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LETTER OF TRANSMITIAL 

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

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

Sirs: 

The Commission on Civil R_ights 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 I 

INTRODUCTION 

The 1954 Supreme Court decision holding legally 
compelled or sanctioned public school segregation 
unconstitutional 1 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 d~cision, however, the right to a desegregated 
education remained largely one established in legal 
theory but not in fact. During the IO-year period 
between 1954 and 1964, many desegregation lawsuits 
were filed, numerous court decre~s were issued, but 
little school desegregation occurred.2 

In 1964, the Nation turned in a different direction 
from that of private lawsuits in the e:ffort 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 fonds as a means of 
bringing about desegregation. Failure to comply with 
nondiscrimination requirements of Title VI may result 

1 Brown v. Boord of Education of Topeka, 347 U.S. 483 (1954). 
2 During this IO-year period only about 3 percent desegregation was 

accomplished. U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, S1alf Report: Public 
Education, 1964, Appendix 2 at 290. 

3 In FY 1971 an estimated Sl.85 billion in Federal funds helped support 
activiti!a of local school districts under the Elementary and Second~ry 
Education Act. Federal money also supports provision of school library 
resources, textbooks an~ other instructional materials, and supplementary 
educational centers and senices. Other major Federal programs of aid to 
education include Federal financial assistance to school systems in federally 
impacted areas, research 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.3 

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 themselv~ 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 assistanc.e 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 districta. 

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.4 

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 l_awsuits by the Department of 

• no Cong. Rec. 6828 (1964). 
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.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
ti<m, 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 Legisla~ion 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.5 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.6 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 approv•al 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 

G Civil Rights Legislation Planning Group Report at I (1963) • 

• Id., at ·20-21. 

community could become an active participant in the 
desegregation process through such means as the forma­
tion of citi~ens' 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.7 

In light of the sensitive and important mission con­
ceived for consultants, the Task Force recommended 
n~t only that they possess the necessary competence, 
hut 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 
scqool 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.8 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.9 It was not until 1967 that the 
Title IV unit was established as a separate entity. 

The reallocation of staff positions authorized for 
Title JV to the effort launched under Title VI was still 
another indication of the minor role assigned to Title 
IV during these early years.1° 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 

1 Id. at 13, 
8 Internal U.S. Office of Education Memorandum. Undated. 

• Id. at 2, 
10 Id. at 2, 
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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 w4ich 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.11 

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 to 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 Dl.) In 
most cases, however, these grants were made without 
much regard to the substance or quality of the grant 
application. As on'e 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 

l1Southem School De,egregation: 1966-67, Finding No, 6(b), at 88; also 
47. See also Testimony of Harold Howe II, United States Commissioner 
of Education, Hearing Delore the Special Subcommittee on Civil Rights of 
the House.. Committee on the Judiciary, 89th Cong. 2d Seas., ser. 23 at 
24 (1966). 

function as an independent unit in the Office of the 
Commissioner of Education.13 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 Io-dged within a 
subordinate bureau of the Office of Education.14 

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 197'1. 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 plaµs, has in­
creased as a result of the growing emphasis on achiev­
ing school desegregation. through voluntary means and 
technical assistance 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 lnatitntes 
Branch, EEOP to David S. Seeley, ABBistant Commissioner, Equal Educa• 
tional Opportunities Program, May 17, 1967. Mr. Kroger felt that the 
basic functions of this office should include: a) management of grant 
and institution projects and related activities under Section 404 and 405 
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964; b) tbe provision of .technical assistance 
authorized by Section 403 of the Civil Bighta Act of 1964; c) the opera• 
lion of a clearinghouse of materlala and information pertinent to problems 
of school integration and the solution of theae problem-. and d) the 
coordination of activities of major programs of the OJB.ce of Education 
directed towards a focus on school integration as a major responsibility 
of tbe Office of Education. 

In addition to the grants made to local school systems, the momorandnm 
recommended that aBSistance to school districts Include analysis of school 
desegregation problems. development of plall9 to ellm!nate dual school 
system structures, and help with Implementation of educational programs 
designed to secure equal educational opportnnitiea. 

"' Since 1967 Title VI functions have been the responslblllty of the Office 
for Civil Rights in the Office of tbe Socretuy !n tho Department of Health, 
Education. and Welfare. 

16 Dr. Mario Barry. Program Specialist, Title IV Central Office, ll!ay 
1970. 
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the process of desegregation.15 These officials believe 
that desegregation, coupled with high educational 
quality, will be more accepti:tble. 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.17 

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.18 

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

The Commission's Study 
In its examination of Title IV, the Commission has 

concentrated its investigation on the Southern and 

lS]d, 

1T Interview with Dean Joseph Hadlc7, School of Education, Unlvcr1lty 
of South Alabama, Januaey 1970, 

1B Namo withheld at requc1t of ■ taff mombor. 

border States where the bulk of Title IV funds have 
gone.19 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 
~nits in State departments of education.20 

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.21 

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 a-mple 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 ~ontroversy, 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 impqrtant 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. 

1• Between 1965 and 1971, 54.3 porccnt of Tltlo IV fund■ haTo sano 
to Southern and border States. 

"" Sec Tables A, Cl, and D2 for !lat of unlvcralt7 In1titnte1, center■ and 
State Titlo IV unit ■ vlaltod b7 Commlulon atall. 

ll1 For an evaluation of the ESAP program during Ill lint month■ of 
operation, ••• roport of the Wuhlngton Re■ earch Project. 
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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.1 The purpose of technical as­
sistance is to develop plans for desegregation and to 
assist with educational problems occasioned by 
desegregation.2 

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

These Title IV units are potentially key factors in 
bri~ging about successful school desegregation. The 
Office of Education funds State educat9n technical 
assistance units because the State's primary .ro1e jn the 
desegregation of schools is cruci!!l to the -achievement 
of equal educational opportunities. :rhis suppp!J 
strengthens State education agencies to provide leader­
ship and assistance to local scµool districts ·in the 
process of desegregation. The ll!lits 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.3 

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.4 State departments of 
education must assist local school boards in the devel-

1 Section 403 authorizes the Office of Education, itself, to render aueh 
technical assistance. The Office of Education, however, has interpreted the 
statute ns 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 departments 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. 

• Section 403. 
8 U.S. Office of Education, Division of Equal Educational Opportunities, 

Administrative Guidelines, 5 (1968) • 
• 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 Right~ Act 
of 1964, 5 (1970). -

opment, adoption, and implementation of acceptable 
desegregation plans. In aµdition, the grant proposal 
must set prog-ram objectives that will contribute to 
desegregation. The spe~ific objectives required by the 
U.S. Office of Eclµc~tion 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 ~ducation personnel to • enable them to cope 
with desegregation problems. 5 State 'Title IV units are 
permitted flexibility regarding the means used in 
achievi~g these minimii!Il•objectives.6 

Stat£f Title IV units 'also have specific functions 
witqin the State depaziments of education. They are 
responsible for keeping State boards of education in­
formed of the need for stronger ·desegregation policies 
and p:r~cedures.7 

Th~:y ~re to partfoipate on a regular basis in depart• 
ment ac~ivities concerned with achievement of equal 
educational opportunity, and in drafting and review­
ing legi~lation affecting desegregation and equal edu-

" Id. at 2. The Office of Education's Division of Equal Educational Oppor• 
tunities providei:_1 staff assistance to help State departments prepare their 
applications for Title lV funding. 

• Among the activities suggested b:r the Ollice of Education for curylna: 
out the~a objCct.ives are the following: 

l. Identifying and analyzing facts relevant to· the lnatlptlon and 
accomplishment of desegregation. 
2. Development of in-senica training program.I. 
3. Development of information and materials. 
4. D,evel?i>ment of commnnlt;r support. 
5. Preparing supportive proposals for Title IV. 
6. Administrative and inatrnctional reorganization to cope with de• 
segregation. 
7. Development of long-range educational policy and planning in. rela• 
tion, to the desegregation of schools and to education for a multicultural 
society. 
8. Dealing "1ith the problems of desegregation. 
9. Corirdination with other Federal programs and assiatance in effective 
use of funds from such programs to advance desegregation and equal 
educ~tiooal Opportunity. 
10. Providing immediate assistance to school dlatrlcts which are faced 
with sudden and aerloua local problems. 

Program Resource Guide, &upm note 4. 

• Among the activities suggested b:r the Office ol Education, Division of 
Equal Educational Opportunities, Policies and Prccednres Manual for 
Technical Assistance Progr111111 Baaed at State Colles.. or Univcnitle1. 
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cational opportunity.8 Further, these units ought to he 
involved in Federal and State educational programs 
that develop policy relating to desegregation.9 To 
carry out these responsibilities, State Title IV units 
should he placed high in the State department hier­
archy if they are to function effectively.10 

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.11 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. 

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. There£ ore, 
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 

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.13 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.15 He 

8 Among the activities suggested by the Office of Edncation, Dlvlalon of 
Equal Educational Opportunities, Policies and Procedures Manual for Tech­
nical Auiatance Programs Baaed at Colleges or Univeraltiea. 

8 Program Resource Guide, 3Upra note 4. 
10 Id. at Part III, 1. 
n Seo Table A. 
12 See Table A. 
13 Report by Mrs. Sherry A.rmteln, Self Evaluation of Title IV (EEOP), 

at 2" (1966). 
:u Ibid. 
15 Interview with Dr. Gregory Anrlg, Former Director, Divlalon of Equal 

Educational Opportunitiea. On tho•• occasions when BEW'■ central or 
regional office stalf is planning lo vial! a particular school district, contact 
I■ made with the State Title IV unit to secure Information. 

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, hut it was not because of 
any plan not to monitor. There were just not 
enough personnel.17 

State Reports 

State Title IV units are required to submit monthly 
technical assistance statistfoal 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 
tlie 8-month period from November 1, 1967 through 
June 30, 1968: 

I. 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. 

10 Id. 
17 Interview with Misa Edna Ellicott, former atalf member Title IV, Nov. 

12, 1970. 
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4. Nashville Federal court trial involving teach­
ers' dismissals. 

5. Clarksville Annual TEA, Leadership Con­
ference.18 

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.19 

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 ~iatricts 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.20 

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

1o Mississippi State Department of Education, Title IV Office, Resume of 
Activities for the month of January 1970 submitted to tho 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 lV 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. 

"° 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 ln an effort to help them 
recognize their role in assuring that black teachen and other school 
personnel were adequately represented in the school system. North Carolina 
also held human rolatlona workshop ■ for teacbera and 11 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.21 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.23 

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.25 Early in 1970, Claude Kirk, then Governor of 

to estab!W, student human relatlona connclla ln ,:very high ■chool. Further, 
a workshop conceming the role of superintendent■ ln desegrea;atlon waa hold 
in Wilmington, N.C. in July 1970. Interviews with Robert Strother, Di­
rector, Title IV Office, North Caroliua State Department of Education, 
Raleigh, N.C., March 1970. 

"'- Interview with Dr. Charle■ Sandman, former Director, Title IV Unit, 
Oklahoma State Department of Education, Oklahoma City, Okla., Fobruuy 
1970. 

""'Id. 
23 1d. 
:H Interviews with directors of the Georgia, South Carolina, Oklahoma, 

Tennessee, and North Caroline State Title IV units. Tho contract which 
the State department of education signs with tho Division of Equal Educ&• 
tional Opportunities to receive assistance specifically outlines those func­
tions which tho units are to perform. Ono of tho 11poc!Jia fnnctlana la to 
assist local education agencies iu the development, adoption, and lmplemen• 
tation of an acceptable desegregation plan. Tho Title IV State department 
units are not tho only Title IV office charged with tho responsibility for 
writing plans. Tho HEW Title IV Regional Offices and tho university-based 
desegregation centers also assist in the writing of desegregation plana. Tho 
Title IV State units' reaponaibllity comes into play when the uiuta ant 
requested by a school district to assist it ln writing a plau or when tho 
O.E., DEEO, central office requests tho unit to contact a school district 
about tho drawing up of an acceptable plan. In tho latter instance, tho 
units are expected not only to contact the district but also to assist it in 
the development of a plan. Tho local school district la not required to 
accept the Title IV unit's plan. But if this is the case, the school diatrlct 
must then develop ls own plan which m1111t be acceptable to tho Department 
of Health, Educatiou, and Welfare. 

""Interview with W. M. Harry, Coo;dlnator, Tl!lo IV Program, Georgia 
State Department of Education, Atlanta, Ga., Fob. 24, 1!170. 
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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 desegregation plans 
undermines their ability to work ~ffectively with local 
edm,ators. 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" ~d thereby 
interferes with their relationships with school superin­
tendents.26 He added: "Let the blame fall on HEW 
Title IV people rather than myself, so as not to impair 
my usefulness."27 

Regardless of the validity of the reasons why State 
. ' 

Title IV unit directors have avoided involv~ment 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 su~h 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 center;. all have 
contributed, so that it is impossible to attribute suc­
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 haJ on 
people with whom they work. Using this measure, it 
does not appear that State Title IV units i;_ave 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] . 

:?G Interview with J. C., Durham, Title IV Coordinator, Technical Assistance 
Unit, South Carolina State Department of Education, Columbia, S.C., 
l\lar. 3, 1970. 

111/d. 

An official of the Shelby County, Tennessee school 
system said bluntly: "There was no input from the 
State." 28 1n· fact, school officials in most districts vis­
ited by Commission staff were even unaware of ·the 
existence of a State Titlr IV Office. 

Personnel at univers~ty-h-ased desegregation centers 
comprise anothe~ group with whom State Title IV 
units are supposed ,to work. In view of the fact that 
State Title IV uµiis and centers are charged with the 
same responsib_ilities, program coordination is es­
sential to the effective operation of both. But despite 
occasional exarp.ples pf this coordination,29 there is np 
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 ove;rlapped and have even conflicted 
because of a l?-ck of coorqination.30 

There Iis 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 tin;ie in an attempt to change 
attitudes.31 He added: "l don't know what they are 
doi:qg, and ~ey don't either." By the same token, an 
official bf the same unjversity desegregation center 
compiaihed of the State Title IV director: "He is 
around here all the time." 32 In another State a Title 
IV coordim,1.tor, describing the relationship between 
the university desegregation center and his State Title 
IV unit, told Commission staff: 

There is a feeling ai: the University which is com­
municated to the State Department that the State 
Department does not know what it is doing. I 
tliink 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, ratlier than working in harmony and 
close cooperation toward the goal of school desegrega­
tion, frequently conduct their activities in isolation 

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

"" For 'exiimple, the Oklahoma State Title IV Unit worked with tho 
Desegregation C~nter at Norman, Okla. on a 2-week teachers' workshop dur• 
iug the summer of 1970. Interview with Van Wright, Human Relations 
Center, State Department of Education, Oklahoma City, Okla. 

30 See, e.g., Interview with Robert Strother, Equal Education Opportunities 
Program, Title .IV, Department of Pnblie Instrnetion, Raleigh, N.C. and 
interview with Robert Sharpe, Director, Equal Education Opportunities Pro­
gram, State Department of Education, Nashville, Tenn. 

S1 Interview with Gilbert Conoly, Director, Title IV nnit in tho Oflice 
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 Adviaory Center, Division of Extension, Office of Extension Teachina: 
and Field Service Bureau, Austin, Tex., Feb. 11, 1970. 

33 Interview with J. C. Durham, ,upra noto 26. 
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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 pe_rsonnel. 
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 depar,tment. 
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. 86 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 depart~ent 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.88 

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.87 

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.88 

" lntenlew with Robert Shupe, 1upra note 80, 
18 lntenlew with Robert Strother, 1upra note SO, 
• 1ntenle1J with J, C, Durham, 1upra note 26, 
ff Ibid. 
• Interview with V111 Wright, Hum111 Relatlon1 Center, State Department 

of Education, Oklahoma Clt7, 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
oient 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.39 

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."0 

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, 

BIi Interview with Don Cunnln1h1m, Director, Technical A11lat111ce Program, 
Florida State Department al Eduaatlon, T1llaha11ee, Florida, 

4D Interview with Dr, Charle• Sandm~n, Director, State Title IV Unit, 
February 1970, 
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however, the director could only reply: ''Whenever 
the need arises." 41 The response of the Tennessee Title 
IV director to the same question was, "As needed."42 

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 he an exception. The 
director of the Title IV unit is considered by the St~te 
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 conflractual 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.43 

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 
he discontinued.44 

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 

A Interview with Van Wright, mpra note sa. 
'2 Interview with Robert Sharpe, ,upra. note SO. 
43 "Tbe Georgia. and Mississippi State Department Title IV Unita abonld 

bo cloned because of loyalties of tbo directors." Interview with Dr. Gregory 
Aurig, ,upra. note 15. 
"Id. 

have received an official statement in writing to 
the contrary.45 

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 
a~d one is a Mexican American. 

Most of the directors of these units are products of 
segregated school systems and have gained theiT 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 he in a better position to stimulate 

G Interview with Don Cunningham, .supra. note S9. Tbo Title IV Unit pro• 
pared plans for Hamilton and St. 1ohn Conntioa and ualatod in tho 
development of desegregation plans for Loon Connty, St. Lucie County, and 
Pelm Beacb County. 

"'J. C. Durham, Director, Title IV Unit, South Carolina State Department 
of Education ls a nstlve of Pickens, S.C., tho area with tho lowoat ratio 
of blacks in tho State. Mr. Durham attended aegregatod acboola and before 
coming to Title IV, waa a auperlntendent In Pickena which waa not 
desegregated at the time ho left, and la still not do■ ellt'Ogated. 

Dr. Charles Sandman, past-Director, Title IV, Oklaboma State Department 
o( Education, previously worked in the guidance section of the State 
department of education. He has a B.S. Degree from East Central College 
In Okluboma, and u M.E. and Ed.D. from Oklahoma University. Ho explalna 
his multicultural experience aa working with Integrated IChoo'II while In 
Guidance. 

Van Wright, Director, Title IV Unit, Oklahoma State Department of 
Education, baa been a superintendent in Reed, Greenfield, and Cheyenne, 
Okin. Neither Reed nor Cbeyenno had a minority population In their 
schools. Mr. Wright received hi• bacbolor'a degree from Southwoatorn State 
College and bis master'• from Wost Texas State Univoralty. 

Robert Sharpe, Director, Title IV Unit, Tenneasoe State Department of 
Education, waa an Engliab ProfeBBor at Louisiana State Unlvoralty, tho 
University of Tenneasee, and Vanderbilt University. Mr. Sharpe stated that 
ho bud had no multlcnltural experience other than teaching. 

W. M. Ho.rry, Coordinator of Federal Programs, Georgia State Department 
of Education, has held other positions in the State department of education 
as Coordinator of Title III, NDEA, and counselor in the Vocational Rehabilita• 
tfon Division. He was a superintendent in a school system which was not 
<lesegregated. 

Tho information given above was complied from tho Interviews with tho 
respective directors and tho Secretary to the Director of Ibo Georgis Title 
IV Unit. 
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successful desegregation than outsiders unfamiliar cerning his State and other States in the South which 
with the area and unknown and distrusted by the local documented large scale displacement- of black teachers 
community. This potential advantage, however, lhas and principals in Georgia during the course of deseg­
proved to he an illusion. The director of the s~,uth regation, the Georgia State Title IV director told Com­

I 
Carolina State Title IV unit told Commission staff that, mission staff: 
although he previously had been a superintenden!: in 
his State, he now found that other superintendlmts 
would not ask him for help.47 The Oklahoma s:tate 
Title IV director stated that, although he had worked 

1with superintendents in his State in his previous 
.capacity as guidance counselor, he was now unahlt1 

1 to 
break down the "I have no problems" attitude of 1his 
colleagues.48 He had assumed that his past friendships 
with school superintendents would provide him with 
an opportunity to work effectively for school desegre­
gation hut 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." 50 In Oklahoma, where a 
State antihusing law had been enacted, the Title IV 
director told Commission staff: "This takes care of our 
busing problem." 51 In Mississippi, which has !06 
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 £unctions 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-

•1 Interview with 1. C. Dnrahm, supra note 26. 
'° Interview with Charles Sandman, supra note 40. 
40 Interview with W. M. Harry, supra note 25. 
60 1d. 
111 Interview with Van Wright, ,upra note 29. 
62 Interview with John Ethridge, Director, Title IV Unit, Mississippi 

State Department of Education, Decemher 1969. 
53 Interview with W. M. Harry, ,upra note 25. Freedom of choice la 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. 
Under freedom-of-choice plans there is usually very little desegregation. 
These plans have been largely abandoned since they do not meet current 
atandarda for deaegregatfon. 

[T]hey haven't run into it [displacement of edu­
cators] much.... 
[T]hey haven't had this too much in Georgia.54 

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, hut some 
had openly subverted the efforts of the Title IV 
program.55 While this charge may he 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 Implemeµting 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-

&& Interview with W. M. Harry, ,upra note 25. 
65 OE report, •upra note 13 at 24. 
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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 hut 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-

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 St~tes, 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. 

12 



CHAPTER Ill 

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 
hoard 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.1 

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. 
~e 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 dis7 

tricts to undertake any hut 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. 
• See Table B-1•4 for a State-by-State aummary of Section 405 i<BDII• 

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 for-th the goals or objectives to he 
met by Section 405 grants, the specific problems to he 
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 aho.ut the local grant program. 

The report did urge that funds he 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 
he limited to a few favored communities, hut . . . that 
tlie limited funds not he so thinly disbursed that no 
community is in a position to make a significant con­
tribution to the technology of educational civil rights 
administration." 4 The report also recommended that 
local projects he directly related to matters having a 
civil rights base, he supported by persons of influence 
in school affairs, and he part of a total program to 
improve equal educational opportunity in the school 
system.6 

The Policies and Procedures Manual developed for 
Title IV gran.ts to local school hoards 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," 6 it 
leaves open the question of mechanisms for implemen­
tation. "No one program approach," it states, "has 

• Civll Rights Legislation Planning Group Report (1963), at p. 11. 
• Id. al p. 29. 
5 lbid. 
• Policie, and Procedure• Manual for Grant& to School Board,. Dlvlalon 

of Equal Educational Opportunities, Bureau of Elemontu)' and Secondary 
Education, Office ·of Education, Rovlaed, October 1969, p. 2. 
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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 frequently were 
made on the basis of the views of the individual Title 
IV staff member involved, rather than established cri­
teria of uniform applicability.8 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 progra~s concerned 
with "problems incident to desegregation," proposals 
oriented entirely to educational matters such as team 
teaching and compensatory education frequently were 
approved.9 

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 10 to one which in­
volves rezoning of school boundary llll.es and/or of 
Federal financial assistance.11 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.12 

Because of the limited resources available for Title 
IV, 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. Wllllam Holloway and Richard Fairley. former Title 

IV stall members, May 1970. 
0 Interview with Richard Fairley, ,upra note 8. 
lO Freedom of choice is a mechanism utilized in an interim desegregation 

plan which permits a parent or stndont to choose tho school tho atndent 
will attend in the following school year. Under freedom-of-choice plans 
there la nanally very little desegregation. These plans have been largely 
abandoned since they do not meet cunent standards for desegregation. 

U A finding of noncompliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964 reanlta In an order of termination of Federal financlal aulatance to 
the school district. 

11 Tupelo also obtalned a court ordered deaegre11atlon plan, thereby avold­
ln11 further nogotlatlona with HEW. 

gram and was requesting assistan~e to desegregate its 
secondary scl?-ools.18 

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 train~ng programs which included 
principals, counselors, arrd 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 stall explained the Department's decision not to make a second 
award to Now Albany on the grounds that Section 405 grants are not made 
beyond 3 years and are not given to school systems which have completed 
desegregation. The 3-year limitation seems a strange juatificatlon inasmuch 
as the district had received only a single I-year grant nnder Title IV. The 
claim that New Albany had already accomplished total desegregation was 
also inappropriate since the grant was intended to accompany secondary 
school desegregation. Interview with Elton Ridge, Chief, Southern Branch, 
DEEO, Mar. 31, 1970. 

1' Policies and Procedures Manual for Grants to School Board&, p. 1. 
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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

15tion.... 
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.16 

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, fi]m. 
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 curriculum for the· 
courses they taug4t. 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 

15 Technical Progzeu Report, August, September, October 1969. Muskogee 
Public Schools, Muskogee, Okla, 

lll For example, the Muskogee Jaycees passed a resolution which stated: 
" ••• the Muskogee Jaycees commend and support tho Superintendent of 
Schools and the Board of Education for their oourageou1 efforts In adopting 
a program that not only satisfies the law but, takes a forward step for 
progressive education for the Children of Muelcogee." Id. 

The Ministerial Alliance alao supported the position of the ochool board: 
"Therefore, he it resolved that the Muskogee Mlnl■terial Alliance com­
mends tho Muskogee School Board and tho Superintendent of Schools for 
their dforts toward formulating a workable plan to bring about ii"itegration 
In tho Muskogee City Schools at the earlle■ t time feulhlo," Id. 

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.17 

In Moore County, North Carolfoa, 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",18 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.19 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 th!' plan would work with student leaders 
of the schools, to be desegregated. As a result of these 
efforts to assure that the community was infor-med and 
involved, according to the school superintendent, the 
schools were desegregated the following September 
without incident.2° 

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.21 In his view the fact that 

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

18 School deaegzegatlon by palring Is achieved when tho attendance areas 
of two or more nearby achoola are merged so that each school serves dlf. 
ferent grade levels for a new, larger attendance area. For -example, the 
attendance zones of a predominantly black achoo!, each aenlng grade■ 

1-6, would he merged so that all children in gzades 1-3 in the new attend• 
ance area would attend one 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• 
live Unit, N.C., Jan. 7, 1970. 

""Id. 
"1 Interview with Dr. Frank Williama, Director of Federal Projects, Brevard 

County School System, Brevard County, Fla., Apr. 1, 1970. 
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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.28 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.24 

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.25 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.26 

U]d. 

l!3 Aa one Title IV workshop pnrtlclpnnt said: "Thero were no black con• 
1uI111111 In tho Title IV program. Out of nil the workshops I partlclpntod In, 
I cannot recall one black conaullnnt, Ono white staff member nnawored mo 
when naked why • black In tho ayatem wna not uacd aa • consultant: 
"Maybe you've boon black loo Jong [lo understand]." Wllllam Doraoy, 
Public Rolntlona Officer, Chattanooga City Schoola, Chatlanooi■, Tonn,, 
Fob, 10, 1970,
°' Interview with Miu Edna Elllootl, former atafi member cf tho Dlvlalon 

of Equal Eduoatlonnl Opportunllloa, November 1970, 
as Interview with Dr. E. w. Ruahlon, Superintendent, Charlottoavllle City 

Schoola, March 1970. 

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.27 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.29 Others, however, told Commission 
staff that serious problems existed,30 and even the 
Charlottesville superintendent conceded that: "We have 
desegregation, but it will be a long time before we 
have integration." 31 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 

ll8 A Title IV staff member when vlaltlng the program learned that Lane 
High Sohool faculty thought the Title IV ooordlnator was a member of tho 
high achoo! faoulty and wn■ unaware of hla role In Title IV. When tho 
Title IV atafi member rooommendod that tho coordinator ho moved lo 
Central Office along with other admlnlatratora, tho suporlnlondonl Indicated 
there was no room for him. Dr. Wllllnm J, Holloway, Chief, Evaluation 
Review Branoh, May 1970. 

'11 Names withhold al tho request of tho Individuals Interviewed. 
"" Inconalatont goala ramp111t In tho program may ho attributed at lout 

In part to tho frequency with which leadership changes occurred al tho 
director lovol of tho overall program. One atall member commontod that 
ho had served under al:,: director■ In 5 year■, Dr. Holloway, aupro al 26. 

1111 Interview with Fred Murray, Advlaory Speolallat, Charlotte■vllle City 
School ■, March 1970, 

DO Among tho charges made wore that black atudenta were being called 
"nigger", black 1tudent1 were being prevented from wearing loather jackets 
bocau ■ o they wore ■1"'1• of black power, blaok ohlldron bad boon phyalcally 
abused by white principals, and 01pulalon of black atudonta over trivial 
mollora wa1 oommon. Intervlow with R, T, Groene, staff 1peclal11t, University 
of Virginia Deaegrogatlon Cantor, and Mra. Robert Greeno, remedial readln; 
teacher, Lano High Sahool, Charlotto■vllle, Va,, March 1970. 

B1 Interview with Dr. E, W. Rushton, Superintendent, Ch ■rlottoavlllo City 
Schoola, March 1970. 

tlll Intorvlow with W. A. Johnacn, Advlaory Spocl11l1t, Choaapoako City 
Schools, Che11peako, Va,, March 1970. 
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refused it, only when his school was phased otit 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.34 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.36 As one I:IEW 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 execq.tive officer and it is to 
him that teachers, principals, members of the school 
hoard, parents, and the entire community look for 
guidance and leadership. Through firm. c~mmitment 
and positive action he can do much to facilitate a 
successful transition from segregated to integrated edu­
cation. 

