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foreword

To a great many Arneri:ans in the fall of 1957 the Rus-
sian success in orbiting the first manmade satellite posed a
challenge to the American educational systere. A principal
response to that challenge was the approval one year later,
under bipartisan auspices, of the National Defense Educa-
tion Act (NDEA).

A twin objective of the NDEA was to widen the scope
and to increase the quality of American education from
elementary school through graduate education. Title IV, in
particular, was intended to alleviate an existing and pro-
jected shortage of qualified college teachers. This was to be
achieved by means of awarding 3-year fellowships for full-
time study to doctoral candidates interested in college
teaching, by institutional allowances for strengthening
graduate programs, and by a wider geographical distribu-
sion of strong graduate programs.

Speaking in Chicago in April of 1959 at the Midwest
Conference on Graduate Study and Research, Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare Secretary Elliot L. Richardson, then
Assistant Secretary of HEW, described title IV of NDEA
as "a significant milestone in Federal assistance to graduate
education.- He said that it marked "a major :ep away
from the purchase-of-services approach to graduate educa-
tion and toward an acknowledgment of the vital depend-
ence of our Nation's future on the development of its best
brains in every field of advanced study.-

During the first 10 years of the title IV program, over a
third of a billion dollars has been expended in support of

26,828 graduate fellowships. Over half this amount has
gone to students in the form of stipends and family allow-
ances; the remainder has been paid to the institutions at
which the fellows have been enrolled. The number of new
fellowships awarded annually began with 1,000 in the fall
of 1959, and continued with 1,500 for the next 5 years.
There followed a period of rapid expansion, when the
number increased to 3,000 in 1965, and again tc, 6,000 in
1966 and 1967. Since 1967 the number has again declined
to about 3,000 a year.

It is the- intent of this report to provide a detailed legis-
lative and administrative history of the title IV program.
Any operation spending as much money, supporting as
many students, strengthening as many graduate programs,
and producing as many college teachers as it has, surely
deserves such a full-scRle treatment. The reader who does
not have the time to read the complete report will find a
brief history of the program at the beginning of Chapter XV.

It is to be hoped that the taxpayers of the Nation, their
representatives in the Congress, and the countless teachers
and administrators connected with title 1V programs will
gain from this history a better appreciation of the substan-
tial advantages which the program has brought to American
higher education.

PETER. P. Munzu Enu
Executive Deputy Commissioner
of Education

in
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CHAPTER I

the origin of
title IV

IN THE MID-1950'S the balance between the number
of college and university students and the number of
qualified faculty was relatively normalbut signs of an
impending imbalance were becoming obvious to educators
throughout the country. They observed enrollment trends
ever pointing upward while recruitment of qualified faculty
consistently fell short of the need. A great imbalance, the
educators recalled, had existed during the 4 or 5 years fol-
lowing World War II. That period saw a heavy influx of
students whose education had been interrupted by war
service. Colleges and universities were forced to meet the
faculty shortage by hiring, usually on a temporary basis,
persons who lacked the standard qualifications and who
therefore would not normally have been employed to teach
in higher education. The problem of instructing uncom-
monly large numbers of students also made necessary such
makeshift measures as extra-large, early-morning, late- after-
noon, evening, and Saturday classes.

The threat of a disparity between student and faculty
numbers in the decade following the mid-1950's appeared

all the more real when one considered the unchanging
rate of doctorate production, the geographical and institu-
tional concentration of earned doctorate's, the number of
years necessary for the average graduate student to earn the
doctorate, and the declining percentage of newly employed
full-time college faculty who possessed that degree.

Fortunately, the concern of the educators became the
concern of Congress. The desire they shared to alleviate the
shortage of qualified college faculty eventually took definite
shape in the National Defense Education Act of 1958, of
which title Iv, "National Defense Fellowships," was de-
signed as a means of increasing the future supply of college
and university teachers throughout the United States.

Swelling College Enrollments

The postwar bulge in higher education enrollment
reached its highest point of 2,445,000 in 1949. Two years
later in 1951, enrollment declined to 2,102,000, but then
began a steady increase, which exceeded three million only



6 years later in 1957. Based upon census data of children
already born and upon the belief (later fully substantiated)
that an increasingly larger percentage of college-age youth
would be seeking higher education, a conservative estimate
by the U.S. Office of Education during the late 1950's pro-
jected six million as the total enrollment in 1970. That
figure was almost reached 4 years earlier in 1966, when the
total exceeded 5.9 million. Observing this upward trend,
the Office of Education in 1965 revised its projections for
1970 to a total of seven and a quarter million)

Earned Doctor Wes

The prospect that college and university enrollments
would continue to r'se was only one factor causing concern
for the future of American higher education. Also disturb-
ing was the fact that the production of earned doctorates
remained nearly constant from 1952-53 to 1957-58, as
shown by the following figures: 2

1952-53.. . 8,309 1955-56 8,903
1953-54 8,996 1956-57 8,756
1954-55 8,840 1957-58 8,942

As the tabula'ion reveals, the number varied from year
to year by fewer than 700. In 1954-55 and again in 1956-57
the number was lower than in the preceding year.

Doctorate production tended to be concentrated in a
relatively small number of prestigious institutions located
in a few States on the east and west coasts and in the Great
Lakes region. For example, in 1957-58 over 50 percent of
earned doctorates were conferred in six States as follows:
New York-1,397; California-882; Illinois-747; Massa-
chusetts-674; Pennsylvania-514; Michigan-439.S

The distribution of doctorates in the various fields of
study had undergone a significant change over the years
up to 1958. Of all earned doctorates, the percent in the
humanities and social sciences and in biological and physi-
cal sciences from 1911 to 1920, as compared with the per-
cent from 1951 to 1958, illustrates the change:

Earned Doctorates

Field
Percent of earned doctorates

1911-20 1951-58

Humanities and social sciences 47 30
Biological and physical sciences 44 36

Kenneth A. Simon and Marie C. Fullam. Projections of Edu-
cational Statistics to 1974-75 (OE-10030-65, Circular No. 790). Wash-
ington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1965, p. 7.

2 U.S. Department of Health. Education, and Welfare, Office of Edit-
cation. Earned Degrees Conferred by Higher Educational Institutions,
1957-58. (Circular No. 527). Washington: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1959, p. 1.

31bid., p. 55.

2

The percentage decline in these two groups, traditional
suppliers of college teachers, contrasts with the rise over
the same period in the professional fields (engineering,
education, law, etc.) from 9 to 34 percent of all earned
doctorates. Education alone accounted for 6 percent and
17 percent, respectively of all doctorates awarded.4

Concern with the Number of Years Taken to Earn
the Doctorate

The inordinate number of years it took an average gradu-
ate student to earn the Ph. D. was also a growing concern.
It was reflected in several studies of graduate education.

As was to be expected, these studies revealed that the
-stretch-out" in the time was not due to any single cause.
Inability to find a suitable thesis or a thesis adviser, foreign
language hurdles, personal or fami'y problems, change of
major, change of institution, and death or moving away
of the thesis adviser were certainly delaying factors for
some students. But ranking very high in all these studies
was the financial problem faced by many students, espe-
cially in the honscience areas, causing them either to drop
out of school for a brief duration or take on duties such
as teaching or assisting in research projects, or to assume
other employment, with resultant reduction in their own
study loads.

The Harvard University Study

One study was conducted by J. P. Elder, Dean of the
Graduate School of Arts and Sciences of Harvard Univer.
sity, in the spring of 1956, with the support of the Fund
for the Advancement of Education..5 He sent a question-
naire to 1,482 men who had taken their doctorates at Har-
vard between 1950 and 1954, and 135 women who had
taken their doctorates at Radcliffe College during the
same period, to discover their reactions to certain aspects
of the graduate education they had received.

One question dealt with factors which lengthened the
time it took to earn the Ph. D. The fallowing results were
obtained, combining together the responses of those who
judged that the time for them was prolonged considerably
and those who said the time was lengthened only slightly.
Seven percent of those in the natural sciences, 16 percent
in the social sciences, and 19 percent in the humanities
reported that they were financially obliged to interrupt
their doctoral studies and leave Harvard. Thirty-three per-
cent of those in the natural sciences, 25 percent in the
social sciences, and 38 percent in the humanities declared
that their employment as a teacher or fellow at Harvard
had extended the time to earn the Ph. D. Eleven percent
of those in the natural sciences, 17 percent in the social
sciences, and 14 percent in the humanities claimed that

Bernard Berelson. Graduate Education in the United States. New
York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1960, p. 37.

2 J. P. Elder. A Criticism of the Graduate School of Arts and Sciences
in Harvard University and Radcliffe College Frani Those Who Took
the Ph.D. at These Institutions Between 1950 and 1954. Cambridge,
Mass.: spring 1958. p. 48.



the necessity for engaging in outside employment while
studying at Hardvard had lengthened the time for them
in their quest for the Ph. D.

The Columbia University Study
In a study published in 1958 Hans Rosenhaupt calculated

the average time spent by graduate students entering 13
departments at Columbia University during the period
1940-56 and earning the Ph. D. by 1956. He found that the
average time ranged from a low of 5.3 years in chemistry
to 10.1 years in sociology and English. He believed that if
the time taken for the Ph. D. could be curtailed, graduate
schools could produce 10 or 20 or even 50 percent more
Ph. D.'s every year without increasing library and labora-
tory facilities and without markedly enlarging the teaching
staff. -It stands to reason," he said, "that generally students
who must support themselves have less time to spend on
their graduate training and that an increase in fellowship
aid will at least shorten the time needed for degrees."6 This
was further substantiated by data on these students com-
paring the average time taken by federally assisted military
veterans with nonveterans. The veterans completed the
Ph. D. more rapidly.7

Newly Employed Full-Time College Teachers
Not Possessing the Doctorate

In the mid-1950's, Ray C. Maul, Assistant Director of the
Research Division of the National Education Association
(NEA), conducted a series of studies of college teacher
supply and demand. The results of these studies received
considerable attention in higher education circles and were
widely referred to as evidence that a serious deterioration
was taking place in the level of educational qualifications
of college teachers.

The first NEA study in 1953-54 (covering 637 repre-
sentative degree-granting institutions of all types) re-
vealed that only 40.5 percent of the full-time staff possessed
a doctorate; 20.9 percent, a master's degree plus at least 1
year of advanced study; 28.2 percent, a master's degree;
and 10.4 percent, less than a master's degree.8 Studies dur-
ing succeeding years focused on the level of preparation
of newly employed full-time teachers, and showed the fol-
lowing results:

1953-54 1954-55 1955-56 1956-57

Percent of newly employed full-
time college teachers with
Doctor's degree

.

Less than a master's degree...
31.4 28_4
18,2 19.3

26.7 23.5
20.1 23,1

6 Hans Rosenhaupt. Graduate Students, Experience at Colmnbia
University, 1910-1957. New York: Columbia University Press, 1958,
p. 61.

7 Ibid., p. 62-
Teacher Supply and Demand in Degree-Granting Institutions,

1959-53. (XXXIII: 4) Washington: National Educational Association.
1955. p. 138.

The decreasing percentage of new college teachers with a
doctorate and the increasing percentage of those with less
than a master's degree led Dr. Maul to conclude that "re-
cently employed full-time teachers are steadily reducing the
general level of preparation of the entire corps."9

Although Dr. Maul's assessment of the situation was
accepted as accurate and realistic by most educators, there
were a few who disagreed. With financial assistance from
the Carnegie Corporation, Bernard Berelson commenced
in 1957 a major study of graduate education in the United
States. At meetings on higher education he asserted that
claims that there was a college teacher shortage and that it
was going to get worse were grossly exaggerated. In his book
published in 1960 reporting the findings of his study, he
staxd:

"The crisis over having enough college and university
teachers in 1970 is generally overstated: the prospects do
not constitute a 'dire threat' to the present level of higher
education. Good salaries is one key to the situation:go

Another person who disagreed with Dr. Maul's assess-
ment was Vladimir Stoikov of Johns Hopkins University.
Using the 1952 and 1956 editions of American Universities
and Colleges, 11 which contain information concerning the
size of the total staff and the number of staff members
holding doctoral degrees in those years, he took a stratified
sample and used as weights the size of the teaching staff in
each category of educational institution as given by the
NEA study. He calculated that the percentage of faculty
holding the doctor's degree for the institutions as a group
had increased from 42.2 percent in 1953 to 49.6 percent in
1956. He contended that Dr. Maul and others who had inter-
preted the NEA data as Dr. Maul had were drawing er-
roneous conclusions because they did not take into account
(1) the number of full-time staff who obtained doctorates
while teaching full time and (2) the level of qualifications
of staff members who, for a variety of reasons, left the
colleges and universities for other employment.12

Conferences on the Status of Graduate Education

A series of conferences on the status of graduate educa-
tion took place in the 1950's. In the fall of 1954 a group
of university administrators and teachers convened at the
invitation of the Fund for the Advancement of Education,
with the looming shortage of competent college and uni-
versity teachers foremost on the agenda.

The group, known as the Committee of Fifteen, observed
that it would be impossible to maintain the existing faculty-
student ratio of one faculty member for every 13 students.
It estimated that between 1955 and 1970 some 484,000 new

Teacher Supply and Demand in Colleges and Universities, 1955-
56 and 1956-37. Washington: National Education Association, 1957.
p. 20_
" 13erelson, op. cit., p. 224.

" Nfary Irwin, editor. American Colleges and Universities (6th and
7th eds.). Washington: American Council on Education, 1952, 1956.

" Vladimir Stoikov. "Has the Quality of the College Teacher De-
clined?" Journal of Higher Education (30:8). November 1959_ pp.
455-58.



teachers would be required to provide replacements and
handle the additional enrollments expected. As against
this national need, the Committee estimated that during
the same period approximately 135,000 doctorates would be
awarded. Of the doctoral recipients the Committee expected
that fewer than half would become college and university
teachers. The widening gap between faculty members
possessing the doctorate and those who did not led the
Committee to conclude: "To expect that by 1970 the pro-
portion of college teachers holding the Ph. D. degree will
have declined from the present 40 percent to 20 percent
is not statistical hysteria but grassroots arithmetic."15 The
prospects of such a large majority of college teachers with-
out advanced graduate degrees was "deeply disturbing" to
the Committee.

The 1954 meeting of the Committee of Fifteen was fol-
lowed by other meetings on graduate education in which
the supply and demand situation of college teachers was
discussed. At the 1956 Midwest Conference on Graduate
Study and Research, Clarence Faust, President of the Fund
for the Advancement of Education, stated: "In short, we
tend to regard the production of good teachers as an inci-
dental or even low aim of graduate study. . . . We must
reverse the tendency to think of production of college
teachers as an unworthy purpose of graduate education. It
must become a major concern."14

A national conference sponsored by the American Coun-
cil on Education met in Washington, D.C., in the spring
of 1958 to discuss the gravity of the college teacher short-
age.15 One topic of discussion was: "Is the present Ph. D. the
best degree for college teachers?" Some educators advocated
a 2-year master's degree to meet the college teacher demand.

That same year, at the Southern University Conference,
educators voiced alarm over the decreasing number of new
faculty members with doctoral training. In introducing
the discussion on graduate instruction and research, Dean
Herman Spivey of the University of Kentucky asserted that
"the proportion of new faculty members with doctoral
training in our colleges and universities has fallen sharply,
and within a few years will probably drop so low that only
a fourth of our faculty members may have doctoral de-
grees against 40 percent now."16

The President's Committee

Similar apprehensions over shortages of college and uni-
versity teachers were expressed by the President's Commit-

"F. W. Strothmann on behalf of the Committee of Fifteen. The
Graduate School, Today and Tomorrow. New York: Fund for the
Advancement of Education. December 1955. p. 7.

"Clarence Faust. "Graduate Schools and the Scholar Teacher." In
Midwest Conference on Graduate Study and Research Proceedings of
the Twelfth Annual Meeting. Edited by D. R. Clippinger. Ann Arbor:
Cushing-Mulloy. 1956. pp. 44-45.

15 Joseph Axelrod, editor. Graduate Study for Future College
Teachers. Washington: American Council on Education, 1958. p. 111.

16 David A. Lockmiller, editol% Southern University Conference Pro-
ceedings, 1958. Chattanooga, Tenn.: The Conference, University of
Chattanooga, 1958. p. 17.
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tee on Education Beyond the High School, which was or-
ganized in 1957 at President Dwight D. Eisenhower's
request. It felt that "the most critical bottleneck to the
expansion and improvement of education in the- United
States is the mounting shortage of excellent teachers."17
The Committee urged a nationwide effort to recruit under-
graduates and graduates of high talent for college teaching,
to double faculty salaries within 5 to 10 years, and to
provide increased fringe benefits to make college teaching
more attractive.

In March 1957 the Twelfth National Conference on
Higher Education convened in Chicago. The teacher
shortage problem was debated. Philip Coombs, Secretary
of the Fund for the Advancement of Education, said that
available projections suggested there would be one new
Ph. D. committed to college teaching for every five or six
new college teachers needed. At this rate, he said, the per-
centage of college and university teachers with the doctorate
would drop from 40 percent to 20 percent. He urged that
"we . . . invent a way to prepare first-class college teachers
which will be very much better than the present M.A., yet
less time-consuming and more to the point than the present
Ph.D." 18

In California the teacher shortage crisis took on special
dimensions. A study by the Liaison Committee of the Re.
gents of the University of California and the California
State Board of Education estimated that over 40,000 new
full-time-equivalent staff would be needed in California
between 1957 and 1970.19

The U.S. Office of Education Conference

Concern over the effect of a college teacher shortage on
schools in higher education was, of course, felt in the U.S.
Office of Education. The Division of Higher Education
called a meeting of educators in Washington, D.C., in May
1957, to consider a prospectus of a study by the Office on
the specifics of the impending college teacher shortage.
Representatives of three large fields of learning discussed
faculty shortages in their own areas. One conferee, Harold
W. Stoke, Dean of the Graduate School of Arts and Sci-
ences at New York University, noted that the teacher short-
age was "a very uneven phenomenon.- in his view, the
problem of faculty staffing would differ in fields of learn-
ing and be less severely felt in cities than in rural areas.
Large institutions would be able to handle the teacher

17 The President's Committee on Education Beyond the High School.
Second Report to the President. Washington: U.S. Government Print-
ing Office. 1957. p. 5.

" Philip H. Coombs. "How Will Institutions of Higher Education
Select and Maintain an Adequate Supply of Qualified Teachers?" In
Association for Higher Education Current Issues in Higher Education,
1957. Edited by G. Kerry Smith. Washington: National Education
Association, 1957. p. 172-

"A Study of Faculty Demand and Supply in California Higher Edu-
cation, 1957-1970. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1958. p. 71.



shortage problem better than the smaller colleges and uni-
versities.20

Although the foregoing recital about doctoral training
and the supply and demand of college and university
teachers in the mid-1950's does not include everything that
was written and discussed about this subject, it is sufficient
to indicate what the tenor of thinking was in higher educa-
tion circles at that time.2I It is natural that this deep con-
cern was being felt in the Congress of the United States
as well.

The Dev loping Federal Interest in Higher Education
Prior to 1958

Historically and under the Constitution, public educa-
tion in the United States has developed as a responsibility
mainly of the States and local governments. However, in its
infancy the Federal Government undertook two types of
educational activities: (1) operating educational programs
of its own, and (2) aiding the States and Territories in fi-
nancing and otherwise promoting education. Both of these
types of activity antedate the Constitution, and almost
since the time of their inception have included all levels
of education.22

Although the Constitution made no specific mention of
education or its support, certain provisions of it have fur-
nished the basis for a great variety of Federal education
activities. Foremost among these constitutional provisions
is the "general welfare" clause. Exercising its constitutional
power to tax and appropriate for the general welfare, the
Federal Government has played an increasingly important
role in the financing of education as it has become more
and more important to the security and progress ( r the
Nation as a whole.

The Federal Government's own educational pursuits can
be traced back to instruction of men in the military service,
which included schooling in mathematics as early as in
1777. Action by the Federal Government in support of
education in the Territories and later in the States began
in 1785. In that year an ordinance adopted by the Congress
of the Confederation for the disposal of public lands in
the Western Territory reserved one section of every town-
ship for the endowment of schools within that township.
Most of the States that were admitted to the Union after

"Clarence B. Lindquist, editor. Staffing the Nation's Colleges and
Universities. Report of a Conference. May 2G and 21, 1957. Washing-
ton: U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 1957. p 45.

"For a complete bibliography on college teacher supply and de-
mand as well as all other aspects of graduate education, the reader
should refer to: James H. Blessing. Graduate Education, An An-
notated Bibliography (OE-50022, Bulletin 1961, No. 26). Washington:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1961. 151 pp.

22 Most of the material for this brief account of the development of
Federal interest in education is taken from Federal Educational
Policies, Programs and Proposals, Port I, prepared by Charles A.
Quattlebaum in the Legislative Reference Service of the Library of
Congress for the House Committee on Education and Labor, and pub-
lished by the U.S. Government l'rinting Office, March 1960. For a
detailed account of the evolution of Federal policies in education, see
this document.

1789 were first organized as Terriwries. In organizing each
of these Territories the Congress established a school sys-
tem which was taken over by the new State upon its
admission. Thus, the Federal Government became the
founder of the public school systems of a large number of
the States.

Morrill Act of 1862
Except for military training of officers, Federal support

of higher education did pot commence until the passage of
the Morrill Act of 1862. Under this act a grant of Federal
lands or land scrip was made available to each State in
the amount of 30,000 acres for each Senator and Repre-
sentative in Congress from that State. The proceeds of the
sales of these grants were to be used for the endowment and
support of colleges having as their primary objective -to
teach such branches of learning as are related to agri-
culture and the mechanic arts in such manner as the legisla-
tures of the States may respectively prescribe." The Morrill
Act of 1862 was amended by the Hatch Act of 1887 setting
up the system of agricultural experiment stations; by the
Second Morrill Act (1890) providing the further support
of land-grant institutions by direct appropriations; and by
the Smith-Lever Act of 1914, establishing a system of co-
operative extension services to bring to adults the benefits
of current developments in the field of agriculture.

Further Federal support of higher education developed
over the years. In 1879 the Congress began making annual
appropriations to Howard University in Washington, D.C.,
a privately controlled institution devoted primarily to the
education of Negroes. The Federal Government began
assistance to college housing, on a temporary basis, under
an extension of the Lanham Act of 1941. The Housing
Act of 1950 and College Housing Amendments of 1955
provided for a continuing program of loans to colleges
and universities for tLe construction of dormitories and
other buildings. An act of the 84th Congress initiated a
3-year $90 million program of grants for the construction
of reiearch facilities for medical, dental, publk health, and
other nonprofit institutions.

During World War II the Federal Government accumu-
lated a large quantity of real and personal property which
later became surplus. In passing the Surplus Property
Act of 1944, Congress initiated a policy of making avail-
able some of this property for educational use through
donation and through purchase, with discounts allowed
for public benefit. Subsequent legislation augmented and
extended the provisions for donations of Federal surplus
property for educational and health purposes to tax-
supported or tax-exempt health and educational institu-
tions. In addition, the Federal policy of granting to
nonprofit institutions of higher education exemption from
corporate income taxation has given them important, if in-
direct, financial assistance.

The Period Following World War U
Following World War II a number of new Federal

programs provided financial support to college students.
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More than seven million veterans of World War It were
financially helped through college under the Servicemen's
Readjustment Act, popularly known as the GI Bill, ap-
proved by Congress in 1944. Two million Korean Con.
ilia veterans received financial assistance under an amended
version of this act.

The National Science Foundation, established by Con-
gress in 1950, inaugurated a fellowship program in the
1952-53 academic year. In addition, throue grants for
the support of basic scientific research, the FoundatiL in-
directly supported a number of graduate and post-doctoral
students performing research services for the grantees. The
Foundation also supported summer institutes for science
and mathematics teachers. The Atomic Energy Commis-
sion, established in 1946, and the Public Health Service,
starting with the National Cancer institute Act of 1937,
contributed support to higher education through research
grants, fellowships, and traineeships. With the passage of
Public Law 83-531 in July 1954, authorizing cooperative
research in education, the Office of Education commenced
modest support of educational research in colleges and uni-
versities through its Cooperative Research Program.

The foregoing account of Federal assistance is not a
complete, all-inclusive inventory of every Federal pro-
gram that contributed, directly or indirectly, to higher
education. It does, however, include the major ones and
serves to show that by the time the National Defense
Education Act was being considered in Congress, the Fed-
eral Government had, over the years, evidenced an increas-
ing awareness of the value of higher education to the
welfare and security of the country. Thus, when the debates
took place in Congress over the bill which resulted in the
passage in September 1958 of Public Law 85-864, cited as
the National Defense Education Act of 1958, ample prec-
edent has been established for Federal assistance to educa-
tion.

In the several years immediately preceding 1958, as a
consequence of the specter of rising enrollments and a
shortage of qualified teachers and facilities, many bills
had been introduced in Congress and considered by con-
gressional committees. Especially persistent were bills to
give financial aid to students through loans, scholarships,
and fellowships. None of these bills was passed, however.

The Impact of Sputnik

It took a uramatic event on October 4, 1957, to galvanize
the Nation into demanding that Federal action be taken
in regard to education. On that date the Soviet Union put
into orbit its "Sputnik," the world's first manmade satellite.
Agonizing reappraisals of our educational system followed
and charges were made that the Russians were surpassing
us as a result of superior education. Upon his return to
the United States in June, 1958, after a month's study visit
of education in the U.S.S.R. along with nine other promi-
nent U.S. educators, U.S. Commissioner of Education
Lawrence G. Derthick reported that the Soviet Union had
put a very high priority on education as a means of na-
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tional advancement. Speaking to the National Press Club
in Washington on June 13, 158, he said:

"What we have seen has amazed us in one outstanding
particular: we were simply not prepared for the degree to
which the U.S.S.R. is committed to education as a means of
national advancement. Everywheie we went we saw indi-
cation after indication of what we could only conclude
amounted to total commitment to education.-25

Our national leaders, including many prominent educa-
tors, regarded Sputnik as a challenge to improve American
education. One of these, Franklin D. Murphy, Chancellor
of the University of Kansas, in speaking to the American
Council on Education in Washington, D.C., October 11,
1957, interj reted this historic event as follows:

"The message which this little ball carries to Americans,
if they would but stop and listen, is that in the last half
of the twentieth centuryin this age of incredible tech-
nological changenothing is as important as the trained
and educated mind. This sphere tells us not of the desif a-
bility but of the urgent necessity of the highest quality and
expanded dimensions of the educational effort. It states
more dramatically than ever before that the future of the
twentieth century lies in the hands of those who have
placed education and its Siamese twinresearchin the
position of priority."24

The ferment engendered by the Russian feat made a
great impar.t upon the 85th Congress. Some 1,500 bills
were introduced which were wholly or partly related to
education. The National Defense Education Act of 1958,
which eventuated out of this welter of educational bills
and debates in Congress, was a landmark in Federal legis-
lation because of its breadth and scope of Federal support
of education. Because of the feeling, evidenced in hearings
and debates in Congress, that the Soviet manmade satellite
and Soviet education were presenting a challenge to Ameri-
can superiority, it is not surprising that the word -Defense"
appeared in the title of the act.

Although general Federal support of education was ad-
vocated by some, Congress felt that greater good would be
accomplished at that time by giving categorical aid to areas
of education which it felt were in greatest need of sup-
port. Thus, the National Defense Education Act, later to
be commonly known as NDEA, had 10 titles. Although the
other titles were likewise of far-reaching significance, the
remainder of this report will be concerned only with title
IV, National Defense Fellowships, for the graduate train-
ing of college-level teachers.

It should be remarked, however, that title IV is not the
only title of NDEA under which graduate fellowships have
been awarded. Title V1, Language Development, authorized
advanced training to individuals in modern foreign lan-
guages and related area studies. Since the law authorized

23 Lawrence G. Derthick. "The RLISSi.uI Race for Knowledge,
School Life (40:9). June 1958. p. 3.

" Fra n kli n D. Murphy. "The Real Meaning of the Satelli ," The
Educational Record (31:1). January 1958. p. 35.



the Commissioner of Education to support the study of
any language where adequate instruction was not readily
available and where specialists were needed in the national
interest, the Commissioner decided that emphasis would
be given in title VI to non-Western languages. Because of
the demands in these critical areas, no fellowships have
been awarded under title VI in French, German, Italian,

and Pennisular (Iberian) Spanishlanguages which have
been supported with title IV fellowships. Over 12,000 fel-
lowships, ranging in length of tenure from 8 weeks to 12
months, were awarded in the first 10 years of title VI com-
pared to 26,828 new fellowships (26,251 3-year awards, 540
2-years awards, and 37 1-year awards) in all fields of study
under title IV over the same period.
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CHAPTER II

conceptualization of NDEA,
hearings, and passage

of the act

The conceptualization of the National Defense Educa-
tion Act of 1958 had its origin in a memorandum of June
20, 1957, from John A. Perkins, Under Secretary of the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, to U.S.
Commissioner of Education Lawrence G. Derthick. The
memorandum pointed out that thc President's Committee
on Education Beyond the High School was soon to issue
its second interim report and that it would be very im-
portant at that time for the Department to review the prob-
lems of .higher education and, in particular, the work of the
Committee. Mr. Perkins said that, for this purpose, he was
constituting a task force from within the Department. The
memorandum specified the type of representation the task
force would have and outlined its duties:

1. Undertake an intensive review of the second interim
report of the President's Committee on Education Beyond
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the High School and develop a Departmental
thereon.

2. Review problem areas not covered or not adequately
treated by the Committee,

3. Develop legislation for action programs recommended
by the President's Cr:mmittee and accepted by the De-
partment.

4. Develop action plans for Departmental activities rec-
ommended by the President's Committee and accepted by
the Department which would not require legislative action.

5. Develop a promotion and leadership program to foster
the implementation of recommendations made by the
President's Committee and endorsed by the Department
which would be directed at State and local governments,
universities, business, etc.



Legislative Recommendations of HEW Task Force

On July 17, 1957. Commissioner Derthick sent a memo-
randum to each of the members of the task force I an-
nouncing that the fist meeting would be held on July 24
and that the task iorce would meet biweekly for the initial
2 months and monthly thereafter. The memorandum stated
that staff services to the task force would be provided by
the Division of Higher Education.

At the opening meeting a plan of operation for suc-
ceeding meetings was agreed upon. A staff paper was to be
prepared on a specific aspect of higher education which
would serve as the basis for discussion for each meeting.
The Division of Higher Education was given the re-
sponsibility for preparing the papers.2 The staff members
who prepared a paper usually presented it to the task force
and served as resource persons during its discussion.

After several meetings, six areas of higher education were
identified as deserving of legislative consideration:

1. Assistance to graduate education
2. Grants for State planning
3. Aid to less-than-degree-length programs
4. Financial support to undergraduate students
5. Expansion of grants for land-grant colleges
6. Aid for physical facilities
Task force members were asked to assign prioritier, to

the six areas. Aid to graduate education was given the
highest priori ty.

On October 31, 1957, the Division of Higher Education
presented in some detail its recommendations for legislative
action relative to the six areas. In regard to graduate edu-
cation, the Division proposed;

I. Aid to graduate school, for expansions of programs
and for provisions to accommodate increased numbers of
graduate students.

Federal Government to pay up to $125,000 to each in-
stitution, one-half the cost of expansion of programs.

Funds, including matching funds, to be used for salaries
of teachers, supplies, and equipment.

2. Fellowships for graduate students to encourage increas-
ing numbers of qualified persons to pursue graduate study.

Fellowships to be awarded for full-time graduate stu-
dents; $2,000 for each fellowship plus $400 for each depend-
ent, up to a maximum of three dependents.

Fellowships to be awarded on an annual basis, but to be

In addition to Commissioner Derthick who served as Chairman, the
members of the original task force were George St. J. Pcrrott, repre-
senting the Public Health Service; Willis D. Gradison, Jr.. (who was
almost immediately succeeded by Homer D. Babbidge, Jr.) assistant to
Secretary Folsom for program analysis; Wesley L. Hjornevik, assistant
to Under Secretary Perkins; Joseph H. Meyers, representing the office
of General Counsel; Ralph C. M. Flynt, representing the Office of
Education; and Elliot L. Richardson, Assistant Secretary of Health.
Education, and Welfare, ex officio, who directly represented HEW
Secretary Marion B. Folsom in legislative matters.

2 The staff paper on the shortage of college and university teachers
was prepared by J. Harold Goldthorpe, Jenn:ngs B. Sanders, and
John B. Whitelaw.

renewable each year, upon satisfactory progress by the stu-
until he has accomplished his objective; but no more

u, a two renewals would be made, making a total of 3
years.

Fellows to be selected by the institutions.
3. Administration.
Program to be administered by the Commissioner of Edu-

cation under supervision of the Secretary of Health. Edu-
cation, and Welfare.

Commissioner to be authorized to establish a National
Advisory Commission on Graduate Education to advise
him with respect to basic policies in the administration of
the act.

Each institution to submit a plan to the Commissioner
for approval.

Funds to be allotted to institutions in accordance with
regulations made by the Commissioner, with approval of
the Secretary, on the basis of plans submitted by the in-
stitutions.

The Division proposed that 50 graduate schools be assisted
during the first year, 100 the second year, and 150 the
third year. Five hundred fellowships would be awarded the
first year; 1,000 the second year; and 1,500 the third year.
The suggested appropriation for the first year was
$7,650,000, increasing to $25 million by the third year. The
following statement was given in justification of the Divi-
sion's recommendations on graduate education:

Owing to the increasing cost of graduate education
to students and to the economic opportunities avail-
able today, students in sufficient numbers will not
pursue graduate studies unless the financial assistance
is sufficient to enable them to do it without too great
a personal sac! ifice. Moceover, graduate education is
very costly to the institutions and many cannot afford
the outlay and operation costs involved in expanding
their programs and Facilities to the extent that is now
required. It seems clear, therefore, that the needs of
graduate students and graduate schools will not be
adequately met without substantial Federal assistance.3

The legislative proposals developed by the task force
were forwarded to Secretary Folsom so that he could pre-
sent them at the November 8, 1958, Cabinet meeting which
was devoted to a discussion of the administration's legisla-
tive program.

Legislative Preparation In the Congress

While the Office of Education task force was proceeding
with its work, the Congress was moving ahead on its own
with the consideration of possible legislation to deal with
the many problems besetting American education. In par-
ticular, under the chairmanship of Representative Carl
Elliott, Democrat of Alabama, the Special Subcommittee on
Education of the House Education and Labor Committee
made preparations to commence hearings on scholarships

Suggested Legislative Proposals Meeting of October 31, 1957. Com-
missioner of Education files. pp. 1-3.
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arid other assistance for students in higher education. These
hearings commenced on August 12, 1957. Later, with the
advent of Sputnik, the concern in both the House and
Senate widened to include the consideration of strengthen-
ing education in science, mathematics, and foreign lan-
guages.

The ultimate success that was achieved by the passage of
the National Defense Education Act of 1958 was the result
of close cooperation between a Republican administration
and a Democratic Congress. The importance and extent of
this close relatiomhip is revealed in an account given by
William Stanley Hoole, who, under contract to the Office
of Education, wrote an early history of NDEA:

"Realizing the compelling necessity for a nonpolitical,
nonpartisan approach to the serious educational problems
facing the United States in mid-1957, and sincerely desirous
of having his Subcommittee on Special 'Education report a
bill which would eventually prove acceptable to Congress,
Representative Elliott early sought the advice and coopera-
tim of the Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, particularly the Office of Education.

"After a, careful comparison of the principal provisions
contained in certain education bills already before Con-
gress, he invited Under Secretary Perkins and Assistant
Secretary Richardson and their associates to meet with his
Subcommittee and together to survey matters concerning
scholarship and other financial assistance for students in
higher institutions. After a lengthy conference, during
which the representatives from the Department formulated
a number of suggestions regarding the scope and character
of the proposed hearings, Mr. Richardson expressed ap-
preciation for the opportunity Representative Elliott had
extended them and offered further assistance. Admittedly,
it was this spirit of cooperation between Represenative
Elliott and the officials of the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfarelater enlarged and refined by the added
cooperation of Si nator Hillthat eventually made possible
the adoption of a non-partisan legislative program agree-
able to all interests concerned. As Assistant Secretary
Richardson later declared:

" Vne of the most important elements of these early
negotiations was the conscious effort we made to provide
information about what we were thinking. . . . If it had
not been for the fact that the Democrats had their own
Bill essentially consistent in its approach to the Federal
role, it is quite doubtful whether legislation would have re-
sulted. But as it was, we had a situation in which we and
Hill and Elliott were proposing legislation of essentially the
same character. I heard Hill talk on the subject once or
twice and he always stressed this fact, as we did ourselves
in our tam contact with the [Capitol] Hill; and, of course,
the result was that it became possible to negotiate with the
sponsors of the Democratic Bill on a basis that simply re-
quired the accommodation of the two Bills in coverage
and amount and so on . . .

" 'I think in any case that Senator Hill and Congressman
Elliott deserve a great deal of credit for seeing the op-
portunity presented by working on a program consistent
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with what they understood the Administration was doing,
rather than going off in a wholly different direction.' "4

House Subcommittee Hearings

As already mentioned, hearings on the National Defense
Education Act of 1958 actually got under way in the sum-
mer of 1957. The Special Subcommittee on Education
held hearings in Washington, D.C., on August 12, 15, 16,
22 and 27; in Eau Claire, Wis., on October 28; Sioux Fails,
S. Dak., on October 30; Salt Lake City, Utah, oil November
1; and Portland, Oreg., on November 4, 1957.5

In his opening statement on August 12, subcommittee
chairman Carl Elliott declared:

"Today marks the first of a series of hearings to be held
by the Subcommittee on Special Education of the House
Committee on Education and Labor on the subject of a
Federal scholarship and loan program for capable high
school students who cannot otherwise attend college.

"In the course of these hearings, we wish to study the
problems and issues and to collect the basic facts concern-
ing the needs and resources [or student financial aid. We
will afford many individuals, agencies, and organizations
that hold an interest in these problems an opportunity to
voice their opinion or raise their questions. . . . These
studies are not at this point related to any specific bill or
bills now pending before this subcommittee, though I may
say there are many such bills, and as I understand from
talking to some Members of Congress, others will be intro-
duced late. However, our study to date or at this point,
will be based upon the subject matter itself."6

In line with the stated objectives as outlined by Con-
gressman Elliott, the hearings in 1957 concentrated almost
exclusively on the need for financial aid for undergraduates
in the form of scholarships and loans.

Hearings Resume in January 1958

When the Subcommittee resumed its hearings on January
8, 1958, in Washington, D.C, the impact on the Congress
of Russia's Sputnik ol October 4, 1957, was apparent. In
his opening remarks, Chairman Elliott said:

"It would be unnecessary indeed, for me to remind you
that only 90 days ago the American people were suddenly
awakened to some of the shortcomings of our educational
system. Today no one believes that the American system

4 While carrying out this assignment, Mr. Hoole was on leave from
bis position as Librarian of the University of Mahan,. For an excel-
lent and well-documented account of the early problems, personalities,
and issues connected with NDEA, the reader should refer to his un-
published manuscript, The National Defense Education Act of 1958.
A Brief Chronology. This manuscript, dated December 1960, is in the
archives of the U. S. Commissioner of Education.

s Other members of the Special Subcommittee on Education were:
Democrats Edith S. Green of Oregon and George S. McGovern of
South -Dakota, anti Republicans Stuyvesant Wainwright of New York
and Donald W. Nicholson of Massachusetts.

Scholarship and Loan Fragrant. Hearings Before a Subcommittee of
the Committee on Education and Labor. House. 85th Congress, 1st
Session. Washington: U.S. Government printing Office, 1958. p. 1.



is superior siniply because it is American. Our proud com-
placency has vanished. In the press. over the airwaves, on
street corners and in homes, among businesses, and pro-
fessional men, including educators themselves, we now hear
a constant clamor for the refinement of curriculum and for
the improvement of teaching at all levels, from the gram-
mar to the graduate school. The American people are ex-
cited about our schools and our colleges, our students, our
teachers, our research programs, and our principles of
instruction as they have seldom before been excited about
anything of similar nature. They say that American educa-
tion must be without parallel in the world and to that end
we must do whatever needs to be done."7

January 8 was the only day during that month of 1958
in which the subcommittee held hearings. There is no
doubt that meetings were held in abeyance pending the
President's message on education and the introduction of
the administration's and opposidon party's bills which
would become the subject of the hearings. The subcom-
mittee met for 10 days in February, 15 days in March, and
3 days in April. r_lovering the period from the date the
hearings commenced on August 12 of 1957 until their
termination on April 3, 1958, a total of 2,096 pages of
testimony, inserts, and appendixes were printed by the
U.S. Government Printing Office in three parts, for the
use of the Committee on Education and Labor.

Senate Committee Hearings

The Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, United
States Senate, commenced its hearings on Science and
Education for National Defense on January 21, 1958, un-
der the chairmanship of Senator Lister Hill, Democrat ot
Alabama.8 Whereas a subcommittee of the parent Com-
mittee conducted the hearings in the House, the Whole
Committee conducted the hearings in the Senate. The
hearings were held for 5 days in January, 10 days in
February, and 7 days in March, and produced 1,602 pages
of print (testimony, inserts, and appendixes) .

In both the Senate and House hearings a large number
of individuals testified. These persons included leading sci-
entists, educators, representatives of professional and edu-
cational organizations, and members of both the Senate
and the House. As evidence of the great congressional inter-
est in these hearings was the fact that eight Senators and 15
Members of the House of Representatives appeared in
person to testify. The many days in rapid sequence de-
voted to the hearings also indicated the sense of urgency
that was being felt at that time.

As it had been in the House hearings, the success of

7 Ibid., p. 683.
'Other Committee members were Democratic Senato:s James F.

Murray of Montana, John F. Kennedy of Massachusetts, Patrick V.
McNamara of Michigan, Wayne L. Morse of Oregon, Strom Thur-
mond of South Carolina, and Ralph W. Yarborough of Texas; and
Republican Senators H. Alexander Smith of New Jersey, Irving M.
Ives of New York, William A. Purtell of Connecticut, Barry M. Gold-
water of Arizona, Gordon L. Allott of Colorado, and John Sherman
Cooper of Kentucky.

Sputnik was clearly of major concern in the Senate as the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare held its first
hearings. In his opening statement, Senator Hill said:

"A severe blowsome would say a disastrous blowhas
been struck at America's self-confidence and at her prestige
in the world. Rarely have Americans questioned one an-
other so intensely about our military position, our sci-
entific stature, or our educational system.

"The Soviet Union, which only 40 years ago was a nation
of peasants, today is challenging our America, the world's
greatest industrial power, in the very field where we have
claimed supremacy: the application of science to tech-
nology.

"We Americans are united in our determination to meet
this challenge. We Americans know that we must give
vastly greater support, emphasis, and dedication tr,
scientific research, to quality in education, tu instruction
in the physical sciences, to training in foreign languages
and to developing to the full our intellectual, cultural, and
scientific resources. We Americans know we must mobilize
our Nation's brainpower in the struggle for survival."

The concern with Sputnik was also evidenced by the
fact that all seven witnesses who testified at the January
hearings of the Senate Committee were distinguished
American scientists.

The President's Message on Education

On January 27, 1958, President Dwight D. Eisenhower
transmitted to Congress his message on education outlining
his recommendations for Federal steps to improve Ameri-
can education.10 For the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, the President set the following five
objectives:

1. Reduce the waste of talent (through testing, guidance
and counseling services, scholarships) .

2_ Strengthen the teaching of science and mathematics.
3. Increase the supply of college teachers.
4. Improve foreign-language teaching.
5. Strengthen the Office of Education.
Under the mandate to "increase the supply of college

teachers," the following specific recommendation was made:
"To help assure a more adequate supply of trained col-

lege teachers so crucial in the development of tomorrow's
leaders, the administration recommends that the Congress
authorize the Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare to provide

" (a) Graduate fellowships to encourage more students
to prepare for college teaching careers. Fellows would be
nominated by higher educational institutions.

Science and Education for National Defense. Hearings Before the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. Senate. 85th Congress, 2d
Session. Wiington! U.S. Government Printing Office, 1958. p. 2

"Special Message to the Congress on Education. January 27, 1958.
Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisen.
!tower 1958. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office. 1959. pp.
127-32.



(b) Federal grants, on a matching bilsis, to institutions
of higher education to assist in expand ing their graduate
school capacity. Funds would be used in the discretion of
the institution itself, either for salaries or teaching mate-
rials."

In his message the President also made a number of
recommendations to strengthen the programs of the Na-
tional Science Foundation, including an expansion in the
Foundation's graduate fellowship program. The Presi-
dent regarded his recommendations on improvement of
education as essential to our national securityin fact, as
an emergency pregram. He concluded his message with
this strong statement:

"This emergency program stems from the national need,
and its fruits will bear directly on national security. The
method of accomplishment is sound; the keystone is State,
local, and private effort; the Federal role is to assist, not
to control or supplant those efforts.

"The administration urges prompt enactment of these
recommendations in the essential interest of national
security."

Following the transmittal of the President's message, the
administration bill was introduced on January 27 in the
House by two identical billsH.R. 10278 by Carroll D.
Kearns, Republican of Pennsylvania, and FIR. 10279 by
Peter Frelinghuysen, Jr., Republican of New Jerseyand in
the Senate by a third identical bill, S. 3163 sponsored by
Senator H. Alexander Smith, Republican of New Jersey,
for himself and 10 other Senators. The principal rival bills,
S. 3187 and H.R. 10381, were introduced in the Senate
on January 30 (legislative day, January 27) by Senator
Lister Hill for himself and 26 other Senators and in the
House on January 30 by Representative Carl Elliott. The
House bills were referred to the Committee on Education
and Labor and the Senate bills to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare."

Graduate Education Provisions of the Administration's
Bill

The administration bill was to be cited, if enacted, as
the Educational Development Act of 1958. Its purpose was
to encourage and assist in the expansion and improvement
of educational programs to meet critical national needs
through the early identification of student aptitudes;
strengthening of counseling and guidance services in public
high schools; provisions of scholarships for able students
needing assistance to continue their education beyond
high school; strengthening of science and mathematics in-
struction in the public schools; expansion of graduate

" Between January 7 and April 16, 1958, 10 other bills on educa-
tion were introduced in the House and referred to the Committee
on Education and Labor. Between January 9 and February 25, seven
other bills on education (two by Senator Edward J. Thyc, Republican
of Minnesota, and three by Senator Ralph E. Flanders, Republican of
Vermont) were introduced in the Senate and referrM to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare,
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programs in colleges and universities, including fellow-
-ships; improvement and expansion of modern foreign-
language teaching; improvement of State education rec-
ords and statistics; and for other purposes.

The bill had five titles, the fourth of which was "Ex-
pansion of Graduate Education." It authorized such ap-
propriations as Congress deemed necessary for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1959, and each of the succeeding 5
years, for grants to assist institutions in establishing new
or expanding existing programs of graduate education lead-
ing to a degree of doctor of philosophy or equivalent.

The bill provided thai a grant to an institution, with a
ceiling of $125,000, could not exceed one-half the cost of
the salaries of additional faculty members needed for new
programs or the expansion of existing programs and the
cost of increases in salaries of existing faculty members to
reflect additional duties occasioned by such aew programs
or the expansion of existing programs. The bill also pro-
vided for other costs attributable to the establishment of
new programs or expansion of existing programs, includ-
ing overhead costs and costs of equipment.

If an institution preferred, the bill would provide an
institutional payment equal to $500 multiplied by the
number of fellowships in such programs plus the cost of
payments to graduate students ern-oiled in new graduate
programs or whose enrollment constituted an increase in
enrollment in existing graduate programs. Such fellowships,
including allowances for dependents, were to be in such
amounts as were permitted by the regulations of the
Commissioner of Education and were to be awarded an-
nually under criteria approved by the Commissioner. Pre-
ference was to be given to individuals who were interested
in teaching in institutions of higher education and were to
be renewable to die extent necessary to enable the recipient
to secure the degree awarded at the completion of the course
of study of the graduate program involved. No fellowship,
however, could be held for more than 3 academic years.

The administration bill also provided for the establish-
ment of a National Advisory Committee on Education to
advise, consult with, and make recommendations to the
Commissioner on matters of policy or general administra-
don of this title. The Committee was to consist of 12 mem-
bers, who would be selected so as to provide a broad repre-
sentation from among various graduate fields, institutions
of higher education with programs of graduate education,
and the general public.

Bureau of the Budget Endorsement of S. 3163

On February 14, 1958, Robert E. Merriam, Assistant Di-
rector, Bureau of the Budget wrote Senator Hill in response
to the Senator's request for the Bureau's views on S. 3163
and stated: "The bill incorporates the recommendations of
the President on additional Federal programs to strengthen
general and science education, as set forth in his recent
message to the Congress on the educational system. I am
authorized to advise you, therefore, that enactment of S.



3163 would be in accord with the program of the Presi-
dent."12

Graduate Education Provisions of the "Committee Bill"

The bill, S. 3187, introduced by Senator Hill and to be
cited, if enacted, as the National Defense Education Act of
1958, had 14 titles, of which the seventh was "National
Defense Fellowships." H.R. 10381, introduced by Repre-
sentative Elliott, was identical to S. 3187 except that title
XIII, "Science Information Service," of S. 3187 was deleted;
title XIV, "Miscellaneous Provisions," of S. 3187 was made
title XIII of H.R. 10381. Because the two bills were identi-
cal except for this minor difference, they became known as
the "Committee bill" and sometimes as the Hill-Elliott bill
in honor of its two principal sponsors.

The purpose of the-Committee bill was to strengthen the
national defense, advance t1 e cause of peace, and assure
the intellectual preeminence of the United States, especially
in science and technology, through programs designed to
stimulate and to increase the number of students in sci-
ence, engineering, mathematics, foreign languages, and
other disciplines, and to provide additional facilities for
the teaching thereof; to promote the development of tech-
nical skills essential to the national defense; to assist
teachers to increase their knowledge and improve their
effectiveness, and for other purposes.

The "National Defense Fellowships- title of the Com-
mitee bill authorized appropriation of funds necessary to
award 1,000 fellowships during the fiscal year ending June
30, 1959, and 1,500 fellowships during each of the succeed-
ing 5 fiscal years. Such fellowships were to be for periods of
study not in excess of 3 academic years. The fellowships
were to be awarded by the Commissioner to persons of dem-
onstrated ability and special aptitude for advanced study.

A fellow was to receive a stipend of $2,000 for the first
academic year of study after the baccalaureate degree,
$2,200 for the second such year, and $2,400 for the third
such year, plus $400 for each such year on account of each
dependent. In addition, the bills provided a cost-of-educa-
tion payment to an institution, not in excess of $1,000 per
academic year, for each fellow enrolled.

A person awarded a fellowship under the provisions of
this title had to maintain satisfactory proficiency in, and
devote essentially full time to study or research in the field
in which such fellowship was awarded. The study had to be
pursued in an institntion of higher education, and the fel-
low could not engage in gainful employment other than
part-time employment by such institution in teaching,
research, or similar activities approved by the Commissioner
of Education, during any period for which the fellowship
was held. The Commissioner would have the right to termi-
nate or suspend a fellowship if a fellow failed to Com-
ply with the rules and regulations prescribed by the
Commissioner.

The Committee bill also provided for a National Ad-

12 Senate hearings, op. cit., p. 161.

visory Council on Science and Education to advise and
assist the Commissioner in the determination of the fields
in which fellowships would be awarded and in the prepara-
tion of general regulations for the administration of this
title.

7 i its analysis of the Committee hill, the Office of Educa-
tion estimated that: the fellowship program of the Commit-
tee bill would cost $4.8 million for fiscal year 1958, in-
creasing to $12.2 million for fiscal year 1960, while the
comparable title of the administration bill would cost $7.8
million, increasing to $16.0 million for these same years.

Secretary Folsom is First Witness

After the introduction of the bills that would receive
principal attention, both the Senate Committee and the
House subcommittee stepped up the pace of the hearings.
As expected, administration spokesmen were among the
first to be called to testify. The first witness speaking on
behalf of the administration bill in both the House and
Senate hearings was Marion B. Folsom, Secretary of the
U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. In his
opening remarks to the House subcommittee on February
3, 1958, Secretary Folsom stated the historic Federal inter-
est in education:

"This national interest in education has been demon-
strated throughout our history. As early as 1787, the Con-
tinental Congress, in setting aside certain lands for educa-
tional purposes, expressed the national interest in education
with this historic declaration:

" '... knowledge being necessary to good government
and the happiness of mankind, schools and the mainte-
nance of education shall be forever encouraged.' " 13

As to the national need for a Federal program to
strengthen American education, Secretary Folsom declared:

"This program thus stems from a matured recognition
of clear truth which the American people can never afford
to forget: The ability of this country to survive in a world
where freedom is imperiled may depend largely upon the
strength of American education." 14

Secretary Folsom made a strong plea for support of
graduate education. He pointed out that the President's
Committee on Education Beyond the High School had
identified the need for more qualified college teachers as
the most critical single need facing higher education. He
cited data showing that the current production of doc-
torates was falling far short of the need. Because college
teachers were needed in all fields, he urged that no restric-
tions be placed on areas of study. He also recommended
that all established graduate schools be eligible for aid.

Commissioner Derthick Testifies

Another major spokesman testifying on behalf of the
administration bill was U.S. Commissioner of Education

13 House hearings, op. cit.. p. 694.
14 Ibid., p 695.
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Lawrence G. Derthick.15 Dr. Derthick cited the high cost
of graduate education and explained the reasons for it. He
pointed out that graduate education requires extensive and
costly library and laboratory facilities; that the direction of
graduate students is largely on an individual basis, meaning
that the ratio of teachers to students is necessarily high;
and that, moreover, many graduate students have families
for whom living accommodations must be made available.
He said that the heavy cost limited the number of uni-
versities that could offer acceptable opportunities for grad-
uate study.

Dr. Derthick stated that there were at that time 163
institutions (69 public and 94 private) out of a national
total of 1,856 that conferred doctoral degrees based on
graduate instruction. Of these, only 27 awarded 100 or
more doctoral degrees in 1955-56. He said that the admin.

ation bill would expand existing programs of graduate
education and initiate new programs. He requested and
received permission to insert into the record of the hear-
ings in both the House and Senate a detailed supplemental
statement relating to the status of graduate education in
the United States. Included in this statement was the fol-
lowing'summary of existing Federal programs which offered
financial support to graduate students:

-In 1954, the latest year for which we have figures, the
Federal Government supported somewhat in excess of one
out of every five graduate students. This means that nearly
43,000 graduate students received Federal support, at a cost
of over $50 million: The sources of this support were:

"Veterans' Educational benefits-27,000 graduate stu-
dents, more than three-fifths of the total number receiving
Federal support, received payments totaling $24,725,000.
There was no sharp restriction of field in this program.

"Research AssistantshipsMore than 5,900 graduate stu-
dents were employed as research assistants on Federal con-
tracts and grants, receiving a total of $10,812,000. The
unevenness of this support by held is indicated by the fact
that 97-plus percent were in the natural sciences and less
than 2 percent in the social sciences and nonscience fields.
The largest part of this support was provided by research
contracts of the military departments. Other agencies pro-
viding substantial support were the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, the Atomic Energy Commission,
the Department of Agriculture, and the National Science
Foundation.

"Fellowships-1,560 graduate students in all fields of
study received $4,766,000 in fellowship aid. The National
Science Foundation financed 498 graduate fellows and 24
postdoctoral fellows at a cost of $1,320,000.

"The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

" O titer Administration witnesses from the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare who testified on higher education aspects of
the pending bills were: John A Perkins, Under Secretary; Elliot L.
Richardion, Assistant Secretary for Legislation; Lloyd E. Blanch,
Assistant Commissioner, Division of Higher Education, Office of Edu-
cation; and Ralph C. Flynt, Director, Higher Education Programs
Branch. Division of Higher Education. Office of Education.
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financed 46 graduate fello s and 444 postdoctoral fellows
at a cost of $2,132,000.

"The Atomic Energy Commission financed 90 predoc-
toral fellows and 8 postdoctoral fellows at a cost of $335,000.

"The Fulbright program financed nearly 1,100 graduate
and postdoctoral fellows at a total cost of 4,299,000 in
Fulbright payments.

-Traineeships--The traineeship programs of the Vet-
erans Administration and the National Institutes of Health
financed the study of 1,600 graduate students in psychology
and related para-medical fields, at a cost of $3,672,000."

The conclusion reached in the supplemental statement
as a consequence of the foregoing financial-aid information
is especially noteworthy:

"Important in connection with Title IV of the Admin-
istration bill presently before Congress is the fact that the
most substantial support for graduate education to date
has comc from a source that is drying up, namely, veterans'
educational benefits.

'A critical problem posed by the current pattern of sup-
port is that with the decline in support of graduate students
through veterans' educational benefits, the support by the
Federal Government tends to be for vocational, scientific,
and technological endeavor, and not for the general types
of support provided by veterans' educational programs.
Many lay and professional people view with alarm pro-
grams that direct study and students into certain fields to
the exclusion or neglect of others." 16

Testimony of Non-Government Witnesses

Distinguished educators and spokesmen for leading pro-
fessional organizations testified before the Senate and House
Committees with respect to the graduate fellowship pro-
visions of the bills under consideration.

Shortage of Teachers and Need for a Federal Program

There was unanimity among the witnesses that a Federal
program of support of graduate education was desperately
needed. One of the early witnesses, Frederick L. Hovdc,
President of Purdue University, said, "Since the supply of
qualified teachers is the number 1 requirement, I believe
the Federal Government should find ways and means of
providing grants to graduate schools offering the doctor of
philosophy degree, to aid students desiring to enter the
teaching profession as a career.- 17

Dayton D. McKean, Dean, Graduate School, University
of Colorado, testified before the Senate Committee as a
spokesman for the American Council on Education. Dr.
McKean was also chairman in 1958 of the Midwest Con-
ference on Graduate Study and Research, an organization
with a membership of 100 graduate schools. He referred
to the estimates that as many as 270,000 additional college
teachers would be needed in the next 20 years. The Western

" House hearings, op. cit., pp. 856-69, and Senate hearings, op.
cit., pp. 363-76.

'7Senate hearings, op cit., p. 89.



Interstate Commission for Higher Education, he reported,
had estimated that by 1965 the 11 Western States alone
would require 10,000 additional teachers.18 He said he per-
sonally felt that, considering there were 280,000 students in
the graduate schools, a program of 1,000 or 1,500 graduate
fellowships a year would not make "any big splash in the
ocean of need," and that a Federal program that began
with 10,000 fellowships a year would be more realistic.
When queried by Senator Hill as to why then the Amer-
ican Council was recommending only 1,000 to 1,500 fellow-
ships a year, Dr. McKean replied that the Council's recom-
mendation was simply the acceptance of the number offered
in the principal bills being considered by the Committee.

An inadequate future supply of college teachers in the
field of engineering was considered to be especially critical
by the engineering profession. Speaking as President of the
American Society for Engineering Education, Frederick C.
Lindvall, who was also Chairman of the Division of Engi-
neering at the California Institute of Technology, testified
that it would be necessary to recruit approximately 9,600
teachers for engineering colleges by 1967 to absorb an
anticipated 76 percent increase in the number of faculty
plus the normal vacancies caused by resignations and retire-
ments. He referred to a study in 1956-57 in which engineer-
ing deans reported a total of 9,800 budgeted engineering
faculty positions, of which only a little over 8,500 were
adequately filled. Thirteen percent of the positions were
either vacant (7.5 percent) or filled with temporary part-
time or unsatisfactory personnel (5.5 percent). Dr. Lindvall
feared further erosion in faculty quality unless corrective
steps were taken.

Fellowship nistribution Among Institutions

Among the witnesses there appeared to be preference for
the administration bill which provided that fellowships be
awarded through graduate schools rather than directly, as
in the Committee bill, to the individual who would then
choose a graduate school, provided it would admit him.
The American Council on Education, the American Psy-
chological Association, and the American Association for
the Advancement of Science favored this approach. Law-
rence H. Snyder, President of the American Association
for the Advancement of Science and Dean of the Graduate
School of the University of Oklahoma, pointed out that
the National Science Foundation already had an excellent
program of fellowships in the sciences under which fellows
could enroll in any university that accepted them. The
provisions of the administration bill, he reasoned, would
contribute more effectively to the building up of additional
graduate education opportunities of high quality all over
the Nation than would the fellowship plans of the Com-
mittee bill.19 Dr. McKean of the American Council feared
that fellowship winners under the Committee bill would
tend to congregate at a few prestigious institutions and
thus "make the rich richer and the poor poorer."

" Ibid., p. 390.
Ibid, p. 552.

Dr. Ralph A. Morgen, Director, Purdue Research Founda-
tion, testified that fellowships in engineering were at that
time going to only 10 or 15 institutions although there
were 67 institutions in the country that offered the Ph. D.
program in engineering. He strongly urged that under
the new program fellowships be allocated to 60 or 65
ins ti tutions.20

John T. Caldwell, President of the University of Arkan-
sas, speaking on behalf of the American Association of
Land-Grant Colleges and State Universities (now known
as the National Association of Land-Grant Colleges and
State Universities), recommended a modified approach to
the distribution problem. He would assign some of the
fellowships to institutions to be awarded through them to
the students while the remainder would be awarded directly
to students who would select the graduate schools they
wished to attend. Graduate schools throughout the Nation
needed strengthening, he said, and it was necessary to apply
corrective measures to the then-existing tendency to con-
centrate qualified students and Federal support in a few
institutions.21

Fellowships for All Fields of Study

There appeared to be a general feeling on the part -of
witnesses that fellowships should be made available in all
fields of study leading to the doctorate rather than being
restricted to a few special fields. It is interesting that some
of the strongest support for this point of view came from
the scientific community.

Among those recommending this were Dr. Snyder of the
American Association for the Advancement of Science; 22
Dr. Caldwell of the Land-Grant Association, who testified
that distinguished scientists and engineers who helped
formulate the American Council's recommendations were
unanimous in opposing restriction of fellowships to the'
natural sciences; 23 and Roger W. Russell, Executive Secre-
tary, American Psychological Association, who said his
Association strongly favored that fellowships be awarded
in all fields of study.24

Amount of Fellowship Stipend

A number of witnesses preferred the stipend provision
of the administration bill, which provided for flexibility of
stipends to correspond to real financial need in contra-
distinction to the Committee bill which provided for
inflexible stipends in the $2,000 to $2,400 range. The Amer-
ican Psychological Association favored the former approach,
as did the American Council on Education, which recom-
mended a ceiling of $2,000 a year for a single student and
$3,000 a year for a married student.

Dr. Caldwell of the Land-Grant Association pointed out
that most of the current fellowship holders were holding

20 Ibid., p. 819.
" Ibid., p. 684.
" Ibid., p. 555.
" Ibid., p. 684.
24 Ibid, p. 765.
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some kind of a graduate assistant assignment and were
serving the institution in an instructional capacity. He
feared that if the fellowship stipend was made so attractive
to a graduate student that he didn't have to do any teach-
ing and there was no requirement on that, then the insti-
tution's instructional costs in certain courses would go up
considerably, creating a financial problem for the institution.

Desirability of Requfring Some Teaching by Fellows

Alden H. Emery, Executive Secretary of the American
Chemical Society, was one of several witnesses who urged
that some teaching be required of fellowship holders. He
stated that although the bills being considered didn't
exclude the possibility of part-time teaching, few students
would elect to teach if their stipends were adequate. He
noted that this was generally the case in fellowship pro-
grams which had existed up to that time. He pointed out
that in the field of science it was common practice to em-
ploy graduate students to assist in undergraduate laboratory
instruction and examination grading and, occasionally, in
the case of those with unusual teaching ability, to teach
recitation sections. He said the Society considered teaching
and assisting experience to be a very valuable part of
graduate training.25 The Society recommended that either
(1) first-year graduate students be eliminated from consid-
eration for fellowships or (2) that students who received
fellowships be required to perform some specified amount
of teaching if requested.

Institutional Support and Attxibutable Costs

Witnesses were unanimous in favoring financial assistance
to institutions in support of graduate education through
Federal fellowships. As discussed earlier, both the admin-
istration bill and the Committee bill provided for some
support. The witnesses tended, however, to be against the
"attributable costs" provision contained in the Committee
bill, and favored instead a flat sum to be uniformly applied.
The American Council on Education recommended that
an institution should receive each year a cost-of-education
payment of $1,000 for each graduate student holding a
fellowship.

Speaking on behalf of the Council, Dr. McKean asserted
that :t was impossible to separate undergraduate and grad-
uate costs. He said that universities were not organized, or
even organizable, to provide answers to such accounting
questions, and having such a provision in the law would
lead to endless bickering.

Dr. Caldwell of the Land-Grant Association urged that
if the 50-50 matching provision of the administration bill
should be adopted it be deferred for at least a year and
not exceed 25 percent for the firsi year. Public universities,
he said, received new funds for matching largely from their
legislatures, and either the legislatures were not in sessiOn
or would likely be adjourned before the bills reached them.
He also believed that private universities would encounter

" p. 1007-

16

difficulty in raising the matching money on such short
notice.26

Revised House Bill Emerges as Result of Committee
Hearings

Following the conclusion of the public hearings on
March 13 and April 3, respectively, the Senate Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare and the House Subcommittee
on Special Education undertook the task of drafting re-
vised bills as a consequence of the hearings. Representative
Carl Elliott introduced the first such bill, H.R. 13247, in
the House on July 1, 1958. On that same day, bills identical
to that of Mr. Elliott were introduced in the House as
follows: H.R. 13248 by Representative Stuyvesant Wain-
wright, Republican of New York; H.R. 13249 by Repre-
sentative Cleveland M_ Bailey, Democrat of West Virginia;
and H.R. 13250 by Representative Harry G. Haskell, Jr.,
Republican of Delaware. It should be noted that two Demo-
crats and two Republicans introduced the identical bills,
thus indicating bipartisan support. All four bills (only
H.R. 13247 was actually printed) were referred to the
House Committee on Education and Labor. H.R. 13247
was considered as the principal bill of the four identical
bills and was referred to by this number in all the legisla-
tion which followed.

H.R. 13247 had a much shorter preamble than its prede-
cessor, H.R. 10381, introduced by Mr. Elliott on January
30. It simply stated that the bill was designed -to strengthen
the national defense and to encourage and assist in the
expansion and improvement of educational programs to
meet critical national needs; and for other purposes." As
before, it was to be cited, if enacted, as the National
Defense Education Act of 1958.

Comparison of Fellowship Provisions of New and Old
House Bills

In comparing the new bill, 11.R. 15247, with the earlier
bill, H.R. 10381, title VII, "National Defense Fellowships"
of H.R. 10381, was replaced by title VI, "Expansion of
Graduate Education" of H.R. 13247. The authorized num-
ber of fellowships for the first fiscal year remained the same
1,000 fellowships. The new bill provided for 1,500 fellow-
ships for each of the 3 succeeding fiscal years, whereas the
old bill provided 1,500 fellowships for each of the 5 suc-
ceeding fiscal years. The stipend provisions for fellows and
their dependents remained unchanged. The main differ-
ences between the new bill and the old bill were as follows:

I. H.R. 10381 provided that the National Advisory Coun-
cil on Science and Education was to advise and assist the
Commissioner of Education in the administration of the
fellowship program. This provision was not included in
H.R. 13247.

2. H.R. 13247 specifically required the Commissioner to
approve fellowship programs in institutions only when such
programs: (a) were new or expansions of existing programs;

16 Ibid., p. 686.



(b) tended to promote wider geographical distribution of
graduate facilities around the Nation; and (c) gave prefer-
ence to persons interested in teaching in institutions of
higher education. These provisions were not included in
H.R. 10381.

3. H.R. 13247 provided that payment to an institution
for attributable costs for the education of each fellow be
not less than $500 nor more than $2,500 per academic year.
H.R. 10381 simply provided that payment not exceed $1,000
per academic year per fellowship.

After executive sessions, the House Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor, on July 15, under the chairmanship of
Representative Graham A. Barden, Democrat of North
Carolina, reported H.R. 13247 favorably without amend-
ment and recommended by a vote of 23 to 2 to the Whole
House that the bill be passed.27

Revised Senate Bill Emerges as Result of Committee
Hearings

On August 5, Senator Lister Hill introduced the revised
Senate bill, S. 4237, for himself and 29 other Senators (24
Democrats and five Republicans). The preamble was identi-
cal to his earlier bill, S. 3187, introduced on January 30. As,
in the earlier bill, this measure, if enacted, was to be cited
as the National Defense Education Act of 1958.

Title VII, -National Defense Fellowships,- of the earlier
bill became title VI, "National LLfense Fellowships,- of
S. 4237.

Comparison of Fellowship Provisions of New and Old
Senate Bills

There were a number of differences between the provi-
sions of the new bill and the old bill. Both bills auth-
orized 1,000 fellowships to be awarded during the first
fiscal year, but whereas S. 3187 authorized 1,500 fellowships
to be awarded during each of the 5 succeeding fiscal years,
the new bill, S. 4237, authorized that the number be
awarded during each of 3 succeeding fiscal years. As in
the new companion House bill, H.R. 13247, awards were
now restricted to approved programs which were new or
expanded, which achieved greater geographical distribu-
tion, and which gave preference to persons interested in
teaching in institutions of higher education.

The old bill provided for fellowship stipends of $2,000
for the first academic year, $2,200 for the second, and
$2,400 for the third year, plus a $400 yearly allowance for
each dependent. The new bill allowed the same amounts
of money, but a successful amendment offered in committee
by Senator John Sherman Cooper, Republican of Kentucky,
required one-half of these amounts to be in the form of
grants and the other half in the form of loans having
interest at the rate of 2 percent per annum from the date
when repayment would begin. The .7oan would be repay-
able over a 10-year period, beginning one year after the
borrower ceased to pursue a full-time course of study at an

27 Report No. 2157. House. 85th Congress, 2d Session. July 15, 1958.

institution of higher education. The loan portion could be
cancelled at the rate of 20 percent per year by teaching in
an institution of higher education. Also, whereas the old
bill in effect offered institutional support up to $1,000 a
year for each fellow for actual costs, the new bill allowed
up to $2,500.

There was an additional provision in the new bill. This
provision was the disclaimer affidavit and loyalty oath,
Subsection (I) of Section 1201, which had been insaled
into the measure by Senator H. Alexander Smith.28 The
wording of this p1'ovi6ion, which received little notice dur-
ing floor consideration of,NDEA legislation Jut which was
later to become a center of controversy, was as follows:

(1) No part of any funds appropriated or other-
wise made available for expenditure under author-
ity of this Act shall be used to make payments
under any scholarship, fellowship, or grant to any
individual unless such individual (1) has executed
and filed with the Commissioner an affidavit that
he does not believe in, and is not a member of and
does not support any organization that believes in
or teaches, the overthrow of the United States Gov-
ernment by force or violence or by any illegal or
unconstitutional methods, and (2) has taken and
subscribed to an oath or affirmation in the follow-
ing form. do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I
will bear true faith and allegiance to the United
States of America and will support and defend the
Constitution and laws of the United States against
all its enemies, foreign and domestic.- The provi-
sions of section 1001 of title 18, United States Code,
shall be applicable with respect to such affidavits.

Floor Action in the House

On August 6, the House Committee on Rules reported
favorably to the House on enabling resolution H.R. 675,
providing for consideration of H.R. 13247 by the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the Union. The
resolution allowed general debate confined to the bill, the
debate not to exceed 2 hours and to be equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking minority member
of the Committee on Education and Labor. The resolution
was adopted by the House on August 7 by a vote of 266 to
108 and was immediately taken up for consideration.

There was no debate on the fellowships title. The only
change in this title was an amendment by Representative
Adam Clayton Powell, Democrat of New York, that fellow-
ships would be awarded -without discrimination based
upon race, color, religion, national origin or sex." This
amendment, which was also to apply to the scholarship and
loan sections of the bill, had appeared in several other
pieces of legislation and had become popularly known as
"The Powell Amendment."

The main debate concerned the undergraduate scholar-

""Federal Role in Education." Con grcssional Qnavtcrlv Service.
Washington: Spring 1959. p. 27.
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ship title (title II) of the bill. The bill provided for approx-
imately 23.000 scholarships. After a successful amendment
by Representative Carroll D. Kearns, Republican of Penn-
sylvania, reducing the authorized appropriation so as to
provide about 10,000 scholarships instead of 23,000, an
amendment offered by Representative Walter H. Judd,
Republican of Minnesota, to delete entirely the scholar-
ship provision of the bill was approved by a vote of 109
to 78. With the deletion of title II, remaining titles were
renumbered accordingly and title VI, "Expansion of Grad-
uate Education," became title V of H.R. 13247, as amencted.
At the conclusion of the debate, a motion by Representa-
tive Ralph W. Gwinn, Republican of New York, to recom-
mit the bill to the Committee on Education and Labor
was defeated by a vote of 140 to 233. The bill was then
immediately passed by a voice yore

Floor Action in the Senate

On August 8, 1958, S. 4237 was reported to the Senate,
without amendments, by Chairman Lister Hi ll.20 On
August 11, H.R. 13247 was received in the Senate, read
twice, and ordered to be placed on the Calendar.

On August 13 the Senate commenced consideration of
S. 4237. With congressional elections coming up in Novem.
ber of that year, the Congress was driving to finish up its
business by meeting early and late and on Saturdays so
that it could adjourn by the end of August. Thus the
Senate convened early (10 a.m. instead of 12 noon as usual)
on August 13 and continued in session until shortly after
midnight with most of the time devoted to debating S. 4237.

In their remarks opening the debate, both the ranking
majority member and the ranking minority member of the
Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee stressed the
importance of the bill to national defense. Said Chairman
Hill:

"In reporting S. 4237 to the Senate the Committee has
approved a coordinated program for strengthening the
national defense through an interrelated set of proposals
designed to assist State, local, and private effort to develop
America's brainpower for defense, by stimulating students,
teachers, parents, and school authorities to seek the highest
possible attainment in learning." 3°

Senator H. Alexander Smith, ranking minority member
of the Committee, had this to say:

"In this first year of the space age, the interests of
national security require that the more effective mobiliza-
tion of our national brainpower should receive the top
priority for Federal action in the field of education."3]

Although there was resistance to the bill itself by a
minority of Senators who disfavored Federal aid to educa-
tion, there was no expression of opposition to the fellow-
ship program and no debate over its provisions. The main
debate took place over a school construction assistance

22 Report No. 2242. Senate. 85th Congress, 2d Session.
32 Congressional Record. Vol. 104, Part 13. 85th Congress. 2c1 Session.

Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1958. p. 17234.
3' 11)1(1, p. 17236.
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amendment offered by Senator Patrick V. McNamara,
Democrat of Michigan, for himself and 13 other Senators
and an amendment offered by Senator John Sherman
Cooper tO reduce the total amount of money authorized
for scholarship awards as well as the size of scholarship
stipend from $500 a year to $250. The McNamara amend-
ment was defeated and the Cooper amendment accepted.

After all amendments to S. 4237 were disposed of, the
Senate proceeded to the consideration of H.R. 13247. Under
an order previously entered, the presiding officer announced
that the House bill was deemed to be amended by striking
out all after the enacting clause and inserting in lieu
thereof the provisions of S. 4237, as amended. In effect, of
course, although still called H.R. 13247, H.R. 13247 was
replaced by S. 4237, as amended. 1-LR. 13247, as amended,
was then passed near mid-night by a vote of 62 to 26.

Just before the final vote was taken, Senator Lyndon B.
Johnson, Senate Majority Leader and later to become 36th
President of the United States, praised the Labor and
Welfare Committee and its chairma-n for producing what
he considered an outstanding piece of legislation and he
concluded the floor discussion of the bill with these
remarks:

"Security consists of people who are alert, people who
are vigilant, and people who are trained to cope with the
tremendous problems of the modern world.

"We cannot cope with these problems unless we have
men skilled in physics, chemistry, mathematics, astronomy,
and all of the natural sciences, but neither can we cope
with them if our training is solely in the natural sciences.

"We look for citizens who are broadguaged, who under-
stand the workings of our system, who are conscious of the
great heritage of our culture. We need men and women
who understand Aristotle as well as Darwin, who are as
familiar with Shakespeare as they are with Einstein and
Newton. The time may come when we will have to take up
arms once again to defend our heritage. But we musi know
what it is that we are defending, and even more important
we must know the kind of world which we wish to extend
and create so that our descenchunts can live in peace and
progress.

"Mr. President, this measure is an important step in
that direction. It is only the first step but, as such, it is an
historic landmark and the Nation owes a debt of eternal
gratitude to those who contributed to its achievement." 32

Conference on H.R. 13247

After the Senate had passed its amended version of H.R.
13247 and sent it back to the House, the House voted on
August 14 to disagree with the Senate amendment and ask
for a conference. The Speaker of the House appointed as
conferees four Democrats and three Republicans,33 Upon

32 Ibid., pp. 17330-31.
33 The Democrats were Representatives Graham A. Barden of North

Carolina, Cleveland M. Bailey of West Virginia, Carl Elliott of Ala-
bama. and Lee Metcalf of Montana. The Republicans were Repre-
sentatives Ralph W. Gwinn of New York, Carroll D. Kearns of
Pennsylvania, and Harry G. Haskell, Jr , of Delaware.



receiving the message from the House announcing its dis-
agreement with the amendment of the Senate to H.R.
13247, the ;en ate voted to agree to the request of the
House for a conference and the Chair appointed three
Democrats and two Republicans as conferees on the part
of the Senate.54 The conferees had four meetings in 3 long,
hard days of conference, and issued their conference report
on August 21.35

in the conference report, the fellowships title became
title IV. Except for a few minor points, the House version
of fellowships was the one which was adopted. The only
differences between the conference agreement and H.R.
13247 as originally passed by the House were:

1. The name of the title was changed from "Expansion
of Graduate Education" to "Natiunal Defense Fellowships"
as in the Senate amendment.

2. The clause "without discrimination based upon race,
color, religion, national origin or sex" in the provision on
the award of fellowships was dropped. Tlic Senate version
did not have such a clause.

3. H.R. 13247 as originally passed by the House required
that the amount paid to an institution for institutional
costs in the education of each graduate student be not less
than $500 nor more than $2,500 per academic year. The
conference report put no lower limit on the payment but
simply specified that the institution could not be paid more
than $2,500.

The conference report authorized the Commissioner, with
the approval of the Secretary, to appoint an advisory com-
mittee or committees, to advise and consult with him with
respect to the administration of the provisions of NDEA
for which he was responsib1e.36 Any such committee was
to consist of 12 members as follows:

I. Four members who were recognized scholars in engi-
neering, mathematics, or science.

2. Four members who were recognized scholars in any of
the fields of the humanities.

3. Four members from such fields of endeavor as the
Commissioner deemed appropriate.

The conference report provisions on advisory committees
was a compromise in the provisions of the House bill and
the Senate amendment to it. H.R. 13247 permitted the
Commissioner, with the approval of the Secretary, to ap-
point an advisory committee or committees to advise and
consult with him in respect to the administration of the
title dealing with language development, the expansion of
graduate education, and research and experimentation in
the more effective use of media for educational purposes.
Nothing was said in this House bill on committee member-
ship. The Senate amendment to the House bill provided

The Democrats were Senators Lister Hill of Alabama, Patrick V.
McNarnara of Michigan, and Ralph W. Yarborough of Texas. The
Republicans were Senators H. Alexander Smith of New Jersey and
Gordon L. Allott of Colorado.

" Report No. 2688. House. 85th Congress, 2d Session.
" T h is provision gave authority for the establishment of the Title

IV Advisory Committee which functioned during the entire 10 years
covered by this report.

for just one committee, a National Advisory Council on
Science and Education, with 12 members distributed as
explained above in the conference report.

The major difference in the House-passed bill and the
Senate amendment to it wa9 the title in the Senate amend-
ment for undergraduate scholarships, a title which had
been deleted from the House bill. The House conferees
prevailed and the conference report came out with no
provision for scholnships.

The Senate amendment to H.R. 13247 had added a dis-
claimer affidavit and an oath of allegiance as a requirement
for all individuals who received payments or loans under
the authority of the act. In the conference, the House con-
ferees agreed to the retention of this provision, which, as
mentioned before, was later to become a center of con-
troversy in regard to fellowships and loans.

Final Floor Action

The Senate and the House took up final floor action on
the conference report on H.R. 13247 on August 22 and 23,
respectively. In answers to questions from Members, man-
agers of both bodies explained 1ww agreements had been
reached. In the House, for instance, two Members asked
why the antidiscrimination amendment, which had been
passed by the House, had been dropped in the confeence
report. Mr. Elliott explained that the conferees had con-
sidered the language unnecessary in view of the letter of
August 19, 1958, to him from the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare. That letter, Mr. Elliott said, made
it clear that "the basis for the award of loans and fellow-
ships would be the same without, as with, the antidiscrimi-
nation provisions." 37

In answer to a question on the cost of the bill, Mr. Elliott
estimated the 4-year figure to be $887 million, of which $266
million would be repaid under the loan provisions. This
totaled out, he said, to $621 million, or an average annual
cost of slightly more than $155 million.55

Much of the final discussion in both Chambers was taken
over by oratory praising Senator Hill and Representative
Elliott for originating the legislation, gaining bipartisan
support for it, and guiding it to a successful conclusion.
Senator J. W. Fulbright, Democrat of Arkansas, called
Senator Hill's accomplishment "a great service to the coun-
try." Representative Carl Albert, Democrat of Oklahoma,
lauded Carl Elliott with these words:

"The gentleman who has been the architect of this meas-
ure is to be commended by the House not only for the job
done in conference, but for the very fine bill which bears
his name. This is unquestionably one of the landmarks in
American statutory law. It may well be the greatest single
achievement of the 85th Congress." 39

There was a sense of history in the making on the day
of passage of the bill. Representative Walter H. Judd stated

3, Congressional Record. Vol. 104, Part 15. 85th Congress, 2d Session .
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that -it unquestionably represents a landmark in the his-
tory of education." Representative Henry A. Dixon, Repub-
lican of Utah, said that "August 23, 1958, will go down in
history as the beginning of a new educational awakening
in America." 40 Senator Ralph W. Yarborough, Democrat
of Texas, said that the Act "is the most advanceu aep
since the Land Grant College Act of the 1860'5,-

Several speakers stated that the act would do much
toward meeting the challenge of Sputnik and Soviet educa-
tion, a challenge which unquestionably had had much to
do with its passage. Representative George S. McGovern,
Democrat of South Dakota, who felt that the graduate
fellowship title was perhaps the most valuable feature of
the bill, declared that -first and foremost, it represents at
least one significant answer to the educational challenge of
communism.- 42 Although recognizing that to a large meas-
ure the act was a response to the new Soviet achievements
in science, several speakers urged that the social sciences
and humanities not be neglected, that the new legislation
be broadly administered within the American tradition of
educating the whole man.

The Senate passed the conference report on August 22
by a vote of 66 to 15. The House accepted the conference
report the next day by a vote of 212 to 85, thus sending the
measure to the President for his signature.

National Defense Education Act of 1958 Becomes Law

Upon signing into law H. R. 13247, President Dwight D.
Eisenhower released this statement at the U.S. Naval Base,
Newport. R.I., on September 2, 1958:

"I have today signed into law H.R. 13247, the National
Defense Education Act.

"This Act, which is an emergency undertaking to be
terminated after four years, will in that time do much to
strengthen our American system of education so that it can
meet the broad and increasing demands imposed upon it by
considerations of basic national security.

"While the Congress did not see fit to provide a limited
number of National Defense scholarships which I recom-
mended as an incentive to our most promising youth, I con-
sider this Act to be a sound and constructive piece of
legislation.

"Much remains to bc done to bring American education
to levels consistent with the needs of our society. The Fed-
eral Government having done its share, the people of the
country, working through their local and State govern-
ments and through private agencies, must now redouble
their efforts toward this end." 43

Upon the signing, H.R. 13247 had ended its odyssey
through the 85th Congress and had become Public Law

"Ibid., p. 19597.
4' Ibid., p. 19085.
42 Ibid.. p. 19615.
43Public Papers of the Presidents, op. cit.. p. 244.
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85-864. The exact provisions of title IV of this law,
"National Defense Fellowships," were as follows:

Public Law 85-864
TITLE Iv NATIONAL DEFENSE ELIOWSHIPS

APPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZED

SEC. 401. There arc hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums
as may he necessary to carry out the provisions of this title.

NUMBER OF FELLowsitles

SEC. 402, During the fiscal year ending June 30, 1959, the Corn-
mis.sioner is authorized to award one thousand fellowships under the
provisions of this title, and during each of the three succeeding fiscal
years he is authorized to award one theusand five hundred such
fellowships. Such fellowships shall be for periods of study not in
excess of three academic years.

AWARD OF FELLOWSHIPS AND APpROVAL OF INSTITUTIONS

SEC. 403. (a) The Commissioner shall award fellowships under this
title to individuals accepted for study in graduate programs approved
by him under this section. The Commissioner shall approve a gradnate
program of an institution of higher education only upon application
by the institution and only upon his finding:

(1) that such program is a new program or an existing program
which has liven expanded.

(2) that such new program Or expansion of art existing program
will substantially further the objective of increasing the facilities
available in the Nation for the graduate training of college or univer-
sity level teachers and of promoting a wider geographical distribution
of such facilities throughout the Nation, and

(3) that in the acceptance of pervons for study in such programs
preference will he given to persons interested in teaching in institu-
dons of higher education.

(b) The total of the fellowships awarded under this title for
pursuing a course of study in a graduate program at any institution
of higher education may not exceed a limit established by the Com-
missioner in the light of the objective referred to in subsection (a) (2).

FELLOWSHIP STIPENDS

SEC. 404. (a) Each person awarded a fellowship under the pro-
visions of this title shall receive a stipend of $2,000 for the first aca-
demie year of study after the baccalaureate degree, $2,200 for the
second- year, and $2,400 for the third such year plus an additional
amount of $400 for each such year on accoont of each of his depend-
ents.

(I)) In addition to the amounts paid to persons pursuant to sub-
section (a) there shall be paid to the institution of higher education
at which each such person is pursuing his comse Of study SUCh
not more than $2,500 pc, academic year, as is determined by the
Commissioner to constitute that portion of the cost of the new
graduate program or of the expansion in an existing graduate pro-
gram in which such person is pursuing his course of study, which is
reasonably attributable to him,

FELLOWSIIIP CONDITIONS

SEC. 405. A person awarded a fellowship under the provisions of
this title shall continue to receive the payments provided in section
404 only during such periods as the Commissioner finds that he is
maintaining satisfactory proficiency in, and devoting esentially full
time to study or research in the field in which such fellowship was
awarded in an institution of higher education, and is not engaging
in gainful employment other than part-time employment by such
institution in teaching, research, or similar activities, approved by the
Commissioner.



CHAPTER III

hnplementation of tide Elf
cuid first year of operation

The signing into law on September 2 of the National
Defense Education Act of 1958 was the signal for U.S.
Commissioner Lawrence G. Derthick to spring into action
to implement the measure. Of course, if no funds had been
appropriated to go along with the act, it would have been
possible to do only planning, with the aid of existing
Office of Education staff. Fortunately, Congress provided
an appropriation which became immediately available.

During the final days before NDEA was passed, an
estimate of $117,200,000 for implementation of the act and
$2,100,000 for Office of Education salaries and expenses to
administer the first year of operation had been approved
by the Bureau of the Budget. When it became apparent
that there would, in fact, be a National Defense Education
Act, the Office of Education, through the Department, made
an urgent request to Representative John E. Fogarty, Demo-
crat of Rhode Island, Chairman of the House Subcommit-
tee on Appropriations for the Departments of Labor and
of Health, Education, and Welfare, for funds to become
accessible at once in case the pending bill, H.R. 15247,

should be enacted into law. This request came too late,
however, for the House Appropriations Committee to con-
sider it, as the Committee had completed action on all
appropriations. The request, therefore, was sent over to the
Senate Appropriations Committee which was considering
H.R. 13856, the Independent Offices Appropriation Bill
a measure which had been introduced in the House to
replace an earlier bill, H.R. 11574, which had passed Con-
gress but had been vetoed by the President on Aug), st 4,
1958.

In presenting the Independent Offices Appropriation Bill
for final action on the Senate floor on August 23, Senator
Warren G. Magnuson, Democrat of Washington, explained
why a new title IV had been added which provided supple-
mental appropriations for several departments and agencies,
including Defense Educational Activities of the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare:

"In Title IV of the Bill, the committee had recommended
additional supplemental estimates for several departments
and agencies in the amount of $1 l0,052,000 as compared to
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estimates totaling $244,210,000. Most of these requests were
supplemental estimates, sent to the House as well as to the
Senate, and are authorized by legislation passed this week.
In considering these estimates, the committee determined
which items are urgently needed and which items can be
deferred until the next Congress, and recommended a scal-
ing down of the estimates accordingly. L. was necessary for
the items to be handled in this manner because the House
Committee had determined that no other appropriation
bills would be initiated.

"The amounts I have stated are those which will have t...)
be niaintained. The several Chairmen of the other sub-
committees of the Appropriations Commitee sat in on the
delit erations yesterday. Although these items technically
are not part of the Independent Offices Appropriations Bill
--for they belong in the Appropriations bills for other
departments --yet it is necessary under the circumstances,
that the items be considered at this time, in connection with
this measure.- '

First Supplemental Appropriation Passet

The Senate accepted the recommendation of its Appro-
priations Committee and a new title IV was ao'ded to the
House-passed bill H.R. 13856, providing for $53,300,000
for funding the provisions of the act and $750,000 for Office
of Education salaries and expenses with which to admin-
ister it. When the amended bill was taken up on the House
floor later in the day of August 23, Representative Albert
Thomas, Democrat of Texas, moved that the Senate amend-
ments of their bill be accepted, except that the amendnient
providing for $53,300,000 for Defense Educational Activi-
ties be further amended by the House ro provide $40,000,-
000 instead of $53,300,000, with amounts earmarked for
special programs being adjusted in proportion to the new
tota1.2 The House passed Mr. Thomas motion and later
in the day the Senate voted, on motion by Senator Magnu-
son, to concur with the House on the Defense Educational
Activities appropriation, thus sending the bill to the Presi-
dent for signature. President Eisenhower affixed his signa-
ture on August 28, 1958, thereby creating Public Law
85-844. There was, of course, a provision in Public Law 85-
844 that the $40,000,000 appropriation for Defense Educa-
tion Activities and the $750,000 for salaries and expenses
related thereto were contingent upon the enactment of
NDEA.

