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CHAPTER I 

THE EVOLUTION OF SELF-DETERI4INATI0N IN 

AMERICAN INDIAN HIGHER EDUCATION 

The history of Indian higher education in the 

twentieth century reflects general problems of the United 

States' relationship with the American Indian. Although 

he enjoyed a quasi-sovereign status established during 

the first half of the nineteenth century, the Indian is 

economically dependent on the federal government. The 

dependence stems from the trust status of Indian reserva-

tion lands. Historically, the administration of the 

trust, by the Bureau of Indian Affairs, is characterized 

by the legislators and bureaucrats determining policy to 

the exclusion of Indian participation. As a result, the 

Indian's best interests are unrecognized, neglected, or 

subordinated to the interests of the group determining 

policy. Higher education provides no exception to the 

rule. 

Traditionally, federal provisions for higher 

education emphasize financial support of individuals, 

rather than institutions. The policy extends to Indians, 

which results in Indian dependence upon state institutions 



Unfortunately, due to cultural, geographic, and financial 

barriers, Indians experience extremely high dropout rates 

in high schools. During the late 1960s and 1970s, Indian 

leaders sought a solution to the higher education problem. 

Several tribes founded reservation community colleges to 

meet Indian needs for a relevant curriculum in an unthreat-

ening, local environment. The emergence of direct Indian 

control over Indian higher education parallels the wider 

evolution of Indian self-determination. 

The evolution, which continues to the present, 

began early in the 1920s. The thirty-year period before 

then marked a dismal time for Indians; with their land 

base eroded by the Dawes Severalty Act of 1887, Indians 

had experienced a decline in population, economic depres-

sion, and social disruption. But in the 1920s, such 

detrim.ental effects of the Dawes assimilation policy 

prompted a campaign to restore the Indians' land and 

cultural identity. 

As a first step the Department of the Interior in 

1926 commissioned a study of Indian conditions, to be 

accompanied by recommendations for the improvement of 

the Indian situation. The resulting Meriam Report, 

formally titled "The Problem of Indian Administration" 

and completed in 1928, included a valuable summary of, 

and recommendations for, Indian education. Taking into 

consideration that "the modern point of view in education 



and social work [which] lays stress on upbringing in the 

natural setting of home and family life," the report 

concluded that "Indian tribes vary so greatly that a 

standard content and method of education . . . v/ould be 

worse than futile." The report's recommendations for 

effective education included phasing-out federal Indian 

boarding schools, the elimination of non-Indian indoctri-

nation routines, and the use of a curriculum stemming from 

local Indian life. 

For Indian higher education, the Meriam Report 

did not suggest a similar approach. After first determin-

ing that the primary obstacle to Indian higher education 

was a lack of adequate secondary school facilities, the 

study made the following recommendation for a higher 

education policy: 

This [Indian college enrollment] should be 
encouraged not by setting up special insti-
tutions of higher learning for Indians, but 
by furnishing adequate secondary schooling 
and scholarship and loan aids where necessary 
for Indian students. 

Although highly accurate in its perceptions of many 

problems, the Meriam Report failed to recognize the 

difficulties permeating public higher education for 

Indians. It recognized inadequate secondary schooling 

as an obstacle to successful higher education, but it 

failed to perceive cultural and geographic obstacles. 

Consequently, the Meriam Report set a precedent for 

2 
off-reservation higher education of the Indians. 



The recommendations of the report, nonetheless, 

became the foundation for Indian education programs in 

the 1930S. William Carson Ryan, Jr., a primary architect 

of the Meriam study, served as Bureau of Indian Affairs 

(BIA) Education Director from 1930 through 1936. His 

reform goals included phasing-out federal boarding schools, 

utilizing public schools, encouraging teachers to put 

together their own readers to teach English through 

experiences related to Indian culture, and developing 
3 

functional instruction in general. 

Money for Ryan's ambitious goals became available 

through passage of the Johnson-O'Malley Act (JOM) in 1934. 

Through contracts between participating states and the 

Secretary of the Interior, the legislation provided funds 

for improving Indian education. Within two years of 

passage of the law more Indian pupils attended public 

schools than federal schools in the states utilizing its 

funds. Between 1933 and 1943, as a result, sixteen board-
4 

ing schools closed. 

Although he succeeded in utilizing public schools 

for Indians, Ryan did not realize his dream for a func-

tional, culture-specific curriculum. The states did not 

follow BIA guidelines and suggestions for using JOM funds 

to establish an Indian oriented curriculum. Officials 

simply channeled funds directly into existing school 

programs, to the neglect of unique Indian needs. As a 



result, Indian public education was largely ineffective 

for several decades after the passage of the Johnson-

O'Malley Act, thus insuring a continual shortage of 

students properly prepared for higher education. During 

the same period, from the 1930s through the 1960s, Indian 

higher education was characterized by similar irrelevant 
5 

curriculum problems. 

Nevertheless, in the funding of Indian higher 

education, the 1930s were precedent-setting years. Higher 

education received serious attention for the first time in 

1934 when Clause II of the amended Indian Reorganization 

Act (Wheeler-Howard Act) provided a $250,000 loan for 

four-year, vocational, and trade school education. 

The law was encouraging. In 1932 only 385 Indians 

had attended college, but in 1937 over 600 Indian students 

received higher education loans, indicating the loan pro-

gram's impact on the number of Native Americans attending 

college. 

Despite the increasing Indian enrollment, academic 

success in higher education was stark, and the dropout 

rates were high. Ryan and Willard Walcott Beatty, BIA 

Education Director from 1936 to 1952, advocated placing 

Indian students in existing colleges. In light of the 

educational accomplishments of blacks and women in 

schools which served only those minorities, it may have 

been an unwise decision. Native Americans faced difficulty 



in entering "essentially unwelcoming white colleges." 

The Indians who graduated from college were often of 

mixed blood and, therefore, often more detached from 

traditional Indian communities. 

The Indian education programs in the 1930s 

included good intentions but ineffective means of imple-

mentation. The higher education policy was plagued by a 

traditional failure to assess accurately the Indians' 

unique situation, and the needs arising from that situa-

tion. In the 1940s and 1950s, federal programs lacked 

both good intentions and effective implementation. 

