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On April 11, 1953, President Dwight D. Eisenhower put

into effect Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1953, creating a

new cabinet level department within the federal government.

The new Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW)

was a consolidation of organizations dealing with national

social concerns. Some of the organizations dated back to

1785 when the Congress of the Confederation first set aside

public lands for schools.

In 1953, federal aid to Texas public schools consisted

mostly of funds allocated for vocational.agriculture and

other vocational programs under the Smith-Hughes Act of

1917 and the George-Bearden Act of 1946. Many school dis-

tricts located near federal installations were also beginning

to receive large allocations of federal assistance under the

so-called "Federal Impact " laws passed in 1950 to alleviate

burdens caused by overcrowding of schools by children of

government employees who did not pay local taxes. Texas-

educational institutions also received millions of dollars

worth of surplus government property during the 1950's.

In 1958 the launching of the first earth satelite by

the Soviet Union stimulated interest in American higher



education, especially in scientific fields. Congress passed

the National Defense Education Act. which resulted in millions

of federal dollars going to Texas institutions of higher

learning for support in the teaching of science, training

science and mathematics teachers, and for loans to deserving

science students.

The mid-19601is brought the greatest change in the his-

tory of the relationship between the Texas educational

system and the federal government. Congress passed new

laws which made millions of dollars available to Texas insti-

tutions of learning, but basic changes had to be made in

their racial policies in order to maintain eligibility for

the funds.

In 1963 the Higher Educational Facilities Act made

grants and loans available to Texas colleges and universities

for construction and rehabilitation of facilities and to

improve or establish graduate schools. That same year

Congress passed a new vocational education act which

strengthened and extended the old vocational programs and

gradually began to turn emphasis in Texas from vocational

agriculture to urban vocational needs. A year later passage

of the Civil Rights Act of -1964 initiated a process of change

in Texas school racial policies which eventually resulted in

acceptance, if not approval, by the white population of fully

integrated schools.



The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 was

a landmark law which brought huge allocations of federal funds

to Texas school districts for aiding educationally deprived

children, children of migrant workers, establishment of

educational centers, and strengthening of the Texas Education

Agency. Later that year Congress passed a higher education

act which affected Texas colleges and universities in much

the same wayin addition to providing for grants and loans

to individual students. Both laws were stengthened by

amendments 'in 1966. By 1968 hundreds of thousands of Texas

students were benefiting from the two acts, especially in

poverty areas under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary

Education Act.

After the general elections of 1968, the passage of new

legislation affecting education decreased sharply, but the

amount, of federal aid to Texas education increased steadily

as the new programs gathered momentum. By the early 1970's

federal aid to education was an indispensable part of the

financing of most Texas public schools, and an important

factor in Texas higher education.

Most federal departments and agencies publish periodic

summaries of their activities, either to the Congress or to

the public, in booklet form. These booklets and pamphlets

are available in many public and school libraries and can be

purchased or ordered at any Government Printing Office

Bookstore. The Texas Education Agency also publishes many



booklets and pamphlets on its.various activities and will

furnish most of them on request. Individual school admin-

istrators are usually quite cooperative--except in the area

of civil rights--in answering questions on how federal pro-

grams affect their schools.

Regional offices of all federal agencies make periodic

reports to their respective headquarters in Washington.

However, these valuable sources of information respecting

federal relations with each state within a region are not

usually available to outsiders unless the researcher requests

specific information on a specific subject.
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CHAPTER I

THE CREATION AND GROWTH OF THE DEPARTMENT OF

HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare is the

largest civilian department in the Executive Branch of our

government. It is directly.involved in the.lives of nearly

every citizen of the United States, whether-he be student,

parent of, a student, retired person, teacher, welfare recip-

ient, doctor, nurse, handicapped person, or property owner

paying school taxes.

President Richard M. Nixon's proposed federal budget

for Fiscal Year 1973 provided for more funds, for the first

time in history, for HEW than for the Department of Defense,

even in the time of war. This clearly illustrates the status

to which the relatively new department has arisen.

Several administrations had recognized the need for

grouping federal social services into one cabinet-level

department long before the Department was ever formed.

President Warren G. Harding proposed such an organization

as early as 1923; President Herbert Hoover made a similar

proposal in 1932. In 1937, the President's Committee on

Administrative Management recommended.the new social security

functions, together with all health and education fun&,dtons,

1
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be combined into a Department of Social Welfare. The result

was the creation-by Congress of the Federal Security Agency

in 1939, which partially carried out the recommendation.

The implementation could not be completed at that time,

however, because the Reorganization Act of 1939, Public Law

76-19, the act which created the agency, also prohibited the

creation of new executive departments.1

The new agency consisted of an Office of the Adminis-

trator, the Public Health Service, the Civilian Conservation

Corps, the Office of Education, and the Social Security

Board. By 1953 the Federal Security Agency's programs in

health, education, and social security had grown to such

importance that its annual budget exceeded the combined

budgets of the Departments of Commerce, Justice, Labor, and

the Interior.2

Congress passed another reorganization act in 1949

which enabled President Dwight Eisenhower to submit on

March 12, 1953, Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1953.3it

called for dissolution of the Federal Security Agency and

creation of the Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare, with cabinet level status. Congress approved the

U. S., Statutes at Large, 53:561.

2 U.S., Department of Health, Education and Welfare, A

Common Thread of Service, An Historical Guide to HEW
(Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1970), p. 5.

3U. S., Statutes at Large, 67:631.
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Plan on April 1, 1953 and it became effective April 11.4

President Eisenhower named Mrs. Olveta Culp Hobby of Houston,

Texas, as the first Secretary of HEW.

The new department was the first created with cabinet-

level status since the formation, of the Department of Labor

in ,1913. The new department consisted of six major com-

ponents: the Public Health Service, the Office of Education,

the Food and Drug Administration, the Social Security Admin-

istration, the Office of Vocational Rehabilitation, and Saint

Elizabeth's Hospital. The Department was also responsible

for Howard University, the American Printing House for the

Blind, and the Columbia Institution for the Deaf, which were

federally aided corporations. The Department began with

35,408 full-time employees and a budget of $7,017,302,000.5

The Department assumed many more functions during the

next two decades. One of the first to be added, in the field

of education, was authorization of the Office of Education

to conduct research programs in cooperation with ,educational

institutions and agencies concerned with problems of education,

made possible by the Cooperative Research Act of 1954. A

White House Conference on Education, held in the Fall of 1955,

resulted in seventy-two specific recommendations for improvement

4U. S., Department of Health, Education and Welfare, A
Common Thread of Service, p. 6.

51bid., p. 9.
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of elementary and secondary schools. The Department responded

with several proposals which would greatly expand federal

assistance to education. One result was a 65 per cent

increase in the budget of the Office of Education to help

build the 80,000 new classrooms needed for the 2,250,000

overflow of school children in the autumn of 1956.

The launching of Sputnik in 1957 caused great concern

in America that our technical education lagged behind the

Russians. One result was the formation of the President's

Committee on Education Beyond High School, which reported

grave shortages in qualified college teachers and projected

that up to 270,000 new college teachers would be needed by

1969. Their survey also showed that only 830,000 of the

2,776,000 junior and senior high school students enrolled

were studying science and only 659,000 were studying math.

Even worse, 100,000 seniors were in schools that taught no

advanced math of any kind.6

The committee's report resulted in the passage of the

National Defense Education Act of 1958, setting up a program

of $900 million in federal aid to education. Title II,

Section 20, was the most important feature of the Act. It

created a student loan program which dispensed $225 million

6U. S., Presidents's Committee on Education Beyond High
School, Second Report to the President, (Washington, D. C.:
Government Printing Office, 1958), pp. 24--26.
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in student loans to 350,000 students in the first five years

of its operation.7

One of the more controversial assistance programs, the

Impacted Aid Program, had been created two years before

creation of HEW by passage of Public Laws 81-815 and 81-874.

The two "Impact" 'laws gave the Office of Education authority

to give school assistance to areas affected by federal

8installations. Increased enrollment in the affected areas,

calling for extended construction and operating expenses

caused the program's budget to grow from $119.5 million to

$266.9 million in ten years. The Library Services Act of

1956 allowed the Office of Education to extend library ser-

vices to rural areas.9 By 1960, 30 million rural people had

been served.

On March 1, 1962, President John F. Kennedy signed the

Manpower Development and Training Act, creating in the Office

of Education an agency responsible for aiding in the devel-

opment of vocational education through institutional edu-

cational training.10 Although not budgeted during fiscal

year 1962, the MDTA program has since grown into one of the

Office of Education's more important activities with the

7U. S., Statutes at Large, 72:1583.

8 Ibid., 64:967 and 1100.

91bid., 70:293.

1 0 Ibid., 76:23.
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increasing demand for more vocational-technical education at

the young adult level.

The Higher Educational Facilities Act of 1963 authorized

federal grants and loans to public and private non-profit

higher educational institutions for use in construction,

rehabilitation, and improvement of facilities. 1  Highest

priority was given to classrooms and laboratories. The

Vocational Education Act of 1963 increased and extended

vocational education, programs and training of vocational

teachers. It emphasized further the interest being given

non-academic training by passage of the Manpower Development

and Training Act of the year before.1 2

Probably the single most important piece of legislation

in the history of United States education, and surely the

most important since the creation of the Office of Education

was the Civil Rights Act of 1964.13 Title IV of the Act

directed the commissioner of education to survey and report

to the president the extent to which .discrimination because

of race, color, religion, or national origin limited equal

educational opportunities in public educational institutions

in the U. S. The Act also authorized grants, training insti-

tutes and technical assistance to overcome problems of

llIbid,, 77: 363.

1 2 Ibid., 77:403.

1 3 Ibid., 78:241.
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desegregation. Title VI of the Act stated "No person in the

United States shall, on the ground of race, color, or national

origin be excluded from participation. in, be denied the ben-

efits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program

or activity receiving federal financial assistance."

Soon after passage of the Act, teams of HEW officials

toured the South and met with ,school officials regarding

compliance. Department officials set up procedures whereby

institutions receiving, or which wished to receive, federal

assistance signed statements pledging to comply with the

Act. These statements of good intentions were systematically

investigated for sincerety; teams of civil rights investigators

began making inspections of institutions and thoroughly inves-

tigated all complaints. The Department soon began publishing

bi-monthly lists of all institutions found not to be in

compliance. These lists are still being. furnished to all

HEW agencies, which ,in turn alert the appropriate state and

local agencies through which most federal assistance is

distributed. In 1967, the secretary of HEW created a central

Office of Civil Rights for more effective enforcement of the

law. Compliance activities were moved from other components

of HEW and placed under the Office of the Secretary.1 4

14u. ., Office of the Secretary, Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, "Office for Civil Rights; Reviewing
Authority (Civil Rights) ,and Delegation of Authority,"
Federal Register, Vol. 32, No. 213, Nov. 2, .1967, pp. 15190--
15191.
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In 1965.Congress passed several important laws affecting

federal aid to education. One of the most important was

the Elementary and Secondary.Education Act of 1965, autho-

rizing $1.33 billion dollars to improve elementary and

secondary education, mostly by aid to educationally deprived

children, funds for library resources, textbooks, supple-

mentary educational centers, strengthening of state

departments of education, and the establishment of regional

educational research laboratories.15 Others were the Manpower

Act of 1965 giving HEW authority to set up experimental pilot

projects in.training professional employees the Health,

Professions Act of 1965 authorizing grants and scholarships

in the fields of medicine, dentistry, ostepathy, optometry,

and podiatry;1 7 .and Public Law 89-313 giving assistance to

public schools affected by major disasters and base closings.18

Rivaling the Elementary and Secondary Education Act in

importance was the Higher Education Act of 1965, passed late

in the year. It provided for grants to colleges and univer-

sities for community service projects and programs designed

to aid in solving community problems; aid to college and

university libraries; aid to new and developing colleges;

U.'S., Statutes at Large, 79:27.

1 6Ibid., 79:75.

1 7 Ibid., 79:1052.

18 Ibid., 79:1158.
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direct aid to students including scholarships, loans, and

expansion of the National Defense Education Act loan pro-

gram; teacher preparation programs; funds for teaching aids;

and it nearly doubled existing funds for construction,1 9

The huge new programs in the elementary, secondary, and

higher education fields nearly doubled the responsibilities

of the Office of Education. Employment grew from 2,113 in

1965 to 3198 in 1966, and the budget from $1.5 billion to

$3.4 billion.20 In_1966 Congress passed amendments to the

Elementary and Secondary Act and the Higher Education Act

which improved and increased assistance in the respective

fields. Authority for the adult basic education program was

also transferred to HEW from the Office of Economic

Opportunity.

The passage of new legislation affecting education

decreased considerably after the.1968 elections, however,

implementation of the laws already passed continued at about

the same pace. By 1970 the increasing concern with drug

abuse stimulated passage of several acts aimed at its control.

These acts mostly affected health agencies rather than edu-

cation, but the Office of Education announced the award of

$3 million in grants to train teachers and other personnel

in drug education.2 1

1 9 Ibid., 79:1219.

20 U. S., Department of Health, Education, and Welfave,
A Common Thread of Service, p. 20.

2 1Ibid., p. 35.
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At the beginning of the Fall semester of 1970, the

Office of Education reported that over 30 per cent of the

entire population of the country would be involved in education

during the coming school year, and an estimated $73 billion

would be committed. Of the 62 million participants, 218 mil-

lion would be teachers and administrators and 59.2 million

would be students, including 36.8 million at the elementary

level, 14.8 million at the secondary level and 7.6 million

in higher education.2 2

The 1971 Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance listed

367 different assistance programs under the broad field of

education. including general research, education of the hand-

icapped, and health fields.2 3 Under the category of Agency

Programs, 110 separate programs in the field of education

were listed under HEW's Office of Education, and six more

which were related to education (including the all-important

Office of Civil Rights): were listed under the Office of

the Secretary.2 4

In most cases a federal agency deals with a corresponding

state agency when dispensing federal funds or property, except

2 2 Ibid.

2 3 Executive Office of the President, Office of Management
and Budget, (1971 Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
(Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, ,1971),
pp. b-8 through b-ll.

2 4 Ibid., pp. P4 through P5.
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in those instances when it is more feasible to deal directly

with local school systems, colleges, universities, or other

institutions. The distribution of federal funds through

such state and local agencies in the State of Texas since

the organization of the Department of Health, Education,

and Welfare is the subject of this study.



CHAPTER II

ADULT, VOCATIONAL AND TECHNICAL

EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Texas and the other Southern states have a higher il-

literacy rate than other sections of the nation, therefore

the federal government's desire to eliminate illiteracy in

America has caused special focus to be given the region on

the subject of adult basic education. During the 1960's,

increased emphasis on adult education, plus the realization

that vocational education was as important to American

society as higher education, caused the Department of Health,

Education, and Welfare (HEW) to expand greatly its Bureau .of

Adult, Vocational and Technical Education.

The Bureau of Adult, Vocational and Technical Education,

a division of the Office of Education, is divided into three

major subdivisions: Adult Basic Education, Vocational and

Technical Education, and Manpower Development and Training

Programs. The divisions, whose names are implicit of their

function, together make up one of the Office of Education's

most important components, and one that is receiving an

increasing -share of national attention.

In 1966 Title III of Public Law 89-750 transferred the

responsibility .for adult basic education to HEW from the

12
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Office of Economic Opportunity.' The purpose of the program

was to provide an opportunity for schooling up to the high

school level for adults sixteen years or older. Over two

million persons have been trained nationally since passage

of the law in 196.6. It is basically a grant program admin-

istrated by state, federal, and local cooperation. States

are allocated funds on a 10 per cent matching basis in ac-

cordance with their individual state plans for administering

and conducting the program, submitted to and approved by the

appropriate regional office of HEW. Funds for adult education

are administered by state education agencies which are

responsible for allocating funds to local school systems for

local adult education programs.

The law also provides for teacher training and special

projects. Under the special projects section of the law

(Sec. 309 of -the Act), grants are awarded to public and

private non-profit educational institutions.2  Not less than

10 per cent or more than 20 per cent of the total amount of

federally appropriated funds are shared with the Vocational-

Technical and Manpower Development and Training Program officials.

In the teacher training program, summer institutes are

held At colleges and universities. A multiplier effect is

1 U. S., Statutes at Large, 80:1191.

2Ibid., p. 1220.
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produced when those trained in turn train other teachers in

state and local settings. The end result is a large number

of trained teachers at minimum expense.

The Texas State Plan for Adult Basic Education (ABE) was

submitted to the Office of Education on May 17, 1967.3 The

state administrative office is the Texas Education Agency,

the head of which is the state commissioner of education who

is appointed by the Texas State Board of Education.

The Gilmer-Aikin :School Laws of 1949 required that one

board member be elected from each congressional district.4

Thus the Board had twenty-one members during the 1950's and

1960's, until 1971 when Senate Bill No. 1 of the Sixty-second

Legislature5 changed the number of board members to correspond

with the new reapportionment of congressional districts,

thereby raising the number of board members to twenty-four.6

The ABE Plan in Section 1.61 outlined policies and pro-

cedures to be followed by local educational institutions.