Of the $40,000,000 supplemental appropriated. $35,500,-
000 was, by law, earmarked for specific titles of NDEA.
Funds for the graduate fellowship title were not earmarked
and hence had to come out of the remaining $4,500,000.
Soon after Public Law 85-844 became effective, the Office
of Education decided to allocate from that amount $800,000
to the fellowship program in order to get it started. There
was a general understanding that the $40,000,000 appropria-
tion was an interim appropriation only, and that as soon

' Congress onal Record. Vol. 104, Part 15. 85th Congress, 2d Session.
Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1958. p. 19453.

'Ibid., p. 19071.
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as the 86th Congress convened a new request would be
rnad.-: for the remainder of the supplemental which the 85th
Congress had denied.

Early Steps Taken to implement Title IV

Commissioner Derthick lost no time in implementing the
higher education titles of NDEA. In early September he
established a Financial Aid Branch in the Division of
Higher Education. One of the sections created within the
new Branch was the Graduate Fellowship Section.5

Homer D. Babbidge, Jr., who was an assistant to Secre-
tary Marion B. Folsom of the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, was immediately recruited to become
Director of the new Financial Aid Branch. Ward S. Stewart
and James H. Blessing of the Division of Higher Education
were detailed to assist Dr. Babbidge with getting the grad-
uate fellowship program under way until a regular staff
could be employed. Dr. Stewart served as Acting Chief of
the new Graduate Fellowship Section.

A number of policy and procedural questions had to be
resolved very soon. Of course, there were constraints im-
posed by the very wording of the act. In fact, some persons
wished that some of the provisions of title IV had been
written differently. Here is the way Ralph A. Sawyer, Dean
of the School of Graduate Studies of the University of
Michigan, expressed it in speaking to the October 1958 Chi-
cago meeting of the Association of Graduate Schools in the
Association of American Universities:

"The Bill that was passed was somewhat of a compro-
mise. The compromise, I think, was written rather hastily,
and if the people who did it had had more time, they might
have produced something a little easier to interpret and
administer.- 4

On September 19, 1958, after the passage of NDEA, a
group of 12 selected persons, mostly graduate deans, were
invited to Washington to advise Office of Education staff on
policy formulation in implementing the graduate fellow-
ship program.5 One of the deans was J. P. Elder of the

3 The three other sections of the new branch were: Student Loan
Section; Counseling and Guidance '1'r-' g Institutes Section; and
Langnage Development Section.

4 J Elder and Ralph A. Sawyer. "Report on Pmvisions of the
1958 National Defense Education Act." With discussion. hi Associa-
tion of Graduate Schools Journal of Proceedings and Addresses. 10th
Annual Conference, 1958. p 5.

The conferees were; Leonard B. Beach, Dean of the Graduate
School of Vanderbilt University, Nashville, Tenn., and President of
the Association of Graduate Schools in the Asmciation of American
Universities; Harry Alpert, Dean of the Graduate School, University
of Oregon, Eugene; .1, P. Elder, Dean of the- Graduate School of Arts
and Sciences, Harvard University, Cambridge, Nlass.; Lewis NI, Ham-
mond, Dean of the Graduate School, University of Virginia, Charlottes-
ville; Robert Lester, Executive Director, Southern Fellowship Fund.
Chapel Hill, N.C.; Walter E. Loehwing, Dean of the Graduate School,
State University of Iowa, Iowa City; Robert NI. Lumiansky, Dean ul
the Graduate School, Tulane University, New Orleans, La.; Robert
W. MacVicar, Dean of the Graduate School, Oklahoma State Univer-
sity, Stillwater; Carl J. Rees, Provost and Dean of the Graduate School,
University of Delaware, Newark; John O. Riedl, Dean of the Graduate
School, Marquette Duiversity, Milwaukee, Wis., and Chairman of the



Graduate School of Arts and Sciences, Harvard University,
who, it will be recalled from chapter I, conducted the
research study of doctorate recipients at Harvard Univer-
sity and Radcliffe College between 1950 and 1954. Dean
Elder, a classicist, was persuaded to come to Washington
for a few months and become the first Chief of the Grad-
uate Fellowship Program. He officially assumed his duties
on November 10 and stayed until the middle of April 1959.
By the middle of December the recruitment of a staff of
professIanals- John L. Chase, Muriel Greenhill, Florence
E. Roache, Robert M. Rosenzweig and Robert E. Turvene
permitted first Dr. Stewart and a few months later Dr.
Blessing to return to their regular positions in the Higher
Education Programs Branch ot the Division of Higher
Education.

Policies Established Pertaining to Institutions and
Administration of Program

A number of very important policy decisions with regard
to the operation of the program soon took shape.

Advisory Committees

One of the first tasks was that of establishing a formal
advisory committee for the graduate fellowship program.
As pointed out earlier, Section 1002 of title X, "Miscellane-
ous Provisions," of NDEA permitted the Commissioner of
Education, with the approval of the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, to appoint an advisory commitee
or committees to consult with him with respect to the
administration of the act Any such committee was to con-
sist of exactly 12 persons. In order to bring to the com-
mittee from year to year new ideas and viewpoints, it was
decided that one third of the members should be rotated
off the committee each year and replaced by new members.
Hence, during the first 2 years of the program some commit-
tee members would serve only a year or 2, but all new
members were to be appointed with the intent that they
serve on a committee for 3 years.

"Borrowed Graduate Dean" Concept

It was felt that the administration of the graduate fellow-
ship program would be strengthened by having as its chief
a person who knew first-hand all the facets of graduate
school operation. The best way to accomplish this, it was
decided, was to annually invite a different graduate dean
to serve 1 year in the post. This would assure an influx of
new ideas and insights into the program.

Institutions to Select Fellows

It was important to settle early the question of how the
fellowships would be awarded. NDEA was not specific on

Midwest Conference on Graduate Study and Research; Ralph A.
Sawyer, Dean of the Graduate School, University of Michigan, Ann
Arbor; Herman E. Spivey, Dean of the Graduate School, University
of Kentucky, Lexington.

this point. If it wished to do so, the Office of Education
could select fellowship winners. The decision was made,
however, to have institutions submit applications for spe-
cific doctoral programs, specifying the number of fellow-
ships requested for each program as well as the minimum
number they would accept in the event the requested num-
ber could not be granted. In no case would more than 50
fellowships be allocated to any one institution. This system
of awarding the fellowships, it was felt, most properly car-
ried out the legislation's intent of wide geographical
distribution.

Once a program had been approved and officially an-
nounced, students would submit applications to the par-
ticipating institutions, not the Office of Education. The
institutions would then select nominees from among the
applicants and submit their names, along with the names
of about half as many alternates in case principal nominees
could not or did not accept, to the Commissioner of Educa-
tion who actually made the fellowship awards.

Forward Financing

A fourth important decision made was that fellowships
would be awarded and funds obligated during one fiscal
year for expenditure during the succeeding fiscal yeare.g.,
funds apprqpriated during fiscal year 1959 would be obli-
gated during fiscal year 1959 and expended during fiscal
year 1960. This was an essential decision and was described
as -forward financing." What meant, of course, was that
a fellow had to be actually appointed and funds obligated
by June 30 of the fiscal year preceding ti study or the
funds, and therefore the authorized fellowship, would be
irretrievably lost.

Preference to Small and Medium-Size Institutions

In order to promote wider distribution of graduate facili-
ties as called for by the act, it was dedded that, in approval
of applications, preference would be given to small and
medium-size institutions over large traditional cente,., of
graduate training. Dean Elder told the graduate deans at
the 1958 Chicago meeting:

"I might just as well say at this point that we should
disabuse ourselves of two ideas. First, this Act was not
drawn up for the special benefit of Harvard, Yale, Prince-
ton, Columbia, Chicago, Michigan or Berkeley and the
like. I take very seriously the geographical aspect of this
Act. Indeed, it is that aspect which has probably more than
anything else moved me to take on this assignment." 6

As evidence of his sincerity, no application for fellowships
was submitted by his own university.

All Fields of Graduate Study to be Eligible for Fehowships

No preference would be given to any field of study. It
was thought by some that. NDEA being a "national defense
act," preference might be given to fields such as science and

°"Report on Provisions of the 1958 National Defense Education
Act," op. cit., p. 8.
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engineering which could be immediately related to military
activities. But the policymakers adopted the broader view
that all branches of learning contribute to the Nation's
strength and therefore to its defense. The social sciences
and die humanities were considered just as essential as the
-hard" sciences.

Criteria for New and Expanded rrograms

in general, a "new" program was one which the proposers
had been considering but had not yet established. In addi-
tion, to qualify, the institution had to be legally authorized
by July I, 1959, to grant the Ph. D. or equivalent degree in
the field of its proposed program.

"Expansion" required increased enrollment of students as
well as expansion of facilities or some sort of increase in
teaching staff. For example, if an institution were to take on
additional instructors or teaching assistants who would free
professors for more time for their graduate students, this
would constitute a valid increase.

Attributable Costs

Institutions were asked to determine, as best they could,
the cost reasonably attcibutable to each fellow in the es':.ab-
lishing of a new program or the expanding of an existing
one. In making applications, institutions were to figure this
amount in the fashion that seemed right to them. Some
time later in February or March, after the programs had
been approved, more precise regulations were to be issued
on how to determine this amount. These regulations would
have to be agreed upon by the Office of Education and its
legal counsel and the appropriate governmental fiscal
a u thori ti es.%

Any tuition and fees collected from the student had to
be deducted from this cost in arrivir at a request fcsr pay-
ment. And in no case could it exceed $2,500 for each fellow.

Policies and Regunitions Pertaining to Students

Fellowships to be Limited to those Pursuing a Ph. D. or
Similar Degree

A decision had to be made as to who would be eligible
for the fellowships. The act required that preference be
given to persons interested in college teaching, but it did
not specify that the fellowship recipient have as his or her
goal a Ph. D. or equivalent degree. The chief-designate of
the fellowship program, Dean Elder, made his views known
on this matter at the October 1958 meeting of the deans
of the Association of Graduate Schools:

"I would argue that in this first year we should limit the
fellowships to Ph. D. candidates on these grounds. First, that
it is a first and experimental year. Second, that the Ph. D.
is our highest degree, and we ought to put our best foot

T Homer D. Babbidge, Jr. "Higher Education and the National
Defense Education Act." Phi Delta Kappan (40:5). February 1959.
p. 203.
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forward and aim at what we consider the supreme degree.
Further, there is, I think, more uniformity of quality in
Ph. D. programs than there is in Master programs through-
out the country. When I speak of 'Ph. D.' I include
equivalent degrees.

"Finally, I would appeal to that legal principle known as
'legislative intent,' pointing out that Congress has allocated
these fellowships for three years, and if we, as I hope we do,
consider that nobody ought to take three years for their
Master's degree, the legislative intent, and indeed all I can
find out about the history of the Act as it went through
Congressional committees, would seem to indicate that Con-
gress had very much in mind the Doctor's degree." 8

in the first general announcement issued in 1958 on the
National Defense Graduate Fellowship Program it was
stated that a student, in order to be eligible for a fellow-
ship, had to state that he intended to enroll in a full-time
course of study leading to the Ph. D. or equivalent degy:e.
During the 3-year period of the fellowship, however, a fellow
would be permitted to pursue a master's degree while en
route to the higher degree.

Fellowship Awards to be Limited 0 First-Year Graduak
Students

One early policy decision caused considerable bitterness
among some advanced graduate students. This was the
ruling that fellowships scheduled to begin in the fall of
1959 would be awarded to first-year graduate students only.
A student could have completed no more than a half year
of graduate study prior to entering on the fellowship. The
language of the act itself necessitated this policy determi-
nation because it provided a specific stipend ($2,000) for
the first academic year of study after the baccalaureate
degree, a specific stipend ($2,200) for the second year, and a
specific stipend ($2,400) for the third year. Thus, for exam-
ple, only a third-year fellowshipwith, of course, the third-
year stipendcould be awarded to a person who already
had completed 2 years of graduate work. This would mean
that the first 2 years of that fellowship would be irrevocably
lost.

Limited Teaching by Fellows to be Permitted

Since the principal reason that title IV was included in
NDEA was to increase the Nation's supply of qualified
college teachers, a certain amount of teaching or research
by a graduate student was permitted by the act. It was con-
sidered desirable as long as, in the words of Dean Elder,
it "will lead him into the process but won't kill him in the
act of it."9 For this reason, the first general announcement
of the graduate fellowship program stated that a fellow
could be employed during the academic year by his institu-

"Report on Provisions of tlie 1958 National Defense Education
Act," op. cit., p. 10-11.

9 Administration of the National Defenm Education Act of 1938.
Hearings Before the Subcommittee of the House Committee on Mu=
cation and Labor. 36th Congress. 1st Session. Washington: U.S. Gov-
ernment Printing Office, 1959. p. 107.



tion in teaching or research up to one-fourth time during
1 of the 3 ,ears of the fellowship or up to one-half time
during one semester, and that he could receive payment for
such work. By the language of the act, this was the only
kind of gainful employment permitted during the academic
year. The fellow could also receive additional scholarship
or other aid from his institution but could not simultane-
ously receive any other Federal educational assistance, not
even loans under title Ii of NDEA.

Additional Regulations

There were these additional regulations pertaining to a
fellow:

(1) A fellow must be a national of the United States or
be in the United States for other than a temporary purpose.

(2) A fellow must have completed the baccalaureate
degree or its equivalent.

(3) An institution was permitted to clia-ge a fellow tui-
tion and fees, if it so desired. If it did o, however, as
mentioned before, it must subtract the amoun;. of such fees
and tuition from the cost per student in determining the
cost of a new graduate program or the expansion of an
existing one.

Regional Briefing Meetings Held

In late fall of 1958 the Financial Aid Branch conducted
a series of 10 regional meetings to brief interested higher
education administrators and faculty members on the
higher education titles of NDEA, including the graduate
fellowship program. Popularly referred to by Office of
Education personnel as "road shows," these meetings were
held in the following cities: Washington, New York, Bos-
ton, Chicago, Kansas City, Louisville, Portland (Oreg.),
San Francisco, Denver, and Dallas.

Guidelines Given for Applications

Late in November of 1958, the Office of Education sent
to all graduate schools an announcement titled -Informa-
tion lor the Academic Year 1959-60,- giving regulatioi
and policies as well as instructions on how to prepare an
application. Necessary forms were included. The announce-
ment contained the following tentative calendar of target
da tes:

December 31, 1958: Institutional applications due at
the U.S. Office of Education.

February 1, 1959: Action on institutional applica-
tions.

February 5, 1959: Public announcement of ap-
proved programs. Institutions
may begin forwarding nomina-
tions to the Office of Education
mmediately.

March 5, 1959: Institutions' nominations for in-
dividual award of fellowships
due at the U.S. Office of Edu-
cation.

March 10, 1959: Notice of fellowship awards
to institutions.

April 15, 1959: Deadline for acceptance of fel-
lowships.

In a news release dated January 16, 1959, Commissioner
of Education Lawrence G. Derthick announced the 12
members of the National Advisory Committee which had
been established to assist the Office of Education in admin-
istering the graduate fellowship program.10

On the date of the news release, the Committee held the
initial meeting of a 2-day session to set up criteria for pro-
gram approval and to commense evaluation of the 1,040
applications from 172 institutions requesting a total of
5,987 fellowships. Of the 1,040 applications, 371 were for
"new" programs requesting 2,126 fellowships, and 669 were
for "expanded" programs requesting 3,861 fellowships. A
second 2-day session was held the following week to coin-
plete the evaluations and make recommendations for ap-
proval of programs and award of the 1,000 fellowships
authorized for the first year of the program.

The staff of the Graduate Fellowship Section, along with
one consultant, assisted in the evaluation of the applica-
tions.11 In succeeding years the number of consultants grew
to such an extent that the evaluation of applications was
turned over almost entirely to the consultants, with the
National Advisory Committee limiting itself principally to
policy matters and questions pertaining to allocation of
fellowships.

Eight criteria were employed in evaluating the appli-
cations:

1. The prospective ability of the applying institution, in
terms of faculty, libraries, and equipment, competently to
offer the program.

2. National need fo_ instruction on college or university
level in the proposed field.

3. Adequate ratio, at the applying institution, between
the number of graduate faculty and the proposed number
of graduate students.

4. :The amount and extent of the applying institution's
previous planning and development in .,he field proposed
in the program.

5. Current or prospective national shortage of college or
university teachers in the proposed field.

6. Regional shortage or deficiency in the offering of the
proposed subject.

7. Likelihood that the applying institution will he able
soundly to support the proposed program on a long-term
basis.

8. The applying institution's past record, in the proi sed

"Names of the members of this Advisory Commiftet anti of Com-
mittees in following years arc listed in appendix D of this pithlica.
tion.

"The first consultant to be used for evaluation of programs was the
author of this report who, at the time, was Chief for Nal ura I Sci-
ences and Mathematics in the Higher Education Programs Branch of
the Division of Higher Education, U.S. Office of Education.
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field, of graduate doctors making a career of college most scholarly level and would c rtainly appeal to both
Christians and Jews.teaching.

Approval Announced of 48 Programs, 160 Fellowships

It was mentioned in the first part of this chapter that
$800,000 of the $40,000,000 first supplemental appropria-
tion for fiscal year 1959 had been allocated to the graduate
fellowship program. Taking into account the first-year
stipend of $2,000 for fellows, with $400 for each qualified
dependent, along with up to $2,500 institutional payment,
the estimated average cost to the Government for each
fellowship awarded was $5,000. The $800,000 of the first
supplemental, therefore, guaranteed the award of only 160
of the 1,000 fellowships authorized to be awarded during
fiscal year 1959.

The second supplemental request of $75,300,000, includ-
ing $4,500,000 for the remaining 840 authorized fellowships,
had gone from the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare to the Bureau of the Budget during mid-December
of 1958, where it was not approved and transmitted to !he
Congress until the middle of February 1959)2

Therefore, when the target date of February 1 for an-
nouncement of program approval came around, it was
possible to announce approval of only 48 programs to
which 16Q fellowships had been allocatedan average of
three and one-third fellowships per program. In most cases,
the number of fellowships allocated to a program was less
than the number requested. This was done in order to
allow the approval of a great number of programs.

Held in reserve from the January competition, await-
ing passage of a second supplemental appropriation, were
232 new or expanded programs to which had been allocated
the remaining authorized 840 fellowships.

Question Raised About a Program Approval in the
Field of Religion

Not long after the February 1959 public announcement
of program approvals allocating the initial 160 fellowships,
HEW Secretary Arthur S. Flemming received complaints
about the approval of a Ph. D. program, with an alloca-
tion of three fellowships, in Old Testament at Emory Uni-
versity, Atlanta, Ga. This was the first indication of a grow-
ing opposition to the support of the study of religion under
a national defense education act. The opposition was later
to culminate in restrictive legislation.

In response to Secretary Flemming's request for informa-
tion on this matter, Dean Elder, on April 10, 1959, sent a
letter to the Secretary explaining that the proposed new
Ph. D. program at Emory University was very strong and
had excellent ratings by the panelists. He said that the
program w to be conducted on a purely objective and

"3 pep(' rt men ts of Labor and Health, Education, and Welfare Ap-
propriations for -96o. Part 1. Hearings Before the Subcommittee of the
Committee on Appropriations. House. 86th Congress, 1st Session.
Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1959. p. 298.
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Hearings on Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1960

The regular hearings on NDEA appropriation for fiscal
year 1960 actually preceded approval of the second supple-
mental request for fiscal year 1959. This was due to the
delay of the second supplemental in the Bureau of the
Budget.

Presiding at the hearings, on February 26, 1959, Mr.
Fogarty stated that he had hoped the second supplemental
request would come to his subcommittee. "We are charged,"
!ie said, "with the responsibility for making the initial
determination, at least, on how much you will have to oper-
ate in 1960, and to me they both go together. However,
this is not the case. A new committee on supplementals and
deficiences has been set up." 13

When Dr. Babbidge asserted that it was very important
that the second supplemental be passed soon because grad-
uate schools usually make their fellowship selections for
the next year in March or April, Mr. Fogarty replied that
Ile hoped Congress would not be blamed for the delay. The
Bureau of the Budget, he said, had been responsible for
holding it up for 6 or 7 weeks.14

Dr. Babbidge explained at the hearings that the $13,450,-
000 requested for title IV would take care of 1,500 addi-
tional fellowships and 1,000 continued fellowships. He said
that 1,000 of the 1,500 fellowships awarded for fiscal 1960
would presumably, though not necessarily, go to the insti-
tutions whose programs had been established or expanded
in the previous year. It was not sufficient, he said, to
encourage the new or expanded graduate program to admit
one class of students and then drop it from further support.
Presumably, a new graduate class would be admitted to
that program.15

Mr. Fogarty asked Dr. Babbidge how many programs in
total would be approved if the second supplemental request
was appropriated and what the total impact of the title IV,
competition would be. Dr. Babbidge replied that, of the
approximate 1,000 program applications, about 125 would
be supported by NDE.. and an equal number would get
under way without NDEA support, leaving about 750
programs which wouldn't get started at al1.16

Mr. Fogarty also asked what would be the effect of the
title 1V program if the second supplemental request was
denied. John F. Hughes, Executive Officer for the Office of
Education, replied that 840 of the 1,000 fellowships auth-
orized by NDEA for fiscal 1959 would be forever lost and
consequently a lower appropriation for the fellowship pro-
gram would be necessary for fiscal year 1960.17

"Ibid., p. 291.
p. 298.

0 Ibid p. 310.
"3 Ibid.
"Ibid., p. 301.



Hearings on Fiscal Year 1959 Second Supplemental
Appropriations

As mentioned earlier by Mr. Fogarty, the House Com-
mittee on Appropriations had created a Special Subcom-
mittee on Deficiencies. Mr. Thomas of Texas was chairman
of this subcommittee.

Commissioner Dertbick testified on March 2, 1959, in
regard to the request of the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare for an additional appropriation for fiscal
year 1959 of $75,300,000 for Defense Educational Activities
and $841,000 for salaries and expenses related thereto in
administering these activities. He exphLined what had been
accomplished in the title IV program up to that time and
said there was a most urgent need for the additional
requested funds of $4.5 million to complete the awards of
the remaining 840 authorized fellowships by the middle of
March. At institutions throughout the country, he said,
fellowship awards were generally offered by the first of
April and, unless the National Defense Fellowships were
made available on a timely basis in relation to these sched-
ules, the caliber of NDEA programs would suffer and some
fellowships might even go unawarded.lt

Representative Frank T. Bow, Republicau of Ohio, asked
Dr. Derthick what assurance there was that the persons who
got the fellowship grants would go into the teaching pro-
fession and not into industry. Dr. Derthick's reply was that
there was no absolute guarantee, but lie pointed out that
graduate schools, in selecting persons for the fellowships,
would give preference to those interested in college teach-
ing. "The whole purpose of the program," he said, "is to
increase the reservoir of personnel that goes into that
field." 19

The Second Supplemental Appropriations Bill, 1959,
(H.R. 5916) was reported out of the House Appropriations
Committee on March 20 and passed the House on March
24. Because of Senate hearings and amendments, a final bill
did not pass both House and Senate until May 14 and was
not signed into law (Public Law 86-30) until May 20, 1959.
This law provided the full amount of $75,300,000 which
had been requested for Defense Educational Activities and
included the $4,500,000 which was necessa, y in order to
fund the remaining 840 fellowships authorized for the first
year of the program. The law also appropriated $841,000
for additional salaries and expenses for the Office of Edu-
cation, including salaries and expenses for expanded De-
fense Educational Activities.

Remeining Fiscal Year 1959 Fellowships Awarded

With the signing into law of the Second Supplemental
Appropriations Act of 1959, Commissioner Derthick was

second Stipp erneniai opropriaiions Bill, 1959. Hearings Before
the Subcommittee on Appropriations. House. 86th Congress, 1st Ses-
sion. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1959. p. 513.

Jg Ibid., p. 563.

able to approve 232 additional programs with 840 fellow-
ships. Immediate notification wint out to the awarded
institutions, telling them of the number of fellowships
which had been allocated to each program. Of course, the
notification was sent much later than was desirable because,
as stated earlier, institutions like to make their fellowship
awards for the following year by the middle of April.

Public announcement of the newly approved programs
was not made until an Office of Education news release was
issued on June 5. This, of course, allowed little time to
publicize the fellowship opportunities to students who
would be eligible to apply for them; the fellowships all
had to be awarded by June 30, 1959.

In a memorandum dated June 15 and airmailed to title
IV coordinators at the participating institutions, Peter P.
Muirhead, Director of the Financial Aid Branch,20 ex-
plained that unless graduate schools acted quickly, they and
therefore the Nation would irrevocably lose 3 years of
supported graduate study for each fellowship unawarded
by June 30. Institutions that could not fill by June 23 all
of their allotted fellowships, or could use additional ones,
were asked to notify the Graduate Fellowship Section by
telephone. If it appeared that an institution would not be
able to make use of all of its fellowships, it was planned to
reallocate them to an institution which had indicated that
it could use additional ones. Mr. Muirheacl added that,
because of the short notice given them, the institutions
would not be criticized for falling short of filling their
allotted fellowships within the time limitation.

Due to the fine cooperati. of the participating institu-
tions, all of the 1,000 authorized fellowships were awarded.
Although the nonscience areas of humanities, education,
and social sciences constituted only 49 percent of the pro-
gram approvals, they received 56 percent of the fellow-
ships.21 Of the 272 programs approved, 61 met the criterion
of "new" and 211 inet the criterion of "expanded."

Attributable-Cost Forms Sent to Institutions

Dean Elder returned to his post at Harvard University
in the middle of April as he had planned. Dr. Babbidge
took over the role of Acting Chief of the Graduate Fellow-
ship Section until May 31. On May 22, he sent to all
participating title IV institutions detailed forms and in-
structions for computing attributable-cost payments, asking
that they be returned to the Office ot Education no later
than June 15, 1959. The instructions stated that if, dnring
the developmental period of the prcgram, time did not

" Mr. Mnirhead had been Chief of the Student Loan Section and
became Director of the Financial Aid Branch after Houser D. Bab-
bidge, Jr was appointed Director of the Division of Higher Educa-
tion on June I.

21 Sec chapter XV and appendix B for tables showing distribution
of programs and fellowships hy academic and subacadcmic areas for
1959-60 and succeeding years.
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permit the computations necessary to determine the amount
of indirect costs applicable to the fellowship program, insti-
tutions could, provisionally, in lieu of detailed indirect
costs, claim a figure of 15 percent of direct cost items
exclusive of the amounts for stipends and dependency
allowancec.
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The filling out of the detailed attributable.cost forms
was, of course, an onerous task for title IV program direc-
tors, as had been predicted at congressional hearings the
previous year. As will be seen later, this lead to developing
pressures to change to a flat institutional payment without
cost accounting.



CHAPTER IV

second year of
operation

Henry E. Bent, a chemist who was Dean of the Graduate
School of the University of Missouri at Columbia, was
chosen to be the second administrator of the Graduate
Fellowship Program. He did not officially assume the
duties of this office, however, until September 1959. Peter
P. Muirhead acted as Chief, in addition to serving as
Director of the Financial Aid Branch, until Dean Bent
came to Washington.

Information and Forms

Payment Information to Fellows

In early August of 1959, a notice was sent to all title
IV fellows informing them that they could expect to receive
their first stipend and dependency allowance payment
within approximately 2 weeks of the time that the Oifice
of Education reLeived official notification that they were
enrolled in the graduate school. The amount and date of
each payment were to be determined by the calendar of
the institution's academic year and by a schedule, which

was enclosed, showing payment on a semester or quarter
basis. Thus, if a fellow was enrolled in an institution on a
regular two-semester academic year, one-half of the stipend
and dependency allowance was to be paid upon enrollment
in the fall semester and the other half at the beginning of
the spring semester. The checks were to be mailed directly
to the student from the U.S. Treasury. The notice also
quoted a section from the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
that "an individual who is a candidate for a degree at an
educational institution may exclude the amount of his
National Defens'..: Graduate Fellowship from gross income
for tax purposes."

The fellows were also told that, contrary to what had
been publicized previously, fellows were now eligible to
apply for a loan under the Student Loan Program of title
IL NDEA.

Policy and Procedure Manual

In the summer of 1959 the Graduate Fellowship Section
prepared and sent to institutions a six-page leaflet titled
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Information on National Defense Graduate Fellowships for
the Academic Year 1960-61, designated as Po'icy and Pro-
cedure Manual NDEA IVNo. I. As in the previous year,
institutions were told that they could apply for approval of
any number of programs, but that no more than 50 fellow-
ships would be allocated to any one institution. Two or
more institutions were permitted to jointly submit a pro-
gram for approval, in which case the application had to be
signed by both institutions and the credits earned at one
of the institutions had to bc fully trAnsferable to the
other.

Institutions were also informed it) the Policy and Pr
cedure Manual that they could requtst an additional allo-
cation of fellowships to a program previously approved.
Continued approval of a program did not necessarily mean
that new fellowships would be awarded to students enroll-
ing in the program in any given year. Such a decision was
to be made each year. It was emphasized that, either in the
application for approval of a program for the first time or
in the request for additional fellowships, the institution
should clearly indicate what steps it had taken, and planned
to take, to assume increasing responsibility for continuance
of the program and the increased enrollment in it.

The following schedule of deadline dates was contained
in the Policy and Procedure Manual:

November 16, 1959 Institutional applications due at
the U.S. Office of Education.

January 5, 1960 Public announcement of ap-
proved programs: institutions
may begin forwarding nomina-
tions to the Office of Education
immediately.

March 5, 1960 Institutions nominations for in-
dividual award of fellowships
due at the U.S. Office of
Education.

March 10, 1960 Notice of fellowship awards sent
to institutions and a letter offer-
ing a fellowship sent to each
selected nominee.

April 15, 1960 Deadline for acceptance of fel-
lowships.

It is interesting to observe the advancement of dates com-
pared to the previous year when the program was inaugu-
rated under severe time handicaps.

Institutions Sent Application Forms and Instructions

In mid-August of 1959 supplies of forms and instructions
to be used in applying for approval of National Defense
Graduate Fellowship Programs for 1960-61 were mailed to
title IV coordinators.

Institutions were instructed to list all the programs that
they were submitting for approvalincluding requests for
additional fellowships in programs already approvedin
order of their priority. This ranking was to reflect the
quality of the programs, the importance of the programs to
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the sound development of the institution, the value of the
programs in terms of the national educational picture, and
such other factors as the institutions felt would be helpful
to the Title IV Advisory Committee. The institutions were
told that the ranking would guide the Advisory Committee
in its evaluatirn of programs but the Committee would
not be bound by it. Any significant deviation from the in-
stitution's own ranking of its programs would be made,
however, only aftc i. careful consideration of all factors and
would be explained upon request.

In the case of the program's being proposed for first-
time approval, a program description was requested con-
sisting of a statement not exceeding 10 pages, and in the
case ,.-)1 a program requesting additional fellowships in an
approved program, a statement not exceeding five pages.

Dean Bent Requests Institutions to Waive Tuition and
Fees

On October 1, 1959, Dean Bent sent a letter to all title
IV coordinators stating that he had reported for duty as
Chief of the Graduate Fellowship Section and reminding
them of the November 16 deadline for submission of in-
stitutional applications. In this letter he strongly urged
institutions to waive tuition ancl fees for fellowship holders:

"As you doubtless remember, the position of this Office
is that tuition and fees may be collected from Title IV
Fellows, but if this procedure is followed, an equal amount
must be deducted from the cost attributed to the program.

"As a consequence of the above bookkeeping procedures,
in some cases there is little that an institution will gain
from collecting tuition and fees but a great deal that may
be lost by the student. In view of the fact that the fellow-
ships are established as a stipend which is considered neces-
sary in order to attract well-qualified students, it would
seem undesirable to jeopardize the program by attemptini,
to collect tuition and fees. Collection of tuition and fees
simply transfers part of the cost of the prograni to the
shoulders of the student from either the Government or
the University. If the cost of the program is $2,500 or less,
then the transfer is from the Government to the student.
On the other hand, if the cost of the program is consider-
ably more than $2,500, the burden is shifted from the in-
stitution to the student.

"From the above considerations I think most of us would
agree that the best procedure would be for the institutions
to waive tuition and fees for fellowship holders.-

Title IV Advisory Committee Meeting of October 3, 1959

Ineligibility of Advanced Students Discussed

Both HEW Secretary Arthur S. Flemming and Commis-
sioner Lawrence G. Derthick attended the meeting of the
Title IV Advisory Committee on October 3, 1959. Secretary
Flemming was concerned about the eligibility rule limiting
fellowships to students with no more than a halt year of
prior graduate study. He had become aware of the issue



through a letter from a Member of Congress. The Secretary
said he felt that the half-year rule had the effect of dis-
criminating against wholly worthy groups of students who
had started graduate school before NDEA was passed. No
Federal program should adopt policies that are discrimina-
tory in their application, he said, and, for that reasc:-., title
IV ought to be thrown open to all qualified graduate stu-
dents.

Dean J. P. Elder, a new member of the Committee
stressed two points: first, that title IV wanted to recruit
new people into teaching, not support those already com-
mitted; and, second, that awards of less than 3 years tenure
would result in a loss of supported graduate study from
the total title IV potential. Commisioner Derthick pro-
posed that a technical amendment to title IV be offered to
permit the reaward of unused time, something not possible
under the then existing law. The Secretary said that he
would be perfectly willing to support such an amendment,
but reiterated that the Federal Government had no right
to be arbitrary, and that, if the Congress had wanted any
kind of limitation, it would have written it into the act.
As a result of the discussion, a consensus seemed to develop
that a quota of about 10 percent of the awards for advanced
students would be proper.

Committee Asks for More Consultants

There was a general agreement that in the evaluation
of programs during the coming competition additional
experts in the various major areas should augment the
Committee, It was generally felt that the iudivkluals added
should be educators broadly experienced in graduate work,
not research-oriented persons from narrow areas. The Com-
mittee did not favor restricting its function to matters of
policy. It wished to continue, as it had in the previow,
year, to assume responsibility for actual evaluation of pro-
grams.

Fellowship Distribution Proposal Raises Controversy

One Committee member expressed the viewpoint, shared
by some others, that since the majority of doctoral candi-
dates would be coming from the larger, well-established
schools, the emphasis of title IV support from that point on
should be in their direction. This point of view was vigor-
ously objected to by some of the other members who felt
that the emphasis on "new" programs and wide geographi-
cal distribution should be continued. It is significant, how-
ever, that the issue was raised at this meeting so early in
the history of NDEA because pressures began to mount
from that time on to broaden the concept under which
title IV fellowships were awarded.

Committee Approves Three Motions
The Committee formally approved three motions:
1. That the calculation of attributable cost be eliminated

in favor of a flat sum of $2,500 per fellow or, if need be,
a lesser sum down to $2,000).

2. That maximum freedom be retained by each univer-

sky in its fiscal relationship with its title IV students (e.g.,
in regard to tuition).

3. That in the calculation of attributable costs, a uni-
versity be allowed to charge the total cost of a program,
even if students who were not title IV fellows should be
studying in the program.

Dean Rent's Report to Association of Graduate Schools

At the 1 Ith Annual Conference of the Association of
Graduate Schools (AGS) held in New York City October
27-28, 1959, Dean Bent gave a stE tus report on title IV of
NDEA and reviewed some of the regulations and policy
decisions that had been made effective since he had be-
come Chief:1

1. Fellowship awards had to be made before the end of
June. If the fellowship holder resigned any time later for
any reasonfor example, foi grade failurethe fellowship
was lost for the 3-year period and so was the subsidy to the
institution, except that in case the institution could show
that it could not reduce its commitments incurred as a
result of its participation in the title IV program, the
Office of Education fiscal office would stand by its com-
mitment and pay $2,500 (if this was the allowable amount)
to the institution for the full year.

2. Although a resigned fellowship could not be filled by
someone else, a fellow who had to forego it because of
illness or military service could pick it up at a later date.
The fellow could start in the second semester, 2 years later,
or even three years later.

3. Fellows would be permitted to work during the sum-
mertime, providing the program was a two-semester or
three-quarter program, but if the school set up a program
that covered the entire 11 months, the fellow could not be
employed during the summer. The fellow could receive
"G.1." benefits, if not on a fellowship during the summer.

4. In the first year of the program, a student, in order
to be eligible, had to have no more than one-half year of
graduate study in any field. For fellowships beginning in
the fall of 1960, students would be eligible for fellowships
if they had not more than a half year of graduate work
which could be credited toward the program in which
they were registered. This meant that a person who was
shiftm ng fieldshe might have had a year or maybe 2 years
of graduate work, or a year of professional graduate work
would be eligible for a title IV fellowship if not more
than one semester was counted toward the new prograin.

5. All of the 1,000 fellowships in the first year of the
program were awarded as 3-year fellowships. In line with
the Title IV Advisory Committee recommendation of Octo-
ber 3, 1959, up to 150 fellowships, or 10 percent of the
1,500 which were to commence in the fall of 1960, could be
awarded as second-year or third-year fellowships. This
meant that a p,rson could receive a 2-year fellowship (the
second and third years of a fellowship) if he had had 1

I Henry E. Bent. -National Defense Education Act (Title IV)."
With Dis. ussion. In Association of Graduate Schools journal of Pro-
ceedings and Addresses. I I th Annual Conference, 1959. pp. 83-94.
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year of graduate study in the field of the fellowship or he
could receive a 1-year fellowship (the third year of a fel-
lowship) if he had had 2 years of graduate study in that
field. Dean Bent pointed out the consequences, however,
of appointing second-year or third-year fellows:

"This does not mean that any institution is even ex-
pected to make such nominations. The cost of appointing
a second-year man or a third-year man is very considerable
because in doing so you lose the first or the first 2 years
of the fellowship. Thus, if we nominate one hundred fifty
fellows as third-year men/ lose three hundred year fel-
lowships and the amoun, of money which we lose is
.$1,380,000, part of which would have gone to students and
part to institutions. So, under the circumstances, it would
be a very convincing case when you would want to appoint
a man to a third-year fellowship."2

Io connection with this new policy, Dean Bent said that
when submitting nominations for fellowships to the Com-
missioner of Education, the institutions would be asked to
list the first-year students separately and unranked and list
together second- and third-year students, if any, indicating
which they were and the order of preference. If second- or
third-year students were nominated, at least an equal
number of first-year students should be named as alternates,
in order of preference. This procedure was necessary to
assure that institutional preferences would be respected if
the number of nominations of second- and third-year stu-
dents exceeded 150.

Recommendations for Changes in Regulations

In addition to the changes in policies and regulations
listed previously, Dean Bent reported that he was working
hard to effect three additional changes:

I. When a student failed for any reason to show up at an
institution, or, on account of failing grades, did not con-
tinue, he wanted it to be possible for some eligible candi-
date to take the place of that student.

2. He wanted to do away with the current accounting
procedures, and establish a flat amount of $2,500 for each
institution. He was, however, not very optimistic about
gaining approval of this recommendation:

"There are certain reasons why I am not hopeful about
its being approved, one reason being that too many in-
stitutions found that they could expand their programs
for $1,000 or $1,500 per student and so, obviously, when
Congress or the Bureau of the Budget looks at this, they
say, 'How can we justify a flat figure of $2,500 if it means
that we are paying some institution $1,000 or more than it
costs?' Since this adds up to $100,000 and there are plenty
of people looking for $100,000, it is pretty hard to justify
a fiat figure. Even if you cut down from $2,500 to $2,000,
you still have quite a sizable number of institutions which
have found they can expand their programs for consider-
ably less than the amount. It makes no difference that half
of the institutions discovered that it would cost them a

2 Ibid., pp. 86-87.

lot more than $2,500. This doesn't show on the books be-
cause we automatically cut everybody off at $2,500 so the
average is necessarily less than that. It is one of our handi-
caps in trying to get a fiat figure. I still hope that we can
do it and I suspect you would vote unanimously for a flat
figure."3

3. If an institution started art NDEA program with a cer-
tain number of students and had made commitments with
regard to costs, and then a year or 2 later more students
came into tha program, Dr. Bent didn't want the institution
penalized for being so successful. The accountants were
ruling that if only half or perhaps a third of the students
were title IV fellows, then an institution could charge only
half or a third of the cost of the program. He wanted to
see the ruling changed so that nontide IV students would
not be included in the attributable-cost-per-fellow determi-
nation.

Other Comments

Dean Bent said he believed that in the future more
emphasis would be placed upon -expanded" and less upon
"new" programs. He also indicated that after a while he
would be sending out a short questionnaire to help evaluate
the success of the title IV program. Finally, he stated that
programs already being supported by NDEA fellowships
would be permitted to apply for additional ones in sue.
ceeding years, but he hoped that the institutions would
indicate in their applications wha.c steps were being taken
to make the programs eventuall7 self-supporting.

Evaluation of 1960-61 Program Applicafions

By the time of the cutoff date of November 16, 918 pro-
gram applications requesting a total of 5,370 fellowships
had been received. The Title IV Advisory Committee,
assisted by five eminent consultants from outside the Office
of Education, spent 3 weekends in late November and the
first part of December evaluating and rating the applica-
tions. At the first meeting, on November 27, at which rd
teria and guidelines were discussed before evaluation began,
Dean Bent reported a recommendation of the Panel on
Basic Research and Graduate Education, the President's
Science Advisory Committee. The panel, which was chaired
by Glenn T. Seaborg, Chancellor, University of California
at Berkeley, recommended that, in view of the large sup-
port given to the natural sciences by Federal entities other
than the Office of Education, the latter should increase next
year the amount of support given to the humanities and
social sciences.

Each program submitted was read by at li-.ast two persons
from the 12-member Title IV Advisory Committee and the
five consultants and by at least one staff member of the
Graduate Fellowship Section. After the initial ratings had
been completed during the first 2 weekcnd meetings, the
Graduate Fellowship Section reviewed all the evaluations
to assure that various pertinent factors, such as geographi-

3 Ibid., pp 88-89.



cal distribution and unused graduate capacity, were fully
taken into account. The Committee was aided in its re-
view by preliminary data from a study by staff member
John L. Chase, Dr. Chase, in the fall of 1959, had con-
ducted a survey of doctoral study in the United States. With
the use of his data, the Committee was alerted against ap-
proving programs in institutions which were located near
other institutions having similar programs and unused
capacity.4

The recommendations of the staff were presented to the
Advisory Committee at its meeting on December 12. The
Committee voted to allow no institution to receive more
than 30 fellowships rather than 50 as had been publicized.
This required some reassignment of fellowships.

As a result of the decisions made at this meeting, 474
of the 918 applications from 155 institutions received Com-
missioner of Education approval. Of the 474, 202 were
programs approved for the first time; 202 were programs
which were approved in 1959-60 but now received addi-
tional fellowships; and 70 were .programs which received
continued approval without additional fellowships. The
number of institutions with one or more approved pro-
grams increased from 123 in 1959-60 to 139 in 1960-61.

As was true for programs and fellowships in 1959-60, the
nonscience areasthe humanities, education, and social
sciencesreceived a higher percentage (62 percent) of the
fellowships than they did of the program approval (54 per-
cent). In line with the Seaborg panel recommendations, the
percentage of fellowships allotted to the humanities and
social sciences increased from 51 percent in 1969-60 to 55
percent for 1960-61. Of the 404 programs approved for new
fellowships, 90 were "new" ard 314 were "expanded."

For i.;ce first time, jointly sponsored programs were ap-
proved. There were two. One was a program involving six
fellows who would study the classics. Pooling resources were
the State University of Iowa (now called the Uninrsity of
Iowa), the University of Minnesota, and the University of
Wisconsin. Under the arrangement, students would spend
a year at each institution and would benefit froea a range
of faculty, courses, and library resources that no one of
the three schools could offer by itself. The other joint
venture was a program in physics to be offered at Linfield
College in Oregon, which granted the M.A. degree, and
Oregon State University, which offered the Ph. D. Fellows
would spend their first year at Linfield, earn the master's
degree, and then move on to Oregon State to complete the
doctorate.

Policy Recommendations

After the Advisory Committee completed the work on
evaluations and recommendations at its December 12 meet-
ing, it took up a number of policy matters. One concerned
teaching by title IV fellows. The Committee voted to en-
courage institutions to require teaching of students holding

4 Tbe complete findings of the study were published in 1961: John
L. Chase, Doctoral Study (0E-54016). Washington: U.S Government
Printing Office, 1961. p. 65.

title IV fellowships up to the maximum of one-quarter
time for two semesters or half-time for one semester, with
rhe understanding that services wcrAti be paid for at the
going rate for graduate assistants. The Committee also
recommended sending announcements as early in the
spring of 1961 as possible for program applications for
1961-62 in order to allow more time for their preparation.

The Committee considered two possible amendments to
the title 1V program proposed by the Graduate Fellow-
ship staff. On the matter of expansion of the grach,ate fel-
lowship program, the Committee favored an increase in the
number of new fellowships from 1,500 to 2,000 annually,
with 1,000 of them to be awarded without the requirements
of newness or expansion in the program, accompanied by
a flat institutional payment of $1,500 per such fellowship.
The Committee also voted to recommend 1,000 fellowships
for the terminal year of the doctor's degree, each to carry
ark institutional payment of $1,500. Such fellowships were
to be authorized annually over a period of 3 years with the
inderstanding that the program would be a terminal one.

The public announcement of the approved programs and
the fellowship allocations to them wa'i made early in Janu-
ary, as scheduled. Along with the announcement, Dean
Bent sent to all institutions which had submitted applica-
tions a letter explaining that, since more than 900 pro-
posals were receivedwith the possibility of approving
fewer than half that numbermany very excellent pro-
grams could not be supported. Also, failure to support a
program which began irk September 1959 was not be mis-
understood to mean dissatisfaction or lack of confidence in
the action taken the previous year. He said that in some
instances it seemed more appropriate to give financial sup-
port and more fellowships in the third and fourth year
of the program rather than during the current year. Since
limitations had precluded the approval of many excellent
proposals in that competition, he recommended that there
be no hesitation in resubmitting some or all of them the
following year.

Dean Bent also notified the institutions of the December
12 Advisory Committee Meeting recommendation that part-
time teaching by title IV fellows be encouraged. He said
some department might even wish to make such teaching
a requirement of title IV fellowship holders, in which case,
of course, students should be so notified before being
nominated for a fellowship. Dean Bent passed on to gie
institutions the Advisory Committee recommendation that
a fellow be paid for his teaching at the regular rate paid
to other graduate students for similar work.

Inception of the Fellow's Handbook

In January of 1960 the Graduate Fellowship Section pre-
pared and sent out a five-page, stapled leaflet titled Infor-
mation on National Defense Graduate Fellowships for Fel-
lowship Holders. In later years, as the program expanded,
this publication grew in size and coverage and came to
be known as the NDEA Title IV Fellow's Handbook.

All the rules pertaining to fellows that had thus far been
adopted were included in the leaflet. In addition, fellows
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were told of the ruling that they could not use a ow-
ship at any institution except the one at which it was
granted; nor could they use it in other programs at the
original institution.

Hearings on Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1961

Secretary Flemming was the opening witness on February
1, 1960, at the House of Representatives hearings on fiscal
year 1961 appropriations for the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare. Commissioner Derthick also testi-
fied on February 3 before the Subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, chaired as usual by Mr. Fogarty
of Rhode Island. The request approved by the Bureau of
the Budget for Defense Edueational Activities was $171,-
000,000, of which a sum of $20,750,000 was requested for
fiscal year 1961 to continue a third year the 1,000 fellow-
ships awarded in fiscal year 1959, to continue a second year
the 1,500 fellowships awarded in fiscal year 1960, and to
pay the cost of 1,500 additional fellows authorized for fiscal
year 1961.'

Representative Fred Marshall, Democrat of Minnesota,
asked Secretary Flemming if he thought that some of the
title IV programs which had been approved, such as
philos.phy, behavioral science, psychology, folklore, theater,
music, etc., were in line with the needs of national defense.
Mr. Marshall referred to the preamble of NDEA which
stated that the purpose of the act was to insure trained
manpower of sufficient quantity and quality to meet the
national defense needs of the country.

Secretary Flemming replied that he felt these programs
represented legitimate areas of study under the act:

"I might say that I personally am glad that the Con-
gress in passing the National Defense Act did not narrow
that particular title because we are confronted with some
very serious potential shortages in teaching in the field of
higher education in all subject matter areas. I think that
the shortages that confront us in the field of the humanities
are potentially just as serious as the shortages that may
confront us in the field of science or mathematics because
I think in terms of the future of the country that it is
important for us to be in a position to provide the stu-
dents who attend our colleges with a well rounded educa-
tion under the leadership of outstanding teachers in all
subject matter areas."5

When Dr. Derthick testified, Mr. Fogarty questioned a
paragraph under "Evidence of Need" that appeared in the
Statement of justification submitted to his subcommittee:

"Earlier estimates had assumed that the average annual
need of new teachers in higher education would vary be-
tween 18,000 and 22,000 through 1970. More recent studies,

5 Departmenb of Labor and Health, Education, and Welfare Ap-
propriations for 1961. Hearings Before the Subcommittee of the
Commiuee on Appropriations. House. 86th Congress, 2d Session. Wash-
ington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1960. p. 160.
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however, indicate that the need will be more than twice as
greatin the neighborhood of 48,000 annually."5

Mr. Fogarty asked where the figures came from and how
there could be such a great discrepancy in estimates. Dr.
Derthick replied that estimates previously made were noi
made on as sound a basis as at the present time. Mr.
Fogarty then observed;

"It seems to me that we're not going to meet the need,
because the authorization (1,500 new fellowships) is too
small."

Dr. Derthick agreed, stating it was obvious that title IV
was certainly one of the titles of NDEA that should be con-
tinued and expanded when the time came about for
amending NDEA.

The appropriations bill (H.R. 11390), when finally
passed and approved on September 2, 1960, as Public Law
86-703, contained an appropriation of $173,050,000 for De-
fense Educational Activities, including the $20,750,000
necessary to fund fully the NDEA Graduate Fellowship
Program for 1960-61.

Commissioner's Response to Criticism of Certain
Approved Title IV Programs

Following the announcement of the approved graduate
fellowship programs for the 1960-61 academic year under
title IV of NDEA, an article appeared in a weekly news-
letter, Human Events, which criticized the selection of
several of the approved programs. Among the approved
programs singled out for criticism were ceramics, folklore,
counseling and guidance, adult education, home economics,
and dramatic arts. A number of newspapers throughout the
country had quoted the article on their editorial pages, and
as a consequence the. Office of Education received several
inquiries as to whether or not the facts set forth in Human
Events were true. For this reason, Commissioner Derthick
issued on March 17, 1960, a four-page statement explaining
in some detail the reasons these programs were approved.

First the statement referred to the purpose of the gradu-
ate fellowship program as spelled out in the act itself:
namely, to encourage students to prepare for college teach-
ing, to expand graduate facilities so that more students
could be trained for college teaching, and to promote a
wider geographical distribution of graduate facilities. It
was the congressional intent, !.1se statement said, to pro-
vide graduate fellowships in all subject fields where an
expansion of facilities was needed and justified. The leader-
ship role of the United States in world affairs depended
upon the quality of the entire system of higher education,
and colleges and universities would not he able to make
the contribution to the Nation's strengths and security if
they were asked to concentrate their efforts on training
teachers in only a few areas. Then the statement proceeded
to give justification for approval of the criticized programs.
In the case of ceramics, the criticism was due to a misunder-
standing. The program did not concern pottery, as some

e' Ibid., p. 356.



critics thought, but rather the highly advr,nced field of
study of inorganic polymers.

Meeting of the Advisory Committee on May 13 and 14,
1960

At the Advisory Committee meeting of May 13-14, 11
members of the 12-member Title IV Advisory Committee
and eight invited guests (six of them graduate deans) from
outside the Office of Education were in attendance, along
with Director Muirhead of the Financial Aid Branch, Chief
Bent of the Graduate Fellowship Section, and several pro-
fessional staff members.

New or Expended Programs Versus Existing Programs

One of the issues which was the subject of lively dis-
cussion was that of the emphasis being given to new or
expanded programs when there was much unused capacity
in already existing strong programs at other institutions.
One of the participants at the meeting argued that the
application of the standards of newness and expansion was
arbitrary and led to an emphasis on novelty, which was
undesirable. He maintained that the purpose of title IV
was to increase the Nation's potential to develop college
teachers and that college teachers were needed not in novel
programs but in the core areas of education. Several par-
ticipants supported the view that it would be preferable
to strengthen existing programs rather than expand them
further when they were underused. Dean Bent pointed out,
however, that even if all of the unused capacity in the
graduate schools were fully utilized, there would still be
a short supply of teachers. This fact, he said, argued for the
development of graduate piograms beyond those currently
in operation. Several deans supported him in this point
of view.

Tuition for Title IV Fellows-
Another topic on which there was a divergence of views

was the question of whether or not an institution should
be permitted to charge tuition and fees, considering the
fact that the institution received a cost-of-education pay-
ment of up to $2,500 per student. Several maintained that,
by charging the student tuition and fees, an institution was
depreciating the value of a fellowship to the student and
undermining one of the purposes of the program. The op-
posing view was that graduate education was very e):pen-
sive and some institutions had to utilize every avenue of
income it could in order to make ends meet. The discusion
led to the adoption of the following statement which was
to be distributed to institutions in the application materials
for 1961-62:

"Institutions are expected to make suitable arrange-
ments to assure a net stipend to the holder of a Title IV
Fellowship which is adequate to enable him to pursue a
full time course of study without outside employment. For
example: If an institution charges tuition it might award
an additional scholarship to the Fellow or pay his tuition

from the institutional paymunt which accompanies the fel-
lowship. Another alternative is to waive tuition in whole
or in part. Some institutions will find it important to note
that the amount of tuition collected from a student is de-
ducted from the attributable cost in arriving at the pay-
ment to be made by the Office oi Education to the institu-
tion.

"The institution is expected to advise an NDEA Fellow-
ship candidate, at the time he is nominated, of the terms
of the award, including tuition charges.-

Recommyndations

The Committee next asked to go on record with a state-
ment urging a multiplication of the number of fellowships
to be awarded in view of the great need for college teachers.
The Committee unanimously agreed to the following
resolution;

"The Advisory Committee to the U.S. Commissioner of
Education on the Title IV Program of the National De-
fense Act, expresses its confidence, both to the Commis-
sioner and to the academic community, that the Title IV
Program has made a significant contribution to alleviating
the shortage of college teachers. It further recognizes, how-
ever, that the magnitude of the problem requires the con-
tinuation and expansion of a Graduate Fellowship Pro-
gram under the sponsorship of the U.S. Office of Education
and urges that all appropriate actions be taken to effect
that goal."

The Committee also made the following two recom-
mendations:

1. The Committee recommended that the 1960-61 limit
of 150 fellowships to be awarded to second- and third-year
students was a reasonable one and should be continued
for another year.

2. The Committee recommended that the administra-
tors of the title IV program undertake a placement listing
of title IV fellows in their last year of graduate study. Such
a list would be circulated, perhaps several times during the
year, to all 4-year institutions of higher education in order
to bring title IV fellows to the attention of college admin-
istrators. It was understood that the Office of Education
would have no responsibility for employment other than
publicizing the availability of this group of potential
teachers. It was also agreed that cooperation and coordina-
tion with the Woodrow Wilson program would be de-
sirable.

In regard to the calendar for the next fiscal year, the
Committee was asked if it would be willing to devote an
entire week to the evaluation of programs rather than .3
weekends, as in the past. The Committee agreed that meet-
ing for 1 full week would save time and improve the quality
of evaluations. The Committee also agreed that the early
March nomination date should be continued and that steps
be taken to encourage students to make known as soon as
possible their decision to accept or decline the fellowship
offer.
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The Chase Study

John L. Chase, who had left the Graduate Fellowship Sec-
tion in March 1960 to become Specialist for the Social Sci-
ences in the Higher Education Programs Branch of the
Office of Education, was called upon to give some of the
findings of a survey of doctoral study which he had initiated
early in .7he fall of 1959. He reported that 139 graduate
schools had indicated that they could accept 20,405 ad-
ditional doctoral candidates in their graduate schools with
the faculty and facilities that they woo' sl have available
at the beginning of the academic year 1960-61, without
lowering the quality of their graduate training. Forty-eight
percent of the additional doctoral capacity was in the
natural sciences, mathematics. and engineering; of the re-
mainder, 37 percent was split rather evenly between the
social sciences and the hunianitis s.

Dr. Chase also stated that institutions had reported 3,930
graduate students as having completed all formal require-
ments for the doctor's degree except the dissertation and
whom they were willing to recommend for a 1-year fellow-
ship to enable them to finish the dissertation. The greatest
percentage of these, the so-called ABD's (all but the disserta-
tion) was in the social sciences and humanities, 59 percent;
the physical sciences and engineering together represented
27 perceat of the total. The smallest percentage of the
ABD's was in the .Lological sciences.

The survey also revealed that the most serious barrier to
the further expansion of graduate education over the fol-
lowing 3 to 5 years was the lack of financial support for
graduate students. The second highest ranking barrier was
lack of academic facilities.

The findings of Dr. Chase's study were timely because
thought was beginning to be given to possible amend-
ments to NDEA; the act was due to expire on June 30,
1062. Some of the recommendations that were to be made
later in the nature of expanding the scope of the title IV
appear to have stemmed from these findings.

Dean Bent's Lotter of Late May 1960 to Title IV
Coordinators

In a letter to coordinators in late May, Dean Bent an-
notincecl that application forms and instructions to be used
in connection with new NDEA title IV fellowship pro-
grams for the year 1961-62, as well as for additional fellow-
ships for programs already approved, would be mailed out
before the end of June with a deadline of October 31 for
the return of the completed applications.

Dean Bent's letter quoted the resolution passed at the
m ay 13-14 meeting of the Title IV Advisory Committee
in regard to tuitio-n charges for title IV fellows. The letter
also announced a new policy whereby, under certain con-
ditions, it would be possible to grant educational leave to
title IV fellows.

Dean Bent cited two kinds of cases which would un-
dotibtedly arise rather frequently. First, the case in which
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the normal progress toward a degree included a period of
time, usually spent off campus and with no course credit
given, for practical work. Clinical experience in certain
areas of psychology, and teaching experience in education,
were examples of these. The second was the case in ,thich
the writing of a dissertation would require field work for
gathering data before the dissertation could actually be
written.

Permission for "educational leave" would be based on
conscious planning, supervised by the student's adviser and
dean, and the leave had to make an important contribution
to the student's graduate program. The Office of Education
wanted to know, at the time a student began his NDFA fel-
lowship, just what this pattern would be. The period of
the award, including the leave of absence, had to be set in
advance and approved by the Commissioner. The purpose
of providing for educational leave was to allow sufficient
flexibility to allow each student to follow the course of
study which he and his institution decided was the best
one possible.

Dean Bent also urged title IV coordinators to take some
care in the titles they gave to programs they would submit
for approval in the fall. In general, they were asked to in-
dicate first the major department in which the program was
to be offered, then follow this with a subhead showing a
special field, if one was involved. This assistance was neces-
sary to avoid confusion in the listing of approved programs
and would insure that students in chemistry, for example,
would find a program in radiation chemistry listed under
chemistry, rather than radiation.

At the end of his letter Dean Bent announced that he
was returning to the University of Missouri on June I and
that Robert H. Bruce, Dean of the Graduate School of
the University of Wyoming, would become his successor.
Until Dean Bruce arrived in September, Robert M. Rosen-
zweig was to he Acting Chief of the Section.

Other 1959-60 Activities

Two questionnaires were sent out by the Graduate Fel-
lowship Section during the last half of the fiscal year. The
first one was to title IV fellows asking such questions as
whether or not they would have attended graduate school
if they had not received a title IV fellowship, whether or
not their fellowship had influenced a decision to work
toward a master's or doctor's degree, how many years they
estimated it would take them to earn the doctorate with,
and without, a title IV fellowship, and whether or not
their fellowship had influenced them toward deciding on
a carter of college teaching. The second questionnaire was
sent to the directors of the title IV programs. It was open-
ended and requested narrative answers to 11 questions on
the impact of the title IV program on title IV fellows,
availability of teaching assistants, teaching loads of faculty,
expansion of facilities, and related matters. No publication
resulted from either of these questionnaires. The findings
were used simply as a tool for internal evaluation of the



title IV program and for preparing justifications to be used new fellowships for 1960-61 had been officially awarded, ofin congressional hearings. these, 1,420 were full 3-year fellowships, while 72 fellow-
ships went to second-year graduate students and eight to

1960-61 Fellowship Awards Announced third-year students. It is interesting to observe that, al,
though institutions were permitted to award as many as 159In the May 1960 issue of the Office of Education publica- fellowships to second-year and third-year graduate students.tion Higher Education, it was announced that the 1,500 they nominated only 80 for such awards.
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CHAPTER V

third year of
operation

Robert H. Bruce, a psychologist, did not officially became
Chief of the Graduate Fellowship Section until September
1, 1960. He served, however, 1 week in June and 1 week
in July as a consultant to the Section. In July he sent a
letter to the Title IV Advisory Committee telling about
plans for the ensuing year. He also informed the Commit-
tee that a final appeal had been rejected by the Comptroller
General in the matter of replacing fellows whose appoint.
ments had been terminated before expiration. He said that
apparently appropriate legislative action would be required
before replacements could be made.

Regulations on Administration of Title IV Published in
Federal Register

The first official regulations pertaining to the admin-
istration of the National Defense Fellowship Program ap-
peared in the Federal Register September 29, 1960. These
regulations gave legal status to the policies and procedures
that had been developed during the 2 years of the title IV
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program. In addition, the Register included a few new
policy determinations.

One of the new regulations concerned outside work by
a fellow. The previous rule was inflexible, namely, that a
fellow could not engage in gainful employment (periods of
time falling between academic years excluded) during the
period of his fellowship, except that if he was holding a 3-
or 2-year fellowship he could be employed by the in-
stitution in which he was enrolled, in teaching or research
determined to izo. beneficial to his academic program, up
to one-fourth time during no more than one of such
academic years. The Register annouaced a relaxation in the
rule. Henceforth, the Commissioner could approve longer
employment periods upon written application submitted
by the fellow and approved by his adviser and the dean
of the graduate school. The approved application was to
set forth the need of the fellow for such employment and
its relation to his academic program.

Another new policy concerned the period of the fel-
lowship award.. Normally the fellowship was for a period



not to exceed 3 consecutive years beginning with the
academic year indicated in the award. Under the new rule,
on the application of the fellowship holder, forwarded to
the Commissioner of Education with the recommendation
of the i,,titution, the Commissioner could waive thc re-
quirement that the years be consecutive. The waiver would
be made for good cause, such as illness or induction into
the Armed Services, or other circumstances deemed by the
Commissioner to be consistent with the objectives of the
program.

Also included in the regulations were rules concerning
payments for dependents. A dependent was defined as an
individual who received one-half or more of his or her
support from the fellow and either (1) wa :. spouse, child
(including stepchild), or parent (Including stepparent or
parent-in-law of the fellow or (2) was one for whose sup-
port the fellow was legally responsible. As provided in the
act itself, a fellow was entitled to receive i400 each fellow-
ship year for each dependent, to be issued in installments
along with stii_ ad payments. In case of the acquisition
of a new dependent during fellowship tenure, a fellow
was entitled to the amount payable for an entire install-
ment period if the dependency began during the first half
of the installment period. If the dependency began in the
second half of an installment period, a fellow was en-
titled to half of the amount payable for the entire in-
stallment period.

New Manual Issued for Participating Graduate Schools

In the fall of 1959, a six-page, stapled leaflet designated
as Policy and Procedure Manual NDEA Title IVNo. I
was issued by the Office of Education and sent to all title
IV coordinators. In October 1960, a 46-page booklet titled
The National Defense Graduate Fellowship Program: A
Manual for Participating Graduate Schools (October 1960,
OF-55016), was issued to replace the leaflet of the previous
year. The purpose of the new manual was described in its
Introduction:

"This Manual of policies and procedures for the Na-
tional Defense Graduate Fellowship Program is written
fo.i the use of officials at participating graduate schools
whose duties touch on the operation uf the Fellowship
Program. It brings together in one place the law, the regu-
lations, and policies adopted pursuant to them that gov-
ern the conduct of Title IV. Inevitably, as new situations
arise, or as experience dictates its wisdom, some of the
policies contained in this Manual will change. When a
change takes place, appropriate notice will be given and
the new statement should be substituted in the Manual
for the old."

The 1960 Manual covered in detail: the purpose of the
program; institutional eligibility and participation; de-
scription, terms, and conditions of fellowship awards; re-
sponsibilities of participating institutions; and, rules gov-
erning attributable costs. It alse contained nine appendixes
which included forms and specific instructions used in the
administration of the program.

In addition to rules anti policies previously discussed in
this report, the new manual announced that, although an
institution could apply for approval of any number of
programs, each year a limit (which was not specified)
would be set ot: the total number of fellowships which
would be allotted to any institution. In previous announce-
ments, 50 was stated as the limit. The manual also an-
nounced that the Office of Education would not intercede
on the behalf of any student in Selective Service matters,
It added, however, that the Office would undertake on
request, to inform any draft board of the nature and pur-
poses of the title IV program.

Question on Distribution of Fellowships

On October 15, 1960, 1 month in advance of the meeting
of Advisory Committee members and consultants to evalu-
ate title IV applications for the academic year 1961-62,
Dean Bruce sent to Committee members a staff-prepared
analysis of various factors which he thought they might
want to take into accoL t when considering the distribu-
tion of fellowships. The analysis included data on existing
distribution of full-time faculty by major areas; percent of
recent doctorate holders entering college and university
servke; number of fellowship awards by the Federal Gov-
ernment and all of the large private agencies; and the
amount of support for graduate study by fellowships from
all sources. One of the significant conclusions drawn by
Dean Bruce from this analysis was that the fields of the
humanities and education were receiving very little fellow-
ship support. Another was that students in the biological
sciences were receiving nearly twice as much support as
students in the physical sciences and the social sciences,
due most likely to the large amounts of money being con-
tributed by the National Institutes of Health.

Dean Bruce reported that, as a result of agreement with
NDEA title Vi (Language Development) administrators,
title IV would offer no fellowships in languages other than
French, German, Spani:_, and Italian. Also, clinical
psychology and related disciplines would not be supported
by title IV fellowships because these were well supported
by the National Institute of Mental Health.

Assistant Commissioner Babbidge Reports on Title IV
to Association of Graduate Schools

At the annual meeting of the Association of Graduate
Schools (AGS) held in San Francisco October 24-26, 1960,
Assistant Commissioner for Higher Education Homer D.
Babbidge, Jr., gave a status report on the title IV pro-
gram.' Dean Bruce also attended this meedng, as a guest
of the Association.

Dr. Babbidge lauded the cooperation of the many mem-
bers of AGS who had assisted in the implementation of the

l Homer D. Babbidge, Jr, "Graduate Fellowships and the Federal
Government." In Association of Graduate Schools Journal of Pro-
ceedings and Addresses of the Twelfth Annual Conference. Edited
by Everett Walters, The Ohio State University Press. 1960, pp, 87-99,
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title IV program. He discussed the conflicting points of
view within the graduate communitybetween those who
favored the "newness" and "expansion" requirements of
the existing law and those who favored allocation of more
fellowships to underutilized strong graduate schools. He
said that he favored a middle ground between these two
extreme points of viewnamely, that a certain portion of
the fellowships continue to be awarded under the require-
ments of the existing law, and that additional authority
be given to the Office of Education to award the remaining
fellowships without regard to newness, expansion, or
broader geographical distribution. The presidential elec-
tion was coming up shortly and Dr. Babbidge emphasized
that he did not know what the next administration would
recommend in this regard. He pointed out, however, that
both presidential candidates had recommended continua-
tion and expansion of the graduate program.

In his speech, Dr. Babbidge erred in two predictions.
First, he said that he didn't believe that the Office could
continue indefinitely the highly successful rotation of
graduate deans to administer the title IV program. Sec-
ond, he said that t_he Office had "weathered the small
storm" that had sprung up as a result of fellowship awards
in such fields as religious history. Biblicai literature, folk-
lore, ceramics, music, and ecology of flowing waters.

Administrative Problems Faced by the Graduate
Fellowship Section

Because of the growth in the number of fellOws on ten-
ure (almost 2,500 in 1960-61), the small staff of the Gradu-
ate Fellowship Section was finding it increasingly difficult
to handle the clerical work in a way that would insure
timely payments to title IV fellows. The problem woula be
greater in 1961-62, with almost 4,000 fellows on tenure.

Therefore, in a letter on November 3 to title IV co-
ordinators, Dean Bruce asked if each institution, in order
to insure prompt payments to fellows, would be willing to
assume the responsibility for transmitting U.S. Treasury
checks to fellows. The Office of Education would send the
checks to the institution before the openir g of the school
year. The institution would then distribute the checks to
the fellows.

A second problem was that of moving up the deadline
for submission of applications from October 31 to Septem-
ber 30 in order to allow more time for publicizing the op-
portunities available to prospective students under tit'e
IV. Without the help of institutions in disbursement of
payments to fellows, the small Office of Education staff
would be totally unable to cope with the processing of
the large number of program applications coming in at
the same time as the checks were to be distributed.

Title IV Competition for Academic Year 1961-62

The Advisory Committee, augmented by eight consult-
ants comprised of college presidents, deans, and professors.
=convened on November 16, 1960, to review and rate 948
applications submittedlay 161 graduate schools and request-
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ing 5,09.1 new fellowships to commence in 1961-62. Atter
the group and the Office staff had spent several days eval-
uating and reviewing the applications Dean Bruce aml three
Advisory Committee members made the final allocation of
fellowships on November 28. On December 12 Commis-
sioner Derthick annouuced the api.-oval of 525 programs
at 116 graduate schools. Of the 525 approved programs,
321 were previously approved programs which received
additional fellowships for 1961-62, aud were programs
approved for fellowships for the first time. There were also
155 programs continuing in 1961-62 without an additional
allocation of fellowships.

Fifty-five percent of the 525 approved programs and 61
percent of the 1,500 fellowships allocated were in the hu-
manities, education, and the social sciences: These were the
largest percentages allocated to nonscience _fields in the
3-year history of the program.

As had Dean Bent the previous year, Dean Bruce in
January 1961 senr mit a letter to all institutions which had
submitted proposals for programs for 1961-62, The letter
explained why, due to limitations imposed by the authoriz-
ing act and related appropriated funds, many excellent pro-
grams could not be supported. The letter also discussed the
shortcomings of some of the proposals, suggesting that these
deficiencies be corrected before the next submission.

Secretary's Pallei of Consultants Makes Recommenda.
tions

The National Defense Educational Act of 1958 had 4-
year authorization and was due to expire on June 30, 1962,
unless exiended. In order to allow adequate lead time, it
would he necessary for the 87th Congress to consider
amending the act during its first session. To gather expert
advice on what kinds of amendments to NDEA would be
desirable, Secretary Flemming appointed in late summer
of 1960 a panel of 21 consultants. The panel included a
heavy representation of public school administrators to-
gether with presidents and deans of colleges and univer-
sities, both private and State-supported. The field of gradu-
ate education was represented by R. M. Lurniansky, Dean
)1 the Graduate School and Provost of Tulane University.

The panel held five sessions in the fall of 1960, and its re-
port was released at a new conference on January 12, 1961.2

The panel recommended that any extensions of NDEA
voted by the Congress should be for a period of 5 years,
and it made specific recommendations for each of the titles.
For title IV the consultants recommended:

1. That the present program be continued and expanded.
2. That additional fellowships be authorized for those

institutions that could use them within existing capacity
of established departments.

3, That the Conunissioner of Education be authorized

2 National Defense Eduration Art. Hearings Before the Subcommittee
on Edueatkm, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, Senate. 871 h
Congten, 1st Session. Washington; U.S, Government Printing Office.
1961. p. 559.



to appoint substitutes to fellowships vacated before the
full term was used.

4 That a uniform payment to the institution of $2,500
per fellow per year accompany each fellowship.

5. That additional fellowships be authorized for a period
of 1 year for college and university teachers who needed
to complete requirements for a doctoral degree.

6. That fellowships be provided tor postdoctoral train-
ing.

7. That the graduate fellowship program be broadened
and greatly expanded to include the grat.ing of fellowships,
of appropriate duration and character, to students plan-
ning to teach at the elementary and secondary school
level.

In arriving at their recommendations, the consultants
had utilized background material prepared by the Office
of Education staff. In recommending a uniform payment
of $2,500 per fellow per year to accompany each fellowship,
the consultants had been informed that incomplete data
submitted by some of the institutions participating in the
title IV program indicated that $3,400 was a representa-
tive figure of the yearly cost to the institution for the
education of one fellow, although Dean Bruce was of the
opinion that the actual cost was well in excess of this
figure.

Administration Recommends Amendments to NDEA

Senator John F. Kennedy, the 1960 Democratic nominee
for President, was elected 35th President of the United
States in November 1960, He had been for a number of
years a member of the Senate Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare and therefore was much interested in the
problems of education. As will be discussed in chapte: 14,
he was the prime mover in the 1959 and 1960 attempts
to remove the controversial disclaimer affidavit from NDEA.
In his campaign for the Presidency he promised, if elected,
to support programs which would strengthen education
throughout the country.

A month after his inauguration, President Kennedy sent
a "Special llifessage to the Congress on Education."9 in this
message he recommended a 3-year program of general
Federal assistance for public elementary and secondary
classroom construction and teacher salaries; a long-term
low-interest-rate loan program for academic facilities;
scholarships for talented and needy young people; and
modernization of the National Vocational Acts. He did not
in this message make any recommendations pertaining to
NDEA but said that he would "subsequently ask the Con-
gress to amend and Lxpand the Student Loan and other
provisions of the National Defense Education Act."4

On April 25, 1961, President Kennedy submitted to Con-
gress his recommendations on extending and improving

a Public Palters of the Mesidentv: John F Kennedy, 396 WIshing-
ton: U.S. Government Printing ()Ike. 1962. pp. 107-1 11.

4 Ibid., p. 110,

NDEA. He did this by means of i-lentical letters to thc
President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House, ac-
companied by a copy of the letter he had received from
his new Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Abraham A. Ribicoff. describing the proposed legislation
in some detail. In regard to title IV, the Ribicoff letters
proposed:

"3. Graduate fellowship program (title IV): Make per-
manent and substantially enlarge and extend the pro-
gram of graduate fellowships.

"We propose that the aggregate number of new fellow-
ships to be awarded annually be increased from 1,500 to
5,000 with up to 2,500 to be awarded to persons accepted
by institutions establishing new or expanded graduate pro-
grams as under the present title. The remainder would he
awarded to persons selected by the Commissioner for
study in any graduate programs at any institutions of
higher education.

-We also recommend that the Commissioner of Educa-
tion be authorized to appoint substitutes for fellowships
vacated before the full term is used. This is not now
possible under the act.

"We propose that the cost-of-education allowance to the
institution attended by a fellowship holder be fixed at
$2,500 per fellow in new or expanded graduate programs,
and at $2,000 in other programs, in lieu of the varying
amounts now authorized. Experience indicates th,-It these
amounts are well within the average costs involved, and
that the administrative burdens to the institutions and the
Federal Government of determining costs on a fellow-by-
fellow basis are not warranted. Also, the provisions relat-
ing to the amounts of stipends for the fellows would be
made more flexible so that they could readily be adjusted
in the light of changes in the cost of living and other rele-
vant factors, by making the amounts thereof subject to
determination by the Commissioner.

"We would amend the act to give preference in the
award of fellowships to those who intend to teach in ele-
mentary and secondary schools as well as to those who
intend to teach in institutions of higher learning.

-The graduate fellows7-tip program under title IV has,
in our judgmen ;one a long way toward fulfilling the
objectives of strengthening and expanding graduate educa-
tion throughout the country. This title, with its emphasis
on expansion of opportunities for doctoral candidates in
institutions of higher education, and on the award of fel-
lowships to persons who contemplate careers in teaching,
is due to provide soon a much needed increment to the
faculty needs of our colleges and universities. In view of the
estimated need for 22,500 additional new faculty members
each year, however, greatly increased efforts are necessary.

"The successful experience which the Office of Education
has had with title IV, in cooperation with the graduate
,,rhools of the country, clearly indicates to us that this pro-

gram, enlarged and placed on a permanent basis, can and
will play a key role in assuring that requisite faculty will
be available to train the greatly increased number of young

41



men and women who will be entering upon higher educa-
tion in the coming years."6

Bills to Amend NDEA Introduced

The administration's proposals to amend NDEA were
embodied in identical bills (S. 1726 and H.R. 67741 ,tro-
duced on April 27, 1961, in the Senate by Senatc: _ster
Hill and on May 3, 1961, in the House of Representatives
by Cleveland M. Bailey, Democrat of West Virginia. All of
the proposals that Secretary Ribicoff had recommended in
his April 21 letter to President Kennedy were included in
these two bills. Representative Roman C. Pucinski, Demo-
crat of Illinois, introduced his own bill, H.R. 7378, on May
13, 1961, just before the House hearings on NDEA amend-
ments opened. However, the amendments proposed for title
IV in his bill were identical to those proposed in the ad-
ministration bills.

Two other bills of relevance to title IV of NDEA were
introduced during the first session of the 87th Congress.
S. 1227, introduced on March 7, 1961, by Senator Prescott
Bush, Republican of Connecticut, extended the graduate
fellowship program for 5 additional years and authorized
3,000 new fellowships 1:o be awarded during each of these
years. Such fellowships were to be for periods of study not
in excess of three academic years, except that 500 of them
each year were to be awarded for periods not in excess of
one academic year needed to complete the doctorate. In the
case of any such fellowship not used for the full time for
which it was awarded, the Commissioner could reawarcl the
fellowship for the unused period of time. Also, the Bush
bill provided for a uniform subvention of 52,500 to par-
ticipating institutions for each academic year of study by
a fellowship holder.

Another bill was that of Representative Carroll L. Kearns,
Republican of Pennsylvania, ranking minority member of
the House Education and Labor Committee. He claimed
that his bill, H.R. 4253, which he introduced February
13, 1961, was a more sound proposal than the administra-
tion bill and that -it adheres more closely to the principles
upon which President Eisenhower based his recommenda-
tions for the enactment of this law."6 Mr. Kearns' bill pro-
posed that the anm number of graduate fellowships au-
thorized be increased from 1,500 to 2,500 and that a uni-
form payment of $2,500 per fellowship per year be made
to each participating institution.

1961 Congressional Hearings on Amendments to NDEA

Hearings on bills to craend NDEA were held in the
Senate on May 13 and 14 and in the House on IO days
in June starting on June 1. In the Senate the hearings were
conducted by the Subcommittee on Educatica, chaired

'Congressional Record. Vol, 107 I rt 5. 87th Congress, 1st Session.
April 27, 1961. pp- 6786-87.

National Defense Education Act. Hearings Before Subcommittee on
Education. Committee on Education and Labor. House. Parts 1-4-
S7th Congress, 1st Session. Washington: U.S. Government Printing
Office. 1961, p. 77.

by Senator Wayne L. Morse, Democrat of Oregon.7 In the
House, hearings were conducted by three subcommittees
of which the Special Subcommittee on Education, chaired
by Representative Edith Green, Democrat of Oregon, was
assigned the responsibility of holding hearings on amend-
ments pertaining to the higher education titles of NDEA,5
During the first 2 clays of the House hearings, !_owever, all
three subcommittees held joint hearings, chaired by Mr.
Bailey, Chairman of the Subcommittee on General Educa-
tion, because during these 2 days all aspects of NDEA
were covered rather than specific titles of it.

In April of 1961 the U.S.S.R. orbited the first man in
space. Thus, as the hearings opened, a situation existed
which paralleled that period when the Soviets had accom-
plished their first space coup in 1957. The feeling during
the hearings was that we were still in precarious competi-
tion with the U.S.S.R. in education. In his opening re-
marks, Senator Morse praised Senator Lister Hill and
quoted Senator Hill's opening remarks in the hearings of
1958 regarding Russia's threat of superiority and the im-
portance of education to America's surviva1.9

Senator Morse warned that unless we surpass Russia
"through the full development of maximum brainpower,
this Republic is throughand it is through in our time."
He added, "I am not an alarmist, but it is with that atti-
tude and approach to this problem that I am pleased and
honored to open these hearings."°

In his remarks opening the House hearing, Mr Baile)
paid tribute to Senator Hill and Representative Carl
Elliott, principal architects of the National Defense Educa-
tion Act of 1958, and then said:

"The Chair believes, in its brief lifetime, the NaC.onal
Defense Education Act has worked well, and has provided
a vehicle to accomplish those things we hoped to accom-
plish. For this reason, and because of his participation in
the original legislation, the Chair was happy to sponsor
H.R. 6774, embracing the recommendation of the adminis-
tration for extension and amendment. This does not neces-
sarily mean he will support every change suggested in the
bill. Neither does it mean that he will turn his back on
other amendments that may be offered."H

Administration Spokesmen Testify

In both the Senate and House hearings, the leadoff
witness was Sterling M. McMurrin, who in February had

Other members of the Subcommittee were Democrats Lister FHB
of Alabama, Patrick V. McNamara of Michigan, Ralph W. 'Yarborough
of Texas, Joseph S. Clark of Pennsylvania, Jennings Randolph of West
Virginia: and Republicans Clifford P. Case of New Jersey, Jacob K.
Javits of New York, and Barry M. Goldwater of Arizona.

8 Other members of the Special Subcommittee on Education were
Democrats Roiwct N. Giainm of Conneticut, John Braden:as of
Indiana, Neal Smith of Iowa; and Republicans Albert H. Quit! of
Minnesota, Charles E. Goodell of New York, and John M. Ashbrook
of Ohio_

°See page IL
IS Senate hearings on National Defense Education Act, op. cit.. p- 18.
" House hearings on National Defense Education Art, op. cit-. pp.



clioeu oy rresiaent xennedy on April 25.12
Two members of the joint subcommittee, Representative
ter Frelinghuysen, Jr., Republican of New Jersey, and
!presentative Robert P. Griffin, Republican of Michigan,
ld Commissioner McMurrin that they thought the ex-
nsion from 1,500 to 5,000 was very large and they would
e to know the reason for an expansion of this magnitude.
immissioner McMurrin replied that ''on the basis of very
.eful studies our office has determined that there is a
-y genuine need for this considerable expansion."15
in response to a question from Representative Albert H.
iie, Republican of Minnesota, on underutilized graduate
ilities, Commissioner McMurrin stated that perhaps up
20,000 additional fellows could be absorbed by institu-
ns in this situation, if they did not have to meet the
uirernents of "newness" or "expansion." The Commis-
ier provided for insertion into the record of the hear-
s the list of institutions reporting unused capacity for
litional doctoral candidates for 1960-61, as obtained
11 the 1959-60 Office of Educatie r> survey by John L.
ise.14

:ommissioner McMurrin requested and received ap-
val to have inserted into the record of the hearings in
h the Senate and the House a lengthy statement titled
!view of Accomplishments under the National Defense
!cation Act of 1958 Together with a Discussion of Pro-
ds for Amendment and Extension." The seeder' on

IV covered five full pages of the hearings report.15
'he other administration witness who testified in regard
ide IV was Robert M. Rosenzweig who had been with
graduate fellowship program from the time it began

il he became assistant to Commissioner McMurrin a
months before his appearance before the subcommittee.
Rosenzweig briefly described the accomplishments of
program up to that time. He pointed out that every
e in the Union, except Alaska and Nevada, was repre=
ed by an institution in the program. Nevada had no
tution which offered doctoral level work and the Uni-
ity of Alaska had only a small program and had never

r. Rosenzweig stated that the title IV program had
e a major impact on the lives and academic careers of
IV fellows. He cited three findings resulting from the

tionnaire sent by Dean Bent to the first 1,000 fellows
re program:
Irst, they enabled a significant number of students to
id graduate school who otherwise could not have done

p. 7.
rid., pp. 91lOO.
aid.. pp. 216-17.

pp. 35-39.

"Third, the fellowships have significantly altered the
career plans of these students toward a career in college
teachiag." 16

Dr. Rosenzweig also cited data to support the desirability
of appointing replacements to unexpired fellowships. He
stated that, of the first 1,000 fellows who were appointed
fe,. study beginning in 1959, 172 had dropped out and of
the next group of 1,500, 101 had dropped out as of the
time he was reporting.

Witnesses from the Higher Education Community

Testifying on behalf of the higher education community
were a number of witnesses who presented the views of
the major higher education associations on the bills being
considered. All of them endorsed the proposed expansion
of the graduate fellowship program from 1,500 to 5,000 new
fellowships annually. There was considerable dissent, how-
ever, on the proposed provisions regarding the manner in
which the 5,000 fellowships could be allocated. The ad-
ministration's bills, S. 1720 and H.R. 6774, provided that,
of the 5,000 fellowships auGtorized, up to 2,500 fellowships
could be awarded under the conditions of the existing pro-
gram, but no restriction was placed on the Commissioner
in awarding the remainder of the fellowships except that
preference should be given to persons interested in teach-
ing in elementary and secondary schools as well as in in-
stitutions of higher education.

Logan Wilson, President of the American Council on
Education, spoke on behalf of the Council as well as the
American Association c.,Z Junior Colleges, the Association
for Higher Education, and the Association of American Col-
leges. He said that although Commissioner McMurrin had
testified on May 12 that he intended to use his authority
for the awarding of additional fellowships in much the
same manner as the associations he represented were pro-
posing, "we do not believe, howeveL, that policies of such
great importance to higher education should be left en-
tirely to one person's discretion. We strongly recommend,
therefore, that the three types of fellowship programs we
have recommended be written into the law."17

The three types proposed by Dr. Wilson were:
1. One program, providing additional fellowships each

year for up to 2,500 students, would be identical with the
existing program, as provided in H.R. 6774.

2. Another program, providing approximately 2,000 fel-
lnwships each year plus any not used in the quotas for
programs 1 and 3, would be allocated to graduate schools
under quotas to fill existing vacancies in programs of

" Ibid., pp. 615lb.
"Ibid., pp. 222. Asa S. Knowles, President of Northeastern Univer.

sity, Boston, represented these associations at the Senate hearings.
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graduate instruction approved by the Comnlissioner, with
no requirement of increased faculty or facilities.

3. An experimental program would provide a minimum
of 500 1-year fellowships each year for college teachers who
are within 1 year of completing the requirements for the
doctorate. If the need for this program decreased in future
years, the unused fellowships should be reallocated to pro-
gram 2.

Dr. Wilson said that "no section of the National Defense
Education Act of 1958 has greater present and potential
importance to higher education than Title IV.""

Speaking on behalf of the State Universities Association
and the National Association of Land-Grant Colleges and
State Universities on this matter was Eric A. Walker, Presi-
dent, Pennsylvania State University:

"We believe that all fellowships awarded under the Na-
tional Defense Education Act except those for postdoctoral
study or the completion of a final year of doctoral work
should be awarded through graduate school on application,
and not awarded on the basis ot permitting the fellow to
enroll in any institution of his choice which would accept
hitn.""

Additional witnesses strongly urged that the fellowships
be allocated to institutions which would in turn select
the award winners, with a large number of them being used
to fill up underutilized capacity in existing strong pro-
grams. Those urging this were Hans Rosenhaupt, National
Director of the National Woodrow Wilson Fellowship
Foundation; Alan D. Ferguson, Assistant Dean of Yale
University Graduate School of Arts and Sciences, who was
later to serve as Director of the National Defense Graduate
Fellowship Program from July 1963, to March 1965; and
John W. Ashton, Graduate Dean and Vice President of
Indiana University, who was later to serve as Director of
the Divisins of Graduate Pr 6rams during 1965-66. They
feared that if this procedure were not followed, fellows
would tend to congreg: .2 at a few prestigious institutions,
making the rich gradaata schools richer and the poor ones
poorer. Dr. Rosenhaupt said that, in its existing form, the
legislation might seriously interfere with private programs
which operated in the same area.20

Witnesses generally endorsed a uniform subsidy payment
to institutions for each title IV fellow. Some thought that
this subvention should be $3,000as suggested by Dean
Henry Bent oia-L of his year's expericnce as director of title
IV programsinscead of the payment of up to $2,500 as
prov_ided in the initial act.21

Dr. Ferguson (who incidentally favored 4-year fellow-
ships rather than 3-year ones because he could remember
only two students at Yale University over a 5-year period
who had completed the doctorate in 3 years) was concerned
about the provision that permitted the Commissioner to
prescribe stipc 1c1 amounts and dependency allowances. He

p. 221.
" Ibid.. p. 560. Henry E, Bent, . n of the nate School, Univer-

sity of Missouri, represented these associations t the Senate hearings.
211 p. 6-11,
21 p. Cd0.
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preferred to see more awards given at a small stipend level
and greater use made of the student loan provisions of
NDEA.

All witnesses were much in favor of the provision that
would permit the unused time of vacated fellowships to be
awarded to other qualified graduate students. They also
favored the provision for some 1-year fellowshipsup to
500 was the commonly accepted figureto be awarded to
all-but-dissertation students. There was no objection but
little enthusiasm expressed for the provision to include
as desirable fellowship candidates those students interested
in teaching in elementary and secondary schools.

U.S. Chamber of Commerce Opposes Expansion of Title IV

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce, through its Director
of Education, submitted on May 12, 1961, a statement to
Senator Morse opposing extension of NDEA including title
IV fellowships, on the grounds that it was originally en-
acted as an emergency undertaking to terminate after 4
years.

If, in spite of its objection, there still was to be an in-
creased number of fellowships, the Chamber urged that the
fellowships be limited to the humanities, the arts, and the
social sciences because the National Science Foundation
and the National Institutes of Health were already grant-
ing a wide variety of fellowships in science.22

Opposition to Title IV .eellowships Related to Theological
Subjects

Representatives from three organizations Baptist Joint
Committee on Public Affairs; Protestant and Other Ameri-
cans United for Separation of Church and S,.ate; and
American Civil Liberties Union) testified against the award-
ing of NDEA fellowships to person2 pursuing studies in
the area of religion. Specific objection was lodged against
the award that had been made of three fellowships in
Biblical studies to students at Emory University, a Meth-
odist institution in Atlanta, and five fellowships to students
at Union Theological Seminary, an interdenominational
institution in New York City. Lawrence Speiser, Washing-
ton Director of the American Civil Liberties Union, called
this "a clear violation of the principle of separation of
church and State."25 All three organizations requested that
fellowships in the area of religion be excluded from the
title IV program.

