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I..In Historical Perspective -

N

v

v It has. become increasingly‘difficult to clearly define a 3éveloping

" ~ {institution, yét the need to do so has never been more urgent.. The

. . . j . A
Tigigjlll program was established to help strengthen "developing

’ ;ﬂscitutions," and‘'it is important that a proper definition be arrived

at or at least some definite criteria be established for identifiying

A Y 4 ' .
‘ these institutions.’ . i - . . .
Title III of the Higher Education Act of 1965 is intended ''to assist .
‘ 7 in raising f%e academic quality of co;leges which have the desire and
poteﬁ;iél to.ﬁgke a subéuantial cohtribdfion to the higher education

- resources of our nation but which for financial and other reasons -are

“a IS . o » e

struggling for survival and. are isolated f£rom the mainecurrents of

. academic life." Perhaps it 1s the Yother reasoni" that make it not

'
\ “ -

N . -very éasy to-.set criteria for\"devefbping institutions.”
P . , v B
n ‘. ’

p—e

: [ " The definition of the term "devéloping institution" as useqd in the : '

e

+  Act imvolves criteria that are far too broad -and generdl.%’ﬁVo of <

. ) . L ¥
the‘critpria used in the Title{III to define the term "developing
. - ’ . '

iqsfitution" demonstrate this: ™ ' ’ .. +
— .. ' ¢ ) .
i . S . / ] ) -
- . (1) mdmits as regular studéats only persons haying'a tertificate
- S . G ¢ P . R . R v
oo T * of graduation from a secondary scheol, or the fecognized
. R l' .

equivalent of such éertificate. . .

. . '
v

\

() is makiﬁg reasonable effort to improve the gquality of its e e

- - a

teaching and,administraﬁive staffs and of its studeént services.

¢ ’ . ' . .
B . 1
.

'Néarly all institutions can claim that they admit studengs on the .
. . 0 .
basis of secondary school graduation, and gakg refSonable efforts

o\‘*\‘ - -
'ERIC - -~ - - 3 | |
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to improve the quality of their facultyaand administrative staffs
‘ * ¢ em R \

‘and student services. In 1972 Alexaéger Astin and Calvin Le@ noted

-
- s -

that rfhe percentages of students of invisible colleges and elite

R I : colleges who attended public high school.are roughly the same.“-i.
N ) _. o Their list of invisihle collﬁges consisted of Foman Catholic CoLleges,
Protestant colleges, nonsectarian colleges, blacﬁ colleges, teacherff
. ¢olleges, and a few technoloéiqaf\schghls. ’ —— 1. ‘ ‘ 29
... .,

In 1963 fhe term developing college was synonymous with Negro college,_f
a view which was championed by Jerrold R. Zacharias, Chairman of the
Education Panel of President Kennedy-s Science Advisory Group.

_Lavrence'G. Howard in 1967 'noted the problems confronting Negro higher

education! segregation, the cycle .of the underprepared student b

-

“ trained by a poorly prepared profession yhich results in inadequAtely ' o,
[} \ ] .
. ’ »
. trained teachers, a staggering college dropout rate, and instruction

,at the high school levela" 2 This laid the basis for -the deprivation

view wnich preVailed over the culturally different view which was A

espoused by some social scientists at the time. The economic per— .
" N * ) - ’ '
) ) e spective,of development #s also inherent in thegdeprivation-view-’
S " ' ' " . T ' :
point. o . Nk A
1 R " .
« . N
R . ) R \,
- * a . ! ! l*‘ : .
. 1Alexander Astin and Calvin Lee, the Invisibple Colleges , SR
(New York: McGraw Hill Bpok Campany‘ 1972), p. 54. v o
. \J

¢ 2Lawréhce C. Howard, The Developing College Program:
Study-of Title III;of the Higher Education Act of 1965
1 (Instituté of Humal Relations: University "of Wisconsin,
1967), p. 22. ‘ . - N

Q . '. .\‘, | ‘.J - . “
“ERIC . 4 RN S | .
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The economic view of development in higher educatijﬁ embraced1 for'a .
while, the idea that developing colleges should be assisted in order .
that they migHt achieve the traditional 5% economic growth. But.this
view tended to emphasi;e the weakness”of the college rather \han its |

s;rengﬂ’In fct it needs to be noted that the developing colleges o

‘i
often feared that this emphas%s on their weakness might eventua%ly

result in their being merged or weeded out, This fear had‘the effect

of bring1ng about a change in emphas1s from the weakness to the *
-l
strength and potential of developing colleges The strength ane- '“ )

