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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

THE U.S. COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS
WASHINGTON, D.C.
March 1973

THE PRESIDENT
THE PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE
THE SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Sirs:
The Commission on Civil Rights presents this report to you pursuant to Public Law 85-315, as amended.

Recognizing the potential of Title IV of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 for developing a program that
could assist in the orderly transition from a segregated to a desegregated school system in the coun-
try, the Commission undertook a study of that Title.

The study revealed that Title IV represented an area of neglect. It had been relegated to the status of
a minor program, allocated insufficient money with which to function well, indifferently staffed, and,
consequently, remained immobile. It cannot be called a failure. It has never really been tried.

But the study showed that, despite areas of resistance, the country is receptive to the idea of school
desegregation. The Commission believes that Title IV can become an effective instrument in achieving
successful school desegregation if its import is realized and if its program is adequately financed and
wisely administered.

We urge your consideration of the facts presented and your cooperation in effecting the Commis-
sion’s recommendations.

Respectfully yours,

Rev. Theodore M. Hesburgh, C.S.C., Chairman
Stephen Horn, Vice Chairman

Frankie M. Freeman

Maurice B. Mitchell

Robert S. Rankin

Manuel Ruiz, Jr.

John A. Buggs, Staff Director
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

The 1954 Supreme Court decision holding legally
compelled or sanctioned public school segregation
unconstitutional ! marked a decisive turning point in
the legal battle to assure equal rights for minorities.
The Court expressly recognized that “separate educa-
tional facilities are inherently unequal” and from that
time it was clear that equality in any area of signifi-
cant governmental involvement could not constitution-
ally be achieved on the basis of racial separation.
From that time also the legal obligation of Southern
and border school systems to desegregate their schools
was clear.

During the decade that followed the landmark
Brown decision, however, the right to a desegregated
education remained largely one established in legal
theory but not in fact. During the 10-year period
between 1954 and 1964, many desegregation lawsuits
were filed, numerous court decrees were issued, but
little school desegregation occurred.?

In 1964, the Nation turned in a different direction
from that of private lawsuits in the effort to redeem
the promise of the Brown decision. In July of that
year, Congress passed the most comprehensive civil
rights law since the days of Reconstruction and
opened the way for a renewed and vigorous effort
toward desegregation. The Civil Rights Act of 1964
established three related mechanisms for accelerating
the school desegregation process.

Title VI, which prohibits discrimination in the dis-
tribution of benefits from any program or activity
receiving Federal financial assistance, utilizes the le-
verage of Federal education funds as a means of
bringing about desegregation. Failure to comply with
nondiscrimination requirements of Title VI may result

1 Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, 347 U.S. 483 (1954).
2 During this 10-year period only about 3 percent desegregation was
plished. U.S. C on Civil Rights, Staff Report: Public
Education, 1964, Appendix 2 at 290.
3In FY 1971 an estimated $1.85 billion in Federal funds helped support
activities of local school districts under the EI y and S dary
Education Act. Federal money also supports provision of school library
resources, textbooks and other instructional materials, and supplementary
educational centers and services. Other major Federal programs of aid to
education include Federal financial assistance to school systems in federally

p d areas, h

grants and fellowship awards, manpower develop-
ment and training activities, cooperative vocational education, and higher
educational facilities,

in termination of Federal education assistance follow-
ing elaborate administrative enforcement procedures.’

The Civil Rights Act of 1964 also provides in Title
IV for lawsuits by the Department of Justice to re-
quire desegregation. Thus, even if school systems are
willing to deprive themselves of the benefits of Federal
funds for the sake of maintaining segregation, lawsuits
by the Attorney General will require them to deseg-
regate and render their acts of defiance an exercise in
futility.

Title VI also established a third approach: that of
Federal financial assistance to school districts to help
them overcome problems incident to desegregation.
Under this Title, grants may be made to local school
boards for teacher training or for hiring technical
specialists; they may also be made to State departments
of education for programs of technical assistance. In
addition, provision is made for grants or contracts
with institutions of higher education for training pro-
grams and other technical aid to local districts.

In the congressional debate concerning financial and
technical assistance provided under Title IV of the
bill, Paul Douglas, then a United States Senator from
Illinois, a major proponent of the bill, spoke defini-
tively about the need for desegregating school districts
and of the potential importance of Title IV’s provi-
sions: .

They establish a commitment by the entire Nation
to insure adequate education to all its children. It
is in every respect right that we not wash our
hands of the many problems in the South and in
the North as a result of desegregation; for no
part of the Nation is free of responsibility for the
present condition of education among the poor,
and the disinherited.*

The new mechanism for desegregation established in
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 has begun to achieve
noticeable results. Progress in desegregation has accel-
erated in the South so that today, all-black and all-
white schools are the exception, not the rule,

Of these three mechanisms, two are concerned with
enforcement through administrative proceedings lead-
ing to fund cutoffs and lawsuits by the Department of

4110 Cong. Rec. 6828 (1964).



Justice. The third, contained in Title IV, takes a dif-
ferent direction by offering technical and financial as-
sistance to help school systems through the often diffi-
ult process of desegregation. This mechanism, unlike
the other two, is concerned with facilitating desegrega-
tion, not enforcing it. The way in which this mecha-
nism has worked is the subject of this report.

Early Years of Title IV
Civil Rights Legislation Planning Group

The overall emphasis and direction of the Title IV
program was largely determined before Title IV was
even enacted. In 1963, when passage of civil rights
legislation was anticipated, the U.S. Commissioner of
Education appointed a Civil Rights Legislation Plan-
ning Group to make recommendations on the way the
pending Title IV could be implemented most effec-
tively. The Group, known informally as the Ludding-
ton Task Force after its Chairman, John Luddington,
who was then Special Assistant to the Commissioner of
Education, produced its report later that year and
made a number of recommendations which were to
provide the framework for the operation of Title IV.

Among its major recommendations was that the
technical assistance offered under Title IV be con-
cerned with a “problem oriented approach” to elimi-
nate segregation and educational disadvantage. That
is, in the Task Force’s view, Title IV efforts were to
focus on actual problems likely to be encountered in
the course of school desegregation rather than on gen-
eral sociological issues.® The “problem oriented ap-
proach”, however, was conceived broadly to include
problems of human relations and techniques for teach-
ing disadvantaged children and was not limited specif-
ically to problems of desegregation.® The Task Force
recommendation, while it constituted recognition of
the fact that there were likely to be a wide variety of
problems involved in the desegregation process, also
had the effect of giving tacit approval to funding pro-
grams that were not concerned directly with school
desegregation.

The use of consultants in the provision of technical
assistance was another major Task Force recommenda-
tion that had important implications on the future
success of the Title IV program. In the Task Force’s
view, these consultants could be key elements in en-
abling local school systems to overcome the many
problems they would face in accomplishing desegrega-
tion. Among the services which it was believed they
might provide was to give advice on ways in which the

5 Civil Rights Legislation Planning Group Report at I (1963).
6 ]d., at 20-21.

community could become an active participant in the
desegregation process through such means as the forma-
tion of citizens’ advisory groups and interracial coun-
cils. Consultants also were expected to provide such
other forms of technical assistance as developing pupil
transportation plans, revising methods for determining
school plant locations, and establishing workable pro-
cedures for class assignments and pupil guidance. In
addition, it was hoped consultants could contribute to
improving intergroup relations in the community-at-
large as well as in the school.”

In light of the sensitive and important mission con-
ceived for consultants, the Task Force recommended
not only that they possess the necessary competence,
but that they be individuals known and respected by
school administrators and community leaders in the
region to which they were assigned. In this way, it was
thought, the problems involved in. bringing in “outsid-
ers” could be avoided and the path of desegregation
smoothed. The use of indigenous personnel, however,
also meant that consultants would often be individuals
who themselves were products of a dual school system
and whose background and training might tend to
make them unsympathetic with the principle of deseg-
regation. In addition, they would be subject to a vari-
ety of political pressures which could render their
efforts cautious and tentative.

Independent Status for Title IV

In the early years of the Equal Educational Oppor-
tunities Program (EEOP), following passage of the
1964 Act, the Title IV program was given little atten-
tion. The major, almost exclusive, focus of the Federal
school desegregation effort was on use of the enforce-
ment mechanism of Title IV. Its subordinate role in
this period is partly evident from its various locations
within the program structure.® Initially, Title IV staff
was lodged in an overall training branch. Later it was
housed with Title VI staff in units broken down into
regional alignments.® It was not until 1967 that the
Title IV unit was established as a separate entity.

The reallocation of staff positions authorized for
Title IV to the effort launched under Title VI was still
another indication of the minor role assigned to Title
IV during these early years.!® For example, during
1965 every available member of the Title IV staff was
pressed into service to secure “voluntary plan” submis-
sions from local school districts. Nearly all staff of the

71d. at 13.
8 Internal U.S. Office of Education Memorandum, Undated.
®1d. at 2.
1014, at 2.



Equal Educational Opportunity Program (EEOP) of
the Office of Education was committed to the effort to
negotiate initial desegregation plans from school dis-
tricts which were, at best, reluctant and, at worst,
opposed to complying with the school desegregation
requirements of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964.

These plans amounted to little more than “paper
compliance”. In almost every instance, they followed a
“freedom of choice” format in which students or their
parents were allowed to select the schools they wished
to attend. With few exceptions, black children or their
parents did not choose to attend schools which were
formerly all-white, nor did white students elect to at-
tend formerly black schools. Furthermore, when black
students did attempt to attend white schools, wide-
spread discrimination was evident in various phases of
the desegregation process, such as class assignments,
treatment of black students by white faculty and stu-
dents, and degree of participation in extracurricular
activities. Black parents and children often suffered
economic reprisals and even physical brutality.!!

Following adoption of these plans, much of Title
IV’s staff was again co-opted by Title VI to secure
“assurances of compliance”, which incorporated re-
quirements of HEW’s Title VI desegregation guide-
lines. During the summer of 1966, both Title VI and
Title IV staff made visits to school districts throughout
Southern and border States in- an effort *o help them
meet applicable provisions of the Title VI guidelines.

Despite the emphasis on Title VI enforcement and
the diversion of Title IV staff to Title VI activities
during the first 2 years following passage of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, a number of programs were
funded under Title IV auspices in Fiscal Years 1965
and 1966. (See Tables A, Bl, B2, C2, and D1.) In
most cases, however, these grants were made without
much regard to the substance or quality of the grant
application. As one staff member in Title IV phrased
it: “We would support anything if they would agree to
say something about integration and desegregation.” 12

By Spring 1967, individual senior staff members
associated with the Title IV program began to urge a
new direction for it and to recommend that it be
separated from Title VI enforcement. For example, the
Director of the Grants and Institutes Branch for Title
IV recommended that all compliance activities be re-
moved from assistance operations and that Title IV

11 Southern School Desegregation: 196667, Finding No. 6(b), at 88; also
47. See also Testimony of Harold Howe II, United States Commissioner
of Education, Hearing Before the Special Subcommittee on Civil Rights of

the House. Committee on the Judiciary, 89th Cong. 2d Sess., ser. 23 at
24 (1966).

function as an independent unit in the Office of the
Commissioner of Education.!® In November 1967, a
realignment occurred in part conforming to his sugges-
tions and a Division of Equal Educational Opportuni-
ties was established to carry out the provisions of Title
IV. However, instead of locating the Title IV unit in
the Office of the Commissioner, it was lodged within a
subordinate bureau of the Office of Education.!4

Since the separation of the Title IV program from
Title VI, the role played by Title IV in school desegre-
gation has grown increasingly important. First, the
dollar amount of grants which have been approved
under Title IV has increased, from $4.6 million in
1965 to an estimated $19 million in 1971. Second,
Title IV’s staff, freed from other responsibilities, has
been in a position to give full-time to Title IV imple-
mentation, and, thus, to devote more attention to the
substance and quality of individual proposals. Finally,
Title IV’s importance, through its function of assisting
in the development of desegregation plans, has in-
creased as a result of the growing emphasis on achiev-
ing school desegregation through voluntary means and
technical assi‘siance rather than through fund cutoff
under Title VI.

Emphasis of Title IV: Education v. Desegregation

In general, civil rights staff in the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare have agreed that Title
IV grants should support Title VI enforcement efforts
by providing a carrot of Title IV money to comple-
ment the stick of Title VI enforcement. How best to
utilize Title IV grants for this purpose, however, has
been the subject of continuing disagreement.

From the beginning of the program, some officials
have argued that local Title IV programs should focus
on educational problems which may become visible in

12 Staff interview with Dr. William Holloway, Evaluation Branch Chief,
May 5, 1970.

13 Memorandum from W. Stanley Kruger, Director, Grants and Institutes
Branch, EEOP to David S. Seeley, Assistant Commissioner, Equal Educa-
tional Opportunities Program, May 17, 1967. Mr. Kruger felt that the
basic functions of this office should include: a) of grant
and institution projects and related activities under Section 404 and 405
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964; b) the provision of technical assistance
authorized by Section 403 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964; ¢) the opera-
tion of a clearingh of ials and inf jon pertil to probl
of school i ion and the soluti of these problems, and d) the
coordination of activities of major programs of the Office of Education
directed towards a focus on school integration as a major responsibility
of the Office of Education.

In addition to the grants made to local school sy , the d

ded that to school districts include uulylil of school
deseg; i probl devel of plans to eliminate dual school
system structures, and help with impl jon of ed ional
designed to secure equal educational opp ities

4 Since 1967 Title VI functions have been the responsibility of the Office
for Civil Rights in the Office of the Secretary in the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare.

35 Dr. Marie Barry, Program Specialist, Title IV Central Office, May
1970.




the process of desegregation.’® These officials believe
that desegregation, coupled with high educational
quality, will be more acceptable. In their view, deseg-
regation will be easier to achieve if there is clear
improvement in curriculum, teaching techniques, and
in the training of teachers and other personnel to deal
with poor achievers in desegregated schools.

For example, one senior official of the Office of
Education, involved in Title IV programs from the
beginning, told Commission staff: “I believe that the
analysis of problems should begin with educational
problems, individualized instruction, team teaching,
and the like.” 16

This view was supported by a representative of a
university where a desegregation center had been es-
tablished who found that Title IV assistance was more
readily accepted when the program focus was on edu-
cational techniques:

School systems were shy at first in seeking assist-
ance since they thought it was aimed at desegre-
gation. But when they saw that the program was
working to improve instruction, to resolve educa-
tional problems, to devise curriculum models to
improve instruction, the support of superintend-
ents was gained.!?

Other staff members have contended that the empha-
sis should be on desegregation per se and that local
programs funded under Title IV should help build
understanding across lines and improve interpersonal
relations. Title IV staff members criticized Title IV
programs for de-emphasizing desegregation and human
relations:

The thrust should have been on human relations,
with educational problems a distinct auxiliary
concept, certainly not the main emphasis. Too
much concentration on educational concepts ob-
scured the need for change in behavior and inter-
personal relationships necessary for a successful
school program. An important educational pro-
gram, without the ability by teachers and admin-
istrators to communicate, leaves a school system
open to social, if not physical, confrontation.!®

This sharp split among HEW and other officials as
to the most effective approach for Title IV never has
been entirely resclved.

The Commission's Study

In its examination of Title IV, the Commission has
concentrated its investigation on the Southern and

16 4.

17 Interview with Dean Joseph Hadley, School of Education, University
of South Alabama, January 1970.

18 Name withheld at req of staff b

border States where the bulk of Title IV funds have
gone.!® The Commission also has investigated the oper-
ation of the program in New Mexico, where some
program innovations have been undertaken which
seemed to merit special consideration.

In examining the role of Title IV as a facilitator of
the desegregation process, the Commission has looked
at programs developed by individual school districts,
training institutes and desegregation centers estab-
lished in colleges and universities, and at Title IV
units in State departments of education.2®

Significance of Title IV

Although Title IV remains an ongoing Federal pro-
gram, it has been superseded, to some extent, by the
much larger Emergency School Assistance Program.2!
Its importance will diminish even more if the pending
Emergency School Assistance and Quality Integrated
Education Act is passed by Congress. Further, the
proposed “Equal Educational Opportunities Act”, if
enacted, would turn the Federal Government’s atten-
tion toward compensatory education efforts in segre-
gated schools, further lessening the importance of Title
Iv.

Nevertheless, the Commission believes a detailed
evaluation of the Title IV program can be of substan-
tial value. The program has been in operation for
approximately 8 years and there has been ample op-
portunity, through trial and error, to develop knowl-
edge and understanding of the kinds of programs that
can be most effective in the often difficult process of
desegregation. In light of the current controversy, gen-
erated by the proposed “Student Transportation Mora-
torium Act” and the “Equal Educational Opportunities
Act”, which would accept the inevitabilty of school
segregation, it is important to demonstrate that school
desegregation is not an ideal incapable of achievement,
but a reality that can work, even under the most diffi-
cult circumstances. It also is important to determine
the kinds of help needed from the Federal Government.

The Commission issues this report with the convic-
tion that the Nation can learn much that is construc-
tive from the experience under Title IV—from its fail-
ures as well as from its successes—and that this knowl-
edge will contribute to enriched understanding of the
necessity for desegregation and stimulate a renewed
effort to make it work.

19 Between 1965 and 1971, 54.3 percent of Title IV funds have gone
to Southern and border States.

20 See Tables A, Cl, and D2 for list of university institutes, centers and
State Title IV units visited by Commission staff.

2 For an evaluation of the ESAP program during its first months of
operation, see report of the Washington Research Project.



CHAPTER II
STATE DEPARTMENTS OF EDUCATION
TITLE IV UNITS

Introduction

Under Section 403 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
the U.S. Office of Education contracts with State de-
partments of education to provide them with funds to
enable the State departments to render technical assist-
ance to school districts.! The purpose of technical as-
sistance is to develop plans for desegregation and to
assist with educational problems occasioned by
desegregation.?

States have established special Title IV technical
assistance units in their departments of education to
carry out their responsibilities under Section 403.

These Title IV units are potentially key factors in
bringing about successful school desegregation. The
Office of Education funds State educaton technical
assistance units because the State’s primary role in the
desegregation of schools is crucial to the achievement
of equal educational opportunities. This support
strengthens State education agencies to provide leader-
ship and assistance to local school districts in the
process of desegregation. The units make it possible
for the State education agency to coordinate its pro-
grams and services to aid desegregating school dis-
tricts and to carry out the State agency’s special
requirements.?

The Office of Education requires that before it will
enter into a contract with a State education depart-
ment under Section 403, the latter must show its capac-
ity and commitment to provide those services that are
directly related to desegregation.* State departments of
education must assist local school boards in the devel-

1 Section 403 authorizes the Office of Education, itself, to render such
technical assistance. The Office of Education, however, has interpreted the
statute as authorizing it to contract with State departments of educa-
tion to act as agents of the Office of Education to provide such technical
assistance. The State dcpartments enter into cost reimbursement contracts
with the U.S. Office of Education. See HEW, Opinion to the Office for
Civil Rights Governing the Funding of Universities and State Departments
of Education, Aug. 10, 1967.

2 Section 403.

8 U.S. Office of Education, Division of Equal Educational Opportunities,
Administrative Guidelines, 5 (1968).

4 U.S. Office of Education, Division of Equal Educational Opportunities,
Program Resource Guide: The Role of State Departments of Education in
Implementing the Letter and Spirit of Title IV of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964, 5 (1970).

opment, adoption, and implementation of acceptable
desegregation plans. In addition, the grant proposal
must set program objectives that will contribute to
desegregation. The specific objectives required by the
U.S. Office of Education are: dissemination of infor-
mation to local education agencies regarding effective
methods for resolving problems accompanying desegre-
gation; assurance that related Federal and State edu-
cation programs and functions are designed to facili-
tate desegregation; and provision of planning assist-
ance to education personnel to enable them to cope
with desegregation problems.5 State Title IV units are
permitted flexibility regarding the means used in
achieving these minimum objectives.®

State Title IV units also have specific functions
within the State departments of education. They are
responsible for keeping State boards of education in-
formed of the need for stronger desegregation policies
and procedures.”

They are to participate on a regular basis in depart-
ment activities concerned with achievement of equal
educational opportunity, and in drafting and review-
ing legislation affecting desegregation and equal edu-

S1d. at 2. The Office of Education’s Division of Equal Educational Oppor-
tunities provides staff assistance to help State departments prepare their
applications for Title IV funding.

6 Among the activities suggested by the Office of Education for carrying
out these objectives are the following:

1. ldentifying and lyzing facts rel t to the instigation and
plish of desegregation

2. Development of in-service training programs.

3. Development of information and materials.

4. Develop of nunity support.

5. Preparing supportive proposals for Title IV.

6. Administrative and instructional reorganization to cope with de-

segregation.

7. Develop t of long-range ed ional policy and planning in rela-
tion to the desegregation of schools and to education for a multicultural
society. :

8. Dealing with the problems of desegregation.

9. Coordination with other Federal prog and i in effecti
use of funds from such p > to ad deseg i and equal

educstional eopportunity.
10. Providing immediate assistance to school districts which are faced
with sudden and local probl

Program Resource Guide, supre note 4.

7 Among the activities suggested by the Office of Education, Division of
Equal Educational Opportunities, Policies and Procedures Manual for
Technical Assistance Prograngp Based at State Colleges or Universities.



cational opportunity.? Further, these units ought to be
involved in Federal and State educational programs
that develop policy relating to desegregation.® To
carry out these responsibilities, State Title IV units
should be placed high in the State department hier-
archy if they are to function effectively.!?

State Title IV technical assistance units have been in
operation since 1965. The first unit was funded in
Tennessee. Since the inception of the program, nine of
the 11 Southern States and Oklahoma have been
funded.!! The contracts have ranged from $225,000
allocated to the State of Florida in 1965 to $17,592
given to the State of Mississippi in 1968.12 The aver-
age contract has been $50,000 annually.

Performance
HEW Evaluation

According to a 1966 Office of Education evaluation
report, State Title IV units had been of limited value.
The report found they had been helpful in processing
nondiscrimination assurance forms and statistical re-
ports and had accompanied Title VI staff on field
visits. Title IV units also provided the Office of Educa-
tion with information about particular school systems,
and had served as “catalysts” during negotiations with
recalcitrant school districts.!3 They provided no techni-
cal assistance and little informational assistance to
school districts in meeting problems incident to deseg-
regation. The main value of State Title IV units dur-
ing those early years of operation, according to the
report, was as a source of information for HEW on the
compliance status of school districts.14

By 1970 the situation had not appreciably changed.
One HEW Title IV Administrator said of the current
activities of the State Title IV units:

The advantages of the State Department’s gran-
tees are: We occasionally get “intelligence” type
information; we are given information in the reg-
ular course of their activities; the information we
need is made available more quickly; and the
State grantee can even open some doors.!® He

8 Among the activities suggested by the Office of Education, Division of
Equal Educational Opportunities, Policies and Procedures Manual for Tech-
nical Assistance Programs Based at Colleges or Universities.

® Program Resource Guide, supra note 4.

W Id. at Part III, 1.

1 See Table A.

12 See Table A.

13 Report by Mrs. Sherry Amstein, Self Evaluation of Title IV (EEOP),
at 24 (1966).

U Ibid.

15 Interview with Dr. Gregory Ausrig, Former Director, Division of Equal
Educational Opportunities. On those occasions when HEW's central or
regional office staff is planning to visit a particular school district, contact
is made with the State Title IV unit to secure information.

concluded: “It is better to have a guy there, even
if he does not do anything.” 16

In fact, HEW does not conduct regular and system-
atic reviews of State Title IV units to determine how
effectively they are performing. Evaluations of State
Title IV units have been conducted on an ad hoc basis,
in response to specific problems. Continuing contact
with State Title IV units is not maintained by HEW
either on a regional or a national basis. Therefore,
HEW is not in a position to determine, without insti-
tuting a special evaluation, how effectively State Title
IV units are using its funds.

Lack of staff is a major reason for HEW’s failure to
institute a regular monitoring program. As one HEW
Title IV official told Commission staff:

If you heard about something special or some-
thing went wrong you went [to investigate]. Other-
wise you didn’t go out. There was no specific
monitoring program, but it was not because of
any plan not to monitor. There were just not
enough personnel.l?

State Reports

State Title IV units are required to submit monthly
technical assistance statistical reports and quarterly
reports concerning their activities. These reports pro-
vide information on the number of desegregation plans
developed, the number of requests for technical assist-
ance received, and the number of school districts with
which the State Title IV unit has worked.

They do not provide a sufficient basis for evaluating
the performance of State Title IV units. The technical
assistance reports give no information on the kind of
assistance given to school districts, the nature of the
program adopted, or the impact resulting from the
assistance. The quarterly activities reports, while they
give information on the activities of State Title IV
staff, provide little basis for determining the extent of
effort involved, the quality of assistance rendered, or
the substantive results. For example, the Tennessee
Title IV unit reported the following activities during
the 8-month period from November 1, 1967 through
June 30, 1968:

1. Consultation with Chairman of Education De-
partment, University of Tennessee at Martin.
2. Meeting with Title IV Director in Chester
County.
3. Knoxville team visit.
74,

17 Interview with Miss Edna Ellicott, former staff member Title IV, Nov.
12, 1970. ’



4. Nashville Federal court trial involving teach-
ers’ dismissals.
5. Clarksville Annual TEA, Leadership Con-

ference.’®

A report from the Mississippi State Title IV unit on
its activities during the month of January 1970
amounted to less than one full typewritten page. It
consisted of a reference to the three major activities of
the unit: working with superintendents of the 30
school districts under court order which made the
transition to unitary systems by December 31, 1969;
collecting data on school environments in the 30 dis-
tricts; and meeting with members of the U S. Commis-
sion on Civil Rights,1?

Commission Staff Investigation

Commission staff interviews with State Title IV
directors in the Spring of 1970 revealed little in the
way of specific activities directed toward facilitating
school desegregation.

Of the two major responsibilities of State Title IV

units—assisting individual school districts in meeting
problems occasioned by desegregation and assisting
local school boards in the development, adoption, and
implementation of acceptable desegregation plans—few
of the eight State Title IV grant recipients had under-
taken significant activity with respect to either. Four
of the eight State unit directors in Oklahoma, North
Carolina, Tennessee, and Texas stated they had con-
ducted in-service workshops for school personnel and
had held conferences with superintendents, teachers,
and students. Only two of these directors, one in North
Carolina and the other in Oklahoma, could provide
detailed information concerning such activities as the
number of workshops held, the specific information
imparted at them, and the impact the workshops and
conferences had made on their participants.2?

18 Tennessee State Department of Education, Title IV Office, Technical
Progress Report, Nov. 1, 1967-June 30, 1968.

19 Mississippi State Department of Education, Title IV Office, Resume of
Activities for the month of January 1970 submitted to the Office of Educa.
tion, February 1970: There is some question about how much value, if any,
HEW places on these reports or whether HEW personnel actually review
them. For example, Commission staff, in trying to secure copies of State
Title IV unit interim reports, were told by HEW Title IV officials in
Washington that these reports were sent to the regional offices. Commission
staff requests to the regional office elicited this response: *If we have
them I don’t know where they are. . . . Maybe the central office has
them.”” Interviews with Tom Kendrick, Senior Program Officer, HEW Regional
Office, Dallas, Tex., Aug. 20, 1970. Four special requests had to be made of
HEW’s Atlanta Regional Office before State IV Unit interim reports were
made available.

2 Interviews with State Title IV directors of Oklahoma, North Carolina,
Tennessee, and Texas. The North Carolina Title IV unit held a 3-day
workshop in 1970 for assistant superintendents in an effort to help them
recognize their role in assuring that black teachers and other school
personnel were adequately represented in the school system. North Carolina
also held human relations workshops for teachers and is currently trying

The most significant in-service workshop activities
have been carried out by the Oklahoma Title IV unit.
It held four workshops for guidance counselors during
1970, one in each corner of the State, in an effort to
improve educational opportunities for minority
students.?! The approach used was to utilize counselors
as active participants on panels to exchange informa-
tion on the methods used in the various school
systems.22 In addition, as of July 1970, the Oklahoma
State Title IV unit was planning an ambitious in-serv-
ice training program for teachers in eight medium-
sized cities in the State.28

Regarding the second specific contractual obligation
of State Title IV units to assist local school boards in
the development, adoption, and implementation of
acceptable school desegregation plans, there is little
evidence of any significant activity. Most State Title
IV directors conceded that they had not participated
in the development of many desegregation plans. They
expressed the belief that plan development was the
responsibility of individual school districts, not
theirs.24

That State Title IV units have avoided participating
in the development of desegregation plans is; at least
in part, because of the political pressures to which
they are subject in the State and local community. For
example, the coordinator of the Georgia State Title IV
unit told Commission staff that he had been advised by
the State attorney general not to prepare desegregation
plans.?% Early in 1970, Claude Kirk, then Governor of

hlish stud.

to t human relati ils in every high school. Further,
a workshop concerning the role of superi d in desegr was held
in Wilmington, N.C. in July 1970. Interviews with Robert Strother, Di-
rector, Title IV Office, North Carolina State Department of Education,
Raleigh, N.C., March 1970.

% Interview with Dr. Charles Sandman, former Director, Titlo IV Unit,
Oklahoma State Department of Education, Oklahoma City, Okla., February
1970.

214,

8 1d.

2 Interviews with directors of the Georgia, South Carolina, Oklahoma,
Tennessee, and North Carolina State Title IV units. The contract which
the State department of education ngm with the Division of Equal Educa.
tional Opportunities to i ce ifically 1i those func-
tions which the unxtl are to perform. One of the specific functions is to
assist local ed in the develop doption, and impl
tation of an acceptable desegregation plan. The Title IV State department
units are not the only Title IV office charged with the responsibility for
writing plans. The HEW Title IV Regional Offices and the university-based
desegregation centers also assist in the writing of desegregation plans. The
Title IV State units’ responsibility comes into play when the units are
requested by a school district to assist it in writing a plan or when the
O.E., DEEO, central office requests the unit to contact a school district
about the drawing up of an acceptable plan. In the latter instance, the
units are expected not omly to contact the district but also to assist it in
the development of a plan. The local school district is not required to
accept the Title IV unit’s plan. But if this is the case, the school district
must then develop is own plan which must be acceptable to the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare. .

% Interview with W. M. Harry, Coordinator, Title IV Program, Georgia
State Department of Education, Atlanta, Ga., Feb. 24, 1970.




Florida, personally intervened in an effort to prevent
desegregation in his State.

Many State Title IV officials feel that their partici-
pation in the preparation of school desegrégation plans
undermines their ability to work effectively with local
educators. The State Title IV coordinator in South
Carolina explained that, in his opinion, requiring State
Title IV directors to prepare desegregation plans tends
to place them in the class of “crusaders” and thereby
interferes with their relationships with school superin-
tendents.?6 He added: “Let the blame fall on HEW
Title IV people rather than myself, so as not to impair
my usefulness,”?”

Regardless of the validity of the reasons why State
Title IV unit directors have avoided involvement in
desegregation plan development, their obligation to do
so is a contractual one. Further, the need for participa-
tion of these units in the development of such plans
has increased in recent years because of the growing
trend of the courts to order immediate desegregation
which requires preparation of a substantial number of
desegregation plans.

Effectiveness

Because of the many forces that bear on school
desegregation, the effectiveness of State Title IV units
cannot be measured by reference to the degree of
progress in school desegregation in a given State.
Court decisions, HEW Title VI enforcement, the activi-
ties of university-based desegregation centers all have
contributed, so that it is impossible to attribute suec-
cessful desegregation solely to the work of the State
Title IV unit. One measure of the effectiveness of the
State Title IV units is the impact they have had on
people with whom they work. Using this measure, it
does not appear that State Title IV units have contrib-
uted significantly to progress in school desegregation.

Of the teachers, principals, and superintendents in-
terviewed by Commission staff, only a handful made
any reference to the work State Title IV units and
then only in response to specific staff questions con-
cerning their activities. One Florida school official
told a Commission staff member:

There has been no real contact with the State
Title IV Office. Most of the assistance was re-
ceived from the University of Miami [Desegrega-
tion Center].

26 Interview with J. C. Durham, Title IV Coordinator, Technical Assistance
Unit, South Carolina State Department of Education, Columbia, S.C.,
Mar. 3, 1970.

n.

An official of the Shelby County, Tennessee school
system said bluntly: “There was no input from the
State.” 28 In fact, school officials in most districts vis-
ited by Commission staff were even unaware of the
existence of a State Title IV Office.

Personnel at university-based desegregation centers
comprise another group with whom State Title IV
units are supposed to work. In view of the fact that
State Title IV units and centers are charged with the
same responsibilities, program coordination is es-
sential to the effective operation of both. But despite
occasional examples of this coordination,?® there is no
evidence that it has been done on a consistent or
systematic basis. On the contrary, State Title IV unit
directors and center directors alike, concede that their
programs have overlapped and have even conflicted
because of a lack of coordination.®

There is evidence of distrust and hostility between
staff of the State Title IV units and university desegre-
gation centers. A Title IV unit director criticized a
university desegregation center as trying to do too
much in too short a time in an attempt to change
attitudes.3! He added: “I don’t know what they are
doing, and they don’t either.” By the same token, an
official of the same university desegregation center
complained of the State Title IV director: “He is
around here all the time.” 32 In another State a Title
IV coordinator, describing the relationship between
the university desegregation center and his State Title
1V unit, told Commission staff:

There is a feeling at the University which is com-
municated to the State Department that the State
Department does not know what it is doing. I
think the way we are getting sidetracked is that
the University personnel tend to give us all a
particular name—“bigots.” 33

In short, university desegregation centers and State
Title IV units, rather than working in harmony and
close cooperation toward the goal of school desegrega-
tion, frequently conduct their activities in isolation

28 Interview with Cornell Wells, Coordinating Administrator, Shelby County
School System, Memphis, Tenn., Feb. 20, 1970.

28 For ‘exdmple, the Oklahoma State Title IV Unit worked with the
Desegregation Center at Norman, Okla. on a 2-week teachers’ workshop dur-
ing the summer of 1970. Interview with Van Wright, Human Relations
Center, State Department of Education, Oklahoma City, Okla.

% See, e.g., Interview with Robert Strother, Equal Education Opportunities
Program, Title IV, Department of Public Instruction, Raleigh, N.C. and
jnterview with Robert Sharpe, Director, Equal Education Opportunities Pro-
gram, State Department of Education, Nashville, Tenn.

8 Interview with Gilbert Conoly, Director, Title IV unit in the Office
of the Commissioner of Education, Texas State Board of Education, Texas
Education Agency, Austin, Tex., Feb. 12, 1970.

32 Interview with Leon Cashaw, Texas Educational Desegregation Technical
and Advisory Center, Division of E Office of E. i Teachi
and Field Service Bureau, Austin, Tex., Feb. 11, 1970.

8 Interview with J. C. Durham, supra note 26.




from one another. They are distrustful of each other’s
programs and methods of operation and one is largely
ignorant of what the other is doing. As the Director of
a State Title IV unit concluded: “There is no coordi-
nation of programs between the Center and State Title
Iv.34

State Title IV units are to work with other units in
the State departments of education and potentially can
have the effect of promoting State policies that further
school desegregation. Few of the State Title IV units,
however, can point to specific activities they have en-
gaged in with other education department personnel.
In response to questions from Commission staff most
State Title IV officials were vague regarding the na-
ture of their work with other units in the department.
For example, the North Carolina Title IV director
could report only that his staff works with the guid-
ance and curriculum units and is on “liberty” call for
service to all other units in the State department.?s Of
the eight State Title IV units evaluated by Commission
staff, only those in Oklahoma and South Carolina pro-
vided specific information on programs jointly carried
out with other units of the State department. The
South Carolina Title IV unit director explained to
Commission staff his view of the role the State Title IV
unit must play in relation to the rest of the State
department of education:

Every aspect of the department must focus on the
problems which come from the elimination of the
dual school system. . . . The teamwork approach
should be taken to alleviate the problems brought
about by the elimination of the dual school
system.3¢

Thus, he has worked with units in the State depart-
ment responsible for the administration of funds under
Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act, with State department officials concerned with
ungraded classes and with developing new learning
materials, and with those concerned with education
research.37

The Oklahoma Title IV unit has set up a curriculum
committee comprised of representatives of the Title IV
unit and of the State department’s curriculum division.
One of the continuing projects of this committee is
concerned with developing materials on the history of
the Plains Indians. Another is developing materials on
Black History in Oklahoma.®®

3 Interview with Robert Sharpe, supre note 30.

% Interview with Robert Strother, supra note 80.

