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In the past half-century, comprehensive studies have 

been made by individuals and agencies to determine the future 

role of black institutions in American higher education. 

Early studies concerning black higher education suggested 

ways to improve and strengthen the black colleges; however, 

it was not until the year 1964 that major legislation, in the 

form of the Civil Rights Act, was passed. 

The purpose of this study was to describe the passage 

of the Higher Education Act of 1965, and to evaluate faculty 

development programs at selected black institutions in light 

of the objectives and guidelines established for the use of 

Title III funds. To carry out the purpose of this study, 

six questions were formulated. These questions dealt with 

(1) the eligibility requirements for colleges and univer-

sities, (2) the Title III programs related to faculty 

development, (3) criteria to be used by institutions for 

selection of faculty members, (4) enhancing the chances for 

black institutions to compete with predominantly white 

institutions, (5) the effects of the programs in terms of 



short-term gains versus long-term gains, and (6) the insti-

tutions ' ability or inability to take full advantage of 

opportunities provided under Title III. 

The population for this study included twelve black 

institutions in Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Texas. The inter-

view technique was used to collect the data. The data were 

also collected from the files of the U.S. Office of Educa-

tion. The analysis of data involved summarizing responses . 

to interview questions and data submitted by the institu-

tions to the U.S. Office of Education. 

The findings of this study are as follows: (1) All 

twelve institutions under study meet the eligibility require-

ments. (2) There are four programs that lend direct or in-

direct support to faculty development. These are the 

Visiting Scholars Program, the Professor Emeritus Program, 

the National Teaching Fellowship Program, and the Faculty 

Development Program. (3) There are no definite criteria 

established by the U.S. Office of Education to be used by 

developing institutions for selection of faculty members 

under the fellowship program. (4) The funds provided under 

Title III have given black colleges a better chance to com-

pete with other institutions. (5) The programs under Title 

III have had an impact on both a short-term and a long-term 

basis. (6) The black institutions have taken advantage of 

the opportunities provided under Title III with certain 



restrictive factors: limited funds available for the 

developing institutions, differences between amounts author-

ized and amounts appropriated for the Title III programs, 

financial inability to employ full-time coordinators of 

Title III programs, changes in personnel in the U.S. Office 

of Education and in the institutions, and problems associ-

ated with the changes in guidelines, application forms, and 

procedures from year to year. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Most'of the twelve institutions under study had their 

origin in the missionary movement of the northern churches 

and in the .land grant legislation first enacted in 1862. 

At least five times in the past half-century, comprehensive 

studies have been made by individuals and agencies to deter-

mine the future role of black institutions in American 

higher education. 

•In 1917, the Phelps-Stokes fund sponsored a study of 

these institutions (4). In 1928, Arthur J. Klein of the 

U.S. Office of Education completed a similar study and recom-

mended ways to strengthen and improve these colleges (5). 

In 1942, the staff members of the U.S. Office of Education 

completed a comprehensive survey of the higher education of 

blacks (2). 

In 1960 and again in 1962, the concerned administrators 

and educators - indicated their vital interest by contributing 

to two special issues in the Journal of Negro Education on 

the role of Negro colleges. These special issues included 

a study of the role of private .Neg.ro colleges (7) and a study 

of public Negro institutions (8). 



In 1965, Earl J, McGrath completed a study of 123 black 

institutions and reported some specific suggestions of ways 

to improve and strengthen the existing black colleges and 

universities (6). He made this suggestion: 

None of the predominantly Negro colleges 
should be allowed to die until their present 
and prospective students can be fully assured 
of better educational opportunities elsewhere 
(6 , p. 6) , 

In discussing the condition of black colleges in 1965, 

McGrath felt that the most serious weakness stemmed from 

recruitment and retention of qualified faculty members who 

were growing professionally (6, p. 110). In his opinion, 

until these colleges and universities .are able to seek, 

retain, and develop faculty members, most of their other 

problems can only be abated temporarily. These problems are 

related to better curricular offering, instruction, and 

achievement (6, p." 111). 

He recommended that the following measures be taken to 

overcome such weaknesses: 

Programs to help strengthen the faculties 
in the predominantly Negro institutions, such as 
graduate fellowships, faculty exchanges, and 
summer institutes, deserve extensive additional 
support from foundations, corporations, individual; 
philanthropists, and state and federal bodies 
(6 , p. 123) . 

In light of the importance and need for the existence 

of these predominantly black colleges, it became imperative 

to strengthen and to improve the academic programs of these 



existing institutions in order to meet a need which even • now 

could not be met without them. 

In the last decade, these black institutions have re-

ceived their major financial support from private sources 

such as the Ford Foundation, the Woodrow Wilson Faculty 

Fellowships Program, the United Negro College Fund, the 

Danforth Foundation, religious denominations, individuals, 

and several other sources. However, the black private 

church-related institutions are still in dire need of finan-

cial support in order to provide the type of education that 

is needed to bridge the gap between the preparation of stu-

dents coming from segregated schools and the students coming 

from predominantly white public schools. 

Even though early studies concerning black higher edu-

cation suggested ways to improve and to strengthen these 

existing colleges, it was not until the year 1964 that major 

legislation such as the Civil Rights Act was passed. The 

passage of the Civil Rights Act, while it was not specifi-

cally an educational legislation, proved to be central to 

the enactment of other major bills that have been passed 

since 1964. During the period from 1963 to 1969, the follow-

ing major bills were passed: The Higher Education Facilities 

Act of 1963, The Civil Rights Act of 1964, The Economic 

Opportunity Act of 1964, The Vocational Education Act of 

1964, The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, 

and The Higher Education Act of 1965. 



-The passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 introduced 

many uncertainties regarding the future role of these insti-

tutions. This act not only meant equal opportunity for the 

black, but it also meant a threat to the very existence of 

the black institutions. In light of this act, the educators 

faced a new problem of whether these black colleges would 

be discontinued as predominantly black institutions/ or' 

whether they would be completely closed due to lack o.f 

financial support from private sources as well as public 

appropriations and from the lack of enrollment. 

On November 8, 1965, President Johnson signed Public 

Lav.7 89-329, the Higher Education Act of 1965. For the fiscal 

year 1966, Congress.provided five million dollars to imple-

ment Title III of PL 89-329. These funds were.to be used 

for both cooperative programs and national .teaching fellow-

ships (1) . 

On August 25, 1966, a conference with representatives 

from developing institutions, as well as established coopera-

tive institutions, was called to discuss the policies and 

procedures for the operation of Title III. On this occasion, 

President Johnson, in a letter to Harold Howe II, the. 

Commissioner of Education, stated, 

Now, as our population increases and our 
responsibility grows to educate leaders for 
tomorrow, it is urgent that our developing 
colleges achieve maximum strength. The new 
partnership between these colleges and our 
established universities is a heartening sign 
for the future (9, p. 1). 



Benjamin £. Mayes, President, Morehouse College, in' 

presenting "The College Perspective" at this conference, 

pointed out that 

There is an area of need that no government 
program is meeting. What is going on now is very 
helpful but unless an institution is in a posi-
tion to compete in the open market for the best 
faculty, get and hold them, new buildings and 
equipment, fellowships to train faculty, special 
projects to do this or that at the college or in 
the community will prove self defeating in the 
long run (9, p. 33), 

Most of the states under study, like Texas, had 

developed a plan for financial support to state institutions 

on an equal basis. The black, state institutions did not 

face a financial crisis as did private church-related col-

leges , which largely depended upon the support from the 

denominations and private gifts and grants from philanthro-

pists. However, the problem faced by the black state insti-

tutions in the, area of faculty retention are based not so 

much on an inadequate or different salary scale as they are 

on a higher demand for qualified black teachers by other 

state institutions, private universities, industries, and 

government. 

In an editorial which appeared in Parade, Pamela Swift 

described the major problem as follows: 

The most competent faculty members of these 
Negro colleges have been recruited by white insti-
tutions in the past'few years to teach courses in 
black studies and other subjects of their expertise. 
At the same time, white universities are also re-
cruiting the best black students they can find. 
What therefore is left for the black colleges 
(10, p. 10)? 
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In October,. 1969, four years after the passage of the 

Higher Education Act of 1965 and the beginning of 'the 

Title III program,, the presidents of 111 predominantly black 

colleges formed a national organization to press for more 

funds and greater influence on public policy (3, p. 4). 

Vivian W. Henderson, President of Clark College in 

Atlanta, Georgia, described their goals: 

The presidents would, work for a "reorder- . 
ing of priorities on the national scene and 
. . . in higher education" (3, p. 4). 

By July 1, 1970, this act had been in operation for 

five fiscal years. Beginning with the fiscal year of 1971, 

congress had authorized the Commissioner of Education to 

entertain requests from participating institutions on a 

three-year projected program basis. At this stage, it seemed 

appropriate to make an interim evaluation of all the programs 

under Title III related directly or indirectly to the 

faculty development program and based upon the purpose and 

objectives of this act. 

Many questions have been raised by presidents of black 

institutions as to the level of support provided under 

Title III, and as to what procedures the presidents might 

expect. The purpose of Title III as stated in the announce-

ment of the program is 

to assist in raising the academic quality of 
smaller colleges and universities which have 
the desire and potential to make a substantial 
contribution to higher education but which for 
financial and other reasons are struggling for 



survival and are isolated from the main current 
of academic life. In this title, the term 
"developing institutions" was used to designate 
such institutions (1, p. .1) . 

These were the key questions raised by such a stated 

purpose: Is there any special provision to support black 

colleges under this act? In the five years of operation,, 

can the funds expended under Title III be justified on the 

basis of performance? Would the financial support under 

Title III mean a long-range strengthening of the faculty of 

these black institutions, or would it be a concentrated type 

of approach to take care of the present needs? Have these 

issues that have been raised been answered? 

Statement of the Problem 

This study has been conducted in light of the objectives 

which were established for the use of funds designated by 

Title III of the Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended. 

The central problem of this study was to evaluate the impact 

of Title III upon twelve selected, predominantly black col-

leges in Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Texas. Although this 

study deals with all operations influenced by Title III, it 

places particular emphasis upon faculty development programs. 

Purposes of the Study 

One purpose of this study was to review and describe 

the passage of the Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended. 

Another purpose was to describe in detail the objectives and 
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guidelines set-forth in Title III, "Strengthening Developing 

Institutions." Further, this study evaluates the faculty 

development programs in light of the objectives and guide-

lines established fo.r the use of Title III funds. The study 

includes a survey of all Title III programs directly or in-

directly related to faculty development at these twelve black 

institutions. To determine the effectiveness of these pro-

grams , a study has been made of data from applications and 

progress reports submitted to the U.S. Office of Education. 

Questions for Which Answers Will Be Sought 

To carry out the purposes of this study, the following 

questions were formulated. These questions were used only 

as a guide to seek answers for the stated problem. They 

were not presented to the persons being interviewed under 

this study. 

I. What are the eligibility requirements for colleges 

and universities to qualify for financial support under 

Title III? 

II. What are the programs under Title III that lend 

support directly or indirectly to faculty development? 

III. Are there any definite criteria to be used by 

recipient institutions for selection of a faculty member to 

receive aid under such programs? 

IV. Have the funds provided under Title III given black 

colleges a better chance to compete with other institutions 



of higher, education, .in the areas of recruitment and retention 

of qualified faculty members? 

V. Has the major impact been to provide long-term 

strength in faculty .at these black colleges or to provide 

short-term gains to meet the critical shortage on hand. 

VI. Have these colleges, which meet the eligibility 

requirements, taken full advantage of the opportunities pro-

vided under Title III? If not, what are the factors respon-

sible for their non'-participation? 

Basic Assumptions 

It was assumed that the institutions under study have 

a definite role to play in higher education and will con-

tinue to play this vital role in the future. 

It was assumed that five years of operation had been 

sufficient time to.clarify the purpose and objectives of 

Title III. 

It was assumed that five years of participation in 

Title III would be sufficient experience to provide a basis 

for evaluating the effectiveness of the program. 

It was further assumed that the progress reports as 

submitted by participating colleges to the Division of Col-

lege Support of the U.S. Office of Education would provide 

valuable evidence on the operation of the program. 



Limitations 

This study was limited to twelve institutions in Texas, 

Louisiana, and Oklahoma. These institutions are fully 

accredited and meet the eligibility requirements of Title 

III, Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended. 

The study was further limited to'those predominantly 

black colleges that have received financial support under 

Title III, "Strengthening Developing Institutions," for the 

last five years. 

The Instrument 

The coordinator at each institution under study was 

contacted by letter and an interview date was set. The 

interview lasted approximately fifty minutes. Each co-

ordinator was asked the same basic questions. (See 

Appendix C for sample questions used in the interview.) 

To establish the validity of the questions to be asked 

in the interview, six coordinators were contacted by letter 

and by telephone. Those items that were agreed upon by five 

of these six coordinators were included in the final inter-

view. 

Procedures for Collection of Data 

Permission was obtained from the U.S. Office of Educa-

tion to utilize its files for this study. A study of appli-

cations and progress reports made to the Office of Education 
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provided quantitative data on the level of college participa-

tion and support under Title III. 

To get further understanding of the specific programs, 

permission was also obtained for interviews to be conducted 

with coordinators of Title III programs on each campus. 

Additional information was sought from the presidents, the 

academic deans, and the business managers to validate the 

information obtained through the interviews with coordinators. 

Procedure for Analysis of Data 

Responses to the questions asked in interviews were 

analyzed and categorized according to the subject matter, 

and the findings were reported in summarized form. Due to 

the use of the interview, it was not possible to subject the 

data to statistical analysis.• It was felt that a standard-

ized questionnaire would be too limited to get the coordi-

nators' true opinions of the influence of Title III programs. 

For this reason, the personal interview technique with open-

ended questions was selected as the most appropriate method 

for this study. •• 

The data from the applications and progress reports as 

submitted to the Office of Education were summarized and 

reported in tables in light of questions raised in the study. 

Recommendations, implications, and conclusions were 

drawn from the interviews conducted on each' campus as well 
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as from the data gathered from files in the Office of Educa-

tion and from a review of related literature. 

Summary 

The purpose of Chapter I has been to introduce the study 

and to state its problem, purpose, limitations, and basic 

assumptions. The'need for faculty development programs at 

predominantly black colleges has been noted as well as.a 

concern for answers to questions raised by presidents of 

black colleges as stated in the purpose of this study. 

The historical development of the participating institu-

tions, the passage of the act, its purpose, objectives, and 

guidelines for Title III are dealt with extensively in 

Chapter II. 

The details of the procedures for collection of data 

and findings are reported in Chapter III. Chapter IV is 

devoted to a summary of the study, conclusions drawn from 

its findings, and recommendations based upon these conclu-

sions. . 
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CHAPTER II 

A REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND 

SUPPLEMENTAL DATA 

This review of literature was undertaken to obtain in-

formation related to the evolution of federal aid to educa-

tion and to the passage of the Higher Education Act of 1965. 

Further research was undertaken to obtain information per-

taining to the operation of Title III, "Strengthening 

Developing Institutions" during the fiscal years from 1966 

to 1970. This research also traced the historical develop-

ment of the twelve black colleges under study. The materials 

reviewed included the U.S. Statutes at Large, Congressional 

Record, government reports, articles, books, independent 

studies, and the U.S. Office of Education records. 

This review of literature will be presented in the 

following sequence: (1) the historical background of 

federal aid to education, (2) the passage of the Higher 

Education Act of 1965, as amended, (3) the provisions of 

that act, and (4) related studies. 

The Historical Background of Federal 
Aid to Education 

United States federal education policy began with pro-

visions for organizing and settling the Northwest Territory. 

14 



15 

The uai-ioi* was btxll a. con.cedera'cxon of states when the con™ 

grass passed the Land Ordinance of 1785 (3, p. 25)'. This • 

lav/ provided for land surveys in the western territory , 

directing that the sixteenth numbered section of each town-

ship be reserved for the support of public schools. Two 

yecirs later .ihe Ordinance of 1787 was passed and became known 

for the following statement: "Religion, morality, and 

knowledge, being necessary to good government and the happi-

ness of mankind, schools and the means of education shall 

forever be encouraged" (3, p. 25). 

After the adoption of the Constitution of the United 

States, the Congress of the federal government expanded this 

educational land grant legislation, whose precedent had been 

set by the Congress of the Confederation. Several states 

e granted salt lands, lands for internal improvement, and 

imp lands. Portions of these lands were authorized for 

in the support of public education. 

The federal government further extended its aid to pub-

lic education in 1837, when the congress distributed among 

the states some $28,000,000, the surplus revenue in'the 

ted States Treasury. The share of each state, determined 

the number of that state's representatives and senators 

Congress, was to be entirely controlled by the $tate 

government. Except for a few specifically designated grants, 

these early grants of land and money were made for general 

wer 

swal 

use 

Uni 

by 

in 



education; Congress seldom limited their use .to specific 

areas of education. 