Each had to make an application to administer and conduct an

adult basic education program, giving the number of adults

over sixteen to be served who could not read and write English

3See: Texas Education Agency, Plan of Operation, Adult

Basic Education, (Austin: Texas Education Agency, 1967).

4Texas, Vernon's Texas .Statutes, 1950 Supplement, p. 214.

5 lbid., 1972 Supplement, p. 290.

6 Julien D. Weeks, Chief Consultant, Publications, Texas

Education Agency, to author, March 12, 1973.



15

to the extent that they were substantially impaired in

getting or retaining employment or otherwise meeting adult

responsibilities. Priorities were extended to those func-

tioning at fifth grade level or below, and those functioning

at sixth through eighth grade level or below. The number of

adults in the two categories had to be given and they had to

be classified as to employment status and socio-economic

classification,7

The number of adults to be enrolled, the number of classes

to be given, the number of courses of instruction, and the

salaries and travel of teachers and administrators in relation

to programs and services were the determining factors in dis-

tributing funds. Types and quantities of equipment, supplies,

and teaching aids were also considered.

Another part of the Plan, Section 1.63, gave several

terms and conditions which the local school officials had to

follow to be eligible for funds. One was that they would try

to enroll all adults in need of basic education in the area

regardless of whether they actually,,lived in the school dis-

trict and would make special efforts to recruit those in the

lowest income groups. Another was that no tuition. or fees

would be charged or books or supplies required to be bought.

If an active Community Action program was in ,the area, the

Adult Basic Education program had to be developed and

7 Texas Education Agency, Plan of Operation, Adult Basic

Education, p. 24.
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administered in conjunction with it. The same was true if a

Work-Experience program was in the area.

According to yearly reports of the HEW Regional Office

in Dallas, ABE grants to Texas institutions have increased

since 1966, but -not always steadily. The Texas Education

Agency distributed federal funds totaling $2,480,313 in fiscal

year 1966, but the amount dropped to $2,041,667 in 1967, rose

slightly to $2,082,928 in 1968, and jumped to $2,505,509 in

1969, $2,832,537 in 1970 and $3,314,895 in 1971. Enrollment.

figures for the six years are not as complete. In 1966, at

the time HEW took over the program, 44,772 were enrolled in

Texas ABE programs. This figure dropped to 31,675 in 1967,

but rose again in 1968 to 44,802. No later figures were

available through 1971 although HEW officials report enrollment

was steadily increasing at that time. The Office of Educationfs

ABE regional director reported that the decrease in grants

and in enrollment in 1967 was due to a slight tapering off

of enthusiasm on the part of Texas Education Agency officials,

who had really pushed adult basic education in 1966.9

In addition to the ABE Plan of Operation, which is

amended appropriately as the occasion arises, the Texas

8U. S., Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Office of Education, Regional Cumulative Report of ABE Grants,
(Dallas: Office of Education, 1971).

9 Interview with George Blassingame, Adult Basic Education
Director, Office of Education, Dallas, Texas, October 23,
1971.
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Education Agency is required to submit an -annual report

summarizing the achievements of the program for each year.

It is not a fiscal report but a narrative summary of out-

standing accomplishments of the program during the year.

Part II of the report is a cross-section of narrative

information .from the state's 180 local directors of adult

basic education. It is divided into several categories on

which the local directors are asked to comment. In the

fiscal year 1970 report, in response to directions given

in Category "Aly" which asked for descriptions of special

projects or research, the Alpine Independent School District

director described a project where each student presented a

current government problem in the news and the entire class

of seventeen, discussed it. The discussion was highly suc-

cessful and stimulated the students to read news, watch TV,

and listen to the radio.1 0  A Fort Worth local director re-

ported on a field trip to the Fort Worth Museum of Science

and History. The Huntsville director reported on several

hours of behind-the-wheel instruction given to five students

who did not have driver's licenses.12

In Category "B" the directors were asked to describe

specific successes of their- students which were the result

1 0Texas Education Agency, 1970 Annual Report, Adult

Basic Education (Austin; Texas Education Agency, 1970), p. 1.

1 1Ibid., p. 3.

1 2 Ibid., p. 3.
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of the training. Such experiences as registering to vote for

the first time, finding a job, receiving a promotion, or

getting off welfare by finding gainful employment were given

as examples.

The Burkburnett director reported several students from

Japan getting jobs for the first time in this country.13 The

Lubbock director told of a forty-three-year-old man who had

never been to school passing his General Educational Devel-

opment test after four years of basic education work.1 4

In response to Category tT," -which asked for recom-

mendations for improvement, the Beeville director suggested

more cooperationbetween ABE and Headstart programs and

initiation of a child migrant program with parental in-

volvement.1 5 A Crystal City administrator thought the

program needed a valid test to measure or establish achievement

levels of adults. The report was basically in a magazine

format and had several human interest articles,it also ex-

tensively described public relations activities used to

promote the program.

Local ABE directors contacted in reference to this study

seemed to be enthusiastic about the program and the federal

government's role in administering it. The director at

1 3 Ibid., p. 6.

141bid.,p. 7.

1 5Ibid., p. 19.
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Huntsville Public Schools thought the program worthwhile

and beneficial to many adults. He stated that any paper work

involved in acquiring federal funds for the operation of this

program was worth the trouble and that federal control was

not out of line.

Local ABE adminstrators were questioned on the effec-

tiveness of HEW's administration of the ABE program and asked

whether they thought the red tape involved was excessive.

The Lubbock director of ABE found the program to be "very

effective in meeting the educational needs of under-educated

adults," and believed such programs were the most effective

way to overcome undesirable effects of low income such as

malnutrition, inadequate health care, and crime.16 The

Lubbock Adult Learning Center served 2,662 adults during

1971-1972, ata cost of $105,000.00, less than,$40.00 per

pupil. The director did not think federal restrictions were

a major problem, but complained that funding for one year at

a time was a problem. The continuing resolution under which

the program operates usually causes approval of funding to

be delayed until late fall. A continuing resolution is an

administrative procedure whereby an operating agency's budget

is continued at the same level as the previous fiscal year if

the budget for the new fiscal year is not approved on time.

16
H. E. Owen, Director, Adult Education, Lubbock Public

Schools, to author, October 2, 1972.
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The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare and the

Department of Labor jointly administer programs authorized by

the Manpower Development and Training Act of 1962.17 Congress

established these programs to reduce the level of unemployment,

offset skill shortages, and to increase the skills and pro-

ductivity of the nation's work force.1 8

The Department of Labor's responsibility under the pro-

gram is to assess the need for training, select the trainees,

provide allowances and other training benefits, and help

trainees get jobs. It is also responsible for working with

employers to develop on-the-job training (OJT) projects.

Contracting for institutional training is HEW's respon-

sibility, including ,those training, programs which are coupled

with OJT programs. The institutional training is carried on

in classrooms, shops, and laboratories and focuses primarily

on skill training. Approximately 80 per cent of all federal

institutional training funds is spent under agreements be-

tween HEW and state vocational agencies. Federal agencies

disburse the other 20 per cent directly for such national

U. S., Statutes at Large, 76:23.

U;,S., Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Education and. Training, Doorway to the Seventies, 1970 Report
of the Department of Health, Education and Welfare to the
Congress on the Manpower Development and Training Act
(Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1970), p. 1.
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programs as experimental and demonstration ,projects, national

coupled training, and national institutional projects.1 9

In 1967, the Cooperative Area Manpower Planning System

(CAMPS) was devised in an attempt to coordinate state and

local manpower programs.2 0  Each state submitted a CAMPS plan

to HEW, to be revised and amended annually as appropriate.

The 1971 version of the Texas CA y[PS Plan was divided into

eleven sub-plans, based on areas of the state. These areas

were: North ,Central-Dallas, North Central-Fort Worth,

Northeast Texas, North Texas, The Panhandle, The Permian

Basin, Southeast Texas, Southern High Plains, South Texas,

The Upper Rio Grande Valley, and West Central Texas.2 1

The North Central-Dallas area plan was prepared and

submitted by officials of twenty state, federal, and local

institutions and agencies such as Cooke County Public Schools,

the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the City of Dallas, the State

Civil Service Commission, the Department of Agriculture, the

Soil Conservation Service, the State Department of Public

Welfare, and the McKinney Job Corps Center. An inventory of

financial resources available to the area was given ,in. the

l9U, S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,

Education and Training, Doorway to the Seventies, p. 1.

U. S., Statutes at Large, 81:387.

2 1 Texas Education Agency, Cooperative Area Manpower
Planning System Plan of Operation, (Austin: Texas Education

Agency, 1971), pp. 4-6.
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first part of the plan. Sources included Neighborhood Youth

Corps, Job 'Corps, the State Commission for the Blind, Manpower

Programs, and the Bureau of Indian Affairs.22

The area committee established the following manpower

service priorities in rank order: .(1) vocational education,

(2) basic education, (3) job ,redesign and. placement, (4) young

workers, (5) health manpower services, (6) elemination of

discrimination, (7) female workers, (8) handicapped,

(9) relocation. The committee estimated from Department of

Labor statistics that unmet needs in the area included

6,700 under-utilized employed people, 6,300 employed but still

in poverty, and 15,000 unemployed disadvantaged. Several

thousand more were listed in categories such as those employed

below potential, employed but needing new skills, and those

needing part-time employment.2 3

In 1964, the first year the MDTA program was fully

budgeted, records show 3,483 trainees in institutional

training in Texas, and 1,240 in OJT. Cost of Texas training

projects was $4,552,323 for institutional training and

$725,617 for OJT. Post-training employment (cumulative for

1962 to 1965)o was: institutional, 3,737, OJT 1,073.24

22
Ibid., p. 12.

23 Ibid., p. 14.

24
.U. SO, Department of Labor, 1966 Report of the Secretary

of Labor on Manpower Research and Training<Under the MDT Act
of 1962 (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1966),
p. 175.
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In. 1969, MDTA Officials authorized 1,300 Texans to be

trained on-the-job by local businesses and industries under

the program, 3,500 to be trained institutionally, and 1,200

on a part-time basis for a total of 6,000 authorized trainees.

Federal funds allocated for the three projects totaled

$8,004,000.25 The projects furnished a wide variety of

occupational skills to unemployed and -underemployed enrollees,

many of whom were seriously disadvantaged. The trainees

compiled a record of improved employment and earnings--enough

to eventually more than, repay the cost .of training them through

increased taxable income.

In addition to allocating federal funds to state agencies

for manpower training, HEW has,. since 1966, operated an Excess

Property Program under the MDT Act. Items such as machine

tools, office machines, training aids, and furniture belonging

to the federal government are loaned to institutions and

businesses performing the training. As of the end of October,

1971, items originally costing the government a total of

$2,384,131.46 had been utilized in Texas under the excess

property coordinator. This figure does not include the cost

of items returned to the government or cannibalized for parts.2
6

25U. S., Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,

Education and Training, Doorway to the Seventies, p. 63.

2 6 Interview with Dorothy Buchannan, Excess Property Clerk,
U. S. Department of Health, Educatioi, and Welfare, Dallas
Regional Office, Dallas9 Texas, November 14, 1971.
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Coordination of vocational and technical training, at

the national level has been the responsibility of the United

States Office of Education since passage of the Smith-Hughes

Act of 1917 which ,provided for. promotion of vocational edu-

cation by a permanent appropriation of $7,167,000 annually.

The Act set up training programs at the high school level

for agriculture, trades and industry, home economics, and

provided for teacher training in these fields.2 7 In ,1946,

Congress passed the George-Bearden Act to provide for further

development of vocational education and to add new fields such

as distributive education and health care.28

In. 1953, when HEW was formed, Texas enrollment in vo-

cational classes totaled 284,226 including 65,043 in

agriculture, 142,760 in home economics, 41,322 in trades and

29industry, and 35,101 in distibutive education. Total

federal funds expended during the year came to $1,248,751.

This amount was matched by state and local funds totaling

$11,217,538, bringing the grand total to $12,446,290. Over

$10 million of these funds were divided about equally among

30
agriculture and home economics programs.3 0

27U. S., Statutes at.Large, 39:929.

28Ibid., 60:775.

29U. S., Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,

Digest of Annual Report of State Boards of Education to
the Office of Education, Division of Vocational Education,
Fiscal Year 1953 (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing
Office, 1954), p. 7.

3 0 Ibid., p. 11.
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The pattern continued about the same in the late 1950's.

In 1958.total enrollment was 297,327, with 61,096 in agri-

culture, 141,921 in home economics, 49,463 in trade and

industry, 42,666 in.distieiputive education and 2,181 in

practical nursing. Total expenditures were $17,972,336;

the federal share being $1,878,896, and the state and:local

share coming to $16,093,439.31 Again, agriculture and home

economics programs received most of the funds, taking approx-

imately $15 million between them.

With the increasing urbanization of America, Congress

began to realize that existing vocational-technical, programs

were not meeting the needs of those who required such training

the most. The Vocational Educational Act of 1963 was passed,

granting funds to be used in promoting.vocational education

for all individuals wishing to enter occupational fields.3 2

It was aimed primarily at secondary and post secondary stu-

dents, dropouts, and those with educational, socio-economic,

or other handicaps. Under the Act and later amendments

passed in 1968, each state or territory, in order to receive

its allocation, had to submit a plan describing its present

and future vocational education needs and projected programs.

31U. S., Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Digest of Annual Report of State Boards of Education to the
Office of Education, Division of Vocational Education, Fiscal
Year 1958 (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1959),
p. 26.

32
U. S., Statues at Large, 77,:403.
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State allocations were determined by a congressional formula

based on the number of persons in various age groups needing

vocational education and the state per capita income. The

Act required states to match federal allocations except for

certain, parts of the program in which the federal share could

be as high as 100 per-cent. 3 3

Under this Act, states are allocated basic grants for

maintenance and improvement of vocational education programs,

the purpose being to provide all persons in all communities

an opportunity to. become skilled workers, technicians, and

paraprofessionals in recognized occupations. Fifteen per

cent of the funds must be spent on programs for the dis-

advantaged and 10 per cent on programs for the handicapped.

As could be expected, vocational education programs in

Texas grew tremendously after this law became operative. A

report submitted in 1967 showed that, strangely enough,

agriculture and home economic programs still claimed a share

of .all vocational programs in a state that had become

urbanized. Nearly 470,000 youths were enrolled in agriculture

programs and only 4,410 were enrolled in special needs pro-

34
grams for the disadvantaged. The report claimed that

surveys conducted in Texas until 1967 showed the greatest

33 Ibid., 82:1064.

34 Texas Education Agency, State Board for Vocational
Education, Annual Descr'iptive Report, Fiscal Year 1967
(Austin:. Texas -Education Agency, 1967), p. 90.
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immediate needs to be in the field of agriculture, distrib-

ution, and industry. This condition was no doubt true if only

immediate needs were considered; however, the need for special

programs in the state's large cities were obvious at that time.

The report went on to describe how vocational-technical

programs were made available to over half a million:Texans

during the previous school year at levels ranging from the

eighth grade to post high school students enrolled in junior

and senior colleges, to adults already in the labor market

but taking additional training. Area vocational schools

administered by local public schools offered courses in such

various fields as air conditioning and refrigeration, air-

craft engine mechanics; junior and senior colleges offered

technician level training in such fields as office skills,

chemical technology, and petroleum technology.3 5

In 1965, the state legislature established every county

as an area vocational-technical school district in the public

school field. Texas did not have any such schools at all

until passage of the Vocational Education Act of 1963. By

1967 ninety-four area schools had been approved.36

One of the new vocational schools is located near Tyler

in the Chapel Hill School District. The director there

believes his program is extremely valuable to the school

3 5 Ibid., p. 96.

36 Ibid., P. 101..
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system and community. He stated that, although being part

of a federal program does seem to involve more paperwork, the

vocational teachers have limited numbers of students per

class and have more time to take care of it than academic

instructors would. 37

The Abilene Independent School District built a

vocational-technical school using federal funds on a fifty-

fifty matching basis. The vocational director there felt

that the paperwork required was absolutely necessary to

insure that funds alloted to schools are used as intended.

He favored removing some of the restrictions only if all

administrators could assure state and federal authorities

that the money was being used as intended. However, he

made no suggestion as to how this could be done.3 8

Total federal funds spent in Texas for vocational edu'- t

cation during 1966-67 came to $15,858,029. This amount was

matched by $41,371,461 in state and local funds. Programs

established by the 1963 Act accounted for most, of the federal

funds ($13,154,522). These included vocational programs in

secondary schools, junior colleges and vocational schools,

adult vocational programs, construction of facilities,

Dewayne Bethea, Vocation Counselor, Chapel Hill Inde-
pendent School District, to author, September 25, 1972.

38James.Jeter, Director, Vocational Education, Abilene
Public Schools, to author, September 21, 1972.
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work-study programs, and ancillary programs. The old

Smith-Huges programs received $359.602 in federal funds and

the George-Beardenprograms received $2,343,905.39 Thus the

state of Texas was directing its budget toward solving urban

problems in 1967, even thoughenrollment was still pre-

ponderantly in agricultural programs.

The 1968 amendments, to the Vocational Education Act of

1963, besides requiring states to submit comprehensive plans

of operation, created the National Advisory Council of

Vocational Education with twenty-one members representing

labor, management, experts in training the handicapped and

the disadvantaged, and representatives of the general public.