Clean Bill Reported by House

On June 28, 1961, the House Education and Labor Com-
mittee reported out a clean bill, H.R. 7904.24 This bill pro-
vided that the title IV program be expanded to authorize
the Commissioner of Education to award 5,000 3-year

'2 Ibid., p. 263.
" ibid., p. 765,
24 Report No. 674. Housa. 87th Congress, 1st Session. Jtilv 6, 1961.

p. 80.



fellowships each year for fiscal 1962 and the succeeding
5 fiscal years. Up to 2,000 of this total were to be awarded
to persons in new or expanded programs; up to 1,500 to
persons in underutilized existing graduate programs; and
the remaining number to be awarded by the Commissioner
as he determined necessary to carry out the purposes of
the act. The Commissioner was authorized to reaward un-
used portions of vacated fellowships. Preference was to be
given to persons intending to teach in a college or uni-
versity. Preference to those interested in teaching in ele-
mentary and secondary schools, as provided in the earlier
bill (H.R. 6774) by Mr. Bailey, was dropped in the new
vers;on.

The amount of the stipend to F.J paid to a fellowship
holder was to be determined 1-,y the Commissioner pursuant
to regulatiens. The bill provided a cost-of-education allow-
ance of $2,500 per fellowship holder to be paid to an
institution in the new or expanded program category; in
remaining categories, $2,000. No fellowship was to be
awarded for study at a school or department of divinity or
for study of theology or religion in preparation for teach-
ing in a divinity school, or for service as a minister or in
some other religious vocation.

In "Minority views," six Republican members of the
Education and Labor Committee, while in favor of some
expansion of title IV, were opposed to what they regarded
an inordinately large expansion. The amended bill would
allow for as many as 15,000 fellows in the third year of
the program.25 They argued that "such a large increase
in the Title IV Program would, in our judgment, almost
certainly result in discouraging privately financed fellow-
ships and might well be injurious to the quality of graduate
training_"26

Clean Bill Reported by Senate

On July 31, 1961, the Senate Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare reported out a clean bill, S. 2345. This bill
was introduced in the Senate that day by Senator Wayne
Morse, who had conducted the Senate hearings on NDEA
amendments. It replaced the earlier administration bill,
S_ 1726, introduced by Senator Lister Hill on April 27.

S. 2545 would make the title IV program permanent, as
proposed by the administration, and increase the number
of fellowships to 5,000 a year, with the duration of each
fellowship to be determined by the Commissioner but in
no case to exceed 3 years.

The 5,000 fellowships annually authorized under title
IV would be divided into two categories. In the first
category would be such number, not in excess of 2,500,
as the Commissioner might determine, which would be
awarded as were the 1,500 authorized by existing law in
new or expanded programs approved by the Commissioner.

25 These Members were Carroll D. Kearns of Pennsylvania, Petei
Prelinglmysen, Jr., of New Jersey, William H. Ayres of Ohio, Robert
I Griffin of Michigan, Albert H. quie of Minnesota, and Peter A.
Garland of Maine.

p. 77.

Such programs could be approved only for a 3-year period,
although the Commissioner could extend the approval for
another three-year period upon finding that such n ex-
tension was necessary to accomplish the objectives of this
part- of the title. The remainder of the 5,000 fellowships
authorized for any fiscal year would be awarded for gradu-
ate study by students who had been accepted for enroll-
ment at institutions of higher education.

S. 2345 also authorized the reawarcl of fellowships in
cases where fellows had vacated them before the allotted
time had expired. Only the unused period of the fellow-
ship could be reawarded. The bill provided that, in the
selection of fellows, preference was to be given to persons
who, in writing, expressed their intention to teach in an
elementary or secondary school or in an institution of
higher education upon completion of their graduate work.

The bill provided that persons awarded fellowships
would receive stipend- for each academic year in such
amounts, not in excess of $5,000 for any postdoctorate fel-
lowship or $3,600 for any other fellowship, as might be
prescribed by the Commissioner from time to Li pur-
suant to regulations, plus ail additional amount ot $400
for each such year on account of each dependent. Institu-
tions would be uniformly paid $2,500 per fellow, per
academic year, in new or exparr/ed programs, and $2,000
in other programs. However, these payments would be
reduced by the amount of any tuition exacted of title IV
fellows.

Finally, S. 2345 wok two steps to indicate cluarly to the
Commissioner of Education the kinds of fellowsnips which
should and should not be awarded under the title IV
program.

1. It specifically excluded front eligibility all fellowships
for graduate study at a school or department of divinity or
religion, or graluate study of a religious or theological
nature.

2. It inserted language limiting the fellowships to study
in such subjects as the Commissioner deemed important
to the national defense and which were consistent with the
declaration of policy in section 101 of NDEA.

In its report to the Senate, the Committee was specific on
the kinds of programs it felt were consistent with the pur-
pose of NDEA:

"In thus restricting the Commissioner of Education, the
committee does not intend to imply thai only a very nar-
row selection of courses is related to the strength of the
Nation. On the contrary, the connnittee believes that the
strength of the Nation rests significantly upon overall excel-
lence in college and university faculties in the humanities
and social sciences, as well as in science, mathematics, engi-
neering, and modern foreign language. Indeed a well-
educated scientist or linguist is in need of exposure to
excellent instruction in fields other than his specialty. How-
ever, the committee believes that in the light of the gen-
eral objectives of this act, expenditures should. be concen-
trated in those fields of studyscience, engineering, hu-
manities, and social scienceswhich are closest to the de-
fense needs of the Nation. The preparation lf college
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teachers in history, economics, and government, for ex-
ample, is more directly related to a strong system of under-
graduate training to meet the Nation's defense manpower
needs, than are graduate programs in folklore or church
music."27

Minority Views

Senator Barry M. Goldwater, Republican of Arizona,
and Senator John G. Tower, Republican of Texas, inserted
a lengthy, joint minority statement (60 pages with ap-
pendixes) opposing many of the provisions of S. 2345, in-
cluding those affecting title IV of NDEA. They were
part::ularly concerned about the Committee's recommenda-
tion that three of the most important titles, including title
IV, would be made permanent by the bill:

-When the National Defense Education Act was origi-
nally adopted in 1958, it was designed to meet an allegedly
immediate emergency situation. Because no one could fore-
tell either the duration of the emergency or how successful
the bill would be in meeting it, all of the programs were
established on a temporary basisfor a limited number of
years."28

With reference to title IV, the two Senators asserted:
"Experience until Title IV, the national defense fellow-

ship program, inspires little confidence that this program
will materially strengthen the national defense. During
the past 3 years only about 27 percenL of the fellowships
awarded under the Act were in mathematics, ei.gineering,
and the physical sciencesof the 3,840 fellowships awarded
only three were in nuclear engineering, and a substantial
number were in fields not e-.en remotely related to defense.

"Thus, the proposal contained in the Committee bill to
increase the number of fellowships awarded annually from
1,500 to 5,000 can only result in further disproportionate
distribution of fellowships far removed from the national
defense concept. The relatively small number of fellow-
ships awarded to individuals studying mathematics, engi-
neering, and the physical sciences is indicative of the fact
that, if the fellowship program were restricted to die basic
purposes of the Act, the Commissioner of Education would
have found it difficult to dispose of all the fellowships
available to him. In view of the excellent fellowship pro-
grams administered by the National Science Foundation
and the Atomic Energy Commissioner, there is no justifica-
don fm increasing the size of the fellowship program in
this act."29

In an appendix to their statement of minority views,
the two Senators listed 25 programs, with 144 fellowships,
which they said were specific examples of fellowships totally
unrelated to national defense and to the professed purposes
of the National Defense Education Act. This list included
fellowships in the fields of home economics, music, drama
and theater, fine arts, folklore, and religious studies.

22 Report No. 652. Senate. 87th Congress, 1st Session, July 31, 1961.
28 /bid., P. 120-21.
" Ibid., p. 138.
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Two-Thor Extension of NE1EA Pc ased

Neither H.R. 7300 nor S.. 2345 reached the floor of the
House or the Senate, respectively. President ::ennedy had
proposed a large amount of legislation. Back in April of
1961 Representative John Brademas, Democrat of Indiana,
correctly predicted that the great amount of legislation to
be considered would create a problem in getting legisla-
tion relating to higher education passed:

"The legislative traffic is heavy. In one session of Con-
gress some 15,000 bills may be introduced. Still more
important, the President has many other measures in which
he is interested. Legislation on higher education must in
this sense compete with bills on depressed areas, housing,
health insurance for the aging and the minimum wage, to
cite just a few major issues on which the President has
pledged action."30

Of greater consequence in the failure of H.R. 7300 and
S. 2345 to reach the floors of their respective chambers was
the controversy over the church-State issue of Federal aid
to education. On May 25 the Senate, by a vote of 49 to 34.,
passed S. 1021, a bill providing Federal assistance to public
school ,';:acilities. The House reported out a similar bill
authorizing a 3-year program of Federal grants to States
to assist their local agencies to construct urgently needed
public elementary and secondary school facilities and to
employ public school teachers and pay them adequate
salaries, but the bill was bottled up in the Rules Committee
and was not allowed to reach the floor of the House. The
Rules Committee that year had been increased from 12
to 15 members, due to administration back:ng, in hopes
of getting key legislation passed.

The Congressional Quarterly Service, in its publication
Federal Role in Education, explained what took place:

"The House Education and Labor Committee June 1

reported a clean bill (H.R. 7300) authorizing $2.5 billion
in grants to the States for school construction and teachers'
salaries. In the meantime, Catholics, with the help of
House Majority Leader John W. McCormack, Democrat of
Massachusetts, a Cath lie, and the acquiescence of Health,
Education, and Welfare officials, were seeking assurances
that the NDEA bill with its provisions for loans to private
school would be brought to the House floor in tandem with
the public school bill. They feared that Congress would
pass the public school bill and then kill the private school
loan section of the NDEA. Their fears were not unjustified,
for several Southern and border-State Congressmen who
favored public school aid represented strongly Protestant
constituenr,:s which opposed aid to Catholic schools. Two
Catholic Rules Committee members who ordinarily sup-
ported the AdministrationJames J. Delaney, Democrat
of New York, and Thomas P. O'Neill, Democrat of Massa-
chusettsvoted with the Committee's five Republicans
and two Southern DemocratsHoward W. Smith of Vir-
ginia and William M. Colmer of Mississippi to withhold

" Job n Bradernas. "Higher Education and ti,- 87th Congress.
Higher Education (17:7). April 1961. pp. 6-7.



House floor action on the public school bill until the
NDEA bill was reported to it.

"The House Education and Labor Committee promptly
reported the NDEA bill (H.R. 7904), extending and
amending the Act, with a provision of $275 million in
long-term, low-interest loans to private schools for class-
room construction for the specified subjects. Neverthe-
less, the Rules Committee July 18 tabled (killed) ensemble
the public school bill, the NDEA bill and the college aid
bill (authorizing both grants and loans for classroom con-
struction, plus college scholarships) which had also been
reported. Voting to table the bills were all five Republicans,
and three DemocratsSmith, Colmer, and Delaney. Al-
though attention focused on Delaney's vote, three other
Committee SouthernersCarl Elliott, Democrat of Ala-
bama, Homer Thornberry, Democrat of Texas, and James
W. Trimble, Democrat of Arkansaswere ready to table
the NDEA bill had it come to a separate vote. Had this
happened. there .was little doubtnow that the lines of
-the controversy had hardenedthat the public school bili
could not have survived."31

In the other legislative house, the leadership decided not
to bring S. 2345 to the floor of the Senate until they saw
what was going to happen in the House. In the meantime,
Public Law 815 and 874, which provided financial assistance
to federally impacted areas and which had much congres-
sional support, had expired on June 30, 1961. The admin-
istration had been urging a scaling down and eventual
phasing out of this assistance and substituting in lieu there-
of general school assistance. In addition, since the existing
National Defense Education Act was scheduled to expire
on June 30, 1962, there was great concern that much harm
would be done to the continuity of a number of NDEA
titles if no action on extending NDEA was taken hefore
the adjournment of the first session of the 87th Congress.
To resolve the problem, Representative Adam Clayton
Powell, Demo:rat of New York, who that year had
come Chairman of the House Committee on Education and
Labor, moved on September 6 the suspension of rules and
the passage of H.R. 9000, which he had introduced at
that time and which extended for 2 additional years the
expired provisions of Public Laws 815 and 874, 81st Con-
gress, and the National Defeme Education Act of 1958.

In his remarks concerning H.R. 9000, Mr. Powell said:
"As chairman of the Committee on Education and Labor,

may I say that our sights. for 1962 have been aimed at a
tremendous increase of legislation in the field of higher
education. I am not going to initiate any legislation in the
field of school construction for elementary or secondary
schools, nor teachers' salaries, unless I am directly re-
quested by the President, as I was this time or unless the
majority of my colleagues of the committee so decide. It
is my personal opinion, and I may be totally wrong, that
the temper of this House is of such nature that Federal
aid to school construe! ion !..'!" is dead for at least the

al Federal -?ole 1,1 Edam, Quarterly Service. Wash-
ington. D.C., 1965. p. 29.

next year. I think it is deplorable, but we must face the
stark, brutal, and disheartening fact and not dissipate the
energies of this committee nor this House on that which
will bring no results whatsoever.

"I do not think the mood of this douse, in this era ot
atomic energy and astronauts, is keyed to higher education.
For this purpose our Committee has brought out several
bills, especially the higher education bill of the gentle-
woman from Oregon (Mrs. Green) which received bi-
partisan support. We intend to press for passage of this bill
during the remaining days of this year or the early days of
next year.

"It is most important that we institute a crash program
for training American young people in the sciences. Upon
the basis of statistics prepared for me by the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, and my very capable pro-
fessional staff, I would like to announce the startling fact
that by 1970, just 8 years from now, the Soviet bloc will
have 15 million students enrolled in colleges and uni-
versities, and the free world will have only 7,500,000. They
are outproducing us each year, and we will automatically
become a second-class educational power.

"I know what I am about to say will be heartbreaking
to those who believe in the humanities and the liberal
arts, but I believe we cannot afford o continue to spend
money disproportionately in those fields. The crisis is one
of science. We are rapidly being lost sight of in the tech-
nological race for world survival. Therefore, whether we
like it or not, we must, for a while, emphasize the sciences,
even if it means deemphasizing the humanities. Otherwise,
we might wake up one clay to find that we have no hu-
manity."32

H.R. 9000 was passed by a roll call vote of 378 to 32.
Representative James Roosevelt, Democrat of California
and a supporter of NDEA, was one of those votfng no. He
felt that a 1-year extension, under the circumstances, was
more desirable because "today we are being asked to freeze
this act (NDEA), with all its imperfections, not for 1 year
but for 2 years. And I do not see how anybody, in the
interest of good legislation, can want to do that, particularly
when this NDEA Act does not expire until the 1st of July
next year."33 The Quarterly Congressional Service ex-
plained that some Democratic House leaders wanted only
a 1-year extension, leaving them a lever for school aid
moves in 1962, but the price of the support of Representa-
rive Charles A. Halleck, Republican of Indiana, was a 2-
year bill.34 Mr. Halleck was Minority Leader in the House.

House-passed H.R. 9000 was received in the Senate on
September 7, 1961, and referred to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare, which had on August 15 reported out
of Committee a bill (S. 2393) to ex.tend for 1 year the
temporary provisions of Public Law 815 and 874, the bills
on federally impacted areas. S. 2393 had no provisions for

32 Cung,essional Reeen-l. Vol. 107, Pait 14. 87th Congress, 1st S ssion.
,teptember 6, 1961. p. 18244.

33 Ibid., p. 182.35.
34 Federal Role ill Eduealio . op. cit., p. 29.
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extension of NDEA. Senator Morse, who subm:tted the re-
port of S. 2393, was against any simple extension of NDEA.
He was holding out for the amendments to NDEA con-
tained in S. 2345, and he was willing to wait until the next
session c , the 87th Congress to obtain the desired action.
Howeves, sentiment grew that the matter of extension
should not be delayed because this would create serious
problems of continuity of the act. President Kennedy him-
self became concern,-el and he sent a letter on September 9
to Senator Michael J. Mansfield, Democrat of More.ana,
who had taken over as Majority Leader when Senator
Lyndon B. Johnson became Vice President, urging a, one-
year extension of school aid for impacted areas and NDEA.
He said in this letter:

"An extension of these programs should make it pos-
sible for the Congress to make a careful review of their
content and costs next year. School aid to federally im-
pacted areas could then be re-examined to update its opera-
tion and effect possible economies. Also, the increased de-
mands which are being thrust upon this Nation make it
especially important that we give consideration next year to
strengthening those provisions of the National Defense
Education Act which improve the quality of education in
this country.

"Therefore in my judgment a one year extension of
school aid for impacted areas and the National Defense
Education Act provides the best assurance that reevalua-
tion of legislation affecting education will take place early
next year."55

On September 12, Senator A. S. Mike Monroney, Demo-
crat of Oklahoma, offered an amendment in the nature of
a substitute for S. 2393. The language of the amendment
was that of the House-passed H.R. 9000, providing a 2-
year extension of NDEA. Senator Morse, who, as mentioned
before, was actually opposed to even a 1-year extension,
offered two unsucces4u1 amendments to the Monroney
amendment. One of his amendments was to extend for 1
year the provisions of law relating to assistance for schools
in federally impacted areas. The other was to extend NDEA
for 1 year. After the unsuccessful Morse amendments, the
Monroney amendment was adopted by a roll call vote of
80 to 7, following which S. 2392 was passed by a voice
vote.

S. 2393 then went to the House, where it was taken up
on the floor on September 18 on the motion of Mr.
Bailey. In commenting on S. 2393, Mr. Bailey noted that it
was identical to H.R. 9000 which they had already passed.
"It is now necessary,- he said, "for the House to pass S.
2392 so that there is a bill with a common number to
send forward to the White House."36

Under suspension of rules procedure, because the first
session of Congress was rapidly drawing to a close, the
House passed S. 2393 by a roll call vote of 342 yeas to 18
nays.

President Kennedy signed S. 2393 into law on October 3,

3" Congressional Record. V01. 107, Part 14, op. cit., p. 19058.
n" I hid., p. 18831.
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1961, establishing Public Law 87-344. fhus the provisions
of the National Defense Education Act were extended for
another 2 years, with a new expiration date of June 30,
1964.

Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1962

Secieta7 Ribicoff was the leadoff witness in both the
House hearings (March 14, 1961) and the Senate 1i.2arings
(April 5, ;961) on appropriations for the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare. The administration was
requesting $211,207,000 in ncw obligational authority for
fiscal year 1962 for Defense Educational Activities, includ-
ing $22,762,000 for National Defense Fellowships, an in-
crease of $2,012,000 over the amount appropriated for 1961.

Office of Education witnesses testified in the Senate on
April 7 and in the House on April 12. In the House hear-
ings, Peter P. Muirhead, Director of the Financial Aid
Branch, was asked by Representative Winfield K. Denton,
Democrat of Indiana about a program of folklore at Indiana
University which had been criticized on the House floor by
Representative H. R. Gross, Republican of Iowa. Mr. Den-
ton said Mr. Gross had stated that it was difficult to under-
stand why a course in American folklore should be
supported by legislation that bore the title "National
Defense Education Act.- Mr. Denton wanted to know how
such a program would be related to college teaching. Mr.
Muirhead reaplied:

"This particular program in American Folklore was
intended to proride training for college teaching in Ameri-
can literature. It was a fine program, well supported by
the University and led to a Ph. D. with particular empha-

on American folklore in the larger discipline of the
humanities.""

Dr. McMurrin also defended the tunding of the program
and said that "sooner, or later, we are going to have to
recognize that the real problem of American defense is
tied up with the whole structure of our culture.-35

H.R. 7035 was reported out of the House Committee on
Appropriations on May 15, 1961. The bill included an ap-
propriation of $210,857,000 for Defense Educational Activi-
ties, a reduction of $350,000 from the administration's
request but nevertheless $23,377,000 over the amount ap-
propriated for ll:'61. The net decrease of $350,000 was
composed of three items: (1) a decrease of $1,000,000 from
the $22,762,000 requested for National Defense Fellowships;
(2) a reduction of $350,000 from the $7,250,000 requested
for institutes for counseling personnel, and (3) an increase
of $1,000,000 for area vocational education programs.59

H.R. 7035 was taken up for consideration by the House
on May 17, with John Fogarty floor manager for the bill.
In his introductory remarks, he mentioned that it was his
15th consecutive year of working on the bill, the last 11

37 Labor and Health, Educalion and Welfare Appoprjalioii for
1962. Hearings Before t:te Subcommittee of the Committee. Senate.
Washington: U.S. Government Minting Office, 1961. p. 359.

'8 Itiid., p. 359
R epo rt No. 392. House. 87th Congress, 1st Session. p. 9. 10.



years as chairman. In each of those 11 years, the Commit-
tee had issued a unanimous report.40 Among other pro-
visions of the bill, he stated that there was a reduction of
$1,000,000 in the appropriation for graduate fellowships.
He said that the reduction would "curtail the program ex-
pansion in 1962 but . . . not reduce any existing pro-
grams."41

Representative Frank Thompson, Jr., Democrat of New
Jersey, protested the cut.42 In answer to a query from
a Member, Representative Melvin R. Laird, Republican
of Wisconsin, ranking minority member of the Subcommit-
tee of the Committee on Appropriations having cognizance
of the budgets for Labor and Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, explained why the cut was made;

"We feel that the fellowships which have been approved
by the Office of Education should be carefully scrutinized.
I direct attention of the gentlemen to the record of the
hearings of our committee, in which all of these fellowships
as they were approved by the Office of Education are set
forth. We feel that some of the fellowships approved are
not in keeping with the intent of the National Defense
Education Act as it was explained, as it was presented and
as it was passed by the House of Representatives and the
U.S. Senate. We feel that this needs review. Certainly an
increase of $1 million over last year's budget allows suffi-
cient latitude for the Office of Education to carry on a very
fine program but we want these programs and grants re-
viewed very carefolly."43

At the end of the House debate on H.R. 7035, Mr. Gross
offered an amendment to the portion of the bill dealing
with appropriations for Defense Educational Activities pro-
viding that "no part of the appropriations contained in
this paragraph should be available for fellowships in the
humanities and social sciences field." In offering his amend-
ment, Mr. Gross said:

"I offer this amendment in order to try to get the Na-
tional Defense Education Act back to where I am sure
the Congress intended it should be; that is, to provide
fellowships for the study of mathematics, physics, engineer-
ing, chemistry, and other similar sciences as an aid to the
national defense effort of this country. This thing has
gone far astray. We now provide fellowships for social
studies, studies in humanities, and so forth. My amendment
simply brings it back to where I think it should be. I know
of no reason why under the National Defense Education
Act there should be studies of the ecology and economics
of flowing water, English folklore, and American folklore.
What is the difference between English and Amerkan
folklore? I will be pleased to have any member of the com-
mittee tell me the difference and why we should be pro-
viding fellowships under the National Defense Act to
study folklore, jazz, the theater, and so forth." 44

Congiessional Record Vol. 107, Part G. 87th Congress, ist Session.
nay 17, 1961. p. 8233.

11 Ibid., p. 8236.
4z Ibid., p. 8249.
43 Ibid., p. 8255.
" Ibid.. p. 8268.

After a brief discussion, pro and con, Gross' amendment
was rejected by a voice vote. Soon thereafter Mr. Fogarty
moved that H.R. 7035 pass. The motion was agreed to by
a voice vote. It was then sent to the Senate where it was
referred, on May 18, to the Committee on Appropriations.

The Senate Committee on Appropriations reported out
H.R. 7035 on July 25, 1961. The accompanying report,
which was submitted by Senator Lister Hill, discussed
several amendments which had been made to the House
bill. For Defense Educational Activities, the Committee
recommended an increase, of $850,000 over the House
allowance and $500,000 over the budget estimate. In regard
to NDEA title IV fellowships, the report stated:

-The allowance for national defense fellowships was re-
duced by $1 million by the House. The committee recom-
mends an increase of $500,000 in this item, the Department
having advised that the remainder of the cut could be
absorbed inasmuch as dropouts from the 1960 awards would
reduce the estimated fund requirements by approximately
that amountand under the law the fellowship award can-
not be transferred. This increase of $500,000 will permit
an additional 110 graduate fellowships to be awarded to
students who are preparing for college teaching. In view
of the impending doubling of znrollments in colleges
and universities, the committee believes that this program,
which is the only Federal program specifically designed to
alleviate the college teacher shortage, should be supported
at the maximum authorized level in 1962. This will permit
a total of 1,500 new fellowships to be awarded.

"However, while recommending this support, the com-
mittee has indicated its concern about the fields in which
some of the fellowships have been approved in the past
years. The committee finds it difficult to understand the
relationship between awards in some fields and national
defense needs, and has included language in the bill which
it hopes will guarantee that future approvals will be
judiciously made in areas where there is the most urgent
need for trained teachers and within the terms of the
stated purpose of the Act as recited in Title I:

'It is therefore the purpose of the Act to provide sub-
stantial assistance in various forms to individuals, and to
States, and their subdivisions, in order to insure trained
manpower of sufficient quality and quantity to meet the
national defense needs of the United States.' "45

H.R. 7035, as amended, was passed by the Senate on
August 2, 1961. When the bill returned to the House, Mr.
Fogarty moved that the House disagree with the amend-
ments of the Senate and agree to the conference requested
by the Senate. Mr. Laird objected to the conference with
the Senate until he had received from the administration
a statement of opinion regarding the $1 billion-plus that
had been added onto the bill by Senate amendments. Mr.
Laird quoted President Kennedy from his address of May
25, 1961, to a joint session of the Senate and House of
Representatives in which he urged that "the current deficit

1* Report No. 618. Senate. 87th Congress, 1st Session. July 25. 1961.
p. 12.
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be held to a safe level by keeping down all expenditures
not thoroughly justified in budget requests." When Mr.
Laird was assured by the White House and the Department
of Health, Educatio a, and Welfare that they supported
the budget as presented to Congress and were opposed to
increases over it, Mr. Laird withdrew his objection to the
conference and conferees were appointed.

During this conference, the House conferees agreed to
the $500,000 restoration of the funds for the fellowship
program as proposed by the Senate. On the other hand, the
House conferees receded and accepted the language of the
Senate with regard to the award of l'ilowships, namely,
-that no part of the appropriation shall be available for
graduate fellowships awarded initially under the provi-
sions of the Act after the date of enactment of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare Appropriations
Act of 1962, which are not found by the Commissioner
of Education to be consistent with the purpose of the Act
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as stated in section 101 thereof.-46 The House accepted
the conference report on September 11 and the Senate
accepted it on September 12. The President signed H.R.
7035 on September 22, 1961, making it Public Law 87-290.

End-of-Year Activities

In March of 1961, Dean Bruce sent to the students who
had been awarded fellowships beginning in the fall of
1960 a questionnaire similar to the one Dean Bent had
mailed tbe previous year. As in the case of Dean Bent's
questionnaire, the findings of the survey were not pub-
lished but were used internally in the Office of Education
for evaluation of the program and for preparation of
justifications for congressional committees.

Conference ityporl Vo. 1151. House. R7r1 C tigress Isr Scsiou
September 7, 1961.



CHAPTER VI

fourth year of
operation

Harold Howe, on leave as Dean of the Graduate School
of Kansas State University and professor of agricultural
economics, became the fourth head of the graduate fellow-
ship program in July of 1961.

Dr. Howe's first action, in early July, was that of send-
ing to participating institutions the new certification of
enrollment forms, together with information on the new
payment schedule and policy for stipends and dependency
allowance for fellows. During the first tiree years, there
was a separate certificate of enrollment form for each
student. Under the new procedure, each new certificate of
enrollment sheet provided for the certification of essential
data on 20 fellows. With regard to payment of stipends
and dependency allowances, title IV coordinators were in-
formed that, instead of payments being mailed directly to
the fellows, noinr the checks would be mailed from the U.S.
Treasury, in separate envelopes addressed to the individual
fellow, hut in care of the title IV coordinator. First pay-
ments were scheduled to reach all participating schools on
or about September 1 and subsequent checks for the sec-

ond semester and second and third quarters were scheduled
to reach institutions by the beginning of the month in
which the session began.

Tale IV coordinators were also informed that no longer
could payments be spread out so as to include payment
during a summer session. Beginning with academic year
1961-62, no payments would be made for attendance at
summer school even though summer session might be re-
quired of all fellows in the program. This change in pro-
cedure in no manner affected the institution's right to re-
quire fellows to attend summer school, nor did it affect
the amount of money received by a fellow. It simply regu-
larized the payments.

Commissioner Implements Congressional Recommenda-
tions on Eligible Fields of Study

As mentioned earlier, the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee amended H.R. 7035, the appropriations bill for the
Departments of Labor and Health, Education and Wel-
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fare for fiscal 1962, by providing that no part of the ap-
propriation could be used for new awards of fellowships
which were not found by the Commissioner of Education
to be consistent with the purpose of the act as stated in
section 101 thereof: namely, that -it is the purpose of
this act to provide substantial assistance in various forms
to individuals, and to States and their subdivisions, in order
to insure trained manpower of sufficient quality and quan-
tity to meet the national defense needs of the United States."

When Commissioner McMurrin became apprised of the
Senate Committee action, which took place on July 25,
1961, he wrote Senator Lister Hill, Chairman of the Senate
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, on July 31. He
said he was aware of the congressional attitude on fellow-
ship awards and that "it will be my purpose to insure that
new graduate programs and supporting fellowships estab-
lished under this will be directed toward meeting the needs
of our colleges and universities for well-trained teachers
in those academic disciplines, including areas of the hu-
manities and the social sciences that are basic or closely
allied to the education and fullest development of our
talented youth and to do so in such a mariner as to con-
tribute to the defense needs of the country.- Senator Hill
replied on August 5, "I am pleased to learn that you will
personally concern yourself with the development of neces-
sary policies and regulations which will insure that this
title will be carried out in a manner which will fulfill
the expectations held by Congress when this act was
passed in 1958.-

As a result of this exchange of letters, Assistant Corn
sioner for Higher Education Homer D. Babbidge, Jr., re-
ported to the Commissioner on August 9 that he had taken
three steps to gather information which would help in
developing guidelines for approving title IV programs
and fellowships for the 1962-63 academic year:

1. The Programs Branch of the Division of Higher Edu-
cation would undertake to provide all available informa-
tion about the current distribution of college teachers by
basic undergraduate fields, and make projections of future
needs for college teachers in these fields.

2. The Office of Scientific Personnel of the National
Academy of Sciences would undertake a study designed to
provide information about the undergraduate preparation
of doctoral candidates in science, mathematics, and foreign
languages; as well, it would examine the attitudes of these
persons with regard to the value of their undergraduate
preparations in all fields.

3. Some of the Title IV Advisory Committee members
would convene in early September to prepare, with the in-
formation on hand, a tentative statement to be used in
developing ground rules for choosing programs and fellow-
ships for the academic year 1962-63.

On August 21, 1961, Dean Howe sent a memorandum to
all title IV coordinators telling them that Congress had
expressed concern about several of the fields in which
NDEA fellowships Lad been approved in past years. He
quoted from Commissioner McMurrin's lei ter to Senator
Hill in which the Commissioner said he would insure that
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fellowships would be awarded only in those academic
disciplines, including those in the humanities and the social
sciences, which contributed to the defense needs of the
country. Dean Howe asked the coordinators to urge their
departments, when preparing their applications for 1962-
63, to propose only those programs which were clearly con-
sistent with the language of the act and in accord with
Commissioner McMurrin's statement.

A subcommittee of three members' of the Title IV Ad-
visory Committee along with the Graduate Fellowship Set.-
tion staff, met early in September of 1961 and, with the
aid of the data that had been prepared for them, recom-
mended that the following fields be considered eligible for
priority consideration in the awarding of fellowships:
Agriculture
American studies
Anthropology
Biological sciences
Economics
Education
Engineering
English
Foreign area studies
Geography

History
Mathematics
Modern foreign languages

and linguistics
Philosophy
Physical sciences
Political sciences, including

international relations
Psychology
Sociology

Excluded from priority consideration were the fine and
applied arts, ancient studies, and religion. Within the gen-
eral area of the social sciences, lesser priority was to be
given to those of an applied nature than to those that
would serve the potential college instructor in teaching
basic foundations at the undergraduate level.

The October 1961 Association of Graduate Schools
Meeting

The Association of Graduate Schools (AGS) held its 13th
Annual Conference in 1961 at New Orleans October 23-25.
Dean Howe reported on the three recent developments
which pertained to title IV. These were: (a) the failure of
proposed substantive and technical amendments of NDEA
to pass; (2) congressional censure of some title IV pro-
grams, culminating in the action of the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee: and (3) the 2-year extension of NDEA.

Dean Howe pointed out that the bill prepared by the
House Committee on Education and Labor and referred
to the Rules Committee had proposed that 5,000 new fel-
lowships be awarded annually. The bill limited to 2,000 the
number of fellowships to be awarded under the "new or
expanded" provisions of the program, allotted up to 1,500
fellowships to institutions to make use of present facilities

three Title IV Advisory Committee members were: Henry E.
Bent, Dean, Graduate School, University of Missouri at Columbia;
Robert H. Bruce, Dean, Graduate School, University of Wyoming;
and Leonard B. Beach, Dean, Graduate School. Vanderbilt University.

Public announcement of the fields chosen to receive priority con-
sideration under title IV was made in the November 1961 edition of
the leaflet series, NDEA AND HIGHER EDUCATION (OE-50024-2).
published by the Division of Higher Education. Office of Education.
This leaflet regularly went to all institutions of higher educatimL



and to promote a wider geographical distribution of
graduate facilities, and authorized the Commissioner to
award at least 1,500 fellowships on such bases as he would
determine. Dr. Howe also reported that the Graduate Fel-
lowship Section staff had recommended to the Commis-
sioner of Education that at least 1,000 of the additional
fellowships be granted on a freedom-of-cli 'ice basis and
that up to 500 be allocated to the so-called ABD's (all but
dissertation).

The discussion which followed Dean Howe's presenta-
tion centered on the Senate's limitation of fields of graduate
study under NDEA. Ali who spoke criticized the Senate
action. Dean J. P. Elder of Harvard University said he
hoped that the Title IV Advisory Committee would take
the view that "the best-defended country is the country that
is educated in all-around fashion in all the disciplines."2
Dean John W. Ashton of Indiana University said that, al-
though AGS could not instruct the memberi of the Advisory
Committee, "it is essential that we continue to express as
vigorously as possible the feeling that limiting these pro-
grams to areas that fall into a very narrow interpretation
of this congressional statement would weaken the general
program as well as represent a real misunderstanding
among certain Congressmen as to the nature of graduate
education."3

As a result of the discussion, a motion was passed unani-
mously that a statement expressing the views of AGS on
this matter be sent to the U.S. Commissioner of Education.
The following statement, prepared by Dean Bryce Craw-
ford, Jr., of the University of Minnesota, and Dean Ashton,
was transmitted to the Commissioner on January 3, 1962,
by Everett Walters, Secretary-Treasurer of AGS and Gradu-
ate Dean of Ohio State University, who was to become in
1962-63 Director of the Graduate Fellowship Program.

"The Association of Graduate Schools (its Canadian mem-
bers abstaining) urges that in the administration of the Title
IV Fellowship Program of the NDEA, it be fully recognized
that in the interest of the national defense, breadth of
programs is essential; that such defense is not attained by
the narrowly conceived training of scientists only in fully
science-related fields, and that the undue restriction of
fields in which fellowships are to be available is not in
the national interests."4

The Competition for 1962-63 Fellowships

The institutional competition for 1962-63 fellowships
began on October 29. Eleven consultants assisted the Title
IV Advisory Committee in the evaluation of the 1,120
applications which had been received from 173 institutions.
The Advisory Committee, of course, kept in mind the

2 "National Defense Education Act, Title IV", (ournol of Pro-
ceedings and Addresses of the 131h Annual Conference of the Associa-
tion of Graduate Schools. Columbus, Ohio: Ohio State University Press,
1961. p. 125.

3 Ibid., p. 126.
4 Mid., p. 1213.

Senate criticism of some of the past title IV program ap-
provals..

In advance of the meeting, the Committee members and
the consultants were provided with a list of the fields
which were being suggested to them as worthy of high
priority and those which were considered as ineligible for
support. Because congressional concern had been directed
toward the granting of fellowships in but a few subject-
matter fields, a narrow selection of courses was not en-
visioned in the restrictions imposed by the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee. On the contrary, the final objective
was a strong system of undergraduate training resulting in
a well-rounded education. "Undergraduate- was the key
word in interpreting what were the basic disciplines. The
objective of title IV was to train college and university
teachers who presumLbly would be engaged in the teach-
ing of undergraduate students. The fields of study in which
all or most undergraduate students enroll would clearly be
satisfactory. At the other extreme would be fields of study
patronized by comparatively few students; naturally it was
more difficult to justify these unless it could be shown
that they were strategic in the national defense program.

To assist the Committee members and t!' consultants
in their deliberation, the Graduate Fellowshi,. :!ction staff
had prepared a percent distribution of college teachers in
relevant fields and a so-called ideal percent distribution
in the formulation of which allowance was made for (1)
the fellows in each field who, it was estimated according
to available data, would not enter teaching careers and
(2) the imbalance which then existed in the distribution
among fields, of actual tot fellowship assiAance.

A problem in previous competition was that panelists
were divided into subpanels expert in certain broad areas
of knowledge. Although general guidelines were set up
for all panels, it inevitably occurred tha, some panels
graded high and some graded low, causing some inequities
in final program approvals. To reduce the problem and
also to approximate the ideal" distribution which had
been developed by the staff, the panelists in the various
academic areas were asked to aim for a program approval
formula which would apportion the 1,500 new fellowships
within the following ranges:

Field Percent range

Humanities 19-24
Education 9-14
Social sciences 21-26

Subtotal 53-58

Biological sciences 16-21
Physical sciences , . .. . 14-19
Engineering 7-12

Subtotal ............... .. . .. 42-47

As a result of the competition, 571 programs were ap-
proved at 157 colleges and universities for the 1962-63
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academic year. Alaska was the only State which did not
have a program. Of the 571 programs to be supported, 398
had received support in past years and were being al-
located additional fellowships. The remaining programs
were being supported for the first time. The full authorized
total of 1,500 fellowships were allocated to the 571 ap-
proved programs. A total of 5,621 fellowships had been
requested in the 1,120 applications which had been sub-
mitted.

Fifty-six percent of the fellowships allocated were in the
nonscience areas (humanities, education, and social sci-

ences) down 5 percent from the previous year, and 44 per-
cent were in the science areas (biological and physical sci-
ences, and engineering) up 5 percent from the previous
year. This considerable shift in one year was clearly a
consequence of the recent congressional action.

Advisory Committee Meeting of October 31, 1961

Following the sessions on the allocation of fellowships,
th Advisory Committee held a policy meeting on October
31. One resolution dncussed was the following:

Resolution: "We enthusiastically commend the Com-
missioner for his statement before the Title IV panels
in support of Federal aid to graduate education broadly
interpreted. The restrictions placed upon the opera-
tion of the Title IV programs during the current year
are most unfortunate and we hope will be removed
at the earliest possible date.-

This resolution evoked a great amount of discussion.
Opinion was expressed questioning the validity of the
assumption that title IV was supposed to assist graduate
education across the board. It was suggested that the first
sentence be reworded to commend the Commissioner for
his statement "in support of a broad and liberal inter-
pretation of the Title IV program." This wording was
rejected in favor of the original. However, concern was
expressed regarding the original resolution, for it sounded
as if the group was going on record as favoring across-the-
board Federal aid to graduate education. It was decided
to table the resolution until the next policy meeting of
the Advisory Committee.

The Advisory Committee passed another resolution
strongly urging that every effort be made to continue the
appointmenl of a graduate dean or person with similar
experience as admirnstrator of the title IV program. Dur-
ing the discussion of this resolution the suggestion was
made that appointments be made for 2 years rather than
1 year.

Hearings on AppropriatEons fox Fiscal Year 1963

The hearings on appropriations for the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare opened before the House
Subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations on
anuary BC. 1962, John Fogarty presiding. HEW Secretary

Abraham Ribicoffaccoinpanied by Wilbur J. Cohen, As-
sistant Secretary, and James F. Kell), Department Budget
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Officerwas the leadoff witness. The Department's request
for Defense Educational Activities, which was approved
by the Bureau of the Budget, was $229,450,000, including
$21,200,000 for NDEA fellowships.

Office of Education witnesses were called to testify on
February 20. Mr. Fogarty asked Commissioner McMurrin
what had been done since the previous years as a result of
congressional criticism. Dr. McM urrin replied that "we
have changed the regulations to eliminate fellowships in
several fields: fellowships in the field of religion, fellow-
ships in the field of ancient studies, and fellowships in the
fine arts."5 Mr. McMurrin then called upon Kenneth W.
Mildenberger, who had 1-,..orne Director of the Financial
Al-.1 Branch when Peter Muirhead became Assistant Com-
missioner for Legislative and Program Development, for
elaboration. Dr. Mildenberger said that the Office of Edu-
cation had denied approval to 47 programs which had
been approved in previous years. At Mr.'Fogarty's request,
Dr. Mildenberger entered into the reccad of the hearings
the names of these programs and the institutions which
had requestedeanproval of them.

Dr. McMurrin stated that he had administered the fel-
lowship title the previous year according to the purposes
of the act as interpreted by the Congress, but he was not
happy about the limitations which had been imposed:

"I would like to say that we have been subjected to
very severe criticism at this point from various academic
groups and I personally believe that the principle upon the
basis of which this criticism has been offered is a principle
very worthy of consideration by the members of this com-
mittee and the members of Congress. I personally believe
that the principle is a sound one. It is simply the recogni-
tion, as I stated last year before this committee, that in
the long run the strength and security of the Nation depend
upon the quality of the educational programs as a whole;
that the humanities and the fine arts contribute very
importantly and in a very fundamental way to the strength
of our society as well as to the quality of our culture. I
believe personally that it is an unfortunate thing that the
National Defonse Education Act does not clearly allow for
the awarding of fellowships on a broader basis in the neld
of the fine arts and the humanities. So that, although we
have undertaken to adhere rigorously to the requirements
of the law, I believe nevertheless that the criticism of our
aaion is based upon the very sound principle that the na-
tional strength calls foe a broad program of improyement .

of edocation in all fields."6
In support of his position, he received permission from

the chairman to insert into the record of the hearings the
resolutions passed by the Association of Graduate Schools
(AGS) in October 1961 and by the Americirat Council of
Learned Societies (ACT S) at its annual meeting of Janu-

Department of Labor and Health, Education and Welfare Ap-
propriations for 1963. Hearings Before a Subcommittee of the Corn-
mittee on Appropriations. House,. 87th Congress, 2d Session.
Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office. 1962. p. 659.

p. 660-61.



ary 21, 1967. The AGS resolution was quoted earlier in this
chapter. The ACLS resolution follows:

"Resolved, that this council regards it as imperative, in
the national interest and for strengthening of American
education on the broadest possible front, that the Federal
Government extend its support of summer and academic
year institutes for secondary school teachers to include the
basic humanities and social studies on the same basis as
modern foreign languages, mathematics, and the natural
sciences.

"Resolved, that this council very strongly urges that the
Federal Government in the national interest and for
strengthening of our scholarly and intellectual resources
on the broadest possible front, extend its support of higher
education and research to include all the humanities and
the social sciences on the same basis as mathematics, the
natural sciences, and technolog-y."7

The Senate hearings on HEW appropriations opened
before Senator Hill's subcommittee on March 6, 1962, with
an appearance by Secretary Ribicoff, followed by Com-
missioner McMurrin on March 15. Dr. McMurrin ex-
plained that the appropriation requested for national de-
fense fellowships represented a decrease of $170,800 from
the fiscal year 1962 appropriation to take account of an
annual average dropout rate of 7 percent during the first
3 years of the program.a He stated that the 1963 budget
estimate of $21,200,000 would continue the program at
the 1962 level of operation.

When Dr. McMurrin mentioned that the Office did not
have the authority under the existing law to fill vacated
fellowships, Senator Hill asked him if he would like such
authority. Dr. McMurrin said that he would like to have
it very much. As he had done before the House Appropria-
tions subcommittee, Dr. McMurrin urged that a liberal
interpretation of title IV be taken in relation to fields con-
sidered vital to the national security and the national
defense. He said that he knew Senator Hill agreed with
him in principle on this position.0

The Labor-HEW appropriations bill, H.R. 10904, was
reported from the House Committee on Appropriations
on March 23. It contained the full appropriation requested
for Defense Educational Activities. H.R. 10904 was re-
ported out of the Senate on June 29, with the amount for
Defense Educational Activities unchanged. The Senate
Report of the bill stated that the $21,200,000 authoriza-
tion for fellowships was the amount necessary to provide
the total number of authorized fellowships: 1,500 new,
1,290 second-year, and 1,298 third-year fellowships.") The
House passed an amended bill (no amendments to NDEA
appropriae.ons, however) on August 1 and the Senate on

Ibid., p. 662.
Labor-Health, Education and Welfare Appropriations for 1963.

ilearings Before a Subconunittee of the Committee on Appropriations.
Senate. 87th Congress, 2d Session. Washington: U.S. Government
Printing Office, '1962. p. 1055.

ibid., p. 1064-65.
"Retort No. 1672. Senate. 87th Congress, 2d S ssion. lune 29, 1962.

p. 15.

August 2. The President signed it into law (Public Law
87-582) on August 14, 1962. The law still contained the
clause which had appeared in the law of the previous
year and which had been written into H.R. 10904 by the
House subcommittee and accepted by both the House and
the Senate: namely, "That no part of this appropriation
shall be available for graduate fellowships awarded initially
under the provisions of the Act after the date of enact-
ment of the Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare Appropriations Act of 1962, which are not found by
the Commissioner of Education to be consistent with the
purpose of the Act as stated in section 101 thereof."

Advisory Committee Meeting of April 28, 1962

The Committee was convened for the purpose of dis-
cussing a numbff of policy matters. Before this discus-
sion began, conunittee members were given a briefing on
the legislative situation by Dr. Mildenberger who had
testified at hearings on appropriations for 1962-63. He
explained that H.R. 7904 was reported by the House
Education and Labor Committee on July 6, 1961, and
tabled by the House Ruks Committee on July 18, 1961, and
that S. 2345 was reported by the Senate Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare on July 31, 1961, but was
not acted upon by the full Senate. He said these bills
were technically not yet dead but were not 10-ely to be
approved since Congress had in the fall of 1961 extended
NDEA for 2 years, without substantive changes. Dr. Milden-
berger indicated, lelwever, that the Department was ex-
pecting to submit to the Congress convening in 1963 es-
sentially the same amendments to NDEA _as it had in
1961. These amelAments called for:

1. Establishment of the graduate fellowship program on
a permanent basis.

2. Increase in the number of annual awards to 5,000, no
more than 2,500 of which would be in new or expanded
programs.

3. Payments to institutions of a fixed sum of $2,500 per
fellow for new or expanded programs and $2,000 per fel-
low for other awards.

One of the policy matters discussed by the Advisory
Committee was whether or not there should be a definite
limit on the number of years a program might be con-
tinued. It was noted that 93 of the 272 programs which
launched title IV in the fall of 1959 had received 4 years
of support. Committee members were also reminded that
the instructions for preparing applications for 1963.-64 pro-
grams had stated that if a program had received Lellow-
ship support for 4 years the applicant would need to pro-
duce a strong case for the granting of additional fellow-
ships. Attention was also directed to the fact that H.R.
7904 and S. 2345 of the current session of Congress limited
the period pf approval for new or expanckd graduate pro-
grams to 3 years, with the possibility of extending such
approval for a succeeding 3-year period.

No resolution was passed but there seemed to be a
consensus that support beyond 4 years should be permitted

55



when justified. It was generally agreed that the develop-
ment of a really good Ph. D. program was a long-range
undertaking and that the resources available to many schools
were not sufficient to maintain the accelerated growth that
they had gained. Concern was expressed by some Commit-
tee members that the establishment of an arbitrary 4-year
limit might tend to stimulate newness for its own sake
rather than for the sake of solid and needed program
development. A specific limitation might also give credence
to the criticism that title IV was spawning weak programs.

Another policy matter discussed but not acted upon at
the meeting was the question of whether or not there
should be some attempt to consciously manage the dis-
tribution of fellowships between first-time and continuing
programs. What had been done in the past had been
done without such planning. The number of applications
for continuing support had gone up each year while the
percentage of approval of them had gone dow,n, as shown
by the following tabulation:

Competition during

Fall 1959
for 1960-*1

Fall 1960
for 1961-62

Fall 1961
for 1962-63

FIRST-TIME APPLICATIONS

Number of program
applications 709 564 585

Number approved 202 204 1,73

Percent approved . 28% 36 30%
Average number of fellow-

ships per program 4.0 3,3

APPLICATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL FELD:m/911ms

Number of active programs 272 474 678
Number of these programs

applying for additional
fellowships 209 384 535

Number approved 202 321 398
Percent approved 97% 84% 74%
Average number of fellow-

ships per program 3.5 2.6 2,4

A problem that had come up in past competitions was
that of a department of a university submitting more than
one program proposal. The Advisory Committee agreed
that if a department wanted to strengthen its program in
two or three areas, it would be permitted to do so, but it
should send in only one program application. The -m-
ber of fellowships requested should reflect the fact thm
several areas were to be supported. This instruction was
included in a May I memorandum from Dean Howe to
all title IV coordinators. The memorandum transmitted
application forms and instructions for title IV programs
for 1963-64. It included the instruction that applications
had to be submitted by October 15, 1962.

Mr. Muirhead, who attended part of the meeting, asked
Committee members for their advice regarding ways in
which the .iew proposed fellowship programs might be
set up. To assist them in this task, the Office agreed to
furnish Advisory Committee members with a brief sum-
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mary of the general direction the programs might be
expected to take. The following portion of this summary
sent out to Advisory Committee members on May 10, 1962,
reveals what the thinking was in the Office with regard
to the handling of the 5,000 fellowships being proposed
to Congress:

"In testimony in House hearings, representatives of
higher education stressed repeatedly the need for supply-
ing fellowships to institutions which now have strong
programs but underutilized facilities. Of somewhat equal
importance, were expressions of fear that a large propor-
tion of the 5,000 fellowships might go to a relatively few
institutions in which :here is now a high concentration of
students who are holders of fellowships from other govern-
ment agencies as well as private agencies.

-In the event of Congressional acceptance of the Title
IV amendments, the Graduate Fellowsb;p Branch has
favored recommending to the Commissiover that, in ad-
dition to continuing the plan of support for 'new or ex-
panded' programs, we would set up a companion plan
under which institutions with underutilized capacity would
apply for approval of graduate programs. Those programs
receiving approval would receive an allotment of fellow-
ships, and the institutions themselves would then nominate
students for fellowship awards. Together, these two plans
probably would account for approximately 3,500 of the
5,000 fellowships.

-The remaining 1,500 fellowships would be awarded di-
rectly to students, and would thus tend to concentrate
fellows in the prestigious institutions unless some steps
were taken to mitigate this effect. But this effect is desirable
in some respects. Certainly, those universities which lead
in production of doctorates would welcome an opportunity
to participate much more extensively in the Title IV pro-
gram than they do at present. Of these remaining 1,500
fellowships, however, about 400 would be awarded to
students who had completed all of their work toward
the doctorate except the dissertation, and who had the
endorsement of their institutions that they would be
expected to complete the doctorate in one year. These one-
year awards would go to institutions in approximately
direct proportion to their present relative production of
doctorates and thus would not pile up disproportionately
:t prestigious schools.

-Not including the possibility of a post-doctoral plan,
o lily about 1,000 of the 5,000 fellowships would be awarded
in such a way as to cause the kind of concentration at
prestigious institutions concerning which fear has been
expressed. The other 4,000 would have the selective im-
pact preferred by the majority of the academk cominunity,
and could be awarded in a way to compensate for any
imbalance to which the freedom of choice awards might

End-of-Year Activities

On April 1, 1962, the Office of Education was reor-
ganized into bureaus which grouped the Office's activities



by function rather than by curriculum level. The Financial
Aid Bureau became the Division of College and University
Assistance within the Bureau of Educational Assistance
Programs. The Graduate Fellowship Section of the old
Financial Aid Branch was renamed the Graduate Fellow-
ship Branch and the title of the head of the program was
elevated from Chief to Director.

The spring of 1962 saw the issuance of a new, attractive
eight-page brochure, Your National Defense Graduate Fel-
lowship, which contained vital information for title IV
fellowship holders. Also issued that spring was a new edi-
tion of The National Defense Graduate Fellowship Pro-
gram: A Manual for Participating Graduate Schools. This
new version contained several of the policy decisions which
had been made since 1960 and included in the appendixes
the new forms being used. Under a section titled "Insti-
tutional Applications" were listed the following updated
criteria used to guide the Title IV Advisory Committee
in approving programs:

(a The prospective ability of the applying institution, in
terms of faculty, libraries, and equipment, competently to
offer the program;

(b) Current or prospective national or regional short-
age of college or university teachers in the proposed field;

(c) Current or prospe :tivc national or regional inade-
quacies in the offering of proposed subjects;

(d) Adequate ratio, at the applying institution, between
the number of graduate faculty and the proposed number
of graduate students;

(e) The amount and extent of the applying institution's
previous planning and development in the field proposed
in the program;

(I) Likelihood that the applying institution will be able
soundly to support the proposed program on a long-term
basis;

(g) Likelihood that the proposed program will prochice
teachers for institutions of higher education;

(h) ihe urgency of the need to train college-level
teachers in the field of study concerned in order to insure
trained manpower of sufficient quality and quantity to
meet the national defense needs of the United States.

In June of 1962, at which time most title IV fellows of
the first class entering in the fall of 1959 were completing
their first 3 years of tenure, the Graduate Fellowship
Branch sent out to institutions of higher education a list
of fellows who had finished their 3 years of study under
NDEA and had recently indicated that they would be
interested in hearing about college teaching positions
which might be available. The list gave the fellows' names,
graduate schools, fieids and permanent addresses.
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CHAPTER VII

fifth year of
operation

Everett Walters, Dean of the Graduate School of Ohio
State University and a historian, took over in July of 1962
as the fifth head of the title IV program. Because policies
and procedures had become quite well settled during the
preceding 4 years of operation there were no significant
changes in operations during 1962-63. One exception was
the initiation of an "Oath and Information" form to re-
place the -Oath and Affidavit- which had been in use
up to that time. This change was brought about by pas-
sage on October 16, 1962, of PlAblic Law 87-835 repeating
the requirement that a student sign an affidavit stating
that he did not believe in, was not a member of, and did
not support any organization which advocated the over-
throw of the United States Government by force or vio-
lence or by any illegal or unconstitutional means. The
full story of the controversy over this affidavit is described
in chapter X!'V of this report.

The new Oath and Information form w hich each fellow-
ship applicant had to submit required a notarized oath
of allegiance to the United States of America and a listing
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of any crimes (other than those committed before the 16th
birthday and minor traffic violations for which a fine of
$25 or less was imposed) of which the applicant had been
convicted, or criminal charges placed against him which
were punishable by confinement of 30 days or more and
which were pending against him at the time of applica-
tion. The applicant was informed that no application
would be autornakically ruled invalid if the applicant
listed crimes and conviction or pending charges. The in-
formation was simply to be considered by the U.S. Office
of Education in weighing the suitability of the applicant
as tfl NDEA fellow. All information was to be treated
confidentially.

The fellowship applicant was also enjoined to read the
law on the reverse side of the Oath and Information form,
which stated that:

"When any Communist organization, as defined in para-
graph (5) of section 3 of the Subversive Activities Control
Act of 1950 is registered or there is in effect a final order
of the Subversive Activities Control Board requiring such



organizations to register, it shall be unlawful for any
member of such organization with knowledge or notice that
such organization is so registered or that such order has
become final (i) to make application for any payment or
loan which is to be made from funds part or all of which
are appropriated or otherwise made available for expendi-
ture under the authority of this Act, or (ii) to use or at-
tempt to use such payment or loan. Whoever violates (the
above) shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned
not more than five years or both."

The applicant was informed that, as of October 31,
1962, the following organizations were registered or were
required to register under the Subversive Activities Control
Act of 1950: the Communist Party of the United States
of America; the California Emergency Committee; and
Connecticut Volunteers for Civil Rights,

Committee Set Up to Recommend Procedures in Regard
to Criminal Records

The new law requiring fellowship applicants to disclose
any criminal records required, of course, the establish-
ment within the Office of a procedure whereby such cases
could be reviewed and decisions made. For this reason,
Kenneth W. Mildenberger, Director, Division of College
and University Assistance, formed in the fall of 1962, an
Ad Hoc Committee on Criminal Records Procedures
chaired by C. E. Deakins, Director of Field Operations
in the Division. Members of the Committee included Dean
Walters of the Graduate Fellowship Branch, his assistant,
James H. Blessing, who had rejoined the Graduate Fellow-
ship Branch the preceding year. Also included were repre-
sentatives of title VI, the Language Development Branch,
because of the fellowship program they administered.

In January of 1963, the Committee recomnaended that
the normal professional review of the qualifications of
applicants be kept separate and apart from any considera-
tion to be made on the basis of criminal record information
submitted by the candidate. In order that complete objec-
tivity might be maintained and tentative selection of candi-
dates be made on the basis of scholarly achievement and
potential, the Committee agreed that at no time should
any advisory group or panel involved in the selection of
fellows be made aware of the nature of any criminal
declarations, affirmative or negative, made in connection
with any application.

The Committee recommended that statements contain-
ing affirmative declaration of candidates tentatively selected
for fellowships be forwarded to a special "review commit-
tee" appointed by the Associate Commissioner, Bureau of
Educational Assistance, for consideration and further proc-
essing. After review by this committee, it was recommended
that the statements be returned to the appropriate program
office. The report of the "review committee" was then to be
forwarded to the Associate Commissioner, Bureau of Edu-
cational Assistance, through the Director, Division of Col-
lege and University Assistance.

The Committee felt that it was impossible at that time

to come up with definitive criteria for determining cate-
gories of crime for which a candidate should be rejected.
Rather, they suggested that each case be considered on its
own merits and that after a period of time some useful
criteria might be developed.

In addition to giving power to the Commissioner of Edu-
cation to refuse to award a fellowship when he was of
the opinion that such award was not in the best interests
of the United States, the law also permitted him to revoke
a fellowship for the same reason. The Committee felt that
different procedures were needed in such cases and that
the rights of the individual should be fully protected. In
any case involving unproved allegations, notice to the ap-
plicant and an opportunity for an administrative hearing
were urged as serving both the cause of justice and the
proper administration of the statute.

The Committee recommended that the Commissioner
delegate to the Associate Commissioner, Bureau of Educa-
tional Assistance, authority to rule favorably that an award
was not in violation of the best interests of the United
States when circumstances so indicated, reserving to him-
self the authority to deny or revoke an award where such
action seemed advisable.

Committee Recommendations Implemented

The recommendations of the Ad Hoc Committee were
accepted by Commissioner Francis Keppel and were
printed in the Federal Register of August 16, 1963, under
the title Procedures and Criteria for Resolving Questions
Involving Moral Character or Loyalty of Applicants for and
Holders of NDEA Fellowships.1 The regulations stated that
an NDEA fellowship would be denied or discontinued

where: (1) the oath or affirmation of allegiance was not
taken or could not be taken in good faith; or (2) there is
(1) a conviction of a crime involving moral turpitude or
(ii) conduct involving moral turpitude, unless it is estab-
lished that the applicant or fellowship holder is, never-
theless, now a person of good moral character."

The Register prescribed the procedures to be followed in
case a fellowship was denied or revoked. These proce-
dures included notice to the individual affected, setting
forth in as much detail as possible and as specifically as
considerations of security could permit, the information
raising questions pertaining to moral character or loyalty
and advising that unless a request for a hearing was made
within 20 days of the mailing of the notice, the fellowship
was denied or revoked. The procedures to be followed by a
department fellowship review panel in case of an appeal
were outlined.

Competition of October 1962 far 1963-64 Fellowships

The deadline for receipt of applications for 1963-64
fellowships was October 15, the same date as the preceding
year. The evaluation of the applications by the Title IV
Advisory Committee, assisted by 11 consultants repre-

'Fedcmal Register. Title 45, Part 147, Cfla ter 1. August 16, 1965.

59



seining s x major academic areas, took place during the
last 4 days of October.

The panelists were informed that the target distribution
the 1,500 new fellowships among the six academic

...areas would be the same as the preceding year. This dis-
tribution, it will be recalled, was based upon the actual
distribution of college teachers in fields of study supported
under title IV, adjusted to take account of the percentage
of Ph. D.'s who might be expected to enter college teach-
ing in each of the six areas and the amount of fellow-
ship assistance available in each. The panelists were asked
to recommend an allocation of fellowships which did not
vary by more than 38 (2.5 percent of the 1,500) from the
following target numbers of fellowships: humanities, 318;
social sciences, 345; education, 171; biological sciences,
278; physical sciences, 241; and engineering, 117.

The panelists were urged to give numerical ratings for
the separate items of evaluation and, in particular, to make
written comments at the bottom of the rating sheet,
giving the salient reasons for low- or middle-range ratings.
The Graduate Fellowship Branch was being besieged each
year with requests as to why programs were not approved.

The panelists' attention was also drawn to the state-
ment made in the instructions sent that year to institutions
applying for additional fellowships in an approved pro-
gram: -If the program has received fellowships for four
years, the applicant will need to produce a strong case for
the granting of additional fellowships." The panelists were
informed that the consensus of the Advisory Committee
at its April meeting that year was that this should not
imply any prejudice against a fifth year of support.

At the end of the competition the Commissioner an-
nounced, on December 3, 1962, the approval of 623
graduate fellowship programs at 155 colleges and univer-
sities for the 1963-64 academic year. For the first time,
with the approval of two graduate fellowships at the Uni-
versity of Alaska, all 50 States and the District of Columbia
were represented.

Approvals were granted from among 1,175 applications
submitted by 172 institutions requesting a total of 5,600
fellowships. Of the 623 that were to be assisted in 1963-64,
431 had received support in previous years and were being
allocated additional fellowships. The remaining 192 pro-
grams were being supported for the first time. Of the
1,500 fellowships allocated, 55 percent went to nonscience
areasthe humanities, education, and social sciences.

Aside from its primary purpose, the fellowship competi-
tion review served, as usual, to bring the title IV member-
ship together to consider policy and other matters. At this
particular meeting were discussed the recent removal of
the disclaimer affidavit requirement from NDEA and the
following title IV amendments which wcre under con-
sideration for proposal to Congress:

1. The Commissioner be authorized to provide for as
many as 5,000 fellowships per year.

2. The Commissioner be authorized to establish fellow-
ships at institutions which demonstrate unused capacity in
existing doctoral programs.
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3. The Commissioner be authorized to establish 1-year
fellowships for college and university teachers who need
to complete requirements for doctoral degrees.

4. Uniform payment of $2,500 per year for each fellow
be given to participating institutions.

5. The Commissioner he authorized to appoint sub-
stitutes to fellowships vacated before their full term is used.

Report of the President's Science Advisory Committee
on December 12, 1962

On December 12, 1962, the President's Science Advisory
Committee issued its first report, Meeting Manpower Needs
in Science and Technology.2 This report concerned gradu-
ate training in engineering, mathematics, and ph7sical sci-
ences, designated as "EMP" fields. The Committee urged
that the Nation direct its efforts toward achievement of
four goals:

1. Increase the number of doctor's degrees a arded each
year in EMP to reach 7,500 in 1970.

2. Increase the number of students who complete a
full year of graduate training in EMP to reach 30,000 dur-
ing 1970.

3. Encourage the strengthening of existing centers of
excellence in EMP and develop new centers of educational
excellence.

4. Promote wider geographic distribution of centers of
educational excellence.

This report had an impact on the 1963 request of the
Department of 1-If!alth, Education, and Welfare for ex-
pansion of the NDEA graduate fellowship program. Previ-
ous to this time, the intention had been to request an ex-
pansion to 5,000 fellowships, as was sought in 1961. But
Jerome B. Wiesner, Special Assistant to the President for
Science and Technology and Chairman of the President's
Science Advisory Committee, telephoned the Office of Edu-
cation and stated that, in view of the recommendations in
the report, the Department should ask authority for 10,000
new title IV fellowships each year in its 1963 request to
Congress. Since Dr. Wiesner's request was in reality a White
House recommendation, the draft bill submitted to the
White House in early January contained a provision for
increasing the number of new 3-year fellowships from the
then existing level of 1,500 to 10,000 each year.

President Kennedes 7963 Message on Education

On January 29, 1963, President John F. Kennedy
transmitted to the Congress his message on education,
titled Program for Education. "Education is the keystone
in the arch of freedom and progress," he said. "Nothing
has contributed more to the enlargement of this Nation's
strength and opportunities than our traditional system of
free, universal elementary and secondary education coupled
with widespread availability of college education." He

2 Meeting Manpower Needs in Science and Technology, Report No. I:
Graduaie Training in Engineering, Malhenzatics and Physical Sri.
ences. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1962, pp. 6-8.
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recommended an omnibus program of Federal aid to edu-
cation that was the most comprehensive ever proposed. He
urged a large expansion in the support of graduate educa-
tion. Noting that only about one-half of 1 percent of the
school-age generation was achieving Ph. D. degrees in all
fields, he recommended that the number of NDEA fellow-
ships be increased from 1,500 to 12,000, including summer
awards.

The President also recommended enactment of a Federal
grant program to be administered by the Deportment of
Health, Education, and Welfare, for the development and
expansion of new graduate centers; also, expansion of the
National Science Foundation's program of science develop-
ment grants for the strengthening of graduate education.
In support of this recommentiation, the message said:

"We need many more graduate centers, and they should
be better distributed geographically. Three-quarters of all
doctoral degrees are granted by a handful of universities
located in 12 States. The remaining States with half our
population produce only one-fourth of the Ph. D.'s."3

National Education Improvement Act af 1963Bills
Introduced

The President's message of January 29 included a draft
of a bill titled "National Education Improvement Act of
1963." On that date the bill, as proposed by the President,
was introduced in the Senate as S. 580 by Senator Wayne
Morse for himself and nine other Democratic Senators,
and in the House as H.R. 3000 by Representative Adam
Clayton Powell, Chairman of the House Committee on
Education and Labor. The identical bills were 182 pages
long and contained 24 major parts, grouped into the fol-
lowing six titles:

1. Expansion of Opportunities for Individuals in
Higher Education

II. Expansion and Improvement of Higher Educa-
tion

III. Improvement of Educational Quality
IV. Strengthening Elementary and Secondary Educa-

tion
V. Expansion and Improvement of Vocational and

Special Education
VI. Expansion of Continuing Education

Part D of title I was titled -Graduate Fellowships." This
part of the bill extended the National Defense Fellowship
Program under title IV of NDEA 2 years beyond the exist-
big expiring authority of June 30, 1964, and increased
the number of fellowships, beginning in fiscal 1964, from
1,500 to 10,000. No fewer than 1,500 fellowships would
panded programs for training of college-level teachers
still be awarded to students in the approved new OF ex-
(fellowships under the existing program were limited to
these) with the rest awarded on such basis as the Commis-

3Special Message to the Congress on Education. January 29, 1963.
Public Papers of the Presidents: John F. Kennedy, 1963. Washington:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1964. p. 111.

sioner of Education might determine. Preference would
continue to be given to persons pursuing doctorates and
intending to be college or university teachers. The re-
filling of vacated fellowships would also be authorized.

The bill would establish a program of summer session
fellowships, authorizing 2,000 annually during the fiscal
years 1964 through 1966. Such fellowships would be avail-
able only to students who were college or university
teachers during the preceding year and to students engaging
in full-time graduate study during the preceding or suc-
ceeding academic year but who were without a fellowship
under the NDEA or any other Federal program.

Under the bill, the Commissioner would by regulation
prescribe the amounts of the fellowship stipends. He would
also by regulation prescribe cost-of-education allowances
for the institutions of higher education; this would be
uniform among the institutions, after considering the
average cost of education for various categories of fellows.

Part E of title II, "Graduate Schools," authorized grants
to institutions of higher education to assist them in im-
proving existing graduate schools or in establishing new
ones of high quality (including necessary construction and
equipment). Forty million dollars would be authorized for
fiscal year 1964, and such sums as the Congress might de-
termine would be authorized for fiscal years 1965 and
1966. Additionally, there would be authorized for the 4
years following fiscal year 1966 sums necessary to continue
initial support (for a total of not more than 5 years) of the
schools for which a grant was approved in any of the first
3 years of the program.

Grants would be used to pay up to 50 percent of the
cost of construction and up to 50 percent of other costs
of graduate schools meeting the standards of scope and
quality established by the Commissioner with the advice
of an advisory committee.

In making grants, consideration was to be given to the
extent to which a project would contribute to the achieve-
ment of the objectives of part E, title II. These objectives
were to promote the national security and growth by in-
creasing the supply of highly skilled personnel critically
needed by industry, government, research and teaching.
Consideration was also to be given to the promotion of
wider geographical distribution of high quality graduate
schools. Grants could not be uscd for sectarian religious
instruction or for any school or department of divinity,
or for any facility to be used for such programs.

Hearings on H.R. 3000

Hearings on the administration's bill opened in the
House on February 4, 1963, and continued for 11 additional
days, ending February 27, 1963. In his opening remarks,
Mr. Powell stated that, while he favored an omnibus ap-
proach to the problems-of education, he was not optimistic
about the chances for approval of this approach:

want to be politically realistic and point out that this
bill as it is now before us might not come out of the
Committee on EducatiOn and Labor, probably would not
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get a rule, and if it did, would be emasculated on the floor
of the House or in conference."4

He concluded with a hope that attempts at legislation
that year would not become bogged down in a church-state
controversy as it had in the two previous years:

"Finally, it is my prayer that the knotty problem of
church and state in the field of education shall be brought
to a definite conclusion once and for all. If we fail to pass
education in this session of this Congress, then it is my
firm belief that, after these mtcny years of laboring and
having brought forth nothing, education for our generation
as far as Federal assistance is concerned is finished. This
will be a sorry day, for as I now return to my opening
remarks, it will mean the definite decline of the West
in general and the United States in particular, and the
turning over of the leadership of first-class education to
the forces who would use it not to free me-n's minds but
to enslave them."5

Administration Spokesmen Testify

The first witness was the new Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, Anthony J. Celebrezze, former mayor of
Cleveland, Ohio, who succeeded Abraham Ribicoff. Ribi-
coif had become U.S. Senator front C. inecticut. As an
administration spokesman, Secretary Celebrezze naturally
supported the omnibus approach to Federal assistance to
education as embOdied in H.R. 3000. He contended that
no single part of the educational system could be properly
assessed by itself alone 6

The Republican members of the Committee were much
against the omnibus approach and favored selection of
priority areas of education and concentration of effort on
them. Representative Peter Frelinghuysen, Jr., Republican
of New jersey and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee, in responding to Secretary Celebrezze's strong
recommendation for an omnibus approach, expressed a

viewpoint held by minority members of the Committee:
-One of the reasons why some of us are .:oncerned about

your insistenceand I assume you are insisting on it
on a comprehensive cradle-to-the-grave education bill, is
that the dose is not going to kill the patient. Some of us
are getting mighty impatient about the lack of any con-
structive action by Congress. I can only urge that we do
not insist on an omnibus approach, because, in my opinion,
the chairman is quite right in saying it probably couldn't
even get out of committee and if it did, it would be
lacerated, or again as the chairman said, emasculated on
the floor. In such a case we would again have nothing
to chalk up in the way of accomplishment."7

Republican members of the Committee attempted un-
successfully to get Secretary Celebrezze to identify priority

4 National Education Improvement Act. Hearings Before the Com-
mittee on Education rind Labor. House. 88tli Congress, 1st Session.
Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1963. p. 2.
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areas of educaticn. It was clear from the he rings, how-
ever, that a number of the members of the Committee,
Democratic and Republican, were inclined toward favoring
support of higher education while others were inclined
toward favoring elementary and secondary education.

The Secretary urged increased support of gra luate stu-
dents:

"The high cost of obtaining a graduate education is the
primary cause of attrition from study for advanced de-
grees. Of the total number of graduate students currently
enrolled, only about 40 percent are full-time students The
others are part-time students because of the need to earn
money to support themselves and their families.

"The long years before part-time students can earn
doctorates aggravate this problem. Only in the natural
science fields, where fellowships and assistantships are rela-
tively abundant, can students earn their doctorates in 4
or 5 years. In the social sciences and the humanities, the
average time required is over 8 years. It. is essential that
we increase fellowship aid so as to attract additional thou-
sands of graduate students and in order to minimize the
attrition rate of those graduate students already enrolled."8

Francis Keppel, Commissioner-Designate of Education,
stified before the Committee. He had come to Washington

from. the position of Dean of Education at Harvard Uni-
versity to replace Sterling M. McMurrin, who had returned
to the University of Utah in the fall of 1962. Mr. Keppel
called the attention of the Committee to the tidal wave of
students moving toward college classrooms, requiri% at
least 406,000 new teachers and administrative personnel
over a 10-year period. He said that the Nation's objec-
tive should be about 100 doctorates annually per million
population. This meant- that to serve 190 million popula-
tion with one institution for each 2,500,000, some 75 sub-
stantial graduate schools would be needed. "There is no
lack of will to expand," he said, -only a lack of funds."9
mr. Keppel also stated that from tht point of view of the
Nation's strength, the humanities and the fine arts were
just as deserving of Federal fellowships as were the physi-
cal sciences.10

Views of the American Council en Education

The views of the American Council on Education, repre-
senting 1,000 member institutions of higher education and
175 member organizations, were presented by three wit-
nesses----Charles E. Odegaard, President of the University
of Washington; Homer D. Babbidge, jr.; President, Uni-
versity of Connecticut; and Allan M. Cartter, Vice Presi-
dent, American Council on Education. The Council pro-
posed that graduate fellowships be increased from 1,500
to 5,000 and distributed in these categories:

1. Up to 2,000 in existing "new and expanded- category.
2. Up to 2,000 in programs of graduate instruction in

Ibid., pp. 66-67
°Ibid., p. 129.
10jbjd p. 148.



institutions which make a ma;or contribution toward
meeting the pressing need for college teachers.

3. Up to 1,000 1-year awards for college teachers who are
within a year of completing the requirements for the
doctorate.11

In addition the Council recommended 2 fiat grant of
$3,000 a year to an institution for each NDEA fellow
enrolled, with the stipulation that the institution waive all
tuition and other feesother thae foe room and board
normally required of g, aduate stude-its.

Dr. Babbidge said that "most pee, le in higher education
feel that we would be a lot better off if we had a more
equitable distribution of fellowships among the disci-
plines."12 He pointed to the large number of fellowships
awarded in the sciences as a consequence of categorical
programs in other agencies. I hesitate,- he continued, "to
use the word 'imbalance' Lecause that represents a judg-
ment, but from the point of view of an academic instite.-
tion, it would be desirable to have the number, size, and
amount of fellowships available in the humanities and the
social sciences increased to bring about a more generally
uniform distribution of opportunities."

Dr. Cartter stated that the additional NDEA fellow-
ships requested in H.R. 3000 was still only a fraction of
the needed fellowships from all sources and that he favored
5,000 new fellowships as an adequate goal for 1963-64 but
hoped that the Committee would recommend raising the
limit to 10,000 in one or two steps over the succeeding years.

He urged approval of the provisions for summer fellow-
ships as a major factor in substantially reducing the
elapsed time for completion of doctoral study. "If any
change is made in the proposed figure of 2,000 summer fel-
lowships," lie said, I personally hope it will be an up-
ward revision.13

Dr. Cartter argued that graduate education was partly
a national responsibility. At the undergraduate level, he
said, about 75 percent of students were from within their
own State. At the graduate le el the number dropped to
50 percent or less, and in the case of doctoral students
alone, the number dwindled to almost 20 percent. "So it
is more and more difficult," he said, "the higher up the
academ lc ladder you go, to justify fully supporting the
institution from its own public revenues."14

Rexford G. Moon, Jr., Director of the College Scholar-
ship Service, an activity of the College Entrance Examina-
tion Boarda nonprofit organization with a membership
of 504 colleges and universities, 41 educational associa-
tions, and 165 secondary schoolspresented the startling
data to the Committee that within 2 years, 42 percent more
youngsters would try to enter college than had tried to
enter in the fall of 1962.15 Although Mr. Moon's interest
was primarily at the undergraduate level, he did present
some data on graduate student support:

'4 Ibid., p. 267.
"Ibid., p. 500.
12 ibid., p. 475.
" Ibid., p. 5
15 Ibid., p. 479.

"About 100,000 of the 134,159 graduate awards esti-
mated for all purposes in 1960-61 were restricted to sci-
ence (National Science Foundation, Natioeal Institutes of
Health, Atomic Energy Commission, Mental Rehabilitation
agencies, Bureau of Standards). This is 75 percent of the
total. How many unrestricted awards (i.e., Veterans Ad-
ministration programs, NDEA leans, etc.) were also used
in science study is not known, but it is probably high.
adding further numbers to the already heavy concentra-
tion of Federal student support in the sciences:16

Hevrings on 5. 580

Hearings on S. 580 opened on April 29, 1963, before the
Senate Subcommittee on Education, with Senator Morse
presiding. The hearings continued for a total of 16 addi-
tional days, ending on June 27. The record of the hearings
consisted of 4,429 pages of testimony, inserts, and ap-
pendixes, published in seven volumes. A great many Mem-
bers of Congress, both Senators and Representatives,
testified before the subcommittee.

As he opened the hearings, Senator Morse took cognizance
of the question that had been raised regarding the omni-
bus approach to educa tion legislation as embodied in the
administration's recommendations:

"Speaking now only for myself as a member of the
subcommittee, I observe that there has been much specula-
tion in the press about whether there should be an omin-
bus bill or whether there should be a number of separate
bills acted upon. The senior Senator from Oregon is for
President Kennedy's education program. In some areas he
would like to see even snore done than has been recom-
mended. He is not particularly impressed with the logic
which holds that three separate purchases of items with a
total fixed cost is more economical than one purchase of
all three items with the same price tag."11

On the second day of the hearings, two of the Nation's
leading scientistsJerome B. Wiesner, the President's Sci-
ence Adviser, and Glenn T. Seaborg, Chairman of the
Atomic Energy Commissionurged, as representatives of
the Executive Branch of Government, across-the-board Fed-
eral support of education; but they particularly empha-
sized the need for aid to graduate education. They en-
dorsed the expansion of NDEA fellowships to 10,000 new
ones annually, but both took pains to make it clear that
the humanities and the social sciences should not be
neglected in such expansion. "We must also view the
education picture as a whole to maintain a balance among
the parts," said Dr. Wiesner. "It is vital, for example, to
maintain a balance between science and technology, on the
one hand, and literature, history, art, music, and social
sciences, on the other hand."18 Dr. Seaborg cautioned that

p. 483.
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it was "important that these other fields (the humanities
and the social scienc not be slighted and discounted in
today's rush toward sc ence."19

Views of the Association of State Universities and Land-
Grant Colleges and the State Universities Association

The views of the Association of State Universities and
Land-Grant Colleges and the State Universities Association
were presented by Mason W. Gross, President of Rutgers,
the State University of New Jersey.20 The two organiza-
tions had a combined membership of 97 major universities
and colleges located in all States and Puerto Rico, all of
which, except two, were public institutions. The com-
bined enrollment of these institutions in the fall of 1962
represented 28 percent of the enrollment in all U.S. colleges
and universities and at the graduate level these institutions
granted more than 55 percent of all doctoral degrees.

While recognizing the value of the extension by the 87th
Congress of the original title IV program as a stopgap
measure, the two organizations urged congressional action
along these lines:

(1) provisions of at least art equivalent number of new
fellowships to be awarded through graduate schools which
have underutilized capacity;

(2) continuance and modest expansion of the existing
program offering fellowships through institutions willing
to undertake new and expanded graduate programs;

(E) additional fellowsiiips with sufficient flexibility so
as to meet the needs of young faculty members who need to
take full-time leave to complete their doctoral programs;

(4) provision for fixed per-student payment to graduate
schools rather than the existing policy of reimbursement
an the basis of detailed costs, which involves excessive ad-
ministrative details; and

(5) provisions for replacement of fellowship holders
when they were forced to drop out of the program.

The two associations did not specify the number of fel-
lowships to which they wished to see the program expanded,
but they were strongly opposed to expansion of the
fellowship program akmg lines which would increase the
tendencies of several existing programs to further con-
centration of fellowship holders in a very few institutions.
They commended the National Science Foundation for
recognizing the problem of concentration, which it in part
had created, by awarding a portion of its fellowships
through institutions. They also commended the Office of
Education for the administration of the NDEA fellow-
ship program:

"We commend the U.S. Office of Education for its wis-
dom in administering the fellowship program so as to
recognize the great contributions of the humanities and
social sciences toward strengthe.ting our national life. Un-

" Ibid.. p. 919.
25 The State Universities Association was absorbed in 1964 by the

Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges and the
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fortunately the financial support of thc humanities and
social sciences available through the graduate program of
the U.S. Office of Education is inadequate to correct the
great imbalance which exists in their support as com-
pared to that of the natural sciences and additional meas-
ures are called for to meet this situation. Legislation
introduced by Representative Fogarty of Rhode Island in
the last session of Congress, to provide for the establish-
ment of a humanities foundation, coulct well furnish a
basis for the kind of action needed.-21

Dr. Gross received permission to insert in the record
of the hearings a letter written on May 6, 1963, by Henry
E. Bent, Dean of the University of Missouri Graduate
School, to Representative George P. Miller, Chairman of
the House Science and Astronautics Committee.22 In Janu-
ary of that year, Miller's Committee had heard testimony
from a witness that the::e was no longer any great need to
expand fellowship programs. The purpose of Dean Bent's
letter was to refute this 1.,stimony. He cited the situation
at his own university, which he regarded as a rather typical
institutionneither the largest nor the smallest, the most
prestigious nor the least.

Dean Bent said that his university had available in the
fall of 1962 ten fellowships of $1,000 each which were
financed by a donation to the university. There were
about 120 applicants for these fellowships, of whom 80
were considered fully oualified to receive them. They had
all been recommendt dighly by their previous teachers;
all had grades of "B- or better in their undergraduate
programs and many of them had mostly "A" grades. Their
letters of recommendation usually had a comment to the
effect that the students were in the top 5 or 10 percent of
their class. Dean Bent wrote that this experience at the
University of Missouri in regard to fellowships could
perhaps be multiplied by a taictor of 100 to give the picture
for the country as a whole.

Commissicax Keppel Testifies

Contrary to the usual procedure, Commissioner Keppel
and his staff were called to testify near the close of the
Senate subcommittee hearings rather than at the beginning
of them. Senator Morse stated that he had done this de-
liberately in order that the Commissioner's testimony would
contain comments upon points raised by other witnesses,
as well as any additional material as he desired to present.

Commissioner Keppel referred to the decline in the per-
centage of new college teachers holding the doctorate from
31.4 percent in 1954 to 25.4 percent in 1962 according to
National Education Association research studies. Senator
Jennings Randolph, Democrat of Weft. Virginia, wanted
to know the reasons for this decline. Mr. Keppel said that
there were two reasons: (1) the substantial growth of
higher education during the preceding decade; and (2)

the fact that less than half of those obtaining the Ph. D.

2t Ibid., p. 591
22 Ibid., pp. 588-89.



were entering the academic wo ld but were instead going
into industry and government, and into the sciences, in
particular. He stated that dramatic increase in the num-
ber of fellowships was urgently needed.25

At the end of the hearings, Senator Morse stated that
members of the subcommittee had indicated that they might
wish to submit questions to the Commissioner of Educa-
tion. "In the event this occurs," he said, "we would like
written answers and I shall hold the record open long
enough for you to provide them."

On July 10, 1963, Senator Winston L. Prouty, Republi-
can of Vermont, presented a number of questions to the
Office of Education. The questions, together with the re-
sponses of Commissioner Keppel, were printed in the record
of the hearings. One of the questions concerned the wis-
dom of S. 580's provision increasing the number of fellow-
ships, beginning in fiscal 1964, from 1,500 to 10,000. This
large and sudden increase was questioned because of the
testimony of Allan Cartter of the American Council on
Education to the effect that an increase of this magnitude
should be graduated over a period of years.

Mrs. Green Introduces H.R. 6061

When it became apparent, as had been predicted, that
the omnibus approach as embodied by H.R. 3000 would
fail, the House Committee on Education and Labor, which
had been holding hearings as a Whole Committee during
February of 1963, broke up into three subcomittees to
which were assigned various aspects of H.R. 3000. Edith
Green's Special Subcomittee on Education assumed respon-
sibility for the portion pertaining to amendments to NDEA.

On May 6, 1963, Mrs. Green introduced a bill which,
if enacted, was to be cited as the National Defense Educa-
tion Act Amendments of 1963. She said that she intro.,
duced the bill as "a working paper" to serve s a basis
for the hearing witnesses."24

The bill contained seven titles which, except for minor
changes in several of them, were taken intact from H.R.
3000. For one thing, the title in the Green bill pertaining to
graduate fellowships was different from that in the corres-
ponding part of H.R. 3000. It also permitted the Com-
missioner of Education to set the stipends (including allow-
ances for dependents), from time to time pursuant to regu-
lations and to pay to an institution of higher education
for each fellow such amount (less any tuition -and fees
paid by the fellow) as he determined and specified in
regulations after considering the average cost of educat-
ing various categories of such fellows at institutions of
higher education.

Hearings on the Green bill took place during 3 days
in May and 2 days in June of 1963. Commissioner Keppel,
who had testified in February on H.R. 3000, was the first

"Ibid., p. 2519.
24 To Amend and Extend the National Defense Education Act.

Hearings Before the Special Subcommittee on Education, Committee
un Education and Labor. House. 88th Congress, 1st and 2d Sessions.
Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office. 1964, p 7.

witness to testify on H.R. 6061. Again the Commissioner,
who said that he was still favoring the omnibus bill ap-
proach, urged expansion of the graduate fellowship pro-
gram to 10,000 new fellowships annually, plus 2,000 special
fellowships. When he also urgcd Federal aid for the
development of graduate centers of study and research as
proposed by part E of title II of H.R. 3000, he was in-
formed by Mrs. Green that the provision for graduate
centers was part of a higher education bill on facilities
which had just been approved by her subcommittee.25

Another witness who testified on graduate fellowships
was Leonard B. Beach, Dean of the Graduate School of
Vanderbilt University and past president of the Associa-
tion of Graduate Schools and of the Conference of Deans
of Southern Graduate Schools. Dean Beach also had
served for a number of years on the Title IV Advisory
Committee, serving both as chairman and mera"?.r of the
humanities panel. -Everywhere I go," he said, "I find the
ferment and excitement of the National Defense Educa-
tion Act. In my opinion the National Dcfense Education
Act represents the opening door to massive and balanced
enlargement of graduate facilities in every State under the
best possible conditions."26

Dean Beach illustrated the impact of title IV on his own
university, a private institution of 4,200 students in all
schools, including professional schools. The total graduate
school population was a little over 800, with 500 of them
active candidates for degrees. Of the 500-100or 20 per-
cent, were NDEA fellows. Another 20 percent were sup-
ported by other Federal sources. He estimated that 75
percent of the graduate students were receiving financial
help.

With NDEA and other support, Dean Beach said, in 5
years time the number of departments offering the Ph. D.
had doubled from 12 to 24. Whereas the number of Ph. D.'s
over the preceding decade had averaged fewer than 40 a
year. Vanderbilt was expecting shortly to double or triple
that number.

Dean Beach, a scholar in the field of English, made a
plea for more support for the humanities and the social
sciencef.. He even advocated the inclusion of a stipula-
tion that a definite percentage of the fellowship awalcls be
made to the humanities and the social sciences.

The hearings were adjourned on June 17, 1963, and no
further hearings were held that year. Discussion of the
resumed hearings, which began on February 3, 1964, and
the act which resulted from them, is contained in chapter
VIII-

No Bills on NDEA Amendments Reported Despite
Hearings

Despite the lengthy hearings on H.R. 3000, H.R. 6061,

25 This bill, titled "Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963," was
enacted into Public Law 88-204 on December 16, 1963. This law pro-
vided for academic facilities at both the undergraduate and graduate
levels.
" To Amend and Extend the National Defense Education Act, op,

cit., p. 105.
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and S. 580, no bills amending NDEA were reported out
of Committee in either the House or the Senate until the
Senate Committee on Labor and Public Weifan added on
NDEA amendments to H.R. 4955, the vocational educa-
tion bill, on October 1, 1963. Since H.R. 4955 encountered
many delays and was not passed and finally approved
until December 18, 1963, the account of the legislative his-
tory of H.R. 4955 is described in the narrative of the sixth
year of title IV operation (chapter VIII).

Appropriations for 1963-64

On February 18, 1963, Secret ry Celebrezze presented
to the House Subcommittee on Appropriations the De-
partment's request for fiscal 1964 appropriations. He re-
quested $229,600,000 for Defense Educational Activities, an
increase of $170,000 over the fiscal 1963 appropriations. Of
the $229,600,000, $21,200,000 was for graduate fellowships,
same as the previous year.

Although the appropriations bill, as passed, cut out
$10,000,000 from the $229,600,000 requested for Defense
Educational Activities, the full $21,200,000 asked for title
IV fellowships was approvAd. This was the same amount
approved the preceding year. The appropriations bill, H.R.
5888, was signed into law (Public Law 88-136) on October
11, 1963. As in the previous year, the law continued to have
the provision that no part of the appropriation could be
used for graduate fellowships which were not found by
the Commissioner of Education to be consistent with the
purpose of the National Defense Education Act as stated
in section 101 thereof.