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

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

"' 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 wns a drastic decline in 
the number of black secondary principals. Between 1965 and 1971 the num­
b~r 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:i Interview with James Carey, March 1970. 
30 Interview with Mias Edna Ellicott, November 1970, former Title IV 

member. It should be noted that positions as Title IV coordinators, unlike 
positions in the local school 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. 
I don't want to slide hack in the classroom." Interview with Macia Bill, 
Juno 1970. 

minimum. S9me have actively opposed .desegregation. 
In a few comm"hnities, however, superintendents h11ve 
exhibited firm resol;e 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'jn New Albany, Mississippi, was instru­
mental in moving his community toward l!,Cceptance of 
quality, integrl!,ted education. During the summer of 
1965, Mr. Smjth attended a Titie, IV• desegregation 
training institute at the Unive~sity, of Mississippi 
which was concerned with desegregation. The next 
summer he attended a shµilar training institute at the 
university, this time hringipg with him several of his 
key administrators. Largely as a result, of his experi­
ence at these ·training ins~tutes_, Mr. S~ith became 
convincea. of -the value of desegregation• and began to 
make efforts to persuade hi§i school hoard as well.87 

In 1967, the school hoar!'.i applied for a~d received a 
grant,of $5Q,090 from the Kettering Founaation which 
enabled hoard. mem~,ers ?Jld senior staff, persons to 
visit schools outside the State which hall desegregated 
successfully. These visits had a dramatic ,effect on the 
outlook of school hoard members toward desegregation 
and toward education generally: As one member saiil: 
"We learned ,that our schools were proyiding ari 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. 89 

The primary effect of the visits was to convince the 
school hoard that the New Albany School System 
needed to he completely overhauled, and the members 
became receptive to suggestions by the superintendent 
and outside consultants. Among the suggestims for 
change that the hoard accepted was one for 
desegregation.40 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 
hoard. 

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

37 Interview with J. Bryant Smith, Dec. 4, 196!). 
38 Interview with Dr. Paul K. Shannon, Chairman, New Albany School 

Board, Dec. 4, 1969. 
80Jd. 
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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.41 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 

a.14. 
.. Id. Despite tho success of Title IV grants to facilitate desegregation of 

the elementary schools, an application for a arant to facilitate secondary 
school desegregation was rejected 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.43 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.44 

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 plap., 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." 45 

Complete desegregation of the Hoke County School 
System took place without illi:ident 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.46 

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 

"'Interview with Donald Abernethy, Superintendent, Hoko County Puhlic 
Schools, Mar. 28, 1970. 

"Id. 
'"Id. 
'"Id. 
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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 hoard 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 rac~ were brought 
together to work cooperatively on -dealing with prob­
lems that would he encountered in the process of de­
segregation. The teachers also visited other school syl[!­
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 supedntendents, 
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 hid for reelection through a write-in cam­
paign initiated by State and local officials.48 His suc­
cessor told Commission staff that he would not have 
pushed for desegregation unless ordered by the 
court.49 After his defeat, Mr. Thornton accepted a 
p9sition as assistant principal of the new vocational 
school which carries his name. 

Types of Programs Funded 

As previously indicated, Section 405 provides for 

' 7 Inte"iew with Allen Thornton, Jr., Aseiatant Principal of Allen 
Thornton. Jr. Vocational School, Lauderdale County, Alabama, Jan. 16, 1970. 

48 Interview with Mr. Thornton's successor, Oshie Tinvelle, Superintendent, 
Launderdale County Schools, Florence, Ala., Jan. 16, 1970, 

'"Id. 

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 to 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.60 In the school districts visited by 

60 A review of grant applications that were accepted yielded tho following 
range of topics: Presentations by specialists on psychological and sociological 
factors incident to &chool 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 polyethnlc backgrounds, exploration of techniques 
of working with parents through parent•teacher conferences, problems incl• 
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 Desegregation, lntellectional and Social Competence 
of the Disadvantaged, educational needs of disadvantaged children, helping 
the cross-over teacher communicate with the disadvantaged child, use of 
behavioral theories and instructional techniques and materials, teaching in 
a nongraded achoo!, teaching as one of a team, use of standard tests for 
measurements, television as a classroom tool, communication skill develop• 
ment required to teach effectively in racially mixed classes, Health Practices 
of the Poor, Consumer Practices of the Poor, Effect of Cultural Deprivation, 
Nutrition and Intellectual Development, Compensatory Programs, Pre-School 
Programs, Effective Use of Verbal Behavior in the Classroom, Group Dynamics 
in the Classroom Setting, Simulations as Leaming Devices, Measuring and 
Evaluating Student Accomplishment and Curriculum Materials, and Processes 
in Social Studios Patterns of Internal Classroom Organization Designed to 
Achieve Academic Competence which Promote Worthy Self-Imiu:e the Role 
of Principa!s, Administrators, Counselors, and Teachers in the Desegregation 
of Schools. 

Source: Proposals for the following School Systems, Williamaburg-Jame1 
City County School Board (Va,); West Carroll Parish Board (La.); Biloxi 
M'!nicipal Separate School District (Mias,) ; Bossier Parish School Board 
(La,) ; Asheville City Board of Education (N,C.) ; Chesapeake Public 
Schools (Okla,) ; Enid Public Scboola (Okla.); Sampson County Public 
Schools (N,C.) ; Alamance County Schools (N.C.) ; Chesapeake Public 
Schools (Va.). 
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Commission staff, activities developed by T~tle IV 
coordinators 51 have included publications of a pam­
phlet about desegregation in the !l(:hool distrfot (New 
Albany, Mississippi and CharlottesviJ-!e, Virginia); de­
velopment of model or demonstration schools for 
observation of desegregation techniques, .(Volusia 
County, Florida and Muskogee, Oklahoma); ind crea­
tion of a special teacher corps to advise and train 
regular faculties in sut:h areas as team teaqhin,g, cur­
riculum studjes, audio-visual materials, and textbook 
evaluation (Volusia County, Florida). They also have 
included visits to mihority areas to see first-hand the 
environment in which minority children live: In .Ber­
nalillo County, New Mexico, teachers visite.d the Santo 
Domingo Pueblo to attend a mass offe~ed in honor of 
th~ Pueblo's patron saint, St. Dominic. The teachers 
also saw ceremonial dancing, and had a l~ye-in experi­
ence at .the Cochiti and Santo Dofu,ingo pueblos with 
Indian families.52 Occasionally, 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 encoilntered iri teaching the dis­
advantaged child, on the introduction of new teaching 
techniques, and on problems of hunian 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 numl;ier of districts visited by Commis­
sion staff, black teachers commented on the limitations 
of this approach. One black teacher said: 

The program (Title IV workshop] was one-sided. 
Blacks moved into white schools, but the teachers 
only got information on how to work with 
blacks.54 

Iil "Coordinators" here refer to advisory specialists or directors of in­

service tralning programs. 
6!l Bernalillo Public Schools Tri-Cultural Sensitivity In-Service Training 

Program Report. Also ioterview with Arnold J. Rael. Director of Title IV io 
Bernalillo, February 1970. 

63/d. 
Gt. Interview with Mrs. Edna S. Sheppard, St. Lucio County, Fla., Apr. 8, 

1970. 

Another had this to say: 

I though~ it was a fine gesture to bring teachers 
t~~ether 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 rec::ipients of Title IV funds in that school 
officials recognized the need to deal with the concerns 
of both r?c«:s if desegregation were to work. They 
~nt1cipated, for example, that many whites would fear 
that d~segregation 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 
th~ development of innovative types of curriculum. 
Although the program emphasized quality education, 
the foe.us 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 staff 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-

65 InteI'View with Charles Bryant, Classroom Teacher, St. Landry Parish, 
La., Mar. 8-13, 1970. 
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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 o_r 
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.56 Thus, the eV'aluation 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.57 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. 68 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.69 

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.60 

A Georgia school official indicated the "... one 
accomplishment of the program was the fact that the 
community knew that we recognized the problems and 

M Report by Mrs, Sherry Arnstein, Sal/ Euoluatian of Title 11' (EEOP), al 
28 (1966), 

&1 ]d. 

llS]d, 

GD Partlolpants In training programs have been asked by program leaders 
to rate the speakers on o three or four point scale and to make narrative 
commenti on the value of tho se ■ alcns, 

GO Interview with Lawrence H. Robinson, Title .IV Director, Moore County 
Schooh, Carthage, N,C,, Jan, 27, 1970, 

were trying to do something about them!" 61 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 groµps 
of educators together to communicate. "Before, we ha:d 
no communication whatsoever." 68 

Faculty and administrators in New ~any, Missis­
sippi, where total int~gration. 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.615 

According to this report, published by the school 
district itself, the program demonstrated that introduc­
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.66 

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-

01 Interview with J, Edwin Stowe, Superintendent, Ste11hena County 
Schools, Toocoa, Ga,, February 1970, • 

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

es Interview with John Gilmore, Principal, Hl1r1ln1 High School, McComb, 
Min,, Doc, 10, 1969,

°' Interview with 0, Wayne Gann, High School Principal, New Albany, 
Miu,, December 1969. 

1111 The New Alban,- Star,-, Now Albany Independent School Dl ■trlot, New 
Albany, Ml11,, 1969, 

GB Id, 
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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.67 

In McComb, Mississippi, the coordinator of the Title 
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.68 

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." 69 

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.70 

Some participants interviewed by Commission staff 
were more cnt1cal of the Title IV 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.71 

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, hut rather concentrated on materials 
and techniques with which any good teacher should 
already he acquainted. 

One teacher complained: 

The program was on teacher techniques. They 

67 Interview with Donald Ahemethy, ,upra note 43, 
08 Interview with W. L. Tobias, Director, Title IV Program, McComb, 

Miss,, Dec. 10, 1969. 
•• Nathaniel Lee, Director of Title IV, Richmond City Schools, Richmond, 

Va,, March 1970. 
'IO Interview with Mrs. Maria Guttierez Spencer, Silver Citr Schools, 

N. Mex,, February 1970, 
11 Interview with Leonard G. Jewett, Teacher, Hampton City Schools, Mar, 

16, 1970, 

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.72 

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, he 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 
hy 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. 13 

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 Sealr, Teacher, Hardy High School, Challa• 
noogn, TeJlll., Feb. 27, 1970. 

'13 Interview with Bruce Steward, Student, Biloxi School District, Biloxi, 
Miss,, January 1970, 

7' Interview with Philip Gaudy, Student, Biloxi School District, Biloxi, 
Miss., Januacy 1970, 

22 

https://teach.72
https://other.70
https://program.68


terns must meet in the process of desegregation.75 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.77 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." 78 

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 

75 Ono former Branch Chief in the Division of Eqnal 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 ■hould have been aware 
of the consequences of such a funding level. 

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

'17 Interview with Mrs. Venle Yancy, teacher, Madison County, Ga., Feb. 
25, 1970. 

'18 Final report of Title IV project, February 1966 to June 1966, P• 1. 
Remarks of Bill Lee, ABBlstant Superintendent, Biloxi Publlo 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 ~d, 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.79 

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 ~e 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." 81 

'19 Dr. William J. Holloway, Evaluation Rovlow Branch, May 1970. 

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

81Jtl. 
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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 hoards in preparing and 
implementing desegregation plans.1 Under Section 404, 
the institutions, under grant or contract with the Office 
of Education, conduct training institutes for school 
personnel.2 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.3 

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 plane for the desegrega• 
tion of public schools." This technical assistance 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 Southem and border 

States in order to provide services within States' geographic arens. Recently, 
there have been several such centers in the North and West. 

$8,168,391. This increase reflected the additional ex­
pense -to he 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 he 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 l½ times the amount expended in 1969.4 

In the early years following enactment of Title IV, 
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 desegregl!tion." 5 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. 6 

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 

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

6 Civil Rights Act of 1964, PL 88-352, Title IV, Section 404. 
8 Seo Table DI. 
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institutes were held at 18 colleges with predominantly 
black student enrollments.7 Most institutes were h~ld 
under the auspices of the school of education within 
the college. 

The institute progra:i:n 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 liiiman relatiohs and on 
design of curricular content for children from an 
"atypical environment".8 

Program emphasis needed _to be developed, stated th~ 
Task Force Report, so that the limited resources could 
be used most e:ffectively.9 Further, the report recom­
mended that an effort be made to identify situations 
which could be developed as prototype projects_, ail~ 

that a priority system be established for the evaluation 
of applications received in response to program 
announcements.lo 

In December 1964, a Leadership Conference on In­
stitutes, composed of specialists in· education;· 11chool 
administration, the behavioral sciencei,, ~d co~unity 
intergroup organizations, was held at the University of 
Maryland.11 The specialists considered the g~ographi­
cal areas which should be served by th!3 institutes, 
appropriate subject content for institutes, the kinds of 
school desegregation problems institute programs 
should consider, evaluation techniques, and des_i:r~ 
followup programs.12 The final conference report pro­
vided a \:Yorking document that was later utilized by 
Title I'; staff in developing guidelines and procedures 
for operation of the program. Many of the recommen~ 
dations were incorporated in materials disseminated t~ 
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" 

'l See Table DS. 
8 Luddlngton Tuk Foree Report. at 1. 
•Id. 
10 Id. 
11 Office of Educatlou Repo~ • • . Leadership Conference on Jnat!lutea, 

1965, University of Maryland, Dec. 16-19, 1964. 
11Jd. 

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 
hecaµse 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 
miglit well request and need assistance most, acute 
P!ob~ems of desegregation existed in other parts 
o~ tlie country and merited consideration and as­
sistance. 

Those institutions of higher education which ex­
pressed early interest in developing training institutes 
«;>il desegregation were sent copies of a Policies and 
Proceaures Manual for Training Institutes.13 The 
Manual provided guidelines for developing institute 
proposals and designated format and time limits for 
s~bmis~ion. It encouraged colleges and universities in­
tere_sted in hoiding institutes lo seek out school dis­
tricts -to persuade them to participate.14 One reason 
~hy the Manual encouraged these contacts was to ena­
nle 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.16 Later, when the program became 
~ore 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 ~e 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.16 

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

13 Equal Educational Opport1mltlea Program, Palidu and Proceduru Jar 
lns1i1i:1e, /or Special Trainini on Problem, of Schaal De,epegalian, 1964, 

liJd. 
11Jd. 
18 Id. This statement Ill faot la 1lmpl7 a partial restatement of Section 

404 o( tho Civil RlihU Act of 1964, P• 1. 
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Institute programs may he 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 he considered as long as there is logi­
cal relationship to problems associated with the 
assignment of students to public schoo1s and 
within such schools without regard to their race, 
color, religion or national origin.17 

The Manual provided that acceptaple 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 
he aimed primarily at school personnel who could in­
fluence others in the district, to he oriented toward 
action on specific desegregation problems, to provide 
for followup relationships between institute staff and 
participants, and to provide interdisciplinary ap­
proaches t-0 school desegregation prohlems.18 It also 
suggested that areas of administration and curriculum 
were particularly pertinent to desegregation problems 
and were the concern of each level of tlie school dis­
trict hierarchy, implying that th~se were desirable 
areas for institute programming.i9 

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 De.segregation. 1964. 
Thia statement ln fact is simply a partial restatement of Section 404 of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, p. 1. 

lB]d. 
19 Although no detailed requirements concerning program content 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 ln 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 lnstrocUonal qnality, development of appropriate 
vocational, special education, and other specialized programs designed to 
provide instruction appropriate to individual student differences, procedures 
for dealing with disciplinary problems in desegregated schools reaulting 
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. 

of classrooms, teacher staffs and schools would 
seem to he of paramount importance.20 

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, 
tliey were horrible." 21 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 u~iversity involvement 
in desegregation. Thus, examination of the actual oper­
ation of individual institut~ 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, hut 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.23 

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, 

"° Equal Educational Opportunities Program, Policies and Procedures for 
ln<litute, for Special Training on Problem, of School Desegregation, 1964, 
PP• 4 and 5. 

21 Interview with Dari Hullt, HEW, Central Ofiice, Title IV, Apr. 1, 1970. 
22Jd. 
23 Interview with Dr. Ralph Martin, Knoxville College, Feb. 17, 1970. 
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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 he 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 he 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.27 The 
institute also sought to explore asp~cts of group int'er: 
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 

"' Seo Final Report, 1965 Summer Institute, Aubnm University, Auburn, 
Ala. 

25 See Director's Technical Report, 1968 Summer Institute, Hampton Insti• 
tote, Hampton, Va. 

20 Summer Training Institute on Group Integration In the Desegregated 
School, a proposal of the Spring Hill College, Mobile, Ala. 

"'14. 
.. 14. 

educational research, chairmen of education divisions, 
and deans of schools of education.29 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.30 

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 ablack institute 
director.31 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.82 , 

Institute Participants 

Section 404 requires that persons selected for partic­
ipation in institutes he "school personnel".33 Ths term 
was interpreted broadly by the Office of Education to 
include not only principals, counselors, and teachers, 
hut also cafeteria workers, bus drivers, and school 
nurses.34 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 includ_ed commu­
nity leaders involved in community organizations con­
cerned with the educational process within the school 
district. Two institutes involving community leaders 

29 Jd. 
80 Id, 
81 Commission Staff Survey, 
82 A 1-year program for updating !uterethn!c aspects 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. Kimbrough of tho Univorslty of Florida, 
Dr. Joe Hall, Dr. Claud Kitchens and Dr. Samuel B. Ethridge. Dr, Ethridge 
was the only out-of-State comultant who was black and who was not a 
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 sessibn institute■ 
for special training designed to improve the ability of teachers, aupenison, 
counselors, and other elementary or se.condary personnel to deal effectively 
with special educational problems occasioned by desegregation. 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. 

M Interview with Dr. William J. Holloway, Evaluation Branch Chief, May 
1970. See also, Office of Edncation Report of the Leadership Conference on 
Institutes (1965) at S. 
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were held in 1965 at the University of Mississippi and 
Auburn University.85 

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.36 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.87 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 1968.88 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.89 

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 1966-67 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-

BIi The Leadership Con!eronce viewed "participation by achoo! personnel" 
aa a wide net Including community leaden, Unlvoralty of Maryland (1965). 

118 Commission stall Interview• with Inatltuto partlclpanta, 
BT Office of Education Policies and Procedure• Manual for Institutes at 28, 
08 Proposal for fundln11 of 1968 Institute on Crou,over Teacher Training, 

Paul Quinn Collese, 
SSJ]d, 

'° Loaderahlp Tralnln11 Institute for Advanced Unlvoralty Study for Teachers 
of Newly Dese11re11atod School■, 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 IV.41 Thus, few 
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.48 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.44 

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.45 

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. 

"- See Final Reports of Texaa Southern University, 1968 and the University 
of Miami, 1965, 

(JI See Final Reports for University of Mlaalaalppl, 1965 and Auburn 
Unlveralty, 1965, 

'" Among the topics covered In tho Institute were the provl1lon1 of the 
Civil Right• Act of 1964, procedure• uaod by varloua achoo! dl■ trlcta to 
carry out desegregation, and planning of future couraos of action to be 
'followed In tho dlatrlcta participating In tho Institute, The number of com, 
munlty leaden participating la not known, 

"The Institute on the School Prlnclpalahlp held July 1, 1968 throu11h 
Feb, 28, 1969 at Texna Southern University had a black and white 1tudent 
explain to the participants the 1tudont1' expectation• In deaegrogated 1ohocl 
sltuatlon1, 

'5 See Final Report, Auburn University, 1965 Summer In1tltute, 
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Early institutes for superintendents and school board 
members also l~cked black participants, largely be­
cause few school systems employed black persons at 
policy-making administrative levels. 

Instructional Techniques and Format 
According tci 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. 47 

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 

4.11 Sherry Amstein, &upra note 36 at 12. 
•1 Id. 

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.48 

At the peak of the Center program activity in 1970, 
there were 15 university-based desegregation centers 
in the United States.49 All except two of those centers 

'" The thesis set !orth b7 the HEW Ollice of General Counsel was that 
"the Commissioner could tell . . . the University to provide technical 
assistance in accordance with requests from any •school board' within a 
particular geographical area and that it would he unnecessary to make any 
referrals to the Office of Education except where the contractor had reason 
to question the status of the applicant as a •achool board' or where it waa 
unable to render the technical assistance requested." 

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 waa that each contract for an Institute had to be 
separately processed. With a limited staff, paper work wao 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 whicl1 
had to moot the rigid funding style of the Ollico of Education only oaco 
for the several program components. Title IV co·ntracts for establishment of 
Centers lo Deal with Problems of Desegregation-Use of State Education 
Agencies and Universities, p. 31 Aug. 24, 1967. 

49 Auburn UniversityI 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 Tennesaee, 
University of Texas, and the University of Virginia. 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 completion of the Commission's field work arc not included in 
this study. (Universit7 of California at Riverside, the Nations! 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 Univorait7 ol Pittsburah). 
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were located in Southern or border States.11 ° Cur­
rently, despite a lower level of funding, there are 17.51 

Twelve are in publicly supported institutions and five 
are in private colleges or universities.62 Sixteen of the 
institutions are predominantly white in student enroll­
ment, and one is predominantly black. 63 

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 

00 University of New Mexico Cultnral Awareness Center at Albuquerque, 
New Mexico and the National Center for Research aud Information for Equal 
Educational Opportunities at Colombia University (Teachers College) • 

Iii. Auburn University, University of South Alabama, Ouachita Baptist Uni­
versity, University of California at Riverside, University of Miami, Univeraity 
of Georgia, Tulane University, Mississippi State University, Univeraity of 
New Mexico, Teachers College of Columbia University, St. Augustine's College, 
Univeroty of Oklahoma, University of Pittsburgh, University of South 
Carolina, University of Tennessee, Univeraity of Virginia. 

62 Auburn University, University of South Alabama, University of Cali· 
fornla at Riverside, University of Georgia, Miuissippi State University of 
New Mexico, University of Oklahoma, University of Pittsburgh, Univeratiy 
of South Carolina, University of Tennessee, University of Texas, and the 
Univeroty of Virginia. Centers at private Institutions are: Ouachita Baptllt 
University, University of Miami, Tulane University, St. Augustine's College. 
Colnmbia University (Teachers College). 

03 St. Auguatlno'a Colle11e. 

at the express order of the university administration. H 

Center staff as well has exhibited a similar reluctance 
to he identified with desegregation. In response to 
telephone calls made to centers, only one indicated that 
it had any connection with desegregation.66 The others 
responded in a variety of ways, none of which sug­
gested a school desegregation function: 

"Special Programs" 56 

"Auburn Center" 67 

"TEDTAC" 58 

"3213" 69 

"Education Center" 60 

"Educational Resource Center" 61 

"General Extension" 62 

"Human Relations Center" 63 

"Consultative Center" 64 

"Cultural Awareness Center" 66 

"Technical Assistance" 66 

"Educational Planning Center" 67 

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.68 Of the 

"'Interview with Dr. Morrill Hall, University of Georgia Desegregation 
Center Director. 

s;; University of South Carolina, Columbia, S.C. 
GO University of South Alabama, Mobile, Ala. 
67 Auhum Univeroty, Aubnm, Ala. 
68 Ouachita Baptist Univeroty, Arkadelphia, Ark. 
50 University of Miami, Coral Gables, Fla. 
60 University of Georgia, Athens, Ga. 
61 Tulane University, New Orleans, La. 
.. Missiuippl State University, Sta to College, Miss. 
83 St. Augustine's College, Raleigh, N.C.
°' University of Oklahoma, Norman, Okla. 
85 University of New Mexico, Albuquerque, N. Mex. 
80 University of Texas, Austin, Tex. 
87 University of Tennessee, Knoxville, Tenn. 
t1B For example, at the time of the Commission visits to seven of the 

15 (now 17) centers. the following situations prevailed. Aubum 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 blncks" were within 50 mHes of Auburn.) 
The Centers at the University of South Alabama, Georgia, and Tennessee 
had no blacks in professional capacities (Tenneuee 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 stndent 
aHistants. The single black professional was not located at the Miami 
Center but rather at its northern branch located at predominantly black 
Florida A&M Unioersity 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 becanse of preuure from the Washington Title IV office aud 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 member and there are two black professional assistants at 
Aubum University. There remain no black professional staff at the University 
of South Alabama. There are three professional staff members at Ouachita 
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 as•istant professor. At only five 
of the 17 universities doea the minority student enrollment exceed 4 percent. 
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Centers existing at the end of 1971, all but two of 
the directors were white.69 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.70 

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 

69 The Center Director at St, Augustine's College, a predominantly black 
college, Dr, William A, Gaines, is black, Dr. John A. Aragon, the Director 
of the University of New Mexico Cultural Awareness Center, is Meucan 
American. 

'ID For example, Dr. John S. Martin attended Alabama State lnatltutlona 
graduating from them in 1951, 1956, and 1959, A check of these lnatltutlona 
reveals, according to the President's office, that no black students were 
admitted prior to 1964. Dr. Martin is at the Auburn Center, He waa 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, attended 
Emory University •in 1941 and 1946 prior to desegregation of Emory, He 
received his doctorate from Florida State University in Tallahassee in 1956, 
The lira! black student waa admitted to Florida State University in 1960-1961, 

Dr, James L. McCullough received his bachelor's and maater'■ degree ■ 
from Mlaaissipi State University in 1949 and 1954 respectively. He received 
his doctorate from MiHissippi 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. Dash received his A.D., 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 lnatitutlon waa only 
1.8 percent desegregated. Thia suggests that even today there is little 
desegregation. In addition, Bash'a teaching experience was in segregated 
school systems, i.e., Pittsylvania County, Prince Edward County, and 
Charlottesville, Va, 

Office of Education." 71 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 tr-aining 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 he 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.72 

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 

'11 Interview with Gordon Foster, former Director, University of Mfami 
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 staff. What little contact with the Office of 
Education he had had, had been with the regional office, 

'12 In some cases, there is aubsuintial conBict even among the staff of the 
same center aa to whether tho direct or indirect approach should be utilized. 
One such center, visited by Commission staff, was the University of 
Oklahoma. In fact, the content of the various training programs at that 
center haa depended upon the outlook and orientation of the particular staff 
members responsible for conducting 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 member at the Oklahoma Center, 
minorities felt that the only way that training could be of value in over• 
coming the often unspoken fears of blacks and whites concemlng desegre­
gation was to bring them out In tho open, and through frank discussions, 
lay .them to rest. White staff members expressed fear that if a direct 
approach were undertaken, they would lose favor with local school distrJcta, 
thereby damaging overall university relations and possibly undermining the 
univeraity'a financial support. Interview■ with Univeraity of Oklahoma 
Desegregation Center staff, Interview with Dr. Wayman Shiver, former 
Oklahoma Desegreptlon Cenler staff. • 
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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: TQ 
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 Qnly 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 expJored. And in the 
section covering economic power the economic disad­
vantage of black people was discussed. The value of 
this institute for purposes ot 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 

T.1 Name withheld at the request of indlvldual interviewed. 

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.74 In a further 

7• Conrad Powell, University of South Carolina Desegregation Center atalt. 
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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.75 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 ~videnced either by 
institute staff or participants.76 "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?" 77 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." 78 

An institute held in 19.70 uriiler the auspices of the 
University of New Mexico Center provided another 
example of the direct approach.79 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.",81 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-

711 Comm!aalon staff observation. 
18 Mrs. Abbie Jordan, Consultant to University of South Carolina De• 

aegregatlon Center for the Sumter Institute program, February 1970. 
'11 ]d. 

'IBJd. 
'IS' Regarding Internal crltlclam made by Institute staff that there were no 

permanent center staff members In attendance who were black, the response 
waa that they, the center staff, were unable to find anyone "qualified." This 
despite the fact that the Center Director bad previously been employed at a 
black Institution (Benedict College) located In the same city as the Center 
In which he waa working. 

80 Santa Fe Workshop Seminar for Selected New Mexico School Personnel. 
81 Originally developed for presentation on television by Xerox Corporation 

for a aeries entitled "In Black America." 
82 Prepa;ed with Title IV funds with consultant assistance from Dr. 

Alexander Kite of the Santa Fe M111eum 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. 88 

The comme~ts 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 fr-;>m the Lake­
mont Package developed by the University o~ 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 
simulation film showed an irate white parent coming to 

83 Observation by Commlaslon ■ talf. 
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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 pr.ocesses 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 he 

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." 86 

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-

"' One serious !law in the film was that It failed to correct the stereotyped 
picture of blacks. Another film, however, entitled "Black History, Lost 
Stolen or Stra)•ed", which was presented did deal with issues relating lo 
tho universality of the stereotype, tho omitted contributions of h!sck 
Americans in ,·irtually every recorded form of data preservation,. and the 
destruction of black self image in a number of media. 