The council advises the commissioner of education and makes

an annual report to Congress.4 0

Each state plan, of operation submitted under the 1968

amendments must' provide that at least 15 per cent of annual

vocational education allotments be spent on programs for the

disadvantaged, another 15 per cent for post-secondary programs

and at least 10 per cent for the physically and mentally

handicapped. The state may not require uniform local expen-

ditures to match state or federal funds but most permit

variations in economically depressed communities and those

with high unemployment. No local educational agency making

3 9 Texas Education Agency, State Board for Vocational

Education, Annual DescriptiveReport, p. 46.

40U. S., Statutes at Large, 82:10.64.
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a reasonable fiscal effort may be denied matching funds

because it is unable to pay the non-federal part of the cost

of the new programs. Local agencies have the right to chal-

lenge state decisions regarding their applications, including

review by federal court.
41

The Texas State Plan for Vocational Education provides

for all these requirements and also lists the qualifications

for the administrative positions of the program, qualifications

for school administrators, teachers, councellors, teacher aids,

and curriculum development, personnel. Periodic evaluation of

state and local VE programs are also provided for. Evaluation

criteria includes revelance of priority areas in vocational

education, impact of programs on local-state job opportunities

and manpower needs, and the degree to which needs of all

population groups on all levels are being met, with special

emphasis on the disadvantaged, handicapped, unemployed, youth,

and dropouts.4 2

The plan also provides that the State Board for Vocational

and Technical Education will work closely with the Texas

Employment Commission and also co-ordinate with the Model

Cities Program, the Cooperative Area Manpower Planning System,

the Texas Industrial Commission, the Coordinating Board of

4 1 Ibid.

4 2 Texas Education Agency, State Board for Vocational

Education, Texas State Plan for Vocational Education, Fiscal

Year 1971 (Austin: Texas Education Agency, 1970),
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Texas Colleges and Universities and the Governor "s Office of

Economic Opportunity. Another requirement is that the

identity of federal funds must be maintained and not commingled

with state or local funds.4 3

The proposed budget for fiscal year 1971 showed that

state officials were finally beginning to give urban needs

the attention they deserved. Secondary training received

the largest. allocation $34,094, 361, with the federal share

being $2,039,631. Next came post secondary training with

$13,782,744 ($4,676,381 federal); training for the disad-

vantaged, $8,913,136 ($3,053,663 federal); training for

the handicapped, $2, 370,909 ($2,070,909 federal); and adult

training, $2,318,030 ($1,756,550 federal). Additional funds

went for guidance and counseling, construction of area vo-

cational schools, and ancillary services. Total funds set

aside for vocational education came to $80,231,096, with the

federal share being $20,559,898.44

In the 19601s a basic change occurred in the Texas edu-

cation system regarding vocational-technical education. The

old familiar vocational agriculture, homemaking, and distri-

butive education courses were still being offered, but

emphasis had shifted, especially in urban systems, to new

programs designed to meet the needs of an urban society. Even

4 3 Ibid.

4 4 Ibid., p. 144.
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though the state legislature was still dominated by rural

interests, Texas schools, in order to receive their share of

huge allotments of federal funds being distributed under new

laws passed in the early 1960ts, were forced to make the

shift of emphasis.

Although the adult basic education program was not

transferred to HEW until 1966, it subsequently grew tre-

mendously because of the increasing national resolve to

reduce illiteracy in America.



CHAPTER III

EDUCATION FOR THE HANDICAPPED

By the 1960's, sociologists and educators had 
long

realized the advantages of educating and rehabilitating 
the

handicapped so they might support themselves rather 
than be

confined to institutions or depend -on welfare. Congress

must have realized this concept too because it 
gave special

attention to problems of the handicapped while enacting 
the

great. aid to education legislation of, the early 1960's.

The Education for the Handicapped Act, Public Law 91-

230, and its amendments set up nearly a dozen separate 
programs

to aid state and local institutions in educating 
the handi-

capped. Institutions and organizations in Texas, however,

have made extensive use of only about half 
of the programs.

Only one--the Handicapped School and 
Preschool Program--is

administered directly through the Texas Education Agency,

although :the Texas Education Agency is involved in some of

the other handicapped programs. The remainder operate through

direct grants or direct payment for specified 
uses from the

Office of Education's central office in Washington.

lU. S., Statues at Large, 84:121.

33
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The Handicapped Children's ,Early Education Act, Public

Law 90-538, established an Early Childhood Program.2  The

Act was later amended by the Education for the Handicapped

Act. The objective of the two acts was to support exper-

imental preschool and early childhood programs for

handicapped children. The Office of Education has given

grants to projects demonstrating model services to handi-

capped children from birth through the early education years.

The program includes parent participation, dissemination of

information to the professional community and to the general

public. The Office of Education evaluates each project.
3

The Office of Education has operated the program directly

from Washington with no central administering offices in the

individual states. Therefore, Texas Education Agency has

kept no comprehensive records of the project grants and no

comprehensive reports of funding have been made by the state.

Office of Education officials in Washington reported, however,

that a total of $642,736 in federal funds for Early Childhood

Assistance were dispensed in Texas between 1968 and 1971.4

2 Ibid., 82:901.

3 Executive Office of the President, Office of Management

and Budget, 1971 Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance,

(Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1971) p. 262.

4 Telephone interview with Edward Capossela, Office of

Education, Bureau of Education for the Handicapped, Depart-

ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, Washington, D. C.,

January 20, 1972.
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The Education of the Handicapped Act authorized another

program operated by project grants rather than being admin-

istered by the Texas Education Agency. The program has

established regional centers to provide all deaf-blind

children with comprehensive diagnostic and evaluative ser-

vices, programs for their education, adjustment, and

orientation and consultive services for their parents,

teachers, and others involved in their welfare. Federal

grants have been used to provide these services in addition

to in-service training, dissemination of materials, and con-

struction.

Grants have been used to develop or modify public or

private non-profit, agencies to serve as deaf-blind centers.

Such organizations as residential or day schools for hearing

or visually handicapped children, institutions of higher

education, agencies serving children with visual, auditory

or speech disabilities, and .medical or research facilities

have received projects grants.

The agencies make application directly to the U. S.

Office of Education, Bureau of Education for the Handicapped,

using guidelines furnished by the Bureau. The length and

time phasing of the grants is twelve months; application for

continued support must be made within three months of the

expiration date. 5

5 Executive Office of the President, Office of Management
and Budget, 1971 Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance, p. 263.
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By the end of June, 1971, the Bureau of Education for

the Handicapped, a branch of the Office of Education,

awarded $1,080,587. in grants to institutions in Texas under

the program, according to officials of the.Bureau's central

office in Washington. This can be compared to the $4,500,000

spent nationally during.-Fiscal Year 1971 (July 1, 1970

through June 30,,1971).

The Bureau of Education for the Handicapped also main-

tains a free loan service of captioned films and instructional

media for use in training the deaf by direct payment to state

and local public agencies and schools and organizations for

deaf persons. Contracts are also givento conduct research

in the use of educational and training films and to provide

training of teachers, parents, and others who use the media

in workingwith-the handicapped.

The Captioned Film Program acquires, produces, and dis-

tributes films and other related media, and media equipment.

Use of captioned general interest films has been limited to

registered deaf users because limited funding has prevented

wide distribution of educational media to other handicapped

groups#

Organizations wishing to make use of the Captioned Film

Program apply to the Media Services and Captioned Films Branch

of the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped in Washington.

Schools, churches, clubs, and other organizations with three

or more deaf persons as well as state and local public agencies
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and schools may apply. Over 1,300,000 million viewers na-

tionally have seen captioned films since the program began

in 1968, with 2, 300 groups registered.6  Washington officials

of the program report that $524,406 in. federal funds has been

spent inproviding captioned film services in Texas during

the same period.

Another function: of the Bureau of Education, for the

Handicapped is to award project grants to support research

and related activities designed to improve the education of

handicapped children to state and local educational ,agencies,

public and private institutions of higher learning, and other

public or private educational or research agencies on the

basis of evaluations and recommendations of HEW field con-

sultants. These projects are conducted on a cost sharing

basis, with the length and time phasing of the assistance

depending on the needs of the individual projects. Quarterly

progress reports are required and a final report must be sub-

mitted to the Office of Education's Divisions of Research at

the end of the project. Audits are made periodically by HEW

during the life of a project and a post audit is made after

it's completion.7  By the end of 1971, the Bureau of Education

for the Handicapped had allocated $1,444,215 in supporting

funds to agencies in Texas since the beginning of the program

in 1968.

6
Ibid., p. 264.

7Ibid., p. 262.
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Other grants awarded by the Bureau include those to

institutions of higher learning,, with the coordination of the

Texas Education Agency, for use in undergraduate traineeships,

graduate fellowships, summer traineeships, special study

institutes, program development grants, and special projects

in ,the training of teachers for the handicapped.

For example, a report to the Texas Education Agency's

Special Education Advisory Committee from the Texas Education

Agency's Special Education ,Personnel Development section,

dated October 22, 1971, listed five special study institutes

and short-term training programs which were conducted during

the summer and early fall of 1971. Trinity University spon-

sored a program entitled "Development of Skills for Teacher

of the Deaf' "-with twenty participants who received six college

credit hours each for the training. "Development of New

Leadership Personnel--Special Education Supervisors" was a

program held at the University of Texas at Austin, with, the

same number of participants who also received six credit hours

each. That school also sponsored "Continuing Education for

Special Education Supervisory Personnel" with thirty partic-

ipants who received three credit hours each.

The Texas Education Agency co-ordinated a program en-

titled "Development of Pupil Appraisal Personnel and Special

Education Material Specialists" at six different locations

during the summer of 1971--in, San Antonio (thirty-five par-

ticipants, three credit hours); Austin--(thirty participants,
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six credit hours); Houston--(forty-five participants, three

credit hours); Kilgore--(forty participants, six credit hours);

Amarillo--(twenty-five participants, three credit hours); El

Paso--(twenty-five participants, three credit hours).

A total of 375 participants attended an "Institute for

Personnel inthe Language and/or Learning Disabilities Devel-

opmental Programs" held in Austin during three different

time periods in. July and August. An "Institute for Personnel

in the Early Childhood Education for Handicapped Development

Programs " was also held in Austin in October with 125 partici-

pants.

One program under the Education of the Handicapped Act

which is administered primarily through the state education

agencies in the fifty states deals.with handcapped preschool

and school training under Part B of the Act. An attachment

to the above mentioned report to Texas Education Agency's

Special Education Advisory Committee gave a ,breakdown of

federal funds spent under Part B during. the period 1968

through 1971. In 1968 the Texas Education Agency distributed

$502,920 in such areas as development of the educatable men-

tally retarded, $98,600; training materials for the educatable

mentally retarded, $60,000; a rural plan for training the

handicapped, $37,500; development of the minimally brain in-

jured, $49,300; appraisal programs, $150,000; programs for

the deaf, $47,520.
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The figure for 1969 was $1,433,021, spent mostly on the

same type of programs. However, additional categories were

added such as model classroom projects, $40,200; community

resource programs, $63,340; psycho-education, $50,000;

vocational arts and crafts handbooks, $40,000; team teaching

programs, $36,875; and para-professional training, $35,000.

Other programs added in,1970 included establishment of special

education instructional materials centers, $180,000, and

physical education programs, $12,265. The total federal funds

spent in 1970 came to $1,489,487. In 1971 programs such as

life experience programs designed to enrich life experiences

of handicapped children through field trips, day camps, di-

agnostic classes, driver taking,. and summer experience pro-

grams were added. A total of $1,561,046 was spent in 1971.

Since 1968 the Texas Education Agency and the Bureau of

Education for the Handicapped have added new programs each

year, while some of the less successful ones have either

been reorganized or dropped.

The Texas -Education Agency, in response to questions

about the significance of federal aid for handicapped and

exceptional children, complained that it has little influence

or control over the impact of federal money for early, child-

hood education of handicapped children because it does not

flow through state agencies from Washington, but instead goes

directlyto local school districts, universities, and other

groups through direct grants. The TEA hinted that this lack
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of control is unfortunate since better results have been real-

ized through. programs whichare coordinated by state agencies

such as those under Part Bof the Education for the Handi-

capped Act. Funds distributed through that part of the Act

are channeled.through state education agencies for innovative

programs and projects.

The ability to control, coordinate, and utilize these

funds has enabled the TEA to generate a new direction for

special education in Texas. One result was the development

of "Plan A, which prescribed a "new delivery system of ed-

ucational services for handicapped children in.Texasi."9 The

plan was designed to spread special education services to

handicapped children in all part of the state. Before de-

velopment of the plan, 50 per cent of all handicapped children

in.Texas receiving special education lived in only 7 of

Texas' 254 counties. Over 40 counties provided no special

education services at. all. Less than 6 per cent of the

school age population was receiving- special education ser-

vices, while.education authorities contended that 10 to 20

per cent had need of such.education.1 0

.8 Don Partridge, Director of Special Education, Texas

Education Agency, to author, September 26, 1972.

9 Texas Education Agency, Department of Special Education
and Special Schools, Comprehensive Special Education In Texas
(Austin: Texas Education Agency, 1972), pL 1.

1 0 Ibid, p. 3-4.
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The Texas Education Agency pilot tested Plan "A"T during

the school year 1970-71. Its most important concepts are

making-specialist available to assist the classroom teacher;

professional instructional units; and cooperative programs

within districts which feature training of the visually hand-

icapped, emotionally disturbed, brain injured, retarded, and

even pregnant students. The TEA anticipated that by 1976

all handicapped children in:Texas would be reached by Plan

The TEA had only one major criticism of the Office of

Educations's Bureau for Education of the Handicapped. Tech-

nical service to state departments of education does not have

departmental status within the Bureau. The Bureau handles

several other projects and programs, therefore, there is a

lack of coordination of activities to a single state with

respect to education of the handicapped. 1

Education for the handicapped is understandably not one

of the major expenditures in Texas education when compared to

vocational-technical education, higher education, or elementary-

secondary education, but during the 1960's it received an

increasing amount of attention. Passage of the Education for

the Handicapped Act by Congress was undoubtedly a major factor.

l1 Partridge to author, September 26, 1972.



CHAPTER IV

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION PROGRAMS

In the mid 1960s, .Congress, with a good push from

President Lyndon Johnson, passed several acts which, were

designed to improve the quality of education nationally at

the elementary and secondary level, with special attention

given to the disadvantaged. The most important of these

acts was the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.1

Others included the Bilingual Education Act2 and the Education

Professions Development Act. 3

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act

provided that federal aid be authorized for financial assis-

tance to local educational agencies serving areas with

concentrations of children from low-income families. The

funds were to be used specifically for expanding and improving

educational programs in these areas and to meet the special

educational needs of educationally deprived children.
4

lU. S., Statues at Lr , 79:27.

2gbid ., 81:816.

3Ibid., 81:82.

4U. S., Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
History of Title I, ESEA (Washington, D. C.: Government
Printing.IOffice, 1970), p. 2.

43



44

The Act gave the Office of Education responsibility for

approving applications submitted by state education agencies

for participation in the program, making funds available to

state education agencies, developing regulations and guide-

lines with regard to administering the program, providing

consultive services to state education agencies, reviewing

and assessing progress under the programs, and compiling

fiscal and statistical reports to Congress and to the public.

State education agencies participating in the Title I program

in turn had the responsibility for suballocating basic grant

funds to local education agencies, assisting them in the

development of projects, and making payment of funds to the

local agencies. The Act also gave to state agencies the

responsibility for maintaining fiscal records of all grant

funds and for preparing and submitting fiscal and evaluative

reports to the Office of Education.
5

Regulations required the local education agencies to

identify the educationally deprived children in areas where

high concentrations of children from low income families

existed, to determine their special needs, design .projects

to meet these needs, and to submit applications to their

state agency for grants to fund the proposed projects. The

local agencies were also responsible for maintaining adequate

fiscal records of project funds.6

$Ibid., pp. 2 and 3.

6 Ibid., p. 4.
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When the law was first enacted, it required the use of

three poverty indicators in the formula used to distribute

funds. The number of children aged 5 through 17 from families

with an annual income of less than $2,000 and the number of

children aged 5 through 17 from familes with incomes exceeding

$2,000 in welfare payments under the Aid to Families with

Dependent Children (AFDC) program were two factors used in

the formula. The third factor was the average per pupil

expenditure in the state for the second preceeding year.

Later two other factors .were added. These had to do with

the number of children supported in foster homes with public

funds and the number of children in institutions for delin-

quent children.7

Fiscal year 1966, or the school year 1965-1966, was

the initial period in which federal funds were granted to

local school districts in Texas under the Title I program.

Of the state's 1,330 school districts that year, 1,133 partic-

ipated in programs for children from low income families, with

a total of 397,585 students affected. Expenditures of federal

funds came to $65,407,333.8 In addition, 9 school districts

received $306,303 through programs for handicapped children

in state supported schools. The Texas .Education Agency

7Ibid., p. 5.