Gustave Arlt Discusses NDEA Title IV at Midwest
Conference

The 19th Annual Meeting of the Midwest Conference on
Graduate Study and Research was held in Chicago on
March 18 and 19, 1963. Gustave O. Arlt, President of the
Council of Graduate Schools of the United States, reported
on the questionnaire sent in May 1962 to the 102 students
of the original 1,000 who were expecting to earn the
doctorate within 3 years of the time they commenced their
fellowships in the fall of 1959.27 He reviewec some of the
findings of the survey pertaining to: preparation for gradu-
ate work; language requirements; program requirements;
summer activities of fellows; the current employment status
of fellows.

In his concluding remarks, Dr. Arlt declared that the
questionnaire survey had indicated to him that three
amendments to title IV were highly desrrable. First, he
urged that title 11/ be amended to permit replacements

"Gustave 0, Adt. ''The NDEA Fellowship Program," Proceedings
of the 19th Annual Meeting of the Midwest Conference on Graduate
Study and Research, March 18 anti 19, 1963. Iowa City, Iowa: The
Mithvest Graduate Study and Research Foundation, Inc. Pp. 59-71
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for vacated fellowships. He said that of 1,000 fellows who
bad started with 3-year fellowships in the fall of 1959 and
96 fellows who had been awarded 2-year fellowships start-
ing in the fall of 1969, 341 had resigned early in the pro-
gram. He felt that an amendment providing for replace-
ment of resigned fellows was of even higher priority than
an increase its the total number of fellowships.

Second, he recommended that stipends for fellows be
increased to provide 12 months per year of support instead
of 9. Findings of the questionnaire survey, he said, -demon-
strated that under idealor nearly ideas-- -conditions the
doctorate can be attained in 3 calendar years." He said
it was quite unrealistic to believe that it could be done
in 3 academic years. He pointed out that the National
Science Foundation had found that its summer fellowship
program had become one of its popular ones. "If speedy
completion of the doctorate becomes increasingly im-
portant," he said, "fellowship support on a twelve months
basis is essential."

Third, he urged provisions for a small number of fourth-
year fellowships. He noted that of 755 students who had
completed 3 years of fellowship tenure, only 102 had earned
the doctorate in 3 years, leaving 653 who had not. He sug-
gested ''sat the "fourth year fellowships be awarded in
rare cases upon recommendation of the student's doctoral
committee and a virtual guarantee that, in the committee's
opinion, he will be able to finish within a year. This is not
throwing good money after bad but rather using a trifling
suns to save a very much larger investment."

Dr. Ark concluded his speech to the Conference by de-
scribing as very gratifying the fact that 73 of the 89 doctoral
recipients responding to the question of employment had
reported that they had obtained employment in academic
careers. The 73 included not only all those in the hu-
manities and social sciences (45) who are normally ex-
pected to go into teaching but more than half of those
in the natural sciences (28 out of 51).

Other 1962-63 Activities

On May 1, Dean Walters sent to all title IV coordinators
forms and instructions to be used in preparing program
applications for the academic year 1964-65, with the re-
quest that they be completed and returned to the Office
of Education by October 15, 1963. Coordinators were re-
quested to insure that (1) only one program was submitted
by any one department; (2) that each proposed program
title indicated a broad subject-matter area such as English
or entomology rather than rspecialized fields such as Con-
temporary English and American Liter7e.ure or Behavioral
Physiology of Insects; and (3) that priority was given to
programs in the basic academic disciplines of undergradu-
ate instruction and fields directly related to defense needs.
They were informed that if a program had received fellow-
ships for 4 years, the applicant would need to produce a
strong case in order to be awarded additional fellowships.



CHAPTER VIII

sixth year of
operation

Alan D. Ferguson, a regional representativeof the Wood-
row Wilson National Fellowship Foundation, and a for-
mer Assistant Graduate Dean of Yale University, became in
July 1963 the sixth director of the NDEA graduate fellow-
:.hip program. One of his first actions was to send to all
title IV coordinators a reminder that applications for title
IV fellowships had to be filed by October 15, 1963. He
emphasized that study program proposals should be broad,
i.e., departmental or interdepartmental, rather tharr"sub-
departmental." "Our objective, in keeping with the inten-
tions of Congress 41 Title IV," :le said, "is to help in the
expansion of basic graduate trair i.ng facilities. The basis
for a proposal should be the dev&opment of a new or
expanded discipline program, not fragment of such a
program."

The October 1963 Competition for 1964-65 Fellowships

Guidelines for Panel Members
As in the immediately preceding year, the competition

for fellowships to commence in the fall of 1964 was held

late in October and, as before, the Title IV Advisory Com-
mittee was assisted in the evaluation of applications by
consultants. In making an overall rating of a program pro-
posal, each reviewer was asked to keep in mind the follow-
ing considerations:

1. The need for college teachers in the field of study.
2. The need for further graduate training facilities in

the geograpVeal region of the sponsoring institution.
3. The valti.: of the particular program to the institution,

as reflected in the -Institutional Ranking" on the appli-
cation.

4. The availability of financial support for the field of
study and/or proposed program from other Federal sources.

The reviewers wcre also urged to take care that qualita-
tive standards were held rigorous. Dr. Ferguson said that
several programs approved in the past had not fulfilled
commitments and several had had serious loss of students.
He admitted that tHs was a difficult problem, but he
emphasized that title objectives were not furthered by
encouraging students to undertake study in weak programs.

The panel members were told that such professional
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fields as library science, medical technology, city plan-
ning, nuning, and speech pathology could not be supported
unless it could be clearly demonstrated that the subject
matter of such fields was commonly taught in the unders
graduate curriculmns in the Nation's colleges. In any event,
such programs were to receive low priority,

A proposal for an interinstitutional "cooperative" pro-
gram had to demonstrate that the faculties and facilities of
all participating institutions had joined to provide a doc-
tordi program which no one of them separately could pro-
vide. Title IV could not, under the existing regulations,
support a proposal of which the primary objective was the
strengthening of the master's degne program at any one
of the participating institutions.

Where a major university had outlying campuses, it was
a policy to support title IV programs at ,uch conpus
"only if there was a modicum of independent academic and
administrative control." The establishment of a curri.culum
by the parent unit or the administration of a program by
common department chairmen served as indications of a
dependent campus. In any case, the only programs which
war... to be approved were those which were seP. contained
in the sense that a fellow could achieve the doctorate by
completion of the proposed study program.

Panel members were also told that the expansion of a
doctoral study program by the addition of a course or
several courses did not in itself wan-ant a program's being
approved, although it was one legal justification for sub-
mitting an application. They were urged in their delibera-
_ions to be concerned with the totality of a doctoral study
program rather than with just particular aspects of it.

A problem that had been coming up at this time in
regard to title IV programs was, as mentioned before, the
question of continuing support of previously approved pro-
grams. The following policy was determined and given to
the panel members before they began their program evalua-
tions:

"Approval of a rroposal, either for init;a1 or continuing
support, need no longer be for a single year at a time,
but . . . can be for such a reasonable number of years
as may be determined to be essential to serve equitably
the major purpose of the proposal. A commitment of
awards for two or more years beyond the next academic
year can be made to any given study program on the con-
ditions that the Commissioner of Education annually finds
satisfactory progress toward program objectives being made,
and that the Congress annually appropriates funds for con-
tinued support of Title IV. . . . Preference shall be given,
in the making of such commitments beyond a single year,
to study programs in fields in which college teacher short-
ages are most acute.-

Competition Results

A total of 1,234 applications requesting 6,197 fellowships
from 179 institutions was received by the October 15 dead-
line. Approved were 690 applications to which were al-
located the 1,500 authorized fellowships in 156 institutions
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of higher education. Applications were received from every
State of the Union and the District of Columbia. and only
one State failed to receive new fellowship awards. Fifty-
eight percent of the available fellowships went to dm hu-
manities, soc'al sciences, and education group and 42
percent to the science and engineering group. When the
recommendations of the Title IV Advisory Committee were
submitted to Commissioner Keppel, he disapproved the
recommended program in classical studies sponsored jointly
by the State University of Iowa (now the University of
Iowa), the University of Minnesota, and the University of
Wisconsin, because, in his opinion, it -did not fit the con-
gressional intent."

When informing institutions of the programs approved
for title IV support, Dr. Ferguson explained that in some
cases the number of fellowships allocated was below the
minimum requested because of the large volume of re-
quests. He asked the title IV coordinators to communicate
with him at once if any given allocation of this type pre-
cluded the full development of the program. He also men-
tioned, in line witb the interest of the Office of Educa-
tion in broadening the base of support, certain approved
programs had been listed by their generic rather tivoi their
specific titles.

Chan 3e of Award Procedure

On November 14, 1963, Dr. Ferguson sent to all title IV
coordinators a memorandum announcing certain chin igcs in
the procedure for the award of fellowships. Under die
former procedure the Office of Education sometimes re-
ceived nominations of the same candidate from several
institutions; it then asked the fellow to choose from among
the nominating institutions; and, finally, it notified the
institutions not chosen by the fellow that they should
name alternates. Under the new procedure the institution
would have the responsibility of drawing up a final list of
nominees, all of whom had agreed to accept nominations.
The Office of Education would normally not communicate
with the nominee until it forwarded to him or her a
certificate of award through the title IV coordinator.

The specific changes were outlined in the memorandum
folloWs:
"Following receipt of an allocation of Title IV awards,

an institution will be free to undertake negotiations with
fellowship candidates to determine their willingness to ac-
cept an award,

"After an institution has notified a candidate that it is
prepared to nominate him or her for an award, the candi-
date must either accept or decline this offer of nomination
by April 15. (This is in accordance with procedures agreed
to by members of the Council of Graduate Schools of the
United States.)

"Participating institutions will submit to the U.S. Office
of Education, after April 15 and before May 8, the names
of those students who have indicated that they are prepared
to accept the award.

"When a nominee has indicated he or she would ac-



cept an award, the institution will instruct the nominee
to submit to the Office of Education the forms and papers
necessary for the award.

"Since nominees cannot reasonably be asked to commit
themselves to accept awards until they have received assur-
ances the awards will be offered to them, participating
institutions are authorized to advise nominees that the Com-
missioner of Education will, except under extraordinary
circumstances, make the award recommended by the in-
stitution.

"After the award has been made, the Office of Edncation
will forward to the appropriate Title IV Coordinator an
Official Certificate of Award for delivery to the nominee."

One-Year Extension of NDEA Approved in December
1963

As mentioned in the last chapter, in early 1963 the ad-
ministration had been vigcrously supporting an omnibus
bill of Federal aid to education, ineluding extension and
substantial amendment to NDEA. When it became clear
that this omnibus approach was doomed to failure, H.R.
3000 was broken up into parts, resulting in the introduction
of several new bills which were vying for consideration.
This created a legislative logjam in regard to education
bills and accounts for the main reason that a bill amend-
ing NDEA did not get reported out of Edith Green's House
Subcommittee on Education after she adjourned the hear-
ings on June 17, 1963. For one thing, Mrs. Green's bill,
H.R. 6142, "The Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963,"
had been reported out of the House Education and Labor
Committee on May 27, 1963. This bill, considered as
priority legislation, was in the "legislative mill" and was
not passed by the Congress and approved by the President
until December 16, 1963.

Another reason that a bill did not emerge from Mrs.
Green's Special Subcommittee at that time was the priority
that had been given by President Kennedy to the need for
vocational educ-:tion. On June 19, 1963, the President sent
a "Special Message to Congress on Civil Rights and Job
Opportunities" in which he warned of a "rising tide of
discontent that threatens the public safety in many parts
of the country."[ As one of the means of reducing Negro
uuemployment, he urged more education and training to
raise the level of skills. He recommended two additions to
the vocational education amendment that he had proposed
in his January 29 message to Congress on education, and
he urged that congressional action be taken promptly.

H.R. 4955, a bill to strengthen the quality of vocational
education opportunities in the Nation, was introduced in
the House by Representative Carl D. Perkins, Democrat of
Kentucky, who chaired the Subcommittee on General Edu-
cation which had been holding hearings on title V-A of
I-1.R. 3000 relating to vocational education. H.R. 4955 was
reported to the House with amendments on June 6, 1963,

Public Papers of the Presid ts: John F. Kennedy 1963, op. cit.,
p. 483.

and on August 6, 1963, passed the House as reported, by a
vote of 377 to 21, whereupon it was referred to the Senate.
It took until October 1, 1963, befort the Senate Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare reported out a bill
which struck out the text of the bill as it passed the House
and substituted in lieu thereof three parts:

Part Aa vocational education part incorporating the
expanded vocational education recommendations of the
President.

Part Ba 3-yea,- extension and amendment of NDEA.
Part Cthe extension and amendment of Public Law

815 and 874.
In regard to the Graduate Fellowship Program, the

Senate amendments to H.R. 4955 contained two much
sought-after technical amendments to the title IV program.
One tat these permitted reaward of vacated fellowships
for the unused portions of the award and the othet pi
vided for a uniform subvention LA $',.,500 per academic
year for each fellow, less any tuition or fee charged him.

When H.R 4955 was taken op on the Senate floor on
October 7, 1963, Senator Morse, floor manager for the
measure, made a strong plea for the 3-year extension of
NDEA as provided for in the bill. He said:

"NDEA authority will expire on June 30, 1964, some
nine months from now. By extending the act at this time,
we can help all of these educators take the steps which will
result in decisions designed to stretch to the utmost for
educational uses every dollar they receive.

'`I cani_ot stress too much the importance of the three-
year extension proposal in this bill from the standpoint
of economizing on the educational dollrr in college after
college and school after school. It is wasteful not to give
these college and school administrators the leadtime they
need for making a wise expenditure of the money that is
to be made available to them under the various titles of
the National Defense Education Act program. If we wait
until the 1 1 th hour, we shall confront them with a situa-
tion in which they will be unable to make the sound
judgments to which I have just alluded."2

On October 8 the Senate passed, with amendments, H.R.
4955 and requested a conference with the House to iron
out their differences. The House did not get a rule until
October 24, thus permitting H.R. 4955 to be taken up
from the Speaker's table and sent to conference. The vote
to agree to a conference did not come until October 29.
There seemed to be ruffled feelings on the part of some
members of the House on the "cavalier treatment" given
by the Senate to the House-passed version of H.R. 4955.
These feelings were exemplified in a statement by Repre-
sentative Clarence J. Brown, Republican of Ohio:

"The bill, H.R. 4955, as it passed the House, dealt only
with vocational education. When it reached the other
body, the bill was amended drastically and very, very
broadly. The first 25 pages, which seemed to have been all
of the House measure, were stricken from H.R. 4955 after
it reached the cloisters on the other side of the Capitol,

Cougreniamial Record, Vol. 109, Part 14. October 7, 1963 p. 18738.
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and some 45 pages of new legislation were introduced as
amendments to the bill."

Another reason for the slowness of the House to agree
to a conference on H.R. 4955 was that the House had been
planning its own legislation to extend NDEA and the
impacted schools assistance acts for 1 year rather than for
the 3 years as provided in the Senate amendment to H.R.
4955. In fact, according to Mr. Brown, some of the mem-
bers of the House Committee on Education and Labor
who would serve as representatives of the House on the
conference committee, appeared before the Rules Com-
mittee and "pledged that they intended to support
to the bitter end, the provisions of the House bill, espe-
cially as it pertained to the impacted school district amend-
ment and to the Defense Education Act amendmnt,-4

The reason the House members were so insistent on a
I-year extension of NDEA was that Edith Green's Special
Subcommittee on Education was Planning to resume hear-
ings on NDEA amendments at the beginning of the next
year, and they didn't want to be stymied by a 3-year exten-
sion which would make it much more difficult to get any
new legislation passed that year.

The conference between the House and Senate conferees
did not proceed smoothly. In a briefing to the Senate on
December 6, Senator Morse reported little progress had
been made. The assassination of President Kennedy on
November 22, 1963, had brought a ha" to the hearings for
3 weeks. House and Senate conferees were in severe dis-
agreement over some portions of the bill (not the NDEA
portions, however). Finally, they did come to agreement,
and a conference t:,-port giving the details of this agree-
ment was printed on December 10. The Senate conferees
agreed to a 1-year extension of NDEA as demanded by the
House conferees.

When the conference report was taken up in the House,
on December 12, Representative Peter Frelinghuysen, Jr.,
bitterly assailed the conference report. He asserted that
-the House conferees compromised at every turn and with
respect to every section of the bill." He said that, as a
result of the Senate amendments and compromises by the
House conferees, "millions of dollars have been added to
already generous authorizations." The conference report
was so bad, he said, that the House Republican conferees
were unable to sign it and their Democratic colleagues
did so "with great reluctance." 5 He moved to recommit the
report to conference, a motion which was defeated by a rec-
ord vote of 180 yeas and 192 nays, with 61 not voting.
Then immediately following, the House adopted the con-
ference report by a record vote of 301 to 65.

The Senate considered and after little discussion agreed
to the conference report by a vote of 82 to 4, with 14
not voting, thus sending the measure to the President.
President Lyndon B. Johnson signed H.R. 4955 into Public

3 Congressional Record Vol. 109. Part 15. October 29, 1963. p. 20417.
4Ibid., p. 2018.4

Congressional Record. Vol. 19. Part 18. December 12, 1963. P.
-24279.
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Law 88-210 on December 18, 1963, Following is the Ian-
guage of the law as it pertained to title IV of NDEA:

AMENDMENTS TO TITLE IV
NATIONAL DEFENSE FELLOWSHIPS

See. 24. (a) Section 102 of the National IMense Education Act of
1958 is amended by striking ow "five suc,:eeding fiscal years" and
inserting in lieu theleof "six succeeding fiscal years."

(I)) such section is further amended hy inserting " (a)" after "Sec.
402," and hy adding at the cod thereof the following new sub.
section:

"(I)) In addition to the number of fellowships, auillovized to be
awarded by subsection (a) of this section. the Commissioner is au-
thorized to award fellowships equ21 to the number previously awarded
during any fiscal year under dill section vacated prior to the end
of the period for which they We!'e :Warded; except that each fellow.
ship awal=ded under this subsectic it shall be for such period of study,
:lot in excess of thr remainder of the period Lor which the fellowship
which it replaces was awarded, as the Commissioner elay determine."

(c) Subsection (b) of section 404 of the National Defense Education
Act of 1958 is amended to read as follows:

" (I)) In addition to the amounts paid to persons pursuant to snb-
section (a) there shall be paid to the institution of higher education
at which each person is pursuing his course of study 2,500 per
academic year, leo any amount charged such person for tuition."

Deadline for Title IV Applications Advanced to June 1

On February 21, 1964, Dr. Ferguson seat to AI title IV
coordinators and graduate deans the inrdortant announce-
ment that the deadline for the submission of title IV ap-
plications for the academic year 1965-66 had been advanced
from October, as had been the practice in the preceding
years, to June 1, 1964. He explained that the reasons for
this change were related to the desf.res and needs of par-
ticipating institutions and students. The Office of Educa-
tion, he said, now planned to notify all applicants of the
allocation of NDEA fellowships no later than September 1
each year and to publish no later than October 15 each
year the liSt for distribution to all colleges and universities.
This meant that institutions would know a calendar year
in advance the fellowships available to them. It also meant
that college seniors, mosL importantly, as well as other
students, would know very early where the awards would
be available. Dr. Ferguson said that he expected both
factors would result in greater ease and efficiency in plan-
ning and recruiting. He also annotuaced that the new ap-
plication forms and instructions would be distributed from
his office on or about April 1, 1964.

1963 Title IV Amendments Announced

On the same day that he mailed announcements of the
new application deadline, Dr. Ferguson sent a memo-
randum to title IV coordinators and graduate deans telling
them about the two amendments to title IV passed by Con-
gress and approved by President Johnson in December of
1963. He explained that the amendment which authori?ed
the payment of a uniform institutional allowance of $2,500
per academic year for each attending fellow, less a manda-
tory deduction of any amount charged the fellow for tui-



tion, would not be effective until the 1964-65 academic year.
He said that the policies by which institutions could receive
up to $2,500 per fellow for costs of education, and which
required an accounting for such costs, would remain
in effect during the current year, 1963-64.

The second amendment authorized the Commissioner
of Education to reaward the unused portions of vacated
fellowships. Dr. Ferguson emphasized that the law au-
thorized, but did not specifically require, the Commissioner
to reaward such fellowships. He pointed out that the com-
plete activation of this amendment was not possible at
that time, since the full amount of money needed to cover
the student stipends and institutional cost-of-education pay-
ments was not available. Supplemental funds were there-
fore necessary before vacated fellowships could bc re-
awarded for use during the academic year 1964-65. A
request had been made of Congress for such an appropria-
tion.

The memorandum stated that the Office of Educa ton
was proceeding on the assumption that, when funds were
available to make this amendment effective, vacated fellow-
ships would be allocated to the institutions and programs
to which they were originally assigned. Nevertheless, the
Commissioner would retain the prerogative of making this
decision. Dr. Ferguson promised that as soon as the deci-
sion in this matter was clear he would notify each school of
the number of vacated fellowships for which it might nomi-
nate candidates. He said that the procedures of nomina-
tion and award would be the same as for original fellow-
ships.

Dr. Ferguson also informed institutions that it seemed
probable that only full-year increments, i.e., 3 years, 2
years, 1 year, would be authorized as valid tenure time for
these vacated fellowships. A fellowship with 2 years of
tenure remaining might be awarded either to a first-year
or a second-year graduate student; a fellowship with only
1 year of tenure remaining might be awarded either to a
first-year, second-year, or third-year graduate student. No
fractional parts of an academic year unused by the original
awardee could be used by the new awardee.

Title IV Advisory Committee Meeting of March 16, 1964

The Title IV Advisory Committee met with administra-
tors of predoctoral assistance programs from the National
Science Foundation and the National Institutes of Health
and reviewed standards, policies, and procedures in those
programs.

The Committee reviewed with Assistant Commissioner
f Education Peter Muirhead the proposed legislation

(H.R. 9846) relating to title IV. It recommended that (1)
title IV awards be freed of the present restriction limiting
them to the support of only the first, second, or third post-
baccalaureate years of graduate study, and that (2) some
title IV fellowships be extended to a fourth year of sup-
port to students who needed that additional time to com-
plete their doctorates. The Committee also agreed that

the proposed schedule of increase in number of awards
was excellent.

The Committee recommended that title IV awards con-
tinue to be allocated chiefly in the humanities, social sci-
ences, and education disciplines. It also recommended that
these awards be widely distributed rather than clustered
at certain schools in certain geographical areas.

Mary I. Bunting, President of Radcliffe College, made a
strong recommendation that some title IV awards be made
to women who could attend graduate school only on a
part-time basis. She stated that many women could not un-
dertake advanced study on the same time basis as men
because of the demands of their domestic duties.

House Special Subcommittee on Education Resumes
Hearings

With a 1-year extension of NDEA having been approved
on December 18, 1963, Mrs. Green's Special Subcommittee
on Education on February 3, 1964, resumed the hearings
on NDEA amendments which had been adjourned since
June 17, 1963. Since, in addition to extending NDEA for

1 year, Congress bad also made several technical amend-
ments to NDEA, including two to title IV, Mrs. Green
introduced on February 1, 1964, a new, slightly modified
bill, H.R. 9846, in place of her 1963 bill, H.R. 6061, to
serve as a basis for continued discussion.

Because the Congress in 1963 had authorized the re-
award of vacated fellowships, that provision of Mrs.
Green's 1963 bill was deleted in her new one. In place of
10,000 fellowships for each of the 3 years as provided in
H.R. 6061, H.R. 9846 authorized 5,000 fellows for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1965, 7,500 the next year, and 10,000
the third year. In her new bill, Mrs. Green also dropped
the provision for 2,000 summer fellowships contained in
her original bill, and in its place permitted a fellowship
holder, who previously was limited to 3 regular academic
years of study, to pursue studies during periods outside the
regular sessions of the graduate program of the institution,
and to receive for such periods of study additional pay-
ments for stipends and dependency allowances as the Corn-
misioner of Education would determine to be appropriate.
The total duration of fellowship tenure could not exceed
3 calendar years.

Hearings on H.R. 9846 were held on February 3, 5, and
7, and March 2, 3, and 4 of 1964. The principal witness
at these hearings was Commissioner of Education Keppel
who appeared before the subcommittee on the first 2 days
of the hearings. Commissioner Keppel again made a strong
plea for a very substantial expansion in the number of
graduate fellowships. He said that, although 320,000 new
college teachers and 86,000 new administrative personnel
would be needed during the decade of the 1960's, only
141,000 doctoral degrees would be awarded during that
decade and only 45,000 of the holders of these degrees
would enter academic life. As an example of the college
teacher shortage, he cited the field of mathematics in which
about 300 Ph. D.'s were being awarded annually. More
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than half of these doctoral recipients he said, were entering
industrial research, leaving fewer than 150 available for
teaching in about 2,100 accredited colleges and universities
a ratio of one-fourteenth Ph. D. per college.6

For the information of the subcommittee, Commissioner
Keppel had prepared a table showing Federal support of
graduate study by various levels and agencies. This table,
reproduced in the record of the hearings as exhibit 7,
"Federal Support of Graduate Study: Number of partici-
pants in Federal fellowships, traineeships and tra ining
grant programs, fiscal years 1963 and 1964," showed that
in 1964 there were supported by the Federal Government
15,895 full-time fellowships, 2,801 part-time and summer
fellowships, 3,199 postdoctoral and special fellowships, 2,086
long-term traineeships, 7,000 short-term traineeships, 31,-
163 long-term training grants, and 56,218 short-term train-
ing grants, plus an indeterminate number of research
assistants.7 In spite of this very substantial support of
graduate education, Commissioner Keppel asserted that
-despite the variety of existing programs, the total output
under all federally supported graduate programs is but a
fraction of that required by our times."8

Mrs. Green was particularly interested in whether or not
the NDEA grrmduate fellowship program was meeting its
stated purpose ol increasing the number of well-qualified
college teachers. She wanted to know how many NDEA
fellows had actually entered college teaching.

Commissioner Keppel cited a staff study that had been
made of 101 fellows of the class of 1959-60 who had earned
their doctorate in 3 years. He submitted evidence that 77
of the 101 had by February 1964 entered college and uni-
versity employment, 63 of them in teaching. He agreed
that this was only a small sam9le (about 10 percent) but
he regarded the data as representative. He considered the
earning of a doctorate in 3 years as the exception, pointing
out that the achievement of a Ph. D., particularly in the
humanities, usually resulted only after 4, .5, and 6 years of
study.9

Mrs. Green was concerned about what she considered a
high rate of attrition in the title IV program-284 resigna-
tions out of 1,000 fellows in 1959-60 and 356 out of 1,500
fellows in the 1960-61 class. Peter Muirhead, Assistant Com-
missioner and Director, Office of Program and Legislative
Planning, who assisted Commissioner Keppel at the hear-
ings, offered this explanation for the high attrition rate of
1959-60 class:

6 To Amend and Extend the National Defense Educa Act- Hear-
ings Before the special Subcommittee on Education, Committee cm
Education and Labor. House. 88th Congress, 1st and 2d Sessions. Wash-
ington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1904. pp. 319-20.

7 Ibid., p. 321. The terms, -fellowships," "traineeships," and "train-
ing grants" have the following meanings: "Fellowships" are awards
which arc made by a Federal agency head (e.g, institutions nominate
wick the Commissioner of Education awards NDEA fellowships);
"trainceships' arc Federal awards which arc madc by the institution
itself; and "training grants" arc grants providing multiple kinds of
support, including financial support of graduate students.

Ibid., p. 320.
9 Ibid., pp. 328-32.
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"I think, Mrs. Green, it is fair to indicate that the class
of 1959, that is time first year under the National Defense
Education Act, is not wholly typical of the program as it
has matured. As you know, the initial appropriation for
the program came in the waning weeks of the 1958-59
college year. The program then had to be mounted. I
think it is a reasonable thing to assume that the quality
of the fellows in the first year of the program possibly is
not as high as the fellows in succeeding years, because of
the speed with which the program had to be mounted and
the fact that in many instances students planning graduate
study had already made other plans by the time these
awards were made."19

When Mrs. Green said that it appeared to her that about
45 percent of the fellows were not going into college teach-
ing as was the purpose of title IV (-lout 25 percent were
resigning and 20 percent were going into occupations other
tha'n college or university employment), Commissioner
Keppel replied that 45 percent was not a true figure.
Many of those who had "resigned" NDEA fellowships, he
said, were not necessarily lost to higher education, but
had dropped out of school temporarily, had changed their
majors, or had even accepted other fellowships or forms
of financial aid.

The matter of attrition so concerned Mrs. Green that
she asked Commissioner Keppel what he thought about a
possible amendment to the fellowship program requiring
that, in order to be eligible for a fellowship, a person
would have to agree in writing that upon completion of
studies as a full-time student he would accept, for a period
of 2 years, employment: (1) if offered, in an institution of
higher education or in elementary or secondary school, or
(2) if offered, with the classified civil service, or (3) if
offered, in a position determined by the Commissioner to
be in the -national interest. Mrs. Green pointed out that
such a requirement would be in line with the requirements
in the military services at the academies. Commissioner
Keppel replied that he did not favor such a requirement
but preferred the existing method of encouraging young
people, not requiring them, to enter college teaching as
a career.

The only other witness at the 1964 subcommit hear-
ings who had something to say pertaining to title IV was
W. Stull Holt, Executive Secretary of the American His-
torical Association Mr. Holt pointed out that the 506 gradu-
ate fellowships awarded under title IV to history students
during the academic years 1959-60 through 1964-65 repre-
sented 5.9 percent of the total number awarded during
these years. Then he said:

"While the historical profession has mixed feelings about
the effect of the National Defense Education Act on gradu-
ate instruction, within our discipline, we lament the fact
that the number of National Defense Education Act gradu-
ate fellowships granted in history nowhere begins to ap-
proach the quantitative, to say nothing of the qualitative,
importance of history in the colleges and universities of
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the Nation. History is one of our most popular under-
graduate majors throughout the country and the percent-
age of graduate students in history is far higher than 5.9
percent. The American Historical Association would hope,
then that H.R. 9846, as administered, would provide a
more proportionate number of fellowships in history."

Senator Morse Resumes Hearings on College Student
Aid Legislation

As mentioned in the narrative of the fifth year of title
IV operation, Senator Morse's subcommittee had held hear-
ings on S. 580, the omnibus bill on Federal aid to educa-
tion, in April, May, and June of 1963 but no separate bill
on NDEA amendments was reported out of committee that
year. True, there were the 1-year extension and minor
amendments to NDEA tacked on to the Vocational Educa-
tion Act of 1963, but this was a stopgap measure. It was for
this reason that the subconnnittee. on February 20, 1964, re-
sumed hearings on S. 580 and on a bill, S, 2490, introduced
by Senator Vance Hartke, Democrat of Indiana, on Febru-
ary 3, 1964, to provide assistance for students in higher
education by increasing the amount authorized for loans
under NDEA and by establishing programs for scholarships,
loan insurance, and work-study. Senator Hartke's bill con-
tained no provisions for graduate fellowships and, since
graduate fellowships had been thoroughly discussed in the
hearings on S. 580 during the previous year, no discussion
of title IV took place either on February 20 or on the only
other day hearings were held, March 10.

Supplemental Appropriation Requested for Vacated
Fellowships

As a consequence of the amendments to NDEA passed in
December of 1963, the Office of Education asked the House
Committee on Appropriations for a supplemental ap-
propriation of $4,090,000, of which $1,590,000 was for ad-
ditional fellowships to implement to the maximum level
the expanded authorization. The statement submitted in
justification of the request said that the regular appropria-
tion bill, H.R. 5888, signed into Public Law 88-136 on
October 11, 1963, by President Kennedy, provided for the
support of 4,088 fellows during 1964-65. The amount of
$1,590,000 was requested to support an additional 295
fellows to bring the total number of fellows to be sup-
ported up to 4,383. The statement pointed out that the
number which could be supported in 1964-65 could not
reach 4,500 (1,500 from the 1962-63 class, 1,500 from the
1963-64 class, and 1,500, from the 1964-65 class) becanse
some awards made to fellows in the 1962-63 class and iu
the 1963-64 class were for only 1 or 2 years and the tenure
of these awards would be completed by 1964-65.12

At the hearings on February 17, 1964, subcommittee

" Ibid., pp. 454-55.
" Departments of Labor and Health, Education, and Welfare Ap-

propriations for 1965. Part I. Hearings Before a Subcommittee of the
Committee on Appropriations. 88th Congress, 2d Session. Washington:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1964. p. 423.

chairman John Fogarty wanted to know, in connection
with the supplemental request, the reasons why the 295
fellows had resigned before completing tenure. Kenneth
W. Mildenberger, Director of the Division of College and
University Assistance, replied that the Graduate Fellow-
ship Branch had made a 'study of some of these dropouts.
Only 9 percent of them had dropped out because of aca-
demic difficulties. Thirty-four percent had changed their
academic goals or career plans, 21 percent for personal
reasonsfinances, marriage, or pregnancy-7 percent for
health, 9 percent for no reason given. Dr. Mildenberger
said that the 20 percent dropout rate of the title IV pro-
gram "was considerably lower than the rate in other fel-
lowship programs and in general graduate study." 13

First Reawards of Vacated Fellowships

Late in April the House of Representatives denied the
Office of Education request for supplemental funds with
which to reawarcl vacated fellowships during the spring
of 1964, and Dr. Ferguson informed all title IV coordina-
tors that no attempt would be made that year to reaward
such fellowships.

A month later, however, on May 28, Dr. Ferguson wrote
pertinent title IV coordinators that, because of small sav-
ings wit!iin the graduate fellowship 1963-64 budget, it had
become possible to reaward a small number of these
vacated fellowships for use during the academic year 1964-
65. The reawarded fellowships would be for only one year
of tenure regardless of the academic-year level of the stu-
dents to whom they were assigned.

Dr. Ferguson wrote that because of the limited funds, no
one institution would receive more than one reawarded
fellowship no matter how many study programs had ex-
perienced vacancies. Furthermore, he could not guarantee
that any particular institution would receive even one,
but he promised to act as equitably as possible.

In order to reaward as many fellowships as possible, Dr.
Ferguson asked the cooperation of title IV coordinators
in two ways. He pointed out that very frequently the Officc
of Education was not notified until fall of the resignations
of fellows who resigned at the end of the spring term or
during the summer. He said that now, for the first time, the
Office of Education would be able to use the money
saved through year-end and summer withdrawals if they
were reported to the Office in dine. For this reason he urged
the coordinators to learn the intention of each of their
fellows with respect to the resumption of their fellowships
the next fall. Fellows who did not plan to resume their
fellowships were to be asked to submit their resignations
either through the coordinator or directly to the Office by
June 6. A written notice of resignation was required from
a student before the fellowship could be officially declared
vacated.

Dr. Ferguson also asked those title IV coordinators with
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vacated 1962 fellowships to submit to him as soon as pos-
sible the names, current addresses, and academic depart-
ments or programs of at least two students whom they
would like to nominate as alternate candidates for re-
awarded fellowships. These students had to be seeking the
doctorate in an approved title IV program in which there
was a vacated fellowship which was awarded originally in
1962. They also had to be, of course, legally eligible to
hold title IV fellowships and had to complete the same
forms that regular nominees submitted. The coordinators
were told that if a vacated fellowship was awarded to their
institution, they would have to make a nomination in ex-
actly the same manner required of all other title IV fel-
lows. As with original awards, reawards had to be con-
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summated by June 30 in order that funds could be obli-
gated from the fiscal 1964 appropriation.

After he received nominations for reawarded fellowships,
Dr. Ferguson corresponded with each nominee, informing
him that he had been nominated for a National Defense
Fellowship for tilt. 1964-65 academic year only. If willing
to accept, the candidate was asked to submit to him im-
mediately the forms which he had enclosed. Dr. Ferguson
made it clear to the candidate, however, that it was more
unlikely than likely that he would receive an award, and
he cautioned against counting on it. -In any event," wrote
Dr. Ferguson, congratulate you for having been accorded
this honor, and give you my best wishes for a successful
year of graduate study.-
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CHAPTER IX

seventh year of
operation

On July 2, 1964, Representative Edith Green introduced
a new bill, H.R. 11904, with nine titles, incorporating
several modifications to H R. 9846. This new bill resulted
from hearings held during February and March of 1964.
In regard to title IV, this new bill provided that not less
than one-third of the fellowships awarded during the fiscal
years ending June 30, 1965, and June 30, 1966, and no
fewer than 2,500 for each fiscal year thereafter, be awarded
in new or expanded graduate programs. Her preceding bill
had stipulated that no fewer than 1,500 fellowships be
awarded to fellows in such programs each fiscal year. Sub-
ject, of course, to other provisions applying to all title
IV fellowships, the Commissioner was free to award the
remaining fellowships on such other bases as he might
determine.

Another important addition to Mrs. Green's bill was a
revocation of the provision in the original NDEA that a
full 3-year fellowship could be awarded only to a student
in first year of graduate study after the baccalaureate de-
gree. The stipend for the first year of study would remain

$2,000 per academic year, regardless of how lipid' previous
graduate study a fellow had had, $2,200 for the second
year, and $2,400 for the third year. Most of the technical
amendments to title IV would become effective July 1, 1964.

H.R. 11904 Reported Out of Committee

On July 30, 1964, the House Committee on Education
and Labor reported out H.R. 11904 with several minor
amendments, none of them applying to title IV. One
amendment of interest in connection with title IV, however,
was that which deleted from section 101, the preamble of
the original National Defense Education Act, the clause:
"which have led to an insufficient proportion of our popu-
lation educated in science, mathematics and modern foreign
languages and trained in technology." Thus, for the first
time, the emphasis on science, mathematics, and engineer-
ing was to be excluded from the act.

The report accompanying the bill commented on the
recommended amendments to title IV. In regard to the
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provision allowing the Commissioner to award the ma-
jority of the new fellowships on such bases as he might
determine, the Committee on Education and Labor empha-
sized diat the requirement relating to the number of fellow-
ships to be awarded in new or expanded programs was
intended to be a minimum requirement. In this connection,
the report stressed that the Commissioner, in allocating
fellowships, was required to consider two objectives: (I) in-
creasing the number of graduate training facilities, t, (2)

promoting a wider geographical distribution of such _acili-
ties.'

In furtherance of the objective of increastng the num-
ber of qualified college teachers, H.R. 11904 also provided
that the recipients of fellowships under the title had to
be persons who were interested in college teaching and
were pursuing or intending to pursue a course of study
leading to a doctor of philosophy or equivalent degree.
The report stated that the term "equivalent degree" should
be interpreted to include students pursuing a course of
study beyond the first professional degree in law and who
intended to teach at a law school.

The report pointed out that the bill would now permit
the Commissioner to award fellowships on a I2-month
basis where the student continued his academic pursuits
during sessions outside the regular session of the graduate
program and to make, in such cases, appropriate adjust-
ments in the amount of stipend and dependency allow-
ances. "This provision," the report stated, "is consistent
with other Federal fellowship programs, such as the Na-
tional Science Foundation cooperative fellowship program
and the predoetorate fellowship program of the National
Institutes of Health, where a stipend for a 12-month fellow-
ship is higher than that for a 9-month fellowship."2

Minority Views on H.R. 11904

There was not Committee unanimity on H.R. 11904, and
dissenting views were appended to the report as it was
transmitted to the Whole House. Representatives Albert H.
Quie, Republican of Minnesota, and Charles E. Goodell,
Republican of New York, declared that NDEA was never
intended as a vehicle or general aid to education or as an
assumption of permanent Federal responsibilities. They
asserted that -the unwarranted expansion of the act pro-
posed in H.R. 11904 gives additional substance to the view
that limited Federal aid leads to ever increasing Federal
interventicn in education, with inevitable consequence of
weakening support for this act.- 3

Mr. Quie and Mr. Goodell were critical of the amend-
ments to title IV. In their joint statement, they said:

"The bill would expand the number of fellowships
awarded under Title IV from 1,500 annually to 10,000
annually, and would do so in a 2-year period. Moreover, it
would minimize the fundamental purpose of the program

1 Report No. 1639. House. 88th Congress, 2d Session. July 30, 1064.
P. 9-

Ibid.
Ibid., p. 51.
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to expand the base of graduate educadon in the country;
only one-third of the fellowships would be awarded f-,r
new or expanded graduate programs, a requirement apply-
ing to all fellowships in the present act. Also, the direction
to the Commissioner of Education to seek geographic spread
in the program would be eliminated. Thus a fundamental
purpose of the title would be seriously compromised.

"Aside from Office of Education spokesmen, there was
little support for this precipitous increase in the number of
fellowships awarded under the act. Experts in graduate
education have very grave doubts that any such increase
could be accomplished without a serious weakening of the
quality of candidates for fellowships and of the graduate
program i -self. Any such result would be unfortunate.

"The philosophy of Federal interest inherent in this
huge increase, and in the virtual abandonment of the idea
of expanding the base of graduate education, is radically
different from that of the existing act. The philosophy of
this bill is that the Federal Government should assume the
lion's share of the total national effort in graduate educa-
tion. This is evident when we compare the 10,000 fellow-
ships proposed in this bill with the total number of rh. D.
degrees awarded last year-12,822.

"The general public is not aware of the enormous Fed-
eral contribution to graduate education. In fiscal 1962,
Federal agencies financed over 35,000 graduate students
through f'llowships and traineeships, at a cost of over $103
minion. In addition, these agencies paid part or all the
costs for 19,350 graduate research assistants. Most of these
students are working in the physical and biological sciences
which relate directly to major Federal interests, as for
example, high-energy physics. This fact accounts for a
further erroneous assumption in this bill.

"It is assumed that because the Federal Governmentof
necessity in the interest of national defensemakes a heavy
contribution to graduate education in science, it must 'bal-
auce' this with a heavy commitment in the humanities and
arts. The application of this 'balance' theory would require
us to match every outlay for a direct governmental interest
with an expenditure for interests that are indirect or re-
mote. To say the least, this is a novel theory of govern-
mental responsibility. On the basis of the hearings thus
far, I cannot adopt such an outlook on education in this
country." 4

In addition to Mr. Quie and Mr. Goodell, four other
Republican Representatives (Donald C. Bruce of Indiana,
John M. Ashbrook of Ohio, M. G. (Gene) Snyder of Ken-
tucky, and Paul Findley of Illinois) appended a joint state-
ment of minority views. First they cited the well-known
quote of Senator Barry Goldwater in the 1958 Senate Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare ieport on the original
NDEA:

"This bill and the foregoing remarks of the majority
remind me of an old Arabian proverb: 'If a camel once
gets his nose in a tent, his body will soon follow.' If
adopted, the legislation will mark the inception of aid,

4 Ibid., pp. 52-53.



supervision, and ultimately control of education in this
country by Federal authorities.- 5

The four men declared that H.R. 11904 represented a
considerable part of the "body" of the "camel- of Federal
control of education. In regard to title IV they contended
that "the attempt to expand the number of fellowships by
more than six times in a 2-year period completely ignores
the realities of graduate education in this country." They
argued that the increased number of Ph. D. candidates
could be absorbed only at the expense of quality in gradu-
ate education. They said that the purpose of the title IV
amendments was to have the Federa: Government pay for
a greater part of all graduate education, despite the fact
that Federal expenditures in support of graduate education
was at that time exceeding $100 million annually.

Senate Committee Reports Out a Clean Bill, 5. 3060

On July 31, 1964, 1 day after the House reportcti out
H.R. 11904, Senator Morse, for the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare, reported out a clean bill, S. 3060, to
amend and extend the National Defensc Education Act of
1958 and to extend Public Laws 815 and 874, 81st Congress
(federally affected areas).

Title IV of S. 3060 was identical to that of H.R. 11904,
except for one difference. The Senate bill permitted the
Commissioner to pay up to $4,800 for fellows who, prior
to going on tenure, had had 2 or more academic years of
teaching experience at a college or university; the House
bill had no such provision.

The Senate report stated that the expansion in fellow-
ships was badly needed:

"The bill would authorize the award of 5,000 fellowships
in fiscal year 1965, 7,500 in fiscal year 1966, and 10,000 in
each of the two succeeding fiscal years. This increase from
the present authorization of 1,500 fellowships per year
.reflects the fact that the need for well-qualified college
teachers is still growing far more rapidly than the supply.

-Office of Education projections estimate conservatively
that college and university enrollments will nearly double
between 1963 and 1975, rising from 4.5 million students to
8.6 million. The Nation's 4-year colleges and universities
alone will need to hire approximately 288,000 new faculty
members to instruct these students between 1964 and 1974.
Yet, the same projections estimate that only about 87,000
such persons, or less than 30 percent of the minimum num-
ber of new teachers needed, will be available for- college
teaching at the present rate of doctoral degree achievement.

-Clearly, the supply will be alarmingly out of proportion
to the need. A serious deterioration in the quality and
availability of colleg- and university instruction will occur
unless immediate steps are taken to create additional oppor-
tunities and facilities for the production of doctoral degree
holders. These new national defense graduate fellowships
will permit the Federal Government to cooperate with in-

9 Ibid., p, 56,

stitutions of higher education in the development of these
opportunities and facilities." 6

Republican Senators Barry Goldwater of Arizona and
John G. Tower of Texas filed minority views in which they
stated that they were opposed to all the provisions of S.
3060 except those in title of the bill extending for a
period of 2 years Public Laws 815 and 874 which dealt with
federally impacted areas. They said that v ;th the enact-
ment of S. 3060, "the National Defense Education Act
would be transformed into a program which approximates
a species of general Federal aid to _2ducation, and in which
the provisions related to the national defense have become
the less important portion of the legislation. To paraphrase
a well-known expression, what we are witnessing is the
slow but relentless advent of Federal regulation of educa-
tion carric...1 out on the installment plan and seeking to
remain undetected under the protective cloak of 'national
defense.' 7

S. 3060 Passed by Senate

S. 3060 was taken up for consideration on the Senate
floor by unanimous consent on August 1, 1964, the day
after it had been reported out of Committee. In asking and
receiving unanimous consent, Senator Mansfield, Democrat
of Montana and Senate Majority Leader, said that he
understood that consideration of the bill would "take little
time."

Senator Morse, floor manager of the bill, praised the
bipartisan cooperation in formulating the bill. "This bill
bears upon it the mark of our combined judgment in al-
most every area." 8 He said that several Senators had sought
to be cosponsors of the bill but, since it was an original
one from Committee, according to precedents controlling
the Senate, cosponsors could not be added. Therefore, he
wanted the Congressional Record to show that the follow-
ing Senators had expressed to the bill clerk their desire
to be associated with the legislation:

Senators Joseph S. Clark, Democrat of Pennsylvania;
John Sherman Cooper, Republican of Kentucky; J. William
Fulbright, Democrat of Arkansas; Lister Hill, Democrat of
Alabama; Hubert H. Humphrey, Democrat of Minnesota;
Jacob K. Javits, Republican of New York; Edward M.
Kennedy, Democrat of Massachusetts; Thomas H. Kuchel,
Republican of California; Michael J. Mansfield, Democrat
of Montana; Patrick V. McNamara, Democrat of Michigan;
Lee Metcalf, Democrat of Montana; Claiborne Pell, Demo-
crat of Rhode Island; Winston L. Prouty, Republican of
Vermont; Jennings Randolph, Democrat of West Virginia;
Harrison A. Williams, Jr., Democrat of New Jersey; and
Ralph W. Yarborough, Democrat of Texas.9

a Report No. 1275. Senate. 88th Congress. 2d Session. July 31, 1964.
p. 11,

ibid., p. 78.
Congressional Record. Vol. 110. Part 13. August I, 1964. p. 17690.

9 Ibid.
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Senator Morse told the Senate that S. 3060 had received
the favorable vote of all If:embers of the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, except Senator Tower and
Senator Goldwpter who, although opposed to all part-, of
the bill except extension of Public Laws 814 and 874, had
raised no objections to expediting the measure to the floor
of the Senate.

After a brief discussion, none of which pertained to title
IV of NDEA except Senator Morse's brief reference to it in
describing the various provisions of the bill, S. 3060 was
passed by a voice vote. A motion to reconsider he vote
by which the bill was passed was laid on the table. The bill
was then sent to the House for consideration.

House Considers H.R. 11904

H.R. 11904, which h: ' been reported out the House
Education and Labor Committee on July 30, 1964, did not
get a rule from the Rules Committee until August 13. This
rule, House Resolution 852, permitted a maximum of 2
hours of general debate on the bill, the time to be equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Education and Labor.
In addition, 5 minutes debate was allowed on each amend-
ment. The resolution stated that it would also be in order
to consider, without any intervention of point of order, the
text of the bill (H.R. 12363 introduced by Mrs. Green on
August 12) to extend Public Law 815 and 874, 81st Con-
gress (federally affected areas) for 1 year until June ao, 1966,
as an amendment to the bill. The resolution also provided
that, after the passage of H.R. 11904, it would be in order
ior the House to take from the Speaker's table the bill
S. 3060 and to move to strike out all after the enacting
clause of S. 3060 and to insert in lieu thereof the provisions
contained in H.R. 11904 as missed by the House.

H.R. 11904 was taken up for consideration on the floor
of the House on August 14, 1964, after passage of House
Resolution 852 upon a motion by Mrs. Green. Before the
passage of the resolution, speaker after speaker, both Demo-
crat and Republican, arose and spoke in praise of Repre-
sentative Carl Elliott, who had just been defeated in a
congressional primary in Alabama. Representative Richard
Bolling, Democrat of Missouri, who as a member of the
Committee on Rules had the honor of calling up House
Resolution 852, and who gave the first tribute, expressed
the sentiment of a good many of his colleagues when he
said;

"Mr. Speaker, I should like to take a few minutes to
speak about a colleague of ours who will not be with us
after this session of Congress, who was the father of the
National Defense Education Act when it was passed in
1958, the author of the bill, the individual who steered it
through the House of Representatives, the gentleman from
Alabama, our distinguished and able colleague, the Honor-
able Carl Elliott. I know of no man in the history of the
American Congress, and I say advisedly the history of the
American Congress, who has done more for the cause of
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education than has C;!..1 Elliott. His loss to the country
and to the Congress is a great one." 1°

Mrs, Green served as floor manager for her bill. When
it came time for amendmcnts, Representative Albert H.
Quie offered amendment to title IV. In place of the 5,000
fellowships for fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, the 7,500
for fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, and the 10,000 for
fiscal year ending June 30, 1967, as provided by the bill,
the Quie amendment provided for 3,000; 5,000; and 6,500
fellowships, respectively. Whereas H.R. 11904 provided that
not less than one-third of the new fellowships were to go
to new or expanded programs in fiscal years ending June
30, 1965, and June 30, 1966, and no fewer than 2,500 for
each fiscal year thereafter, the Quie amendment provided
for no fewer than 1,500 for the first year and one-third of
them thereafter.

In support of his amendment, Mr. Quie said:
"My amendment would provide for an increase to 3,000

the first year, that it be doubled from the present. The
second year it would provide for an increase by another
2,000 to 5,000. In the last year it would be increased by
another 1,500 to 6,500.

"From everybody I have talked to I get the impression
that this is more than adequate to provide for the needs
of fellowships in the 3 years. This, as Members know, is
for training and education of Ph. D.'s for college teaching.
I feel that this is in line with what is needed today." 11

Mrs. Green reluctantly agreed to accept the Quie
amendment:

-In regard to the current fiscal year an . the number
suggested in the amendment of the gentleman from Minne-
sota, I am not at all disturbed, because I 1_ lieve that
probably this is the number that could really b sed.

"However, the fellowship program was clesi orig-
inally to maintain and to improve the qualit of and
preparation of our college faculties. As ono inemlicT of Me
subconimittee, I am concerned about statistics win( '1 show
that the percentage of new college professors with Ph. ti.'s
is declining. We have a smaller percentage of Ph. D.'s now
than we had 10 years ago.

"However, because this will give the committee an ce
trinity to look at the problem again next year and in the
interest of getting a bill passed in this .,ession of Congress,
I reluctantly accept the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Minnesota.- 12

Representative John Brademas, Democrat of Indiana,
rose in opposition to the Quie amendment. He referred
to the sentence in the House report accompanying the bill
that the House Committee had approved the number of
fellowships only -after a thorough discussion c,f the Title

10 Congressional Record. VoL Hu, Part 15. August 1,1, 1964. p. 19655.
It is interesting that tlic prime movers in getting NDEA started in
1958 were both from Alabama (Mr. Elliott hi (he House and
Senator Hill in the Senate) while the prime movers in getting NDEA
extended and amended were both from Oregon (Mrs. Green in the
House and Senator Morse in the Senate).

p. 19684.
" 1bid.



IV program and the estimated needs." He asserted that the
House bill on this particular point was "in full accord with
the Title IV program approved by the other body." Mr.
Quie replied by saying that the House should not be influ-
enced by what the Senate had clone in regard to this legis-
lation because it spent virtually no time at all considering
or studying it. He said that all of the study on this matter
had been done in the House and that he had been involved
in it.

The Quie amendment was agreed to by the House. There
was no further comment on the title IV program during the
remainder of the discussion of H.R. 11904 which, along
with a number of other amendments, including extension
of Public Laws 815 and 874, 81st Congress (federally af-
fected areas), was passed by a voice vote.

Immediately thereafter, Mrs. Green offered an amendment
to strike out all after the enacting clause of S. 3060 and

in lieu thereof the text of H.R. 11904, as passed. Her
amendment was agreed to by a voice vote, arid the amended
bill was sent back to the Senate.

Conference Report

On August 31, 1964, in a motion by Senator Morse, the
Senate disagreed with the House amendment to its bill,
S. 3060, and requested a conference with the House thereon.
The President pro tern appointed nine conferees (six Demo-
crats, three Republicans).13 On September I, Mrs. Green
asked unanimous consent that the House insist on the
House amendments to S. 3060 and agree to a conference.
Peter H. B. Frelinghuysen, Republican of New Jersey,
objected because of a dispute over the number of minority
members who would serve on the conference committee.

On September 15, Chairman Adam Clayton Powell of the
House Committee on Education and Labor again asked
unanimous consent to go to conference with the Senate
in regard to S. 3060. This time the House agreed, after this
explanation of the views of the minority side by Repre-
sentative Donald C. Bruce, Republican of Indiana:

"Mr, Speaker, reserving the right to object, and I shall
riot object ai this time, there has been a great deal of con-
cern on the side of the minority as to what the approach
is going to be in the conference committee. We are not at
this point completely assured that the House position is
going to be firmly maintained. We also recognize the im-
portance of this legislation and feel that we cannot any
longer take the position of objecting although we feel,
from the standpoint of many of us, that there are some
objectionable possibilities coming out of this conference
report.

"It is our firm hope that the House Munbers of the con-
ference committee will stand as firmly as humanly possible

"'The Democratic conferees named were Wayne Morse of Oregon,
Lister Hill of Alabama. Patrick McNamara of Michigan, Ralph W.
Yarborough of Texas. Joseph S. Clark of Pennsylvania and Jennings
Randolph of West Virginia. The Republican conferees named were
Winstokt L. Prouty of Vermont, Barry Goldwater of Arizona, and Jacob
K._-.Javiis of New York.

for the House position on this piece of legislation. Mr.
Speed: I withdraw my reservation of objection." 14 The
Speakt iereupon appointed 13 conferees eight Democrats
and _five Repub1icans).15

The conference committee issued its report on September
30, 1964, outlining the agreements which were reached. The
Senate bill extended the programs provided for in the
National Defense Education Ace of 1958 for 3 additional
years beyond the expiration date of June 30, 1965. The
House amendment extended the act for only 2 additional
years. The substitute agreed upon in conference extended
the act for 3 additional years. It extended the Federal im-
pact legislation for one year. According to the report, in
most respects the substitute bill agreed in conference was
like the House amendment to S. 3060, The provision of
the House bill striking out the clause "which have led to
an insufficient proportion of our population educated in
science, mathematics, and modern foreign languages and
trained in technology" was retained. With regard to con-
ference agreement on title IV, the managers on the part of
the House had this to say:

"The Senate bill authorized the Comissioner of Educa-
tion to award 5,000 fellowships for graduate study during
the fiscal year 1965, 7,500 during the fiscal year 1966, and
10,000 during the fiscal years 1967 and 1968.

"The House amendment authorized the Commissioner
to award 3,000 such fellowships during the fiscal year 1965,
5,000 during the fiscal year 1966, and 6,500 during the fiscal
year 1967.

"The conference substitute authorizes the Commissioner
of Education to award 3,000 fellowships for graduate study
during fiscal year 1965, 6,000 during fiscal year 1966, and
7,5(0 during fiscal years 1967 and 1968.

"The Senate bill provides that of the fellowships to be
awarded during a fiscal year not less than one-third of those
to be awarded in fiscal years 1965 and 1966, and not less
than 2,500 for each fiscal year thereafter, shall be awarded
to persons who will study in new or expanded graduate
programs approved by the Commissioner under section
403(a). The House amendment provides that for fiscal year
1965, 1,500 of the fellowships awarded must be for study
in such new or expanded programs and that thereafter one-
third of such fellowships must be for study in such new and
expanded programs. The conference substitute adopts the
House provision in this instance." 6

" Congressional Record, Vol. 110, Part 17. September 16, 1964. p.
22202.

" The Democratic conferees named were Adam Clayton Powell of
New York, Carl I). Perkins of Kentucky, Edith Green of Oregon, John"
Brademas of Indiana, James Roosevelt of California, Carlton R.
Sickles of Maryland. Sant M. Gibbons of Florida, and John H. Dent of
Pennsylvania. The Republican conferees named were Peter H. B.
Frelinghuysen of New Jersey, Albert H. Qtde of Minnesota, Charles
E. Goodell of New York, Robert P. Griffin of Michigan, and Paul
Findley of Illinois.

" Report No. 1916. House. 88th Congress, 2d Session. September 30,
1961. p. 15.

79



Conference Report Accepted by House and Senate

The House was the first to act on the conference report
when Mr. Powell called it up for consideration on October
I, 1964. As leader of the House conferees, he explained the
details of the agreement which had been reached with the
Senate conferees. In regard to title IV, lie said:

"In reaching an agreement in regard to the number of
fellowships to be awarded, the conferees agreed upon an
average between the numbers adopted by the House and
the Senate. Thus, the conference report recommends that
the following awards be made: 3,000 for fiscal year 1965;
6,000 for fiscal year 1966; 7,500 for fiscal year 1967; and
7,500 for fiscal year 1968. In determining the percentage of
fellowships to be awarded to new or expanding programs
the conference substitute adopted the House provision. Tim
Senate receded in its recommendation that a special stipend
of $4,800 be awarded to teachers who have had two or more
academic years of teaching experience at a college or
university." 17

Repre:ientative Peter H. B. F'relinghuysen attacked the
conference report:

"I should like to point oat this was an unusual confer-
ence. There were 22 conferees on this bill. Thirteen of
those came from this body, 8 from the majority and 5 from
the minority. No member of the minority signed the con-
ference report. This, I might say, was not because we dis-
approved of the basic objectives of the National Defense
Act. Many of us were cosponsors of the original legislation.

"However, as a conferee I feel very strongly that we had
the position of the House to inaintain in the conference,
and on every point of significance concession was made to
the point of view of the other body." Is

Mr. Frelinghtlysen said that he strongly disagreed with
the language in the conference report which stated that -in
most respects the substitute agreed in conference is like the
House amendment." He was joined in his attack on the
conference report by the four other Republican menthers
of the House who served on the conference committee
Mr. Quie of Minnesota, Mr. Goodell of New York, Mr.
Griffin of Michigan, and Mr. Findley of Illinois. Mr.
Goodell made a motion to recommit the bill to conference
with certain specified instructions to be insisted upon by
the managers of the House. His motion was defeated by a
record vote of 107 yeas and 236 nays, with 87 not voting.
Immediately thereafter, the conference report itself was
agreed to by a record vote of 320 yeas, 20 nays, 88 not
voting, and 2 answering "present."

The conference report was considered on the floor of the
Senate on October 2, 1964, at the request of Senator Morse,
who explained his purpose in discussing the details of the
report:

"Mr. President, for the purpose of providing the legisla-
tive history regarding the conference report, I am under an
obligation to, and in fact under instructions from, my col-

" f;ongressional Record. Vol. 110, Part 18. October 1, 1964. p. 23369.
Is ibid., p. 23371.
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leagues on the committee and the House managers to dis-
cuss briefly the basis upon which agreement was reached.
I shall take the time to do so because the legislative history
we make here today may be of utmost importance in the
years ahead in administering the Act. The report I make
today supplements the report of the House managers, our
conference practice being that the Senate conferees do not
file a written report. Therefore, it is important that we
leave no room for doubt as to the meaning of any part of
the bill.

"Before I do so, however, I should like to express my
deepest appreciation to Sevators who served with me on the
conference committee for the valuable support which they
gave to the Senate position on this important legislatic

-The President of the United States, in signing legisla-
tion that has been passed in the 88th Congress, said that
this Congress had passed more educational legislation of
greater import than had been enacted by any other Con-
gress in the past 100 years. He referred to the Morrill Act
of 1862 as being the last piece of major legislation on
education, other than the National Defense Education Act
of 1958, prior to the various bills that have been passed
in the 88th Congress." 19

Senator Morse stated that all the Senators who partici-
pated in tl.e conference signed the conference report. He
said he believed, however, that Senator Goldwater, a con-
feree who did 'lot participate because he was campaigning
for the Presidency as Republican nominee, would not have
signed it. He lauded the bipartisan support received from
all Senate conferees.

In explaining the agreement reached on title IV, Senator
Morse reported:

-The following title of the National Defense Education
Act currently provides for 1,500 fellowships annually. The
Senate version of S. 3060 expanded this program, which
is of major importance if we are to expand our higher
educational teaching forces, from the present 1,500 figure
to 5,000 fellowships for this fiscal year, 7,500 fellowships
for fiscal year 1966, and the Commissioner would have been
authorized for the final 2 years to award not to exceed
10,000 fellowships annually.

"I can assure the Senate that we attempted to maintain
these figures which I personally believe are fully justified
by the evidence presented in our hearings. However, as
Senators are aware, it is necessary at times to secure agree-
ments to concede items of quantity provided that principles
of quality are maintained. In this instance, both House and
Senate retreated from the original positie. 3 and accepted
the program which will provide a doubling of scholarships
this year to 3,000, a doubling of that figure for the next
fiscal year to 6,000, and an increase thereafter for the final
2 years of the program to 7,500 fellowships annually.

-Other modifications to this title which are shown in the
summary were largely of a conforming nature dictated by
the policy decision on the number of fellowships to be
established I regret, however, that we were unable to

19 Ibid., p. 23486.



maintain the increased stipend provisions of the Senate
bill." 20

Before S. 3060 was passed by a voice vote and sent on to
the President for his signature, Senator Morse was praised
by a number of Senators for his leadership in conceptualiz-
ing the legislation and guiding it to its successful conclu-
sion. This quotation from Senator Alan Bible, Demort.at of
Nevada, is a representative one:

"I would not wish to permit this opportunity to go by
without paying my respects and commendation to the
senior Senator from Oregon for the landmark work that he
has done in this particular field. I recognize him as a leader
in many fields, but in the field of education he is probably
the foremost leader. I salute him for a task well done.- 21

President Johnson Signs S. 3060 Into Law

On October 16, 1964, 14 days after its final passage by
the Senate, President Lyndon B. Johnson signed S. 3060
into law, thus creating Public Law 88-665. At the signing
ceremony, he hailed the legislation in these words:

-The 88th Congress is gone but its good works continue.
The measure before me is one of the finest works of this
very fine year."

The President noted in his rernarks that under this legis-
lation the number of college teachers who could be trained
was increased five-fold over the previous level. He singled
out for praise in getting the legislation passed the efforts
of Senators Morse and Yarborough and Representatives
Powell, Perkins, and Green.

The Language of Title IV as a Result of Amendments of
1963 and 1964

The amendments of 1963, and particularly of 1964, were
very significant so far as title IV was concerned. These
amendments remained in effect until new amendments to
NDEA were passed in the fall of 1968 and therefore repre-
sented a considerable portion of the first 10 years of title IV
existence. Following is the exact language of the law as
it resulted from the amendments of 1963 and 1964:

TITLE IVNATIONAL DEFENSE FELLOWSHIPS

A PPROPRIAT1 UTHOKIZEU

SEC. 401. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such
sums as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this title.

NI.1 DER OF FELLOWS1-11105

SEC. 402. (a) During the r:."_.11 year eliding June 30, 1965, the Com-
missioner is authorized to award not to exceed three thousand fellow-
ships to be used for nutty :n graduate programs at institotions of
higher education, during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, he is
authorized to award not to exceed six thousand such felloivships, and
during each of the two succeeding fiscal years, he is authorized to
award not to exceed seven thousand five hundred such fellowships.

2° Ibid., p. 23490.
" , p, 23496.

Such fellowships may be awarded for such period of study as the
Commissioner may determine, but not in excess of three academic
years, except that where a fellowship holder pursues his studies as a
regularly enwlled student at the institution during periods outside
the regular sessions of the graduate program of the institution, a

fellowship may be awarded for a period not in excess of three calendar
years.'

(b) In addition to the number of fellowships authorized to be
awarded by subsection (a) of this section, the Commissioner is author-
izol to award fellowships equal to the number previously awarded
during any fiscal year under this section but vacated prior to the end
of the period for which they were awarded; except that each fellow-
ship awarded under this subsection shall be for such period of study,
not in excess of the remainder of the period for which the fellowship
which it replaces was awarded, as the Commissioner may determine.

AWARD OF FELLOWM11PS AND APPROVaL OF INSTITUTION

Sre. 403. JO Of the total moldier of fellowships anthorized by sec-
tion 402 (a) to be awarded during a fiscal year (I) not less than one
thousand live hundred of such fellowships awarded during the fiscal
year ending June 30. 1965, and not less than one-third of such fellow-
ships awarded during the three succeeding fiscal years shall be awarded
to individuals accepted for study in graduate programs approved by
the Commissioner under this section. and (2) the remainder shall be
awarded on such basis as he may detertnine, subject to the provisions
of subsection (c). The Commissioner shall approve a graduate pro-
gram of 1111 111StiOn1011 of higher education only upon application by
the institution and only upon his finding:

(1) that such program is a new program or an existing program
which has been expanded, and

(2) that such new program or expansion of an existing program
will substantially further the objective of increasing the facilities
available in the Nation for the graduate training of college or
university level teachers and of prom(1ting a wider geographical
distribution of such facilities throughout the Nation.

(b) The total of the fellowships awarded as described in clause (I)
of subsection (a) for pursuing a course of study in a graduate pro-
gram at any institutkin of higher education may not exceed a limit
established by the Commissioner in the light of the objective referred
to in SO bSPEtio 11 (a) (2), and the Commissioner shall give considera-
tion to such objective in determining the number of fellowships
awankd under this title for attendance at any one institution of
higher education.

(c) Recipients of fellowships under this title shall be persons who
are interested in teadting, or continuing to teach. in institutions of
higher education and are pursuing, or intend to pursue, a course of
study leading to a degree of doctor of philosophy or tut equivalent
degree.

(d) No fellowship shall be awarded under this title for study at a
school or department of divinity. For the purposes of this subsection,
the term "school or department of divinity" means an institution or
department or branch of an institution, whose program is specifically
for the education of students to prepare thou to become ministers of
religion or to enter upon some other religious vocation or to prepare
them to teach theological subjects.'

VEIL( )%VS11111 STIPENDS

SRC, 404. (a) Each person awarded a fellowship under the provi-
sions of this.title shall receive a stipend of $2,000 for the first academic
year of study, $2,200 for the second year, and $2,400 for the third
such year, plus an additional amount of $400 for each such year on

By secs. 401 and 402(d) of Public Law 88-665, the revision of sub-
secs. 402(a), 403(a), and 403(b), and the insertion of subsecs. 404(c)
and 404(d) is effective July 1 1964.
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account nf each of his dependents. Where a person av.srded a fellow-
ship under this title for study at an institution of 'iigher education
pursues his studies as a regularly enrolled student lit such institution
during periods outside of the regular sessions of the graduate program
of the institution, the Commissioner may make appropriate adjust-
ments in his stipends and allowances for dependents.

(b) In addition to the amounts paid to persons pursuant to sub-
section (a) there shall be paid to the institution of higher education
at which each such person is pursuing his course of study S2,50(I per
academic year. less any amount charged such person for tuition.

rEmolvsiur CONDITIONS

SEC. 905. A person awarded a fellowship under the provisions of
this title shall continue to receive the payments provided in section
404 only during such periods as the Commissioner finds that he is
maintaining satisfactory proficiency in, and devoting essentially full
time to, study or research in the field in which such fellowship was
awarded, in an institution of higher education, and is not engaging in
gainful employment other than part-time employment by such institu-
tion in teaching, research, or similar activities, approved by the Com-
missioner.

Supplemental Appropriation Bill Signed Into Law

S. 3060 authorized a number of expansions in NDEA
programs that could take effect in fiscal year 1965. The
regular appropriation bill allowed only for a continuation
of the title IV program at the previously authorized level.
Of course, an expansion from 1,500 to 3,000 new fellow-
ships to commence in the fall of 1965 required additional
funds to implement the expanded authorization. Congress
provided for this by passing a supplemental appropriation
bill (H.R. 12633) of $60,750,000 for Defense Educational
Activities. This appropriation would be available only upon
enactment of S. 3060, 88th Congress, or similar legislation
amending the National Defense Education Act of 1958.
Included in the bill, which was signed into law as Public
Law 88-635 by President Johnson on October 7, 1964, was
authorization for 20 new positions in the Office of Educa-
tion for the administration of the graduate fellowship
program.

Regular Appropriation for Fiscal Year 1966

In order to implement fully the expansion in the number
of fellowthips authorized by the 1964 amendments, the
Office of Education requested of the 89th Congress a fiscal
year 1966 appropriation of $58,108,000. This amount, which
was $25,368,000 greater than the preceding year's appropria-
tion, was requested in order to support during 1966-67 a
total of 10,494 fellows-6,000 first-year fellowships, 2,897
second-year fellowships, and 1,597 third-year fellowships
during regular sessions and 9,444 fellows (90 percent of
10,494) during summer sessions.

At the hearing on February 4, 1965, before the House
Appropriations Committee, Commissioner of Education
Keppel termed the title IV program "most successful in
encouraging increased numbers of capable young people to
receive the training essential for college or university teach-
ing careers, and for encouraging the development, fuller
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utilization, and wider geographical distribution of graduate
program )." 22

Both the House and the Senate approved the $58,108,000
request for title IV fellowships, and H.R. 7765 was signed
by President Johnson into Public Law 89-156 on August
31, 1965. The law still retained the clause that no part of
the appropriation could be made available for graduate
fellowships which were not found by the Commissioner of
Education to be consistent with the purposes of NDEA as
stated in section 101 thereof.

Planning for Implementation of 1964 Amendments

Alan Ferguson continued as head of the Graduate Fellow-
ship Branch a second year. By the first part of August, with
both the Senate and House Comittees having reported out
cornFarable bills on extending and amending NDEA. Office
of Education officials began to give serious thought to the
almost certain upcoming task of implementing a major
expansion and modification of the title IV program. Dr.
Ferguson, on August 14, 1964, wrote a memorandum to
Commissioner Keppel outlining his thinking in regard to
this important matter:

-What I am aiming at here is something we can use at
once to get the awards out for use in 1965-66, but in which
we can begin our drive toward clarification and develop-
ment of the centers of excellence concept. We cannot expect
much action of a "center" nature in the first year. By
1966-67, however, we should arouse considerable interest.
By 1967-68, I would hope that most of our awards would
be in that direction. It will take that long for most schools
to prepare their plans and for us to develop the coordina-
tion of effort we need among both our own related pro-
grams and those of other Federal agencies.

"I propose that we exercise considerable administrative
discretionary power in the selection of schools receiving
major support. Two-thirds of Title IV awards should be
made on that basis. If this is done I estimate that we will
have enough power in Title IV to be a major factor in
creating 50-60 large excellent centers of graduate study
within a five to ten year period. One-third of the awards
could be used for more general and fragmented support for
schools already at or working toward the 'center' stage."

In his memorandum, Dr. Ferguson indicated that his
thinking at that time was first to review applications on a
purely qualitative basis by using panels of the best faculty
drawn from the entire Nation, and then to pass these
evaluations, plus other relevant data about pertinent insti-
tutions, on to regional committees. These regional commit-
tees would then make selective recommendations as to which
schools and programs in each region should be supported.

"Centers of Excellence" Concept

It was clear that Dr. Ferguson was moving in the direc-

22 Departments of Labor and Health, Education, and Welfare Appro-
priation for 1966. Hearings Before a Subcommittee of the Committee
on Appropriations. House. 89th Congress, 1st Session. Washington:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1965. p. 463.



don of favoring the development of a "centers of excel-
lence" concept. The development of centers of excellence
with Federal assistance was not a new idea. Back in 1960
the Panel on Basic Research and Graduate Education of
the President's Science Advisory Committee estimated that
there were then in existence 15 or 20 "first-rate academic
centers of excellence" and expressed the wish that there
might be 30 or 40 such centers in existence within 15
years."

In addition, Jerome B. Wiesner, the President's Science
Advisor, had since his appointment in 1961 been placing
a higher premium on quality than on quantity in graduate
education. He was a leading advocate of the development
of additional centers of excellence in the United States.
At his urging, the National Science Foundation and the
National Aeronautics and Space Administration had in
1963 each established such a plogram in the science fields.
It was to be expected, therefore, in view of these develop-
ments, that the Office of Education would give serious con-
sideration to this concept with respect to the totality of
graduate education.

The Title IV Advisory Committee and a number of con-
sultants met in the summer of 1964 and reviewed the appli-
cations. After review and evaluation, 619 program proposals
at 152 institutions were recommended for approval. To
these 619 programs were tentatively allocated 1,710 fellow-
ships. If prior practice were followed, the Office of Educa-
tion staff, perhaps augmented by two or three Advisory
Committee members, would have soon thereafter made final
selection of the 1,500 fellowship awards that had been
authorized by legislation. This time, however, with passage
imminent of legislation which would significantly expand
the number of fellowships, Dr. Ferguson decided not to cut
down the number from 1,710 to 1,500 immediately, but
rather to wait and see what the actual amendments to title
IV were.

When President Johnson signed the law amending NDEA
on October 16, 1964, it became definitely known that 3,000
new fellowships, to commence in the fall of 1965, could be
awarded. The new law required that no fewer than 1,500
of these fellowships were to be allocated to new or ex-
panded programs. The decision was then made in the Office
of Education'to accept unchanged the recommendations of
the Title IV Advisory Committee involving 1,719 fellow-
ship allocations and to reserve the remaining 1,290 for a
competition to be held later in the fiscal year.

A notification was sent October 23, 1964, to Members of
Congress on the 619 approved programs and 1,710 fellow-
ship allocations. Shortly thereafter a news release was issued.

Commissioner's Informal Meeting on November 7,
1964

In order to obtain counsel in regard to implementation
f the far-reaching 1964 amendments to title IV, Com-

missioner Keppel invited a small group of university ad-

23 Scientific Progress, the University and the Federal Gov't.
The White House, November 15, 1060, p. 14.

lent.

ministrators, representatives of graduate school associations,
and Federal agency representatives to meet on November 7,
1964, with him, Dr. Ferguson, and Dr. Blessing, who had
been moved up to the position of Assistant Director of the
Grad ate Fellowship Program.24 This was an informal
meeting to discuss implications of the new legislation and
possible new directions of the Graduate Fellowship Pro-
gram, in advance of the Commissioner's meeting with the
Title IV Advisory Committee the following week.

Title IV Advisory Committee Meeting of November 14,
1964

The Title IV Advisory Committee meeting of November
14, 1964, was an extremely significant one because of the
many important policy decisions that had to be made as a
result of the legislation just passed. Commissioner Keppel
participated in the Committee deliberations.

The Committee endorsed the centers-of-excellence con-
cept. It recommended that allocations of fellowships be
porterned so as to provide maximum opportunities for
graduate study development to a selected number of insti-
tutions and reasotiabie measures of support for eligible
doctoral study programs of actual and potential excellence
wherever they might be found in other institutions. The
Committee felt that art effort should be made, in allocating
the small number of fellowships still available for 1965-66,
to restrict the number of schools supported to about 50. A
suggestion that only that many institutions be invited to
apply was rejected in favor of an application procedure
that would be severe enough to have the same effect.

The Committee recommended that the title IV program
place a strong emphasis upon having the new fellowships
result in an expansidn in the enrollments of full-time grad-
uate students seeking the doctorate. This emphasis was to
be made clear in the information sent to the schools regard-
ing application procedures. Low priority was to be given to
any applicant not presenting evidence of ability to expand
in the study programs for which support was being re-
quested. The Committee was informed about and agreed
wholeheartedly with the view that the title IV program
should be closely coordinated with other Federal programs,
both in the Office of Education and in outside agencies.

In addition to the major policy decisions just en-

The following persons were invited to attend this meeting: Gus-
tave 0. Arlt, President, Council of Graduate Schools of the United
States; John NV. Ashton, Vice President, Indiana University: Kingman
Brewster, Jr., President, Yale University; Alan M. Cartter, Vice Presi-
dent, American Council on Education; Eugene A. Confrey, Chief. Di-
vision of Research Grants, National Institutes of Health; Frank Hail-
sing, University Program Manager, Grants and Research Contracts,
Office of Space Science, National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion; Fred H. Harrington, President. University of Wisconsin; Rev.
Robert J. Henle, Vice President, Saint Louis University; Herbert
Longenecker, President, Willie Ull ivcrsi ty; Henry W. Riecken, Asso-
ciate Director, National Science Foundation; John F. Sherman. Asso-
ciate Director for Extramural Programs, National Institutes of Health;
Edward W. Strong, Chancellor, University of California at Berkeley;
John C. Weaver, Vice President, Ohio State University; and O. Mere-
dith Wilson, President. University of Minnesota.
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numerated, the Committee made a number of other recom-
mendations pertaining to the award of new and vacated
fellowships. These were implemented and are described in
the memorandum discussed in the following section.

Institutions Notified of New Polictes

On December 22, 1964, Commissioner Keppel sent a
memorandum to presidents of doctorate-granting institu-
tions informing them of the new policy decisions affecting
the title IV program. He wrote, in part:

-Henceforth we shall seek to foster through this program
both existing and developing centers of excellence in grad-
uate education. We believe that the new policies and
procedures which we are now adopting for the allocation of
these fellowships will contribute much to the achievement
of this objective

"We envisage that some institutions may qualify for as
many as 150 Title IV fellowships per year for three years
beginning in 1966. Since each fellowship provides student
and institutional support for three years, an institution
receiving an allocation of this dimension would receive
institutional allowance funds totaling $3,375,000 over the
five-year period during which awards would be active. At
the same time we shall not overlook the need to support
the development of doctoral training of high quality at
institutions with a limited number of doctoral programs,
or at those which could accommodate only a limited num-
ber of fellowships."

The Commissioner went on to say that, because of the
little time remaining prior to selection and nomination of
candidates for fellowships to begin in the fall 1965 term,
certain of the new policies and procedures as outlined in
the memorandum would not be fully implemented as they
related to these fellowships. The guidelines which accom-
panied the memorandum were therefore divided into two
partspolicies and procedures pertinent to 1965 fellow-
ships and those pertinent to awards authorized for 1966.
The guidelines contained three sections.

New Guidelines for Allocation of Fellowships

Section I, "Fellowship Allocation Policies," outlined the
new policies and priorities for the allo-ation of fellowships
to institutions for 1965-66 and 1966-67. The fundamental
objectives of the graduate fellowship program, as stated,
were:

1. To increase the number of persons interested in and
trained for professional careers as college or university
teachers.

2. To encourage the development and full utilization of
the capacities of new, expanded, and ongoing graduate
study programs leading CO the doctorate.

3. To promote a wider geographical distribution of grad-
uate study programs leading to the degree of doctor of
philosophy, or its equivalent.

In seeking to achieve these objectives, the Office of Edu-
cation proposed to allocate title IV fellowships to eligible
graduate institutions in such ways as to effect an expansion
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in the enrollment of ft 11-time students, and to provide
opportunities for the growth and development of graduate
study programs of excellence.

Whereas title IV fellowships previously had been allo-
cated on the basis of applications submitted through insti-
tutions by departments or other academic units of graduate
study, and in specifically approved programs of study,
henceforth they were to be allocated en bloc to an institu-
tion on the basis of a single institutional application
encompassing all the graduate study programs for which
fellowships were requested. Assignments of specified num-
bers of fellowships for award to students enrolled in specific
departments or other academic units of study would be left
to the discretion of the institutions. Such assignments had,
however, to be restricted to those graduate study programs
encompassed in the institutional application and for which
support had been specifically authorized in the Commis-
sioner's notice of allocation of fellowships.

Fellowships could not be allocated to any institution
which did not offer the degree of doctor of philosophy or
an equivalent degree. Fellowships could be allocated, how-
ever, for the support of students enrolled in graduate study
programs offered jointly by two or more institutions.
Where, in such a program, only one participating institu-
tion offered the doctorate, any allocation of fellowships
would be made to that institution only.

Where more than one participating institution offered
the doctorate to students enrolled in the program, each such
institution was asked to incorporate the program in its over-
all application if it desired support for the program.

In making fellowship allocations, the Office of Education
planned to give the highest priority to applications which
could be approved in toto. Such applications would be
those presenting evidence of the most complete plans for
the development, expansion, and full utilization of graduate
study programs of excellence over the widest range of fields
of study.

Institutions whose applications could not be approved in
toto could, however, be granted an allocation of fellowships
for award to students enrolled in certain specified graduate
study programs. In making such allocations, the Office
planned to give priority to graduate study programs for
which fellowships for 1965 had iiot previously been
requested.

Allocation of Fellowships for Tenure Starting with Fall
Term, 1965

Institutions were informed that institutional applications
for the remaining 1,290 fellowships of the 3,000 authorized
to be awarded in fiscal year 1965, had to be submitted by
January 22, 1965, with the allocations to be announced
on or about March 1, 1965. They were also told that no
single institution would be awarded more than 75 fellow-
ships from the total authorized for 1965. This total included
any fellowships allocated to the institution in the announce-
ment of October 24, 1964, in which 1,710 fellowships were
allocated.



Additionally, of the remaining 1,290 fellowships no fewer
than 20 would be allocated to any one institution. An insti-
tution which could not demonstrate-that the graduate study
programs encompassed in its application for these fellow-
ships could accommodate at least 20 full-time students, in
addition to the normally expected enrollment for the aca-
demic year 1965-66, would not receive an allocation of
these fellowships.

Allocations of fellowships authorized for award in 1965,
including those announced on October 24, 1964, would
carry no commitment for additional allocations in subse-
quent years. It was assumed that institutions wishing addi-
tional support for specific graduate study programs to which
fellowships had been assigned would include such programs
in their applications for fellowships in subsequent years.

Allocation of Fellowships for Tenure Starting with Fall
Term, 1966

Of the total 6,000 fellowships to be awarded in fiscal
year 1966 (subject, of course, to appropriation of funds) no
fewer than 2,000 were to be allocated to students enrolled
in new or expanded programs of graduate study. No single
institution was to be awarded more than 150 fellowships,
and no institution whose application was approved in
whole or in part vould be allocated fewer than four
fellowships.

In making allocations of these fellowships, the Office of
Education would also make a commitment (subject to con-
gressional appropriation of funds and to evidence, in the
annual institutional reports, of satisfactory progress in
carrying out the graduate study programs supported in
1966) to allocate additional fellowships to the same institu-
tions in each of the two subsequent years at not less than
75 percent of the number of fellowships allocated for initial
use in 1966. Such additional allocations would be made on
the basis of each institution's application for 1966 fellow-
ships and would not require a new application. Original
1966 applications could, however, be amended at the times
set for making subsequent applications.

Institutional applications for allocations of 1966 fellow-
ships had to be submitted by June 1, 1965. Subject to con-
gressional appropriation of funds, the allocations were to
be announced on or about September 15, 1965.

Section II of Commissioner Keppel's memorandum dealt
with application procedures. Whereas in the past, institu-
tions applying for title IV fellowships had submitted appli-
cations for separate departments or other academic units of
study, indicating the number of fellowships requested for
each, henceforth institutions would submit only one appli-
cation. This had to include an account both of the total
graduate study program at the institution and of those
specific parts of that program for which fellowships were
reqbested, and would specify only the total number of
fellowships requested.

The application could constitute a request for an alloca-
tion of fellowships to be awarded to students enrolled in
only one department or other academic unit of studyfor

example, in physics; or in each of a group of related units
of studyfor example, in several social science disciplines;
or in each of a group of unrelated units of studyfor
example, in physics, sociology, English, and elementary
education; or in each of two or more groups of related
units of studyfor example, in a humanities group, a social
science group, an engineering group, or a biological science
group.

Instructions were given on how to apply for the remain-
ing 1965 fellowships and the 1966 fellowships. For the 1965
fellowships an applicant had to provide a narrative state-
ment not to exceed 10 typed, double-spaced pages, setting
forth the institution's plan for developing during the
following 5 years the doctoral studies encompassed in the
application. This narrative was to include but not be
limited to plans for the expansion of full-time student
enrollment, staff, and facilities, and the relationship be-
tween the activities proposed for support and the institu-
tion's total doctoral training activities in terms of present
quality and future development. As separate appendixes
with separate sequential pagination, there were to be ap-
plications for the specific doctoral strident programs for
which the institution sought approval. Each study program
application was required to give detailed data (rank, (le-
grees, publications, etc.) on all faculty who would be sig-
nificantly involved in the program. Also required was in-
formation on graduate enrollments in recent years and
projected enrollments, as well as numbers of master's and
doctor's degrees awarded and data on the totality of finan-
cial support available or anticipated for full-time students
in the program. Finally, for each program there had to be
a statement not exceeding five typed, double-spaced pages,
giving;

I. The general range of course offerings in the program
available to students seeking the doctorate.

2. Any particular strengths or relative deficiencies in the
program.

3. General and special doctoral degree requirements.
4. General and special facilities available to students

seeking the doctorate.
For 1966 fellowship applications, institutions were asked-

to submit a more detailed statement on its graduate school
and graduate plans than was required for 1965 fellowships.
Required was a narrative statement of unspecified length
giving details of the institution's plans for the general ex-
pansion and development of its doctoral training activities
in each of the following five years, giving particular atten-
tion to those parts of the total program for which fellow-
ship support was being requested. This statement was to
include, but not necessarily limited to, the following data:

1. Sufficient historical data to provide an adequate pic-
ture of the development of the total graduate study pro-
gram of the institution, particularly over the preceding
three years.

2. Current areas of strength and of deficiencies in the
institution's total doctoral training program.

3. Plans for initiating and developing new doctoral train-
ing programs.
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4. Plans for strengthening and expanding staff and fa 11-

ties in existing doctoral programs.
5. Plans for expanding graduate student enrollment.
6. Data indicating existing and anticipated sources of

graduate student support and amounts currently expended
or to be expended.

7. The institution's total budget and expenditures for
the current year and the preceding 2 years. This was to
indicate major sources of funds and the amounts budgeted
and expended for each major unit of instruction (e.g., law,
engineering, humanities, social sciences), categorized by
purpose of expenditures (e.g., salaries, facilities, research,
etc.). The institution's basic salary scale for faculty was
asked for.

8. Biographical data concerning the chief administrative
officers responsibile for policies affecting graduate training
activities.

9. Special honors and awards to the institution, its officers,
and its faculty during the preceding 3 years.

10. Institutional policy concerning leaves of absence, sab-
batical leaves, and support for research and professional
activities available to faculty.

11. Brief description of institution's undergraduate pro-
gram.

12. Comment on any interinstitutional arrangements in
which the institution participated and on any special role
the institution played in its geographical region.

A separate appendix, with sequential pagination, was to
be attached for each department or other academic unit of
study whose graduate study program was included in the
application. Each appendix was to follow a prescribed
format.

Policies Pertaining to the Award of Regular and Vacated
Fellowships

Section III of the Commissioner's memorandum de-
lineated the new policies pertaining to the award of regular
and v..tcated fellowships:

1. Regular Fellow.ships
A. All fellowships were to be awarded only for the

full tenure period of 3 years.
B. No fellowship was to be actively used and sup-

port paid on its behalf for more than a total
of 36 months, nor during more tha any three
academic years.

C. All fellowship recipients were to start their
studies under the fellowship in the fall term of
the year in which the award was made.

D. Tenure of a fellowship for the full 3 years was
conditional upon the fellow's engaging actively,
while on fellowship tenure, in essentially full-
time study in the graduate study program in
which the award was held and upon his main-
taining satisfactory proficiency in his studies.

E. Fellows were not required to use their awards
during consecutive academie or calendar years,
except as noted later in item G. But a fellow
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who interrupted his tenure had to continue to
make normal and satisfactory progress in his
doctoral program during the period of inter-
ruption. A fellow could not interrupt his tenure
for the purpose of undertaking employment,
except for employment by his institution for
work related directly to his doctoral training.
No interruption could exceed 2 years.

F. At least 75 percent of all new fellowships each
year had to be awarded to students enrolling in
a graduate study program for the first time.
Up to 25 percent could bc awarded to students
who had completed no more than 2 years, or
their ec, livalent, of full-time graduate study
creditable toward the doctoral degree. No ini-
tial awards could be made to students who
could reasonably be expected to need less than
the full 3 years of tenure to complete the re-
quirements for the doctoral degree; these stu-
dents would be eligible only for the award of
vacated fellowships.

G. All fellows had to complete their 3-year tenure
in accordance with the following schedule;
(1) Student with no prey- Within 5 years of

ious graduate study.* date of initial
activation of the
award.
Within 4 years of

1 date of initial
activation of the
award.
Within 3 years of
date of initial
activation of the
award.

(2) Student with some,
but no more than
year of graduate
study.*
Student with more
than I year, but no
more than 2 years of
graduate study.*

(3)

* Study creditable toward the doctorate in the
program which the fellowship was held.

Exceptions to this schedule were allowed in the cases of
fellows granted leaves of absence for medical reasons or for
mandatory armed services duty.