~

potential aspect of developing institutions was ehhanced by the emphasis

on#self-help, as well as by the attitude that developing institutions ¢

* wiould be developed less to be like the more established institutions
~ L . -
and more’ like themselves. All this only makes it more difficult to

¢
establish criteria for a developing institution, for there is haley

a~

’

any. uniform standard by which to measure a. developed institution I Ly
The situation becomes further complicated by the culturally different A\
, . Lo

viewpoint of the developing institutions
4 » . ’
4

Coupled with the culturally different view is the impact of the idea

of liberation Perhaps, tJo, this has not contributed to the success {

of the coopenative idea whereby small weak colleghs are linked in

cdnsortium with stronger/colleges So,called developing colleges ‘have

. “felt the need to develop on their own at times with the idea that they

, \
have made-a contribution on their own, 5parate and apart from the *so-~

- 7

\
called stronger more deVeloped institutions. Id other words the view

tendéfto'prevail that they are needed by the nation &s much #s they stand in

- . L

need of help. . '

v -




» * . *
.

Just prion to the Hifher Education.Act of 1265 Dr. Broadus N. Butler,
L ]

- ) then SpecialOAssistant to U.S. Commissioner of Education, Francis-

- . -

Keppel, stressed very strongly that the ‘Negro's pivotal role in

America S. history should not be the least factor in any consideration

. _of Federal Support for education. The whole question of the importance

of extending America's manpower ‘resources had become paramount, and

4 -

.the predominantly Negro college ¥as considered as a resource that
'should be preserved-and strengthened.‘_In other words the need.to'
' . -
. strengthen "developing institutiong"ﬂwas great. With time the main
problem would be to be able to define, identify or determine what

" colleges should be designated as "developing institutionsp"

[

II. Some Possibie Definitive Factors S .
- N . .
. The early years of Title III saw efforts made to identify "developing
. institutions"~by a consideration of the levels of activity undertaken

|
by institutioms.' Quantitative measures were rigidly applied student

.
’

enrollment faculty with doctoral degrees, number of minority students,

4 library volumes, etc. However, it is gemerally held that such quanti- -

-, . . . .
N

tafive measures indicating certain levels of activit} havk proved - )

¢ . , .
i ' 3 r

‘ A

inadequate infdefiniﬁé."developing institutions." To* this- end the.
Weathersby study on’ developing instltutiOns notes: d '
- ' - *

© We 8ee no reason to believe that "developed" institutions .

. 3 spend more.money p student,..have more library volumes,
have a higher pro%é?tion of low income or ethnic minority *

. . students, admif a" igher proportion’of clever students,

. ' .+ hdve a larger develepment" office, undertake more curri-
. gula reform, or indeed differ on any other traditional !

activity measuces.3 o N

. ¢ » - [ " ’

~ 3George B. Weathersby, et al, the Development of Institutions
of Higher Education: 'Theory and Assessment of Impact &f Four possible
. Areas’ of Federal Intervention (¥.S% 0ffice of Education, Washington, D.c.),

0. . 45, - . , .

v . - ' 3 .
-
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_One df the factors worth noting in any consideratiod of ‘a definition

‘\ * ~ ! "

’ of "developing insqitations" is institutional vitality. J. B. Lon

Hefferlin ing_znamics of Academic Reform has etaborated on the eyt

concept of institutional vitality. ,While institutional oals are

.,

basiclly conservative, it is necessary that colleggs and universitites . ;\ |

‘have gechanisms that help them cope with change. -I;Iefferlintfurther

enpmerated certa1n conditions that he found usefud in indicatiné

whether or not an’ institutian is dynamic Ty A .
'1. There existed a market for,idgas on campus .. B
'/' . ‘ .c ‘ .
g “ 2. There existed rew models needed for emulatjon ",

-

»

3. New tdeas did girculate widely

4. There were marginal (and non—conformist) individuals

+ ‘on campus who were likely to act as "advocates". . 1
5. Q'There were enough new individuals on campus to make L l
L] , R » ’ ‘ N "
major changes possible K .