During the years of the Civil War, Congress made 

definite changes in its educational policy. In an effort 

to promote certain specific types of education among the 

states, Congress began to impose restrictions upon the use 

of educational grants. This new policy was incorporated 

into the Morrill Act of 1862 (.22, p. 503). The land made 

available under this act was specifically designated for 

promoting the agricultural and mechanic arts. In 1867, 

Congress authorized the establishment of the U.S. Office of 

Education, to be used as a national center of educational 

information. In 1870, this agency was named the "Bureau of 

Education." In 1887, the Hatch Act was passed, authorizing 

the establishment of Agricultural Experiment Stations under 

the direction of land-grant institutions (23, p. 440). In 

1890, Congress passed the Second Morrill Act, authorizing 

the distribution of money on an annually-appropriated basis 

(24, p. 417). This money was to be used only for certain 

specified fields of education. Discrimination based upon 

race or color was prohibited under this act, except in cases 

in which the state or territory maintained separate land-

grant colleges for white and colored students and the federal 

appropriation was divided between them. The Adams Act, 

passed in 1906, increased the amount of the annual appropri-

ations for such activities (2 5, p. 63). 
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In 1914, Congres's "passed the Smith-Lever Act, authoriz-

ing cooperative extension work for individuals not able.to 

attend land-grant colleges and universities. One of the 

chief characteristics of this act was its requirement of the 

matching of federal appropriations above ten thousand 

dollars (26, p. 372). 

The National Defense Act of 1916, amended in 1920, . 

authorized the President to establish Army Reserve Officers' 

Training Corps at civil educational institutions. The 

operational responsibilities of these units were vested in 

the civil authorities of the institutions. The National' 

Defense Act of 1916 was further amended in 1925 to establish 

Naval Reserve Officers' Training Corps units at these insti-

tutions (27, p. 166). The Purnell Act, passed in 1925 (28, 

p. 970), and the Capper-Ketcham Act, passed in 1928, author-

ized further increases in the financial support to the land-

grant institutions (29, p. 711). 

In 1935, the President, by an executive order, created 

the National Youth Administration, which was to initiate and 

administer programs, for persons between the ages of sixteen 

and twenty-five. Its major objectives were to administer a 

student aid program, a work projects program, and a guidance 

and placement program. This agency was the first one of its 

kind to offer financial aid to undergraduate and graduate 

students in colleges and universities. Its program was 

designed for students who could not continue their education 
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because of financial difficulties. A' special Negra. Graduate 

Aid Fund was established to assist black students 'who could 

not be assisted financially by the institution due to the 

lack of funds (6, pp. 96-98). 

On June 8, 1936, President Roosevelt approved the 

George-Deen Act (30, p. 1488). Under this act, federal aid 

to vocational education was further increased. In 1939, the 

President appointed an Advisory Committee on Education to 

study the vocational education programs as they existed, as 

well as federal, aid to education in general. The committee 

recommended that federal aid to vocational education, voca-

tional rehabilitation, and the land-grant colleges be con-

tinued. The committee furthermore recommended new grants 

for the following programs: (1) general aid to elementary 

and secondary education, (2) improved training of teachers 

and other education personnel, (3) construction of school 

buildings, (4) administration of departments of education 

within the states, (5) educational services for adults, 

.(6) library service for rural areas, and (7) cooperative 

educational research, demonstrations, and planning (6, 

P.131). 

Under the Reorganization Act of 1939 (31, p. 561), 

President Roosevelt' submitted the following plan to Congress 

regarding regrouping of various independent agencies that 

administered federal aid to education: 
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Because of the relationship of the educa-
tional. dpportunities of the country to the 
'security! of its individual citizens, the Office 
of Education with all of its functions, including, 
of course, its administration of Federal-State 
programs of vocational education, is transferred 
from the Department of Interior to the Federal 
Security Agency. This transfer does not increase 
or extend the activities of the Federal Government 
in respect to education, but does move the exist-
ing activities into a grouping where the work may 
be carried on more efficiently and expeditiously, ' ' 
and where coordination and the elimination of 
overlapping may be better accomplished. The Office 
of Education has no relationship to the other 
functions of the Department of the Interior. 

Thej National Youth Administration is trans- • 
ferred from the Works Progress Administration to 
the Federal Security Agency since its major pur-
pose is to extend the educational opportunities 
of the youth of the country and bring them through 
the processes of training into the possession of 
skills which enable them to find employment. 
Other divisions of the Federal Security Agency 
will have the task of finding jobs, providing for 
unemployment compensation, and other phases of 
social slecurity, while still other units of the 
new agency will be concerned with the problem of 
primary |and secondary education, as well as voca-
tional education and job training and retraining 
for employment. . . , For similar reasons, the 
Civilian Conservation Corps is placed under the 
Federal Security Agency . . . (31', p. 562) . 

The abov|e-mentioned plan of action brought all agencies 

related.to education together, with one chief administrator 

directly responsible to the President. Congress, approved 

the President's plan of action, and it became effective 

July 1, 1939. 

In 1940, Congress passed the Lanham Act, authorizing 

federal aid to local governments for construction, maintenance, 

and operation of facilities, including educational institu-

tions. This act was passed as an emergency measure to cope 
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with the increase in population due to the influx of military 

personnel and defense workers (32, p. 1125). 

In 1943, the national priorities in the federal policy 

on education were reviewed and reevaluated. In light of the 

long involvement in the war, the Administration felt obli-

gated to veterans of World War II in two ways: (1) a purely 

humanitarian desire to help those people who sacrificed their 

educational opportunity in order to serve their country, 

and (2) to train manpower for a peacetime economy. This 

type of national concern brought about the enactment of the 

Servicemen's Readjustment Act, better known as the GI Bill 

of Rights (33, p. 288). Under this act, benefits were pro-

vided under the following two categories: (1) to help 

rehabilitate the disabled veteran as well as civilians, and 

(2) to provide a readjustment program for veterans. Under 

these programs, both tuition and living costs were paid by 

the federal government. Student financial aid was also 

provided by various ROTC programs and Cadet Nurse Training 

Programs to encourage people to enter professions that were 

critically short of manpower (18, pp. 36-37). This type of 

student financial aid program resulted in overcrowding of 

colleges and universities across the nation. 

In order to cope with the increased student enrollment 

at various colleges and universities, Congress, amended the 

Lanham Act of 1940 to include a re-use program for housing 

as well as a program for veterans' educational facilities. 
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The Federal Public Housing Authority, authorized under the 

Lanham Act, was assigned responsibility for dismantling, 

moving, and reerecting housing that became surplus property 

already under the control of this agency (18, p. 51)« 

In addition to the distribution of surplus property 

at a very low cost, the colleges and universities were granted 

an "adjusted compensation" for the education of veterans. 

This adjusted compensation was interpreted as payment for 

the cost of additional teaching personnel and of materials 

and supplies for instruction. However, the power of the 

federal agency to determine the cost of instruction was 

greatly challenged. 

In 1944, Congress passed the Public Health Service Act 

to encourage medical research (34, p. 693). This research 

was carried out under a contract with various school's of 

medicine, as well as by the centers established by the 

federal government for this specific purpose. 

In 1946, Congress enacted the Vocational Education Act, 

the Research and Marketing Act, the Atomic Energy Act, and 

the National Mental Health Act (35, pp. 775, 1082, 755, 421). 

These bills were approved to meet the critical shortage of 

manpower in various technical fields as well as to conduct 

research in agricultural economics. During World War II, 

the federal government started supporting research in the 

natural sciences. In the 1930*s and 1940"s, federal policy 

on education was confined to land-grant institutions and 
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specifically to programs of agricultural and vocational edu-

cation. However, by 1950, the federal policy on education 

had been expanded to include basic and applied research.in 

the natural sciences, teaching, and research in medicine. 

By 1950, higher education was receiving nearly 196 million 

dollars in income from the federal government, as compared 

to 30 million dollars in 1940 and 15 million dollars in 

.1930 (14, p. 347). 

Since large sums were involved in conducting contrac-

tual research on a nationwide basis, it was necessary to 

create an agency to oversee these complex operations. In 

1950, Congress authorized the establishment of the National 

Science Foundation, to be responsible for such research 

activities (36, p. 149). Even though the federal government 

was spending large sums of money on contracted research, the 

spending was primarily limited to large, better-known uni-

versities. Sidney J. French, Dean of Faculty, at Colgate 

University, indicated his concern over the neglect of 

smaller'colleges in this way: 

It seems to us highly important that federal 
funds for research purposes be widely enough 
distributed to include the smaller, typically 
undergraduate colleges, so that research will not 
be confined, alone, to the large universities. 
Otherwise, there is danger that scientific work 
in the smaller colleges will tend to atrophy. 
There are already signs that this is happening. 
The evidence clearly indicates that the smaller 
colleges have in the past trained considerably 
more than their share of the nation's leading 
scientists (8, p. 18). 
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Another concern over the federal government1s excessive 

emphasis on research in natural sciences and their neglect' . 

of the social sciences and the humanities, was voiced by 

Hollis P. Allen. He said, 

It would belabor the point to comment at 
length on the lag of the social and economic 
fields of study behind the physical sciences. 
Suffice it to say the federal government should 
be concerned that it not be a party to an in- i 
creased social lag. . . . We fear that over the - j 
years, if the present federal emphasis on re- • 1 
search only in the natural sciences is continued, ' i 
the courage of the colleges and universities to j 
retain balance may wane (2, pp. 281-282). I 

• i 
In July, 1952, Congress enacted a bill, H.R. 7656, which 

i! 
extended most of the benefits of the original G.I. Bill of 

| 

Rights to Korean veterans. Under this program, the payment 

was made directly to the veteran to defray the cost of edu- j 

cation. The veterans were responsible to pay tuition fees ! 

out of their monthly allowances granted, to them under the 

program. This led veterans to avoid high-tuition colleges 

and universities, î .e. , private colleges and universities. 

On May 17, 1954, in the case of Brown vs. Board of Edu-

cation of Topeka, Kansas, the Supreme Court ruled out the 

legality of "separate but equal" and decided that separate 

educational facilities were "inherently unequal." The court 

did not order the immediate desegregation of schools, 

realizing the local problems involved; however, it did hold 

local school boards responsible for solving the problem. 

After the 1954 Supreme Court decision, several attempts were 
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made in Congress, especially by Representative Adam C. 

Powell (D-N:Y.), to bar aid to segregated school systems. 

The administration would have faced the new problem of get-

ting federal aid-to-education bills through Congress if the 

amendment, as offered by Representative Powell bad been 

accepted on the floor of the house (1, p. 70). 

In 1958, when the Soviets launched the first space 

vehicle, the Russian advancement stimulated Americans into 

thinking about their own educational growth and their ad-

vancement in the area of science and technology. Even though 

Congress had authorized the establishment of the National 

Science Foundation in 1950 to oversee the research activities 

conducted by universities, no substantial student financial 

aid bill was passed until the National Defense Education Act 

of 1958 (37, p. 1580). Under.this act, federal aid to edu*-

cation was divided'into three broad categories: CI) to 

assist students at the college and university level through 

student loan programs and National Defense Fellowships, (2) 

to assist states at the elementary and secondary levels., and 

(3) to encourage research in the improvement of teaching 

with the use of audio-visual and related media. 

By this time, the increase in college enrollment caused 

by the G.I. Bill of Rights benefits to veterans had begun to 

level off at.small colleges. Due to the high cost of tuition 

fees and other educational expenses, it became increasingly 

difficult for non-veterans to go to private colleges and 
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universities without financial aid. The provisions under 

Title II of the National Defense Education Act provided 

loans to undergraduate students at a very low interest rate 

and with a very lenient repayment plan. Through a graduate 

fellowship program, Title IV of this act also helped the 

undergraduate students who wanted to continue in graduate 

studies. 

In .1960, .a presidential election year, both the Demo-

cratic and Republican parties adopted federal, aid to educa-

tion as a major issue for their platforms. Democrats 

favored a liberal general aid to education, including aid to 

private schools as well as aid to increase teachers' salaries 

in both public and private schools. Republicans opposed 

this view on the grounds that it would permit federal control 

of public education on the local and state,level. However, 

the end result of the conflict between the parties was that 

no federal aid to education bill was passed during the 

period from 1960 to 1963. The only action taken by the 

Congress during, this three-year period was extension of 

existing bills that had been due to expire. 

In 1960, Congress amended the original Morrill Act to 

increase appropriation for resident teaching grants at land-

grant institutions (3C, p. 525). In 1961, the Housing Act 

of 19 50 was extended to include college housing on a larger 

basis. In view of the scope of research and development 

carried out by educational institutions under a contract 
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with the federal government, Congress authorized payments 

of -indirect costs involved in these projects. The payments 

were based upon a fixed rate of indirect cost established 

between the institutions and the federal agencies (39, 

p. 437). 

President John F. Kennedy, several times during the 

first two years of his administration, encouraged Congress to 

approve federal aid-to-education bills, as recommended by 

his administration; however, the bills were defeated either 

on the objection to federal control of education or on de-

segregation issues. In January, 1963, President Kennedy' 

tried to encompass various federal aid-to-education programs 

so that the overall education bill would please a majority 

of the members of Congress who for one reason or another 

could not agree on any one issue. In his message on educa-

tion to Congress, President Kennedy stated the following: 

. . . the federal Government—despite in-
creasing recognition of education as a nationwide 
challenge, and despite the increased financial 
difficulties encountered by states, communities 
and private institutions in carrying this burdens-
has clearly not offered sufficient help to our • • 
present educational system to meet its inadequacies 
and overcome its obstacles (16, p. 107). 

He outlined three basic goals for education as follows: 

(1) the quality of instruction must be improved; (2) the 

physical facilities must be expanded to meet new demands 

based .upon increased enrollments; and (3) special educational 

services must be provided to increase the opportunities and 
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ligion, sex, income, or educational achievement (.16, p. 107). 

He recommended the following to achieve these goals: 

. . . the prompt enactment of a program to 
provide loans to public and non-profit private 
institutions of higher education for construction 
of urgently needed academic facilities. . . . a 
program of grants to states for construction of 
public community junior colleges. . . • . a program 
of grants to aid public and private non-profit 
institutions in the training of scientific, 
engineering and medical technicians in 2-year 
college-level programs, covering up to 50% of 
the cost of constructing and equipping as well 
as operating the necessary academic facilities. 
. . . a strengthening of the National Science-
Foundation matching grant program for institu-
tions of higher education to expand and improve 
graduate and undergraduate science facilities. 
. . . the authorization of federal grants to in-
"stitutions of higher education for library 
materials and construction, on a broad geographic 
basis, with priority to those most urgently re-
quiring expansion and improvement. . . . author-
izing a program of project grants to help colleges 
and universitji.es improve their teacher preparation 
programs by upgrading 'academic courses and staff, 
by encouraging the selection and retention of 
their most talented prospective teachers (16, 
pp. 110-113). 

With these recommendations, President Kennedy trans-

mitted a comprehensive education bill, the National Educa-

tion Improvement Act of 1963, to Congress. Representative 

Adam C. Powell (D-̂ sT.Y.), chairman of the Education and Labor 

Committee, introduced this bill to the House, and Senator 

Wayne Morse (D-Oregon), chairman of the Labor and Public 

Welfare Subcommittee, introduced the bill to the Senate. 

The bill was not approved in its entirety as requested by 

the President; however, it did represent a major breakthrough 
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for increased federal aid to higher education. The five 

major bills enacted in 1963 included the following: (1) a' 

college construction aid bill, (2) a new and expanded voca-

tional education program, (3) a one-year extension of the 

National Defense Education Act, (4) a two-year extension 

for aid to federally-impacted school areas, and (5) a pro- . 

gram to train teachers in specialized fields. Because of 

the enactments of these broad education programs, President 

Johnson, at the time of signing the college aid bill, called 

this session of Congress "the Education Congress of 1963" 

(5, pp. 188-189). 

The Higher Education Facilities Act of 19 63, as passed 

by Congress, provided a five-year program of federal grants 

and loans to public as well as private institutions of 

higher education. Congress also made a special provision 

for construction of physical facilities for public junior 

colleges. It was under this act that most of the black 

colleges were able to secure loans to construct academic 

•facilities such as libraries, science buildings, classroom 

buildings, fine arts buildings, and physical education 

buildings. The act also provided grants up to 33-1/3 per-

cent of the total cost of the construction of new facilities 

(40, pp. 363-399). 

In 1964, Congress enacted several new education bills, 

as well as extending the existing ones. Among the major 

bills enacted which had an impact on black colleges was the 
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Economic Opportunity Act,, establishing the Job Corps, the 
- - ~ ! 

Community Action Program, and the Upward-Bound Programs. 

Another important education measure passed in 1264 was the 

Anti-Poverty Bill, providing funds for student work-study-

programs (41, pp. 508-534). Congress further aided educa-

tion by extending the National Defense Education Act of 1958. 

But the most historic bill of the year was the Civil 

Rights Act of 1964 C42, pp. 241-268). Although not an edu-

cation bill, this act had profound effects upon higher edu-

cation and upon federal aid to education. With the passage 

of this act, discrimination based upon race, color, and 

national origin became unlawful. All colleges and univer-

sities receiving any federal aid were required to indicate 

their full compliance with the provisions of Title VI of the 

Civil Rights Act. Full compliance with the provisions of 

the Civil Rights Act meant for public and private colleges 

and universities to integrate their student body, faculty, 

staff, administration, and other auxiliary enterprises, 

such as. dining and housing facilities. The enactment of the 

Civil Rights Act provided a legal solution to a social prob-

lem that the nation had faced for over a century. With the 

federal government holding the power to appropriate finan-

cial aid to colleges and universities under various cate-

gories, it became imperative for these institutions to meet 

this problem of integration as quickly as possible. Col-

leges and universities that were predominantly white started 
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to recruit black undergraduate and graduate; students as well 

as black faculty members and administrators. This move by 

predominantly white institutions, while solving one problem 

of integration, created another problem for predominantly 

black colleges and universities. 