"" Mrs. Ida Fernandez, Group Leader Participant, Conference for Group 
Leaders, Feb. 13-15, 1970, Menger Hotel, San Atitonio, sponsored by 
TEDTAC, The University of Texas at Austin. 
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position of institute participants. Now, as opposed to In his view, the insensitivity evidenced by those 
past practice, there is adherence to biracial require­ responsible for conduct of the institutes was a fatal 
ments for institute participants. 86 flaw: 

In one key respect, howeve:r, there is little difierence 
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 µtem: 

These institutes were just shot through with 
racism. Most instructors were trying to develop a 
program which would he appropriate for -making 
kids conform to particular values and standards 
of achievement in terms of white middle class 
achievement.87 

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 to 
our standards." 88 

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 segreg11.ted 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 w:fto have lived most of their lives 
in segregated enviro~ents. 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 he, we may 
he able to secure greater cooperation from him in 
the future in his own district.89 

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. 90 

88 For example, the University of South Carolina Desegregation Center 
and the University of New Mexico Cultural Awareness Center institutes, 
previously described, had approximately equal nnmhera 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 I. Clifford, formerly Professor of Education, Atlanta University, 
Atlanta, Ga. 

BB]d. 
89 Interview with Gordon Foster, Director, University of Miami Center, 

Miami, Fla. 
00 Namo withheld at tho request of individual intonlewed. 

A major component of a successful institute is the 
people who carry it on. There were a gr.eat many 
people involved in the institutes who had no real 
concern for human beings, except in the context 
of their own ethnocentric notions. 91 

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.92 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.93 

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.94 

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 he 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 
IV 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 

91 Dr. Paul I. 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. Inteniew 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). 

91 Interview with Dr. Gregory Anrig, former Director of the Title IV 
program. 
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personnel often have resisted becoming involved in 
this aspect of their responsibilities. The principal rea­
son has been the fear that they would he viewed as 
civil rights enforcers and thereby lose their effective• 
ness. One center official told Commissi~n staff: 

I have spent a lot of time writing desegregation 
plans, hut the center's assistance would he better 
directed towards getting people more responsible 
for implementation involved rather than center 
personnel.95 • 

Another said: 

Drafting of desegregation plans is not an effec­
tive, productive area ·of respon~ihility, for school 
~ystems would rebel if we drew up plans, jusf as 
µtey have against the O~ce for Civil Rights 
(HEW-Title VI). We are ·~educing our effective­
ness hec.~use we are having t!iem desegregate in 
ways they do not want to which results ID a 
failure lo secure return visits to the districts.96 • 

The ~esire of centers to avoid becoming involved in 
imposing desegregation plans on local school districts 
has been exhjhifed in a variety of ways. Thus one 
center [si:qce ah~ndoned] flatly refused to assist in the 
writing of des1:;gregation pl!fns.97 Other centers 4ave 
sought to avoid direct involvement hy encouraging 
districts to develop .their own plans. An official of o~e 
center explain~d that school syste~s ~d the c01p.mu­
p.i~y itself are more lilc~ly to carry through a plan 
which they themselves have developed.98 Personnel at 
that center insist that the spho,ol !Iistrict incl~de a 
policy statement: "This hoard assumes legal 1esponsi­
hility to establish a_ uµitary school· system." 99 The 
offici~l als? expiaine4 tlJ.at'he favor~d "practi~al ~e~eg­
regat10n-'-legally acceptable, educatio,nally sound, ad­
ministratively feasible." He went on-to say: "If a plan 
provides 'reasonable' des~gregation, hut not complet"e 
~esegi;egation, 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 •io devise desegregation plans or to present alte;. 
native plans, leaving the selection to the ioc'al school 
district. These devices have had the effect of remQving 

00 Ira Eyester, former University of Oklahoma Desegregation Center staff 
member. ' 

111 Dr. Wayne Shiver, former atalf member, Unlveralty of Oklahoma De­
segregation Center. 

111 University of Sonthem Mlaalulppl Desegregation Center, Hallieahurg, 
Miu. 

08 Interview with Allen Cleveland, former Assistant Superintendent of the 
Selma, Alabama Public Schoola (1963-1968) , formerly a field representative 
for the Aubnm Center, and now. Associate Director of the Anbum Center. 

eou. 
lllO[d. 

the centers from direct involvement in the develop• 
ment of desegregation plans, limiting their role to as­
sisting school districts in drafting their plans.101 The 
plans that result, he emphasi.zed, are those of the 
school district, not the center.102 The director of the 
University of Oklahoma Center explained: "We help 
school districts to design plans and we help to present 
alternatives." 108 A Pniversity of Virginia Center staff 
member explained !o Commission staff his theory of 
tJie appropriate role for centers in devising desegrega­
tion plans: 

I have never felt that tlie Center's responsibility is 
plan writing. Rather, the Center should provide 
information to administrators so they can write 
plans. l\:ly suggestions have personally affected 11 
or 12 de!,legregation plans in Virginia, hut I have 
not actually written any. We push subtly and give 
advice, hut the courts have to clear up de jure 
and de f~cto segregaticin questions, so we c·an't 
give advice on that.104 

Still anot4er problem relatfng to center involvement 
in devising desegregation plans has been lack of agree­
ment on whfit constitutes an acceptable desegregation 
plan. Palm l3each ~ounty:, Florida reflects a situation 
in which Miami Center personnel, Title IV staff, and 
Title VI staff were :qot rea4ily able to come tc;> agree­
ment about the kind of plan to he drafted. Palm Beach 
County had.received more than $200,000 in Title IV 
LEA fup.d~ during the years 1966 and 1967. During 
the period of these grants several Palm Beach Title IV 
staff members were devoting tJ!eir time to developing a 
desegregation plan for the Palm Beach Scp.ool District. 
In 1968, the county pre~ent!ld a proposed desegrega­
tion plan Uiat 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 
B!lach. The district was ~ound to he not in compliance, 
hut: 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-

llll Jntervlew with Dr. William Gaines, Director, St. Augustine's Hnman 
Relations Center. 

102 Id. 
103 Dr. Joe Garrison, Director, University of Oklahoma Desegregation Center. 

Interview Feh. 9, 1970. 
1°' Interview with Roger L. Long, Staff Specialist, Univeraity of Virginia 

Desegregation Center, Cbarlotleavllle, Va. 
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ment of their plan. The staff prepared a new plan for 
presentation to the county school hoard. 

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, hut 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 Directo! agreed witl1 
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, 
BIIIlong other reasons for not accepting the weak plan, 
"that the credibility of the Miami Center would he 
damaged and their further efforts undermined in other 
distrcts, and as well, the credibility of Title VI would 
be damaged." 105 

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 he 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 numherous all-black schools on the elemen­
tary level. Title VI staff objected to this plan and 
because differences about the kind of plan to he imple­
mented appeared irreconcilable, the Palm Beach 
County file was sent to Washington, once again for 
commencement of administrative enforcement proceed­
ings.-ios 

106 Michael Stolle, Professor of Education, University of Miami, formerly 
Director of the University of Miami Center. 

106 Before administrative proceedings were initiated, however, a private 
suit was filed against the Palm Beach County System. Both Title VI and 
Title IV Center stall testified, Title VI supporting a plan eliminating ari. 
black schools and Title IV Center staff continuing to urge adoption of 
a plan which failed to eliminate all-black schools on tho high school level. 
The plan finally ordered £or high schools eliminated all-black high schools 
in Palm Beach County foUowing the decision in Swann v. Charlotte­
Mecklenburg Board of Education In April 1971. The plalntlf! returned to 
court seeking further relief at the elementary school level. 

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.107 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.108 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.109 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.no 

The impact of the policies of the ad hoc Conimittee 
has been to discourage effective desegregation plans 
generally. For example, a Title IV staff member in the 
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, hut 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 

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

1os Interview with Tob Kendrick, Senior Program Officer, Dallas Regional 
Offi.ce, Title IV. 

100 Id. 
ll0Id. 
lll Interview with former HEW stall member, Cbarlotteavillo Regional 

Office. 
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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 ail 
hoc Committee initially disapproved because • it re­
quired too much busing.112 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 distriot.113 

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.114 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.115 

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 9f Equal Educational Opportunity could best ful­
fill its role by offering assistance primarily in pro­
grammatic areas such as curriculum revision, teacher 

112 Dr. Gordon Foster, Director, Miami Center. 
ua Id. 
11' Letter from Herman R. Goldberg, Associate Commisaioner for Equal 

Educational Opportunity. to Dr. Josiah Hall, University of Miami Desegrega• 
tion Center, Jan. 6, 1972. 

116 Id. (Emphuls added.) 

preparation and development programs and special 
community programs, rather than "logistics". He fur­
ther emphasized the desirabili.ty 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 tci 
win the broad community support which is criti­
cal to any plan's success.117 

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 J:4e quality of education and avoid­
ance of appearing in the role of civil rights enforcer, 
would appear to have won out civer 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. Af,ter 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 i:ole 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 Thia point falls to acknowledge that Center Staff ia umally indigenoua 
to the area, though one questio~ why the University of Tennessee Center, 
located at Knoxville, was not requested to provide the assistance since it 
presumably was more "locally oriented". 

11T Id. 
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school districts and make their services unwelcome.118 

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 ~xpressed 
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 hoard, in support of a plan 
which would have left a substantial number of black 
students in all-black schools.126 

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 yo~ 
decide which. black students should be placed in 
had schools ?121 

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-

118 Interview with Wayne Shiver, University of Oklahoma Center. 
119 Interviews with Michael Stolle, former Director, University of M!am! 

Center, 
120 1d. =u. 
123/d. 

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 
he 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.123 
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.124 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 i~ 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.126 

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, 

123 Interview with Dr. Glenn Snider, Professor of Ed11eat!on, University of 
Oklahoma, February 1970. =Deana of the University of South Alabama, Auh11m University, and 
University of Tennessee (Hadley, Pierce, Cohokua). 
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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.128 They also complained that there 

=Staff interview• at tho University of Oklahoma Desegregation Center, 
University of South Alabama, and the University of Virginia Center. 

m Interview with Dr, James Baab, University of Virginia Desegregation 
Cantor. 

128 Dr. Joe Garrison, Dr. David Bjork, Dr. James Bash interviews. These 
men are center directors nt University of Oklahoma, University of South 
Alabama, and tho University of Virginia, rospoctivoly, 

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. 
One center permitted staff members to operate a con­
sulting service offering assistance, for profit, which the 
desegregation center was funded to provide.129 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. 

""Tulane University Center. 
180 Auburn University Center bad virtually no oxporlonco In tho field. 
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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 IV, the Federal Government offers technical andc 
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 

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 fo~ 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 influenc~ 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 tech,nical 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-
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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 IV 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 he. 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 
he 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 he 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 he 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 he concerned with desegregation or 
education have been made, not on the basis of uniform 
guidelines, hut 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 he 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 personn~l generally have been 
persons whose training and experience have been in a 
social climate-and atmosphere in wh~ch 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 he 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 
St?tes 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 hoard 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 Tide IV has generally failed to accomplish its 
purpose of easing the path toward the desegpegation 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 he 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, hut also by parents, 
civic leaders, and other community repres~ntatives, 
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 
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·been actively involved in preparing for desegrega­
tion and assurances have been given-and honored­
that biack school officials would not he demoted fol­
lowing desegregation. 

The Commission has found instances in which State 
Title IV uni~ 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 
oper11tion 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. 
Sinpe cqntroversy surrounds the issue, the absence of 
Feq.eral 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 
f~iled: "The ... program is ineffective in that it 
requires a sick person to cure himself." 

Compared with most Federal financial assistance 
programs, 'J'itle IV is small in size. Even if effectively 
administer~d, it could not, in itself, have resolved the 
many problems that are incident to the desegrega­
tion proce~s. But Title IV c·ould 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 
tl_ie 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 JV is that there is a reservoir of 
receptivity to qesegregati.on which Federal aid, care­
fully structureq and wisely used, can tap. If Federal 
policy is firm ~nd unswerving in its dedication to the 
goal of complete desegregation, we can achieve it. In 
short, the Commis~ion is convinced that the promise of 
Title IV is worth redeeming and that its policy and 
approach must be strengthened, not abandoned. 
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CHAPTER VI 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

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

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

b. 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 fallowing 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. 

d. The Office of Education should develop criteria 
for evaluating grant applications that give a 
priority to the funding of "prototype" projeds 
-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 followlng recommendations, while 1pecllically directed to the Title 
IV program, apply equally lo other programs concerned with lacllltatlng 
successful desegregation, such as the E;mergency School Act, passed on June 
23, 1972 as Title VII of the Education Amondments of 1972. 

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. 

Some proje?ts having little, if anything, to do with 
desegregation have been funded and renewed. Others 
have limited 'their use 0£ 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 £or purposes 0£ dealing 
directly with problems 0£ desegregation, they have 
done so on their own, not as a result 0£ clear guide­
lines from the Office 0£ 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 0£ 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 £or the operation 
0£ projects, even when the staff has been integrated, 
almost invariably has been in the hands 0£ white 
officials. 
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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 recipient~erehy diluting 
the impact of the Title IV program. 

2. Funds should be provided for systematic evalua­
twns 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 

One 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 -an.d 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 he self-serving, haphazard, 
and superficial. 

3. The Office of Education should reverse its poUcy 
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, 

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 univers"ities. 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 he more effective as conciliators than enforc­
ers-may he understandable, their refusal to become 
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involved in such activities has the effect of denying to looked such contract violations and, indeed, as noted 
courts and school districts alike, the benefit of their above, in recent months has actually prohibited deseg­
knowledge and expertise, in clear violation of their regation cente~s from providing assistance to the 
grant contracts. The Office of Education has over- courts. 
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• TABLE A 1 

GRANTS TO STATE DEPARTIIBNTS OF EDUCAT~ON (Southern States) FY 1965-1971 

-- -

] _[:~ 
_...,.._.,. 

:;;;;;-·;;:..;-. ·r.,. - -~ -- .-

•• TOTAL .. 1965 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 . .. ....... - ...- ·• ·--
ALABAMA 6{).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 3U.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, 

' .- ** Oklahoma is a border state. 
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TABLE B 1-1 

JOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT (ALL STATES ~ECEIVING GRANTS) 

- ... ... -~rm= . ,.. ..,..._ 

-- ·-
TOTAL 

---
1965 

.... 

1966 
... 

1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 

-
ALABAMA. 1,838,741 40,000 306,265 73,150 223,lll 11.5,099 659,276 391,840 

ARIZONJ\ 125 000 -- -- -- -- 4o.nnn i::;o nnn ":\C, ()()() 

ARKJ\NSAS 6'i'i.q].q 6 011. 'i2. 'ill• 111. °il•°i 78 620 l'i'i.'i'i'i lOS 672 16'i.62'i 

CAT,TF0HNT /1. •r_22 lf~2 27?2- -- l'iq 10":\ 177.'iO'i 26'i 72C) ?l1.C). 661} 706 7'il _ 796,222 ' 

COLORADO 17.000 -- -- -- -- -- -- 17 000 
CJ1 
0 cmrffBCTICUT 406,538 -- -- 32,410 79,000 -- --· 295,128 

✓ 
!)ELl\WAHE 

D. c. 
58,130 

60 ()()() 

--
--

--
--

--
--

--
--

--
--

--
h0 nnn 

58,130---
--

f'LOIUDA 2,551,750 882,695 1128, 517 'i8,1,605 177,716 44 lf02 2ql. 628 'i42.187 

~EORGIA 

ILLii-lOIS 

DIDIANA 
IOWA 

-f-
,C,\.:-ISA.S-

1,250.500 

652,71§_ 

122 g(io 

31, 95l1. 

1,5, 500 

71.002 

--
--
--
--

150.000 

--
--
--
--

283,205 -- ~~ lB}f ~QIL ...~ 

189,975 58,09G 

-- --
-- --
-- --

J :i;l , JSlR 

79,059 

53 331 

--
--

..3J 11,60!); 

150,757 

--
--
--

~ 107,724 

17~,829 
·6<),618 

31,954 

4i::; Cj()() 

~ 

,CE!-:TUCKY 

LOUISIA.t"'i!A 

l,.tl\RYL.t\ND 

6<n. C)CJ2 

1,282,035 

521, 191,. 

iq2.0l() 

--~·"· 

--

7 6qo 
40,000· 

--

--
--••en Ok.WWW>. 

--

F\6 720 

62,162 
;,1CCdiiG.~cr--

":sfi onn 

--
56,498 

;L,•:Slll1:kittAI J, -~• 

J.66,612 

1 !:>R '71i -J 

681,334. .. ...... 

250,979 

I7A A!:>n 
442,041 

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) 

-,-
TOTAL 1965 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 •'c-

.. .. --
M/\HSACHUSETTS 197,310 130,124 -- -- -- -- 67.186 --
KCCHIGAH 888 ms 224 qi;o 11 o6c; AA. 14n C.n -::>~1 214 4,;q 261.1~0 

_ MINNESOTA ,, 180 07lf , -::>n A-::>h 60'1c;o-- ' -- -- -- --
122,548 201~,1?9mss!SSIPPI 720,008 -- 209,590 41,035 88,800 53,866 

MISSOURI 402i827 -- -- 91,626 -- 59,910 126,450 124,841 

-!ONTANA 15 800 -- • -- -- -- -- -- l'i.800 

XVADA 226,232 100,921 t:.fcl a~, e,,, ?An--· -- -- --
81,41~ 9,325 37,072 176,943:,JEW' .W.Rl'lli!Y 1'i'i 051 50,265 -- --

NEW I,;EXICO 384,078 -- -- -- 40 450 177 646 l11.o82 12.000 

HEW YORK 793,380 212 o~c; 26.c;~~ 117 lflf1 -- 100.200 1~7,169-- _ 

;-IORTH CAROLINA J., 895, 9;i_c;>___ 135,734 231,317 254.012 417.211 .. 122.886 268.20c; ::>66 47'i 

:mrn 339,987 J 70 000 Q~ 1::,(., 17(.. A(.., . ' 

762.265 43.420 192,686 183,267 100,160 242,732OKLAHOMA -- --
OREGON 148,839 -- -- -- -- -- 89,437 59,402 

PEITI?SYLVANIA 381,615 168. 76!1. ·:io 518 57 2B 125 100 

RHODE ISLAND 21lf,62'.1 -- -- -- 4q,6Tl lilf 111 r:;q Q'iO 60 887 

SOUTH CAROLINA 623,363 -- -- -- 133,256 53, 565·;. 78,654 357,888 
C:.ZIUIC -WAJZ,a,- :o•c=-s, •. • .,.,10.- -==- -

l'ENI·JESSEE 790,546 227,013 8,065 J.84.963 J.77.256 J.30. '.160 -- 62 88q 

==· l 



--

---

TABLE B l-1-3 

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 . -...... '. ' -
--i. 

TEXAfj l 784.·197 -- 71. i27 -- 84.028 ":\Ol.876 778.8'i2 ~li8,7J.4 __ 

VIRGINIA 2,000,65l 26J.,44o J.76,384 197,li-24 185,377 369,45li 626 076 J.84.4g6 
1.lASHinGTON 364.6l~J. -- -- -- 67,980 81.281 44 880 J.7o.c;oo 

·:iEST VIRGINIA J.4,037 -- -- -- -- -- -- J.4.037 

- ---·-i--
TOTAL 26,33.9,621 2,690,943. 2 067.092 2.J.35.724 i.005,661 i,227.845 .§,li83,93~ _6,6~,422__ 

... _. ___1ua:. 11:1 •• ~. . - .' 

== ~ 

I 



Tf.BLE B 2 

TOTAL-~ITLE I~ LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT (Southern and Border Stat~s) 

---· 
....;.,,~I - ·- = ..,........ - ..-:. __ ,,

-~~mm--,- ... ::::··· ::znr:-,r:· :.:-·:-:::z:z::nr:arr::t77 - -· 
i 

TOTAL 1965 196'6 1967 1968 1969 1970 ... .19.71 
~,co.:'1.,:,-=m .. .. - . . ' • 

n.n"R/1'.'.l\ , n,n 7lf1 40 000 qo6.26c;. 7~.1c;o 22:=l 111 1415.0()9 6c;q,276 ~ql:840 

\RKl\!JSAS 633,919 6 OJ.4 q2 :<14 11!1.. :=;!+3 78,620 133,333 105,672 163,623 

;-l:C.:L1'1.~:1'JIB,___-·- .._ _ -· 58 ,.130 ·-- -- -- -- -- c;8 l3Q__ I-

Im.',TRICT OF CQJ,. (,o nnn -- --- -- --
: .60 1000 --

· 3'LOEUDA 2,551,750 882,695 :" li28,.517 3BJ..605 177, 7.16 4l+ 402 29li.628 q42.187 
CTI 
~ G":::OHGIA J. 250,500 71 002 1150,000 -28~.20'i 184.077 l~q.c;qS ~J.4 8q4 107. 721~ 

!CEtI'I'LTCKY C:.T~. c.ig2 qq2 010 ' 7 6qo -- 86,720 128,'th:=i 78.820 i 

LOUISIANA 1,282,035 -- 40,000 -- 62,162. 56,498 • 681,334 442,041 
~ 

j 
;.~'\~YT!,'\HD <;27 ,J.n!" -- -- -- 36,000 166,612 250,979 1 .67,:=lO:=l ~ I 

;,!ISBISSIPPI 720,008 -- 209.590 4llQ35___ ~8~8~,., 5_3z866 122:248 204 169 

MISSOURI 402,827 -- -- 91,626 -- 59~93-0 126,45(!) 124,841 

!-:ORTH r.t,RnLINI\ J. 8921230 J. ""' 7"~1" 2q1 qJ_7 2c::4.012 417 211 ~22.886 268 29'5 266 475._ -
0;0UTH CAROLIHI\ Gr2~. ~G~ -- -- -- 133,256 53,565 78,65!~ 357,888 
'.IBNIIBSSEE 790, 51f6 227,013 8,065 18!>, 963 177,256 130,360 -- 62,889 

' 
TEXAS 1,784,797 -- 71,327 -- 84,028 301,876 778,852 548,714 -
VIRGINIA 2 000 (c;1 ?0J...J.t.!tQ.... 176, 38!~ 197,424 185,377 

I hALZl:auu.'lt £:..~ 
369,454 

J •. ds.ua .. ,~.,..- 0 

626,076.. ...._________., ___ . 184,496 

WEST VIRGINIA ll~ Q".1,7 -- -- -- -- -- -- J.h.0~7 

=1 TOTAL 
1a:~. 

17,122,420 2,015,911 I l, 661~;~6~r~·, 621, ~63ar•1 l, 934,334 l,977,459 4,496,401 r 3,415,477. -



--

--

I 

TABLE B 3-1 

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

(St a tes Oth e r Th an Sou t hern & Border St a t es with Loca l Education A~e nc ies Recei vi ng Gra nts) 
-- ; - --- • • 7, -- • ·. z t rcrr:o r ---r~ .-c • • ~. ----. - . . -

' 

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 
- · . . ,, . - - .- - - -· -··· .. 

,\...'U ZOT!!\ 125,000 -- -- -- -- 40,000 50,000 35,000 -
::. ~.E0:?:!IA b.4 32, 75?. -- 139 103 177 , 303 263,729 3l.19 , 66l1 706, 731 70(.. ..,,,,,,., 

CO ID:'J\D0 17 .000 -- -- -- -- -- -- 17 000 

-:om:ECTICUT 406, 538 -- -- 32, lrl 0 79,000 -- -- ~ ,128 _-
-:LLI::,)IS 652,716 -- -- 189,975 513 ,096 79 05".: 150 7c:,7 174,829 -
~- :D1 /'.!'.l\ J.22 , C)(,O -- -- -- -- 53 331 -- 69 , 638 

T0Wr".. .,1 ,954 -- -- -- -- -- -- 31. 954 

r~.'\JJS.A.S 45, 500 -- -- -- -- -- -- 45 , 500 

·., :iS/\.CfUSST'rs 197 . ~10 1 <0 1211 · -- -- -- -- h7 l Ah 

·r ciiIGA;J 888 975 224 950 11, 065 88 140 -- 69 , 2<1 _z34, l155i ?hl 1 '.\O-
'.Ii:,S S0 TA 189 , CJ7h -- -- -- 120 R?l.1 -- -- fio 1 c::n 

~'.Oi'fi.'A.iJA 15,Goo -- -- -- -- -- 1 c; Rnn-
:'YV,'\-C::A 226 , 2?2 100 921 -- -- -- 62, 931 62, 380 --
:!EW JE§ EY 355,053 50 ,265 -- -- 81 ,448 9 125 71,7. 072 176,g~-:i, 

:::a ?-'.EXIC 0 3811 , CF(C -- -- - - 40,h50 177 , 6l;G 1371, 982 71,2 oco 

- I 1-. --~ -. . -c,,1 ______ .~ - -

f r l 
,_ 

I 



TABLE B 3-2 

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT -(States Other Than southern & Border States with Local IMocatiou Agencies Receiving Gra.nts) 

- ......... .!l"l·: -..-

- TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 
- .. ·- -- -

ni!!W YORK 793,380 -- 212.0i'i 26 c;·.n 11'7 lf4":l -- , nn ?nn 337,169 _ ~ 

OHIO ·:no,987 -- -- -- -- 70,000 9':l.126 176 861 

I l!<LAHOMA 762 '265 -- 43.420 -- 192,686 183,267 100,160 242,732 

OREGON 1118,839 -- -- -- -- -- 89 l~':l7 c;q 40-::i 

W,l'Jll,:r~-'f-.,in ,-ri 381,615. 168, 764- -- --· -- '.10 '5<8 r:,7 211 12'i.l00 

RHODE ISLAND 211}.62? -- -- -- 4q 67'.1 h4 11-:i t;Q, Ot;Q r:.n 887 

,·lASHINGTON 364,641 -- -- -- 67.980 81 281 44.880 170 t;C\Q 

-

-
TOTAL 9,097,201 

l 
67,024 hoc; 62i i:;1 h -:i61 1-tQll I J22 ... ,l 2'50. ':186 1,987,533 3,192, 9~,i_ ... 

,...,, ......____________
111•-- ..• \SIP:~ -~••a-.• .. ~• --

·1 . I 



ALABAMA TABLE B 4-1 

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCA'l.'ION ~GENCY r.:RAN'T'S BY S'l.'A'l.'E, LOCAL EDUCA'T'IO!ll MENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AlllD AMOT:J!llT 

1969 1970 1971 

Lauderdale Co. 1!14,060 20,000 49,097 -- 74,963
-r:::-Bd~o~i'~E:'i:'d-.-------+---------+---1--~--+--,_.;.~;..;...+-----1--;....:;..;_..;_--1-----._-----I------'--

~uscaloosa City 20,000 20,000
-n.l)~0.0::-;lr-.~i:i:,r-o.-_-_;.;--__,:;_--,J---il--~--f-----f---,---1-----1-----.1-----J..----L. 

62,170'I\tscaloosa Co. 201.650 
Ba of Ed 

',l'roy City Bd of .155,255 155,255 
.i!iO. 

30,000Anniston-City 73,150 
• l3d of Ed 

1Anniaton Public 35.000 -- -- -- -- 35,000-+~~~-=.;;,;;,=~--""-4.;.;;.;..-+----1-----+------•---------i.-----·------•·~----~...----....._~Schools 

Tuscumb:j.a City 21,518 60,250 73,118 
3d of' Ed 

66,274Russellville 126,386 60,112 

City Bd of Ed 

--+--------+------a----a•----,-------+-----....-1~- ..._.,,.,,.,,,-:,_,.:,,=_.,,.,=-~--t=====¼,,,'·,c.1•.Qlui:4ii:J~--· __ __ 

I 



.AIJ\.BA.V.iA. (cont.) TABLE B 4-2 

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY 3RANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATIO:U AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT 
(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants) 

,..-- .. . -· 

-1 
- TOTAL 

-
1965 

•· 

1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 

-=i'l Pnh. ~"' '"'. ,;,1 f::->4 -- -- --. 21.624 
' 

-- -- --

Anda1usia Citv 
Bd of' E<i 

98.289 -- -- -- -- 22 c;q2 
-

7c;,7c;7 --

.,nbu'T r.i+.v 
of' Ed 
-

Tiil 
30,000 -- ·- -- -- -- -- ~o coo --

;\ubu:rn City Schs 36,h25 -- -- -- -- -- -- 36,425 

Birmingham City 
Bd o:fEd 

104,705 -- -- -- -- -- 104,705 --

Demopolis City 
13d of &:I 

- 73,783 -- -- -- . -- -- 73,783 --
.. 

lf.'1 n-ronr>o f!i +.v 
Bd of' Ed 

i;o ooo -- -- -- -·- --. c;o.ooo --

Phenix City Bd 
of' Ed 

3h.ooo -- -- -- -- --
.. 

34,000 

-:-__ 
- -

--

-

https://AIJ\.BA.V.iA


_______ _ 

ALABAMA (cont.) 