6.-’The institution was able to retain the T'right"‘*people. _

A

7..- Initiative wa.s' decentralized - . .

@

8. A patriarchal system of decision-making had be avdided :

"

9. A collegial census system of decision-making has been

avoided. . ’ - ' , ' ' G
. '10. The college had instituted an aVuPcular" system of
Y —~ - .
® Co decision-making g . ) e P v .

v AN
. ; , . '

.
” - . .

4J B. Lon Hefferlin, Dynamics of Academic Reform (San Francisco: '
' Joss!&-Bass, 1969), p . ‘ . . .
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and"plannin.g.'.'7 - o . _ .

,in the context of the relationship between the colleges and their

" Research and Development in Higher Education, University of

In commenting on EEZ!e conditions, Harold Hddgkinson observed that A

3

"few of Hefferlin s ten conditiqps characterizing dynnmic institu- "
% .
.tions will be found in the campuses of "deyeloping institution

-

} . { .

Hodgkinson, stated:

" - Pased on our ‘case studies, we are convincéd that
‘ﬁdeveloping institutions' have a different and more
patriarchal ‘style of presidential leadership than the

. more "developed” institutions, which have more elaborate

o internal . sgructures (and better developed checks and
balances). _o

Commenting still furthes, Hodgkinson noted that "very sizeable

minoritie® of."developing institutiond' (like their presidents) s

L)

are quite complacent'and do noq attach much importance to self-study
[} . ! N

~ ,
- ¥

In the language of Title III, one Lf the characteristics of a

"developing institition""is that it "is, for financial or ‘other

* reasons, struggling for survibal and is isolated from the main* ’
) ;

currents s of" academic life." Lawrence Howard in‘his study.of

-

developing colleges and universfties discussed the survival idea

4 . -
- ‘ ‘ ¥ 1
external environments: . ’ . ) .
- n - . ,
Developing colleges are struggling for survival precisely
because stheir relationships to ‘their environments are
unfavorable. The struggle may be rooted 1n inadequate '

-

.
' . . -
. .

Sharold L. Hodgkinson, A Study of Title III of the Higher
.Education Act: The Developing Institutions Program (Center for

Y

California, Berkeley, 1974), p. 99

‘ ’ , i

’ . -
) L D

6Ibid. . .

"T1b14,; p. 105
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i ' d o
. resources ot it may- be traceable t the position the O

college has in its supersystems, duch as a state master
plan or a church-related system of education.

o‘ The latter althernative indicates’ that developing instiohtions

L
be considered struggling for survival wheﬁ't ir independence

te becomes ;erLceﬂe_ by legislative intrusibns, . /

III. Stages of Development in General W L

In,l960 W. W. Rostow in the Stag® of Economic Development discussed -

- . '
the stages of growth in national_economics: Tradttionql Society,

. » ‘e

. Precohditions ‘For Take-Off, and Drive to‘Mafﬁrit&. Hodgkinson and -

&

. N .8 . .
N Schenkel in their case studies divided the institutions into three

<

groups that corresporded with Rostow's_three stagesqaf development:
¢ . R Y
° .ﬁow.range,‘medipm.range prd high rénge institutions. The measures

T/ ) used to determine the stages were: ’leEdership dynamism andwefficiency;

) cost-effegtiveness, sense of role and long-range direc;ion,rstudent . -

. demand for involvement, faculty-administrative relations \community-
’: ‘ .
relatjons. Institutions in the low range are the mos§ hampered by the
&

basic problems in their ﬁa!iy operations related to these measures

.
.’

[

. . . . .
Hodgkinson and Schenkel made suggestions with regard-to their model in
; 4 A ;

——— N L}
. -

the determination of funding "developing institutions":

R «
—— - - Institution;\gn the "low range" of institutional .
) develepment cannot be- considered on cost—efféctive-
ness terms, as they are usuallx casting about for
a sense of institutiopal mission.... Given the Kinds of _
Institutiorfal needs we have described for institutions
at the low viability level, larger amounts of Title IITY
funds should be directed toward ¢he needs of these
in?titutions.8 ’ .
* & . . +
’ ' 7Lawrence Howard, p. 115 - ! T . .
8Harold L. Hodgkinson and Walter ;Fhenkel A Study of TitYé IIr
o of the Higher Education Act: The Developing Institutions Progrdm, .
ERIC- 1974, pp. 220-221. . g _