The black institutions began to face the problem of 

recruitment of students as well as a more serious problem 

of recruitment and retention of faculty members. The prob-

lems associated with recruitment and retention of qualified 

black faculty members became especially acute when pre-

dominantly white institutions started to acquire the best 

qualified black faculty members by offering salaries and 

rank often greatly out of line with those offered to non-

black faculty members. Thus, while black people as individ-

uals enjoyed the outcome of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 

the black institutions faced greater difficulties in attract-

ing gifts and grants, not only from the federal government 

but especially from the private-sector. The black institu-

tions became increasingly dependent upon federal aid to 

education under various categories. 

The Passage of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 

On January 12, 1965, President Johnson, in his special 

message on education to Congress, proposed that the national 

goal should be declared as of "Full Educational Opportunity" 

(17, p. 25). The following excerpts from the complete text 
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of the President's message will provide a summary of the 

recommendations made by the President for broad college edu-

cational aid programs: 

. . . Nothing matters more to the future of 
our country; not our military preparedness—for 
armed might is worthless if we lack the brain 
power to build a world of peace; not our produc-
tive, economy—for we cannot sustain growth with-
out trained manpower; not our democratic system 
of government—for freedom is fragile if citizens 
are ignorant. » . . 

. . •. I will submit a request for $1.5 bil-
lion in new obligational authority to finance the 
programs described in this message. This expendi-
ture is a small price to pay for developing our 
nation's most priceless resource (17, p. 26). 

HIGHER EDUCATION 

Higher education is no longer a luxury, but 
a necessity. Programs enacted by Congress in the 
past have contributed greatly to strengthening 
our colleges and universities. These will be 
carried forward under my 1966 budget, which 
includes: • 

A. Assistance to Students 

I recommend a program of scholarships for 
needy and qualified high school graduates to 
enable them to enter and to continue in college. 
For many young people from poor families loans 
are not enough to open the way to higher educa-
tion . 

. . . I recommend that the existing college 
work-study program be made available to more 
students and that authority for the program be 
transferred to the Department of Health, Educa- • 
tion and Welfare.--that a part of the cost of 
interest payments on guaranteed private loans to 
college students be paid by the Federal Government. 

B. Aid to Smaller Colleges 

I recommend that legislation be enacted to 
strengthen less developed colleges. 
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Many of our smaller colleges are battling 
for survival. About 10 percent lack proper 
accreditation, and others face constantly the 
threat of losing accreditation. Many are 
isolated from the main currents of academic 
life„ 

Universities should be encouraged to enter 
into cooperative relationships to help less 
developed colleges, including such assistance 
as: 

A program of faculty exchanges. Special 
programs to enable faculty members of small 
colleges to renew and extend knowledge of their 
fields. A national fellowship program to en-
courage highly qualified young graduate students, 
and instructors in large universities to augment 
the teaching resources of small colleges * The 
development of joint programs to make more effi-
cient use of available facilities and faculty. 

In union there is strength. T-his is the 
basic premise of my recommendation. 

C. Support for College Library Resources 

I recommend enactment of legislation for 
purchase of books and library materials to 
strengthen college teaching and.research.. 

50 percent of our four-year institutions 
and 82 percent of our two-year institutions 
fall below accepted professional standards in 
the number of volumes possessed. 

D. University-Community Extension Program 

I recommend a program of grants to support 
university extension concentrating on the prob-
lems of the community. 

Institutions of higher learning are being 
called on ever- more frequently for public ser-
vice—for defense research, foreign development,, 
and countless other programs. They have per-
formed magnificently. . . . 

The role of the university must extend far 
beyond the ordinary extension-type operation. 
Its research findings and talents must be made 
available to the community. 

E. Special Manpower Needs 

I recommend: grants to institutions of 
higher education for training of school, college 
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extension and expansion of grants for training 
teachers and handicapped children (17, pp. 30-
33) . 

With these recommendations, President Johnson submitted 

this broad college aid bill to the Eighty-Ninth Congress. 

Representative Adam C. Powell (D-N.Y.), chairman of the 

House Committee on Education and Labor, introduced the bill 

to the House. Representative Edith Green, Chairman of the 

Special Subcommittee on Education, held hearings from 

February 1 to March 19, 1965. In support of the administra-

tion's bill, Anthony J. Celebrezze, Secretary of Health, 

Education and Welfare, stated the following: 

The program enacted by the 88t.h Congress 
will contribute greatly to strengthening our 
colleges and universities, but there is still 
much to be done. 

By 1970, our colleges must be prepared to . . 
add 50 percent more enrollment to their facili-
ties, which; are already overcrowded. Even with 
the present; availability of loans and private 
scholarships and work-study programs, approxi-
mately 100,000 able high school graduates each 
year will not go to college if student aid oppor-
tunities arp not expanded (17, p. 26). 

Francis Keppel, Commissioner of Education, appeared 

before.the subcommittee on February 2, 1965. In support of 

the President's recommendation pertaining to aid to smaller 

colleges, Francis Keppel stated the following: 

In the; United States today there are about 
2,300 institutions of higher learning, and, of 
course, more are being built. Of the present 
2,300, about 10 percent of the colleges granting 
the baccalaureate degree are not accredited by 
the appropriate regional or professional associ-
ation. They simply haven't met the minimum 
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standards needed for accreditation. Yet. they 
are still functioning, and for the most part, 
they are trying their best to give their stu-
dents a reasonably good education. Far too 
often, however, they are not really succeeding, 
and that.is the tragedy to which this legisla-
tion is addressed (11, p. 78). 

Further testimonies were heard from Broadus N. Butler, 

assistant to the Commissioner; Herman R. Branson, professor 

and head of the department of physics at Howard University; 

Alfred T. Hill-, Executive Secretary of the Council for the 

Advancement of Small Colleges; and John L. Bennett, staff 

member of the Council for Advancement of Small Colleges. 

Senator Wayne Morse (D-Oregon), chairman of the sub-

committee , introduced the bill to the Senate. The Senate 

held hearings on the bill from March 16 to June 11, 1965. 

Many of the witnesses were the same as those who appeared 

before the House. The Senate Labor and Public Welfare Com-, 

mittee reported the final bill with an addition of a new 

title for equipment and faculty improvement requested by 

many educators who testified before the committee. This new 

title provided funds for improvement of undergraduate in-

struction. 

On October 20, the House approved H.R. 9567, the. 

Higher Education Act of 1965, with a vote of 313-63. A 

Republican motion to delete the Teacher Corps section from 

the bill was defeated by a 152-226 roll call. '.The Senate 

passed the final bill without opposition, and the bill was 

sent to the White House. 



On November 8, 1965, President Johnson signed the 

Higher Education Act of 1965 into lav; (P.L. 89-329) (43, 

p. 1219). In his remarks at the signing of the bill he 

said, 

This bill . . . would provide scholarships 
and loans and work opportunities to 1 million of 
that 1.3 million that did not get to go on to 
college. . . . In the next school year alone, 
140,000 young men and women will be enrolled in 
college who, but for the provisions of this bill,-
would have never gone past high school (43, 
p. 1220). 

The Provisions of the Act 

The Higher Education Act of 1965, as signed by President 

Johnson, provided financial aid to higher education under 

seven categories known as titles. The provisions under each 

of these titles were a.s follows: 

Title I: Community Service and Continuing Education 

Programs, provided funds to states to set up programs to 

help meet rural, urban, or suburban community' needs, with 

special emphasis on solving problems in urban and suburban 

areas. ' The states were authorized to create a special agency 

to coordinate such programs on- a statewide basis. The plan 

as submitted by the state agency had to be approved by the 

Commissioner of Education. The state agency would also set 

forth guidelines for giving federal funds to colleges and 

universities. Among the'types of programs eligible under 

this title were seminars to be held for architects, 
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engineers, poxice, city officials, social workers, teachers, 

school officials, or city and regional planners. 

Title II: College Library Assistance and Library 

Training and Research, provided three,kinds of grants to 

colleges and universities. The Commissioner of Education was 

empowered to make basic, special purpose, and supplemental 

grants. A basic grant was awarded on a one-to-one matching 

basis to acquire library materials such as books, periodi-

cals, documents, magnetic tapes, and phonograph records. 

Special purpose grants were to be made to institutions show-

ing special library needs. This need could arise from the 

joint use of libraries or from the geographic location of 

the region. In order to receive a special purpose grant, 

an institution had to match every $4 of Federal money with 

$1 of its own funds. Supplemental grants were awarded on 

the basis of $10 per full-time student at a college. Match-

ing funds are not required for supplemental grants. 

Title III: Strengthening Developing Institutions, 

provided funds to carry out cooperative arrangement programs 

and to set up national teaching fellowship programs. The 

act authorized appointment of an Advisory Council on Develop-

ing Institutions to help the Commissioner determine what 

institutions would qualify. 

Under a cooperative program, a developing institution 

could work in concert with other developing institutions, 

with established colleges and universities, or with business 
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organizations. The forms of'the programs under cooperative 

arrangements were not completely spelled out, thus making it 

possible for colleges and universities to plan a program 

best suited to their needs. Some of the possibilities sug-

gested under this title were as follows: 

Exchange faculty members, 
Bring in visiting scholars, 
Exchange students, 
Introduce new courses, 
Share libraries or laboratories, and 
Offer faculty and administration improve-

ment programs—including fellowships for. junior 
faculty members of developing institutions lead-
ing to advanced degrees at other institutions. 

Under a national teaching fellowship program, graduate 

students or junior faculty members from established colleges 

or universities could either teach a new course or could 

relieve one of the faculty members of the developing insti-

tution to do his graduate work. A maximum ,tjme limit of two 

years was set for fellowships awarded to anyjone individual. 
i 

The maximum stipend allowed under this progrdm for a fellow-

ship was $6,500 per academic year, plus an allowance of 

$400 for each dependent. 

The act also specified that only developing institutions 

could apply for assistance under this program. 

Title IV: Student Assistance, provided federal scholar-

ships for undergraduate students and federally subsidized 

student loans, both for the first time in the history of 

federal aid to education. The scholarships, called Educa-

tional Opportunity Grants, were authorized to help the 
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students with exceptional financial needs. The grants could 

range from $200 to $800 for the first yearr with a matching 

requirement of equal sums from NDEA loans or from institu-

tional loans and scholarship funds. The funds available, 

for the work-study program were excluded from meeting these 

matching requirements. 

Allocations of funds were made among the states on the 

basis of college enrollment in the state, including public 

as well as private institutions. The administration of the 

program was left up tc the college officials, who were also 

to decide the eligibility of the students. 

The federally subsidized student loan program had two 

distinct advantages to students. (1) The federal government 

would insure the loan up to $1,500 on an annual basis to 

any student enrolled in the college so that the student 

would not have to prove that he and his family were finan-

cially strong .in order to qualify for 'the loan. (2) Students 

from families having an adjusted family income of less than 

$15,000. would be exempted from paying the interest on the 

loans during the period that the students were enrolled; 

however, after graduation the federal government would pay 

three percentage points during the repayment period. 

Title IV also amended the National Defense Education. 

Act to pay colleges administrative expenses under NDEA, and 

to charge students any collection service charge that the 

college must incur (20, p. 4). 
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Title V: Teacher. Programs provided funds for estab-

lishment of the National Teacher Corps and funds for fellow-

ships for -graduate study to elementary and secondary school 

teachers (20, p. 6). 

Title VI: Financial Assistance for the Improvement of 

Undergraduate Instruction: Under this title, grants could 

be made to colleges and universities for teaching equipment 

and for minor .remodeling of undergraduate facilities. The 

federal grant has a matching requirement of one-to-one. 

However, in cases where the college could not participate 

financially on this basis, the state coordinating agency' 

could recommend the federal share to be as high as 80 per-
* i 

cent. The program was to be administered through state 

agencies appointed or created by each state (20, p. 7). 

Title VII: Amendments to the Higher Education Facili-

ties Act: Under this title, categorical restrictions on 

the kinds of facilities eligible for grants and loans under 

the original Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 were 

removed. However, the restrictions concerning facilities 

for auxiliary enterprises and religious activities were 

still maintained (20, p. 7). 

A discussion of the overall impact of the provisions 

described above under the Higher Education Act of 1965 was 

outside the scope of this study. Therefore, no effort was 

made to include data pertaining to the impact of all the 

titles under the Higher Education Act of 1965. However, the 
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purposes of this study requires understanding the implica-

tions of federal aid to black colleges. This understanding 

may be aided by a description of related studies made in 

this area. 

Related Studies 

The review of literature revealed that much data has' 

been published relative to the financial needs of pre-. 

dominantly black colleges and their inadequacies in different 

areas. However, no specific study has been made to point 

out the impact of Title III of the Higher Education Act of 

1965 as it relates to black institutions. This presentation 

will summarize the problems of predominantly black institu-

tions as perceived by persons connected with the U.S. Office 

of Education, by students within these institutions, and by 

persons related neither to the U.S. Office of Education -nor 

to the institutions. 

Francis Keppel, U.S. Commissioner of Education, in the 

article."The Emerging Partnership of Education and Civil 

Rights," commented about the effect of the Civil Rights Act 

of 1964 upon education. He stated the following: 

. . . integration cannot prosper unless we 
do something about the accumulated effects of 
past inequality in the schools. . . . 

School officials in the South have shown 
increasing willingness to assume their share of 
responsibilities under the Civil Rights Act of 
1964. . . . However, the act of desegregating 
is only a beginning. Our goal must be the widest 
possible opportunity for all youth—without ex-
ception or equivocation. 
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• „ . „ v:e need to create a corps of outstand-
ing teachers for thess schools, teachers who are 
trained. . . . The successful teacher has warmth 
and insight which no legislative act can accom-
plish (12, pp. 204-206). 

Robert D, Strom, associate professor of education at 

Ohio State University, in an address to the Inner City League 

for Deprived Youth in Washington, D.C., presented his views 

on inequality as follows: 

For most American Negroes . . . while elimina-
tion of discrimination is a requisite of equal 
opportunity, nevertheless educational competence 
must be achieved before economic equality can be 
realized.' . . . 

Some 90,000 students are enrolled in the 
Nation's 116 Negro colleges, most of which are 
located in the South. While there are exceptions 
among them, . . . the consensus among both white 
and Negro academic leaders is that most Negro 
colleges and universities, even those that are 
accredited, are dangerously low in academic 
quality. . . . This limitation seriously affects 
the colleges' ability to'stock their faculties 
with highly educated personnel. . . ., 

In conclusion, an immediate problem confront-
ing American education is that for a quick and 
dramatic upgrading of both those public schools 
that feed Negro colleges and of the Negro colleges 
themselves. Economic equity, proportionate to 
the Negro element in the total population, is 
dubious until such time as his educational train-
ing is commensurate to that of the white (20, 
pp. 463-465). 

Francis J. Barros, assistant professor of education at 

Howard University, in the article "Equal Opportunity in 

Higher Education," discussed the federal government's role 

in higher education as follows: 

. . . The Federal Government has two direct 
roles in higher education. First, it must 
guarantee the statutes barring discrimination, 
and secondly, it must make more financial aid 
available. . . . 
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• Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act bars 
discrimination based on race, color, or national 
origin "under any programs or activities receiv-
ing Federal financial assistance" . . . Title IV 
of the Civil Rights Act, Title III and XI of the 
National Defense Education Act, provide funds to 
improve qualifications of individuals engaged in 
the teaching of disadvantaged youth, and funds 
on a matching basis to strengthen specific sub-
ject areas. .. . . But these are only limited 
sources of funds, and even if used to capacity, 
will not solve the financial problem of equal 
opportunity to all youth (4, pp. 313-315). 

Barbara Penn Stembridge, president of the College of 

Liberal Arts student council during 1967-68 at Howard Uni-

versity, presented her reasons for the inadequacy of higher 

education for black Americans as follows: 

. , . (1) They copy inadequacy. (2) They 
perpetuate inadequacy by stifling Black creativ-
ity. (3) They.perpetuate inadequacy by policing 
the faculty. (4) They refuse to come to grips 
in a sane way with the affairs of this country. 
(5) They refuse to understand student protest 
and the educational revolution (19, p. 320). 

She advocated the establishment of universal community col-

lege education in order to eliminate these inadequacies. 

After two years of operation of the Title III programs, 

Charles L. Haves, chief of the Developing Institutions 

Branch of the Division'of College Support, presented his 

views on "Institutional Appraisal and Planning for Equal 

Educational Opportunity" as follows: 

. . . adequate institutional planning must 
be at the pinnacle of any institution's forward 
thinking if it is to proceed for the type of 
competitive grantsmanship evidenced in the more 
sophisticated institutions. This type of prob- • 
lem is particularly germane to predominantly 
Negro institutions . . . (10, p. 323). 
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Hayes pointed oat that there are' two fundamental issues 

which face black institutions: these are (1) a trend of 

decrease in enrollment at small private as well as state 

institutions, (2) an inability to produce leaders "who are 

not only strong, but who will skillfully and wisely guide us 

through the traps of callousness and intellectual myopia 

which endanger all free men, regardless of race. . . . " He 

further pointed out that 

. . . there is no virtue in being small. . . . 
The virtiae is in your capacity to use your size, 
and that is what justified your fight for sur-
vival. Only schools of the size and character 
of the predominantly Negro institutions can take 
the entire college population . . . and turn it 
into a genuinely complete community of scholars. 
•A large university cannot. . . . 

The ultimate reason for the encouragement 
to thrive for such institutions is that they can 
do so much for the needs of this country. They 
are not relegated to the periphery (10, p. 329)... 