H. No fellowship could be awarded for study at
an institution, or a department or branch of an
institution, whose p-ogram was specifically de-
signed to prepare students to become ministers
of religion or to enter upon some other reli-
gious vocation or to teach theological subjects.
Nor could fellowships be awarded for study in
ancient studies (including the classics and
classical archeology), the fine arts, drama,
music, religion, home economics, or such other
fields of applied social science as might be
determined to be outside the provisions of the
act.
Fellowships could be awarded only to persons
interested in teaching or continuing to teach in
institutions of higher education and pursuing
or intending to pursue a course of study lead-



ing to the degree of doctor of philosophy or its
equivalent.

J. No fellowships could be awarded for study in
any graduate program which did not provide
for the award, upon satisfactory completion of
the program, of the degree of doctor of philoso-
phy or its equivalent.

K. No fellowship could be awarded for study in a
program for which support had not been spe-
cifically authorized by the Commissioner of
Education_

L. Each fellowship provided the following stipends
to the holder:

Academic yea
Year of tenure stipend

Supplementary stipend
for study beyond the

regular academie year*

First $2,000 $400
Second . 2,200 400
Third .... 2,400 400

*Supplementary stipends were not to be paid for study
during the summer term 1965, but were to be paid for
study during the summer term 1966. Students wishing to
avait themselves of the latter provision were to be in-
structed to apply early in 1966.

M. Each fellowship provided an allowance of $400
per academic year for each legal dependent of
the fellow, plus an additional allowance of
$100 fot each such dependent for those periods
during which the fellow was receiving a sup-
plementary stipend for study beyond the pe-
riod of the regular academic year.

N. Each fellow provided an allowance of $2,500
per year to the institution at which the fellow
was registered and actively using his fellow-
ship. This sum was subject to the deduction
of any instructional fee or fees charged directly
to the fellow.

Vacated Fellowships
A_ Fellowships awarded for activation in the fall

term of 1963 or in subsequent fall terms, which
had been vacated by the original awardee prior
to full use of the original tenure period, were
classified as vacated fellowships.

B. Such fellowships, if vacated at such a time as to
leave at least one year of unused tenure, could
be reawarded.

C_ No vacated fellowship was to be reawarded for
use during less than one full academic year.

D. Vacated fellowships would, when reawarded,
carry all the applicable privileges and be sub-
ject to all the applicable provisions of regular
fellowships.

E. Vacated fellowships would normally be reallo-
cated to the institution at which they were
originally held, but the decision in this was
reserved to the Commissioner of Education.

F. The Office of Education was to notify each
institution each year of the number of vacated
fellowships reallocated to it. No institution
could reassign such a fellowship, or nominate
a candidate for the award of such a fellowship
until this notification had been received. No
fellowship vacated subsequent to receipt of this
notification could be reassigned until permis-
sion to do so had been obtained from the Office
of Education.

G. Vacated fellowships containing three years of
unused tenure were to be reawarded on the
same bases as those pertaining to regular
fellowships.

H. Vacated fellowships containing two years of
unused tenure could be reawarded to students
who, prior to reactivation of the fellowship,
would have completed no more than 3 years
of full-time graduate study, or the equivalent,
creditable toward the doctorate in the program
in which the fellowship was to be held.
Vacated fellowships containing one year of
unused tenure could be reawarclecl to students
who, prior to reactivation of the fellowship,
would have completed no more than four years
of full-time study, or the equivalent, creditable
toward the doctorate in the program in which
the fellowship was to be held.

J. A vacated fellowship could be awarded to a
student who had previously held a title IV
fellowship, but a student who had previously
had 2 years of title IV support could only be
awarded a fellowship with 1 year of tenure
remaining, and a student who had had 1 year
of support could only be awarded a fellowship
with 2 years or 1 year of tenure remaining.

Agreement Not to Discriminate

If an institution submitted an application for fellowships,
the institutional officer responsible for institutional educa-
tional policy had to sign an agreement that the institution
would comply with the regulations issued under title VI of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964_ Following is the wording of
the agreement:

AGREEMENT

The attachments hereto are parts of this application. It is
understood and agreed (1) that the defined study program (s)
will be carried out in accordance with this application, except
as changes may he approved by the Commissioner of Education;
(2) that the applicant institution will comply, or is complying
vith the regulations, policies, and poptcclures formulated by the
Commissioner of Education tinder Title IV of the National
Defense Education Act of 1958 as amended; (3) that any allot-
ment of these fellowships made to the applicant institution will
be subject to the institution's compliance with the regulations
issued minder Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964; and (4)
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that all statements made in this application are accurate and
complete to the applicant's best knowledge and belief.

OFFICIAL AUTHORIZATION FOR INSTITUTION

Signature of officer

Date

Second Competition for 1965 Fellowships
A major shift in the procedure of application review and

fellowship allocation occurred during the competition held
during the winter of 1965 for the remaining 1,290 fellow-
ships of the 3,000 authorized to be awarded in fiscal 1965
and to commence in the fall of 1965.

In previous competitions the Title IV Advisory Commit-
tee, augmented by a panel of consultant.; which had grown
larger each year, read and evaluated each departmental
application. With the expansion of the program, the task
became too large for the Advisory Committee members.
Therefore, on January 14, 1965, Dr. Ferguson sent a
memorandum to the 12 members of the Advisory Com-
mittee and 36 consultants. He wrote that a new plan was
to ask the consultant panels for an evaluation of the quality
of each department of study in each institutional applica-
tion. These were then to be collected for each institution
and presented to the Advisory Committee for consideration,
together with the institution's narrative statement outlining
its plans for growth and development in graduate training.
This total package was to be the basis for the final deci-
sion on allocation of the fellowships.

By the time of the closeout date of January 22, a total of
160 institutions had submitted applications; 25 institutions
which had previously applied did not do so in this com-
petition. Several of the latter schools indicated that the
floor of 20 fellowships had influenced their decision not
to apply.

The consultant panels were convened at the Office of
Education on January 30 and 31 and February 1 to evaluate
the departmental doctoral programs. The panelists were in-
formed that, whereas in the past the submitted programs
had to be "new" or "expanded" at the time the fellowships
were to be activated, the 1964 amendments to NDEA per-
mitted approval of "ongoing" programs with no expansion
planned. The guidelines given the panelists for review of
applications stated that such ongoing programs were to be
given first priority in the allocation of the 1,290 new fellow-
ships because more than 50 percent of the 1965 fellowships
had already gone to new or expanded programs. In deciding
upon which programs to recommend for approval, the
panelists were urged to give highest priority to quality of
program. Although applicants were urged not to submit
applications for fragments of a generic disciplinee.g.,
organic chemistry as a part of chemistry, or American his-
tory as a part of historysome such applications were re-
ceived. Panelists were told that, while they should not de-
clare such applications ineligible, they should exercise
scrutiny to avoid encouragement of splinter studies resting
on insubstantial foundations.
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The evaluations of the consultant panels, along with the
institutional statements, were reviewed by the Title IV
Advisory Committee on February 12, 13, and 14. The 12
Committee members first split up into three groups of
four, with a chairman designated for each group, and each
group was responsible for making recommendations on
one-third of the institutional applications. As a result of
the Committee's deliberations during the 3 days, an alloca-
tion of the 1,290 additional fellowships to 44 institutions
and for awards to students in 421 doctoral programs was
approved by the Commissioner of Education. Notification
of the new allocations was sent to Members of Congress on
February 25, 1965.

The institutions which received supplemental awards
are the following, together with the initial award of
October 1964, the supplemental award of March 1965, and
the total number of fiscal year 1965 awards:

Institutions Receiving Supplemental 1965 Awards 26

State and Institution
Initial Supplemental

allocation allocation
of 1965 of 1965

fellowships fellowships

Total
number
of 1965

fellowships
allocated

ARIZONA
University of Arizona 12 20 32

CA LIFORN I A

California Institute of
Technology 4 20 24

Stanford University 21 32 53
University of California.

Berkeley 13 30 43
University of California.

Los Angeles 25 43

Co/Ala/kiln
University of Coloi-ado . 15 20 35

Como:colony
Yale University 24 20 44

GEORG IA
Georgia Institute of

Technology 14 20 34
NOIS
Northwestern University.. 15 50 65
University of Chicago . . 27 49 75
University of Illinois 25 40 65

INDIANA
Indiana University . . 33 39 72
Purdue University 16 36 52

KA NSAS
University of Kansas 27 24 51

LOUISIANA
Tulanc University 23 20 43

MARY LAND
Johns Hopkins University. 17 32 49

MASSACHUSETTS
Brandeis University 7 20 27
Harvard University . . . 21 30 53

footnote at end of table.



Institutions Receiving Supplemental 1965 Awards " (continued)

Total
Initial Supplemental number

State and Institution allocation allocation of 1965
of 1965 of 1965 fellowships

fellowships fellowships allocated

Massachusetts Institute of
Technology 11 20 31

University of
Massachusetts 23 20 43

MICHIGAN
Michigan State University 18 20 38
University of Michigan . 4 48 52

MINNESOTA
University of Minnesota . 28 40 68

Missonat
University of IVIissouri at

Columbia 28 20 48
Washington University 26 35

NEW JERSEY
Princeton University . 10 20 30

NEW YORK
City University of New

York 22 20 42
Cornell University . 15 20 35
Syracuse University 26 20 46
University of Rochester.. 25 40 65

NORTH CAROLINA
Duke University 10 40 50
University of North

Carolina 15 40 55

Omo
Western Reserve

University 16 20 36

OREGON
University of Oregon . 33 42 75

PENNSYLVANIA

Carnegie Institute of
Technology . 5 24 29

Pennsylvania State
University 17 24 41

University of Pennsylvania 21 28 49

RHODE ISLAND
Brown University 52

TENNESSEE
Vanderbilt University . 15 20 35

TEXAS
Rice University .. 15 20 35
University of Texas 15 40 55

VIRGINIA
University of Virginia . . 15 28 43

WASHINGTON
University of Washington . 17 40 57

ONSIN

UniVersity Of WiSCOEISILI... 36 39 75

See appendix A for allocation of fellowships to other institutions
for this year as well as for other years.

Restriction Removed Against Award of Fellowships for
Study in Classics, Fine Arts, Drama, and Music

During the Senate hearings March 8, 1965, on appropria-
tions for the Office of Education, Commissioner Keppel
asked for removal of the restriction imposed in 1961 against
award of fellowships in the fields of the classics, fine arts,
drama, and music.26 He argued that -studies involving the
basic foundations of democracy and Western culture and
of such pervasive elements of our society as the fine arts
and music are essential to the national welfare."

Interrupting, subcommittee chairman Hill said that the
Commissioner had a "good thought there," and he noted
the fall of many great nations in the past that had in large
measure been due to their failure to fully understand man
and his relationships to other men.

On the very next day, March 9, Dr. Ferguson sent out a
memorandum, titled "Victory," to all title IV coordinators:

-On Friday last the proposition to reinstate our lost chil-
drenthe Classics, Fine Arts, Music and even Home Eco-
nomicswas broached before the Senate Appropriations
Committee and no objection was raised. We are about to
notify all schools of the event and of the freedom to include
such fields in their June applications. Actually the Com-
missioner is not totally certain how far he will go, but we
are hopeful that all the way will not be too far."

On May 5, 1965, Commissioner Keppel sent a memoran-
dum to all title IV coordinators informing them that the
prohibition against awards in the fields of the classics, fine
arts, drama, and music was under reexamination. He wrote
that institutions could now include, on a provisional basis,
doctoral programs in these fields in their institutional pro-
posals for 1966-67 fellowships, which were due on or before
June 1, 1965. The coordinators were told that, in the event
one or more of these fields was determined to be eligible
for title IV fellowships, appropriately submitted programs
would undergo the standard review procedures.

Commissioner Keppel felt that he had to have the of-
ficial concurrence of Senator Hill in the removal of the
ban against fellowships in the restricted fields, even though
the Senator had indicated a sympathetic attitude at the
March 8 hearings. This was because it was the Senate Sub-
committee on Appropriations for the Departments of Labor
and Health, Education, and Welfare which had included in
the appropriations act for fiscal year 1962 the clause that
fellowships would be awarded only in fields which would
"insure trained manpower of sufficient quality and quantity
to meet the national defense needs of the United States."

In his request to Senator Hill, Commissioner Keppel
pointed out that the Congress had, in the 1964 amend-
ments, removed from the preamble of NDEA the clause
that the act was intended to -correct as rapidly as possible
the existing imbalances in our educational programs which
have led to an insufficient proportion of our population

zu Departments of Labor and Health, Education, and IVelfare
Appropriations for 1966. Hearings Before a Subcommittee of the Com=
mittee on Appropriations. Senate, 89th Congress, 1st Session, Wash.
ington; U.S. Government Printing Office, 1965, 228-29.
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educated in science, mathematics, and modern foreign laa-
guages and trained in technology" and had broadened the
teacher institute program to include many new fields.

Senator Hill approved the Commissioner's request, and
thus the fields of classics, fine arts, drama, music, and home
economics became eligible again for fellowships. The pro-
hibition against fellowships in the field of religion, however,
remained.

Regional Briefing Sessions on 1964 Title IV Amendments

In March of 1965, Dr. Ferguson resigned as Director of
the Graduate Fellowship Branch to accept a position as
Program Associate, Educational Division, the Ford Founda-
tion. One of the first actions taken by his acting replace-
ment, Dr. James H. Blessing, was to announce that a series
of 1-day meetings were being scheduled across the country
to brief university officials on the revisions in policies and
criteria governing allocation of title IV support and new
application procedures and evaluation processes for aca-
demic year 1966-67. These meetings were scheduled to corn-
mense in Washington, D.C., on April 14, and be held suc-
cessively in Atlanta, Chicago, New York, Boston, Kansas
City, and, finally, San Francisco on May 1.

Policy on Supplementary Stipends Announced

Contrary to the policy announced in the Commissioner's
memorandum of December 22, 1964, Dr. Blessing sent on
April 5, 1965, a notification to all title IV coordinators
stating that currently active fellows were eligible to apply
for stipends, and, if pertinent, dependency allowances, for
study undertaken between the 1964-65 and 1965-66 aca-
demic years. The Commissioner of Education fixed summer
stipend and dependency allowances as follows:

Stipend .. $400
Dependcn,y allowance pci dependent $100

The memorandum stated that these sums would be paid
under the following conditions:

The recipient must have been actively using an
NDEA Title IV fellowship during the Spring
Term of the 1964-65 academic year;

"(2) The recipient must enroll full-time during a term
of at least six weeks duration at the institution
where his academic-year NDEA Title IV fellow-
ship is held, or must undertake supervised study
or dissertation research full-time during the pe-
riod between the current academic year and the
beginning of academic year 1965-66;

"(3 ) No recipient must undertake study or disserta-
tion research during the period described in para:
graph (2) above which will be directly related to
the requirements of the doctoral program in
which his Title IV fellowship is held;
No partial, nor supplementary, nor retroactive
payments will be made;

"(I)

" (4)
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"(5) No payment will be made to any Fellow whose
name, with supporting data, does not appear on
an appropriately certified list of eligibles sent to
this office by the Coordinator of NDEA Title IV
activities on the Fellow's campus; this form must
reach this office by May 1, 1965."

A suggested format to be med in submitting applications
for summer stipends was attached to the memorandum.
Checks were to be mailed to title IV coordinators in time
to pay the students to whom payments were first due. The
memorandum stated that it was assumed that no tuition
would be charged title IV fellows for the summer session.

Dr. Ferguson Addresses Midwest Conference on
Graduate Study and Research

Speaking no longer as program director of NDEA title IV
but as a citizen in the private sector, Dr. Ferguson addressed
the Midwest Conference on Graduate Study and Research
held in Chicago March 29-30, 1965. It was a very enlighten-
ing address explaining the thinking that went into the
sweeping policy reforms of NDEA administration.

-To those of us in Washington, who, last year, were
charged with developing the plans for implementation of.
this largest of all direct graduate student support pro-
grams," he said, "it was abundantly clear that the old pat-
terns would have to be changed." One major change, he

"was the placing of the former emphasis of support for
new and expanding departments in a definite secondary
position." Another was the "decision to move away from
the assignment of specific numbers of fellowships to speci-
fied doctoral study programs and towards a procedure which
would place the awards in the hands of the graduate insti-
tutions at large." 27

Dr. Ferguson said that in establishing the new policies,
the Office of Education had been influenced by the plan of
the. National Science Foundation for its Science Develop-
ment Program and noted the similarity between the NDEA
title IV application procedures and those of that program.
He stated that the principal focus of the title IV program
in the future would be on support of excellence in graduate
education.28 While admitting that such a policy would
"result in tne relatively strong getting stronger," he thought
that this was "healthy and [would] do far more for the
national welfare than a promiscuous scattering of Federal
funds."

Dr. Ferguson said that he envisioned some of the larger
graduate schools receiving from 150 to 200 new fellowships
per year and, considering that the fellowships were 3-year
awards, the institutions in the future might have from 450
to 600 fellows on campus at one time if Congress appro-
priated funds up to the full authorization. He stated that

27 Alan D. Ferguson. "Federal Support of Graduate Education." In
Proceedings of the Twenty-First Annual Meeting of the Midwest Con-
ference on Graduate Study and Research. Athens: Ohio University,
1965. pp. 46-52.

28 As a matter of fact, the centers-of-excellence concept was meet
really implemented in the title IV program.



an institution with such a number of title fellows would
receive from $1,125,000 to $1,500,000 institutional support
money each year_ "At some institutions," he said, "this
program will now buy many years of time in the develop-
ment of their graduate education activities. And none can
doubt its continuance into the far futureand its probable
expansion again. I do not believe I am exaggerating .

when I say that this single source of Federal support for
graduate education will, in the course of a decade, prove
to be a major--if not the majordeterminant in the
development of that education for a generation beyond."

Dr. Ferguson regarded the problem of selectivity as dif-
ficult: "In all candor I must admit that the solution to the
problem of selectivity is not yet clear. I believe it will take
from three to five years of experience to see t:.e most useful
and most equitable pattern clearh; At this time, however,
the plan of action is to operate flexibly along these lines
to give support to the strongest institutions in a measure
which will help assure maximum student enrollment at the
pre-doctoral level, to give support to a much larger number
of second echelon institutions in such measure that they
will have a major opportunity to maintain and develop
their doctoral programs at a level of excellence across a
broad spectrum of disciplines, and to give support to the
remaining institutions in whatever proportion they can
demonstrate excellence or potential excellence in their pre-
doctoral work. We believe that when this fellowship pro-
gram hits its full stride in 1967-68, there will be enough
money available to satisfy these three segments of a distribu-
tion pattern. The range of support will run from a mini-
mum of 4 awards per institution to a maximum of from
150 to 200."

Dr. Ferguson hailed two important changes authorized
by Congress. One was the freeing of the fellowships from
the shackles of being limited to the support of studies in the
years immediately following the baccalaureate degree. The
second was the provision for support beyond the normal
academic-year period. To these was added a ground rule
that the awardee could use the grant during any of the
first 5 years of postbaccalaureate study for the doctorate, a
rule which Dr. Ferguson said would "do much to establish
a 5-year pattern for degree completion."2g Dr. Ferguson
expressed the hope that institutions would see the wisdom
of using their own resources to support -audents for pe-
riods of study not covered by fellowships.

Institutional Reaction to New NDEA Policies

In his speech to the Midwest Conference on Graduate
Study and Research, Dr. Ferguson said that there were "few
complaints about recent Title IV decisions." However, Dr.
Blessing, who served as Acting Program Director from
March through June of 1965, and Dr. Preston Valien, who

The 5-year pattern involving the use of NDEA fellowships was
never put into practice as a matter of policy. Administrative and
budgetary problems that would be occasioned by large, unpredictable
numbers of fellows on interruption of tenure made the plan imprac-
tical to administer.

became Director on July 1, 1965, stated that the Office of
Education received a number of complaints about the new
directions the program had taken. These complaints came
from the less prestigious institutions which had been more
or less favored under the previous policies of the NDEA
program. They felt that they were losing out under the
new policies, which they believed were in violation of the
purpose and intent of the title IV program as originally
conceived by the Congress. On the other hand, the new
policies were warmly applauded by the major graduate
schools which felt that they had been discriminated against
in the past. They believed themselves to have greater ca-
pacity and ability to produce the high-quality college
teachers intended by the act.

Perhaps the reasons that Dr. Ferguson was able to say
in March that few complaints had been received, whereas
Dr. Blessing in the spring of 1965 and Dr. Valien in the
summer of 1965 said that a number of them had been
received, were: (I) that the announcement of the selective
allocation among 44 institutions of the remaining 1,290
fellowships of the 3,000 authorized to be awarded in fiscal
year 1965 had not been released until late in February
and (2) that the full impact of the intended new directions
of the title IV program had not become completely evident
until Dr. Ferguson made his candid address at the Midwest
Conference.

With the announcement in September 1965 of the alloca-
tion of the 6,000 new fellowships for academic year 1966-67,
opposition to the new policies subsided. Dissident institu-
tions began to realize that, with the vastly increased num-
bers of fellowships, they would not be short-changed but in
most cases substantially aided.

Panelists Review Fellowship Applications for 1966-67

By the closeout date of June 1, 1965, a total of 187
institutions had submitted applications for the 6,000 fellow-
ships authorized to commence in the fall of 1966. The
procedure followed was the same as that utilized in the
winter 1965 competition for fall 1965 fellowships, with
panels of consultants first evaluating applications by de-
partments. However, whereas 36 consultants had been em-
ployed in the winter of 1965, 72 were used at the panelist
meetings convened at the Office of Education on June 16,
17, and 18 of 1965. This increased number was necessary
because of the expansion from 3,000 to 6,000 in the number
of fellowships to be allocated, the increase in the numbez
of institutional applications from 160 to 187, and the
greater length of institutional applications resulting from
the request for more detailed information.

The panelists were assigned to six academic area group-
ings according to their competency: biological sciences;
education; engineering; humanities; physical sciences; and
social sciences. Each departmental program received at
least two ratings, with the principal items rated being: (1)
present quality, (2) prospective quality, (3) soundness of
expansion pattern, and (4) appropriateness of anticipated
amount of title IV assistance. These ratings were then as-
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sembled for review at the next meeting of the Title IV
Advisory Committee meeting to be held on July 7, 8, and 9
of 1965.

Organizational Changes

With Public Law 88-665 vastly expanding the graduate
fellowship program, it was necessary to considerably in-
crease the staff and make organizational changes to cope
with the expansion. The existing staff numbered only nine.
As mentioned earlier. Congress bad, in a supplemental ap-
propriation, authorized 20 new positions for the program.
In order to provide services necessary for the smooth opera-
tion of the Graduate Fellowship Branch, three sections were
created. These were the Program Services Section, Program
Analysis Section, and Program Operations Section. The
Assistant Director of the Graduate Fellowship Branch was
placed in charge of the Program Operations Section, which
was to be staffed by six regional coordinators and support-
ing personne1.90

" Two regional coordinator positions were tilled in the spring of
1965. In the remaining years covered by this 10-year repom the
number of regional coordinators never exceeded five at any one time.

92

The professional positions designated as regional coordi-
nators were established because the program had expanded
so much that the Director and his assistant could no longer
handle the professional responsibilities by themselves. The
function of the regional coordinator is to provide liaison
between the Graduate Fellowship Branch and institutions
participating in the title IV program. These staff associates
are charged both with Branch administrative responsibili-
ties and field contacts with respect to institutions in specific
geographic regions. The field activities of the regional co-
ordinator consist essentially of communication with par-
ticipating institutions. This includes reporting to the insti-
tutions on program developments, explaining the rationale
for fellowship allocations, and providing information on
program appraisals. The regional coordinators confer with
administrative officers, departmental chairmen, and NDEA
title IV fellows concerning program objectives and
operation.

Until 1965 official records on institutions and fellows
were maintained only in the Branch's files, but starting in
July of 1965 such records were transferred to computer
tapes for permanent recordkeeping and future data analysis.



CHAPTER X

eighth year of
operation

The Office of Education underwent another reorganiza-
tion on July 1, 1965. The Bureau of Educational Assistance
Programs, in which the Graduate Fellowship Branch had
been located, was abolished, and the Graduate Fellowship
Branch was transferred to the newly created Bureau of
Higher Education where it was renamed the Program
Support Branch in the Division of Graduate Programs.

Preston Valien, a sociologist who had come to the Office
of Education in the winter of 1965 from Brooklyn College
as Chief of the Program Analysis Section of the Graduate
Facilities Branch, took over as Director of the Program
Support Branch on July I, 1965. Understandably, Dr.
Valien did not like the name change from Graduate Fellow-
ship Branch to Program Support Branch, and one of his
goals was to get the name changed to one more appropriate.
The, reason the name had been changed was that, in the
reorganization of July 1, 1965, each division was required
to have a program support branch, and in the Division of
Graduate Programs, the Graduate Fellowship Branch was
selected as the one to bear the name. After a couple of

months, Dr. Valien succeeded in getting the name changed
to Graduate Academic Programs Branch. This name was
chosru 1-,.cause it was anticipated that the Branch's future
responsibilities might include more than just fellowship
programs.

When Dr. Valien took over on July 1, 1965, as head of
the Graduate Fellowship Program, he assumed the existing
title of Director. Later, around the end of 1965, with an
Office of Education reclassification of position titles, the
title of Director was changed back to that of Chief.

Advisory Committee Meeting of July 7-9, 1965

The Title IV Advisory Committee convened July 7-9 to
review the evaluations of the consultant panels that had
met during the previous month. Using the same procedures
followed in February of 1965, the Committee commenced
its work by splitting up into three groups, with a chairman
for each group. The review workload was divided into
approximately three equal parts. Taking into account the
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panelist's evaluations of individual departmental programs
and the group's own evaluation of each institution's grad-
uate program as revealed through its institutional state-
ment, each group arrived at a recommended number of
fellowships which it presented to the Advisory Committee
meeting as a whole at the anal session on July 9.

John W. Ashton, whco had come in early February of
1965 on leave from his position as Vice President and
Graduate Dean at Indiana University to serve for a year as
Director of the Division of Graduate Programs, opened the
final session of the Committee meeting. He said that the
Committee's recommendations at that session -would repre-
sent major program support for graduate work in the
future." This was because of the commitment (subject to
congressional appropriations and satisfactory progress of
programs) to guarantee for fall 1967 and fall 1968 three-
fourths of the number of fellowships awarded to begin
in the fall of 1966.

Although at first there had been some hope that the
Office of Education would be able to award an average of
four fellowships per approved program, it soon became ap-
parent that the number of programs approved by the
panelistsover 2,000 oi them would make this goal im-
possible; with 6,000 fellowships to allocate.

The total number of fellowships recommended by the
three groups exceeded 6,000, making some cutting neces-
sary. One major institution had been recommended for as
many as 146 fellowships and a number of other institutions
had been recommened for over 100. It was decided that
the effect of cutting back on the fellowships would hurt the
middle-size and small institutions more than the large
institutions; therefore, a maximum of 95 fellowships for
any one institution was established. Twenty-five institu-
tions were cut back in their allocations as a result of this
action. No approved institution received an allocation of
fewer than four fellowships. The Advisory Committee rec-
ommended that the announcement of allocations to insti-
tutions should include a statement emphasizing the desire
of the Office of Education to increase support of non-
science fields.

At the request of Committee member Dean Harold Howe
of St. Louis University, head of the title IV program in
1961-62, the letter of July 2, 1965, from Gustav 0. Arlt,
President of the Council of Graduate Schools in the United
States, to seven graduate deans, was discussed. In his letter,
Dr. Arlt referred to the Inge expansion in the NDEA
fellowship program and warned that "unless some steps
are taken very quickly to establish ground rules for the
awarding of these fellowships, we will face a period of six
months of uncontrolled competition." He asked Dean Howe
to serve as chairman of a committee to do the following:

I. Establish a date before which no NDEA fellowship
for 1966-67 might be offered.

2. Revise the wording of the April 15 rule so as to make
it clear that an acceptance in force after that date would
constitute a legal and moral commitment on the part of
the student.
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3. Devise a rule to the effect that any offer made after
April 15 would stipulate that the student could not accept
it until lie submitted a release in writing from the dean of
the institution to which he was already committed.

4. Discuss and make recommendations on the possibility
of establishing a uniform date (April i or other) for offer-
ing all nonservice awards,

The Alit letter was thoroughly discussed by Title IV Ad-
visory Committee members but no consensus was reached
with regard to the four points raised in the letter. For one
thing, it was pointed out that the Office of Education would
have no control over the awarding of fellowships which
were not NDEA-sponsored. It was agreed that it would be
better to achieve voluntary compliance through mutual
agreement among the members of such an organization as
the Council of Graduate Schools of the United States.

Although no recommendation in regard to the Arlt letter
was made by the Committee, Dean Howe expressed appre-
ciation for the helpful, informative discussion.

Congress Notified of Fellowship Allocations for 1966-67

On November 8, 1965, Members of Congress were notified
of the allocation of the 6,000 new NDEA title IV graduate
fellowships to be awarded for study beginning in the
1966-67 academic .year. The allocation involved 172 insti-
tutions (20 more than in 1965-66) for use in a total of
2,060 approved departments or interdepartmental programs
(an increase of 1,150, or 126 percent, over the 910 ap-
proved for the 1965-66 year), The selected institutions were
located in the District of Columbia and every State except
Alaska (front which no application was received). The
notification stated that the Office of Education was making
a commitment (subject to congressional appropriation of
funds and to evidence of satisfactory progress in carrying
out the approved graduate study programs) to allocate to
the same insiitutions in each of the next two years a num-
ber of additional fellowships which would be not less than
75 percent of the number allocated for initial use in
1966-67.

Applicants Informed of Competition Results

On November 10, 2 days after the notification to Mem-
bers of Congress, Dr. Valien senta letter to each applying
institution informing it of the results of the competition for
1966-67 fellowships.

In addition to outlining the new commitment for addi-
tional 3-year fellowships, the letter urged each institution
to select nominees in areas of study in which there were
few, if any, alternate sowces of graduate student assistance.
Dr. Valien wrote that it was the hope of the Office of Edu-
cation that participating institutions would, as a group, be
able to assign two-thirds or more of their NDEA fellow-
ships to departments outside of the natural sciences and
engineering fields.

The letter further stated that the procedures for nomi-
nating students would be essentially the same as those



practiced during the preceding year and that a new Coordi-
nator's Manual was in preparation. Meanwhile, the memo-
randum of December 22, 1964, entitled "General Policies
for NDEA Title IV Fellowship Program and Instructions
for Applying for Allocations of Fellowships" still served as
a general statement of policies and procedures.

Dr. Valien's letter notified institutions of one small
change which had been made ii the governing of awards
of fellowships. While it was stilt required that at least
75 percent of the awards go to beginning students, the
Office of Education was readopting its former definition of
a beginning student: viz., one who at the time the fellow-
ship became effective, had completed no more than one-
half year of graduate study creditable town-.J. the doctorate
to be awarded upon successful completion of his course of
study in the approved program.

Memorandum on Vacated Fellowships Sent to Coordi-
nators

On March 3, 1966, Dr. Valien sent to each title IV
coordinator a memorandum cOncerning vacated fellowships
which, as of February 23, 1966, had at least one full year of
unused tenure remaining. Accompanying each memoran-
dum was a list of all the vacated fellowships at his institu-
tion, with the number of years of tenure remaining for each.
Dr. Valien reviewed the conditions governing the reaward
of vacated fellowships and requested that nominations be
sent to the Office of Education by May 8, 1966.

Advisory Committee Meeting of March 15, 1966

The Title IV Advismy Committee met on March 15,
1966, for the second time during the 1966 fiscal year. The
purpose of the meeting was to establish priorities for the
allocation of 1967-68 fellowships and consider three pro-
posed policy changes in regard to: (1) outside supplementa-
tion of stipends; (2) limitation on teaching and research
assistantships; and (3) the percent of new fellowships which
were required to go to beginning graduate students (i.e.,
students who had completed no more than one-half year of
graduate study creditable toward their doctorates).

In regard to establishment of allocation priorities for
1967-68 fellowships, the Committee was told that because
of budgetary pressures due to the Vietnam war, the Bureau
of the Budget had allowed only 6,000 new fellowships to be
allocated for the 1967-68 year rather than the 7,500 re
quested by the Office of Education. Since institutions had
been promised that they would receive for 1967-68 at least
75 percent of the number of fellowships they received for
1966-67, only 1,500 of the 6,000 new fellowships expected
to be available for 1967-68 were, in actuality, unearmarked.
The Committee was asked to set some priorities for their
distribution. The following priorities were agreed upon:
First Priority

All institutions which It; receiv d 25 or fe er felkm-
ships for 1966-67 would receive at least the. t many for
1967-68.

Second Priority
Institutions which had received more than 25 fellowships

for 1966-67 would receive at least three-quarters that many,
except that none of these institutions would receive fewer
than 25 fellowships.

Third Priority
Appropriate numbers of new fellowships would be al-

located to institutions being awarded fellowships for the
first time. Such institutions were to be promised, subject to
congressional appropriation of funds and satisfactory prog-
ress in the development of their doctoral programs, a com-
mitment to allocate to the institution additional three-year
fellowships for 1968-69 equal to the three-quarters of the
number allocated for 1967-68.
Fourth Priority

The remainder of the fellowships were to be distributed
among the participating institutions in proportion to the
distribution for 1966-67, except for institutions which
qualified for extra assistance through the approval of addi-
tional departments, or which demonstrated, either in the
required progress reports or by means of a special supple-
mental request, that they should receive a greater degree of
title IV assistance for 1967-68 than they received for
1966-67.

The following three policy changes were accepted:
"1. Outside Supplementation of Title IV Stipends. An

institution may supplement a Fellow's stipend by an
amount not to exceed $1,000 per year while he is engaged
in teaching or research assigned by his department as part
of his training (see item 2). A Fellow may not hold another
Federal award during his tenure as an NDEA Fellow. The
amount and purpose of any other stipendiary assistance
received during periods of fellowship tenure must be re-
ported by the Fellow to the Office of Education.

"2. Limitation on Teaching and Research Assistantships.
A Fellow must devote full time to required study or re-
search during each year of fellowship tenure. He may not
engage in gainful employment except as outlined below.
Because a reasonable amount of teaching and research con-
stitutes a valuable part of the graduate training of college
and university teachers, a Fellow may engage in such teach-
ing, research, or similar activities as are in his institution's
opinion contributory to such training. Institutions are ex-
pected to compensate Fellows for such activities at the same
rate paid other graduate students for comparable activities.
However, Fellows may not receive more than $1,000 per
year for such services nor may they be given teaching assign-
ments during their first year of tenure as NDEA Fellows.

-3. Distribution of Fellowships Between Beginning and
Advanced Graduate Students. One half of an institution's
new NDEA fellowships must be awarded to beginning grad-
uate students."

The policy change in regard to outside supplementation
of title IV stipends was occasioned by complaints that some
institutions, especially those with substantial funds, had
been taking unfair advantage of other institutions in the
competition for top graduate student: by offering them
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large supplementation to their title IV stipends. The new
policy of a maximum of $1,000 supplementation was created
to control such practices.

Although the Advisory Committee had recommended
that one-half of an institution's new NDEA fellowships had
to be awarded to beginning graduate students, it was de-
cided a few days later at a meeting with the Commissioner
of Education to change the one-half to two-thirds.

Application and Progress Report Forms Sent to
Institutions

On April 20, application and progress report forms per-
taining to fellowships for 1967-68 were mailed to all insti-
tutions with doctoral programs, including those institu-
tions which had not received an allocation of NDEA title
IV fellowships for the 1966-67 year. The forms had to be
submitted or postmarked no later than May 28, 1966.

The application forms requested that institutions which
had not received fellowships for 1966-67 submit a narrative
of unspecified length similar to the one requested of all
applicants the previous year. In this general narrative the
applicant was asked to give details on 16 items of the
institution's total development of its doctoral training pro-
gram and of its plan for each of the next five years, giving
emphasis to those parts of the total program for which
fellowship support was being requested.

Institutions which had received 1966-67 fellowships were
not required to resubmit a general institutional narrative,
even if they were requesting a larger number of fellow-
ships than the minimum committed to them. They were
informed, however, that they could submit this statement
if they felt that it would engender more favorable consid-
eration for their requests. It was asked that this statement
be a considerably abridged version of the one submitted
the previous year and that it present clearly and cogently
those elements which they believed would warrant a greater
degree of title IV assistance for 1967-68. This statement was
to be a self-contained presentation not requiring reference
to the previous year's submission.

All departments or comparable units which were not ap-
proved in 1966-67 but which sought approval for 1967-68,
whether in newly applying institutions or in institutions
already participating, were required to provide detailed in-
formation about tiht department's faculty, strengths, and
plans. This was similar to the type of information required
in the application for 1966-67 fellowships. A statement, of

96

105

lesser length and detail, which in effect was a progress
report, was required of departments and comparable units
which had gained program approval for 1966-67. This
progress report requested information on new faculty,
faculty which had been lost to the program, and any
curriculum, administrative, or physical changes of major
significance that had occurred during the year.

All departments and comparable units, whether seeking
new approval or continuing approval, were asked to re-
spond to the following three new items which had been
incorporated into the original outline for the preparation
of departmental applications:

"Describe what the department (or other academic unit)
has done or plans to do to ensure that Title IV fellowships
succeed in their purpose of helping Fellows to complete
their doctorates within not more than five full years of
graduate study.

"Describe any steps which the department or other aca-
demic unit) has taken or plans to take to provide teaching
experience for Title IV fellows to prepare them for careers
as college and university teachers.

"Describe any steps which the departmen (or other aca-
demic unit) has taken or plans to take to keep track of
the careers of Title IV Fellows after they leave the
institution."

Panelists Convene to Review New Applications and
Progress Reports

Eighty consultant panelists, the largest number in the
history of the program, convened in the Office of Education
on June 15, 16, and 17 to evaluate 2,6'17 progress reports
on ongoing departmental programs as well as 1,067 applica-
tions of departments, and comparable units, seeking first-
time approval.

As in the previous year, panelists were instructed to give
highest priority to the quality of the graduate program. In
the case of ongoing programs they were asked to be alert
to cases in which academic departments were unable to
sustain the quality of the program because of a major loss
of personnel or a lack of continued and adequate support
for the program and for title IV fellows.

For the purpose of the evaluation, the 80-member panel
was subdivided into 25 panels representing various major
subacademic areas or their combinations. A chairman was
designated for each panel, which usually consisted of three
members.



CHAPTER XI

ninth year of
operation

John W. Ashton returned to Indiana University after
serving a year as Director of the Division of Graduate Pro-
grams. He was succeeded in that capacity on July 1, 1966,
by Preston Valien who was promoted from his position as
Chief of the Graduate Academic Programs Branch. Dr.
Valien was in turn succeeded by Richard L. Predmore, who
came to the Office as Chief of the Graduate Academic Pro-
grams Branch on 1 year's leave of absence from his position
as Dean of the Graduate School and Vice Provost of Duke
Universi ty.1

Quality of Graduate Education Discussed

A study that evoked considerable interest in graduate cir-
cles was An Assessment of Quality in Graduate Education,

' Dean Precimore was assisted by George B. Lane, a former regional
coordinator, who in May of 1966 replaced James H. Blessing. Dr.
Blessing lett the Branch to become Director of the Division of Fellow-
ships and Stipends, National Endowment for the Humanities, National
Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities.

by Allan M. Cart er, Vice President of the American Coun-
cil on Education. Because the. NDEA Graduate Fellowship
Program had during the preceding couple of years been
giving added emphasis to quality when considering support
of graduate programs, the Branch was particularly inter-
ested in the recently published Council's report. For that
reason Dr. Cartter, at the invitation of Dr. Valien, met with
the Branch staff members on July 13, 1966, to discuss the
methodology and some of the implications of the study.

The Cartter study grew out of a desire from several
quarters for a qualitative ranking of graduate schools. Dr.
Cartter said that two particular weaknesses of the study
were the necessary degree of uncertainty involved in a study
based on subjective opinion, albeit informed opinion, and
the time lag separating t:ie information which the raters
used and the publication of the report. He felt that these
led to a rating of schools on the reputations of their "lumi-
naries- only, resulting in judgments geared more to a
school's past than its future and tending to ignore what he
referred to as -secondary strength."
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Dr. Canter directed the major part of his rernarks to the
first chapter of the report. He explained the basis for his
prediction of an oversupply of college teachers in the near
future, and the reasons for the differences in the statistics
of the Council and those of the Office of Education. In
particular, he cited the Office of Education's use of 6 per-
cent as the estimated replacement rate necessary for college
and university teachers; he cited 2 percent as a more real-
istic estimate of the replacement need.

Questions were raised by members of the Blanch as to
whether Dr. Cartter, in making his prediction of an over-
supply of college teachers holding Ph. D.'s, had taken into
account the increased demand for Ph. D.'s in junior col-
leges, decreased teaching loads, and the growing trend
toward postdoctoral study.

Advisory Committee Meeting of July 20-22, 1966

The Title IV Advisory Committee met on July 20, 21,
and 22 to rate the institutional portion of the title IV
applications and to review the evaluations made by panel-
ists for eac:) separate academic program application sub-
mitted by an imtitution. As in the previous year, the
Committee broke up into subgroups representing various
geographic regions. Each subgroup was asked to recommend
to a plenary session of the Advisory Committee an alloca-
tion of fellowships for each institution in its region.

Before proceeding to the allocation of fellowships for
1967-68, the Advisory Committee considered two policy
matters. One concerned the reoue,,t from the Association of
American Law Schools to revise NDEA title IV regulations
to allow for the support of law students. The Committee
accepted the recommendation that a program leading
toward any law degree beyond the first law degreepro-
viding the intention of the program was to train teachers
and required 3 years of study with a research dissertation
be eligible for support.

The other policy question dealt with the recent legis-
lation (to be effective July 1967) concerning the liberaliza-
tion of public access to unclassified documents. If this
proposed freedom-of-information law was passed (it was), it
was foreseen that the Office of Education might be asked to
make public the names of panelists who evaluated depart-
mental applications. There was no problem with the Title
IV Advisory Committee because the names of its members
had always been available to anyone. The names, in fact,
had frequently appeared in various publications. In the
case of the panelists, however, it was felt that their effec-
tiveness would be impaired if the confidentiality of their
evaluations was compromised, and, indeed, many persons
would refuse to serve as panelists under such circumstances.
In order to prevent any future difficulties in implementing
the Office of Education's programs, the Commissioner of
Education had prepared a letter to higher authority request-
ing that panelists' names be exempt from coverage under
the proposed legislation. The Advisory Committee unani-
mously applauded this action by the Commissioner.
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After disposing of policy questions, the Committee pro-
ceeded to consider the recommendations of the subgroups
on allocation of the fellowships. After some discussion, it
was agreed that a ceiling of 85 fellowships be established
for any one institution. The previous year's ceiling had
been 95, with the same number-6,000of new [elle ,,hips
to be allocated. An important reason for the cut was !lett
193 institutions had been approved for fellowships for
1967-68 compared to 172 for 1966-67: Also, the small- and
medium-size institutions were cut less, proportionately,
than the large institutions. A drastic cut would, of course,
have imposed a more severe impact on the smaller
institutions.

Dean Predmore announced that, beginning with the aca-
demic year 1966-67, a new procedure with respect to pay-
ment of stipends; dependency allowances, and educational
assistance grants to institutions would be established. The
procedure would be a "Letter of Credit" system, already in
operation in a number of Federal agencies, whereby insti-
tutions could periodically draw upon funds, in specified
amounts, to make necessary payments: This meant that,
instead of the Office of Education making payment to the
fellows, in the future the institutions would make -the pay-
ments. One Advisory Committee member felt that this new
procedure would place an overhead cost burden upon the
institutions, but the consensus was that the new procedure
was acceptable in view of the fact that the mnnbers of
fellows being supported had grown so large that the Grad-
mite Academic Programs Branch could no longer efficiently
process the payments.

Notification of New Method of Payment to Title IV
Fellows Announced

On August 12, Dean Predmore stated in a memorandum
to all graduate deans, title IV coordinators, and business
officers of participating institutions that the graduate fel-
lowship program was introducing a new method of pay-
ment to NDEA title IV fellows and institutions. Addressees
were told that on September 1, 1966, payments would be
made under the funding systern of the National Institutes
of Health, a component of HEW, to which would be trans-
ferred amounts of money to be authorized for each insti-
tution. The amounts would include sufficient fund4 to
cover the educational assistance grant and the stipend and
dependency entitlement for each of the active fellows
during the 1966-67 academic year. This money was to be
released in approximately three equal amounts on Sep-
tember 1, 1966, December 1, 1966, and March I, 1967. It
did not include funds for stipends and allowances for the
summer of 1967. This was to be taken care of later.

The memorandum stated that the division of responsi-
bility for the administration of the new funding system
between the title IV coordinator and the finance officer
was a matter to be determined by each institution. The
memorandum specified, however, certain basic responsi-
bilities which the Office of Education believed should be
assigned to each.



Payment to Individual Fe llen s

The Office of Education gave wide latitude to institutions
in the method of payment to individual fellows; however,
all institutions had to base their method of payment on the
following:

L First-year fellows were to be paid stipends at a rate
of $2,000 per academic year ($200 per month for a 10-month
period).

2. Second-year fellows were to be paid stipends at a rate
of $2,200 per academic year ($220 per month for a 10-month
period).

3. Third-year fellows were to be paid stipends at a rate
of $2,400 per academic year ($240 per month for a 10-
month period).

4. Dependency allowances were to be paid at the rate of
$400 per dependent per academic year ($40 per month for
a 10-month period). Changes in the number of dependents
during the year, however, would result in appropriate
changes. in the total yearly payment.

Timing and Mode of Payments

The timing of payments to fellows was left to the dis-
cretion of each institution, except that there could be no
less than two payments per academic year and institutions
were responsible for recovering any payments made in
excess of entitlement to students who dropped out of
school before the end of the academic year. Payment was
to be by check and no part of the amount due was to be
withheld for any purpose.

A equisition of Entitlement by Fellows

Fellows acquired provisional entitlement to stipends (and
dependency allowances) on a month-by-month basis over a
period of 10 months beginning September 1. Actual entitle-
ment was acquired after the 14th day of each month, except
that no entitlement was acquired until the fellow had
registered for the academic year and completed the first
14 days. When the final month of the official academic year
for a given institution did not contain 14 days, entitlement
for that month was to be based on the number of days of
that month included in the academic year. Entitlement to
whatever portion of a stipend remained unpaid in institu-
tions whose academic year closed before June was to be
bpsed on completion of the final month of the official
academic year.

Institutions were not required to pay fellows in 10 in-
stallments nor were they under obligation to pay at
registration time. Institutions could use title IV fund.; to
advance money to fellows, but they were responsible for
recovering overpayments to fellows who did not remain
long enough to establish entitlement to the amounts re-
ceived. However, no more than half of the fellow's annual
stipend and dependency allowances could be advanced
before December 1.

Dependency Payments

Entitlement to dependency allowances was to be on the
same basis as entitlement to stipends, except that a depend-
ent gained 'within ally given month would increase the
fAlow's provisional entitlement by $40 on the first of the
following month. A dependent lost within any given month
would reduce the fellow's provisional entitlement by $40
on the first of the following month. Each fellow, continu-
ing as well as new, was required to execute a new Applica-
tion for Dependency Allowances certifying to the legitimacy
of the dependency allowance request.

Conference on Personnel Needs of Junior and Four-
Year Colleges

It was anticipated that the 90th Congress, convening in
January of 1967, would, in addition to extending and
improving title IV, ccnsider legislation to train personnel
of less than Ph. D. qualifications to serve primarily in
junior colleges and in the lower divisions of four-year
colleges. With this in mind, the Division of Graduate
Programs convened at the Office of Education on September
19, 1966, a small conference of about 30 graduate deans,
presidents and deans of undergraduate colleges, md. rep-
resentatives of appropriate national associations and foun-
dations. It was hoped that discussion between producers
and Lmployers of college teachers would be valuable to
both and that it might enable the Office of Education to
discover new ways of helping to overcome the critical short-
age of teachers in junior and 4-year colleges. The confer-
ence was chaired by Dean Predmore. Division Director
Valien participated during the entire conference and
Associate Commissioner of Fligher Education Peter Muir-
head and Commissioner Harold Howe made brief
presenta tions.

The morning session was devoted to a description of
existing programs for training these types of personnel.
The afternoon session was devoted to a discussion of the
problem of training sufficient numbers of teachers and the
kind of training they should receive. No set formula was
devised at this time. Rather, because of the complexity of
the problem, a diversity of approaches was recommended.
In summarizing the conference, Dr. Valien identified the
following possiblilties of Federal support for training for
undergraduate teaching:

I. Inauguration of a new federally sponsored under-
graduate College Teaching Fellowship Program including
support for teaching assistantships under the supervision of
master college teachers.

2. Establishment of a College Teaching Development
Program to provide institutional aid to colleges and uni-
versities for the development of undergraduate college
teaching programs.

3. A program encompassing institutes and workshops to
provide upgrading and refresher courses for experienced
teachers in community and 4-year colleges.
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4. New training programs for teachers of postsecondary
vocational and occupational subjects.

It is interesting to obso-ve that part E, Training Pro-
grams for Higher Education Personnel, Education Profes-
sions Tve1opment Act, Public Law 90-35, signed into law
by President Lyndon B. Johnson on June 29, 1967, em-
bodied many of the ideas proposed at this conference.

Southern Association of Land-Grant Colleges and State
Universities Passes Resolution on Title IV Fellowship

Distribution

At its annual meeting in Lexington, Ky., on October 4,
1966, the Southern Association of Land-Grant Colleges and
State Universities passed the following resolution deploring
the decreasing percentage of NDEA title IV fellowships
awarded to southern institutions:

-Whereas statistics show that while the number of NDEA
Title IV fellowships has increased over the past eight years
from 1000 to 6000, the percentage awarded to Southern
institutions, both public and private, has decreased from
36 per cent to 23 per cent; and whereas this trend seems
to be in direct opposition to the original philosophy of the
National Defense Education Act, resulting in essential
inequity and injury in Southern institutions; therefore,
be it resolved that:

"The Southern Association of Land-Grant Colleges and
State Universities assembled at Lexington, Kentucky, Octo-
ber 4, 1966, expresses its conviction that a more equitable
geographical distribution should be forthcoming, and rec-
ommends that the total allocations to all institutions in
any state should not be less than one-half of the number
which would be awarded on a fractional population basis."

The Resolutions Committee recommended that a copy of
this resolution be furnished the president of each institu-
tion in the Association, with the request that it be sent to
each Congressman representing his State, accompanied by
a personal letter asking support for an amendment to the
National Defense Education Act which would result in an
increased percentage of fellowships being awarded to the
southern region.

As was to be expected, a number of inquiries concerning
the resolution was received by the Office of Education
during the fall of 1966 from Members of Congress repre-
senting southern states. The Office of Education position
in regard to these inquiries was that, while the percentages
stated in the Southern Association resolution were accurate,
the South received 23 percent of 6,000, or 1,380 fellow-
ships in 1966-67, while it received 36 percent of 1,500, or
540 fellowships in 1959-60. The Office's replies pointed out
that when the title IV program commenced in 1959-60,
the emphasis was on new and expanded programs, and in
this context the South did very well. With the expansion
to 6,000 fellowships, the emphasis changed to utilization of
underused capacity wherever it existed. This meant that
many major graduate inititutions, with long-established
programs in graduate education, began to participate very
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significantly in the title IV program whereas previously
they had been involved in it in only a minor way. The
replies also stated that, in spite of the percentage decrease
in the number of fellowships, the South was continuing to
receive a more favorable proportion of fellowships in rela-
tion to the number of Ph. D.'s it produced than any other
region of the ,:ountry.

Senator Lau3che Objects to a Title IV Award

On October 17, 1966, Senator Frank Lausche, Democrat
of Ohio, received consent to have inserted into the Con-
gressional Record an article written by Edward J. Mowery
with respect to a 3-year title IV fellowship awarded in
July of 1966 to Richard Er le Healey for graduate study in
mathematics at Tulane University. In his brief remarks
before the Senate concerning Mr. Mowery's article, Senator
Lausche asserted:

"In my opinion the background of this man, if supported
by the facts as related by Mr. Mowery, are of such charac-
ter as not to warrant granting him a fel:owship, if the
continued faith and confidence of the American people is
to be kept in the services which are being rendered through
largesse of this kind by the Department of Education." 2

The article by Mr. Mowery declared that Mr. Healey, a
graduate of Reed College, Portland, Ore., was "the son of
Dorothy Healey, Chairman and leading spokesman of the
Southern California Communist Party and reportedly a
member of the Party's national committee." Among other
things, the article charged that Mr. Healey had attended
in 1962 in Helsinki, Finland, the World Youth Festival
sponsored by the World Federation of Democratic Youth,
which had been cited as a communist organization by the
House Un-American Activities Committee.

In the way of background, the Office of Education, upon
receiving and reviewing the application of Mr. Healey fnr
a fellowship in the spring of 1966, had informed him that
it was denying his request. As permitted by regulations,
Mr. Healey chose to appeal the denial. His appeal was
reviewed in Washington on April 16, 1966, by the seven-
member Fellowship Review Panel whose chairman was
Michael H. Cardozo, Executive Director of the Association
of American Law Schools. Lawrence Speiser, head of the
District of Columbia branch of the American Civil Liber-
ties Union, appeared as counsel for Mr. Healey. After hear-
ing the case, the Panel recommended approval of the
fellowship award to Mr. Healey.

Allocation of Fellowships for 1967-68 Announced

On November 13, 1966, Members of Congress were noti-
fied of the allocation of 6,000 new NDEA title IV fellow-
ships to 193 institutions of higher education for the 1967-68
academic year. The fellowships were available for use in
2,692 approved programs in participating institutions lo-

2 Congressional Record. Vol, 112, Part 20. 89th Congress, 2(1 Session.
October 17, 1060. p. 27231.



cated in all 50 States, the District of Columbia, and Puerto
Rico. Forty-three percent of the approved programs were
in the humanities, social sciences, and education; 57 per-
cent were in the biological sciences, physical sciences, and
engineering.

Two days later, on November 15, a letter was sent to
each institution which had applied for 1967-68 fellowships.
For institutions with one or more approved programs, a
list of the approved programs in which the fellowships
could be used was appended; asterkks marked programs
approved for the first time. The letter stated that, despite
legislative authorization for 7,500 fellowships in 1967-68,

only 6,000 new awards were funded. As a result, it was
explained, no substantial increases beyond the minimum
commitment could be made to most institutions, although
special consideration was accorded those demonstrating par-
ticular promise and achievement in the annual progress
reports made during the previous spring.

The letter reaffirmed the recommendation that NDEA
title IV fellowships be assigned predominately to fields out-
side the natural sciences and engineering, insofar as pos-
sible. The actual distribution of the fellowships among the
approved programs was left to the discretion of the insti-
tutions, but it was the intent of the Office of Education that
two-thirds or more of the awards be made to students in
the humanities, social sciences, and education, where alter-
native sources of Federal support were less available; the
NDEA title IV program was the only Federal predoctoral
fellowship authority to provide noncategorical support
within the humenities and fine arts. Institutions were urged
to the extent possible to comply with, or surpass, this
request.

Advisory Committee Meeting of November 15-16,
1966

The 1964 amendments to NDEA extended the authoriza-
tion of the graduate fellowship program until June 30, 1968.
Therefore, there was the likelihood that, with the begin-
ning of the 90th Congress in January of 1967, there would
be consideration given to its possible extension and amend-
ment. Hence, it was considered desirable to convene the
Advisory Committ_!e to discuss how well the program was
going and what possible improvements might be suggested.
The Committee met at the Office of Education for a two-
day sessionNovember 15 and 16. Dean Predmore chaired
the meeting. Dr. Valien, Director of the Division of Grad-
uate Programs, attended during most of the session, and
Commissioner of Education Howe and Associate Commis-
sioner for Higher Education Muirhead met briefly with
the Committee.

As a result of thorough discussion of all facets of the
graduate fellowship program and its relationship to the
development of graduate education in the United States,
the Committee arrived at a consensus as follows:

1. The title IV program was doing a good job in meeting

the congressional intent of producing college teachers, and
Congress should authorize continuation of the program.
The focus on preparation of college teachers should be
retained and the scope not broadened to include other
purposes.

2. The emphasis on Ph. D. or equivalent degrees should
be retained. Although there was recognition o the growing
need for junior college teachers, it was felt that the training
of such persons could be better achieved by kgislation
separate from title IV of NDEA.

3. In spite of the Cartter report, there was the belief on
the part of the Title IV Advisory Committee, because of
rapidly growing college enrollments, that there would be a
shortage of well qualified ;:ollege teachers for the foreseeable
future. The Committee therefore recommended a 5-year
extension of the title IV program. It also recommended that
the Congress authorize an expansion beyond the current
ceiling of 7,500 new fellowships annually to 10,000, then
12,000, and, finally, 15,000 during the last 3 years.

4. Institutions should be informed that new policy re-
quired placing additional stress on making teaching expe-
rience an integral part of their programs. Such teaching,
however, was to be so limited that NDEA fellows would
clearly remain full-time students. Teaching should continue
to be limited to the second and third years of tenure as
NDEA fellows, and the ceiling of $1,000 per year supple-
mentation of a fellow's stipend for teaching or research
assigned by the fellow's department should be retained.

At this Advisory Committee meeting, Dr. Valien revealed
that the Office of Education had been seriously considering
recommending that Congress authorize a fourth-year NDEA
fellowship in cases where such fellowships would be desir-
able. Institutions, he said, might be enc-iuraged to develop
a 5-year package in which, for example, a student might be
on an NDEA fellowship the first 2 years, spend a year as
a teaching assistant, then go back on an NDEA fellowship
the fourth and fifth years.

Council of Graduate Schools Urges Congress to Restore
Budget Cut and Extend NDEA

At its Sixth Annual Meeting in Denver, Colo., in Decem-
ber of 1966, the Council of Graduate Schools in the United
States passed the following resolution:

"WHEREAS the NDEA Title IV Fellowship Program is
succeeding in its purpose of increasing the available supply
of well educated college teachers, and hence contributing
to the national interest;

"THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Council of
Graduate Schools in the United States requests its officers
to urge the Congress to restore the originally planned num-
ber of fellowships, beginning with the academic year
1967-68;

-AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Con-
gress be urLed to continue the National Defense Education
Act beyond its present expiration date."
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January 1967 Memorandum on NDEA Title IV Policies
and Procedures

On January 25, 1967, Dean Predmore sent to all title IV
coordinators a memorandum stating that the Title IV
Advisory Committee meeting of November 15-16, 1966, had
brought no modifications of policies or procedures. His
memorandum was addressed to procedures announced in
the November 16, 1966, letter of award and to related items.
He wrote that the three new rri;cies set forth in that letter
would become effective in th- .1 of 1967, at which time
they would apply to all title IV fellows unless thL coordi-
nators wished to certify that earlier commitments to certain
individuals remained in force.

The $1000 ceiling was meant to fix the maximum sup-
plementation allowable during a 12-month period begin-
ning in the fall. It could be paid for appropriate services
rendered during the academic year or the summer session.
The monetary restriction on supplementation was con-
sonant with that of other Federal fellowship programs, but
the restriction of the NDEA title IV program was limited
to service appointments judged to have training value and
was further restricted to the second and third year of the
fellowship. The intention was to exclude all employment
during the first year of fellowship tenure. The rule did not
apply to advanced students granted a 1-year or 2-year
vacated award. It did apply to beginning students awarded
a vacated fellowship and to advanced students in the first
year of a 3-year fellowship.

Dean Predmore's memorandum clarified thl distinction
in the policies governing interruptions of tenure and leaves
of absence. Interruptions in tenure were to be granted only
for activities directly related to academic study and which
allowed normal pi ogress toward the degree. These included
research or teaching assistantships, requisite field work, and
study abroad. The Graduate Academic Programs Branch
was to be notified of each interruption in tenure. Although
wide latitude was permitted in defining an appropriate field
experience, the complete disruption represented by full-
time paid employment off campus was not acceptable.
Leaves of absence were to be granted only for emergency
situations, such as illness, which were beyond the control
of students.

Higher Education Amendments of 1967 Introduced

On February 28, 1967, Representative Carl D. Perkins,
who had become Chairman of the House Committee on
Education and Labor, and Senator Wayne Morse, Chairman
of the Senate Subcommittee on Education, introduced iden-
tical bills (H.R. 6232 and S. 1126) cited as the "Higher
Education Amendments of 1967." There were extensive
bills, 80 pages long with 10 separate titles, amending the
Higher Education Act of 1965, the National Defense Edu-
cation Act of 1958, the National Vocational Student Loan
Insurance Act of 1965, and the Higher Education Facilities
Act of 1963.
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The amendments to the NDEA title IV, National Defense
Fellowships, appeared as part E of title IV, Student Assist-
ance, rather than under title V, Education Professions
Development Act, as one might normally expect inasmuch
as the focus of the fellowship program was directed toward
the profession of college teaching. However, the fact that
the Education Professions Development Program was tar-
geted mostly toward the training of elementary and second-
ary school teachers and had a different origintitle V of
the Higher Education Act of 1965it was decided to keep
the NDEA title IV program separate from iL

The identical bills proposed extending the authorization
of the NDEA title IV program for an additional 5 years.
They also would increase the maximum tenure of fellow-
ships from 3 to 4 years in special circumstances and would
require institutional effort to encourage recipients to enter
or continue teaching. The bills required the Commissioner
of Education to pay to persons awarded fellowships such
stipends (including such allowances for subsistence and
other expenses for such persons and their dependents) as
he might determine to be consistent with prevailing prac-
tices under comparable programs.

Hearings on Higher Education Amendments of 1967

Hearings on the Higher Education Amendments of 1967
opened before Edith Green's Special Subcommittee on Edu-
cation on April 17 and continued for 7 more days until
May 2. In August these House hearings were resumed for
4 days, on the 16th, 17th, 18th, and 23rd. The Senate hear-
ings opened in Eugene, Ore., on April 26 and continued in
Washington on May 25 and June 26.

No testimony was given on the proposed NDEA title IV
imendments in either the House or the Senate hearings in
1967. As mentioned, the identical bills were very compre-
hensive and it was too much to expect that hearings on all
parts of the bill could be conducted during that year.
Congress decided to concentrate on certain aspects of the
bill: the Education Prof.ssions Development Program, since
it was closely related to the National Teacher Corps Pro-
gram whose authorization would expire on June 30, 1967;
and the Student Loan Program, particularly Guaranteed
Student Loan Insurance.

Information and Forms for 1968-69 Fellowships sent to
Coordinators

On March 3, 1967, Dean Predmore sent to all title IV
coordinators the forms for progress reports and new appli-
cations for NDEA title IV fellowships for 1968-69. The
forms, which were essentially the same as those of the
previous year, were also sent to presidents of institutions
which were authorized to offer doctoral programs but had
not received title IV fellowships for the year 1967-68.

An accompanying memorandum stated that 1968-69
would be the final year of the 3-year allocation cycle begun
in 1966-67. Coordinators were informed that the Office of
Education intendedsubject to appropriations by Congress



and satisfactory progress reports of approved programsto
honor its commitment to maintain through 1968-69 a
minimum guarantee of title IV fellowships to participating
institutions.

The guaranteed minimum allocation to each institution
for 1968-69 was 75 percent of its 1966-67 share, except
that, as in the previous year, institutions receiving 25 or
fewer fellowships that year would receive 100 percent of
that number again. Institutions that received more than
25 fellowships were guaranteed no fewer than 25 for
1968-69. This guarantee extended as well to instiwtions
receiving fellowships for the first time in 1967-68.

The memorandum stated that progress reports on already-
approved programs could be supplemented by applications
for approval of additional programs or by a special request
for greater assistance. An institutional statement in support
of an increased number of fellowships was optional.

Woodrow Wilson Notional Fellowship Foundation Seeks
Cooperative Relationship with Title IV Program

In April of 1967, the Ford Foundation announced that,
in cooperation with 10 leading university graduate schools,
it was inaugurating a major experimental program aimed
at reforming doctoral education in the social sciences and
the humanities.3 The program was scheduled to extend over
the next seven academic years with the assistance of $41.5
million from the Ford Foundation, $160 million of the
universities' own resources, and available Gevernment
funds. It was estimated that some 10,500 Ph. D. students
would be directly affected during the period of the program.

The aim of the Ford Foundation's program was the
nationwide achievement of quality and efficacy in education
for the Ph. D. degree. The announcement stated that, even
in leading institutions, fewer than half of the students
embarking on doctoral studies in the humanities and social
sciences eventually received the Ph. D. degree; and, further,
that the graduate student in these fields took a median of
71/2 years to attain the doctorate, compared to 5 years in
the natural sciences.

At the same time that it was planning to inaugurate this
new program the Ford Foundation announced that its
future support for the Woodrow Wilson National Fellow-
ship Program would be aimed at meeting special needs
rather than granting across-the-board fellowships. Since 1958
the Ford Foundation had given a total of $52 million for
the annual award of about 1,000 first-year fellowships and
a smaller number of dissertation-year fellowships. Over the
next 3 years, the Ford Foundation planned to make grants
to the Woodrow Wilson National Fellowship Foundation
to fund 100 dissertation fellowships a year at universities
not otherwise assisted in the Ford Foundation graduate
education program.

Because of the changed direction of Ford Foundation

3 The universities involved were the Universities of California
(Berkeley), Chicago, Michigan, Pennsylvania, Wisconsin: and Cornell,
Harvard, Princeton, Stanford, and Yale Universities.

support of graduate education, Hans Rosenhaupt, National
Director of the Woodrow Wilson National Fellowship Foun-
dation, wrote on June 7, 1967, to Associate Commissioner
for Higher Education Peter Muirheacl, suggesting a coopera-
tive relationship between the Woodrow Wilson Foundation
and the NDEA title IV program. Dr. Rosenhaupt wrote
that he envisioned a program under which a certain per-
centage of title IV fellowships would be awarded directly
to outstanding candidates identified by Woodrow Wilson
selection committees, and which might be held at al -Irad-
nate school of the candidate's choice. The authority for
nominating these fellowship candidates would not be
vested in the graduate schools. The Woodrow Wilson pro-
gram, Dr. Rosenhaupt said, was well qualified to perform
this task through its identification system embracing more
than 200 selection committee members and 1,000 campus
representatives. At the time of his letter, 804 colleges had
produced Woodrow Wilson winners.

Dr. Rosenhaupt wrote that he believed the 1964 amend-
ments would permit the award of fellowships under the
plan he was suggesting and he felt that the proposed co-
operation was feasible for the following reasons:

I. Arrangements such as that between the Federal Gov-
ernment and the Institute of International Education,
which administers the Fulbright fellowship program on a
contract basis, had shown the feasibility of close cooperation
between the Federal Government and private agencies.

2. Yrecedents for fellowships vested in the students rather
than in the institutions had been set by the GI Bills and
by the National Science Foundation's graduate program.

3. The Woodrow Wilson system of regional quota guar-
anteed broad geographic distribution of fellowships.

4. A program vesting fellowships in students identified
by a national competition would contribute to the prestige
and thus the general appeal of the title IV program.

Appropriation for Fiscal Year 1968

The Division of Graduate Programs requested a $107,-
300,000 appropriation for fiscal 1968 for title IV fellow-
ships. This request was intended to fund during 1968-69
7,500 new fellowships (the maximum authorized), and
11,725 from previous years. When this request reached the
Bureau of the Budget, however, it was reduced to $96,600,-
000. This figure, which was transmitted to Congress in the
President's Budget Message, would support only 5,460 new
fellowships in addition to the 11,775 continuing fellow-
ships for a total increase of 2,460 over the 14,775 supported
from the fiscal 1967 appropriation.

At the Senae hearings on March 13, 1967, Associate Com-
missioner Muirheacl was asked by Senator Lister Hill, Ap-
propriations Subcommittee chairman, why this number of
fellowships was needed. Mr. Muirheacl explained:

"There is, of course, a direct correlation between the
number of college students and the demand for qualified
teachers. It would obviously be self-defeating to greatly
increase the number of students through various forms of
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student aid without at the same time at tempting to increase
the number of college teachers to cope with the increased
enrollment. We have made every effort, therefore, to pro-
vide maximum support for this program within existing
budgetary limitations." 4

$10 Million Cut in Title IV Appropriation Recommended
by House Committee

The appropriation bill, H.R. 10196, was reported out of
the House Committee on Appropriations by Representative
Daniel J. Flood, Democrat of Pennsylvania, who had re-
placed Representative John Fogarty of Rhode Island as
chairman of the subcommittee having cognizance of appro-
priations for the Departments of Labor and Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare. Mr. Fogar:y had died suddenly just a
few hours before the 90th Congress was to convene.

For the first time in the history of the title IV program,
the recommended appropriation did not come under the
heading of Defense Education Activities. Instead, the title
IV program was included with Higher Education Activities.
The House Committee recommended a $10 million reduc-
tion in the $96.6 million requested by the President for
college teacher fellowships:

"For Higher Educational Activities, the Committee rec-
ommended $1,158,194,000, a reduction of $15 million below
the request but $9.6 million above the appropriation for
1967. The Comittee recommended a shift of $10 million
of the increased budget for teacher fellowships to construc-
tion of public community colleges and technical institutes.

"In the opinion of the Committee, there is a serious ques-
tion that within the total amounts budgeted for education
programs, there is too much emphasis on scholarships,
opportunity grants, and fellowships, as compared with
loans, work-study proErams, and construction of facilities." 5

H.R. 10196 was taken up for consideration in the House
on May 25, 1967, on a motion by Mr. Flood. Before getting
to the discussion of the appropriation bill, Representative
Flood and Representative Melvin R. Laird, Republican of
Wisconsin and ranking minority member of the Subcom-
mine on Appropriations for the Departments of Labor and
Health, Education and Welfare, spent several minutes in
eulogy of Mr. Fogarty for his many years of distinguished
service in connection with appropriation bills for these
depar tments.

Representative Broyhill Introduces Amendment Excluding
Disruptive Students

mhe recommended $10 million shift in funds from the
title IV program to construction for community colleges
and technical institutes did not come under floor discus-

Departments of Labor And Health, Education, and Welfare Ap-
propriations, 1968. Hearings Before a Suhcommiuee on Appropria-
tions. Senate. 90th Congress, 1st Session. Washington: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1968. p. 519.

'Report No. 21. House- 90th Congress. 1st Session. May 22. 1967.
p. 10,
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sion. Howevei, an amendment to the appropriations bill of
pertinence to the title IV program was introduced by
Representative Joel T. Broyhill, Republican of Virginia:

"Sec. 907. No part of the funds appropriated by this Act
shall be used to provide payments, assistance, or services, in
any form, with respect to any individual who--

(1) incites, promotes, encourages, or carries on, or facil-
itates the incitement, promotion, encouragement,
or carrying on of, a riot or other civil disturbance
in violation of Federal, State or local laws de-
signed to perserve the peace of the community
concerned or to protect the persons or property
of residents of such community; or

(2) assists, encourages, or instructs any person to com-
mit or perform any act specified in paragraph (I)." 6

Mr. Flood said that he had advised his subcommittee
members of the pending Broyhill amendment, and they
were agreeable to it The amendment was then agreed to by
the House by a voice vote.

Senate Committee Agrees to House Cut of no Million for
Title IV Program

On August 1, 1967, H.R. 10196 was reported out of the
S_nate Committee on Appropriations by Mr. Hill. The
Senate Committee recommended the same amount ($1,158,-
194,000) for Higher Educational Activities as had the
House Committee. The Committee agreed with the House
recommendation to shift $10 million of the increase re-
quested for college teacher fellowships to construction of
public community colleges and technical institutes.7

With regard to riots and civil disturbances, the committee
struck the House provision and substituted language similar
to that contained in section 1201 of the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act Amendments of 1966.

The House section appeared to apply whether or not
there had been _a conviction. The Senate Committee provi-
sion applied only to convicted persons. The Senate Com-
mittee replaced the House version of section 907 of the
appropriations bill by the following:

-Sec. 907. No part of the funds appropriated under this
Act shall be used to provide payments, assistance, or serv-
ices, in any form, with respect to any individual convicted
in any Federal, State, or local court of competent jurisdic-
tion, of inciting, promoting, can ying on a riot, or any
group activity resulting in material damage to property or
injury to persons, found to be in violation of Federal,
State, or local laws designed to protect persons or property
in the community concerned." 8

Conference Report Accepted
In the conference report of October 3, 1967, the language

of the Senate version of section 907 was adopted in lieu

6 Conpessionat Record. Vol. 113. Part 11. 90th Congress, 1st Session.
May 25, 1967. p. 14090.

7 Report No. 469. Senate. 90th Congress. 1st Session. August 1, 1967.
p. 13.

Ibid., p. 59.



of that of the House. The conference report was approved
by both the House and the Senate, and H.R. 10196 was
signed by President Johnson into Public Law 90-132 on
November 8, 1967. For the first time since the appropriation
act for fiscal 1962, the appropriation law did not contain a
restricting clause stating that no part of the appropriation
could be made available for fellowships which were not
found by the Commissioner of Education to be consistent
with the purposes of NDEA as stated in section 101 thereof.

Consultant Panelists Convene for Annual Review

On June 14-16, 1967, 71 consultant panelists (down from
80 the previous year ) convened at the Office of Education

to evaluate the 2,770 progress reports, 626 new submissions,
and 82 reorganized programs seeking fellowship support for
1968-69. The procedures followed were the same as those
of the previous year. The panelists were formed into 22
panels covering the various subacademic areas. As in previ-
ous years, they were asked in their evaluations to give
highest priority to the quality of programs and to be on the
lookout for weak or declining departments or those without
prospects for development within the foreseeable future.
They were strongly urged to justify or amplify each rating.
as this was invaluable to both the Title IV Advisory Com-
mittee in its review and in forming a basis for answering
inquiries on the approval or nonapproval of programs.
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CHAPTER XII

tenth year of
operation

David B. Carpenter, a sociologist and Graduate EP.;an at
Washington University in St. Louis, Mo., assumed in July
of 1967 responsibility for guiding title IV activities during
the year 1967-68.

Advisory Committee Meeting of July 10-12, 1967

The first task facing Dean Carpenter upon his assumption
of duties as Chief of the Graduate Academic Programs
Branch was the convening of the Title IV Advisory Com-
mittee July 10-12. At this meeting me Committee was to
review program applications that had been rated by the
panelists in June and to recommend institutional alloca-
tions of title TV fellowships for the academic year 1968-69.

Four Substantive Issues Discussed

Before proceeding to program review and fellowship
allocation, the Committee discussed four substantive issues:
(1) support of religion as a field of objective scholarship;
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(2) problems of fragmentation or proliferation in academic
programs requesting support; (3) a proposal by the Wood-
row Wilson National Fellowship Foundation that it receive
an allocation of NDEA title IV fellowships for direct award
to students selected by the Foundation; and (4) action to be
taken with respect to approved programs which failed to
comply with the requirement that a satisfactory progress
report be submitted annually.

The Support of Religion as a Field of Objective Scholar-
ship. The Committee was informed that one university had
during the preceding year proposed its department of reli-
gion for support but the department had been disqualified
on the technical ground that its application failed to in-
clude a faculty list. However, now four universities--Colum-
bia, Duke, Harvard, and Yalehad submitted programs in
this area, and all of them were highly rated by the hu-
manities panelists.

The question was whether or not these four programs
could be supported under title IV. The 1964 amendments



excluded support for any program which was designed
"specifically for the education of students to prepare them
to become ministers of religion or to enter upon some other
religious vocation or to prepare them to teach theological
subjects.- Arguments in favor of support were based on:
consideration of the differences in the meaning between
theological tenets and theological subjects; the purposes of
the program; and the program as a field of objective
scholarship. After some discussion the following resolution
was passed:

-Any program for the study of religion in any institution
which is otherwise eligible for NDEA Title IV support and
which is conducted in a nonsectarian manner in accordance
with accepted criteria of objective scholarship should be
eligible for support under NDEA Title IV and other rele-
vant Federal programs in education."

Fragmentation or Proliferation in Academic Programs.
From the time in 1965 when the "bloc allocation- of fel-
lowships to institutions was instituted, the Graduate Aca-
demic Programs Branch had become increasingly aware of
the tendency on the part of some universities to submit
for approval programs which were basically components of
broader programs. It was noted, for example, that the doc-
torate in education might be offertd in seven to 10 pro-
;1.ains, the doctorate in business administration might
constitute at least five programs, and the doctorate in
engineering might appear in three to six or even more
programs. There was the feeling that some .niversities
might be consciot2sly pursuing t 1:s practice in order to
build a larger list of approved programs which might reflect
favorably on the institution's image and hopefully result
in a greater allocation of fellowships.

After thorough discussion of this matter, the Advisory
Committee agreed that each institution should be permitted
to exercised its traditional freedom to name its doctoral
programs as it chose. The Committee recommended, how-
ever, that the Office of Education continue to accept pro-
posals on the existing bases but, in order to make fellow-
ship allocations more equitable, that the review panels
be furnished with up-to-date information on: (I) the doc-
toral program performance at each institution, (2) the
number of faculty and percei.tt of time they devoted to each
program, 0) the status of the academic organizational unit
offering each doctoral program, (4) student enrollment, (5)
degree production, and (6) library and other facilitie- The
Advisory Committee further recommended that the review
panels exercise particular care each year to assure that the
recognized programs continue to be strong ones.

Proposed Cooperation with the Woodrow Wilson Na-
tional Fellowship Foundation. F. Champion Ward, Ford
Foundation Vice President for the Division of Education
and Research, met with the Advisory Committee to desuibe
the new Ford Foundatioh program and discuss the pos-
sibility of cooperation with the Office of Education as pro-
posed in the Rosenhaupt letter of June 7. (This letter was
discussed in the preceding chapter.) After the Ward pre-
sentation, the Advisory Committee discussed the matter and
passed the following resolution:

"The Ford Foundation has withdrawn most of its support
for the fellowship program of the Woodrow Wilson Founda-
tion while, however, 7:ontinuing support of its procedures
in the identification and selection of excellent candidates
for graduate fellowships. In view of this it has been pro-
posed that the NDEA Title IV program cooperate with the
Woodrow Wilson Foundation in a joint fellowship pro-
gram.

"The Advisory Committee recognizes the contribution of
the Woodrow Wilson National Fellowship Foundation in
the identification, selection, and training of college and
university teachers and hopes that the academic community
will continue to use and to benefit from the Foundation's
experience. The Committee advises, however, that no action
be taken on the Woodrow Wilson proposal of a joint fel-
lowship program until the level of fellowships Eindeo
substantially exceeds the 6,000 currently distributed. The
Committee sees merit in the principle of a national indi-
vidual competition and suggests that the Woodrow Wilson
proposal be explored along with other possible approaches
to such a competition."

Action Regarding Institution.s Failing to Submit Progress
Reports or Submitting Unsatisfactory Ones. The final topic
of discussion involved continuation of support to institu-
tions after they had been awarded an initial allocation of
fellowships. In accordance with NDEA title IV legislative
requirements, each participating institution was awarded
fellowships for use in approved academic programs for a 3-
year period. In the 2 succeeding years after initial approval,
the institution was required to submit progress reports on
all of its approved programs in order to receive continued'
fellowship support. Progress reports were evaluated to
assure that programs were maintaining their quality. With
respect to these reports, two situations requiring decisions
had arisen: some institutions had failed to submit the
necessary reports, or they had been given one or more un-
satisfactory program evaluations by the review panelists.
The Committee recommended that the Office of Education
staff be guided by the following policies:

"1. It is the judgment of the Advisory Committee that
the departmental progress reports are an integral part of
the NDEA Title IV Fellowship Program necessary for
adequate maintenance of standards. Therefore, departments
which do not submit such reports to the Office of Education
by the appropriate deadline established by that Office shall
be removed from the approved list for their institution and
shall not be permitted to appoint new fellows to fill vacated
fellowships.

"2. Departments which are recommended by panels and
by the Advisory Committee for cl; Approval on the basis
of inadequate progress as indicated by the progress reports
shall not be permitted to appoint new fellows or fill vacated
fellowships.

"3. In either case, new adproval cnr, be obtained only
by the submission of a new program proposal."
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Review of Programs and Recommendation of Fellowship
Allocations

After the four policy issues were disposed of, the Com-
mittee proceeded to the review of the ratings of programs
by the panelists and the consideration of institutional fel-
lowship alloca tions.

As in the competitions of the 2 preceding years, the
Committee divided itself into subgroups. Four subgroups of
three members each were formed, Ivhich I eprescill ea the
Northeast, Southeast, Midwest, and West regions. Each
group was assisted by a staff coordinator.

Request Denied for Admissibility of Certain Programs
on Study of Religion

At the same time that the Title IV Advisory Committee
at its meeting of July 10, 1967, was recommending support
of programs at four universities in the study of religion,
Commissioner of Education Harold Howe sent to Alanson
1,,V. Willcox, General Counsel for the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, a request for an early determina-
tion as to whether or not Office of Education support ot
these programs would be in any violation of the laws or
intent of Congress.

The Commissioner's memorandum went into a detailed
discussion of the history of congressional action on this
matter. Congressional action had lead to the 1964 amend-
ment which denied the award of fellowships in programs
that specifically prepared students to become ministers of
religion or to enter upon some other religious vocation or
to prepare them to teach theological subjects. The Com-
missioner felt that the four programs fell outside these
restrictions because none of them was administered by a
school or department of divinity and none of in was
designed to prepare religious education workers or ministers.
On the contrary, they were scholarly Ph. D. programs trac-
ing the historical development of religions in general and
their impact on civilizations.

After thorough consideration of the matter, the General
Counsel ruled against approval of the programs at that
time.

Bureau Recommendations on Allocations of Fellowships
for 1968-69

On November 16, 1967, Associate Commissioner for
Higher Education Peter Muirhead sent to Commissioner of
Education Howe a list of the proposed allocations of title
IV fellowships for 1968-69. In his memorandum of trans-
mittal, Mr. Muirhead stated that three factm s stood out in
the consideration of these allocations. The most immediate
was the 45 percent reduction in requested funds for new
fellowships which resulted in a 196"-69 allocation of ap-
proximately 45 percent fewer new three-year fellowships
for almost all participating institutions. The original re-
quest of $100 million would have funded 5,460 new fellow-
ships of the 7,500 authorized but the appropriation of $86.6
million was sufficient for only 3,328 new fellowships in
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addition o 6,000 continuing fellows in their second year
and 6,000 in their third year. A maximum of 45 fellowships,
as compared with 85 the preceding year and a minimum of
two fellowships, as compared with four the preceding year,
had to be placed into effect in order to distribute the fel-
lowships as equitably as possible.

A second factor was the virtually universal coverage of
American institutions which grant the doctorate. One hun-
dred and ninety-nine institutions, six more than in the
preceding year, were approved for support in 1968-69. This
total came out of a universe of approximately 225 institu-
tier's, some of which were theological schools and ineligible
for title IV support. The number of approved programs
had risen to 2,990, compared to 2,690 the previous year.
The previous policy of requesting that two-thirds of the
fellowships be distributed to programs in the humanities,
social scieno.s, and education, insofar as possible at each
institution, was to be continued. This policy was intended
to balance support available from other Federal agencies
which were restricted to fellowship grants in the sciences
and engineering. Mr. Muirhead pointed out that the NDE A
title IV program was the only Federal predoctoral fellow-
ship authority to provide noncategorical support within
the humanities and fine arts.

The third factor was that the proposed allocation ended
the 3-year cycle of support which began with academic year
1966-67, under which the Office of Education undertook a
connnitment to support participating institutions so long
as they maintained acceptable progress. Although support
available for new fellowships for 1968-69 was the lowest in
the cycle, no institution approved for 1967-68 was to be
denied new fellowships in 1968-69. On the advice of the
Advisory Committee, Mr. Muirhead said th..t the nature
and scope of this com.:nitment was to be reexamined in
preparation for the next cycle beginning with the 1969-70
academic year.

House Subcommittee Report Lauds Title IV Program

Late in the fall of 1967, the Special Subcommittee on
Education of the House Education and Labor Committee
issued its report, Study of the United States Office of Educa-

which had been authorized in 1966 by House Result'.
tion 614, 89th Congn

Carried out under the direction of Representative Edith
Green, subcommittee chairman, the study was very compre-
hensive and detailed, delving into all facets of Office of
Education programs and operations. In regard to the
NDEA title IV program, the report was laudatory. It stated:

-In spite of the tremendous workload of the NDEA fel-
lowship program, and in spite of the occasional shortcuts
the Branch (Graduate Academic Program: Branch) must
take to stay abreast, the subcommittee finds that, for the
most part, the higher education community has been quite

tudy of lite United States Office of Education. HOUK Document
No. 191 90th Congress, 1st Session. Washington: U.S. Covernment
P;inting Office, 1967, p, 110,



pleased with the administration of the program through the
years."

The study surmised that the general satisfaction noted
among users of the title lv program was due, to a con-
siderable extent, to two unique operational features of the
Graduate Academic Programs Branch. The first of these
was the use of a small corps of regional coordinators who
viF ited applicant institutions and discussed with their of-
ficers the evaluations made by academic panels with regard
to programs approved or disapproved for fellowship sup-
port. The second feature was the practice of the Brafv_h
to invite each year, to serve as its head, a graduate dean
on leave from some participating institution. Although this
practice involved censiderable additional woi by the Di-
rector of the Division of Graduate Prognzrns in his yearly
search for new leadership, the subcommittee felt that this
burden was compensated for by the excellent rapport
which had developed between the Branch and the higher
education cornmu-lity as a result of the custom.

The subcommittee thought so highly of these two prac-
tices that it felt other divisions and branches of the Office
of Education coul Improve their general effectiveness by
examining the procedures.

While its expressed general satisfaction with the NDEA
fellowship program, the subcommittee noted that there was
little hard eviocnce to indicate that the program was, in
fact, fulfilling two of its basic purposes: increasing the num-
ber of qualified college teachers, and promoting a greater
and wider geographical distribution of quality graduate pro-
grams. Needed, it said, werP detailed figures on how many
ex-fellows were currently teaching in colleges, how many
had taught at that level and left, what their reasons were
for leaving, how many had gone into industry and other
fields. Noting that the staff of the Graduate Academic Pro-
grams Branch carried a full workload in just keeping the
program going, the subcommittee suggested that the Na-
tional Center for Educational Statistics was the likely organ
for compiling these figures. The subcommittee made the
specific recommendation that the Graduate Academic Pro-
grams Branch, working through the National Center for
Educational Statistics, develop by January 1, 1968, data
from which Congress could determine how the Gradu-
ate Fellowship Program was meeting congressional purposes.

Title IV Advisory Committee Meeting of November 29,
Vii

The Title IV Advisory Committee held a 1-day meeting
on November 29, 1967. The Committee met to consider the
implications of the Education Professions Development Act,
fiscal year 1968 appropriations, and the proposed legisla-
tion in the Higher Education Amendments of 1967 as they
affected both graduate education in general and the fellow-
ship program in particular.

The meeting was opened by r-ommissioner Howe who
discussed the current Federal legislative, administrative, and
fiscal situations. He stressed the need for effective coordina-
tion among programs of teacher training in the Office

of Education and suggested that the authority contained
in the Education Professions Development Act would
provide a framework within which to achieve this end. Fol-
lowing Mr. Howe, Associate Commissioner Muirhead sug-
gested that the Advisory Committee consider particularly
the new training authority for junior and liberal arts
college teachers with respect to the most effective manner
of administering this training program in the Bureau of
Higher Education.

The meeting was chaired by J. Wayne Reitz who came
to the Office of Education in September 1967 from the presi-
dency of the University of Florida to become Director of
the Division of Graduate Programs. Presentations con-
cerning the NDEA title IV fellowship program and other
higher education matters were made by Preston Valien,
who had been promoted in August of 1967 from Director
of the D' vision of Graduate Programs to Deputy Associate
Commissioner for Higher Education, and David B. Car-
penter, Chief of the Graduate Academic Programs Branch.

Discussion about Fellows Affected by Selective Service
Law

A number of policy issues involving title IV program
administration were considered by the Advisory Committee.
In addition to the technical issues of institutional supple-
mentation and compensation for student teaching, the
Committee devoted attention to the possibility of a
quantum increase in fellowship resignations because of
the new Selective Service law to become effective the fol-
lowing July 1. In order to ease the impact of the draft, the
Committee recommended that universities be allowed to
select alternate fellowship candidates up to the opening of
the fall semester in 1968. The rewarding of vacated fel-
lowships during the academic year was discussed but de-
ferred as a possibility for the immediate future. The Com-
mittee further recommended that institutions be encouraged
to assume the responsibilit) for supporting fellowship
holders upon their return from military service. This
policy would place the NDEA fellowship program gen-
erally in accord with policies followed by the National
Science Foundation and the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration. The Committee also recommended
that the Office of Education consider seeking legislation to
encourage veterans to resume their academic studies.

The requirement that two-thirds of the fellowships be
devoted exclusively to first-year graduate students was
reconsidered by the Committee in view of the uncertain
student population for the next year. It was r.--zommended
that the Office of Education be prepared to relax this nile
should exigencies warrant it.

On another topic, the Committee reaffirmed the title IV
emphasis upon support to students in the humanities,
social sciences, and education, by continuing to request
participating universities to devote two-thirds of their fel-
lowships to such students.

The Committee stressed its opposition to increasing the
amount of stipends because of the effect this would have

109



upon university teaching assistantships and other student
financial awards funded from institutional sources.

Finally, the Committee recommended creation of Federal
standards for student stipends in various fellowship and
traineeship programs based upon prior consultation with
the university community_

Decision on Proposal from Woodrow Wilson Foundation
Reaffirmed

In response to continued interest by the Woodrow Wilson
National Fellowship Foundation for cooperative adminis-
tration of NDEA title IV fellowships, the Committee re-
affirmed its resolution of July 10 that consideration of such
a venture await funding in excess of 6,000 new three-year
fellowships annually. Moreover, it was felt that if this
proposal became a reality, the Office of Education might
prefer to create its own program of national student com-
petition and mnke it similar to the fellowship programs of
the National Science Foundation and National Institutes
of Health.

With regard to program competition for fellowships ten-
able in 1969-1970 (anticipating passage .f the legislation
then pending in Congress), the Committee recommended
several revisions in the application format for institutional
proposals. Particular attention was devoted to requiring
evidence that NDEA title IV fellowships had produced
college teachers trained at the Ph. D. level.