\

)
.
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§tagés or phases of institutional development may also be based on

_ ship, controf, autOnomy or ted—tape Such'situations,‘are, to a

- . : - 4
of imstitutions of higher education have specifiké four areas yhich

a consideration of the,prevatling types of managerial crises: leader-

greater or lesser extent, intertwined with structural development
o PR
it is impacted upon by. technological advance Typical of the less\

deVelopedrinstitution is the ¢risis of.leadership. ThekWeatRersby ’
(

study hap noted that "these inherent 'managecical crises provide. .

both a threat to organizational survival and an opportunity for

'
3

organizational growth." g L s - .

. . L]
° - - -~ {

.

George B. Weathersby and others '{in their study of the‘development

} . b

. . \ ' & X .
could cordstitute the basis for determining stages of institutional

development, These four areas ‘are® (1) the structural.development

of colleges and un;versitites, (2) the levefgkbf activigies witfin ~ A

L3

‘colleges (students, faculty, courses; 'degrees, etc.); (3) the relative -

efficiency of resouxce use; and %y student' choice, including the
J \

impaa:s of . co11ege'€haracteristics. Of these a consideration of . .

structural development and the relative efficiency of resource use .

is important to the discussion on aspects relevapt to the gearch for

—

d’definition of "developing institutions‘" 10 -

}

-4

Hitherto determination of eligibility to receive Title TII funds
¥

has been-based on )ctivity rather tiin structural deveIopment.

* -5
Such ap, approach has left a void with regard to what is a developing

’

:' N v
9Ceorge Weathesby, the Development of Lnstitutions of Higher' .©
Education: Theory and Impact’of Four Possible Areas of Federal
Intervention. (Office of Education) p. 15. ° !

.. by -
- i, po b 10. %) ) ,
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institution. It is ot suggested here that the structural dpvelopment

L]

approach can fill _this void. However, a study of the decision-making

pattefns of coileges and universitities according to Larry E Greiner,

provides an opportunity to‘issess the developmental stages that may ‘
1mplied in such patterns.? Greiner has " warned that "the task of -

top management is to be aware of these stages, otherwise it may not
’

-
»

recognize'when the time for change has come or it may act to jmpose

the urong solution."'11 The Weathersby study suggests-the pbossiblity.

R e § hd . f -

. 7_ of deducing what'is a developing institufion "4}1 that #nstitutions’

/

that explicity examine their relatipns'with external ‘communities®and

.

. R ’, . .
,organizations are more advanced, and "fmstitutions that involve faculty
i . . N P . ‘ . " ’
‘and students as Vell'as'administrators in policy formulation and
1 ’ . .
. . v ) i
Jdmplempatation decisions are .more advanced."12 '

2
t .

. . R o b .
The(efficiency‘factér may also be cautiously, considéred as an indicator
Y 99 ’ . , A ' o

e, of the developmenCal stage of an institution. - Efficient instititions

spend about 80% less per studént than the less\effi§ient institutions.

It is trud that dhis,index gruarantees of no‘cltar distinction betWeen -
L : - ‘ : -
developing and developed institutions. ' It is also true; however, that

. many of the institutions which lie outside of the efficient set might |

be considered -developing institutions which need to.reorganize their

'

use of resources in order to increase'theig}outpur with existing -

resources. It,1s impor&ant that efficiency be encomi.gedfﬁﬁ an
. \ ’

'

t :‘ [ o
effort to save. or devote to other’ purposes funds deriyed fom a

reduction’of peg Student cost in the less developed institutions.

- ! Lt

11Larry E. Greinét, "Evolution«a Revolution asVOrganfEations\
Grow" Harvard Buginess Review; 1975, 5% p. 44 - .4 .
. . ‘ . Y

'IZWEathersby, p- 19 . ]_1_ : \

® /

n’
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The factor of independence may, also be 4 useful guide to identifying

s -i;.,

&o‘. ,{ ~‘\ ' ) I

"developing inStituEionaiﬁ Lewis B. Maryhew in- qgmmenting on these )

‘q

institutions considers then ' small autonomous institutions re—

. - .
I i

— * - t

’

spoasible for their own evolution." 'Leﬂand‘yedskerd?nd Dale Tillery‘

in;197l expressed ‘concern for the-furb&fe of indepg

s

dent_two-yeéar. .