The Allied victory in World War II, followed by 

the Cold War, generated in the United States a nationalism 

based on a narrow definition of American. For various 

reasons, Native Americans fell beyond the pale of the new 

definition. Conservatives saw red communist parallels in 

traditional Indian communal systems, and the postwar 

economic boom created capitalists who desired access to 

the natural resources on reservations. At the same time, 

state governments advocated an end to the reservation 

system in order to tax Indian lands. Moreover, in a 

return to a Dawes-like assimilation crusade, President 

Dwight D. Eisenhower's termination policy, designed to 

integrate Native Americans into the American mainstream 

legally, socially, and economically, provided for federal 

withdrawal from Indian affairs. The new policy also 



fulfilled the desires of those people who coveted Indian 

lands. 

Partly as a result, older approaches to improving 

Indian education stagnated. The Indians, concerned with 

economic survival, did not challenge state misuse of JOM 

funds, and in the absence of adequate elementary and 

secondary schooling the issue of effective higher educa-

tion was largely overshadowed. Within the available 

system, however, Indian higher education enrollment 

increased during the 1950s. In 1954, BIA officials 

estimated that approximately 1,500 Indians were in college 

A 1955 BIA survey listed over 2,300 Indians taking courses 

in schools above the high school level, including trade 
9 

and vocational programs. 

Funding of Indian higher education, however, fell 

short of student demand. Randolph Curtain, who handled 

federal scholarships for Indian youths, reported after 

World Víar II that aid was inadequate and that most Indian 

students were too poor to attend college. In 1955, 

Native American scholarships numbered only 512, including 

114 from the BIA, and 72 from churches and benevolent 

societies. In the same year, Congress approved $50,000 

for BIA scholarships for fiscal year 1956. The figure 

more than doubled the amount for 1955. The $50,000 still 

fell short of requests for aid, and with a continuing 

shortage of Indian primary school facilities, there 
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appeared to be no hope for a substantial increase in 

higher education funding. 

Fortunately, in 1956 the federal government; 

with Public Law 959, provided for an eventual end to 

termination. The new legislation provided subsidies for 

on-the-job training in factories on or near reservations. 

The law sprang from both conservative and liberal reactions 

to the failure of termination policy efforts to relocate 

Indians in urban settings. Originally developed as an 

alternative to reservation economic development and 

rehabilitation, the relocation program in effect attempted 

to depopulate the reservations quickly and cheaply. Rather 

than eliminate Native American poverty, the program spread 

such problems to cities. Public Law 959, a recognition 

that economic and social conformity could not, and perhaps 

should not, be applied to Native Americans, began to erode 

the foundations of termination. 

In a September 18, 1958, radio address, Secretary 

of the Interior Fred Seaton stated the following: 

No Indian tribe or group should end its 
relationship with the Federal Government 
unless such tribe or group has clearly 
demonstrated—first, that it understands 
the plan under which such a program would 
go forward, and second, that the tribe or 
group affected concurs in and supports 
the plan proposed. 

Seaton's assertion both condemned the policy of termination 

and foreshadowed the era to follow: a period in which 



Native Americans demanded a role in the administration of 

their federal trust funds and their children's education."^^ 

By the mid-1960s, many people recognized that 

most Indians had been unprepared socially, psychologically, 

and economically for termination from federal trust status 

and for assimilation into society. Poverty and desperation 

among Indians generated a movement, supported by both the 

Indian and the public, for the end of termination and a 

new policy of self-determination. The Civil Rights move-

ment, Presidential responsiveness to the Indian's plight, 

and a generally progressive atmosphere provided a 

political and social context conducive to change. 

Education emerged as a major target of the change. 

Believing that their children's education was unlikely to 

improve as long as it lay in non-Indian hands, Indian 

leaders focused on gaining control of federal schools in 

order to implement an Indian oriented curriculum. In 

response, the BIA established Indian boards in several 

federal schools during the late 1960s, and in 1967 the 

BIA founded the National Education Advisory Committee. 

The committee represented one of the few BIA efforts to 

encourage Indian participation in, and direction of, 

education policies. It did not work, however, for it— 

as well as other federal committees that appeared to 

address Indian self-determination—largely was inactive. 

The most effective organizations pushing for educational 
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change were independent special interest groups. Of 

these, one of the most effective V7as the National Indian 

Education Association, created in 1969 by Indian leaders 

to keep government in touch with Indian reactions to 

13 education measures. 

The push for self-determination strengthened. A 

small circle of Congressmen, including Robert Kennedy of 

New York and Walter Mondale of Minnesota, fought for 

reform. On August 31, 1967, their group formed a Senate 

subcommittee, chaired by Kennedy, to "examine, investigate, 

and make a complete study of any and all matters pertaining 

to the education of Indian children." The resulting 

Kennedy Report, a product of two years' research, condemned 

14 government efforts in Indian education. 

The report duplicated many conclusions of the 1928 

Meriam Report. It charged that the "dominant policy of 

the Federal government towards the American Indian has 

been one of coercive assimilation [and] has had disastrous 

effects on education of Indian children." Significant 

areas of concern cited in the study included the conflict 

of two cultures; curriculum irrelevance for the Indian; 

administration and teacher incompetence; and a lack of 

parental involvement. As a result of such problems, the 

level of Indian education was only half the national 

average, the report indicated, and Indian achievement 

levels fell below other student levels by as much as 
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three years in some cases. The Kennedy Report recommended 

a curriculum that included culture, history, and language. 

It also called for involving parents, increasing funding, 

and establishing a graduate institute of Indian language, 

history, and culture. 

A second major investigation, also commissioned 

in 1967, was the National Study of American Indian Educa-

tion. Funded by the United States Office of Education, 

the five-year project, directed by Robert Havighurst of 

the University of Chicago, included broad-based Indian 

participation. In 1972, Havighurst published To Live On 

This Earth, a comprehensive synthesis of the findings of 

the investigation. The book advocated "reevaluation of 

16 goals in terms defined by Indian people themselves." 