% Interview with J. C. Durham, supra note 26.

 Ibid.

8 Interview with Van Wright, Human Relations Center, State Department
of Education, Oklahoma City, Okla.

Reasons for Ineffectiveness

In most cases, the State Title IV units have little
contact with other State department of education
offices and little influence on department policy.

There are a number of reasons why the full poten-
tial of State Title IV units has not been realized as a
significant factor in facilitating school desegregation.
The funds provided to State Title IV units are insuffi-
cient to permit them to undertake aggressive programs.
For example, the Florida Title IV director told Com-

mission staff:

We do not have the wherewithal to develop plans,
as well as conduct' in-service training programs
for the various counties.®?

These are the responsibilities that the Title IV units
are contractually obligated to perform. Nearly all of
the funds provided to State Title IV units are used to
pay personnel salaries. In attempting to carry on such
activities as in-service training workshops, State Title
IV units have had difficulty finding funds to meet such
expenses as stipends for teachers’ travel expenses, con-
sultant fees, and the purchase of instructional materi-
als. Funds to finance Oklahoma’s planned in-service
training program in eight medium-sized cities will not
come from the State Title IV budget, but from a sup-
plemental HEW grant.40

Some States have strengthened Title IV units by
adding their own funds to the program to supplement
those provided under contract with the Office of Edu-
cation. In 1970, the Oklahoma and North Carolina
State Title IV units received $3,125 and $34,720,
respectively, from their State departments of educa-
tion, to assist in meeting the cost of operating their
units.

State Title IV units have been in addition, hampered
in the fact that they occupy relatively low positions in
the hierarchy of the State department of education.
For example, the Georgia Title IV director is three
steps removed from direct contact with the State super-
intendent of schools.

In addition, State IV unit personnel have only in-
frequent contact with the State superintendent and are
unable to exert a major influence on department deci-
sions. In Oklahoma, the State Title IV director told
Commission staff that he worked directly under the
State superintendent’s office and reported directly to
him. Asked how often he met with the superintendent,

 Interview with Don Cunningh Di Technical Assi
Florida State Department of Education, Tallahassee, Florida,

40 Interview with Dr. Charles Sandman, Director, State Title IV Unit,
February 1970.

Program,




however, the director could only reply: “Whenever
the need arises.” 4! The response of the Tennessee Title
IV director to the same question was, “As needed.”#?
In most cases, there is no evidence of regular contact
between the State Title IV office and the State superin-
tendent nor is information provided on what is accom-
plished on those occasions when meetings do occur.

North Carolina appears to be an exception. The
director of the Title IV unit is considered by the State
department of education as a member of the executive
staff. He meets with the superintendent at least twice a
week to discuss his programs and problems and he is
included in all meetings where department of educa-
tion policy is determined. In other States, Title IV
units are far removed from the centers of policy and
decisionmaking.

In many of the Southern States in which Title IV
units have been established, it has been official State
policy to resist school desegregation. This has restrict-
ed the efforts of Title IV unit personnel who, despite
their contractual obligation in the matter, often believe
that their first allegiance is to further the policies of
the State department of education. In Mississippi,
where the State department of education has openly
resisted school desegregation, the State Title IV direc-
tor’s commitment to desegregation was considered so
uncertain that HEW officials operating in Mississippi
during the Spring and Summer of 1969 did not even
ask for his assistance.*?

A former director of the HEW Title IV Program
expressed the view that in at least two States the
problem was so severe that the State program should
be discontinued.#

In some States, despite a political climate opposed to
desegregation, Title IV officials have persisted in good
faith in bringing about desegregation. In Florida,
where in 1970 the Governor actively intervened to
prevent desegregation, the State Title IV unit contin-
ued its work of preparing desegregation plans for a
number of counties in the State. The Florida Title IV
director told Commission staff:

Our position is that regardless of the statement
in the public press by the Governor and other
politicians, we tell people at the local level that
the [unit’s] policy is remaining the same until we

@ Interview with Van Wright, supra note 38.

42 Interview with Robert Sharpe, supra note 30.

43 “The Georgia and Mississippi State Department Title IV Units should
be closed because of loyalties of the directors.” Interview with Dr. Gregory
Anrig, supra note 15,

“ 4.
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have received an official statement in writing to
the contrary.*

The directors of the Title IV units evaluated in this
report are white southerners with previous experience
as teachers, principals, or superintendents in Southern
school systems. The majority of these staffs also con-
sist of southerners who previously worked in Southern
school systems. Of the 21 State Title IV professional
staff members in the eight States, only six are black
and one is a Mexican American.

Most of the directors of these units are products of
segregated school systems and have gained their pro-
fessional experience working in school districts that
had not desegregated at the time they were employed.46
On the basis of the educational and professional back-
ground of State Title IV unit personnel, there is rea-
son to question whether these officials possess sufficient
knowledge or sensitivity concerning desegregation
problems to provide the kind of assistance school dis-
tricts need to accomplish successful desegregation. In
addition, in view of the fact that Title IV units are
composed of indigenous personnel, many of whom may
have political ties to the State, there is a strong likeli-
hood that their first loyalty is to State and not to
Federal policy.

One potential advantage in selecting white southern-
ers to staff Title IV units in Southern States lies in the
hope that these are people acquainted with the area
and with the school personnel with whom they must
work. They could be in a better position to stimulate

45 Interview with Don Cunningham, supra note 39. The Title IV Unit pre-
pared plans for Hamilton and St. John Counties and assisted in the
develop of d tion plans for Leon County, St. Lucie County, and
Palm Beach County. .

48 3, C. Durham, Director, Title IV Unit, South Carolina State Department
of Education is a native of Pickens, S.C., the area with the lowest ratio
of blacks in the State. Mr. Durh tended segregated schools and before
coming to Title IV, was a superintendent in Pickens which was not
desegregated at the time he left, and is still not desegregated.

Dr. Charles Sandman, past-Director, Title IV, Oklahoma State Department
of Education, previously worked in the guidance section of the State
department of education. He has a B.S. Degree from East Central College
in Oklahoma, and a M.E. and Ed.D. from Oklahoma University. He explains
his multicultural experience as working with integrated schools while in
Guidance.

Van Wright, Director, Title IV Unit, Oklahoma State Department of
Education, has been a superintendent in Reed, G field, and Chey Y
Okla. Neither Reed nor Chey had a minority population in their
schools. Mr. Wright received his bachelor's degree from Southwestern State
College and his master’s from West Texas State University.

Robert Sharpe, Director, Title IV Unit, Tennessee State Department of
Education, was an English Professor at Louisiana State University, the
University of T and Vanderbilt University. Mr. Sharpe stated that
he had had no multicultural experience other than teaching.

W. M. Harry, Coordinator of Federal Programs, Georgia State Department
of Education, has held other positions in the State department of education
as Coordinator of Title 1II, NDEA, and counselor in the Vocational Rehabilita-
tion Division. He was a superintendent in a school system which was not

desegregated.
The information given above was compiled from the interviews with the
respective directors and the Secretary to the Director of the Georgia Title

IV Unit.



successful desegregation than outsiders unfamiliar
with the area and unknown and distrusted by the local
community. This potential advantage, however, has
proved to be an illusion. The director of the South
Carolina State Title IV unit told Commission staff that,
although he previously had been a superintendent in
his State, he now found that other superintendents
would not ask him for help.4” The Oklahoma State
Title IV director stated that, although he had worked
with superintendents in his State in his previous
capacity as guidance counselor, he was now unable to
break down the “I have no problems” attitude of his
colleagues.*® He had assumed that his past friendships
with school superintendents would provide him with
an opportunity to work effectively for school desegre-
gation but this had not occurred. The superintendents
gave him no support and they would not “let him try
anything.” 49

Perhaps the relative ineffectiveness of State Title IV
units has been caused by their failure to assume a
leadership role. In most cases, their posture has been
one of timidity and reluctance to disturb the status
quo. For example, the Title IV coordinator in Georgia
expressed the view to Commission staff that: “The
Title IV office is not obligated to tell districts whether
they should obey Federal or State laws where they
conflict.” He added: “The Title IV office is interested
in quality education for all.” 5 In Qklahoma, where a
State antibusing law had been enacted, the Title IV
director told Commission staff: “This takes care of our
busing problem.” 5! In Mississippi, which has 106
school districts, the director of the State Title IV unit
advised the Commission representatives that a staff of
two [he and his secretary] were adequate to handle
the functions of his unit.52

Title IV personnel have also expressed views insen-
sitive or unsympathetic to school desegregation. Thus,
the Georgia Title IV coordinator said of the discred-
ited “Freedom of Choice” desegregation plans: “Free-
dom of choice is democratic, right and moral.” 53

Some Title IV units have managed to close their
eyes to the existence of problems incident to school
desegregation. Despite numerous investigations con-

47 Interview witb J. C. Durahm, supre note 26.

48 Interview with Charles Sandman, suzpra note 40.

49 Interview with W. M. Harry, supra note 25.

5 Id.

B Interview with Van Wright, supra note 29.
62 Interview with John Ethridge, Director,
State Department of Education, December 1969.
B3 Interview with W. M. Harry, supra note 25. Freedom of choice is a

mechanism utilized in an interim desegregation plan which permits a parent
or student to choose the school the student will attend in the following year.

Title IV Unit, Mississippi

cerning his State and other States in the South which
documented large scale displacement of black teachers
and principals in Georgia during the course of deseg-
regation, the Georgia State Title IV director told Com-
mission staff:

[T]hey haven’t run into it [displacement of edu-
cators] much. ...
[T]hey haven’t had this too much in Georgia.?

According to a 1966 Office of Education evaluation
of State Title IV units, not only had they failed to
assume the leadership role intended for them, but some
had openly subverted the efforts of the Title IV
program.55 While this charge may be unduly harsh,
the Commission’s recent investigations indicate that it
is, in large part, still warranted.

State Title IV units have lacked sufficient status
within their departments to affect desegregation-related
policy. They have been timid in their efforts to support
desegregation and are opposed to becoming involved
in developing actual plans for it. Their role continues
to reflect lack of coordination with other units of their
department or with other institutions in their State
involved in Title IV programs. In short, Commission
investigations have found underfunded, uncommitted,
and ineffective State department units of Title IV.

A wide range of causes on both the State and Fed-
eral levels is responsible for this lack of success.

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
and the U.S. Office of Education have not insisted
that State departments adhere to the “Program Re-
source Guide: the Role of State Department of Educa-
tion in Implementing the Letter and Spirit of Title IV
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.” Both HEW and the
Office of Education lack sufficient staff to carry out
regular and systematic reviews of the effectiveness of
the State Title IV units. Finally, the quarterly reports
submitted by these units do not provide an adequate
basis for comprehensively evaluating their programs.

While the situation varies from State to State, and
although not all the problems in the following list
apply to any one State, the State education department
Title IV units have been hampered or made ineffective
by adverse situations. Sometimes these are beyond
their control; sometimes they are self-willed.

The great weakness of most State Title IV units has
been found in their inability or unwillingness to as-
sume an appropriate leadership role in assisting school
systems in planning and implementing desegregation.
In some cases this has been due to a lack of under-

Under freedom-of-choice plans there is usually very little deseg tion
These plans have been largely abandoned since they do mnot meet current
standards for d ion
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5¢ Interview with W. M. Harry, supra note 25.
OE report, supra note 13 at 24.



standing of what is expected of them; in others, there
has been lack of commitment and even hostility to the
idea. ‘

In some States, political pressure—including the in-
tervention of the Governor or the attorney general—
has made their situation difficult but not always unten-
able.

Generally, State Title IV units have not enjoyed a
high position in the hierarchy of State departments of
education. Their directors seldom have direct access to
the State superintendent and the units have little rela-
tionship with others within their department. Staff is
seldom of sufficient size to carry out contractual obli-
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gations while insufficient funding is the rule not the
exception.

In some States there is distrust and even hostility
between the State Title IV unit staff and the staff of
the university desegregation center.

In most States, the majority, if not all the profes-
sional staff, had previously worked for the State de-
partment of education in some other unit. They are,
for the most part, indigenous, educated in segregated
public schools, and are the products of segregated
colleges, universities, and graduate schools. This is as
true of those State Title IV units which have func-
tioned well as for those which have functioned poorly.



CHAPTER i
LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES

Introduction

It is at the local level that the demands of social
change are ultimately met. This holds true for desegre-
gation as well as any other social change. Establishing
national policy is crucial; State assistance (or
acquiescence) is of great importance; but “the buck
stops” on the conference table of the local school
board and the desk of its superintendent. Experience
clearly shows that where local school authorities have
provided leadership, the desegregation process has
moved more smoothly bringing better educational re-
sults and less community disruption.

Section 405 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 author-
izes grants to local school systems for two purposes:
in-service training programs for teachers and other
school personnel which will aid them in dealing with
problems incident to desegregation and for the employ-
ment of specialists to advise local districts on
desegregation.!

From 1965 to the end of fiscal year 1971, a total of
510 grants was awarded to 534 school systems
throughout the Nation. About 70 percent of the grants
went to districts in the 17 Southern and border States.
The total expenditure for these grants was nearly
$26.5 million during the 7-year period. The average
grant was about $50,000. There have been a few
grants of more than $100,000, made to very large
school districts, and some grants of less than $10,000,
awarded to small rural districts.2

There were few applications for Section 405 funds
during the first year of Title IV’s life; indeed, only 24
grants were made. The unwillingness of school dis-
tricts to undertake any but the most minimal steps
toward desegregation accounted for the early lack of
interest in Title IV funds. Hence, few sought or would
even accept the assistance available from a Title IV
grant.

As Title VI enforcement was accelerated, however,
interest in Title IV assistance also grew. In 1971, a
total of 139 grants—nearly six times the number
awarded in 1965—was made to local districts. About

1 Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title IV, Section 405.
2 See Table B-1-4 for a State-by-State summary of Section 405 grants.

two-thirds of the 1971 grants went to districts in the
Southern or border States.

Objective of Local Grants

There never has been a clear and unambiguous
statement setting forth the goals or objectives to be
met by Section 405 grants, the specific problems to be
solved, or the type of programs suitable for funding.
To the extent that these issues have been dealt with at
all, they have been discussed in general rather than
specific terms. Thus the Civil Rights Legislation Plan-
ning Group, established in 1963 to make recommenda-
tions to the Commissioner of Education regarding im-
plementation of Title IV, said relatively little of a
specific nature about the local grant program.

The report did urge that funds be used to support
projects which could serve as “prototypes” for “the
testing of hypotheses and the demonstration of tech-
niques pertinent to the entire [Title IV] program.” 3
“The idea of the prototype or model project,” the

" report further stated, “is not that the program should
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be limited to a few favored communities, but . . . that
the limited funds not be so thinly disbursed that no
community is in a position to make a significant con-
tribution to the technology of educational civil rights
administration.” ¢ The report also recommended that
local projects be directly related to matters having a
civil rights base, be supported by persons of influence
in school affairs, and be part of a total program to
improve equal educational opportunity in the school
system.b

The Policies and Procedures Manual developed for
Title IV grants to local school boards also offers little
guidance in implementing Section 405. While the Man-
ual states unequivocally that: “The primary mission of
the program is to focus available Title IV resources on
permanent elimination of school desegregation,”® it
leaves open the question of mechanisms for implemen-
tation. “No one program approach,” it states, “has

8 Civil Rights Legislation Planning Group Report (1963), at p. 11.

41d. at p. 29.

6 Ibid.

8 Policies and Procedures Manual for Grants to School Boards. Division
of Equal Educational Opportuniti: B of EI y and S dary

Education, Office of Education, Revised, October 1969, p. 2.



been found suitable for the wide variety of problems
which may confront school systems.” 7

The lack of specific HEW guidelines concerning
goals and objectives for the Local Educational Agency
(LEA) program has resulted in a lack of consistency
in the type of professionals that were approved. Former
Title IV officials told Commission staff that decisions
on funding particular LEA programs frequenily were
made on the basis of the views of the individual Title
IV staff member involved, rather than established cri-
teria of uniform applicability.? The lack of specific
criteria also led to the funding of programs totally
unrelated to desegregation. Despite the language of
Title IV limiting LEA grants to programs concerned
with “problems incident to desegregation,” proposals
oriented entirely to educational matters such as team
teaching and compensatory education frequently were
approved.?

Local Educational Agency Grant Funding

Typically, the local Title IV program begins during
the year prior to a major desegregation effort but at a
time when the local school system is aware that such
an effort will be made. Frequently, the program has
been instituted when the district has decided, whether
on its own volition, under court. order, or through
urging from HEW, that it must change from a free-
dom-of-choice desegregation plan!° to one which in-
volves rezoning of school boundary lines and/or of
Federal financial assistance.l! The threat of fund
cutoff was avoided when McComb, Mississippi secured
a court-ordered desegregation plan which was less
stringent than the one sought by the Federal Agency.?

Because of the limited resources available for Title
1V, the funding of school districts not committed to
desegregation results both in a waste of money and in
an inability to fund proposals from districts that are
making successful efforts to desegregate. For instance,

at the time the Tupelo and McComb, Mississippi pro-

posals were funded, HEW declined to award a second
Title IV grant to the New Albany, Mississippi School
District which had just successfully desegregated its
elementary schools with the aid of a Section 405 pro-

T Ibid.

8 Interview with Dr. William Holloway and Richard Fairley, former Title
IV staff members, May 1970.

9 Interview with Richard Fairley, supra note 8.

10 Freedom of choice is a mechanism utilized in an interim desegregation
plan which permits a parent or student to choose the school the student
will attend in the following school year. Under freedom-of-choice plans
there is usually very little desegregation. These plans have been largely
abandoned since they do not meet current dards for d

1 A finding of noncompliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964 results in an order of termination of Federal financial assistance to
the school district.

12 Tupelo also obtained a court ordered desegregation plan, thereby avoid-
ing further negotiations with HEW.

jon

gram and was requesting assistance to desegregate its
secondary schools.*®

Participation In Local Title IV Programs
School Personnel

Participation in training under local Title IV pro-
grams is limited by statute to “teachers and other
school personnel.” The typical local training program
has focused exclusively on teachers and has involved a
2- or 3-week seminar or workshop held prior to the
opening of school, followed by periodic sessions dur-
ing the school year.

'The guidelines for Section 405 grants specifically
state that the statutory term “school personnel” may
include a wide variety of school system employees,
such as “teachers, administrators, school board mem-
bers, counselors, health workers, clerical and mainte-
nance staffs, etc.” 14 Nevertheless, although the Com-
mission found some training programs which included
principals, counselors, and other school professional
personnel in the sessions, in most districts programs
were largely directed only toward teachers.

Community Representation -

The Commission did find a few districts which in-
cluded parents, students, and community leaders in
their training programs as observers or consultants. In
these districts, broad participation by representatives
of the community helped create a climate of opinion
conducive to successful desegregation. One such dis-
trict was Muskogee, Oklahoma, where a panel of com-
munity leaders participated in a workshop in which
they shared with teachers their views on a wide range
of civil rights issues, including open housing, the
impact of the news media on desegregation, fair em-
ployment, and the economic values of desegregation.
The quarterly technical progress report made to the
HEW Regional Office described the panel as follows:

. . these lay people were used as resource peo-
ple. The most important understanding acquired
‘by the teachers was that our leading lay citizens
were truly interested in achieving complete deseg-

13 HEW staff explained the Department’s decision not to make a second
award to New Albany on the grounds that Section 405 grants are not made

- beyond 3 years and are not given to school systems which have completed

14

desegregation. The 3-year limitation seems a strange justification inasmuch
as the district had received only a single l-year grant under Title IV. The
claim that New Albany had already lished total d ion was
also inappropriate since the grant was intended to d
school desegregation. Interview with Elton Ridge, Chief, Southem Branch
DEEO, Mar. 31, 1970.

4 Policies and Procedures Manual for Grants to School Boards, p. 1.




regation of the community as well as the schools.
Too, the teachers acquired a great feeling of secu-
rity in their efforts at resolving problems related
to teaching in a desegregated school and to cur-
riculum and techniques appropriate to the situa-
tion. . . .18

The Title IV coordinator in Muskogee also sought
to obtain support for the system’s desegregation plans
from influential citizens and community groups. As a
result, several of these groups made public statements
supporting the desegregation plan.1®

The Muskogee Title IV program also involved stu-
dents and parents. Prior to the opening of school in
1968, about 100 student leaders in biracial sessions,
supervised by teachers, worked out methods of electing
cheerleaders in desegregated schools; election proce-
dures for student council representatives, homeroom
officers, and club officers to assure representation from
both races; procedures for consolidating athletic teams
and other extracurricular activities; and choosing of
school colors. Student meetings under the Title IV
program continued for 2 school years.

In addition to the student sessions, town hall-type
meetings were held in which black and white parents,
students, and teachers were encouraged to raise and
frankly discuss any questions they might have about
desegregation.

Efforts also were made in Muskogee to involve every
type of district staff member in planning and imple-
menting the desegregation process. For example,
school librarians developed a publication which pre-
sented annotated information on library books, film-
trips, and other visual aids having multiracial and
multiethnic content. Language arts and social studies
teachers were organized into groups with responsibil-
ity for developing appropriate curricalum for the
courses they taught. The result was new material on
the achievements of blacks in literature and American
History.

In addition, through the process of working to-
gether black and white teachers developed increasing
rapport. Moreover, some teachers were given an op-
portunity to work in a summer school session with
elementary school students, thereby gaining the benefit
mmeu Report, August, Septemb October 1969. Musk

Public Schools, Muskogee, Okla.

18 For example, the Muskogee Jaycees passed a resolution which stated:
“. . . the Musk Jay d and tt the Superi d of
Schools and the Board of Education for their courageous efforts in adopting
a program that not only satisfies the law but, takes a forward step for
progressive education for the children of Muskogee.” Id.

The Ministerial Alliance also supported the position of the school board:
*“Therefe be it lved that the Muskogee Ministerial Alliance com-
mends the Muskogee School Board and the Superi dent of Schools for
their efforts toward formulating a workable plan to bring about i;ltegution

in the Muskogee City Schools at the earliest time feasible.” Id.

PP
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of actual interracial experience in a classroom situa-
tion prior to the opening of school. According to the
Muskogee Title IV coordinator this was of substantial
help in breaking down walls of hostility and fear
among faculty and toward students.1?

In Moore County, North Carolina, efforts also were
made to gain community participation as a means of
helping to facilitate desegregation. After having deseg-
regated the elementary and junior high schools
through the device of “pairing”,’® the county school
board developed a plan to desegregate the high schools
involving construction of a new high school to serve
students attending the three existing schools.!® In the
Spring of 1969, school administrators held meetings in
each of the three localities in the county that would be
affected by the high school desegregation plan to be
implemented the following September. Parents, commu-
nity leaders and interested citizens were invited to
attend these meetings to discuss their respective roles
in making desegregation a success. School officials ex-
plained how the plan would work with student leaders
of the schools to be desegregated. As a result of these
efforts to assure that the community was informed and
involved, according to the school superintendent, the
schools were desegregated the following September
without incident.20

In Brevard County, Florida, the school board estab-
lished broad-based community committees which
played an active leadership role in helping to facilitate
successful desegregation. The committees, which in-
cluded a local mayor, PTA members, several ministers,
an NAACP official, two local doctors, and two aero-
space industry employees, held a number of open meet-
ings in black and white schools throughout the county
explaining how the plan would work.

In the city of Melbourne, the committee, through a
series of such meetings which received good press cov-
erage, was able to gain community support for the
desegregation plan. According to one local school
official, the fact that community representatives rather
than school officials explained the plan made the resi-
dents more receptive to it.2! In his view the fact that

17 Interview with Whitt Abbott, Title IV Program Coordinator, Muskogee,
Okla., Feb. 11, 1970.

18 School deseg ion by pairing is achieved when the attendance areas
of two or more nearby schools are merged so that each school serves dif-
ferent grade levels for a new, larger attendance area. For example, the
attendance zones of a predominantly black school, each serving grades
1-6, would be merged so that all children in grades 1-3 in the new attend-
ance area would attend ome school, and all children in grades 4—6 in the
new attendance area would attend the other school.

19 Interview with Robert E. Lee, Superintendent, Moore County Administra-
tive Unit, N.C., Jan. 7, 1970.

2]d.

2 Interview with Dr. Frank Williams, Director of Federal Projects, Brevard
County School System, Brevard County, Fla., Apr. 1, 1970.




Melbourne voluntarily adopted and implemented a de-
segregation plan while the rest of the county awaited a
court order was in large part a result of the efforts of
these county committees.22

Speakers and Consultants

Speakers, consultants, and other persons who
conduct local training programs have most often been
drawn from three major sources—the nearest office of
the United States Office of Education, the State depart-
ment of education, and nearby university desegrega-
tion centers. Occasionally, speakers are invited from
other school districts which have effected desegrega-
tion. According to several participants in local train-
ing programs who were interviewed by Commission
staff, speakers, discussion leaders, and consultants
have been predominantly, sometimes exclusively,
white.2? As one Title IV central office staff member
said:

Consultants, particularly in the early days of the
program, were almost exclusively white with the
exception of a few black college presidents.
School systems which had always operated dual
school systems simply had no notion of whom to
contact to serve as consultants.2¢

The Title IV Coordinator

Title IV funds for advisory specialists usually have
been used by local school districts to employ a coordi-
nator for all Title IV activities, including training
programs. Typically, these coordinators have come
from within the school system.

Although most coordinators enjoy the formal status
of reporting directly to the school superintendent,
there is evidence that many lack prestige or influence
in the school hierarchy. For example, in Charlottes-
ville, Virginia, the Title IV coordinator, called upon to
work with a biracial faculty committee, had no voice
in the selection of participants. All were selected by
the school principals.2® Further, the office space as-
signed to the coordinator was a cubicle near the back
door of a high school, far away from the center of
school activities and at a distance from the elaborate
offices of the school system’s administrative staff.2é

214,

38 As one Title IV workshop participant said: *“‘There were no black con-
sultants in the Title IV program. Out of all the workshops I participated in,
I cannot recall one black consultant. One white staff member answered me
when asked why a black in the system was not used as a consultant:
““Maybe you've been black too long [to understand].” William Dorsey,
Public Relations Officer, Chat| ga City Schools, Chattanooga, Tenn.,
Feb. 10, 1970.

3% Interview with Miss Edna Ellicott, former staff member of the Division
of Equal Educational Opportunities, November 1970,

% Interview with Dr. E. W. Rushton, Superi dent,
Schools, March 1970.

Charlottesville City
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In another district, during the course of Commission
staff interviews, the superintendent continuously called
the Title IV coordinator by his first name although he
gave courtesy titles to the white staff members in the
room.2” In still another district, the Title IV coordina-
tor had so little contact with the superintendent that
the latter did not recognize her as a school system
employee. The coordinator’s office was on the same
floor as that of the superintendent and she had been
employed by the school system for 20 years.28
" In some instances, Title IV coordinators appear to
represent apologists for the status quo rather than to be
instruments for expeditious and successful school inte-
gration. In Charlottesville, Virginia, the Title IV coor-
dinator contended in an interview with Commission
staff that there were no integration problems in his
school system.2® Others, however, told Commission
staff that serious problems existed,?® and even the
Charlottesville superintendent conceded that: “We have
desegregation, but it will be a long time before we
have integration.” 8! In Chesapeake, Virginia, the Title
IV coordinator, in response to Commission staff ques-
tions on progress in school integration, warned repeat-
edly: “We can’t go too fast.” 32

Factors other than special competence appear to
have intruded themselves in the selection process for
Title IV coordinators. Race has been one such factor.
Most local educational agency Title IV coordinators
have been white. In some cases, however, there is-
evidence to suggest that the position of Title IV coor-
dinator has provided a convenient source of employ-
ment for black principals and administrators who are
displaced in the process of desegregation.

For example, in Florida a black principal accepted
the Title IV coordinator’s position, after having first

2 A Title IV staf member when visiting the program learned that Lane
High School faculty thought the Title IV di was & ber of the
high school faculty and was unaware of his role in Title IV. When the
Title IV staff member recommended that the coordinator be moved to
Central Office along with other administrators, the superi dent indicated
there was no room for him. Dr. William J. Holloway, Chief, Evaluation
Review Branch, May 1970.

27 Names withheld at the request of the individuals interviewed.

8 i goals p in the program may be attributed at least
in part to the frequency with which leadership changes occurred at the
director level of the overall program. One staff member commented that
he had served under six directors in 5 years. Dr. Holloway, supra at 26.

2 Interview with Fred M . Advisory Specialist, Charlottesville City
Schools, March 1970.

% Among the charges made were that black students were being called
“nigger”, black students were being prevented from wearing leather jackets
because they were signs of black power, black children had been physically
sbused by white principals, and expulsion of black students over trivial
matters was common, Interview with R. T. Greene, staff specialist, University
of Virginia Desegregation Center, and Mrs. Robert Greene, remedial reading
teacher, Lane High School, Charlottesville, Va., March 1970,

8 Interview with Dr. E, W. Rust Superi dent, Charl
Schools, March 1970.

83 Interview with W. A, Johmson, Advisory Specialist, Chesaspeake City
Schools, Chesapeake, Va.,, March 1970.
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refused it, only when his school was phased out 3
weeks following the original offer.33 In Danville, Vir-
ginia, a black elementary school principal, replaced by
a white principal when the school became integrated,
was assigned to work in the Title IV program in the
central office, and later was reassigned as a special
assistant to the superintendent in connection with an-
other Federal program, the Emergency School Assist-
ance Program.3* Still another black high school princi-
pal in Essex County, Virginia, accepted a position as
Title IV Advisory Specialist when his school became
integrated. Although a black replaced him as principal,
the school was downgraded to an intermediate
school.35 As one HEW Title IV member said concern-
ing the selection of Title IV Advisory Specialists:
“The selection process had nothing to do with the
needs of the program.” 36

Role of the School Superintendent

The school superintendent plays a key role in deter-
mining the success or failure of desegregation in a
community—indeed, in determining the overall quality
of education afforded to the community’s children. He
is the school system’s chief executive officer and it is to
him that teachers, principals, members of the school
board, parents, and the entire community look for
guidance and leadership. Through firm commitment
and positive action he can do much to facilitate a
successful transition from segregated to integrated edu-
cation.

For superintendents to assume the leadership role in
bringing about successful desegregation requires initia-
tive and often courage. In so doing, they frequently
must risk opposition, abuse, and even their jobs. In
most communities visited by Commission staff, superin-
tendents have been reluctant to assume this role. Most
have adopted essentially passive postures, keeping
their involvement in the desegregation process to a

33 Interview with William Dandy, Director of Title IV Program (1969),
Broward County School System, Fort Lauderdale, Fla.

3 Interview with Curtis Richardson, March 1970. In Virginia during 1969
and 1970, a period of great increase in school desegregation in that State,
most persons assigned as Title IV coordinators were former black principals
or administrators. During the same period there was a drastic decline in
the number of black secondary principals. Between 1965 and 1971 the num-
ber of black secondary school principals in Virginia declined from 107 to
17. Interview with J. F. Banks, associate director of secondary education,
Virginia State Department of Education, March 1970.

3 Interview with James Carey, March 1970.

3 Interview with Miss Edna Ellicott, November 1970, former Title IV
member. It should be noted that positions as Title IV coordinators, unlike
positions in the local schoel system, last only so long as the Federal pro-
gram continues to operate in the locality. Thus the transfer of black school
officials from positions as local school administrators to positions as Title IV
coordinators can result in a loss of job security. One former black ele-
mentary school principal in Nottoway, Virginia, who became an advisory
specialist, commented: *I wonder what will hapepn at the end of Title IV.
1 don't want to slide back in the classroom.” Interview with Macio Hill,
June 1970.
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minimum. Some have actively opposed desegregation.
In a few communities, however, superintendents have
exhibited firm resolve and their efforts often have been
rewarded, even in areas where opposition to desegre-
gation has been strongest.

For example, J. Bryant Smith, Superintendent of
Public Schools in New Albany, Mississippi, was instru-
mental in moving his community toward acceptance of
quality, integrated education. During the summer of
1965, Mr. Smith attended a Title IV desegregation
training institute at the University of Mississippi
which was concerned with desegregation. The next
summer he attended a similar training institute at the
university, this time bringing with him several of his
key administrators. Largely as a result of his experi-
ence at these training institutes, Mr. Smith became
convinced of the value of desegregation and began to
make efforts to persuade his school board as well.3

In 1967, the school board applied for and received a
grant of $50,000 from the Kettering Foundation which
enabled board members and senior staff persons to
visit schools outside the State which had desegregated
successfully. These visits had a dramatic effect on the
outlook of school board members toward desegregation
and toward education generally. As one member said:
“We learned that our schools were providing an infe-
rior education for all our students.” 38 These out-of-
State visits helped bring about change in board mem-
bers’ stereotyped images of minorities. In the course of
their visits, they met what they characterized as sev-
eral “sharp black educators” and recognized that the
New Albany schools could benefit from the advice and
assistance of local black school personnel.?

The primary effect of the visits was to convince the
school board that the New Albany School System
needed to be completely overhauled, and the members
became receptive to suggestions by the superintendent
and outside consultants. Among the suggestims for
change that the board accepted was one for
desegregation.® Mr. Smith developed a two-phase
plan, calling for desegregation of elementary grades in
September of 1968 and desegregation of secondary
grades the following year. His plan was adopted by the
board.

To help facilitate successful desegregation during
the 1968-69 school year, the school board, at Mr.
Smith’s suggestion, applied for and received a Title IV
grant providing funds for an extensive in-service train-

87 Interview with J. Bryant Smith, Dec. 4, 1969.

38 Interview with Dr. Paul K. Shannon, Chairman, New Albany School
Board, Dec. 4, 1969.

®d.

40 1d.



ing program for elementary school teachers concerned
with techniques for team teaching and individualized
instruction.

Thus, the process of desegregation in New Albany
was linked closely with efforts under Title IV to im-
prove the quality of education and the entire program
was enthusiastically received by the faculty.4! The fact
that the desegregation plan was locally designed and
implemented on a voluntary basis helped unite the
community behind it.

By September 1969, after a year of successful expe-
rience with elementary school desegregation, the New
Albany School Board prepared to desegregate its sec-
ondary schools. At the same time, the national admin-
istration was seeking court delays in the implementa-
tion of desegregation plans for 30 school districts in
Mississippi, indicating a retreat from its resolve to
insist upon immediate desegregation. As a result, many
Mississippi districts, including a number that bordered
on New Albany, reneged on their commitment to de-
segregate by September 1969. Mr. Smith, however,
remained firm, and his faculty remained united behind
him. Despite strong pressure to remove the superin-
tendent and delay integration, the school board sup-
ported the superintendent and integration in New Al-
bany’s secondary schools proceeded uneventfully.42
Mr. Smith later resigned his position voluntarily to
complete studies for his doctorate and accepted a
teaching position at Mississippi State College for

Women. He continues to serve as a consultant to the
New Albany School District.

