would
fix his social and economic goals and move full
speed ahead, leaving it to the courts to construe the
Constitution. And he was also the debater. It was
also valid to assume that there would always be room
for debate.

It was somewhat of a paradox, then, when the
President announced quite categorically a few wecks
ago that the Constitution “clearly” forbids federal
aid for church-related schools and when he told us
a few days later that the Everson decision precludes
any debate on the subject. And it was a genuine
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curiosity to find rallied round the flag, in support
of the President, influential groups whose only
appeal was an appeal to tradition, an appeal to our
“American tradition of separation of church and
state.” Here was a quaint package of orthodoxy and
tradition, so round and firm but loosely packed.

What is there in Everson ‘that requires this
absolute declaration? What is there in our tradition:
which prosecribes federal aid to church-related
schools? Whﬁ_t is there in our Constitution which
clearly forbids such aid?

The Constitution speaks neither of schools nor,
for that matter, of any wall of separation between
church and state. The First Amendment simply
states that “Congress shall make no law respecting
an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the frec
exercise thereof.” It is a courageous thing, to be sure,
but ill-advised for the President to cull the meaning
of that rather _imclcar clause from the obiter dicta of
one judge written in one case decided by the
Supreme Court of the United States. It is rather odd,
too, because the case on which the President relied
held that aid to parochial schools, in the form of
free bus transportation for children attending those
schools, did not violate the First Amendment. After
so holding for the court, Mr. Justice Black, who
wrote the majority opinion, went on to express his
view that neither the states nor the Federal Govern-
ment can, consistently with the first amendment,
“pass laws which aid one religion, aid all religions,
or prefer one religion over (Cont. on page 26)

There is nothing in our traditions or in Supreme Courl decisions
which proscribes Federol aid 1o church-related schools
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Pope Pius X11 has declared:
“Whoever takes any part in
kindling or reviving the light
of Faith in even one home, can
be certain that the impulse of
Divine Power which springs
- [rom that home will go on in-
| creasing foreuver.
| “Whoever has helped to-
ward the ordination of even
‘ one  Missionary Priest will
have an abundant share in all
J the Masses which that Priest
| offers and in the [ruits which
J flow from his Apostolic labors
| and his holy life.”
[

| MuesE THoucnTs of the Holy
| Father are wonderfully con-
| soling for those who might he
wondering how to arrange for
prayers for their immortal
souls after their death. This
causes anxiety to many per-
sons, particularly elderly per-
S0Ns,

To leave a gift to Graymoor
in your will for the education
of worthy hoys for the Priest-
hood is a certain way to have,
as the Holy Fatlier says,
“an abundant share in all the
Masses” these future priests
will offer,

The drawing up of a
is & prudent thing to do. For
as Our Blessed Lord said,
“Watch, therefore, for you
know neither the day nor the
hour,”

While we do not know the
day nor the hour, we do know
that even the most popular and
friendliest persons are soon
forgotten. A famous New York
priest frequently said during
his lifetime: “If you are in-
clined to be proud of yourself,
you should attend'your
month’s mind Mass to discover
how quickly you are forgot-
ten.”

This good Priest had offered
many a month’s mind Mass
which contrasted most remark-

will .

ably from the funeral Mass, as
far as dtteml.uuc was "'con-
cerned. So be good to yom-
self and arrange to be remem-
bered by those whom you will
help to God’s Altar by your
charity. Self-love as distin-
guished from selfishness™and
inordinate self-love, is not only
good but it is a matter of Di-
vine Precept.

Pope Pius XII has also smd
“There exists in fact a defense
an esteem, a love and aeset V-
ice of one’s personal se]f

which is not only justifiedbut -

demanded by psychology and
morality. Nature makes this
plain, and it is also a lesson

of the Christian Faith. "'0u1'

Lord taught, ‘“Thou shalt ]ove
thy neluhbm as thyself. Chnbt

then, proposes as the rule of
love of neighhor, dumly’tto-'

wards oneself, not the “con-
trary.”