The two major studies provided impetus for the 

self-determination legislation of the 1970s. Within the 

broad context of self-determination, the studies also 

encouraged self-determination in Indian higher education, 

which took the form of tribally controlled community 

colleges. The first such institution was the Navajo 

Community college. 

In their 1965 petition to the Office of Economic 

Opportunity (OEO), the Navajos requested a feasibility 

study for a reservation community college, to be "our own 

college, to serve our own needs." Approximately the size 

of West Virginia, and located in Arizona, New Mexico, and 
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Utah, the Navajo reservation contained a population of 

approximately 115,000 people. The tribe's petition for 

a college cited several problems: 70% reservation unem-

ployment, an average number of school years completed 

by adults as less than three years, the absence of any 

higher education institution within the 25,000-square 

mile reservation, and a 90% dropout rate among Navajo 

17 college scholarship recipients. 

Prompted by the evident need for an alternative 

higher education system on the reservation, the OEO 

commissioned the Bureau of Educational Research and 

Services at Arizona State University to compile a 

feasibility report for a Navajo community college. 

Bob Roessel, professor of Indian education at Arizona 

State and director of the study, secured a $480,000 grant 

from the OEO in the summer of 1968. The grant provided 

for the founding of a "community college—planned, devel-

oped, and operated by and for Indians—on the Navajo 

Indian Reservation." It stated that "the principles of 

community action involvement, mobilization of resources, 

comprehensive approach—will be applied in an institution 

unencumbered by prior traditions of aloofness, exclusive-

ness, or indifference." Private funds, provided by 

Franklyn Johnson of the New York Donner Foundation, 

18 further assisted the initial financing of the school. 
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Opened in 1969 in the BIA Many Farms high school 

facility, the Navajo Community College (NCC) eventually 

moved to its permanent facilities at Tsaile Lake. The 

college's centralized, as opposed to decentralized, campus 

location somewhat limited the number of NCC students. 

Fortunately, 33% of the Navajo population live v/ithin a 

one-hour drive of the school. 

The first Indian controlled two-year college, 

Navajo Community College accepted students from age 18 to 

35, whatever their previous education. In 1970, 80% of 

its 530 pupils were Navajo, 10% were from other tribes, 

and 10% were non-Indians. The school stated its philos-

ophy in its 1971-72 catalog: 

It is absolutely necessary for every individual 
to respect and understand his culture and his 
heritage; he must have faith in the future of 
his society. . . . To assume maximum develop-
ment and success of individual students, NCC 
accepts the responsibility of provided indi-
vidualized programs and of assisting students 
with their academic and social adjustment.20 

The college's specific objectives were many. They 

included providing academic foundations for senior college, 

vocational and technical training programs, adult educa-

tion, and programs of community service and development. 

The school also offered assistance or consultation to BIA 

schools and to public, church, and other organizations in 

the area. To foster development and pride among Navajo 

people in their culture, it established a center of 

21 development for Indian cultures with emphasis on Navajos. 



14 

Apparently impressed with the initial implementation 

of the goals, the Department of the Interior approved and 

supported legislation to fund the Navajo College. The 

Navajo Community College Act authorized the Secretary of 

the Interior to distribute both construction funds, and 

operational and maintenance funds to the school. The 

Office of Management and Budgets added its support, and 

by extension the support of President Richard Nixon. 

Subsequently, in December of 1971, the legislation passed 

22 both Congressional houses. 

The act set a precedent for additional tribal 

college funding. However, the Interior Department's 

support was limited only to the Navajo college. The 

department's position was made clear when the Assistant 

Secretary asserted that the large Navajo reservation and 

population, which makes up one-sixth of all American 

Indians, justified the tribe's community college. He 

indicated that similar colleges on other reservations 

need not be established or federally funded. Neverthe-

less, the growing, nationwide Indian controlled college 

23 mission viewed the act with hope. 

The reservation community college was not the 

only progressive element in Indian higher education. 

Public higher education institutions in several states 

initiated unique Indian programs in the 1960s, including 

special counseling services for Indian students. Arizona 
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State founded an Indian Education Center, the only one of 

its kind in 1969, to provide its Indian students tutoring, 

counseling, and consultative services. Some colleges 

created innovative courses that focused on Indian cultural 

approaches. Native American studies programs proliferated 

in the late 1960s and early 1970s, when agitation for 

minority academic programs reached its climax. In 1974, 

seventy-six colleges and universities offered Native 

American courses. 

But there were problems in the classrooms. Indian 

students found themselves in the minority, and hesitated 

to contribute to discussions, often feeling intim.idated 

by non-Indian classmates. Controversial curricula and 

high costs made the programs vulnerable to criticism, 

and disillusionment eventually characterized many public 

institution Indian programs. Such feelings increased the 

24 
ranks of reservation college advocates. 

Despite advances toward self-determination in 

education, significant problems still plagued Indian 

education in the early 1970s. States continued to 

administer JOM funds arbitrarily, and often to the 

exclusion of Indian-oriented programs. Dropout rates 

for Indians in postsecondary education also remained 

high. Possible solutions for these problems, such as 

Indian administration of JOM and funding to establish 

and support reservation colleges, required innovative 
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legislation. The measure of success already achieved 

encouraged Indians and sympathetic congressional leaders 

to seek additional federal help. 

The growing national awareness of the Native 

Americans' plight, generated largely by such high profile 

groups as the American Indian Movement and the National 

Indian Youth Council, made Indian policy a significant 

part of national political agendas. As early as July, 

1970, in a message to Congress, President Richard Nixon 

called for an Indian policy of "self-determination without 

termination." Among other elements, the policy advocated 

25 Indian control of JOM programs and federal schools. The 

Nixon administration set the stage for landmark Indian 

self-determination legislation. 