Hoke County, North Carolina, is another example of
commitment and leadership by the school superintend-
ent which contributed significantly to successful deseg-
regation. Hoke County is located in the south central
part of North Carolina in a traditionally conservative
area. The student population of nearly 5,000 consists
of three distinct racial groups—white, black, and
American Indian. Until the 1968-69 school year, the
county had maintained separate schools for each racial
group. The school board had consistently rejected pro-
posals for desegregation made by the school superin-
tendent. In December 1967, the incumbent school super-
intendent died and was replaced by Donald Abernethy,
who previously had been a successful principal in the
county school system.

Mr. Abernethy was able to persuade the school
board to prepare voluntarily for desegregation, to be

g,

42 Id. Despite the success of Title IV grants to facilitate desegregation of
the el y schools, an i for a grant to facilitate secondary
school d ion was d by HEW.

accomplished in September 1969. He applied for and
obtained a Title IV grant to fund human relations
workshops during the months preceding desegregation.
The superintendent made special effort to assure that a
school board member, as well as teachers of all races,
participated in these workshops, which were addressed
by leading human relations consultants.4® According to
Mr. Abernethy, the workshops had the effect of de-
creasing apprehension concerning desegregation
among the school teachers of different races and in-
creasing their awareness and sensitivity concerning
human relations problems as they worked together and
began to know each other.#

During the same period, the school board and the
superintendent sought to involve the community
through a public meeting advertised as an opportunity
to discuss consolidation of the district’s three high
schools. At this meeting, the discussion focused on the
issue of school desegregation and a number of ques-
tions were asked concerning the necessity for desegre-
gation and how it would work. Opposition was also
expressed to the actions the board and the superin-
tendent proposed to take. The superintendent stated
frankly that the board had decided to desegregate vol-
untarily under its own plan, rather than wait for a
court order or administrative enforcement proceeding
under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. The
basic reason for this decision, he said, was “because it
is right for the school system.” 48

Complete desegregation of the Hoke County School
System took place without ingident in September of
1969. The faculty as well as students were integrated
and school functions and activities were conducted on
an integrated basis.

In May 1970, the first school board election follow-
ing desegregation was held. All incumbent school
board members were reelected. The school superintend-
ent has been retained and still occupies his position. In
May 1972 another election for school board will be
held. No candidate is running on a platform opposed
to desegregation. The black community has not pro-
posed a candidate because it is satisfied with the way
the schools are being run.*®

Another school superintendent who sought to lead
his community to successful school desegregation was
Allen Thornton, Jr., Superintendent of Public Schools
for Lauderdale County, Alabama. In 1966 and 1967

43 Interview with Donald Abernethy, Superintendent, Hoke County Public
Schools, Mar. 28, 1970.
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desegregation of the Lauderdale County schools was
partly accomplished largely through Mr. Thornton’s
initiative and persistence. He also received Title IV
grants for those 2 years to fund programs emphasizing
teaching techniques and individualized instruction.

Mr. Thornton was convinced that less than full de-
segregation was not enough and took steps, with the
aid of Title IV, to persuade his school board and the
community to accept total desegregation. As he put it:
“I did not want to leave the job undone.” 47

He utilized the funds under the Title IV grant to
conduct in-service training programs for Lauderdale
County teachers and to bring in guest speakers, such
as Mrs. Elizabeth Koontz, then President of the Na-
tional Education Association, and Dr. John Letson, Su-
perintendent of the Atlanta Public School System, who
spoke of the advantages of desegregation. Under the
Title IV program, teachers of both races were brought
together to work cooperatively on dealing with prob-
lems that would be encountered in the process of de-
segregation. The teachers also visited other school sys-
tems where desegregation had been successful.

At the time, Mr. Thornton made successful efforts to
obtain Federal program money to help improve the
quality of school facilities in Lauderdale County.
Through funds provided by the Appalachian Regional
Commission, a new vocational high school was con-
structed and named after Mr. Thornton. In September
1968, total desegregation of the Lauderdale County
schools was accomplished.

Mr. Thornton, like the superintendents of New Al-
bany and Hoke County, through firm commitment and
effective use of Title IV funds, was able to lead his
school system to full school desegregation. Unlike the
experience of the other two school superintendents,
however, his efforts resulted in the loss of his position.
In November 1968, after having served as superintend-
ent for 16 consecutive years, Mr. Thornton was de-
feated in a bid for reelection through a write-in cam-
paign initiated by State and local officials.*® His suc-
cessor told Commission staff that he would not have
pushed for desegregation unless ordered by the
court.? After his defeat, Mr. Thornton accepted a
position as assistant principal of the new vocational
school which carries his name.

Types of Programs Funded
As previously indicated, Section 405 provides for

47 Interview with Allen Thornton, Jr., Assistant Principal of Allen
Thornton, Jr. Vocational School, Lauderdale County, Alabama, Jan. 16, 1970.

48 Interview with Mr. Thornton’s successor, Osbie Tinvelle, Superintendent,
Launderdale County Schools, Florence, Ala., Jan. 16, 1970.
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the funding of two types of programs, one for in-serv-
ice training dealing with problems incident to desegre-
gation and one for the employment of specialists to
advise concerning problems incident io desegregation.
In practice, however, the distinction has amounted to
little more than a difference in the funding mechanism
utilized, the level of funding provided, and the greater
flexibility in staff selection made possible at higher
funding levels. The programs, as they actually have
developed, have merged the in-service training and
advisory specialist functions of the directors of the two
types of programs.

Advisory specialist grants normally have been
funded at a lower level than in-service training grants.
The advisory specialist program often has utilized ex-
isting school district personnel in conducting their pro-
grams. The in-service training program, by contrast,
has been able to bring in greater numbers of consult-
ants and experts from nearby facilities, such as institu-
tions of higher learning, desegregation centers, and
human relations organizations. Thus, the in-service
training program has been a richer program and plan-
ning has been projected on a broader scale.

Content of Programs

Local programs can conceivably cover a broad
range of topics.’® In the school districts visited by

50 A review of grant applications that were accepted yielded the following
by ialists on psychological and sociological
factors incident to school desegregation, exploration of feelings of persons
of representative ethnic groups, techniques for grouping children for in-
structional purposes, examination of materials in order to create under-
standing of children with polyethnic backgrounds, exploration of techniques
of working with p through p. f probl inci-
dent to the favorable self-images in children of opposite ethnic groups, Art
History, Negro History, Cultural Dialect, Curriculum Development, Children
with Learning Difficulties, How Child and Family Service Serves the Family,
Teaching Young People in the Detention Home, Education and the Courts,
Psychological Aspects of D Intellectional and Social Competence
of the Disad ged, ed ional needs of disadvantaged children, belping
the teach icate with the disadvantaged child, use of
behavioral theories and instructional techniques and materials, teaching in
a nongraded school, teaching as one of a team, use of standard tests for
measurements, television as a cl tool, ication skill develop

ment required to teach effectively in racially mixed classes, Health Practices

t-teach

ion

of the Poor, Consumer Practices of the Poor, Effect of Cultural Deprivation,
Nutrition and Intellectual Develop Comp y Pr Pre-School
Programs, Effective Use of Verbal Behavior in the Classroom, Group Dynamics

in the Classroom Setting, Simulations as Learning Devices, Measuring and
Evaluating Student Accomplishment and Curriculum Materials, and Processes
in Social Studies P of I 1 Cl (4} Designed to
Achieve Academic Comp which P, Worthy Self-Image the Role
of Principals, Administrators, Counselors, and Teachers in the Desegregation
of Schools.

Source: Proposals for the following School Systems, Williamsburg—James
City County School Board (Va.); West Carroll Parish Board (La.); Biloxi
Municipal Separate School District (Miss.) ; Bossier Parish School Board
(La.) ; Asheville City Board of Education (N.C.); Chesapeake Public
Schools (Okla.) ; Enid Public Schools (Okla.); Sampson County Public
Schools (N.C.); Al (N.C.) ; Chesapeake Public
Schools (Va.).
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Commission staff, activities developed by Title IV
coordinators ! have included publications of a pam-
phlet about desegregation in the school district (New
Albany, Mississippi and Charlottesville, Virginia) ; de-
velopment of model or demonstration schools for
observation of desegregation techniques (Volusia
County, Florida and Muskogee, Oklahoma) ; and crea-
tion of a special teacher corps to advise and train
regular faculties in such areas as team teaching, cur-
riculum studies, audio-visual materials, and textbook
evaluation (Volusia County, Florida). They also have
included visits to minority areas to see first-hand the
environment in which minority children live. In Ber-
nalillo County, New Mexico, teachers visited the Santo
Domingo Pueblo to attend a mass offered in honor of
the Pueblo’s patron saint, St. Dominic. The teachers
also saw ceremonial dancing, and had a live-in experi-
ence at the Cochiti and Santo Domingo pueblos with
Indian families.52 Qccasionally, visits have been made
to schools or districts in which desegregation already
had taken place.53

Most programs have placed major emphasis on
problems likely to be encountered in teaching the dis-
advantaged child, on the introduction of new teaching
techniques, and on problems of human relations in the
classroom.

The usual format has been the formal lecture by a
visiting consultant, followed by group discussion of
the lecture topic. Some programs also have utilized
simulated classroom settings in which teachers can
gain experience in teaching a racially mixed group of
students. Following observation by colleagues and su-
pervisors, teachers receive suggestions on handling
particular issues and problems arising during the
teaching session.

Although the desegregation process necessarily in-
volves white as well as black children and teachers, the
training sessions have tended to view it as a black

problem. In a number of districts visited by Commis-

sion staff, black teachers commented on the limitations
of this approach. One black teacher said:

The program [Title [V workshop] was one-sided.
Blacks moved into white schools, but the teachers
only got information on how to work with

blacks.54

51 “Coordinators’ here refer to advisory specialists or directors of in-
service training programs.

52 Bernalillo Public Schools Tri-Cultural Sensitivity In-Service Training
Program Report. Also interview with Amold J. Rael, Director of Title IV in
Bernalillo, February 1976.

83 1d.

54 Interview with Mrs. Edna S. Sheppard, St. Lucie County, Fla., Apr. 8,
1970.
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Another had this to say:

I thought it was a fine gesture to bring teachers
together to discuss the problems. . . . Blacks gave
all the information on the characteristics of the
disadvantaged [black] child. Blacks got no infor-
mation from whites on whites.55

Muskogee, Oklahoma was again unusual among
local recipients of Title IV funds in that school
officials recognized the need to deal with the concerns
of both races if desegregation were to work. They
anticipated, for example, that many whites would fear
that desegregation would lower the quality of educa-
tion available to their children. To overcome these
fears, training sessions were devoted to various ways
of improving the quality of education. These involved
such techniques as team teaching, nongraded class-
rooms, new programs of art, music, and drama, and
the development of innovative types of curriculum.
Although the program emphasized quality education,
the focus on desegregation remained constant.

Muskogee school officials were also aware of the
basic fear among black teachers, parents, and students
that desegregation would result in giving them a re-
duced role in the integrated school system. To meet
these fears, the school system consciously involved
blacks in every aspect of planning for desegregation,
made successful efforts to recruit black administrators
for the desegregated system, and took steps to assure
that black students would participate as leaders in
such student activities as athletics, clubs, student coun-
cils, and cheerleaders.

In some cases, the programs have tended to perpetu-
ate the system of segregation. For example, Commis-
sion stafl viewed a film developed under the McComb,
Mississippi, Title IV program which showed segregation
throughout the program. Students were shown learning
about various occupations. Black students saw black
businessmen and white students saw white business-
men. Of special note was the fact that black students
saw only blacks in menial trades while whites saw
architects, nurses, doctors, and persons in comparable
occupations.

Assessment of Local Programs

The realistic standard by which the value of Title
IV grants to local educational agencies should be
measured is the extent to which the programs they
support have helped school districts achieve desegrega-
tion with minimum delay, disruption of the educa-

5 Interview with Charles Bryant, Classroom Teacher, St. Landry Parish,
La., Mar. 8-13, 1970.



tional process, or disharmony in the school and com-
munity, The Commission recognizes that many factors
other than the Title IV program—the quality of lead-
ership exercised by the school board and its chief
administrators, the political climate in the State or
locality, the vigor with which Federal Title VI enforce-
ment is pursued—operate to determine the success or
failure of school desegregation in particular communi-
ties. The effort under Title IV rarely can be decisive
and it is difficult to measure with any precision the
contribution that LEA grants have made. In view of
the sizable amounts of money that have been expended
under this aspect of the Title IV program, however,
there would appear to be an obligation on the part of
HEW and other entities involved to try to determine
how effective these grants have been. Such evaluations
as have been conducted have been superficial, subjec-
tive, and inconclusive. ‘

The one effort by HEW to evaluate the impact of
Title IV activities was made in 1966. Because of time
pressures, personal visits to local projects to form the
basis of a judgment on the value of these programs
were precluded.’® Thus, the evaluation was based en-
tirely on an analysis of files. In fact, the evaluation
report reached no conclusion regarding the quality
and effectiveness of the programs.5” So loose was the
control exercised by HEW Title IV staff members that
they were even unable to inform the staff investigator
when training sessions were being held.5® Some assess-
ments of local programs have been made by grant
recipients, participants, or outside evaluators. These,
however, typically have been far from thorough or
objective.5?

At the local level most school administrators inter-
viewed by Commission staff were convinced that the
Title IV program had helped their districts, but seldom
could specify the contributions it had made. For exam-
ple, the Title IV director in Moore County, North
Carolina expressed the benefits from the Title IV pro-
gram only in general terms, such as: helping teachers
of both races to work together, building better race
relations generally, and avoiding many racial problems
which might have arisen.80

A Georgia school official indicated the “. . . one
accomplishment of the program was the fact that the
community knew that we recognized the problems and
% Report by Mrs. Sherry Arnstein, Self Evaluation of Title IV (EEOP), at
28 (1966) .

57 1d.

5 14,

5 Participants in training programs have been asked by program leaders
to rate the speakers on a three or four point scale and to make narrative
comments on the value of the sessions.

@ Interview with Lawrence H. Robinson, Title IV Director, Moore County
Schools, Carthage, N.C., Jan. 27, 1970.
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were trying to do something about them!” 1 Another
Georgia official said:

Our teachers [black and white] associated in a
learning situation, and they learned that they had
similar problems, yet both had unique problems.
. . . If not for the program, we would have had a
lot more trouble than we had.62

A school principal in McComb, Mississippi told
Commission staff that the program brought two groups
of educators together to communicate. “Before, we had
no communication whatsoever.” 63

Faculty and administrators in New Albany, Missis-
sippi, where total integration was achieved without
serious incident in September 1969, were somewhat
more explicit: “Without Title IV we could not have
convinced the faculty, which influenced the school
board.” 64

According to one account of the New Albany pro-
gram:

. . . this project is unique in that it is designed to
improve the quality of instruction for every child
while providing acceptance for and a smooth
transition to complete desegregation.®

According to this report, published by the school
district itself, the program demonstrated that introdue-
tion of new teaching techniques could result in improv-
ing the quality of education for black and white stu-
dents in New Albany. Other elements which contrib-
uted to success in New Albany were said to be frank
discussions of human relations issues which helped
teachers of different races work together cooperatively
in developing programs for team teaching and individ-
ualized instruction. The element of “continuous prog-
ress,” under which children may move to the next level
of difficulty as soon as they have mastered the mate-
rial, was another important factor.$¢

Persons interviewed elsewhere repeated the theme
that the Title IV program had provided faculty and
other school officials with new experiences across
racial lines. In Hoke County, North Carolina where, it
will be recalled, the population contains three major
groups—blacks, whites, and American Indians—the
mere fact of holding joint faculty meetings was consid-

6l Interview with J. Edwin Stowe, Superintendent, Stephens County
Schools, Toccoa, Ga., February 1970, i

®2 Interview with C. N. England, Director of Special Services, Clayton
County School District, Jonesboro, Ga., Feb. 24, 1970.

8 Interview with John Gilmore, Principal, Higgins High School, McComb,
Miss., Dec. 10, 1969.

® Interview with O. Wayne Gann, High Schcol Principal, New Albany,
Miss., December 1969.

8 The New Albany Story, New Albany Independent School District, New

Albany, Miss., 1969.
e 1d,



ered a momentous achievement. The current superin-
tendent told Commission staff:

This program brought together for the first time
the teachers of all three races. They wrestled with
many of the problems they would ultimately face
when they began teaching in integrated schools.
But most valuable, I think, was the experience of
learning to work together as teachers.87

In McComb, Mississippi, the coordinator of the Tiile
IV program reported that the major benefit of the
program was that white teachers began speaking to
black teachers when they met downtown after the
program.®8

In Richmond, Virginia, a participant commented on
the city’s Title IV program: “It was the first time
blacks and whites could work together and respect
each other.” 6

And in Silver City, New Mexico, the Title IV Coor-

dinator reported:

The purpose of the program is to get the two
groups to communicate. . . . We have made a
beginning in realizing the purpose. The groups
[Chicano and white Anglo] are talking to each
other.™

Some participants interviewed by Commission staff
were more crit:cal of the Title 1V programs. One
teacher who took part in several workshops on deseg-
regation noted severe limitations in their effectiveness:

We’ve got to live this stuff. It won’t do any good
to talk about integration if people still refuse to
cooperate. While it was helpful to the partici-
pants, the most prejudiced persons did not take
part.™

This observation was common to many of the pro-
grams since participation usually has been on a volun-
tary basis. There were also numerous complaints that
the program did not deal with the specific issue of
desegregation, but rather concentrated on materials
and techniques with which any good teacher should
already be acquainted.

One teacher complained:

The program was on teacher techniques. They

€7 Interview with Donald Abernethy, supra note 43.

88 Interview with W. L. Tobias, Director, Title IV Program, McComb,
Miss., Dec. 10, 1969.

80 Nathaniel Lee, Director of Title IV, Rich
Va., March 1970.

7 Interview with Mrs.
N. Mex., February 1970.

7L Interview with Leonard G. Jewett, Teacher, Hampton City Schools, Mar.
16, 1970.

Rich E]
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Maria Guttierez Spencer, Silver City Schools,
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told us what to do and how. I think it failed
because they were not talking about the children
we would have to teach. It was boring. I thought
I was going to die. The consultants were paid
$100 a day plus travel expenses to tell us how to
teach.™

Several participants in Title IV programs expressed
the view that the workshops were inadequate in that .
they failed to consider fears of desegregation felt by
minority faculty, students, and parents. As previously
noted, few instances were found by Commission staff
where attention was given to the fear of black teachers
and principals that they might lose their jobs, be de-
moted, or otherwise have problems in a newly inte-
grated, formerly white school. Nor was adequate atten-
tion paid to the possibility that black students, parents,
and teachers might resist leaving a familiar situation
in which there was pride in long-standing traditions.

That these fears were not unfounded was reported
by a black school official in Biloxi, Mississippi, who
described to Commission staff the experiences of black
students who transferred to the white high school:

Two girls who chose to go to white schools stayed
only six weeks. The students at Biloxi High
School did not let them into their social groups.
Many students here were disappointed because of
the lack of warmth at the white high school. . . .
They felt left out.™

His remarks were confirmed in interviews with stu-
dents who had attended Biloxi High School. As one
black student put it: “You feel very alone when you
don’t have any friends.” 74

Basic Weaknesses of Local Programs

In the course of Commission staff investigations into
the working of local Title IV programs, a number of
basic weaknesses have been revealed. One has been the
lack of sufficient resources for funding them. The typi-
cal grant to an individual school district has been
about $50,000 for a training program and even less
for an advisory specialist program. While these
amounts may appear impressive, particularly in rela-
tion to the budgets of small school systems, they are
miniscule in relation to the enormity of the problems
of behavioral and attitudinal change that school sys-

72 Interview with Mrs. Dorothy Sealy, Teacher, Hardy High School, Chatta-
nooga, Tenu., Feb. 27, 1970.

78 Interview with Bruce Steward, Student, Biloxi School District, Biloxi,
Miss., January 1970.

% Interview with Philip Gaudy, Student, Biloxi School District, Biloxi,
Miss., January 1970.



tems must meet in the process of desegregation.” Fur-
ther, even where sufficient funds have been available to
enable districts to initiate effective Title IV programs,
there has seldom been continuing financial assistance
so that the gains could be reenforced.

Insufficient funds, however, have by no means been
the sole, or even primary, weakness in the local Title
IV programs. Perhaps the most serious shortcoming
the Commission has found has been the lack of clear
consistent goals which the programs had been expected
to achieve. From the beginning, the entire Title IV
program has been characterized by a failure at the
national level to enunciate goals and to delineate ap-
propriate strategies for program emphasis. Confusion
nationally has been reflected in local school districts
and has led to the funding of programs which have
dealt only indirectly and peripherally with desegrega-
tion.

Consequently, many local programs have not come
to grips with specific desegregation issues. Instead
they have focused almost entirely on teaching tech-
niques and on imparting information relevant to un-
derstanding the so-called disadvantaged child. As one
white participant said of the program she attended:
“The sessions treated educational problems, but not
the unique problems caused by teaching in desegre-
gated schools.” 76

So gingerly has the approach to desegregation often
been that another teacher told Commission staff that
she had not even been aware that the program was
related to desegregation. As far as she could tell the
program has been designed to provide understanding
of poor children.” She felt that she had not derived
any benefit which helped prepare her for a desegre-
gated classroom. The failure to establish goals related
specifically to desegregation is also apparent in the
statement made by a school official in Biloxi, Missis-
sippi, who explained that the major focus of a training
course funded by Title IV was “remedial reading.”

In short, many Title IV programs have been di-
rected primarily toward educational goals and only
secondarily, and often remotely, to the goal of desegre-
gation. In the many school districts visited by Commis-
sion staff, there were few success stories in Title IV

7 One former Branch Chief in the Division of Equal Educational Oppor-
tunities in Washington commented that LEA grants were funded at a
“‘paltry level” as was the entire Title IV program thereby making national
desegregation impossible. The political leadership should have been aware
of the consequences of such a funding level.

7 Interview with Mrs, Brenda Berryhill, teacher, Tuscaloosa County, Ala.,
Feb. 13, 1970.

77 Interview with Mrs. Venie Yancy, teacher, Madison County, Ga., Feb.
25, 1970.

78 Final report of Title IV project, February 1966 to June 1966, p. 1.
Remarks of Bill Lee, Assistant Superintendent, Biloxi Public Schools.

programming because desegregation issues were ig-
nored or kept as a hidden agenda.

Many local programs have been further weakened
by the permissiveness of superintendents and adminis-
trators in determining participation on a voluntary
basis, leaving out those most in need of information
and guidance on desegregation.

Still another flaw has been the failure to involve the
community-at-large in the desegregation process. Typi-
cally, efforts under Title IV have been confined to
those officially connected with the school system, but
community leaders rarely have been asked to partici-
pate or even to support desegregation. Administrators
of these programs have assumed community opposition
to the purposes of Title IV and, rather than seeking to
change the perceived climate of opinion, have accepted
it and approached the task of overcoming the problems
incident to desegregation timidly and equivocally.
These programs have been of limited value. By con-
trast, in several cases where programs have been suc-
cessful, a key element has been a determined effort by
local administrators to involve community leadership.
For example, administrators in Muskogee, Oklahoma,
and Moore County and Hoke County, North Carolina,
set about the task of desegregation by making an
affirmative effort to enlist and mold community leader-
ship support. In all three school districts desegregation
took place without serious incident.

In addition, the Title IV programs in LEA’s were
never integral parts of the school system’s administra-
tive structure and, therefore, the director could not
influence personnel selection, budgeting, school site
selection, and other major activities which tend to
support, perpetuate, or break up segregation.”

Finally, the program has suffered from local auton-
omy in the operation of the programs. As the director
of one university desegregation center told Commis-
sion staff:

Behind the theory of the LEA grant are the as-
sumptions (1) that they [local educational agen-
cies] can analyze their own problems and, (2)
that they have the talent to run an effective pro-
gram to solve the problem. We do not think that
those assumptions are commonly fulfilled in our
State.80

He concluded: “The LEA grant program is ineffective
in that it requires a sick patient to cure himself.” 8

7 Dr. William J. Holloway, Evaluation Review Branch, May 1970.

80 Interview with Glen Hontz, Director, Educational Resource Center on
School Desegregation, New Orleans, La., Mar. 11, 1970.
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CHAPTER IV
UNIVERSITY DESEGREGATION CENTERS

Introduction

The Federal Government makes grants under two
sections of Title IV to institutions of higher learning
to meet the problems incident to desegregation. Under
Section 403, colleges or universities, under contract
with the U.S. Office of Education, provide technical
assistance to local school boards in preparing and
implementing desegregation plans.! Under Section 404,
the institutions, under grant or contract with the Office
of Education, conduct training institutes for school
personnel.? Since 1968 grants under both sections have
been merged under a single program. These forms of
assistance are provided through “desegregation cen-
ters” which are often affiliated with a university’s
school of education from which they draw heavily for
staff and other resources.?

Center activities include training programs and
short-term conferences for school districts, and assist-
ance to local districts in the preparation of proposals
for direct assistance under Title IV. They often
conduct local surveys and studies to pinpoint desegre-
gation problems and develop and distribute desegrega-
tion materials to local school districts. Centers also
give assistance in planning, evaluation, and reporting
on local school system projects supported under Title
Iv.

Although the first center was established in 1965,
less than a year after enactment of Title IV, it was not
until 1968 that the center concept became a key ele-
ment in the operation of Title IV. In Fiscal Year 1966,
less than $341,000 was expended on centers, followed
by an even lower expenditure of $236,000 in 1967.
Rapidly thereafter, the figures jumped to $2.8 million
in 1968 and to almost $3.6 million in 1969. By 1970,
the expenditure for centers had more than doubled to

1 Civil Rights Act of 1964, PL 88-352, Title IV, Section 403. Section 403
authorizes the Commissioner of Education “‘to render technical assistance
in the preparation, adoption, and implementation of plans for the desegrega-
tion of public schools.” This hnical i was initially provided
directly by the Office of Education through its own staff and the use of
consultants. Since 1966, however, the Office of Education has increasingly
used the services of colleges or universities which are under contract to
provide technical assistance within a particular geographical area.

2 Civil Rights Act of 1964, PL 88-352, Title IV, Section 404.

3 Desegregation centers have been established in the Southern and border
States in order to provide services within States’ geographic areas. Recently,
there have been several such centers in the North and West.

$8,168,391. This increase reflected the additional ex-
pense to be incurred by virtue of technical assistance
provisions of university desegregation center contracts,
and the anticipated increase in center activity in the
preparation of desegregation plans for school systems
ordered to desegregate pursuant to court orders direct-
ing that assistance be rendered by center personnel
and Title IV staff. By 1971, most desegregation plans
had been written and a reduction to $5,145,621
occurred in allocations to centers for technical assist-
ance. This amount, however, still represented an in-
crease of 114 times the amount expended in 1969.4

In the early years following enactment of Title 1V,
training institutes at colleges and universities were
separately funded and administered under Section 404.
These were designed as short-term training programs
“to improve the ability of teachers, supervisors, coun-
selors, and other elementary or secondary school per-
sonnel to deal effectively with special educational prob-
lems occasioned by desegregation.”® Although the
Office of Education still funds occasional independent
training institutes under Section 404, most university-
run training activities are now operated through the
continuing desegregation centers and are part of an
overall effort to provide technical assistance.

The Institute Program

Training institutes played a significant role in the
operation of the Title IV program in its early years.
Between 1965 and 1967 nearly $9.5 million, or more
than 40 percent of the total Title IV budget, was spent
on institute programs. By contrast, in the years 1968
through 1971, the amount spent on institutes was only
$3.6 million, or 6.2 percent of the overall Title IV
monies spent for that period.®

A total of 65 colleges and universities in the South-
ern and border States has sponsored 162 training in-
stitutes for local school personnel. These institutions
have been approximately evenly divided between pri-
vate and public colleges and universities. Thirty-one

41971 figures may not be final as contracts may be amended to include
additional expenses incurred during 1971-72. See Table C2.

5 Civil Rights Act of 1964, PL 88-352, Title IV, Section 404.

8 See Table DI1.



institutes were held at 18 colleges with predominantly
black student enrollments.” Most institutes were held
under the auspices of the school of education within
the college.

The institute program was based largely on recom-
mendations of the Special Task Force established in
1963 in anticipation of passage of civil rights legisla-
tion which would bring substantial school desegrega-
tion responsibilities to the Office of Education. The task
force expected institutes to concentrate primarily on
development of techniques in human relations and on
design of curricular content for children from an

“atypical environment”.®

Program emphasis needed to be developed, stated the
Task Force Report, so that the limited resources could
be used most effectively.® Further, the report recom-
mended that an effort be made to identify situations
which could be developed as prototype projects and
that a priority system be established for the evaluation

of applications received in response to program

announcements.?

In December 1964, a Leadership Conference on In-
stitutes, composed of specialists in education, school
administration, the behavioral sciences, and community
intergroup organizations, was held at the University of
Maryland.!! The specialists considered the geographi-
cal areas which should be served by the institutes,
appropriate subject content for institutes, the kinds of
school desegregation problems institute programs
should consider, evaluation techniques, and desired
followup programs.'? The final conference report pro-
vided a working document that was later utilized by
Title IV staff in developing guidelines and procedures
for operation of the program. Many of the recommen-
dations were incorporated in materials disseminated to
prospective applicants.

The report focused on procedural issues, such as
format, eligibility for participation, and geographical
areas where the assistance of training institutes would
be needed. Thus the conference concluded that:

—Where several institutions of higher learning
could jointly plan with adjacent interested school
districts, an institute might have a better chance
of achieving its goal.

—Personnel recruited for institutes could be of sev-
ral kinds. The statutory term “school personnel”

7 See Table D5.

8 Luddington Task Force Report, at 1.

1.

10 Id,

1 Office of Education Report . . . Leadership Conf on I
1965, University of Maryland, Dec. 16-19, 1964.

1274,

was defined broadly to include school nurses, bus
drivers, and professional community persons con-
cerned with education, as well as those tradition-
ally considered school personnel.

—Participation by teams of school personnel from a
given school system was preferable to individuals
because they could be more effective in facilitat-
ing desegregation plans when they returned home.

—Although areas in the South where the problems
were most severe and compliance most difficult
might well request and need assistance most, acute
problems of desegregation existed in other parts
of the country and merited consideration and as-
sistance.

Those institutions of higher education which ex-
pressed early interest in developing training institutes
on desegregation were sent copies of a Policies and
Procedures Manual for Training Institutes!® The
Manual provided guidelines for developing institute
proposals and designated format and time limits for
submission. It encouraged colleges and universities in-
terested in holding institutes to seek out school dis-
tricts to persuade them to participate.!* One reason
why the Manual encouraged these contacts was to ena-
ble school systems facing or anticipating school deseg-
regation problems to plan the institute proposal
jointly. Such joint planning would offer opportunities
for most effectively utilizing available resources within
the school districts.!s Later, when the program became
more widely known and accepted, school districts
became more directly active in seeking participation
from the colleges and universities.

Content of Institute Program

The Manual, like the Leadership Conference Report,
emphasized issues of procedure and provided little
guidance for the content or specific objectives to be
met by the institutes, except to state broadly that the
purpose of institutes was to:

improve the ability of teachers, supervisors, coun-
selors, and other elementary or secondary school
personnel to deal effectively with special educa-
tional problems occasioned by desegregation.1®

In discussing the content of programs directed toward
this purpose, the Manual stated:

13 Equal Educational Opp ities Prog Policies and Procedures for
Institutes for Special Training on Problems of School Desegregation, 1964.
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18 jd. This statement in fact is simply a partial restatement of Section
404 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, p. 1.



Institute programs may be developed with respect
to any of the special educational problems occa-
sioned by desegregation in public elementary or
secondary schools. . . . Sociological, psychologi-
cal, curricular, instructional, or administrative
topics may be considered as long as there is logi-
cal relationship to problems associated with the
assignment of students to public schools and
within such schools without regard to their race,
color, religion or national origin.!?

The Manual provided that acceptable programs could
cover a broad range of subject matter so long as there
was a logical relationship to problems associated with
the process of elementary and secondary school deseg-
regation. Further, it provided that programs were to
be aimed primarily at school personnel who could in-
fluence others in the district, to be oriented toward
action on specific desegregation problems, to provide
for followup relationships between institute staff and
participants, and to provide interdisciplinary ap-
proaches to school desegregation problems.'® It also
suggested that areas of administration and curriculum
were particularly pertinent to desegregation problems
and were the concern of each level of the school dis-
trict hierarchy, implying that these were desirable
areas for institute programming.1?

Although the Manual offered only general guidelines
on program content related to desegregation, it was
specific, and even emphatic, about educational content:

It is the philosophy of this program that “the
special educational problems occasioned by deseg-
regation” referred to in the Act are just that:
namely, educational problems. . . . Such matters
as motivation for learning, academic achievement,
methods of instruction, instructional materials, de-
sign and content of curriculum, counselling and
guidance, teacher attitudes and the organization

17 Equal Educational Opportunities Program, Policies and Procedures for
Institutes for Special Training on Problems of School Desegregation, 1964,
This statement in fact is simply a partial restatement of Section 404 of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, p. 1.

18 1d.

19 Although no d q g prog were
provided in the Manual, there were indications of matters which might be
analyzed by school districts within a training institute program: understand-
ing different value systems of different racial and class subcultures in the
community and the implication of these for the classroom situation, under-
standing characteristics of an impoverished community and the nature,
causes, and effects of cultural deprivation, means of organizing the school
and classroom for improved instructional quality, devel of
vocational, special education, and other specialized programs designed to

pprop

of classrooms, teacher staffs and schools would
seem to be of paramount importance.?

The failure to establish requirements or specific
guidance on how institute programs should relate to
desegregation left Federal officials with little in the
way of objective standards by which to judge the
worth of institute proposals. This led to the approval
of proposals of minimal value for purposes of desegre-
gation. In discussing early institutes funded under
Title IV, one Federal administrator stated: “We were
very naive about the implications of the proposals.
There were a lot of proposals on compensatory educa-
tion. We accepted them as good then. Looking back,
they were horrible.” 2! He concluded: “We were prob-
ably okaying things that did more harm than good.” 22

At the time the Commission undertook its investiga-
tion, the institute program had been largely de-empha-
sized, except as part of a larger university involvement
in desegregation. Thus, examination of the actual oper-
ation of individual institute programs was not possible.
Furthermore, few written reports on the program exist.
Evaluation, therefore, necessarily relied heavily upon
interviews with former institute directors, with central
office personnel in Washington, and with former par-
ticipants in institute programs.

According to institute reports available to Commis-
sion staff and interviews with officials and partici-
pants, the emphasis of institutes was frequently on new
types of teaching techniques and problems of the dis-
advantaged, but was rarely focused directly on deseg-
regation.

For example, an institute held at Knoxville College,
Knoxville, Tennessee, in 1967, dealt mainly with lan-
guage arts. Lecture topics included: linguistic aware-
ness, dialect study, effective strategies for teaching po-
etry, understanding the “world of work™, and improv-
ing writing ability. There is no record that these topics
were in any way related to desegregation. The pro-
gram also included a presentation by two performing
artists who read works from black authors.2?