8 Texas Education Agency, Encore: The Second Year of
Special Programs for Educationally Deprived Children inTexas
(Austin: Texas Education Agency, 1968), p. 3.
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determined that.2,444 students in.the 9 schools met eligi-

bility requirements. The Office of Education also granted

the Texas Education Agency $547,294 in funds for adminis-

trative purposes, bringing the total expenditure of Title

I funds in Texas that firstyear to $66,26o,930.9

The Texas Education Agency considered the 85 per cent

participation of school districts to be an excellent start

for the Title I programs. Total enrollment of public schools

that year was 2,493,39,0, and 415,011, or 16.6, per cent parti-

cipated in the programs. Most of the participants, 403,216,

came from low income families. Participants by grade span

included 22,348 preschool children, 128,978 in grades 1

through 3, 115,164 in grades 4 through,6, 131,7)4J in grades

7 through, twelve, 3,273 of.school age who were not enrolled

in grades 1 through twelve, and 7,537 ungraded handicapped

children.1 0  These figures indicate that schools in Texas

gave the most emphasis to direct participants who were en-

rolled in preschool through grade six.

During the second school year, Texas schools shifted

emphasis more to instruction, since most of the administrative

machinery was already in operation. Seventy-two per cent of

the funds went for instructional purposes compared to 58.3

per cent the first year and only 4.6 per cent had to be spent

91bid.
1 0 Ibid, p. 4.
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on equipment compared to 20 per cent the previous year. Due

to consolidation, the state had fewer school districts in

1966-1967, 1,303 as compared to 1,330 the year before, but

an additional 22 districts participated for the first time.

The number of students increased to 403,216 from low income

families and 2,802 handicapped. An amendment to the law

added two new categories exclusive of those given above.1 1

Twenty-seven hundred students from forty-nine school districts

were placed under programs for neglected and deliquent chil-

dren with expenditures of $95,993. Texas, with its large

population of migrant farm workers in, the Rio Grande Valley

and in the Panhandle, was one of the largest participants in

a new program .set up for migratory agricultural workers by

the amendments. Forty school districts participated, with

16, 769 pupils enrolled and $1,921,913 in federal funds

expended. Total federal funds expended in all Title I pro-

grams that year came to $65,529,479.12

The ESE Act requires that school districts applying

for Title I assistance describe the characteristics of

educationally deprived children that reflect their need for

compensatory education. By the second year. of program

operation, the following characteristics of these children

OU. S., Statutes at Large, 84:121.

Texas Education Agency, Encore, p. 3.
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had become apparent, with ,the most common characteristic

listed first and others listed in rank order:

Classroom performance significantly
below grade level in reading

Poor performance on standardized. tests

Low level in verbal functioning

Malnutrition

Achievement significantly below grade
level in other skill areas

Negative attitude toward school and
education

Poor health

High absentee rate

Poor performance on .standardized tests of
intellectual ability

Low occupational and educational aspiration

level

Low attention span

Emotional and social instability

Expectations of school failure

113
Lack of clothing

The local school districts derived their projects' ob-

jectives from the educational needs reflected in these

characteristics, from services available through existing

school programs, and from the effects of the Title I program

conducted the previous year. Most of the reported. objectives

were aimed at correcting deficiencies described in the above

.131bid.,p. 7.
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characteristics. They included improving performance as

measured by standardized achievements tests, improving

classroom performance in reading beyond usual expectations,

and improving verbal functioning. Schools also gave special

attention to improving classroom performance in other skill

areas beyond usual expectations, improving the nutritional

health of children, and changing attitudes toward school and

education.1 4  Note the positive relationship between these

objectives and the most frequently reported characteristics

of educationally deprived children. Approaches to meet the

objectives included special nongraded or multi-graded classes,

special classrooms, small group and individual instructional

methods, special teachers, special service personnel such as

counselors, visiting teachers, nurses, and speech-therapists,

programmed materials, and audio-visual aid materials.

In 1966-1967 a total of 4,131 teachers were engaged at

local schools in the projects. The subjects they taught

included, in the order of emphasis, reading, reading-language

arts, preschool, physical education, language arts, math,

music, science, speech, health and special education. Ad-

ministration personnel in the school programs withsuch

titles as Title I coordinators, program supervisors, con-

sultants, finance directors, and personnel directors numbered

367. Four hundred and six professional medical personnel,

all but nine of whom were nurses, participated. Pupil service

1 4 Ibid., p. 8.
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personnel such as librarians, counselors, tutors, home visitors

(liason workers), psychologists, speech therapists, teachers,

aides, clerical workers, cooks, janitors, and bus drivers

totaled 2,874.15

The Texas Education Agency asked the local districts

to evaluate the effectiveness of their projects after the

second year, and to try to ascertain which of the various

activities and services produced the most changes in pupil

behavior. In their reports, the districts judged that

reading, kindergarten activities, and teacher aids and other

para-professional help were the most effective activities

and services at the preschool through grade three level. For

the middle years, grades four through six, the districts

believed reading, English language arts, teacher aids and

para-professional help, and library services were most

valuable. For the teen years, grades seven throughtwelve,

the consensus was that reading, English language arts,

guidance and counseling, library services and teacher aids

and other para-professional help were the most important

factors, in that order, in bringing about desireable changes

in pupil behavior and accomplishment.1 6

These evaluations were not just the opinions of the

school personnel involved. They used questionnaires, teacher

9Ibid., p. 10.

16 Ibid., p. 11.
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checklists, pupil surveys, frequency counts, standardized

tests, case histries, and anecdotal records to make the

evaluations. The districts reported that their evaluation

procedures indicated progress and change, even though the

change was not always reflected when compared to standardized

national norms. They submitted statistics which indicated

positive changes in academic performance as reflected by

standardized achievement test gains, increased relevance

of school programs to pupils' needs, increased awareness of

the importance of completing public education as reflected

by dropout rates, and the increased awareness by students of

post high school educational opportunities.

Data reported by 745 Title I school districts indicated

a dropout rate of 3.98 per cent, with 46 per cent of, the

dropouts occurring in grades 9 and 10. The 475 schools,

which had a total enrollment of 428,757, reported 17,792

dropouts during school year 1966-1967. The dropouts gave

general dissatificationwith school as the most common. reason

for leaving, 37 per cent, with economic reasons, 27 per cent,

17
being the second most common cause. A valid comparison

with dropout rates in previous years is impossible because of

changes in reporting procedures. However, both state and

local authorities believe it decreased significantly.

1 7 Ibid., p. 12.
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A valid comparison is available regarding the increase

in the number of students from Title I project high schools

who went on to attend college or other training programs

after graduation. Of the 1964 graduates of these high

schools, 5,230 of 9,868 or 53 per cent continued their ed-

ucation. In 1965 the number of graduates increased to 11,593

of which 6,492, 56 ,per cent continued their education. Figures

for 1966 were: graduates 11,674, those continuing education,

6,773; 58 perent. The school year 1966-67 had the largest

increase in all categories during' the four year period re-

ported. The number of graduates from the schools jumped to

29,579, of which 60.7 per cent, 17,916, continued their

education.

Most of the districts used standarized tests as a major

part of their evaluation process. The Texas Education Agency

drew a sample from 25 districts involving 18,833 participants

to analyze the effectiveness of the Title I activities as

measured by the tests. All districts in the sample used the

same battery of tests, administering the pre-tests in the

fall of 1966 and the post-tests in the spring of 1967. Although

several forms were used at different schools, all scores were

converted to a standard score scale.

Normally, the achievement patterns of educationally de-

prived children tend to drop farther behind the normal group

18 Ibid.,, p. 12.
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each year, causing the percentile ranking of their scores

to drop when. compared to achievements of the total norm group.

A comparison of the pre-test and post-test scores of children

in the sample showed this trend had been reversed. In all

grades except grade 11 scores were higher on the post-tests

than on the pre-tests. Another comparison involved the

distribution of the sample student's scores in quarters

according to the national standard. Fewer students scored

in the lowest 25 per cent, or quarter, of the national

average on the post-test score in every grade except 9.l9

It may be concluded from these comparisons that the

sample students made significant academic pogress. They

not only held their own instead of slipping farther behind,

but made noticible progress toward overcoming their edu-

cational handicaps.

A special category of educationally deprived children

received attention. Amendments to Title I of the ESE Act

provided funds for the Texas Project for the Education of

Migrant Children, a program serving thousands of migrant

20pupils in forty local school districts. . English as a

second language, remedial reading and math, medical and den-

tal examinations and treatment, extensive social services,

hot lunches, and cultural enrichment classes and field trips

were some of the activities and services provided.

1 9 Ibid., p. 13.

20U S., Statutes at Large, 80:1191.
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The Texas Education Agency identifies a migrant child

as one who is unable to complete the regular nine-month

school program because his parents are seasonal workers who

follow the crops. Because of his migration and his cultural

background and physical environment he will likely have one

or more of a variety of characteristics such as shyness, a

marked increase in fears as he starts, to school, more class-

room tensions than other students, a foreign native language,

usually Spanish, frequent absences, lack of proper food and

clothing, few successful experiences and a different concept

of sex and sex roles. Despite these disadvantages, he usually

has the ability to achieve once his special needs are met.2 1

To meet these needs, Texas schools participating in

the project set up programs designed to enable a migrant

child to develop effective communication skills, first in

listening, then speaking, reading, and writing; to gain

fundamental skills in math; to appreciate. American history

and its significance to him; to acquire a knowledge of science

and how it affects his life; to develop an appreciation of

art and music; and to achieve the fundamental skills neces-

22sary for adult living.

The atmosphere of the school and its acceptance of the

culture of the migrant ,child is extremely important in .meeting

21 Texas Education Agency, The Texas Project for Education
of Migrant Children (Austin: :Texas Education Agency, 1967),
p. 7.

2 2 Ibid., p. 8.
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his needs. The Texas Education Agency urged all participating

schools to create a warm and stimulating environment, respect

the use of a child s native language while creating situations

conducive to learning English, assign -the best qualified

teachers to the projects, and involve parents inthe school

program so they can. provide support and reinforcement for

the learning tasks of the school.2 3

At the end of the 1966-67 school year, 16,769 pupils had

participated in, the migrant program. At the McAllen Indepen-

dent ISchool District, a representative district in the Rio

Grande Valley, test results showed that a sample group of

children participating in the program during 1966-1967 made

progress comparable to a control group of resident children

in both language and arithmetic activities. However, the

use of language continued to be the major problem for

migrant children.2 4

The Zapata County Independent School District in South

Texas has participated in various Title I programs since

1965. Its main goal has been to alleviate reading problems

of students in the district, ninety, per cent of whom come

from Spanish speaking homes. Most enter school with little

or no knowledge of the English language.

2 3 Ibid., p. 9.

2 4 Texas Education Agency, Encore, p. 17.
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The schools have given these students one extra period

a day in reading, with individualized instruction an important

part of the system. Results have been excellent. School

officials estimate that in a few years all students will be

reading in their grade level by the time they reach the

fourth grade

The federal programs director of the school district

reported that health and food programs have been a primary

factor in reducing absenteeism in the schools. Many parents

in the district are ignorant as to what constitutes a bal-

anced diet, consequently their children, although they are

not necessarily starving, have suffered from malnutrition.

The Federal Lunch Program has enabled the Zapata Schools to

provide at least one well-balanced meal a day to these

children.25

The federal programs director of the Zapata Schools does

not believe any of the paper work involved in operating the

programs is unnecessary, although it is time-consuming

because of the many different kinds of evaluations required.

He stated that many, of the restrictions are caused by school

districts which try to use the funds to supplant, rather than

supplement, their school programs.2 6

2 5 Jaime Gonzales, Federal Programs Director, Zapata-
County Independent School District, to author, October 6, 1972.

26 Ibid.
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A program for neglected and delinquent children, was

another result of the Title I amendments. During 1966-67,

7,318 children in 49 schools participated. The new funds

,provided remedial instruction, individual attention, special

library materials and services, and other activities designed

to meet the special needs of these children.2 7

The Texas Baptist Children's Home in Round Rock has

specialized in programs for neglected and delinquent children

under Title I. The administrator there enthusiastically

responded to questions about the benefits of participating

in the programs and the extra administrative problems

involved.

Although children at the Home attend public school,

experiments using Title I funds have been conducted during

the summer in, cooperationwith Round Rock Schools. Academic

improvement and enrichment of children at the Home who have

learning problems as been a major goal. Individual tutoring

is an important aspect of the project.

The administrator of the Home reported that federal

restrictions and red tape were minimal,. including those in-

volved in cooperating with public schools. He believed the

programs very worthwhile and planned to continue participating

as long as they are in operation.28

27
Texas Education Agency, Encore, p. 17.

28
Charles I. Wright, Administrator, Texas Baptist

Children's Home, Round Rock, Texas, to author, October 11,
1972.



58

By the school year 1968-69, the number of school dis-

tricts in Texas had been reduced to 1,245 and the number of

districts participating in Title I programs dropped to 1,122.

However, this new figure represented a slight increase in

overall percentage of school districts participating, from

88.6 percent in 1966-1967 to 90 per cent in.1968-69. The

Texas Education Agency distributed $68,970,302 in-Title I

funds that year, with.projects for low income families again

receiving the largest share, $58,944,979, followed by the

magrant program, $8,518,244, programs for handicapped .children

residing in state operated schools, $869,962, and programs

for neglected and delinquent children, $637,117.29

The agency selected.thirty-five schools to be pilot

schools in educational planning and worked closely with

them in developing educational objectives for their.projects.

Together they adopted six goals for the pilot project. These

included developing a higher level of planning-capability at

each school; producing pertinent evaluative information from

the program for use in developing plans for the next school

year and succeeding years; and producing and documenting in-

formation from the pilot experience which will be useful to

the state education agency planning center in giving assis-

tance to local school districts during subsequent years.

Other goals included improving the planning skills of the

2 9 Texas Education Agency, Programs in Texas for the
'Disadvantaged, a Report on 1969 (Austin: Texas Education Agency,
1969),p. 5.
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state agency staff; improving relationships among local

school districts, the state agency, education service centers,

and institutions of higher learning; and producing diagnoses

of the effects of state agency policies and procedures upon

local planning and implementation for use in formulating

needed changes in policies and procedures.3 0

Emphasis continued to shift toward the instruction

category in 1969, with, teachers salaries comprising 68.27

per cent of funds used. It should be noted, however, that

instructional salaries required an increased amount of total

expenditures in all Texas school during the period because

of state-wide teacher pay raises. Non-salary instruction,

7.52 per cent, plant operations and maintenance, 5.59 per

cent, and administration 4.37 per cent, made up the balance

of other expenditures.3 1

A breakdown of Title I. program components by ethnic

background of the participants in 1968-69 showed that Anglo-

Americans still outnumbered individual minority groups among

the poor and others eligible to participate. For example,

under pupil personnel service, 123,554 Anglos, 124,592

Mexican-Americans, and 46,917 Negroes received health ser-

vices; 5,912 Anglos, 7,496 Mexican-Americans and 7,773 Negroes

received food services; 321,469 Anglos, 176,505 Mexican-

American, and 104,461 Negroes received guidance and couseling

30 1bid., p. 4.

3 1Ibid., p. 7.
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services. Note that Anglo-Americans outnumbered eachof the

other groups in most categories except food services. Under

communication skills development, 58,773 Anglos, 31,885

Mexican Americans, and 23,173 Negroes received remedial

reading instruction; 395,365 Anglos, 380,956 Mexican-

Americans, and 131,196 Negroes received individual basic

education instruction. Only in cultural enrichment courses

did Mexican-Americans, 64,842, and Negroes, 51,799, par-

ticipate more than Anglos, 44,892.32

The dropout rate of.Title I schools in 1968-1969 was

divided into two catagories--school districts with over

17,000 average daily attendence and those with under 17,000.

The purpose of making the division was to make a comparative

study of the holding power of urban and rural school districts.

The dropout rate in the larger districts was 5.4 per cent of

enrollment, with general dissatisfaction with school, 43.8

per cent, economic reasons 23.5 per cent, and marriage 13.3

per cent being the three main reasons given for leaving. The

rate in smaller districts was slightly less, 5.2 per cent.

Those leaving for economic reasons, 20.3 per cent, and be-

cause of marriage, 15.7 per cent, were about equal to

dropouts giving the same reasons in urban schools. However,

fewer students, 31.6 per cent, gave general dissatisfaction

as the reason, for leaving.3 3

32 Ibid., p. 10.

33 Ibid., pp. 16, 17.
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By 1969 the migrant program in Texas had evolved into a

four-part system designed to meet as many of the needs as

possible of migrant children who moved about seasonally. A

six-month program, operating from October through March,

utilized extended day care to present the same amount of

material to the migrant child as other students receive in

a nine-month period. Twenty schools operated this type of

program in 1968-1969, serving 12,877 students. Forty-five

school districts operated an enrichment program which gave

additional and individualized instruction outside the realm

of normal curriculum to 10,670 students during the regular

nine-month, term. A combination, of the two above approaches

gave additional enrichment and teaching for a six-month

period during the regular nine-month term. The additional

teaching was given either during the regular school day or

during an extended day.