With Nixon's pledge of support as encouragement, 

Indian leaders focused on strengthening their solidarity 

in order to exert influence in Washington. The National 

Indian Education Association (NIEA), organized in 1970, 

became in 1975 the largest of such groups. It grew from 

a convocation of Indian scholars at Princeton University 

who recognized needs for better communication among 

Indian educators and for Indian advocacy of Indian 

education at the national level. The NIEA's self-

proclaimed purpose was to attain "Indian-designed, Indian-

administered models of educational programs"; to reach 

its goals, the organization designed a comprehensive 
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administration program in which thirty general and student 

NIEA members were elected to the board of directors in 

staggered terms. The national headquarters in Minneapolis 

maintained a full-time staff, along with consultants. The 

headquarters conducted workshops to evaluate education 

systems and materials. It also served as a clearinghouse 

for information on Indian educational materials and teacher 
26 openmgs. 

The activities of the NIEA and other special 

interest groups worked to raise public and political 

consciousness of self-determination issues. In the 1970s, 

for perhaps the first time, Indian self-advocacy achieved 

a strength that enabled it to play a primary role in the 

passage of Indian legislation. 

The Indian Self-Education Act of 1972 represents 

the first manifestation of that achievement. The law 

provided federal assistance in education over and above 

funds appropriated annually for Indian education programs. 

It was designed to close the gap between Indian education 

and United States education in general. It allocated 

funds for Indian controlled federal schools, and it pro-

vided for the introduction of courses on Indian cultures 

and language. To implement successfully these programs, 

the law created the National Advisory Council for Indian 

Education to provide policy direction and guidance to 

Congress and those responsible for administering the act; 
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the council consisted of fifteen Indians. The law marked 

a milestone of change. Under its authority, the tribes 

could initiate programs and changes of policy for their 

children's education in federal schools.^^ 

Indian parents were still excluded from the admin-

istration of JOM funds. To eliminate the exclusion and 

address other Indian problems, Congress passed the Indian 

Self-Determination Act in 1975. In general, the law 

directed the Secretaries of the Interior and Health, 

Education and Welfare to enter into contracts with Indian 

nations whereby tribes would plan, conduct, and administer 

federal Indian programs. The act strengthened Indian 

autonomy and independence from the government in running 

Indian affairs, while still maintaining the financial 

28 trust relationship. 

Title II of the legislation, the Education 

Assistance Act, held the greatest significance for self-

determination in education. Seemingly, the act met the 

demands of both JOM reformists, and reservation community 

college advocates. The law directly reformed the Johnson-

O'Malley Act of 1934. It prohibited expenditure of JOM 

funds on any students other than Indians, and authorized 

Indian participation in JOM administration. Part A, sect. 

2034 of Title II failed, however, to affect directly 

development of tribally controlled community colleges. 

It called only for the BIA to provide Congress with a 
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report for a program and for legislation recommendations 

that would assist the colleges' development.^^ 

The requested report, due in the fall of 1975, was 

never submitted. In the May 18, 1978, House Subcommittee 

on Postsecondary Education hearing, Representative William 

D. Ford of Michigan asked why the BIA ignored the 1975 

directive. Leroy Clifford, the Executive Director of the 

American Indian Higher Education Consortium (AIHEC) from 

1977 through March, 1983, responded that the BIA declared 

it had begun the study and then said that it had not, but 

gave no reason for the delay. Meanwhile, following the 

passage of the Title II directive, AIHEC had conducted a 

comprehensive study of the colleges and turned the results 

over to the BIA. Because the report offered strong evi-

dence of the colleges' initial success and more than 

adequate justification for federal legislative support, 

David Gipp, Executive Director of AIHEC from 1973 through 

the Spring of 1977, speculated that the BIA tried to 

suppress the AIHEC report. He claims that because the 

Indian Bureau did not officially acknov/ledge the need for 

a unique tribal college funding mechanism, it used inaction 

4-u -4- 30 to circumvent Congressional authority. 

Despite the broad success of the general movement 

for Indian self-determination, the campaign for higher 

education self-determination did not achieve its goals 

in 1975. Short-circuited by bureaucratic disregard for 
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legislation, federal financial support of tribal colleges 

remained an unresolved issue in the miâ-1970s. 

At the same time, the Navajo Community College's 

successful bid for federal support shone as a beacon for 

tribal college leaders and Congressional advocates. The 

Interior Department*s position against the spread of reser-

vation colleges, however, foreshadov/ed an alignment v/hich 

prevailed in the late 1970s. Legislators and Indians 

stood on one side of a wall, while bureaucrats and the 

administration stood on the opposite side. The division 

solidified during the debates for passage of a tribally 

controlled community college act. 
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CHAPTER II 

THE PASSAGE OF THE TRIBALLY CONTROLLED ' 

COMMUNITY COLLEGES ACT 

Throughout the 1970s, tribal college leaders and 

a handful of sympathetic Congressmen worked to attain 

legislative support for tribal colleges. Their efforts 

culminated in the Tribally Controlled Community Colleges 

Act of 1978. Like most innovative legislation, the act 

evolved through trial and error. Its passage demonstrated 

Congressional recognition of the tribal colleges' value 

and the Federal government's responsibility to provide 

support for Indian controlled higher education. 

The need for federal support of tribal colleges 

stemmed from several factors. Because tribal land hold-

ings are held in trust by the government, Indians lacked 

a tax base for revenue to sustain independent higher 

education institutions. Also because of Indian student 

poverty, tribal college tuitions were kept low. Finally, 

the states closed normal funding avenues to Indian 

community colleges: considering Native Americans the 

responsibility of the Federal government, state and local 

government branches refused to allocate funds for tribal 

colleges. 

24 



Despite serious obstacles for supporting collj 

several tribes determined to establish an alternative 

the traditionally unsuccessful higher education of their 

people. Reservation community colleges seemed the best 

alternative. They offered solutions to the poor Indian 

success rates in non-reservation colleges and universities. 

Although the federal government provided as much as $4 

million annually for Indian students to attend four-year 

higher education institutions in the 1970s, the traditional 

university's cultural irrelevancy prevented successful 

Indian education. Only 10% of Indian freshmen eventually 

graduated from public universities. In contrast, 60-90% 
2 

of tribal college students graduated. 

In light of the problems associated with Indian 

public higher education, many concerned Indian leaders 

accepted the challenge of organizing tribal colleges. 