Other institutes had titles which clearly suggested a
focus other than desegregation. For instance, a 1965
institute at Auburn University in Auburn, Alabama
was entitled “Special Training Institute for Teachers
of Culturally Deprived Children.” There was one at-
tempt at interracial training at the Auburn institute,

20 Equal Educational Opportunities Program, Policies and Procedures for

provide instruction appropriate to individual student diff P d
for dealing with disciplinary problems in d d school Iti
from lack of communication among students, planning content, organization
and conduct of extracurricular activities in situations involving students of
different backgrounds. Id. pp. 3-4.
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Institutes for Special Training on Problems of School Desegregation, 1964,
pp- 4 and 5.
2 Interview with Darl Hulit, HEW, Central Office, Title IV, Apr. 1, 1970.
2 1d.
38 Interview with Dr. Ralph Martin, Knoxville College, Feb. 17, 1970,



which consisted of a picnic intended to encourage free
communication between participants and staff. The
picnic also was meant to provide a casual setting so
participants could share their views regarding issues
of desegregation informally. However, since there were
only two black teachers among the 50 participants, it
is unlikely that the cause of interracial understanding
was significantly advanced.24

A number of institute programs included visits to
low-income neighborhoods from which many black
children could be expected to come. A summer insti-
tute in 1967 held at Hampton Institute in- Virginia
dealt with problems of teaching disadvantaged chil-
dren and included trips to playgrounds, community
centers, clubs, and youth service organizations in a
low-income neighborhood, so that institute participants
could observe the out-of-school habitat of the children
whom they might be instructing in the fall.25

One example of a program aimed specifically at
meeting problems of desegregation was a summer
training institute on group integration in desegregated
schools held in Spring Hill College, Mobile, Alabama
in 1967.26 The major objectives were to develop group
leadership skills of educational personnel involved in
desegregation, to improve group participation skills of
educators, to promote integration of working teams of
educators at all levels of the school system, and to
develop the classroom management potential of teach-
ers by providing specialized training in group develop-
ment skills in an integrated classroom setting.2? The
institute also sought to explore aspects of group inter-
action and modern techniques of group problem solv-
ing to facilitate the desegregation process. Among the
subjects included in the training sessions were the
social psychology of the small group, the dynamics of
group development in the desegregated school, and the
management of the biracial group in the desegregated
school.28 In short, the entire program was directed to
various elements of desegregation within the school
system.

Staff of Institutes

The directors of the institutes were, for the most
part, faculty members from the sponsoring schools of
education. They included professors of education,
directors of teacher education programs, directors of

24 See Final Report, 1965 S b
Ala.

% See Director’s Technical Report, 1968 Summer Institute, Hampton Insti-
tute, Hampton, Va.

»3 Traini I on Group in the
School, a proposal of the Spring Hill College, Mobile, Ala.

= 1d.

»1d.

, Auburn University, Auburn,

1, D, 1
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educational research, chairmen of education divisions,
and deans of schools of education.?? There were also a
few professors of sociology and psychology who served
as institute directors. In those cases, the institutes em-
phasized issues of human behavior and human devel-
opment, rather than educational technique.??

Statistical data on the racial or ethnic background
of institute directors and their staffs are unavailable.
Commission staff inquiries, however, revealed that
principal personnel of institutes were almost invariably
white. Of the 13 colleges that responded to the Com-
mission’s inquiry, only one—St. Augustine’s College, a
predominantly black institution—had a black institute
director.3! At an institute held in 1969 at West Vir-
ginia Wesleyan College, which dealt with updating in-
terethnic aspects of public school education in West
Virginia and strengthening community rapport regard-
ing equal educational opportunities, the staff director
of the institute, the associate director and other staff
members were all white. In addition, all institute con-
sultants from outside the State, with one exception,
were white.32,

Institute Participants

Section 404 requires that persons selected for partic-
ipation in institutes be “school personnel”.®®* Ths term
was interpreted broadly by the Office of Education to
include not only principals, counselors, and teachers,
but also cafeteria workers, bus drivers, and school
nurses.3 About 70 percent of all institutes were held
for teachers, about 18 percent for administrative per-
sonnel, and about 12 percent for other school person-
nel. Occasionally, participants also included commu-
nity leaders involved in community organizations con-
cerned with the educational process within the school
district. Two institutes involving community leaders

® Id.

14,

8 Commission Staff Survey.

8 A l.year progr for of public school
education in West Virginia and for strengthening community support in
regard to equal educational opportunities held in 1969-70. Out-of-State
consultants included Dr. Ralph B. Kimb h of the University of Florida,
Dr. Joe Hall, Dr. Claud Kitchens and Dr. Samuel B. Ethridge. Dr. Ethridge
was the only out-of-State consultant who was black and who was not s
part of the Title IV program.

33 Section 404 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 provides: The Commissioner
is authorized to arrange, through grants or contracts, with institutions of
higher education for the operation of short-term or regular session institutes
for special training designed to improve the ability of teachers, supervisors,
counselors, and other el y or dary p 1 to deal effectively
with special 1 probl d by d Individuals
who attend such an institute on a full-time basis may be paid stipends for
the period of their attendance at such institute in amounts specified by the
Commissioner in regulations, including allowances for travel to attend such
institute.

3 Interview with Dr. William J. Holloway, Evaluation Branch Chief, May
1970. See also, Office of Education Report of the Leadership Conference on
Institutes (1965) at 5.
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were held in 1965 at the University of Mississippi and
Auburn University.38

Most elementary and secondary school teachers who
participated in the institutes were selected by the prin-
cipals of their schools. Participants usually included
both blacks and whites although black representation
was often on a token basis. The teachers came from
the same school district to attend an institute. Partici-
pation was almost always voluntary. In fact, according
to a number of former institute participants, a teacher
usually had to express special interest before he was
asked by his principal to attend.®¢ Thus, teachers who
might be most in need of training available at insti-
tutes—those unsympathetic or uninterested in desegre-
gation—were least likely to participate.

In addition, teachers selected for participation were
not necessarily those who had been or would be as-
signed to desegregated classrooms when they returned.
This, according to the Manual, was a matter left to
determination by the college operating the particular
institute.3” While the institute program was supposed
to be concerned specifically with training school per-
sonnel to deal effectively with problems of desegrega-
tion, the participants were not necessarily those per-
sons who would have occasion to profit directly from
the training.

One of the few institutes which did require that its
participants teach in desegregated settings was held at
Paul Quinn College in Waco, Texas in 1968.38 The
institute participants were recent graduates of Paul
Quinn, Baylor University, and other colleges, who had
signed contracts to teach in the Waco area schools as
“crossover” teachers.3?

Another institute which made teaching in a desegre-
gated school a requirement for participation was held
at the University of Miami, in Coral Gables, Florida,
during the summer of 1966.4° Forty teachers from the
South Florida area were chosen to participate after
they had indicated that they would be teaching in
desegregated schools in the 196667 school year.

Unlike teacher training institutes, those for school
administrators (i.e., principals, school board members,
and superintendents) generally included only one type
of administrator from several adjacent school districts.
In cases where selections were necessary, the superin.

8 The Leadership Conference viewed ‘‘participation by school personnel”
as a wide net including community leaders. University of Maryland (1965).

% Commission staff interviews with Institute participants.

87 Office of Education Policies and Procedures Manual for Institutes at 28.

38 Proposal for funding of 1968 Institute on Cross-over Teacher Training,
Paul Quinn College.

/4.

40 Leadership Training Institute for Advanced University Study for Teachers

of Newly Desegregated Schools. Final Technical Report. 1966 Teacher Train.
ing Institute, University of Miami.

tendent usually decided who would attend.

The institute program made only an occasional ef-
fort to involve the community outside the school sys-
tem. The Leadership Conference at the University of
Maryland in 1964 had viewed the statutory term
“school personnel” as a category which could include
community organization persons and community lead-
ers, Generally, however, Office of Education contrac-
tors subscribed to the view that people in the commu-
nity who had no clear connections with the schools

‘should not be trained under Title 1V.4l Thus, few
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institute programs permitted participation by commu-
nity leaders who did not have some formal affiliation
with the school system.

Nevertheless, two institutes were held at the Uni-
versity of Mississippi and Auburn University in 1965
which did involve community leaders.42 The University
of Mississippi program included not only school ad-
ministrators and school boards members, but also a
few persons suggested by school superintendents as
holding leadership positions in the community.*® The
Auburn University program included only two commu-
nity persons out of a total of 178 institute participants.
Such limited participation by leaders from the commu-
nity suggests that the institute program, like other
programs under Title IV, failed to involve the broader
community in the desegregation process.

Commission staff found only one case in which stu-
dents played a significant role in training institutes.*
At the Hampton Institute program, mentioned earlier,
about 25 students, then enrolled in desegregated
schools, were brought in to recount their experiences
and problems of adjustment. The teachers were also
given an opportunity to utilize new teaching tech-
niques and material developed during the institute
while working with these children.

Although the Office of Education Manual specified
that institutes were to be biracial, in the early days
there was often only token participation by blacks.5
As previously noted, the institute on teaching cultur-
ally deprived children at Auburn University had only
two black participants among a group of 50 teachers.

4 See Final Reports of Texas Southern University, 1968 and the University
of Miami, 1965.

42 See Final Reports for University of Mississippi, 1965 and Auburn
University, 1965.

43 Among the topics covered in the institute were the provisions of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, procedures used by various school districts to
carry out desegregation, and planning of future courses of action to be
followed in the districts participating in the institute. The number of com-
munity leaders participating is not known.

44 The institute on the Schoo! Principalship held July 1, 1968 through
Feb. 28, 1969 at Texas Southern University had a black and white student
explain to the participants the students’ desegregated school
situations.

45 See Final Report, Auburn University, 1965 Summer Institute.

tations in



Early institutes for superintendents and school board
members also lacked black participants, largely be-
cause few school systems employed black persons at
policy-making administrative levels.

tnstructional Techniques and Format

According to institute proposals and reports, the
most frequently used instructional technique for insti-
tutes was the formal lecture, preceded by assignment
of readings on the lecture topic, and followed by
group discussion. The speakers were usually college
professors and their fields of specialization ranged
from education and the behavioral sciences to mathe-
matics and science.

Lecturers utilized in the institutes often came from
the faculties of education and the social sciences at the
host institution or from neighboring colleges and uni-
versities. Noted specialists in intergroup relations or
other facets of the social sciences were occasionally
brought in from universities or public school systems.
These were usually suggested by Office of Education
personnel or were persons already known to the insti-
tute directors. Presidents and professional staff from
black institutions were used considerably less often,
except at those institutes held in black institutions.

Institutes were criticized from the outset for their
rigid adherence to traditional learning techniques and
lack of imagination. For example, an internal memo-
randum by Office of Education staff stated in 1966
that few institute staff “had tried or even heard of
innovative techniques. . . . Most discussion groups
were being led by people inexperienced in sensitivity
training or human relations.” 46 The memorandum also
expressed disappointment over the fact that there were
few efforts to simulate classroom settings as laborato-
ries so that participants could actually experience
teaching on an integrated basis.4?

There were other, more basic, dissatisfactions with
the institute program. One was recognition that train-
ing is only a single element necessary to carry out a
successful desegregation program. In addition, the in-
stitute program, as initially conceived in 1964, pro-
vided only for a one-time project for each school dis-
trict rather than a continuing effort as communities
actually engaged in the desegregation process. Finally,
there was a growing recognition that an institution of
higher learning could make many contributions to the
entire concept in addition to training teachers and
other school personnel.

For example, a college or university possessed the
capacity to provide technical assistance, then being

48 Sherry Arnstein, supré note 36 at 12.
4714,

provided by U.S. Office of Education staff and consult-
ants, to local school districts. It also would be able to
respond more quickly and effectively than the Office of
Education to problems in the local districts because of
its closer proximity and more limited territorial re-
sponsibility. In addition, universities could provide a
convenient umbrella for institutes that would permit
staff to assess on a continuing basis existing programs
within a school district and to follow up on them
frequently. A university also had on hand a ready
supply of faculty and staff with varied skills and back-
grounds to assist in resolving problems. Finally, there
would be opportunity for developing stronger relation-
ships between consultants and local school authorities
because of increased frequency of contacts.

In short, the potential - role of universities was
viewed as extending beyond that of merely serving as
a resource for training to becoming centers for provid-
ing a full range of continuing desegregation services.

Desegregation Centers

The concept of desegregation centers was not con-
templated at the time of the passage of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964, but interpretations of Section 403 (tech-
nical assistance) and Section 404 (grants or contracts
with institutions of higher education) by the Office of
General Counsel at HEW provided the legal undergird-
ing necessary for the development of this concept.*8

At the peak of the Center program activity in 1970,
there were 15 university-based desegregation centers
in the United States.*® All except two of those centers

48 The thesis set forth by the HEW Office of General Counsel was that
“the Commissioner could tell . . . the University to provide technical
assistance in d with requests from any ‘school board’ within a
particular geographical area and that it would be unnecessary to make any
refersals to the Office of Education except where the contractor had reason
to question the status of the applicant as a ‘school board’ or where it was
unable to render the hnical i ted.””

Although this memorandum provided the legal foundation for the develop-
ment of Centers, one additional reason why Centers were so eagerly sought
as a Title IV approach was that each contract for an Institute had to be
separately p d. With a limited staff, paper work was increasingly
oppressive, and delays in funding legion. The Center was one means of
making a single grant or contract provide support for a given year which
had to meet the rigid funding style of the Office of Education only once
for the several program components. Title IV contracts for establishment of
Centers to Deal with Probl of Deseg jion—Use of State Education
Agencies and Universities, p. 3, Aug. 24, 1967.

49 Auburn University, University of South Alabama, Ouachita Baptist
University, University of Miami at Coral Gables, University of Georgia,
Tulane University, Mississippi State University, University of New Mexico,
Teachers College of Columbia University, University of Oklahoma, St.
Augustine’s College, University of South Carolina, University of Tennessee,
University of Texas, and the The University of
Southern Mississippi Center has been replaced by Mississippi State Univer-
sity. In addition, the University of Delaware Center and Western Kentucky
University are no longer being funded. Three additional centers established
following pletion of the C ission’s field work are not included in
this study. (University of California at Riverside, the National Center for
Research and Information for Equal Educational Opportunities at Columbia
University, and the Office of Research and Field Services at the School of
Education at the University of Pittsburgh).

University of Virginia.




were located in Southern or border States.’? Cur-
rently, despite a lower level of funding, there are 17.5!
Twelve are in publicly supported institutions and five
are in private colleges or universities.5? Sixteen of the
institutions are predominantly white in student enroll-
ment, and one is predominantly black.53

Relationship to University

Despite the potentially significant role that Centers
can play in helping to resolve a problem of paramount
national concern, there is some indication that the
universities at which they are located view them in a
lesser light. For example, while a few of the Centers
have been allotted good central accommodations within
their institutions, the physical location of several sug-
gests that they suffer from a low status. Thus, the
University of New Mexico Center is located in the
cramped space of one room, although it has a full-time
staff of eight persons. The University of Miami Center
is housed in an unairconditioned building on a campus
where airconditioning is generally regarded as stand-
ard equipment. The Center at the University of Geor-
gia is located near the University’s duplicating equip-
ment behind some rest rooms and on a floor directly
above shop equipment.

Several other Centers, while housed in adequate
quarters, are located well away from the college
campus. For example, the Center at the University of
South Alabama is found on a separate campus for-
merly used as an armed services base several miles
distant from most other university activities.

Universities, also, have shown little pride in their
association with desegration centers. They have made
no effort to publicize the existence of desegregation
centers on their campuses. In some cases, they even
have taken action to prevent such publicity. Thus, in
1969, efforts by the desegregation center at the Uni-
versity of Georgia to distribute a newsletter providing
information to school officials on current developments
and problems in school desegregation were suppressed

80 University of New M Cultural A Center at Albuquerque,
New Mexico and the National Center for Research and Information for Equal
Educational Opportunities at Columbia University (Teachers College).

81 Auburn University, University of South Alabama, Ouachita Baptist Uni-
versity, University of California at Riverside, University of Miami, University
of Georgia, Tulane University, Mississippi State University, University of
New Mexico, Teachers College of Columbia University, St. Augustine’s College,
University of Oklahoma, University of Pittsburgh, University of South
Carolina, University of Tenmessee, University of Virginia.

53 Auburn University, University of South Alabama, University of Cali-
fornia at Riverside, University of Georgia, Mississippi State University of

at the express order of the university administration. 34

Center staff as well has exhibited a similar reluctance
to be identified with desegregation. In response to
telephone calls made to centers, only one indicated that
it had any connection with desegregation.’® The others
responded in a variety of ways, none of which sug-
gested a school desegregation function:

“Special Programs” 56

“Auburn Center” 57

“TEDTAC” %8

“3213” 59

“Education Center” 60
“Educational Resource Center” 6
“General Extension” 62

“Human Relations Center” 63
“Consultative Center” 64
“Cultural Awareness Center” 6%
“Technical Assistance” 66
“Educational Planning Center” 7

Staffing Patterns

As in the case of institute programs, Center staffing
patterns have tended to reflect the attendance patterns
of the institutions in which they are located.5® Of the

54 Interview with Dr. Morrill Hall, University of Georgia Descgregation
Center Director.

8 University of South Carolina, Columbia, S.C.

% University of South Alabama, Mobile, Ala.

57 Auburn University, Auburn, Ala.

88 Quachita Baptist University, Arkadelphia, Ark.

59 University of Miami, Coral Gables, Fla.

60 University of Georgia, Athens, Ga.

61 Tulane University, New Orleans, La.

92 Mississippi State University, State College, Miss.

63 St. Augustine’s College, Raleigh, N.C.

O University of Oklahoma, Norman, Okla.

65 University of New Mexico, Albugquerque, N. Mex.

68 University of Texas, Austin, Tex.

67 University of Tennessee, Knoxville, Tenn.

6 For example, at the time of the Commission visits to seven of the
15 (now 17) centers, the following situations prevailed. Auburn University
Center had no blacks on its staff. (The Center Director as well as the
Dean of the College of Education indicated that they had difficulty finding
qualified blacks despite the fact that Tuskegee Institute and Alabama A&M,
potential sources for ‘“‘qualified blacks” were within 50 miles of Auburn.)
The Centers at the University of South Alabama, Georgia, and Tennessee
had no blacks in professional capacities (Tennessee had a black student
assistant), the University of South Carolina Center had only one black
serving in a professional capacity, and the University of Miami Center had
only one black professional although the Center did have black student
assistants. The single black professional was not located at the Miami
Center but rather at its northern branch located at predominantly black
Florida A&M University in Tallahassee. The University of New Mexico
Center, on the other hand, had neither black nor white professional staff.
Since the Commission’s visits to the Centers, some changes have occurred
both because of pressure from the Washington Title IV office and because
of pressure from individual districts served which indicated that the Centers
should practice what they preached. For example, there is one black pro-
fessional staff b and there are two black professional assistants at

New Mexico, University of Oklahoma, University of Pittsburgh, Universtiy
of South Carolina, University of Tennessee, University of Texas, and the
University of Virginia. Centers at private i i are: Ouachi
University, University of Miami, Tulane University, St. Augustine’s College,
Columbia University (Teachers College).

83 St. Augustine’s College.
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Auburn University. There remain no black professional staff at the University
of South Alabama. There are three professional staff b at Quachita
Baptist University. The university now has a black assistant director and
several staff consultants who are black. Mississippi State University now
has a black program specialist and a black assistant professor. At only five
of the 17 universities does the minority student enrollment exceed 4 percent.




Centers existing at the end of 1971, all but two of
the directors were white.®® Until 1970, the bulk of
staff members also were white. Furthermore, most
directors in southern centers were products of segre-
gated education in Southern or border State schools
and gained most of their professional experience in
segregated institutions as well.™®

Center Programs

The two broad categories of programs which centers
carry out have been training of school officials to help
them adjust to and overcome problems incident to
desegregation, and the provision of technical assist-
ance, particularly in the form of preparing school de-
segregation plans. In addition, desegregation centers
have been in a position to promote a climate of opin-
ion favorable to school desegregation through their
ability to affect the training of teachers at their uni-
versities” schools of education and by virtue of the
prestige their universities enjoy in the area.

In carrying out these various functions, centers have
been virtually free of control by the Office of Educa-
tion. The amount of supervision that OE has exercised
in the appointment of center staff, in the selection of
consultants utilized by centers, and in the kind of
program carried on, has been minimal. From the view-
point of the centers, this has been welcome. As one
center director told Commission staff: “One of the best
aspects of the center is that so little control is or can
be exercised from Washington or the regions by the

68 The Center Di at St. Aug ’s College, a predominafltly black
college, Dr. William A. Gaines, is black. Dr. John A. Aragon, the Director
of the University of New Mexi Cultural A Center, is Mexican
American.

Office of Education.” " Failure of the Office of Educa-
tion to exercise control, however, has led to a lack of
overall focus to the center program and has resulted in
inconsistency in approach, content, and objectives of
the various centers.

Measured by efficiency in overall operation, lack of
Office of Education control has represented a weak-
ness, not a strength, to centers as functioning units of
the Title IV program.

Training Programs

Training programs, or institutes, differ substantially
in content and approach from center to center. To
some extent, the differences reflect the philosophical
orientations of personnel at the various centers. Some
centers have felt that if training programs are to be of
maximum effectiveness, they should be directed toward
concrete issues specifically related to problems of de-
segregation. Such programs have been addressed to
developing sensitivity among various school officials to
problems of minority children and enhancing their
awareness of the cultural values that minorities bring
with them. Other centers have been convinced that
problems of desegregation can best be resolved by
approaching them indirectly. That is, in their view, the
focus of training programs should be on overcoming
educational disadvantage through improved curricu-
lum and other aspects of compensatory education,
while approaching problems of minorities obliquely
through lectures on such subjects as anthropology and
the history of blacks.”

An example of how the indirect approach operates
can be obtained from an institute held from July 6-17,
1970 by the Consultative Center for Equal Educational
Opportunity at the Oklahoma Center for Continuing

7 For example, Dr. John S. Martin attended Alab State i

graduating from them in 1951, 1956, and 1959. A check of these institutions
reveals, according to the President’s office, that no black students were
admitted prior to 1964. Dr. Martin is at the Auburn Center. He was in
the Atlanta Public Schools from 1963-1969 when little desegregation had
occurred in Atlanta.

Dr. Morrill Hall, Director of the University of Georgia Center,
Emory University in 1941 and 1946 prior to desegregation of Emory. He
received his doctorate from Florida State University in Tallahassee in 1956.
The first black student was admitted to Florida State University in 1960-1961.

Dg. James L. McCullough received his bachelor’s and master's degrees
from Mississipi State University in 1949 and 1954 respectively. He ived

ded

7 Interview with Gordon Foster, former Director, University of Miami
Center, Miami, Fla. The former Director of the Auburn University Center
also told Commission staff that there had been almost no contact with Wash-
ington-based Office of Education staffl. What little contact with the Office of
Education he had had, had been with the regional office.

7% In some cases, there is substantial conflict even among the staff of the
same center as to whether the direct or indirect approach should be utilized.
One such center, visited by Commission staff, wn the University of
Oklghoma. In fact, the content of the i at that
center has depended upon the outlook and orientation of the particular staff

his doctorate from Mississippi State University in 1968. His first two degrees
were obtained prior to the admission of black students, but in 1968 there
were only .8 percent black students attending the university. The first
black student was admitted in 1963.

Dr. Bash received his A.B., M.A., and Ed.D. degrees at the University of
Virginia in 1949, 1954, and 1960. The first black was admitted to the
University of Virginia to the school of law in 1951. However, in 1968
only .4 percent desegregation existed and in 1970 the institution was only
1.8 percent desegregated. This suggests that even today there is little

ible for g the specific programs. To some extent,
the views expressed by Oklahoma Center staff have broken down along
racial lines—minorities wishing to use the direct, and whites the indirect,
approach. According to a former staff ber at the Oklah Center,
minorities felt that the only way that training could be of value in over-
coming the often unspoken fears of blacks and whites concerning desegre-
gation was to bring them out in the open, and through frank discussions,
lay them to rest. White staff members expressed fear that if a direct
pp h were dertak they would lose favor with local school districts,
thmby d ing overall university relati and possibly undermining the

i *s fi ial Interviews with University of Oklah

desegregation. In addition, Bash’s teaching experience was in segregated
school systems, i.e., Pittsylvania County, Prince Edward County,
Charlottesville, Va.

and
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Delezrenhon Center staff. Interview with Dr. Wayman Shiver, former

Oklahoma Desegregation Center staff.



‘Education at the University of Oklahoma in Norman,
Oklahoma.

The Institute dealt with various aspects of human
relations and social studies curriculum for Oklahoma
high schools by focusing on such subject areas as
loyalty, the “generation gap”, and economic power.
These topics in turn were only dimly related to the
issues of desegregation through a round-about discus-
sion in the classroom.

Thus, in the section dealing with loyalty, the discus-
sion was concerned with different types of loyalty: To
school, family, peers, community, country, religion and
ethnicity.

The unit covering the “generation gap” was con-
cerned with helping students to feel comfortable with
the established code of society. The development of
material was directed toward an awareness of what
constitutes a generation gap, the value of communica-
tion where there is such a gap, and an explanation of
why generation gaps exist.

In the section dealing with economic power, the
discussion centered around change in economic power
structure, power denied one because of what he is, and
means by which to increase economic power.

The loyalty, generation gap, and economic power
programming developed for teaching in social studies
classes was concerned only tangentially with issues
associated with desegregation. Thus in the section
dealing with loyalty the only effort to reach issues
related to desegregation was through a discussion of
poems such as that by Carl Schurz:

Our country, right or wrong. When right, to be

kept right. When wrong, to be put right.
The evil of racial discrimination was among subjects
raised. In considering the “generation gap”, the differ-
ent attitudes of the younger and older generations
toward racial discrimination were explored. And in the
section covering economic power the economic disad-
vantage of black people was discussed. The value of
this institute for purposes of desegregation was lim-
ited.

As a staff coordinator of the program stated:

The material utilized was good, but it would have
been so much better to move directly to the issues
concerned. A round-about approach to problems
of race through the medium of loyalty or even
economic power dilutes the thrust and the in-
tended result of the program. We need to zero in
on the problem of race and prejudice and avoid
the circumlocutions.”

73 Name withheld at the request of individual interviewed.
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The direct approach, while carrying greater poten-
tial in theory for resolving problems of desegregation,
has not been free from the weaknesses in practice
which serve to lessen its effectiveness. Examples of
center programs carried out at the Universities of
South Carolina, New Mexico, and Texas, illustrate
both the good and the bad of the direct approach.

A University of South Carolina center program,
held in February 1970, provided an example of the
direct approach. It involved an approximately equal
number of black and white teachers and was con-
cerned with “leadership development potential.” Its
primary purpose was to initiate sensitivity training.
One such training institute observed by Commission
staff members covered a 3-day period and featured “ice
breakers”: mixers, large group activities, and small
group discussions aimed at stimulating positive
changes in the participants’ attitudes and behavior to-
ward persons of another race. Major activities were
usually directed by two leaders, one black and one
white, for small groups evenly divided by race. Lead-
ers at this training institute expressed great enthusi-
asm regarding the results obtained from this approach
and the results obtained from it. On the basis of Com-
mission staff observations, however, there was little
support for this enthusiasm. For example, on the
second morning of the training institute following a
full day of integrated activity, generally conducted in
small groups, Commission staff entered a general meet-
ing room before the beginning of the day’s session and
found the participants rigidly segregated, blacks on
one side of the room and whites on another. The few
blacks and whites who were sitting close together had
turned their backs on each other.

When the session began, the participants were di-
vided into small groups evenly composed of blacks and
whites. Each group was led in activities by one black
and one white leader. Although the black and white
leaders were presumably of coordinate status, each
small group was known by the white leader’s name,
i.e.,, Holly’s group, Conrad’s group, and the like. All
leadership functions were performed by whites, even
those concerned with such minor tasks as providing
general directions, calling the roll, and making an-
nouncements. The entire group perceived whites as the
leaders of the institute.

Extraordinary emphasis was placed upon frankness
at this institute. Assurances were given that no critical
assessments made by the institute participants of the
school systems or race relations generally would be
used against individuals making them.™ In a further

7 Conrad Powell, University of South Carolina Desegregation Center staff.



effort to encourage candor, evaluations of the program
were done nonverbally, by such means as evaluation
checkoff forms filled in by participants or by acting
out attitudes about the institute.”® Nonetheless, the at-
mosphere at this training institute was one of less than
candor.

One black consultant, in assessing the institute [she
was a team leader], gave Commission staff her view of
why the openness and frankness sought by the direc-
tors of the institute had not been evidenced either by
institute staff or participants.’® “The fact that all
center personnel in attendance at the institute were
white,” she said, “inhibited black leaders.” Whites,
also, were less than open in their expression of their
views. As the consultant put it: “Since white consult-
ants realized that they would have to return to con-
servative communities in the State, they could not af-
ford to be candid for fear that their positions in their
home communities would be jeopardized. If the leaders
could not afford to be candid,” she said, “how could
one expect participants, whose entire life styles had
been forged within the framework of segregation, to
benefit greatly from the institute program?” 7" The
consultant further indicated that no follow-through
was planned for the group as a whole. She summed up
the net effect of this training institute: “A lot of
money was being wasted.” ™8

An institute held in 1970 under the auspices of the
University of New Mexico Center provided another
example of the direct approach.?™ The primary empha-
sis was on cultural awareness. A weekend institute
visited by Commission staff covered material on prob-
lems experienced by minority children. Emphasis was
placed on language and stereotypes of cultural groups.
Two films provided the basis for discussion—*“Black
History, Lost, Stolen or Strayed” 80 and “Three Men
of the Southwest.” 8! Participants at the institute were
teachers, principals, and superintendents from rural
and “conservative” sections of the State.82

The program offered the positive benefits of presen-

7 Commission staff observation.

7 Mrs. Abbie Jordan, Consultant to University of South Carolina De.
segregation Center for the S Ineti program, February 1970.

7 Id.

78 Id.

79 Regarding internal criticism made by institute staff that there were no
permanent center staff members in attendance who were black, the response
was that they, the center staff, were unable to find anyone “‘qualified.”” This
despite the fact that the Center Director had previously been employed at a
black institution (Benedict College) located in the same city as the Center
in which he was working.

80 Santa Fe Workshop Seminar for Selected New Mexico School Personnel.

8 Originally developed for presentation on television by Xerox Corporation
for a series entitled ‘‘In Black America.”

82 Prepared with Title IV funds with consultant assistance from Dr.
Alexander Kite of the Santa Fe Museum and the University of Texas
Desegregation Center.

tations by consultants covering a variety of cultural
issues, including anthropologically oriented lectures on
American Indians indigenous to the area conducted at
a museum where Indian villages were reproduced.
There were also lectures on concepts necessary for
effective teaching of the Spanish speaking child. There
were no black or American Indian Center staff mem-
bers present at the institute. Further, followup with
participants in the program was not conducted because
of time, staff, and monetary constraints.

Evaluations of this training institute were twofold:
oral and written. For the oral evaluation, a “fish bowl”
setting was established. Anyone wishing to comment
was invited to the center of the circle of participants
[fish bowl] to make his comments for the benefit of
center staff [taping was done of criticisms] and partic-
ipants alike. In addition, a written evaluation sheet
was distributed. A further indirect assessment was pro-
vided through comments of individual participants in-
terspersed throughout the institute program.8?

The comments did not suggest increased sensitivity
on the part of participants. For example, one comment
repeated regularly was that there were “no problems in
X school district because we love all our Indians and
Mexicans.”

This institute program was one weekend in duration
and could not realistically be expected to bring about
lasting changes in attitude or behavior. The variety of
approaches to the issues dealt with—films, total group
participation, human relations discussions, interracial
and intercultural dining—were important strengths of
the programs. The evident skills of some program
directors, observed by Commission staff, were also a
major plus. Despite these positive elements there was
little indication of significant change in the attitudes
of the participants.

An example of a more effective use of the direct

approach was a Conference for Group Leaders held
February 13-15, 1970 under the auspices of the Texas

Educational Desegregation Technical Assistance
Center of the University of Texas at Austin
(TEDTAC).

The approach utilized by the TEDTAC Center in-
cluded the use of several film sequences from the Lake-
mont Package developed by the University of Tennes-
see Desegregation Center. One film portrayed a teach-
ers’ lounge and a minority group teacher who was
asking for advice about dealing with another teacher

. who had a Confederate symbol on her car. A second

33

simulation film showed an irate white parent coming to

83 Qbservation by Commission staff.



school to complain that his elementary school daughter
had been kissed by a black student in her class. A
third film depicted a teacher seeking advice about han-
dling the subject of the Civil War in a racially inte-
grated classroom. Still another film entitled “The Iso-
lated Child” showed a black child who had just trans-
ferred to a formerly white school. The child was iso-
lated from the other children on the playground. The
teacher was faced with the problem of deciding what
to do when one group of children suggested the child
join in the group while another said that maybe the
child just didn’t want to play.

In addition to these four simulation exercises, the
program utilized inclusion processes in which re-
sponses of individuals to being rejected by the group
and being welcomed within it were explored. Another
issue examined was the relationship of teachers to
children and vice versa (student bringing an apple to
seek favor or teacher catering to upper class children).

The program observed by Commission staff was
aimed at leadership training, that is, training of per-
sons who would serve in consultant roles throughout
Texas school systems in conjunction with staff mem-
bers of the TEDTAC Center. Because of the racial and
ethnic imbalance in Texas school districts, school sys-
tems were asked to send participants roughly repre-
senting the overall racial and ethnic composition of the
district at the faculty level.

The simulations described above related to black-
white issues. Another aspect of the program related to
the Mexican American problems. A film entitled “Mex-
ican Americans: The Invisible Minority,” treated the
various movements of the Mexican American: Brown
Berets, lettuce and tomato strikes, the activities of Ti-
jerina, Gonzalez, and Chavez, and a school boycott
which resulted in a fired teacher’s reinstatement,

Another film developed by TEDTAC, entitled
“Grouped for Despair”, portrayed the inability of
white Anglo teachers to recognize the concerns of
Mexican Americans by failing to comprehend pronun-
ciation problems and labeling Mexican American chil-
dren automatically as slow learners, low achievers, and
the like. Further, the film revealed the lack of knowl-
edge and concern of teachers for Mexican American
children who had problems different from those of the
overall student body.

Discussions following the films dealt with insensitiv-
ity and the inability of teachers to understand an
ethnic or racial group other than their own. In addi-
tion, the group leaders were asked to grapple with
questions of how the group viewing the film saw it,
what kinds of long- and short-terms plans needed to be
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developed, and the value judgments which the film
revealed.

Another film developed in conjunction with
TEDTAC was “Three Men of the Southwest”. In the
film, an Indian, a Chicano, and a white Anglo were
portrayed, all of whom held vicious stereotype images
of each other and of blacks. The film showed the
unfortunate effect of stereotyping, irrational prejudice,
and name calling. It indicated the damage done to the
individual and attempted to solidify groups by stress-
ing the positive characteristics of each group.84

Leaders utilized “Incident Response Sheets” to stim-
ulate participants to re-examine their own views and
perceptions about the place of racial and ethnic minor-
ities in American society. Questions were asked con-
cerning black Americans such as: “Why do you think
certain black figures were left out in history? What do
you know of the development of black culture and
black achievement in Africa before the beginnings of
slavery in this country? Was Amos and Andy a harm-
ful program?”

Questions directed toward Mexican American con-
cerns included: “How do you feel about La Huelga, La
Causa, La Raza, Cesar Chavez, and Reyes Tijerina? Do
you agree with the narrator of the film that the Mexi-
can American has been economically exploited ?”

The leadership provided by the TEDTAC consult-
ants and staff in exploring the materials shown and
stimulating substantive participation from those pres-
ent was a great strength of the program. Its pattern
involved showing of the film, followed by discussion
and inclusion-exclusion exercises. According to most
participants, the program was effective in bringing
about changes in the attitudes and thinking of those
who took part. As one participating teacher said: “I
thought I was already convinced about racial and
ethnic equality but these sessions cleared out cobwebs
which surprised me in still existing.” &

Training institutes held in the South since the ad-
vent of centers differ in some important respects from
the ones held earlier. For one thing, the early insti-
tutes generally held for longer periods—6 to 8 weeks
or throughout a school semester—contrasted with in-
stitutes of only a few days’ duration under center
auspices. Another difference relates to the racial com-

8 One serious flaw in the film was that it failed to correct the stereotyped
picture of blacks. Another film, however, entitled ‘“Black History, Lost
Stolen or Strayed’’, which was presented did deal with issues relating to
the universality of the stereotype, the omitted contributions of black
Americans in virtually every recorded form of data preservation, and the
destruction of black self image in a number of media.