Sixteen school districts operated "holding classes" .for

migrant children that year. These were extra classes held

at the beginning and end of six-month programs designed to

hold the child in a school situation until the regular migrant

program began.3 4

In 1969, Texas had 1,095 teachers in the four portions

of the migrant program. Most, 74 per cent, were fully cer-

tified; 15 per cent had degrees with emergency teaching

3 4 Ibid., p. 23.
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permits but did, not have degrees. Slightly over half of the

teachers, 51 per cent, were biligual. In addition 810 teacher

aides worked in the programs. Only 45 per cent had high

school degrees, but more importantly, 87 per cent were

billingual.35

Congress designed Title III of the Elementary and Sec-

ondary Education Act to foster the development, demonstration,

and replication of innovative educational programs, giving

priority in funding. to those projects which show the greatest

promise of developing new solutions to old and persistent

educational problems.36  Projects have been funded for spe-

ific. periods, usually not to exceed three years. The funding

of a project is divided into distinct budget periods, usually

three in number, and each period must reflect successful

project operation if further support is to be justified and

granted.

By the end of Fiscal Year 1970, 196, project proposals

had been submitted in Texas of which 108 received grants. In

addition, the U. S. Office of Education had specifically re-

quested that three special central city, projects be proposed.

They were submitted in. May, 1968 and approved for funding.

The amount allocated to Texas in Fiscal Year 1966, was

$3,720,782. In 1967- the amount was $7,002,968. The Texas

35 Ibid.

36
U. S.,1 Statutes at Large, 82,:1094.
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Education Agency established twenty service centers throughout

the state with $1,350,000 which was reserved from the total

allotment of the first two years. Each center was funded as

a Title III project and each received approximately $67,500

to develop an educational planning capability for its region.

The centers were located in Edinburg, Corpus Christi, Victoria,

Houston, Beaumont, Huntsville, Kilgore, Mount Pleasant,

Wichita Falls, Richardson, Fort Worth, Waco, Austin, Abilene,

San Angelo, Amarillo, Lubbock, Midland, El Paso, and San

37Antonio.

In response to questions regarding services ,i4is center

has provided the director of Region XVII in Lubbock reported

that his center actively aided schools in applying for state

and federal funds, developing data on a regional basis for

use by local school districts, and establishing pilot projects

in a variety of educational fields. Services to school dis-

tricts in the area included data processing, media services,

and inservice training of school district personnel.

For example, the center used data processing methods to

process the scoring of student tests in thirty-nine school

districts during school year 1971-72. It also handled the

payrolls of nineteen of the districts, and handled all of the

financial accounting for five districts. Since the Center is

3 7Texas Education Agency, A Directory of Title III
Elementary and Secondary Education ActProjects jinOperation
(Austin: Texas Education Agency, 1970), p. 1
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in-the largest cotton-producing area of the state, it is one

of eight ECSt s which provide assistance to school districts

participating in the Texas Child Migrant Program. 8

In ,1968 the Texas Education Agency, in cooperation with

the Abilene Public Schools, established an Education Service

Center using an obsolete Nike missile site near Abilene, ob-

tained through HEW's Office of Surplus Property Utilization

(OSPU). Its program is siLmilar to the Lubbock Center, ac-

cording to an annual utilization report submitted to OSPU.3 9

The Region I Education Service Center in Edinburg is

another good example of an educational institution using

separate HEW programs to upgrade itself. On June 7, 1968,

the Office of Surplus Property Utilization deeded at no cost

a post office building, which had been declared surplus to

the needs of the federal government, to the Board of Directors,

Region I Education Service Center, .Edinburg, Texas. The

ESC s application for the property, dated January 17, 1968,

had given a detailed description of how the building would

be used to house the Center's executive officer, conference

rooms, secretarial staff, copying machines, stock room, sound-

proof taping and recording room, graphics room, dark room, and

38 Weldon Day, Director of Planning and Research, Region
XVII Education Service Center, Lubbock, Texas, to author,
November 3, 1972.

39 A. E. Wells, Superintendent, Abilene Independent School
District, to Sam G. Wynn, Regional Representative, Office of
Surplus Property Utilization, Department of 'Health, Education,
and Welfare, Dallas, Texas, July 8, 1972.
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storage rooms. In effe(&t, the whole Center would be located

in the old Post Office. The Center's Board of Directors spent

$45,000 to remodel and refurnish the building and it. was in

full operation by July, 1969.40

The conditions of the deed required the ECS to file an-

nual reports outlining utilization of the property. A report

dated July 10, 1972, described how the Center was providing

supplementary educational materials including a 16 -mm film

library, audio tape dujgicating services, transparency re-

production services, and in-service education activities to

schools in a seven-county area.41

In Fiscal Year 1968, total allotment of Title III funds

to Texas amounted to $9,893,210, of which approximately

$1,500,000 was for the three central city projects previously

mentioned and $2,034,000 for operation of the twenty new

projects and the continuation of other. projects.4 2

The total allotment for Fiscal Year 1969 was $8,478,187.

Congress had passed amendments ;to the Act, becoming effective

at the beginning of the fiscal year (July 1, 1968), which

required that $591,501 of the allotment be devoted to the

4 0 Harold Dooley, Executive Director, Region. I Education
Service Center, Edinburg, Texas, to Sam G. Wynn, Regional
Representative, Office of Surplus Property Utilization, De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare, Dalls, Texas,
July 22, 1969.

4 1 Dooley to Wynn, July 10, 1972.

42 Texas Education Agency, Directory of Title III Projects,
p. 1.
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administration sof a state plan for the Title III program,

the activities of an advisory council, and the evaluation

and dissemination activities required by, the Act.4 3 The

U. S. Office of Education administered twenty-five per cent

of the allotment, and the Texas Education Agency administered

the remainder.4 4

During Fiscal Year 1970, $405,905 of the $5,817,974

allotment went for administration and $5,412,069 was used

for project expenses. The U. S. Office of Education directly

administered $1,300,000 in the central cities projects.4 5

A typical project was the model language project

operated by Edgewood (San Antonio area) Independent School

District between April 1966 and June 1969 at, a cost of

$231,053. The school operated, via closed-circuit television,

classes in oral English and reading in a school with a high

percentage of Spanish-speaking children.4 6

A demonstration teacher training and instructional

media utilization program was operated at Lampasas Schools

from May 1, 1966 to June 30, 1969 using $177,006 in Title

III funds. It served teachers in an eight-county area by

43 U. S., Statutes at Large, 82:1094.

4 4 Texas Education Agency, Directory of Title III
Projects, p. 1.

4 5 Ibid. p. 1.

46 Ibid., p. 13.
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providing training-and practice in various types of instruc-

tional media.4 7

"Project Change" was a program operated in Fort Worth

from March 1, 1967 to August 31, 1970 which was designed to

stimulate education in a ten-county area to accept innovation

as an integral part of their philosophy of education, to

activate local personnel and resources in a cooperative

approach.to innovative education, and to translate innovation

as a concept into workable classroom practices. An additional

thrust of the project was using electronic data processing

as a means of freeing administrators and teachers from

clerical duties.48

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act programs

have undoubtedly had a tremendous impact on education in

Texas and, if continued at their previous pace, will go a

long way toward allieviating the problems which minority

groups and in other disadvantaged have historically had in

Texas and in the South. Those children now receiving special

attention and education should someday break the poverty

cycle which has made Texas one of the poorest states, per

capita, in the nation.

4 7Ibid., pi. 15.

481bid., p. 17.



CHAPTER V

EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH PROGRAMS

During the early 1950 s, Congress became apprehensive

of advances in research and technology by communist countries,

and feared that the United States would soon be overtaken

in many important scientific and technological fields. To

help preclude this state of condition, Congress passed the

Cooperative Research Act of 1954. The Act and its later

amendments called for establishment of federally funded

research- programs and research centers. Their purpose was

to ,create improved educational programs and practices through

systematic long term programs of research and development.

This goal was to be accomplished through establishment of

educational research and development centers, regional small

projects research, and dissemination of results of the

research.

Many. of the research programs now overlap with programs

established by the Elementary and Secondary Education Act

discussed in Chapter III. In fact, the ESE Act amended parts

of the earlier Cooperative Research Act. For example, re-

search and development centers and educational laboratories

U. S., Statues at Large, 68:533. For amendments see

79:44, 80:1202, 81:820, and 84:193.
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have, since the mid 1960ts, been operated with funds granted

under both acts.

The Office of Education's central Washington office

handled administration of funds for educational research

directly for the first decade or so after passage of the

Cooperative Research Act. Although ,considerable research

was carried on .in Texas during that period, it was minimal

compared to research programs in the state since 1966.

According to OE's Southwest Regional Director of Educational

Research Programs, OE spent less, than $20 million nationally

for all research programs between 1956, when they were first

funded and initiated, and 1966, when the programs were de-

centralized and expanded.

In 1965 and 1966, the Office of Education took several

actions which had a tremendous effect on educational research

in Texas. First, in 1965, OE established a research and

development center in Austin. In 1966, OE installed the

Southwest Regional Laboratory for Educational Research, also

in Austin. Also in :1966, OE decentralized its education

research program and established offices for education research

programs in each of its nine regions.2

In January, 1968, the administrator of the Research and

Development Center for Teachers reported to the OE Regional

2'H.A. Haswell, Regional Director, Educational Research

Programs, Office of Education, Dallas, Texas, March 23, 1972.
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Office on its program, mission, and accomplishments. The

program of the center was built around "a system-analysis

approach to the study of how teachers can most effectively

be educated in order to maximize child learning.!" The

Center used a three generation model which comprised an

overall framework within which all of its programs were

located and interconnected: (1) Teacher educators--what

they did with teachers, how this affected teaching behavior,

(2) teachers--how they dealt with children, (3) children--how

they approached learning situations and how they were af-

fected by actions of their teachers

The report stated the mission of the Center was to

"determine empirically what processes in teacher education--at

both pre service and in service levels--will produce teachers

who are maximally effective in inducing learning in the many

kinds of children they are to educate." Research conducted

at the Center was aimed at determining ,what characteristics

and procedures of teacher educators would optomize math

teaching by teachers and what type of behavior by teacher

instructors would optomize effective independent thinking by

teachers. Similarily, the researchers tried to determine what

characteristics and behavior of teachers would be most suitable

to maximize math learning in teachers and what type of teacher

3 Report from Robert -F. Peck, Director, Texas Research
and Development Center for Teachers, Austin, Texas, to the
Office of Education, Regional Educational Research Programs
Director, Dallas, Texas, January 5, 1968, Regional Research
Library, Office of Education, Dallas, Texas.
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behavior would optomize independent thinking in children.

With. respect to the children themselves, the researchers

tried to determine which, child characteristics most affected

math learning and which most affected independent thought

among children.

To accomplish these missions, the Center had, at the

time of the report, developed three programs: (1) selection

of-promising innovations in. teacher education for controlled,

experimental application to pre service or in service samples

of teachers; (2) development of appropriate methods for mea-

suring important kinds of gains and methods for measuring

child gains as the ultimate criterion of a teachers effec-

tiveness, and (3) development of a system which identifies

and interrelates all factors of individual nature and sit-

uational circumstance of all people who together make up the

educational enterprise in any one place, whose interactions

produce either excellent, average, or poor consequence in

child learning.

The three above programs are influenced by two central

assumptions which the Center has demonstrated to be valid.

One is that the most effective education is one which fosters

an individualized pace and direction of. learning. The other

assumption is that the most effective program is one which

personalizes the teacher-learner relationship. The Center is

trying to incorporate these theories into programs of teacher

education and to 'invent new ways to individualize and
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personalize instruction of teachers themselves. It is, of

course, a continuous process.4

The Research and Development Center, although estab-

lished by the Office of Education, is actually operated

under a three-way partnership'by the University of Texas at

Austin, the Texas Education Agency, and the Austin Independent

School District. All professional personnel are from the

University's faculty. Coordination in conceptual planning,

instrumentation, and experimentation of program divisions

is handled by a research council. AA executive committee

composed of. personnel from the University of Texas, the

Texas Education Agency, and the Austin Independendent:School

District controls administration of the center.

In 1966, one year after establishment of the R and D

Center, the Office of Education established the Southwest

Regional Laboratory for Educational Research, headquartered

at the Commodore Perry Hotel in Austin. Some of its early

funding included $216,349 awarded on Junell, 1966, for devel-

opmental activities, $90,000 awarded on October 1, 1966, for

pilot program activities, $261,439 awarded on December 1,

1966, for a three-month extension of the developmental ac-

tivities, and $1,048,500 awarded on March 1, 1967, for the

first 9 months of a 21-month research contract. An undated

form letter, addressed merely to "Dear Educator," gave an

41bid.
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example of some of the work done at the laboratory.5 it

described training materials developed at the lab which are

available in "convenient flexible format for use by everyone

involved in education research, development, dissemination

and evaluation.t" The materials consisted of fourteen in-

structional units which had been field tested by the

laboratory.

Since its beginning, the laboratory has concentrated

its efforts on the educational achievement of the Mexican-

American, the Negro-American, and the French Acadian (the

laboratory also conducts research, in Louisiana). In the

area of Mexican-American education, the laboratory develops

and demonstrates programs in which the teacher, the in-

structional program, materials, and activities are structured

to fit the individual needs of the children. The laboratory

has established urban demonstration centers in McAllen and San

Antonio to demonstrate a pre-school program, a biligual

elementary school program, programs for secondary schools,

teacher-in-service education programs. The laboratory also

subcontracted with Texas Tech University to design a pre-service

5 Undated form letter circularized to educators in the
Southwest by the Southwest Regional Laboratory for Educational
Research, Austin, Texas. Copies of the letter are kept in a
loose-leaf binder labeled "Southwest Regional Laboratory " at
the Office of Educations's Regional Research Library in
Dallas.
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education program for teachers and counselors of Mexican-

Americans.6  Again, these projects and programs overlap with

those carried on under the provisions of the Elementary and

Secondary Education Act.

In Negro education, the laboratory has emphasized staff

development, early childhood education, parental involvement,

and student motivation. A staff development center, training

teachers in improving instruction in language arts, was es-

tablished at an elementary school in Tyler. An instructional

program in early childhood education, demonstrating an

activity-oriented .curriculum, was implemented in three school

districts in Texas and two in Louisiana. Altogether, the

laboratory set up seven demonstration schools, four in Texas

and three in Louisiana, to test parental involvement

activities--designed to involve Negro parents in their

children' education--and student motivation. strategies.

The laboratory designed two other programs to comple-

ment and support the above activities. In the areas of

communication skills and mathematics the lab. developed and

adapted curriculum materials relevant to the needs of its

target populations. The field instruction kits mentioned

earlier included units for bilingual and bidialectic language

programs in Spanish, French, and English for grades kinder-

garten through six. Mathematics programs were also adopted

to the needs of Mexican-American students.

6Ibid.
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The second supporting program dealt with the application

of-computer technology to education. Use of computers in

meeting the management needs of individual schools and the

instructional needs of individual children was demonstrated.

The lab placed ten remote terminals in schools in Texas and

Louisiana and connected them to the University of Texas'

1440 computers. Local school personnel were given training,

including technical and mechanical aspects of computer hard-

ware and computer programming, at the terminal sites and at

the University. University and laboratory personnel also gave

training to teachers.and administrators in fifteen San Antonio

school districts, teaching them application.for classroom

instruction and management.

The laboratory has in recent years circulated bi-annually

a "Memorandum to Institutional Members" which gives good re-

sumes of its activities. The January, 1969, edition told of

a new $1.7 million contract between the lab and the U. S.

Office of Education for the year beginning December 1,. 1968

through November 30, 1969, a $300,000 increase over the pre-

vious years funding. It also described pilot testing in the

laboratory's five basic programs--language-bilingual education,

mathematics education, multicultural social education, early

childhood education, and parental-school-community involvement.7

'7'Southwest.Regional Laboratory for Educational Research
Austin, Texas, Memorandum to Institutional Members, January,
1969. Copies of these bi-annual memorandums are kept in a
loose-leaf binder labeled "Southwest Regional Laboratory".at
the Office of Educations's Regional Research Library in Dallas.
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In addition to the basic Office of Educationcontract

that year the lab also contracted with the Texas Education

Agency for $748,540 to operate a migrant educational devel-

opment center, received a $115,000 grant from the National

Science Foundation to continue a mathematics education pro-

gram, and contracted with the Office of Economic Opportunity

(not a part of HEW) for $285,983 to operate an early child-

hood education program for migrant children in McAllen. The

circular also told of plans for a new building for the lab

which would be a unique public-private venture in which a

private investment firm would erect a high-rise educational

office building with the laboratory as its major tenant.8

The July, 1969, edition of the memorandum told of the

appointment of a new president of the laboratory board, Dr.

Dana Williams, superintendent of Corpus Christi Schools, and

the choosing of three new board members and re-election of

eight incumbents for three-year terms. A facility review and

a five-year program review by staff members of the U. S.

Office of Education was also given coverage in the memorandum.9

The January, 1970, edition reported new funding to be

$2.1 million for the year, but also told of tabling of plans

for the new building because of the Nixon Administrationts

freeze on new federal building construction. Efforts were

8Ibid.