In October, 1972, tribal college directors or planners and 

Bureau of Higher Education officials miet in Washington, 

D.C. The main topic of discussion was tribal college 

utilization of the 1965 Higher Education Act, specifically 

Title III. Title III authorized funding for developing 

institutions. Ultimately, the convention participants 

created a consortium, the American Indian Higher Education 

Consortium (AIHEC), which would receive Title III funding. 

It V70uld serve the Indian colleges by addressing their 
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development problems. In December, in Arizona, AIHEC 

met for the first time.^ 

With Title III money, the organization established 

offices in Denver, Colorado, in July of 1973 and set up 

requirements for membership. It ruled that full voting 

member schools must be a subdivision of a tribal govern-

ment or Indian community and be governed by an all-Indian 

board of directors. It further determined that the 

schools should primarily serve Indian communities and 

have a majority of Indian students. 

Subsequently, AIHEC evolved into the central 

organizing body for the tribal colleges. The organization 

provided services in curriculum development, staff and 

faculty training, and research for tribes planning new 

colleges. In its role as a financial resource, the 

Consortium focused on attaining permanent Federal aid for 

its members. The latter role involved extensive lobbying 

and compilation of supporting material for its cause. In 

Washington, D.C., AIHEC represented unified action and 

solidarity. As its ranks swelled with the formation of 

new colleges in various states and voting districts, 

AIHEC's influence and credibility with legislators also 

increased. Six community colleges made up the original 

organization. In 1974 the membership reached twelve, 

and by 1978 all sixteen Indian community colleges were 

represented in the Consortium. With the strength of 
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numbers, AIHEC in the 1970s and 1980s assumed a pivotal 

role in tribal college funding.^ 

American Indian Higher Education Consortium 

schools had several elements in common. They were 

tribally chartered and run by Indian boards. Established 

in isolated locations, the colleges assumed a community 

service orientation. Their mission was to "actively rein-

force unique tribal cultures while offering pragmatic 

curriculum geared to contemporary lifestyles." 

Year to year funding crises, often interfering 

with the positive characteristics of the tribal colleges, 

plagued each of the institutions. A 1975 AIHEC study of 

the colleges discussed the depth of the problem: "Attempts 

by colleges to stabilize their funding base through re-

sources and procedures of the BIA have been unsuccessful." 

The study revealed that "Tribal finances are simply not 

adequate or nonexistent. Funding from private sources, 

such as foundations and corporations is sporadic and 

usually not renewable." It concluded: "In short, funding 

sources for the colleges are highly unstable and represent 
7 

a continuing problem." 

The problems were not new. As early as 1921, in 

the Snyder Act, which authorized the Department of the 

Interior to distribute funds for Indian education, the 

government attempted to help Indian higher education. 

But in the early 1970s tribal community colleges fell 
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at the bottom of a priority list for the appropriation 

of education funds in the Snyder Act system. Under the 

Snyder Act, the three existing federally controlled 

Indian colleges, Haskéll Institute in Lawrence, Kansas, 

the American Indian Polytechnic Institute in Albuquerque, 

and the Institute of American Indian Art in Santa Fe, 

received full funding, while tribally controlled colleges 

received only supplementary funds. Because of competition 

in the BIA with other educational programs, the tribal 

college funds endured from year to year seemingly arbi-

trary change. Consequently, the colleges engaged in an 

ongoing struggle to obtain even supplementary Federal 

aid. 

In decades prior to the era of self-determination 

(before the 1970s), Indian leaders did not have the 

political knowledge or experience to circumvent economic 

dependence on BIA programs. Native American self-advocacy, 

however, became effective during the late 1960s and 1970s. 

The 1972 and 1975 legislative victories for Indian self-

determination established a precedent for successful 

Indian political activism. In the mid-1970s, tribal 

college presidents, following in the same tradition, 

recognized that adequate financial support of their 

programs must come from outside the BIA. Although an 

important asset, private foundation grants often proved 
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unstable. Congressional legislation, if attained, 

appeared to offer a more stable source of support. 

When it became apparent that the BIA was not going 

to develop a plan for college assistance, AIHEC leaders 

rallied behind South Dakota Senator James Abourezk, the 

chairman of the Select Committee on Indian Affairs. 

Abourezk, of Lebanese descent, grew up on the Pine Ridge 

Sioux reservation, and he sympathized with the Indians. 

He advocated self-determination for the tribes throughout 

his term in the Senate. In 1976, he introduced the Indian 

Postsecondary Assistance Act. 

Immediately Abourezk's bill ran into difficulty. 

In Congressional hearings on the measure several critics 

said that it failed to specify eligibility criteria for 

receiving Federal funds, and others complained that it 

authorized aid for only ten schools. In general they 

claimed that it was vague and limited. 

More specifically, Thomas Atcitty, the president 

of AIHEC in 1976, objected to provisions in Abourezk's 

bill that provided for the allocation of funds by the 

Commissioner of Education. He did not want a second 

agency involved. By placing control of higher education 

funds with the Department of Health, Education and Welfare 

(HEW) the measure would have forced the tribes to deal 

with an extra bureaucratic structure. Atcitty also 

asserted that in the tradition of self-determination 
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the lagialation should emphasize Indian control of the 

colleges. 

The Commissioner of Education opposed Abourezk's 

concept of legislation specifically intended for the 

tribal colleges. Citing the Snyder Act and Title III 

of the 1965 Higher Education Act, Duane Mattheis, the 

Deputy Commissioner of Education in 1976, asserted that 

12 the colleges should be funded with existing legislation. 

Mattheis* assertion seemed unrealistic. Although 

the 1975 Indian Self-Determination Act allowed tribes to 

set their own priorities for distributing Snyder Act funds, 

survival needs on the reservation filled the priority 

lists, leaving little Snyder money for the colleges. 

Representative Michael Blouin, of lov/a, stated the 

problem succinctly: 

There are some problems, some voids in the 
existing law, some lack of directives in the 
existing law, to move into higher education 
within the BIA because of the priorities. 
The Snyder Act is the basic education funding 
mechanism that exists for all funding of BIA. 
They put higher education at the bottom of the 
heap. 