8 Mrs. Ida Fernandez, Group Leader Participant, Conference for Group
Leaders, Feb. 13-15, 1970, Menger Hotel,
TEDTAC, The University of Texas at Austin,

San Antonio, sponsored by



position of institute participants. Now, as opposed to
past practice, there is adherence to biracial require-
ments for institute participants.86

In one key respect, however, there is little difference
between early and present training institutes: the atti-
tudes and backgrounds of institute instructors gener-
ally remain the same. For example, a Title IV consult-
ant of past institutes said of them:

These institutes were just shot through with
racism. Most instructors were trying to develop a
program which would be appropriate for making
kids conform to particular values and standards
of achievement in terms of white middle class
achievement.8?

The consultant further characterized the attitude of
those conducting past institutes as follows: “We don’t
want to do it, but the courts say we have to, so let’s
put the burden of proof on these kids to come up te
our standards.” 8

Institutes of the present, conducted at centers, suffer
from the same disability. In most cases, they are con-
ducted by center staff, most of whom, as noted earlier,
are products of segregated education in Southern or
border State schools and have gained most of their
professional experience in segregated institutions.
Often, when center staff utilizes consultants, these are
persons who also have been educated on a segregated
basis, who have been employed in racially segregated
school systems, and who have lived most of their lives
in segregated environments. One center director, while
conceding that this was true, sought to justify use of
such persons as consultants:

By utilizing a (nearby) superintendent as a con-
sultant, no matter how limited he may be, we may
be able to secure greater cooperation from him in
the future in his own district.®?

A staff member at another center indicated that utili-
zation of faculty connected with the university at
large was a ‘“‘necessary face of life,” whether or not
such persons ever had evidenced knowledge or concern
about desegregation.%0

8 For example, the University of South Carolina Desegregation Center
and the University of New Mexico Cultural Awareness Center institutes,
previously described, had approximately equal numbers of blacks and whites
and Chicano and white Anglos participating. Institutes held by the University
of Texas Center in several Texas locations in February 1970 also had
substantial integration both at participant and staff levels.

87 Dr. Paul 1. Clifford, formerly Professor of Education, Atlanta University,
Atlanta, Ga.

8 Id.

8 Interview with Gordon Foster, Director, University of Miami Center,
Miami, Fla.

9 Name withheld at the request of individual interviewed.
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In his view, the insensitivity evidenced by those
responsible for conduct of the institutes was a fatal
flaw:

A major component of a successful institute is the
people who carry it on. There were a great many
people involved in the institutes who had no real
concern for human beings, except in the context
of their own ethnocentric notions.%!

One center staff member, formerly superintendent of
a large metropolitan school district, was criticized
openly when he met with personnel from his former
district on grounds that he had been and continued to
be against desegregation.?? This same staff member
was largely responsible for drawing the plan for Palm
Beach County, Florida, which was repeatedly found
unacceptable by Title VI staff of the Office for Civil
Rights 98

Technical Assistance—Desegregation Plan
Development

The development of desegregation plans is a signifi-
cant aspect of the technical assistance role played by
center personnel. The function of desegregation plan
development was not generally a principal component
of the center’s activities until early 1969. Thereafter,
courts increasingly required participation of HEW to
assist school districts in complying with the court’s
orders. The former director of Title IV delegated re-
sponsibility for plan development in part to regional
offices of Title IV and to personnel located at desegre-
gation centers.%

One reason why center personnel, as well as Title IV
staff, became involved in plan writing rather than Title
VI staff was HEW’s belief that desegregation plans
prepared by educators would be more readily accepta-
ble to Southern school administrators than those writ-
ten by civil rights enforcers. However, neither compli-
ance officials nor educators employed under the Title
1V program proved satisfactory to school administra-
tors when these persons worked on desegregation plan
development.

Despite the fact that all center proposals contain
requirements for producing desegregation plans, center

9. Dr. Paul 1. Clifford, former Professor of Education, Atlanta University,
Atlanta, Ga.

92 Dr. Joe Hall is now a member of the staff of the University of Miami
Center but as recently as 1970-71, he was criticized by former colleagues and
Title VI staff of the Office for Civil Rights for his activities at the desegre-
gation center. Interview with Dr. Gordon Foster, former director of the
University of Miami Center.

93 Dewey Dodds, Office for Civil Rights, Atlanta Regional Education Branch
Chief. May 1970 (Title VI enforcement).

® Interview with Dr. Gregory Anrig, former Director of the Title IV

program.



personnel often have resisted becoming involved in
this aspect of their responsibilities. The principal rea-
son has been the fear that they would be viewed as
civil rights enforcers and thereby lose their effective-
ness. One center official told Commission staff:

I have spent a lot of time writing desegregation
plans, but the center’s assistance would be better
directed towards getting people more responsible
for implementation involved rather than center
personnel.®s

Another said:

Drafting of desegregation plans is not an effec-
tive, productive area of responsibility, for school
systems would rebel if we drew up plans, just as
they have against the Office for Civil Rights
(HEW—Title VI). We are reducing our effective-
ness because we are having them desegregate in
ways they do not want to which results in a
failure to secure return visits to the districts.?

The desire of centers to avoid becoming involved in
imposing desegregation plans on local school districts
has been exhibited in a variety of ways. Thus one
center [since abandoned] flatly refused to assist in the
writing of desegregation plans.®” Other centers have
sought to avoid direct involvement by encouraging
districts to develop their own plans. An official of one
center explained that school systems and the commu-
nity itself are more likely to carry through a plan
which they themselves have developed.?® Personnel at
that center insist that the school district include a
policy statement: “This board assumes legal responsi-
bility to establish a unitary school system.” % The
official also explained that he favored “practical deseg-
regation—legally acceptable, educationally sound, ad-
ministratively feasible.” He went on to say: “If a plan
provides ‘reasonable’ desegregation, but not complete
desegregation, which would not fit practical desegrega-
tion, then ‘reasonable’ will suffice.” 100

Centers also have limited their involvement to pro-
viding assistance to local school districts in their ef-
forts to devise desegregation plans or to present alter-
native plans, leaving the selection to the local school
district. These devices have had the effect of removing
m former University of Oklahoma Desegregation Center staff
member.

9 Dr. Wayne Shiver, former stafi member, University of Oklahoma De-
segregation Center.

97 University of S
Miss.

% Interview with Allen Cleveland, former Assi Si i dent of the
Selma, Alabama Public Schools (1963-1968) formerly a ﬁeld representative
for the Auburn Center, and now A i Di of the Aub Center.

% Id.

100 g,

h Minai, s

Center, Hattiesburg,
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the centers from direct involvement in the develop-
ment of desegregation plans, limiting their role to as-
sisting school districts in drafting their plans.®! The
plans that result, he emphasized, are those of the
school district, not the center.12 The director of the
University of Oklahoma Center explained: “We help
school districts to design plans and we help to present
alternatives.” 198 A University of Virginia Center staff
member explained to Commission staff his theory of
the appropriate role for centers in devising desegrega-
tion plans:

I have never felt that the Center’s responsibility is
plan writing. Rather, the Center should provide
information to administrators so they can write
plans. My suggestions have personally affected 11
or 12 desegregation plans in Virginia, but I have
not actually written any. We push subtly and give
advice, but the courts have to clear up de jure
and de facto segregation questions, so we can’t
give advice on that.1%

Still another problem relating to center involvement
in devising desegregation plans has been lack of agree-
ment on what constitutes an acceptable desegregation
plan. Palm Beach County, Florida reflects a situation
in which Miami Center personnel, Title IV staff, and
Title VI staff were not readily able to come to agree-
ment about the kind of plan to be drafted. Palm Beach
County had received more than $200,000 in Title IV
LEA funds during the years 1966 and 1967. During
the period of these grants several Palm Beach Title IV
staff members were devoting their time to developing a
desegregation plan for the Palm Beach School District.
In 1968, the county presented a proposed desegrega-
tion plan that would have left several all-black high
schools and numerous all-black elementary schools.
HEW rejected the plan as not in compliance with Title
VI

Following this rejection, administrative enforcement
proceedings under Title VI were initiated against Palm
Beach. The district was found to be not in compliance,
but appealed to a higher level at HEW, where the
matter rested until a new plan was submitted to the
Department for approval. During the time the decision
was on appeal, Palm Beach County officials agreed to
have Miami Center staff review the high school seg-

101 Jnterview with Dr. William GCaines, Director, St. Augustine’s Human
Relations Center.

102 4.

103 Dy, Joe Garrison, Di , Uni
Interview Feb. 9, 1970.

104 Interview with Roger L. Long, Staff Specialist, University of Virginia

Center, Charl ille, Va.
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ity of Oklah greg Center.

D




ment of their plan. The staff prepared a new plan for
presentation to the county school board.

On June 4, 1969, Title VI staff visited the Miami
Center to examine the high school plan developed by
- the center staff. Despite the fact that center personnel
had drawn the plan, neither the center director nor
Title VI staff approved the plan because it still re-
tained all-black schools. It was agreed that the plan
would be changed to meet Title VI objections.

Subsequently, another Title VI-Title IV Center staff
meeting was held concerning Palm Beach, but an im-
passe occurred regarding the new plan’s adequacy; the
center director this time supported the plan drafters
from the Miami Center. The Title IV Director came
from Washington to mediate differences between the
Office for Civil Rights (Title VI) and the Miami
Center. The Washington Title IV Director agreed with
the Title VI contention that the plan was unacceptable.

A new plan, which still left all-black schools, was
finally accepted by Title VI Washington staff over the
objections of regional Title VI staff, who indicated,
among other reasons for not accepting the weak plan,
“that the credibility of the Miami Center would be
damaged and their further efforts undermined in other
distrcts, and as well, the credibility of Title VI would
be damaged.” 108

An onsite review was conducted by Title VI staff
members following implementation of the plan. They
concluded that the plan did not effectively eradicate
the dual school system and was, therefore, unaccepta-
ble. Thereafter, center staff members once again were
asked to develop a plan to be implemented in the
1970-71 school year. The third plan developed by
Title IV Center staff did not differ materially from
other plans previously developed by the center, for it
again left several all-black schools on the high school
level and numberous all-black schools on the elemen-
tary level. Title VI staff objected to this plan and
because differences about the kind of plan to be imple-
mented appeared irreconcilable, the Palm Beach
County file was sent to Washington, once again for
commencement of administrative enforcement proceed-
ings,'%¢ »

105 Michael Stolle, Prof of Education, Uni
Director of the University of Miami Center.

1% Before administrative proceedings were initiated, however, a private
suit was filed against the Palm Beach County System. Both Title VI and
Title IV Center staff testified, Title VI supporting a plan eliminating all-
black schools and Title IV Center staff continuing to urge adoption of
a plan which failed to elimi all-black schools on the high school level.
The plan finally ordered for high schools eliminated all-black high schools
in Palm Beach County following the decision in Swann v. Charlotte-
Mecklenburg Board of Education in April 1971. The plaintiff returned to
court seeking further relief at the elementary school level.

ity of Miami, formerly

The recent posture of the Federal Government has
had the effect of limiting center desegregation activi-
ties. For example, in 1969 an ad hoc Committee,
consisting of high level representatives of HEW and
the Department of Justice, was formed to review plans
developed for presentation to local school districts
and/or the courts.!®” The policies established by the
ad hoc Committee have tended to reduce even further
the effectiveness of center efforts in devising workable
desegregation plans.

Shortly after its establishment, the Committee took
the position that desegregation plans developed by
Title IV personnel and center personnel should mini-
mize busing and seek to avoid school assignments
across geographical zones.!%® This policy resulted in the
acceptance of plans that were clearly inadequate. Thus
a plan for Caddo Parish [Shreveport], Louisiana, de-
veloped, in part, by the Tulane University Desegrega-
tion Center, which would have resulted in the elimina-
tion of all-black schools, was rejected by the Commit-
tee because it involved busing and noncontiguous
zoning.1%9 The Committee directed those responsible
for developing the original plan to draw up a less
radical one. The plan subsequently presented and
accepted by the ad hoc Committee left 9,000 black
children in segregated schools. It was rejected by the
Federal district court.110

The impact of the policies of the ad hoc Committee
has been to discourage effective desegregation plans

‘generally. For example, a Title IV staff member in the

37

Charlottesville, Virginia Regional Office of HEW, in-
volved in drafting a desegregation plan for the Rich-
mond, Virginia, schools, conceded to Commission staff
that the plan was ineffective, but cited the policies of
the ad hoc Committee as the reason why the plan had
not been stronger.111 ‘

Despite the restrictive policies of the ad hoc Com-
mittee, some centers continued to attempt to develop
viable desegregation plans, including the use of busing
and noncontiguous zoning, which would completely
eliminate the dual school system. In Volusia County,
Florida, in 1969, the Miami Center collaborated with
the Daytona Beach School Board in drawing up a
desegregation plan. The district was already involved

17 Among the members of the Committee are the Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral, Civil Rights Division, Department of Justice, the Director of HEW's
Office for Civil Rights, the Director of HEW's Equal Educational Opportuni-
ties Program, the General Counsel of HEW, and a Special Assistant to the
Secretary of HEW.

108 Interview with Tob Kendrick, Senior Program Officer, Dallas Regional
Office, Title IV.

1% Ig,

0 g,

11 Interview with former HEW staff member,
Office.

Charlottesville Regional



in substantial busing unrelated to desegregation. A plan
was developed involving two of the three all-black
elementary schools [secondary schools were already
desegregated] in cross-busing [whites to black schools
and vice versa]. The third school was deemed inade-
quate because of its physical plant and was closed.

According to the center director, although the
school district wished to implement the plan, the ad
hoc Committee initially disapproved because ‘it re-
quired too much busing.!’? Ultimately, however, the
Committee approved the plan, largely because the
school district wanted the plan, and thereafter it was
presented to the court where it was accepted for imple-
mentation by the school district.!13

The most recent and dramatic example of Federal
policies restricting center activities in the area of de-
segregation plan development occurred earlier this
year. In January 1972, Federal District Judge Robert
C. McCrae, Jr. ordered the Memphis, Tennessee School
System to eliminate the dual school system and wrote
to the University of Miami Desegregation Center re-
questing assistance in the preparation of a desegrega-
tion plan. Such assistance previously had been re-
quested of centers, as well as Title IV staff by Federal
judges in cases involving school desegregation in such
States as Louisiana, South Carolina, and Mississippi.
In each case, the assistance had been provided.

Judge McCrae’s request, however, received a differ-
ent response. On January 6,.1972, Associate U.S. Com-
missioner of Education for Equal Educational Opportu-
nity, Herman R. Goldberg, wrote to the director of the
Miami Center prohibiting him from complying with the
judge’s request.14 The Associate Commissioner’s justi-
“fication for this prohibition was that “. . . our author-
ity to fund your activities is limited by the require-
ment [under Section 403 of the Civil Rights Act of
1964] that you act on behalf of duly constituted
school authorities,” not at the request of Federal
judges 15

The Associate Commissioner also questioned the
competence of personnel funded under Title IV to
draw up desegregation plans, stating that Title IV
expertise is limited to truly educational matters relat-
ing to desegregation. Thus, in his view, HEW’s Divi-
sion of Equal Educational Opportunity could best ful-
fill its role by offering assistance primarily in pro-
grammatic areas such as curriculum revision, teacher

U2 Dy, Gordon Foster, Director, Miami Center.

us jd.

114 Letter from Herman R. Goldberg, Associate Commissioner for Equal
Educational Opportunity, to Dr. Josiah Hall, University of Miami Desegrega-
tion Center, Jan. 6, 1972,

U5 7d., (Emphasis added.)
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preparation and development programs and special
community programs, rather than “logistics”. He fur-
ther emphasized the desirability of having persons in-
digenous to the area draw up specific desegregation
plans.116

It is also our view that a locally developed plan,
both because it is likely to be more accurate and
because it is locally developed, is more likely to
win the broad community support which is criti-
cal to any plan’s success.11”

Goldberg’s letter, if it stands as Title IV policy,
would appear to resolve the continuing dispute over
the appropriate role of Title IV in facilitating desegre-
gation. Those who have contended that Title IV deseg-
regation activities should be indirect, limited to assist-
ance in improving the quality of education and avoid-
ance of appearing in the role of civil rights enforcer,
would appear to have won out over those who have
maintained the view that only by dealing directly with
problems of school desegregation, including active par-
ticipation in desegregation plan development, can Title
IV be of maximum effectiveness. After numerous cases
in which desegregation centers, often reluctantly, have
provided assistance to Federal courts in devising work-
able desegregation plans, this area of activity would
appear to be at an end and centers would appear no
longer to be available as a source of assistance to the
courts unless directly requested by local educational
agencies.

Testimony in Desegregation Litigation

Another important service that center personnel can
provide is expert testimony in school desegregation
litigation, Their experience and impartiality can be of
significant assistance to the courts in determining the
adequacy of particular desegregation plans. But just as
centers have been reluctant to become deeply involved
in preparing desegregation plans, they have also
avoided testifying in desegregation lawsuits. The rea-
soning is the same: if they are placed in the position
of testifying against a school district they will assume
the role of civil rights enforcers and their relationship

with that district will be impaired.

Most centers are reluctant to undertake any involve-
ment in desegregation litigation on grounds that this
would undermine their delicate relationship with

116 This point fails to acknowledge that Center Staff is usually indigenous
to the area, though one questions why the University of Tennessee Center,
located at Knoxville, was not requested to provide the assistance since it
presumably was more ‘“‘locally oriented”.

u7 g,



school districts and make their services unwelcome.!18
To the extent that centers are obliged to present testi-
mony in such litigation, their preference is to do so in
cases involving school desegregation in States other
than the one in which they are located. An official of
the University of Oklahoma Desegregation Center ex-
plained that by limiting participation in litigation in
this way, the center could maintain its friendly rela-
tionship with school districts within its own State and
avoid being cast in the role of civil rights enforcer.119

In some cases, officials of different desegregation
centers have testified on opposite sides in desegrega-
tion litigation. Sometimes, the points of view expressed
by the center officials appear to reflect the allegiance
of their particular centers. For example, in 1970, in
litigation involving the Norfolk, Virginia School Sys-
tem, the former director of the University of Miami
Center testified on behalf of the plaintiffs, urging that
the desegregation plan adopted in that city leave no
all-black schools. The director of the University of
Virginia Center, on the other hand, testified on behalf
of the defendant school board, in support of a plan
which would have left a substantial number of black
students in all-black schools.120

Although the opposite positions taken by the two
center officials may well have represented legitimate
disagreement on how to accomplish desegregation most
effectively, it is also of significance that the official
testifying on behalf of a strong desegregation plan was
out-of-State, while the official testifying in support of
the weaker plan was from within the State. As the
former Miami Center Director contended:

. . . the plan [supported by the Virginia Center
Director] would have left 75 percent of the black
students in schools that the defendant admitted
were bad. If you accept that premise, how do you
decide which black students should be placed in
bad schools?12!

He concluded: “If a man is a director of a center and
has to support that kind of position, he should not be
a center director.” 122

Influence on the Climate of Opinion

In addition to specialized activities of desegregation
centers, such as conducting training institutes and pre-
paring desegregation plans, centers can play an impor-

U8 Interview with Wayne Shiver, University of Oklahoma Center.

19 Interviews with Michael Stolle, former Director, University of Miami
Center.

120 I4.

i 14,

123 Id,

39

tant, though less formal, role in developing a climate
of opinion favorable to school desegregation. There
are at least two major ways in which the influence of
centers can be brought to bear for this purpose. The
first of these is through their ability to affect the
training of teachers at the schools of education of their
universities.

In early thinking about the role of desegregation
centers, it was anticipated that center personnel would
be able to influence the training of teachers through-
out the State, which would result in a new teacher
product, one sensitive to human relations problems
likely to be encountered by minority and majority
children in the new integrated environment. The Okla-
homa Center has, in fact, been able to move other
State institutions in developing curricula for their
schools of education that will train future teachers to
work effectively in integrated educational settings.!?
Most other centers, however, have been unsuccessful in
this regard. Several deans at schools of education at
universities which have desegregation centers told
Commission staff that there have been no course
changes brought about through the influence of uni-
versity centers.12* It is apparant that centers have had
little impact in influencing the schools of education
within their States. In fact, the flow of influence may
well have been the reverse of that contemplated in that
centers have made extensive use of consultants who are
on the faculties of schools of education. Often these
are persons who have little experience or knowledge of
desegregation, but are steeped in the traditional atti-
tudes and perceptions of schools of education.

Centers can also stimulate a climate of opinion fa-
vorable to school desegregation through employing the
prestige of their universities in the area and in the
State at-large. They have enjoyed some success along
this line in small, rural school districts. In communities
such as Enid, Oklahoma, and Tangipohoa Parish,
Louisiana, according to the local school superintend-
ents, the programs and the influence of the desegrega-
tion centers at the University of Oklahoma and Tulane
University, respectively, have been major factors in
generating a climate of opinion conducive to success-
ful desegregation.125

In large metropolitan areas, however, where the
problems are more varied and more complex, the
impact of university centers has been negligible. In
many cases, the assistance of centers, when offered,

128 Interview with Dr. Glenn Snider, Professor of Education, University of
Oklahoma, February 1970.

13 Deans of the University of South Alsbama, Auburn University, and
University of Tennessee (Hadley, Pierce, Cohokus).

15 Interviews with School Superintendents.



has been refused.126 For example, the Mobile School
System rejected university center services until or-
dered to accept educational expert assistance by the
courts. Although assistance was offered to Oklahoma
City, the school board of that city generally rejected
assistance made by the Oklahoma Desegregation
Center, as did Tulsa, another large city. Sometimes the
reason given for rejecting center assistance is a lack of
confidence in center personnel. Thus, an offer of assist-
ance by the University of Virginia Center was rejected
by the Charlottesville School Board on the grounds
that center personnel either had worked in the school
system or had gone to the university with people serv-
ing in the school system and, therefore, were no more
expert than people in the school system.127

The Role of the Office of Education with Centers

As noted earlier, the Office of Education has been
extremely permissive regarding the operation of cen-
ters. It has issued no directives indicating any coordi-
nated approach to desegregation plan writing, nor has
specific guidance been offered which would govern the
types of institute seminars or workshop programs that
should be developed. Further, no apparent attempt has
been made to determine what programs have been
most effective for various types of school systems.

In fact, there has been little contact between Title
IV staff in Washington and the centers. In 1970,
center directors complained that they had never heard
of the person who was then the new Director of the
Title IV program.1?8 They also complained that there

126 Staff interviews at the University of Oklahoma Desegregation Center,
University of South Alabama, and the University of Virginia Center.

127 Interview with Dr, James Bash, University of Virginia Desegregation
Center.

128 Dr. Joe Garrison, Dr. David Bjork, Dr. James Bash interviews. These

men are center directors at University of Oklahoma, University of South
Alabama, and the University of Virginia, respectively.

had been no effort made since the departure of Dr.
Gregory Anrig to hold meetings to which center direc-
tors could come in order to pool information, learn
new approaches, or get encouragement for program
approaches, desegregation plan writing, or court testi-
mony.

The Office of Education has also failed to give in-
structions or information concerning the kind of per-
sonnel most suitable for centers or even issue rules

_governing permissible activities of center employees.
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One center permitted staffi members to operate a con-
sulting service offering assistance, for profit, which the
desegregation center was funded to provide.l?® An-
other center engaged consultants lacking the profes-
sional experience or background in human relations
necessary to provide training in human relations or
any kind of academic degree to offer the services has
failed to insist upon consistency of approach, system-
atic provision of information to centers, and has failed
to provide for systematic evaluations based upon de-
fined and measurable guidelines for operation. The
result, at best, has been an individual approach to a
process which demands a national, coordinated strat-
egy. At worst, the result has been to waste scarce
resources on programs and institutions that contribute
virtually nothing to the cause of school desegregation.
Thus, with the single exception of the University of
Southern Mississippi, the Office of Education has per- -
mitted centers which have failed to support current
desegregation standards to remain in existence simply
because they represent “a foot-in-the-door”. The prom-
ise of desegregation centers as instruments for facili-
tating successful desegregation remains largely unre-
deemed.

120 Tylane University Center.
180 Ayburn University Center had virtually no experience in the field.



CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION

The Civil Rights Act of 1964 accelerated the pace of
school desegregation in the South. In the 8 years fol-
lowing its enactment school attendance patterns have
changed substantially. In 1964 segregated schools in
the South were the rule; today they are the exception.
School segregation problems have not been eliminated.
Indeed, they have spread to other parts of the Nation.
Nevertheless, significant advances have been made in
diminishing racial segregation required or authorized
by State law.

The progress of school desegregation has come
about largely through the exercise of the enforcement
powers of the Federal Government, the threat of fund
termination under Title VI of the 1964 legislation, and
law suits filed by the Attorney General under Title IV
of the same act. The 1964 law has another important
provision bearing upon the problem of school segrega-
tion. This provision is not concerned with enforcement
but with providing help for the schools. It does not
seek to coerce school districts into desegregating, but
to aid them in accomplishing it successfully. Under
Title 1V, the Federal Government offers technical and
financial assistance to enable schools to adjust to an
integrated system and to help reduce the problems that
accompany such a change.

Title IV is an unique law compared with other laws
concerned with equal rights. It is not prohibitory nor
does it force changes in behavior. Its approach is
basically conciliatory. It offers help in meeting prob-
lems that are attitudinal and emotional as well as be-
havioral. Through Title IV the opportunity has been
presented to assure that the change from segregated to
integrated education could be accomplished peacefully
and successfully. The basic conclusion of this report is
that the opportunity has largely been lost.

Many factors influence the way the desegregation
process works, or whether it works at all. The vigor of
the Federal Government’s enforcement efforts, the po-
litical climate in the State or locality, the attitude of
the school hierarchy, and the mood of the community
are key elements in making this determination. Techni-
cal assistance under Title IV is only a part of the
process, and it is unlikely that it alone can determine
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the success or failure of school desegregation in any
community.

Controversy over the issue of school desegregation
suggests not so much that Title IV has been unable to
overcome the problems involved in desegregation, but
that it has not really been tried. With few exceptions,
funds expended under this title have been wasted, their
objectives blurred, and their purposes thwarted.

The entities involved under the Title IV program
represent key elements in the educational process.
Each can contribute in different ways to achieving
successful desegregation. In combination they can be
powerful instruments for making it a reality.

First, the U.S. Office of Education, which has firm
ties with State and local officials and educational insti-
tutions, establishes the guidelines governing the opera-
tion of the Title IV programs. It monitors the projects
it funds to assure that they are accomplishing their
purpose.

Second, local educational agencies (LEA’s) operate
at the community level and are directly faced with the
problems at which Title IV is aimed. LEA’s received
grants from the Office of Education which pay for
in-service training programs for teachers and other
school personnel and for the employment of specialists
to advise on how to meet problems of desegregation
most effectively.

Third, State departments of education, which are in
a position to influence and even set State policy on
desegregation, can influence the climate of opinion
within the State. State departments of education re-
ceive Title IV grants to provide technical assistance to
school districts in the form of helping them develop
plans for desegregation and cope with desegregation
problems.

Fourth, colleges and universities provide a reservoir
of technical knowledge and competence and frequently
enjoy great prestige in the areas in which they are
located. They receive grants from the Office of Educa-
tion for the purpose of conducting training institutes
for school districts.

Thus Title IV seeks to involve public and private
institutions that are traditionally concerned with edu-



cation as active partners in the process of desegrega-
tion. Except in scattered instances, none of these insti-
tutions has carried out its role effectively. Conse-
quently, Title IV has largely been a failure and the
desegregation process has suffered.

The failure of Title IV begins at the Federal level
and extends to every level of participation in the pro-
gram. Lack of money is an obvious reason for its
failure. At its peak the Title IV program received less
than $20 million annually for national distribution. By
the same token, HEW staff has never had adequate
personnel to administer the program at the Federal
level. It has not been possible for HEW to monitor
Title IV activities to determine how well State and
local programs are operating, or to weed out those
programs that are nonproductive. As a result, HEW
has not been in a position to know which programs
are working well. In some instances, HEW has funded
programs that should have been terminated, and has
refused to continue programs that were proving effec-
tive.

The problem at the Federal level, however, has by
no means been one solely of inadequate resources.
Problems of low status and priority for Title IV in the
HEW desegregation effort, of bureaucratic pressures,
and of confusion regarding the purpose and approach
of Title IV, have also served to blunt the force of the
program and diminish its effectiveness.

In its early years, Title I'V staff was detailed to work
on Title VI enforcement. This was considered an activ-
ity of higher priority. When Title IV was separated
from Title VI, it was not established as an independent
unit reporting directly to the Commissioner of Educa-
tion. It was made a subordinate unit in one of the
bureaus of the Office of Education.

Title IV administrators, instead of husbanding the
meager program funds available to them to assure that
only the most promising proposals were funded, exhib-
ited more concern with assuring that funds were dis-
persed as quickly as possible, regardless of the merits
of the proposals for which the funds were sought. This
was true in the early years when the patterns for
operation of programs were being established. It re-
flected, in part, the view that the measure of a pro-
gram’s success is the quantitative one of how much
money has been expended, rather than the qualitative
one of what has been accomplished. As one Title IV
if they would agree to say something about integration
staff member phrased it: “We would support anything
and desegregation.”

More important is HEW’s failure to provide guide-
lines governing the substantive operation of the pro-

gram. The numerous task forces and committees estab-
lished by the Department to consider standards and
criteria for Title IV concerned themselves more with
procedure than substance. In fact, HEW has never
taken a clear position on what the scope and purpose
of Title IV activities should be. Although there is
general agreement that Title IV activities should com-
plement those of Title VI, there has been no unanimity
regarding how these complementary functions can best
be carried out. Difference of opinion centers around
two viewpoints: one, that Title IV can effectively pro-
mote desegregation by focusing on educational im-
provement; the other, that Title IV should be con-
cerned with problems of desegregation and changes in
attitudes and behavior.

Weaknesses in the administration of the Title IV
program at the Federal level have been reflected in the
programs carried out by State Title IV units, the local
educational agencies, and the university desegregation
centers. The directors of State Title IV units, whose
job is to advise the State superintendent and partici-
pate actively in the formulation of State education
policy, have often been placed several layers below the
superintendent in the State education hierarchy and
have rarely participated in discussions of policy. Title
IV advisory specialists under. the LEA program fre-
quently have been physically isolated from other
school officials and have had almost no contact with
school superintendents. And institutions of higher edu-
cation in which desegregation centers are located sel-
dom have exhibited pride in the fact that they are
actively involved in facilitating desegregation. On the
contrary, through such means as physical location of
center staff and failure to publicize the existence of the
desegregation center, they have even shown a reluc-
tance to be associated with this controversial issue.

Similarly, the lack of clear guidelines on substantive
program operation has led to confusion at the State
and local levels and has resulted in some programs and
activities that are inappropriate to Title IV. For exam-
ple, programs having nothing whatever to do with
desegregation have been initiated with Title IV funds.
Other programs, concerned with training teachers to
cope with the problems incident to desegregation, have
involved those who continue to teach in segregated
schools. In some instances grants have been made to
local educational agencies that exhibit no intention of
desegregating. Terms of the grant contract have fre-
quently been violated with impunity. Some State Title
IV units, that are contractually obligated to assist in
preparing desegregation plans, have refused to involve
themselves in that activity. And decisions on whether



programs would be concerned with desegregation or
education have been made, not on the basis of uniform
guidelines, but on the particular viewpoint of individ-
ual grant recipients.

Hesitancy underlies the weaknesses in the program,
and is common to every level of administration. Timid
behavior has been justified on the grounds that Title
IV can be a more effective instrument to facilitate
desegregation by avoiding the appearance of civil
rights enforcement or advocacy. Officials associated
with the program have attempted to disassociate them-
selves from those involved in Title VI enforcement or
those who go to court to require desegregation.

For example, local education agencies have almost
always employed personnel indigenous to the area in
implementing their programs. This is true of those
which functioned well and those which functioned
poorly. The employment of indigenous personnel has
the advantage of avoiding the use of “outsiders” not
familiar with the community and whom local residents
might not trust. In practice, the disadvantages of using
such personnel have proved formidable.

In the South Title IV personnel generally have been
persons whose training and experience have been in a
social climate and atmosphere in which racial segrega-
tion has been the accepted rule. Often, they have been
apologists for the status quo. Further, these officials
have been susceptible to intense political pressure from
State or local officials unsympathetic to desegregation.
This has caused them to be less than vigorous in
carrying out their functions. They have also been sub-
ject to conflicts in allegiance, having to decide whether
to follow Federal policy requiring desegregation or
State' policy opposing it. Despite their positions as
Title IV officials, funded by the Federal Government,
they have frequently resolved this conflict on the side
of their State.

Another example of timidity that has pervaded the
program is the reluctance of Title IV recipients to
provide expert testimony on behalf of plaintiffs in
desegregation litigation. They h-ve expressed a prefer-
ence for avoiding this activity completely or, if neces-
sary, presenting testimony in litigation involving
States other than their own. The effect is to deny to
Federal judges the benefit of an expression of views by
experts familiar with the particular locality and capa-
ble of contributing to the successful elimination of
segregated schools.

Title IV recipients have gone to great lengths to
avoid participation in the preparation of school deseg-
regation plans. Some have flatly refused to participate
in any way. Others have limited their participation to

providing alternatives a local school board might select
as appropriate. In this way, the Title IV recipients
avoid the position of determining school desegregation
plans imposed upon a local district.

The involvement of Title IV recipients, such as uni-
versity desegregation centers, in the preparation of de-
segregation plans has often been at the request of
Federal district courts that need expert help in devis-
ing means to elimiinate dual school systems. Until re-
cently these requests have been honored. In January
1972, a significiant change in policy became evident. A
Federal district court judge, considering ways to elimi-
nate the dual school system in Memphis, Tennessee,
requested the expert help of the University of Miami
Desegregation Center. The Associate Commissioner of
the U.S. Office of Education prohibited the center
from providing the requested assistance on grounds
that centers were authorized to provide such aid only
to school personnel, not to Federal judges. If this
policy stands, Federal courts will no longer have avail-
able to them the knowledge and experience of desegre-
gation center personnel. The Commission on Civil
Rights believes this is a serious error.

If Title IV has generally failed to accomplish its
purpose of easing the path toward the desegregation of
the schools, there have been instances in which it has
been successful. In communities such as Muskogee,
Oklahoma; New Albany, Mississippi; and Hoke
County, North Carolina, LEA funds have been used
effectively for achieving desegregation. It is not possi-
ble to isolate the basic elements or to weigh these
elements in their importance in the desegregation proc-
ess. Nor now is it possible to determine in any case
how important Title IV really has been. In those com-
munities where desegregation has been achieved, sev-
eral common elements are evident that can be identi-
fied as important. In each case school administrators
have been committed to desegregate the schools and
make desegregation work. They have tried successfully
to gain support for desegregation—or at least have
neutralized the opposition—from local officials, civic
groups, and business interests. In conducting programs
under Title IV, efforts have been made to assure com-
munity participation not only by teachers, administra-
tors, and other school officials, but also by parents,
civic leaders, and other community representatives,
acting as observers or consultants. The school officials
have recognized the fears of the white and black com-
munity over the desegregation issue and have sought
to- alleviate them. Thus, conscious efforts have been
made to improve the quality of education as desegrega-
tion proceeds. Moreover, the black community has



been actively involved in preparing for desegrega-
tion and assurances have been given—and honored—
that black school officials would not be demoted fol-
lowing desegregation.