Congress and Institutions Notified of Fellowship
Allocations for 1968-69

On December 26, 1967, Congress was officially notified of
the allocation of 3,328 new fellowships. The announcement
stated that, of 2,990 programs approved ior award of the
fellowships, 43 percent were in the humanities, social sci-
ences, and education; 57 percent in the biological sciences,
physical sciences, and engineering.

ImmediatAy after notifying Congress, Dean Carpenter
sent a letter to each institution which had applied for title
IV support, informing the institutions how many new
fellowships had been allocated to it for use in 1968-69 and
the approved programs in which the fellowships could be
used. He pointed out that available funds had permitted
the award of only 3,328 three-year fellowships for tenure
beginning in 1968-69, compared with 6,000 such fellowships
awarded for 1967-68. Dean Carpenter requested that each
institution, insofar as possible, continue the previously an-
nounced policy of awarding two-thirds of its allocation for
use in the hun.anities, social sciences, and edvcation.

The letter stated that now, for the first time, programs
which granted the Doctor of Juridical Sciences degree
(J.S.D.), intended primarily for college and university teach-
ing of law, had been approved for support. Only programs
which awarded a research doctorate were eligible to par-
ticipate in the title IV program. Doctoral programs which
did not require a research dissertationsuch as Doctor of
Medicine (M.D.), Dentistry (D.D.S.), Arts (D.A.), and Law
(J.D.)were ineligible.
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Dean Carpenter's letter also announced that this alloca-
tion of fellowships was the last under existing authority,
ending the three-year cycle of support which began with
the academic year 1966-67. He added that legislation to ex-
tend the NDEA title IV program was still pending before
the Congress.

Possibility Raised of Reawarcling Fractional Years of
Vacated Fellowships

In a memorandum in late December, Division Director
Reitz asked Dean Carpenter and his staff to consider the
possibility of reawarding unused fractional portions of
vacated fellowships. "It appears to be," he wrote, "that our
policy of awarding fellowships for an academic year only
and not providing fur filling vacated fellowships during the
year is not the best use of crir available funds, particularly
when the subvention to the institution remained the same
even though a fellowship is vacated."

Dean Carpenter replied that it was his recommendatioi2
that, beginning in 1968-69, universities be permitted to
nominate replacement fellows for tenure beginning in the
first full semester or quarter (other than summer) following
the resignation or termination of an award, with replace-
ment nominations requiring the same eligibility screening
as new fellowship nominations. Of course, in order to
implement such a policy, there had to be assurance of
sufficient funds. Dean Carpenter reported to Dr. Reitz that
the fiscal year 1968 budget of $86.6 million for title IV
fellowships would permit the Office of Education to fund in
1968-69 a total of 15,328 fellows through a full fellowship
year at an average cost of $5,650. This average cost was
broken down as follows: $2,250, the average academic year
stipend; $400 dependency allowance for the average ot one
dependent during the academic year; $400 stipend plus
45100 for an average of one dependent during a summer
se.:sion; and $2,500 cost-of-education allowance to the in-
stitution. Hence, if the calculation of average cost was
correct, reaward of fellowships at the beginning of any aca-
demic term would be possible.

w Policies and Regulations Outlined for Coordinators

On January 24, 1968, Dean Carpenter sent to all title IV
coordinators a memorandum bringing them up to date on
policy matters and plans for the title IV program_

Coordinators were told that, in view of the fact that an
institution received a cost-of-education allowance of $2,500
per year in lieu of a fellow's tuition, it was the policy of
the Graduate Academic Programs Branch to disapprove
summer fellowship support in institutions which made an
additional summer tuition charge against the fellows_

The memorandum stated that, as previously announced,
a title IV fellow was permitted a maximum of $1,000 sup-
plementation a year from institutional funds' during both
the second and third year of the fellowship. Su,:h supple-
mentation might m might not be associated with teaching
or research activities, which always had to be relevant to



the student's field of study. A new policy change was that
fellows in their first year of title IV fellowship tenure were
now permitted similar supplementation, provided such
fellows were not in their first year of graduate study. The
ban against supplementation did not apply to fellows off
tenure and not receiving a stipend.

"Higher Education Amendments of 1968"Bil Is Intro-
duced

On February 5, 1968, H.R. 15067, entitled Higher Educa-
tion Amendments of 1968, was introduced in the House by
Representative Carl Perkins, Chairman of the House Com-
mittee on Education and Labor, on behalf of himself and
Representative Edith Green, Chairman of the House Spe-
cial Subcommittee on Education which had the responsibil-
ity for higher education legislation.

H.R. 15067 was a very comprehensive bill, containing 12
titles and 118 pages, The bill propoled the extension and
revision of 16 programs and suggested the creation of four
new ones. In addition, it proposed the consolidation of the
four student-aid programs into the Educational Opportu-
nity Act of 1968. In part, H.R. 15067 was identical to H.R.
6232, the Higher Education Amendments of 1967, and in
part similar to it. The amendments proposed by H.R. 15067
with respect to National Defense Fellowships were identical
to those proposed the previous year in H.R. 6232.

On March 5, Senator Wayne Morse, Chairman of the
Senate Subcommittee on Education, introduced S. 3098, a
bill identical to H.R. 15067, introduced in the House
exactly a month earlier. It was read twice and referred tc
the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

Hearings on H.R. 15067

On February 6, 1968, just one day after H.R. 15067 was
introduced in the House, Mrs. Green opened hearings on
the bill. She remarked that her bill posed many issues,
some of which were related to matters discussed in the Study
of the United States Office of Education, and some of which
were related to questions of pressing national concern, in
particular the impact of the current draft policy on gradu-
ate and undergraduate education.

Mrs. Green pointed out that H.R. 15067 proposed the
extension of 16 programs beyond their expiration date of
June 30, 1968, and that without legislation extending them
there could be no authorization for the Appropriations
Committee to reconnnend funds for fiscal year 1969. Be-
cause of the problems caused by late authcrization and late
funding of programs, -he said she felt it absolutely es-
sential to begin hearings on the bill one clay after its intro-
duction. She indicated that she might ask her congressional
colleagues and the Office of Education to consider concen-
tration first on noncontroversial parts of the bill and mov-
ing these along faster than some of the other parts which
might take longer.

The House hearings took place on 8 days in February
and 6 days in March, ending on March 8. There was no
direct testimony on the proposed amendments to title IV

of NDEA except on the provision which would permit the
Commissioner to pay to institutions of higher education
cost-of-education allowances which he determined to be
consistent with the prevailing practices under comparable
federally supported programs. This flexibility was also to
apply to Title V-C, Prospective and Experienced Teacher
Fellowships, of the Higher Education Act of 1965. In sup-
port of this provision, Commissioner Howe's prepared
statement explained:

"Without knowing the exact cost of graduate education,
we are convinced that the present $2,500 cost of education
allowance is at least $1,000 too low. The Administration,
therefore, proposes to move toward a $3,500 cost of educa-
tion allowance for all Federal fellowship programs begin-
ning with Fiscal Year 1969. We will be proposing the $3,500
figure for all new Office of Education-sponsored fellowships
beginning next fa!1 if this new flexible authority is granted.
This could mean that within 3 years all fellowships, new
and continuing, would be covered by the higher figure.
While this will not turn our colleges and universities into
profit-making organizations, it should add a degree of
equity to our support and ease somewhat the burden of
these institutions."2

As mentioned earlier, Mrs. Green was particularly con-
cerned about the existing military draft policies. She said
that the committee could not make an intelligent judg-
ment on what to do in the graduate field without knowing
what effect the draft policy would have on enrollment and
on subject matter areas. She said that she had read projec-
tions stating that some graduate schools expected their
enrollments might be reduced by 50 percent. She asked
Commissioner Howe to comment. Commissioner Howe
said that the situa .n was very complex and that it was
difficult to come up with precise figures. He pointed out
that the National Security Council had the power to declare
certain fields of study essential to the national security, but
he personally opposed designating any such fields.

-When you start seeking to segregate shbject fields that
are sort of national priority needs, you find pressures to
put the sciences and mathematics in the -necial categories,
pressures to leave the arts and the humanities without any
attention. I would argue that for the long range health of
education itself, and the country as a whole, that is not a
particularly sensible policy."3

Commissioner Howe said that lie believed there should
be no exemption for graduate students from the obligation
to military service, but he preferred a random selection
procedure rather than the existing oldest-first draft policy.

On February 15, 1968, the National Security Council
advised the Director of Selective Service, Lt. Gen. Lewis
B. Hershey, U.S.A. (Ret.), to suspend occupational defer-
ments based on the list of essential activities and critical

2 Higher Education Amendments of 1968. Hearings Before the
Special Subcommittee on Education, Committee on Education and
1..7bor. House. 90th Congress, 2d Session. Part 1, Washington: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1968. p. 2.

3 Ibid., Part 2. p. 520.



occupations and to end deferment of graduate students
other than those in the second or subsequent year of gradu-
ate study. Those in medicine, dentistry, veterinary medicine,
and osteopathy were to continue being deferred. In a
telegram to State Selective Service Directors, Gen 11

Hershey affirmed that the sequence of selection in fil
calls was to remain unchanged, so that the oldest men Jut
the combined age group 19 through 25 were to be called
first. Each local draft board was given the discretion to
grant, in individual cases, occupational deferments based
on a showing of essential community need. Community
need was not defined.

In followup of the February 15, 1968, announcement of
the National Security Council, these persons testified before
Mrs. Green's subcommittee: Dr. Merriam H. T7ytten, Presi-
dent, Scientific Manpower Commission; Betty M. Vetter,
Executive Director, Scientific Manpower Commission; and
General Hershey. Mrs. Vetter presented statistics on the
number of draft-eligible men in various categories and the
possible impact of the draft. She said:

"The loss to individual graduate schools will vary widely.
All-male institutions will, of course, be harder hit than co-
educational graduate scheols. The highe.it ranking graduate
schools in the Nation should be able to fill up their classes
by dipping further down in the quality of applicants for
acceptance.

"For those smaller or newer graduate schools still seeking
a high-quality level who are not now over-burdened with
applicants, there will certainly be at least 50 percent drop-
off in both the first and second year classes of graduate
study. Some schools will not be able to survive these con-
ditions.

"The effect on the undergraduate schools will be just as
striking as on the graduate schools both in short and long
range terms. No effect to extend teaching assistantships will
fill the teaching assistant positions needed to take care of
burgeoning undergraduate enrollments.

"Effect on the Nation:
"All segments of the economy will be affected by the loss

of this highly trained manpower, and we must be realistic
in recognizing that the ss is real, and not simply a trans-
fer of effort from one sebrnent of the economy to another."4

Dr. Trytten warned about the effect that the existing
draft policies would have on scientific progress in the
United States. "There can be little doubt," he said, "that
scientific effort in the United States will pay a substantial
penalty. At th" very best, two man-years, and indeed closer
to three man-years, of scienti-ic work will be lost for each
prospective graduate student for as many years as present
policies continue."5

Representative John Brademas, Democrat of I-diana,
was of similar view. He said:

"I want publicly to predict that this country may well
pay within a very short time, a very high price indeed for

4 ibid,
p. 527.
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policy in terms of our failing to have an adequate
supply of trained scientific and technical manpower.

"What I am really doing here is making a comment, in
some measure based on the very alarming statement of Mrs.
Vetter, to repeat, that 'It seems quite possible wc ma) find
ourselves at a severe disadvantage in our efforts to prevent
the spread of communism a few years from now.' -6

General Hershey elaborated, for the subcomm e 's
benefit, on Selective Service policies and procedures. Mrs.
Green asked him if he considered as accurate Science maga-
zine's statement that the DLpartment of Defense reported
over 55 percent of the next year's draft call would be com-
prised of college graduates and graduate students, whereas
only 4 percent of 230,000 inductees in 1967 had held college
degrees. General Hershey replied that, although he couldn't
prove it, he thought that the 55 percent estimate was higher
than what it would actually turn out to be. In justification
of th current Selective Service policies, General Hershey
quoted from his letter of February 20, 1968, to Representa-
tive L. Mendel Rivers, Democrat of South Carolina, Chair-
man of the House Committee on Armed Services, in which
he wrote:

"The present method of calling avilable and qualified
men between the ages of 19 and 26, oldest first, is a system
of selection which has been equitable and effective through
more than 20 years of Selective Service operation. This fact,
of course, does not make change inconceivable; however,
the fact that it has produced the required manpower is an
excellent reason why it has been continued."7

Several distinguished educators appeared before Mr;.
Green's subcommittee and urged that she do what she
could to get the draft policies in regard to graduate students
changed. They were: Dr. Fred Harrington, President of the
University of Wisconsin; Dr. Kingman Brewster, President
of Yale Universit ; Dr. John Miller, Graduate Dean at Yale
University; and Dr. Nathan M. Pusey, President of Har-
vard University. The following statement by Dr. Pusey was
typical of the points of view of these witnesses who, in
addition to representing their own institutions, spoke on
behalf of the various leadir associations of higher educa-
tion in the country:

"It does seem to us, for a lot of reasons, that there
ought to be some way to not have the draft quota filled
entirely by this year's senior class and the first year group
of graduate students, but to spread that quota over the age
group in such fashion that we wouldn't. have this devastat-
ing cutting off of the continuing process."8

Inserted into the record of the hearings were a great
many letters from university presidents and statements from
leading educational associations which Mrs. Green had
received. For the most part, these z-ommunications urged
that selection fall equitably on all ages in the eligible pools
rather than solely on the "oldest-first."

8 Ibid., p. 542.
7 Ibid., p. 523.
8 Ibid., pp. 170-71.



Hearings on S. 3098

Hearings on S. 3098 opened March 12, 1868, more than
I month later than the comparable House hearings. Senator
Ralph Yarborough, Democrat of Texas, second-ranking
Democrat on the Senate Subcommittee on Education, pre-
sided in the absence of the Chairman, Senator Wayne
Morse, Democrat of Oregon, who was out of the Cit, that
day. The hearings continued for 10 additional days, end-
ing on April 5. The meeting on March 29 was held in
Austin, Texas. The record of the hearings was printed in
eight parts and consisted of 6,584 pages of testimony, state-
ments, and inserts.

In his testimony before the subcommittee, Commissioner
Howe made brief mention of the title IV program. He said
that the need tor additional college and university teachers
was well documented, with enrollments in institutions of
higher education expected to expand from six million in
1968 to nine million in 1975. He asserted that approxi-
mately 610,000 new full-time equivalent professional staff
members would be needed to teach these growing numbers
of students.

Title IV came under discussion at two oeu..if times dur-
ing the hearing: first, when Senator William B. Spong, Jr.,
Democrat of Virginia, appeared before the subcommittee
and requested that a larger percentage of the fellowships
be allocated to the South; and second, when Hans Rosen-
haupt, National Director of the Woodrow Wilson National
Fellowship Foundation, urged the subcommittee to set
aside certain nunTher of title IV fellowships kr candidates
chosen in a national competition.

Senator Spong Offers Amendment to Award Fellowships
on a State-Population Basis

Senator Spong reviewed the history of title IV, noting
the original emphasis on new and expanded doctoral pro-
grams. Under these rules, according to Senator Spong, the
South fared quite well. After the 1964 amendments to title
IV, however, the South's share of the fellowships declined
from one-third to one-fourth. He referred to the October
1966 resolution of the Southern Association of State Uni-
versities and Land-Grant Colleges which criticized the de-
creasing percentage of title IV fellowships being allocated
to the South.

Senator Spong offered the subcommittee an amendment
which he said would require an equitable distribution of
the fellowships throughout che States. It would be similar
to the distribution requirement in title V of the Higher
Education Act of 1965, the teaching fellowship program.
Under the Spong amendment, fellowsnips would be
awarded on a State-population basis whenever at all pos-
sible. Hfs amendment would also require the Commissioner
of Education to compile annually a list of the number of
fellowships which a State would be entitled to under a
strict population formula and a list of the number the
State was actually awarded. These lists would be distributed
to all institutions receiving NDEA fellowships and the in-

stitutions would be encouraged to grant fellowships to
students from those States which did not receiv their
share of fellowships.

Senator Morse, su'Jcommittee chairman, asked the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare, to file with
his subcommittee a brief memorandum setting forth the
Department's position in regard to the Spong amendment.
This memorandum which, along with several tables, was
inserted into the record of the hearing, stated that "the
recommendation that the NDEA Title IV fellowship pro-
gram be ticd to population will impose a rigid fcrmula
upon its operations, without regard to student needs."9 The
memorandum contended that the Spong amendment would
cause one of the three legislative objectives of the program
to eclipse the other twowhich were to assist the better and
more rapid preparation of college teachers, and to en-
courage full capacity of doctoral programs everywhere. It
would tie doctoral study to local conditions, whereas Ph. D.
production is more of a national enterprise, related first of
all to academic capacity for training. The memorandum
pointed out that, although support directed to the South
had declined on a percentage basis, the South continued
to receive a more favorable proportion of the fellowships
in relation to the Ph. D.'s it produced than any other region
of the country.

Hans Rosenhaupt Urges That a Portion of NDEA Fellow-
ships Be Awarded Through a National Competition

In the follow uk, of the request he made to the Office of
Education in the spring of 1967, Hans Rosenhaupt ap-
peared before the Senate Subcommittee on Education on
April 4, 1968, in support of his recommendation that not
more than one-third of new NDEA title IV fellowships be
set aside for candidates chosen '71 a national competition.
'These fellowships were to be tenable at U.S. graduate
schools of the candidate's choice. He said that the Woodrow
Wilson National Fellowship Foundation, because of its
experience, was admirably suited to serve as a screening
device for this purpose. He urged that the Commissioner
of Education be given discretionary authority to decide
when to start such a national competition since the outlook
for appropriations was uncertain at that time. In order to
prevent a disproportionate number of the best fellows from
congregating at a few prestigious institutions, hz recom-
mended that the number of fellowships assigned directly
to these institutions, and to be awarded by them, be de-
creased accordingly.

Senator Yarborough called upon Preston Valien, Deputy
Associate Commissioner for Higher Education, to comment
on Dr. P osenhatipt's proposal. Dr. Valien pointed out that
with decreased appropriations the Office of Education was
unable to meet its commitments for the following year:

th: 'last year, the number was cut down to 3,328,

9 ir,ducation Legislation, 1968. Hearings ffLforc dm Subcommittee on
Education, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. Senate. 90th
Congress, 2(1 Session. Part 2. Washington: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1968. p. 532.
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which was even less than the 4,500 that we had committed,
so we had to start an entirely new ball game with institu-
tions, and they understood this, because they realized that
we were responding to a national emergency, that we were
responding to congressional action. But if we were to go
beyond that and not even lie able to honor our commit-
ment, and at the same time deprive them of the flexibility
of utilizing fellowships that we had originally promised
them they would have, I think that the dissatisfaction in
the academic community would be monumental and I think
that it would be understandable.

think that if we had the opportunity to have a na-
tional type of graduate fellowship program and we had
sufficient fellowships to do this, this might be a worthwhile
device, but at the same time I think that we would want
to be sure that we had sufficient study of the mechanisms
by which we do this rather than have a commitment to do
it through a specific arrangement in advance.'"

Inserted into the record of the hearings were a great
many letters to Senator Morse written by campus repre-
sentatives of the Woodrow Wilson National Fellowship
Foundation. Almost all of the letters endorsed the Rosen-
haupt proposal.

Appropriation for Fiscal Year 1969

The Division of Graduate Programs sought an appropria-
tion of $106.6 million tor fiscal 1969, but the Bureau of
the Budget allowed only $86.6 million, the same amount as
had been appropriated for fiscal 1968. The Bureau of the
Budget allowance would permit the funding in 1969-70 of
approximately 6,000 new fellowships as well as 3,328 fel-
lowships in the second year of tenure and 6,000 fellowships
in third year of tenure.

The fiscal 1969 request was transmitted to the Congress
under the category of Education Professions Development
Activities. In the preceding year, tt will be recalled, the
title IV appropriation request was listed under Higher
Education Activities and every year prior to that year,
under Defense Education Activities. The new listing came
about as a result of the passage of the Education Profes-
sions Developmei.f. Act in 1967. Although NDEA title IV
was not a part of that act, and the Graduate Academic
Programs Branch was not a componfmt of the new Bureau
of Educational Personnel Development set up in 1967 to
administer that act, it logically fit, for appropriation pur-
poses, under the newly established appropriation category
of Education Professions Development Activities.

When the Appropriations Bill, H.R. 18037, was reported
out of the House Committee on Appropriations on June
20, 1968, it contained an $80 million appropriation for
parts C. D, and of the Education Professions Development
Act (Public Law 90-35). but nothing for title IV of NDEA,
as there was at that time no authorization for new NDEA
fellowships to be awarded in fiscal 1969.

When H.R. 18037 was reported out of the Senate on July

1° Mitt, Part 6. p. 2491
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30, 1968, however, a contingency allowance of $70 million
for title IV was added to Education Professions Develop-
ment Activities, as explained in the Senate report of the
bill:

"The committee iecomniends $196,900,000, an increase ot
$70,000,000 over the House allowance, a decrease of $49,-
013,000 from the budget request, and a net increase of
$33,050,000 over the amount appropriated in fiscal year
1968. This consists of increases totalling $49,650,000, offset
by a decrease of $16,600,000. The difference between the
committee recommendation and House allowance consists
of the $70,000,000 allowed for the graduate program under
title IV of the National Defense Education Act. The House
deferred consideration of this item pending its authoriza-
tion. Since the Senate recently pas,cd the authorizing legis-
lation, the committee has considered the program and
included appropriate language making its funding con-
tingent upon final enactment ef basic legislation."11

The report stated that under the Senate committee allow-
ance ($16.6 million less than that allowed the preceding
year) the number of new fellowships awarded would be re-
duced somewhat below the then existing level.

There was no floor discussion in the Senate over the
proposed $70,000,000 allowance for title IV, and when the
appropriations bill went to conference the conferees agreed
to a $156,900,000 appropriation for Education Professions
Development Activities rAther than the '7081,900,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate, but they stipulated that none of the
reduction below the Senate proposal should be applied
against the amount included therein for title IV of NDEA.12

The conference recommendation in regard to appropria-
tion for Education Professions Development Activities was
accepted without comment by both the House and the
Senate. FI.R. 18037 was signed by P. sident Lyndon B.
Johnson into Public Law 90-557 on October 11, 1968. As
in the appropriation law for the previous year, Public Law
90-557 contained a general provision that no part of the
funds appropriated under the act could be used to provide
a loan, guarantee of a loan or a grant to any applicant
who had been convicted by any court of general jurisdic-
tion of any crime which involved the use of or the assistance
to others in the use of force, trespass, or the seizure or
property under the control of an institution of higher edu-
cation to prevent officials or students at such an institu-
tion from engaging in their duties or pursuing their studies.

Memorandum of March 8, 1968, to Title IV Coordinators

On March 8, Dean Carpenter sent to all title IV co-
ordinators a memorandum concerning procedures with re-
spect to nomination of fellows for three-year fellowships

" Report No. 1484. Senate. 90th Congress. 2d Session. July 30, 1968.
p. 12-13.

12 Cthiferen, Report No. 1936. HOuse. 90.7'h CongreSS, 2d Ses ion.
October 1, hiu8. p. 8.



and other recent developments affecting the title IV pro-
gram.

He reported that most institutions had found it useful,:
to receive tentative acceptance of an NDEA title IV fellow-
ship offer before mailing forms to a prospective nominee.
By agreement of members of the Council of Graduate
Schools in the United States, acceptance of a fellowship,
traineeship, or as.iistanceship award before April 15 was to
remain tentative and subject to change up to April 15. A
student who had accepted such an offer as of April 15 could
not resign to accept another offer, except upon written re-
lease from the school to which he was comroitted,

Dean Carpenter informed title IV coordinators that
henceforth at least two-thirds of the nominees for new 3-
year fellowships should have no more than 1 year of
graduate study creditable to their doctoral program. Prior
to that time, at least two-thirds of the new fellowships had
to go to students who had one-half year or less of graduate
study creditable to the degree program.

The final item of the memorandum concerned interrup-
tion of tenure for voluntary or involuntary military service.
The following policy was announced:

"When tenure as a National Defense Gr,duate Fellow is
interrupted by voluntary or involuntary induction into the
military service of the United States, the Fellow should
promptly report in wri dog the date and circumstances of
his induction. He should at the same time indicate whether
he wishes to have his fellowship considered for reinstate-
ment at the termination of his military service, pro ided
that at least half ot a fellowship yeai remains to be com-
pleted at the time of induction.

"The Fellow's statement should be forwarded promptly
by the Coordinator to the Graduate Academic Programs
Branch with a request that the fellowship resigned by the
inductee be handled as F. vacated fellowship available for
reaward in the usual manner to another student,

"Every effort will be made by the Office of Education to
reinstate the fellowship, provided that the request is made
(a) within three months of the former Fellow's discharge
from military service, and (b) not more than four years
after entering military service, and provided that he re-
sumes his studies under the fellowship not later than the
beginning of tbe academic year following by three months
his release from active duty.

"The returning veteran should first apply for rein late-
ment as an NDFA Fellow through the department and
institution in which he was enrolled at the time of in-
duction. If the Coordinator at that institution recommends
his reinstatement as a Fellow in his former doctoral pro-
gram, this office will make every effort to reinstate his
remaining fellowship tenure as a supplemental award ear-
marked for his support. If his former institution of doctoral

dy is unable to take care of his, the returning veteran
may then apply for reinstatement of his fellowship tenure
through another institution with an approved doctoral
program in his major field."

Reason for Clarification of Policy on Interruption of
Tenure for Military Service

The policy as announced in the March 8 memorandum
concerning interruption of tenure for voluntary or in-
voluntary military service was necessitated by the trends
of events in regard to the military draft. In July 1967 the
Congress extended the Universal Military Training Act. In
extending the act, the Congress did not specify the order
in which young men of different ages would be drafted,
This determination was to be left for the President to
make.

Up through 1967, students enrolled Nal-time in graduate
education were deferred from the draft just as undergradu-
ates were. After the passage of the extension of the draft
law in July, the administration took up for consideration
the entire matter of draf, deferment and age order of
drafting young men. Several Federal task forces were set
up to study the problem and report to the President. After
consideration by the National Security Council of 'he
studies made by the various task forces, the White He Ise
announced in February 1968 that students commencing
graduate work in the fall of 1968 would no longer be
deferred from the draft, not even those in the scientific
and engineering fields which up to that time had been con-
sidered critical to the national welfare. Undergraduate stu-
dents, however, would continue to be deferred.

The Selective Service policy in effect at the time of
President Johnson's announcement was to draft ti. older
draft-eligible men first. This meant that, with the Vietnam
war continuing to require sizable draft quotas each month,
young men who were just graduating from college with
baccalaureate degrees would become prime targets of the
draft. President Johnson chose not to modify existing
Selective Service policies, and therefore there was a wide-
spread feeling that graduate school enrollment would
suffer a setback in the fall of 1968. It was expeted, then,
that a much larger number of fellowship holders in 1968-69
might be drafted or choose to volunteer. For this reason the
announcement of March 8 was issued, clarifying, the rights
of former fellows who had completed their military service,

Approval of Reaward of Partial Years of Vacated
Fellowships Announced

On March 29, 1968, Dean Carpenter mailed to each title
IV coordinator two copies of the Title IV NDEA Coordina-
tor's Manua/ for the 1968-69 Graduate Fellowship Program.
In his covering memorandum, he announced that the dead-
line for institutional applications for 1969-70 fellowships
was July I, 1968, rather than April 15, as in the past.

Dean Carpenter made special mention of several changes
that had been incorporated into the new Manual. One of
these was that the process for reaward of resigned or ter-
minated fellowships would, with the 1968-69 fellowship
year, permit for the first time: (a) substitute and seaward
nominations after June 30 and (b) nomination for fellow-
ships which included partial years of vacated fellowship
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tenure. Nomination and eligibility requirements for
vacated fellowships were to be identical with those for new
fellowships. Late nominations which did not meet eligibility
requirements were made at the institution's risk.

Dean Carpenter called attention to new policy outlined
in the Manual on "Interruption of Tenure for Voluntary
or Irvoluntary Military Service." He emphasized that the
student must already have entered tenure as an NDEA
fellow registered in the doctoral program of award in order
for the provisions to be applicable.

The new Manual also mnde clear that students who m-
u ied several consecutive vacated awards would be paid
on the same stipend basis as students who had received a
3-year fellowship.

New Policy on Fellowship Stipend Supplementation
Announced

On June 28, 1968, just 2 days before the end of his year's
stint as head of the Graduate Academic Programs Branch,
Dean Carpenter sent to all title IV coordinators copies of
the currently issued Department of Health. Education, and
Welfare policy statement on supplementation of student
stipends. This new policy, issued by the Sect etary's Grants
Administration Office on May 3, 1968, was applicable to
all predoctoral and postdoctoral fellowships administered
by the Department. The new statement of policy is quoted:

"Consistent with the philosophy that program objectives
should be carried out in a manner which affords ma ,imum
discretion to institutions in the exercise of management
prerogatives, it is Department policy that institutions
should be given the latitude to determine whether supple-
mentation is required and the amounts which are required.
Further, institutions should be given the latitude to deter-
mine whether such supplementation shall or shall not
involve the performance of service. In this connection the
Department recognizes that supplementation may be re-

116

quired to accommodate regional cost of living variations
and cases of special need. The Department also r^cognizes
the close interrelationship between teaching and research
in the academic environment and encourages iL fellows
and trainees to undertake teaching or research experience
that can contribute meaningfully to their academic train-
ing. Any teaching or research experience undertaken by a
fellow or trainee supported through the programs of this
Department should not significantly prolong the time re-
quired for the accomplishment of the training objective
for which the award is made.

"Institutions may supplement stipends as necessary from
institutional resourccs. However, no supplementation may
be provided from Federal funds unless expitcit!.. authorized
under the terms of specific programs and subject to such
restrictions as those programs may impose; in any event, no
more than $1,000 of these Federal funds shall be awarded
per student per annum. This policy statement is not in-
tended to discourage in any way the use of Federal loan
funds.

"Operating agencies of this Department which administer
training grnnt or fellowship programs will assure (1) that
institutional requirements for services do not significantly
prolong the completion of training supported by this
Department and (2) that institutions do not use supple-
mentation as a means of recruitment of students.-

The announcement stated that operating agencies which
administer training grants or fellowship programs would
assure that institutions not use supplementation as a means
of recruitment. Institutions were expected to establish for-
mal policies governing the provisions of supplementation
and to maintain such reasonable documentation thereof so
as to enable Government auditors, project managers, or
others who might be reviewing these practices at institu-
tions, to determine whether or not they conformed to estab-
lished policies:



CHAPTER XIII

first half of
eleventh year of operation

July 1, 1968, came and no bill extending the authoriza-
tion of title IV of NDEA had been passed. This fact
created no immediate problem as title IV funds were al-
ways appropriated about a year in advance of their actual
expenditurethe so-called forward financing feature ex-
plained in chapter III. However, the appropriations bill for
fiscal 1969 which would provide funds for new fellowships
starting in 1969-70 could not contain an appropriation for
such new fellowships until the authorizing extension had
been passed. Therefore, the passage of substantive Itgisla-
tion extending and amending NDEA was of high priority
in the Congress in the summer of 1968.

Substitute H.R. 15067 Reported Out of Committee

On July 8, 1968, H.R. 115067 was reported out the House
Education and Labor Comuthlee -,y Chairman Perkins with
amendment. The amendrne:.,. ,Llt all of the bill after
the enacting clause and inse,t:- thereof a substitute.
The report accompanying th i e....ted that 1968 marked

the 10th anniversary of the National Defense Education Act
and stated that "over the past 10 years, the National De-
fense Education Act was proven of invaluable worth to the
Nation."'

As far as title IV of NDEA was concerned, the amended
bill was the same as the original bill. The report as-
serted that the NDEA graduate fellowship program had
been a highly successful program for supporting graduate
education nationwide and had been achieving its objective
of increasing the number of college and university teachers:

"Survey reszarch into the careers of past NDEA fellow-
ship holders indicates that the intent of augmenting college
faculties is being well met. While more data and analysis
are necessary to provide a detailed picture, it is known
that 30,4 percent of the first 5,500 fellows have received
their doctorates, and 66 percent of these have entered col-
lege and university employment."2

Report No. 1649. House. 90 Congress. 2d Session. p. 1.
p. 50.
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H.R. 15067, as amended, contained two sections which,
although they were not in the part of the bill dealing spe-
cifically with title IV of NDEA, had some relevance to it.
One was section 1502 dealing with student unrest, which
pertained to rie various programs of student assistance
contained in tile bill. This section provided that, if an in-
stitution of higher education, after affording notice for
hearing to a person attending or employed by the institu-
don, determined that such person (after enactment of the
bill) had willfully refused to obey a lawful regulation of
the institution and that the refusal was of a serious nature
and contributed to the disruption of the institution, the
institution could deny further payment to oi for the benefit
of such person. This provision, however, was not intended
to limit a student's freedom of written or oral expression
of views or opinions.

Section 1502 further provided that "no loan, or grant
under a program authorized or extended by the bill may
be awarded to any applicant within 3 years after he has
been convicted by any court of record of any crime which
was committed after the date of enactment of the bill, and
which invo'ved the use of (or assistance to others in the
use of) force, trespass or the seizure of property under con-
trol of an institution of higher education to prevent officials
or students at such an institution from engaging in their
duties or pursuing their studies, by an institution or person
having knowledge of such conviction.

The other was section 1001 which abolished the Advisory
Committee on Graduate Education, which had been estab-
lished by the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 (PT-
88-204). and created in place of it an Advisory Council on
Graduate Education. The Advisory Committee on Gradu-
ate Education had been created by statute to advise the
Commissioner on graduate facilities. The Title IV Advisory
Committee, on the other hand, which had for 10 years been
advising the Commissioner on the graduate fellowships,
had been formed by the Commissioner, not because he was
required to do so by law, but, because he was permitted to
do so.

At the time that the Higher Education Amendments of
1968 were being considered in Co-iigress, a feeling prevailed
that throughout the Government there were too many
committees. Thus, the new Council was to replace the
Advisory Committee on Graduate Education and be given
broadened function of advising the Commissioner on all
matters of general policy relating to graduate education,
The Title IV Advisory Committee would also be super-
seded under this provision of the Higher Education Amend-
ments Act of 1968.

The Council was to consist of the Commissioner, who
would be chairman, and one representative each from the
Office of Science and Technology in the Executive Office of
the President, the National Science Foundation, and the
National Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities,
and of members appointed by the Commissioner from
among leading authorities in the field of education, except
that at least one of them had to be a graduate student.

12ri

The requirem nt that one of the members be a graduate
student was the only change in H.R. 15067 as reported
out, compared with H.R. 15067 as introduced.

S. 3769 Reported Out by Senate Committee

As mentioned earlier, the Senate Subcommittee on Edu-
cation had been holding hearings on S. 3098, a bill identical
to H.R. 15067 being considered in the House by the SpL
cial Subcommittee on Education. Rather than reporting out
an amended bill, as did the House Committee on Education
and Labor, the Senate Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare chose to report out on July 11, 1968, an entirely
new bill, S. 3769.

As far as title IV of NDEA was concerned, S. 3769 pro-
vided less change in the existing law than did H.R. 15067.
S. 3769 proposed to extend the authorization for title IV
for 4 additional years, whereas H.R. 15067 as reported out
by the Committee, proposed a five-year extension. The only
other new provisions proposed to existing law by S. 3769
were that (1) the Commissioner seek to achieve an equitable
geographical distribution of graduate programs throughout
the Nation, based upon such factors as student enrollments
in institutions of higher education and the number .of
faculty members who had not attained the degree bt doctor
of philosophy or its equivalent as compared to the num-
ber who had such a degree and (2) the Commissioner pay
to institutions of higher education, as a cost-of-education
allowance for each fellow, such amount as he rnight deter-
mine to bc consistent with prevailing practices under other
federally supported programs. The provisions of S. 3098
and H.R. 15067 for a fourth-year fellowship in special
circumstances and for fellowship stipends to be set in an
amount consistent with prevailing pract;ces under corn-
parable federally supported programs were not included
in S. 3769.

In the part of the report commenting on amendments to
title IV of NDEA, the Senate Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare expressed its concern about the distribution
of fellowships and institutes in these words:

"The Committee received testimony which indicated
that even though the law requires that the benefits of the
fellowship programs and institute programs be distributed
on an equitable geographic basis, there is evidence that
some areas of the country have been receiving fewer grants
that the relevant factors for distribntion would indicate to
be equitable. Therefore, the Committee has included lan-
guage which sets forth the relevant factors to be considered
in the distribution of fellowships and institutes."3

in addition to those amendments specifically directed at
title IV of NDEA, there were other provisions of S. 3769
which had significance for title IV. These pertained to the
prohibition of duplication of benefits, to student unrest,
and to the establishment of an Advisory Council on Gradu-
ate Education.

3 Report No. 1387. Senate. 90th Congress. 2d Session. July II, l968.
p. 36.



In regard to duplication of benefits, under the "cold war
GI veterans were precluded from receiving veterans'
benefits if they were receiving grant assistance under other
Fede-eal education programs. The Senate bill exempted all
student assistance programs authorized or amended by the
bill from the nonduplication provisions of the Veterans
Act.

In regard to student unrest, the Senate bill provided that
nothing in the 1968 amendments 6r in any act amended by
the 1968 amendments should be construed to prohibit any
institution from refusing to award, continue, or extend any
financial assistance under such acts to an individual be-
cause of misconduct which, in the institution's judgment,
bore adversely on the student's fitness for such assistance.

S. 3769 contained a provision establishing an Advisory
Council on Graduate Education. This provision was the
same as that in the House-passed H.R. 15067, except that
S. 3769 did not require the Commissioner to be chairman
and one member to be a graduate student, as did the House
bill.

Senate Passes 5. 3769

Although the House Committee on Education and Labor
had reported out its Higher Education Amendments of
1968 bill 3 days before the Senate Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare had reported out its bill S. 5769, it was
the Senate which, on July 15, 1968, first took Chamber
action on the bill, with Senator Wayne Morse as floor man-
ager. Also taken up at the same time was S. 3770, the Na-
tional Vocational Student Loan Insurance Act of 1963. S.
3769 was considered by the Senate first.

In his introductory remarks, Senator Morse explained
that S. 3769, while initiating a few new programs, was
mainly concerned with perfecting the statutory authorities
for higher education already on the books. He praised the
Committee members, both of the majority and the minority,
for their cooperation in drafting the bill and reporting it
out unanimously:

"Once again I am very pleased to bring to the floor of
the Senate a bill that received the unanimous vote of the
Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. That
does not mean that amendments to the bill will not be
offered by some members of the committee, amendments
which were considered in committee and turned down by
a majority of the committee. There may very well be
amendments offered by members of the committee that were
not considered in committee. Ent I am pleased that the
committee unanimously approves the format of these two
bills."4

When it came time for consideration of amendments to
S. 3769, Senator Morse explained how the language in the
bill relating to equitable geographical distribution of fel-
lowships came about:

"Mr. President, during the hearings of the Subcommit-

4 Congressional Record. Vol. 114, Part 16. gOth Congress, 2d Session.
July 15, 1908. p. 21228.

tee on Education concerning the proposals for amending
our higher education legisZation, the Senator from Vir-
ginia (Mr. Spong) made an eloquent case for language
directing the Commissioner of Education to distribute
fellowships under title IV of the National Defense Educa-
tion Act more equitably. The Senator pointed out that
current allocation patterns tended to reinforce the strength
of already-strong institutions, at the expense of those in-
stitutions with less-developed doctoral capacity. The com-
mittee agreed with the Senator that current practices need
modifying, and drafted language for inclusion in S. 3769
to assure that fellowships are awarded equitably to all
areas of the country.

"The Senator from Virginia (Mr. Spong) recommended
that a distribution formula based on State population be
inserted in title IV of NDEA. Upon reflection, the com-
mittee felt that such a fc:rmula would be too restrictive, and
would not in all cases truly reflect the Ph. D.-granting
ability of the colleges and universities of a State or the
college selections of graduate students of all 50 States.
Some areas may be populous but lack the necessary
graduate institutions to absorb the fellowships that would
be allocated to them on a population-based formula; other
areas may be sparsely populated but have a university of
high caliber which could make important contributions
to the development of college teachers. And in the West,
the Western interstate Commission for Higher Education,
through interstate agreements, provided educational op-
portunity for the students of participating States_ The
committee felt that there was insufficient relationship be-
tween general population and degree-granting capacity to
justify such a narrow formula.

"However, the conimittee was equally convinced that
some change was necessary to assure equitable allocation
of fellowship funds. Therefore, the committee drafted lan-
guage ordering the Commissioner of Education to allocate
NDEA fellowships equitably, and advised the Commissioner
to consider two factors in making such allocations: first,
college enrollment; and second, lack of Ph. D.-holding
faculty members in the colleges and universities of the
State. The first factorcollege enrollmentis more closely
related to a State's need for more college teachers than
the State's population at large. The second factorthe
ratio of non-Ph. D.-holding faculty memberswill act as an
equalizing factor, helping to assure that those States whose
need for college teachers with the doctorate is the greatest
will receive the largest numbers of NDEA fellowships.

"However, I have consulted with the members of the
committee, and we have agreed that we could take popula-
tion as an illustrative factor to be considered as one of the
factors in reaching a judgment.

"If the Senator from Virginia, who proposed the popula-
tion factor, would agree, we wish to propose the inclu-
sion of the term "population." 1 would be very glad to
accept that amendment, if it would be musfactory to the
Senator from Virginia."5

3 thicl., p. 21245.
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Senator Spong responded by saying that he was pleased
that the committee members had reacted favorably to his
request, and he thereupon submitted an amendment adding
population as one of the factors to be taken into account
in the allocation of fellowships. His amendment was agreed
to.

Senator Morse explained to the Senators how the pro-
ion came about that eliminated the barriercontained

in legislation administered by the Veterans Administration
which precluded benefits under various educational pro-
grams to veterans who were exercising their rights under
the cold war GI bill of rights:

"The amendment was proposed to us by the hard-work-
ing Chairman of the Public Works Committee, the dis-
tinguished senator from West Virginia (Mr. Jennings
Randolph) who has always been one of our most con-
scientious Members in looking after the interests of young
people.

"As Senators are aware, educational assistance programs
are awarded either on the basis of need or as in the case
of the Title IV NDEA fellowship program, on the basis
of merit. It was our view that if the need exists, the fact
that the veteran was receiving certain benefits under the
veterans legislation should not preclude the need from
being met from other sources. Similarly, to deny benefits
such as Title IV NDEA which are conditioned upon merit,
by reason of the fact that the veteran had exercised his
right to veterans benefits would be to place the veteran
in second-class citizenship position."6

There was no controversy or debate over any of the pro-
visions of S. 3769. Members of the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare praised Senator Morse for his leader-
ship in conceiving the legislation and guiding it toward
its passage through the Senate. Senator Morse, in turn,
cited the unstinting contributions to the Committee's
work by each of the members.

The accolade to Senator Lister Hill, chairman of the
Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, by Sena-
tor Morse deserves mention here as Senator Hill was re-
tiring from the Senate at the conclusion of the 90th Con-
gress and on the Senate side had been the architect, presid-
ing officer at the hearings, and floor manager of the
National Defense Education Act when it was originaliy
passed in 1958:

"Now I want to say, before my good friend from Alabama
(Mr. Hill) leaves the Chamber-1 want the Senator from
Texas (Mr. Yarborough) to know that our true leader in
regard to this legislation is the chairman of the full com-
mittee of the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare,
the incomparable Lister Hill of Alabama.

"Mr. President, talk about mediation and diplomacy in
committee work, let me say that the Senator from Alabama
is my definition of personified diplomacy, because the
leadership he has rendered over these many years on this
committee has been unequaled. I do not want to embarrass

6 Mid., p. 21232.

120

129

him, but 1 engage in no flattery here. I speak from my
heart. I want 40 say that were it not for the statesmanship
and leadership he has displayed for so many years of
service to the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare,
and serving in the Senate for 30 years, we would not have
the record we have made on education legislation. He is
the one, more than the rest of us combined, who should get
the credit for the accomplishments we are making in the
field of education."7

S. 3759 was passed by a unanimous record vote. There
were 63 yeas, no nays, and 16 not voting.

H.R. 15067 Passed by House

The House took up the Higher Education Amendments
hill of 1968, H.R. 15067, for consideration on July 24,
1968. By resolution, debate on the bill was limited to 2
hours. Representative Carl D. Perkins, Democrat of Ken-
tucky, chairman of the House Committee on Education and
Labor, was floor manager for the majority, and Represet:ta-
tive William H. Ayres, Republican of Ohio and ranking
Republican committee member, was floor manager for the
minority. Each was recognized by the Chair for 1 hour.
In his opening remarks, M. Perkins said:

"The legislation is based on 26 days of hearings con-
ducted in 1967 and this year. Many of the provisions in
H.R. 15067 are related to recommendations contained in
the study of the U.S. Office of Education recently completed
by the Special Subcommittee on Education. Many of the
student assistance provisions are similar to provisions al-
ready approved by the House during its consideration of
H.R. 16729. The Special Subcommittee on Education met
17 times in executive session before reporting H.R. 15067
to the committee, and in committee, an additional five
executive sessions were held on the bill."6

Mr. Perkins stated that legislation was absolutely neces-
sary at that time as there was no fiscal 1969 authorization
of appropriations for programs carried under the National
Defense Education Act.

In her speech, Representative Edith Green, chairman of
the Special Subcommittee on Education, praised the bi-
partisan support given the bill:

"This bill comes to the floor of the House with full
bipartisan support. I would express my great appreciation
to my colleagues on the subcommittee who have worked
many long hours. Each one can be proud of the work he
has donethe contributions made toward offering greater
educational opportunities.

"Mr. Chairman, this bill was voted out of the subcom-
mittee by unanimous vote and it was also voted out of the
full committee by a unanimous vote.

"The considerelion of this legislation started during
the 90th Congres During the time that hearings were
held more than 120 witnesses appeared before the corn-
mittee."9

T Ibid., p. 21253.
Congressional Record. Vol. 114, Pau 18. July 24, 1968. p. 23099.
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Mrs. Green pointed out in her speech that the bill au-
thorized funds for 2 years and extended programs for an
additional 3 years with "such sums as may be authorized
by the Congress." In addition to other improvements, she
said that the bill provided for a more rational system of
advisory committees to assist the Office of Education in
carrying out its mission. Resulting from the bill would
be a reduction in the number of overlapping advisory
committees.

Title IV was not the subject of any substantive comment
during the debate on the bill. Representative Patsy Mink,
Democrat of Hawaii, did say: -The graduate fellowship
program contained in title IV of the NDEA is one of the
most effective forms of assistance to scholars and I am
pieased to see that the legislation proposes a 5-year ex-
tension, authorizing a maximum of 7,500 new fellowships
for each year."10

Only general discussion of the bill took place on July
24. On July 25, the bill was taken up for amendment. No
amendments were made to the part of the bill dealing with
title IV of NDEA. William J. Scher le, Republican of Iowa,
offered a successful amendment in which universities and
colleges were requirednot just permitted as in the bill
which came out of committeeto deny benefits to dis-
rupting students.

After all proposed amendments were considered and
disposed of, H.R. 15067 was passed by a record vote of
339 yeas, 15 nays, and 28 not voting. A motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

Mr. Perkins then requested immediate consideration of
the companion Senate bill, S. 3769. He offered an amend-
ment that struck out all after the enacting clause of S.
3769 and inserted in lieu thereof the provisions ot
15067, as passed. His amendment was agreed to, whereupon
he asked unanimous consent that the House insist on its
amendment and request a conference with the Senate
thereon. Hearing no objection, the Chair appointed seven
Democrats and five Republicans as conferees.11

Senate Conferees Appointed

The Senate was informed by the House that it had
amended S. 3769. On July 27, Senator Robert C. Byrd,
Democrat of West Virginia, moved that the Senate disagree
to the House amendment, agree to the conference requested
by the House, and asked that the Chair be authorized to ap-
point conferees on the part of the Senate. His motion was

"Ibid., p. 23128.
e Democratic conferees were Carl D. Perkins of Kentucky.

Edith Green of Oregon, John Brademas of Indiana, Sam M. Gibbons
of Fldrida, Hugh L. Carey of New York, William D. Hathaway of
Nlaine, and Philip Burton of California. The Republican confereet
were William H. Ayres of Ohio, Albert H. Quie of Minnesota, Ogden
R. Reit: of New York, John N. Erlenborn of Illinois, and Marvin L.
Esch of Michigan. I S 0

agreed to, whereupon the presiding officer appointed six
Democrats and four Republicans as conferees.12

Conference Report on S. 3769

Although the Senate passed S. 3769 on July 15, 1968, and
the House amended it on July 24, 1968, the Republican
and Democratic Conventions in August of 1968 caused a
delay in the conferees meeting and agreeing on a con-
ference report. The conference report was not issued until
September 25, 196L.13

The Senate conferees accepted the following provisions
of the House amendment to title IV of NDEA:

1. Increase in the maximum length of a fellowship from
three to four academic years in special circumstances.

2. Requirement of reasonable continuing efforts by par-
ticipating institutions to encourage recipients of fellowships
to enter or to continue college teaching.

3. Elimination of the statutory dollar amounts for fel-
lowship programs. Stipends for fellowships already awarded
could not be decreased.

4. Provision for a cost-of-education allowance fixed at
an amount comparable to other federally supported pro-
grams but not to exceed $3,500 per year for each fellow
enrolled.

On its part, the House conferees went along with the
Senate in requiring that greater effort be made toward
achieving more equitable distribution of graduate pro-
grams supported under title IV. The Senate bill directed
the Commissioner to seek to achieve an equitable geographi-
cal distribution of graduate programs supported under
title IV, based on such factors as student enroliment in
institutions of higher education, population, and the num-
ber of faculty members who had not attained the degree of
doctor of philosophy or its equivalent as compared with the
number of members who did possess such a degree. The
House amendment had no comparable provision.

The conference committee expressed "great concern and
distress with respect to the distribution of fellowship pro-
grams in the past "14 The committee declared that it fully
expected the Office of Education to take immediate steps to
provide for a more equitable geographic distribution of
programs supported under title IV. The amendment re-
quired the Commisioner of Education to take into account
such factors as student enrollments and relative popula-
tion. The committee further suggested that the Commis-
sioner consider additional factors such as the relative
number of faculty members who had not attained the
degree of doctor of philosophy as compared with the num-

',The Democratic conferees were Wayne Morse of Oregon, Ralph
W. Yarborough of Texas, Joseph S. Clark of Pennsylvania, Jennings
Randolph of West Virginia, Harrison A. Williams, Jr., of New Jersey,
and Gaylord Nelson of Wisconsin. The Republican conferees were
Jacob K. Javits of New York, Winston L. Prouty of Vermont, Peter H.
Dominick of Colorado. and George Murphy of California.

"ROA No. 919. House. 90th Congress, 2d Session. September 25,
1958.

1411,1c1:. p. 80.
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ber who had attained soch degrees. 'The committee de-
clared that it couid not overemphasize the importance it
attached to this amendment.

As mentioned before, both S. 3769 and H.R. 15067, as
passed by the Senate and House, respectively, provided for
an Advisory Council on Graduate Education. The only
difference between the bills was that the House amend-
ment required the Commissioner to be chairman of this
Council and that one member of it be a graduate student.
The Senate receded.

The House conferees also accepted the Senate bill pro-
vision exempting all student assistance programs authorized
or amended by the bill from the nonduplication provisions
of the Veterans Act. The House amendment contained no
comparable provision.

In regard to the differing House and Senate provisions
dealing with student unrest, the conference report provided
that, pertaining to certain specified student assistance
programs, including title IV of NDEA:

"If an institution of higher education determines, after
affording notice and opportunity for hearing to an individ-
ual attending, or employed by, such institution, that such
individual has been convicted by any court of record of
any crime which was committed after the date of enactment
of this act and which involved the use of (or assistance to
others in the use of) force, disruption, or seizure of prop-
erty under control of any institution of higher education
to prevent officials or students in such institutions from
engaging in their duties or pursuing their studies and that
such crime was of serious nature and contributed to a sub-
stantial disruption of the administration of the institution,
_hen the institution which such individual attends, or is
employed by, shall deny for a period of two years any fur-
ther payment to, or for the direct benefit of, such individual
under any of the programs specified in subsection (c). If an
institution denies an individual assistance under the au-
thority of this subsection, then any institution which such
individual subsequently attends shall deny for the re-
mainder of the two-year period any further payment to,
or for the direct benefit of, such individual under any of
the programs specified in subsection (c).

-That if an institution of higher education determines,
after affording notice and opportunity for hearing to an
individual attending or employed by, such institution, that
such individual has willfully refused to obey a lawful regu-
lation or order of such institution after the date of enact-
ment of this act, and that such refusal was of a serious
nature and contributed to a substantial disruption of the
administration of such institution, then such institution
shall deny, for a period of two years, any further payment
to, or for the direct benefit of, such individual under any
of the programs specified in subsection (c)."15

The conference report further provided that:
. nothing in the bill or any act amended by the bill,

shall be construed to prohibit any institution of higher

" Ibid.. pp. 83-84,
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education from refusing to award, continue, or extend any
financial assistance under any such act to any individual
because of any misconduct which in its judgment bears
adversely on his fitness for such assistance: that nothing in
the student unrest section shall be construed as limiting or
prejudicing the rights and prerogatives of any institution
of higher education to institute and carry out an indepen-
dent, disciplinary proceeding pursuant to existing authority,
practice and law: and that nothing in the student unrest
section shall be construed to limit the freedom of any stu-
dent to verbal expression of individual views or opinions.-

House Passes Conference Report on S. 3769

On September 26, 1968, Mr. Perkins requested and re-
ceived unanimous consent to call up the conference report
on S. 3769. He was recognized by the Speaker for 1 hour.
In his opening remarks, Mr. Perkins said that the con-
ference report affected virtually every higher education
program administered by the U.S. Office of Education. He
stated that there were well over 100 substantive differences
between the House and the Senate version of the Higher
Education Amendments of 1968. He said that he was
pleased to advise the House that in an unusually higher
percentage of cases, the differences between the House and
Senate bills were resolved in favor of the House position. In
other instances, effective and satisfactory compromises were
worked out.

In addition to praising all House members of the con-
ference committee, Mr. Perkins paid special tribute to Mrs.
Green, Special Subcommittee on Education chaiman, and
to Mr. Quie, ranking minority member of the subcommit-
tee. Of Mrs. Green, he said:

"Approval today of the Higher Education Amendments
of 1968 by this House will culminate two years of extensive
work by the Committee on Education under the distin-
guished and competent leadership of the gentlewoman from
Oregon (Mrs. Green). The legislative history of this land-
mark legislation is itself a tremendous testament to her
legislative skill and to her extensive knowledge and under-
standing of the strength and needs in American education.
The bill was reported from the Special Subcommittee on
Education unanimously, from the Committee on Education
and Labor unanimously and was approved by the House
by an impressive record vote of 389 to 15."

And of Mr. Quie, he said:
"Because of this unified position in large part due to the

untiring efforts of the ranking minority member of the sub-
committee, the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. Quie), the
House conferees were able to prevail in a majority of the
cases."16

in her speech, Mrs. Green pointed out that the House
had accepted a Senate program which provided grants for
the improvement of graduate education. The House had
no such provision.

Congressional Record. Vol. 114, Part 22. September 26, 1968.
p. 2/33*.'
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Mrs. Green explained why the House conferees had ob-
jected to the Senate proposal on graduate education:

"We were concerned, too, that in this year of the tight
budget, a new program in support of graduate education
would only further dilute funds available for already well
established programs such as Title IV of the National
Defense Education Act. As I am sure every Member of
this Congress is aware, it now appears that the appropria-
tion for Title IV will be approximately $16 million less
than it was last year. The practical effect of such a reduc-
tion will be that there will be a drastic curtailment in the
number of new fellowships which may be awarded.

"There was concern also expressed, very serious concern,
about the lack of criteria under which the program was to
be administered. The program was not well designed and
in a year in which there is an obvious tendency to not fund
new programs, it seemed to us that there was little likeli-
hood, if any, of funding this type of progratn."17

After several speeches, none of which made reference to
NDEA title IV, the conference report on S. 3769 was agreed
to by a voice vote.

Senate Passes Conference Report on S. 3769

On October 1, 1968, Senator Yarborough, in the absence
of subcommittee chairman Senator Morse, who had been
called away to Oregon because of the untimely death of
his administrative assistant, requested and received unani-
mous consent to consider the conference teport to S.3769.
He also received permission to have inserted into the Con-
gressional Record the conference report and the statement
of the managers on the part of the House.is In his re-
marks on the report, he described the bill then being
considered by the Senate as a landmark piece of legisla-
tion." He said that, as a result of the conference between
the House and the Senate, the bill emerging from the
conference was in many respects stronger and better than
either the Senate-passed or House-passed bill.

Senator Yarborough also received permission to insert
into the Congressional Record the statement that Senator
Morse had prepared on the conference report but was
unable to present in person because of his absence. He
praised Senator Morse in these words:

"Mr. President, I have a statement of Senator Morse on
the higher education conference report. He presided at
this conference with great ability. I have never seen a more
skilled negotiator and conciliator in my life. He brought
together the two Houses in almost 100 points of difference.
They were in agreement to the point that every one of the
managers of both Houses signed the report."19

" Ibid., p. 28555. This improvement of graduate education amend-
ment, which was targeted toward increasing the number of centers of
excellence in graduate education, authorized $340,000 to be appropri-
ated for planning purposes for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1969;
$5,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970; and $10,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 1971. No money was appropriated for this
program for fiscal 1969 or fiscal 1970.

Is Ibid.. pp. 28979-98.
"I Ibid., p. 28998. 132

President Signs S. 3769 into Law

ceremony attended by Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare Wilbur J. Cohen and several Members
of Congress, President Johnson on October 16, 1968, signed
S. 3769 into Public Law 90-575. On this occasion, he also
signed the Vocational Education Amendments of 1968
(H.R. 18366) into Public Law 90-576. In his remarks, the
President said:

"We believe, that is, you and I, that education is not an
expense. We believe it is an investment. The 10 talents
multiply. They return in the shape of economic growth.
They return in the shape of better government. They re-
turn in the shape of a higher standard of living for all
of us."20

Following is the exact wording of title IV of the National
Defense Education Act of 1958, as amended by the Higher
Education Amendments Act of 1968 and earlier amend-
ments:
Public Law 85-864, as Amended, as of October 16, 1968

TITLE IVNATIONAL DEFENSE FELLOWSHIPS

APPROPRIATIONS AUTHOR/

Sr.e. 901. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums
as may he necessary to carry out the provisions of this title.

(20 U.S.C. 461) Enacted Sept. 2, 1958, P.L. 85-864, Title IV, see.
901, 72 Stat. 1590.

tJMDER OF FELLOwsr411's

SEC. 402. (a) During the fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, the Com-
missioner is authorized to award not to exceed three thousand fellow-
ships to be used for study in graduate programs at institutions of
higher education, during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, he is
authorized to award not to exceed six thous- Ad such fellowships, and
during each of the seven succeeding fiscal years, he is authorized to
award not te exceed seven thousand five hundred such fellowships.
Such fdlowships may be awarded for such period of study as the
Commissiouer may determine, but not in excess of three academic
years, exccpt (1) that where a fellowship holder pursues his studies as
a regularly enrolled student at the institution during periods outside
the regular sessions of the graduate program of the institution, a
fellowship may be awarded for a period not in excess of three calendar
years, and (2) that the Commissioner may provide by regulation for
the granting of such fellowships for a period of study not to exceed
one academic year (or one calendar year in the case of fellowships to
which clause (1) applies) in addition to the maximum period other-
wise applicable, under special circumstances in which the purposes of
this title would most effectively be served thereby.

(b) In addition to the number of fellowships authorized to be
awarded by subsection (a) of this section, the Commissioner is
authorized to award fellowships equal to the number previously
awarded during any fiscal year under this section but vacated prior
to the end of the period for which they were awarded; except that
cach fellowship awarded under this subsection shall be for such
period of study, not in excess of the remainder of the period for
which the fellowship which it replaces was awarded, as the Commis-
sioner may determine.

(20 U.S.C. 462) Enacted Sept. 2, 1958, P.L. 85-864, Title IV, sec. 402,

20 Public Papers of the President: Lyndon B. Johnson, 1968-69. Book
II. Washhtls U.S. Government Printing Office, 1970. p. 1039.
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72 Stat. 1591; amended Oct 3, 1961, P.L. 87-344 Title 11. sec. 203, 75
Stat. 760; amended Dec. 18, 1963, P.L. 88-210, sec. 24(a) (h), 77 Stat.
417; amended Oct. 16, 1964, P.L. 88-665, Title IV, sec. 401, 78 Stat.
1104; amended Oct. 16, 1968, P.L. 90-575 Title III, sec. 311, 312, 82
Stat. 1056.

AWARD OF rErt.owsnirs AND APPROVAL OF INSTITUTIONS

Sm. 403. (a) Of the total number of fellowships authorized by
section 402(a) to be awarded during a fiscal year (1) not less than
onc thousand five hundred of such fellowships awarded during
fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, and not less than one-third of such
fellowships awarded during the eight succeeding fiscal years shall be
awarded to individuals accepted for study in graduate programs ap-
proved by the Commissioner under this section, and (2) the re-
mainder shall be awarded on such bases as he may determine, subject
to the provisions of subsection (c) . The Commissioner shall approve
a graduate program of an institution of higher education only upon
application by the institution and only upon his finding;

(1) that such program is a new program or an existing pro-
gram which has been expanded, and

(2) that such new program or expansion of an existing pro-
gram will substantially further the objective of increasing the
facilities available in the Nation for th,- graduate training of
college or miiversity level teachers and of promoting a wider
geographical distribution of such facilities throughout the Na-
tion. and

(3) that the application contains satisfactory assurance that
the institution will make reasonable continuing efforts to encour-
age recipients of fellowships under alit.. title, enrolled in such
program, to teach or continue to teach in institutions of higher
education.

(b) The total of the fellowships awarded as described in clause
(1) of subsection (a) for pursuing a course of study in a graduate

program at any institution of higher learning may not tr:ceed a limit
established by the Commissioner in the light of the objective referred
to in subsection (a) (2), and :he Commissioner shall give considera-
tion to such objective in determining the number of fellowships
awarded undcr this title for attendance at any one institution of
higher education.

(c) Recipients of fellowships under this title shall be persons
who are interested in teaching, or continuing to teach, in institutions
of higher education and are pursuing, or intend to pursoe, a course
of study leading to a degree of doctor of philosophy or an equivalent
degree.

(d) No fellowship shall be awarded under this title for study at
a school or department of divinity. For the purposes of this subsection.
the term "school or department of divinity" means an institution or
department or branch of an institution, whose program is specifically
for the edocation of students to prepare them to become ministers
of religion or to enter upon some other religious vocation or to pre-
pare them to teach theological subjects.

(c) In order to provide training opportunities in those areas of
the Nation r:hich have, greater need for increased numbers of highly
qualified pei sons to teach in institutions of higher educadon. the
Commiss:oner shall seek to achieve an equitable geographical distri-
bution of graduate programs api..roved under this section throughout
the Nation, based upon such factors as student enrollments in institu-
tions of higher education and population.

(20 U.S.C. 463; .Enacted Sept. 2, 1958- P.L. 85-864, Title IV. sec.
403, 72 Stat. 1591; amended Oct. 16, 1964, P.L." 88-665, Title IV, sec-
402(a) (el 78 Stat. 1104; amended Oct. 16, 1968, F.L. 90-575, Title

secs. 311, 312, 514, 82 Stat. 1056.

FELLOWSHIP STIPEND$

for subsistence and other expenses for such persons and their depend-
ents) as he may determine to be consistent with prevailing practices
under comparable federally supported programs.

(b) The Commissioner shall (in addition to the stipends paid to
persons under subsection (a) ) pay to thc institution of higher educa-
tion at which such person is pursuing his course of study such amounts
as the Commissioner may determine to be consistent with prevailing
practices undo comparable federally supported programs, except that
such amount shall not exceed $5,500 per academic year for any such
persou.

120 U.S.C. 464) Enacted Sept. 2, 1958, P.L. 85-864, Title IV, sec.
404, 72 Stat. 1591; amended Dec. 18, 1963, P.L. 58-210, sec. 24(c), 77
Stat. 417; amended Oct 16, 1964, P.L. 88-665, Title IV, see. 403, 78
Stat. 1105; amended Oct. 16, 1968, P.L. 90-575, Title III, sec. 313, 82
Stat. 1056.

FELLOWSHIP CONDITIONS

SEC. 905. A person awarded a fellowship under the provisions of
this title shall continue to receive the payments provided in section.
401 only during such periods as the Commissioner finds that he is
maintaining satisfactory proficiency in, and devoting cssentially full
time to, study or research in the field in which such fellowship was
awaided, in an institution of higher -Aucation, and is not engaging
in gainful employment other than part-time employment by such
institution in teaching, research, or similar activities, approved by the
Commissioner.

(20 ILS.C. 465) Enacted Sept. 2, 1958, P.L. 85-864. Title IV, scc.
405, 72 Stat. 1591.

Max Goodrich Appointed Chief of Gradua e Fellowship
Program

Max Goodrich, a physicist, took a one-year's leave of
absence from his position as Dean of the Graduate School
of Louisiana state University, to become the tenth man to
head the graduate fellowship program. He took up his new
duties in the first week of July 1968 in replacement of Dean
David Carpenter who returned to Washington University
in St. Louis.

George B. Lane, who had been serving as Assistant Chief
of the Graduate Academic Programs Branch, transferred in
July of 1968 to the staff of the Federal Interagency Com-
mittee on Education located in the Office of the Secretary
of the Department. He was replaced as Assistant Chief of
the Branch by Lawrence W. Friedrich, former Graduate
Dean of Marquette University, Milwaukee, Wis., who had
joined the Branch in the summer of 1967 as a Regional
Coordinator.

Progress Reports Reviewed During Summer

By the deadline date of August I, a total of 2,391 pro-
gram progress reports and 626 applications for new pro-
gram approvals under title IV were received by the Gradu-
ate Academic Programs Branch. An additional 75 institu-
tional departments which had been reorganized during the
year sought approval of their new status. Because of the
limited amount of funds available for salaries and travel
expenses, only 39 consultants were to be employed in the
fall-a considerably smaller number than in immediately

SEc% 404. (a) The Commissioner shall pay to persons awarded preceding years-and they were to review only the applica-
fellowships ander this title such stipends (including suet; allowances tions for -new approvals and reorganized departnrents.
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Therefore, the task of reviewing progress reports of ongoing
progTams, which were generally less detailed than new
applications, was assigned for the most part to the four
regional coordinators who accomplished this work by the
end of September.

Certain Ti:le IV Policies Clarified

Dean Goodrich sent his first memorandum to title 1V
coordinators on September 12, 1968. First he called atten-
tion to a congressional amenc1ment to the fiscal year 1968
appropriations act for the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare which prohibited payment of Federal
funds to any individual convicted of an offense related to
riot or group activity resulting in property damage or per-
sonal injury. A copy of the amendment was enclosed. Since
NDEA title IV fellows would begin receiving funds under
this appropriations act in September 1968, Dean Goodrich
requested that any conviction of a fellowship holder in this
respect which came to the attention of a. NDEA title IV
'coordinator should be reported to the Branch at once. He
made it clear that the civil protection of fair notice and
due process would be respected in every instance.

The memorandum stated that resignations from NDEA
title IV fellowships for the purposes of military induction
or enlistment were being received. In ordev to establish
the planned reinstatement rights, however. title IV co-
ordinators were reminded that the fellow should submit
to the Branch, through the coordinator, documentary
evidence confirming his date of entry upon active duty in
the armed services. Whenever this date occurred during
the fellow's entitlement period, the Office of Education
expected to be able to reinstate him upon his discharge
from military service. The policy of reinstatement was to
apply as well to duly authorized conscientious objectors.

Dr. Goodrich also informed title IV coordinators that if
a fellowship was vacated prior to the beginning of an
academic year and not filled at the beginning of the first
term of the academic year, the instiaution could reaward
the fellowship for the remaining whole term(s) of that
fellowship year (relinquishing the unused portion of that
fellowship year with respect to the fellow's stipend but
not with respect to the institution't: educational allowance)
or if it wished, it could elect to leave the fellowship vacant
for the entire year and reaward the full year of the unused
fellowship the following academic year. The beginning of
the academic year (or any term) was defined as the first day
of classes as given in the university calendar.

In regard to the June 28, 1968, memorandum regarding
the Department's new policy on supplementation, the fol-
lowing interpretations were announced:

"(1) Funds which an institution receives from a federal
agency are considered federal funds, for supplementation
purposes, only if they are subject to audit by a federal
audit -agency. Educational allowance binds are not subject
to such audit.

"(2) Employment of a Fellow during tenure at the in-
stitution where the award is held or in an outside intern-
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ship superviE:ed by the Fellow's own department and train-
ing institution will be presumed not 'to significantly
prolong the time required' to earn the degree provided such
employment is approved as educationally relevant by the
Fellow's department and the graduate dean, and pro-
vided such employment does not exceed one quarter time.
Work not regularly a part of the degree program should be
compensated at normal departmental rates. Coordinators
are urged to restrict employment to persons who have com-
pleted the first year of graduate study in the department
in which the fellowship is held."

Reinstatement of Fellowqhips to Persons Other than
Military

In a memorandum dated October 9, 1968. Dean Good-
rich informed title IV coordinators that the Military Selec-
tive Service Act of 1967 and its accompanying regulations
indicated that men who were commivioned officers of the
Public Health Service or of the Environmental Science
Services Administration were considered to he fulfilling
their military obligation. Because of that, the Graduate
Academic Programs Branch was endorsing the policy of
providing the same reinstatement protection for these
officers that it meant to provide to men who entered
military service.

Dean Goodrich wrote that similar protection had been
requested of some agencies by VISTA and Peace Corps
volunteers. Since the Selective Service System did not view
such voluntiay activity as substitution for military service,
the Office of Education would not accord the same rein-
statement privileges to these persons as it accorded to
veterans of military service.

Consultant Panelists Conduct Annual Review un October
14-16, 1968

On October 14-16, 39 consultants convened at the Office
of Education to review 626 applications for new programs
(333 submitted for the first time and 293 resubmitted after
disapproval), 75 applications from departments with ap-
proved programs which had undergone reorganization dur-
ing the year. and 25 progress reports which regional
coordinators had deemed to need the further review of
expert panelists.

The charge given the panelists was the same as that given
in previous years:

"(a) identify departments of high quality, or potential
quality, for fellowship assistance.. . .

"(la) Reject weak or declining departments and those
without prospects for development within the foreseeable
future.

"(c) The program must produce college teachers. The
Office of Education supports many fields generally con-
sidered to be professional in character, but each has justi-
fied support in view of its record in producing higher edu-
cation faculty.-
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Followup Memorandum Issued Concerning Resignations
for Entry initc. Military Service

In a followup memorandum dated November 27, 1968,
Dean Goodrich reviewed for sake of emphasis the previously
announced policies concerning resignations for entry into
military service. By way of clarification, he wrote that there
had to be a reasonable relationship between the date of
resignation and the date of entry into active military duty,
normally not more than three months. Also, fellows who
could satisfy their military commitments in six months
did not need to resign but should request an interruption
of tenure in their fellowship.

Title IV Advisory Committee Meeting of November 18
and 19, 1968

All members except one attended the Title IV Advisory
Committee meeting of November 18-19, 1968. In addition,
Joseph Young, Executive Director of the recently created
Nat:onal Advisory Council on Education Professions
Developmeni, was in attendance as an observer during the
first day.

The opening session was chaired by J. Wayne Reitz,
Director of the Division of Graduate Programs, and in-
cluded welcoming and introductory remarks by Peter P.
Muirhead, Acting Deputy Commissioner of Education, and
Preston Valien, Acting Associate Commissioner for Higher
Education. Mr. Muirhead.addressed himself to the current
problems existing in higher education, such as inclusion of
disadvantaged groups in graduate training, new means of
Federal support for the improvement of graduate programs,
and methods of balancing current financial support among
science and nonscience fields. Dr. Valien's remarks in-
cluded a summary of the new programs established by the
Hicher Education Amendments of 1968, and the impact
and role of each in graduate education.

Both Dr. Valien and Mr. Muirhead expressed apprecia-
tion to the Advisory Committee for past and current efforts
to assist in the administration and development of the
NDEA title IV program. Henceforth the Committee would
assemble only on an ad hoc basis because the Education
Professions Development Act of 1967 (Public Law 90-'35)
had created an Advisory Council for Graduate Education
to assume the policymaking role for all graduate programs
in the Office of Education.

Policy Matters

Most of the first day was devoted to a number of policy
considerations. One question was whether or not to con-
sider the summer term the same as any other term of the
academic year with respect to interruption of tenure;
henceforth fellowships were to be awarded on a 12-month
basis rather than on an academic-year basis. The Commi c-
tee recommended that the optional cha:acteristic of attend-
ance at summer school be preserved and that the student
"..zot be called upon to justify his nonattendance at summer
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session. The Committee also felt that first-year fellows
should -be permitted to start in summer rather than being
required to start at the beginning of the academic year,
as in the past.

The Committee noted the clear desire of Congress, as
expressed in the Higher Education Amendments Act of
1968, that NDEA title IV fellows be strongly encouraged
to enter college teaching careers. In view of this, the Com-
mittee urged that the Office of Education stress even more
than it had in the past the valu -! to fellows of guided
teaching experience. It recommended that an item con-
cerning teaching experience be included on the new rating
sheets for new applications in the same manner as in prog-
ress report rating sheets of the current competition.

The Higher Education Amendments Act of 1968 au-
thorized fourth-year fellowships in special circumstances.
In regard to the factors to be considered in selecting and
distributing these fellowships, the Committee recommended
that criteria for selection of awardees include successful
completion of course work, orals, and approval of the dis-
sertation topic. The graduate dean, it was recommended,
should be responsible for providing a list of nominees in
priority order based upon the ability of the fellows and the
likelihood of their completing their doctorates in 1 year.
These nominations were then to be forwarded to the
Graduate Academic Programs Branch for a national com-
petition in March of each year. During the competition
equitable consideration would be given to geographic and
other pertinent factors in distributing the awards.

Because of the current growing interest in aiding the dis-
advantaged the Committee was asked to discuss possibilities
of increasing the number of fellowships to students from
minority groups. The consensus of the Committee was to
including wording in the Coordinator's Manual to reflect
Office of Education support for award of title IV fellow-
ships to disadvantaged students.

The Committee made very plain its opposition to sup-
plementation of first-year graduate students and approved
the following statement with the hope that it would be
forwarded to the Commissioner of Education and the Fed-
eral Interagency Committee on Education:

"With the existing limitation of funds to support stu-
dents in graduate school, the Advisory Commirte.. cf Title
IV urges the continuation of its policy prohibiting the sup-
plementation of basic Federal stipends to Fellows who
have rult completed the first year of graduate work.

"We further urge that other Federal agencies adopt this
practice and that all agencies move to increase their
sCpends when budgetary resources warrant it.

"And we further urge the Congress to appropriate funds
sufficient to attain tile authorized level of Title IV fellow-
ships."

Allocation of Fellowships for 1969-70
-"t

After!polioy matters had been disposed of, the Commi tee
proceeded to allocation of fellowships. Since attempts by
the Branch to restore the cut from $86.6 million to $70



million for the title IV program had failed, it was possible
to allocate only 2,905 fellowships to institutions for 1969-70.
This compared with 3,328 new fellowships available the
previous year.

The Committee agreed to a ceiling of 38 fellowships for
any institution, down seven from the previous year. Also,
whereas the minimum number allocated for 1968-69 had
been two, the new minimum for 1969-70 was one fellow-
ship. Because of the larger cutback in fellowships than was
expected, it was decided not to admit any new institutions
to the title IV program in 1969-70, although 22 of them
had applied and some of their program applications had
been approved by the panelists. To do so would have re-
quired even more drastic cuts in the allocations to institu-
tions already participating in the program.

In regard to applications from new institutions, the
Advisory Committee was asked if the guidelines should
provide for making ineligible institutions which had not
awarded a doctorate and departments within doctorate-
granting institutions which had not produced doctorates.
The Committee recommended that an appropriate state-
ment be inserted in the program application guidelines to
alert institutions which had no.: awarded a doctorate that
they should apply only if cogent evidence of a strong
doctoral progr -a could be supplied. In the case of a new
departmental application from an institution which already
had one or more approved programs, the institution, the
Committee recommended, should demonstrate its financial
commitment to the program and steps it had taken to in-
sure the production of college teachers. The pre,Rram,
however, should be reviewed in relation to the total guclu-
ate program of the institution.

Council of Graduate Schools Holds Session on 10th
Anniversary of Title IV

At its Eighth Annual Meeting in San Francisco on De-
cember 4-6, 1968, the Council of Graduate Schools in the
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United States held a session commemorating the 10th
anniversary of title IV of NDEA. Moderated by J. P.
Elder, the first director of the title IV program, the pro-
gram featured the following presentations: -Historical
Survey," by J. Wayne Reitz, current Director of the Divi-
sion of Graduate Programs, Office of Education; "Remini-
scences of a Pseudo-Bureaucrat," by Henry L. Bent, Chief
of the title IV program in 1959-60; and "NDEA in its
Tenth Year,- by Richard L. Predmore, Chief of the title
IV program in 1966-67.

Notification of Awards Sent to Members of Congress
and to Institutions

On Dece_ ber 18, 1969, an official notification was sent to
Members of Congress showing the number of new fellow-
ships for 1969-70 that had been allocated to each institu-
tion and the approved program; in which these fellowships
could be used. The covering memorandum stated that 2,905
new 3-year fellowships had been allocated to 198 institu-
tions for use in 3,199 approved programs. These 198 in-
stitutions, down one from the previous year, represented all
50 States, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Of
the 3,199 approved programs, 43 percent were in the hu-
manities, social sciences, and education; 57 percent were
in the biological sciences, physical sciences, and engineering.

Two days later, on December 20, Dean Goodrich sent a
letter to institution presidents informing them of their ap-
proved progiams and allocations of new fellowships for
1969-70. As in the immediate past years, he again requested
that, insofar as possible, two-thirds of the new fellowships
go to fellows in the humanities, social sciences, and educa-
tion areas.

This is the concluding secs:ion of the account of the
operation and legislative history of the NDEA title IV
program from 1958 through 1968.
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CHAPTER XIV

loyalty oath and
disclaimer affidavit controversy

It was mentioned in chapter II that the Senate Commit-
tee on Labor and Public Welfare, in reporting its version
of the NDEA bills (S. 4237), had included a section, 1001(f),
providing that no part of the funds appropriated or other-
wise made available for expenditure under NDEA could
be used to make payments under any scholarship, fellow-
ship, or grant to any individual unless such individual (1)
had executed and filed with the Commissioner of Educa-
tion an affidavit stating that ne did not believe in, was
not a member of, and did not support any organization
that believes in or teaches the overthrow of the United
States Government by force or violence or by any illegal
or unconstitutional methods and (2) had taken an oath
of allegiance to the United States.

Section 1001(f) received little attention when S. 4237 was
being 6iscussed on the Senate floor The only time it came
up for discussion at all was when :,lenator Karl E. Mundt,
Republican of South Dakota, offered an amendment that
would change the provisions of section 1001(f) to appl
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to the recipients of loans as well as to those receiving
grants.. Senator Lister Hill, manager for the Committee bill,
said he knew of no opposition to the proposed amendment.
It was agreed to without objection.' The companion House
bill (H.R. 13247), which had already passed th.z., House, did
not contain this provision. In conference the Senate con-
ferees prevailed, and section 1001(f) was not mentioned
during final floor discussion of the bill in either the House
or the Senate.

Since dtle IV fellows received Federal payments, they
were required, like other receiving payments under NDEA,
to take an oath c; allegiance to the United States and sign
the disclaimer affidavit. Therefore, an account of the con-
troversy over this provision of NDEA is necessary if this
history of title IV through 1968 is to be complete.

' Congressional Record. Vol. 104, Part 13. 85th Congress, 2d Seasion.
August 13, 1958. p. 17520.



1959 Attempt to Repeal Section 1001(f) of NIDEA

Soon after the passage of NDEA, Members of the Con-
gress began to receive considerable protest about section
1001(f). As early as November 1, 1958, the influential
American Association of University Professors sent to-each
member of the Senate Labor and Public Welfare Commit-
tee and the House Education and Labor Committee a letter
vigorously urging repeal of the provision. Seven liberal nits
colleges even refused to participate in NDEA because of
it. The American Council on Education, the Association of
State Universities, and the American Association of Land-
Grant Colleges and State Universities all went on record in
opposition to the disclaimer oath.

Senate Subcommittee Hearings on S. 819

Because of the growing opposition to provision 1001(f),
Senator John F. Kennedy, Democrat of Massachusetts,
later to become the 35th President of the United States,
introduced on January 29, 1959, for himself and Senator
Joseph S. Clark, Democrat of Pennsylvania, a bill (S. 819)
to repeal this provision. S. 819 was referred to the Commit-
tee on Labor and Public Welfare. Over in the House seven
similar bills were introduced in the House and referred to
the Education and Labor Committee.2 The chairman of
this House Committee, Representative Graham A. Barden,
Democrat of Noi th Carolina, during hearings on February
19, 1959, on the administration of NDEA, declared, "I shall
resist with everything that is within me the removal of that
provision."3 No doubt this strong statement is explanation
enough that there were no hearings on any of the seven
bills which had been referred to his committee.

The Senate Subcommittee on Education, with Senator
Kennedy acting zs chairman, conducted hearings on S. 819
on April 29 and May 5. Testimony was heard from several
Members of the Senate, Representative Edith S. Green, and
leading educators. Secretary Arthur S. Flemming of the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare also testi-
fied in favor of the bill, and a letter from Philip S. Hughes,
Assistant Director for Legislacive Reference, Bureau of the
Budget, concurring with the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare in recommending approval of S. 819,
was printed in the record of the hearings.4 Numerous letters
received from college and university administrators and
chapters of the American Association of University Pro-
fessors urging repeal of section 1001(f) were also included
in the record of the hearings.

These bills were intrnduccd by Democrats James Roosevelt of
California, James C. Oliver of Ntaine, Edith S. Green of Oregon.
Byron L. Johnson of Colorado; and Republicans Peter Frelinghuysen.
Jr., of New ersey, John V. Lindsay of New York, and Fred Schwengel
of Iowa.

Illdmirtistration of NDEA. Hearings Before Subcommittees of the
HouSe Committee on Education and Labor. 86th Congress, 1st Session.
Washitiguin: U.S. Government Printing. Mite, 1959. pp. 26-27.

4 Anteitding Education Act of 1958; Hearings before the Subcoiw
mittee on Education of the Senate Committee on Labor and Public-
Welfare. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1959. p.
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All except one of the witnesses testified in favor of the
bill as it existed. The lone dissenter was Senator Mundt
who made it plan that he would go along with the repeal
of the disclaimer oath only if suitable substitute safeguards
were enacted in lieu thereof:

"I would not like Congress to repeal what you have done
in this one Act and then appear so naive that we leave
nothing at all as a safeguard to those hundreds of millions
of honest American patriotic taxpayers who understand-
ably do not want to see even a single dollar of their money
spent under the guise of national defense education to help
Communists or communism."3

Although '^nator Mundt was the only witness to appear
against outright repeal of section 1001(1), debate on the
Senate floor in July of 1959 revealed that he had support
for his position from a considerable number of other
Senators as well as the American Legion, the Veterans of
Foreign Wars, the Daughters of the American Revolution,
and the American Farm Bureau.

S. 819 Reported to the Senate
On June 29, 1959, the Senate Committee on Labor and

Public Welfare, by a vote of 12 to 3, reported S. 819
favorably without amendment.6 The report stated that ex-
perience had shown section 1001(1) to be ineffective as a
security device and harmful to the NDEA program.

Republican Senators Barry M. Goldwater of Arizona,
Everett M. Dirksen of Illinois, and Winston L. Prouty of
Vermont, however, filed a minority report in which they
said they would go along with the majority on repeal of
section 1001(f) but that when the bill came up on the
Senate floor they intended to offer amendments, which,
while superseding the existing affidavit requirement, would
impose penalty on any individual who accepted Federal
benefits while advocating the overthrow of our constitu-
tional form of Government by illegal means.

Senate Begins Debate on S. 819
On July 21, 1959, the Senate made as its unfinished busi-

ness the consideration of S. 819, but no debate on it oc-
curred that day. Heated, lengthy debate took place, how-
ever, during much of the time that the Senate was in
session during the following 2 days.

In his opening remarks as floor manager and chief spokes-
man for the bill, Senator Kennedy clearly defined the issues
that would be discussed during the 2 days of debate:

"The difference of opinion between us today is as to
whether there should be a substitute, whether the language
contained in the bill should be repealed and no substitute
provided, or whether the substitute suggested by the Sena-
tor from South Dakota should be included in the proposed
legislation."7

3 Ibid., p,
port No. 45-1. Senate. 86th Congress, 1st Session. June 29. 1959;

and Congressional Record. Vol. 105, Part II. 86t1i Congress, ist Ses-
sion.:JUly 23, 1959. p. 14099.

7 Ibid.,' July 22, 1959. p. 13988.
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During the debate, the following arguments were ad-
vanced in favor of repeal of section 1001(1) of NDEA and
against repeal.

Summary of Arguments in Favor of Repeal of Section
1001(f)

1. Oaths of belief or disbelief are repugnant, especially in
a free democratic society. The disclaimer requirement or
-test oath- by its very nature cannot fail to be invidious.
If an individual refuses to sign, it raises a question that he
is unworthy of public trust or benefit. If he signs, he
endorses the pertinency of the general suspicion aboui him
and his kind which is embodied in the requirement. Sena-
tor Stephen M. Young, Democrat of Ohio, expressed it
this way:

"Our educators and institutions of learning have no ob-
jection to a positive oathone in which they declare they
will uphold and support the Constitution and the laws and
the ideals of the Nation.

"They do object, and rightfully so, to this negative loyalty
oath. By implication it assumes a fact, the fact of disloyalty,
which must be disproven by the applicant. It is like requir-
ing a man to swear that he will quit beating his wife
before he can be hiredthis in spite of the fact there is no
evidence whatsoever that he ever beat his wife. Would any
dignified American submit to a requirement of this kind."8

Several speakers contended that the "test oath" was con-
trary to Anglo-Saxon tradition. Senator John Sherman
Cooper, Republican of Kentucky, quoted and put into the
record as a representative expression of the deep-seated
feeling held by those who opposed the disclaimer affidavit,
testimony given during the Senate hearing on S. 819 by Dr.
Hugh Borton, President of Haverford College, Haverford,
Pennsylvania:

"In fact, it was largely because restrictions had been
placed on thought and belief by the governments of the
countries in which they were living that many of our fore-
fathers left England and Europe to settle in the American
colonies. It is not surprising, therefore, that practices such
as thought control and brainwashing which unfortunately
have become prevalent in other parts of the world during
the past two decades, are so abhorrent to us. Thus my
first objection to the act is that it appears to be contrary
to our basic principle of freedom of thought. The act
assumes that the Federal Government has a right to make
a person's belief a condition of participation in the use
of the funds provided under the act." 9

2. Students are singled out and treated unfairly in com-
parison to other classes of citizens, such as beneficiaries
of the farm program, the Federal housing program. and the
social security program who also receive Federal benefits
and yet do not have to take oaths as are required of
students.

3. Even positive oaths such as the oath of allegiance,

'Ibid., July 23, 1958. p. 14072.
° lhid, p. 14074.
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begin to lose their inipact and significance if required to
be given too frequently or in a perfunctory manner. Sena-
tor Eugene J. McCarthy, Democrat of Minnesota, in a
speech described by Senator Kennedy as the best he had
ever heard on the subject, put it this way:

"The taking of an oath traditionally has been surrounded
by a formal ritual reflecting the solemnity of the occasion
and the importance of the act, both to the individual who
takes it and also to the community in the service of which
it is taken.

"The purpose for which the oath is taken has an Im-
portant bearing on the nature of the oath. In my opinion,
it seriously lowers the dignity of the oaths when it is used
in a routine manner, as a mere step in the paperwork of
making a loan, as a trivial step, perfunctorily taken and
perfunctorily administered." 10

4. The disclaimer affidavit had caused seven colleges and
unknown numbers of students to refuse to participate in
the NDEA program. There was no known instance, up
to that time, where a university refused to participate in
the graduate fellowship program because of section 100I(1).
More important, though, was the fact that the great
amount of hostility which the disclaimer oath had gen-
erated was harmful to relations between the Federal Gov-
ernment and the education community, thus detracting
from what was otherwise considered a generally forward-
looking and worthwhile act. A common additional com-
plaint was that, in the case of the loan program, the
oaths had to be admmistered, and the necessary paperwork
done, by the colleges and universities themselves.

5. There was question concerning the constitutionality of
section 1001(f) on the ground that it was vague and in-
definite to such a degree that it offended the due process
clause of the fifth amendment.

6. Section 1001(f) was in reality unnecessary. There were
sufficient existing laws whereby subversives could be ap-
prehended and prosecuted. A letter from HEW Secretary
Flemming was put into record, stating that the NDEA
benefits in question were not a right to be demanded by
any individual but that the Commissioner of Education
could, in the administration of the act, simply refuse to
award benefits to known subversives. Furthermore, it was
believed that a Communist would not have any scruples
about taking the required oaths, and it was anticipated
that actually very few Communists would be caught by
this means and convicted.

Summary of Arguments Against Repeal of Section 1001(f)
Without Suitable Safeguards

1. Democratic Senators Richard B. Russell of Georgia
and Spessard L. Holland of Florida, and others, saw no
good reason why any loyal, patriotic American should
resent taking an oath of allegiance to the United States
and declaring his or her hostility to philosophies destruc-
tive to our Government. In fact, in their opinion, most

ibid., p. 14080.



good American citizens would welcome the opportunity
to express their loyalty.