As a result, only three of the sixteen established 

community colleges received significant Snyder Act 

13 
funding in 1976. 

Likewise, Title III provided little help. It 

could be used to help start a college, but it lacked the 

flexibility to provide general operational funds. Once 
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established, the young tribal colleges coiild not raise 

enough money to meet the strict eligibility requirements 

for further Title III funds. The schools needed money 

before they could meet the Title III standard requiring 

accreditation. 

But HEW asserted that adequate funding mechanisms 

for the colleges already existed. With opposition from 

AIHEC, HEW, and BIA, Abourezk's bill had little chance to 

pass. It died in committee. However, the measure was 

important, for the discussion it generated made Congress 

aware of the tribal colleges' programs and needs. It 

pinpointed specific measures needed in tribal legislation. 

Although the bill failed to pass, tribal leaders recog-

nized that they had at least laid a foundation for funds 

15 for reservation higher education. 

Their work continued. In 1977, Senator Abourezk 

introduced a second bill. It was "to provide for grants 

to Indian-controlled postsecondary education institutions." 

The new measure amended the 1975 Indian Self-Determination 

and Education Assistance Act by adding another title to 

the legislation. This bill also worried tribal college 

leaders. They did not like its funding provisions. The 

Self-Determination Act gave tribes the authority to 

contract with the BIA for Indian management of federally 

established programs. Because they were tribally 

chartered, the tribal colleges did not fall into the 
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definition of federally-sponsored. College leaders feared 

that funding their colleges under such a definition would 

set a dangerous precedent for federal control of the 

colleges. They hoped to acquire a separate funding 

mechanism for the colleges. 

In short, the position of tribal college leaders 

represented an obstacle to passage of Abourezk's second 

bill. Representative William D. Ford of Michigan, chairman 

of the House Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education, 

opposed any legislation specifically intended to fund the 

colleges. He took a position similar to that which HEW 

and the BIA assumed: adequate funding sources already 

existed for the tribal colleges. As a result, although 

the Senate passed the measure the House did not support 

the bill.-"-̂  

Abourezk's failed measures nevertheless laid the 

foundation for passage in 1978 of the Tribally Controlled 

Community College Act (TCCC). Introduced in mid-year 

1978, the bill quickly gained the powerful support of 

Representative Ford who no longer adamantly opposed the 

concept of separate funding for the colleges. Two 

colleagues on Ford's subcommittee were responsible for 

the change. Congressmen Michael Blouin of lowa and Albert 

Quie of Minnesota, both of whom advocated the tribal col-

lege mission, assumed active roles in promoting the 

Tribally Controlled Community College Act. They convinced 
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Ford that although funding was available to the schools 

in principle, in practice the colleges did not receive 

18 
adequate Federal support. 

The proposed legislation, the TCCC Act, was 

longer and more specific than Abourezk's 1976 bill and, 

unlike the 1977 measure, was independent of any other 

general Indian legislation. It encompassed three general 

purposes: It provided funds for existing tribal colleges 

to continue and improve. It placed control of the funds 

with the BIA and established clear legislative language 

requirements for the Bureau. It left control of the 

colleges with tribal governments, thereby authorizing 

their exercise of sovereignty over the college curriculum. 

The bill promoted the general self-determination policy 

spreading to most areas of Indian legislation, and it 

aimed at ending the BIA's practice of using ambiguous 

language to interpret arbitrarily its community college 

19 programs. 

Specifically, the measure authorized grants of 

$4,000 for each full-time equivalent student. With a 

total of $25 million authorized for 1979 and 1980, 

increasing to $30 million in 1981, the bill directed 

that "grants shall go into the general operating funds 

of the institutions to defray expense of activities 

related to educational progress for American Indians." 

It required a college feasibility study by the Secretary 
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of the Interior before the distribution of funds to any 

particular school. 

Some pragmatic compromises occurred during final 

composition of the legislation. In one, most tribal 

college leaders wanted a phrase to assert that American 

Indian education was a trust responsibility of the Federal 

government. When the BIA refused to support the phrase, 

21 it was dropped. 

In another compromise, the measure did not 

authorize money for the construction of college facilities, 

a provision most Indian leaders also wanted. Instead, the 

proposal required the Secretary of the Interior to conduct 

a needs assessment study and to report the study's find-

22 

ings by November 1, 1979. 

Specifically, one provision of the bill called 

for an assessment study of construction needs for Navajo 

Community College's satellite schools. The Congressmen 

who developed and advocated the provision recognized the 

college's construction needs, but ran headlong into BIA 

and Office of Management and Budgets rejections of such 

a measure. Forced to make a choice, the legislators 

pragmatically compromised and sacrificed construction 

funds in order to avoid a Presidential veto of the entire 
23 bill. -̂  

On May 18, 1978, the TCCC bill was discussed in 

the House Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education. 
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Supporters of the measure included Leroy Clifford, the 

executive director of AIHEC, and various other Indian 

college leaders and advocates. The American Association 

of Community Colleges, the Governors of New Mexico and 

Arizona, and the Old West Regional Division (an economic 

council which offered grants to Montana, Wyoming, and 

North and South Dakota organizations) all stood behind 

the legislation. At the hearing, supporters submitted 

an extensive number of prepared statements, letters, and 

supplemental statistics to promote the bill. As a body, 
O Å 

they presented a logically documented, eloquent case. 

On June 14 at a second hearing, the Departments 

of Interior and HEW opposed the TCCC legislation. Their 

opposition stemmed partially from heirarchical agency 

pressures, and partially from loyalty to a policy which 

focuses on funding individual students rather than higher 

education institutions. Congressman Blouin conducted most 

of the questioning. His persistence cut through official 

positions to the underlying reasons for the bureaucracy's 
25 

rejection of the measure. 