The Commission has found instances in which State
Title IV units and university desegregation centers
courageously resisted local opposition and political
pressures to contribute effectively to the integration
process. These instances, however, are the exception,
not the rule.

The failure of Title IV can be attributed to weak
administrative policy at the Federal level and timid
operation of the program at the State and local levels.
Perhaps the key to Title IV’s lack of success has been
undue reliance on local control and local autonomy.
Since controversy surrounds the issue, the absence of
Federal control or Federal guidelines has had the
effect of dissipating the meager resources available
under Title IV. Consequently, locally devised programs
inevitably have been weak and ineffectual. One ob-
server pinpointed the essential reason why Title IV has
failed: “The . .. program is ineffective in that it
requires a sick person to cure himself.”

Compared with most Federal financial assistance
programs, Title IV is small in size. Even if effectively
administered, it could not, in itself, have resolved the
many problems that are incident to the desegrega-
tion process. But Title IV could have made a substan-
tial contribution. That it has not been effective has
implications that are deeper than the mere failure of
a minor Federal program.

The future of school desegregation is uncertain. Al-
though there are examples of success in many parts of
the Nation, many people—black and white—question
whether integration can work. The chief contribution
Title IV could have made would have been to estab-
lish the fact that desegregation can work, even in areas
of the country most opposed to it. Under this program,
prototypes of successful school desegregation commu-
nities could have been developed and the doubt about
integration’s value could have been quieted. Title IV
has failed, and with it an opportunity to advance the
Nation toward racial unity has been lost.

It is important not to learn the wrong lesson from
the experience of Title IV. The lesson is not that
desegregation cannot work or that the problems asso-
ciated with it are so intractable as to defy our best
efforts. The fact is that desegregation has worked, and
communities thought to be most resistant have made
the transition from segregation to integration. Sub-
stantial improvement in the quality of education of-
fered to all children has been one result. Despite the
general mismanagement of Title IV a number of pro-
grams funded under that law have been a key to the
desegregation process.

The lesson of Title IV is that there is a reservoir of
receptivity to desegregation which Federal aid, care-
fully structured and wisely used, can tap. If Federal
policy is firm and unswerving in its dedication to the
goal of complete desegregation, we can achieve it. In
short, the Commission is convinced that the promise of
Title IV is worth redeeming and that its policy and
approach must be strengthened, not abandoned.



CHAPTER VI
RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The Office of Education should establish clear
guidelines governing the substantive operation of
the Title 1V program, including specific conditions
of eligibility for prospective recipients.

a. While projects concerned, in part, with educa-
tional problems and remedies should be consid-
ered eligible for funding under Title 1V, it
should be required that the primary emphasis
of all projects must be to deal directly with
problems of desegregation.

All Title IV recipients should be required to
demonstrate that their projects will be useful in
actual desegregation situations.

(1) Local Educational Agencies (LEA) should
be required to show that their school sys-
tems already have desegregated or, as part
of the grant agreement, that they will do
so on or before commencement of the
academic year following the grant.

(2) University-based desegregation centers
should require teachers and other school
officials participating in training institutes
to show that they are already operating in
desegregated schools or that they will do
so on or before commencement of the
academic year immediately following par-
ticipation in the institute.

c. All Title IV recipients should be required to

assure proportionate representation, on an inte-

grated basis, of all relevant racial and ethnic
groups, in the formulation and administration
of projects and as participants.

The Office of Education should develop criteria

for evaluating grant applications that give a

priority to the funding of “prototype” proe:ts

—those that involve school systems in which

the likelihood that Title IV assistance will help

make desegregation work is strongest—and
should assure that the size and duration of the
grant will be sufficient to facilitate success.

* The following recommendations, while specifically directed to the Title
IV program, apply equally to other programs concerned with facilitating
successful desegregation, such as the Emergency School Act, passed on June
23, 1972 as Title VII of the Education Amendments of 1972.
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e. The Office of.Education should conduct an an-
nual training institute with representatives of
current and potential Title IV recipients (State
departments of education, LEA’s, and university
desegregation centers) to assure a common un-
derstanding of objectives, strategies, and per-
missible activities.

Discussion

Although there is general agreement that technical
and financial assistance under Title IV should serve to
complement enforcement efforts under Title VI, there
is no clear understanding, within HEW or among the
many Title IV recipients, as to how this function
should be performed.

Scme projects having little, if anything, to do with
desegregation have been funded and renewed. Others
have limited their use of Title IV funds to projects
concerned only with compensatory education or educa-
tional improvements generally. To the extent that re-
cipients have used Title IV for purposes of dealing
directly with problems of desegregation, they have
done so on their own, not as a result of clear guide-
lines from the Office of Education.

By the same token, Title IV funds to help overcome
problems incident to desegregation have been provided
to LEA’s which maintained segregated schools and
exhibited no intention of desegregating in the near
future. Teachers and other school officials have freely
participated in Title IV institutes concerned with
training to teach in desegregated school environments,
even though the school systems in which they have
taught and to which they will return remain segre-
gated.

In addition, Title IV projects frequently have oper-
ated on a racially exclusive basis, both with respect to
administration and participation. Except in the rela-
tively few cases in which recipients have been predom-
inantly minority institutions, minority representation
as administrators and participants usually has been
minimal. Decisionmaking authority for the operation
of projects, even when the staff has been integrated,
almost invariably has been in the hands of white
officials.



Further, the Office of Education, because of the
limited funds available under Title IV, has made
grants of small size and short duration to many recipi-
ents. Rather than limiting the number of grants to
those recipients that show greatest promise of success
and thereby developing “prototypes” of successful
school desegregation, the Office of Education has ad-
ministered Title IV as an “entitlement” program—giv-
ing something to many recipients—thereby diluting
the impact of the Title IV program.

2. Funds should be provided for systematic evalua-
tions of all Title IV projects, either by a unit of
the Office of Education independent of the Title IV
office or by contract with private organizations. No
application for refunding of a Title IV project
should be approved prior to the performance of
such an evaluation. '

Discussion

Ore of the major inadequacies in the administration
of Title IV has been the lack of independent and
systematic evaluation of funded projects. This has re-
sulted in the renewal of projects that have been un-
productive and the failure to renew projects that have
proven successful. Wihout adequate resources for the
performance of independent evaluations, the Office of
Education has lacked information necessary to deter-
mine the worth of particular funded projects and has
had to rely largely on occasional evaluations by recipi-
ents, which have tended to be self-serving, haphazard,
and superficial.

3. The Office of Education should reverse its policy
prohibiting Title IV recipients, such as university-
based desegregation centers, from honoring re-
quests for assistance from courts in desegregation
litigation, and require recipients to offer the full
range of their knowledge and experience in helping
to devise workable desegrgation plans.

Discussion

Early this year, the Office of Education adopted a
policy prohibiting university-based desegregation cen-
ters from honoring requests from Federal courts for
assistance in formulating plans to end school desegre-
gation. Requests for such assistance previously had
been honored, with no objection from the Office of
Education. The Office of Education’s new policy, if
continued, will serve to deny to the Federal judiciary
the benefit of the knowledge and experience of Title
IV recipients and will further discourage recipients,
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many of which already are reluctant to play an active
role, from making a maximum contribution to the de-
segregation process.

4. The Office of Education should give greater consid-
eration to funding desegregation centers located at
private institutions of higher education.

Discussion

Most of the desegregation centers funded by the
Office of Education have been located at State sup-
ported colleges and universities. Many of these centers
have failed to assert a vigorous role under Title IV.
Thus they have been reluctant to testify against local
school districts in desegregation litigation or to partic-
ipate in the preparation of school desegregation plans.
One reason has been that their status as State sup-
ported institutions has made them wary of taking a
strong stand on the politically sensitive subject of
school desegregation and susceptible to external politi-
cal pressures from State or local officials opposed to
desegregation. Although private institutions are not
entirely free from such political pressures, they are
generally less subject to them than publicly supported
colleges and universities. Commission investigations of
the performance of various university-based desegrega-
tion centers suggest that private institutions, because
of their greater freedom from external political pres-
sure, generally have performed more effectively.

5. The Office of Education should firmly enforce the
contractual obligations of Title IV recipients, in-
cluding withholding further payments under the
contract and use of fund recovery mechanisms
available to it. )

Discussion

Some Title IV recipients, such as State departments
of education and university desegregation centers,
have been reluctant to fulfill contractual obligations
under their Title IV grants for fear of being placed in
the position of “civil rights enforcers”. Thus State
Departments of Education have refused to become in-
volved in developing desegregation plans, even though
their grant contracts obligate them to do so. Desegre-
gation centers also have sought to avoid becoming
involved in preparation of desegregation plans or in
testifying in school desegregation litigation, although
these activities are in the nature of technical assist-
ance, and as such, are part of their contractual respon-
sibilities. While the reason for their reluctance—that
they can be more effective as conciliators than enforc-
ers—may be understandable, their refusal to become



involved in such activities has the effect of denying to
courts and school districts alike, the benefit of their
knowledge and expertise, in clear violation of their
grant contracts. The Office of Education has over-

47

looked such contract violations and, indeed, as noted
above, in recent months has actually prohibited deseg-
regation centers from providing assistance to the
courts.



TABLE A—Title IV Grants to State Departments of
Education (Southern States), FY 1965-1971

TABLE Bl—Total Title IV Local Education Agency
Grants by State, Fiscal Year, and Amount (All
States with LEA’s Receiving Grants)

TABLE B2—Total Title IV Local Education Agency
Grants by State, Fiscal Year, and Amount (South-
ern and border States with LEA’s Receiving
Grants)

TABLE B3—Total Title IV Local Education Agency
Grants by State, Fiscal Year, and Amount (States
Other Than Southern and border States with
LEA’s Receiving Grants)

TABLE B4—Total Title IV Local Education Agency
Grants by State, Local Education Agency, Fiscal
Year, and Amount (All States with LEA’s Receiv-
ing Grants)

TABLE Cl—Title IV University Desegregation Cen-
ters

TABLE C2—Title IV University Desegregation Cen-
ters by State, Fiscal Year, and Funding Level (All
States with Centers)

TABLE C3—Title IV University Desegregation Cen-
ters by State, Fiscal Year, and Funding Level
(Southern and border States with Centers)

TABLE C4—Title IV University Desegregation Cen-
ters by State, Fiscal Year, and Funding Level
(States Other Than Southern and Border States
with Centers)

TABLE C5—Title IV University Desegregation Cen-
ters by State, Sponsor, Fiscal Year, and Funding
Level (All States with Centers)

TABLE D1--Total Title IV Institute Project Grants
by State and Fiscal Year (All States Receiving
Grants)

TABLE D2—Total Title IV Institute Project Grants
by State and Fiscal Year (States Visited by Com-

mission Staff Receiving Grants)

TABLE D3—Total Title IV Institute Project Grants
by State and Fiscal Year (Southern and border
States Receiving Grants)

TABLE D4—Total Title IV Institute Project Grants
by State and Fiscal Year (States Other Than
Southern and border States Receiving Grants)

TABLE D5 Total Title IV Institute Project Grants
by State, Sponsor, and Fiscal Year (All States
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* TABLE A 1
GRANTS TO STATE DEPARTMENTS OF EDUCATION (Southern States) FY 1965-1971

TOTAL - - 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
s e ———T ey e b ey : —
ALABAMA 60,000 ‘ -—- —— -~ —— — -—- 60,000
FLORIDA | 855,542 225,000 - 134,820 179,808 - 98,823 103,980 {113,112
GEORGIA 412,477 — 165,700 37,865 54,578 45,639 46,000 62,695
MISSISSIPPI 122,835 -—- — 23,650 17,592 26,105 27,815 27,673,
NORTH CAROLINA § 259,590 — _— — —- 94,890 62,350  }102,350
OKLAHOMA ** 154,263 -— -—- — — 44,263 50,000 60,000
SOUTH CAROLINA {379,394 —- ——- 79,622 70,987 71,285 75,000 82,500
TENNESSEE 314,463 22,078 61,870 — 62,965 46,050 54,000 67,500
TEXAS 225,255 -— _— - 40,538 43,933 50,000 90,784
VIRGINIA 77,528 —— — —— —— —-— —— 77,528

* Alabama and Virginia did not have Title IV units until 1971. Arkansas and Louisana still
do not have units. :

™ %% oOklahoma is a border state.

oy
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TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT (ALL STATES RECEIVING GRANTS)

TABLE B 1-1

o

i
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970-___ 1971
ALABAMA 1, 838, 7h1 Lo, 000 306,265 73,150 223,111 145,099 | 659,276 391,840
ARIZONA 125,000 -= == - » == L9, 00Q 5Q,Q00 25,000
ARKANSAS 633,919 6,01 32,310 | 11k.343 78,620 133,333 | 105,672 163,623
CALTFORNIA 2,432,752 -- 139,103 177.303 263,729 _fg:g. ean 706,731 796,222
COLGRADO 17,000 -- -- - -- - - 17,000
COMNECTICUT 406,538 - - 32,410 79,000 -- - 295,128
DELAWARE 50,130 - - _— - - —— 58.,1312__ I
)y, C. G0, 000 - == - - == £0,000 -
FLORIDA 2,551,750 882,695 428,517 | 381,605 177,716 Ly, hop § 29h,628 342,187
SEORTIA 1,250,500 71,002 150,000 | 283,205 _ | 18L.077 139,598 21l 8ok 107,72k
ILLIZOIS 652,716 - - 189,975 58,096 79,059 | 150,757 174,829
INDIANA 122,965 - = - -= 53,331 - €0, 038
Arowa 31,950 -- -- -- -- ~-- -- 31,954
’ LANISAS 45,500 - - - - - - 45,500
[<EITUCKY. 693,992 392,019 h"/ 690 = 226 . 7:20 --6 = 162&1 fgl;z 1;82 212
LOUISIANA 1,282,035 -- 0,000 == 2,162 26,190 | o1, ’
LARYLAND 501,19k -- -- -- 36,0000 166,612 | 250,979 67,603 _,
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TABLE B 1-2

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT (ALL STATES RECEIVING GRANTS)

E""—_-_"‘-r-——*——w . e aa—
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971

|t e Y e e e o S ""'-—-'-'“‘J;__.___.__~ e —————3 34

_1SSACITUSETTS 197,310 130,12k -- -- - -- 67,186 -=
ICHIGAN 888,975 224,950 11,065 88,140 - 69,231 | 234,459 261,130

___ MINNESOTA 189,97k ~ == == 120.828 § o o £9,150
MISSISSIPPI 720,008 -— 209,590 41,035 88,800 53,866 122,548 20k, 169
MISSOURL . 402,827 -- -- 91,626 -- 59,910 | 126,450 | 12k,841
j ONTANA 15,800 - - - o -- -- 15,800
[ EVADA 226,232 100,921 - -= - £2,931 62380 ==
WY _JERSEY 355,053 50,265 -- -- - 81,L48 9,35 | 37,012 | 176,943
NEW FEXICO 384,078 -~ -- — 40,450 177,646 133,982 32,000 }
HEW_YORK 793,380 -- 212,035 26,533 117, k43 - 100,200 ! 337,169 _|
LIORTH CAROLINA 1,895,930 135,73k 231,317 25h,012 bi7.211 I 322 88¢ 268,295 266,415
DHIO 339,987 - - o= e 70,000 93,126 176,861
OKLAHOMA 162,265 - 43,420 - 192,686 183,267 100,160 2h2,732
OREGON 148,839 -- == -~ -- -- 89,437 59,402
PEINS YLVANIA 361,615 168,76k - == == 30,538 20,213 ) 125,300 {
RHODE _ISLAND 21,623 = — -= 49,673 bk 113 59,950 60,887
SOUTH CAROLINA 623,363 -- e R 133,256 53,565 .18,654 | 357,888
TENESSEE 790,546 227,013 8,065 | 184,963 | 177,256 | 130,360 | - 62,889 }

y T T T I L
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TABLE B 143

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT (ALL STATES RECEIVING GRANTS)

_ TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
TEXAS 1,784,797 - 71,327 — gh,008 | 301,876 | 778,852 548,714 §
VIRGINIA 2,000,651 261, 440 176,384 | 197,kok 185, 377 369, 45k 626,076 184,496
MTASHITIGTON 364,61 - - - 67,980 81,281 44,880 170, 500
“E3T VIRGINIA 14,037 - | -- -~ -- - 14,037
o
- - b""_ﬂ
TOTAL Qgﬂ%@l 2,690,941 } 2,067,092} 2,135,724 | 3,005,663 | 3,227,845 | 6,483,934 6,608,422




TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT (Southern and Border States)

TABLE B 2

€S

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 ~1971

STABAMA 1.8°0 71 40,000 306,265 72,150 223,111 145,009 | 659,276 391,840
A\RKANSAS 633,919 6,01k 32, 31k -llh,3h3 78,620 133,333 105,672 163,623

4 58,130 . — - — == 58,1304

{RISTRICT OF COL. £0.000 == == == - — 60,000 -

TLORIDA 2,551,750 882,695 428 517 381,605 177,716 L, Lo2 294, 628 3h2,187
GTORCIA 1,250,500 71,002 150.000 § 283,205 164,077 129,599 31h4 8ol 107,724
TEITTUCKY (03,992 392,019 ' 7,690 - 86,720 - 128,743 78,820
TLOUISIANA 1,232,035 -- L0, 000 - 62,162 56,498 681,334 L2 oki
LATYTAND 501,104 -- -- -- 36,000 166,612 | 250,979 67,303 j§
HISGISSIPPI 720,008 -- 209,590 41,035 88,800 53,866 | 122,548 204,169
MISSCURI ho2,827 - -- 91,626 - 59,910 126,450 124,841 B
TORTH_CARNLINA 1,895,930 135,734 231,317 254,012 h17,2%;_____3gg;886 268,295 266,575_1
SOUTH CAROLINA (23,363 .- -- - 133,256 53,5605 78,654 357,888
TEHRESSER 790, 546 227,013 8,065 18k4,903 177,256 130, 360 — 62,889
TIVAS 1,784,797 - 71,327 - 84,028 301,876 778,852 548,714
VIRGIHTA 2.000.(5), pinig | 276,304 | aomek | 185,377 | s69,usk | 626,076 | 18k o6 ;:
WEST VIRGINIA 14,037 - - - - - . 1037 b

T S —— 4 e L i, —— Tr—. N F—

TOTAL 17,122,420 2,015,917 | 1,661,469 1,621,363 | 1,934,334 r.;:;;;::;; 4,496,401 § 3,415,477 °
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TABLE B

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

3-1-

g§tates Other Than Southern & Border States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants) ’
=7 = ; :
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 . 1970 1971
e e e e e — e ———— ———
ARTZOIIA 125,000 - — - -- 40,000 50,000 35,000
CALIFORIIA 2,k32,752 -- 139,103 | 177,303 263,729 3k9,66h | 706,731 796,022
COLORADO 17,000 -- -- - -- -- -— 17,000
CONNECTICUT 406,538 - - 32,110 79,000 -- -- 295,128
TLLIZOIS 652,716 -- = 189,975 58,096 79,052 150,757 | 174,829
TUDIANA 122,969 - - - - 53,331 - 69,638
TOWA 31,954 == - - = — - 31,954
KANSAS 45,500 -- -~ - -- -- -- 15,500
JASSACHUSETTS 197. 310 130,12 2o — - - 67,186 .
ICHIGAN 888,975 224,950 11,065 88,140 -- 69.231 1 234 1459 261,130
I1iESOTA 189,97k - == = 120,80h — . £9,150
MONTANA 15,800 = -- - - — - 15 830
TEVADA 226,232 100,921 -- -~ -- 62,931 62, 380 --
HEW JERSEY 355,053 50,265 - - 81,448 9, 325 37,072 176,943
EW YEXICO 384,070 - - -- L0, 450 177,646 | 133,982 32,000
==rL:zznn.-nn-uumumL:anm---—niaannu==1nzna=====n====m===mn=nznunnﬂnnnuunrmi-ni-uuuumn-n----ununnnnngnurm-u.----=a
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TABLE B 3-2

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(States Other Than Southern & Border States witil Lotal Tdweationr Agencies Receiving Grants)

——

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
SEW YORK 793,380 - 212,035 26,533 117,13 - 100,200 337,169 _
y OHIO 330,937 e - - - 70,000 93,126 176,861
JKLAHCMA 762,265 .- 113,420 - 192,686 183,267 100,160 2Lo,732
CREGON 148,839 - - - - - 89, L37 59,402
PENNSYLYANTA 361,615 - 168, 764 -- -- -- 30,528 57,213 125,100
RHODE_ISLAND 21h, 623 - - - 49,673 bh 213 59,9350 £0.857
ASHINGTON 364, 641 - - -- 67,980 81,281 )| L4 880 170.500
TOTAL 9,097,201 675,02k 405,623 o1k, 361 11,071,329 11,250,386 F1,987,533 | 3,192,945




ALABAMA

TABLE B 4~1

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY RRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION ACENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(A1l States: with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Lauderdale Co. 144,060 20,000 k9,097 - 4,963 - -~ -
74 of Ba '
Tuscaloosa City 20,000 20,000 - - -- - - -
Bd of Ed
Tuscaloosa CO. 201, 650 -- - - -- 19,4k | 90,031 62,170 |
Bi of Ed ;
Troy City Bd of 155,255 - 155,255 - - - - -~
T ,
Anniston City 123,433 - 20,283 73,150 - - 30,000 -
B4 of Ed
Anniston Fublic 35,000 - - - - - 35,000 -
Schools
I Tuscumbia City 154,806 - 21,518 -- 60,250 73,118 - --
34 of EQ
Russellville 126,386 - 60,112 -- 66,27k - -- --
City Bd of Ed
(cont.)
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ALABAMA (cont.)

TABLE B 4-2

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
*lorénce Pub, Schz, 21,624 == = e - 21,624 == - ~-=
ingalusia City 98,289 - - - - 22532 | 75,757 --
Bd of Ea
30,000 A
auburn City Bd - - - e - 30,000 ~-=
of Ed
juburn City Schs 36, 1125 -- - - - -- -- 36,425
Birmingham City 10k,705 -- .- - - - 104,705 -
34 of Ed
Demopolis City 73,783 -- -= -- -- o= 73,783 o
Bd of Ed
Morepce City 50,000 - - - - - 50,000 -
Bd of Ed
Phenix City Bd 34,0600 - - -- - - 34,000 --
of Ed
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ALAPAMA (cont.) TABLE B 4-3

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT
(All States with Local Fducation Agencies Receiving Grants)

z‘fm-m—-ﬁ_ s AR =~ A S IS
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Pike Co. 2d of 96,000 == - - == - 96,000 -
w3 .
Tollsdera City . 40,000 - - - == -- 40,000 -
Schs. -
Conecuh Co, Bd 37,000 - == == == == = '-i'-}' 000
of Ed
Lee Co. 3d of 35,000 e - ’ -~ - - - 250009
['adison Co. Bd 65,268 - - - - - - 65,268
OiL hd
iarion City Bd 21,792 - - - —— - —— 21 . 792
of EQ, -
‘obile Co. Publi €2,801 - P - - - - 62,801
Sehs. :
Drelika City Bd 71,384 - - - - - - 71. 384
of Ed .
BT ——2 o]
zl TOTAL 1,838,7h1 40,000 306,265 1 73,150 ) 223.111 ! ko 000 ) 620,276 | 301.8L0
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ARIZONA TABLE B 4-4
TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT
e —_— - (ALl Srates.with.local.Education Agencies Recedving Crants) S—
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
vesa Pub, Schs, 125,000 == == . == 40,000 50,000 35,000
TOTAL 125,000 -- - - .- 40,000 50, 000 35,000

]
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ARKANSAS

TABLE B 4-5

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

ocal Education Agencies Receilving Grants)

(ALl States with L

= —— ‘-rwum e
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Tayetteville Scii 6,01k 6,014 - - - -~ - -
Ba
Little Rock Pub. 81,086 - 32, 31k - 28,620 20,152 - -
Sehs.
“ompstead CO. 10,80k - - 40,80k -- — - --
bd of Ed
Pulaski Co. Sved. L9 752 -- -- 49,752 -~ -- -- -—
Sch. Dist.
_ Viampton Sch. 2.787 - -= 23.787 == == == -
Dist. No. 1
“onticello Sch. 50,000 - -- -- 50,000 - -- -
Dist.
Convay Pub.Schs. 80,985 - - - - 31.000 49, 985 ==
“agmolia Sch. Dipt. L2,L400 -— - - - U2, 400 - -
No.l&
(cont.)
T AR e -

e

1
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* ARKANSAS (cont.) TABLE B 4-6

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT
(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

‘“ir“=========“““' e, : ) ’ . —— —

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Lakeside Pub. 39,781 - - - — 39,781 - -
Sch. "
lLakeside Sch. 14,556 - -- - -- -- 14,556 -
Dist. No.Ll -
Camden Sch.DistJ h1,131 -- - - - - 41,131 --
To.35 :
Camden Sch.Dist. 18,500 - - - - - -- 18,500
121 porado 7sp-19  30.808 == == == == == == 30,828
Tudora Sch. Distle 35,291 - - == - - - 35,201
Pine Bluff Pub 59,000 -- -- -- -= - - 59,000
Schs. -
Wynne Sch.Dist. 20,00k 1 -- - - 1 -- - - 20,004
No.9, ’
) TOTAL 533,919 6,0Lk 32,31k | " 114,343 78,620 133,333 | 105,672 163,623
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CALIFORNIA

TABLE B 4a7

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LUCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

—

—— m;——.-——_m o S = o=
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
/| Los pnreles 137,473 - 109,103 5,370 - 23,000 | -- =
"{City Unif. Sch. :
__Inist, :
Oakland Unif.ScH. 30,000 - 30,000 - - - — -
Dist.
Riverside Unif. 99, 5k ~— - 99, 5l - - - -
Sch.Dist. .
Sacramento Unif 139,891 - -- 72,389 67,502 - - -
Sch.Dist.
— | rerkelev unf, | 232,593 == == == 96,1469 80,060 56.055 =z
Sch. Dist.
__{5en Mateo Sch. | . 118,592 -- -- -- 58,913 59,619 -- ==
Dist.
{Richmond Unif. 120, 381 - - - 40,815 79,566 == ==
Sch.Dist. N
Pittsburg Sch. 170,645 -- -- - -- 56,00k |  57.801 56,8l0
Dist.
2edlands Sch. 152, b6k - -- -- .- 51,376 61,088 40,000
Dist. Clasat L g R g ety S3-gereguiy -
(cont.)
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CALIFORNIA (cont.)

TABLE B 4-8

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

i (cont.)

R

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Los Angeles Co. 6l 250 -- -- -- -- -- 30,500 33,750
Mercéd City Sch 135,716 -- -- -= -- -- 55,000 80,716
Dist. :
i‘onrovia Unif. 107,400 - ~ -= -~ —-= 53,700 53,700
Sch.Dist.
{xew maven ynif. | 126,700 - -- —= - -- 66,700 60,000
Sch. Dist.
Pasadena Unif, 197,497 o= == = - == 927,200 99,997
Sch.Dist. :
__YPerris Unif. ScH. 80,914 -= == == -- - 45,01k 35,000
Dist.
San Francisco 288,566 - - == ~= - 138,659 149,907
Unif.sch.Dist.
Banford Joint L9, 360 -~ - == - == - 49, 360
Union High
__lirglewood unit. 61,292 - - -- -- - - 61,292
Sch. Dist.

—t



CALIFORNIA (cont.)

TABLE B 4-9

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

- EA e —e—r——— ‘—._“*E
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
San Mateo Elem. 13,814 - -— - - oo M3L§lp ~-
Sch.Dist. T .
__§cequoig 75.6R0 = Py inded — — hodend 12.660
Sch. Dist.
TOTAL 2,432,752 == 139,103 177,302 1 283,729 3Lg, €6k 706,733 796,222



Sy

COLORADO

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

TABLE B 4-10

(All: States w1th Local Education Agencies Receivin ng Grants)

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1 1969 1970 1971
East Otero Sch. 17,000 - - - -= -= - 17.000
Dist. R-1
TOTAL 17,000 -= - - - - - 17,000
==§:aunn..l..nnunnnvmlll----n- :-a-asainntu-----unmnﬁ-ui--u:------ AR




CONNECTICUT

TABLE B 4-11

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDYCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(ALl States with Local Education Agencies

Receiving Grants)

v T
|
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
E— Wm T TE—— e m E HF“
 Jiorvalk pd of 32,410 == - 32,1410 — o - -
T4
Tartford City 79,000 == == == 12,000 e == ==
Bd of Ed
Noomfield B3 o 120,755 == - -= == -= == 129,755
d
famden Bd of Ed L9, 61k -- -- -- -~ - - 49,614
5tamford B4 of 115,759 -- - - - - - 115,759
£
TCTAL 406,538 -- -- 32,410 79,000 -- -- 295,128
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DELAWARE

TABLE B 4al2

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

—— (All_States.with Local Fducation Agencies Receiving Crants) N
==aﬁ4=============*‘~ I fa
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971

Avpogquinimink 28,130 - - - - - - o8 120

Sch.Dist.

Wilmineton B4, 30,000 - . - - = - 30,000

of Ed

TOTAL, 58,130 - - . -- o= o 58,130

==Q:nu-u-----r#-----ﬁn==-nn-nnfmulﬁw-===:unu-:aﬁ-uru--nn-u:-mMHin-i--nnmn---.-:-----nra-----nll
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

TABLE B 4-13

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(A1l States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
—— W g e e e e R ———— S e———————e—— Tt r————— ]
— —— B or— =
Wash., D.C. Pub. 60,000 - - - — == 60,000 | - -
Sens. \
TOTAL 60,000 - - s -- - 60,000 - 1
==£::ﬂl::l;llunuu-nwwnu----nm:nnan:nmram:nalzﬂnszsnluauuuutn:u!ﬂ_.uﬂl-uﬁuin-inn-ﬁnn----n-n-uu--..u.n:Tuu...--:n:
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FLORIDA

TABLE B 4-14

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(All States with Local Education Agencies. Receiving Grants)

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
= e ———— e et -‘.'g::h—__' Tom——— e ‘d- —— = =

Polm Beach Co. 213,026 == 135,205 77731 - == == zm
Bd of Pub. Inst}].

Polk Co. Bd of 24,162 - 24,162 - = = . —
Pub, Inst.

3roward Co. Bd 183,715 ~— 183,715 -~ - - - ==
Ol PUD.INSt. —
enatee Co. of 178,592 68,782 29,825 79.985 == == =z
PUG.SChs. :
Glades Co. B4 of 23,155 ) 16,563 6,592 - — == ==
Pub.Inst.

ralusia co.pd or) 585,541 350,000 . 160,074 15,467 == == ==
Pub.Inst. :

>t. Lucie Co. 91,109 o= - 66.552 == 30 557 - ==
Pub. 5ch. )

[ee Co. Gd. of 40,331 -- - 40,831 - - - oo
Puo.inst.

(cont.)
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FLORIDA (cont.)

TABLE B 4-15

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL.YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grant

s)

s (-t ——— I s e A v S PR =
1 :
J
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
M. lmm ) Tm. = ————————————— M- _—_'
Dzde Co. Sch. 56,313 300,732 -- - .= = 75,600 1 160,981
Bd.
Jillsborougzh CoJ 69,348 . 69,348 - - - - - —
Pub.Schs.
rillshorourh Co. 12,129 - - - - —— — 12,129
Ser. Supt.
Hillsborough Co. €7,528 == - == - == 67,528 ==
Scn. Ba. of Ea.
“revard Co. B3 198,72l 162,615 s == 22,264 13,845 == ==
of Pub.Inst.
Alachua Co. Sch. 96,500 - - - — - 56,500 40,000
Escambia Co.Sch. 39, 764 -- -- -- -- -- - 39,764
Bd.
(cont.)
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FLORIDA (cont.) TABLE B 4-16

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EuUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT
S ' (ALl States with Local Fducation Agencies Receiving Grants)

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 . 1970 1971
Duval Co. Bd of 95,000 - - - - == 95,000 -
Ed
__Ypolk Co. Sch. 80,313 -~ - - - - -- 80,313
Bd.
TOTAL 2,221,720 882,695 i+28,5}_7; 381,605 177,716 Ly ko2 § ook, 628 342,187 1




GL

TABLE B 4-17

GEORGIA
TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT
] (A1l States with Local Education Agencies Receiving_grants)
a Bty = > e S = —
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Atlanta B of EY 130,608 71,002 - - 59,606 - - —
Atlanta Pub.Schsi 50,227 - - - - - 50 . 297 —
City of Atlanta 325,000 - 150,000 | 175,000 -- - - -
Ba Ol rd
Cook Co. Bd of 59,128 -- - 36,055 - - 23,073 -
md -
Clayton Co. Bd 72,150 - o 12,150 = == = _—
of Zd
Thattoora Co. Bd 68,687 -- - - 68.887 - - -
of Ed
Jadison Bd of Ed 55, 58k ~= == -= 55,584 - . -
tockdale Co. Bd 11660 == == == == 21560 2z =
of Ea
(cont.)
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" GEORCTA (cont.) TABLE B 4~18

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR,AND AMOUNT .

) (All States with Local Fducation Agencies Receiving Grants)

‘——H’_' A e B B
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Twiggs Co. Bd off  2b,808 | -- -- - - - 2U,896 | -- --
Ed, :
Stephens Co. Bd L3040 . L -= - - - 43,040 -- -—
of Ed
fButts Co. Bd of 29,540 - -- - - - 29,540 -
Ed :
__ Ppriffin-goalding 40,000 - - -- -- -- 40,000 -
Co. Bd of Ed. .
[ 2Grance-Troup 46,790 -= - - -= - 46,790 --
Co. B4 of Ed4
___Faurens Co. B3 of 40,000 -- -- == - == k0,000 -
Ed
G tephens Co. Bd 10,000 - - - -- - 10,000 f -~
of Ed
_Fift co. 3d of 29,930 = == == y = - 29,930 ==
N 0 '
z;&%——mamzimmwmwu—r_r




GEORGIA (cont.) _ TABLE B 4-19

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971

I
I
|

2E============EEI:EEEEEEEEEEETEEEEEEEEZEEEEEEEEE’

VL

Waycross Pub. L5, 33 -- ~= -~ -~ - 45,33) ==
3chs. . ’
Baldwin Co. Bd 19,976 - -- -- -= -- - 19,976
of Ed
Crisp Co. Bd of 27,271 - - e - - - 27,271
EQ
Dougherty Co. 51,141 - - - - -~ - 51,141
Bd of B4 SRS
Hawkinsville . 9.330 o - - . - - 9,330
City Bd of Ed ’
TOTAL 1,250,500 71,002 150,000 283,205 184,077 139,598 31k4,89L 107,72k




SL

ILLINOIS

TABLE B 4-20

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

an—m L e f e R - T L e ——— 2
TOTAL . 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Mlexander Co. 15,925 - ~— 15,925 - - - -
Intermediate
—4Sch. Dist. -
corunity Consolf. 219,810 - - 119,840 - - - -
5ch, Dist.-65
Chicazo Bd of Td 5l, 210 - -- 54,210 - - - -
Tvanston Pub, 58006 - - —~ 58,006 —= - -=
Schs. :
Carbondale Elem. 17.61.0 — —~ - - 17.610 - -
Sch Dist.
South Holland 1,959 - - - - Iy, 059 - -
Scn.Dist.-1
— '*D-r
Peoria Pub. gchod 83,253 - — - — 16,190 - 66,763
Jouth Holland 119,028 - ~- == -~ - 73,317 he 711
Tlem.Sch.Dist.
-151
(cont.)
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ILLINOIS (cont.)