He emphasized the fact that the predominantly black institu-

tions would not be able to make a go of it alone. They need 

to help each other. Speaking of the possibilities for co-

operation, he stated the following: 

There are many avenues open and available 
for institutions to revise curricula, re-vamp 
administrations, re-educate faculties, exchange 
students. . . . There is a possibility of develop- . 
ing and strengthening the administrative skills 
in many of these institutions. . . . Our colleges 
cannot profess to make wise leaders unless they 
have at least the same abilities around and about 
them they claim to give their students (10, 
p. 325). 
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Speaking on the topic of "self-study," often completed for 

the regional accrediting agencies, Hayes stated the follow-

ing : 

. . . They consist of a hundred to two 
hundred pages of mindless description, carefully 
describing the way things are organized on 
campuses, and trying like crazy to avoid any 
revelation about what is really happening. They 
blandly note that the business office handles all 
financial matters, but make no mention of the 
probable fact the business manager and the 
president mutually hate each other, and have not 
spoken for years. . . . These are not self-
studies. They are self incriminations of the 
first order. We all know what the word "study" 
means. Why don't our institutions "get with it" 
(10, p. 327)? 

The views expressed above by Charles L. Hayes, in an article 

contributed' to The Journal of Negro Education, have special 

significance in the fact that he represented the office 

solely responsible for administering Title III programs. 

On March 1, 1968, the Center for the Study of Higher 

Education at the University of Michigan undertook a study 

of the "Use and Effectiveness of Title III in Selected' 

"Developing Institutions.1" The study was funded by the 

Bureau of Research and was conducted under the direction of 

James L. Miller, Jr. This was the first study of its kind 

conducted by an independent agency. The purpose of this 

study was to identify factors associated with program suc-

cess, so that the Advisory Council on Developing Institutions 

could make a better selection of projects for federal fund-

ing. The study was not an "evaluation" of the Title III 
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s ,c 
)i„ programs, nor did it include details on the operation oj 

Title III programs at a given institution. Thirty-seven . 

developing institutions in the South and Midwest were included 

in this study. The main inadequacy of information from this -

study was that it did not provide data to be used by 

developing institutions to make better use of Title III 

funds. It also did not include any of the black institutions 

from Texas, Oklahoma, and Louisiana with which the present 

study is concerned. Basically, the study was attempted to 

make recommendations to the Advisory Council. 

On October 23, 1969, the White House requested that 

the Federal Interagency Committee on Education staff under-

take the study to determine the precise level of federal 

support to traditionally black colleges as well as support 

to all institutions of higher education. On July 23, 1970, 

Robert H. Finch, Counselor to the President, released the 

first publication analyzing federal support by ethnic desig-

nation. The study, as completed by the FICE staff for the • 

fiscal year 1969, pointed out the startling fact that, out 

of more than $4 billion provided for support of institutions 

of higher education, only 3 percent, or $122.1 million, was 

received by traditionally black institutions. This sum, 

however, did not include an appropriation to Howard Univer-

sity in the amount of $36 million- dollars, since this con-

tribution appears as a line item in the Department of Health, 

Education and Welfare budget. Out of the total of $122.1 
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million,-the U.S. Office of Education' provided $78 million 

to traditionally black institutions; however, 50 percent of 

this money was designated for student financial aid pro-

grams (7, p. 2). 

The Developing Institutions Program (Title III of the 

Higher Education Act of 1965) is the only program that 

Congress enacted explicitly for evolving black institutions 

and other small colleges. 

In October, 1970, the same year that the White House 

requested a special report from FICE, the President announced 

the establishment of a task force under the chairmanship of 

James M. Hester, President of New York University, to assist 

the administration in establishing priorities in higher 

education. The task force made its recommendations under 

three categories: (1) Immediate Federal Priorities, (2) 

Continuing Federal Priorities, and (3) Institutional Priori-

ties. Under the title of Immediate Federal Priorities, the 

task force recommended that special efforts be made to 

•increase financial aid for disadvantaged students and the 

traditionally black colleg'es. In reference to financial aid 

to black colleges, the task force made the following recom-

mendations : 

While we hold desegregation to a proper 
national goal, today these institutions are' 
providing many young Americans uniquely useful 
educational opportunities. The traditional 
Negro institutions, severely handicapped 
financially, obviously must benefit equitably 
from all forms of government support to higher 
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education. They alsor hovevar, now need special 
assistance because of the important function they 
perform. For many disadvantaged Negro youth, they 
provide virtually the only accessible opportunity 
for higher education, 

More representatives of predominantly black 
institutions should serve on governmental policy 
bodies and on advisory and administrative com-
mittees and in effective staff positions. . . . 

We urge expansion of Title III of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965, as amended, relating to 
developing institutions, to provide more funds 
for general support (15, p. 6). 

The task force also recommended establishment of a 

National Academy of. Higher Education. As a primary respon-

sibility of this academy, the task force recommended as 

follows: 

. . . such an Academy would keep clearly before 
the nation and its legislative and governmental 
agencies the necessity of maintaining the quality 
of the educational experience as a continuing 
priority that must not be sacrificed as oppor-
tunities in higher education are quantitatively 
increased (15, p. 18). 

In the summer of 1971, the American Academy of Arts and 

Sciences devoted a whole issue of Daedalus to. presenting 

views relative to "The Future of Black Colleges," as held 

by various educators and civic leaders who have participated 

in programs for the advancement of black education in the 

past. Stephen R. Graubard, editor of the Academy and of. 

Daedalus, in his preface to the issue "The Future of Black 

Colleges," stated as follows: 

There is a considerable division about what 
the black colleges have accomplished in the past, 
and what they are in fact capable of doing in the 
future. Some .•. . accept that many of the black 
colleges are antiquated; only the strongest, they 
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say, ought to be maintained. Others find a 
mixture of arrogance and ignorance in. such a 
proposal. For them, the problem of the educa-
tion of blacks is a national obligation; the 
federal government is duty-bound to provide 
financial and other assistance (9, p. viii). 

This special issue is devoted to discussing more press-

ing problems faced by black institutions such as the problem 

of financing, questions relating to curriculum, organization, 

purposes, and the overall implications for these institutions 

in American society. 

The review of literature concerning the study of the 

historical background of federal aid to education, the 

passage of'the Higher Education Act of 1965, the provisions 

of the act, and related studies indicated that federal aid 

to traditionally black colleges has existed in one form or 

another from the inception of federal policy on education. 

However, the passage of time and several historic movements, 

including the Civil Rights Movement, have had profound 

effects on federal education policy. Especially since the 

passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and a series of 

other major financial aid-to-education legislation, aid to 

these institutions has become involved in the question of 

national priorities in federal aid to higher education. As 

evidenced by the task force report and FICE report, the 

present administration is clearly identifying with the 

recommendations of increasing aid to traditionally black 

colleges. 
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Since the inception of Title III of the Higher Education 

Act of 1965, approximately $95 million has been obligated 

for strengthening developing institutions. Funding for 

this program in the fiscal year 1969 was approximately 

$30 million. In light of the priorities as recommended by 

the President's task force, it seemed appropriate to make 

an interim progress report on Title III programs at the 

twelve selected institutions in Texas, Oklahoma, and 

Louisiana. 
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CHAPTER III 

COLLECTION OF DATA AND PRESENTATION 

OF FINDINGS 

The problem of this study, in addition to describing 

the purposes and objectives of Title III of the Higher Edu-

cation Act of 1965, was to determine the impact of Title III • 

upon twelve selected predominantly black institutions .in 

Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Texas. The following procedures 

were used to obtain appropriate data from the twelve colleges 

and universities: (1) construction of the initial interview 

questionnaire, (2) selection of a jury panel and validation 

of the initial questionnaire, (3) construction of the final 

questionnaire, and (4) conducting the interviews. 

Development of the Initial Interview 
Questionnaire 

A review of literature, institutions' proposals, related 

studies, progress reports of the institutions, and informal 

meetings with.college officials preceded the development of 

tentative questions for the interview. Thirty open-ended 

questions (Appendix A) were developed to provide information 

necessary to carry out the purposes of this study. 

54 
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Selection of the Jury Panel 

Six members with-diversified backgrounds were; selected 

to serve as the jury panel. The six members (Appendix B) 

included.(1) a member of the Advisory Council on Developing 

Institutions with the basic responsibilities of aiding the 

Commissioner of Education in identifying the developing in-

stitutions and making recommendations for the procedures and 

guidelines for the operation of Title III programs, .(2) an 

academic dean responsible for coordinating faculty develop-

ment programs(3) a director of institutional research, 

responsible for coordinating all federal programs for his 

institution, (4) a director of development, formerly respon-

sible for coordinating Title III programs, (5) an adminis-

trative assistant to the president responsible for coordinat-

ing all federal programs, and (6) a coordinator of Title III 

programs responsible for coordinating programs for six 

developing institutions under a consortium. 

Each jury member was contacted by telephone and re-

quested to participate in the validation procedure. All six 

members agreed to participate and to return their reactions 

to the questionnaire within fifteen days. 

Each member was asked to indicate on the questionnaire 

whether he felt each question was clearly stated. A space 

was provided at the end of the questionnaire for the member 

to submit additional questions, comments, or corrections. 

It was decided that acceptance of a question by five of the 
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six members of the jury panel would render the question 

valid to be included in the final interview questionnaire. 

Construction of the Final 
Questionnaire 

The final questionnaire was constructed from the reac-

tions of the panel. Four questions were deleted from the 

initial instrument because of their ambiguity. One sugges-

tion was made, to substitute the word "application" for 

"funding" in item twenty-six. This recommendation was in-

corporated in the final instrument (Appendix C). A revised 

instrument with twenty-six questions was used during the 

interviews conducted on each campus. 

Conducting the Interviews 

A letter explaining the nature of this study and the 

interview was sent to each coordinator at twelve institutions 

under study. A schedule of visits to each campus covering 

.a period of two months was included with the letter. The 

coordinators were requested to indicate their preference by 

circling the desired dates and times as first, second, and 

third choices. An attempt was made to accommodate most of 

the first choices of date and time indicated by coordinators; 

however, due to the geographic locations of the institutions, 

adjustments were made in the final scheduling of interviews. 

The date and time were also confirmed by telephone one day 

before the visit to each campus. 
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initially,- the interview was conducted with the Title 

III coordinator, except in cases in which the person was not 

familiar With the operation of the programs during the last 

five-year period. In cases such as these, other members of 

the staff were requested to participate. In addition to the 

interviews with coordinators, interviews were conducted with 

academic deans, business managers, and faculty members. ' In 

some cases, due to conflicts in schedule, a conference with 

these members of the staff was held by telephone in order to 

expedite the study. An average interview lasted forty-five 

minutes, except in cases in which quantitative data were 

necessary to answer questions, pertaining to information over 

a five-year-period.. 

In addition to the data collected from interviews, addi-

tional data were collected from each institution related to 

its historical development and any programs in progress that 

might be related to the study in determining the overall 

impact of Title III programs. 

Presentation of Findings 

The findings are presented in the following order: 

(1) a description of objectives and guidelines of Title III, 

(2) the historical development of the twelve institutions in 

alphabetical order, and (3) other data obtained as a result 

of the- present study. 
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Objectives and Guidelines of Title III 

The objective of the Developing Institutions Program, 

as described in the regulations governing this program,, is 

to strengthen colleges by assisting them in improving their 

academic and administrative quality through cooperative 

arrangement programs. The cooperative arrangement programs 

can be conducted among developing institutions or with 

established colleges or universities, organizations, • business 

entities, and other' independent agencies. The National 

Teaching Fellowships and Faculty Fellowships are also pro-

vided to strengthen the academic quality of eligible insti-

tutions . 

The eligibility of an institution is determined by the 

following criteria: 

(1) It must be a public or non-profit educational insti-

tution in any state. 

(2) It must admit as regular students only persons 

having a certificate of graduation from an accredited 

secondary school, or those having the recognized equivalent 

of such a certificate. The procedure must have been in 

effect five years prior to the institution's seeking assis-

tance under this title. 

(3) It must be legally authorized to award a bachelor's 

degree, or to provide not less than a two-year program which 

is acceptable for full credit toward such a degree. This 
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authorization must have been in effect for the preceding 

five-year period. 

(4) It should be accredited by a recognized accrediting 

agency or certified as making reasonable progress toward 

accreditation. 

(5) It should demonstrate that it is making a reasonable 

effort to improve the quality of its teaching, administra-

tion, and student services. 

(6) It must be struggling for survival due to its finan-

cial needs, and be isolated from the main currents of aca-

demic life. 

Besides establishing the criteria for eligibility of 

institutions, the guidelines also provide priorities in pro-

gram categories. The following factors are considered in 

determining the priorities for awarding grants to institu-

tions : 

(1) a strong desire of the institution to improve its 

various programs and its potential to develop as a result of 

a grant awarded- under this title; 

(2) a plan for- long-range improvement of faculty, admin-

istration, curriculum, and student services indicated.in the 

proposed program; 

(3) financial Support of the institution, including 

gifts and grants from the private sector; 

(4) curriculum offerings and library resources available 

to support the .programs; 
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(5) faculty salaries, degree achievement, teaching 

load, and other professional activities (also included is 

the ability of the institution to recruit and retain quali-

fied faculty members); 

(6) administrative leadership and the ability of the 

institution to attract grants from other, non-federal, 

sources; 

(7) the institution's own contributions to the proposed 

programs. 

The guidelines also provide four major categories for 

possible cooperative arrangement programs. They are (1)' 

administrative improvement, (2) student services improvement, 

(3) curriculum development, and (4) faculty development pro-

grams . 

The institutions which are eligible for grants under 

cooperative arrangement programs may also apply for National 

Teaching Fellowships. National Teaching Fellowships may be 

requested on a unilateral basis without applying for funds 

under cooperative arrangement programs. A National Teaching 

Fellow may receive a stipend of not more than $6,500, plus 

an additional allowance of $400 for each of his dependents. 

The institution employing the teaching fellow is responsible 

for paying for any difference in the salary agreed upon by 

the institution and the money provided under Title III. 

In view of the objectives and guidelines stated above,, 

it will be beneficial to know the historical development of 
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the twelve black institutions under study. This information 

will provide a background for the findings from the inter-

views conducted on each campus. 

Historical Development of Institutions 
Under Study 

The history of black educational institutions in the 

United States began in 1854. That was the year when 

Pennsylvania's Lincoln University was chartered, as Ashmun 

Institute, to train'ministers and missionaries for Africa. 

Two years later, in 1856, Wilberforce University was estab-

lished in Ohio. . At this time, " . . . Negro colleges were . 

established to meet a very important social need in America; 

namely, the need of the newly-freed Negro slaves to be edu-

cated in order to become constructive, contributing members 

of American society" (2, p. 196). Following are descrip-

tions of the twelve .institutions under study. 

Bishop College 

In.1881, Bishop College was established in Marshall, 

Texas, by a group of missionaries from the Home Mission 

Society of the Northern Baptist Convention. The college was 

established primarily as a liberal arts institution, but it 

provided educational opportunities for children and adults 

from kindergarten through the undergraduate years. In its 

early years, academic programs were geared to prepare 

teachers and ministers and to provide pre~professional 

training for lawyers, physicians, and dentists. 
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As early as 1892, Bishop College participated in a co-

operative arrangement program with Richmond Theological 

Seminary in Richmond, Virginia, and with Shaw University at 

Raleigh, North Carolina. Under these programs, the advanced 

students could enter either one of the two cooperating in-

stitutions after completing pre-ministerial or pre-professional' 

work at Bishop College. 

In 1929, after the interim presidency of A. B. Gilmore, 

Bishop College elected its first Negro president., Joseph J. 

Rhoads, a graduate of the college. The same year, the high 

school department was discontinued, and Bishop College was 

given unconditional rank as a senior college by the Texas 

State Board of Education. 

Under President Rhoads' administration, the college was 

approved by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools. 

In 1947, a junior college branch was opened in Dallas, and 

a graduate program leading to the Master of Education degree • 

was initiated. In 1951, Bishop College was realigned with 

the Baptist Missionary and Educational Convention. In 1952, 

M. K. Curry assumed the office of the president. The same 

year, the graduate program in teacher education was eliminated, 

and the campus was renovated with funds from the United 

Negro College Fund Capital Campaign. However, Bishop Col-

lege faced a real problem of survival due to the existence 

of another black college nearby (Wiley College). After 

much debate, the United Negro College Fund drew up a 



63 

proposal for moving Bishop College to Dallas. The Dallas 

Community Chest encouraged the efforts at relocation in 

Dallas and was successful in acquiring the necessary land. 

In 1956, the Board of Trustees approved the recommendation 

to move the institution. The college moved to Dallas in 

September, 1961. 

Early in January, 1964, to aid in promoting inter-

institutional cooperation, the college participated in the 

organization of the'Dallas-Fort Worth Metropolitan Inter-

University Council, which is composed of administrators from 

nine of the colleges and universities in the area and from 

the Southwest Center for Advanced Studies. 

The college is also a member of the Texas Association 

for Graduate Education and Research (TAGER), a consortium of 

private colleges and universities in the Dallas-Fort Worth 

metropolitan area. This association is committed to improv-

ing and expanding programs in graduate .education. 

In 1967, under an initial grant from the Ford Founda-

tion, the Texas Association of Developing Colleges (TADC), 

a consortium of six private, predominantly black- institutions, 

was organized. The organization is committed to improving 

the quality of undergraduate instruction and promoting co-

operation among the participating institutions. Institutions 

in the consortium are Bishop College in Dallas, Jarvis 

Christian College in Hawkins, Paul Quinn College in Waco, 
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Huston-Tillotson in Austin,- Texas College in Tyler, and 

Wiley College in Marshall. 