9 1bid., July, 1969.
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made during the period to make the labs activities known

among the states educators and administrators. For example,

a 20-foot display of pilot test activities was presented at

a meeting of the .Texas Association of School Administrators

in Austin.1 0

The Office of Education has a National Center for

Educational Research and Development (NCERD) to oversee and

coordinate the research programs established by the Cooperative

Research Act and the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

It supports activities ranging from regional small grant re-

search projects (under $10,000) to such comprehensive under-

takings as NCERDfs large research development projects.

The large research projects have affected Texas only in-

directly, however the small grant research project program

has been very active in the state.

In the summer of 1966, NCERD gave the administrative

responsibility for small research projects to the Office of

11
Educations regional offices. The Regional Project Research

program was designed to "support small-scale educational re-

search projects, facilitate participation in educational

research by a broad range of college and university personnel,

encourage small colleges to undertake research programs so

1 0 Ibid., January, 1970.

llU. S., Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,

Office of Education, Regional Project Research, a Four Year
Summary (Washington, D. C.:, Government Printing Office,
1970), p. iii.
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that students may benefit from having professors who are

engaged in education research activities, and to provide for

direct and expeditious handling of proposals"n12

Small project grants were made for no more than

$10,000 and were scheduled for completion within 18 months.

Those eligible to apply included colleges, universities,

state departments of education, other public or private

agencies, organizations, groups, or individuals with insti-

tutional or organizational sponsorship.1 3

According to a report prepared in August, 1971, by

the Office of Education's regional director of research pro-

grams, OE granted $394,651.67 for small project research in

Texas during the period January!4 1967, through June 30, 1971.

The research in Texas was conducted by individuals and

many of their reports can be found at OE's regional research

laboratory in Dallas. Several of the projects were conducted

at North Texas State University. Sharon Anderson conducted

"An Investigation of the Effectof a Course in Group Counseling

Techniques on Prospective Counselors' Self-Concepts, Self-

Images, Social Images, and Interpersonal Relations." Her

project was funded for $7,000 and its duration was from

February 12, 1969 until September 30, 1970.14 Jane Pool,

14Ibid., p. 1.

131bid.

14 Ibid., p. 5.
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another NTSU researcher,was funded in the amount of $6,900

from June 11, 1969 to August. 11, 1970 for a project entitled

"The Development of a Theoretical Construct of the Concepts

of Touch as They Relate to Nursing."1 5

All of the individuals conducting small research pro-

jects in Texas were sponsored by colleges and universities

except one by the Travis County Juvenille Court and one by

the Fort Worth Independent School District. In all, fifty-

two small research projects were conducted in Texas during

the period at such insititutions as the University of

Houston, University of Texas at Austin, University of Texas

at El Paso, Texas Woman's University, East Texas State

University, Southwest Texas State College, Texas A&M, San

Angelo State College, Texas Christian University, Southern

Methodist Univeristy, and Dallas County Junior College.1 6

According to the director of research at North Texas

State University, small project research was only a small part

of the total amount of'research conducted at a large university

such as NTSU--not much more than research funded by private

foundations.1 7  The Stephen F. Austin State University Director

of Research thought the projects conducted on his campus were

1 5Ibid., p. 7.

1 6 Ibid., pp. 1-11.

1 7 Telephone interview with Robert C. Sherman, Director,
Office of Sponsored Research and Academic Projects, North Texas

State University, November 4, 1972.
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very worthwhile and encouraged many researchers to investigate

funding sources for "research activities pertinent to their

academic interests." When asked for his opinion on how

difficult it was to secure a small project grant, he stated

he did not consider the procedures involved in securing a

grant to be a deterrent to the students and faculty members

who were genuinely interested in conducting meaningful

18
research.

Although the Small Project Research Program. was un-

doubtedly popular in academic circles, it was considered

expendable by the Nixon Administration and was one of the

programs phased out by HEW in the early 1970t s during a

general cutback in expenditures. It was discontinued after

the spring of 1972.

Research officials at the University of Houston re-

garded the program so highly that they, prepared a statement

in an attempt to have it continued. The statement pointed

out that many younger researchers had gotten started with

the grants, how an. investigator was able to telephone or

visit the OE Regional Office for help with problems, how new

researchers were able to attain a level of professional com-

petence which enabled them to go on to more significant

investigations, and how the federal government was able to

C. R. Voigtel, Director of Research, Stephen F.
Austin State University, to author, October 12, 1972.
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secure high quality, innovative research at relatively low

cost. 1 9 Although many similar appeals were doubtless made to

representatives in Congress and in HEW, the program was

discontinued,

Funds distributed to the research and development

center, the educational laboratory, and for small project

researchdid not, of course, comprise all of the federal

money which was distributed in Texas for research during

the late 196 01 s, but these activities exemplify the major

effort toward which the Office of.Education's regional

EducationalResearch Program was directed during the period,

19'Francis B. Smith, Director, Office of Research,
University.of Houston, to author, November 1, 1972.



CHAPTER VI

AID TO HIGHER EDUCATION

Since the turn of the century, Congress has passed

nearly a dozen acts which affected higher education. Three

of these measures extablished programs which have had more

impact on higher education than all of the others. They are

the National Defense Education Act of 1958, passed after the

Sputnik scare, the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963,

and the Higher Education Act of 1965.3 Other legislative

measures which ,set up programs affecting higher education

more indirectly and which overlap more with other programs

are the Cooperative Research Act of 1954,4 the Education for

the Handicapped Act, 5 the Agricultural Trade Development and

Assistance Act of 1954,6 the Mutual Educational and Cultural

Exchange Act of 1961 (Fulbright-Hays Act),7 the Elementary and

U. S., Statutes at Large, 72:1583.
21bid., 77:363.

3 Ibid., 79:1219.

41bid., 79:44.

5lbid., 84:121.

61bid., 68:897.

7Ibid., 75:527.
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Secondary Education Act of 1965,8 and the Education Professions

Development Act, which ,is actually an amendment, passed in

1967, to the Higher Education Act of 1965.9

Federal aid furnished under these acts can be divided

into five broad categories: support of institutions, support

of individuals, support of research, support of community

activity, and services and publications. These categories

can be further broken down according to the type of services

involved. Support of institutions includes aid for instruc-

tional improvement, development of facilities and equipment,

and programs aimed at helping institutions aid disadvantaged

students. Support of individuals includes general student

financial aid, and aid for study in specific areas such as

media specialist training, training education personnel in

educating the handicapped, and training library personnel.

Support of research includes regional education laboratories,

small project research, and research in educational media and

technology. Support of community activity involves community

service and continuing education programs, the Teacher Corps,

and institutes on civil rights problems. Services and pub-

lications refer to services to colleges and universities and

publications on higher education which the U. S. Office of

Education furnishes. Of the five broad categories of federal

8Ibid., 79:27.

91bid., 81:82.
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aid to education outlined above, this chapter will be concerned

mostly with, support of institutions and support of individuals.

The federal government aids developing institutions

through three programs designed to upgrade their facilities

and their overall academic quality. They are the Developing

Institutions Program, which ,supports cooperative arrangements

between the developing institution and more established insti-

tutions, business firms, foundations, and government agencies;

the National Teaching Fellowships program which makes it pos-

sible for highly qualified graduate students and junior faculty

members from established colleges and universities to serve

in developing institutions; and the Professor Emeritus program

which does the same thing using retired professors from es-

tablished colleges. The Office of Education administers

these three programs directly from Washington and they are

only examples of approximately thirty-seven different federal

programs which either directly or indirectly support insti-

tutions of higher learning.

Federal funds allocated under the Higher Education

Facilities Act of 1963 are the most important of the direct

aids to institutions. They are also the easiest to trace to

a single state or a certain ,college or university because

records of allocations are kept in Office of Education regional

10U. S. Department. of Health, Education, and Welfare,
How the Office of Education Assists College Students and
Colleges, (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office,
1970), p. 1.
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offices rather than in Washington, where they would not be as

detailed. Under Title I of the Act, Office of Education awards

grants up to 50 per cent of a project development cost for

construction.and initial equipping of undergraduate facilities

such as classrooms, laboratories, and libraries. The term

"construction" includes purchase of land and buildings, re-

novation, and conversion of existing facilities. Twenty-four

per cent of the funds appropriated under Title I are authorized

for the use of public community colleges and junior colleges

and technical institutes. The balance goes to other insti-

tutions. If funds allocated for one group within a state

are unused by January 1, however, they may be transferred to

the other group.1 1

In 1965, the first year of the program, OEs Bureau

of Higher Education: (BHE) allocated $2,552,220.00 in Title I

funds to Texas community colleges and $8,438,618.00 to other

12institutions. The awards were made to three community

colleges and thirteen institutions in the other category. The

next year, 1966, Title I allocations in Texas rose to

$5,058,779.00 to the smaller group with 17 colleges and tech-

nical institutes participating, and $17,778,756.00 to 29 other

institutions. The year 1966 was the peak year for Title I

1 1 Ibid., p. 17,

U. S., Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Office of Education, Bureau of Higher Education, Summary Report,
(Dallas: Office of Education, 1972).
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allocations to Texas institutions. They dropped slightly in

1967 to $5,653,974, allocated to 15 community colleges and

$16,782,432.00 to 28 other institutions. The number of

institutions participating and the amount of funds allocated

remained fairly constant for the next two years then dropped

sharply in 1970, owing to a general cutback in HEW funds.

Seventeen, community, colleges and institutions participated

that year, but they received on $2,278,572.00. Twenty-six

other colleges in the second category received on $1,538,272.

Things were looking a little brighter during the first four

months of 1972, however. Seven colleges in the first group

had received $465,517.00 and twenty in. the second group had

received $1,348,271.00. Total allocations since 1965 were

$26,592,535.00 to community colleges and $65,134,845.00

to other schools *13

The above figures refer only to funds provided for

undergraduate facility improvements. In addition, funds for

improvement of graduate facilities are available under Title

II of the Higher Education Facilities Act. The BHE distributes

funds under this part of the Act without regard to the type

of institution. Since Title II funds are provided only for

graduate facilities, this program is not nearly as large as

the Title I program for undergraduate schools. For the period
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1965-1972, BHE allocated $17,694,966.00 to ten different

Texas schools.1 4

The Bureauof Higher Education also makes low interest

(3 per cent) loans to institutions for construction of both

graduate and undergraduate facilities. In1965, these loans

amounted to $4,292,000.00 for eleven Texas schools. These

figures increased to $14,408,000.00 for fifteen schools in

1967, the peak year so far. Total loans in Texas from 1965

to May, 1972 came to $32,685,069.00 with 65 schools

participating.1 5

In support of individual students, the Division of

Financial Aid, Bureau of Higher Education, U. S. Office of

Education administers five programs of financial aid to

students above the secondary school level. They are (1)

National Defense Student Loans, (2) Guaranteed Loans for

College and Vocational Students, (3) Educational Opportunity

Grants, (4) College Work-Study, and (5) Loans for Higher

Education ,to Cuban Exiles. Two of these programs have had

little impact in Texas. A regional BHE official reported

that the Guaranteed loan program has been unsuccessful because

few banks or other loaning institutions will agree to make

16the loans because the rate of interest is too low.6 The

1 4 Ibid.

1 5 Ibid.

16 Interview with.Leo Hatten, Financial Aid Program
Officer, Bureau, of Higher Education, Dallas, Texas, August
24, 1972.
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Cuban Exile program as the name would suggest, has affected

mostly Florida and a few other southeastern states.

An undergraduate attending an eligible college, uni-

versity, or vocational-technical institution may get a National

Defense Education Act loan of up to $1,000.00 each academic

year to a maximum of $5,000.00. Repayment at 3 per cent

interest does not begin until nine months after the end of

his studies and can be extended over a ten-year period. If

he becomes a full-time teacher, as much as half of the loan

may be cancelled at the rate of 10 per cent for each full

year of teaching. He is not obligated to make payments, nor

does interest accure, while serving in the armed services,

Peace Corps, or Vista, up to a three-year limit. If he

dies or becomes permanently and.totally disabled, the loan

is cancelled.

The academic year 1968-69 was probably a typical year

for NDSL activity in Texas. Students receiving loans totaled

19,819. Total loans came to $8,509,789.00. Eighty different

institutions were involved.1 7  In 1970-71, 21,763 students

attending 86 different institutions received $8,585,752.00.

A look at the breakdown of loans to students attending spe-

cific schools that year indicates that minority students

1 7 Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office
of Education, Bureau of Higher Education, NDSL Congressional

No. 69-01 Notification to Members of Congress Regarding P. L.
- The NDEA Act of 1958, Title II. (Washington, D. C.:

Office of Education, 1968), pp. 74-78.
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probably. participated in a higher proportion than other stu-

dents. For example, more students at Bishop College, a

predominately black school, received loans than did students

attending the University of Texas at Austin. Eleven hundred

and fifty Bishop students received $404,964.00 in loans,

while 1127 students at the University of Texas at Austin re-

ceived $380,700,00. One hundred eighty students from North

Texas State received $56,737.00 during 1970-71.18 A higher

proportion of students attending private schools such as

Baylor, Abilene Christian, and Rice also obtained loans

than did those attending the big state schools. Baylor had

830 participants, Abilene Christian had 762, and Rice had

460.19

The Educational Opportunity Grant (EOG) program is

directed specifically at making higher education possible for

undergraduate students who would not be otherwise able finan-

cially. The Bureau of Higher Education makes grants to eligible

students for each of four years of undergraduate study in

amounts ranging from $200.00 to $1000.00 per academic year.

The institutions of higher learning themselves select deserving

reixiJpients and determine the amount each student needs

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office
of Education, Bureau .of Higher Education, NDSL Congressional
No. 71-01 Notification to Members of Congress Regarding P. L.
85-64, The NDEA Act of 1958, Title II, Washington, D. C.:
Office of Education, 1970), p. 116.

1 9 Ibid.
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according to criteria set by the BHE. The institutions also

provide matching awards to each grant recipient at least

equal to the grant itself.2 0

The criteria for awarding the grants are: (1) the

student must be accepted for enrollment as a full time under-

graduate, or is already a full time student in good standing,

(2) he must show evidence of academic or creative promise,

(3) he must be of exceptional financial need, and (4) would

not be able to pursue a higher education without the grants.2 1

The EOG program has been growing steadily. in Texas

since its first academic year of operation--1966-67. During

that year, 7,831 Texas students participated at 62 institutions,

with $3,071,634.00 in ,federal funds being granted. As in the

other student programs, evidence shows that minority students

participated more than others. Two small black schools,

Bishop College and Jarvis Christian College, had 415 and 226

participants respectively as compared to 473 at North Texas

State, and 770 and the University of Texas at Austin, two

large state schools. Participants at the large schools prob-

ably also included high percentages of minorities, although

the official records give no breal#own of ethnic groups. Texas

20 How the Office of Education Assists College Students
and Colleges, pp. 27-28.

21 Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office
of Education, Bureau of Higher Education: Education Opportunity
Grant Report No. I Notification to Members of Congress Re-
garding R. L. 89-329, .the Higher Education Act of 1965.
(Washington, D. C.: Office of Education, 1966), p. 1.
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Southern, a larger black school, had nearly, as many partic-

ipants, 716, as did the University of Texas at Austin.2 2

During the next academic year, 1967-68, 12,650 ,Texas

students received $5,895,900.00 in grants at 76 institutions.

The number of grantees at Bishop (687) and Jarvis (419) was

even higher as compared to NTSU (470), and UT (800).23 By

the year 1970-71, participation at Bishop, 1367, had more

than doubled that of UT, 559. Grantees at NTSU had dropped

to 225. In .fact, participation at many state schools such

as Texas Womant s University, NTSU, UT, and Texas Southern

dropped off that year while it increased at the small black

schools. Of course the difference in tuition is a factor

that must be considered. The overall program continued to

grow that year. Ninety-one Texas instittions and 14,661

students participated, receiving grants totaling

$8,061,700.00.24

The College Work-Study. program is designed to help a

student work his way through an undergraduate, graduate, or

22 Ibid., pp. 57-60.

2 3Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office
of Education, Bureau ,of Higher Education: Education Opportunity
Grant Report No. 1-67 Notification to Members of Congress
Regarding P. L. 89-329, the Higher Education Act of 1965.
(Washington, D. C.: Office of Education, 1967), pp. 54-56.

2 4 Deaprtment of He$lth, Education, and Welfare, Office
of Education, Bureau of Higher Education:: Education Opportunity
Grant Report No. 1-70 Notification to Members of Congress
Regarding P-. L. 89-329, the Higher Education Act of 1965.
(Washington, D. C.: Office of Education, 1970), pp. 50-54.
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professional courses of study. Grants are made to the insti-

tution, which.in turn pays the student for such activities as

working in dining halls, laboratories, libraries, and mainte-

nance facilities, and for grading papers or otherwise assisting

a professor or department. Work can also be done at an ap-

proved off-campus public or private non-profit agency in such

areas as health, education, or recreation. Wages must be at

least equal to the current minimum wage and may be as high

as $3.50 per hour for highly specialized work. The federal

government pays 80-per cent of the students wages and the

institution or off-campus agency pays the rest. He may work

an average of 15 hours weekly while attending school full

time, or up to 40-hours weekly during the summer and other

vacation periods.25

The first six months of 1971 was probably a typical

period of participation in: ,the Work-Study program since it

included a full academic semester and half of a summer va-

cation. The federal share of wages to Texas students totaled

$4,833,989.00. A total of.15,106 Texans participated at 106

colleges. Comparing participation at some of the schools

mentioned earlier, Bishop College had 800 wage-earners, NTSU

26had 141, UT had 540, and Jarvis Christian College had 420.