William Demmert, Director of the Office of Indian 

Education in the BIA, stated the Interior Department's 

opposition to the bill: "It is believed we have sufficient 

authority in the Snyder Act at this time to move or to fund 

programs of this type." Under questioning, however, 

Demmert was shown to be wrong. The authority to fund 



36 

programs is not the equivalent of possessing the funds to 

allocate to programs, and in the case of tribal colleges, 

adequate funding suppoft did not exist in the BIA budget.^^ 

Although the BIA had rejected Abourezk's 1976 

bill, the BIA's opposition to the TCCC Act was a surprise 

to several college leaders. The Department of Interior 

supported the new act until June, 1978, when the Office 

of Management and Budgets expressed opposition to the 

legislation. As a result Blouin concluded that the 

Department of Interior's about face steramed from pressure 

by the 0MB. When questioned, Demmert admitted that OMB 

greatly influenced his office's policies. The BIA's 

stance against the TCCC Act resulted from the administra-

tion's budget priorities, not from a realistic evaluation 

of the colleges' and tribes' needs. Demmert ultimately 

stated that, unofficially, the BIA recognized a need for 

27 
Federal support of the tribal colleges. 

Phyllis Howard, president of Fort Berthold Com-

munity College in North Dakota, felt betrayed by the 

Bureau's sudden change of position. David Gipp, however, 

suggested that the Bureau never actually supported the 

colleges, and therefore could not betray them. In light 

of BIA opposition to, or lack of, cooperation with 

previous efforts to establish Federal funding for the 
28 

colleges, Gipp's perception appears most accurate. 
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Despite his intent to conceal the Department of 

Interior's true motivation for opposing the TCCC Act, 

Demmert's responses to Blouin's questions were honest. 

His descriptions of the BIA funding pattern suggested 

a need to change that pattern before community colleges 

could receive adequate support. The change could be 

achieved through legislation like the TCCC bill. More-

over his testimony drew a positive correlation between 

Indian-oriented higher education programs and improved 

29 success rates am.ong Indian students. 

In contrast with the Department of Interior's 

opposition to the TCCC Act, which stemmed from 0MB pres-

sure, HEW's opposition stemmed from loyalty to the 

federal policy on higher education in general. The policy 

provides assistance to individuals rather than institutions. 

Also, HEW opposed the legislation on the grounds that 

tribal colleges add to an already oversupply of higher 

education facilities. 

The HEW positions failed to recognize special 

needs and unique geographic, cultural, and economic 

situations. Federal funding of the individual increased 

the number of Indians in college, but failed to increase 

the success of the Indian in higher education. Similarly, 

the oversupply of traditional higher education institu-

tions was irrelevant to the Native Americans, whose 

educational needs were left intact by an undersupply 
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of schools offering an environment and programs in which 

the Indian could succeed while maintaining a strong sense 

of cultural identity. In his rebuttal to HEW's position, 

Blouin asserted that because the United States government's 

relationship with the Indian is unique and different from 

its relationship with the general public, a unique 

approach to federal support of Indian higher education 

31 was justified. 

On a more pragmatic basis, the Indian community 

colleges could be justified by citing statistics. In 1970, 

55% of all Indians lived in rural areas, making them the 

most rural of any ethnic population in the United States. 

Nearly 50% of the rural Indian population received no 

education beyond the elementary school level. Only 23% of 

the men and 24% of the women graduated from high school, 

as opposed to 55% of the total United States population. 

Finally, 1.2% of rural Indians finished four or more years 

of college; 7.8% of the total United States population 

finished four or more years. Sixty-four percent of the 

rural men earned less than $4,000 per year, while only 5% 

earned $10,000 or more. The median rural male Indian 

income equaled $2,749, as opposed to $7,609 for all United 

States males. Whether used as a bridge to the world out-

side the reservation, or as a ladder to rise to leadership 

within reservation lands, the tribal colleges represented 

32 
a vital hope for the future of the Indian peoples. 
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Formal Congressional recognition of the value of 

the colleges came on September 26, 1978, when the House 

of Representatives considered and passed the Tribally 

Controlled Community Colleges Assistance Act. The Senate 

concurred on October 3, and the bill moved to the Presi-

dent's desk. 

Because President Jimmy Carter's administration 

upheld the policy of supporting individuals rather than 

higher education institutions, however, there was some 

fear of a Presidential veto. With success in sight, 

AIHEC leaders shifted their focus to the White House. 

The National Indian Education Association (NIEA) 

conference in Niagara Falls in 1978 came just after the 

Senate ratification of the TCCC bill. The conference 

gave tribal college leaders an opportunity to present 

their mission to one of Carter's closest aides, Richard 

Pettigrew. A special advisor on domestic affairs to the 

President, Pettigrew delivered the NIEA keynote address 

at the October Niagara Falls meeting. Leroy Clifford, 

then both the executive director of AIHEC and a member 

of the NIEA Board of Directors, arranged a meeting 

between Pettigrew and tribal college presidents. The 

presidents briefed Pettigrew on the TCCC legislation 

pending Carter's approval. Apparently, the meeting 

convinced Pettigrew to encourage Carter to ratify the 
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bill. On October 17, 1978, Carter signed the Tribally 

Controlled Community Colleges Act into law. 

Passage of the act demonstrated Congressional 

support for and Executive acquiescence to a progressive 

Indian program. Like the Self-Determination Acts of 1972 

and 1975, the TCCC Act represented a departure from the 

government's mid-twentieth century practice of determining 

Indian policy to the exclusion of Indian participation. 

However, the debates over the passage of the act suggested 

that the Executive Administration did not share the 

Congressional commitment to Indian self-determination in 

higher education. The polarized positions of Indian 

leaders and Federal agencies, particularly the BIA and 

0MB, over support of the tribal colleges prepared college 

advocates for a struggle to implement the TCCC Act. 
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CHAPTER III 

THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE TRIBALLY 

CONTROLLED COMMUNITY COLLEGES ACT 

The passage of the Tribally Controlled Community 

Colleges Act (TCCC) represented Congressional recognition 

of the tribal colleges' value and academic integrity. In 

less than a decade, the Federal government had shifted 

from denying the need for reservation colleges to support-

ing them financially. For many reservation colleges, TCCC 

Act funds provided the only large source of revenue and 

the only chance for program development and expansion. 

With passage of the act, there remained only the problems 

of its implementation; and that would demand the coopera-

tion of college leaders, BIA officials, and Congress. 