A headcount enrollment at Bishop College for the fiscal 

year 1970., as reported in the annual report' of the Coordinat-

ing Board of the Texas College and University System, indi-

cates growth in the enrollment for the last five-year period 

from 1965 to 1969. The headcount enrollment reported for 

1965 is 1,309;- fpr 1966, 1,242; for 1967, 1,592; for 1968, 

1,787; and for 1969, 1,960. The drop in enrollment for the 

year 1966 was partially attributed to the student unrest 

across this nation as well as to the cut in student finan-

cial aid funds. Most of the institutions under study exper-. 

ienced only a very slight increase in enrollment, if any, 

in 1966 as compared to 1965. The faculty-student ratio for 

the same five-year period was 1 to 17 for 1965, 1 to 17 for 

1966, 1 to 17 for 1967, 1 to 16 for 1968, and 1 to 17 for 

1969. For the same period, the faculty-student ratio at all 

Texas public senior colleges and universities, as reported 

in the annual report of the Coordinating Board, was 1 to 20.9 

for 1965, 1 to 20.7' for 1966 , 1 to 19.6 for 1967, 1 to 19.7 

for 1968, and 1 to 19.6 for 1969. Considering this factor, 

Bishop College was able to maintain a lower faculty-student 

ratio than that of most public institutions in the state of 

Texas. 

By the fiscal year 1969, the college had acquired a 

physical plant valued at 15.5 million dollars. This 



achievement was aided by both federal funds and private 

gifts and grants (1). 

Dillard University ' 

Dillard University originated with the merger of two 

other institutions founded in 1869 in New Orleans, Louisi-

ana. Straight University, later renamed Straight College, 

was founded by the Congregational Church. In the same year, 

Union Normal School, subsequently renamed New Orleans Uni-

versity, was established by the Methodist Episcopal Church. 

Both Straight College and New Orleans University began by 

offering instruction on the elementary level and later ex-

panding to the secondary, collegiate, and professional 

levels. Straight College operated a law department from 

1874 to 1886. In 1889, New Orleans University opened a 

medical department, including a school of pharmacy and a 

school of nursing. The medical department was named Flint 

Medical College, and the affiliated hospital was named the 

Sarah Goodridge Hospital and Nurse Training School. The 

medical college was discontinued in 1911, but the hospital, 

including the nursing school, was continued under the name 

of Flint-Goodridge Hospital. 

On June 6, 1930, Dillard University was chartered as a 

result of the merger of Straight College and New Orleans 

University, including Flint-Goodridge Hospital and Gilbert 

Academy, a unit of New Orleans University. 



The - trustees of DiHard University decided to continue 

the work of the hospital, but not that of Gilbert Academy.' 

On February 1, 1932, the new Flint-Goodridge Hospital of 

Dillard University was opened. Its bed capacity of 88 was 

expanded to 150 in 1960. 

The curriculum at Dillard University has been organized 

under five divisions of instruction: (1) the Division of 

Education, (2) the Division of Humanities, (3) the Division 

of Natural Sciences, (4) the Division of Nursing, and (5) 

the Division of Social Sciences. 

The full-time student enrolIment, as reported to the 

U.S. Office of Education, was 779 for 1965, 930 for .1966, 

938 for 1967, 1,010 for 1968, and 911 for 1969. The faculty-

student ratio was 1 to 15 in 1965, 1 to 16 in 1966 , 1 to 14 

in 1967, 1 to 16 in 1968, and 1 to 13 in 1959. . The value of 

the physical plant for the fiscal year 1969 was estimated at 

18 million dollars. The total number of volumes in the 

library for the academic year 1969-1970 was reported to be 

•87,513 (3). 

Grambling College 

Grambling College was founded in 1901 under the leader-

ship of Charles P. Adams, who came as a representative from 

TusKegee institute in Alabama.- From 1901 to .1905, Adams 

and his faculty of two •- •:-d^to promot-p* 1 i n -

dustrial school, which they hoped wo/. m ^ain state support. 
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Between 1901 and 1912, the institution was operated under 

private auspices. In 1912, the institution became a quasi-

public school. 

In 1918, the school became known as the Lincoln Parish 

Training School and operated under the direction of the 

Lincoln Parish School Board. 

In 1928, the school was made a state junior college, 

the purpose of which was to train elementary teachers for 

small rural schools. In 1936, the program was reorganized 

for a venture emphasizing rural teacher education. In the 

summer of 1936, Ralph W. E. Jones became the president of 

the institution. 

From 1936 to 1939, a two-year professional certificate 

and a diploma were awarded; and from 1939 to 1943, a profes-

sional certificate was awarded for three year1s work. In 

1940, a four-y.ear program was inaugurated, and the first 

Bachelor of Science degrees in elementary education were 

granted in 1944. In 1948, the teacher-education program was 

approved by the State Board of Education. 

The first secondary teachers were graduated' in 1953. 

In 1954, the State Board of Education authorized the insti-

tution to offer courses in pre-professional fields such as 

medicine, law, and dentistry. The institution also initiated 

a special summer program for accelerated students. 

During the 1958-59 school year, a liberal arts program 

was put into effect. During the academic year 1959-60, the 
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was reorganized under the following divisions: Division of 

Applied Sciences and Technology, Division of Education, and 

Division of Liberal Arts, In 196 3, the Division of General 

Studies was organized. 

The physical plant of the institution grew along with 

the student enrollment and the curriculum offerings. The 

full-time student enrollment for the five-year period from 

1965 to 1969 showed a slight increase from 1965 to 1967, 

with a decline in 1968 and 1969. The full-time student en-

rollment, as reported to the U.S. Office of Education, was 

3,268 for 1965, 3,642 for 1966, 3,964 for 1967, 3,489 for 

1968, and 3,582 for 1969. The faculty-student ratio was 

1 to 21 in 1965, 1 to 19 in 1966, 1 to 19 in 1967, 1 to 16 

in 196 8, and 1 to 17 in 1969. The value of the physical 

plant for the fiscal year 1970 was estimated t 39 million 

dollars (4). 

Huston-Tillotson College 

Huston-Tillotson College is a private, church-related, 

coeducational institution. The college had its origin in' ' 

two former institutions: Tillotson College and Samuel Huston 

College. In 1875, Tillotson College was founded in Austin, 

Texas. Two years later, in 1877, the institution was 

chartered. It was opened to students in 1881. In 1925, the 

school was recognized by the State Department of Education 

as a junior college. In 1926, the college became a woman's 
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college. In 1931, the State Department of Education approved 

Tillotson College as a senior college, and it returned to 

coeducational status in 1935, 

Samuel Huston College was organized in 1876 in Dallas, 

Texas, and was moved to Austin in 1890. The college was 

organized as a private educational corporation, under the. 

laws of Texas, on August 31, 1910. In September of 1926, 

the college was approved as a senior college by the Texas 

Department of Education. 

The proposal for a possible merger between Tillotson 

and Samuel Huston College was initiated by Fred L. Brownlee, 

of the American Missionary Association of the Congregational 

Church and was discussed with the Secretary of the Methodist 

Board of Education. The two colleges were merged in 1952, 

resulting in the founding of the present Huston-Tillotson 

College. .• 

M. S. Savage was chosen as interim president. At his 

retirement in 1955, J. S. Seabrook became the first presi-

dent of Huston-Tillotson College. Seabrook retired in 1965, 

and John Q. Taylor King became the president. 

Like most of the other institutions under study, Huston-

Tillotson experienced a very slight increase in student 

enrollment for the five-year period from 1965 to 1969. The 

Full-time student enrollment was 658 for 1965, 679 for 1966, 

651 for 1967, 798 for 1968, and 799 for 1969. The faculty-

student ratio reported for the same five-year period was 
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1 to 12 for 1965, 1 to 14 for 1966, 1 to 11 for 1967, 1 to 

17 for 1968, and 1 to 17 for 1969, 

The institution holds memberships in the United Negro 

College Fund and the Texas Association of Developing Col-

leges (5) . 

' Jarvis Christian College , 

Jarvis Christian College was founded in 1912. Major and 

Mrs. J. J. Jarvis made an initial gift of 456 acres of land 

for the education of Negroes. On January 1, 1912, Jarvis 

began its academic operation on an elementary level as. 

Jarvis Christian Institute, Its high school department, 

which was started in 1914 and accredited by the State Depart-

ment of Education in* 1924, was discontinued in 1938. The 

college was first accredited by the State Department of 

Education in September, 1941. In 1959, a reorganization of 

the administrative structure created the office of Executive 

Vice President. J. O. Perpener served in that position until 

1964, at which time he was appointed Provost and chief ad-

ministrative officer of the college. In 1966, he was 

appointed President of the college. 

Under Perpener's administration, Jarvis Christian Col-

lege and Texas Christian University of Fort Worth executed 

a "Memorandum of Understanding," which resulted in a Jarvis 

Christian College-Texas Christian University affiliation. 

The purpose of this cooperative arrangement was to facilitate 
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Jarvis1s'efforts and progress as a liberal arts and science 

college, As part of this program, Texas Christian University 

maintains a close advisory relationship to the college. 

As a result of close cooperation between Jarvis 

Christian College and Texas Christian University, the college 

was admitted to full membership and accreditation by the 

Southern Association of Colleges and Schools in 1967. In 

1968, the college attained full membership in the Association 

of Texas Colleges and Universities. Jarvis College is also 

a member of the- United Negro College Fund and the Texas 

Association of Developing Colleges. 

The student enrollment, as reported to the Coordinating 

Board, for the five-year period from .1965 to 1969 was as 

follows: 497 for 1965, 527 for 1966, 515 for 1967, 551 for 

1968, and 537 for 1969. The faculty-student ratio for the 

same five-year period was as follows: 1 to 15 for 1965, 

1 to 14 for 1966, 1 to 16 for 1967, 1 to 15 for 1968, and 

1 to 18 for 1969. These faculty-student- ratios were well 

under the overall state averages (6). 

Langston University 

On March 17, 1897, Langston University was established 

by Oklahoma's territorial legislature as the Colored Agri-

cultural and Normal Universityi Though the institution was 

chartered as the Colored Agricultural and Normal University, 

it has always been known as Langston University. 
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I. E: Pager a graduate of Brown University, became the 

first president. Under the administration of 2. T. Hubert, 

who took of 

secured to i 

ice in 1927, increased appropriations were 

underwrite an expanded program of liberal arts 

long-term p 

improve and 

the quality 

Faculty 

departments 

Development 

education and agriculture. In 1940, G. L. Harrison took the 

office of President. Under his administration, the college 

became accredited by the North Central Association of Col-

leges and Secondary Schools. In 1941, the Oklahoma Legis-

lature officially changed the name of the institution from 

the Colored Agricultural and Normal University to Langston 

University. 

In I960, William H. Hale, a graduate of Langston Uni-

versity, became president. Under his administration, a 

an covering a ten-year period was developed to 

expand the physical plant as we.ll as to upgrade 

of instruction. 

study of the educational program has resulted 

in (1) revision of the general education program required of 

all student^, (.2) revision of offerings in the divisions and 

and (3-) establishment of a faculty Freshman 

Study Group concerned with planning for in-class 

and out-of-cblass experiences. 

The student enrollment for the five-year period from 

1965 to 1969 was as follows: 1,054 for 1965, 1,187 for 1966, 

1,279 for 1967, 1,311 for 1968, and 1,336 for 1969. The 

faculty-student ratio for the same period was 1 to 21 for 



1965, 1 to 22 for 1966, 1 to 19 for 1967, 1 to 16 for 1968, 

and 1 to 19 for 1969 (7). . 

Paul Quinn College 

Paul Quinn College was founded by a small group of 

African Methodist Episcopal preachers in Austin, Texas, in 

1872. The institution was later moved to Waco and estab-

lished as a modest, one-building trade school. Here, newly-

freed slaves were taught blacksmithing, carpentry, tanning, 

saddlery, and other skills. 

As AME districts were developed throughout the South, 

funds became available for a larger school. Consequently, 

in 1881, two acres of land was acquired. Later, twenty more 

acres were added. In May, 1881, Paul Quinn College was 

chartered by the State of Texas. 

Taught by a faculty of five, the curriculum in the early 

days of the college included mathematics, music, Latin, 

theology, English, printing, carpentry, sewing, and house-

hold work. Through the eighty-one years of the college's 

existence, it has had twenty presidents. 

In 1962,.L. H. McCloney was elected president of the 

institution. The same year, the charter of the college was 

changed so that trustees could be elected without regard to 

race, creed, or color. As a result of this significant 

change in policies, several civic leaders in the Central 

Texas area were added to the board of trustees. 
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In .1967, the college became the sixth member cf the 

Texas Association of Developing Colleges. 

In tile ninety-seven years of its existence, the insti-

tution has acquired a physical plant valued at $4.5 million, 

as reported for the fiscal year ending in 1969. 

The student enrollment for the period from 1965 to 

1969 has been as follows: 372 for 1965, 565 for 1966, 536 

for 1967, 631 .for 1968, and 584 for 1969 . The faculty-

student ratio for the same five-year period has been as 

follows: 1 to 20 for 1965, 1 to 22 for 1966, 1 to 21 for 

1967, 1 to 28 for 1968, and 1 to 28 for 1969. This faculty-

student ratio is well above the state average (8). 

Prairie View A. _& M. College 

In 1876, the legislature'of the state of Texas author-

ized the establishment of "An Agricultural and Mechanical 

College" for Negro citizens to be located in Waller County. 

In 1887, under the Hatch Act, a branch of the Agricultural 

Experiment Station was added to the collegei In 1899, the 

name was changed from Prairie View Normal to Prairie View'' 

State Normal and Industrial College, and the new name indi-

cated the enlargement of the curriculum. At the close of 

World War I, a Reserve Officers Training Corps was added to 

the campus. In 1914, under the Smith-Lever Act, the Co-

operative Extension Service was established for individuals 

not able to attend the land-arant institutions. 
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In 1926, W. R, Banks became the Principal of Prairie 

View. He served until August 31, 1947. The physical plant 

of the college was doubled during the period between 1926 and 

1947. Another significant development of this period was a 

comprehensive study made of the objectives and purposes of 

Prairie View in 1933-34. In 1937,- a Division of Graduate 

Study was established at Prairie View College. Under the 

National Youth Administration program, a vocational training 

center was also established on the campus. This project 

was enlarged and made a center to train black men in criti-

cal occupations for support of the war effort. 

In 194,5, the name of the college was changed from 

Prairie View Normal•and Industrial College to Prairie View 

University. In 1947, the Fiftieth Legislature of the state 

of Texas voted to change the name of the school from Prairie 

View University to Prairie View Agricultural and Mechanical 

College of Texas. This action by the legislature was based 

upon their decision to create a new state institution of 

higher education, namely the Texas Southern University, 

which would provide courses equivalent to those offered at 

other state universities. 

During the academic year 1947-48, the title of Principal 

was changed to Dean by the Board of Directors. During the 

same year, the title of Dean was changed to President. The 

academic units were changed from divisions to schools of 
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various disciplines. E. B, Evans was inaugurated as the 

first President of the college. 

In 1957, the Board of Directors of the Texas A. & M. 

University System approved three million dollars for the 

building and improvement program. The college was accepted 

for membership in the Southern Association of Colleges and 

Secondary Schools in 1958 and later received the full 

approval of the National Council for Accreditation of. 

Teacher Education. Evans continued as president until 1966, 

at which time he was succeeded by Alvin I. Thomas. 

In 1968, the Naval ROTC Unit was established at Prairie 

View A. & M. College. This unit was the first one of its 

kind to be established at a predominantly black college. 

Even though the college was established in 1876 by the 

state of Texas, it did not receive acceptance for membership 

by the Southern Association of Colleges and Secondary 

Schools until 1958. Even though this delay may have been 

due to the institution's inability to meet standards in 

curriculum offerings, faculty salaries, physical plant, 

general administration, and/or library resources; it does 

reflect a negligence on the part of the state of Texas, which 

is its sponsoring body. 

The scope of this study does not permit going into 

details of factors involved in the slow growth of this insti-

tution. But the study of the historical development of 
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black institutions has shown the same slow growth in the 

case of most of the predominantly black institutions. 

The total investment in physical plant reported for the 

fiscal year 1969 was 18.4 million dollars. The student en— 

rollment, as reported by the Coordinating Board for the five-

year period from. 1965 to 1969, was as follows: 3,345 for 

1965, 3,583 for 1966, 3,940 for 1967, 3,974 for 1968, and 

4,101 for 1969.. The faculty-student ratio reported for the 

same five-year period was as follows: 1 to 16.9 for 1965, 

1 to 19.4 for 1966, 1 to 22.7 for 1967, 1 to 20 for 1968, 

and 1 to 19.7 for 1969. The average faculty-student ratio 

for all institutions in the state of Texas was as follows: 

1 to 20.9 for 1965, 1 to 20.7 for 1966, 1 to 19.6 for 1967, 

1 to 19.7 for 1968, and 1 to 19.6 for 1969. Thus, a com-

parison shows the annual faculty-student ratios of Prairie 

View A. & M. College tc be very much in line with the state 

averages (9). 

Southern University 

In January, 1880, Southern University was chartered by 

the General Assembly of the state of Louisiana. On 

October 18, 1880, the Board of Trustees was organized. In 

December of the same year, five individuals were bonded to 

establish the university treasury. The trustees then pur-

chased- the building of the Hebrew Girls School in New 

Orleans for the site of the university. Southern University 



was opened on March 7, 1881, with twelve students. In 1888, 

an Agricultural and Mechanical Department was established. • 

In 1892, the institution was recognized by the federal 

government as a land-grant college, under the second Morrill 

Act of 1890. 