All the above will be ful
filled if in arranging your, will
you insert:

“l give, devise,

3

and

Atonement, Inc., Graymoor

Garrison, N. Y., the sum of
$o o for. the erfucatron
of worthy young men for the :

Priesthood. %

If you desire further mfm-
mation, or if we can assist you
in any way in making theqe_:ax-

rangements, please write tous.

Jbe-' :
queath to the Friars of ‘the
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Sometimes God Says No
Countinned from page 22

If it had not been for your faith and
trust in those past few weeks, 1 would
not even have this job today, for |
would never have the cour: e o oap-
ply for it. It was vour hope that |
could not shatter. It was vour Luth
in me that 1 could not let down. You
know, this may sound childisl, b
I was mortally afvaid that ot the end
you would think of something that
would get us out of this ser pe. |
think it would have crushed me com-
pletely, for it would have
that 1 was not it to be the lr ad ol
the Tamily, the man of the house, |
wanted to be the one who tukes cave
of you, not vice versa. 1 love vou so
much and we—c\u\'lhlm, is turning
out for the best.”

“Yes, darling, everything is for the
best, il we only trust in God and do
our best,” she whispered happily, be-
fore the next pain engulfed e,
bringing them a step closer to the Tul-

fillment of their love and hopes. 1

nrove i

The Great Education Debate

Continued Trom page 7

another” and that “no tax in any
amount, large or small, can be levied
to support any religious activitics or
institutions.”

It is rather vash, 1 should think, to
rely on any one decision of anv one
court to establish a principle of con-
stitutionnl law. [ do not mean to
suggest that the meaning of the Con-
stitution varies with the variations in
the membership of the court nor do |
mean to imply that Chiel Justice
Hughes was quite correct when he
saicd that “the Constitution is whut
the judges say it is.” There is too
little of fact and too much of fallacy
in the adage that the state of the
law depends on the state ol the
justices” indigestion. But, surcly, it is
not wnsound to say that we can
aceepl a single case, or the obiter
dicta of a single ease, as though it
were the last result of human wis-
dom? It is, I should think, evident
that there is more wisdom in the
method of those of the President's
supporters who would turn to tradi-
tion and to other cases to find the
meaning of the First Amendment.

It has been said many, many times
before, I am sure, that ours is o
religions heritage. “We are a religions
people,” Mr. Justice Douglas once
noted, “whose institutions presuppose
a Supreme Being,” The Northwest
Ordinance ol 1787 written by the
men who wrote the Constitution ex-
pressly stated that religion was the

Continued on pave 28
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@ RINGS and TRINKETS

If you no longer have use for
them ... help a poor Mission by
sending them on to the Graymoor
Friars.

Fr. Andrew, S.A.

Graymaoor, Garrison, N.Y.

GIVE TO
ST. ANTHONY’S BREAD
FOR THE POOR

Help the Graymoor Friars train
deserving young men for the
Missionary Priesthood.

Send donations to:

ST. ANTHONY'’S BREAD

Graymoor, Garrison, N.Y.

IMPORTANT NOTICE!

e Eighth Graders
e High School students
e College men

We Are Now Accepting
Candidates
For
GRAYMOOR'S

e St. John's Minor Seminary
o S1. Joseph's Novitiate

e St. Pius X College

e Atonement Major Seminary

If You Would Like To Be
A GRAYMOOR PRIEST

Te work on Home or Foreign Missions

To Preach, Teach, WRITE — to save souls

cut out, fill out, return

)
—————————— ——— ————

VOCATION DIRECTOR
Graymoor, Garrison, N.Y.

Mame

Address

City State

Phone Age

Schooling Completed
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Continued from page 26

concern of government and that it
was in the interest of good govern-
ment to encourage religion, We have
had innumerable manifestations of ow
religious traditions—chaplains in both
houses of Congress, chapels on our
military establishments, the invoca-
tion of God and the asking of God’s
benediction at the President’s inaugu-
ration and at the commencement of
the sessions of Congress, the proclama-
tions "of Thanksgiving Day, “in God
we trust” stamped upon our coins. To
say now that there always has been
and always must be a complete “wall
of separation” between church and
state is to take a myopic view of
history and to introduce a metaphor
which has little meaning and less
merit.