2. The menace of subversion had not abated but was
ever present. Therefore, it was necessary to maintain some
means of preventing Communists or other subversives from
obtaining U.S. funds for education to learn better how
to destroy the United States Government. It was primarily
for this reason that the American Legion, the Veterans of
Foreign Wars, the Daughters of the American Revolution,
and the American Farm Bureau were against repeal of
section 1001(1) without adequate substitute safeguards.
According to Senator Mundt, students were special targets
of Communist subversion:

"Unfortunately, one of the targets of the Communist
conspiracy in the United States is obviously American
youth. In the main, American youth has been able to
resist communism successfully. On the other hand, the
college campus is one place where the Communists operate
to get their clutches on young, growing Americans. I think
that we mnst keep in mind that the Senate today is con-
fronted with a serious situation." II

3. In answer to opponents who claimed that students
were unfairly singled out and discriminated against in
comparison to other classes of recipients of Federal aid
who did not have to take oaths of allegiance or sign
disclaimer affidavits, those who were against outright repeal
of section 1001(f) repeated the point again and again that
NDEA was a "national defense" act. This, they said, con-
stituted a very important difference.

Senator Holland stressed this point of view when he said
during the debate:

ask the distinguished Senator from Massachusetts if
he does not feel that, with the purpose so carefully con-
fined to the defense field as is this law, in the case of
young people whose skills and capabilities are thought to
lend themselves to the service of onr Nation in this im-
portant field, it would not be inappropriate, in further-
ance of such an objective, and in seeking to train young
people to help defend our Nation, to require them to
defend their hostility to philosophies which are destruc-
tive of our Government, and to require them to take an
oath of loyalty which is in consonance with the oaths taken
by others who are either in the Reserve components, the
National Guard components, or various other security
forces of our Nation?- 12

Senator Jacob K. javits, Republican of New York, who
voted along with the majority of the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare to repeal section 1001(1), admitted that
the repeal attempt was considerably complicated by the
fact that "we have tied this aid to higher education into
our national defense." 13

4. The language in section 1001(1) of NDEA was identi-
cal to that pertaining to fellowship grants in the Na-
tional Science Foundation Act of 1950. In 9 years of

Ibid.. July 22, 1959. p. 13993.
"Ibid., pp. 13990-91.

Ibid., July 23, 1959. p. 14090. 140

operation of the Foundation not one complaint had been
received by Congress about that provision.

5. Reports of a preponderance of dissatisfaction with
section 1001(f) were greatly exaggerated. Several Senators
stated that they had had little or no mail on the subject
and that the dissenters actually represented only a small
vocal minority of the education community.

Amendments to S. 819 Offered

With the issues clearly drawn, the debate proceeded on
an uneven course. During debate on the first day, Senator
Kennedy said that he didn't object to students taking the
oath of allegiance. He objected to their filing an affidavit
affirming that they were not members of the Communist
Party. He stated that the witnesses at the subcommittee
hearings at which he presided were divided on the need
for, or desirability of, requiring a student to take an oath
of allegiance.

Also on the first day of the debate, Senator Mundt of-
fered an amendment which was to be a substitute for the
existing section 1001(1). It provided that any individual
who was or who had been a member of any organization
determined by the Attorney Generalin conformity with
Executive Order 10450, dated April 27, 1953to be to-
talitarian, Fascist, Communist, or subversive, would be
fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more than
1 year and I day, or both, if such individual received any
payment or loan under the act. On the next day Senator
Mundt modified his amendment to take into account sug-
gestions of Senators Russell and Goldwater which included
reinsertion of the loyalty oath. This provision did not
appear in the original Mundt amendment.

In order to dramatize what he considered discrimination
against students, Senator Clark later proposed an amend-
ment to the modified Mundt amendment, which would
make its provisions apply equally to any individual
including farmer, homeowner, mortgagee, or member of a
cooperative entitled to assistance under the Rural Electri-
fication Act of 1936who received Federal payments. When
Senator Clark found that Senator Mundt would not go
along with such an amendment, and it was hopeless, he
withdrew it.

After more lengthy debate, Senator Javits offered an
amendment, which he likewise later modified, as a sub-
stitute for the Mundt amendment. The final form of the
Javits amendment simply required that any individual
receiving payments under the act take an oath of allegiance
to the United States, with criminal penalties to be im-
posed for perjury. The Javits amendment was approved
by a vote of 46 to 45.

S. 819 Recommitted to Committee

On several votes relating to the amendments which had
been offered, the division between yeas and nays was
rather close, indicating a lack of unanimity on what kind
°Pat bill there should be, if any. This fact prompted Sen-
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ator Russell B. Long, Democrat of Louisiana, to move to
recommit S. 819 to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare:

"It seems to me that when the loyalty, the security, and
the safety of the Nation are involved, if the Senate can
come no nearer to agreeing than to decide the issue by a
margin of a single vote, it is evident that sufficient con-
sideration has not been given to the issue, because cer-
tainly there is no division among us on the question of
our desire to protect the Nation. Thus, it is obvious
that further consideration of the pending measure is

required." 14
Senator Long's motion was accepted by a vote of 49

to 42, thus in effect killing the bill for the first session of
the 89th Congress.

1960 Attempt to Repeal Disclaimer Affidavit

After the Senate recommitted S. 819 to the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare on July 23, 1959, the pres-
sure on the part of the education community for repeal
of the disclaimer affidavit continued to mount. For this
reason Senator John F. Kennedy, for himself, Senator
Joseph S. Clark, and Senator Jacob K. Javits, introduced
on January 28 (legislative day, January 2,, 1960) a billS.
2929to amend the National Defense Education Act of
1958 by repealing the disclaimer affidavit provision of the
act. Specifically, S. 2929 provided that section 1001 of
NDEA be amended by striking out subsection (f) and
inserting in lieu thereof the following:

"(f) No part of any funds approprimed or otherwise
made available for expenditure under authority of this
Act shall be used to make payments or loans to any indi-
vidual unless such individual has taken and subscribed to
an oath or affirmation in the following form:

"I do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will bear true
faith and allegiance to the United States of America and
will support and defend the Constitution and laws of the
United States against all its enemies, foreigt and domestic."

Thus, S. 2929 was different from its unsuccessful prede-
cessor, S. 819, in that it sought to repeal only the dis-
claimer affidavit. S. 819 sought to eliminate the loyalty oath
as well. The loyalty oath was retained in S. 2929 no doubt
because of the strong feelings about its retention as ex-
pressed by a number of Senators in the debates of 1959.
After its introduction in the Senate, S. 2929 was referred
to the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

S. 2929 Favorably Reported From Committee

No hearings were held on.S. 2929, and after discussion,
considered as limited by the opponents of the bill, the full
committee, by a vote of 11 to 4, ordered it favorably re-
ported on February 2, 5 days after its introduction.15 The
arguments put forward by the majority of the committee

" Ibid, p. 14100.
Congressional Record. Vol 106, Part 10. 86th Congress, 2d Session.

June 15, 1960. p. 12652.
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in favor of repe4 of the disclaimer affidavit were the
same as those voiced in 1959.

"The committee believes that the disclaimer affidavit
is not effective as a security device, impedes the education
process, reflects unnecessarily and undeservedly on mem-
bers of the educational community and unjustl) discrimi-
nates against the needy student. Moreover, at a ti me when
the Nation's reliance on the educational community is in-
creasing and the ties between the university and Govern-
ment are getting closer, it is most undesirable to continue
a situation which is productive only of friction and aispi-
cion. The committee concurs in the opinion or the over-
whelmir3 majority in the educational community that the
disclaimer affidavit should be eliminated." 16

The report quoted President Eisenhower's recommenda-
tion in his January 18, 1960, budget message urging repeal
of the provision of NDEA that prohibited payments or
loans to any individual unless he executed an affidavit
affirming that he did not believe in, or belong to,
any organization teaching the illegal overthrow of the
Government.

In the report there was also a letter to Senator Hill
from Philip S. Hughes, Assistant Director for Legislative
Reference, Bureau of the Budget, stating that the National
Science Foundation, in its report to the committee, had
recommended repeal of this affidavit and that the Bureau
of the Budget concurred with both the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare and the National Science
Foundation in repeal of the affidavit requiremem.

Also in the report were the names of 18 institutions
which bad withdrawn from the student loan program be-
cause of the disclaimer affidavit; eight institutions which
had declined to participate in the student loan program
because of the disclaimer affidavit; and 85 institutions,
many of them very large, whose presidents or boards had
publicly stated their disapproval of the disclaimer affidavit
but which had continued to participate in the student
loan program.

The report contained the names of the following asso-
ciations and organizations which had protested the dis-
claimer affidavit:

American Association for thz: Advancement of Science
American Association of Land-Grant Colleges and

Sta te U niversities
American Association of University Professors
American Civil Liberties Union
American Council of Learned Societies
American Council on Education
American Jewish Congress
Associated Students of Sacramento State College

(California)
Association for Higher Education (National Educa-

tion Association)
Association of American Colleges
Association of American Universities

"Report N . 1347. 86th Congress, 2d Session ebruary 2, 1960. p. 7.



Association of G.2aduate Schools
National Council of Churches of Christ
National Conference on Higher Education
National Education Association
National Student Association
New England Society of Ne wspaper Editors
State Universities Association

Minority Views

Senators Everett M_ Dirksen, Barry Goldwater, and
Norman Brunsdale (Republican of North Dakota) placed
in _the report a joint minority statement in which they
announced their intention to offer on the floor an amend-
ment to the proposed legislation, making it a crime for
anyone who was a Communist or a member of a sub-
versive organiza:ion, knowing it to be subversive, to accept
any benefits iinder NDEA. They had offered such an
amendment in committee but it was rejected.

The three Senators said they thought it was strange that
during the hearings in 1959 on repeal of the disclaimer
affidavit and loyalty oath, not a single student was called
to testify to give the committee his or her views on the
pending legislation, even though the loyalty oath require-
ment applied only to the student. They interpreted the
failure of any student to testify in protest of the loyal:y
requirement as evidence of the fact that the students were
not unduly offended by the requirement.

The three Senators also argued that students were not
being discriminated against by the requirement. NDEA
was a "National Defense Act," they pointed out, not just
a general aid-to-education statute. They said, "It is per-
fectly clear that this act would never have limn adopted
had not the words 'national defense' been contained in
its title."
Individual View of Senator Prouty. Senator Winston L.
l'routy, Republican of Vermont, inserted into the report
accompanying S. 249 his individual views. He said that
in committee he had offered an amendment which would
make it a crime for any individual to accept benefits under
NDEA while belonging to an organization determined by
the Attorney General to be a totaritarian, Fascist, Com-
munist, or subversive organization. His amendment, which
required neither the signing of any affidavit, nor the tak-
ing of any oath, was yejected by the committee. Therefore,
when S. 2929 came to the floor of the Senate, he said,
he intended to propose a substitute which would eliminate
complaints of those who believed that affidavits and oaths
were objectionable, yet would at the same time protect
the interests of the United States by making it a crime
for anyone to accept grants or loans under the defense
education programs while belonging to subversive groups.

S. 2929 Debated in the Senate

On June 15, 1960, Senator Lyndon B. Johnson of Texas,
then Senate Majority Leader, moved that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar 1411, Senate i

2929. The motion was agreed to. Senator John F. Kennedy,
as he did in connection with S. 819 in 1959, served as
floor manager for the proponents of S. 2929.

The battle lines were about the same and the arguments
advanced pro and con were similar to those of the previous
year. The opponents to S. 2929 berated the committee for
reporting out a billwhich they claimed was almost identi-
cal to the one they had recommitted to the committee
the previous year for further studyonly 5 days after it
had been introduced and with no hearings held on it.

The provments claimed that, by far, the majority of
the higher education community, as indicated in the report
of the bill, were in favor of repealing the disclaimer affi-
davit. Opponents disputed this claim. Senator Goldwater
said that when he took a count of the institutions whose
faculties expressed disapproval of the disclaimer affidavit,
his calculation gave him 131 institutions which (1) never
participated in NDEA, (2) had participated but had with-
drawn, or (3) had participated and never withdrawn, but
whose presidents or faculties had objected to the disclaimer
affiC,avit requirement. Since, he said, there were approxi-
mately 1,300 institutions of higher education in the coun-
try, the dissenters constituted only about 10 percent of
the total number, which he argued could not be considered
an overwhelming percentage.17

Senator Richard B. Russell and several other Senators
criticized what they considered arbitrary and discriminatory
action by colleges which refused to participate in the
NDEA programs. They argued that these colleges were
denying the students, who were the ones to take the oath
and sign the affidavit, the right to make the determination
themselves. Thus the colleges weiv in effect preventing
students from making loans to continue their education.

In his speech in favor of repealing the disclaimer affi-
davit, Senator Prescott Bush, Republican of Connecticut,
received permission to insert into the Congressional Record
the article, -Loyalty: An Issue of Academic Freedom," by
A. Whitney Griswold, President of Yale University, which
had appeared in the New York Times magazine December
20, 1959.18 This article was referred to by several speakers.
The proponents of S. 2929 considered the article a good
expression of their viewpoint on the issue being discussed.

At the request of Senator Gale W. McGee, Democrat of
Wyoming, a resolution of March 1, 1960, urging repeal of
the disclaimer affidavit by the Western Association of
Graduate Schoolsan organization comprising 49 graduate
schoolswas inserted into the Congressional Record.19

Senator Prouty Offers His Amendment

After a number of proponents and opponents 4)f the bill
had had an opportunity to state their views, Senator
Prouty offered his amendment as promised:

17 Copgressional Record. Vol. 106, Part 10. $6th Congress, 2d Session.
June 1A, .1960. p. 12653.

--pp:-12654-56.
p. 12686.
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"It is proposed to strike out all after the enacting clause,
and insert in lieu thereof the following:

"That subsection (1) of section 1001 of the National
Defense Education Act of 1958 (20 U.S.C. 581) is amended
to read as follows:

'(f) (1) No person may apply for or receive any grant,
payment, or loan under this Act while he is a member of
the Communist Party or any other organization having for
one of its purposes or objectives the establishment, con-
trol, conduct, seizure, or overthrow of the Government

cif the United States, or the government of any State, or
political subdivision thereof, by the use of force or violence,
and has knowledge of such purpose or objective of that
party or other organization.

"(2) No person who within five years has been a mem-
ber of the party or any organization of the kind referred
to in paragraph (1) may apply for or receive any grant,
payment or loan under this Act unless his application for
such grant, payment, or loan is accompanied by a written
statement, executed under oath, containing a full and
complete disclosure of the facts concerning his membership
in that party o-: other organization and the knowledge
possessed by him during the period of his membership
therein with regard to the purposes aeet objectives thereof.

"(3) Whoever knowirgly violates paragraph (1) or para-
graph (2) of this subsection shall be fined not more than
$i0,000 or imprisoned not more than five years, or both.

"Ir- is proposed to amend the title so as to read: 'A bill
to amend section li,Q1 (f) of the National Defense Edt,ca-
don Act of 1958.. " 20

After some discussion on the Prouty amendment, Sena-
tor Kennedy said that he could accept it as a substitute
for his own bill which, of course, he still would have pre-
ferred. He realized that a compromise was necessary to get
a bill through both the Senate and the House:

"My judgment is that if we accept the language of the
Senator from Vermont, we will have a better chance of
carrying this effort threugh to successful completion this
year. After all, our objective is not merely action in the
Sena,e, but by the House elso." 21

Until Senator Kennedy said that he would accept the
Prouty amendment, Senator Prouty had indicated to the
Senate that he would speak for three or four hours. He
had done a great deal of research on the subject. When
he discovered that his amendment would be agreed to, he
changed his mind about speaking and instead inserted
his prepared speech into the Congressional Record. The
lengthy insertion took up 15 pages.22

The substance of Senator Prouty's statement was that
neither the existing section 1001 (f) of NDEA nor the
proposed language of S. 2929 was satisfactory. His amend-
ment, he felt, should be tgreeable to both sides because,
under its provisions, no one would have to sign a dis-
claimer affidavit or take an oath and, at the same time,

" Ibid., P. 12665.
" Ibid., p. 12669.
22 Ibid., pp. 12670-86,
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Communists and subversives would be prevented from se-
curing Federal payments. He maintained that legislation
requiring the loyalty oath alone, as proposed in S. 2929,
would be ineffectual. He stated that he had presented
questions to the Department of Justice and the Legislative
Service of the Library of Congress, and that they had both
replied that the oath was practically worthless as a pro-
tective devicea person could not be convicted under it,
not only if such person became a Commumist after taking
the oath but even if the person was a Communist at the
time of taking the oath.23

Senator Prouty contended that college youth were prin-
cipal targets of Communist subversion and cited Bureau of
Customs data to the effect that over a 12-month period in
1959, according to a spot check, at least 300,000 packages
of Communist propaganda destined to schools and colleges
in the United States were processed through the port of
New Orleans. Since there were approximately 40 points
of entry and New Orleans was one of the lesser of these
from the standpoint of entry of Communist propagenda,
he maintained that upward of 12 million packages of such
materials were going to American educational institutions.24
In further support of his contention, he quoted from a
national magazine article written by J. Edgar Hoover, Di-
rector of the Federal Bureau of Investtation:

"Being good tacticians, the Communists realize that one
concealed party member in education may be worth a dozen
in less strategic Ids, and some of their more successful
propagandists in this area have influenced and are influ-
encing, the ideas of thousands of young people." 25

Senator Prouty also stated that, contrary to the conten-
tions of proponents of S. 2929, the majority of college and
university presidents were in favor of the affidavit require-
ment of NDEA. He cited a survey conducted by the Ameri-
can Federation of Teachers.26

Senate Passes S. 2929 with Prouty Amendment

Since most Senators expected Senator Prouty to go ahead
with his announced intention of speaking three or four
hours, many of them had left the floor, planning to return
in time for voting. When Senator Kennedy announced
that his side would accept the Prouty amendment, Senator
Thomas J. Dodd, Democrat of Connecticut, strongly urged
that the loyalty oath be retained in the bill. Senator Ken-
nedy agreed to this also, and Senator Dirksen asked Senator
Prouty if he would change his amendment from one being
offered as substitute to one being offered as an addition
to S. 2929. Senator Prouty said that he would, and the Sen-
ate, without a quorum, by a voice vote passed S. 2929, as
amended.

When several Senator:, returned, expecting to find Sen-
ator Prouty still speaking, they were surprised to find that

" p. 12679.
24 Ibid., p. 12673.
" Ibid., P. 12672.
" Ibid., p. 12680.



final action had taken place. One of these, Senator Spessard
L. Holland, Democrat of Florida, made a motion to re-
consider the vote. His rnotion was put on the Calendar
for the next day. After about a half hour's debate the
following day clarifying what had taken place the previous
afternoon, and restating positions en the bill, Senator
Dirksen moved to table the motion to reconsider the vote
by which S. 2929 had been passed. Senator Dirksen's mo-
tion was agreed to.

S. 2929 Dies in the House

S. 2929 then went to the House of Representatives where
it was referred on June 17 to the Committee on Education
and Labor. This committee had also received a bill, H.R.
10182, introduced by Representaiive Thomas L. Ashley,
Democrat of Ohio, on February 4, 1960, which would
remove from NDEA the requirement that each student
file an affidavit stating he did not believe in or advocate
the overthrow of the Government by force or violence.27

The Subcommittee on Special Education of the House
Committee on Education and Labor met on June 22, 1960,
on the proposed legislation to repeal the disclaimer affidavit
of NDEA and heard Dr. Nathan Pusey, President of
Harvard University. The subcommittee adjourned subject
to the call of the Chair. No further hearings or action
were taken on S. 2929, and the bill died with the adjourn.
ment of the 86th Congress on September 1, 1960.

1961 Attempt to Remove Disclah-ner Affidavit

When John F. Kennedy became President in 1961, it was
a foregone conclusion that furtl er attempts would be
made to eliminate the disclaimer affidavit requirement
from NDEA since President Kennedy as a Senator had
led the fight in the 1959 and 1960 attempts. However, since
the whole act was up for consideration for amendment
in 1961, a separate bill to eliminate the disclaimer clause
was not introduced on behalf of the administration but
rather a provision to do this was made part of the admin-
istration's bills. S. 1726 and H.R. 6774. These two bills
simply provided fox an oath of allegiance in place of the
existing requirements under section 1001(f).

Several other bills were introduced in the House and
Senate in 1961 which, like the administration's bills, would
remove the requirement under section 1001(f) of NDEA
that each student who received a payment or loan had
to file an affidavit stating he did not believe in or advo-
cate the overthrow of the Government by force or violence.
Senator Prescott Bush, Republican of Connecticut, Repre-
sentative Edith S. Green, Democrat of Oregon, and Repre-
sentative John V. Lindsay, Republican of New York, in-
troduced bills whose sole purpose was to eliminate the
disclaimer affidavit, while the bill introduced b.y Repre-
sentative Roman C. Pucinski, Democrat of Illinois, in-

27 Thuue were also seven bills hanging over from the first (1959)
session of the 86th Congress on which no hearings had boen held. See
page 129.
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eluded elimination of the affidavit as one of many
provisions amending the National Defense Education Act.

Portion of 1961 NDEA Amendment Hearings Dealing with
the Removal of the Disclaimer Affidavit

The 1961 hearings on amendments to NDEA took place
during 2 days in May in the Senate and 10 days in June
in the House. A considerable part of the hearings was
devoted to the discussion of whether or not to eliminate
the disclaimer affidavit. A large number of witnesses testi-
fied both for and against the removal of the requirement.

Subcommittee Chairmen Oppose Disclaimer Affidavit.
Both Mrs. Green, who chaired the House Special Subcommit-
tee on Education, which conducted the hearings on the
higher education titles of NDEA, and Senator Morse, who
chaired the Senate Subcommittee on Education, were in fa-
vor of eliminating the disclaimer affidavit. In addition to the
b11, H.R. 368, which she had introduced on January 3, 1961,
Mrc. Green had introduced a bill in 1959 zo abolish section
1001(9 and had also testified in support of S. 819 in
of 1953 during the Senate Subcommittee.. on Education
hearings conducted by Senator John F. Kennedy. She also
inserted ii,to the record of her subcommittee hearings a
large number of letters and resolutions which she had
received in opposition to the disclaimer affidavit.

Senator Morse had not taken an active role in the 1959
and 1960 attempts to abolish the disclaimer affidavit re-
quirement, but he

,
.made his position on the matter clear

when Francis W. Silver, Director, National Legislative
Service, Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States,
appeared before his subcommittee in favor of retention of
section 1001(f) of NDEA:

want to thank you ver; much, Mr. Stover, for your
testimony. Of course, I think, es you know, I do not agree
with the position of the Veteraos of Foreign Wars in re-
6ard to the affidavit. I think that the oath of allegiance to
our country, which all of us take when we come into the
Senate, is adequate, and I happen to be one of the co-
authors, as you know, of the law now orl the books which
makes membership in any organization t?tat is subversive
or seeks to overthrow the Government by force to be il-
legal. I respectfully suggest that the Department of Justice
ought to get busy and see to it that law is enforced, because
when you come to set out a separate group just lecause
they happen to be students seeking to borrow money under
an act such as this, and require them to take an oath, which
you do not generally,-require, you -lose me: But I-have -a
great deal of respect for your point of view. I under..tand
the point of view. I am not saying that there is no merit
in it. It just becomes a matter of judgment." 28

COM missioner McMurrin Urges Repeal of Disclaimer Affi-
davit. Commissioner of Education Sterling M. McMurrin

:8 Naiional Defense Education Act. Hearings Before the Subcom-
mittee on Education of the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.
SenatL 870 Congress, 1st Session. Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1V61. -pp. 172-73.
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was questioned by Representative John M. Ashbrook, Re-
publican of Ohio, early in the hearings as to why he was
quirement. Commissioner McMurrin replia
recommending elimination of the disclaimer affidavit re-

-I am of the opinion, and my colleagues in the Office of
Education are of the opinion, and the administration is of
the opinion, that the oath of allegiance which is to be
found in the act as a requirement is sufficient to indicate
the degree of allegiance of a person to the Nation and we
feel that the disclaimer affidavit adds nothing whatsoever
to the capacity of the Government to determine that al-
legiance; that the oath in itself is satisfactory; that the
disclaimer contributes noth;ng and in turn singles out a
certain segment of our population for a requirement that
is ordinarily not imposed on other persons.- 29

Representative Frank Thompson, Jr., Democrat of New
Jersey, was against the disclaimer affidavit requirement and
was not aware of its inclusion in NDEA wnen it was
passed in 1958:

"Now, I am ashamed to have to admit publicly that I
did not know of the existence of the disclaimer clause until
after the conference report had been adopted, the legisla-
tion signed, and it was the law.- 30

But Representatives Roman C. Pucinski, Dominick V.
Daniels, Democrat of New Jersey, and Robert P. Griffin,
Republican of Michigan, seemed to favor its retention even
though Mr Pucinski's bill provided PI- its elimination.
Mr. Pucinski suggested that the solution to the dilemma
was "to remove the oath of allegiance since we presume
every citizen is loyal to this country and include a dis-
claimer because there is a fundamental difference between
these two." 81 Mr. Griffin stated that he had gone into one
of the teacher. colleges in his State and learned from the
person administering the loan program that not one stu-
dent had complained about the disclaimer affidavit.32

When Mr. Daniels asked Dr. McMurrin how many col-
leges and universities had refused to participate in the
NDEA program because of the loyalty oath and disclaimer
affidavit, Dr. McMurrin called upon Peter P. Muirhead,
Direc.:nr of the Financial Aid Branch of the Office of Edu-
cation. Mr. Muirhead stated that 32 r:chools were not
parti,cipating in the student loan program, of which 12
had not participated at any time and 20 had participated
at one time but had withdrawki.33 In addition, there were
61 institutions whose presidents or boards had stated their
disapproval of the disclaimer affidavit but which continued
to participate in the student loan program. Mr. Muirhead
provided the following list of institutions (dated May 17,
1961) which was inserted into the record of the hearings:

. National Defense Education Act. Hearings before the Joint Sub-
committee on Education of the Connnittee on Education and Labor.
House. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1961. p. 12.

" ibid., .p. 13.
31 Ibid., P. 14.
32 Ibid., p. 104.
33Ibid., p. 93.

136 14

INSTITUTIONS WHICH HAVE WITHDRAWN FROM THE STUDENT

LOAN PROGRAM BECAUSE OF THE DISCLAIMER AFFIDAVIT

*Amherst College (Massachusetts)
*Antioch College (Ohio)
°Bennington College (Vermont)
' Brandeis University (Massachusetts)
Goucher College (Maryland)
*Grinnell College (Iowa)
* Harvard University (Massachusetts)
Interdenominational Theological Scc,inary (Georgia)

* Mount Holyoke College (Massachusetts)
Olyzrlin College (Ohio)
Radcliffe College (Massachusetts)
* Reed College (Oregon)
o St. John's College (Maryland)
o Sarah Lawrence College (New ork)
*Smith College (Massachusetts)
°University of Chicago (Illinois)
Vassar College (New York)
Wesleyan University (Connecticut)

*Wilmington College (Ohio)
°Yale University (Connecticut)

INSTITUTIONS WHICH DECLINED TO PARTICIPATE IN THE

STUDr:NT LOAN PROGRAM BECAUSE OF THE DISCLAIMER AFFIDAVIT

Bel,.-.1t College (Wisconsin)
Bryn Mawr College (Pennsylvania)
Colby Junior College (New Hamp hire)

Haverford College (Pennsylvania)
*Mills College (California)
*Kenyon College (Ohio)
*Putney Graduate School of Teacher Education (Vermont)
Newton College of the Sacred Heart (Massachusetts)

*Princeton University (New Jersey)
*Swarthmore College (Pennsylvania)
Wellesley College (Massachusetts)

°Illinois College of Chiropody and Foot Surgery

INsTITuTIoNs pREsIDENTS OR BOARDS HAvE sTATED THEIR DISAPPROVAL

OF THE DisCLAIMER AFFIDAVIT BUT WHICH CONTINUE TO PARTICIPATE
IN THE STUDENT LOAN pROGRAM

Bats College (Maine)
Bethel College (Kansas)
Blufftoo college (Ohio)
Zowdoin College (Maine)

*Brown University (Rhode Island)
Case Institute of Technology (Ohio)
City College of New York (New York)
Colby College (Maine)
Fairleigh Dickinson Uhiversity (New Jersey)
Florila Presbyterian College (Florida)
Gustavus Adolphus College (Minnesota)
Hamilton College (New York)
Indiana University (Indiana)
Iowa State Teachers College (Iowa)
Jacksonville University (Florida)
Kansas State University (Kansas)
Lafayette College (Pennsylvania)
Lake Erie Cc liege (Ohio)
Lake Forest College (Illinois)
La Verne College (California)

Nore.An asterisk indicates these institutions hzve filed or ex-
pressed an intention of filing provisional applications for participation

1961-62, the proviso being that the disclaimer affidavit be tcpeakd.



Lawrence College (Wisconsin)
Manches et- College (Indiana)
Northwestern University (Illinois)
Pratt Institute (New York)
Queens College (New York)
Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute (New York)
Rhode Island College of Education (Rhode Island)
Roosevelt University (Illinois)
Rutgers University (New Jersey)
St. John's University of Minnesota
St. Olaf College (Minnesota)
Colgate University (New York)
College of St. Benedict (Minnesota)
Columbia University (New York)
Cornell University (New York)
Dartmouth College (New Hampshire)
Duke University (North Carolina)
Earlham College (Indiana)
Elmira College (New York)
State University of Iowa (Iowa)
Temple University (Pennsylvania)
Tufts University (Massachusetts)
University of Arizona (Arizona)
University of Colorado (Colorado)
University of Connecticut (Connecticut)
University of Detroit (Michigan)
University of Hawaii (Hawaii)
University of Illinois (Illinois)
University of Iowa (Iowa)
University of Minnesota (Minnesota)
University of New Hampshire (New Hampshire
University of North Carolina (North Carolina)
University of Notre Dame (Indiana)
University of Oregon (Oregon)
University of Pennsylvania (Pennsylvania)
University of Pittsburgh (Pennsylvania)
University of Rhode Island (Rhode Island)
University of Rochester (New York)
University of Washington (Washington)
University of Wisconsin (Wisconsin)
Western College for Women (Ohio)
Worcester Polytechnic Institute (Massachusetts)

inriesota)

Most of the opposition to the disclaimer affidavit had
developed from the student loan program because this
program involved a large number of higher educational
institutions which had to put up 10 percent of the loan
money and were responsible for administering the provi-
sions of section 1001(1) to a great number of students. In
the graduate fellowship program, on the other hand, the
fellow was responsible for getting the oath and affidavit
notarized and mailed to the Office of Education. The first
time that the Office of Education received official notifica-
tion of a refusal to participate in the graduate fellowship
program was in the fail (.); 1960 when the Philosophy of
Education Committee at 13:;-iton University, which had
made application and receive( fellowships under title IV
for 1960-61, indicated that it ould not apply for fellow-
ships for 1961-62 because of tie: disclaimer affidavit, with
which it disagreed in principle.

Other Witnesses Testify. Because of the thorough dis-
cussion of the loyalty oath and disclaimer provisions of
NDEA in the 1959 and 1960 debates in the Senate, no new
arguments for or against repeal of section 1001(1) were

advanced in the 1961 hearings. Except for two student
associations, essentially the same groups restated their previ-
ous positions. Spokesmen for the leading educational asso-
ciationssuch as the American Council on Education, the
American Association of Land-Grant Colleges and State
Universities, the Association for Higher Education, and
the American Association of University Professorsreit-
erated their previously stated reasons why the disclaimer
affidavit requirement should be eliminated.

Also, spokesmen for the American Civil Liberties Union,
the American Federation of Labor-Congress of Industrial
Organizations (AFL-CIO), and the American Veterans Com-
mittee, the latter claiming to represent 25,000 members,
testified in support of elimination of the disclaimer affidavit.
Andrew J. Biemiller of the AFL-CIO argued, as had others
during the two years of controversy over the issue, that
the Congress should remove the disclaimer requirement for
the same reasons that in 1959 it removed a similar require-
ment that was contained in the Taft-Hartley Act.

"We did not believe that the proposal (the disclaimer
affioavit) should have been in the bill when it passed in
1958 any more than we believe that the proposal should
have been in the Taft-Hartley Act when it was passed in
1947. This, committee, in its wisdom, saw fit as one of the
provisions of the Landrum-Griffin Act to do away with the
non-Communist affidavit, and we think exactly the same
logic applies to the Defense Education Act. We think that
it is an insult to the people involved to ask them to take
such an oath." 34

Supporting retention of section 1001(f) As written in the
existing law were the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the
United States, claiming to represent about 1,300,000 mem-
bers, the American Legion, and the American Farm Bureau.
They argued that it. was not the students, who had to take
the oath and do the signing, who were doing the complain-
ing but rather the college presidents and professors.

One of the arguments used by opponents of change in
section 1001(1) of NDEA during the 1959 and 1960 Senate
debates was that the students had not been heard from,
and they, of course, were the ones who were directly
affected. So in the 1961 hearings on NDEA amendments,
spokesmen for two student organizations representing op-
posing viewpoints were invited to testify.

Richard Rettig, president of the United States National
Student Association, (USNSA) testified on behalf of his
organirition, which he said was a confederation of elected
student governing groups representing the student bodies
of 390 colleges and universities with ar enrollment in ex-
cess of 1,200,00r students in 46 States and the District of
Columbia.

He stated that in December of 1958 the National Execu-
tive Committee of USNSA had made a resolution urging
repeal of section 1001(0, and that the 12th National Stu-
dent Congress in 1959 and the 13th National Student Con-
gress in 1960 had upheld this action. Furthermore, he said,

)id.. p. 298.
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USNSA was opposed to the Prouty amendment which had
been added to S. 2929 in 1960, for the following two
reasons:

"(1) No standard is included in the legislation of S.
2929 which defines the meaning of the Communist Party
or any other orgadIzadon having for one of its purposes
or objectives the seizure or overthrow of the Government
of the United States, and

"(2) Without such standard, extremely severe restrictions
are placed upon an individual's right to association at a
very early age, in such a manner as to effectively dis-
courage the freedom of inquiry and freedom of expres-
sion." 35

Testifying in opposition to the point of view espoused
by USNSA was Douglas Caddy, National Director, Young
Americans for Freedom, which he said was an organiza-
tion founded nine months before and consisting of an
estimated 27,000 members, about two-thirds of whom were
college students. He asserted that "repeal of the affidavit
currently required for college students participating in the
act would be a serious blow to the internal sectrity of the
United States and would, moreover, provide a psychological
victory to the enemies of the American way of life." 36

Mr. Caddy was challenged on this statement by Repie-
sentative John Brademas, Democrat of Indiana, who
pointed out that both President Kennedy and former Presi-
dent Eisenhower had urged repeal of section 1001(f). Mr.
Brademas asserted it was inconceivable that these two
men, in the highest position of responsibility in the Gov-
ernment, would recommend an action that would endanger
the security of the country. Mr. Caddy replied that. he
was basing his assertion on the statements made on the
floor of the Senate in 1960 by Republican Senator Styles
Bridges of New Hampshire, and Democratic Senators Strom
Thurmond of South Carolina and Spessard L. Holland of
Florida.37

Mr. Caddy declared in his testimony that contrary to the
popular1y held notion, the vast majority of American stu-
dents were in favor of retention of the nonsubversive
affidavit. He was questioned closely on this assertion by
Representative Robert N. Giaimo, Democrat of Connecti-
cut, who wanted to know where he got his data. Mr. Caddy
admitted that no poll had been taken of all college stu-
dents on this issue;but he said that this was the conclusion
one arrived at by reading college newspaper editorials
and by going to various newspaper editor conventions,
student body president conventions, and other meetings
that drew college students. His prepared statement, which
was inserted into the record of the hearings, contained
statements by six college and university presidents and
four professors who urged retenticin of the affidavit.

33 National Defense Education Act. Senate hearings of 1961, op. cit.,
pp. 205-06.

36 National Defense Education Act. House hearings of 1961, op. cit.,
p. 786.

37 5(mA:or Thurmond later left the Democratic Party and became a
Republican.
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Sectirn I001(f) Provisions of H.R. 70134

In the summer of 1961 both the House and the Senate
reported out clean bills, H.R. 7904 and S. 2345, in place
of the admiristration bills, H.R. 6774 and S. 1726, which
had been earlier introduced on behalf of the administra-
tion and had been the principal focus of the hearings.

The new House bill eliminated the disclairne:: affidavit
by substituting a new section 1001(f), which used the exact
language of S. 2929 as amended by the Prouty amendment
on the floor of the Senate in 1960.

The report of the bill to the House stated that "the
so-called disclaimer affidavit is replaced with a stronger
anti-Communist provision. The committee found that the
provision requiring students to sign an affidavit disclaiming
any membership or affiLiation with any subversive organiza-
tion was ineffectual and discriminatory." 38

Although six Republican members of the Education and
Labor Committee presented in the House report of the
bill minority views opposing some of the provisions of
H.R. 7904, there v. as no opposition expressed against the
proposed new section 1001(f).

Section 1001(f) Provisions of S. 2345

s. 2345 proposed to add to NDEA a new title X,
"Suengthening School Library Resources Needed for
Teaching and Learning." The old title X, "Miscellaneous
Provisions," l)ecame title XI, and section 1001(f) of the
original NDEA would become 1101(1) under the bill. Fol-
lowing is the wording of the new section 1101(f):

-(f)(1) No part of any funds appropriated or o herwise
made available for expenditure under authority of this
Act shall be used to make payments or loans to any indi-
vidual unless such individual has taken and subscribed
to an oath or affirmation in the following form: 'I do
solemnly swear (or affirm) that I bear true faith and
allegiance to the United States of America and will sup-
port and defend the Constitution and laws of the United
States against all its enemies, foreign and domestic.' Tae
provisions of section 1001 of Title 18, United States Cocie.,
shall be anplicable with respect to such oath or affinnation.

"(2)(A) When any Communist or6anization, as defined
in paragraph (5) of section 3 of the Subversive Activities
Control Act of 1950, is registered or there is in effect a
final order of the Subversive Activities Control Board re-
quiring such organization to register, it shall be unlawful
for any member of such organization with knowledge or
notice that such organization is so registered or that such
order has become final (1) to make application for any
grant, payment, or loan which is to be made from funds
part or all of which are appropriated or otherwise made
available for expenditure under the authority of this Act,
or (2) to use or attempt to use any such grant, payment, or
loan.

3' Report No. 67-1. House. 87th Congress, 1st Session. July 6, 1961.
P. 3.



"(B) Whoever violates subparagraph (A) of this para-
graph shall be fined not more than $10,000, or imprisoned
not more than five years, or both."

The report of the bill to the Senate stated:
"This amendment would carry out the recommendation

of President Kennedy. In 1960 President Eisenhower made
the same recommendatior. The majority of the committee
share the views expressed by two successive administra-
tions and by virtually every educational organization that
the disclaimer affidaNizt prevision is unnecess:Ary and carries
with it an unwarranted implication tl_at students' and
teachers' loyalty is suspect.

-However, the committee has provided th n. if a mem-
ber of a communist organization, as defined in the Sub-
versive Activities Control Act of 1950, with kno wledge or
notice that such organization is registered or under final
order to register which is no longer subject to appeal,
applies foror uses any loan, grant, or payment from funds
appropriated or otherwise made available under this act,
he will subject himself to criminal prosecution and upon
conviction be liable to a fine of not more than $10,000 or
imprisonment of not more than 5 years, or both.

"This penalty is in addition to any other penalties which
might be inflicted under other statutes.

"It is not the intent of the committee that by this addi-
tional provision in title XI any duty is imposed upon
either institutions or the Commissioner to initiate or carry
on investigations of individuals. Rather it is the intent of
.he committee that notice be given to individuals applying
for awards or other payments of the existence of this
provision of the Act." s0

In their "Minority Views" to the committee report to
the Senate, Republican Senators Barry Goldwater of Ari-
zona and John G. Tower of Texas found the proposed
new section 1101(1) unsatisfactory:

"The committee was in agreement that the existing pro-
vision requiring an oath of allegiance by each recipient
of a Innefit under the Act should be retained but that
the non-Communist disclaimer affidavit should be repealed.
Disagreement came on the question of finding a substitute
for the disclaimer affidavit. A small minority favored repeal
without substitution. The great majority favored alter-
native provisions but disagreed on whac they should be." 40

The two Senators said that they were pleased that "the
committee recognized the need for protecting the national
security against the receipt of Federal benefits by mem-
bers of the Communist Party, a party wholly devoted to
the overthrow of the American government and bent on
aiding the Soviet Union to achieve world conquest and
total domination." But they were most disappointed that
the committee had rejected the amendment offered in
committee by Senator Prouty, one which the Senate had
passed in identical form in June 1960 during the 86th
Congress.

39 Report No. 627. Senate. 87th Congress, 15t Session. _July 31, 1961.
p. 42.

4° Ibid.. pp. 128-29.

They found the provision of the committee bill defective
in two respects. First, they maintained it weakened the
necessary safeguards by eliminating, entirely, the disclosure
requirement of the Prouty amendmrnt. But even more
important, by linking the provision to the Subversive Activ-
ities Control Act, they felt that a serious risk was beit
created that the committee proposal might ultimately be
declared to be unconstitutional. They pointed out that
the Communist Party argued that the entire registration
scheme, when the penalties and disabilities were included,
constituted a veiled attempt to outlaw the Communist
Party, which if attempted by direct means would clearly
be unconstitutional. Furthermore, they said that there was
serious question as to whether the registration requirement
of the Subversive Activities Control Act did not involve
the unconstitutional element of self-incrimination, which
four Supreme Court justices held it did.41

No Floor Action Taken on Either H.R. 7904 or S. 2345

As a result of the labors of both the House Educatiem
and Labor Committee and the Senate Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare, bills were reported to their respective
Chambers which would eliminate the controversial dis-
claimer affidavit. However, for reasons discussed in detail
in chapter V, both bills became casualties of the fight
over Federal aid to public school construction and pubtilie
teacher salaries and Federal loans to private schools. Thtus,
neither bill reached the floor of its respective Chamfaer
and in the waning days of the first session of the ath
Congress, a 2-year extension of NDEA was passed, With
section 1001(f) of the original act unchanged.

Disclaimer Affidavit Requirement Removed in 1962

Four years of effort in attempting to eliminate the dis-
claimer affidavit requirement from NDEA was finally
brought to a successful conclusion in October of 1962.
It will be recalled that in 1959 the effort failed when a bill
(S. 819) reported out of committee was recommitted by
the Senate to the committee. In 1960 a bill (S. 2929) passed
the Senate in amended form and died in the House. In
1961 both House and Senate committees reported out bills
(H.R. 7904 and S. 2345) which would have eliminated the
disclainnt affidavit, but neither bill reached the floor of
their respective Chambers.

Although there had been opposition all along to any
change in section 1001(1) of the original NDEA, it became
apparent as time went on that forces in favor of removal
of the disclaimer affidavit requirement were becoming the
majority and that in due time Congress would take the
necessary action. It is interesting, however, that the final
action did not come about as an original piece of legisla-
tion whose purpose, or part of whose purpose, was to
amend sectibn 1001(f).
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Question Raised Concerning a Natk.nal Science Foundation
Fellowship Award

It all started back in June 1961 when a member of the
Committee on Un-American Activities of the House of
Representatives, on June 8, advised the House that one
Edward Yellin, a graduate student at the University of
Illinois, had been awarded a graduate fellowship at that
University in the amount of $3,800 by the National Science
Foundation on March 15, 1961. Yellin had appeared be-
fore the House Committee on Un-American Activities -in
February 1958; had refused to answer questions pro-
pounded by the committee; had previously been identified
under oath by two witnesses before that committee as a
member of the Communist Party; on June 30, 1958, was
ciied for contempt of Congress in the Federal district
court at Hammond, Ind.; and on March 9, 1960, was sen-
tenced to serve 1 year in jail and was fined $21i0. An appeal
was then pending in the Supreme Court of the United
States.

On June 15, 1961, at hearings held before the House
Committee on Science and Astronautics, which had legis-
lative oversight of the National Science Foundation, wit-
nesses representing the Foundation testified that Yellin was
awarded a graduate fellowship by the National Science
Foundation on March 15, 1961; that at the time the award
was made the Foundation had no knowledge of the diffi-
culties in which he had been involved; that a few weeks
after the award had been made a member of the staff of
the House Committee on Un-American Activities brought
to the attention of the Foundation facts relating to Yellin's
refusal to answer questions asked of him by dtat committee
in February 1958, and his subsequent conviction for con-
tempt of Congress. Additional testimony disclosed that,
as interpreted by the National Science Foundation, the
legislative mandate with respect to fellowships required
that they be awarded "solely on the basis of ability" and
it was therefore the interpretation of the Foundation that
only an applicant's ability could be taken into account.
"As we read the act," said Dr. Alan T. Waterman, Director
of the Foundation, "the.re is no other interpretation we
can make because those are the terms laid down." 42

Proposals Made to Amend National Science Foundation Act
of 1950

On June 21, 1961, Representative Overton Brooks, Demo-
crat of Louisiana and Chairman of the House Committee
on Science and Astronautics, introduced a bill, H.R. 9806,
to amend the National Science Foundation Act of 1950
to provide additional criteria for selection of persons .for
scholarships and fellowl,Lips and to require additional in-
formation on the affidavit filed by each applicant for a
scholarship or fellowship.

42 A wards of Fellowships and Scholarships Under the National Sci-
ence Foundation Act. Hearings Before the Committee on Science and
Astronautics. House. 97th Congress, 1st Session. Washington: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1961. p. SO.
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At resumption of hearings on July 20, 1961, Dr. Water-
man declared that the Foundation viewed the amendments
proposed by H.R. 7306 "with deep concern." Principally,
the officials of the Foundation were disturbed by the
prospect of the necessity of investigating fellowship appli-
cants on a substantial scale. "Moreover,- Dr. Waterman
said, "in any case where a qmstion arises with respect to
the character or loyalty of an applicant, the Foundation
would be required to make essentially judicial determina-
tions which are inappropriate for such an agency." 43

As a result of the objections raised by the Foundation
to H.R. 7806, Mr. Brooks introduced on August 8, 1961,
a new bill, H.R. 8556, which had been drafted in coop-
eration with Foundation officials. H.R. 8556 was passed
by the Science and A stronautics Committee on August 15,
1961, by a vote of 14 to 1, and reported out of committee
to the House on August 24. The purnoses of H.R. 8556
were:

(1) to eliminate the disclaimer affidavit required by
section 16 of the Nationai Science Foundation Act;

(2) to add a new provision making it a crime for any
member of a Communist organization, as defined in the
Subversive Activities Control Act of 1950, to apply for or
use any scholarship or fellowship awarded under the pro-
visions of section 10 of the act;

(3) to require each applicant fo scho'arship lellow-
ship to provide the National Science Foundation with a
full statement of the crime of which he had been con-
victed (other than crimes committed before attaining 16
years of age and minor traffic violations for which a finc of
$25 or less was imposed), and information regarding any
criminal charges punishable Ly confinement of 30 days or
more which might be pending against him;

(4) to declare that the National Science Foundation may
refuse or revoke any scholarship or fellowship award in
the best interests of the United States."

in a letter dated August 22, 1961, to Representative
Brooks, in response to a request for comments on H.R.
8556, Dr. Waterman said that the view of the Foundation
was that "its authority is sufficiently flexible under the
present provisions of the National Science Foundation Act
of 1950 to successfully administer its fellowships pro-
grams." 45 While officials of the Foundation felt that H.R.
8556 was not essential, they did not believe that it would
interfere with the administration of its fellowship programs.

H.R. 8556 was taken up for consideration on the House
floor on September 6 on the motion of Representative
George P. Miller, Democrat of California, ranking major-
ity member of the Science and Astronautics Committee
acting in place of the ailing Overton Brooks.46 Speaking in
favor of its passage, members of the Committee declared

43 I bid., p. 197
" Report No. 1029. House. rth Congress, 1st Session. August 24,

1961. p. 1,
" Ibid., p, 5.

tr. Brooks died in Washington of pneumonia on Septem"ler 16,



the bill was necessary to avert any recurrences of cases
similar to the Yellin one. Representative James G. Fulton,
Republican of Pennsylvania, brought out through question-
ing of the chairman of the House Un-American Activities
Committee, Representative Francis E. Walter, Democrat of
Pennsylvania, that there were still pending three addi-
tional cases of persons belonging to subversive organiza-
tions who had received fellowships from the National
Science Foundation.47

Proposal Made That NSF Amendments Apply to NDEA

Representative James C. Gorman, Democrat of Cali-
fornia, who in Committee hearings had proposed that any
bill passed by the Science and Astronautics Committee
should contain provisions with respect to the loyalty oath
and disclaimer affidavit similar to those recommended by
the House Education and Labor Committee and the Senate
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, declared that
the disclaimer affidavit was an undue imposition on the
academic world without being an effective tool in pre-
venting Communists from receiving educational benefits.
In addition to urging passage of H.R. 8556, Mr. Corman
said that "it would be my hope that the House and Senate
Education Committees give careful consideration to amend-
ing the National Defense Education Act at their earliest
opportunity so that those Federal fellowships, scholarships
and other academic subsidies may be administered under
an identical provision." 48

Mr. Corman pointed out to his colleagues that under
H.R. 8556, for the loyal student, nothing other than a
normal, affirmative declaration of loyalty to his country
was required. For the Communist, the mere act of applica-
tion would constitute a crime and would enable the prose-
cutor to proceed without the additional burden of making
a case of perjury.

H.R. 8556 was passed by the House on a voice vote on
September 6, 1961, and sent over to the Senate where it
was referred on September 7, 1961, to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, which had legislative oversight
of the activities of the National Science Foundation. The
committee took no action on it for a whole year. Then it
reported out the bill, with amendments, on September 21,
1962. This was possible without a new bill since the same
Congress was in session. The amendments proposed ex-
tending H.R. 8556 to the appropriate provisions of the
National Defense Education Act. The committee felt that
improvements in section 16(d) of the National Science
Foundation Act, as proposed in the House bill, should also
be made in section 1001(1) of NDEA in order to preserve
the conformity between these two provisions which was
achieved when NDEA was enacted. It was pointed out that
substantially similar improvements were included in S.

47 Congressional Record. Vol. 107, Part 14. 87th Corigrc
September 6, 1961. p. 18225.

4m Ibid., p. 18242.

2345 which had been reported out of the Labor and Public
Welfare Committee in 1961.

The committee report stated that "the so-called dis-
claimer affidavit is considered to be ineffective and sub-
stitution of a Lriminal penalty is considered to be a more
desirable provision. Precedent for this substitution of
criminal penalties for the affidavit is contained in pro-
visions of the 1959 amendments to the Taft-Hartley Act." 49
The report pointed out that skepticism as to the efficacy
of the disclaimer affidavit procedure had been expressed
by committees of both Houses of Congress. In the opinion
of competent counsel, recent decisions of the U.S. Supreme
Court reinforced this concern, and hence direct criminal
penalties, as proposed by the bill, were considered more
effective.

H.R. 8556, as amended, was taken up by the Senate on
September 27, 1962. There was no discussion except on
a couple of clarifying amendments clearing up clerical
errors which had been discovered by Senator Goldwater.
The bill was passed by the Senate by a voice vote. The ease
with which this bill passed the Senate was in marked con-
trast to the heated debates over similar bills during each
of the 2 preceding years.

Because H.R. 8556 had been amended by the Senate, it
had to return E0 the House for concurrence. On October 2,
1962, H.R. 8556, as amended, was taken up from the
Speaker's desk for consideration by the House, and Repre-
sentative Olin E. Teague, Democrat of Texas, second rank-
ing majority member of the Committee on Science and
Astronautics, moved that the House concur with the Senate
amendments, The motion passed without objection. Mr.
Teague received permission to have inserted into the Con-
gressional Record the exchange of letters between Chair-
man George P. Miller of the Science and Astronautics
Committee and Chairman Adam C. Powell of the Educa-
tion and Labor Committee.

In his letter to Mr. Powell on September 26, 1962, Mr.
Miller said it was contemplated that his committee would
request that H.R. 8556, if passed by the Senate, be taken
up from the Speaker's desk and acted upon in the House.
He pointed out that the amendments to NDEA proposed
by the bill really fell under the jurisdiction of Mr. Powell's
committee, and Mr. Miller wanted to know if Mr. Powell
had any objections to the procedure suggested. Mr. Powell
wrote back on September 27 that he was agreeable:

"I have reviewed my committee's report No. 674, issued
July 6, 1961, to accompany H.R. 7904. This report, on
pages 66 and 67, notes a proposed change which we con-
sidered advisable and as a substitute for the present pro-
visions of section 1001(f). It is my belief that the
amendment proposed in KR. 8556 to this section is con-
sistent with the recommendations made by my committee
last year.

"In reviewing the minutes of our meeting on H.R. 7904,
I note that our proposed amendment had full bipartisan

"Repoli No. 2119. Senate. 87th Congress, 2d Session. September 21,
1962. p. 3.
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support. Because ol this finding and in view of the time
pressure referred to above, I believe I can advise you that
the amendment proposed to section 1001(f) of the NDEA
in H.R. 8556 is acceptable to my committee.- 50

Amendment to NDEA Signed into Law

President Kennedy signed H.R. 8556 into law Public
Law 87-835) on October 16, 1962, thus bringing to an
end the 4-year struggle to remove the disclaimer affidavit.
Although some proponents for elimination of the affidavit
would have preferred the outright elimination of section
1001(f) with no substitute, such as was provided in S. 819
in 1959, it was clear that no bill could have passed with-
out the inclusion of a loyalty oath and provisions prevent-
ing educational assistance funds from going to Communists
and other subversives.

Following is the new section 1001(f), as approved on
October 16, 1962, and still law as of 1968, which is the
final year of this report on title IV of NDEA:

(f) (I) No part of any funds appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able for 'expenditure under the authority of this Act shall be used to
make payments or loans to any individual unless such individual has
taken and su:-:eribed to an oath or affirmation in the following form:
"I do solemnly sweat (or affirm) that I bear true faith and allegiance
to the United States of America. and will support and defend the
Constitution and laws of the United States against all its enemies,
foreign and domestic."

(2) No fellowship or stipend shall be awarded to any individual
under the provisions of title IV or of part A of title VI of this Act
unless such individual has provided the Commissioner (in the case of
applications made on or after October 1, 1962) with a full statement
regarding any crimes of which he has ever been convicted (other than
'crimes committed before attaining sixteen years of age and minor
traffic violations for which a fine of $25 or less was imposed) and re-
garding any criminal charges punishable by confinement of thirty
days or more which may be pending against him at the time of his
application for such fellowship or stipend.

(3) The provisions of section 1001 of title 18, United States Code,
shall be applicable with respect to the oath or affirmation required
under paragraph (I) of this subsection and to the statement required
under paragraph (2),

(4) (A) When any Communist organization, as defined in para-
graph (5) of section 3 of the Subversive Activities Control Act of 1950,
is registered or there is in effect a final order of the Subversive Activi-
ties Control Board requiring such organization to register, it shall
bc unlawful for any member of such organization with knowledge or
notice that such organization is so registered or that such order has be-
come final (i) to make application for any payment or loan which is
to be made from funds part or all of which are appropriated or other-
wise made available for expenditure under the authority of this Act,
or (ii) to use or attempt to use any such payment or loan.

(B) Whoever violates subparagraph (A) of this paragraph shall be

5° Congressional Record. Vol. 108, Part 16. 87th Congress, 2d Session.
October 2, 1962. p. 21729.
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fined not more than $10,000 in imprison d not more than five years,
or both.

(g) Nothing ronfained in this Act shall prohibit the Commissioner
from refusing or revoking a fellowship award under title IV of this
Act, in whole or in part, in the case of any applicant or recipient, if
the Commissioner is of the opinion that such award is not in the best
interests of the United States.

Some Discontent with Public Low 87-835 Arises

The signing of Public Law 87-835 by President John F.
Kennedy was hailed as a great victory by opponents of the
affidavit. However, there was no universal satisfaction
over what replaced it. The principal objection to the new
law was the requirement of the listing of crimes and the
prohibition of membership in any organization ordered to
register by the Subversive Activities Control Board. The
Sage School of Philosophy at Cornell University consid-
ered the new requirement as objectionable on the grounds
that (1) it was not clear what kind of crimes would be
considered as making an applicant ineligible for a fellow-
ship and (2) some individuals.who had innocently belonged
to some organizations like civil rights or -free speech-
groups which could later be required to register with the
Subversive Activities Control Board because Communists
may have joined them, might be denied fellowships for
that reason. It was felt that this amounted to a form of
thought control since students would be in a sense sur-
rendering their rights to freedom of association in order
to keep themselves eligible for attractive fellowships. The
Cornell philosophy department considered as particularly
objectionable the listing of crimes with which one was
charged but not convicted.

The Cornell philosophy department brought this matter
to the attention of the university's graduate faculty at a
special meeting on May 20, 1966. By a decisive majority
the Cornell graduate faculty passed a resolution deploring
the requirement of listing crimes and membership in or-
ganizations ordered to register with the Subversive Activi-
ties Control Board.

With no knowledge of the action taken by the Cornell
philosophy department, the philosophy department at
Harvard University also decided not to participate in the
NDEA fellowship program.

The Cornell philosophy department circulated a letter
to philosophy departments in other universities, telling
the action they and the philosophy department at Harvard
University had taken and soliciting others to do the
same. Although concern in other philosophy departments
was reported by Office of Education regional coordinators
in their visits to institutions, the Cornell letter did not
have much effect. No other philosophy department has
offered to remove itself from the program for any reason
whatsoever.
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CHAPTER XV

statistical review
and evaluation of the
success of the NDEA

title IV program

At the time it was passed and many times thereafter,
Members of Congress, administration officials, and leading
educators have hailed the National Defense Education Act
of 1958 as a notable landmark of Federal legislation in
education. In terms of significance of legislation up to the
time of its enactment it has been ranked with the North-
west Ordinance Act of 1785 (which essentially lounded the
school system of a large number of States), the Morrill Act
of 1862 (which established the land-grant college system),
and the Smith-Hughes Act of 1917 (which substantially aided
the development of vocational education in the United
States).

Certainly, title IV, National Defense Fellowships, ranks.--
as one of the most successful titles of NDEA. As the narile-
of the act implies, NDEA was created as a national de-

fense measure in response to the Soviet launching in Octo-
ber of 1957 of the first manmade satellite to orbit the
earth. The graduate fellowship title was included in this
act of 10 titles because of the strong conviction that there
was impending a more serious shortage of college teachers
than was generally realized at that time. Thus, although
the fellowships were officially designated as "National De-
fense Fellowships,- and were commonly referred to as
graduate fellowships, they were actually fellowships for
college teaching, and toward the end of the period of this
report, as the national defense concept of NDEA dimin-
ished, they became more appropriately referred to, even
on Capitol Hill, as "college teacher fellowships.-

At no time did title IV come under attack as not being
a necessary program. True, some Members of Congress
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were opposed to the concept of Federal aid to education
and therefore were against NDEA in principle. But the
only real controversy that ever developed in Congress over
title IV occurred in 1964 when some Members thought
that the proposed expansion in the number of new fel-
lowships was too large.

Title IV Program Highlights

The original authoriza tion for the NDEA title IV pro-
gram was modest, calling for 1,000 3-year fellowships for
the first year and 1,500 new fellowships for each of the
succeeding 3 years. An attempt in 1961 to expand the pro-
gram for 1962-63 and succeeding years failed because of
the church-State controversy, and title IV was authorized
for 1,500 new fellowships again for 2 more years until
June 30 of 1964.

In 1963 a major expansion of up to 10,000 new 3-year
fellowships was proposed by the administration as part of
a comprehensive, omnibus bill cited as the National Edu-
cation Improvement Act of 1963. Because of the magnitude
of the bill's provisions, and national priorities existing in
1963, only two of the proposed amendments to title IV
were passed and in December of 1963 signed into a law
which extended NDEA for one additional year, to June
30, 1965. The amendments (1) granted authority to re-
award the unused portions of vacated fellowships and (2)
provided for a flat $2,500 cost-of-education payment per
fellow, per year, to an institution. Up to that time, only
a maximum of $2,500 could be paid for costs proven to
be attributable to each fellow.

In 1964, the 88th Congress took up where it had left
off in 1963 and proceeded to pass legislation which pro-
duced a major expansion and change in the title IV pro-
gram of NDEA. This legislation extended the authoriza-
tion for title IV until June 30, 1968. It authorized 3,000
new 3year fellowships in the fiscal year ending June 30,
1965, 6,000 in the following year, and 7,500 in each of the
next 2 years. Authorized for the first time were additional
payments to fellows for summer study.

Also of major significance in 'the 1964 amendments was
elimination of the requirement that all the new fellowships
go to new or expanded institutional programs. In the early
years of the program emphasis was on new programs and,
as time went on, the emphasis shifted to expanded pro-
grams. As a result at the 1964 amendments, only a fraction
of the fellowships were required to go to new or expanded
programs; the Commissioner of Education was authorized
to award the remainder of the fellowships as he saw fit.
This meant that the Commissioner could for the first time
allocate the fellowships more in accordance with the exist-
ing strength and capacity ,of graduate institutions.

Until 1964 a specified number of fellowships was allo-
cated to each approved fellowship program. This procedure
was changed in late 1964 when an administrative decision
was made to allocate a bloc of fellowships annually to an
institutibn, then allow the institution to distribute the
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fellowships among its approved programs as it wished.
This was a major policy change.

Legislation introduced in 1967 that would have extended
the title IV program beyond June 30, 1968, was not passed
that year because of the uncertainty of the military draft
situation and the pressure of other critical legislation.
However, the 90th Congress picked up where it had left
off in 1967 and in 1968 passed the Higher Education
Amendments Act of 1968, which extended the title IV
program for another 5 years, until June 30, 1973, with an
authorization of 7,500 new 3year fellowships for each of
these years. It also permitted in special circumstances, the
award of fourth-year fellowships to fellows who needed
one additional year to complete their doctoral studies. In
line with the professed purpose of increasing the number
of college teachers, the amendments required that institu-
tions make reasonable continuing efforts to encourage re-
cipients of title IV fellowships to teach or continue to
teach in institutions of higher education.

The 1968 amendments also permitted the Office of Edu-
cation, if it chose to do so, to raise the institutional cost-
of-education payment up to $3,500 per fellow, per year,
and also to pay fellows stipends and dependency allowances
in amounts consistent with those of other Federal fellow-
ship programs.' The amendments also contained provisions
for denial of fellowship benefits to disrupting students; for
removal of the ban against fellows receiving Veterans Ad-
ministration educational benefits at the same time as they
were receiving title IV benefits; and for the establishment
of an Advisory Council on Graduate Education to advise
the Commissioner of Education on all facets of graduate
education. The latter provision terminated the Title IV
Advisory Committee that had functioned up to that time.

Appropriations, Obligations, and Expenditures

Unlike most Federal programs, there never has been any
specific dollar amount authorization for title IV. Rather,
it is the number of fellowships which has had an annual
authorized ceiling. This maximum number of fellowships,
when considered in conjunction with stipends for first,
second, and third years of fellowship tenure and with
allowances for dependents, has served as the basis for an-
nual appropriations for the title IV program.

Each year the Office of Education makes a budget request,
through the Department of Health, Education and Welfare,
to the Bureau of the Budget. The Bureau of the Budget
acts upon this request, either approving it or modifying
it, and sends it to Congress. The Congress holds hearings
on the appropriation request, approves or modifies it, and
eventually passes an appropriation bill. An appropriation
is, in reality, obligational authoritythat is, a Federal
agency or department can obligate funds for its stated pur-
poses up to the amount specified in the appropriation.

It is a fact of interest here that the Commissioner of Education
chose not to implement this newly granted authority because of the
diminishing amount of funds appropriated for the title IV program.



Title IV of NDEA has never appeared as a "line item"
in any appropriation law. Rather, during the first eight
years of the program it was included in the category of
Defense Educational Activities, during the ninth year in
the category of Higher Education Activities, and during
the tenth year in the category of Education Professions
Activities.

As mentioned in chapter III of this report, it was de-
cided from the beginning that for practical reasons funds
appropriated in one fiscal year would be obligated that
fiscal year and expended the following fiscal year. It would
be impossible to do otherwise as Congress often does not
pass appropriations bills until August, September, or Octo-
ber. Furthermore, leadtime is needed to allocate the fellow-
ships to institutions, announce the allocations, publicize
the availability of fellowships, and sign up ,the fellows for
the following year. This is the "forward financing" feature
of the title IV program.

Table 1. Appropriations, obligations, and expenditures for the
NDEA title IV program: Annually, appropriations and
obligations from fiscal year 1959 through fiscal year 1968;
and expenditures from fellowship year 1959-60 through
fellowship year 1968-69

Appropriation and obligation Corresponding expenditure
(in thousands of dollars) (in thousands of dollars)

Fiscal year Appropriation I Obligation I
Fellowship

year 2 Expenditure a

1959 5,300.0 5,294.0 1959-60 5 .,520.4
1960 12,800.0 12,569.5 1960-61 11,451.3
1961 20,750.0 19,868.0 1961-62 17,312.8
1962 22,262.0 21 ,371 .8 1962-63 19,603.5
1963 . . . 21,200.0 20,701.8 1963-64 19,680.4
1964 21,200.0 21,197.0 1964-65 20,695.3
1965 32,740.0 31,359.0 1965-66 29,779.8
1966 58,108.0 55,824.0 1966-67 53,640.2
1967 81,957.0 80,842 0 1967-68 n y a
1968 86,600.0 86,275.0 1968-69 n.y.a.

Total.. .. 5362.917.0 $355,302.1 Total n.y.a.

*Not yet available.

1 Under the "forward financing" feature of the NDEA title IV pro-
gram, funds are appropriated and obligated in one fiscal year for expendi-
ture in the following year.

2A fellowship year extends from September 1 of one calendar year to
August 31 of the next year.

From 1959-60 through 1963-64, there were no payments for summer
study and a fellowship year was identical to an academic year. Stipend
and dependency payments for summer study first came into existence in
the summer of 1965, and these payments came from fiscal year 1966 funds.
Fiscal year 1966 funds also paid for study during the summer of 1966.
Thereafter, funds appropriated and obligated in one fiscal year we,.e
always= expended in the following fellowship year (academic year and
the following summer).

Table 1 shows, for each year, the annual appropriation
and obligation for the title IV program. The correspond-
ing expenditures for years through 1966-67 are shown.

The final figures for expenditures for 1D67-68, and 1968-69
were not available at the time the writing of this report
was completed.

The magnitude and significance of the NDEA title IV
program is evident when one notes that more than one-
third of a billion dollars was expended on the program
during the first 10 years. Due to the rapid expansion of
the program in the later years, almost half of this amount
was expended in the last 2 years of the period-1967-68
and 1968-69.

It should be remembered, of course, that expenditures
for the title IV program consist of payments to fellows
and to institutions. Although the amounts paid to each
of these two categories varied slightly over the 10 years
because of changing regulations, a reasonable estimate is
that about 45 percent of the expenditures went for pay-
ments to institutions and about 55 percent directly to fel-
lows in the form of stipends and dependency allowances.
Although sizable parts of the institutional payments were
used to pay the tuition charges and fees that were waived
for NDEA fellows, the institutional payments certainly
have made a valuable and substantial contribution to the
general support of graduate education at the participating
institutions.

Participation by Institutions

Table 2 shows that the number of participating (active)
institutions has grown steadilyfrom 123 in 1959-60 to
199 in 1968-69.

In view of the fact that NDEA was signed into law on
September 2, 1958, thus leaving little time to announce
the title IV program and get it under way, it is surpris-

Table 2. Number of institutions applying for program approval,
number receiving approval of one or more programs, and
number of active institutions: Annually, 1959-60-1968-69

For
fellowship

year

Number of
institutions

applying for
approval of one

or more programs

Number of
institutions
receiving Number of active

approval of one institutions I
or more program

applications

1959-60 172 123 123
1960-61,.. 157 137 139
1961-62.. 161 145 149
1962-63 170 153 161

1963-64 172 155 166
1964-65.. 180 156 168

1965-66 173 152 169
1966-67 187 170 178
1967-68 201 193 195
1968-69 206 199 199

1 The number of active institutions in any year is the sum of the number
of those institutions which have received approval of one or more of their
program anplications for that year and the number of institutions with
no new approvals that year but which have one or more fellows in second
,or third year of active tenure in some previously approved program.
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ing that as many as 172 institutions requested approval of
one or more programs for 1959-60. This number is further
notable because the program director in 1958-69, Dean
J.P. Elder, discouraged several of the prestigious insti-
tutions from submitting applications.

Because of the small number (1,000) of fellowships
available for award in the initial year of the program, only
123 of the 172 applying institutions were successful in
gaining approval of one or more programs. For the next
year, an institution that had already received ,,port the
first year could apply for support of programs not sup-
ported the preceding year and could apply for expanded
support (additional fellowships) for a program previously
approved. An institution with no approved program for
1959-60 could, of course, apply for approval of one or
more programs for 1960-61, regardless of whether it had
applied for approval of programs for 1959-60. Thus, 137
institutions of 157 applicants received approval of programs
for 1960-61. The fact that there were 139 participating, or
active, institutions in 1960-61 means, of course, that two
institutions that had one or more approved programs in
1959-60 did not have any new approvals for 1960-61 (did
not apply or were turned down). The two institutions are
nevertheless called active institutions because they still had
active fellows on their second year of tenure in a previously
approved program.

It is seen from table 2 that the number of active insti-
Unions increased rapidly to 161 in 1962-63 and then in-
cteased slowly to 169 in 1965-66. Then, after policy
permitted allocating fellowships "en bloc" to institutions
rather than to specific programs, and the number of au-
thorized fellowships was greatly enlarged, another spurt
took place, with the number of participating institutions
reaching a high of 199 in 1968-69.

Table 3. Number of NDEA title IV program applicatio
science areas, 1959-60-1968-69

The great interest that graduate schools have shown
in the title IV program is evidenced by the large number
of applying institutions each year. Eighty to 90 percent
of eligible doctorate-granting institutions have consistently
applied for participation in the program.

Program Applications and Approvals

It has always been a requirement that an institution of
higher education have an approved program before it was
eligible to receive NDEA title IV fellowships. As explained
earlier, the procedure followed during the first 6 years of
the title IV program was to allocate a specific number of
fellowships to each approved program. A program receiv-
ing a_lproval one year was permitted to apply for additional
support during following years, each succeeding applica-
tion being treated as a new one. It was not the intent at
that time, however, to provide Federal support in per-
petuity to an approved program. Rather, it was expected
that after several years of support such a pre grata would
be able to operate without Federal aid.

Following the substantial expansion in the number of
fellowships authorized by the 1964 amendments, a bloc of
fellowships was allocated to an institution and the insti-
tution allowed to as-tn the fellowships among approved
departments in any manner it chose, except that starting
in 1966-67, the Office of Education requested assignment,
insof, as possible, of approximately two-thirds of its allo-
cation to nonscience programs.

Number of Applications and Approvals

Table 3 shows for all programs, the total number of
applications received and the number and percent ap-
proved for each of the 10 years of this report, as well as

and number and percent of program approvals: Annually, by nonseience versus

All programq Nonscience programs Science programs

For year Number of
applications

Number
approved

(2)

Percent
approved'

(3)

Number of
applications

(4)

Number
approved

(5)

Percent
approved'

(6)

Number of
applications

(7)

Number
approved

(8)

Percent
approved'

(9)

59-60 1,040 272 26 447 134 30 593 138 230-61..... 918 404 44 450 213 47 468 191 411961-62 948 521 55 506 287 57 442 234 531962-63 1,120 565 50 570 288 51 550 277 501963-64... .. . 1,175 618 53 579 313 54 596 305 511964-65 1,243 690 56 602 359 60 641 331 52
1965-66 2,283 905 40 1,057 504 48 1,226 401 331966-67.... 2,916 2,059 71 1,343 883 66 1,573 1,176 751967-68 3,114 2,690 86 1,401 1,143 82 1,713 1,547 901968-69 3,337 2,993 90 1,502 1,290 86 1,835 1,703 93

Total, all years. 18,094 11,717 65 8,457 5,413 64 9,637 6,304 65

Percent of approval is not a function of quality of applications alone. Factors such as geography, availability of similar programs in nearby insti-
tutions, and priority given in any one year to science or nonscience programs have also been at times significant considerations in the approval processover the 10-year period of this report.
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a comparison between runscience and science programs.
It will be noted that the number of program applica-

tions during the first 6 years varied only between 918 and
1,243. However, the approval rate increased, for the most
part steadily, from a 26 percent approval rate for programs
to commence in 1959-60 to 56 peent for programs to
commence in 1964-65. The low approval rate of 26 per-
cent for 1959-60 does not mean that the 272 programs
that were approved for that year were the only good and
approvable ones submitted that yearAn that year, as well
as succeeding years, lack of funds prevented the approval
of many worthy applications. In addition to limitation of
funds, factors such as geography, availability of similar
programs at nearby institutions, and priority given in any
one year to science or nonscience programs have played
significant roles in the process of approval or disapproval
of program applications.

The reason the approval rate increased over the first 6
years was that many applications after the first year were
for additional support for previously approved programs.
Such applications had a high approva! rate

In 1965-66, the number of program applications jumped
to 2,283 and continued to rise steadily, reaching 3,337 in
1968-69. The approval rate dropped, however, from 56
percent for 1964-65 to 40 percent for 1965-66. The reason
for this decrease was that there were two separate review
competitions to consider program approvals for 1965-66.
The first competition for 1,500 new fellowships was held
in the summer of 1964 and was conducted on the same
basis as previous competitions up to that date. As a result
of the NDEA amendments enacted in 1964, a second
competition was hell in the winter of 1965 for the re-
mainder of the 3,000 new fellowships which had been
authorized for the fall of 1965.

This second competition was based on the new proce-
dures of "en bloc" allocations of fellowships to institutions
and the furtherance of the then existing concept of "centers
of excellence." Under this concept a limited number of
institutions were selected to receive extra allocations of
fellowships to assist them in moving toward the highest
levels of recognized academic excellence. This selectivity
meant disapproval of worthy applications from many in-
stitutions, thus bringing the aproval rate of applications
down to 40 percent.

In the following years, the "centers of excellence" con-
cept was essentially abaldoned, arid the approval rate rose
steadily thereafter, reaching 90 percent of the program
applications for 1968-69. A factor in this steady rise was
that after initial approval of a program, usually all that
was required in following years was a progress report, and
the rate of approval of progress reports was very high.

Upon comparing nonscience programs with science pro-
grams, it is seen from table 3 that, except in 1961-62 and
in 1962-63, there were more program applications from
the science fields than from the nonscience fields. The ap-
proval rate of program applications in the nonscience fields,
however, was higher than in the science fields during the
first 7 years-1959-60 through 1965-66but the reverse
was true during the last 3 yevs--1966-67 through 1968-69.

Percentage Distribution of Approved Programs by Academie
Area

Table 4 shows the percentage distribution of approved
programs by academic area as well as by nonscience area
versus science area. It will be noted that of all the pro-
grams approved in 1959-60, 51 percent were in the science
area and 49 percent in the nonseience area. For the next 6

Table 4. Percent distribution of NDEA title IV program approvals: Annually, by academic area, 1959-60-1968-69

Nonscience area Science area

Year Total Education Humani ties
Socia I
sciences Total

Biological
sciences I Engineering

Physical
sciences 2

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

1959-60 49 6 22 22 51 18 9 23
1960-61 53 7 23 23 47 16 11 20
1961-62 55 8 21 26 45 17 9 19

1962-63 51 9 19 23 49 18 12 19

1963-64 .. . . .. 51 9 17 24 49 18 12 20
1964-65 52 9 19 24 48 14 15 19

1965-66 56 7 22 27 44 15 10 19
1966-67 43 6 20 17 57 22 14 21

1967-68 43 7 20 16 57 23 15 19

1968-69 . . . ... . 44 7 20 17 56 24 14

NOTE: Sum of components may not add to total, due to rounding.
I Includes psychology.
2 Includes the mathematical sciences.
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years, most of the approved progriAins were in the non-
science area, reaching a high of 56 percent in 1965-66. In
the year 1966-67 and following, a remarkable reverse of
these percentages took place, with only 43 percent of
all approved programs being in the nonscience area in
1966-67 and 1967-68 and 44 percent in 1968-69. This
reversal was due to the fact that, as shown in table 3, the
number of applications in the science fields and the ap-
proval rate of them from 1966-67 on, was much higher
than in the nonscience fields.

As far as separate academic areas are concerned, during
the first 7 years of the period covered by this report there
was generally more approved programs in the social
sciemes area than in the humanities area. In he last 3
years, the reverse was true. Similarly, whereas the number
of approved programs in the physical and mathematical
sciences exceeded the number in the biological sciences
and psychology dur'ng the first 7 years, the reverse was
true for the last 3 years.

The percent of the approved programs in the area of
education did not vary significantly during the full 10-year
period. It ranged between 6 and 9 percent of all the ap-
proved programs for any one year. Engineering, on the
other hand, with only 9 percent of the approved programs
in 1959-.60, tended to increase its percentage over the years,
stabilizing at 14 or 15 percent durinl the last 3 years.

Number of Mew and Reawarded Fellowships

A total of 26,828 new fellowships were awarded during
the first 10 years of the NDEA title IV program. Of these
26,828 fellowships, 26,251 were 3-year awards, 540 were
2-year awards, and 37 were 1-year awards. The 2-year and
1-year awards of new fellowships resulted from the re-
strictive v.ording of the law and administrative policy that
up to 150, or 10 percent, of the new fellowships commenc-
ing in the 5 years 1960-61 through 1964-65 could be
awarded to advanced graduate students as 2-year or 1-year
awards.

After legislation authorizing the refilling of vacated fel-
lowships was signed into law on December 18, 1963, there
was no longer any reason for awarding fellowships as 2-year
or I-year awards, except for 1964-65 when hardly any funds
were available for refills. From 1965-66 on, all new fellow-
ships were granted for a 3-year per+od.

Table 5 shows for each of the 10 years of this report
the number of new fellowships authorized, the number re-
quested by institutions, the number awarded, the number
of reawards of resigned fellowships, and the total number
of fellows on tenure at the beginning of the fellowship
year. It will be noted from this table that the number
awarded each year was the same as the number authorized

Fable 5. Number of new NDEA title IV fellowships authorized, requested, and awarded; number of reawards of resigned fellowships; and
the total number of fellows on tenure: Annually, by fellowship year, 1959-60-1968-69

Initial year of
tenure of fellowship

Number of new
fellowships authorized

by law

Number of new
fellowships requested

by institutions

(2)

Number of new
fellowships awarded

(3)

Number of reawards
of resigned fellowships

(4)

a. number of
:s Ofl f.enure at

L ,ning of fellow-
lip year 3

(5)

1959-60 1,000 5,987 1,000 1,000

1960-61.... 1,500 5,370 1,500 2,404

1961-62 1,500 5,094 1,500 3.71

1962-63 . . .. . . . . . 1,500 5,621 1,500

1963-64 1,500 5,600 1,500 4,118

1964-65 1,500 6,197 1,500 29 4,200

1965-66 ... . 3,000 11,415 3,000 407 6,000

1966-67 6,000 14,340 6,000 564 10,500.......

19748 7,500 15,585 6,000 1,247 ' 15,000

1968-69 7,500 12,650 3,328 2 3,833 '15,328

Total
--
32,500 87,859 26,82$ 6,080

Until 1964-65 resigned fellowships could not be reawarded. FroM 1964-65 through 1967-68 vacated fellowships could bereawarded at the begin=
ning of a fellowship year, which was considered as September 1. Starting in 1968-69, a vacated fellowship could be reawarded at the beginning of any
academic term.

3 Estimate.
I The number of fellows on tenure in any one year is the number of new fellows that year plus the number of active fellows in their second or third

year of tenure.
I Estimate.

Because of late resignations and fellows going on or returning from interruptions of tenure, these figures are approximate.
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except for the last 2 years, 1967-68 and 1968-69, when the
budgetary pressures of the Vietnam war began to be felt. A
large upswing in the program commenced in 1965-66 due
to the amendments passed in 1964. In fact, 12,000 fellow-
ships, not far from half of the 26,828 awarded during the
10 years, were granted in just 2 years, 1966-67 and 1967-68.

Although 26,828 new fellowships were actually awarded,
many more fellowships than this were requested by the
applicant institutions. The variance between requests and
actual awards ranged between about six times as many
requests as awards in 1959-60 down to about two and
one-half times as many requests as awards in 1966-67 and
1967-68. The largest number of new fellowship requests
was 15,585 in 1967-68.

Column (5) shows the number of fellOws receiving title
IV fellowship support at the beginning of each fellowship
year. This number is the sum of the number of new fel-
lows that year plus the n-,..-:mber of active fellows in second
or third year of tenure.

From the beginning year 1959-60 to the middle of 1963-
64, there was no authority to refill vacated fellowships.
Therefore, for these years, the number of fellows on tenure
at the beginning of a fellowship year from 1960-61 through
1963-64 was less than the number would have been if no
one had resigned. For example, the number of fellows
actually on tenure in the beginning of fellowship year 1960-
61 was 2,404, but the number would have been 2,500 if no
one from the 1959-60 class of 1,000 had resigned or had
gone on an interruption of tenure and none of the 1,500
persons who were to start new fellowships in the fall of 1960
had declined their awards. Although the December 1963
amendments to title IV did permit the reaward of vacated
fellowships, a supplemental appropriation request for this
purpose during the following year was not approved, and
only 29 vacated fellowships were refilled in 1964-65 from
unused funds from the regular appropriation. In 1965-66
and succeeding years, most of the fellowships which became
vacant were refilled at the beginning of the next fellowship
year. The ones which were not refilled at the beginning of
the next fellowship year did not expire but could be re-
awarded at the beginning of some later fellowship year, and
starting in 1968-69 they could even be reawarded at the
beginning of any school term other than the summer term.

Column 4 shows the number of reawards for each year
from 1964-65 to 1968-69. Combining the 6,080 reawarded
fellowships with the 26,828 new fellowships granted, there
results a total of 32,908 persons who held an NDEA title IV
fellowship during the 10-year period of this report. Actually,
the number of persons is slightly less than 32,908 because
there is a small but undetermined number of individuals
who held more than one fellowship. However, in no case was
any individual permitted more than 3 years of fellowship
tenure during the first 10 years of NDEA.2

'The Oigher Education AmendMents Act of 1968 perniitted for the
first time the award of a fourth year of an NDEA title IV fellowship
in special circumstances. At We time,:this report was being prepared,
this provision had not yet been 'implemented.

Geographical Distribution of Fellowships

)ne of the earliest principal objectives of NDEA title IV
as the expansion and improvement of college teacher

training facilities throughout the United States. The intent
of Congress was clearly expressed in section 403 of title IV
of the original act:

"The Commissioner shall appl ove a graduate program of
an institution of higher education only upon application
by the institution and only upon his finding:

1. that such program is a new program or an existing
program which has been expanded, and

2. that such new program or expansion of an existing
program will substantially further the objective of
increasing the facilities available in the Nation for
the graduate training of college or university level
teachers and of promoting a wider geographical
distribution of such facilities throughout the na-
tion."

In 1964, when NDEA was substantially amended, Con-
gless decreed that no fewer than 1,500 new fellowships
awarded during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, and
not less than one-third of the fellowships awarded during
each of the following 3 years of authorization would be
subject to the rules enumerated above in the 1958 law. The
Commissioner of Education was empowered to award the
remaining new fellowships on such bases as he might
determine, but he was directed to give consideration to
equitable geogaphical distribution in determining the
number of fellowships to be allocated to any one institu-
tion of higher education.

Regional Distribution

Table 6 gives, by the regional breakdown followed by
the Office of Business Economics, U.S. Department of Com-
merce, the comparison of the geographical distribution of
new title IV fellowship awards with earned doctorate pro-
duction at three different periods of this 10-year report.
Selected were a 2-year period (1959-61) at the beginning,
a 2-year period (1963-65) near the middle, and a 2-year
period (1966-68) near the end of the 10-year span. Two-year
periods were chosen in order to minimize fluctuations that
might occasionally occur in any 1 year.

In the period 1959-61 will be noted a generally great
disparity between the percentage of fellowship awards and
doctorate production. This disparity is a consequence of
the emphasis in the first years of the title IV program on
new doctoral programs. Thus, as extreme cases, we have the
Southeast region receiving during these 2 years 24.5 per-
cent of the new fellowships but producing only 8.4 percent
of the doctorates, while, on the other hand, the Great Lakes
region received only 13.3 percent of the new fellowships
while producing 26.1 percent of the doctorates.

In the period 1963-65 the regional disparity between
percentage distribution of fellowship awards and per-
centage distribution of doctorate production decreased con-
siderably compared with the 1959-61 period. Although the
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Table 6. Comparison of geographical distribution of new NDEA title IV fellowship awards with earned doctorate productio
Business Economies (U. S. Deparzment of Commerce) regions, periods 1959-61, 1965-65, and 1966-68

Combined years Combined years

By Clfh,e of

Combined years

Region

1959-60 and 1960-61 1963-64 and 1964-65 1966-67 and 1967-68

Fellowships Doctorates Fellowships

(3)

Doctorates

(4)

Fellowships

(5)

Doctorates

(6)

Number
2,500 20,402 3,000 30,980 12,000 43,696

Percent distribution

100 100 100 100 100 100

New Erg land . , . 6.8 9.3 10.0 9.7 8.6

Midwest 15.4 26.5 19.4 23.5 22.0 22.5

Southeast 24.5 8.4 19.2 9.9 16.0 11.7

Great Lakes ... . .. 13.3 26.1 17.2 24.6 17.9 22.9

Plains 10.8 8.8 10.5 8.8 9.4 8.8

Southwest 9.1 4.4 7.3 6.1 6.9 6.9

Rocky Mountains . . 6.8 2.5 4.6 3.2 4.3 3.8

Far West 13.4 12.3 12.5 13.9 13.7 14.6

NOTE: Detail may not add to 100.0, due to rounding.
New England: (Conn., Me., Mass., N. H., R. I., Vt.)
Mideast: (Del, D. C., Md., N. J., N. Y., Pa.)
Southeast: (Ala., Ark., Fla., Ga., Ky., La., Miss., N. C., S. C., Tenn., Va
Great Lakes: Ind., Mich., Ohio, Wisc.)
Plains: (Iowa, Kans. Minn., Mo. Neb., N. D. S. D.)
Southwest: (Ariz., N. M., Okla., Texas)
Rocky Mountains: (Colo., Ida., Mont., Utah, Wyo.)
Far West: (Alas., Cal., Hawaii, Nev., Ore., Wash.)

title IV program was operating in 1963-65 under the same
law as in 1959-61 insofar as geographical consideration of
fellowships was concerned, there was a shift on the part of
applying institutions from emphasis on "newness" in the
first years of the program to "expansion" 5 or so years
later. This was to be expected since the demand for sup-
port of new graduate programs was greatest in the early
years of the program, and the need for expansion of exist-
ing programs became more apparent as time went on. This
meant that already-established graduate programs began to
gain greater support, and fellowship support in general
began to reflect existing patterns of graduate education
throughout the country.

As a result of the policy shift in 1965 to "en bloc" alloca-
tion of fellowships, apportionment of fellowships to par-
ticipating institutions was based for the most part of the
"graduate strength" of each institution. This, of course,
meant that after 1965, the distribution of fellowships quite
well reflected the doctorate production patterns across the
Nation. Thus, table 6 shows that for the period 1966-68
the regional percentage distribution of fellowships generally
corresponded with the regional percentage distribution of
carned doctorates. The only significant exceptions to this
close correlation during this period were the Southeast re-
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gion, with 16.0 percent of the fellowships and 11.7 percent
of the doctorates, and the Great Lakes region, with 17.9
percent of fellowships and 22.9 percent of the doctorates.

Distribution by State and Institution

Appendix A gives, by State and institution, the number
of new fellowships awarded during each of the 10 years of
this report. Also given are the total number of fellowship
awards and the percentage distribution of them in each of
the 50 States, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico.
These data are also given for each insthution.

The State of New York, with 24 participating institutions,
received the largest percent, 9.60, of ale fellowships, fol-
lowed by: California, with 17 institutions and 8.20 percent
of the awards; Illinois, with eight institutions and 5.35
percent; Massachusetts, with 11 institutions and 4.92 per-
cent; and Pennsylvania, with 13 institutions, and 4.80 per-
cent. All other States each received less than 4 percent of
the awards.

Among the institutions, the University of Oregon re-
ceived the most new fellowships, 433, followed by: Indiana
University, 430; University of Chicago, 418; University of
Wisconsin at Madison, 409; University of Minnesota, 408;



and Stanford University, 400. No other institution had as
many as 4 00 new fellowships during the 10-year period of
this report. However, it should be remarked here that the
separate campuses of such complex institutions as the Uni-
versity of California, the University of Wisconsin, and the
University of Missouri were treated as separate institutions.
Twelve States and Puerto Rico had only one institution
receiving fellowships. Most of these States had rather small
populations, with the State of Minnesota being a notable
exception.

Distribution of Fellowships by Acadernk and Sub-
academic Areas

When analyses were first made of the academic distribu-
tion of title IV fellowship awards, it was decided to classify
the awards into six major academic areas as follows: the
nonscience group, consisting of education, humanities, and
social sciences; and the science group, consisting of biologi-
cal sciences, physical sciences, and engineering. Grouped
under the academic area rubrics were the various subaca-
demic areas or disciplines.

For the most part, the various subacademic areas fell
naturally into one of the six academic areas. Although they
are not physical sciences and have a separate listing iv
Office of Education reports on earned degrees, the mathe-
matical sciences were arbitrarily included in the physical
sciences academic area because they were regarded as tradi-
tionally more closely associated with the physical sciences
area than with any other. Psychology, likewise having a
separate listing in Office of Education reports on earned

degrees, was arbitrarily placed with the biological sciences
academic area because it was felt that this was the area
with which it was most closely identified.3 However, two
smaller, special areas of psychologr=educational psychology
and social psychology-were included in the education and
social sciences areas, respectively.