In 19.12, the state legislature authorized the closing 

of Southern University in New Orleans and the re-establishment 

of the university on a new site. In 1314, the institution 

in New Orleans was closed, and a "new" Southern University 

was opened in Scotlandville, Louisiana. In 1922, a legis-

lative act provided that the university be reorganized under 

the control of the State Board of Education. 

In 1938, Felton G. Clark became president of the col-

lege. In 1940, the arts and sciences areas were depart-

mentalized. In 1958, the Graduate School was established. 

At the same time, the divisions of Arts and Sciences,. 

Business, and Home Economics were upgraded to colleges. 

Southern University in New Orleans and Southern University ' 

•in Shreveport branches of Southern University in Baton Rouge 

were authorized by legislative acts in 1956 and 1964 , 

respectively. 

In 1968, Clark retired after serving as president of 

Southern University for thirty years, and G. Leon Netterville, 

Jr. was named as his successor. The capital outlay on the 

main campus in Baton Rouge alone amounts to sixty million 

dollars. The student enrollment for a five-year period from . 



1965 to 1969 was as follows: 4.987 for 1965, 5,367 for 1966, 

5,724 for 1967, 5,714 for 1968, and 5,987 for 1969. The 

faculty-student ratio for the same five-year period was as 

follows: 1 to 16 for 1965, 1 to 17 for 1966, 1 to 15 for 

1967, 1 to 14 for 1968, and 1 to 19 for 1969 (10). 

Texas College 

In 1894, Texas College was organized as a liberal arts 

college at Tyler, Texas, by a group of ministers of the • 

Colored Methodist Church. Instruction began at the institu-

tion in 1895. In .1909, the name of Texas College was changed 

to Phillips University in honor of the presiding bishop who 

was chairman of the Trustee Board. ' However, the name of 

Texas College was resumed in 1912. 

In 1924, Texas College was fully accredited as a junior 

college by the Texas State Department of Education and sub-

sequently, in 1932, received accreditation by the State 

Department of Education as a senior college in Texas.. 

Dominion R. Glass became president in 1931 and served the 

college in this capacity until 1961. Robert L. Potts served 

as president from 1961 to 1963, and Horace C. Savage became 

president in 1964. 

The academic organization of Texas College includes 

(1) the Division of Education, Health, Physical Education, 

(2) Department of Home Economics, (3) the Division of 

Humanities and Fine Arts, (4) the Division of Natural 
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Sciences .and Mathematics, and (5) the-Division of Social 

Sciences and Business Education.. 

The student headcount enrollment as reported to the 

Coordinating Board, Texas College and University System, for 

the fiscal years 1965 through 1969 was as follows: 466 for 

1965, 454 for 1966, 500 for 1967, 481 for 1368, and 437 for 

1969. The faculty-student ratio for the same five-year 

period was as follows: 1 to 14 for 1965, 1 to .16 fo.r 1966, 

1 to 11 for 1967, 1 to 17 for 1968, and 1 to 17 for 1969. 

The physical plant is valued at over two and a half million 

dollars (11). 

Texas Southern University 

In 1947, the state legislature established Texas Southern 

University as a fully state-supported higher-education insti-

tution in Houston. The legislation authorized the offering 

of courses such as pharmacy, dentistry, arts and sciences, 

journalism, education, literature, law, medicine, and other 

professional courses. The legislation further stipulated 

that "these courses shall be equivalent to those offered at 

other institutions of this type supported by the State of 

Texas," and that upon demand by qualified applicants and 

upon meeting the stipulations of the act, the university 

would, at all times, offer educational opportunities equal 

to and comparable with those offered by other state institu-

tions . 
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To locate'the-university, the physical- plant of the' 

municipally-^operated Houston College was acquired. In 

September, 1947, the Texas State University for Negroes 

opened with an enrollment of 2,303 students. The School of 

Pharmacy was added in 1949, and the School of Business . 

emerged as a separate university component in 1955. In 

1951, the institution was officially named Texas Southern 

University. 

In 1955, Samuel M. Nabrit was appointed president of 

the institution. He remained in this position until 1966, 

when he resigned his position to become a member of the 

Atomic Energy Commission, 

During the academic year 1967-68, the administrative 

affairs of the university were handled by an interim execu-

tive committee.' On July 1, 1968, Granville M. Sawyer 

assumed the office of president. After twelve years of 

operation, the total investment in physical plant in the 

fiscal year 1969 was valued at over 22 million dollars. 

The student enrollment for the period of five years from 

1965 to 1969, as reported by the Coordinating Board, is as 

follows: 4,389 for 1965, 4,551 for 1966, 4.467 for 1967, 

4,495 for 1968, and 4,735 for 1969. The faculty-student 

ratio for the same period is as follows: 1 to .18.8 for 

1965, compared to the state norm of 1 to 20.9; 1 to 19 for 

1966, compared with 1 to 20.7 for the state norm; 1 to 19 

for 1967, compared with 1 to 19.6 for the state; 1 to 19.6 
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for 1968 , -'compared with 1 to 19.7; and 1 to 19.3 for 1969, 

compared with the state norm of 1 to 19.6. 

The university is accredited by the Southern Association 

of Colleges and Schools, the National Council for the 

Accreditation of Teacher Education, the Texas Association 

of Colleges, the Texas Education Agency, and the Association 

of Colleges for Teacher Education. Its various academic 

units hold memberships in professional organizations such as 

the Texas Association of Music Schools, the State Board of 

Law Examiners, the American Bar Association, the American 

Association of Collegiate Schools of Business, and the 

American Council on Pharmaceutical Education (12). 

Wiley College 

Wiley College in Marshall, Texas, was founded in 1873 

and chartered in 1882 by the Freedman's Aid Society, The 

Freedman's Aid' Society later became the Board of Education 

for Negroes and then merged with the Board of Education of 

the United Methodist Church. Wiley College is a coeducational • 

institution named for Bishop W. Wiley of the Methodist ' ' 

Church. Originally the college was located south of the 

Marshall city limits. In 1880, it was moved to its present 

fifty-six acre site. 

In 1894, I. B. Scott became the first black to be presi-

dent of the institution. In 1896, M. W. Do'gan began a 

forty-six-year tenure as president. E. C. McLeod served as 
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president from 194.2-until 1946, at wh'ich • time J. S, Cott; 

was elected president of the institution. In 1958, T, W. " 

Cole, Sr., a graduate of Wiley and also the first layman, 

was elected as president. 

In 1960, the institution received full accreditation 

from the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools, The. 

college offers its curriculum in four major divisions: 

CI) the Division of Natural Science and Mathematics,- (2) the 

Division of Art and Humanities, (3) the Division of Social 

Sciences and Business, and (4) the Division of Education and 

Teacher Training. 

The institution is a member of the United Negro College 

Fund, the Texas Association of Colleges and Universities, 

and the Texas Association of Developing Colleges. For 

engineering degrees, the institution also has a cooperative 

arrangement program with both Lamar State College of Tech-

nology and New York University.. Under this program, a 

student can complete two years of course, work at Wiley and 

then transfer to either of these two schools to complete the 

other three years and receive a degree in engineering. 

The total investment in the physical plant was reported 

during the fiscal year of 1970 at over four million dollars. 

The student enrollment, as reported by the Coordinating 

Board, for the five-year period from 1965 to 19 69' is as 

follows: 600 for 1965, 611 for 1966, 703 for 1967, 700 for 

1968, and 468 for 1969. The sharp decline in the enrollment 
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for 1969 was attributed to the fact that the board.of 

trustees decided to discontinue football as part of the 

athletic program. The decline was also due to the student 

unrest on the campus, at the end of the academic year of 

1968. The faculty-student ratio for the same five-year 

period' is as follows: 1 to 19 for 1965/ 1 to 18 for 1966, 

1 to 20 for 1967, 1 to 21 for 1968, and 1 to 12 for 1969 

(13). . 

Presentation of Findings as a Result 
of the Present Study 

The findings presented here are the result of data ob-

tained from the following sources: Annual Reports— 

Coordinating Board—Texas College and University System, 

U.S. Office of Education research materials, and interviews 

conducted on the campuses of the twelve institutions under 

study. The research reveals that discrepancies exist in 

the data obtained from the three sources that- are outlined 

above. These discrepancies in data may be attributed to the 

following: (1) changes in personnel responsible for co-

ordination of Title III programs over a period of five years, 

(2) the rounding of reported figures, (3) interpretation of 

data requested by various agencies, such as full-time 

equivalent faculty members as compared to total number of 

faculty members, and (4) average salaries reported on the 

basis of full-time faculty members as compared to full-time 

equivalent faculty members. 
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- Where discrepancies in the reported data were dis-

covered, the following ranked order of priorities for deter™ 

mining the principal source of reported data was utilized: 

(1) the annual report of the Coordinating Board for state-

supported institutions located in Texas, (2) data collected 

from the U.S. Office of Education for private and public, 

institutions located in the states of Louisiana and Oklahoma, 

and (3) data obtained from interviews conducted at the 

twelve institutions'under study. 

The twenty-six items included in the interview ques-, 

tionnaire were designed to provide data from which answers 

could be generalized for these six questions raised in the 

purpose of this study: 

I. What are the eligibility requirements for colleges 

and universities to qualify for financial.support under 

Title III? 

II. What are the programs under Title III that lend 

support directly or indirectly to faculty development? 

III. Are there any definite criteria to be used by 

recipient institutions for selection of a faculty member to 

receive aid under such programs? 

IV. Have the funds provided under Title III given 

black colleges a better chance to compete with other institu-

tions of higher education in the areas of recruitment and 

retention of qualified faculty members? 
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V. Has the major Impact been to provide long-term 

strength in faculty at these black colleges or to provide 

short-term gains to meet the critical shortages at hand? 

VI. Have these colleges, all of which meet the 

eligibility requirements, taken full advantage of the oppor-

tunities provided under Title III? If not, what are the . 

factors responsible for their lack of participation? 

The basic eligibility requirements, treated in Ques-

tion I, were presented under the objectives and guidelines 

of Title III programs and data collected from the U.S. Office 

of Education. The degree to which each institution con-

sidered itself a developing institution was the purpose of 

Items 5, 6, and 7 of the interview questionnaire. The 

answer to Question II regarding program categories under 

Title III was sought from data provided by Items 8, 9, and 

10 of the questionnaire. The answer to Question III was 

partially determined by program guidelines, but the degree • 

to which it is effective in operation is the purpose of 

Items 11 and 12 of the questionnaire. The answer to Question 

IV was concluded from data provided by Items 13, 14, 15, 16, 

17, 18, 19, 20, 21, and 22 of the questionnaire. The answer 

to Question V was provided by Items 23, 24, and 25 of the 

questionnaire and by the data provided by the progress 

reports submitted to the U.S. Office of Education. The 

answer to Question VI was provided by Items 1, 2, 3, 4, and 

26 of the questionnaire. 
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Findings Related to Question I 

Data provided by Items 5, 6, and 7 clearly indicated 

that., in order to answer the first question raised in the 

purpose of this study, it would be beneficial to present 

these data in three categories, as follows: (1) as perceived 

by private colleges and universities, (2) as perceived by 

state institutions, and (3) as perceived by the U.S. Office 

of Education in determining criteria. 

Private colleges and universities.-"Of the twelve in-

stitutions included in this study, five -are state-supported 

institutions, and seven are private, church-related institu-

tions. 

The coordinators at seven private institutions indi-

cated that, even though their'institution is accredited by 

the Southern Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools, 

it is barely meeting the requirements in the following 

.areas: the proportion of faculty members with advanced 

degrees, library resources, curriculum offerings, faculty 

salaries, teaching loads, sabbatical leaves, and other sup-

porting services. In answer to Item 6, the coordinators 

and the academic deans reflected the opinion that there is 

a dire need for more faculty fellowships available to faculty 

members so that they can pursue advanced studies. It was 

also pointed out that, even though the institution has a 

sabbatical leave policy, the lack of funds has restricted 

such leaves from time to time. In answer to Item 7, the 
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response was that the Institution has been successful in' 

receiving funds from the United Negro College Fund, the Ford 

Foundation, the IBM Faculty Fellowships Program, the Southern 

Regional Education Board, and some other private foundations. 

However, a dilemma is posed when one foundation asks the 

question, "Who else is providing funds for this program?" 

It was also indicated that some private sources are willing 

to provide funds for such programs if the institution can 

meet the matching requirements. This type of situation often 

results in an institution not being able to accept certain 

financial assistance because it is unable to raise or 

provide the necessary funds to meet the matching require-

ments . 

State-supported institutions.—The five state-supported 

institutions included in this study responded to Items 5' and 

6 in differing manners due to the varying financial support 

by different states. One of the coordinators said that, 

even though his is a state-supported university, it does not 

receive funds from the state or from private enterprises as 

well as do other state institutions for faculty improvement, 

research, and advanced professional training. The curriculum 

offered is also far too stretched out in light of the finan-

cial resources. Aside from state appropriations, the black 

state institutions, like their counterpart black private 

institutions, face difficulties in providing funds for 
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faculty-development-programs. - In answer to the basic needs 

in the area of faculty development, the coordinators felt 

that not enough faculty fellowships are made available to 

their institutions to have a major impact. In answer to 

Item 7, it was found that these institutions have received 

assistance from the Kellogg Foundationt the Ford Foundation, 

the Danforth Foundation, the Southern Regional Education 

Board, and other organizations. However, these institutions 

face the same dilemma of meeting matching requirements. 

Offlc6 of Education. --The answer to Item 5 is 

provided by the guidelines established by the U.S. Office 

of Education for the operation of Title III programs. How-

ever, the Division of College Support considers the follow-

ing factors in making its decision: student enrollment, 

full-time faculty,-percent total of full-time faculty with 

Ph.D.'s, percent total of full-time fa.culty with master's 

degrees, faculty-student ratio, total volumes in library, 

faculty.salaries, total current fund income for each full-

time equivalent student, total current fund expenditures 

for each full-time student, state and local support, and 

private gifts and grants. Besides these factors, considera-

tion is given to how well the program is planned by the 

.institution and to the chances of its success with the 

limited funds provided for this purpose. 
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In answer to Items 6 and 7, the data collected from the 

U.S. Office of Education show that a qualifying institution 

should indicate a desire, a potential, and an initiative to 

improve its faculty through.cooperative arrangement programs 

with other established institutions. One factor which is 

given considerable weight is how much money the institution, 

can provide from non-federal funds, including state and 

local funds as well as private gifts and grants. 

Findings Related to Question II 

The answer to Question II has been partially supplied 

by data set forth under the provisions of the act. However, 

the degree to which the coordinators at the twelve institu-

tions perceive the relationships of other programs under 

Title III to faculty development is provided by Items 8, 9, 

and 10. 

In an answer to Item 8, the coordinators indicated that 

they have applied for grants under each of the four major 

categories outlined by the U.S. Office of Education. These 

four categories come under the main headings of the coopera-

tive arrangement program: administrative improvement, 

curriculum development, faculty improvement, and student 

services improvement. Under the heading of curriculum 

development, a provision is made to furnish visiting scholars 

and scholars emeritus. Under the faculty improvement pro-

grams, the institution may request funds for faculty 
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fellowships to be awarded to faculty members for the pursuit 

of • advanced studies. The maximum award for a faculty fellow-

ship is $4,000 for a full academic year. Under the visiting 

scholars program, the institutions may request funds for the 

salary and travel allowances of a visiting professor. The 

only restriction on the salary compensation is that the 

remuneration to the visiting scholar should be based upon 

his salary prorated on an individual course basis. The other 

restriction of this program is that the faculty member has 

to be relieved by the assisting institution so that he can 

participate in the visiting scholars program. This can be 

arranged on a single semester basis or for a full academic 

year. 

The other program category that lends support to faculty 

development is the National Teaching Fellowships Program. 

Under this program, the institution requesting funds has 

the responsibility of recruiting qualified faculty members 

and advising the U.S. Office of Education of its nominations. 

Up until two years ago, the U.S. Office of Education approved 

the nominated faculty member to serve as the National Teach-

ing Fellow. However, starting with fiscal year 1969," the 

responsibility for approval of the candidate was shifted to 

the developing institutions who have been awarded funds for 

National Teaching Fellows. The maximum allowance awarded to 

a faculty member is $6,500 plus a $400 allowance for each 

dependent. Any difference between the salary offered by the 
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institution to the faculty member and the money allowed under 

this program must be made up by the institution. 

In answer to Item 9, the coordinators at the twelve .insti-

tutions were unanimous in that they have applied for funds 

under each of the categories discussed above. One reason 

given by one of the coordinators for these diversified 

applications was that one really does not know which of 

these categories will be approved or how much money will be 

granted. Thus, it is safer and more beneficial to apply for 

these funds under different categories. This type.of 

approach, while positive on the outside, has some negative 

implications. This could mean that the institutions apply 

for funds under the categories determined by the U.S. Office 

of Education and that these applications are made without 

reference to the basic needs of the institution or without 

established priorities in long-range plans for each individ-

ual part of the overall program. 

The answers to Item 10 included such varied methods of 

determining need as the opinion of a president and his co-

ordinator; the judgment of' a president's advisory council 

made up of the academic dean, business manager, director .of 

development, and director of research; and a full cooperative 

effort whereby the faculty and students are involved in 

making recommendations as to the priorities of the needs of 

the institutions. In four out of twelve cases, the individ-

ual responsible for the coordination of Title III programs 
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had other full-time resp0nsj.bill.tie3, and this responsibility./' 

was considered just another burden,. 