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT 
(h.~t~al E_.1h1cat.ion ,Agencies Receiving Grants)11••·- . --- . ·--- ., " ·™ 

-, 
TOTAL 

.· 
1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 

-
1970 1971 

-
-

Pike Co. Ed of' .,,,,.::,,.._ 

TallP-.de,,.a r.i +,, 

Schs. 

q6 000 

40 000 

--

--

--

--

--

--

-1-

--

--

--

of-

4o 

nrin 

non 

--

--

en 
00 

C:onPC1lh 

of Ed 
,.,,.. . P,'I ?.7 nnn -- -- -- -- -- -- ?.7 nnn 

Lee co. 
Ed 

3d of 15,000 -- -- -- -- -- -- -:i.~ nnn 

-'.adison Co. 
Ol .!!;CL 

Bd 65,268 -- -- -- -- -- -- 65 268 

iarion City Ed 
of' Ed 

21.792 -- -- -- -- -- -- ,:,, '7C'll'.l 

.;obile Co. 
Sch::;. 

Publi 62.801 -- -- -- __ , --. -- {,,::, Am 

)pelil:-..a City Ed 
of Ed 

71. 184 -- -- --
-

-- --
u:~---•.:1~ .. • ,.. 

--
.---··-- -----

7l ?.84 

:...=. 

I 
TOTAL 1.83~,'.741. 40.000 

.. 

?.06 26i:; 7?. 11:iO ..22?..lll 14i% oqq 6!:i0.276 
-, 

".:\91 840 

[ 



TABLE B 4-4 

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS HY STATE, LOCAL EVUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, Al\'D Af!OUNT 

40,000 50 000 15 000 

c.n 
\0 

TOTAL 125 ,000 110,000 50, 000 35, 000 

-t-------+-----+-----f-----1f-----1-----+·----+-----1-----1f.--,----1-

--t--------T------t----t------+------1------..----~------1------I----- -

--+---------+------•----••----- -----"'-----...1~..,u=. -- ~.,...,_.,_.,....,.._u-. .«.a-



--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--
--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--
--

--

--

--

ARKANSAS TABLE B 4-5 

TOTAL TITLE rJ LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND Af,!OUNT 

-· ... 4--;- -
(AH States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)·-- •-- ~vr ........._.... ..-~-~- - •; ·-

0\ 
0 

__, 

Fayetteville Scl- Bd 

Little Hock Pub. 
Schs, 

:!0.mustead Co, 
Bel. o:r Ed 

Pulasltl c·o. Suec-. 
Sch, Dist, 

- 1!a:n'Rton Sch, 
Dist, No, 1 

:·-:onticello Sch, 
Dist, 

Conwav Pub,Schs. 

l~11m1olia Sch, Di ;t. 
No,14 

(cont.) 

==1 

TOTAL 

6,011~ 

81,o86 

4o.8ol~ 

49,752 

2? .787 

50,000 

80 q8s 

.. 
112, 1100 

1965 
. 

6,014 

1966 

32,314 

1967 
.. -

4o.8ol~ 

4q_7i:;2 

2~ '787 

' 

1968 

28,620 

., .22,000_,, 

1969 

20,152 

~l 000 

42 400 

' c:IWMt!IWWW- .> t .. • 

1970 

--· 

4q aAc; 

--------·-- - . 

1971 

I 



ARKJ\NSAS {cont. J 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) 

-·- - . ,.,._ ··~.... - -. . 

_, 
TOTAL 1965 

. 
1966 1967 1'968 1969 1970 1971 

Lakeside Pub, 
Sch, 

~9.781 

' 

-- -- -- -- ":lQ 781 -- --

Lakeside Sch, 
Dist. No.1 

14;556 -- -- --
: 

-- 14 556 --

Ca'?lden Sch.Dist, 
No,35 

41,131 -- -- -- -- 41131 --

Cainden Sch.Dist. 18.500 -- -- -- -- -- -- 18.500 

Pl- no,..ano Tsn-1c ~o 828 -- -- -- -- -- -- -:in 828 

':;',ifln,-.., C!n'I,,, T\~ c:i ':lt; ,:in, -- -- --
-

--
. 

-- -- -:ic; ')01 

Pine Bluff Pub 
Schs. 

,q.ooo -- -- -- -- -- -- 59,000 

Wynne Sch.Dist, 
No,9. 

20,004 -- -- -- --
•12,e:m!SldSCI.~ 

--
~ .. I --~- • I .•. ••• 

--
-~i-- ... -· -·-·'- .. 

20,004 

TOTAL 633,919 6,014 32,314 114,343 . 78,620 133,333 105,672 163,623 

I I 



- -

--
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--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

. --

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

------ - - -- ---

--

--

--

--
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--

TABLE B 4-7CALIFORNIA 

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATIO~ AGENCY Gl{ANTS hY STAT~ . LuCAL 1uUCATIO~ AGE~CY, FISCAL YEAR , AND AMOUNT 

(Al l St a tes wi t h Local Ed uca t i on Agenc i es Receivi ng Grants ) 
• · . . 

-
j 

-

I-
Los An r:-Pl"'" 
City Unif. Sch. 
Di~t. 

Oakland Uni f .Sc 
Dist. 

Rive r s i de Unif. 
Sch .Di s t. 

Sucn:unento Uni f 
!:> Ch . Dist . 

P p r kr 1 <>v Tint' 

Sc h. Dist. 

San Mat eo Sch . 
Di st. 

Bicruno:-id Unif. 
Sch .Dis t . 

Pi ttsburg Sch . 
Dist. 

·-:cilands Sch . 
Di st. 

(cont .) 

. 

TOTAL 

1 ,7 h7"< 

°'SO 000 

99 ,544 

139,891 

2~2 c;q ~ 

1l8 , 592 

120 . 181 

1 7 () ( le e; 

152, lrG4 

1965 

- l 

1966 

l OQ l O"i 

"<0.000 

I 
=--

1967 

c; "'.J,70 

99 . 544 

72 ~9 

1968 

67 502 

q6 469 

58, 943 

40. 81 c; 

. 

:O Z L . W L.-~ 

1969 

2< 000 

: 

80 o6q 

59, 6119 

n c;66 

56 . ooif 

5_1 ,376__ .
' 

1970 

r:;6 ()<;<; 

c_;7 801 

61 o88 

1971 

c; 6 840 

4o ooo 

.... 



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) 

--- -

-· 
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1~68 1969 1970 1971 

Los Angeles Co. 
-

6!~,·250 -- -- -- -- -- 30,500 33,750 

1,:erced Citv Sch 
Dist. 

l~S.716 -- -- -- -- -- 55,060 80,7l6 

fil 
i-!onrovia Unif'. 
Sch,Dist. 

-
New Faven Unif'. 
Sch. Dist. 

101 hoo 

126.700 

--

--

l. --

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

<;q 700 

66,700 

53,700 

60,000 

' 

Pasadena Unif'. 
Sch.Dist. 

Perris TTnif'. Ser, 
Dist. 

101,497 

80,91!~ 

--

--
•. 

--

--

--

-- . 

--

--

--

--

97,500 

4'5.914 

99,997 

q<; 000 
. 

Pan li'ranci sco 
Unif.Sch.Dist. 

288.s66 -- -- -- _,. 138,659 1J;9,907 

Hanford Joint 
Union.High 

Ir.glewood Unif. 
Sch. Dist. 

·-1 (cont.) 1· 

49,,160 

61,292 

I 

--

--

--· 

--

-

--

--

--

--
. ,=,- .. 

--
»:dWA::s.~~ 

--
-

--
... -··-------

- . 

49,360 

61,292 



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) 

:- i 

-
San Mateo Elem. 
Sch.Dist. 

SPonn; " nn; nn 

Sch. Dist. 

TOTAL 

43,8JA 

7,;. (;h.() 

.:;mu= 

1965 

--

--

'! 

1966 

--

.... 

.. 1967.: 

--

--

-~ 

1968 

--

--

1969 

--

--

1970 

43,814 

--

-

1971 

--

7c; (;w, 

TOTAL 2,432~752 -- 1 -::io ,n~ 177 ';l()? ,;,(;-:;i '7".>Q ~h-9-664 7()(-; 7':ll _7q6 9?9 

' 

111e:.i, ....1.:itia:c:- •cc••11-,.,.,. - - ____..__ . 

-



COLORADO TABLE B 4-10 

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

- ·-• 

(All• States with Local Education As;encies Rece·iv3 Grants). . I 1:112• - .....,,.-~.... ·-
-· "' 

- TOTAL 1965 
-

1966 
-· 

1967 1968 
. 

I 1969 1970 1971 

East Otero Sch. 
Dist. R-1 

17.000 -- -- -- -- -- -- 17 IV"\0 

TOTAL 17.000 --
~ 

-- -- --

: 

-- -- 17.000 

. 
. 

-

w 
(. 

- ~· ....~•:. ~~~· .., ··- - -

-
-



- - -

---

-- -- -- --

CONHECTICUT 

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

.. - -, - ... 
I 

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 
.. ... . . - .. ~-

:·!oi·-.."3.J.J.t Bd of ~?,lt-J,0 -- 32,1~10 -- -- -- --
Ed 

F!'!rtford Citv 79 000 -- -- -- 79 000 -- -- --
Bd Qi' Ed 

;,., .,:"l"lf'-i,,1 n ~rl o": J2o,75r; -- -- 129,775- Ed 

Hamden Bd of Ed li9, 61!~ -- -- -- -- -- -- 49,614 

strunford Bd of 115,759 -- -- -- -- -- -- 115,759 
Ed 

TOTAL 406,~38_ 
. -- -- 32,410 79,000 -- -- 295,128 

, 

----.-- 11.1:imc12••~"~ .., ...,,...,..,~--· .... ,:e~.. i::,•.___,_ .. -

-1 =:Ill I"". r I 



-- -- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- -- --

TABLE B 4-12 DELAWARE 

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT 
'Ali §t~~~c~l. Edu~a~ion Agencies ReceiV ing Grants) 

] 
-- =====11·. .. - -.. J ............. - ' .. rs=::== -· 

I 

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 
--· -

nO '.:>I"\.l\p:poquinimink. 28.130 1 

Sch.Dist. 

'•li 1 m~ no+,.,,.., 1:lrl . '.:>I"\/"\/"\/"\ -- qo.ooo-- -- -- -- -- . 

of' Ed : 

- l'TV'\ITIIIT '>8 1qo '>8 1':ln 

. 
' 

.,.11~12: imtllt~ .....~ ....... i•.1 .. •• ---·-

1· 



---

- -

DISTRICT OF. COLUMBIA TABLE B 4-13 

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AG~NCY GRANTS. BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION .AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT 
(All ·states with Local Education Agencies Receiving~Grants) 

. "'---· .. •· -

. 
TOTAL 1965 1966 1.967 1968 1969 1970 1971 

Mash,, D.C. Pub.;. 60,000 -- -- -- -- -- .6.9 . ()(')() .. "' Schs. ,; -

TOTAL 60 000 -- -- 60.000-- -- -- -- . 
0\ 
00 

.. 

- .,, -

-- 'll'l~!lltU,.,_,,,~ . ·-· ..,~,.~-.. -... --·~•--· 

.. ¥ft5 ':=l - I 



TABLE B 4-14 
FLORIDA 

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 

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 

Palm Beach Co. 
Bd o:f Pub. Insi. 

2l~ Q~f; -- , ~c: oac: 77. 7~1 -- -- --

Polk Co. Bd of' 
Pub: Inst. 

24 162 -- 24 162 -- -- -- -- --

.13ro1-m.rd Co. Bd 
OI .t'UO • ..l.IlS"to 

-

183,715 -- 183,715 -- -- -- -- --

Manatee Co. 
.t'UD .::;ens. 

of' 

' 

178,592 

-
68-, 782 29.82'> 7q qSi; -- -- --

Glades Co.™ 
Pub.Inst. 

n-r 23,155 -- 16,563 6,592 -- -- -- --

.Tn1••~-<"' f'n n.=i 

Pub.Inst. 

3t. Lucie Co. 
.t'UO. ::;en. 

n-f-• c;Bi; _'>hl 

9'(,109 

~i;n nnn --

--

16o,074 

66 i;i;~ 
. 

75, 467 M 

--

--

.-;in c:c:'7 

--

--

--

--

!Lee Co. Gd. 
.ruo • .Lnsi;.. 

of' ho,831 -- -- ho.8-:il -- -- -- --

(cont.) 

!SC--~ 4% )!WWW->-•· ~ ,.. 
- - . 

I 
-

I 



--

-- -- -- -- --

-- -- --

-- -- -- -- -- --

-- -- --

--

TABLE B 4-15 

FLORIDA (cont.) 

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 

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 197.1 
-·· -

D"'-:le Co. Sch. 5h6,313 -:inn.7":l? 7c; f;oo 1 ,-::;o n~, 

Bd. 

.iTillsboroun:h Co 6o.-~48 6g ~48 -- -- --
Pub.Schs. 

P.illsborough Co. 12.12() -- -- -- -- -- -- 12 12g 
21 Sch. Supt. 

Hillsborou1<h Co. 67 ,28 6'7. 528 
Sch. Bd. of Ed, 

3revard Co. Bd 1Q8.724 162.61, -- 22.?,-::;4 1.-=l Ahc; 
of Pub.Inst. 

Alachua Co. Sch. 96,500 -- -- -- -- 56,500 40 000 
Bel. 

Escambia Co.sch. 39,764 -- -- -- -- -- -- ~g ,764 
Bd. 

(cont.) 
IIH._11...UI I-~ • ..-· " u, - ·-- ...... -·· 

- I I I 



FLORIDA {cont. ) TABLE B 4-16 

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION l).(;.f!:Nl;Y GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EiJUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT 

(All ~~2W ~o,s.,al_E._ducation Agencies Receiving Grants).. .. _., 
··-

1:1-

·• -' . ..... ..wm - ..,.-- ' - . 
I 
I 

a:zmn,.-,! 

Duval Co. Bd of 
Ed 

Polk r!o. ~ch. 
Bd. 

TOTAL 
-

0'i.OOO 

80.-313 

1965 

--

--

-
1966 

--

--

1967 

--

--

•· 

1968 

--

--

1969 

--

--
: 

1970 

qi:; nrv, 

--

1971 

--

80.q1q 

-

TOTAL 2.'i'il 7'i0 882 6gr; 428.'il? q81.60, 177,716 44.402 2Q4.628 -:i.42 , F\7 

' 

.. 

llll!elt -1!:ltttr:" •· I --•- -·· 

• n=·-,- I I I 
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TABLE B 4-17 
GEORGIA 

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

- -

-1 
= 1 

Atla!1ta Bd 

--~-. - . .. 

of Ed 

TOTAL 

1 30,608 

_____ ,,,, .011 States with Local Education Asencies Receiving Grants)- ....... -..... , ·. awww•• :r;;;::;::-:::rv:::; 

.,,,....,.,.,.=--==--c -,, 

1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 
-•· · - • . 

7l 002 c;q-- -- 606 --

1970 

--

1971 

--

.\tl a."'1ta Pub. Sch:: 50 , 227 -- -- -- -- -- c;n ??7 --

,::; ity of Atlru1to. 
.!)(l 01 ~ (1 

325 ,000 -- ·150 000 175.000 -- -- -- --

Soo l~ 
.C.Cl 

Co. Bd of 59,128- -- -- 36 ,055 -- -- 23,073 --

::: l a yton Co. Bd 
of 2<.i 

I 
-::h2. t t oor:n. Co. B<) .of i,:d 

72 .150 

GS .ni.l7 

--

--

--

--

72.lc;0 

--

--

(iLBBJ'. -

--

--

--

--

--

--

i,di. son "Sd of F,,' 5'.J '.)8!, -- -- -- c;c; c:; 84 -- -- --

Uc kd ~le Co. 
of Eci 

Bd 7 1 .GGo -- -- -- -- 77 r:. r..n -- --

(cont.) 
_.,.._. 

' . ' -· ,· c , 1 _ __,_Je_ __ _ 

. - - . .-f -,I I I I 



-- -- -- --

-- -- -- --

-- -- -- --

-- -- -- --

--

-- --

I 

GEORGIA (cont.) 

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

. . ...,.,_ ...!All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)-. .. 
". -, 

TOTAL 1965 1966 196r · 1968 
- --

lrwige;s co. Bd of 211.. 808 -- -- -- --
Ed 

1tenhens Co. Bd. 4~ -040 .-- -- -- --
of Ed 

Butts co. Bd of 29, 51ro -- -- --· --
Ed ' 

}riffin-Snaldinr-: lro 000 
co. Bd of Ed 

,_.adra.11.r-:e-Troun 116. 7qo -- -- -- --
Co, Bd o:t; Ed 

. . 
_.aurens Co. Bd. o· lro 000 
Ed 

1tenhens Co. Bd. 10,000 
of Ed. 

i'ift Co. Bd of 29 (')~Q 

Ed 

(cont.) 

TABLE B 4-18 

FISCAL YEAR,AND AMOID"T · 

--

--

1969" 1970 197J. 

24,898 -- --

43,.040 -- --

29,540 --

-- 40.000 --

46.7QO --

40,000 --

-- 10,000 --

29,0~0 

···-~---•-····· -=--p--··· .- .. --..-· 



TABLE B 4-19GEOHGIA (cont.) 

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

(All St ates with Local Education. Agencies Receiving Grants ) 
- - - -·-

- ·-

TOTAL 
- . 

1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 
·-

\·lo. ycros s 
Jchs . 

Pub. 45 ~31,. -- -- -- -- -- 45 11l1 --

:Ja l dwin Co. 
of Ed 

Bd 19,976 -- -- -- -- -- -- 19,976 

C:-isp Co. 
Ed 

Bd of 27,277 -- -- -- -- -- -- 27,277 

Dciur-hertv Co. 
J3d of Ed 

'il.141 -- - -- -- -- -- -- 'il 141 

1-f!twkinsville 
City Bel of Ed 

q 110 -- -- --
> 

-- -- -- q -:no 

TOTAL 1,250 500 71 002 150,000 283,205 184,077 139,598 314,894 107,724 

- . .... ,, _ 1·· - - . . 

=,· 



ILLIHOIS TABLE B 4-20 

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND .AY-OUNT 
(All States ·with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants) ...... 

i 
·"' -

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 
-· 

!1.lexander co. 
Intermediate 

- l-5ch. Dist. 

15,021: -- -- 15.()25 -- --
•-

-- --
,.; 

r.n,,,muni i:v Conso] . 
Sch, Dist.-65 

. 
11g,8ho -- -- 1rn.8lro -- -- -- --

Chica.11,0 Bd of F.rJ- >i--·-- 24:210 -- -- 5lr,2lO -- -- -- --

,.,vnnston Pub. 
Schs. 

'i8.oCJ6 -- f. -- -- c;A no,:; -- -- --

C(n·bondale El,:;m, 
Sch Dist. 

17.610 -- -- -- -- 1.7 610 -- -- .. 

South Holland 
Sch,Dist.-1 

Peoria Pub. Sehr.: 

l:h,959 

8":\,2S~ 

--

--

--

--

--

--
. 

--

--

lrlr, 959 

16,lf90 

--

--.. _,_ 

--
- --
66,763 

South Holland 
~lem.Sch,Dist. 
-151 

JJ.9,028 -- -- -- -- -- 7~. -=ll7 4i; 711 

(cont.) 
- .::zeL..r. JJC»)IU.-.JOJ .J.?I. •• ·-····--· -- -

=i' . 
l 
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TABLE B 4-21 
ILLINOIS (cont.) 

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUe.ATI1N AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT 
(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants) 

w ""i :-. ~ 

- -
TOTAL. 1965 1966 

·-
1967 1968 

. 
1969 1970 1971 

-
"<:-:,n:,~nkPe ~ch 
Dist.-3 

Iim::mond Pub. 
Schs. 

. 77 .1140 

62:~55 

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

77 

"!:'-:" 

440 --

62,355 

TOTAL 652,716 -- -- 189,975 58.096 7CJ.05C) 150,757 J.74,829 

.. ,_ .. ..-

I 



I!-IDIANA TABLE B 4-22 

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCA~ EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL lillUGATlUN A~~~~x, ~L~LAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT 

f[l:l J ~~l,,.Ji~J.ion Azencies Receiving Grants) I.... .rxn.,.,...,_ ......... ·::-r-=:::r::::c - gr ....... ..:.we::.. ......... -~~-· r-"· 

I I 
I 

--~-1968 

-
~ch:3., City of 

--
TOTAL 

53,331 
·• .. 

1965 

--
-·· 

1966 

-- --

1969 

53,331 

1970 

--
... 

1971 

--
' 

i:r.a:ols. 
Ed 

Rel of 6Q,6':!8 -- -- -- -- -- --
. 

69,638 

TOTAL 
. 

122,969 --
~ 

-- --· --
: 

53,331 -- 69,638 

I 

'I 
; 

- - .... . 

! 

-
.. .,.-- -- -~ --· .. -= ~ ·-~--i:1,~ ~-=·•I!-•·-· ... -~-- ·- .. 

=i 



-- -- -- -- -- --

TABLE B 4-23 

LOWA 

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 .. ~ 

] 
~·~ -· .- -r c-~,-~~:..w,t1u . - - -

TOTAL t 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 
·•. ·-- . ;:: 

Sioux Citv Co:n::i. ":\l. qc;li. ~l. 95l~ 
Sch.Dist. 

' .. 

TOTAL 31, 951~ -- -- -- -- -- -- 31,954oJ 

-
11:::il,S:0:IU tMIUII!~ "'-C,Dl,M)l... ,i:,_. - --·-·-·----· -

,1:13 •-::ui:: 
( Hilik=1 : ·1 i I 



• • • 

KANSAS 

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY FISCAL YEAR AND />J,!OUNT 
(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants) I 

..-· - ..~.~- ·-·- ·-- ..::.- .. 
lI -

---
Lawrence Unif 
Sch.Dist. 

TOTAL 

lrc;:c;oo 

- -
1965 

--

-
1966 

--

1967 

--

196_8 

--

1969 

--

1970 

--

-

. 1971 

4c; t;QQ 

-

: 

TOT.AL h5,500. -- • -- -- -- -- -- 45.500 

-

-

·, 

! 
,.,.,cc,swuu~ 4iOIWJ!WWW . I !l .... - ____ ..,.____ . 

-
I I 

I 



-- -- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- -- --

KENTUCKY 
TABLE B 4-25 

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISC/!.L YEAR, ~ AMOUNT 

-

] 
(A~atef;. •with Local Education Asencies Receiving Grants)•,

~....... . ,...,._ - ..,,
:r::xzrc·-· - .-

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 
----r.~ . 

Hende,,.son r.o. ?.• i;~ oi;o i;~ oi;o .;. -- -- -- -- --
City Ed of Ed 

llopkinsville·Inc:. l3lf, 324 134,324 -- -- -- : -- -- --
Sch.Dis•t. -

I 

"\..wj c, ... ~ n~ /"'n nt:. {,nn 06 ~00 
Bd of Ed 

CX) 
0 Lexinr:ton Bd of 107 145 107.145 

Ed 

Cald:wel 1 r.o. 'Rd 7 600 7.600 
of Ed 

T,n,,-1sv111 ° P11b. 1i:;7 26lf 70. 544-- -- -- . -- 861:r20 . -- --
Schs. 

Bowlinrr Green 2~.lr02 -- 2~.402-- -- ·-- -- --
Pub.Schs. 

(cont.) 
,. 

.. II •l!..Hl.1 - .. -....... --·---· 

-'YtMIIG&IW hill=, l 



- -- -

TABLE B 4-26 

KENTUCKY (cont.) 

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 

Fulton Co. Bd 
oi' Ed 

-:io J.-:iq -- -- -- -- -- J.5,068 J.5.071 

Covington Ind. 
Ed of Ed 

16.·420 . -- -- -- -- -- 16,420 --

Jef:fersoil Co. 
Sens. 

53.428 -- -- -- -- -- ,:,,::. '7.11 I')~ 717 

-
3impson Co. Bd 
o:f Ed 

li 6-:io -- -- -- -- -- -- , ~ f:~n 

TOTAL 693,992 io2.01g 7.600 -- 86 720 -- 1~A 7h~ 7A A~n 

•22!:ICl:I I!-•-· .. ··~ . -· ·-

7 



LOUISIANA TABLE ·B 4-27 

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

··-

] 
Orleuns Parish 
..,en. ui::;'t. 

-

TOTAL 

102,162 

(All States with Local Education A~encies Receiving Grants)
'-"-••1• ... .~... ·- I-.. I r.= 

1965 1966 1967 ;t.968 1969 

40,000 62,162-- -- --
1.970 

--
1971 

--
-

Terrebon."J.e 
Jlarisli Seri. na:. 

27,998 -- -- ·-- -- 27,998 -- --

L?.. Fourch 
Parish Sch. Bd, 

28:200 -- -- -- -- 2s.·soo -- --
gg 

i\cc.clia Parish 
~ich. hd.. 

39 998 -- -- -- -- -- ~g-.oc!8 --
?.r"'lt:,..i o"Y' 'Pn~; ch 

Sch.Dist. 
62.2'i0 -- -- -- -- -- 62.250 --

8alcas; P.U Parish 
Sch.Dist. 

!,c; 000 

I 

-- -- -- . --
' -- 45 000 --

Er.!.st Baton Rour;c 
Parish Sch.Ed. 

142 775 . -- -- -- -- -- 142,775 --

;:>r:1,r,t J;',al;,,;Anri 

Parish•Sch.Bd. - ---·'! 

50,870 -- -- -- -- -- li0.870 --

(cont,) 
-•==••-•:.ctr:,- "4£4 .,......,, •..• - - -·- - .. 

=•· 

I I 
.. .. 



-- -- -- -- --

---

-- -- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- -- --

LOUISIANA tcont. ) 

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGt:NCY GJ.{A.N'.J:S l:IY S'fA'l'E, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT 

(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)_,_,..... 
... ·- '1"'C!CT" m.-----•.. ·• -- --- - .. --

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 ......, 

i 

IT .• ... - . .. .. 
Linc'oln Parish 66,200 -- 66,200 
Sch.Dist. 

Morehouse Parisl 20,908 -- -- -- -- -- 20,908 --- Sch.Dist. 

:
OuacM.ta Parish 'il,000 -- -- -- -- 51.000 --
Sch.Dist. 

ffi - St, Landry 67,250 67,250 
l'>arish Sch, J:lQ, 

Rt. J.;artin 101~,oo 60,000 44 000 
Parish Sch. Bd. 

Vemilion Parist 36,h83 -- -- -- ,.. .-- -.. 36,483 --
Sch,Bd, -

West Carroll 38~ 600 -- -- -- -- -- ~8 6<V) --
K§-rish Sch. 

L!'; • 

.'\scension ParisJ- lfG.q22 46,922 
Sch,Bd, 

Caddo Parish 150,000 -- -- -- -- -- -- 150,000. 
ilb- M'dtliM:.J, I - • 

I" • --~·- ·----·--···Sch,Bd, r 

. 
(cont.)

==1 I I I 

https://OuacM.ta


-- -- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- --

LOUISIANA (con,;,)· TABLE B 4-29 

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

..........:.. ... - ~ -·-- :.,.C?Cr:rnm:mam-:r::r-- ... .. - ··-·· 
I 
! 

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 
~-.. . - - . 

State IndustriaJ .Sch.-Div, of . 93,970 Q':l 070 
Dept, of 
Corrections 

,t. ,tames Pa-,.-1 "'h 'i7 _r-;, () 'i7 t:, () 
Sch,Bd, 

:,t. John Bo:ptist 16,511 , t: r:;1 , 

Parish 

:lest Feliciana ·=n:028 ':l':l n,;,A 
Parish 

.. 

TOTAL 1,282,oqs -- 40.000 -- 62.162 "~ 4g8 f.91 . qq4 4h-:> nh,. 

-

•1111aa....1,:aur.r.- •11:11•. f!!--111~. •• ...._---··--- -

ht>=1 'I ,= I 



--- -
-- -- -- ---- --

-- -- -- --

-- -- -- --

-- -- --

-- -- --

-- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- -- --

I 

TABLE n 4-30 
MARYLAND 

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, E'ISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT 

-=-
(All States with Lo~al Educati£U,..!g,encies Receivins Grants) 

.., u . .,w 

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 196~ 1969 .,, 1970 1971 
. - ·• 

;nlvc-,..+. f'n c,~h ,r-; nnn -:i6 ()()() 
Dist, 

::harles Co, Bd, lf6 618 h(-; r-;-~R -- --
o±' Ed, -· 

-~cnt Co, Bd of 29,lr99 -- -- 29 40g 
Z'l 

ffi \nne Arundel Co, 72,294 -- 'e -- 10 47c; 41 -A,a 
.bet OJ. ~a, 

laltimore City 130,220 ' hO ()()() 4~.01,; 27,205 
Pub,Schs, --
:ulvert Co, Dd, 51, -.;;6c; 51,365 --
of Ed, 

Jorchester Co, 53,796 -- -- -- -- -- 26,398 27;398 
Bd, of Ed, 

(ent Co, Bd of l') ()()-3 19,998 
Ed 

I 4iA .,.,:ec.,...... , ... . ·-=· w.=:- ·- -· ---··· --
(cont.) 