DistTibution of Fellowships by Academie Area

Table 7 shows for each year of the 10-year period of this
report, as well as for the total of the 10 years, the per-
centage distribution of new fellowship awards by academic
area as well as by nonscience versus science areas. It will
be noted that the percent of awards in the nonscience areas
was not far from 60 percent except in 3 of the years. The
percent was 55.4 in 1959-60 when the influence of the
"national defense" concept of the then recently passed
NDEA was especially strong and was 55.7 percent in 1962-
63 and 55.0 percent in 1963-64 after the Congress had
criticized the Office of Education in 1961 for awarding fel-
lowships in such "nondefense fields" as folklore, speech,
music, and drama and theater. The combined areas of the
humanities and social sciences received over half of the
26,828 fellowships awarded.

From 1966-67 on, because of the greater availability of

Although the expression "biological sciences and psychology" is
used in this report to emphasize that psychology IS part of this gronp-
ing, the use at times of the expression "biological sciences" is never-
theless meant to inclnde psychology. Similarly, the use of "physical
sciences" :done is meant to include the mathematical sciences.

Table 7. Percent distribution of new NDEA title IV fello ship awards: Annually, by year of initial tenure and academic area
1968-69

1959-60-

Percent

Academic area
Percent by year of initial tenure distribution

of total
1959-60 1960-61 196 -62 1962-63 1963-64 1964-65 1965-66 1966-67 1967-68 1968-69 awards

(1) (2) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9 ) (10 ) (11 )

Total . 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Nonscienee area
Education 5.0 7.3 8.1 9.5 10.3 9.0 7.0 7.4 7.2 7.3 7.6
Humanities 26.2 27.7 25.6 21.1 21.5 23.9 24.7 26.3 27.2 29.5 26.0
Social sciences 24.2 28.2 27.7 25.1 23.2 25.7 28.4 23.9 23.8 25.0 25.1

Total 55.4 63.2 61.4 55.7 55.0 58.6 60.1 57.6 58.2 60.8 58.7
Science area
Biological scivIces

& psychology 16.3 10.2 12.1 15.7 17.0 13.5 12.5 15.4 15.8 16.5 14.9

Engineering. .. .. . 8.0 9.4 9.6 11.1 10.8 10.9 9.2 9.7 9.4 8.7 9.6

Physical and mathe-
matical sciences . . . 20.3 17.1 16.8 17.6 17.2 17.1 18.2 17.2 16.6 14.1 16.9_ -

Total... 44.6 36.7 38.5 44.4 45.0 41.5 39.9 42.3 41.8 39.2 41.3

NOTE: Detail may not add to 100, due to rounding.
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fellowships to the science areas, the Office of Education
requested participating institutions to a° vard, insofar as
practicable, two-thirds of their allocated fellowships to the
nonscience areas. In spite of this request, the percentage of
fellowships awarded to the nonscience areas in 1966-67, in
1967-68, and in 1968-69 did not deviate significantly from
the percentages of the earlier years.

Although most institutions ,_omplied with the Office of
Education recommendation, there were a sizable number
of institutions, such as engineering schools and medical
schools, with no approved nonscience programs to which
they could assign fellowships. Consequently, it was not
possible to achieve on a national basis, an allocation of two-
thirds of the fellowships to nonscience area. The Office of
Education request did, nevertheless, prove to be quite effec-
tive because it kept the proportion of fellowships in the
nonscience areas stable at a time when the number of pro-
grams in the science areas increased disportionately. in
1968-69, for example, 61 percent of the fellowships went
to the nonscience areas although only 44 percent of the
approved programs were in these areas.

Disbibution of Fellowships by Subaeademie Area

Appendix B gives for each year the number of new fe
lowships awarded to each subacademic area, or discipline,
as well as the total number for the 10 years, and the per-
centage that the total number of fellowships awarded to
each subacademic area constituted of the total number
(26,828) of fellowships awarded. The field of English re-
ceived the most awards-1,943, representing 7.2 percent
of all the fellowships awarded. History was second with
1,519 fellowships or 5.7 percent of the awards, followed by
chemistry with 1,322 fellowships or 4.9 percent of the
awards. Following is a tabulation in rank order of all disci-
plines receiving 1,000 or more fellowships:

Discipline
Total number and percent of new

fellowships awarded 1959-60
through 1968.69

Number Percent

English 1,943 7.2
History 1,519 5.7
Chemistry 1,322 4.9
Mathematical sciences 1,274 4.7
Physics 1,194 4.5
'Political science and government. . 1,171 4.4
Romance languages 1,163 4.3
Economics . . , 1,100 4.1

Psychology 1,086 4.0
Philosophy 1,024 3.8

Comparison of Distribution of Fellowships by Academic
Field with Certain Other Indices

Comparison by Broad Academic Area

Table 8 gives by academic areas a comparison of the per-
centage distribution of the total number of new fellowship
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Table 8. Comparison of percentage distribution of 26,828 new
NDEA title IV fellowships with (1) lzhe spring 1963 per-
centage distribution of 138,149 teaching faculty in uni-
versities and four-year colleges and the percentage of
these faculty possessing the doctorate, and (2) the percent-
age distribution of the combined total of doctorates
awarded in 1959-60, 1962-63, and 1967-68: By academic
areas, aggregate United States

Academic
Area

Percent Percent
distribution distribution

of total of total
(26,828) (138,149)

new teaching
fellowships, faculty,

Percent
of

teachers
in

column (2)
who

Percent
distribution

of total
(45,742)

doctorates
awarded,

1959-60- spring possess 1959-60,
1968-69 1963 the 1962-63,

doctorate 1967-68

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Education 7.8 13.7 42.8 17.3

Humanities 25.9 26.8 42.4 12.8

Social sciences . . . . . 25.2 18.4 55.7 _14.9
Nonscience

area, total . . 58.9 46.7 45.0

Biological sciences
and psychology . . 14.9 18.2 60.3 22.4

Engineering 9.7 6.9 39.0 11.1

Physical and math.
ematical sciences. . 17.0 14.1 64.4 21.0

Science area.
total 41.2 39.1 58.1 54.5

Other I. 0.0 1.9 z 0.5

' Includes such fields as architecture and military science not classifiable
under any of the preceding academic areas.

2 Not readily ascertainable. The percentage of such persons possessing
the doctorate is relative small, however.

Source of data in column (2) is: Teaching Faculy in Universilie. or

Colleges, Spring 103 (0E-53022-63), U.S. Office of Education.
Source of data in column (4) is U.S. Office of Education earned degree

reports.
NOTE: For data on subacademic areas see Appendix C.

awards over the 10 years of this report with (1) the spring
1963 percentage distribution of 138,149 teaching faculty in
universities and four-year colleges and the percentage of
these faculty possessing the doctorate,4 and (2) the percent-
age distribution of the combined total of doctorates awarded
in 1959-60, 1962-63, and 1967-68.

The percentage of new fellowships going to nonscience or
science areas closely approximates the percentages of
teachers in these broad areas. However, it will be noted that,
although 58.9 percent of the teachers were in nonscience
fields, only 46.7 percent of them possessed the doctorate; on
the other hand, whereas 39.1 of the teaching facuky were in

4 Junior colleges were not included in the U.S. office of Education
1965 study of college teaching faculty.



the science area, 58.1 percent of them held the doctorate.
Among the nonscience academic areas, the doctorate

was more common in the social sciences (55.7 of the teach-
ing faculty) than in education (42.8 percent) or the hu-
manities (42.4 percent). The figure for education is low
because a doctorate is not commonly a requirement foi
physical education teachers or for faculty teaching or
supervising in campus laboratory schools. The figure is low
in the humanities because the doctorate is usually not re-
quired for teachers of freshman English courses or for art
and music teachers. The doctorate is quite common among
teachers in the combined physical and mathematical sci-
ences area, with almost two-thirds (64.4 percent) having the
doctorate. Only 39.0 percent of the college teachers in
engineering held the doctorate in 1963, but with the in.
creasing rate of doctorate production in engineering in
recent years, it is believed that this percentage is rising
significantly.

From the point of view of new fellowship awards, the
social sciences area did very well, receiving 25.2 percent
of the fellowships while having only 18.4 percent of the
teaching faculty and producing only 14.9 percent of the
earned doctorates. On the other hand, the academic area
of education received only 7.8 percent of the new fellow-
ships, although it had 13.7 percent of the teaching faculty
and 17.3 percent of the earned doctorate production.

Comparison by Subaeademie Area

Whereas table 8 gives data by academic area, appendix C
is more detailed in that it gives data by subacademic area.
Following are some observations on the most interesting
data:

HUMANITIES

English and comparative literature-8.7 percent of the
new fellowships, 8.1 percent of the teaching faculty, of
whom 47.2 percent hold the doctorate, and 4.1 percent of
the earned doctorate production.

Modern languages-7.8 percent of the fellowships, 4.7
percent of the teaching faculty, of whom 54.0 hold the
doctorate, and only 1.6 percent of the dectorate production.

Philosophy-3.8 percent of the fellowships, 1.6 percent
of the teaching faculty, of whom 68.7 percent have the
doctorate, and only 1.2 percent of the doctorate production.

SOCIAL SCIENCES

Economics-4.1 percent of the fellowships, 2.3 percent of
the teaching faculty, of whom 66.9 percent possess the
doctorate, and 2.5 percent of the doctorate production.

History-5.7 percent of the fellowships, 4.2 percent of
the teaching faculty, of whom 66.6 percent have a doctor's
degree, and 2.5 percent of the doctorate production.

Political science-4.4 percent of the fellowships, 2.1 per-
cent of the teaching faculty, of whom 71.9 percent have a
doctorate, and 1.9 of the doctorate production.

BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES AND PSYCHOLOGy

Psychology-4.0 percent of the fellowships, 2.8 percent
of the teaching faculty, of whom 81.8 percent hold the
doctor's degree, and 6.1 percent of the doctorate produc-
tion.

PHYSICAL AND MATHEMATIcAL SCIENcEs

Chemistry-4.9 percent of the fellowships, 3.8 percent of
the teaching faculty, of whom 79.8 percent have the doc-
torate, and 8.7 of the doctorate production.

Mathematical sciences-4.8 percent of the fellowships,
5.5 percent of the teaching faculty, of whom 47.9 percein
have doctor's degrees, and 3.8 percent of the doctorate pro-
duction.

Physics-4.5 percent of the fellowships, 3.1 percent of the
teaching faculty, of whom 69.0 have the doctorate, and 5.5
percent of the total doctorate production.

Personal Characteristics of Title IV Fellows

Data on the personal characteristics of all of the 26,828
fellows who were awarded fellowships during 1958-68 have
not been tabulated. However, a contract study of the first
4 years of the NDEA title IV program by the Bureau of
Social Science Research, Inc., (BSSR) has produced data
on the personal characteristics of the first 5,500 awardees
of title IV fellowships.5 In the case of fellowships by sex
of student, the data obtained by BSSR from the Office of
Education files for the first 4 years have been extended to
the full 10 years by the Office of Education stall.

Fellowships by Sex of Student

Table 9 shows the percentage distribution of new NDEA
title IV fellowships by sex of student. It will be noted that
the percentage of these fellowships going to women during
each of the first 6 years of the title IV program was 14
percent except in 1959-60, when it was 13 percent and
in 1961-62 when it was 12 percent. During the last 4 years
the percentage rose sharply, reaching 28 percent by 1968-69.

There appear to be two reasons for the rapid rise in the
percentage of title IV fellowships going to women. First,
beginning in 1966-67, the Office of Education requested
participating institutions to award, insofar as feasible, two-
thirds of the new fellowships to students in the nonscience
areas because of the limited fellowship support available
to these areas compared with that available to the science
areas. It is a well-known fact, of course, that women tend
to major more in the nonscience areas than in the science
areas. The BSSR Phase I study found that women con-
stituted 24 percent of all the fellows studying in the hu-
manities; 19 percent of those in education; 13 percent of
those in the social sciences; 15 percent of those in the
biological sciences; and 4 percent of those in the physical

5 Laura M. Sharp. Study Director. Study of NDEA Title IV Fellow-
ship Program, Phase I (Contract OEC-1-7-071052-2808) . Washington:
Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc. March 1968. 87 pp.
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Table 9. Percentage distribution of new NDEA title IV fellowships
by sex of student: Annually, 1959-60-1968-69

Year of initial
tenure of fellowship

Number of new
fellowships
awarded

(2)

Pereen f fellowships

Men

(31

Women

(4)

1959-60... 1,000 87 13
1960-61 1,500 86 14
1961-62 1,500 88 12
1962-63 1,500 86 14
1963-64 1,500 86 14
1964-65 1,500 86 14
1965-66 3,000 81 19
1966-67 6,000 80 20
1967-68.. .. .. . 6,000 77 23
1968-69.. 3,328 72 28

The percents for 1965-66, 1966-67, and 1967-68 are based upon
25 percent random samples of the fellows for these years. All other percents
are universe counts.

sciences and engineering. It was reasonable to expect the
percentage of new fellowships awarded to women to in-
crease as a result of the Office of Education emphasis on
the nonscience areas from 1966-67 on.

A second factor in the increase of title IV fellowships
to women in recent years is the increasing percentage that
women constitute of the graduate student population on
American campuses. Graduate enrollment data on the total
number of men and women, full-time and part-time, in
graduate education in the United States, are not available
for all the years covered by this report, but the data avail-
able for certain of these years serve as indicators of the
trend.

Office of Education data on the percentage of women in
graduate education, both full-time and part-time, show an
increase from 29 percent in the fall of 1961 to 30 percent
in the fall of 1963, to 31 percent in the fall of 1966, and to
32 percent in the fall of 1967. But these data do not give
the full explanation, because fellows come mainly from
the full-time graduate student population.

Breakdown of data by full-time arT-1 part-time men and
women in graduate education is, at the time of this re-
port, available only for the fall of 1966 and the fall of
1967. In the fall of 1966, there were enrolled in all levels
of graduate education 195,818 men full-time and 189,852
men part-time, compared with 62,347 full-time women and
107,048 part-time women.8 In the fall of 1967, there were
similarly 226,583 full-time men and 217,789 part-time men,
compared with 74,557 full-time women and 130,768 part-

The largest number of enrollees is, of course, in the first year of
graduate study, and especially in the case of women the number is
relatively high because of the large number of women teachers en-
rolled in a postbaccalaureate course outside of their regular working
hours.
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time women.7 The percent increase of full-time women in
all levels of graduate education in the fall of 1967 over
the fall of 1966 was 20 percent, compared with a correspond-
ing percent increase of only 16 percent for men.

When only first-year full-time enrollment is considered,
the percentage increase for women is even greater. The
number of full-time first-year men increased from 107,548
in the fall of 1966 to 116,920 in the fall of 1967a 9 per-
cent increasewhile the similar number of women in-
creased from 41,215 to 48,862a 19 percent increase. These
latter percents are especially significant in the explanation of
the striking rise of title IV fellowships to women in recent
years, because most new fellowships go to beginning stu-
dents or students with little previous graduate work.

The impact that the escalation of the war in Vietnam
had on the graduate school enrollment of men in the fall
of 1966 and the fall of 1967 is purely speculative. Some
graduate student military reservists were called to active
duty. But draft deferment for graduate study, until the
policy changed in February of 1968, undoubtedly served
to induce some young men to enter or continue in graduate
study who would not otherwise have done so.

Other Characteristics of the First 5,500 Title IV Fellows
Median Age. The Bureau of Social Science Research

Phase I study revealed that the median age of the 5.500
fellows who were awarded title IV fellowships in the first
4 years of the NDEA title IV program (1959-60 through
1962-63) was 23.5 years. Male fellows were slightly older
than female fellows, but the age difference was small. A
little over one third of the NDEA fellows were 25 years
of age or more at the time of their award. The proportion
over age 30, though small, increased from 8 percent to 12
percent over the 4-year period.

Marital Status. Well over half of the title IV fellows (58
percent were married at the time they received their fel-
lowships. Male awardees were almost twice as likely to be
married as female awardees. The BSSR study found that
the proportion of married students among title IV fel-
lows was approximately the same as the proportion among
a comparable group of doctoral candidates drawn from a
National Opinion Research Center (NORC) study of 19618
and significantly higher than among other fellowship
holders. The BSSR report to the Office of Education stated
that "this finding tended to indicate that NDEA depend-
ents' allowance effectively offsets the increased financial
burdens on married students, permitting equitable distribu-
tion of NDEA fellowships regardless of marital status, while
other fellowships presumably prove insufficient for married
students."8

7 For data on full-time and part-time men and women in graduate
education, see: Marjorie 0. Chandler.- Students Enrolled for Advanced
Degrees. Fall 1966 (0E-54019-66) and Fall 1967 (0E-54019, Part B) .
Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office.

s James A. Davis. Great Aspirations. Chicago: Aldine Publishing
Co., 1964.

g Study of NDEA Title IV Fellowships Program: Phase I, op. cit.,
p. 15.



Social Background. The BSSR study compared the socio-
economic background of the 1,670 doctoral recipients out
of the first 5,500 title IV fellows who had earned the doc-
torate by June 30, 1966, with a matched group of 3,265
comparable doctoral recipients obtained from the National
Academy of Sciences Register of Earned Doctorates.ID It
found that NDEA doctoral recipient fellows tended to come
from slightly lower socio-economic backgrounds than non-
NDEA fellows in the matched National Academy of Sci-
ences (NAS) group, as measured by education of parents and
private school attendance. Only 24 percent of the NDEA
fellows, compared with 28 percent of the matched group,
reported their father held a college degree. More of the
title IV fellows came from public high schools; 86 percent
of the title IV fellows, but only 80 percent of the matched
group, had attended public schools. This finding seems to
indicate that the NDEA title IV program has tended to
equalize, slightly, the opportunities for graduate study.

Attrition of Title IV Fellows

The percentage of original NDEA title IV fellowship
holders who failed to complete the full tenure of their
fellowship varied considerably during the period covered
by this report.H Table 10 shows the attrition rates for the

Table 10. Number and percent of original NDEA title IV fellows
in each class who failed to complete the full tenure of
their fellowships: Annually, by year of entering claw,
1959-60-1968-69

Year of initial
tenure of class

Number and percent of fellows
who resigned before completing

Number of new full tenure of fellowship
fellowships
awarded

Number Percent

1959-60 1,000 289 29
1960-61 1,500 386 26
1961-62. . . . . . 1,500 351 23
1962-63 1,500 357 24
1963-64 1,500 379 25
1964-65 1,500 394 26
1965-66 3,000 967 32
1966-67 6,000 2,130 36
1967-68 6,000 2,160 1 36

1968-69 .. 3,328 683 2 21

Rate for combined first and second years of
2 Rate for first year of tenure only.

ure only.

" For the methodology pertaining to the establishment of this and
other comparison groups used in the BSSR study, the reader should
refer to the BSSR, Phase I report.

In interpreting data on attrition of title IV fellows the reader
should bear in mind that resignations do not necessarily mean losses
as far as the objective of producing college teachers is concerned. As
is shown by data in the next section of this report, many resignees
go on and get the doctorate nevertheless. Also, resignees may go into
college teaching regardless of whether they obtain doctorates.

classes of fellows commencing their first year of tenure as
shown. Data for 1067-68 and 1968-69 are for 2 years and
1 year, respectively, because students in these classes had
completed only those numbers of full years of tenure at
the time this 10-year report was written.

It will be noted from table 10 that the rate of attrition
was 29 percent for the first class of fellows. Then the rate
decreased and varied over the next five classes only between
23 and 26 percent before a striking rise to 32 percent for
the class of 1965-66 and 36 percent for the class of 1966-67.
With 36 percent of the class of 1967-68 resigned by the end
of 2 years and 21 percent of the class of 1968-69 resigned
by the end of the first year, the attrition rates for the full
3 years of tenure of these two classes are likely to be even
higher than the 36 percent of 1966-67.

There are two reasons why the 29 percent rate of attri-
tion of the class of 1959-60 was higher than the five suc-
ceeding classes. First, the title IV program was launched on
somewhat of a crash basis in 1958-59, and the funds for
840 of the 1,000 fellowships to commence in the fall of
1959 did not become available until June of 1959, well
after most of the best graduate prospects had been com-
mitted to alternative sources of graduate education support.
Second, all 1,000 fellows starting in 1959-60 were begin-
inng graduate students, whereas during the succeeding 5
years, up to 10 percent of the fellows might be advanced
graduate students with a fellowship of 1 or 2 years' dura-
tion. Such fellows would be less likely to resign than be-
ginning graduate students.

There also appear to be two reasons why the resignat on
rate took a sharp upswing beginning in 1965-66. First, the
rise in the rate corresponds with the escalation of the Viet-
nam war. Second, as discussed earlier in this chapter, the
percentage of title IV fellowships going to women in-
creased significantly beginning in 1965-66, and women have
higher resignation rates than men. In its Phase I study of
the first four NDEA title IV classes, the Bureau of Social
Science Research, Inc., (BSSR) found that 46 percent of all
women fellowship holders in the class of 1959-60 resigned
their fellowship before completing their tenure. This
compares with a 26 percent rate for men.12 In the next three
classes the resignation rate for women varied between 30
and 40 percent while the rate for men varied between 22
and 24 percent.

The Reasons Why Fellows Resign

There are, of course, various reasons fellows resign their
fellowship. Some fail to make the grade academically. Some
lose interest in graduate school and drop out. Some change
their career goal or change schools and must resign their
fellowship because they cannot transfer it. Others drop
out because of personal reasons such as finances, marriage,
motherhood, and health.

" Study of NDEA Title Ili Fellowshi Program. Phase 1, op. cit..
p. 49.
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Table 11. Per-:entage distribution of the reasons for resignation of
579 fellows from the classes of 1962-63, 1963-64, and
1964-65.'

Reason for resignation
Percent of the

resignees who resigned
for this reason

Academic difficulties 12
Change of career goal 30
Change of school 6
Dissatisfaction with department, sato l

or program 7
Financial problems 4
Marriage and/or motherhood 6
Other personal reasons 22
Unstated 13

These percentages are based upon 328 resignees from the class of
1962-63, 215 from the class of 1963-64, and 36 from the class of 1964-65.
as of the time (March 1965') that this analysis was made.

A fellow may resign because of a combination of reasons
rather than for just one reason. In March of 1965 an Office
of Education staff study was made of the resignees of the
classes of 1962-63,1963-64, and 1964-65. The study utilized
each fellow's resignation letter in determining the principal
reason for resignation.13 Table 11 shows the composite per-
centage distribution of the reasons for resignations of 328
resignees from the class of 1962-63, 215 from the class of
1963-64, and 36 from the class of 1964-65. These numbers
represented the number of resignees in each of these classes
at the time the study was made. It will be noted from table
11 that only 12 percent of the fellows dropped outeither
voluntarily or involuntarilybecause of academic reasons.
This relatively low percentage can no doubt be attributed
to the high standards used in selecting title IV fellowship
awardees.

Almost one-third (30 percent) resigned their fellowship
because of change in career goal. Since only 4 percent
dropped out because of financial problems, it appears that
title IV program has been accomplishing very well its objec-
tive of making it financially possible for fellows to con-
tinue in graduate school.

Six percent of the fellows resigned because of marriage or
motherhood. Women represented the largest portion of
such resignations. An unpublished study made in 1963 by
the American Association of University Women of the first
four NDEA title IV classes revealed that 30 percent of
the resignations of women fellowship holders was due to
marriage. It is likely that a large component of this per-
centage is due to the husband's moving to a job in a new
location and the wife's desire to accompany him.

" In its Phase 1 study, BSSR analyzed the reasons for the resigna-
tions of 1,398 fellows from the classes 1959-60 through 1962-63. The
BSSR data correponds quite well with the Office of Education staff
study of the classes of 1962-63, 1963-64, and 1964-65, with the slight
differences bang likely due to classification categories.
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Success of the Title IV Program

Title IV was included in the National Defense Educa-
tion Act of 1958 because of the shortage of college teachers
and the firm conviction that a strong system of higher
education requiring the services of highly qualified faculty
members was essential to the national defense. The Con-
gress has sought to alleviate the shortage through the title
IV fellowship program by attracting into graduate study
students who were interested in college teaching careers and
who, without the financial support provided by the pro-
gram, might have found it impossible to undertake or com-
plete the necessary training.

In addition to providing stipends and dependency al-
lowances to fellows, the Congress felt it necessary to expand
and improve graduate programs across the Nation in order
that opportunities for graduate study might be more easily
accessible to those who desired it. Toward this end it pro-
vided a cost-of-education allowance to an institution for
each fellow enrolled. During the first few years of the pro-
gram, in particular, new doctoral programs were established
in regions where they previously did not exist or existed
insufficiently.14

Justifiably, since it had created title IV and provided the
funds for its support, the Congress has from the beginning
shown interest in how well the title was achieving the ob-
jective of increasing the Nation's supply of well-qualified
college teachers. This concern has been manifested during
the entire life of the title IV program. As mentioned in the
chapters of this report dealing with legislative and ad-
ministrative history, a number of staff studies based pri-
marily upon questionnaires to fellows and institutional
coordinators have been made, especially during the earlier
years of the program.

These studies were conducted mainly for the purpose of
collecting information for congressional hearings, and, with
two exceptions, the findings remained unpublished. One
was the official report on the first 2 years of title IV opera-
tion.15 This report cited examples where title IV had had
considerable influence on the growth of graduate educa-
tion in a number of States which had produced no doctoral
graduates, or very few, up to that time. The second was the
survey made by the Office of Education of 102 fellows of
the first class of 1959-60 who had indicated to the Office in
May of 1962 that they had expectations of receiving their
doctorates in June of 1962. Gustave Arlt, President of the
Council of Graduate Schools in the United States, reported
the Office's findings on this limited number of fellows in

" For examples of establishment of new doctoral programs, see:
Clarence 13. Lindquist. "Mathematics and Statistics Degrees During
the Decade of the Fifties," American Mathematical Monthly, (68:7)
August-Scptember 1961, p. 664; "Physics Degrees During the 1950's,"
Physics Today (15:1) January, 1962. p. 21; and "Chemistry Degrees
During the Decade of the Fifties," Journal of Chemical Education,
Vol. 39, March, 1962, p. 150.

" National Defense Graduate Fellowship Program: A Report of the
First Two Years. Washington; U.S. Government Printing Office, 1961.
12 pp.



an article in the May 1963 issue of the Journal of Higher
Educagion.16

Although the staff studies were valuable as a means of
keeping Congress informed on the progress of title IV, they
were not conclusive because the attainment of a doctorate is
generally a slow process and complete, valid data are not
available until many years after fellows being studied have
entered the program. Thus, it did not become possible until
the late years of the 10-year period covered by this report
to realistically assess the extent to which the first classes
of title IV had attained the objectives of increasing the
Nation's number of college teachers.

The success that title IV has had in attaining this objec-
tive can be evaluated through an examination of the pro-
gram's effectiveness in:

(1) increasing graduate programs for the training of col-
lege teachers;

(2) motivating young people to enter training for college
teaching careers;

(3) increasing, through fellowship support, the number
of persons who earn the doctorate, and reducing the time
taken to achieve that degree; and,

(4) encouraging fellows to actually enter higher educa-
tion employment after they leave graduate school.

That title IV has been successful in (1) and (2) above has
been abundantly clear throughout the period of its exist-
ence. It is only recently that sufficiently conclusive data
from the survey questionnaires of the Bureau of Socizl
Science Research, Inc., (BSSR) and the record files of the
National Academy of Sciences Register of Earned Doc-
torates have become available for an assessment of (3) and
(4).

Attainment of the Doctorate by Title IV Fellows

During the summer of 1969, under a second contract
from the Office of Education, BSSR conducted a Phase II
study of the fellows who commenced their fellowship tenure
in 1960-61 or 1961-62. A questionnaire was sent to each
fellow who could be located from the 1,500-member class
of each of these two years, regardless of whether he had
completed the full tenure of his fellowship. Acceptable
responses were obtained from 1,039 members of the 1960-61
class and 1,059 members from the 1961-62 class. A formal
report to the Office on the findings of the study had not
been made by BSSR at the time this 10-year report was
being written, but advance data have been made available.17

By the summer of 1969, 62 percent of the respondents
from the class of 1960-61 and 60 percent of the respondents
from the class of 1961-62 had earned a doctorate degree.
In the class of 1960-61, doctorates had been earned by 71
percent of those respondents who completed the full tenure
of their fellowship compared with only 21 percent of those
who had resigned their fellowship before completing full:

"Gustave A11_, The First Ph. D.'s Under Title IV," Jo rnal of
Higher Education (34:5), May 1963. pp. 241-49.

"The formal BSSR report to the Office of Education was expected
to be submitted in the summer of 1970.

tenure. For the class of 1961-62, the comparable figures
were 68 percent and 21 percent, respectively.

Although 62 percent of the respondents from the 1960-61
class and 60 percent of the respondents from the 1961-62
class had attained a doctorate, an additional 17 percent of
the respondents from the 1960-61 class and 20 percent of
the respondents from the 1961-62 class had completed all
requirements but the dissertation (ABD). In the case of
the 1961-62 respondents, 85 percent of the men ABDs and
95 percent of the women ABDs reported that they expected
to receive the doctorate in 1970. Hence, the percentage of
fellows in each class who eventually earn the doctorate
should increase a number of percentage points in 1970
and following years.

What the final percentage will be of all fellows in each
of the two classes (including resignees) who earn the doc-
tor's degree cannot be estimated with any degree of cer-
tainty. The principal reasons for this are (1) the sizable
nonresponse rates (31 percent in the case of the 1960-61
class and 30 percent in the case of the 1961-62 class), and
(2) the impossibility of determining what percentage of the
ABDs will eventually achieve the doctorate. Nevertheless,
on the basis of the available data obtained through the
BSSR Phase II study, it appears likely that the final figures
will be in the range of 55 to 65 percent, which by any
standard must be considered very good.18

Speedup in the Attainment of the Doctorate

The BSSR Phase II study compared the length of time
taken to earn the doctorate by 642 title IV fellows of the
class of 1960-61 and 628 title IV fellows of the class of
1961-62 with the length of time taken by a comparable
group of 310 doctoral recipients who never had a title IV
fellowship.19 Table 12 shows the mean number of years,
for the group as a whole as well as for separate academic
areas, taken by the classes of NDEA fellows and the com-
parison group. The mean number of years has been cal-
culated from the date of first entrance into graduate school
and the date of conferral of the doctorate.20 For all fields of
study, it appears that title IV fellows earn their doctorate,
on the average, somewhat more than a year sooner than
doctoral recipients who did not have a title IV fellowship.
The effect of title IV support is especially evident in the
academic area of education, where the mean number of
years for the comparison group was 11.6 years compared

"For a thorough discussion on attrition of graduate students seek-
ing the doctor's degree, sec: Allan Tucker, David Gottlieb, and John
Pease. Attrition of Graduate Students at the Ph.D. Level in the Tra-
ditional Arts and Sciences (Publication No. 8.) U.S. Office of Educa-
tion Cooperative Research Project No. 1146. East Lansing: Michigan
State University, 1964. p. 17.

"Fur a detailed analysis of the time taken to earn the doctorate,
see: Kenneth M. Wilson, Of Time and the Doctorate. Atlanta: South-
ern Regional Education Board, 1965. 212 pp.

2° it will be noted that this table contains a listing of eight academic
areas rather than six, as has been used throughout this report. The
IISSR Phase Il study separated business administration from the
social sciences and psychology from the biological sciences.
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Table 12. Mean number of years from first entry into graduate
study to attainment of the doctorate: Title IV fellows
from the dames of 1960-61 and 1961-62 and a 1960-61
non-tide IV comparison group

Mean number of years taken by

Academic area

1960-61
fellows

1961-62
fellows

1960-61
comparison

group

All areas 6.0 5.8 7.2
Biology 5.2 5.8 6.9
Business administration. 5.8 5.6 9.0
Education 6.5 6.3 11.6
Engineering 5.8 5.2 6.6
Humanities . . . . . ... 6.7 6.3 7.5
Physical sciences... 5.3 5.0 6.8
Psychology 5.3 5.4 5.7
Social se/ mew 6.3 6.1 8.3

NOTE: Contrary to the practice used throughout this report, business
administration has been listed as an academic area separate from the
social sciences and psychology separate from the biological sciences.

' See text discussion on number of persons upon whom these data
are based.

SOURCE OF DATA: Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc.,
Washington, D. C.

with 6.5 years for 1960-61 title IV fellows and 6.3 years
for the 1961-62 fellows. Education, along with the hu-
manities and social sciences, has been a field relatively un-
supported in the past by fellowships.

Percentage of Tide IV Fellows in College and University
Employment

The BSSR Phase II study asked fellows what their 1969
employment status was. Sixty-five percent of the men and
67 percent of the women reported that they were employed
(91 percent of them full time) in a college or university.
Almost all were employed in a teaching capacity. As ex-
pected, the recipients of a doctorate had a higher percentage
in college or university employment than those lacking a
doctorate. For the 1960-61 class, 77 percer t of the male

doctorate holders and 92 percent of the female doctorate
holders were so employed, compared with only 43 percent
of the males lacking a doctorate and 48 percent of the
females lacking a doctorate. For the 1961-62 class, the
comparable figures were 73 percent of the male doctors and
83 percent of the female doctors, compared with 49 per-
cent of both the males and females lacking a doctorate.

The preceding data show a slight increase in college and
university employment among NDEA title IV doctorate
holders in 1969 as compared with their immediat1/4: post-
doctoral employment as ascertained in the BSSR Phase I
study of the four title IV classes from 1959-60 through
1962-63. The BSSR Phase I study showed that 66 percent
of title IV doctorate recipients were to be employed in a
college or university following the receipt of their degree.
A matched group of doctorate recipients from the files
of the National Academy of Sciences Register of Earned
Doctorates showed that only 53 percent were entering col-
lege or university employment after they received their
degree.

An additional fact of significance revealed by the BSSR
survey is that, while 65 percent of the male former title IV
fellows and 67 percent of the -Nomen were actually em-
ployed by a college or university in 1969, an additional
substantial percent indicated that they hoped eventually to
be engaged in such employment. Seventy-six percent of such
men from the class of 1960-61 and 81 percent of the women
expressed this desire. For the class of 1961-62, the com-
parable figures were 78 percent of the men and 78 percent
of the women.

Conclusion
It is evident from the preceding documentation that

NDEA title IV has been eminently successful in increasing
the number of well-qualified college teachers, The propor-
tion of fellows who achieve the doctorate is high; the time
span taken to earn the doctorate has been appreciably
lowered as a result of title IV support; and the percentage
of yellows who become college and university teachers is
very high. That this is so is not surprising, because, for
the most part. NDEA title IV fellows have been a carefully
selected, highly motivated group of young people com-
mitted to college teaching careers.
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Appendix A
Number of new NDEA title IV fellowships awarded:

Annually, by year of initial tenure and by State and institution, 1959-60-1968-69

Number by year of initial tenure
Total number and

percent distribution
1959-60 -1968-69

State and Institution 1959-60 1960-61 1961-62 1962-63 963-64 1964-65 1965-66 1966-67 1967-68 1968-69 Number Percent'

(1) (2) (4) (5) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

All awards, total 1,000 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 3,000 6,000 6,000 3,328 26,828

ALABAMA 19 25 28 27 23 23 27 70 65 36 343
Auburn University 8 11 9 9 8 10 14 25 25 14 133
University of Alabama . . . 11 14 19 18 15 13 13 45 40 22 210

ALASKA 0 0 0 0 2 4 2 12
University of Alaska 0 0 0 4 2 12

AitizoNA 17 26 28 30 29 28 51 113 90 50 462
Arizona State University 0 5 6 9 9 13 19 33 30 17 141
University of Arizona 17 21 22 21 20 15 32 80 60 33 321

ARKANSAS 13 22 14 11 5 3 8 8 14 8 106
University of Arkansas 13 22 14 11 5 3 8 8 14 8 106

CALIFORNIA 75 110 99 95 97 113 235 537 544 300 2,205
California Institute of Technology 2 2 4 2 0 2 24 30 25 14 105
Claremont Graduate School and

University Center . . . . . . . 9 19 12 Ii 13 7 2 30 30 17 150
Loma Linda University 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 9 4
Occidental College 9 9 4 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 26
San Diego State College ..... . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 6
San Francisco State College 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2
StanFird University 18 26 23 23 14 18 53 95 85 45 400
University of California, Berkeley, _ 12 12 14 14 10 12 43 95 85 45 342
University of California, Davis .. . . 2 2 7 7 4 6 11 38 50 28 155
University of California, Irvine . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 30 17 51
University of California, San Diego . 0 6 2 0 4 2 11 14 30 17 86
University of California, Los Angeles 15 7 12 12 7 17 43 95 85 45 338
University of CITifornia, Riverside 0 0 0 3 18 17 12 30 27 15 122
University of California,

San Francisco 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 4 2 11
University of California,

Santa Cruz 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 2 6
University of California,

Santa Barbara 0 0 5 10 16 27 30 25 14 127
University of Southern California 8 27 21 18 15 14 9 69 60 33 274

COLORADO 24 41 38 27 19 30 47 145 132 74 577
Colorado School of Mines. .. 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 8 8 4 24
Colorado State College 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 7 4 15
Colorado Stale University 7 10 7 7 6 4 30 25 15 119
University of Cvlorado 12 21 20 16 5 18 35 95 80 44 346
University of Denver 5 12 8 4

_
.. .

5 5 8 12 7 73

CONNECTICUT . .......... - . - . . - 16 18 20 15 19 26 50 130 132 72 498
University of Connecticut 16 18 20 15 14 10 5 35 45 25 203
Wesleyan University 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 4

-Yale University 0 0 0 5 16 45 95 85 45 291

100.00

1.28
0.50
0.78

0.04
0.04

1.72
0.52
L20

0.40
0.40

8.20
0.39

0.56
0.02
0.10
0.02
0.01
1.49
1.28
0.58
0.19
0.32
1.26
0.45

0.04

0.02

2

0.47
1.02

0.09
0.06
0.44
1.29
0.27

1.86
0.76
0.02
1.08
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APPENDIX A-Continued

Number of new NDEA title IV fellowships awarded:
Annually, by year of initial tenure and by State and institution, 1959-60-1968-69

State and Institution 1959-60

(1)

1960-61

(2)

1961-62

DELAWARE 5 14 9
University of Delaware 5 14 9

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA . - . 23 3 1 19
American University 5 7 5
Catholic University ......... .... 2 2 2
Georgetown University . 5 7 2
George Washington University. . . . 8 13 8
Howard University 3 2 2

FLORIDA 3 1 28 33
Florida State University 20 11 13
University of Florida 4 12 13
University of Miami . . 7 5 7

CEORDIA 22 36 43
Emory University 9 19 15
Georgia Institute of Technology . . 7 5 9
Medical College of Georgia 0 0 0
Georgia State College 0 C 0
University of Georgia 12 19

HAWAII 10 11
University of Hawaii ... 10 11

IDAHO 15 17
University of Idaho 15 17 12

35 59 58
Illinois Institute of Technology. . . 3 2 3
Illinois State University 0 0 0
Loyola University .. - . .... 4 11 7
Northern Illinois University.. . 0 0 0
Northwestern University 6 3 9

Southern Illinois University 4 2 2
University of Chicago ...... . . . 8 28 14
University of Illinois 10 13 23

INDIANA 34 42
Ball State University
DeFauw and Purdue Universities 0 0-
Indiana State University 0 0
Indiana University. . . .. 20 30 22
Purdue University 8 19 11
University of Notre Dame . . . 6 6 6

A 6 35
Iowa State University ... . . .. 2 6 6
UniverSity of Iowa 0 30 29

KANSAS 29 36
Kansas State University 8 13 17
University of Kansas 14 16 15
,University of Wichita 0 0 4

Number hy year of initial tenure

1962-63 963-64 1964-65 1965-66

(4) (5) (6) (7)

9 14 6 4
9 14 6 4

20 22 26 28
5 2 2 1

2 5 6 13
5 10 15 10
4 0 0 0
4 5 3 4

30 34 38 44
10 12 13 12
14 15 21 20

6 7 4 12

34 40 41 83
13 8 11 15

7 6 5 34
0 0 0 0
0 2 2 2

14 24 23 32

12 16 19 24
12 16 19 24

9 4 1 6
9 4 1 6

78 82 64 222
5 7 4 7
0 0 0 0
6 5 5 2
0 0 5 4

18 19 10 65
4 10 5 4

23 22 23 75
22 19 12 65

4 50 44 137
2 2 2 0
6 7 0 0
0 0 0 0

22 22 72
12 10 52

7 10 13

17
12
11

29 18 29
5 13

20 21 13 16

8 36 56
16 11 5
21 25 51

. 1 0
_ .

Total number and
percent distribution
1959-60-1968-69

1966-67 1967-68 1968-69 Number Percent'

(8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

10 12 7 90 0.34
10 12 7 90 0.34

80 80 46 375 1.40
0 2 2 31 0.12

40 32 18 122 0.46
20 20 11 105 0.39

8 14 8 63 0.23
12 12 7 54 0.20

164 162 89 653 2.43
55 60 33 239 0.89
95 80 44 318 1.18
14 22 12 96 0.36

137 126 69 63 1 2
40 32 18 180 0.67
34 26 14 147 0.55
4 4 2 10 0.04
4 4 2 16 0.06

55 60 33 278 1.04

37 28 180 0.67
37 28 15 180 0.67

10 12 7 93 0.35
10 12 7 93 0.35

333 327 176 1,434 5.35
14 14 8 67 0.25
0 4 2 6 0.22
6 12 7 65 0.24
4 10 6 29 0.11

95 85 45 355 1.32
24 32 18 105 0.39
95 85 45 418 1.56
95 85 45 389 1.45

23 1 200 108 949 3.54
6 8 4 21 0.10
0 0 0 13 0.05
0 2 2 4 0.02

95 85 45 430 1.60
85 65 36 310 1.16
45 40 21 165 0.61

129 105 59 483 1.80
44 35 19 149 0.56
85 70 40 334 1.25

85 93 51 474 1.77
25 28 15 157 0.59
60 65 36 312 1.16
0 0 0 5 0.02



APPENDIX A-Continued

Number of new NDEA title IV fellowships awarded:
Annually, by year of initial tenure and by State and institution, 1959-60-1968-69

Number by year of initial tenure
Total number and

percent distribution

e and Institution 1959-6C

(1)

1959-60-1968-69

1960-61

(2)

1961-62 1962-6?

(4)

1963-64

(5)

1964-65

(6)

1965-66

(7)

1966-67 1967-68 1968-69 Number Percenti

(9) (10) (11) (12)

KENTucair 15 13 10 14 13 15 10 41 50 28 209 0.78
University of Kentucky ... 13 11 8 14 11 12 8 35 40 22 174 0.65
University of Louisville 2 2 2 0 2 3 2 6 10 6 35 0.13

LOUISIANA 27 45 29 28 37 33 52 110 103 59 523 1.93
Louisiana State University,

Baton Rouge ....... .. . .. 8 22 5 10 13 12 9 30 43 24 176 0.66
Louisiana State University,

New Orleans 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0.01
Tulane University. 19 23 24 18 24 21 43 80 60 33 345 1.29

MAINE 10 4 7 3 9 3 2 4 12 7 63 0.23
University of Maine . . . . 10 4 7 5 9 3 2 4 12 7 63 0.23

MARYLAND 16 25 21 23 35 37 60 119 134 73 543 2.02
Johns Hopkins University . . .. 11 16 7 14 21 23 49 95 75 41 352 1.31
Peabody Conservatory of Music. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 4 0.02
University of Maryland 5 9 14 9 14 14 11 24 57 30 187 0.70

MASSACHUSETTS 30 46 56 .51 57 84 197 278 3 6 184 1,3 9 4.92
Boston College. ... .... ... 0 6 3 2 3 2 3 4 14 8 45 0.17
Boston University 7 7 9 7 6 14 23 30 32 17 152 0.57
Brandeis University 4 11 12 6 7 17 27 30 40 22 176 0.66
Clark University. . . .. .... 0 0 0 5 3 3 2 8 10 6 37 0.14
Harvard University 0 0 0 0 0 12 54 95 85 45 291 1.09
Massachusetts Institute of

Technology 4 10 11 8 13 7 31 36 5 36 221 0.82
Northeastern University . . . . 0 0 o o 4 4 5 8 9 6 36 0.13
Springfield College 0 0 0 o 0 2 2 4 4 2 14 0.05
Tufts University 3 4 9 9 6 5 4 14 28 15 97 0.36
University of Massachusetts . 5 8 11 10 16 44 45 45 25 220 0.82
Worcester Polytechnic Institute 3 4 3 5 2 2 4 4 2 30 0.11

MICHIGAN 19 50 61 59 50 44 98 185 199 110 875 3.26
Michigan Technological University . 0 o o o o o 0 0 3 2 5 0.02
Michigan State University. . . .... 8 18 25 23 26 25 38 70 70 40 343 1.28
University of Detroit 0 o o o o o 0 0 2 2 4 0.01
University of Michigan 8 29 22 21 14 12 52 95 85 45 383 1.43
Wayne State University 3 3 14 15 10 7 8 16 35 19 130 0.48
Western Michigan University ... . . 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 4 4 2 10 0.04

MINNESOTA 17 28 19 19 14 18 68 95 85 45 408
University of Min 17 28 19 19 14 18 68 95 85 45 408 1.52

MISSISSIPPI 23 17 13 12 2 6 5 18 30 17 143 0.53
Mississippi State University . . . 12 4 6 5 2 3 2 10 14 8 66 0.25
University of Mississippi 11 13 7 7 0 3 3 4 12 7 67 0.25
University of Southern Mississippi 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 2 10 0.04

ISSOURI . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . 46 49 45 48 47 126 204 171 97 861 3.21
St., Louis University... .... 5 10 7 5 9 7 8 32 30 17 130 0.48
UniVersity of Missouri, Columbia. . 10 19 25 23 26 21 48 65 55 31 323 1.20
University of Misiouri, Kansas City. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 4 0.01

University of Missouri, Rolla' 0 4 5 5 1 2 9 12 12 7 57 0.21
Washington University. .. .13 12 12 12 17 61 95 72 40 347 1.29
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APPENDIX A-Continued

Number of new NDEA title IV fellowships awarded:
Annually, by year ok initial tenure and by State and institution, 1959-60-1968-69

State and Institution

Number by year of initial tenure percent
Total number and

distribution
1959-60-1968-69

1959-60

(I)

1960-61

(2)

1961-62

(3)

962-63

(4)

963-64

(5)

1964-65

(6)

1965-66

(7)

1966-67

(8)

1967-68 1968-69 Number Percent'

(10) (12)

MONTANA 11 13 9 14 12 11 12 20 20 11 133 0.50Montana State University' 3 9 7 9 9 6 5 12 12 7 79 0.29University of Montana3 8 4 2 5 3 5 7 8 8 4 54 0.20

NEBRASKA 9 16 15 16 13 12 8 45 30 18 182 0.68University of Nebraska 9 16 15 16 13 12 8 45 30 18 182 0.68

NEVADA 0 2 5 8 8 8 4 38 0.14
University of Nevada 0 3 2 5 8 8 8 4 38 0.14

NE W HAMPSHIRE 0 3 6 9 9 7 10 14 28 16 102 0.38Dartmouth College 0 0 0 4 2 2 3 6 10 6 33 0.12University of New Hampshire 0 3 6 5 7 5 7 8 18 10 69 0.26

NEW JERSEY 12 24 24 28 25 32 48 123 154 85 555 2.07Newark College of Engineering 0 0 5 3 2 0 0 4 4 2 20 0.07
Princeton University 0 0 0 7 8 16 30 hi) 82 44 267 1.00Rutgers University 9 22 17 18 13 15 15 35 59 34 237 0,88
Seton Hall University . ............ 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0.01Stevens Institute of Technology _ . 3 2 2 0 2 1 0 4 9 5 28 0.01

NEW xico . .... .. ... . .. 13 13 11 8 5 0 6 40 42 24, 162 0.60New Mexico Highlands University.. 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 5 0.02
New Mexico State University 6 8 6 3 3 0 0 10 10 6 52 0.19
University of New Mexico 7 5 5 2 0 0 6 30 32 18 105 0.39

NEW YORK ..... . . . . .. . 113 123 145 129 260 628 665 372 2,576 9. 0Alfred University 3 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 2 13 0.05
City University of New York 0 0 0 14 18 21 42 65 50 28 2?.;3 0.9
Clarkson College of Technology . 0 0 3 I 2 2 0 4 4 2 le, 0,07
Columbia University (Main Div.).- 3 11 10 9 7 12 18 95 85 45 295 1.10
Columbia University

Teachers College 0 3 6 5 0 6 3 18 21 12 74 0.28
Cornell University II 10 19 21 27 12 3 c 95 C' 45 360 I .34
Fordham University 0 4 7 3 5 3 3 16 25 14 ta.) 0.30
Juilliard School of Music. .. .. _ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 2 6 0.02
New School for Social Research.. . 4 3 3 0 3 2 3 4 4 2 28 0.10
Nc.w York Medical College 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 0.01
New York University 3 15 11 7 8 7 9 85 80 44 269 1.00
Polytechnic Institute of Brooklyn . 8 5 7 11 2 4 4 10 12 7 70 0.26
Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute , . . . 5 11 11 11 13 8 2 14 25 14 114 0.42
St. Bonaventure University 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 0 0 0 6 0.02
St. John's University 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0.01
State University of New York,

Albany. 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6 26 14 52 0.19
State University of New York,

Binghamton 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 6 13 0.05
State University of New York,

Buffalo . . . . . . . ..... 7 36 60 33 163 0.61
State University of New York,

Stony Brook 10 18 10 53 0.20
State University of New York,

College of Forestry 0 0 0 6 10 10 6 32 0.12
Syracuse University 14 27 22 46 50 60 33 267 1 .00



APPENDIX A-Continued

Number of new NDEA title IV fellowships awarded:
Annually, by year of initial tenure and by State and institution, 1959-60-1968-69

State and Institution

Number by year of initial t nure
Total number and

percent distribution
1959-60-1968-69

1959-60 1960-61 1961-62 1962-63 1963-64 1964-65 1965-66 1966-67 1967-68 1968-69 Number Percent'

(1) (2) (3) (4) (3) (6) (7)

NEW YORK continued . . .... .
Union Theolcgical Seminary 5 0 0 0 0 0 0
University of Rochester 8 13 16 10 20 17 65
Yeshiva University 0 2 2 7 5 5 0

NORTH CAROLINA 42 61 52 52 37 36 124
Duke University 16 18 19 18 16 15 50
University of North Carolina,

Chapel Hill.. .. . . . .... ... .. 13 27 22 19 14 11 55
North Carolina State University,

Raleigh4 13 16 11 15 5 8 19
Wake Forest College = 0 0 0 0 2 2 0

NORTH DAKOTA 8 12 7 18 17 11 15
North Dakota State University . . 4 3 2 10 8 7 9
University of North Dakota 4 9 5 8 9 4 6

OHIO 14 42 45 55 75 70 96
Bowling Green State University.. . 0 0 0 4 3 2 0
Case Institute of Technology° 0 8 6 17 19 12 10
Western Reserve University° 4 8 3 2 7 10 36
Case Western Reserve University°. - -
Kent State University 0 0 7 6 5 4 6
Miami University 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ohio State University 0 11 16 10 26 28 32
Ohio University. 10 11 10 9 9 6 6
University of Akron. . - .. ...... . . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
University of Cincinnati . . 0 4 3 3 6 8 2
University of Toledo 0 0 0 4 0 0 4

OKLAHOMA 27 33 35 33 24 26 18
Oklahoma State University 15 16 17 17 16 11 8
University of Oklahoma 12 17 18 16 8 15 10
University of Tuba 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

OREGON 26 43 41 36 38 33 80
11 14 10 10 5

University of Oregon 18 30 26 22 28 23 75
Linfield College and Oregon

State University 0 5 4 0
-

PENNSYLVANIA 34 60 58
Bryn Mawr Cohege 3 0
Carnegie-Mellon University° 5 16 8 16
Drexel Institute of Technology. . 0 0 0 0
Dropsie College 3 3 0 0
Duquesne University 0 0 0 0

Oregon State University

0 0

56 55 153
0 0 0 0

11 10 29
O 0 0
O 0 0

6
Hahnemann Medical College

and Hospital.
Lehigh University.. .... ... , ..
Pennsylvania State -University 9 5 9
Temple, University . . . . , . . .... 0 6 4
UniVersity of Pennsylvania..., 10 20 15
University-of Pittsburgh 4 10 17 -

- Villanava University... ...... .. 0 0
Woman's Medical College

f Pennsylvania

0

7
2

16
0

O 0
4 5
4 41
2 2 0

13 12 49
18 16 23
0

0

(8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

0 0 0 5 0.02
95 72 40 356 1.33
15 15 8 59 0.22

184 175 99 862 3.21
65 60 33 310 1.16

95 85 45 386 1.44

24 30 17 158 0.58
0 0 4 8 0.03

22 22 12 144 0.54
14 14 8 79 0.29

8 8 4 65 0.24

226 231 129 983 3.66
4 7 4 24 0.09

38 32 142 0.53
60 45 - 175 0.65- 42 42 0.16

8 12 7 55 0.21
0 7 4 11 0.04

73 70 40 306 1.14
18 25 14 118 0.44
0 4 2 6 0.02

25 25 14 90 0.33
0 4 2 14 0.05

70 59 34 359 1.34
35 27 15 177 0.66
35 30 17 178 0.66

2 2 4 0.02

131 107 59 594 1

36 32 152 0.57
95 75 41 433 1.61

0 0 0 9 0.03

534 303 176 1,287 4.80
5 10 7 25 0.09

38 35 19 187 0.79
4 4 2 10 0.04
0 0 0 6 0.02
6 6 3 31 0.12

0 0 4 4 0.02
16 16 9 64 0.24
95 80 44 302 1.13
19 23 14 72 0.27
95 80 45 348 1.30
56 45 25 230 0.86

2 2 0=01
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APPENDIX A-Continued

Number of new NDEA title IV fellowships awarded:
Annually, by year of initial tenure and by State and institution, 1959-60-1968-69

Number by year of initial tenure
Total number and

percent distribution
1959-60-1968-69

State and Institution 1959-60 1960-61 1961-62 1962-63 1963-64 1964-65 1965-66 1966-67 1967-68 1968-69 Number Percent'

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (11) (12)

RHODE ISLAND 10 27 31 27 29 29 56 96 79 43 426 1.59Brown University 6 24 25 19 21 19 52 80 60 33 339 1.26University of Rhode Island 4 3 6 8 8 10 4 16 18 10 87 0.32

SOUTH CAROLINA 10 12 16 14 14 13 17 27 39 22 184 0.69Clemson University 8 5 4 6 6 8 12 18 24 13 104 0.39University of South Carolina 2 7 12 8 8 5 5 9 15 9 80 0.30

SOUTH DAKOTA 4 3 3 5 5 9 15 17 17 10 8E1 0.33South Dakota State University. . 4 3 3 2 0 0 3 5 5 3 28 0.10University of South Dakota 0 0 0 3 5 9 12 12 12 7 60 0.22
TENNESSEE 39 48 61 49 45 42 49 98 120 67 618 2.30George Peabody College

for Teachers 7 10 12 9 4 2 0 10 10 6 70 0.26University of Tennessee 11 16 21 15 19 21 14 53 60 33 263 0.98Vanderbilt University 21 22 28 25 22 19 35 35 50 28 285 1.06
TEXAS . . . . .. . . . . ... . . . . . . . . . . 36 62 31 67 56 110 205 206 111 935 3.56Baylor University 2 8 5 2 0 0 0 4 4 2 27 0.10North Texas &ate University. . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 6 3 13 0.05Rice University 5 13 8 12 14 8 35 56 45 25 221 0.82Southern Methodist University. . 0 4 0 2 1 6 7 8 10 6 44 0.16Texas A & M University 12 15 9 13 10 8 5 20 28 15 135 0.50Texas Christian University 0 0 2 7 7 5 4 6 6 3 40 0.15Texas Tech University 3 3 3 4 3 2 4 4 8 4 38 0.14Texas Woman's University 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 2 6 0.02University of Houston 4 3 2 4 4 5 0 8 10 6 46 0.17University of Texas, Austin , . 10 16 22 23 17 17 55 95 85 45 385 1.44

UTAH 18 14 13 22 19 27 27 68 81 45 334 1.24Brigham Young University 0 0 0 8 8 10 11 12 14 8 71 0.26University of Utah 14 9 8 9 9 10 10 35 ..:5 25 174 0.65Utah State University ..... . . .. 4 5 5 5 2 7 6 21 22 12 89 0.33
VERMONT 3 3 5 3 .5 1 10 12 7 50 0.19University of Vermont 3 3 5 3 5 1 10 12 7 50 0.19

VIRGINIA 28 26 33 .36 24 33 57 97 99 56 491 1.83College of William and Mary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 4 0.02Medical College of Virginia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 4 11 0.04University of Virginia 19 14 23 21 14 15 43 75 65 36 325 1.21Virginia Polytechnic Inst tute. . 9 12 10 15 10 20 14 22 25 14 151 0.56
WASHINGTON 28 34 27 21 31 18 71 125 113 60 528 1.97University at Washington 20 29 22 11 18 8 57 95 85 45 390 1.45Washington State University 8 5 5 10 13 10 14 30 28 15 138 0.51
WEST VIRGINIA 5 5 11 8 9 8 9 10 14 8 87 0.32West Virginia University 5 5 11 :Ai fk 9 8 9 10 14 8 87 0.32
WISCONSIN . 5 19 51 24 . 12 24 72 113 111 60 476 1.77Marquette University 0 0 4 2 0 0 2 14 16 9 47 0.18University of Wisconsin, Madison 5 19 27 22 12 24 75 95 85 45 409 1.52' University of Wisoonsin, Milwaukee . 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 10 6 20 0.07
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APPENDIX AContinued

Number of new NDEA title IV fellowships awarded:
Annually, by year of initial tenure and by State and institution, 1959-60-1968-69

c and Institution 1959-60

(1)

1960-61

(2)

1961-62

(3)

WYOIKING . 9 8 10

University of Wyoming.. 9 8 10

PUERTO RiCO 0 0 2
University of Puerto Rico 0 0 2

Number by year of initial tenure
Total number and

percent distribution
1959-60-1968-69

1962-63 1963-64 1964-65 1965- 6 966-67 1967-68 1968-69 Number Percent'

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

5
11

2 16 16 9 97 0.36
2 16 16 9 97 0.36

0 0 0 0 0 4 2 8 0.03
0 0 0 0 0 4 2 8 0.03

1 Total percentage may not equal exactly 100.00 percent due to rounding of figures in calculations.
2 The name of the University of Missouri at Rolla prior to 1965-66 was University of Missouri School of Mines.
3 The name of Montana State University at Bozeman prior to 1966-67 was Montana State College. The name of the University of Montana at

Missoula prior to 1966-67 was Montana State University.
The name of North Carolina State University at Raleigh prior to 1967-68 was North Carolina State College.

6 Case Institute of Technology and Western Reserve University merged and became Case Western Reserve University after 1967-68.
6 The name of Carnegie-Mellon University prior to 1967-68 was Carnegie Institute of Technology.

1.7
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Appendix B
Number of new NDEA title IV fellowships awarded:

Annually, by year of initial tenure and by academic and subacademic area; 1959-60-1968-69

Academic and
subacademic

areas

Nu ber by year of initial tenure

Total number and
percent distribution
1959-60-1968-69

1959-60

(I)

1960-61

(2)

1961-62

(3)

1962-63 1963-64 1964-65

(4) (5) (6)

1965-66

(7)

1966- 7

(8)

67-68

(9)

1968-69

(10)

Number

(11)

Percent

(12)

All awards, total .. 1,000 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 3,000 6,000 6,000 3,328 26,828 100.00

SCIENCE AREAS

EDUCATION

Comparative education 5 6 13 11 9 12 6 10 10 0 82 0.31
Counseling and guidance 4 11 13 17 13 17 27 33 29 19 183 0 70
Educational administration 0 2 9 7 6 0 5 27 22 16 94 0.40
Educational measurement and

research design . .. .......... 0 3 5 6 8 9 8 9 7 55 0.21

Educational psychology .. . . . . . - 7 22 24 25 38 32 48 58 60 32 346 1.30
Elementary and secondary edu-

cation 4 23 28 22 25 20 46 220 189 81 658 2.45
Philosophy and history of educat ion 4 3 0 0 7 2 8 22 14 4 64 0.24
Physical education 0 0 0 0 0 6 11 29 30 19 95 0.40

Special education 3 4 3 8 6 8 4 0 0 3 39 0.15

Specialized teaching fields . . . , 23 29 23 33 25 18 29 27 52 38 297 1.11

Teaching and other general fields 0 10 6 5 6 4 6 2 12 8 59 0.22

Other 0 0 0 10 13 8 11 5 4 15 66 0.25-- -
50 110 122 143 154 135 210 242 2,038 7.74Total . . . . . . . 441 431

_._.

HUMANITIES

American studies 3 0 2 3 12 17 17 36 22 18 130 0.48
Classics 8 23 29 0 0 0 6 53 72 41 226 0.84
Comparative literature 24 26 24 30 35 31 54 46 65 44 379 1.14

English 85 101 91 102 92 96 197 443 479 257 1,943 7.24
Fine arts (principally art) .. 4 2 4 0 0 2 4 53 64 34 167 0.62

Journalism 0 5 4 1 0 0 3 16 12 2 43 0.16
Linguistics 3 13 12 28 28 28 58 53 51 24 298 1.11

Modern languages ... ........ . 70 142 119 112 106 104 271 482 440 250 2,096 7.81

Germanic (10) (39) (33) (34) (36) (32) (76) (123) (112) (66) (561) (2.09)
Romance (37) (72) (77) (68) (62) (61) (151) (277) (228) (130) (1,163) (4.33)
Other (23) (31) (9) (10) (8) (11) (44) (82) (100) (54) (372) (1.38)

Music 6 16 18 0 0 0 0 91 123 80 334 1.24

Philosophy. . . .. . . .. . ...... 25 46 46 40 44 75 133 250 238 127 1,024 3.81

Speech and drama 11 .13 14 0 2 5 0 57 65 42 209 0.77

Other 23 29 21 0 4 0 3 0 2 31 113 0.42-
262 416 384 316 323 358 740 1,580 1,633 6,962 25.95Total. . .... .. - . . - . -

950

SOCULSCIENCES
Agricultural economics 6 10 9 7 9 17 30 45 38 16 187 0.69
Anthropology 0 :I 6 14 9 12 13 42 96 87 59 398 1.29
Area studies 36 79 48 41 22 35 15 13 18 12 319 1.18

Africa (4) (8) (2) (12) (3) (5) (1) (0) (0) (0) (35) (0.13)
Asia (0) (14) (6) (9)-. (2) (8) (3) (6) (5) (1) (54) (0.20)
Latin America (0) (0) (15) (10) __. (55 (13) (6) (0) (0) (2) (51) (0.19)
Near Middle East (3) (7) (10) (3) (6) (3) (3) (7) (8) (7) (57) (0.21)
Russia (18) (33) (6) (5) (6) (6) (2) (0) (0) (0) (76) (0.28)

Other (11) (17) (9) (2) (0) (0) (0) (0) (5) (2) (46) (0.17)
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APPENDIX BContinued

Annualln
Number of new NDEA title IV fellowships awarded:

year af initial tenure and by academic and subacademic areas 1959-60-1968-69

Academic and
subacadernic

areas ,9-60

(1)

1960-61

(2)

1961-62

SOCIAL SCIENCES contirlyied.

Business, including bosirks 4-
ministration . .. .. ............ 31 35 32

City planning 0 4 11
Economics ..... , . , , . , , , 46 92 80
Geography . .. 0 0 6
History 42 80 88

History and philosophy, 9.1: science 2 8 10
:rnational relAtions. . . . . . . . 21 25

Library science 5 4 1

Political science ancl. government 34 41 51
Public administration 0 0 4
Sociology . . 15 26 25
Sociology and anthropology 7 7 12
Other 0 0 a

Total

Jr
242 423 416

BIOLOGICAL SCIENCS
and; rsvcirtot.ony.

Agriculture, animal science, apd

foodls , 2 7 12

ANKrononW and 911BL 18 20 25

Bacteritgogy amid, :microbiology . 12 11 8

Bacterioggy, (4) (6) (2)

Mic901i.ODB.Y.-: (7) (1) (3)
C)ther, (includes combinations) , (1) (4) (3)

Blew henaistrn biophysics, and

P4r.1P4cY 7 10 16

Pliocberniistry (7) (10) (8)

EU°PkNi0 (0) (0) (4)

Pharmacy. and pharmacology . . (0) (0) (0)

Other (includes combinations) . (0) (0) (4)

Biology,. general 10 10 18

Botany qicl plant science 23 17 20

Ecology 7 2

Entomology 8 12

Forrestry .-. : 2 2

Genetic's., . . 3 4

Medical:H*7es .. .. 4 2 2

PsychOlngy 37 23 31

Speech atA hearing qciepc t . . . . 0 9 8

Zoologanatomy, and physiology -_ 5 24 22

Anatorny (4) (2) (1)

Zoology .. (14) (15) (8)

F11100*.i. (0) (0) (0)

Other (ineludes co
6,41.01P.11 (17) (7) (43)

Number by year of initial tenure

1962-63 1963-64 1964-65

(4) (6)

22 27 26
0 13 2

77 69 71

10 7 11
72 75 93

12 12 7
25 12 11

0 o 0
62 59 61

6 4 2
20 20 24
13 7 12
0 0 0

376 348 385

SCIENCE AREAS

17 16 6

19 16 14

12 13 4

(1) (2) (2)

(6) (7) (2)

(5) (4) (0)

17 25 21

(11) (16) (16)

(5) (6) (5)

(0) (2) (0)

(1) (1) (0)

22 26 23

38 48 44

3 0 0

12 16 6

0 6 2

9 4 4

1 0 0

41 61 55

7 10 0

37 14 24

(2) (0) (3)

(25) (t 3) (14)

(0) (0) (3)

. (10) 7 (I ) (4)

Total 163 153 182 235 255 203

ENGINEERING

Aerospace 7 2

Total rn....,.ber and

percent distri',.,ution
1959-60-1968-69

1965-66 1966-67 1967-68 1968-69 Number Percent

(7) (8) (10) (11) (12)

75 148 162 74 632 2.35
13 15 12 8 78 0.29

146 178 217 124 1,100 4.10
53 77 70 41 275 1.02

181 355 342 191 1,519 5.66

7 14 9 7 88 0.32
12 26 24 13 187 0.69
0 1 0 1 12 0.04

179 276 270 138 1,171 4.36

2 6 7 7 18 0.14
69 132 113 68 512 1.90
24 37 34 24 177 0.65

5 16 23 48 92 0.34

853 1,435 1,426 831 6,735 25,10

21 84 66 40 271 1.01

11 51 39 24 237 0.88

8 32 46 32 178 0.66

(2) (8) (5) (4) (34) (0.12)

(6) (22) (21) (108) (0.40)

(0) (2) (7) (36) (0.13)

20 104 107 56 393 1.46

(24) (54) (55) (26) (227) (0.84)

(2) (8) (4) (5) (39) (0.14)

(2) (20) (24) (14) (62) (0.23)

(2) (22) (24) (11) (65) (0.24)

63 81 104 58 415 1.54

65 68 83 47 453 1.68

0 0 0 1 16 0,05

7 32 31 11 143 0.53

8 42 26 13 104 0.38

7 14 9 5 62 0.23

1 9 6 5 28 0.10

114 272 287 165 1,086 4.04

2 7 9 0 52 0.19

39 131 137 91 554 2.06

(0) (13) (22) (15) (62) (0.23)

(28) (84) (71) (37) (309) (1,15)

(4) (7) (14) (9) (37) (0.13)

(7) (27) (30) (30) (140) (0.54)

576 927 950 54-3 3,992 14.87

24 43 40 15 154 0.57
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APPENDIX BContinued

Number of new NDEA title IV fellowships awaided:
Annually, by year of initial tenure and by academic and subarademic areas, 1959-60-1968-69

Academic and
subacademic

areas

Number by year of initial tenure

Total number and
percent distribution
1959-60-1968-69

1959-60 1960-61 1961-62 1962-63 1963-64 1964-65 1965-66 1966-67 1967-68 1968-69 Number Percent

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (12)

ENGINEERING continued
Biomedical 0 0 0 0 1 6 6 6 4 23 0.08
Ceramic 3 3 2 0 0 0 4 4 3 20 0.07
Chemical 14 18 36 37 32 25 43 116 96 49 466 1.73
Civil 9 30 34 18 14 15 30 60 67 27 298 1.11
Computer sciencm 3 0 0 6 7 4 8 10 12 4 54 0.20
Electrical 20 29 19 29 29 41 53 125 117 57 519 1.93
Engineering, general 0 0 0 4 , 7 13 21 15 8 71 0.26
Engineering science 3 12 0 4 5 1 8 19 15 4 71 0.26
Geological 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 4 12 0.04
Industrial 0 0 3 3 1 4 3 17 22 12 65 0.24
Mechanical engineering and en-

gineering mechanics 10 27 42 41 52 44 63 100 107 51 537 2.00
Metallurgy and metallurgical en-

ginecing 3 4 2 1 2 4 10 20 25 10 81 0.30
Nuclear 0 0 3 11 4 4 10 25 18 9 84 0.31
Other 8 16 0 6 6 5 4 13 19 38 115 0.42

Total 80 141 144 166 162 163 275 583 567 289 2,570 9.57

PHYSICAL and MAT E ATICAL
SCIENCES

Astronomy 2 8 7 5 10 9 12 19 19 10 101 0.37
Chemistry . .. ...... . 52 61 60 81 70 70 135 343 317 133 1,322 4.92
Computer sciences 4 2 0 2 0 2 4 12 13 4 43 0.16
Geology and earth sciences 6 17 18 19 36 33 81 106 101 56 473 1.76
Mathematical sciences 78 99 79 73 72 64 155 260 264 130 1,274 4.74

Applied mathematics (13) (4) (8) (7) (8) (5) (9) (15) (9) (2) (80) (0.29)
Mathematics (55) (78) (51) (55) (46) (43) (124) (204) (207) (96) (959) (3.57)
Statistics (0) (3) (6) (5) (11) (14) (20) (33) (30) (22) (144) (0.53)
Other (includes combinations). (10) (14) (14) (6) (7) (2) (2) (8) (18) (10) (91) (0.33)

Oceanography and meteorology . . 0 7 13 8 10 10 4 26 31 15 124 0.46
Meteorology (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (2) (0) (4) (3) (5) (14) (0.05)
Oceanography (0) (0) (6) (3) (4) (5) (0) (13) (11) (10) (52) (0.19)
Other (includes combinations) (0) (7) (7) (5) (6) (3) (4) (9) (17) (0) (58) (0.21)

Physics 61 63 75 76 60 68 155 268 248 120 1,194 4.45

Total 203 257 252 264 258 256 546 1,034 993 468 4,531 16.88
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Appendix C
Comparison of percentage distribution of 26,828 new NDEA title IV fellowships with (1) the spring 1963 percentage distribution of 138,149
teaching faculty in universities and four-year colleges and the percentage of these faculty possessing the doctorate, and (2) the percentage
distribution of the combined total of doctorates awarded in 1959-60, 1962-63, and 1967-58: By academic and subacademic areas, aggregate

United States

Academic and subacadernic area
Percent distribution

of total (26,828)
new fellowships

1959-60-1968-69

(1)

Percent distribution
of total (138,149)
teaching faculty

spring 1963

(2)

Percent of teachers
in column (2) who

possess the doctorate

(3)

Percent distribution
of total (45,742)

-doctorates awarded
1959-60, 1962-63,

and 1967-68

(4)

NONSCIENCE AREA

Total 58.65 58.90 46.7 44.98

EDUCATION

Counseling and guidance 0.70 0,35 71.7 1.26
Educational administration 0.40 0,55 84.4
Educational psychology 1.30 1.11 73.2 0.39
Elementary and secondary education 2.20 3.42 57.4 1.43
Physical education . . . . . . . ..... . ..... . . . 0.40 0.80
Other 2.77 8.28 13.41

Total 7.77 13.71 42.8 17.29

HUMANITIES

American studies 0.48 0.19
Classics 0.84 0.70 62.7 0.34
English & comparative literature 8.65 8.06 47.2 4.13
Fine arts 0.62 2.78 15.0 0.28
Journalism 0.16 0.42 25.4 0.11
Linguistics 1.11 0.35
Modem languages 7.81 4.72 54.0 1.62

Germanic (2.09) (1.11) (60.0) (0.40)
Romance (4.34) (2.86) (50.0) (1.05)
Other (1.39) (0.75) (60.9) (0.17)

Music 1.24 4.52 25.3 1.00
Philosophy 3.82 1.60 68.7 1.20
Speech and drama 0.78 2.34 40.0
Other 0.42 3.02 35.9 2.68

Tota 25.93 26.80 42.4 12.82

SOCIAL SCIENCES

Agricultural economics 0.70 0.73
Anthropology 1.30 0.53 81.3 0.65
Area (foreign) studies 1.20 0.29
Business 2.36 5.01 38.4 1.82
Economia 4.10 2.32 66.9 2.55
Geography. 1.03 0.49
History 5.70 4.24 66.6 3.08
International relationa 0.70 0.30
Library science 0.04 0.35 13.1 0.13
Political science 2.10 71.9 1.94
Public administration 4 ;- 0.17
Sociology 1.91 1.74 65.6 .1.65
Other 1.66 2.10 1.08

Total 25.24 18.39 55.7 14.88
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APPENDIX C-Continued

Comparision of percentage distribution of 26,828 new NDEA title IV fellowships with (1) the spring 1963 percentage distribution of 138,149
teaching faculty in universities and four-year colleges and the percentage of these faculty possessing the doctorate, and (2) the percentage
distribution of the combined total of doctorates awarded in 19.59-60, 1962-63, and 1967-68: By academic and subacademic areas, aggregpte

United States

Academic and subacademic area

Percent distribution
of total (26,828)
new fellowships

1959-60-1968-69

(1)

Percent distribution
of total (138,149) Percent of teachers
teaching faculty in column (2) who

spring 1963 possess the doctorate

(3)

Percent distribution
of total (45,742)

doctorates awarded
1959-60, 1962-63

and 1967-68

(4)

SCIENCE AREA

Total.

BIOLOGICAL. SCIENCES AND PSYCHOLOGY

41.35

Agricultural and related fields 2.29
Anatomy 0.23
Bacteriology,and microbiology 0.66
Biochemistry. . . . . ... . . 0.85
Biology, general 1.55
Biophysics 0.15
Botany .... . - 1.70
Entomology 0.53
Genetics 0.23
Physiology . ...... . . . ... 0.14
Psychology 4.05
Zoology 1.20
Other 1 36

Total 14.94

ENGINEERING

Aerospace 0.60
Chemical 1.74
Civil 1.11

..... , ......Electrical ........ 1.93
Engineering science 0.30
Industrial 0.24
Mechanical 2.00
Metallurgical 0.30
Other 1.44

Total 9.66

PHYSICAL AND MATHEMATICAL SCIENCES

Astronomy . 0.38
Chemistry 4.93
Geology and earth sciences . . . .... ...... 1.80
Mathematical sciences 4.75
Oceanography and meteorology 0.50
Physics 4.50
Other 0.16

Total 17.02

FIELDS NOT CLASSIFIABLE IN ANY OF THE ABOVE AREAS1 . . . 0.00
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39 21

2.16

0.96
0.92
1.30

0.71
4.

0.42
0.75
2.110

1.10
7.13

18.25

0.29
0.48
1.25
1.46
0.29
0.20
1.54
0.26
1.10

6.87

3.79
1.22
5.53
0.43
3.05
0.07

14.09

1.89

58.1

50,6

79.9
98.3
62,2

79.4
4.

89,0
74.4
81.8
71.8

54.49

3.34
0.40
1.40
1.80
1.40
0.26
1.20
0.71
0.50
0.73
6.10
1.61
2.94

60.3 22.39

47.5
79.3
36.2
42.3
46.4
26.0
27.3
68.8

4.

(1.56
1.69
1.29
2.87
0.53
0.34
1.46
0.77
1.63

39.0 11.14

79.8
74.9
47.9

69.0

*Not ascertainable as a separate component. Included in other categories.
Includes such fields as architecture and military science not classifiable under any of the preceding academic areas.

0.80
8.72
1.54
3.79
0.42
5.46
0.23

20.96

0.52



Appendix D

Administrative Heads of Graduate Fellowship Program
and Membership of Title IV Advisory Committee:

Year by Year

058-59

J. P. ELDER

Administrative Head of Program

LEONARD B. BEACH, Dean
The Graduate School
Vanderbilt University
Nashville, Tennessee

HAROLD L. HAZEN, Dean
The Graduate School
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Cambridge, Massachusetts

HENRY H. HILL, President
George Peabody College for Teachers
Nashville, Tennessee

1 HE RT. REV. MSGR. FREDERICK G. HOCHWALT,
Executive Secretary
The National Catholic Educational Association
Washington, D.C.

WALTER LOEHWING, Dean
The Graduate School
University of Iowa
Iowa City, Iowa

ROBERT M. LUMIANSKY, Dean
The Graduate School
Tulane University
New Orleans, Louisiana

LEONARD B. BEACH, Dean
The Graduate School
Vanderbilt University
Nashville, Tennessee

ROBERT W. MACVICAR, Vice President and Dean
The Graduate School
Oklahoma State Univers
Stillwater, Oklahoma

ROSEMARY PARK, President
Barnard College
New York, New York

Jelin A. PERKINS, President
University of Delaware
Newark, Delaware

J. SAUNDERS REDDING, Professor
Hampton Institute
Hampton, Virginia

JOHN C. WEAVER, Dean
The Graduate School
University of Nebraska
Lincoln, Nebraska

LLOYD S. WOODBURNE, Dean
College of Arts and Sciences
University of Washington
Seattle, Washington

1959-60

HENRY E. BENT

Adm nistrative Head of Program

FELTON G. CLARK, President
Southern University and
Agricultural and Mechanical
College
Baton Rouge, Louisiana
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J. P. ELDER, Dean
The Graduate School of Arts
and Sciences
Harvard University
Cambridge, Massachusetts

HAROLD L. HAZEN, Dean
The Graduate School
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Cambridge, Massachusetts

HENRY H. Him, President
George Peabody College for Teachers
Nashville, Tennessee

WALTER LOEHWING, Dean
The Graduate School
University of Iowa
Iowa City, Iowa

ROBERT W. MACVICAR, Vice President and Dean
The Graduate School
Oklahoma State University
Stillwater, Oklahoma

HENRY E. BENT, Dean
The Graduate School
University of Missouri
Columbia, Missouri

FELTON G. CLARK, President
Southern University and
Agricultural and Mechanical College
Baton Rouge, Louisiana

FRANK G. DICKEY, President
University of Kentucky
Lexington, Kentucky

RICHARD G. For.som, President
Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute
Troy, New York

ALEXANDER HEARD, Dean
The Graduate School
University of North Carolina
Chapel Hill, North Carolina

ROBERT W. MACVICAR, Vice Presiden
The Graduate School
Oklahoma State University
Stillwater, Oklahoma

174

REV. JOSEPH F. MULLIGAN, S.J.
Chairman, Physics Department
Fordham University
New York, New York

ROSEMARY PARK, President
Connecticut College for Women
New London, Connecticut

JOHN A. PERKINS, President
University of Delaware
Newark, Delaware

JOHN C. WEAVER, Dean
The Graduate School
University of Nebraska
Lincoln, Nebraska

LLOYD S. WOODBURNE, Dean
College of Arts and Sciences
University of Washington
Seattle, Washington

1960-61

ROBERT H. BRUCE

Administrative Head of Program

and Dean'

REV. JOSEPH F. MULLIGAN, S.J.
Chairman, Physics Department
Fordham University
New York, New York

ANNE THOMAS PANNELL, President
Sweet Briar College
Sweet Briar, Virginia

DAVID L. PATRICK, Coordinator of Research
University of Arizona
Tucson, Arizona

HAROLD W. STOKE, President
Queens College
Flushing, New York

W. GORDON WHALEY, Dean
The Graduate School
University of Texas
Austin, Texas

LLOYD S. WOODBURNE, Pro essor
Department of Psychology
University of Washington
Seattle, Washington



1961-62

HAROLD HOWE

Administrative

HENRY E. BENT, Dean
The Graduate School
University of Missouri
Columbia, Missouri

FELToN G. CLARK, President
Souther!, University and
Agricultural and Mechanical College
Baton Rouge, Louisiana

FRANK G. DICKEY, President
University of Kentucky
Lexington, Kentucky

Ricuetan G. Fo mom, President
Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute
Troy, New York

ALEXANDER HEARD, Dean
The Graduate School
University of North Carolina
Chapel Hill, North Carolina

ROBERT W. MACVICAR, Vice President and Dean
The Graduate School
Oklahoma State University
Stillwater, Oklahoma

ADRIAN A. ALBERT, Dean
Division of Physical Sciences
University of Chicago
Chicago, Illinois

JOHN W. ASHTON, Dean
The Graduate School
Indiana University
Bloomington, Indiana

HL.kty E BENT, Dean
The Graduate School
University of Missouri
Columbia, Missouri

FELTON G. Cr Aim, President
Southern University and
Agricultural and Mechanical College
Baton Rouge, Louisiana

Head of Program

REV. JOSEPH F. MULLIGAN, S.j.
Chairman, Physics Department
Fordham University
New York, New York

ANNE THOMAS PANNELL, Preside
Sweet Briar College
Sweet Briar, Virginia

DAvin L. PATRICK, Coordinator of Research
University of Arizona
Tucson, Arizona

HAROLD W. STOKE, President
Queens College
Flushing, New York

W. GORDON WHALEY, Dean
The Graduate School
University of Texas
Austin, Texas

LLOYD S. WOODBURNE, Professor
Department of Psychology
University of Washington
Seattle, Washington

1962-63

EVERETT WALTERS

Administrative Head of Program

RICHARD G. Folsom, President
Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute
Troy, New York

HAROLD HOWE, Dean
The Graduate School
Kansas State University
Manhattan, Kansas

REV. JOSEPH F. MULLIGAN, S.J.
Chairman, Physics Department
Fordham University
New York, New York

ANNE THOMAS PANNELL, President
§We-ei Briar College
Sweet Briar, Virginia
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HAROLD W. STOKE, President
Queens College
Flushing, New York

W. GORDON WHALEY, Dean
The Graduate School
University of Texas
Austin, Texas

ADRIAN A. ALBERT, Dean
Division of Physical Sciences
University of Chicago
Chicago, Illinois

JOHN W. ASHTON, Dean
The Graduate School
Indiana University
Bloomington, Indiana

HENRY E. BENT, Dean
The Graduate School
University of Missouri
Columbia, Missouri

ROBERT H. BRUCE, Dean
The Graduate School
University of Wyoming
Laramie, Wyoming

RICHARD G. Folsom, President
Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute
Troy, New York

17

LLOYD S. WOODBURNE, Professor
Department of Psychology
University of Washington
Seattle, Washington

1963-64

ALAN D. FERGUSON

Administrative Head of Program

1

HAROLD HOWE, Dean
The Graduate School
Kansas State University
Manhattan, Kansas

ANNE THOMAS PANNELL, President
Sweet Briar College
Sweet Briar, Virginia

LINDLEY J. STILES, Dean
School of Education
University of Wisconsin
Madison, Wisconsin

HAROLD W. STOKE, President
Queens College
Flushing, New York

W. GORDON WHALEY, Dean
The Graduate School
University of Texas
Austin, Texas

NOTE: There were only 10 members of the Title IV Advisory Com-
mittee in 1363-64 rather than the usual 12.



ADRIAN A. ALBERT, Dean
Division of Physical Sciences
University of Chicago
Chicago, Illinois

HARRY ALPERT, Dean
The Faculties
University of Oregon
Eugene, Oregon

JOHN W. ASHTON, Dean
The Graduate School
Indiana University
Bloomington, Indiana

ROBERT H. BRUCE, Dean
The Graduate School
University of Wyoming
Laramie, Wyoming

HAROLD E. FINLEY, Head
Department of Zoology
Howard University
Washington, D.C.

MARIO j. GOGLJA, Dean
The Graduate Division
Ger rgia Institute of Technology
Atlanta, Georgia

ADRIAN A. ALBERT, Dean
Division of Physical Sciences
University of Chicago
Chicago, Illinois

1964-65

ALAN D. FERGUSON

Administrative Head of Program

(July to March)

JAMES H. BLESSING

Acting Administrative Head of Program

(March to July)

REV. R. J. HENLE,
Academic Vice President
St. Louis University
St. Louis, Missouri

ROBERT HOFSTADTER, Pro essor
Department of Physics
Stanford University
Stanford, California

HAROLD HOWE, Dean
The Graduate School
St. Louis University
St. Louis, Missouri

GEORGES MAY, Dean
Yale College
Yale University
New Haven, Connecticut

ANNE THOMAS PANNELL, President
Sweet Briar College
Sweet Briar, Virginia

LINDLEY J. Sni-Es, Dean
School of Education
University of Wisconsin
Madison, Wisconsin

1965-66

PRESTON VALIEN

dministrative Head of Program

JAMES H. ;BLESSING

Assistant Head of Program

HARRY ALPERT, Dean
411,e:Taculties
-University of Oregon
Eugene, Oregon
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ROBERT H. BRUCE, Dean
The Graduate School
University of Wyoming
Laramie, Wyoming

HAROLD E. FINLEY, Head
Department of Zoology
Howard University
Washington, D.C.

MARIO J. GOGLIA, Dear
The Graduate Division
Georgia Institute of Technology
Atlanta, Georgia

WINFRED GODWIN, Director
Southern Regional Education Board
Atlanta, Georgil,"

REV. ROBERT J. HENLE, S.J.
Academic Vice President
St. Louis University
St. Louis, Missouri

MINA REES, Dean
The Graduate School
City University of New York
New York, New York

HARRY AT.7-ERT, Dean
The Faculties
University cf Oregon
Eugene, Oregon

JOHN W. ASHTON, Dean
The Graduate School
Indiana University
Bloomington, Indiana

ROBERT H. BAKER, Dean
The Graduate School
Northwestern University
Evanston, Illinois
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HAROLD HOWE, Dean
The Graduate Srhool
St. Louis University
St. Louis, Missouri

GEORGES MAY, Dean
Yale College
Yale University
New Haven, Connecticut

Consultants*

JOHN SNELL, JR., Dean
The Graduate School
Tulane University
New Orleans, Louisiana

DAEL WOLFLE, Executive Officer
American Association for the
Advancement of Science
Washington, D.C.

*There Were only seven persons in l965-66 holding official appoint-
ments as Title IV Advisory Committee members. The live pmons
listed above as consultants served in the capacity of Committee
members though they did not hold official appointments.

1966-67

RICHARD L. PREDMORE

Administrative Head of Program

GEORGE B. LANE

Assistant Head of Program

FREDERICK H. BURKHARDT, President
American Council of Learned Societies
New York, New York

CARLOS CADENA, Associate Justice
Fourth Court of Civil Appeals
San Antonio, Texas

EVELYN BOYD COLLINS, Mathematician
International Business Machines Corporation
Los Angeles, Californil



HAROLD E. FINLEY, Head
Department of Zoology
Howard University
Washington, D.C.

MARIO J. GOGLIA, Dean
The Graduate Division
Georgia Institute of Technology
Atlanta, Georgia

PALmEa HOYT, Editor and Publisher
The Denver Post
Denver, Colorado

REV. ROBERT J. HENLE, S.J.
Academic Vice President
St. Louis University
St. Louis, Missouri

GEORGES MAY, Dean
Yale College
Yale University
New Haven, Connecticut

ALICE ROSE STEWART, Professor
Department of History and Government
University of Maine
Orono, Maine

1967.-68

DAVID B. CARPENTER

Administrative Head of Program

JOHN W. ASHTON
University Professor of English and Folklore
Indiana University
Bloomington, Indiana

RORERT H. BAKER, Dean
The Graduate School
Northwestern University
Evanston, Illinois

FREDERICK H BURKHARDT, President
American Council of Learned Societies
New York, New York

CARLOS CADENA, Associate Justice
Fourth Court of Civil Appeals
San Antonio, Texas

EVELYN BOYD COLLINS
Assistant Professor
California State College at Los Angeles
Los Angeles, California

HAROLD E. FINLEY, Head
Department of Zoology
Howard University
Washington, D.C.

GEORGE B. LANE

Assistant Head of Program
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MARIO J. GOGLIA
Vice Chancellor for Research
University System of Georgia
Atlanta, Georgia

PALMER HOYT, Editor and Publisher
The Denver Post
Denver, Colorado

REV. ROBERT J. HENLE, S.J.
Academic Vice President
St. Louis University
St. Louis, Missouri

:JOSEPH L. MCCArtmv, Dean
The Graduate School
University of N ashington
Seattle, Washington

GEORGES MAY, Dean
Yale College
Yale University
New Haven, Connecticut

ALICE ROSE STEWART, Professor
Department of History and Government
University of Maine
Orono, Maine
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Ad

July 1968December 1968

MAX GOODRICH

ninictrative Head of Program

LAWRENCE W. FRIEDRICH

Assistant Head of Program

JOHN W. ASHTON
University Professor of Engli h and Folklore
Indiana University
Bloomington, India a

ROBERT H. BAKER, Dean
The Graduate School
Northwestern University
Evanston, Illinois

FREDERICK H 9URKHARDT, President
American Council of Learned Societies
New York, New York

CARLOS CADENA, Associate Justice
Fouqh Court of Civil Appeals
San Antonio, Texas

EVELYN BOYD COLLINS

Assistant Professor
California State College at Los Angeles
Los Angeles, California

HAROLD E. FINLey, Head
Department of Zoology
Howard University
Washington, D.C.
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MARIO J. GOGLIA
Vice Chancellor for Research
University System of Georgia
Atlanta, Georgia

PALMER HOYT, Editor and Publisher
The Denver Post
.0enver, Colorado

REV. ROBEkt J. HENLE, S.J.

Academic Vice Pr ident
St. Louis Unwersitv
St. Louis, Missouri

JOSEPH L. MCCARTHY, Dean
The Graduate School
University of Washington
Seat tle, Washington

GEORGES MAY, Dean
Yale College
Yale University
New Haven, Connecticut

ALICE ROSE STEWART, Professor
Department of History and Government
University of Maine
Orono, Maine
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