2 5 How the Office of Education Assists College Students
and Colleges, p. 28.

26 Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of
Education, Bureau of Higher Education, Work-Study Report No. 33.,
Notification to Members of Congress Regarding P. L. 89-329, The
Higher Education Act of 1965, (Washington, D. C.: Office of
Education, 1970), pp. 129-136.
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As with the other student programs, minority, students appar-

ently participated at higher rate than other students.

With the passage and implementation of the various

acts affecting higher education in America, Congress and the

federal government has shown its intention to -insure that

any individual who desires a college education will have an

opportunity to obtain one. The nation no longer has an

excuse for wasting human resources because of the financial

inability of qualified students to pursue a higher education.

Although some may feel that it is now too easy for a

young person to enter college, and the colleges are being

flooded with poorly qualified and non-serious students, at

least one college financial aid officer feels that the pro-

grams described here are working. Baylor's vice president

for student financial aid stated that the programs are helping

all young people according to their desire and ability. In

response to inquiries as to whether he thought the criteria

for receiving federal financial aid were too lenient, he

replied that they sould be more lenient and less restrictive,

and that more funds should be released.2 7

Some educators and members of the business community

have begun to doubt the necessity of a college education for

all Americans. They refer to the shortage of positions in

2 7ArchW. Hunt, Vice President for Student Financial
Aid, Baylor University, to author, October 16, 1972.
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in the national work force available to college graduates,

and claim that many of the graduates may have to accept

positions for which they are overqualified, an undersireable

situation both for them and for management. Nevertheless,

little doubt remains that the quality of human life in

American will increase as the general education level rises.



CHAPTER VII

FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS

During and immediately after World War II a large

backlog of needed school construction developed in school

districts which were affected by buildups of federal instal-

lations. These school districts were flooded with children

of military and civilian-personnel at the installations and

at the same time were faced with a shrinking tax base to pay

for educating them because federal property can not be taxed.

The school districts grew tremendously in population, but

property values did not increase correspondingly. Nothing

much was done to ease the situation during the war because

it was believed to be temporary and the problem would solve

itself in.peacetime. By-19O, however, Congress realized

that something should be done and passed the so-called

"Impact" laws, P. L. 81-815 and P. L. 81-874.l Public Law

81-815 authorized funds for construction of a huge backlog of

needed School facilities. Only the most urgently needed

facilities had been built during the war. The Office of

Education approved more than 900 applications for aid during

the first two year P. L. 81-815 was in operation. After the

U. S., Statutes at Large, 64:967 and 1100.
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first three or four years school construction leveled out and

tapered off gradually.

Requests for P. L. 81-874 funds have not declined,

however. In fact, this aid program has grown .steadily since

1950. Its funds are used for maintenance and operation

assistance in school districts which have federally-connected

children.

The so-called "Impact" program which operates under the

two laws has been rather controversial because eligibility

requirements are quite lenient. For example, schools receive

credit for children of any federal employee living in the

district, even if he commutes to his job outside the district.

Children of servicemen on active duty and children living in

federal low-rent housing projects are also covered. Some

congressmen--from districts which are not affected--have also

accused local communities of using impact money mainly to

drive local taxes down.

Title I of, P. L. 81-874 authorizes assistance to ease

financial burdens caused by three types of federal activities:

(1) lower local revenues by reason of acquisition of real

property by the federal government, (2) over-crowding of schools

by children whose parents work or live on federal property

(communities can tax a business or industry which employs par-

ents, but not a federal installation) and (3) sudden and

substantial increases in school attendance due to federal

activity. School districts suffering from major disasters

can also receive funds under the two laws.
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While Impact funds for school construction leveled off

after 1954, after new schools had been built near most large

federal installations, the Office of Education has made con-

tinuously larger yearly allocations for maintenance and

operation. In 1951, 1,172 eligible school districts across

the nation received $520,370,000.00 in P. L. 81-874 funds, with

2,943,940 pupils covered. By 1970, these figures had risen

to 4,659 school districts, $16,892,225.00 and 23,240,386,pupils.2

Texas, with its many air force bases, army posts, and

naval installations has of course received a substantial portion

of Impact funds. The Texas Education Agency is not directly

involved in allocating Impact funds, but it does certify that

data submitted by local education agencies to the Office of

Education is accurate. Average daily attendance of children

of federally employeed parents is the single most important

factor in securing Impact payments.

During the period 1951-1970, Texas public schools re-

ceived $72,399,617.00 in construction (81-815) funds. The

national total was $1,174,279,642.00. Naturally, districts

near large federal installations received the higher allo-

cations. Districts in Bell County, which contains most of

Ft. Hood, received $4,630,329.00 as compared to districts in

Dallas County, much larger in population, which received

S.', Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Office of Education, Administration of Public Laws 81-874 and
81-815, Twentieth. Annual Report, (Washington, D. C.: Government
Printing Office, 1971), p. 11.
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$3,604,904.00. The San Antonio and El Paso areas-were the two

most heavily affected in Texas. Bexar County school districts

received -$14,757,189.00 and El Paso County districts received

$14,713,799.00 during the period. Forty-eight Texas counties

in all participated.3

During the same period (1951-1970) Texas public schools

received $277,743,533.00 in appropriations for operation and

maintenance under the Impact program out of $4,665,806,076.00

appropriated nationally. Impact funds in some school dis-

tricts comprise almost the entire school budget. For example,

expenditures for the 1969-70 school year at Randolph Field

Independent School District in San Antonio came to $914,100.00,

and $798,079.00 of it was paid for with P L. 81-874 funds.4

Of course, this is an extreme example of a school district

created mostly to handle the needs of a federal installation,

but several such districts exist in Texas. Most cities and

towns near an army post or air force base get anywhere from

one-tenth to one-fourth of their total revenues .from Impact

funds, depending on the size of, the school district and the

size of the installation. A small school district near a

large installation would depend more heavily on. Impact funds

than a large district near the same size installation would.

31bid., pp. 174-178.

41bid., p. 93.
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In,1969-70, total expenditures at Killen Independent School

District, near Ft. Hood, came to $4,588073.00, of which

$1,674,275.00 were paid for.with P. L. 81-874 funds.5  This

is a typical example of how a school district in an "army

town" is affected by 81-874 funds. Of course, if several

school districts are located near the installation, as is the

case at El Paso and San Antonio, the funds to each, district

are diluted. A-school district such as the Denton Independent

School District, which has only a few federal offices in the

area and a few federal commuters, may still receive several

thousand of dollars in Impact funds. Denton schools received

$30,209.00 in 1969-70.6 Large cities such as Dallas and

Houston usually receive about half a million dollars annually

for their schools even though they have no large military

bases nearby.

School administrators normally have a higher regard

for the Impact program than any other federal aid to education

because 81-874 funds are not categorized. They can be used

as the school sees fit. Answers to questions regarding- the

benefits of receiving impact monies and procedures involved

in acquiring them were the most enthusiastic of all responses

to inquiries about programs covered in this thesis.

An official of San Angelo Public Schools commented that

Impact funds are the only federal funds on which there is

5Ibid.
6Ibid. p. 95.
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practically no red tape. He foresaw no controversy over con-

tinuing the program because the money is in lieu of taxes

lost on local property that is tax exempt. Since an air force

base is located near San Angelo, Impact funds are a sub-

stantial part of the budget and their deletion would severly

cripple their program.7

The Sherman and Denison school systems were faced with

loss of Impact funds because of the closing of. Perrin Air

Force Base, located between the two cities. As a result, the

Sherman Public Schools had to greatly curtail hiring of

teachers, according to their personnel director. The loss

to the Denison Public Schools was from $170,000.00 down to

approximately $13,000.00, representing about 16 cents per

$100 on. the tax roll. The funds had been treated the same

as money brought in by taxes since their use was not re-

stricted, and any further cut in the program would make an

increase in taxes imperative.

The coordinator of the El Paso Public Schools' Depart-

ment of Curriculum and Staff Development complained of annual

7Rex W. Lowe, Director of Special Services, San Angelo
Public Schools, San Angelo, Texas, to author, October 12, 1972.

8
Ruth Alexander, Personnel Director, Sherman Public

Schools, Sherman, Texas, to author, October 13, 1972.

9W. L. Blankenship, Director of Special Services,
Denison Public Schools, Denison, Texas, to author, October
17, 1972.
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curtailment of.Impact funds while the student population re-

mained constant. Several large federal installations exist

in the El Paso area and Impact monies have been very important

to the El Paso Independent School District. It has had to

find other.ways of financing services extended to children

of federal personnel. Loss of Impact monies would be disastrous

to that segment of the student population and-would curtail

services provided for-the rest of the student population

also, according, to the school official.1 0

A large air force base is located near Abilene, Texas,

and Abilene Independent School Dsitrict has received both

81-815 and 81-874 monies. The superintendent there thought

highly of the Ipact program because he.was able to use the

funds as he pleased. He stated if it were not for 874 money,

the district would have to raise taxes approximately 24 cents

11
per.$100 in order to carry on the same educational program.

It is understandable why school administrators regard

Impact funds more highly than any other federal funds since

their use is not restricted as, for example, ESEA funds are.

Some superintendents may not always use the money for the

highest and best educational purposes, especially if local

10
Enrique Perez, Coordinator, Department of Curriculum

and Staff Development, El Paso Public Schools, El Paso, Texas,
to author, October 24, 1972.

11A. E. Well, Superintendent, Abilene Public Schools,
Abilene, Texas, to author, October 13, 1972.
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pressure is exerted for or against changing theories, but

any -use is better than havdIng problems caused by insufficient

funds.

Insufficient funds in Texas school districts are usually

caused by the states notoriously inequitable property tax

system, a fact deplored even by the conservative editors of

the Dallas Mornin s who called for revision of property

tax administration in Texas even though the Supreme Court

had reversed the Rodcigues vs. San Antonio Independent School

District decision of lower courts, which declared Texas'

school property tax system unconstitutional. 12Using Impact

funds has been one way for many Texas schools to overcome

difficulties brought about by the tax system.

1 2 Dallas Morni4g News, March 23, 1973.



CHAPTER VIII

OTHER HEW PROGRAMS WHICH AFFECT EDUCATION

In addition to the huge educational programs admin-

istered by the Office of -Education, the Department of Health,

Education, and Welfare operates several smaller programs

which affect education one way or another, but are not part

of OE. Three which are more readily identifiable with ed-

ucation, in the sense that they are not merely administrative

arms of the HEW such as personnel, financial management, or

legal council, are the Office of Child Development (OCD),

the Office for Civil Rights (OCR), and the Office of Surplus

Property Utilization (OSPU). The titles of these organizations

fairly well explain their functions. The Office of Child

Development has been involved with preparing underpriviledged

children for early school experience; the Office for Civil

Rights has attempted to insure that every citizen has an

equal opportunity to obtain an education; and the Office of

Surplus Property Utilization has tried to find a better use

for surplus government property than selling it to "army

stores, " junk dealers, and land promoters.

In July, 1969, the Nixon administration combined the

Head Start program and the Children's Bureau into the Office

of Child Development. Head Start had been launched in 1965

103
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as part of the Office of Economic Opportunity (not a part of

HEW), and the Children's Bureau, formed in 1912, was trans-

ferred from HEW's Social and Rehabilitation Service. The

new Agency'1s mission was to serve as a coordinating point

for all federal programs for children, to act as an advocate

for children by bringing their needs to the attention of

the public and all levels of government, and to serve as an

innovator in planning new programs for children and their

parents.

The Children's Bureau's major responsibility has been

to provide technical assistance to states and to public and

private agencies with regard to child health. Handicapped,

retarded, and emotionally distrubed children have been given

special attention. Protective day care services for children

have been provided. The Bureau has also been involved in

parent-child conseling, adoption, foster care, services for

unwed mothers, and community youth development programs. It

also has conducted research and evaluation of programs serving

children and has provided information about services for

2
children,

The two major bureaus in OCD--the Children's Bureau

and the Bureau of Head Start and Child Service Programs--have

. . Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Office of Child Development, DHEW Publication No. (OCD) 72-1
OCD;- Office of Child Development, (Washington, D. C.: Office
of Child Development, 1971), p. 1.

Tibid.



105

used two completely different methods of operation in ex-

tending their services to children. The Head Start program

has dealt primarily with underpriviledged children and their

families and was designed to meet their nutritional and

health needs as well as educational needs by providing free

lunches and health care at participating institutions. The

Bureaus role has primarily been that of an advocate for

children, but it has not granted funds directly for this

purpose. An example of how the Children's Bureau has per-

formed its mission is the Community Coordinated Child

Care (4-C) Program.

The 4-C Program was designed to mobilize community

resources in coordinating new and existing child care fa-

cilities, give parents an effective voice in program direction,

and to simplify the relationship between local programs and

state and federal governments.4 No direct federal funds are

provided to set up local child care service under 4-C. This

must be done on the community's own initiative. However,

they can and often do obtain money from sources such as the

United Fund, churches, and other private funds and foundations.

Although the centers are controlled at the local level, each

state .has a 4-C committee, recognized and assisted by OCD, to

3 Ibid.

4U. S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Office of Child Development, DHEW Publication No. (OCD) 72-37
Four C - Community Coordinated Child Care (Washington, D. C.:
Office of Child Development, 1972), p. 1.
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encourage and support local 4-C programs and to mobilize state

resources in the area of child care services.5 According to

regional OCD officials, Texas had sixteen 4-C centers at the

end of June, 1972.

The Office of Child Development's regional directory

of Head Start grantees, dated December 9, 1971, lists

eighty-eight local Head Start agencies in Texas. Over half

were affiliated with Community Action Agencies and the rest

were affiliated with. school districts. Community Action

Agencies are administered by the Office of Economic Opportunity

(OEO), but they also have received funds from HEW for edu-

cational purposes such as Project Head Start.

In connection with this study, several Head Start

grantees were questioned about the efficiency and. effectiveness

of Head Start under the administration of HEW as compared to

how it was administered by OEO. An official of the Dallas

County Community Action Committee stated that being under

HEWt s Office of Child Development gave Head Start an oppor-

tunity for close coordination with other children's programs

and increased its opportunity for better funding, but he

could not really say whether efficiency and effectiveness had

improved under OCD.6

51bid.

6 John B. Brown, Administrative Assistant to the Exec-
utive Director, Dallas County Community Action Committee, to
author, November 3, 1972.
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The program operations manager of the Waco Community

Action Agency reported little difference in the operation

of Head Start after it was transferred to HEW from OEO.

Procedures and requirements were about the same. Even the

forms used were similar. He believed, however, that HEW

might not be quite as innovative and open in new approaches

in child development as was OEO.7

The Head Start director at Tyler Public Schools was

more favorable to HEW. He thought program operation had been

better under OCD. Improvements had been made in the grant

application process and forms.were easier to understand and

complete.8

Establishment of the Department's Office for Civil

Rights was the result of Congresses determination to enforce

actively the Supreme Court's earlier decision against seg-

regated schools. Title VI, Section 601 of the Civil Rights

Act of 1964 provides: "no person in the United States shall,

on the ground of race, color, or national origin, be excluded

from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be sub-

jected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving

7 Eugene F. Jud, Program Operation Manager, Waco Commu-

nity Action Agency, to author, October 27, 1972.

8 Wayne D. Boshears, Head Start Director, Tyler Public

Schools, to author, October 31, 1972.
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federal financial assistance."9 Section 602 -of the Act

directs all federal departments and agencies which extend

financial assistance to issue regulations, carrying out

Section 601.10

Since HEW was by far the largest department despensing

federal funds, the viability of its regulation was critical

to the implementation of the Act as Congress intended. In

response to Section 602, HEW published its Title VI regulation

as Part 80, Title 45 of the Code of Federal Regulations. It

prohibited such discriminatory actions as denial of services,

provision of services in a different manner, segregation in

the provision of services, or otherwise offering services

and benefits in a manner which has the effect of discriminating

against particular individuals on .the ground of race, color,

or national origin. The regulation further provided for sub-

mission, by each recipient of federal assistance of a written

assurance of compliance with Title VI, and reviews by HEW

staff of recipient organizations to determine if they were

in compliance with Title VI. Noncompliance was to be resolved

by negotiation or by termination, of all federal financial

assistance.

Under the regulation, school systems were responsible

for assuring that they had not violated Section 601 of the

9 Public Law 88-352, 88th Congress, H. R. 7152.
(Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1970), p. 12.

1 0 Ibid.
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Act. This responsibility extended to the manner in which a

school system's educational programs and activities--including

transportation, athletics, and extra-curricular activities--were

assigned to schools." The regulation did not, as many be-

lieve, call for a quota system in.mixing races and ethnic

groups, although mixing was encouraged, but instead required

school systems to assure that students of a particular race,

color, or national origin concentrated in certain, schools or

classes would be given just as good an opportunity for edu-

cational advancement as students in any other school or class

in the system. Such practices as comparative overcrowding

of classes, assignment of comparatively fewer or less quali-

fied teachers, less adequate curricula and extra-curricular

activities, and provision of less adequate student services

were prohibited.1 2

The regulation provided for several choices in. elim-

inating a dual structure of schools and called for reorganization

to be completed by the school year 1968-1969 or at the latest

1969-1970. Reassignment of pupils could be accomplished by

freedom of.choice;.geographic attendance zoneswhich promote

elimination of dual structures; reorganization of school

11U. S., Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Office for Civil Rights, Policies on Elementary and Secondary
School Compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964, (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office,~1968),
p. 4.