TABLE B 4-21

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

TOTAL. 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
“onkokee Sch . 77.4hho -= -= - == -~ J7.kko -
Dist.-3
62;355 -- -- -- -- -- - 62,355
TOTA 652,716 - - 189,975 58,096 | 79,059 | 150,757 . 174,829
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INDIANA TABLE B 4-22

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATIUN AGENCY, riSuAL YEAR, AnD AMOUNT

(a1l Stares.with local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
sehd., City of 53,331 - - - 1 -- 53, 331 - - i
Tndpls. R4 of 60,638 - - .__ _— — — 69,638
£d
TOTAL 22,969 - - -- -- 53,331 -- 69,638
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LOWA

TABLE B 4-23

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

——

1965

1967

1968

1969

R

1970

1971

Sioux Citv Comm. 31,050 - - - - - - 31,95k
Scn.Dist. 2
TOTAL 31,954 - - - - - - 31,954
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KANSAS

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL

TABLE B 4-24

YEAR, AND AMOUNT

{]

(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
E— mm = i =
Lawrence Unif 4s: 500 - - - - - == - 45,500
Sch.Dist. .
TOTAL 45, 500, -- -~ - -- == == 45,500
== A I C——, A IR FEES I SRR, PR SRS SR S SR SR
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KENTUCKY

TABLE B 4-25

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(A1l §tgte§'with Local Fducation Agencies Receiving Grants)i

(- N ————————— X T R R IS
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Hendexson Co. & 53,950 53,950 G - - -— - --
City Bd of Ed
Hopkinsville "Ind. 134, 324 134,32k - == = - - -
Sch.Dist.
Chrictien Co, 96,600 96,600 - - == -= -~ -=
Bd of Ed
Lexington Bd of 107,145 107,1k5 - -- -- - - --
EQ
Caldwell Co. RBd 7,690 -= 7,690 - - - -~ -
of Ed
Louisville Pub. 157,26k - - -= 86,720 -- 70, 5k4 --
Schs.
nowling Green 23,402 - -= - == - - 23, ko2
Pub.Schs.
(econt.)
===L=nnnn v RO — e T S 8 SRR
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TABLE B 4=26

KENTUCKY (cont.)

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AG;ENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(All States with Local Education Agencies.Receiving Grants) —_—

e I o>
— L e el T

TOTAL 1965 1966 “§. 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Fulton Co. Bd 30,1390 | - — — — o 15,068 15,071
ot Ed .
Jovington Ind. 16,420 - — — o -= 16,420 -
Bd of Ed :
Jef{ferson Co. 53, 428 - = - - - 26.711 o6 717
scns.
{5impson Co. Bd 13,630 - —— —-= - - - 13 6420
of Ed
TOTAL 693,992 392,019 7,690 o 86,720 == 128,743 78,820




a8

LOUISIANA TABLE B 427

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY 'GRANTS BY STATE, LOCALbEDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(All States with Local Education_égencies Receiving Grants)
e ?':'f.-. e ma:mﬂm'=
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Orleans Parish 102,162 - L0, 000 -- 62,162 -- -- --
weh.D1st. '
‘Terrcbonne 27,998 -~ -- -- - 27,998 -~ -=
Parish Sch.” Bd.
L2 Fourch 28,500 -- -- - - 28,500 -- --
Parish Sch. Bd.
Mcadia Parish 39, 993 - - - - _— 29- 98 —
el bl
2yecior Parich 62.250 - - - == == 62,250 ==
Zch.Dist.
Salcasieu Parish 45,000 ~ - - -- ~= 45,000 -
Sen.Dist.
st Paton Rouge 142,775 == == = == -- 142,775 ==
Parich Sch.3d.
Tnst Feliciana 50,870 == okt hnd e = 50,870 —
Parish -Sch.Bd.
(cont.) .
=|mmmlrﬂ=—=ﬁgimmin——1_-—-‘-n




LOUISIANA (cont.) . TABLE B 4-28

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT
(All States with Local Education_@§encies Receiving Grants)

.ZY‘ piges 4 _=E
|
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
3 vm—__,_____ _____ P em— mmwm:_: “‘_‘_’_‘E
Lincoln Parish 66,200 -- -- - -- -- 66,200 -
ScheDist. ’ :
lorehouse Parisi 20,908 -- - - - -- 20,908 --
Sch.Dist. X
Ouachita Parish 51,000 -~ - L - L e 51,000 --
Seh.Dist. . . .
St. Landry 67,250 - -- -~ -- -- 67,250 ==
"~ {Parish Scn. Bd.
5t. Martin 10k, 00 - . - - - - 60,000 L4 000
Parish Sch. Bd.
Vermilion ParisH 36, 483 -- - -_— - - 36,1483 --
SchoBd.
Wwest Carroll 38,600 -~ = -= - - 38,600 -
Begjh sch.
Ascengion Paris! L, 902 - - -- - -— -- 46,922
scn.Bad.
Caddo Parish 150,000 -- -- -- - - - 150, 000.
Sch.Bd. o ol o o B T — e o
. | (cont.) :




LCUISIANA (cont.) TABLE B 4-29

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANIS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT
(A1 States with Local Education Agencies Recelving Grants)

b '
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
State I"dustrial | « , '
Sch.-Div. of 93,970 -- -— —-- -- -~ - 93,970
Dept, of
Corrections
3t. Jemes Parish 57,610 - . - - - - 57,610
Gehl.Bd. : :
3t. John Baptist 16,511 - v - - —= - 18 211
Parish
[lest Feliciana 33,028 - - - - - - : 22 098
Parish 3
TOTAL 1,282,035 - 40,000 - 62,162 56,198 681,334 Lho oly
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MARYLAND TABLE B 4-30

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(All States with Local Education Agencies Recelving Grants)

e r—— s —

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 -~ 1970 1971

Tolvexrd Co, Sch 36,000 = - - 36,000 — - -

Dist.

“harles Co. Bd. L6, 638 - - - - L6 628 -- -

of Bd. ‘

‘ent Co. Bd of 29,499 - . -— - - 29, 4ag - .

\nne Arundel Co. 72,294 - - - — 20,475 41 -819 —

24 01 md

laltimore City 130,220 - _— - - £0,000 43,015 27,205

Pub.Schs.

:alvert Co. Dd. 51,365 - , - - e — 51, 365 --

of Ed.

orchester Co. 53,796 : -- -- -- -- -- 26,398 27,398

Bd. Of Ed.

Hent Co. Bd of 19,993 -- -- -- -- ~- 19,998 --

Ed ~ '

4 (cont.) _ T




MARYLAND (cont.)

TABLE B 4-31

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR,AND AMOUNT

(All States with Local Education Agsncies Receiving Grants)

98

:—E' R T 2 R N R 2Ty
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 . 1968 1969 1970 1971

Prince Ceorges 50,000 == = el - - 50,000 ==
Co.Pub.Schs.
St. Mary's Co. 18,284 - - - -- - 18,284 -
Bd of Ed -
Sonmerset Co. 9,000 - -= - -- == =~ 9,000
Sch.B4. '
St. Mary's Co. 4,100 - -— - -~ -- — Iy, 000
Sch. Bd.

TOTAL 521,194 -- -- .- 36,000 | 166,612 | 250,979 67,603




MASSACHUSETTS TABLE B 4-32

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(ALl States with Local Education Agencles Keceiving Grancs)

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
=- l‘mw—_———g *_.—.__,AWM : - :
Jommonvealth of 130,32k | 130,124 -- - - il == ==
Mass., Boston :
3rrincfield Sch, 67,186 - - - - - 67,186 ==
Dist.
TOTAL 197,310 130,12k - — - — 67,186 -

.




88

MICHIGAN

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

TABLE B 4-33

(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants) - -
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
S P A e e = -
Yawme Co. Inter- 313,000 224,950 — 88,140 == - == -
mediate Sch. Dibt. -
Ypeilanti Sch. 11,065 - 11,065 - - -- - -
pDizt.
grand Rapids Pub 1hh, L87 - - - -- 69,231 75,256 -
5chs.
i'alamazoo Pub. 136,396 - == == == - 8,878 51,518
sSehs.
y - - -- h, 32 -
Lonsing Sch.Dist} Th, 325 - - -- - Th,325
' - - - Lo L2
Taldvin Communitl L9 125 - ~= —= 9,425
Sch.Dist..
(cont.)
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MICHIGAN (cont.)

TABLE B 4-34

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENGY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT
(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)
= - - -

e ——
AR

TOTAL

1965 1966 ‘1967_ 1968 1969 1970 1971
Detroit Fub.Schof 110,187 - - - - - - 110,187
Jackson Pub. 50,000 — L - -~ -— —— - 50,000
Schs. :

TOTAL 883,975 22k 950 11,065 88,1k0 - 69,231 234,459 261,130




PLANESOTA

TABLE B 4-~35

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

== g = ——
i
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
5t. Paul Pub.Schy. 33,32k - - - 22 20k “- . -
‘inneapolis Snec 87,500 -= - - 87,500 - —— -
Sch.Dist.
‘ndevendent Sch. 69,150 - — == e ,_ 69,150
Dist.-309
TOTAL 189,974 -- -- -- 120,824 - - 69,150 |
o~ - T ——— e Ry
="—-‘lwlw lmlmw rn::umur. m D R O G R T SN - > DR R 52



MISSISSIPPI . ' : TABLE B 4-36

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCA .

(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

16

{
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971

Biloxi Mun. Sch. 209,590 == 209,590 - et == o= ==
Dist. '

“icComb Mun. Sep. 94,901 -- -- 43,035 -- 53.866 e -
Sch. Dist.

fiew Albany Sep. 135,840 - ' - — 88,800 - 47,040 ==
sch.Dist. :

Corinth Mun. Sep 10,000 -- - - ~= == 10,000 -
wCil.J1sT. :

south Pike Conso}. 21,475 - : - - == == 21,475 e
Sch.Dist.

lestern Line Condol. 44,033 - - - - - Lb 033 ==
Sch.Dist.

3aldwyn Pub.Schs 29,630 -- -- - - .- - 29,630

(cont.)
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MISSISSIPPI (cont.)

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

TABLE B 4-37

(All States with Local Education Agencies-ReceivingﬁGrants)

—

Fl = ————
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
“olivar Co. Sch. 47,200 - -- -- -- -- -- k7,200
Dist.-1
Nreernvood Municifpal 12,000 - -= - - - ~e 42,000
Sep.Sch.Dist.
Tndianola Mun. 15,075 ~— - - - - - 15,075
3ep.Sch.Dist.
rafevette Co. 19,709 ~- —- - -~ -- - 19,709
Bd of Ed
Lauderdale 19,600 -- -- - - - -- 19, €00
simvson Co. Pub. 30,955 - - - -- - - 30,955
Schs.
TOTAL 720,008 - 209,590 41,035 88,800 53,866 122,548 204,169




€6

MLSSOUURL

TABLE B 4-38

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

S ——

(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

e

|

?—ﬂ ——— =
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
e T S ety S
“ansas City Sch. 91,626 - - 91, 626 - —- - -
Dist.
Charleston R-1 186, 360 - - - - 59,910 126,450 ==
Sch.Dist.
orth Pemiscot 64,939 - == o= — — == 64,935
Reorganized S.D§-1 '
5t._Joseoh 50,906 - == . == == == 59,906
TOTAL k02,827 et == 91,626 == 59.910 1 _126.1450 124,84,
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MONTANA

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

TABLE B 4-39

(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

T

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Jolf Point 15,800 - - -- - -- - 15,800
TOTAL 15,800 -- -= == == == == 15,800
m“‘_r
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NEVADA

TABLE B 4-40

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
~lark Co. Sch. 226,232 100,921 - - - 62,931 62,380 -
Dist. ;

TOTAL 226,232 100,921 -- - -- 62,931 62, 380 -
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NEW JERSEY

TABLE B 4-41

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

( All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

— e .o s e N 5
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
vorristown City 50,265 5C,265 - - == == - ==
Sch.B3d.
“nglewood Pub. 71,948 - - - 71..948 —— - ——
Schs.
lentune Tovmshix 18,825 - == . 9,500 9,325 = ==
Sch.Dist.
Fairfield Tovn- 37,072 - - -- -- == 37,072 -
Ship bd. Of &4 4
Twing Towmship 97,500 - -- - - - == 91,500
Orange Bd of Ed 79,4143 - - - - == == 79,443
TOTAL 355,053 50,265 -- -- 81,443 9,325 371,072 L76.943

=i
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NEW MEXICO

'TABLE B 4-42

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(ALl States with Local Education Agencies Reée1v1ng Grants)

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
e ——— et Ermr——— m— i

Los Lunas Consol. 87,350 - - - 40,450 46.900 -— -
Sch.
Las Vegas City 8L, 062 - - - - h1,286 L2,776 -
LCchs.
Silver City Con 71,660 - - < - 39,660 == 32,000
Seh.
Sernalillo Pub. 90.325 - - -~ -~ 49.800 1,028 -
Seus.
Albucuerque Pub]r 50,181 - - - - - 50,181 -
Schs.

TOTAL 364,076 == - - 40,450 177,646 | 133,082 32,000
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A TABLE B 4-43
TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

»(Ail Staﬁeswwith Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

- i’. e - - - hy -
TOTAL 1965 1966 1987 1968 1969 1970 1971
vev York City 199,951 - 159,951 -- -- - -- -~
Bd of Ed '
“iyracuse Sche 12,08k -~ 12,08k - - - - -
List.
ooscvelt Pub. 26,53 - - 26,533 -— _— - _—
Dens. )
1
|
Uew York City 117,kh3 - - ~— 117,143 == == ==
Sch. Bd.
2ochester Pub. 237,200 ~= ~= ~— - - 100,200 137,000
3cns.
lity of Niagare 200,169 -- - ~- -— -- -
- 5 200,169
TOTAL 793, 380 - 212,035 26,533 117,443 - 100,200 § 337,169 _




NORTH CAROLINA

TABLE B 4-44

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

"(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

——
s R R =

zfmﬁm o
TOTAL _ 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971

Rendolph Co. Bd 212203 135,734 2,000 68,716 35,753 - -~ =

of Ed '

Surke Co, R4 of 183,650 - 109,395 - 37,253 37,002 == ==

Ed

Lenoir City Bd 64,137 -~ 19,700 - 21,087 - -— 23, 350
of Ed ‘

voore Co. Bd of 225,122 -= 100,222 -= 90, 000 34,900 -= -~

Xd

4adison-Mayodan 36,000 - - 16,000 20,000 -- - --
City Bd of Ed )

Carteret Co, B4 Lo, 31k - - Lo 31k - - == ==

of Ed
3t. Pauls City 69,947 — - 69,947 - - - --

Bd of EJ

Navidson Co. R4 78,607 == == 50,035 13,527 == _15,0L5 ==

of Ed




00t

SIVALALL WALV AILMAN L | wia v

TABLE B 4-45

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

CALL btate?mmTBWnCS)

_—E = e e e R SRR,
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
o ¥ g ree———e—— —— - = — e
Coapel Hill B4 150,506 - == == £0,600 89.816 == =z
o Ed
Chapel Hill Pub. 22,466 - - - - — 25 LE6 .
Schs. 3
l2ke Co. Sch. 135, hih -— — — 7k 708 60.736 — .
Jko Co. Bd of 22.212 == - - - - = 22.212
“hather Co. Sch. 2k 784 - e - 19,047 2,137 § - -
Dist.
“zrmwson Co. Sch. 78.673 == == == 45,146 == 33,527 -
Dist.
‘lamance Co. Bd. 49,171 -= == == el 2k, 397 2L, T74 -
of Ed
Drange Co. Bd of 5k, 993 == == == — 31,825 23,168 ==
Ed.
(cont.) ,
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NORTH CAROLINA (cont.)

TABLE B 4~46

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(A1l States with Local E&ucation Agencies Receilving Grants)

f
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Jones Co. Bd of 39,436 - - - —-— 23,986 - 15,500
2 ;9 535¢
Jones Co. Bd, 1.377 == ~= ~= - - l.?&? -
of Ed
Asheville City 18,037 - -- = — 1L, 487 =3,550 ==
d. of &4
“hathon Co. B4 20,048 - - -~ - - 26,048 ==
of Ed
surlington City 23, 307 - -- ~- -~ - - 23,397
GGG .
Jurham City Sch. 45,510 - - - - - - 45,510
Bd. ;
Tovetteville Citl 20,000 == 2z == == == == 28,029
Rd. of Ed.
Fiyde County Bd. 18,1470 - - - _— — 18,1470 -
o kd.
) |
! T [ C eyt
~ 3 - 5_1 e




G0t

noKli CAROLLEA (cont.)
TABLE B 4-47

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT
(A1l States with Local Education Agencles Receiving Grants)

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
‘inston City 14,779 - - - - - 1h‘77q -
schs. . i
b:et ‘fo. RAL of 1) a7k - - - - - 14,974 =
Ed.
2obeson Co. Rd. 15.258 - e -= - - 15,258 ==
of =Zd
Jalisbury City 36,226 — - - - - 17,685 18,541 1
Scihis.
~yme Co. Pd of 21,826 - - - -~ -= - 21,826
R
'zldon City Bd 35,53 -- -- -- ~- -= 17,910 17,625
1 Ba '
lson Co. Bd of 27,299 - - -= -- - - 27,399
ad
inston-Salem/ L2, 350 -- - - - -— 19,264 23,086
Zorsyine Co. ;
TOTAL 1,895,930 135,73k 231, 317 254,012 417,211 322,886 268,295 266,475
r.:imm ; LTSRN Rtk Y R AR SR L e b s ___.ﬁ"lw <l
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TABLE B 4~49

OKLAHOMA
TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE , LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT
‘(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants) ‘
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Ardmore Bd of 43,420 - 43, 420 _— - - - ——
zd ‘ -
Fox Bd of Ed L7,345 - o - 13,841 33,504 . ==
Becgs Bd of Ed 19,11} - | e b 2900 | - - .
Oklahoma City 185, 403 - - - 95, ko8 90, 000 - -
Zd of Ed
Okizhoma City 89,000 o o . ~- — —=_ - 89,000
Fub. Schs. f ‘
p
“uskogee Seh. 75,247 == — - 32,247 28,000 -- 15,000
D1stT. )
{0lanulgee Sch. 62,236 -- - - 25 076 e 30,160 -
Dist. .
Fnid Bd of Ed 31,763 - - — - : 31,763 -- -
T05-51. : '
Chicknsha By of 20,000 =X = - : = =X
Ed -
‘(cont.
=l {cont.)
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OKLAHOMA (cont.) TABLE B 4-50

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

.(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

St e— —— : . e . -
TOTAL 1965 | 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Chickasha Pub 16,210 -- ' - - - - - 16,210
Schs.
Stilwell Ind. 110,000 : - - - - - 40,000 -
Sch.Dist.
5tilwell Ind. 45,600 - - - - - - k5,600
Sch.Dist.-25
‘{pevar Ind. sch. h, 877 - - - - - - 4,877
Dist.-0
Huro Ind. School} 4,995 - - - - J— - 4,995
Dist.-39r
Tulsa Ind. Sch. 67,050 - -- - - - - 67,050
Dist.-1 ’ : «
TOTAL 762,265 - 43,420 - 192,686 183,267 100,160 2h2,732
' » é
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OREGON TABLE B 4-51

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE.

LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, F
(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grantsi

— | ..... — , : . e )

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 ‘1968 1969 1970 1971

e e e T T ORI T I S A Iy S ——- $ Ty
i [ et ———— . S ———————— < et ittt S ettt bt~ . ettt e sttt ettt etastes -+ . ettt ettt} “nte————————

Portland Pub. 148,839 - - - -- - 89,437 59,402
Schs. >

TOTAL 148.839 -~ 1 - — -- - 89,437 59, 402
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L AUANANAD LAV SUN LY TABLE B 4=52

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY., FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT
(A1l States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

st mivansatnpa

—— - y s S R R
i
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971

Phila. Sch.Dist; 198, 764 168,764} -- - - -- -- 30,000
Arictol Sch. 37.75L - -- - - 30,538 57,213 -

Dist.

narrisburg City 60,000 _— - - -- -~ -~ 60,000

seh.Dist.

Tiorristown Area 15,000 -— -~ -~ - -— - 15,000

3en. Dist.

vork Cityv Sch. 20,100 - - - - -- - 20,100

Dist. i
TOTAL 331,615 168,764 - -~ - 30,538 57,213 125,100 §
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FAYSLS VIS Nw FUTLNE DY)

TABLE B 4~53

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDCUATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

i
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Providence Pub. 21,623 - - ~— 49,673 o113 59,950 60,887
TOTAL 214,623 - - o 49,673 bk 113 £9.950 60,887
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SOUTH CAROLINA

TABLE B 4-54

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

R —— (Al 1 wShateswishulacal Lducation.dgencies.Receining Grants) — S
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971

Kershaw Co. Bd. 58,708 -~ - -~ 52.608 6,100 ==

or hd * ==

{ershaw Pub.Schs 10,000 - == . - - 10,000 =

Texincton Co. L9 .GE2 -= == == 39,963 - 10,000 ==
Sch. Dist.No. §

“hester Co. Pub. L0, €685 -- - _— 0,685 . -- -
scn.

Jnion Co. Sch. 66,320 == - - == 47,465 18,855 -
Dist.

Drangeburg Sch. 19,559 - == -= -= == 39,799 39,760
Dist.=-5

\llendale Co. 26,192 - - - -- - - 26,192
Schs. ) *

(cont.)
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SOUTH CAROLINA (cont.)

TABLE B 4-55

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

- ‘ ——
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 ¢ 1968 1969 1970 1971
[l fad A e e T = 3~ eepperem ey Trpp e -vermararae ot ARG Rt
Anderson Co. #5 2,61k - - . -- -- - oly, 61k
Berkeley Co. Ba 40,000 - - -- - - - 40,000
oT EQ '
Fdgefield Co. 23,767 - - - - - == 28,761
Sch.Dist.
Harlboro Co. Bd 27,796 - - -~ -- - -- 27,796
Ol pducatvlon
caluda Sch.Dist. 25,000 . - -- - - - 25,000
do. 1
Region V Ed Ser.l  145.759 - - - -- -- - 145,759
Ctr.
TOTAL 6e3, 363 - -- - 133,256 53,565 | 178,654 357,688
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TENNESSEE

TABLE B 4-56

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL ENIICATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

v

(All_states with Local. Education Agencies Receiving Crants)

T
i

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
z -m_; P na—— = 4—"_‘%‘
__.“Cgaftanooga Pub.| __ 563,235 149,726 - 170,393 177,256 65,860 - -
cns,
Dak Ridee Bd of 77,287 77,287 -- -- -- - - -
BEd :
diles Co. Bd of 22,635 -~ 8,065 14,570 - - - -
Ed
Shelby Co. Bd off _ 107,382 - - - - 64,500 - 43,382
EQ
covington City 19,507 == -= - - ~= -~ 19,507
3chs.
TOTAL 720, 546 227,013 8,065 184,963 177,256 130, 360 - 62,889
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TZEXAS

TABLE B 4-57

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

1969

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1970 1971
——r R S R S v=eo=- S e ) ey oy P =4
: 3xvan B4 of Fd 11,327 - 11,327 == == == e -
Shermon Ind.Sch 62,990 -- ~-— - 17,990 - -— L5 . 000
Dist.
“nnis Ind Sch. 101.038 - - - €6.038 == 35,000 e
Dist.
inuston Ind.Sch. 203,025 - - - — 80 095G 205 1hs e
Dist. -
__{iorsicana Ind, 258,515 == == == == 126,500 == 132,115
| Sch.Dist.
7ilmer-Hutchins 47,626 - - - - L7.626 ~e -
Ynd.Sch.Dist.
Sroveton Ind. 8, k0o ~= ~= == -= L4, 900 — 39,500
Sch.Dist.
1
Abilene Pub.Schsl h5,000 - - — -— - 45,000 -
Z1 Carmpo Ind. 100,260 == == == e ==, 00280 8 - %
Sch.Dist. B
(cont.! o
IR T—— S e B 7

A
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LoAAL (COnvu. )

"TABLE B 4-58

TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

TOTAL
- {Al] States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants
— g g ! g ‘m 5 -
i
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
!- "m: R e e ey - . h E~
Galveston Ind. 52,008 - - - - - O -
SCR.DIsT. n 22,090 -
Gladewater Ind. 353,580 - - - — - ¢
S Dot 168,580 190,000
Pittsburg Ind. 110, koo -- - - - -- 110, 400 -
HCie LSt 2
Vaxahachie Ind. 13,342 - - - - - 13.840 -
Sen.Dist. JOU
Wichita Falls 143,507 - - —— _— —-
Pub. Schs. 42,507 =
Bilshoop Consol, 13,000 - —-— -~ -— - o
=5 13,000
Crystal City 45,505 - . - - —
Ind.Sch.Dist. 25155
Pecos-Rartow 38,594 - - - - -
Ind.Sch.Dist. .20
(cont.!
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TEXAS (cont.)

TABLE B-59

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(All.States witb.Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

—

?
l;

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Southside Ind. 145,000 - -~ ~— - - - 45 . 000
Sch.Dist. .
TOTAL 1,784,797 -- 71,327 - 84,028 301,876 778,852 548,71k |
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- VIRGINIA

TABLE B 4-60

TOTAL TITLE TV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(A1l States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

zszizsszszszzsa

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
| Fairfax Co.Sch. 74,800, 35,770 | 39,030 I - | — [ |
b:vy — —
Arlington Co. 213,745 7 ‘OOO - -
SCH, Bd. - 2 SSE - — —
Ricﬁmond Pub. 469,313 150, 670 -- 7,7 61,169 - 110,000 -
OCIIS .
Charlottesville 63 h58' - 293 - - ‘
e 2 9,357 20,795 | 13,306 | --
ymchburg . -
Ii’l’clﬁs.hl‘g Pub 77:512 20’183 —_— _— 22‘259 28,0'[0 .
Clifton Forse 36;800 : - -~ 26,890 - -
City Sch.pd. - = =
Hampton City ScH 98,260 _— - 17,060 » 20 086 32,658 122,556 -=
Ta. I
Pigtsmouth Sch, 113,870 -- -~ -~ 43,291 47,586 22,993 -~
2d.
(cont.) N )
d TR
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\“wiave

TABLE B 4~61

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL .EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(All states with Local Education Agencies Recelving Grants)

S A AR . e ]
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971~

Fluvanne. Co. Bd. 22,289 - - - - oo 20¢ - -

of Ed. )
Ndnsemond Co. T 28, kko okl - - nind 28,440 == ==

of Ed.
Lexington City 7,76k - -- - - 7,760 - -

Bd. of Ed.

i
Vv {1114 emsburg 31,921 -- -- -- . 1k, 500 17,521 =
2

James .City Co.
Sch, s
"lew Kent Co.Sche 17,525 .= ~- - - 17,525 - --
Amelia Co.Schs. 51,845 == == == == 16,625 15,140 19,780
Pittsylvania Co. Lo, 730 - -— -— -— 49,730 - -

3chs.
Chesapeake Pub. 102,283 - -- -— - 37,283 65,000 --

Schs.

(cont.! !
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VIRGINIA (cont.)

TABLE B 4-62

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

- (All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

— : S ;
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 - 1968 1969 1970 1971
Horfolk City Bd 5. 000 - -~ - - 5,000 -= —
of Ec :
Amherst Co.Sch. 26,653 - — -— -~ - 26,653 -
Bd
Danville Sch.Bd 18,975 - - -- — == 18,975 ==
Fluvanna Co.Schg 21,200 - - - -- - 21, 300 -
Franklin City 16,170 —-— — ~— -— - 16,170 -
Schs.
Sreenville Co. 30,1k - - - - - 15,137 15,277
Sch Bd
Louiga Co.Schs. 1k, 562 == == == - == 14,562 ==
§URsobure Co. 10, 196 -= -- -- -- - 10,496 -~
SRS t—
(cont.) i
IRt S — ===n---=:-:u-inu:n-----zai--i--n:----n
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VIRGIHIA (cont.) TABLE B 4-63

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(A1l States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971

liecklenburg Co. 6,166 -- - -~ -- - 6,466 -
5ch.3d. )

oW Xent Co. Sel 18.025 == -= -= -= == 18,025 ==
3a e

Jlevport News Sch 25,486 - T - . - - ' 25,486 --
13d

“orfolk City Sci} 52, 500 - -= et - - 52,500 ==
Jorthumberland 16,070 —— - - - - 16,070 -
Co.5ch.:id.

Tottoway Co. Schy 17,300 - - - - - 17,300 -
kd. -

Pittsylvania Co. 50,050 - -- -~ -~ -- 50,050 o=
Scn.3d.

Roanoke City 22,000 -~ - - - - 22,000 -
HCIS . i

(cont.)
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VIRGINIA (cont.)

TABLE B

464

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(AII STates wWIth Lorvat EducattomrAgencies Recetving Gramtsy)

TOTAL-—J 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971

sristol Co., 14,518 -- -- -- -- -- -~ 14,518
Sempbell Co. Self. 13,519 -- - - -- - - 18,519
Dist.
nssex-Middlesex 18,050 - - - - - - 18,850
CO.LCNS .
Goocelhiland Co. 19,582 - - - -— - - 19,582 lA
3chs.

Lancaster Co. 10, 345 — - -- - - - 19, 345
Seh. Bd. ]

Louisa Co. Pub. 17,915 - -- - - - - 17,915
Schs.

2ichmond Co. Scii 20,560 o - -— - - - 20, 560
York Co. Sch.Bd. 20,150 - - -- - - - 20,150

TOTAL 2,000,651 261,4h0) 176,384 | 197,heh | 185,377| 369,45 626,016 184,196
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TABLE B 4-65

TOTAL fITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(A1l States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
ionttle Pub. Schi. 99,675 -- -~ -- 14,175 -- -- 85,500
Tacoma Sch. Dist 98,685 ~- -- -- 53,805 -- hh 880 —
seattle Sch.Dist 22,191 -- -— - - 22,191 -—- -
No. 1
oogms Seb.Digk.d 1,090 - - -- - 59,090 - 85,000
Y¥o. 10
TOTAL 36k, G - - - 67,980 81,281 Lk 880 170,500
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' VEST VIRGINIA

TABLE B 4-66

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT

(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Cabell Co. Schs 14,03 -= - - -- -- o= 14,037
TOTAL 14,037 - -- -- - - - 14,037
|
d
Mm w-—_&-——" -~}




TABLE C 1-1

UNIVERSITY DESEGREGATION CENTERS

Alabama

Intercultural Center for Southern Alabama**
University of South Alabama

Mobile, Alabama

Auburn Center for Assistance with Problems Arising
from School Desegregation®*

Auburn University

Auburn, Alabama

Arkansas v

Arkansas Technical Assistance and Consultative Center
Ouachita Baptist University

Arkadelphia, Arkansas

California

Center for the Study of Ethnic Accommodation
University of California

Riverside, California

Delaware

Educational Consulting Center for School Personnel*
University of Delaware

Newark, Delaware

Florida

Florida School Desegregation Consulting Center**
University of Miami

Coral Gables, Florida

Georgia

School Desegregation Education Center**
College of Education

University of Georgia

Athens, Georgia

Kentucky

Western Kentucky Human Relations ‘Center for Educa-
tion*

Western Kentucky University

Bowling Green, Kentucky

Louisiana

Educational Resource Center on School Desegrega-
tion**

Tulane University

New Orleans, Louisiana

Mississippi

The Consultant Center

Mississippi State University

State College, Mississippi

New Mexico

Consultative and Technical Center**
University of New Mexico
Albuquerque, New Mexico

New York :
National Center for Education and Research
Columbia University

New York, New York

North Carolina

Educational Leadership and Human Relations
Center**

St. Augustine’s College

~ Raleigh, North Carolina

122

Oklahoma

Consultative Center for School Desegregation**
University of Oklahoma

Norman, Oklahoma

Pennsylvania

Office of Research and Field Services
School of Education

University of Pittsburgh

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

South Carolina

South Carolina Desegregation Center**
University of South Carolina
Columbia, South Carolina

Tennessee

Educational Opportunities Planning Center**
University of Tennessee

Knoxville, Tennessee

Texas

Texas Educational Desegregation Technical and Advi-
sory Center -

University of Texas

Division of Extension

Office of Extension Teaching and Field Service Bureau

Austin, Texas

Virginia

Consultative Resource Center for School Desegrega-
tion**

University of Virginia

Charlottesville, Virginia

*No longer funded.

*%Centers visited by members of Commission staff.