-

colleges: . - . : vt

- WY

These will“e, 'and of course should be, the ones - 2
which, because of small size and inherent weaknesses,
simply cannot'maintain a program worthy of support.... = -
. It is probable thdlk 1 ewv.means of financing the -
“nstitutions are to bg found, only the ‘best .ongs will
be able to' compete fof the sugport...But in the process -
of plapning for ghe furture, the independent tolleges
theg—‘§ves will have, to éxert influane and leadersgip 13

The stage of development of an institution might. also e determined

John and George Weathersby "technological development used in its

.
~

. by the level of technological development. According _to. Edward St. S.

r - .

[}

broadest sehsgkrefers to the r¢lative degree of sophistication and

L Y

efficiency of the meana of eend ing institutionaleactivities and’

includes.both traditional and no trqditional teaching, student

service,'and management activities. "Technological charicteristics

-development in instructional progrhms - basic skills programs,‘ -

N L4 . . . s~
.individualized instruqtion programs, work experience programs and.

L

< : 4 - € . . <
. are of two kinds, hardware #fd software. -Softward inEIudqs

\ ‘.. . oy . PR
‘

R ? .Y \ f

e

assesshent .of prior éxperiences Hardware, on the\other hand, regfers

- - N LY »

to the use of equipment (i.e: te evifion, video, computers) in the
’ . ' °

o .
insgructional, delivery process. )

- . . hd

-
-

. ‘.
.
DR
L

laﬁaward St. Jehn and George B Weathersby, Institutional

Development in Higher- Education Pe" 41, .

v

~ .o . o V.-
¢ .
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" Gan colIeges that are faced with administratiVe problems be termed

developing irrstitutions" At such in'stitutions theé president 1s so . . ‘
T . . , . -, . M .
o R pre-occupied with management matters that he is unable to keep abreast . -
. X )
- . ot . N - - ¢
of educational thinking. Adequate provision is not made for modest .

C . o . ' . . . e ' . '
* _ personnel andlequipment for effective administr7/ion Inability

£

\ .
.

to rent or puxchase necessary equipment 'for trea

unnece'ssary drain on already inadequate staff. Lack of continuity T

- L}

in administration effected by frequent turnovers also affects the .

. L.

progress of the college. The possibility is that different kinds of )

]

-

U
presidents are found-at ‘different périods in’ the institution s history

. ’ ~

"Accc}\ding to Léwis B. Mayhew,' each of these shiftm'in orientation

e 3

Tesults in considerable loss of educatio»?momentum on the part of the ’

r . faculty and the entire organization. ul4. . & wduld seem that the autocratic .

.o,

. conditions of public-school administration which became the pattern of

N - o
» >

‘e S 'coxmnuuity-—coll ege- administration i racteristic of d&eIopin g :
% 8 A

,

A ['d

institutions, as distinct from the more de’ocratic ‘dministration of
N N -~ P J . M » N 7 R . . \ N a -
v the mofe advanced institutions. ° T toL
- . .

-

e L

-~ ' . * 7 - s
V. Students and Stlggnt Choices . ) . i - s
’ " A consideration of students and student choices ig' not the least .
[ - N ! ° e " ’ . \.‘ \' .f e
. important in the search for more e€ffective definitive criterfa for °_

» »

‘identify@g "developing institutions.” Mo‘st of the Federal spending

-“ .. under the Hi”gher EdUcation Act goes to direct student ajd undér. the .

. 8 n . -
. " Basig and Supplemental Educational 0pportunity Grants, CoIlege ‘ Y :
_ ) Work-Study and Student Loan Programs. The institutions attended .

?3? oo - l‘lLewis B, Maylew, The Smaller Liberal Arts Collegq#ewxork:
‘ .The Ceriter for Applied_Research- in Ecgucation, Inc., 1962), pp. 80-81.

s " ' ‘ -
.
.
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' accou ed for by two general fagtors: .size and affluence. The average

'single measure of an institutién 8 affluence. It was generally :

‘are less developed and struggling for sufyival. The students who-

‘academic ability of it entering students was considered.the best '

high'financiAl expenditures. - - '

A comparison.of student bodies from,different institutions might

-12- & 3 :

. L]

P T T DU S — e e - —

by the majority of studegts who ‘Teceive these: grants are not the .

highly developed oaes% They are usually the institutions that

.’l N / @ ]

%
seek Federa{raid tend.tb apply to such institutions'that are likely

.
»

t? admit th@m rather than to the more advanced institutions where
standards are much higher. An intéresting piece, of research would
be a study of the correlation between institutions funded by Title TII
and those funded by federal sudent-aid programs, with a focu§ on.