12Ibid., pp. 4, 5.
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structures (for example, changing grades taught at particular

schools); and closing schools and assigning its students to

other schools in a manner which fostered elimination of the

dual structure.

Early in 1966 the Department created an Office of

Civil Rights (OCR) headed by a special assistant to the

secretary, and shortly thereafter transferred all civil rights

compliance activities to it from other components of HEW.

By early 1968 all regional OCR offices were in operation.

Each regional office provided advice and assistance to local

school officials on compliance with Title VI and also re-

quired periodic reports from school systems receiving federal

assistance. If the OCR staff believed a report indicated

policies or practices contrary to Title VI, the staff would

schedule a review by an OCR inspection team. Reviews were

also made in response to complaints by local citizens and

groups.

If a review indicated non-compliance, the school system

was notified in writing and advised to submit a plan for

correcting the non-compliance. Negotiation continued in this

manner until an agreement was reached on provisions of the

plan necessary. to achieve compliance. If the school system

refused to take corrective action, the OCR initiated admin-

istrative proceeding to terminate federal financial aid.

Termination orders were reported to the congressional committees
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with jurisdiction over the assistance affected before they

became effective. Schools had the right to judicial review

before termination orders were issued by HEW.
1 3

As one might expect, civil rights has been a sensitive

subject in Texas, both from the point of view of school of-

ficials and the regional OCR headquarters in Dallas. Regional

OCR officials at the Dallas office have been very reluctant

to open their files regarding, civil rights investigations

to outsiders. Monthly reports to Washington from Dallas,

however, show that OCR teams visited 113 Texas school systems

from early in 1968 until the end of June, 1971. The reports

did not show results of the visits, although some schools were

visited several times. Only the name of the school district

and date of inspection were shown on the reports. School

systems in Jasper, Bishop, Center, Timpson, Hooks, Paris,

Diball, Baytown, Sonora, Trinity, Texarkana, and Crystal

City are examples of, those reviewed by OCR. Officials of

these schools were extremely reluctant to discuss results of

the reviews and the attitude of OCR inspection teams even

when contacted by telephone. Only, one, the superintendent of

Paris Public Schools, responded. .He reported that no changes

in the school system's desegregation plan were made as a result

of the visit but more balance in mixing the races was "called

pp. 13 & 14.
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to our attention." He thought the OCR team had a suspicious

and distrustful attitude.1 4

School officials in Texas and OCR officials will

probably continue to be suspicious and distrustful of each

other until their places have been taken by those who were

students in desegregated systems. By then, both sides should

understand each others problems better.

Financial aid has not been the only type of assistance

given to educational institutions by HEW. Under the provisions

of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of

1949, the Department has donated .millions of dollars worth

of surplus government personal property and real estate for

educational use.

The Surplus Property Program was already in, operation

as part of the Federal Security Agency when HEW was formed in

1953. Under the program, HEW has distributed federal surplus

property to eligible health, ,educational, and civil defense

organizations throughout the nation through surplus property

agencies located in each state and territory. To be eligible

to receive donated surplus property, an educational institution

must be accredited, must be either tax supported or non-profit

tak exempt, and must comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights

Act.

1 4Tom P. Linam, Superintendent, Paris Public Schools,
to author, Novermber 15, 1972.
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The federal government first began making surplus

property available for educational use at the end of World

War II. Later, the Federal Property and Administrative

Services Act of 1949 created a central federal agency--the

General Services Administration (GSA)--which controls and

manages all federal property.1 5 One function of the new

agency was to make surplus property available to state surplus

property agencies through the Federal Security Agency which

later became part of HEW, for distribution to health and

educational institutions. In 1956 Congress ammended the Act

to make civil defense organizations eligible.16 Thus, the

federal government first made surplus property available for

educational use, then public health use, then civil defense

use. The majority of it however, is still donated for edu-

cational use. In ,fact, Texas Surplus Property Agency (TSPA)

officials have estimated that as much as 80 per cent of federal

personal property (as distinguished from real property) which

has been donated in Texas was taken for educational use.1 7

The agency in Texas which handles distribution of sur-

plus property is older than HEW itself. In 1945, Governor

Coke Stevenson established the Texas State Educational Agency

for Surplus Property by executive order under his "War

1U. S., Statutes at Large, 63:377.

1 6 Ibid., 70:493.

1 7 Telephone interview with Robert A. Davis, Assistant
Director, Texas Surplus Property Agency, San Antonio, Texas,
February 23, 1973.
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18
Emergency Powers." It is not clear when these powers ex-

pired, but in 1949 the Fifty-first Legislature of Texas changed

the name to Texas Surplus Property Agency and continued it by

passing Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 33-19 The resolution

was renewed by each successive legislature until March 19,

1971, when the Sixty-second Legislature made TSPA a permanent

state agency by passing House Bill No. 216.20.-

The TSPA has been a self-sustaining agency, operating

on fees it has charged donees for locating and warehousing

surplus property. The fees were small, however, usually less

than 10 per cent.of the fair value of the property. The

agency established five distribution centers to serve the

state in San Antonio, Lubbock, Fort Worth, Houston, and

Longview.

The current resolutions which renewed the TSPA every

two years during the 1950's and 1960's gave a good indication

of the scope of the donation program-in Texas over the years.

In 1953, House Current Resolution No. 110 showed that Texas

institutions had received personal property that had originally

cost the government $26,877,442.00 and real property that had

cost $120,825,384.00.21 By 1957, $57,000,000.00 worth of real

18 Texas Surplus Property Agency,,Plan of Operation, (San

Antonio:.Texas Surplus Property Agency, 1970), p. 1.

i9 Texas, General and Special Laws of the State of Texas,

51st Leg., Reg. sess., 1949. p. 1392.

20Ibid., 62d Leg., Reg. sess., 1971, p. 59.

2 1 Texas Surplus Property Agency, Plan of Operation, p. 2.
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and personal property had been donated.22 During the

1960's, HEW allocated an average of approximately $16 million

yearly to the TSPA for distribution to Texas donees according

to monthly reports filed by the HEW regional office in Dallas.2 3

It must be remembered that these figures were based on orig-

inal .government acquisition cost, therefore the property was

actually worth much less at the time it was donated. Never-

theless, using surplus property represented considerable savings

to institutions participating in the program.

Selecting, property at a TSPA distribution center has

been something like shopping in a supermarket or discount

store except that the property was free. The fees paid by

donees were to cover agency expenses and were not considered

as costs of the items. Although the property was free, cer-

tain categories had federal restrictions on, their use after

donation. These were items which originally cost the govern-

ment $2,500.00 or more. A donee who received one of these

high-cost pieces of property was subject to audit and review

by HEW staff to determine if it was being used for the pur-

poses acquired. These reviews sometimes revealed some rather

interesting shenanigans. An unverified but commonly dirculated

story at the OSPU Regional~Office tells of an HEW auditor who

once visited a school in deepest East Texas and asked to see

2 2 Ibid.

2 3 These monthly reports are kept in loose-leaf binders
labeled "Reports of Allocations to Region VI SASPIs" at the
Office of Surplus Property Region VI Office in Dallas, Texas.
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a jeep which had been acquired from the TSPA. When the

superintendent showed it to him, it had a bird dog box mounted

in the back.

In June, 1969, the FBI, acting on a citizen's complaint,

uncovered the most flagrant misuse of surplus property ever

recorded in Texas, and probably in the nation. The inves-

tigation revealed that an employee of.the Texas A&M Engineering

Extension Service had acquired through TSPA 117 machine tools

costing over two million dollars, and had disposed of them

through an independent dealer. The dealer had already sold

forty-four of them for nearly $300,000.00 before the scheme

was discovered. The Department of Justice immediately filed

a civil fraud case naming the dealer, the Texas A&M employee,

and the university itself as defendants. The dealer then

recovered six of the tools he had sold but was unable to

recover the remaining thirty-eight, for which he.had received

approximately $242,000.00. An out-of-court settlement was

reached which provided for recovery by the government of the

tools the dealer still had and payment of $100,000.00 to the

government by the defendants. Texas A&M paid $26,000.00 and

the dealer paid $74,000.00.24 The Justice Department decided

not to file criminal charges against the dealer who had main-

tained all along that he had not known the tools were being

2 4 United States District Court, Southern District of
Texas, Houston, Division Final Judgement; Civil Action No..
69-H-932, U. IS. vs. Anthony Lewis Kramer, t. al., June 22,
1970,
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disposed of illegally and that he was as pure as the driven

snow. The Texas A&M employee had had a heart. attack in.the

meantime and probably could not have survived a trial, so

he was not prosecuted either.

Transfer of surplus real property to eligible insti-

tutions in Texas is handled mostly by the HEW regional office

in Dallas and the TSPA has been.only minimally involved.

Since HEW took over the surplus property program in 1953 it

has transferred hundreds of buildings to Texas educational

institutions for off-site removal to school premises. Re-

strictions require that these buildings be used for educational

purposes for five years, then the restrictions expire . They

have been used for suchpurposes as classrooms, bandhalls,

barns, storage buildings, and even just for lumber. For

example, the Pottsboro Public Schools used a surplus building

for a field house. Celina Public Schools used a building

for storage, and the Selwyn School in Denton used lumber from

a surplus building in construction of a small art studio.

These uses are eligible as long as they are connected to a

school program.2 5

The Department also transfers surplus land and buildings

for on-site educational use. Restrictions on on-site use of

property, where land and buildings both are donated, last for

thirty years. Therefore all files on such transfers made

2 5From the files of the Office of Surplus Property
Regional Office, Dallas, Texas.
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since HEW was formed in 1953 were still open in 1972 except

in a few cases where HEW recovered the property because of

non-use or other violations or restrictions. As of the end

of June, 1972, fifty-five different educational institutions

in Texas were making on-site use of federal surplus real

property on which there were still restrictions. This included

nearly every mojor college and university in the state. Sev-

eral colleges and school districts received two or more pieces

of real estate.

About half of Perrin Air Force base was transferred to

Grayson County College in 1972. In 1971, HEW transferred the

control area of a Nike missile base near Denton to Denton

Public Schools for classroom use and a year later transferred

the launch area to North Texas State University for use in

scientific research. Other examples of on-site transfers

include two missile sites to Abilene Public Schools and the

land on which the entire campus of Central Texas College

was built.

In October, 1971, during a Baptist General Convention

of Texas annual meeting in Houston, Texas Baptists voted to

release the University of Corpus Christi from convention con-

trol. The school had requested the action in the wake of

controversy during 'the 1970 BGCT meeting in Dallas over the

University's acceptance of a federal loan to pay for hurricane

26
damage. The whole affair was rather absurd because the

2Dallas Times Herald, 29 October, 1971.
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school campus is located entirely on land deeded to the

University by the federal government in 1951. Thus, the Uni-

versity operated on donated federal land using donated

federal facilities, formerly, part of the Corpus Christi Naval

Air Station, for nearly twenty years before controversy arose

as to whether it sould accept federal aid. It is under-

standable why the University administrators desired to be

free of Baptist affiliation.

Although the Office of Child Development, the Office

for Civil Rights, and the office of Surplus Property Utili-

zation .are not part of the Office of Education, they have

affected education as directly as any OE program has, and

more than some have. The OCD has made instruction of under-

priviledged children much easier for public school teachers

because such children who participated in OCD, programs are

much better prepared to fit into a public school system.

The Civil Rights Act and the OCR have probably been the

greatest instruments for social change in Texas during the

twentieth century. The Surplus Property Program has saved

the taxpayers of Texas millions of dollars by donation of

equipment and facilities which would otherwise have been

bought with tax money.



CHAPTER IX

ANALYSIS

Although Texans have traditionally claimed to be among

the most independent of all Americans, a philosophy which

naturally .would advocate local control of schools, the federal

government has furnished aid to education in the state during

most of. the existance of its public school system. Urbanization

was probably the greatest single factor which caused Texas

schools to increase their reliance on federal funds, but even

before urbanization, vocational agriculture and home economics

were important parts of the curricula of all rural schools,

and the two programs depended heavily on the federal government

for funds.

By 1953, when president Dwight Eisenhower created the

Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Texas had become

urbanized. The majority of federal funds allocated to Texas

public schools however, were still being used for vocational

agriculture, home economics, and distributive education although

federal impact monies were at that time becoming available for

schools affected by federal installations.

Higher education was indirectly affected during the

early 1950is by returning veterans going to school on the GI

Bill, which. was administered by the Veterans Administration.

120



121

Later, in 1958, passage of the National Defense Education Act

brought direct federal aid to institutions of higher learning

and also gave aid to individual students pursuing advanced

education in scientific fields. Overall, the amount of federal

aid extended to Texas education during the 1950's increased

considerably over what it had been in earlier years, but was

almost insignificant compared to what was to come in the 1960's.

The impact of federal aid to education in Texas during

the 1960's was staggering when viewed as a whole. An entire

college was created on donated federal land, with federal

funds paying for much of the building costs. Great advances

were made in educating migrant children, long a problem in

South and West Texas. Poor school districts were able to

give special attention to disadvantaged children, a luxury

they would never have been able to afford without federal

funds. Many adults increased their education in classes paid

for mostly with federal funds. Many school districts installed

area vocational-technical schools for students and young adults

who were not academically inclined, but who wanted to increase

their marketable skills.

Despite all of these improvements made possible by fed-

eral aid, the federal activity which. caused the greatest social

change in Texas during the 19601s and early 1970's was not an

aid program at all. It operated under a new law which pre-

vented any organization from receiving federal aid while

practicing discrimination. It is appropriate that this law
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which brought such change in the Texas social order--the

Civil Rights Act of 196 4--was rammed through Congress by a

Texan, President Lyndon B. Johnson.

The Eisenhower administration had made no real attempt

to bring about school intergration, even though the S.upreme

Court which made the 1954 decision against segregated schools

was headed by an Eisenhower appointee. The administration

left compliance with the decision up to the individual states,

which in Texas meant that limited action was taken. Even

after passage of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, several years went

by before more than token integration was accomplished. By

the early 1970's however, integration was a fact in Texas.

Only the large metropolitian areas still had schools which

were predominantly of one race, and these were the result of

population, patterns, not forced segregation.

The preceding chapters of this study do not by any

means give a full account of all federal funds spent on edu-

cation in Texas since the creation of HEW. They merely give

a broad view of how the major federal educational programs

affected Texas during the period. There have also been many

other programs operated by the Department which could be con-

sidered educational. For example, the Public Health Service

has sponsored training programs for nurses, health workers,

and para-medical personnel. The Social Rehabilitation Service,

a major division of HEW, has given, financial backing to

sheltered workshops and other agencies to rehabilitate the
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the disabled and the handicapped. The Office of Education,

under. provisions of the Library Services Act of 1956, has

dispensed millions of dollars to public libraries in Texas,

especially in rural areas.

Despite many dire warnings to the contrary, use of

federal money has not brought about the loss of state and

local control (except in the area of civil rights) of public

schools in Texas. Regulations imposed by federal bureaucrats

have merely specified that -the money and property will be

used for specific purposes, and according to most adminis-

trators, the red tape involved has not beenexcessive. Many

of the improvements brought about with federal funds such

as Project Head Start, adult basic education, the migrant

program, and other Elementary and Secondary Education Act

programs designed to help the underprivileged were projects

for which most local school boards would not have spent money

otherwise.

Of course, segregation is one institution of local

school control in Texas which has been virtually destroyed by

the desire for federal aid, but federal courts would have

eventually eliminiated it anyway. The Department of HEW has

merely accelerated the process.

Vocational education is another field which gradually

changed direction, in Texas during the 1960' s because of the

availability of federal funds for certain types of training.

The shift went from a mostly agriculturally oriented
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vocational program to one that emphasized training in indus-

trial skills and technical occupations more suited to an urban

society, with special attention being givens to the underpriv-

iledged. By the early 1970's, students who chose vocational

and .technical courses of study over academic fields were no

longer looked down upon because of the new emphasis being. put

on vocational-technical training by educators at all levels,

and also because college graduates were finding it hard to

get jobs.

Federal aid to education has made a tremendous dif!

ference in Texas, but -the federal ,government has not, by any

stretch of the imagination, taken over education. Most of the

changes have been in areas where local and state boards either

could not afford or had no desire to make improvements on

such a large scale. Some of the richer school districts,

such as Highland Park and Richardson, have never accepted

federal aid. Those which have accepted aid still have the

option of -going back to the level on which they were operating

before by refusing further federal funds, but this action

would serve no real purpose.

During the twentieth century, and especially in the

past two decades, the federal, government has served the

educational needs of the people of .Texas in a forthright fash-

ion. By so doing, the federal government, through the

achievements of the various HEW programs, has genuinely in-

creased the quality of life of Texans.
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