. .. 

.. ·, '[ 



MA.RYI.AND (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 Agenc i es Rece i ving Grants) 

.. - -·.==== -..- -~- - = 

J 
Pri nr:e Ceorr: es 

co. Pub. Schs . 

.. 
TOTAL 

so 000 

1965 

--
·-

1966 

--

1967 

--

1968 

--

1969 

--

1970 

<:; () ()()() 

1971 

--

s t . 
3d. 

~-'. :-,--:v ' s 
of Ed 

Co . 18 224 -- -- -- -- -- 18 , 284 --

00 

°' 

f; or.1c :r::c t Co . 
3ch . :3<i . 

s t . Marv ' s Co . 
Sch . Bd. , 

21 COO 

h 100 

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

9,000 

· -
4.000 

TOTAL 521,194 -- -- --
, 

36,000 166, 612 250, 979 
-

67, 603 

.,,_... _ ,, 
,-.c1 . - ..· · ---" - -· -

=, I I I 

-· 



-- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- --

- ----

MASSACHUSETTS TABLE B 4-32 

TOTAL TITLE r-J LOCAL EDµCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR~-AND AMOUNT 
(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants) 

] 
-··•· . -r:. .-

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 
.. -- .. 

I 
Commonwealth of 1"'0 12lf B0.124 --
l~1ass., Boston 

-~n-,.i n,:,-f'i =, A ~"h (-,7 ., At: 67,186 
Dist. 

IJY'\111/\ T 1q7.~10 1~0 12~- 67.186 

'II .. 

:IX!mlllllll....11~ ... , •1•-- .t ...•.~- .. 

\ -1 1 I 
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XICHIG/u'i TABLE B 4-33 

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

(All States with Local Education Age nc ies Receiving Grants)·-,. = · -c · -

~-
TOTAL 1965 

-· 
1966 1967 C 1969 1970 1971 

. 

I 
-..,.,.~~ ~ r,o . Inte r -

:~cdi c.t e Sch . Di ;t . 
U1,0':;0 22!~, 950 -- 88, ll~Q -- -- -- --

00 
00 

Y]')s .i.ltmti Sch . 
;J.:. ::: t. . 

I 

~: ~nd. Rapids Pub 
3 ch :; . 

I 

;"r- 1 ~, '7!3.Z OO Pub . 
;~c~~s . 

11,065 

1/ 11, 487 

136, 396 

--

--

--

i1,06~ 

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

69,231 

--

--

75,256 

8h,878 

--

--

51,518 

I.....:~.n s inP: Sch.Dist 74 325 -- -- -- -- 74,325 --

""--:1 -:lYin r. o ?1'::'1\m i t: 
Sch .Dist . . 

l1CJ. lt25 -- -- -- -- -- -- 49,425 

(cont.) 

, ecr- •- 1• . - ... 
- H · - - -

II l I 



-- -- -- -- -- --

-- --- --

MICHIGAN (cont,) 
TABLE B 4-34 

• TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS ~y STA!/!::,:,J;OCAL EDUCATION AGEN!j!Y, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT 
1 

(Al-1 States with Local. Educa•tion ·A1;1;encies Receiving Gtants) 
- . -- ... .._. rs, : -

I 

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 
-· - . 

Jetro.it Pub.Schc. 110 187 110'187 

;Jackson.Pub. 50,,000 -- --, -- c;n nnn 
Schs. ,, ,, 

00 
10 ,. 

TOTAL 888 mi; ~~4.qi;o .11,065 . ·88,140 -- 6q, 2~1 ::>~4 4,;q ~h1 no . i 

" " . 

- ' t 

• llllsstl • ..-1:1.llem- ·•1••----·~:,,-0•• .... --·----·..---~----· 

-r I 

https://Jetro.it


-- -- -- -- -- --

-- -- --

HDlNECOTA 
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 -Receivin~ Grants) 

] 
..,.._ ... .-· - - ·- " 

✓ 

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 
•· - .. 

,t. Paul Pub.Sch .. 33.32h ~~ ~::>h. 

;inneanolis Snee 87,500 -- -- -- 87 500 
Sch.Dist, 

I 

[nd.enendent Sch. 6q 1t;Q -- • -- 6CJ.l"i0. -- --
Dist.-309'° 0 

.. 

TOTAL 189J97~- -- -- -- 120,824 -- -- 6CJ l"i0 

. - " 

...... '--'ll•• •O.• W'llllla!ICIJllll,cc:r.- .. - ~· ----· ·--- • 

_,-
=1 I I 



MISSISSIPPI TABLE B 4-36 

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE. LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY._FISCAL YEAR. AND AMQJJNT 
(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants) 

lo II~----, 
--=n.,,. 

:::r --

TOTAL 

-

1965 . 1966 1967 1968 
.. 

1969 1970 1971 

Biloxi Mun. Sch. 
Dist, 

I 

2oq c_oo -- ~no c_an -- -- -- -- --

:lcComb Mun. 
Sch. Dist. 

Sep. 

I 

94,901 -- -- 41 O'=l5 -- '-1.866 -- --
:,rew Albany Sep. 
Sch.Dist. 

I 

1·15 8lro -- -- -- 88 Ann -- L.'7 nhn --
\0 
I-' porinth Mun. 

.:>C!l ,lJJ.l:i~ • 

Sep 

' 

10,000 -- -- -- -- -- 10 000 --
-iouth Pike Conso . 
Sch.Dist. .. I 

21,475 -- -- -- -- -- 21,475 --

·lestern Line Con ol. 44 011 
-Sch.Dist. 
C 

-- -- -- . -- .. --· lilt()~~ -- ..... 

3aldwyn l'?ub,Schs.-- - ~ - , 
29,630 -- -- -- -- -- -- ) 

I 29,6-:io 

1i 

(cont.) .. 
ir1,e:,:Dta11;11,~ ,..,,..... .. , _' • --•--H•- - ... 

- = I 



- -
I 

TABLE B 4-37 
MISSISSIPPI (cont.) 

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

(All States with Local Education 4,~encies -Receiving Grants) 
iiiiiiii.-o,· ·- ... 

- .. 
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 

. . 
1968 1969 .1970 1971 

:olivar Co, Sch. 
Dist.-1 

I 

}reeriwood Munici ml 
Sep.Sch.Dist. 

•. 
Ind.ianola Mun. 
Sep.Sch.Dist. 

I 

Lafeyette co. 
Bd of Ed 

lf7, 200 

lf2 000 

l'i.075 

lQ,709 

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--· 

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

47,200 

42,0~0 

15,075 

19,709 

- Lauderdale 19,600 -- -- -- -- -- -- 19,600 

·,imoson Co. 
Schs, 

Pub, ~o 955 -- -- -- -- -- -- 30,955 

TOTAL 720,008 -- 209,590 41,035 88,800. 53,866 122,548 204,169 

-· ,.~ ,..,.,,~ ·• •CDI .. ,,:BW:i.11:t .•, . •• . -----•. -.....-

s :uc:.::z ::I-f l I I 



- -

M.Lt:it:iUUfil 
TABLE B 4-38 

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 ---·~----

-· 
Xansas City Sch. 
Dist. 

I 

Charleston R-1 .Sch.Dist. 

··r.,rth Per.iiscot 
Reorganized S.D -1 

3t. Jose-oh 
-

TOTAL 

91.626 

;I.86,360 

64 g~c; 

'j<) 006 

1965 

--

--

--

--

1966 

--

--

--

--

-· 
1967 

91.626 

--

--

--

1968 

--

--

--

--

1969 

--

i:;g 010 

--

--

. -
1970 

--

l?h 4c;o 

--

--· 

1971 

--

--

64 g~, 

SQ.Q06 

TOTAL 4o2,827_ -- -- 211626 -- -~~a2J.Q 1 ?h 4.c;n 10h A41 

-- ~ !lllllil'llfl:"II-~.• • ,:eo -~ " 1.. lll~llw:la .. ~ - . •• .,,._,, ......... . 

I 
,,--l f==1 
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TABLE B 4-39 

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION,AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE , LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR. AND AMOUNT 
.._ _ _,.__,.,,_~ 11 States wi t h Local Ed uc a t ion .,bgen cies Receiv in~ Gr ant s )-- - T '7F'C :nntn cn . . . . 

_I TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 196A 1969 1970 1971 
-

/o l f Poi:1-t 1_5, 800 -- -- -- -- -- -- 1 5 800·-~ 

TOT.I\T F . 800 -- -- -- -- - - -- l"i 800 

.. . -

-
. 

.. z::"'I _ __=.. -- . -· - · -' 

-

lr:t c:=::mJU. =, I I I I 



NEVAJJA 
TABLE B 4~40 

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT 
..,.(.A)}~~h..12~!1_E~1;,ca tio,~..A(?;eP.c!~s Recei_ti.1lg Grants) 

~-- -~-=c::·r:=·1·w~....=~, - , ·-/I ___ 

. TOTAL 1965 1966 i967 1968 1969 1970 1971 
™'' ==== ---

-----t-

TOTAL 226,232 100,921 62,931 62,380 

--t--------1------t-----+-----+------•·------...•~-----~ ------1t------1-----•t-

:cu,:ca u ~- ··-- J - •• • • •....,,,...=-=,,,,,,,.,,,,,_,::__,-,j.r-=====-t--

7 I l r 



- -

NEW JERSEY TABLE B 4-41 

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

--
i 

--

-1 
- -

'IlOTAL. 

( All States· with Local Education Agenc_ies Receiving Grants)....... 
.~~ -::: -

1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 
-•- - - . -

1970 1971 
-~ 

l,'.orristown Citv 
Sch,Bd, 

I 

En,o;le-wood Pub, 
Schs. 

·' 
Nentune To"l>mshi1. 
Sch.Dist. 

i:;o 26i:; 

71' C)1~8 

18.82s 

50.265 

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

71 q4B 

9.500 

--

--
9.125 

--

--

--

--

--

--

Fairfield To"l-m-
ship 13d, of Ed, 

37,072 -- -- -- -- -- 17 072 --

Ewinp; Townsh:i.n 97,'iOO -- -- -- -- -- -- q7 soo 

Orange Bd. of Ed 79. 44-3 -- -- -- --
' 

-- -- 70 L.h~ 

TOTAL 355,053 50,265 -- -- 81,446 q_q25 17.072 176 q4q 

,-.:1 ~-it,j,,:t:a:r.- • 11111-~,.... , .• . 1 •• • .,.._. --.. .. 

-r I I r 
I 



I 

NEW MEXICO 
TABLE B 4-42 

.TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT 
(X11 States with toca1 Education Xge~cies Receiving Grants} 

•-· 
... ;·1- --::. ~ ·-·,-

- ... 
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 

-
Los Lunas Conso . 
Sch, 

I 

87.~50 -- -- -- !ro 4c;o 46 aoo -- --

Las Vegas City 
·sens. 

I 

ai.,062 -- -- -- -- 41.286 42.776 --

Silver Citv Con 
f3ch. 

I 

}:,ernalillo Pub. I 
Schs. 

71 660 

90.825 

--

--

--

--

--
' 

--

--

--

?n /:.f:n 

4q_800 

--

41.0?"i 

":l?.000 

--

AJ.bunnernue Pub 
Sells. 

so.181 -- -- -- -- -- S0.181 --

, . 
TOTAL 3811.,078 .-- -- -- 40.450 177 646 l':l-=l. 0 82 -=l2.000 

_lllft:111 11111~· .........._,,., .. -· ... _______ .'" 

- I I 



!f.d:W YORK 

TABLE B 4-43 
TOTAL TITLE rJ LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT 

-(All States-with Local Education Agencies Receiving Gran s 

-

-

-- ;;x;u:;.•-. .. 

I 

- ..' 
,-rew York Citv 

Ed o:f' Ed 
I 

:,;,rucuse Sch,· 
DJ.Gl;, 

I 

TOTAL 

.199 951 

12, O[ll1. 

~= 

.. 

c ... rmzmc 

1965 

--

--

....... i..:i.c"' , .. 

1966 
-

199.951 

12,o84 

1967 

--

--

' 

1968 

--

--

1969 

--

--

1970 

--

--

C 
--

--

~ 

:'{ooscvelt Pub. 
ocns. 

.lr-JW Yorlc Citv 
Sch, .Bd., 

I 
I 
t 

I 

26,533 

llLl1J1.1 

--

--

--

--· 

26,533 

--

--

117 .lil~~ 

--

--

--

--

--

--

:~ochenter Pub. 
Schs. 

' 
237,200 -- -- -- -- -- 100.200 l':l.7 000 

:::ity of Niae;aru 
;..•·a.LLti 

200,169 -- -- -- . -- . -- -- . ~oo.1-6.9_."'"' 

. 

TOTAL 793,380 -- 212,035 26,533 117, lil,3 -- 100.200 ci.37,169 

,,ie•c:•1•r~ -· .....)11--..1., ., -·· ..c.,.IC! .. -! ~ -·· -· 

-, !ICU C: - ,.l I 



NORTH CAHOLWA 

TABI:E B 4-44 

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

I 

-
TOTAL 

-
1965 

.. 

1966 
... 

1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 

Randolnh Co. 
of Ed 

Bd 

I 

2l:.2 ·20? '.1..'35. 7,4 2.000 68,716 ':\'5 7c;q -- -- --

T\l'"'k;, 

Ed 
,,,... . n;i nf' 

I 

1A? (,c;o -- 10Q ':\Oc; -- q7 ,;,c;-:i ?7 002 -- --

\0 
\0 

Lenoir City Bd 
Iof Ed 
I 

~..~oore r.o. Bd of . 
Ed 

• 

64.l'=l7 

225,122 

--

--
' 

"19.700 

100 2?? 

--

--

21.o87 

90 000 

--
34.900 

--

--

2,.qc;o 

--

:-1::i.di son-Mayodan 
City Bd oi' Ed_ 

I 

Ca:rt.erF>t r.o M . 
of Ed 

I 

36,000 

l~Q ~, ,,. 

--

--

--

--

16,000 

l~q. -=ll 4 

20.000 

~ 

--

--

--

--

--

--

--
...... 
1.) v. Pauls City- Bd of Ed 

--· I 

6q_q~.7 -- -- 69,947 -- -- --

'.)2-v:!.dson 
of Ed 

r.o. "Rn 78,607 -- -- '50 oqc; B.,27 -- J.'5. 04'5 --
.. Ill~ Id~ . - . .. .,_... .,.': - . 

(cont.)

-1 l I 

. 
I 



NORTH CAROLINA (cont,) 
TABLE B 4-45 

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, ~ISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT 
.(Ali Sta1....e-S-·Wreh L8Cat· EdttCaftdfi Ageucres Recetvtug GratftS) 

I --' 

]_--
TOTAL 1965 1966 

.. 
1967 1968 

-
1969 1970 

.. 
1971 

Chr.rnel 
oi' Ed 

Hill Bd 

I 

l'iO '506 -- -- -- {;n {;an 8q 816 -- --
Chapel Hill Pub, 
Schs. 

I 

22,466 -- -- -- -- -- ?? 4~r; --

..... 
0 
0 

".lake Co, Sch, 
.uist . 

:-luke Co, Bd of' 
Ed 

135,4114 

22 212 

--

--

--

--

--

--· 

7lf. 7o8 

--

hO T:\h 

--

--

--

--

22 ?1? 

'::i.utharn Co. 
Dist. 

Sch. 

I 

24. 78lt 6 -- -- --
.. 

19,047 5,7.37 -- --

··c__r.nn:;on 
Dist. 

Co. Sch, 

' 
78.67':l -- -- -- 45,llf6 -- ~~ '527 --

\la'llance Co. 
of Ed 

Bd. 

I 

h9,171 -- -- -- -- 24., 397 24,774 --

b::-nnr:e Co. 
Ed. 

Bd of 'i4 qq,q -- -- -- -- ":\J. 825 2~.J.68 --
. ~ .. ·--· 

(cont.) 

-r 



- -

-- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- -- --

NORTH CAROLINA (cont.) TABLE B 4-46 

TOTAL TITLE N LOCAL EDUCAT~ON AGENC::Y GRANTS BY STAtE,. LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT 
(All States with Locai Education Agencies Receiving Grants) 

-· 
•.·- - - -·... - .-, ~--··· 

]_ 
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 

.. .... - .. 

Jones co. Bd of 39,486 -- -- -- -- 23.,986 -- 15.500 
::;a. 

i 

t..TOn8s Co, Bd, 1 ~77 , q77. -- -- -- -- -- --
of Ed 

( 

A;:;heville City 18,037 14.1187 ·-:\ 'i'iO 
Bd. of Ed 

I 
1 

::~h::l.th:11;1 Co. '3d 26.0!18 -- -- -- -- -- ,;,r=, nl,P. --
of Erl 

I 

n,urlineton City 23,397 2q_ qq7-- -- ·-- --- -- --
~_;enc. 

I ., .., ,. 

Jurha.m City Sch. 45,510 4s 'ilO-- -- -- -- ·-- ·--
.Bd. ' 

' 
:CQ'\'PT;'·,PVi 11 p ('i ·I-, r ,;>fl /V)(l oA non 

.Bd.. of' Ed, 

' 
tlyde County Bd, 18,!~70 . 18,470 

~01 .l!:d, 
. • .... XAd=-,;, -~- u. 

"""'M - -.·•·-• 

...,.-~,=t - -
-~ 
-1 
I 

- - -
-



• • 

l'llJ1<'J.'li t;Jl.t{\JL.Ll'U\ tcon-c. J 
TABLE B 4-47 

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

-. ... --· ·---·;;;;a-1- •• -~~ 

(All States with Local Education Age~cies Receiving Grants) 
..,,M'" ~ ,. - =-

==-1·
_'. TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 

--· -- .. - -- .... -

-~inston City 
3Cl1S • 

I 

llf,779 -- -- -- -- -- 14.770 --
Pi-'-.t •,..n 

Ed. 
'RA nf' . 

I 

1 h c~~1 h -- -- -- --
\. 

-- 1 h. 07h. --

~obeson Co. 
of za 

Bd. 

I 

l'i,2'i8 -- -- -- -- -- , ~. o~a --

'ialislmrv Citv 
Schs, 

' 

-=lG 226 -- -- -- -- -- 17.685 18 i;lfl 

-
:'!:,.~me 
.:::i. 

co. '.!3<1 of 

I 

21 826 -- -- --
~ 

--
Vt• 

-- -- 21.826 

/.::ildon City Bd 
:°ff J:;::i. 

I 

35,535 -- -- -- -- -- 17,010 17.625 

-
:ilson co. 
Ed 

Rd o:f 
~ 

f 

27. -~qc, -- -- -- -- -- -- 27,399 

lincton-Saler.i/ 
.;.1orsy't.t1c co . 

!12, 350 --
--

--
. 4 -

--
.. 

--
C0:13.'thC.&Cd tl,!.r, 

--
lit•Mlb.... w..•.~• 

19.261+ 

-- .. -·- . - ---

23,086 

- -~-
TOTAL 1,895,930 135, 73lf 231,317 254,012 417,~11 322,886 268,295 266,475=,:::::z:;;;n;:;;0•1 m dih ; . ,;n:n,,:c: .«II- ·, - l 



TABLE B 4-48 
NORTH CAROLINA (cont.) 

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT 
(All seaces w1etr r:acat l!!t1acac1un Agencies Recetvtug Gtancs) 

--- I 
- ·,c:, - . c t~uawnnrn 

.....,.. .~= - .. 

---

, 

TOTAL . 1965 
-· 

1966 1967 
-~-· 

1968 1969 1970 1971 
-

;Jayton Puh.Schs. 70.000 -- -- -- -- 70.000 -- --

Princeton City 
Sch.Dist. 

1haker Heir:hts 
City Sch.Dist. 

I 

173,642 

96, 3!~5 

--

--

--

--

--

--: 

--

--

--

--

93,126 

--

80,516 

96. '.145 

- TOTAL 339 987 -- -- -- -- 70,000 9::l 126 176.861 

,, 

1:emt1....,,~ ·.111•11!- ....., ... ~- ,_ ... __ ..-·--

.--
,. I 



.

TABLE B 4-49OKLAHOMA 

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

(All Sta tes with Loc a l Educ a tion Agencies Rec e iving Grants) 
.. .. ·-· - :ZXJT"7 . ·-3 'C" :r' 

-
Ardmore Bd 
C: d 

of 

--
TOTAL 

43 , i.20 

- . 
1965 

--

1966 

4 -:i 420 

1967 

--
·-

1968 

--

1969 

--

1970 

--

1971 

--
-

Fox Bd of Ed !;7 , :-3 !15 -- -- -- 1 , 8 41 ,, c:n/1 -- --

Bcr,i;s 
-

Bd of Ed 121111: -- -- -- 19 114 -- -- --

Oklahoma City 
!!d oi' Ed 

' 

18 5 1100 

' 
-- -- -- 95 , 1io8 90 000 --· --

o:u.a.homa Citv 
Pub . Schs . 

: ',1::; lmr:ce Sc h . 
J)l S L 

' 

8(),()00 

7 5, 21}7 

I 
--

--

--

--

--

-- . -

--

32 1 21n . 

--

?F\ nnn 

--

--

Ro 

l 'i 

ono 

000 

O'.miulp: ee 
Di st . 

Sch . 62,236 -- -- -- ,2 07fi -- 30, 160 --

Enid Bd of Ed 
lDS - /7. 

' 
i l. 7(i1 -- -- -- -- 31,763 -- --

n1,.:: f"k n chri 

Ed 
Pr'! r,f' ,o.ooo -- - -- -- -- ---·· · - Cs () ()()() 

··- ·· ----- --- --

:--1 
(cont. ) 

I I I 
!11:r C 

I 



-- --

OKLAHOMA {cont.) TABLE B 4- ?.0 

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 
_,.... .. 

('h; ,.1,-""h" Pnh 16.210 -- -- -- -- -- -- 16,210 
Schs. 

I 

Stihiell Tnd. .l}O 000 -- -- -- -- -- 40,000 --.
Sch.Dist. 

:5tilwell Ind. -45, 600 -- -- -- -- -- -- 45,600' t- Sch.Dist.-25 
~ 

-
Dewar Ind. Sch. 1~,877 -- -- -- -- -- -- 4,877 
Dist.-tl 

Hup;o Ind. School 1~, 995 -- -- -- -- -- -- 4,995 
Dist.-39 

I . 
Tulsa Ind. Sch. 67.050 -- -- -- -- -- -- 67,050 

Dist.-1 

TOTAL 762,265 43,420 192,686 183,2·67 100,160 2h2,732 

,,ew.mws.ee...'!"- ;w .......,.,.-· - ·-----· ----·· • 

! 

7 
.. 

I 

I 

https://ew.mws.ee


OHJWON TABLE B 4-51 

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE. LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY . FT8CAL-YRAR ~Nn ~MOI.INT 
(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)_...... ... i- ·: . . .. = . 

--
TOTAL 1965 1966 

-· 

1967 1968 
.. 

1969 1970 1971 

P::irtJ.o.nd Pub. 
Schs. 

148.839 -- .-- -- -- -- 89,437 59,1102 

'T'O'PAT 148.839 -- -- -- -- -- 8Q.437 59,402 

·-
~ 

... -

h,,.m.1m.-.•!t'!- .,,:m•lf.... ltlll.•. ·.•----·--· --·-----.... 



-- -- -- -- -- --

J: J!,!'Ulji..J .L.UV J"U'1.,1.J1. 

TABLE B 4-52 

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY. FISC:AL YEAR, AND AMOUNT 
_____________,..(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants) 

--lF• ■ AMIO-~ ·-r· ...,, :z-- -:"r.:o •--=--nnm.;,r.""'~ 

I 

T 
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 

_, 
·• -· -

Phila, Sch.Dist 198, 76!~ 168,761.t -- -- -- -- -- 30,000 

11r:!.Gtol Sch. 87,751 -- -- -- -- 30,538 57,213 --
Dist. 

Harrisbur6 City 60,000 -- -- -- -- -- -- 60,000 
3ch,Dist, 

.... 
-.J 
0 

:iorristown Area 15,000 -- -- -- -- -- --· 15,000 
Sch. Dist. 

-
York City Sch. 20.100 20 100 

Dist. 

.. 

TOTAL ~81.61, 168.76lf -- -- -- iO .'ii8 '57 2li 12s.100 

-
.. lll'l~nl:19idl!~ u .,.,,... I~-~•• ....._ ...... ---..~----· 

I
7 -l l l I 

https://J"U'1.,1.J1


RHODE ISLAND 
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 ..... 

-" ◄ Pi. -- r·c· .. .. .----~ .... ~== 
I 

' 

~...... 
TOTAL 

. -
1965 

. ... 
1966 1967 1968 

. 
1969 1970 1971 

P!'oviclence Pub, 
Schs. 

2111,623 -- -- -- ~-9.673 4lr, 11:l ljC),C)lj0 60.887 

-
TOTAL 2llf,62-=! -- -- -- 4CJ 67-=! lr4 11~ sq_qr:;o 60 887 

·-
: 

-
-=•~.....,,.ataT:- ..............,~.,.,.~... .. --~ ..---N 

. 
=· 

I I 



-- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- --

-- --

SOUTH CMOLINA 
TABLE B 4-54 

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

1970 1971 

Kershaw Co. Bd. 58,708 c;2.6o8 6.inn 
OI .l!:d. 

fVV\Kershaw Pub.Pchs 10 . -- -- -- -- -- 10.060 --
, ('\ ('\('\('\r,exinro:ton r.o. ha.or-;~ -- -- -- ":\O,q6":\ -- --

.... Sch. Dist.No. 5 ..0 
IO 

~hester· Co. Pub, lf0. (;815 -- ~Q,685 --Sen, 

Jnion Co. Sch. (,6 ~?() -- -- 47.4Gs 18.8"i"i --
Dist. 

' -
)raneeburg Sch. 79,559 -- -- -- -- -- 39,799 39.760 
Dist.-5 

\llendale Co, 26 192 26.102 . .. -- -- -- -- -- --
Schs. 

. 

(cont.) 
___..._.,._0£:b.J a,e._~ ··•*-•SJCili!ii)-·- .. 

= 
.. I J I 
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SOUTH CAHOLINA (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)

- l • -· ·-

' 

-·· -
TOTAL 

-
1965 
-

1966 
- -

1967 CJ 1968 1969 1970 1971 

-
ll.nderson co. its 2h 61h -- -- -- -- -- -- 04 614 

Berkeley Co. Bd 
01· Ed 

lf0,000 -- -- -- -- -- -- 40 000 

I-' 
I-' 
0 

Edr.:efield co. 
Sch.Dist. 

;1urlboro co. Bd 
Ol J!,O.UCU";;J.On 

28 767 

2:7,796 

--

--
--

--

. --

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

~R 7f.7 

27 796 

Saluda Sch.Dist. 
r,o . ..L 

Region V Ed Ser. 
Ctr. 

25,000 

llfS 7sq 

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

25,000 

l4S,759 
'"'1 

' 

TO.TAL 623,363 -- -- -- 133,256 53,565 78,654 357,888 

- ,,,,emri~111~ 11111: ... ),... 111, ~ -~· '•"-··----·- - .. 

. .- I 
.. Ila:: . . 



I 

TABLE B 4-56 TENNESSEE 

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

. xu: s 
-i,· I •.• -====-- ' 

J 

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 
~-"•· -

- Chattanooga Pub. c:(-;·J ?:ii:; 74q 7?6 -- 170 ~en 177 2s6 6s 860 -- --
Schs. 

Oak RidP.e Bd •of' 77.287 77,287 -- -- -- -- -- --
Ed 

r¼iles Co. Bd of' 22l6~~ -- 8 o6s 14 'i70 -- -- -- --
Ed 

:;helby Co, 107,882 61~, 500 43,382Bd of -- -- -- -- --
--Ed 

!':ovimrton ~itv lCJ. 'i07 -- -- -- -- -- -- 19,507 
Schs. 

" 

TOT.I\L 790. 5116 227 013 8,065 181~. 963 177,256 130,360 -- 62.88g 

11111 -=:~ 1111••11--• .:, • --·· -11:!'f...S:_. __,.. -

--, l 



- -- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- --

TEXAS 
TABLE B 4-57 

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

a1•11 -- . - .. ":'"' .... ... ..u. L ~· - a -" 
i 
; 

I 

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 .1968 1969 1970 1971---.... .. -· ·- .. -
~nren -p,1 nf' "Rel 71,127 71 i27 --; -- -- -- -- --

Bhermun Ind.Sch. 62.990 -- -- -- ·17.ggo -- -- 4c; 000 
Dist. 

I 

E!1nis Ind Sch. l0l.O"i8 6h oq8 -;ic; ()()() 

Di::.t. 
I 

Hriuston Ind.Sch. ?88,oq5 -- -- -- -- 8? qc;o ?oc;·, >,c: --
Dist. 

- ' 
- ;:orsicana Ind .. 258,515 1Q6 400 1 'JI) , , a:; 

Sch.Dist. 