TITLE IV UNIVERSITY DESEGREGATION CENTERS BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR, AND FUNDING LEVEL (All states with Centers)

APPENDIX B

TABLE C 2

e

€31

_q = ——= e —————
_ i 1966 1968 1970 1971

ALABAVA - 287,981 416,589 | 962,119 510,286 B
ARKANSAS - - | 247,305 | 658,419 | 353,898
CALIFORNIA -- -- 299,998 364,997
DELAWARE - 99,22 137,618 1kl 016 --
FLORIDA 340,650 | 235,931 261,923 375,325 ] 847,050 610,732
GEORGIA - ‘ 216,409 246,386 617,51k 204,960
KENTUCKY -- 222,021 23,912 - ==
LOUISIANA -- 167,742 225,295} 6L2,898 200, 000
MISSISSIPPI - 149,182 209,633 | 659,421 480, 200
(EW_IEXICO == --  _|__190,000_ | Lol 761 270.910
HEW_YORK == - . 89,715 41,003
JORTH CAROLINA - 199,260 2k7.239 | 290,211 170,21k
OKLAHOMA — 31k,062 323,224 | 558,938 303,267
PEMNSYLVANLA - == - 140,313
SOUTH CARQLINA e 200, 370 239,096 | _qoh. 697 | ok 723 |
TENNESSEE - 98,432 200,087 | 300,000 200,000
TEXAS -- 409,53k | 349,999 | 648,500 63k /301
VIRGINIA - 180,754 138,128 2109, 221— 135,777

o oo | — § — ] s | on s | bt | § SSRREPRI BRSUNS—— -



174

TABLE C 3

TITLE IV UNIVERSITY DESEGREGATION CENTERS BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR, AND FUNDING LEVELS (SOUTHERN AND BORDER STATES)

P ——
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
ALABAMA 2,176,975 -- -~ - 287,981 416,580 | 962,119 |- 510,286
ARKANSAS 1,259,622 == - - == 2L7,305 | 658,419 353,848
DELAWARE 381,758 == == -= 99,224 137.618 1Lkh 916 --
FLORIDA 2,671,611 - 340,650 § 235,931 261,923 375,325 | 847,050 610,732
GEORGIA 1,285,269 -= == -= 216,409 2h6. 386 | 617 51k 204,960
ETICKY 245,933 - - - 222,021 23,912 - -
LOUISIANA 1,335,935 == == == 167,742 | 205,005 | 6ho 808 200 009
MISSISSIPPL 1,498,525 == == == 140,182 209 ¢33 1 _£59 12 189,200
JORTH _CAROLINA 906,927 - - - 199,260 2h7,239 1 290,21k 170,23k
DXLAHOMA 1,499, 01 == == == 31k, 062 323,224 1 558,938 303,267
SOUTH_CAROT.INA § 1..538.836 -= == == 220,370 239,096 § 70k €97 h2l, 723
S—— 708, 519 o e - A98,ﬁ32 200,087} 200,000 200,000
' CEXAS 2,02, 47k == == - 409 .53k 349,999 €48 500 63k, 2
YTRGTHTA 703,390 - == = 180,754 128,128 249 221 135,777
TOTAL 18,395,626 - 340,650 ¥ 235,931 12,826,89% } 3,279,836 | 7,283,907 4,208,000
:-.-‘M T < m 3 m SNSRI M~.w x——-:-‘—::-n
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TABLE C 4

TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR, AND FUNDING LEVEL (Non Southern and Border States)

am,——%EET e~y = ~
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 . 1971

CALIFORNIA 664 ;995 -- - - - - 299,998 364,997
NEW YORK 130,718 - -- - - -- 89,715 41,003
PEANSYLVANTA 140,313 -= -- -- -- -- -- 140,313
HEW MEXICO 955,671 - - - - 190,000 Lol 763 270,910
TOTAL 1,891,697 -- -- - -~ 190,000 88k, L7k 817,223

b4 | IO ——" ISR | T TR, = TROXCLLDS, | SRS = | TRt | -GS RN | AL %
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CALIFORNIA

TABLE C 5-3
TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Univ. of Cal. 664,995 - - - o= -~ 299,998 364,997
Riverside

TOTAL 664,995 - - - - -- 299,998 364,997
-
t' et ot |1:'_‘!".m‘: 'm'mtﬂm.‘wx.w POt s Sy R Ll s e v o e Y WIW ‘;.:
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ALABAMA

TABLE C 5~1

TITLE IV UNIVERSITY DESEGREGATION CENTERS BY STATE, SPONSOR, FISCAL YEAR AND FUNDING LEVEL (All States with Centers)

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
\uburn Univ. 8Ly, 758 - - -- 112,305 192,627 321,413 221,413
Auburn
imiv. of S. Ala.} 1,329,217 -- -- - 175,676 223,962 640,706 288,873
wOLDLLE
TOTAL 2,176,975 - - —- 287,081 1 116,589 262,119 10,286 1
=. ?WA i mdiv s m;z. o~ Ll mlwlmlm':cm m:
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ARKANSAS

TABLE C 5-2
TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS
m rep—————
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
.3 st t—— Y e pag——————— L v m————————————eere- em— i a——— T S ———————— M e
= e = e
(-
Ouachita Baptist] 1,259,622 - —a - o 247,305 | 658,419 353.898
Univ.,

_J Arkadelphia

TOTAL 1,259,622 - - - -= 27,305 658,419 353.898 .
= | R NI N —. | T TR |2 MR TR L L O SRR TG i b
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DELAWARE

TABLE C 5-4
TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS
TOTAL 1965 1966 - 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
niv. of Deleware 381,758 == dnd = 99,224 137,618 144,916 —
Newark .
TOTAL 381,758 - - - 99,224 137, 618 14k ,916 -
:.. - 2 'W;w P SR CESPIRNECINEREY w.:m -
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& SN MIES

TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS

TABLE C 5-5

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Florida State 280, 605 -- 137,309 | 143,296 - -- - -
Univ.,
Tallahassee
Univ. of Miami 2,391,006 - 203, 341 92,635 261,923 375, 325 847,050 610,732
=Tcorarooerer—1
TOTAL 2,671,611 == 340,650 235,931 261.923 375,325 847,050 610,720
—_— \‘M‘ L RN RN R a—.. m_."w.‘:w w Py mvlm: 3




GEORGTIA
TABLE C 5-6

TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS

T ST —— o st s ———

U Pt ey
‘ = AL e

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 | 1970 1971
Univ. of Georgial 1,27h,06L - - - 216, 409 246,386 606, 309 - 20k, 960
Athens |
Southeastern Ed. 11,205 - -- - -- - 11,205 --
Lab., Atlanta
TOTAL 1,285,269 -- - - 216,409 246,386 617,51L 204,960

i

T —. | "R LS AR | AR SRR TN O T | S I IR RN AR
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TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS

TABLE C 5-7

- i‘-__.*_—f- e T R e A A T Y
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
_-_-»mm sl T et iaimsboni —— —————— :mm?—
‘lestern Ky. Univl 245,933 - - - 200 (01 23,912 - -
Bowling Green
TOTAL 245,933 - - -— 222,021 23,912 -— -
= SISO A I T e —— S IRITTISRNGUTR - SRS A1 (LA Y C e SRR .
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LOUISIANA

TABLE C 5-8
TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Tulane Univ. 1,335,935 - - —— 167,742 005 2qg L2, 898 300,000
New Orleans
ICTAL 1,335,935 - -- - 167,742 225,295 | 642,898 300,000

"
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TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS

TABLE C 5-9

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Miss. State Unid 180200 - _— - — - — - L8O 200
State College
Miss, State Univ. 659 Lbor - - — - —— (59 Loy —
Starksville
Miniv, of Southerp 358,815 -- == -- 149,182 209,633 == -
Miss.,
Jarrieshurg
TOTAL 1,408,436 -- - - 1h9,182 209,633 659, ko1 480,200

L p e o oo
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NEW MEXICO

TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS

TABLE C 5-10

- ﬁ T e —
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970! 1971
- o ——————— Ty ey s o e
Univ. of N. Mex. 955,672, = == b indad 190,000 Lol 761, 27Q,910
Albuquerque
TOTAL 955,671 - —_— -- - 190, 000 Lol 761 270,910
- ¢ Pave v oo d b l,‘.'.‘.m‘ SRSt ixmmm‘wm ;MO PPN u«mm:.: CESRCIREISTIRL | ARSI | TR e .
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TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS -

TABIE C 5-11

A_vA = ooy e
TOTAL :!.9.65 1966 + 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Teachers Coll. 120,718 - - — - - 89,715 ‘41,003
Columbia Univ.
New York, H.Y.
TOTAL 130,718 - - - - - 89,715 41,003
:-.m'm— .me CUSINANARICTY. m.mum 3~
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WAL VADNWIILINA

_ TABLE C 5-12
TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
__ ugustine's 906, ¢2 — == — 199,260 247,239 } 200,21k} 170.231L
Col.
Raleigh
TOTAL 906,927 - - -- 199,260 2k7,239 | 290,21k 170,21k
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URLAHUMA

TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS

TABLE C 5-13

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Univ. of Oklahor{s 1,499,491 . - == 314,062 323,22L | 558 938 303,267
Norman
TOTAL 1,499,491 == - . 1L Qh2 303 20, 558,938 1 303,267
::.auz::zznxzuanxx:immnu‘—— 'B::na IR % P SETERCCRE




PENNSYLVANIA

TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS

TABLE C 5-14

| TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1268 1969 1970 1971
E ek ey e ————— sy EITm——
Univ. of Pitts- 140,313 -- -- - -- -— - 140,313
burgh, Pitts.
TOTAL 150,313 -- -- - - - - 140, 313
| .
o 2Tl Loy TR AT T s AR REAT | XA TR
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SOUTE CAROLINA

TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS

TABLE C 5-15

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Univ. of South 1,588,886 - - - 220, 370 239,096 70k, 697 kol 723
Carolina
TOTAL 1,588,836 -- - -- 220,370 | 239,096 | 7oh,697 | uok,7e3
Shemtend
S a—
R e e B e TN . AR e e
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TENNESSEE

TABLE C 5-16
UNIVERSITY DESEGRECATION CENTERS
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
| Univ. of Tenn. 198,519 == == == 98,432 200,087 § 300,000 200,000
Knoxville
TOTAL 198,519 -~ -- -- 98, k32 200,037 300,000 200,000
3

| —
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TEXAS
TABLE C 5-17
UNIVERSITY DESEGREGATION CENTERS
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Univ. of Texag § 2,0u42,37h — - - 409,53k 349,999 643,500 62k 2b]
Austin
TOTAL 2,0k2, 374 -~ -- -- 409,53k 349,999 | 648,500 | 63k 341
SRALSRT DRI AR W RO Wln'm ‘.i




VIRGINIA

TABLE C 5-18
UNIVERSITY DESEGREGATION CENTERS
bn“_ggssr— = =
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1989 1970 1971
Univ. of Va. 703,890 == - = 180,754 __138,128 249 231 135,777
Charlottesville
TOTAL 703,890 - - -- 180,754 138,128 olg 231 135,777




TOTAL TITLE IV.-INSTITUTE GRANTS BY STATE AND FISCAL YEAR (All States)

TABLE D 1-1

127!

T -
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 ‘1970 1971
ALABANA 868,542 337,528 131,90k § 384 UT) == ==
ARTZONA 26,010 26,040 == - == ==
ARKANSAS 484,037 _ L= 174,836 143,736 50,000 ==
CALITORNIA 275,703 182,793 204,971, 20 L8 430 2=
COLORADO 83,320 -- - - -~ 83,320
CONCIECTTCLUT 2969151 - et -= 83,384 210 767
DELAWARE 132, 1ty 39.786 L2 Lol 50,269 == ==
FLORIDA 1,400,860 971,283 377.702 51,879 e ==
GOLGIA 573,675 - 101,816 360,818 e =n
TDALQ 1,975 - - -~ == 14,975
ILLINOIS 532, L2 -- - 93,206 . 15k, 220
THDIANIA 80,600 51,093 35,567 - _— -
TOWA 160,069 -- -- -— -- 160,669
ATSAS 75,032 ~= - - - 75.032
CEITUCKY G73,4983 79,375 199,208 L00, 000 - -
TOITSTANA 200,413 - 17,020 § 111,803 bz ) .059,000 50,000
ARYLAID 57,072 18,652 28,420 _— - -
;‘_zzzmxx:mxsrmnﬂ ~zwxx=zunnau1 | LTICRTREITIESIA R | R ST, IR ST TSNS R
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TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE GRANTS BY STATE AND FISCAL YEAR (All States)

TABLE D 1-2

_F___, —
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971

*TCHIGAN 465,996 27,940 101,898 53,150 5k, 216 - 98,792 130, 000
MIESOTA 65,000 -- - - -- -- - 65,000
HISSISSIPPT 543,024 130,721 197,978 11k, 325 . -- - 100,000
S{ISSOURL 332,489 78,740 6,7 | - - 60,067 | 69.039 88,526
ONTANZ €0,000 - - _— _— " — €0 000
(=W JERSEY 86,00 - - - -- - - 86.940
=W YORK 786,303 117,085 188,903 193,056 116,311 12k, 342 — 56,606
il MEXICO 4,756 - 74,756 — — _— . o
JORTH CAROLINA 797,551 167,413 173,285 190,201 194,792 71,860 - -
oHIo 12h,506 —- - - - - - 12k 506
OREGON 91,847 - 73,088 5,005 == o= - 11,95k §
OXLAHOKA 703,961 170,201 23k ,854 293,906 - - - —
PESHSYLVANIA 171,663 36,954 69,407 - - - - 65,302
TENAS 817,131 70,051 63,835 253, 375 260,870 11k, 000 - 50,000
Souti canoLTiA 33, 332 - —- 33, 382 - - — —
[Pl SEE 979,862 427,91h 358,353 193,595 - - o -

=y S o RIS §— ORI i e e
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TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE GRANTS BY STATE AND FISCAL YEAR (All States)

TABLE D 1-3

A ————

i |

-r‘m ‘—WM
» TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
VIRGINIA 665,087 - 215,136 382,783 -= 35,000 - 32,168
WASHINGTON 120, 416 - - - 84,656 - - 35,760
WEST VIRGINIA 124, 97 - 27,706 - 1k,313 65,429 - 17,0490
TOTAL, 13,175,048 2,933,572 ;.3,240,644} 3,429,165} 1,026,592} 580,426 |} 399,654 _ | 1,664,996
o IRRTRECYDCENRGION AT | TR RO sk 4. CERORICEARERNE Y SRNRETACEITT | SNSRI LR
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TABLE D 2-1

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE GRANTS BY STATE AND FISCAL YEAR (States Visited by Commigsion Staff)

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
=7================:=EEEE5EEEsszmsaesaszxszsassﬁsszzEEEE=====EE z— e m— =
JAraBamA 868,542 337.528 122,994 | 8y 7 1L 5ho -- -- -

FLORIDA ~ 1,%00,364 971,283 377,702 51,879 - - - -
GEORGIA 578,615 == 101,816 369,818 107,011 == == ==
JrousTans 229,313 - 17,420 | 111,893 -- - 50,000 50000
HISSISSIPPI 543,024 130,721 197,978 | 11h,325 - - -- 100,000
HEJ MEXICO Th,756 - Th,756 - - - - -
HORTH CAROLINA 797,551 167,413 173,285 | 190,201 19k, 792 71,860 - -
OKLAHOMA 703, 961 170,201 234,854 | 208 006 - == == —
SOUTH CAROLINA 33,382 - -- 33, 382 - - — -
TENNESSEE 979,862 427,91 358,353 | 193,595 - — - e
TEXAS 817,131 70,051 63,835 258,375 260,870 22.k.000 == 20,000
VIRGINIA 665,087 == 215,236 | 382,783 e soon | == _32,168
 TOTAL 7,692,148 J2,275,001 | 1,047,129 '2,389,628 577,252 220,860 50,000 232,168
ORI | S —" .«¢=s==n==zuxx=-n=uinuzJu-amuuunnza-umh-mhwmwqununn-unnn TN AR -3
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TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE AND FISCAL YEAR (Southern and Border States)

TABIE D 3 1

e -
TOTAL 19651 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971

Lo i ——— e —— S ———— — e

L_ALABAMA 868,542 337.528 131,994 | 384 LT3 1k, 549 - - -
ARKANSAS 484,037 -= 174,836 | 148,736 49,920 60, 545 50,000 -
FLORIDA 1,400,864 971,283 377,702 51,879 - - _— -
GEORGIA 578,675 - ' 101,816 | 369,818 107,041, - - - ]
KENTUCKY 678,583 79,375 | 199,208 | 100,000 - - - -
LOUISIANA 229,313 -- 17,420 | 111,893 - - 50,000 50,000
MARYLAND 57,072 18,652 38,120 -- - - — -
MISSISSIPPI 543,024 130,721 197,978 | 11l,325 -- - == 100,000
MISSOURT 332, 189 78,740 36,117 - — 60,067 69,039 88,526

_{JZLAWARE 132,149 39,786 b2, kol 50,169 - -— — —
NORTH CAROLINA 797,551 167,413 173,285 | 190,201 194,792 71,860 - -
OKLAIIOMA 703,961 170,20, 234,854 | 208,906 - - == ==
SOUTHE CAROLINA 33,382 -= -- 33,382 -- - - —

R SR It 970,862 L2, o1k 358,353 1 193,505 - = — -

Nrexas 817,131 70,051 63,835 | 258,375 260,870 114,000 -- 50, 000

Joazorur 665,067 SRR NE-TRE N IR TIPS N NS EERTCH
WEST VIRGINIA 124,97 - 27,706 - 14,313 65,429 -2 17.049 -

= ‘ e = s = I‘;'Wm A Wmiw B
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1]

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY SYATE AND FISCAL YEAR (Non Southern and Border States)

TABLE D 4-1

"

I[ T —_—
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
L35 = — — 23
ARIZONA 26,040 26,0h0 -- -- -- -- -- --
CALIFORNIA 575,703 182,795 204,971 90, 315 -- 49,183 | 48,439 --
COLORADO 83,320 -- -- -- - -~ -- 83,320
CONNECTICUT 200,151 -- -- - -- -- 83,384 212,767
IDAHO 14,975 -- -- -- -- -- - 14,975
ILLINOIS 382,62 - -- 98,206 129,924 -- - 154,332
INDIANA 86,660 51,093 35,567 - -- -- -- -~
IOWA 160,669 - - - -- -- - 160,669
KAlSAS 75,032 == - - -= - -= 75,032
LICHIGAL] 465,996 27,940 1. 101,808 534150 ok, 216 o= 98.792 130.000
MINJESOTA 65,000 -- -~ - -- ~-- -- 65,000
FOMTANA 60,000 - - - - - -= €0.,000
NEW JERSEY 86,940 - -- - -- - -- 86,340
W YORK 786,303 117,085 188,903 | 193,056 116,311 124, 342 - 16,606
{cont.) v
I, SU— S—— ':mzzﬁuul===:ﬂn:nﬂ::ﬁﬁﬂ:xnxnunl;u-ﬂaunwaaﬁ-nin-numqsn-nnnqunnnaaul-lu-uinnmrmuﬁu-un--u=‘=
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TITLE IV INSTITUTES PROJECTS (Other than Southern and Border States)

TABLE D 4-2

H

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1070 1971
OHIO 12k, 596 - - e - e . 12k, 596
OREGON 91,8u7 - 73,988 5,905 - == == 11,95k
PENNSYLVANIA 171,663 26,954 69,407 == == - ~ 65,302
UASHTNGTQN 190 LG -- -- _ -- 8L, 656 - - 35,760
TOTAL 3,673,713 LL1,907 674, 73k 440,632 385,107 173.525 230,615 1,327,253
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ALABAMA

TABLE D 5-1

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Re(:eiviﬂgL Grants)

. TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1080 1971
Spring Hill 228,639 63,095 66,540 8h, ksgo 1h, 540 == == o
College, Mobile ’ '
Auburn Univ., 518, 369 27k 1433 65,454 V178 477 . -
Auburn
Univ, of South 121,539 -= -- 121,539 - - == -
Wlabama, Mobile
TOTAL 868, 5l2 337,528 131,994 | 38L W73 14,549 == ==
ER = NSRS e y ~j‘~.'xm::.wg Wlmfm e R
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ARKANSAS

TABLE D 5-2

.TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants)

e

—

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968° 1969 1970 1971
Quachita Baptis} 223,001 - 112,262 60,819 49,920 -= - —
Ar‘l’c%h%'fphia
Henderson State L0, 375 - 40,375 - - - - -
Teachers Coll.
Art-delphia
_ philander Smith{ _ 110.116 - 22,199 87,917 == - == ==
College, Little
Rock
Univ..of Ark, 110,545 - == - == 60,545 50,000 =
Fayetteville .
TOTAL h8h‘, 037 - 171), 836 lh‘a) 736 ""9) 920 601 5h5 50) 000 il
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ARTZONA

TABLE D 5-3
TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (A1l _States Receivine Grants)

ot e et o S . e ———— e —m—
TOTAL 1965 1966 - 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Arizona State 26,040 26,040 - - - - == ==

Univ., Tempe
TOTAL 26,040 26,040 - - -- - - ——
:‘.. :m;;w:..mjw; LIRS !‘W& RS s SRR e . m#,zmzr]:
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CALIFORNIA

TABLE D 5-4

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants)

— — TR
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1930 1971
WV=’—_—__—"=: g. —————pep——- R R AR | TR el iomd
l
Stanford Univ. 77,183 45,828 31,355 - - - - -
Palo Alto -
Univ, of Calif. 259,603 136,967 74,197 == - - 48,439 ==
Berkeley
Calif. St. Coll. 238,917 -- _"99,419 90, 315 - 49,183 - -
,Los Angeles
TQTAT 575,703 182,795 20k 971 90,315 - o 183 B L8 439 ==
= LRSS | TR SRR A, AR NIRTIA AR . L MR ITL AR :uxwx:* SR TR SNSRI, IR R

M IR
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COLORADO

TABLE D 5-5
TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE,SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (A1l States Receiving Grants)
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
- Pt ——— el e e = o ey e e ———
SpTme— g R e i
Fort Lewis Collld 28,320 = - - - - - 28,320
Durango
_Jorthern Colo= 55,000 -= == == == == - 55,000
rado State Col~
—flege :
TOTAL 83,320 -- -~ -- - — - 83,320
S TR PRI Pt e T e
= . Zos L T TR A MR  CNREESRANI R SR IR R
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CONNECTICUT

TABLE D 5-6

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE,SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All. States Receiving Grants)

= —— e o ——————— =
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969v 1970 1971
University of 296,15), == - —- _— — 84 23k p1o Tl
Hartford
Eartford
TOTAL 296,151 - - -~ ~= - 83,384 212 767
=, w;‘ N —" RO L T T L SR R ml R VLB &




LSt

TABLE D 5-7

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants)

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971

Univ. of Dela- 132,49 39.786 | up ko 50,169 - - R
ware, Newark

TOTAL 132,449 39,786 ho L ~50_1£9 - - — oo
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FLORIDA

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL

YEAR (All States Receiving Grants)

TABLE D 5-8

o
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968. 1969 1970 1971
Univ. of Miami 423,045 299, 340 123,705 - - - - -
Coral Gables
Univ. of Florids 331,781 256,781 75,000 -= - - - --
Gainesville
_¥3tetson Univ. 205,485 105,232 100,253 - -= == - -
Deland
Rethune -Coolman 185,912 96,533 37,500 51,879 -- - - -
" Daytona Beach
Tlorida State 254,641 213,397 L1 ,0LL - - - - ——
University -
Tallshassee —~
TOTAL 1,400,864 971,283 377,702 51,879 -- -- - ==
=.W.mlmlmrmmw'w SIS - RN L SR A . S
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GEORGIA

TABLE D 5-9
TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJE ants)
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Paine College 133,971 53,872 33,92k - - - -
Augusta ’
Clark College 82,045 47,944 34,101 - - - -
Augusta
Emory University 293,317 -- - 166,276 107,041 -~ - -
Atlanta-.
Ceorpia Southern .69,3l2 == el 69,342 == -- - --
College
C+a+nchnrn
" TOTAL 578,675 - 101,816 | 369,818 | 107,041 - -- -
:"w i RO R ORI Pt oottt o o iod SRR ot e T i RTINS
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IDAHO

~ TABLE D 5-10

TOTAL 1965. l966' 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Boise State 14,975 . eo o= . o . 14 975
College, Boise
TOTAL 14,975 -- == -- -- - -- 14,975
é m | RN . ¥ sopsnepaeTarews bosgrgrorgerngegr: ! ot Om o R G TTTNns: . S AT
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JLLINOIS
TABLE D 5-11

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants)

T

TOTAL 1965 1966 1987 19568 1969 1970 1971
e i e M T e : -

Illinois State 73,192 : - — - - - - 78,192

University

Jormal

“ational Onllesrcs 7(‘4]}*0 - ] - - o - — 76 1)40

of Education

Kvangton

I1linois Teacher 93,206 - - 93,206 - - -- -

Lollege, Cnicao

“ortheastern I11

5t. College, .
Cpicao 100,00k == == o 129, 00l == = ==

TOTAL 382, Lé2 : -~ -~ 98,206 129,92k - - 154,332
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INDIANA
TABLE D 5-12

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants)

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1968 1970 1971
Purdue Univ. 51,003 51003 -- == == == == .
Lafayette ’
Vincennes Univ. %5‘567 — ) ’_iri-q67 . —_— _— : e - -
Vincennes
TOTAL 86, 660 51,003 | 35,567 - . - - -- -
-t P l'::::n.'— " g '3 l 1 .m ﬁ-.l'-'
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IOWA

. TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL

YEAR (All States Receiving Grants)

TABLE D 5-13

]

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Univ. of Iowa 160,669 - - . - —— - 160 ££Q
Iowa City
TOTAL 160,669 -- -- -- -~ -- - 160,669
o mm‘: _t;!:ﬂ:m:-—-—&“w "ﬂ*r"*::!::;‘ CERE TR ES. [ AT m‘: AR T TR TR
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KANSAS

TABLE D 5-14

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCA ivl

FOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
o e —— e e e e —— —— - Pe—
Wichita State 75,032 - - - . - —= 75.Q22
Univ. >
TOTAL 75,032 — - - -- ~-. ~= 75,032
z‘mlw:‘m .m Re e RS P R . ‘mlﬁ
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KENTUCKY

, TABLE D 5-15
TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants)
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
: "3—.—_.'=-..'=.—": e —
Univ. of Kentuckly 127,393 60,282 67,111 - - —— —— —
Lexington
Western Kentucky 551,190 19,093 132,097 400,000 - - - -
State College
____.Bawl.i.ng_&*cem
TOTAL 678,583 19.315 199.208 b 400.000 * | -- . . __
faguiet St T e sy e i g R e
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IOUISIANA
TABLE D 5-16

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants)

— — o
gy AL = == =

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Jouisiana State 17,420 - 17,420 -— -- == == -
Betdass™™
Tulane Univ. - 111,893 -- ' - 111,893 -- - - -
new Orleans

Moxrtheast Univ, 100..0GQ L1 -

—— - - 50,000 50,000
" Monroe

TOTAL 229,313 - 17,420 | 111,893 | -- == 50,000 | 50,000
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MARYLAND

TABLE D 5-17
TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants)
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
University of 18,652 : 18,652 - - - - - -
Maryland -
Colleen Paxrk
coppip State 3 h20 — 138,420 == -= -= == ==
Colle ge, Balt.
TOTAL 57,072 18,652 38,420 - - -— - -
—
o M TS ST o " W‘,M% <W‘WIW‘W”H'W.E




MICHIGAN

TABLE D 5-18

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (A1l States Receiving Grants):

. | ~rreseromemereerr s = —— —— —}
. TOTAL . 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 21970 11971
Univ. of Detroit 162,514 27,940 27,208 | 53,150 54 216 - - -
Detroit "
Wavne State Univ 7k, 690 -- Tk, 690 ~= - -- -- --
Detroit
bniv. of Mich. - 208 792" - - . - - 98,792 120,000
Ann Arbor- .
TOTAL 465,996 - 27,940 101,898 53,150 5h,016 - 98,792 130,000
= e § S R GRS RAR ¢ AT T I - AR | IS TR L
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MINNESOTA

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants)TABLE D 5-19

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
- e e o e TN
Collese of Ed. 65,000 - - - _— _— _— 65000
Univ, of Minn
saanneopalis
TOTAL 65,000 - - -- -- -- - 65,000




MISSiLSSIPPI
TABLE D 5-20

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEFAR (All States Receiving Grants)

0L1

L]

TOTAL

1965

1966

1967

1968

1969

1970

1971

Univ. of Miss.

328,699

130,721

197,978

Oxiord

Univ. of So.

114,325

11h, 325

Mississippi,
Hattiesburs

iss. State Cold

100, 000

100,000

Jackson

TOTAL

5h5. 02l

130,721

197,978

11k, 325

100, 0C0

B e e o v e By

B oAb T o
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MISSOURI

TABLE D 5-21
TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants)

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1966 1969 1970 1971
AP ) APt - i vt S —— e e Ty ‘3
St, Louis Univ. Wy, C66 L, 666 - -- -- - -- --
St. Louis .
luniv. of Missow} 70,191 3l, 07k 36,117 . - -~ -- -- --
llortheast Mo. 217,632 - - - -- 60,067 £9,039 88,526
State College
Cape Girzardean
TOTAL 332,489 18,740 36,117 -- -- €0,067 69,039 883,526
- g AR TR ma:u-—-‘ul SAEREEY | - STIITEOCREIIONT LA g | SRR e 1 D AR SR IRELIR T R N i::
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MONTANA

TABLE D 5-~22

_ TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving. Grants)

e
|
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Univ. of Montan: 60,000 -- - - - - -- £0,000
TOTAL 0,000 - -- _— - - - 60,000 |}
5, RTINS A e 1SR R e e | g AT ATLIRE SR SI ATl TR, TR ORRAT
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TABLE D 5-23

WEW JERSEY
TOTAL TITLE IV_INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE. SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YFAR (All States Receiving Crants)
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 ~1969 1970 1971
o e N ar T —_—— Tt ”_—m* R o
Rrider Collese B¢, 940 - - - - - - 86.9L0
Trenton :
TOTAL 66,940 - - - - -- - 8€,9kC
B I e e T R il M = i SRR ¥ SRR | &

It
-
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NEW #EXICO

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants)

TABLE D 5-24

o omm—
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
HHew Mexico Stat. 74,756 - 74,756 - - - — -
Univ., Univer-
sity Pork
TOTAL T, 756 - 74,756 - -- - - -
VS S e TR SRR SRR . AT TR ATA0AL SICTILC | DRI | R T T K
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NEW YORK
TABLE D 5-25

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants)

-~ ——eia b = —
|
TOTAL 1965. 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
™ = — - my——
Syracuse Univ. 06,06 - -- - - - - - L6 . 606
Lyracuse * -
Yechlva Univ, 15,850 15.550 - — — - - -
Lew York .
‘tate Univ. of 200,054 51,71C '83.651 Gl 601 - - — _—
W.Y., Albany
r Vori Univ, L 510 49,519 - - - - - -
iew Yorx ’
105,252 ~-- 105,252 -~ -~ - - -
salk Sbroct Col. 50, 150 -- -- 50,430 - - - -
LW YOorK .
ttoete Univ. of G3L077 - T- 42,753 Ls, 30k - - -
G.Y., Bultalo -
Gt [miv. Ot 213, LD - - 35,182 53,918 12k, 342 -- --
dY., Brociport . .
Coduelia iy, 17,000 — == -= 17.06G —= - -
VAW SIS | CRITES T a3 L s SRl T T REANR, . MR Rty ! s - Y e Y on
i Sy e R i s

l (RO l 0L ' ' R Ko BT ] LS TS SEPINPNIN
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NORTH CAROLINA

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants)

TABLE D 5-26

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970°’ 1971
Univ. of North 398,085 124, oh2 101,256 - 132,587 o= -— ==
Carolina, Chape
ill !
5t. Awnstine's 305,401 43,171 72.029 150,201 _— . . -
Coilepe,
Raleigh
Jumes Spout 107,705 - - - 62,205 L5 .000 == —=
Institute
Venspeyille
Z1izabeth City 20,860 — -= - - 26,860 - o
State College,
Tl1i=aboth OFtar
TOTAL 791,551 167,413 173,285 | 190,201 194,792 71,860 -~ -
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OHIO

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL

YEAR (All States Receiving Grants) TABLE D 5-27

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Ohio State Univ 124 . 506 - _— . . . . 154 596
Research Found-
atiocn Oolur-ba
TOTAL 12k, 596 -- - _— - . . 124,596
gl S i SR e z TL AR X ZICL K Fet = P T
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OKLAHOMA

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All

TABLE D 5-28
States Receiving Grants)

- TOTAL § 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Univ. of Okla. 527,669 62, 0hl 166,719 293, 906 - _— - -
Korman
Univ, of Tulsa 107,331 73,527 33,854 —- - - - -
Tulsa
Langston Univ. 68,911 24,630 3l 281 — — . . .
Langston
TOTAL 703,961 170,201 234,854 | 298,906 -- - - -
T pihe LTI o e L bt oo e L YL 35S LR o 20 o S A e ' . - )

'».4
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OREGON

. TABLE D 5-29
TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants)

TOTAL 1.965 1966 - 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
niversity of 70,893 - 73,588 5,005 - . . —
Oregon, Lugene
Portlur] [tote 11,954 -- - — - - -
Univ., Portlang ARNCL LI
TO'PAL N, 807 - 73,088 5 005 - . . 11 azlh
=, T 2z R 1 g 1o 1z ) o
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PENNSYLVANIA

TABLE D 5-30
TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants)

1 __TOTAL ] 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971

Pa. Militory 106, 361 36,050 60,407 - - -~ - -=
Colilege,Choste:

Cheyney State L&, 230 - - - - - _— L6
college,Cheyne;

"Unizégﬁf Pitts- | 18,000 - -- - - _— -- 18,920
Ed
| Pitctsburgh

MOy B o -
TOPAL 171,63 36,950 69, ko7 - - - - 65, 202
_— . .
Ty CITSELSILUSEIMETITL | TISORCe e | AR L ST | SRR R, | e Y ok A LS g p =
] [ [
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SCUTH CAROLINA

TABLE D 5-31
TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants)
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Claflin coyvere 33,352 - == 33:362 == o= = ==
Crangceturg
TOTAL 33,302 - -~ 33,352 - -_— - -
- e oo R ATy >~ v oot B it wy Foo A xRS LT ) R N R oo T A - 2 X
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TENNESSEE

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants)

TABLE D 5-32

"TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Univ, of Tenn. Lo L3k 182,508 212,250 97,668 -- — - _
Knoxville .
George Peabody 103,751 103,751 - == - == == 2=
COXIE T, — ——c
Hashville
Pisk Univ. 159,865 83,130 76,735 | == - - = e .
Nashville
‘noxville Collepd 152,181 26,821 62,360 | 56.000 - — — - |
Inoxville
Tennessce AT 31,704 31,70k - - - - - -—
Univ.,Nashville
Cniv. of T .
mitin o 39,927 - = | 30,027 - -- - --
TOTAL 979,862 427,91k 358,353 | 193,595 -- -- -- --
T, IEMSETINCEErCTIRI. | R ———. § SR ST 1 >3 semga, MY,
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TABLE 5-33
TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants)

- = - -
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
=tmm=—._=_—.~_—:r e m;_—; el R T m gm ﬁ =
Lemar St. Col. 19,575 19,578 - - - - e -
Beaumont
Univ. of St. 136,618 50,L73 -e Lo 721 39, 20 e = -
Thomas, Houstorj
o
Texas Southern 311, 359 et 63,835 211,654 39,900 - = ==
Univ.,Houston
Toexag APM Univ. 3L.575 - - — 7. 575 . . ——
College Station
Paul ¢uinn Col. § 43,088 - - - 43,088 - - -
Waco
Sam Houston Col. 53,125 - - ~~ 53,125 —-— - -
liuntsville
Prijric Yiew 93,762 == - - 51,762 L2,000 - --
Asle, Pruirie
View
East Texas Statd 42,000 == == -= - 42.000 -- _a-
univ.,Commerce ' h
iishon Collece £0,000 . — —— e 20 00 . =0 . 000
::.rmm:l;wlrml;mleMAW £W~I'W‘BW‘W'EL
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VIRGINIA

'TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE - PROJECT GRANTS-BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (AlL.StatesiReceiving Crants) ort D =34

- ey — oy -y I - " ‘ > == -t e m—:__ L=
TOTAL 1965 1966 I 1967 1 1968 1969 ' 1970 1971
k | : »
014 Dominion - 5,603 : - 5 603 —_— - . - .
Col., NOTiolk.
JVirginia Union J 16,860 : == 16:860 1 - e . . o
Univ,Richmond
Lynchbuxy: Col. L8 875 ° - ‘L8 875 e —— . L o
Lynchburg
Yirginia State 95,111 —-— 57,438 37,973 - -- ‘ - : -
Col., Norfolx
_hampton Institute 245,360 - 86,360 159,000 - - - ’ -
liarmpton : : ;
Juniv. of Va, 167,606 - -- 167, €06 - - -— -
Charlottesvillg : j
St, Paul's Col. 18,20 == - 8,20l - - 1 -- 1 - |
. | Lavrenceville ' '
ioxfolk State 38,000 -= - . - -- 35,000 - --
Col., Norfolk
B ST TN | L AN TR . k. I'm . Pondmdoph o e i .m'u k AMRTNRIRICHEVERULELY LN AT 1 SORRZINIRNDCTEIRG: & R OISR, .m hsx
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va. (Cont.)

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants)

TABLE D 5-35

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
¥ o ———rerm———y =t e ~ . )
e e
Central Va.Comn. 7,233 - -- - - - - 7,233
Coll.,Lyncuaour
Ta. Stats Col, 13,018 -~ -- - - - - 13,618 |
Pevernuuryg;
da. dicklonids 11,512 -= - - - - - 11,312
Comm. Coll.
fodn.sion
SOTAL €65,087 ~- 215,136 | 302,753 == 35,000 -- 32,168
-
-
-
= ‘ ,... -r o R { "y TARATIT P e, vl SACREATCIRATIINNRT ¢ SRRSO NSRRI n.r':i
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WASIIINGTON

TABLE D 5-36
TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants)
1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
Seattle Univ. 100,416 - -~ -- 8,656 - - 35,760
Seattle
TOTAL 120,116 - -— - 8L, 656 - —— 35,760}
LG o .i' 28z sl NLEy SRR, 13 T TR AR T D s . 22




WEST VIRGINIA
TABLE D 5-37

{OTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Crants)

]
!

TOTAL ) 1965 1966 1967 1968 _1969 » 1970 1971

107443 - 27,706 - 14,3313 ) . __

b TR et ant
<250 virglnly

<
wesleyan Col.

“arshall Univ. 17,049 - - - - — - 17,049

T 104, Loy -- 27,706 -~ 1k, 313 5 Lo — 17 40

e e

it

PR e T saxmemgmee U eseeangseyee
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