Catholics, Protestants, Jews, agnos-
tics, atheists—all, I do suppose, can
and do aceept the principle of separa-
tion of church and state but the same
principle, I am afraid, has different
meanings for different people. The
separation principle was a guarantee
to religions that the state would not
interfere with the affairs of church.
It was never intended to foster hos-
tility  between  government and
religion or to create a preference for
irreligion over religion itself. The fact
is recorded in history and established
by long continued custom. And the
custom itsell of governmental aid to

religion itself has heen consistently.

affirmed in the decisions of the
Supreme Court of the United States.

In 1899 a unanimous Supreme
Court, in Bradfield v. Roberts, found
no impairment of the First Amend-
ment when the Federal Government
built a hoespital in the District of
Columbia for the Sisters of Charity of
Emmetshurg, Md. And nine years
later not a single justice was heard to
dissent when, in Quick Benr v. Leupp,
the court approved dishursements of
Indian funds by the Secretary of the
Interior to the Bureau of Catholic
Missions to provide parochial schools
among the Sioux. Indeed, the custom
of appropriating federal funds to sub-
sidize religious schools among the
Indians had been, even then, a Con-
gressional practice consistently fol-
lowed for a period of over eighty
years. Again in 1930 a unanimous
court, in Cochran v. Louisiana, a
court on which sat Mr. Chief Justice
Hughes, Justice Holmes, Justice
Brandeis and Justice Stone, found
nothing unconstitutional when the
state of Louisiana elected to provide
secular textbooks for children attend-
ing parochial school,

[t is rather late in the day to
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suggest’ that church-related schools
must, by reason of the First Amend.
ment, be excluded from governmental
assistance. This, I do Dbelieve, is to
say that church-related schools do not
perform a public service. Is that a
reasonable assertion? Isn't that to
ignore the fact that there are secular
subjects taught in  church-related
schools? The student in the Jewish
Day School learns that two and two
are four the same as the student in
the public school:- In the Catholic
Parochial School the United States is
bounded on the east by the Atlantic
Ocean and on the west by the Pacific
just as it is in the public school, And

- in the Lutheran School a plural sub-

ject requires a plural verb just as it
does in the publie school.

There is not only a great injustice
but, it would appear, little of reason
or logic in the exclusion of church-
related schools from federal grants in
aid of education, No ease and no
justice has ever suggested that reli-
gion must by governmental [iat be
made subordinate to irreligion. His-
tory does not require the exclusion,
Nor is there any case which suggests
that non-preferential aid to all schools,
publie, private and sectarian, is for-
bidden. The Everson dicta about
which the President spoke f[orbade
the use of tax money to aid religion.
It forbade a preference for all
relicions over irreligion. Is this not
a far different thing from a proscrip- |
tion of governmental aid lor the
secular service which the chureh-
related schools render to the state?

Would it not appear, therefore,
that the very dogmatic assertion of
the President is based upon a very
dubious assumption? Would it not
appear that the President’s own
view is actually at war with the Ever.
son dicta when the Everson dictn is
given a proper construction? Would
it not appear that the President’s
orthodoxy is at war with American
tradition itself? 1

Unitas: A Quest For Unity
Continued from page 13

of non-Catholic individuals and groups
visiting the HMHoly City. Presently the
Foyer is being continued with the
help of the (Dutch) Ladies ol Beth-
any. Every Tuesday evening a small
cadre of unity minded lay people
meet there for discussions and talks
on Unity. The Foyer Unitas also
serves as an informal meeting ground
for social gatherings with Protestants
and Orthodox.

The English edition of Unitas, like
its French and Italian counterparts, is
under the general editorship of Tr.

Continued on page 30
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