' 
·,ull:ler-Hutchin::. h7.626 -- -- -- -- 47.626 --- . = --
Ind..Sch.Dist, 

' 
Groveton Ind. a1~, lfoo -- -- -- -- 44,900 -- ·qQ,500 
Sell.Dist. 

/\bilene Pub.Sch::; h5,ooo 45 000-- -- -- -- -- --· 
r-

?:l Camno Ind, 100 280 100 -::>An-- -- -- - ••• --=• .. ~ tl"S,S!WI :-=u . . ..... .-~-· -- ......._. --Sch.Dist, 

(cont.)

=1 I 



- - -

-- -- --

-- -- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- -- --

TABLE B 4-58 

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

- I 

,._. 

Galventon Ind. 
Sen.Dist. 

Gladewater Ind. 
Bch,Dist. 

PittGbt1rG Ind. 
,_,,_, ;-,cn.-D:i.si;. 
C/,) 

Waxahachie Ind. 
Sch.Dist. 

'Wich:i.ta Falls 
Pub. Schs. 

Bishou Consol. 
ISD 

Crvstal Citv 
Ind.Sch.Dist. 

Pecos-Bartow 
Ind.Sc).1,Dist. 

'AlJ States dth JLocal Education Aoencies Receiving Grants..\. .....~ ~-.,,-~&l',Qoo\,a-......,&a • 
• -·:::cm-r ,:""1::T~ - . - ., . -

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 
... -

,2 Q2§_ -- -- -- -- -- 'i2 oos --
I 

~'i8 "'580 -- -- 168 sso 1qo n1v,. 

I 

110,l.fOO 110,400 

I 

l'i.842 -- n84::i 
: 

I 

!18. '507 l,A 'i07 

I 
C ?',. 

, ":l ('\('\('\P,000 -- -- -- --· -- --. 
• 

11-s c;oc; 4s 'iO'i. -- -- -- -- -- --
I 

~8. 'jg!f "'8.sq4 

IU l~tU-ll:9'IEII. ~ ~- """E!•-1-·- c __,. 

-~ 

-

(cont.)- I ·1 I - I 



T..::XA~'i (Cont.. ) 
TABLE B-59 

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

- .. = . . ... 
' 

/ Al l 
' ' 

~~ a t .e.s....:~ " ~itb T J .,Eduta ti QD... g,e,os;A es_ies R Vei i ng 
~WU -t ., .. = - sGrant) 

·. -· 

-
;;ouths:i. de Ind. . 
Sch . Dist . 

TOT,\L 

TOTAL 

45,000 

1,784,797 

1965 

--

--

·-
1966 

.. 

--

71, 327 

·-
1967 

--

--

1968 

--

84 ,028 

1969 

--

301, 876 

1970 

--

778,8<;2 

1971 

!1c; 000 

5½_8,714 -

.. ~ ... 

. ...... . . - --e, . '- - ~ - ·' -

==1 I I r l 



• VIRGINIA 

TABLE B 4-60 

TQTAL TTU,R IV LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT 

- . CAJ J S.tatl:l~Ul...1; Q~al E_ducation Asencies Receiving Grants)L ·- ·-.. 

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 
-- - -- -· 

I 
i 

Fairf'a.'C Co. Sch. 
.!:!Cl., 

I 

7lf,800. 35,770 39,030 -- -- -- -- --

Arlington Co, 
::;cn,.tlct., 

I 

213,745 75,000 - -- 50,931 -- -- --

Richmond Pub, 
;.)l!HS. 

I 

469,313 150,670 -- l~-7, li74 61,169 -- 110,000 --

........ 
en 

Charlottesville 
t.;1..,y Sch,..tlCJ., -

' 

63,458 -- 29,357 -- -- 20·7()<; lq- qo6 --
Lynchburg Pub. 

ucna. 
- ' 

77,512- -- 20,183 -- -- 29.2'iQ 2!,!-070 --

Clifton For,;e 
City Sch,Bd, 

' 
q6 8GO -- -- q6 800 -- 1'111Ca1'1161f,. OM -- -- --

-
Hampton City Scl1 

.Bd, 
98,260 -- -- 1 ·co6o :?.Q,q86 32,658 '22 'i'i6 --

IPor.tsmouth ~ell. 
Bd, 

113,870 -- -- -- 43,291 47,586 22,993 --

(cont,) 
:.,utca.wua::z; ~...,,_ .,•• _il ... 1.. - .. • ..r...-.L --=-

- r I 



- -- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- -- --

VIl{GINIA (cont. ) 

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 Receiving Grants). .............. ,_ .... _,., ... ·- r. ..~-· -oz - - " -

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971-· 
--=r-.r. 

Fluvanna co. Bd., 22 q89 -- ".)".) '::Po 
of Ed. 

• 
i.Jnnsemond Co. Bdl 28,440 ·"'--. -- -- 28. lfltO -- ---of Ed. 

I 

Lexinr,ton City 7 76lf -- -- -- -- • 7 76h -- --
:Scl. of Ed. 

I 
I,/ '1/illiamsburg 31,921 -- -- -- -- llr 1100 17 c;21 --

lJames City Co. 
Sch. Bd. I 

:1ev1 Kent Co.Sehr 17,525 17 c;2c; 

" l&W.11 

,~_rnelia Co.Rchs. c;1 Rife;· -- -- -- -- , ,< ,<?t; l c;. l140 l0.780 

Pittsvlvania co. lfC) 7?0 -- -- -- -- 49.7'.:\0 -- --
Schs. 

Chesapeake Pub. 102,283 -- -- -- -- '.:\7 28'.:\ 6'5.000 --
Schs, 

4!JMutili4114\idiC Jt!t!::--:" • 1.. ,•• ltlSUIAW ...), -· . .. ..._·--···-- ., 

. 
·(cont,l,, a:r.·=---,=/IN 1111 =1 



VIRGINIA (cont.) 

TABLE B 4-62. 

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

(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)-
I 

... 

--

l'Iorfolk Citv Bd 
of Eel 

·-

TOTAL 

!~c; -000 

1965-. 

--
-

1966 

--

1967 

--

1968 

--

1969 

hs ooo 

1970 

--

1971 

--

.A.'riherst Co .sch. 
Bd. 

26.653 -- -- -- -- -- 26.653 --

Danville Sch.Bd lD,97'5 -- -- -- -- ... 18 975 --
I 

Fluvanna Co.Sch: 
-

21,300 -- -- -- -- -- 21,300 --

. 

Franklin City 
Schs. 

Greenville co. 
Sch Bd 

I 

16,170 

.3.Q,~l.4 

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

... 

16.170 

15,137 

--

15,277 

Louisa Co :schs. 

- . 
Lu[:·enyurg ·co.Sc oo s 

J h c;62 

10,1'96 

--

--

--

--

--
--

--

--
--
--

, h_ c;t;? 

10,h96 

--

--

(cont.) 
•lll!:U l:a!flllll~ ...u, ,tl-1,11 •..•. • ~--- -----
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VIRGINIA (cont.) TABLE B 4•63 

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

- i 
I 

--.•. 
(All States with Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants)- .. • q . - • ._""'_,,...... 1::1 . ... ....... ,_,,...._ 

~ ..... w -- r::=:::c:===r·"""';' .. . . 

~-~"" -· 

:,1eclUenbure; Co. 
3ch.Bd. 

I 

TOTAL 

6,466 

1965 

--
-

1966 

--
1967 

--
i968 

--
1969 

--
1970 

6,466 

1971 

-- -

·:rrw K•~nt Co. ·scr 
Bd 

I 

J-8.02r.; 
Jrc;e 

-- -- -- -- -- 18 02S --

:·:cwport News Sch 
Bel 

25 lf8(i -- -- -- -- -- 25 486 --
1-1 
1-1 
00 ::ol•folk City ScL; 52,500 -- -- -- -- -- '32 500 --

;:orthumberland 
co.8ch,i3d. 

I 

16,070 -- -- -- -- -- 16,070 --

::o:ttoway Co. 
13d. 

Sch 

1 

17,300 -- -- -- -- -~ -- 17,300 -- .. 

Pittsylvania Co. 
f::icn . .dd, 

I 

50,050 -- -- -- -- --· 50 050 --

~oanoke City 
;:)C.t1S, 

22,000 -- -- -- -- -- 22,000 --
I 

(cont.) 

. ., =- ... ~--r- ◄ ••-1ttDJ1nt; ..~"'Y-~'"' ~ .------·•--..-·-

= ~ m- 115 
' 
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-- -- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- -- --
--

VIRGINIA (cont.) 

TOTAL TITLE IV LOCAL 

_I_ -, 

. ... 

Bristol Co., 

:::c,mubell Co. sci-. 
Dis-J;. 

I 

EGSe:>:-Midd.lesex 
~o.t,;cns. 

I 

Goochland Co......... Schs .
\0 1 

Lancaster Co, 
Sch. Bd, 

I 

Louisa Co. Pub, 
oCOG, 

I 

<;:icr..mond Co. Sc!·. 
3d. 

York Co. Sch,Bd, 

TOTAL 

;!,4,518 

lo,519 

18,850 

19.582 

19. 3l+5 

17,915 

20,560 

20,150 

TOTAL 2,000,651 

-1 l 

TABLE B 4-64 

EDUCATION AGENCY GRANTS BY STATE, LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, FISCAL YEAR, AND AMOUNT 
(All States wit:'.tl Local Education Agencies Receiving Grants) 

.- - - ' -

1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 
- ·- . - - . --- -- -- -- -- --

• 
14,518-- .. 
18,519 

-- -- -- -- -- -- 18,850 

,._ 19,582 

-- -- -- -- -- -- 19,345 

17,915 

-- -- -- --· -- -- 20,560 

-- -- -- -- -- -- 20,150 

.a ues. .IC'~ Nt'I ...........,, .• 'I'"' .... .. 
261, lfl10 176, 38lf 197,424 185,377 369,45h 6'26,076 184,496. 

I 

https://wit:'.tl


H,'\S l!INGTON 

TABLE B 4-65 

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

(All States witl, Loc a l Educ:ition Agenci es Hccc iving Gr ants)- - ·- .. amsn-s ,.,,. .. --...---=-=·- -- ,.. . .===rv -- -

--- .. 

TOTAL 
-

1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 
.. 

1970 1971 

-

;,~ :i.:t:tle Pub. Sch ':CJ (i7c, -- -- -- 14 175 -- -- 85 500 

i, :-ic o:i:1 ;,ch . D:is t 98_.,_685. -- -- -- 53,805 -- 4~,880 -..- -- --

.... 
~ 
0 

;C's. :.tl c Sch .Dist 
::o . 1 

I 

·1 , ,...r"I"""::"' "rh T'l {r t . 

l~o . 10 

22 1C)l 

11'.~ _0')0 

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

22,191 

c,g 090 

--

--

--

0, 000 

TOTAL 3Gl,, 61,l -- -- --
. ~ 

67, 980 81,281 lfl,,880 170,500 

- . tillta"'"-- · , .... ~- . .. . -· - - ----

=, I I ·1 



WEST VIRGINIA TABLE B 4-66 

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

... ..cm,- ~- --·-

-·· 

Cabell co. 

. 

Schs 

TOTAL 

14.0:17 

1965 

--

.. 
1966 

·--

.. 
196.7 

--

1968 

--

1969 

--

.;. . 
1970 

--

1971' 

,4 ()'.l7 

TOTAL lh,037 -- -- -- -- -- -- 11~.0'-l? 

J 

7 
I 

. 

. • "" 

•. ,1111•111-- z,I •.•• ,. 

. 

---·--------· 

... 

7 I 



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 
Arkansas Technical Assistance and Consultative Center 
Ouachita Baptist University 
Arkadelphia, Arkansas 

CaUf ornia _ 
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 

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 

Virg;,nia 
Consultative Resource Center for School Desegrega­

tion** 
University of Virginia 
Charlottesville, Virginia , 

'"No longer funded. 
•Centera vllited b7 members of Commlulon atalL 

122 



APPENDIX B .TABLE C 2 

TITLE IV UNIVERSITY DESEGREGATION CENTERS BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR, AND FUNDING LEVEL (All states with Centers) 

•.. 

TOTAL 1965 1_966 1967 1968 1969 1970 . 1971 

i ~LABA.~ 2 176.CJ?S 416 589 962.119 510,286 

ARKANSAS l 2SG.622 658,419 

CALIFORNIA 664,995 299,998 364,997 

n'RT .II 1JII R'R 00,224 l'\7.618 1411.016 

FLORIDA 2,671,611 340.6,0 23"> 931 261.923 610.732 

GEORGIA 1 28s.26q 216.4oq 

KENTUCKY 2h5,933 222.021 

LOUISIA."l"A 225,2CJ5 100 000 

MISSISSIPPI 209.611 659.421 480 200 

-+:-(,...,W..:.:.W-ii_,.r.t;;.•~,:x~Ir.o__~--q~"""SS:.a..,67..1_..___--1-_.;;.--;;;...._-1------;;;....--t--:::.:--:::._._--1t--.-- __190, OOO___._l....,1.CJ_4_._-'-'716""'1=---+--=2"-70;a..;.,...CJ-=l"'-O__._1 

:,J"EW YORK 130,718 -.. --
:JORTH CAROLINA 906, 927 J.99 260 247 21CJ 290 214 170 214 

OKIJ,H0:.1A J. 4<)g,49J. 114.062 

• SOUTH CAROT,TNA 1 ,88 8/36 220,370 21CJ.096 704.6CJ7 

-t--T"'--~...N....NE...~...,S...E__E__--ir--...7'9.._,8_.•.._5__:1c"-~-+---t--------+--------1-,-------• 98,432 200,o87 300,000 200,000 

I'EXAS 2,042,37!1 -- -- -- 409,534 349,999 648,500 634,341 

••~:::__ , ...:::~. ,~,~c:::c=:r::----, .-::::-::;:,::;;-.--~-=::::·~..?~~·===-=·~===-..=•:-.~~'~:::~~.-~:.. ~--=J: 

https://OKIJ,H0:.1A


TABLE C 3 

TI'll.E IV UNIVERSITY DESEGREGATION CENTERS BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR, AND FU_NDING LEVELS (SOUTHERN AND BORDER STATES) 

......... - - - --; 

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 

; - . ·-
~ 

ALABAMA 2,176,975 -- -- -- 287,981 416,539 962.119 510,286 

J\RKAN"AFl 1 2"iQ 622 -- -- -- -- 2!17, 105 658.419' 151 898 

D"RT.AWARE <81. 7S8 -- -- -- 09.224 l':\7.618 1411.916 --
FLORIDA 2z61lz6ll -- 340 650 235.931 261,923 375 ..i25 847,0':iO 610. 7':\2 

'r.JU)RGTA 1 28'i 26q -- -- -- 216 4oq ?1;6 -:iA{; 617 i:;11. on!; OhO 
.. 

U,.,T.lfTITT,-,VV 2l;c;_ C)':\':( -- -- -- 0?? 0:->1 ?':l Ql? -- --
.. 

LOUISIANA 1 ':\':\"i.9"i'i -- -- -- 167 71;? 2~"i ?Q'i (il1? 808 '.:lOn onn ' 

'.ff'1ST!'1!'lTPPT 1 l1q8 h?f, -- -- -- 1 l,n 1F\? ?no f-,, t-:;i::() !1?1 !1An ~nn 

~T0:1TH CAROLINA go6.q27 -- -- -- ,nn 2h0 ?!~7 ?.':lO ?on ?lh 170 ?l 4 

Cl:\.'L/1.ITOMA l !;9q. l;ql -- -- -- ..... .31~_06~,, ·--':\231,24 . .,55,6.,,~~ "<0':l ?t-:;7 

SOUTH CAROLTNA 1 r,[38 836 -- -- -- 00n ':\70 ?.':\O OC16 70!; F.n7 h24.721 

rpr.,1 r;i.~r, r. '!:''Cl 7qA c:;10 -- -- -- 08 f;':\2 200 087 ,nn nnn ?hn nnn 

•flr.'Y/1.~ 2 Ql12 ·:al; -- -- -- 4oq, 5':\4 1!1<.J. 909 6118 ,oo 6':\4 -~1., 

'-!T1~r;Trn:A 70':\./1<)0 -- -- -- 1An ·7i::h 1 -:iR 1:->R ?)i() ?"<1 1 ?t:; 777 

-
TOTAL L8. 1Q<i 626 9'.:l<:; 0?1 2,826,894 • _], 37.2,§)6 . l, ':l0F\ .,,,q-- .3~~~- _;r,283,917_.i 

...,.ne I j . - "" ,:esrrz,,:s, tilt 5¥ rtbl-1' ··e..._,::mme: f I i'= :::-.~ '•l:i;cl=.,: 



TA~LE C 4 

TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTm:RS BY STATE, FISCAL YEAR, AND FUNDING LEVEL (Non Southern and Border States) 

..-· . . 

- TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 vn1 
- . -

. 
CALIFORNIA 664,995 -- -- -- -- -- 290,qqS :i64.997 

NEW YORK 110,7l8 -- -- -- -- -- 89,7l5 41 oo:i 

PEi'IHSYLVANIA 140,111 -- -- -- -- -- -- 140 ili 

T-TEW MEYTCO 2~'l1 riz1 -- -- -- -- 1qo ooo 494. 7(.1 270 Q1() 

.... .... 
t-.:1 
CJ1 

TOTAL 1,891,697 -- -- -- -- 190,000 881,, 471, 817,223 

. 

'. ,:e:.1, ~,~- ~ ,.,i1,::a~•n•-·. .. .. . -----~- -
~ 

mrrn:rc:x. ~- i ::i::;;;ccr:::,........ • :=--::=::m:=- i ·,::e-:::::a:=::,::n::::-1":tJ.;..~..,_.,,:ern e sett tmr' _. ,1o,,,;•mnnr1-,rrum2:s:• .,. :::::xrz:s:rz:v:t'!:r'Z·,~- ~ ''XM"i:'tr 1 sew: .;_.._·-. = 



-- -- -- --

CALIFORNIA 

TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS 

... - .... - ·--

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 
. . .. 

Univ. of Cal. 661+.995 -- -- 200 qq3 ~64.007 
Riverside 

!!! --- .. 

-
TOTAL 664,995 -- -- -- -- -- 299,998 364,997 

..'-

-
-- •· 1111111:"':I.,.. "'31 I 1!1111:IIZCIINllltit, .. -..1 .,:11,ICCI: .•..~"•=- ----·-··--- - -

. ho 

c:,:z::::-r:z:,:rr-:;n::r:c:,:c:::• ·•-,a::;:,:(H rlr :·e:::rn:,-,:, ,r ": .:zu.-::--·o::nu: 1 ! Pl ...--~2-- .........,..,..'2:::::Tt'llS""·'"'"•"'I .·"nrt'i'11T!T:arrmtat<-, :"":s::r:rr::crr::s:s:n::::r:ra•• ··:m:n:a:im::r:::rm::tn::rm:,~ ..v:rn,=:n-:,;;:a· ...~ -· f t 
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ALABAMA 
TABLE C 5•1 

TITI.E 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. Sl:-7, 758 -- -- -- 112,305 1q2 627 i2l.4li 221 4li 
Auourn 

iniv. of s. Ala. 1,329,217 -- -- -- 175,676 223,962 640,706 288,873 
A'lVU..L.J..C 

'l'OTAL 2,176,975 -- -- -- 287,q81 l,16. S8Q q62 11q c;10 286 

.. 

. 

) 1 .. 1 •. .. - "' . 4-.1.0:CZ ===-~ ""IU1»£.:.:tli ..._·----- -------

. 

··-, it'I ±11t EtlS:tr tl' . w:rmn, r, • ·,=:r::rrrs::::-.: ::.:=...s....t Q ...... ..........,,,,,~-r.:.· ··•2-e:.a- tffH·Hl ••1•· "":::a:r:st:c:c:ae:rrmc:: • 4 m, -•a:, s an::,.:· :r:: rtNit . ,::.mi' -· I i 



ARKANSAS 
TABLE C 5-2 

TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS 

-- , 

-
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 197~ 

;.::;: 

I 

Ouachiti:;_ Baptisi 1,259.622 -- -- -- -- 2!1-7, 305 658 419 ·w~.898 
Univ., 

- -~rkadelphia 

TOTAL l 259.622 -- -- -- -- 2lf7. ~05 6'i8 41g 3~3.~ f-

" 
.•• 
' 

I • 

,· 

-
.,,.., • • ocatJda4 ► ... •• "''' •"'i::-,'Li(., -------- • 

. 
..,.,, - +enr r· r'e1111 ,. ·1171r:r::r•rrrr ~ ~--;;:;-r:rrac::cze•·· .••:n:::m,r:ne:r,,n,,;:t..,. •,.,.,,.,,,,n::,;,a;r::::m::i.:••. l\:nMP'M4lTCOOffllT" .• t'C:7Cltl'PT'.ISP1• ·oxa:m: iP M'.'fh rs11111r y·:::rnmn:rrrr:m::r:rf\: .~-· 1 I 1 -



DELAWARE 
TABLE C 5-4 

TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS 

--- . -- - -. 

-
lrrniv. of Deleware 

Newark 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

381,758 

381,758 

1965 

--

--

1966 

--

--

1967 

--

--

1968 

99,224 

99,224 

1969 

137.618 

137-,618 

1970 

144,g16 

-

144,916 

1971 

--

--

. 

. 

=~-- iWS ;c 1-tti lL"j •.• WJO-..,........... ~-,. Ml I ... ...,
• 

IIJ::I~ lltldl\lUt~ • 11:. 

;r'T":cer......;...fTi"""t"!.!f~"'!"••~ •·n,mrr:rr,,'i'2\'Ji'XC -·tt,
I • I I 

IIIIC:ill!!9l!lcl .. -.. 

,. 

di¥Gl:tliit 

- ---

, .. , ttf 

--

, -== I \t'Otii 

-
11111 != 
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FLOR.tDA 

TABLE C 5;.5 

TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS 

- -
TOTAL 

-
1965 
-

1"966 
-

1_967 1968 1969 197'0 
- . 

1971 

-
Florida State 
Univ . .,· 
Tallahassee 

280,605 -- 137.-:iog 14-=l.296 -- -- -- --

Univ, of Miami 
v-.. - ..... u-u..a..1..:0 

2,391,006 -- 263, 34:i. 92,635 261,923 375., 325 847,050 610,732 

TOTAL 2 671.611 -- -:i40.61j0 2-=llj 9-=ll 261 92-=l -:i71j -:i21j 8h7.oc;n r;, () 7":!~ 

- ., 

,. 

• -..... ,. " ~~ ,~:! ICI -~~ .. SE':111:a--•1:t= •• •· .,. ·--.. -

I IS#lltl :waw:z:: r tdi II ...."'tne:er::T:~ iimt. ·.,::- ~ • -::,,-.,sc,r:r i •H,,,...,._,ffl'T!'fifr t - .•J· e0TW21tcatnmv1r ... #,ct# +r .... .,.,-:.==.·, 1 i 



GEORGIA 
TABLE C 5-6 

TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS 

TOTAL .1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 
~ - - - - -

Univ. ·of Georgia l,27h,o64 -- -- -- 216,4og 246 ~86 606 ~og ·204.g6o 
Athens 

!3outheuntern Eel. 11,205 -- --- -- -- -- ll,205 --
Lao., At.Lan-ca 

TOTAL l.285 269 -- -- -- 216 4og 246 ?86 617 514 204 q6o 

-• - --

- . .. c.u :.tsAii-,. - • .. ,• ..... _..,_, -
.. -

=,· :II ~am••Ll C E>j• i ':,..=~: •.--~:c .... !..=~:,;:;;m:::c·•. - ..=-=--,,em:·=': t·::,,,•r:::rrs:mrn,.,,,..,...: ii r11•mmtra:t::it·1;c:;na;·. :,. mt w;::,mn • 111111!<1~... I zs:i Uii,· .f.!:.= IIIJI 1=1 1 



KENTUCKY 

TABLE C 5•7 

TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS 

'IOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 

'.·lestern Kv. Univ -... 
Bowling Green 

'..'.I.'O.TAL 245,933 .222.021 

..... 
~ 

QWU,tZ-&t.U...t:"- • .,! ,,:C,,Jlllft:...i,I J,. • ....,..,..,,,.'l.'!l'!:.-:e.-~-~.=:c--f-======-11-



LOUISIANA 

TABLE C 5-8 

TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS 

-- .. 
' 

~ 

Tulane Univ. 
New Orleans 

TOTAL 

1 enc; q·~c; 

-
1965 
-

--

-
1966 

--

--
1967 

--

c:= 
, (-,7 7L.~ 

1969 

or,cc r,r,cc 

1970 

642 8g8 

1971 

~00 000 

TOTAL 1,335,935 -- -- _.. 167,742 225J295 642,898 300,000 

1--' c.o c.o 

- ~ 
.. .... .... 

. 

••.t==.: lb.~ •"t.A:W.l!JJ.ClcA .>~- ,..,__,, __ .. ·--

-
' 

.... -...: -.,,i"!•-··...."-::r::n:'"'Z :U:131 CII I !l::C:.. • ·:.::l! E:a!:l:E lie.;• ~=a::t:::m::c··•· -: :• =•i=:::,: :::::!"7S"•~s:r:,·'J'o~·...·1 :: u mn 1•111nc1•.·= =- -·T 
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-- -- -- -- -- --

--

MISSISSIPPI' 

TABLE C 5-9 

TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS 

- .. ·- -· ... .. 

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971. .... 

Mlss. State Un1' l!-80:200 4Rn ~(\(\ 

State College 

Miss, State Univ. (.;c;q h~, r-;i:;a IL~, 
Sto.rksville -

I 

Tniv of Southern °'58.8l'i -- -- -- 14g,182 20() 6"" -- --
1,Miss,, 

u,.,-,.~~~~ .. 

.. TOTAL 1,lf98,h36 -- -- -- 149,182 209,633 659,421 480,200 

.,, ... 

. 44M ., .,,• ...www, .. , •M•--• ,..-·--·-·--.. -- .. - . i--

,:·~• II ;11:1 Ill.. ' --==·.==-·.· eie:c-r::-;.i~V i :cm.a:.Ci:tc&tt.c::r-- i ,I su1ctazua·l '::ZOll!''lii!•= Iii Ill w~ 1:11 sz: :S: I I ·11~ 



NEW MEXICO 
TABLE C 5-10 

TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS 

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970! 1971 

Univ, of N, Mex. 
AJ.buquerque 

100 oon :?7()_ a,/"\ 

..... 
c:..:i 
1:/l 

TOTAL 955,671 lQO 000 270.010 

-----.....-ii-.....,...,....,,.a.....,,____.. ,,xs:,c ::wwwc:.e::.....~• ·-·-•" ot..w:..s ,.; __ 4• •• .,,_~--~··""·-=--=-=-='-~·=====lr-

==.~~,.:.===""""-r~:::m:e::e::--s,:.=-2:i:r:.:::n:=t§!::l§d:l:•==::::.:'"·".,··•o:rm::o"':c::r:::t"t:1-'·1---=·m:m:,:rn"'""::.1•':"lS::::trarmcrrt:,r:::•-.,~•==r==·==rn:::""',i='t:Z'l=::l;itnre""=.~d;.:•:.=•==t1:zi:tt=-....:,.•.= 



11 

NEW YORK 

. 
TITLE. IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS------------------ ·-·-- ··--

• a-• 

TABLE C 5-11 

TOTAL 1965 1966 J. 1967 ].968 1969_ 1970 1971.. 

Teachers Coll. 1~0.718 41 _()()':l 

Columbia Univ. 
New York, N.Y. 

TOTAL 130,718 Ao 7lt; 



TABLE C 5-12 

-- --- -

TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS 

- TOTAL 
,: 

1965 
. 

-·· 

1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 

St- AUO'USt-inA 1S 

Col. 
R,i1p~Nh 

90G.-~:27 -- -- -- 1gg 260 2h7 2'N 2°0 ?ll+ 170 ?1 l~ 

TOTAL 906,927 -- -- -- 199,260 247,239 290,214 170,214 

..... 
Cl:! 
-:i 

.. 

lf!lll•=m Id~· . .. ,-=-•--"·-- 4• .....,_ ··---~- ---·· 

-· .=t::rzzmme ■ n::sc:r-•·, ·•••.g _, .. :::x:w:::,,•...... -- ' 
...... . -:::-n-,;:ae,:z-· :tJ,•-:r:,ir::::rrm:st•:t\''l'lj .,.,...,.,rcsre::rnnc· .,..,.......11:1 .. .. ffljJ wn,,r• •·::-:r::::n:::s:P!'!tn:Q:aft:T. ,·ur: 

·-



OKLAHOMA 
TABLE C 5-13 

TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS 

- . -- - - --

·-
TOTAL 1965 1966 

-
1967 1968 

. 
1969 197111 1971 . 