The data collected from the U.S. Office of Education 

indicated that an institution can use the visiting scholars 

program, the scholars emeritus program, the faculty fellow-

ships program, and the national teaching fellowship program 

to.improve its faculty. All of these programs except the 

faculty fellowships program provide an opportunity for the 

institution to relieve its faculty members to do advanced 

work. The faculty fellowship program is directly related to 

faculty development; since it provides up to $4,000 for an 

academic year for advanced studies. These fellowships are 

administered through the institution receiving the grant. 

The institution has the responsibility to nominate the 

recipient and award him the faculty fellowship. 

Findings Related to Question III 

The data collected from the U.S. Office of Education do 

not indicate definite criteria to be used for the selection 

of a faculty member to receive a faculty fellowship grant. 

It leaves this responsibility completely to the administra-

tions of these institutions. Items 11 and 12 provided some 

insight into the details of this program at participating 

institutions. The answers given for Item 11 varied from 

institution to institution, since the federal government has 

not published any guidelines for this specific program. 



94 

None of the twelve institutions under study has a sabbatical 

policy in operation, . either due to the lack of funds or due 

to the lack of a new faculty handbook to outline the rules 

and regulations governing sabbaticals. Five of the twelve 

institutions award these fellowships upon the stability and 

seniority of an individual faculty member. In most cases, . 

the faculty member is recommended by the academic dean and 

approved by the president. The other seven institutions 

have developed a plan whereby the faculty members are asked 

to submit applications for the study to be undertaken during 

the following academic year. The applications then are 

recommended and forwarded by department heads and reviewed 

by the president's advisory council or by the executive 

council, which is made up of the academic dean, business 

manager, director of development, and director of institu-

tional research. 

The directors of institutional research, along with 

the coordinators of Title III, have been, requested by presi-

dents to develop guidelines and. forms applicable to this 

specific program. 

Findings Related to Question IV 

The data presented here deal with the effects of 

Title III funds granted to the institutions for faculty 

development. Question IV was based upon the review of 

literature, which pointed out that the black institutions 
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face a serious•problem in the recruitment and retention of 

qualified faculty members. Answers to Items 13 through 22, 

inclusive, present an insight into the role of Title III as 

it relates to easing, the problem of competing with other 

institutions to recruit and retain qualified faculty members. 

The information set forth under the provisions of the 

act points out that Title III provides funds for cooperative 

arrangement programs as well as for national teaching fellow-

ships. Both of these programs are aimed at assisting insti-

tutions in acquiring qualified faculty members as well as 

retaining these members by providing them opportunities for 

professional growth. The federal grants under both of these 

categories are aimed at providing financial assistance to 

institutions so that they may employ senior faculty members 

from established institutions'while providing opportunities 

for their own faculty members to pursue advanced studies. 

The problems faced by public institutions differ from those, 

faced by private institutions. Thus, the reactions of the 

coordinators to Items 13 through 22 are presented here in 

two separate categories: (1) private institutions and (2) 

state-supported institutions. 

Private institutions.—-With the funds received by the 

seven private institutions under study, a total of sixteen 

faculty members were able to work toward terminal degrees. 

As of August, 1970, seven faculty members have been able to 
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complete .their degree requirements; the other nine axe 

expected to complete their requirements by August,' 1972, 

The number of faculty members given here is a cumulative 

number. Since additional faculty members are awarded 

faculty fellowships yearly, this number would change from . 

year to year, accounting for those who have completed their 

requirements as well as those who have been released to 

pursue their advanced degrees.. The number of faculty members 

in this program presented above represents a total for the 

five years of operation of Title III programs from 1966 to 

1970. 

The faculty members who have completed their studies, 

have returned to their sponsoring institutions for at least 

one year. Two institutions have a written policy that, for 

each year a faculty member is granted a fellowship to work 

for a terminal degree, he must serve the institution for one 

year. Of course, this type of policy is effective in bring-

ing back the faculty members who have completed their studies. 

The policies of other institutions make no such specific 

requirement; however, additional service to the sponsoring 

school is looked upon as an ethical obligation of faculty 

members who receive such benefits. To the question concern-

ing difficulty in attracting faculty members from cooperat-

ing institutions under the visiting scholars program, the 

reaction was unanimous that these seven institutions do not 

have problems in obtaining the services of these visiting 



97 

scholars. Of course, one of 'the reasons for the absence'of 

difficulty in this area is that,, under this program category, 

sufficient funds are provided to developing institutions so 

that they may pay these visiting scholars the same salary 

they are receiving at their own institutions. In addition 

to this advantage, travel expenses are paid under this pro-

gram category. These provisions solve the problem of in-

adequate faculty salaries at these private institutions; 

however, this situation poses the problem of raising the 

salaries of regular faculty members in light of the higher 

salaries offered to visiting scholars. The same problem is 

true in the case of the national teaching fellowships pro-

gram. At all seven private institutions, the regular 

faculty salaries have been increased, partially due to the 

pressure from the Southern Association of.Colleges and . 

Secondary Schools, and partially because of the magnitude 

of funds provided under Title III to employ additional part-

time and full-time faculty members. One of the adminis-

trators' interviewed felt strongly about this situation and 

stated very emphatically that,.in order to maintain the 

overall faculty morale, one has to bring the regular salaries 

in line with the salaries offered to visiting scholars and 

national teaching fellows. He stated further that it is not 

financially possible at present to offer an equal salary 

to the regular faculty members. However, the gap between 

the salaries offered at state-supported institutions and 
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those offered by private institutions has been narrowed a 

great deal during the last five years with the help of 

Title III funds. 

Table I compares the average salaries for the various 

academic ranks at public and private institutions for the 

academic years 1966-67 and 1970-71. 

TABLE I 

COMPARISON OF AVERAGE SALARIES FOR ACADEMIC RANKS FOR THE 
ACADEMIC YEARS 1966-67 AND 1970-71 (INTERVIEW 

QUESTIONS 21 AND 22*) 

Institutions by Control 
(Private/Public) 

Average Salary 
Academic Year 

1966-67 

Average Salary 
Academic Year 

1970-71 

Private Institutions: 
Professor $ 8,500 $11,500 
Associate Professor 7,200 9,600 
Assistant Professor 6,300 8,000 
Instructor 5,400 7,200 

Public Institutions: 
Professor $ 9,250 $13,500 
Associate Professor 7,800 11,700 
Assistant Professor 7,000 9,600 
Instructor 6,500 8,000 

National Average Salaries: 
Professor $12,500 $16,700 
Associate Professor 9,600 13,000 
Assistant Professor 8,100 10,800 
Instructor 6,300 8,100 

Professor, Associate Professor, and Professor for 1966-67 
and 1970-71? 
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One faculty member who has participated under a visit-

ing scholars program stated that, in his case, there was no 

question of discrepancies in the compensation. Rather, he 

felt that, since the library resources are limited on most 

of the black institutions, he was not able to use the refer-

ence material for his class. He felt that this situation 

limited his class presentation to the textbooks and the data 

he was able to provide on his own. This was a typical reac-

tion from some of the professors interviewed who have partici-

pated under various visiting scholars programs at various 

campuses. 

State-supported institutions.—In response to Items 

13-22, inclusive, the coordinators at state-supported black 

institutions commented that their overall salaries are not 

too much out of line with other state-supported institutions; 

however, the problems faced by their institutions concern 

not so much the compensation paid to faculty members. These 

problems stem instead from the demands by other state-

supported institutions., government, industries, and public 

school systems to employ black faculty members in compliance : 

with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act. With the influx of 

black student enrollment at predominantly white institutions 

and the resulting demand for black studies programs and 

black student activities on campus, black faculty members 

are often offered higher ranks and salaries than those 
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offered to their counterpart white faculty members, as in-

centives to join predominantly white institutions. Another 

factor involved in the recruitment and retention of qualified 

faculty members at state-supported institutions is the 

limitation of funds for faculty research and the opportunity 

for professional advancement. One of the state-supported 

institutions has a written policy whereby the faculty member 

must serve two years after receiving funds under the faculty 

fellowship program to complete a terminal degree. 

In response to the question about the national teaching 

fellowships program, one of the benefits mentioned was that, 

even though- there is a limitation of two years for any one 

faculty member to serve under this program, a majority of 

these faculty members have been hired by the institutions 

after they have served for two years. The institutions have 

also benefited from the visiting scholars program in that 

they have used the services of these faculty members in im-

proving ore revising the curriculum offerings in their . 

specialized areas. This has not been the case with private 

institutions, since they have to use the services of visit-

ing scholars more in the area of actual class instruction 

due to the shortage of regular faculty members. 

Findings Related to Question V . 

In response to Question V, the data provided by Items 

23, 24, and 25 indicate that there is a vast difference in 
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the amount of funds requested and the amount of funds 

granted to these institutions. Table II shows the funds 

approved for each institution for the fiscal years 1966 

through 1970. The limited funds available for a single 

fiscal year make it impossible for the U.S. Office of Educa-

tion to approve the total amounts requested by each of these 

institutions. This limitation explains why funds provided 

under Title III programs have been able to provide only 

short-term gains to meet the critical shortage on hand 

rather than providing long-term strength in faculty at these 

black institutions. This factor can also be attributed to 

the limitation of funds available from non-federal sources 

to compensate for ov.erall lack of funds. 

Table III shows the amounts authorized and the amounts 

appropriated under Title III for the fiscal years 1966 

through 1970.- ' 

Another factor involved here is the institutional pro-

gram priorities. So far, the private black institutions 

under study have concentrated on development of physical 

facilities that were badly needed. However, with the funds 

made available under Title I and Title III of the Higher 

Education Facilities Act, most of these physical facilities 

have been upgraded to a great extent. The priorities for 

faculty development and curriculum development have been 

undermined in the wake of these obvious deficiencies in the 

physical plant. Further, the push for full integration in. 
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•TABLE III 

AMOUNTS AUTHORIZED AND AMOUNTS APPROPRIATED UNDER TITLE III 
. FOR THE FISCAL YEARS 1966 THROUGH 1970 

_ 
Amount Appropriated 
for All Developing 

Fiscal Year Amount Authorized Institutions 

1966 $55 million $ 5 million 
1S67 55 million 30 million 
1968 55 million 30 million 
1969 55 million 30 million 
1970 55 million 30 million 

Total $275 million $125 million" 

higher education has created a greater demand for qualified 

black faculty members at predominantly white institutions 

than there was ten years ago. Only five years ago, the black 

institutions competed against each other for qualified faculty 

members. However, now they face competition from state-

supported institutions, other established private colleges and 

universities, government, and industries for the same quali-

fied prospective faculty members. 

One distinct impact of funds provided under Title'III 

has been that it has brought into focus the need for faculty 

development along with improvement in other academic areas. 

Some of the black institutions, private as well, as public, 

have been able to approach various private foundations and 

agencies for further support for faculty development. The 
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foundations such as the. Ford Foundation, the Southern Educa-

tion Board, the Kellogg Foundation, and foundations of other 

industries have realized the dire need in this area arid have 

contributed substantially to supplement federal funds for 

faculty development. 

Table IV shows the percentages of full-time faculty 

members holding master's and doctoral degrees at each insti-

tution for the. years 1967, 1968, and 1969. 

TABLE IV ' 

PERCENTAGES OF FULL-TIME FACULTY MEMBERS HOLDING MASTER'S 
AND DOCTORAL DEGREES BY INSTITUTION FOR THE 

YEARS 1967, 1968, AND 1969 

Institution 1967 1968 1969 

Bishop College; 
Total Full-time Faculty 66 89 105 
Percent with Ph.D.'s 35 30 32 
Percent with Master's 65 67 68 

.Dillard University; 
Total Full-time Faculty 66 65 72 
Percent with Ph.D.1s 21 20 25 
Percent with- Master's 76 74 .71 

Grambling College: ' 
Total Full-time Faculty 189 203 211 
Percent with Ph.D.'s 23 24 23 
Percent with Master's 75 74 75 

Huston-Tillotson College: 
Total Full-time Faculty 58 46 46 
Percent with Ph.D.'s 26 33 33 
Percent with Master's 71 67 67 
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TABLE IV—Confcirrued 

t 
Institution 1967 1968 1969 

Jarvis Christian College: 
Total Full-time Faculty 33 30 30 
Per.cent with Ph.D.' s 24 37 30 
Percent with Master's 7 0 53 63 

Langston University: 
Total Full-time Faculty 64 79 72 
Percent with Ph.D.1s 13 11 14 
Percent with Master's 34 80 78 

Paul Quinn College: 
Total Full-time Faculty 14 18 19 
Percent with Ph.D.*s 36 22 32 
Percent with Master's 64 78 68 

Prairie View A. & M. College: 
Total full-time Faculty 177 187 191 
Percent with Ph.D.'s 23 22 25 
Percent with Master's 68 64 62 

Southern University: 
Total Full-time Faculty 389 399 314 
Percent with Ph;D.'s 25 25 " 34 
Percent with Master's 65 67 64 

Texas College: 
Total Full-time Faculty 31 33 33 
Percent with Ph.D.'s 10 30 36 
Percent with Master's 77 70 64 

Texas Southern University: 
Total Full-time Faculty 184 191 186 
Percent with Ph.D.'s 36 33 31 
Percent, with Master's 61 63 68 

Wiley College: 
Total Full-time Faculty 29 29 35 
Percent with Ph.D.'s 21 21 20 
Percent with Master's 62 66 71 
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•In summarising the responses to Items 23, 24 , and 25, 

it can be stated that funds provided under Title III programs, 

for the last five years have not been enough to provide 

long-term strength at these black institutions. However, 

should the program be discontinued next year, the funds have 

provided a financial basis to build upon in the coming years. 

Findings Related to Question VI 

Answers to Question VI have been provided by responses 

to Items 1, 2, 3, 4, and 26 of the interview questionnaire. 

The response to Item 1 indicated that only six institutions 

out of twelve have a full-time, person designated as co-

ordinator of federal programs or as director of institutional 

research. This person is also responsible for coordinating 

Title III programs. At the other six institutions, the CO" 

oraination of Title III has been assigned either to the 'office 

of the academic dean or to a department chairman. 

In response to Item 2, three institutions indicated 

participation by the academic dean and director of each, pro-

gram category in preparing the application. The coordinators 

at the other nine institutions indicated that they are solely 

responsible for preparation of applications for Title III 

programs. However, they do meet with the president and the 

officer in charge of fiscal affairs to work out the budget. 

In response to Items 3 and 4, the coordinators stated 

that the faculty, students, and staff members are involved 
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procedures as follows: 
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in the program in an advisory.role. The students are 

nominated to academic policy.committees, in which they 

participate in the planning of Title III programs. The 

faculty and staff members meet with the director of each 

program category. 

In response to Item 26, the cc 

their views regarding application 

The changes, in personnel at the U.S. Office of Educa-

tion have caused confusion over the past five' years. By the 
I 

time a person from an institution jestablishes a contact in 

the U.S. Office of Education, the person is frequently moved 
j 

' 

to a different position, making it necessary for the insti-
i 

tutional coordinator to establish;a new contact with the 

U.S. Office of Education. The sectond recommendation made by 

the coordinators was that there should be more consistency 

in the format of application forms from one fiscal year to 

another. This would not only simplify the matters for the 

institutions but would also expedite the matter of compiling 

this information from different offices on the campus. 

Another recommendation was made relative to the late grant 

awards date. This recommendation was based chiefly on the 

grounds of sound fiscal planning and proper endorsement of 

the programs by the respective boards of trustees. The dif-

ference between the funds requested and the funds approved 

is so great that in some of the program categories, the 

fragmentary accomplishments defeat the. purpose of the 

requests. 
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The answef to Question VI, in light of .views presented 

here is "yes." However, one reservation is presented below, 

as part of the factors responsible for the failure of the 

institutions to take full advantage of the opportunities 

offered under Title III. 

Some of the key factors responsible for inadequate 

participation by institutions under Title III programs are 

as follows: 

In 50 percent of the cases, there is no one individual 

responsible for coordinating Title III programs as his major 

responsibility. . Therefore, this coordinating job often does 

not get the proper time or attention for the preparation of 

a sound proposal. 

The changes in personnel at the institutions are made 

quite frequently. Therefore, no one person has been in-

volved over a period of five years of operation of Title III. 

There is no proper channel of communication established 

to forward or receive all the material sent by the U.S. 

Office of Education, and, therefore, the relevant informa-

tion and material often does not get to the individual in 

time for him to make proper arrangements for preparing pro-

posals well in advance of the deadline date. 

Since the Title III programs involve cooperative 

arrangements'between institutions and other agencies, it is 

hard to gather data from other institutions as well as to 
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make any firm coEimitments for the following fiscal year 

based upon the proposed programs under Title III. 

The summary for this chapter has been presented as a 

part of the findings under each section, including the 

details of the findings on specific questions from the 

interview. An additional summary is presented in Chapter IV, 

along with the conclusions and recommendations. 
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CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARYCONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The purpose of this study has been to describe the 

passage of the Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended, and 

to evaluate faculty development programs in light of the ob-

jectives and guidelines established for the use of Title III 

funds at selected black institutions in Louisiana, Oklahoma, 

and Texas. Special attention has been given to factors in-

fluencing Title III programs such as (a) the historical 

development of .the twelve institutions under study, (b) pro-

grams that lend support directly or indirectly to the faculty 

development under Title III, (c) recruitment and retention 

of qualified faculty members, (d) development of professional 

strength in faculty, and (e) problems relating to the ad-

ministration of Title III programs. 

This study involved a review of literature concerned 

with the historical background of federal aid to education, 

with specific attention, to the passage of Title III of the 

Higher Education Act of 1965, the provisions of Title III, 

and related studies. The study was discussed with staff 

members of the U.S. Office of Education, and progress reports 
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submitted by various institutions to the U.S. Office of Edu-

cation were reviewed for supplementary data. The interview -

technique was utilized to secure data on the operation of 

Title III programs in selected black institutions in Louisi-

ana, Oklahoma, and Texas. 