0

students. Size and‘selectivity become important facqpr*%?hen

N . *

considering such institutions., -
: ca

’

— -— &

decade before as dy by Astin revealed that most of the differenq;s

among institutighns, on 33 measures of ingtitutional attributes could be

Ed

»

- 4

-

assumed that high selectivity is a good enough condition f32 high. visibility%

Coming from a lower socio-economic gnoup, students at the less visible

- ) ¢ . ¢
colleges find it impractical to consider careers that kould demand
. ) "

-

’ »

reveal information that might distinguish:between established and

. o 9
developing institutions . Astin and Lee in’'their study of invisible

4

colleges noted certain student body characteristics which may be

. ) ? 14¢ . ¢ ’,‘

‘8




» oo .
-colleges the'most*throughly—segregated—are:the_predominantly black

colleges. More students at elite colleges report.that their fathers

-
,
4 - v 3

attributed to so-called develéping institutions and certaip others .
\ -

to so-called established- institutions.. In doing so the investigators.

. - . ' .8 .
cod!enxrated on demog:aphic‘characteristics, economic characteristics,
high school back ground, educationai aspirations, political preferences),

, ’
and career choice. While at present no conclusion can be arrived at
! *
regarding their placgrin the search for a definition. of "developing .
5 .

¢

institutions‘ ' a consideration of their importance in determining

various types of colleges is useful.
-’ (
. “y N - = »
Astin and lge discovered that "invisible colleges tend to enroll

.sbmewhat smaller proportions of <young students.tﬁen do elite

éolleées."15 Non-whites are enrolled at'lnvisible collgges in

¢ .
greater numbers than at the elite colleges. Aﬂoqgg thd invisible
A, - 'Y . )

</

had earned postgraduate degrees. Astin and Lee stated that judging

by mean percentages, inviSibie colleges ehrotl close to four time as

many students from families with poverty-level incomes as elite

’ ~
,colleges do."16 gstudents in the invisible colleges tend to

“

choose the service professioni.yhere the deﬁand is relative1§ high:
elementary and secondary ,teaching, the non M.D. health professions, .

and- nursihg. . : ’ : - < -

1§Astin aﬁd:Lee,\p. 49 , .
161p1d., p. 53 ' .o : .

\ . - - -
/




- In viFw of the unfavorable conditions and the many problems that facg
T ‘ . the ﬁss developed institutions, Earl McGrath has concluded that "a
. ~ o

I larger gxoportion of'these }nstitutions,need strengthening than of the

A}

: "‘ N 4 .
whole family -of collegks and universiti}es."17 Lewls Mayhew'has also.

LI < - ~ N
observed that the less developed institution "has a place in the

Ameripan scéne;.buﬁ»it has a place only when it is strong -enough to

- ' -

\\',‘ ﬁprovide an adequate pr%gram *n18 Vﬁ? o .

4

It is going to be all the more imperative that "developing institutions"
\ - C - .
be'more closely defined im order that Title III funds be appropriately
’\ . - . . )
allocated. This"need.is increagingly apparentVin view.of the fact

.~ that it 1g not the intentfof Title IIF to begome an institutional g:ant

N 3

progfam providing Federal general support to colleges and uniuersities

Ragher the intent. of the Yegg€lition is to provide ‘support - for the R

v
developmen process until the institution readhes'some level “6f insitu-

- »

]
tional health that is nntil the institution is "developed " While *

- - - - —-- e

it is generally admitted that the development procgss" will naot terminare,

P 4
‘the institutions will reach some level of development which will reduce
N ;
‘ the investment in development. . - . ' : -
) , o SER N
17Earl J. McGrath, The Predominantly Negro Colleges and Undversities

4 (Teachers College, Columbia Univeriity Butreau of Publications,fx975),

P. vii, o . . _ '
;o 181 ewis Mayhew, opicit., P. 104. . S ‘
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