Univ, of Oklahor a 
Norman 

1 ~4q1 -- -- -- 'il4.062 -:i,;;,-:i ?~h c:;c:;A 

-
a-:iR ':lO':l 267 

TOTAL li ~221 l~C)l -- -- -- ., h n~,;;, ':j".)':) ,.,,.,,, 
, 

i:;c;A Q':l8 303,26:Z 

.. 

. -· 1.:,1\ 

--
- - ' ......... I ,. Ml«:::rl ---=1.S::t=":' ·•:1:a:.111111!:.,mi,., .. --· 

.._________...... -

-
.:.-:..:rm:'.:=:::t...m =:-111 •:::c::r::t:J--··,·-:=:c::::ee;mr~.,.tH"~r:l"'~,.....,.,..., •••~,l'i'Tl::11 J k ff'1 •1=:. I :x::::=s:::,-:zrr:n:.~: i. •·=:s:w:zm,rc:l::: 



PENNSYLVANIA 
TABLE C .5-14 

TITLE IV DESEGREGATION CENTERS 

.... 

1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 197:1,TOTAL 

Univ. of Pitts- 140,313 
burgh, Pitts. 

-1--------t-------t---+-----f-----J-----➔-----l~-----~-----t-----·-
TOTJ\L 140,313 140,313 

-11--------t-----...-~--- _______,_,__....,.,._....,..-3_,..,.,.,_•*"""""·....,'"-•"'-•-·• -,..,,....,.,_.,_..,..,w~· __ ., ,owww ,., ..........,,.,,,_~,,-;:,_,:::_:==¼,,::====~-

-t~-------1-------f·----1-----➔-----1-------,------i-------J~----·--B------ -
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SOUTH CAROLINA 
TABLE C 5•15 

TITLE IT DESEGREGATION CENTERS 

- . 

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 • 1969 1970 1971 
t··.· -- -· . 

Univ, of South 1,588,886 -- -- -- 220,370 239,096 704,697 42l~, 723 
Caro.J.ina 

TOTAL 1,588,886 -- -- -- 220,370 239.)096 704,697 424,723 

Nti, a ,. - ~ 

i--1 

~ ... .......xcz • 4.,J. WSt:Z.:h d.t ~,,... ,ah --a:r.· ... __ ·--· --- ·-··-· -
-' ... 

1=, ... = e,12 l:Cl"CC:I'i ~ 1 *' •a11----io j ..~ ~w-:-...- •1 =:2,.-•,1i,"• ► Rlt-t C'f•; . ""id'Sl'~;;i;r;:c:i:c w- I: 11 1li 1···=21 ,..,. If:' ..-.= 



TENNESSEE 
TABLE C 5-16 

UNIVERSITY DESEGREGATION CENTERS 

- - ... mmmwr• .. ·--".:T·-

- TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 

I Univ, of rrenn. 798.519 -- -- -- q8 4-:i2 200 o87 -:ioo 000 ::ioo 000 
Knoxville 

TOTAL 798,519 -- -- -- 98,432 200 o87 300 000 200.000 

JIii __..,. "' 

-~ 

. __, r ~~11,1~-=21e, ;.1:e=:!CIZ!I:!;:_ ,:,::-:- ., :1:11~••• ,.,_!r'• .. - .. -·· ----

=-·:::e:rrr:r::-c b ~-···1•11 ••'Set node• -~t'I.....--. ...--~..... - -, .,.,,..,:••=1:1ee:., ·ot:rr=:-:-mt1z::-:IC·~~-f-r::c:r::;::r:r::r:::rnr:,- •.•1:;;:r;::;cs~·it·-- ';::;:- = 
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TEXAS 
TABLE C 5-17 

UNIVERSITY DESEGREGATION CENTERS 

-·-- -

[J 
. 

~OTAL 1965 1966 1968 1969 1970 1971 
-· -

~.p IJ't'>VAC,Tlniv. 2.042. 37!~ 409.,~4 ~4q qqq 64<.'3 "iOO (:j,4 ~4, 
Austin 

TOTAL 2,01~2, 374 -- -- -- 409,534 349 999 61f8 SQQ 6'i4 'i41 

.. 

,. - ' --

-
.. 

M 
,.. __ ,.. ___ , ...I ;czc.A.oo ,cs . ')4t$4Al!:ll~G.IQL(,ljj.L~ •· .... , .MtJOc%1ht•• ....... .. 

. -
-··- I I fit'~~==· Qi lb M = • h.· - ---....,.-•--: • """'."'l'~,?CI jt us::..., .., Rifi ±551 t&ki 1tff"'-j' 1NWl1'\'1il'!>:>rt21S!!t"'..j"::::::r:cnc:tr7:MJi5'VM1:er., 'C'T"!dtit d F I Jil'l:J ·p::::t-.· .. I 

I 
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- -
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VIRGINIA 
TABLE C 5-18 

UNIVERSITY DESEGREGATION CfilW;RS 

- --· 

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 
,. .. . 

Univ. of Va. 70~ 890 1An 7i::J1 1"'.lR 1~R 249 2~1 i-:is ,777 
Charlottesville 

TOTAL 703,890 -- -- -- 180 754 1,8 128 249 2,1 1,"i.777 

>' 

dltb.iC..#iuJ'i.~" - .... , ... 1!%dL.J,t'"'!i :,... ... ~ ·- -·---- .. 

~ 

=··• M R tct:er-1 ··?TTil"l J --•• -mn:z:::,,•·m· M:::=r.::=.:i :::rrn~-~-.:m~_,..,..: l ,.wi:cmn,i-rmzz~- ·1 
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-- -- --

TABLE D 1-1 

TOTAL TITLE IV ..INSTITUTE GRANTS BY STATE AND FISCAL YEAR (All States) 
---· ----- ·---·---------------------------------

-· -:;;;;m·m,- . ...__.cee:;;;;:rz:-zr·+~ - -

Ie., 

ALA"9A,\IA 

,• RT'7.n!·I A 

AHiv\NSAS 

,~.I\LIFORNTA 

COLORADO 

r-nrrwr"T'TrTT'I' 

Dl!~LAW!I.RE 

FLOrtIDA 

G'~OHC-:TA 

TD/\T.rn 

ILLIJ.JOIS 

INDifuJA 

IOWA 

K_:'\J-I:.-~AS 

:-:;~;-:TUCKY 

r.nnT,1 TA ~T ,\ 

;.'.AHYf..Al'TI) 

.. .:.-::::n-::;r-~..-•... 

TOTAL 

8~,542 

Q~ ())1() 

!i§4,03'1" 

fi5,'._7qL 
8-:'.\. ,20 

296,151
·--· '• .__.. 

J.,2.hl1<j 

1.400.8(,l,. 

c;7a (-..7r., 

1h (.)7C: 

·-~S2. l:G2 

13G,C.Co 

160 ((~9 

75,032 

G7i3, '.iG3 

zpc.:,, -~l3 -
57,072 

·--.U':.1:n: • 11 e,c,•:41.' 

I19·65 
-

-:J.-:J.7 '528 

26 04-0 

l/32,795 

35J.J'.86 
q71 28-:'.\ 

51 093-

79,375 

-· ' . 

18,652 

I·-

-·· ' 

1966 1967-
= 

1-:J.1 qg4 ':\fsl~. !171 

1'74 8<6 lli3 7,6 

r,nJ, 071 on ·:nr,: 

42. 1,511~ c;o 160 

':l.77 702 c;i.87Q 

, (.)1 A1h -:i(,o A1A 

-- --.. ,.,.,...... 

-- 98 206 

35.567 --
-- --
-- -- .. 

199,208 400,000 

J.i.LJt.~o. --..11;i.,,.,.m-=- . 
-:J.8.420 --

1968 

14.'54q 

4q q20 

, n7 nh1 

~Ut'" 
129 924 

,,ee.12.a.-,;t,.~ 

.,.=...... ...:=-=:::i -=....·..-,:-- ,:-•t:::n" .....,.. st 1 111:r:.. :·\:r;:;pfflJ'fC'"a,:c·,,.....- • 

1969 1970 1971 

60 c;hc; c;n nnn 

J,o 1A-:i J,A li-:in - '-

--
-- -- A-:i ,on 

8,· ':\Bl~ ~1? 767 

. -- m -- l~,215 

-- -- l"ilf <~2 

-- -- 160 669 

-- -- ;L5,032 

-
..,..5Q,_QQQ_ . 'iQ 000 

·-.T"\""Nf'-~~;-• 

-- -- . . ~' 1,t:c::::z:t..,.n::::r::ezm:: , I f I n--x •. -r...=-=::,=:e:s:r:rrr:- :-..:: 
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https://Dl!~LAW!I.RE


TABLED 1-2 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE GRANTS BY STATE AND FISCAL YEAR (All States) 

-- =======-

.. --
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1,968 1969 1970 1971 

~-'.ICHIGAN- - 465,996 27 .9!10 101.8q8 'i1. 1 'iO 'i4.216 -- g8_7q2 1 <0 ()()() 
.. 

MUINESOTA- 6,.000 -- -- -- -- -- -- 65,000 

!-!ISSISSIPPI 5l1.3,02!f 130,721 197.978 ll4,325 -- -- -- 100 000 

:-iISSOURI 332,489 78,740 36.ll7 -- -- 60-061 69.019 88,526 -
t-1 r-mrrANA 60,000 -- -- -- -- -- -- t:n ono 
~ 

i"BW JERSEY 86 9110 -- -- -- -- -- -- 86.9110 

i":EW YORK 786,303 ll7,o85 188,903 193,056 l16,3l1 l2li- "i42 -- 46,606 

::s-.-1 MEXICO 74,756 -- 74,756 -- -- -- -- -- I 
:lORTII CAROLINA 797,551 167. !fl 1 l71.28r; lG0.201 lG4.7q2 71 860 -- --
OHIO 124.596 -- -- -- ,.. ---,....... .. --- -- l24.c;q6 

O!~-:i;GOfJ 9J.,847__ -- 7< qAA c; on_c: -- -- -- ll~qr:;4 

OKLA!IO!•Li.\ 701 961 170 201 2i4 8'54 298 906 -- -- -- --
-

PE;-msYLVANIA 171. 663 36,9511 69,407 -- -- -- -- 65,302 

BX.NJ 817,131 70,051 63,835 258.375 26o,870 lll~.000 -- 'i0.000 

SOU'l'H Cf\.ROLINA 33, :\32 -- -- i:l- i82 -- -- -- --
rc;nr·:ESSEE 979,862 427:914 358,353 193,595,,..,....,..._.- --

••:1ie=ir:•im..~ 
--

·-::l!Orl.~n.1 .... - . ---------- .. 
--

:.:...~ ..:::::V:::r:l"":C~- ' ----•.y:r::r::r::n:rr,.,..,..··~ : I 5 ... --~====........., -m=-::,::::mxm: I 5Fo/# 2: tc:::t!-"': if'a>:r:,rs'i,""MEJ!f'l:S:t:'" ....-:::::a:ctzr:>:Tr::· I R tri I A -m::::r::rn:a:m:m::rrc:· -a 



TABLE n. 1-3 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE GRANTS BY STATE AND FISCAL YEAR (All States) 

.. - -

-
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 

VIRGINIA 665;087 -- 215,116 182,78~ -- -:i,.-000 -- q2.168 

WASHINGTON 120,11.16 -- -- -- 84,656 -- -- 35,760 

WEST0 VIRGINIA 12l1.. 4CJ7 -- 27.706 -- 14.-uq 6,.1~29 -- 17 049 ·-

TOTAT _13.1:J.75,048 2,93~,57l ~ .. ::\.140,644 ,.~29 16, l 026.,92 5?0,426 __.399,~~~ _ .1,664-,996-, . ·-

-

·- . 

-
-- I 'l:11~ ~ .r .. ,~!11::di••·"-,. •• -"~·-··-·------- . -

. 
IP WN,Wm::::::- •It 1611 •end• • ..,;:,vrrn:n"" -. 1.,.)r : t1Ut~·• •··' '~, eo&:nnR!BlP01'?,· 1·m::m: ·-- • I •c::::e, ,,,,••=.~ 1 1 i • I I • •·= 
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TABLED 2-1 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE GRANTS BY STATE AND FISCAL YEAR (States Visited by Commission Staff) 

- -

.. 
ALABAMA 

FLORIDA 

GEORGIA 

:!!..OUTSTAll.T~ 

MISSISSIPPI 

NE·;/ MEXICO 

NORTH CA.~OLINA 

OKL.'\HOMA 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

TENNESSEE 

TEXAS 

VIRGINIA 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

868. i:;42 

1,400,864 

'i78.67'i 

')')() -:i, < 

543,02lf 

74,756 

797,551 

703,961 

33,382 

979,862 

817,131 

66s.087 

7,692.148 

1965 
-

<<7 'i28 

971 281 

-~----
130,721 

167,413 

170,201 

~-27 .914 

70,051 

2,275 lll 

.. 

1966 

, ~l ool.i. 

':l,77,702 

1 m 81 h 

17 1,20 

197,978-
74,756 

173,285 

2~4 854 

-:;c;S -:;c;-:; 

61.815 

-:>1 r::. lsh 

1.947 129 

1967 

sRh h'71 

'31.87q 

shCl R1R 

111,JLq-:; 

114.,325
-···· 

190,201 

298 ao6 

33,382 

J_q1, c;95 

258. 17"i 

-:>R-:> 7R--:i. 

2,18q.628 

. . 

.. 

. 

1968 

, 1, ,.. "" 

, (\7 /"\),, 

194,792 

26o.870 

'377 2'32 

-·~ • 

1969 

--· 

.71.860 

: _.. 

,,4_Qn!"\ 

-::, ,.. """ 

220 860 

..111111.~'"·-···· 

1970 

t:::l"I """ 

'iO 000 

"""Cl ••--•- -

1971 

r::n nr.r. 
, 

100 000 

'30 000 

-:;2.168 

232,168 

, 

I=.:::- v?Dn::::eer,rc,.. I .,....._;::1. j§ .i ,a =~rcrrmr:rr:e:eessn:rrm _·"ro·l'l"'Dl1S·nie:rmrn::r i•· i' rsJ 1 -



-- -- -- --

TABLE D 3 1 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY S+A,TE AND FISCAL YEAR (Southern and Border States) 

.. -· ·-

-

TOTAL 19651 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 .. •· 

I IIT.11'1'1/IMII 868."i42 ~i? "i28 lil qq4 i8lf.471 14 i:;4q -- -- --
I 

AnKA.."'l'SAS 484,037 -- 174,836 148,736 49,920 60 545 50,000 --
FLORIDA 1,400,864 971,283 377,702 51,879 -- -- -- --
r.EORGIA -- 101,816 369,818 107 Ol.J. --.-~&1L. -- --
KENTUCKY 678,583 79,375 .199,2o8 400,000 -- -- -- --
LOUISIANA 229,113 -- 17,420 111,893 -- -- 50,000 50.000 

MARYLAND 57,072 18,652 38,l.20 -- -- -- -- --
MISSISSIPPI 5lf3,024 130,721 197,978 114-,325 -- -- -- 100.000 

MISSOURI 332, 1189 78 740 36,117 -- -- 60,067 69,0iq 88,526 

:)Ef.J\WJ\IlE 132,!1.lf9 39,786 42,~-9~ 50,1(59 .. -- --M ......... j -- .• ----- -· - ' 
NORTH CAROLINA 797.551 167 lfB 173 285 190,201 194 792 71 860 -- --
OKLAHOMA 70i CJ61 1.70 201 2i4 8"i4 ?o8,qo6 -- -- -- --
:·;oUTH CAHOLINJ\ ii, "J82 -- -- 33,382 -- -- -- --
rnt1'"·''\TJ11<1C?T,'l.1 <)7'1. 8(,?. 1:27 9llf 358 353 1cn, 1j(l5' 
TEXAS 817.Pl 79,051 63,835 258,375 260,870 lllf,000 -- 50,000 

..........__._______,VIRGINIA 665.o87 -- ~11~~ ... ~~..l~l.... ....~.--____.....,1:,1_~ .. .J5d,_90.Q.... -- 32 168 
·"'P"'I.- -----·-·· ---··-·· 

WEST VIRGINIA l2lf,1197 -- 27,706 -- 14,313 65.lf29 17,04q ,_ 

: ~- _.. :1!11:1::lil i rerrrr•.....:.:.,WUW:. ►.tl CM...,.-.C.., !t?Tl'IT'T'rtT!"••1.., · .......-:- .. ··,nm• ~ ···'6ttm01:-::ntsm1:n::a-·1· IGlC""""ICllT"m:m:·H="=":""7·,::i:~-. 
.. 

--
-

1 1Itlf\IPA r 



TABLE D 4.:."1 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY SYATE AND FISCAL YEAR (Non Southern and Border States) 

··--· 

- TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 

ART7,0N.11 26.ol.o 26 040 -- -- -- -- -- --
CALIFORNIA 575,703 182,795 204,971 90,315 -- 49,183 48,439 --
COLORADO 8q 320 -- -- -- -- -- -- 83,320 

' 
COHNECTICUT 226 1l;il -- -- -- -- -- 83,384 212 767 

IDAHO 14 975 -- -- -- -- -- -- 14,975 

ILLINOIS °182, lr62 -- -- 98 206 129,924 -- -- 154 qq2 

INDIA.!'ll\ 86.660 51,093 35,567 -- -- -- -- --
IOWA 160,669 -- -- -- -- -- -- 160,669 

,(AN°'M1 7r::, 0~? -- -- -- -- -- -- 75,032 

'.'.Tr'l!Tn/\ N 46r.:. qqf) 27 CJ4.o 101 8CJ8 r::,q J_r::,Q 
' .. ~4,2 2:!-§.... -- CJ8 7Q2 l":\0.000 

MirE'T'lSOTA 65 000 -- -- -- -- -- -- 65,000 

!,'.O!•ITJ\NA 60 000 -- -- -- -- -- -- 60 000 

NEW JERBEY 86.940 -- -- -- -- -- -- 86,940 

HEW YORK 786 °103 117.o85 188,903 19°1 056 116,311 124, °142 -- 46,606 

·-
(cont.) .. ,:11.fl!CM..,.,,.~ ·"llli.llUllll:Wd•lll::11- ..-,,,..,u. ,..1:.1 - - .... ·-------- -

' ...,,. ;•::2:Jadpf---,.'J-"Pll=,· ·1 I I la 



-- -- -- -- --
-- -- --

-- --

TABLED 4-2 

TITLE IV INSTITUTES PROJECTS (Other than Southern and Border States) 
·- .• ·- ··------------------------------

i 
...- . -

1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971TOTAL- -· 

OHIO - 121!., ,q6 , -::>h c;of; 

OREGON 91.8!17 -- 7~.988 i;_qo, 11 nr:;h 

W.NNSVT,Vl\NTI\ 171 hl1':l ':lh nc:l, c.r-. hn7 -- -- f;c; ':)(\".) 

-

1.r11crnTI\Tr.rrn111 J20 11-J 6 -- -- -- 84 656 --. -- 321:Z60
' -

I-' 
C/1
0 

TOTAL 3,673.773 4~1,907 674.7":\4 440 6~2 ~8'5 107 17~ c;?c; -::>-:in hl c; l ':1-::>7 -::>C:':l 

- ~ 

-- 1::':lltl:rC •t1.m:t::=r" •I. t• I! l~flj - :-~• T" ---•·-•-•---N 

. 
=, -~1·•·==-= I l ==" •:::-.:;...-..-. I ' 'f I :::,;;q=·1r.::a~""'• : • ··i m::::mvm:a«:P1.t>··· ·,:ne .,. "l .rni ..,-= 



TABLED 5-1 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE; SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants) 

-- - .. .. 

~-
TOTAL 

-
1965 196.6 1967 196R 1969 1~90 1971 

I-' 
CTI 
I-' 

-_s.nrlnrr Hill 
Collegfl, Mobile 

Auburn Univ. 
Auburn 

Univ nf' ~n11+.h 

A.labama, Mobile 

2ii!.§..1.§qg 

518,369 

121,539 
-

6q QOt; 

274.4qq 

--

66. i;!ro 

f;i:; L.i:;L. 

--

8h 4'>'> 

178 -~-77 

121.5'.'.\9 

14 i:;ho 

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

TOTAL 8€,8,542 qq7_1,28 1q1 004 ~8!1 4'7J , h r::I,/"\ -- --
~ 

- ,. 
,. . .... 

.,_.. 1:em:,, ~~~ ~ -~·· ore, ---

·. 

• '~· ·,e::na:r,...m•~·"'.'.~ ~.:.:c:.c:z;:::~.• ,..,~ : ::ir::c 5=• ·:r:::::c::rs, ... •rm;m:-s:vc2.:u..~ ·•· ~ = r-c,i,u•n-=-=t ._.::w j 
E

' *""F 



--

.ARKA.1"SAS 

TABLED 5-2 

.TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT >GRANTS BY _S_TATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants) 

-· ·-· 

-
Ouachita Bantis 

~rYlA~i'.ephia 

Henderson State 
Teachers Coll, 
Jl....k··n,-!1.nhi a 

Philander Smith-
Colleae, Little
Rock 

univ..of Ark. 
Fayetteville 

-
TOTAL 

223,001 

40,375 

110.116 

110., 'i4S 

1965 

--

--

--
--

. ·-
1966 

112 262 

4o,375 

~~ , 00 

--

1967 

6o.8J:9 

--

87 017 

--

1968" 

49.920 

--

--

--

1969 

--

--

--

(;n c;lLc; 

19ZO 

--

--

--

c;n ·nnn 

• 1971 

--

--

--

--

-

-
TOTAL li84,037 -- 17~,836 148,736 49,920 60,545 50,000 --

. 

' 
11:le=t: !di.~ 1.. 1 ~-,,a,., - . .. ~""-·---... -

~~-,, .=·4 ~ ,n•w fttWJ I rt·\· 14 Jo Ii Ill":\" tffil ilti lfrlf"-( •;m;r~-.-. ,C•• M i"-=.. •' 



ARIZONA 
TABLED 5-3 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE. SPONSOR. AND fISQ,AL YEAR (All States Recejyjpg GtB □ ts) 

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 

Arizona State 26 040 
Univ, , Tem:pe 

TOTAL 26,040.... 
fil 



CALIFORNIA 
TABLED 5-4 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants) 

- -· .. 

-
I 

-
Stanford Uni V. 

.!;'a.LO AL-CO 

Univ: of Calif. 
Berkeley 

Calif. st. Coll, 
.Los Angeles 

TOTAL 

77,-183 

2'1Q.60':l 

238,917 

1965 

45,828 

I 

J ':l6.Q67 

--

- . 
1966 

31,355 

74 1q7 

. "99.419 

1967 

--

--

90,'=\15 

1968 

--

--

--

1969 

--

--

49.18':l 

1910 

--
hP, lt:;,n 

--

197]. 

--

--

--

-

-

'IYVJ'AT 575,703 ,P.~ 7qt; ~n4 q71 an ·.:ni:; -- ho 1P.-:i LA 1."Jn --

j ....-
., -

..... I •• •~a..,.,,. 1'11111 I t.:,l:le~r:li:;od_~ ....... 1, ....~=a,,1.:, •· -·· ..r.. ----·- -
,. 

-
-

-... rn:n,11 . .dbl l'Cfa Q••..:;-tttr,tr:::r:r:ilZ''.•i-:.!:...i!:•t. :, ·tt:rrT'T'!'Tt :o:zrr::r:rm-i~~ •:'td'?'fm,v:~m-.:- "i@I S mu,···,.,~ I •.;-.;:-..: 

mailto:�:'td'?'fm,v:~m-.:-"i@I


COLORADO 
TABLE D _5-5 

.TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT _GRANTS BY STATE,.S~ONS_OR. AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants) 

- - - - ~--r-
- TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 

·-· - : 

Fort TJ:?wis Coll 2a. -:\20 -- -- -- -- -- -- 28· -:i20 
Durango 

no,-t.h"!"l"n Colo• r::r; _nnn -- -- -- -- -- -- c;c;. ooo 
rado State Col• 

11 ~~o 

TOTAL 83,320 -- -- -- -- -- -- Sq -:i20 .. 

~ ;• 

llmct11:t111,111111w.: .. :.i ••11:::1: 3=,:,- "l!i.l)I.Sllta:!111:111•. -.. •.._··-··· --- . 

. -
4:- I "":1':Z!rffL:+ - • ,..,..... ti ::::~ •.•Hf~...".T!T"ff ..,,. ,-:• ·=1 M I l" =='"'·r I Q 



CONNECTICUT TABLED 5-6 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE.,SPONSOR, AN_]) FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants) 

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 
~-

Universitv of 296 151 A-ci -:if~h '::>1';:> 7(-.7 

Hartford 
TT--.J...p,..,._,-, 

,.,... 

I-' TOTAL !:>06 151 8i. i84 212 767 
~ 

-i--------+------a----1r------1:-----r.-----·-----t1-------l!-------~,-----.u. 

-1--------+-----11----1--•----1----....--f-,-----..-1.......... .,_____ , ... , ...J ...., ., ••.• , .. ··-=··""-""--e::-""-:::::::..:-:-:.t::.====~"" 



DELAWARE 
TABLED 5-7 

TOTAL TITI..E 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-
-ware, Ne'War!<: 

'IV"lrJl/1 T . l,o l,ol, 

;------t-----1---1----+----l~----- ---·----no--~ 

-1i--------1-------ll•---r-----1-------1------......,,..,._..,K,-I~-,.,....""™"''""=..,,.,t=. ....:I=-:- • c... J.!i!.ldf£.!..il:J •. !Ii 



FLORIDA TABLE :0 5-8 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSO~, AND FISCAL lEA,R 

.. -- - .. 

(All States Receiving Grants) 

·-
TOTAL 1965 

-
1966 

-
1967 1968. 1969 1970 1971 

1-1 
c:n 
CX) 

Univ. of' Miami 
Cora'.!. Gables 

!ln~ v. nf' '!.11 --• _,_; 

Gainesville 

Stetson Univ. 
Deland 

l"Rr->+.h, ,n., _,,"_,_,,,,, 

Daytona Beach 

Florida State 
University 
'l'nl l nn""'"'"'"' 

423.045 

-:nl.781 

2Q/:i_48i:; 

1Ai:: 010 

2'ilf. 6lfl 

299, 3lro 

256.781 

1os.2q2 

q6 ,:;qq 

21q qq7 

123,705 

75-000 

100.2c;q 

-=t7 soo 

41 244. 

--

--

--
'>l.87Q 

--

--

--

--

--
--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

TOTAL 1 400 864 971 283 377.702 ·'5l.87Q -- -- -- --

~e• --·-~· • :i•.•~-- U-•• • .. --------..i<--- ... 

'- •--· IS I Ab4 I I ... a· - I it ••·.i •,.,..,.,..;.,rrnnrry .. l:ml71l1'21'11'1'1' I. I i s::a:-··:::r 



--

GEORGIA 

TABLE D 5-9 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT Gfu\N'IS -BY STATE RPQNfilIB, ANp EISQAI, YEAR CAJ J States Beceiuj ng Graots) 
-- - --· -- ··- ··:::r::m::;mm::o---: -

ITOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 191ZO -1971 
.. --

Paine Coller.i:e 1~~ 971 5i.872 ii g24 -- -- -- --
Augusta 

. f-

Clark College 82,01~5 47,944- 31~,101 -- : -- --
J\.Ugus-ca 

....
f8 

Emory University 29i il7 -- t -- 166 276 107 041 -- -- --
Atlanta·· 

.,
C:F>orrd"' F:011+.h.-,rn .6~.342 -- -- 69,342 -- -- -- --

College
c+..,,+,...ro'---- -· .. ,. ..-

TOTJ\L 578,675 -- 101,816 369J818 107,041 -- -- --

-- ~et!· -..~,-. ••u-wwws:J. ..... -. -·-·-----------------
-

=, =· - nzu l'. •:11;•• UCJ»- ..... M"'Jt:1111&2:21•--,.• w-~rr:::rm:::ttec: -:r::,r:,::r;;r:m-ni"'
1 

.;!":rr:m::::::n,mmx:,nc::r-:~ ·tWZl'ilil£1'lEZ'1'.:¢11GL'fflCrf"':n:::mr;;rrn:rmn:tn: :·mnr::rm:cm.,,,,,.,,,r•·li-xr:n:c
1

,~ 



IDAHO 

TABLED 5-10 

•TOTAis TITI,Fi TY TNSTITJJTii PRO,IECT ·GBANIS_ BY STATE SPONSOR AND EISCAl, YEAR CAJ 1 States Bece1 ui na Grants) 

-
TOTAL 1965 1966· 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 

..._Boise "t,,+.,.. 1 h ci7c; ,1·07c; 

College, Boise 

I-' TOTAL 11~,975 ... 14.q7i:;
C'I 
0 

. . . 
.au @::- :,r::itt!rlf111:Z!f11-az-•11,,~l··:t1m=m:z:=2-y.::=::::=,;:i,==:::::,,J!::.:•======:=o==::==,:"'"lll"':l;""a=•,m,r,1Jn:-r,•J,e,::=mntrnsmm•1="'1'l::::l.ll:O:mlll:ICllc::a-:m:1'.mamc::i:m:zm=.j!~-=Cll:li:.ai-:m:.yt,:m

1 



--

ILLINOIS 
TABLE D 5-11 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants) 

.. -- -·-- ... -- . 