The questionnaire utilized for interviews in the study, 

was developed following the review of literature and the 

discussions with the various college officials. The ques-

tionnaire was validated by a six-member jury of experienced ^ 

administrators with special knowledge of Title III- programs. 

The interviews were conducted with the Title III coordinators 

at the twelve institutions under study. In addition to the 

interviews with the coordinators, interviews were also con-

ducted with academic deans, business managers, and faculty 

members. . 

The findings presented in this study represent the 

combined opinions of Title III.coordinators and other staff 

members as to the impact of faculty development programs in 

light of the goals, purposes, and objectives of Title III. 

It was assumed that five years of participation in Title III 

had been sufficient time to provide a basis for evaluating 

the effectiveness of the program. The review of literature 

indicated that the black institutions under study have a 

definite role to play in higher education and that many of 

them will continue to play this vital role in the future. 
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To carry out the purposes of this steady, six questions 

were formula.ted. The answers to these six questions have been 

provided by the review of literature and the findings of this 

study as presented in Chapters II and III, respectively: 

I. What are the eligibility requirements for colleges 

and universities to qualify for financial support under 

Title III? 

The review of literature and the findings of this study 

indicated that eligibility requirements for developing col-

leges and universities to participate under Title III pro-

grams are largely based upon financial need and the desire 

and potential on the part of developing colleges to compete 

with established colleges and universities. All twelve in-

stitutions under study meet the eligibility requirements. 

II. What are the programs under Title III that lend 

support directly or indirectly to faculty development? 

There are four programs under Title III that lend sup-

port directly or indirectly to faculty development. These 

are the Visiting Scholars Program, the Professors Emeritus 

Program, the National Teaching Fellowship Program, and the 

Faculty Development Program. These programs have been dis-

cussed in detail under the provisions of the act. In sum-

marizing the provisions of the act, it can be stated that 

combining any one of these four programs with sabbatical 

leaves offered by the institution can compensate the faculty 

member fairly well to work toward his advanced studies. 
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III.' Are there any definite criteria to be used by 

recipient institutions for selection of a faculty member to 

receive aid under such programs? 

There are no definite criteria established by the IJ, S. 

Office of Education to be used by participating institutions 

for selection of a faculty member under its fellowship pro-

gram. The provision? of the act only indicate limits oh the 

amount of grants to be awarded and the period for which a 

grant may be, used. However, each .institution visited under 

this study has an institutional policy or is involved in 

setting up a policy to be followed by its faculty members. 

The policies for selection of faculty members vary from 

institution to institution. Seven out of the twelve institu-

tions follow a policy of requesting that faculty members be 

nominated by departmental faculty, department chairmen, 

division chairmen, and the academic deans. The other five 

institutions are currently involved in setting up criteria 

for selection of faculty members to receive awards under 

faculty development programs. 

IV. Have the 'funds provided under Title III given 

black colleges a better chance to compete with other insti-

tutions of higher education in the areas of recruitment and 

retention of qualified faculty members? 

The funds provided under the National Teaching.Fellow-

ship Program, the Professors Emeritus Program, and the 

Visiting Scholars Program have definitely helped the black 
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colleges under study,, These twelve colleges have been able 

to attract and retain qualified faculty members with the 

financial help received under Title III. The National Teach-, 

ing Fellowship Program has been more effective as well as 

more feasible than the other two programs under Title III. 

This advantage is partially due to the fact that an institu-

tion is awarded $6,500 per academic year as a stipend for 

each national teaching fellow, as well as $600 as a dependency 

allowance, making a total of $7,100 for each new, full-time 

faculty member who has been nominated as a national teaching 

fellow. This program has dual advantages: (1) it helps the 

developing institution to offer a salary to prospective 

teachers in line with the state and national averages; and 

(2) this program makes it easier for an institution to 

relieve its full-time faculty members for further study by 

making use of the services of.national teaching fellows as 

substitutes for two-year periods. The Professors Emeritus 

Program has been effective in providing expertise in pro-

fessional fields to these black institutions at no cost to 

the institutions-. However, this program has had limited 

effects, since it is very difficult to acquire the services 

of such scholars. The Visiting Scholars Program has been 

effective to the extent that it has met the critical shortage 

of qualified faculty members to teach courses offered under 

the current curriculum. This program has been in operation. 
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for the. last five academic years, running from 1966-67 

through 1971-72. The number of visiting scholars participat-

ing under this program has varied from year to year as well, 

as from institution to institution. There are 150 faculty 

members who have participated under this program. 

V. Has the major impact been to provide long-term 

strength in faculty at these black colleges or to provide 

short-term gains to meet the critical shortages on hand? 

The review of literature has indicated that, from time 

to time, the federal government has provided institutional 

aid under various categories to meet the emergency situations 

However, the findings of this study indicate that programs 

under Title III, "Strengthening Developing Institutions," 

have had an impact on both a short-term and a long-term 

basis. Programs such as the Visiting Scholars Program and 

the Professors Emeritus Program have proven to be very ef-

fective in gaining short-term strength, as well as in meet-

ing the critical shortage. Programs such as the National. 

Teaching Fellowships and Faculty Development Program are 

aimed at providing -long-term strength in faculty at develop-

ing institutions. 

The data recorded in Table IV indicate the percentage 

of faculty with the'Ph.D., as compared to the percentage of 

the faculty with the Master's degree or less. 1 Covering the 

period from 1966 to 1969, these data show that, even though 

the percentage, of faculty with the Ph.D. did not increase 



11.7 

during those three years, the number of faculty 'members with 

the Ph.D. as a percentage of the total full-time faculty 

members has increased as much as 10 percent. This change is 

not by any means solely due to the Title III funds, since 

the funds granted under Title III have been much shorter 

than the expectations of the developing institutions. How-

ever, a major thrust has been given to faculty development 

programs by provisions under Title III. 

VI. Have these collegesf which meet the eligibility 

requirements, taken full advantage of the opportunities 

provided under Title III? If not, what are the factors 

responsible for their lack of participation? 

The data support the fact that the twelve institutions 

under study have taken advantage of the opportunities pro-

vided under Title III. However, there are certain limita-

tions which have kept these institutions from taking full 

advantage of the opportunities. These•limitations, as sup-

ported by the data are (1) limitation of funds available for 

the developing institutions, (2) differences between the 

amounts authorized and the amounts appropriated for the 

Title III programs, as reported in Table III, (3) the insti-

tutions' financial inability to employ full-time persons to 

coordinate Title III programs, (4) changes in personnel in 

the U.S. Office of Education as well as in the institutions, 

and (5) problems associated with the changes in guidelines, 

application forms, and procedures from year to year. 
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Conclusions 

Based upon the analysis of the preceding data and with-

in the limitations and scope of this study, the following 

conclusions have been reached: 

1. With the passage of the Higher Education Act of 

1965, especially the provisions under Title III, "Strengthen-

ing Developing Institutions," the federal-government has 

taken the initiative to help developing institutions finan-

cially to improve and strengthen the academic- programs, 

faculty, and administration through cooperative arrangement 

programs. 

2. Congress has extended federal educational policy to 

include black institutions under financial aid to higher 

education in order to meet the critical need of black people 

for quality education, 

3. Title. Ill of the Higher Education Act of 1965 does 

represent categorical aid specifically designed to assist 

black institutions to compete with other institutions in the 

recruitment and retention of qualified faculty members. 

4. The cooperative programs between the developing in-

stitutions and the established institutions have been-effect 

tive in upgrading the curriculum offerings and improving 

instruction. Especially valuable in this area have been the 

Visiting Scholars Program and, in some cases, the joint use 

of facilities. 
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.5. -The National.Teaching Fellowship Program and the 

Faculty Development Program have been very effective in 

strengthening the faculty at developing institutions, 

6. Title III has also resulted in the improvement of 

administration and student services programs. With the 

funds available under Title III, the black institutions have 

been able to acquire services of consultants and agencies 

that have expertise in their respective fields, 

7. The limitations on the funds appropriated have kept 

the institutions from'making effective use of the funds in 

carrying out long-range plans. Since the institutions have 

to apply for funds on a yearly basis with no guarantee of 

continuation of a given program, it is very difficult to 

plan or implement an ongoing program that needs continuous 

support. 

Implications 

1. The effectiveness of the Title III program would be 

measurably improved if congressional appropriations could be 

expended over a three-year period. This change would give 

developing institutions more financial security in planning 

and implementing long-range improvement programs. 

2. The efforts for integration in higher education can 

be enhanced by assisting black.institutions to strengthen 

their faculty. Financial assistance can enable them to 

retain their qualified faculty members arid to recruit, white' 
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faculty members with salary scales comparable to white insti-

tutions . 

3. There is a great need for the establishment of 

priorities in federal aid to black institutions. In the 

past decade, the emphasis has been on upgrading of the . 

physical plant and the student financial aid programs. The' 

Higher Education Act of 1965 has accomplished much by 

emphasizing the improvement of physical facilities. But 

steps must now be taken to assist institutions in upgrading 

their faculty salaries, faculty loads, and professional 

development of faculty members. 

.4. At a first glance, the provisions of Title III seem 

to work against racial integration in higher education. 

However, this disadvantage is only a short-term effect of 

strengthening black institutions. In the long 'run, by 

strengthening the black institutions, Title III programs can 

provide qualified faculty and staff members to predominantly 

white institutions which are recruiting the qualified black 

faculty members and students away from the black institutions, 

This is the short-term loss that the black institutions have 

to face in order to achieve long-terra gains. 

Recommendations 

The following recommendations are based upon the find-

ings, conclusions, and implications of this study: 
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1. The guidelines, application forms, and procedures 

should be established with long-range planning in mind. The 

changes made from year to year make it very.difficult for 

institutions to follow through any given method of reporting 

the pertinent data, 

2. The forms requesting data relative to the institu-

tion , such as financial statements, student enrollments, and 

faculty should be standardized for all the U.S. Office of 

Education programs. This standardization would save time . 

for the institutions as well as for the U.S. Office of Edu-

cation. This move would also minimize the errors in report-

ing of the.,data. 

3. Some basis should, be established for the guaranteed 

funding of Title III programs. This increased financial 

security would enable institutions to plan their programs 

more effectively on continuous bases. 

4. Changes in personnel in the U.S. Office of Education,' 

Division of College Support, should be kept at a minimum in 

order to avoid confusion and duplication of effort. The -. 

institutions and the Division of College Support now often 

attempt to gather the same data. 

5. The stipend for a National Teaching Fellow should 

be increased from $6,500 to at least $10,000 so that an in-

stitution acquiring the services of a national teaching 

fellow as a substitute for its own faculty member can afford 

to pay a salary comparable to that of other institutions. 
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At present, the institutions hc.va to pay amounts almost 

equal to the stipends allowed under Title III from their own 

institutional funds. Increasing the stipend would give 

black institutions a' better chance to compete for qualified 

faculty members in the open market with other well established 

institutions. 

6. Special funding should be included to provide sup-

portive materials under Title III. Even though the institu-

tions' proposals are expected to be program-oriented and not 

oriented to equipment or materials, it is difficult if not 

impossible to improve instructional, techniques without having 

resources to support such efforts. 

7. Further research should be instituted to develop 

evaluation models for program evaluation.. 

8. Periodic regional workshops should be held. These 

workshops should be composed of coordinators of Title III 

at various institutions, persons in charge of programs at • 

the U.S. Office of Education, and facility members who have 

participated under the Faculty Development Program, Visiting 

Scholars Program, and National-Teaching Fellowship Program. 

This move would bring up to date efforts of Title III pro-

grams . 

9. Further guidelines should be established to outline 

criteria to be used by recipient institutions for selecting 

faculty members to be awarded faculty development grants. 
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These guidelines would help to establish a universal policy 

for all developing colleges,. 

10. There is a need for developing institutions to 

scrutinize their program priorities. At times, an institu-

tion might initiate a program with the help of Title III 

funds. However, if the program does not fit into the overall 

curriculum, purposes, and objectives of the institution, 

such a program would simply be a waste of time and money. 

Also, if there is a'program that cannot be continued after 

Title III funds have been discontinued, it needs to be re-

considered in light of its feasibility before applying for 

funds under Title III. 
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•INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

1. For how many years have you been coordinating this 
Title III program? What, if any, responsibilities do 
you have besides coordinating this program? 

2. Who else besides you is responsible for preparing.the 
application for Title III program? 

3. What type of role do the faculty, students, and staff 
play in preparing the proposal for Title III? 

4. Does your institution have any specific plan for faculty 
and student involvement in operation of Title III pro-
grams? 

5. Who is responsible for deciding what program categories 
under Title III will be included in application for 
which the institution is going to request funds? 

6. Why do you think that your institution is a developing 
institution? 

7. What do you consider your basic needs are in the area 
of faculty development? 

8. Have you applied for and received any financial support 
from sources other than Title III programs? If yes, 
what are the other sources, and how much money did the 
institution receive? 

9. How much money did you request under Title III for 
1966 1967 1968 
1969 ~ ' 1970 ? 

10. How much money did the college receive under Title III 
for 1966 1967 1968 
1969 1970 

11. What are the program categories for which you requested 
the funds? 

12. Did you get funded for each of these categories? 
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13. Did'the institution receive full funding in the face 
amount, of the request? Yes _ No 

14. If cuts were made, what do you think the reason(s) for 
the cut (was), (were) ? 

15. What is the selection procedure for faculty members who 
receive faculty development grants under Title III? 

16. Does your institution have a written policy for selec-
tion of these faculty members? 

17. From the funds that your institution has received how 
many faculty members have been able to work for a 
terminal degree? 

18. How many of these faculty members were able to complete 
their studies? 

19. How many faculty members have come back to your insti-
tution after completing their studies? 

20. Of the faculty members who have returned to your insti-
tution , how many have stayed for one year , 
two years _, three years and longer ? 

21. How many of these faculty members did not return to 
your institution after completing their studies? 

22. Do you find it difficult to attract faculty members 
from other institutions under visiting scholars program? 

23. Do you feel the faculty member sho serves for 2 years 
at.your institution under Teaching Fellowships Program 
has been a true replacement for the- faculty member on 
the leave for additional study? 

24. Since the inception of this program, do you believe 
that the overall salaries schedule for faculty members 
has improved in light of new appointees and visiting 
scholars, program? 

25. Do you feel that in the last five years of operation of 
this Title III, your institution has received a fair 
share of financial support under Title III programs? 

26. If you were to revise the purpose of Title III as 
stated in the Act, what changes, if any, would you 
recommend and why? 



27. If you were to make any changes in the funding pro-
cedures , what changes, if any, would you suggest and 
why? 

28. Do you feel, front the progress reports that your insti-
tution has submitted to the Office of Education, that 
the input (financial expenditures) has been justifiable 
as compared to the output (faculty development)? 

29. What was the average and median salary for Instructor 
Asst. Professor Assoc. 

Professor , Professor" ' in 1966-67? 

30. What is the average and median salary for Instructor 
Asst. Professor Assoc. 

Professor Professor in the 
academic year 1970-71? 
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APPENDIX C 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

1. For how many years have you been coordinating this 
Title III program? What? if any, responsibilities do 
you have besides coordinating this program? 

2. Who else besides you is responsible for preparing the 
application for Title III program? 

3. What type of role do the faculty, students, and staff 
play in preparing the proposal for Title III? 

4. Does your institution have any specific plan for faculty 
and student involvement in operation of Title III pro-
grams? 

5. Why do' you think that your institution is a developing 
institution? 

6. What do you consider your basic needs are in the area 
of faculty development? 

7. Have you applied for and received any financial support 
from sources other than Title III program? If yes, 
what are the other sources, and how much money did the 
institution receive? 

8. What are the program categories for which you requested 
the funds? 

9. Did you get funded for each of these categories? 

10. Who is responsible for deciding what program categories 
under Title III will be included in application for 
which the institution is going to request funds? . 

11. What is the selection procedure for faculty members who 
receive faculty development grants under Title III? 

12. Does your institution have a written policy for selec-
tion of these faculty members? 
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13. Frarfi the funds that your institution has received how 
many faculty members have been able to work for a 
terminal degree? 

14. How many of these faculty members were able to complete 
their studies? 

15. How many faculty members have come back to your insti-
tution after completing their studies? 

16. Of the faculty members who have returned to your insti--
tution, how many have stayed for one year __ , 
two years , three years and longer ' 

17. How many of these faculty members did not return to 
your institution after completing their studies? 

18. Do you find it difficult to attract faculty members 
from other institutions under visiting scholars pro-
gram? 

19. Do you feel the faculty member who serves for 2 years 
at your institution under the Teaching Fellowship Pro-

• gram has been a true replacement for the faculty member 
on the leave for additional study? 

20. Since the inception of this program, do you believe 
that the overall salary schedule for faculty members 
has improved in light of new appointees and visiting 
scholars program? 

21. What was the average and median salary for Instructor 
Asst. Professor Assoc. 

Professor Professor in 1966-
67? " ' : 

22. What is the average and median salary for Instructor 
Asst. Professor Assoc. 

Professor _ ^ Professor in 
the academic year 7970-71? 

23. How much money did the college receive under Title III 
for 1966 , 1967 , 1968 
1969 . 1970 

24. From the money appropriated each fiscal year under 
Title III programs, do you feel that a substantial 
number of faculty members have had an opportunity to 
acquire further professional training in respective 
areas? 
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25. If you were to make any changes in the application pro* 
cedures, what changes, if any, would you make and why? 
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