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 
. I . 

Illinois State 73 192 -- -- -- -- -- -- 78,192 
University
tJo~al 

"!n+~ m,<>1 ,,,..,,,~,.,..,_ 76 31lfO.,._ -- -- -- -- -- -- 76,140 
of Ed;u1cation - -

I-' lo1 V"'"f' ·rm 
0\ 
I-' 

Illinois Teacher 98,206 -- -- 98,206 -- -- --
:Jo"IIece, L;n.LC!i(.;O 

:iortheastern Ill 
St. Collece, 

, ,;)O c,,:ihf'\.,i C!P''() -- -- -- .. -12..~, o21l -- -- --" 

... 

TO'rAL ~82 462 -- -- qS,206 12q_q24 -- -- , i::4 -:;i-:;i,;::, 

.. ,.~.•1~..-n.•~-' •"'c-i· --···--

=- .• , P:Zl'Wl'f eu r e • r:rvc • I~-II- 17tt::'ffl d::J"" f •r-:;r::s!"'e:zrr:m::m,· 
• 

•1·..,,.rrt:2nn:rrnc: 
I
-,:,.0111 i . C ' b:i:' I 



--- -- -- --

INDIANA 
TABLE D·S-12 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants) 

. .. ·- . --·-· ~-

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 
e-

Purdue Univ. r::;1 ()Q":! i::, no-:i --
Lafayette 

Vincennes Univ. : 

3!.i. 5~:Z -- ':\S.S67 -- -- -- -- --vincennes 

TOTAL 86,66o 51,093 35,567 -- -- -- -- --

.. - . 

.. 

.. .. i:: 11:.......___ "~ .,T ..DI.~~~. fl - •. • - --·· 

-r 

=..~"·1·= zft 9 
..a~,z:e=:r:. •:::.:.:::::---="•r st'Cl. 1•-.m:e:zr:::•,wnz::u ·l ·1•1w:c:crr::mn,na-·. '"r-::te::n::n:nm,.,,::nmr• 1 , 1 I 3:Z:: Ii ' u. ,,. , " ' • »= 



IOWA TABLED 5-13 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE_ PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE~ ~?_DNSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants) 

-- TOTAL 1965 :J.~66 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 

Univ. of' Iowa 
Io-wa City 

1 Go (,60 ... , (:,r, c.c.,-., 

f-1 
0\ 
CJ:, 

TOTAL 160,669 160 66q 

. ,_ 

~-------4-------11----t,.-----+------1------··I"·.----

-1-------1------i•----t•-----1----~-----.....,-1 .«.A4Q tus..:t=-=- .. ISJJ.S: kJ:s:b..h,..... • ___ __ __ __..,_..,,.,::_,,,,,=:,=::f-:====:r 



--- --

KANSAS TABLE D 5-14 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE. SPONSOR. AND FISCAL YEAR <All States,Besejyjpg Grants) 

·-

C: 1970 19711,OTAL 1965 1966 1967 1969 
·- ·-

Wichita state 7"i.O'=l2 rye; f\'Jr'\-- -- -- -- -- -- -,-.
Univ. 

TOTAL 75,032 -- -- -- -- -- -- 75 O'.:l2 

-

-· 

,.••,n::::i:,r::... ... ,111::111it~,.,::1 .. .p,~ 

:::. I ::ztSt::i,:--"r:m5m Jc ... ~ii-::,..,..4). ' •s::::,-:,r:::,:...,.,,,~". =-r'l'tl!O:C:,=a::nrn·• .'·?,,ft"'JV!PWr+m::T·X'ST' ' =t> 
h1 1'" l!a'W"il .--



-- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- --

-- -- -- --

--

.KENTUCKY 

TABLE J;) 5-15 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS 'BY STATE, SPONS9R, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants) 

. . 

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971I... -~-= 

Univ. of Kentuck r 127 '"l9"l 60.~f.l.2 67.111 
Lexington 

W<>~ ... ~-:-- ••=• "'i,. 55!1..190 19,oq~ 'J.":\2 097 400.000 
state College.,.,_,_,, ~ -~ ,..__ -·--

TOTAL 678 c;S~ 79. "l7"i 100.2o8 400 000 

....• -" 

-

.. •· ~ ....:,., •1dZU1tU:fli'_ ""'!'•• -- . 
• .. - 4-- ··-

-
=. ··:::rs:r::z:m::: ..~::::o:re...•~·~ ·•-~:;::n:rr-::x::-,··..--rct•::i:: :?f'~'tr·i ..,,...,mttn-Tt,J;\-n:t-- -•o:arc: ti iilC

1 '1f ' .=·--- {' ' 



LOUISIANA 
TABLE D 5-16 

-· 

TOTAL 

-

TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR 

-·- :,,. 

(Ail States Receiving Grants) 

.. 

~ ... 
TOTAL 

. 
1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 197;.t. 

T,ouisiana State 
·v.. New8n1r ean8

17.420 -- 17,420 -- -- -- -- --

Tulane Univ, 
1~ew Ur.Leans 

111,893 -- -- lll,893 -- -- -- --
;--

.. 

~•--.._1-.,.,,, ,,+ 

Monroe 

Tlrd" 1 fV\ r,nr, -- -- -- -- -- 50 000 so 000 

TOTAL 22() 111 -- 17,420 lll,893 
n,n . --

11111110""' 
-.. 50,000 50,000 

, 

::~. ~ a ~:s:·j"· 11::1= 

.. 

....-=•W••• ~·~· .. ::,:::::,::,e:::r::rt;n:::::: 1••:-:ra-:s::r:"1l'trntm2'M'!t!I 

111JtlCUk'IIGnu1 ~ N" .11:P11~t•u-..~~- '"C:::•-1:t.• -

':ttt:-t::nMT!r't-t:>:r,"":::C:C:·-.. ,:xt 121 t ., ..· 

I -

. 
.,a, t:t 

-

o:;··:= 



MARYLAND 

TABLED 5-17 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PRQJECT ~RANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR ~All States Receiving Grants) 

-. 

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 
--r.·-

Univercity of 18 652 18.652 
Maryla.'1d 

('r,l 1 ,-,,-.n -0~-1~ 

~onnin Strrt<> -:is,1i-2a 38,L9 o 
ColJege, Bult, 

.... 
~ 

TOTAL 57,072 18 652 18.420 

• M4... UU4 ◄ 1XZ!:.1.m,:.~• ',· ,LCJ.4LA- '• •• .,,,. ..._"'-=-••-=,..,••==r=====-!t""'• •• S 



MICHIGAN 
TABLED 5-18 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJEC~ GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR,. ANP...F'J:.SC.Al. YEAR (All States Receiving Grants) 

··-4· .. .. 

.,, 
. ·- . 

- TO'TA:I. 1965 
-

1966 1967 

" 

1968·~ 196-9 
-

197.0 1971 

Univ. of Detroit 
Detroit 

162 ·514 27 q4o 27.208 c;?,.l"iO . c:;4 216 -- -- --· 

ravne State Univ. 74,690 -- -74,690 -- -- -- -- -- ._ 
De-croi't 

Univ. of Mich. 228 7q2 . oA 7CJ'? 1 ':l() ()()()-- -- -- --· --
1\.nn J\rbor 

TOTAL !~65,996 27,940 101,898 53l150 .. J.~~216 -- 98,792 130,000
·- ·-

-
... d4J44i.i I IX ::U,:iJA;:4, .t::._-,. "'I.,; µ.:;.;cw..,. - ' _......*, --..----•-----a-

-._.., -
=.....-. •ti/=\-:.= --~~=:,· ,,: JC ---,~~ • ,,:r.. J·~"t:,r"'T~.... -,.·,nQCll;,lU:CNr- ·; Cb i5•bl <ltiltiiltSCilii :'l"'~ fl= 
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MINNESOTA 

. TABLED 5-19
TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR~ ~~-F~S<!_AL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants) 

1967 1968 1969 1970 1971TOTAL 1965 1966 

ColleP-e of Ed. 
Univ. of Minn 

TOTAL 65,000 65,000 

>ctr ...... = .• u..,... ==•·.,.,,... .. ,.,,_,_, .. - •.,,,,,,__!!!,_,,._===-t-=====r 



--

- -

MISSJ'.SSIPPI 

TABLE D 5-20 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants) 

.. -· . -- - - - ·rrnreo:rrnr c.. x,e:;;: ,._..:c:.w.w --c~-= nn:o, reen== - . -·=··c. 
TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1969 1970 1971.=r!!; . - - .,. - • ~i=caaa:J::1~ •..,_ll ..:D:I!! 

Univ. oi' Miss. 328,632 130,721 197,978 -- -- -- -- --
ux1oru 

-
Univ. oi' so. 11h,q25 -- -- llli-,325 -- -- -- --
Mississippi, -

H11·ttieribu,.rr 

!,iiso. State Col. 100,000 -- --- -- -- -- 100 000 
Jackson 

'l'OTAJ. i:;I~-:>.. 02I~ 130,721 197,978 111~;]25~ fi -- -- 100,000.--- .. ..~ ~ 

-
...,.... _________. . #44 .............. ... ,,,::..c.w,.CJ::r"" ... , A#..:31111Ai .. --· 

c-
-· - -- -

·- _ _,._..._..,.....r::::::n~= -::::::rr::z==::,::>'.JT"tJi':,::s.-=.:: ~·~nz:== rl:1 ·•,:;:ttt;:"t::...~ .. :z.... I .. "2:"t"":t't?'· ~--··---- m.C!Z:U:~-: $$2 : .... __::....:..::,:.:.:::.z:;:;s.;.:..;;::·•== r 
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MISSOURI 

TABLED 5-21 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE 2 SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants) 

uun:cr,..,.._ 

TOTAL 
~ -

1965 1966 

:"it. Louis Univ. 11-4,666 
st. Louis 

1-------+------1---~1-----1-----+-----~------11------i:------+-----+-

1---------+-------+---~1-----~----+------r------t------1-----1------•i--

Univ. of Missour. . 70,191 34,0711- 36,117.
----------··•---1.....;~..;;..:.--~:-.;;;.;..:.;;;.~.;.....1-----...;-------+------1------f•-----,-

f-,1
-.,l 
f-,1 northeast Mo. 217,632 60_.067 88,526 

State College 
.J='.;,.<>;lJ'-;lC...-.!,,jf'~i~.,..,,,IJ,;.,..::l"r1J.i:l<>~l'i,l,,l11'--t-----._j~----f-------l•-----t----_.;J-----•f------•+----➔•-----t·•·• 

TOTAL 332,489 78,740 36,J.17 60,067 88, 526_ 

~-------+------1----------+-----➔-----·~·J-----·t------1~-----,------;-

-·-·-- •-------1--......,_,,....~ ~~ -... .t __ 41,,r< ..--. -~''"'··""···""-··""·"=--,.,.-+======-¾\-
_._________________________..J.1-----➔-----··- ··-----1------1------ -1~
... ·:-::.::zMIIEll::r&l:m:1"""'18.:,.::::=r·•'"'~===""""-""''r.•-.-:rr,;cec;;tt·.I• •• ===·1··-==m-=z:1-·:..l ""ei?"'!":J!:Z::-T....., •.• •tt•'rJ>'X&nez:v:i••:·· ···-;•--•::e:n:zrr::::,rzf~-=======:-:..N~ ,~ 



MONTANA 

TABLED 5"22 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants) 

;.. • ---- • ·- - ·er nnmr 

TOTAL 

Univ, of Monto.m 60,000 60.000 

-l---..:!TO~TJ\L~--t--...::G~O:i_O~O:!;O~+---n--.::.::..--1--__;,...;__-t----+----Jr-----t----·1--6...o..., o __o_o_ ... 

-·~ rs: o.a..:.-1 .....~-----11------1---,-----...-

~g_-------~-----+---+-----,;------1------1------.i•-----•rr------t-------~ 

• ·M·-- 0 • r 
~- i =--;;:,=azx;,;,:;,:--.. r ·.ri:=----· ir=·· • ·=-:;:---•:! •--·-•=;:,,:·:::- .• .::.,..~•-•mo:1•"';• '\ l ,•··"il''l:l•'"r.>.::.=..»::::-:=:•j:;.;:::::i,::::,;ro,:sz::e"".-1'~c·l- ..lt I 1 I t#~----. 11 •.. - :::::z;::,;ro::, .......... 



NEW JERSEY 

TABLED 5-23 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE 1 SPONSO~. AND_FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants) 

.... I• --i:ao:...:t:tQW D::::: , 

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1969 1970 1971r1••· 
- ,- ...m 

Rider CollcL~C 86.olro 
Trr:nton 

TOTAL 

,_ 
----------~-----..JI..---➔------,-----



NEW 1•iEXICO 
TABLED 5-24 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTI'l'UTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants) 

=;:=._--~- • 1.~-~---•~=-"•·~=-•·,•":~.----~-·-··=··•--;•~.·-,.;.,c=srnm:•==;,.=r=--::::-;;::.~,-- ~~~~~ 

TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 19?0 1971 
- J- .=wo.m. c••;i;·!';:·~!:!=:~~~~~~=:!:!~=:~t=~~;:l:=:!E:j~~~~=:;: 

llew 1-lexico Stat, 
Univ. , Uni vcr-
~; t.,r p,,'l",k 

-1--------t------+---&-----;------+------t------+------r-----1-----·-
TO'I'AL 

-~-------1------+----~----~1----- -----~----- ~-----11------1~-----~-



- - -

-- -- -- -- --

-- -- --

--

-- -
-

--

--

--

--

--

--

i 

NEW .iORK 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants) 

-- .- - - - -·· -- ::n-:--rm·rn ea -cm-r1.• ·™ -- . --

TOTAL 1965 .. 1966 1967 1969 1970 

' c=..... - -- - ,·--
' 

Syrucuse Univ. }i(; 6oG --.:5yru.cusc 

-
Yc,:h:Lv::1 Hn:tv. lS (i'jQ ic;.Bso -- -- -- -- --
- ~:cw York 

; 1..'.1.t-:: llni.v. ot' 200. o•;EJ c;1 ?J.6 s~.6'=1 Gl~.6()1 -- -- --
lLY., Albany 

::•::.-w "!oz:-}: Uni.v. i~q. SJ.q _!~9, ~19__1 -- -- -- -- --- !·fc·w York 

".Jntt·L} i.'1.:~.p tan Col. 105, 2;:i?. -- 105,252 -- -- -- --
. ,,. .i".l ::.:1· .z.:p"l:.O~l,
Loni! Island .. _, 

3:.-,lk ~t.::--•~t..t, Col. 50,1,:-io 50_,1130-- -- --
~ 

-- --
;i·:!W i'.OI'K 

.. : t; .. t·.? Univ. or 2,2,,077 -- -- 112,753 45,324 -- --
_;. y.' Bu1·1·u1,; 

., 

,:;·,d·,~ T ;,-, ; ,, •~f· 21'~. lii:~~ 15:182 5i, 9.18 12!~ '-{!12 
., .. , 13rucriyor !""' • r • , . __,,_ .,._ ,,,_... - - ·=·· --~- "'·· ' ,:.a;. .. .. .. t""";'"' .... --·-------' 

:',-,1,~ .. ,l,i" ih"li v , 7 nr.c! -- -- -- 17,or.;q -- -- .....- ·-__.._... .. ,-.....~··· ..... ~ • :IZ:'"-'r.:--·~· -•:-•. -=-----~..--..--•::::-; :~-x::-.,.==---· -~'~-n·s:~r ..c::a,~·..~·:r, ::r:m:z::t0?:1Y ·- :illAa --_ -:0:,f~-~- ...... ,,,. ... ,,:,.,,,,,,,. ..... ... - I 

TABLE D ,5-25 

1971 

46 606 

-
.., Ut Fi c:a.:

II -



-- -- --

-- -- -- --

-- --

NORTii CAROLINA 
TABLE D 5-26 

TOTAL TITLE I V I NSTITlITE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Rece i vi ng Grants) 

== -~__,. __ - . - - - ·- - -- - ::z-: - - · -

TOTAL 1 965 6 1967 1968 1969 1970 I 1 971 

- C , . I · - I ~ 

Uni v. of Nort h ,r,n .cos 12!1 2h?. 10 1 0c:; r; -- l ? ? c;Pn - - -
Carolina , Chapc 

II i l l 

-
s t . flu •:us t i!'le ' s i 0~. 1,01 113 , 111 72 () 'X ) l 'irl "01 
co 1 l , ;1 •:0T , 
Ra 1 e1. g 1 

J :i:~- ,~ ., pout 107 ::os - - 6?. . 20 'i 4 •; 000 
I 11s ti t u te 
V r,. >"l • , r"H• \fi l l r. 

C: l i , "'b e t h Ci.t" 26 , LlGo -- - - -- -- ,:,C,, A t'..r, -- --
St ate Col l ege , 
T." l i ., . ,\ , , .J h r- ; t- .. -~ ......~ 

'l'OT,\ L 7<J7, 5'.:.i l 167,41 3 173, 285 l t;J , 201 19 /f , 7')2 71, 8(,0 

-
e, . ~ - - · - ::--. ---·-- ---

= - J _L 
l 

.[~ .:in=· ~ -:=:= - 1.....1- · · -. . --- :-:::v:::::r: ·~ ~. ,::,:;;ms;c:,,\ ::,;:;-;, ... ·, , :: , , I ..:.T."'I ::::r:z:; 

https://7<J7,5'.:.il


OHIO 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All Stafes·Receiving Grants) TABLED 5- 27 

Ohio Stnte Tlniv 124 c;q6 
Research .round 
.. ,.;..; - ,.,,..., -"--- , 

, t-------,1----1------i;-------t-----1.------1-------1-----1------t-

TOTAL 

---------------11---------------1------,-----~-----e-----·t-----·-



OKLJI.HOMA 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants) 
TABLED 5-28 

-- ... .... GA '""> •. ne--s> ..,,,..""""!'...-::: 
' 

.-:vt:xl#Olt " -- -~ ''l'O r:::r;;;:-, -r::::n:::r::rc::t =·- . 

- -- TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 . 1968 1969 1970 1971 

Univ, of Okla, 
Nonno.n 

527.669 62,044 166,719 298,906 -- -- -- --

Univ, of Tulsa 
Tulsa 

r ~rwnton Unj_v. 
Lungnton 

107 -:i81 

68,9ll 

7':l '>27 

':ll~ 6"'10 

~,.854 

"'14.281 

--

--

--

--
: 

--

-- --

--

--
-

TOTAL 703,961 170,201 23lf,85lt 298,906 -- -- -- --
-
-

~ IICCaltclll~• --

-
' I 1111, ' -~ 1,n1 ,, •.: l.:C!.l:~.lls::-.itll!.it;~ -~~·· -~.'"!"...... ..,____ , -

t"-1~· .···::rw::r:·tton = ., 1--tttr:r•e""'' 
I 

~ 

~ :71:=:.~r-;r::::-·-.. -. ,,... .,..,r:r::::::c:ee:c~ i.u."'l'..r~..:::u.::J..::~:.c;.::?._~.. j• "oi·mnrao-,;c;x:;,,c·•·
1 

a... ·-·-c---r--:n::r 

---· 
·z:::rrrr:zran ·17::rr: • """ 

C.·-



-- --

- --

-- -- -- --

OREGON 

TABLE D 5-29 
TOTAL TITI.E IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants) 

,._,. .. ·- .... ·-· ··-- -- ·---··-·· '"" • ~ :a=--:1aum: 11:1;1 - .. -

1966 1968 1969 1970TOTALr .c:= 
= 

.~!!. - . ~ 

:Jnivcrsi ty of 7':.B•n -- 71.988 s.oos -- --
Orct~on, Eugene 

-
.-

Portl·~rd f; t·.-,1.,c -~:22lr -- -- -- -- -- -- 111224--- .. --------Univ., Portlo.nd 

To·r:,r. Q] 131,.7 7?. c)F\R s one: 1 l oc:h 

. 

..... 10 . ~, ..... 

.-
L... 

111-.1c..1,. ,.~ ~. -1:':!C a.:11,,i ,,,... . .Ill .,:::,Cre:b. , • . .. --e_.. ... :, ----·---· 
,,__ . 

::: , .--·-z1-·:r1!T"i:,;::,;r;m::•-,.:-. !"'" -m:::e-;::::JCi"'t'::..!.: ,;..!l~--.. -,.-,?:I·C: ,:::. .:~.-•·r;g SI :t t'rtSi:M~- • -, I Ii I dlN' i, ::.V~=-··"--·=······• '·-·· I . • ------~ == ' 

https://Portlo.nd


PENN8YLV1lNIA 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants) 

-r---------t------~----~-----li------~-----·-t------~·-----·r----~!------1-
-~-------,------+---+------lf-----+-----+------t------J.-----.J---.....:"--

Ci:cyncy State 
Col..l..e[.;e, l!!lcyne:, 

I-' 
00 
0 

:Jniv. of' Pitts- 18,~122 ( -- -- -- -- -- -- 18 o-:i2
burgh, •• --',.----'"""".....~~----1------·~·------~-----~-----r..------~.--;;.;;.---!-- ,;..:·-

- ~-P~i~t~t~~·l~1t~n~·a~l~1-,------i---~~----➔-----{------~----*-----+----~~----~ 
-r--------+------+----1------1------+------.~-----1-------------ir-------& 

-¼--------~------·-

....... , ..._____
J • I -----~-----··- -

!.:;:'~~ ~ ~~t!l,' • il••.:_...-,t'"'•'":-:::..""==!'°.: ..~..:::t.."'l:.._ ••,l;!J!••:i,•:~t••.;"'"""' .. "~! •.,.-!I~~~:. ,t!l:!t::j~~:I, I "..~.t'!l~-•- "~~~;/ ilZJ-o •• 



SOlJ'fi! CAROLINA 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants) 

- - -· -·- - •••• --· .... ·a,-rr:a::::,;7 -..,.,..u.::-:,-

TABLED 5-31 

TOTAL 1968 971J ITI, 
_ Claflin Collen:i 

Or::1.:1ccbure; 

TOTAL 3.3, 3D2 

.... 
00.... 

-+-------t------t----J------i------&------,. 

-+-------+------•11,,.---~------+-----,',------r:------!!------c------t------:1r 

r:: =-·-' 
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--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--
--

--

--

--

--

---

--
--

--

--

--

--

--

--
--

--

--

--

--
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--____ 

TENNESSEE 

TABLED 5-32 
TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants) 

.. --- - UP :r,;7,:·r- -- --
' 

.. -
Univ, of Tenn. 

Knoxville 

Georce Peabody 
vv..a...i....::;Lt!, 

Nashville 

-
L•1izk Univ, 
Nuahville 

- i':noxville Colle1°: • 
1::noxville 

rennes::;ee A",:T. 
Univ., Nashville 

.iniv, or ~•cnn. 
J.iurtin 

TOT.'\L-

"T"OT"AL 

lfO?.. lf<l~ 

101,751 

159,865 

1'52 J..81 

":\l 7O1~ 

qC) 027 

979,862 
~ 

1965 

1B2 i:;oS 

103,751 

8, l<O 

26 821 

<1. 7Qlf 

427,914..._...._.___ 

1966 

919 ?<;fl 

76 7<"i 

69,160 

358,353 

1967 
.. 

97.668 

26,000 

39,927 
193,595 

Cl 1111•U 111'1-.: 

1968 
-

, II ..... -- ,. 

- .. .,,,ocm. •• 1:1.'r:::-

1969 

~ 

-~--· 

1970 

.. 1:-1--···-·--e 

1971 

~ 

-

-
-

-- .·:;r; IPiF : SI I I rc:v::::z-:= i -:::rm::emm •, 111 •rtc'Mtt:"'•·-i: .,~..:=::m=-.::.:..,"'re::=,-e::mx· V' ::r:r:"tz1•,·m::rr·,t-... k ....,..mn,.,,.,., ► emt1:1". 1 ,~r::.,...::em:::r:::a:::· •4iSi¥1itthti&IZfl - -,;'Tf'\,d: ';;, ~ .''IJ...~ 



TABLE 5-33 
TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Gra~ts) 

-a------+----+--+----lf----Jr-----1-----1-----1-----'-----S-
Lemar St. Col. 
Beaumont 

Univ. 01· st. 

Thoma □, Houstor• 

'r.exas ~011+.hr>= 211 6Sl, ~c; 900 
Univ. , Uous ton 

'l'cxas f...0.1.1 TTniv. ?.7 c;7c; 

Collece l..itatior 

Paul C'_uinn Col. l1.3 088 -- -- 4~ 088 -- -- __-M~":'.:/u~c~o---------,1--......:..;;._;..-;.----1-----+-------1---;,.._---lt-_,::.~=~~___;;:.:;;..__-l---=~---l--.;:,;:.----1-

-1-------+------1----1------11------'--------
Sam Houston Col. 
Huntovill~ 

. Prnlri.c~ ''i.0w 93,762 
N'.-:l•I, Pru lrlc 
View 

➔--------:1------1----+-----1-------f..-----···•-----1-------1-----+-----1-

East Texao State: l,2, 000 -- -- -- l~? onA __ __ 
➔-u~n~1r•v~.,~9~o~n-m~1e~1-·c-e➔------ll----ll-------J..------•------~ --..i..-=.....a::~--•------'--1--..,.;,;;;...___,&__ 

➔-------➔------11----1-----



-- -- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- --

--

VIRGINIA 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE 'PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR 
TABLE

(All States Receiving Grants) 
D 5.34 

·--- - C """' 

' 

1971TOTAL 1965 1966 1967 1969 1970 

I 

I~~ -- -

' .Old ·Dominion 5:603 s.6oq 
Col..,. Norfolk 

Vir~inin Union 1G.13Go Hi 860 -- --- -- -- -- ' 
Univ,Richmond 

Lvnchliur1• CoJ.. l1B. W1r.; . 'hR R7r.; 
_Lynchbur6 

-

l/ir1;inin State 95,1111 -- 'i7.4q8 37.97q -- -- --
Col,, .Norfolk 

{amoton Institute 245,360 -- 86. q6o l'iCJ 000 -- -- -- --
IIQ.!!!pton 

" ~ ~-
lln:i.v. of' Va. 1(,7 606 -- ·-- 167 606 -- -- -- --
Charlottesville 

!~+- p,-.,,, , ,. ,..,..,, . , fl ~201~ -- -- 18 201~ -- -- -- --- Lawrenceville' ... 
:•Jorf0lk 8tnt,~ :JC 000 -- -- --- -- 35,000 -- --
Col., Norfolk 

. 111:n,e1t• :.,11:. ...,.,.. • : .. ,, ic•~!ICIC:• n., ~- -u .-i--.--:!!:!i --·· 

-
:.:.i - •& 4-¥ b; ! ... -~ +At 

i 
···:m=--

• 
...,....,=-·J

A 
.. , rm-t:f!-'"'r'i:'t:::sm:wer.... .""r1•rrnoc::n-gnmr· M·::::t:rt se,2GS11M@,r M.. :,; ~II.. I ► c:: l= 



Va, (cont.) 
TABLED 5-35 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants) 

1965 [:. 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971T 
Ccntrul Va.Comm. 7, ?.3<'3 
Coll., Lync.,liur, 

1-1 11 ~., 2 11 -;12 
·ffi Comm. Coll, 

~, i n•···1nn 

_____':i._c0_·i:.._"i-'_,L______6_6_.5...,_o8_7._._,~---~-----1--21......5,;..1_3_.6--i~-3_0_2_,7_8_3__ -+------1----3_5_,_o_oo_.,._ ____-+__3;..2_,_1_68_-<, 

-----• c• MOON 

PIS411WC 41.C' • .J'.CU .w:.C::, I t::_-- ••- I .Uilt.al:. .r'~"-•• •:,-r,;,.,••""'••""'•-"'••""'···-,,••,::••'"'•'.r.=====-t---------------·1---- -----·--



WASHINGTON 
TABLE D 5-36 

TOTAL TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECt GRANTS BY STATE. SPONSOR. AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants) 

. ----·~·--. 

TOTAL 196.5 I.66 1967 

Seattle Univ. 120. lf.16 8Ji. 6s6 
Scuttle 

-•--------1-------1----a------•-----1-----+------1------1------1------ -

---------+------~----t.-----r-•-----;~-------•h .,,,_,---



WEST VlRGINIA 
TABLE D 5-37 

i'01i\T. TITLE IV INSTITUTE PROJECT GRANTS BY STATE, SPONSOR, AND FISCAL YEAR (All States Receiving Grants) 

27.706 
~.-:esleynn Col. 

-·!f---------+------J----s------i.-----4-----~-----11-------~-----•------- -

·.:•irr.hnll lln i. v. 17.049 

ij 

... 
ID 

.:l 
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