Problems of implementation of the TCCC Act came 

from. various sources. One of the most pressing was that 

the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) failed to fulfill 

many of the legislation's directives or to advocate the 

colleges' financial needs during the formation of annual 

federal budgets. The BIA's reluctance to administer the 

TCCC Act v/as evident immediately following passage of 

the legislation. Although Congress authorized funding 

to begin in 1979, the BIA did not establish funds 

43 
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until early the next year, and money did not reach the 

colleges until May and June of 1980. The delay occurred 

because the BIA failed to develop rules and regulations 

for the administration of the act. The regulations, 

which represented the mechanism for distributing funds 

to the colleges, were due within four months from the 

date of the legislation's enactment. By delaying the 

formation of the mechanism, the BIA rendered the legis-

lation ineffective, at least for a year and a half after 

authorization. When Congressional pressure finally forced 

funding to begin, the BIA still had not formulated the 

regulations. 

Meanwhile, the American Indian Higher Education 

Consortium (AIHEC) contracted with the Bureau to conduct 

tribal college act eligibility studies. AIHEC inspected 

the colleges for compliance with the act's requirements. 

Once compliance was determined, the colleges waited for 
2 

the BIA to allocate funds. 

While they waited, the tribal colleges, because of 

their lack of financial resources, held classes in aban-

doned, sometimes condemned, BIA buildings. High schools 

and elementary schools served as college classrooms at 

night, and school officials also used private homes for 

some classes. The lack of physical facilities limited 

both the schools' identities and student capacities. 

V/ithout an adequate number of classrooms and desks the 
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schools could effectively teach only small classes. 

Central, permanent campuses were needed; and they could 

also offer a less tangible benefit: a focus for com-

3 
munity and student pride. 

To get permanent campuses with buildings, the 

TCCC Act required facility studies. The studies, which 

were to be completed within ninety days after the enact-

ment of the legislation, in 1981 were neither begun nor 

scheduled for conduction. The BIA offered no explanation 

4 
for failing to carry out the evaluations. 

Inaction also characterized the BIA's role in 

acquiring adequate federal budget allocations for the 

colleges. Bureau of Indian Affairs estimates for tribal 

college needs indicated that the $4,000 per full-time-

equivalent (FTE) student allotment, authorized in the act, 

might be too low. Yet the Bureau requested only 70% of 

that amount for fiscal year (FY) 1981, and in FY 1982 an 

even smaller amount than that was authorized. The 1981 

tribal college act grants supplied only $3,100 per FTE, 
5 

and the figure continued to decrease throughout the 1980s. 

In large part, the funding shortage originated in 

President Ronald Reagan's administration budget cuts for 

domestic programs. The BIA, for example, by making modest 

requests cooperated fully with the Office of Management 

and Budgets when submitting its budget proposals. It 

ignored Section 106 of the TCCC Act, which required the 
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Department of the Interior to submit annually to Congress 

a status report and recommendations on the colleges. If 

submitted, reports, documenting the tribal college needs, 

would perhaps have helped to secure adequate funding. 

The BIA also deleted an income source for three 

colleges. The Indian Self-Determination and Education 

Assistance Act of 1975 gave tribes control over various 

Snyder Act reservation programs, including education. 

The act allowed tribes to determine the priorities for 

their reservation expenditures. In 1981, the BIA uni-

laterally removed the funds designated for tribal college 

support by three tribes, thereby violating the Self-

Determination Act of 1975. The tribal college act funds 

granted to the Turtle Mountain (North Dakota), Sinte 

Gleska (South Dakota), and Oglala Lakota (South Dakota) 

community colleges were offset by the loss of Snyder 

revenue for 1981. Oklala Lakota College alone lost 

7 
$354,600 to the arbitrary cuts. 

Justifiably disturbed, the three colleges threat-

ened to sue the BIA for its violations of the 1975 

legislation. They noted that the 1978 TCCC legislation 

anticipated such displacement of previously established 

funding sources. Section 108 of the act, they pointed 

out, stated: 

Except as specifically provided in this title, 
eligibility assistance under this title shall 
not, by itself, preclude the eligibility of any 
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tribally controlled college to receive Federal 
financial assistance under any program autho-
rized under the Higher Education Act of 1965 
or any other applicable program for the benefit 
of institutions of higher education, community 
colleges, or postsecondary educational institu-
tions. 

Under threat of legal action, the Bureau reinstated the 

school's Snyder funds for 1982 and allotted back payments 

for the funds lost in 1981.^ 

Similarly, the Department of Education undermined 

the TCCC Act by withholding Indian higher education funds 

under its jurisdiction. The Department displaced tribal 

college funds by denying Title III (of the Higher Education 

Act of 1965) funding to several tribal colleges after the 

establishment of TCCC Act allocations. In 1980, eleven 

tribal colleges and the American Indian Higher Education 

Consortium received Title III grants totaling $2 million. 

In 1981, only six colleges received funds, and AIHEC got 

nothing from the Title III budget. The removal of such 

revenue, a major portion of the colleges' income and 

second only to TCCC Act grants, largely undercut the 
9 

purpose and benefits of the tribal college act assistance. 

The elimination of AIHEC from Title III funding 

resulted from a change in the Higher Education Act of 

1965 which ended funding to any minority higher education 

consortium. The removal of the funding drastically altered 

the nature of AIHEC. In March of 1983, the year that its 

Title III funding ceased, Leroy Clifford closed the Denver 
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office where he served as AIHEC Executive Director. 

After moving the organization's records to Washington, 

D.C., Clifford turned management of the Consortium over 

to John Forkenbrock. Without adequate funding, AIHEC 

could not continue its advisory assistance programs for 

the tribal colleges. Instead, the organization began to 

focus primarily on lobbying for legislation to benefit 

the colleges. No group filled the vacuiom left by the 

curtailment of AIHEC's advisory programs, but AIHEC 

remained an important force for maintaining morale and 

cohesion among the colleges. 

Finally, flaws in the TCCC Act itself quickly 

became apparent. Various pitfalls were written into the 

legislation. Flaws included the act's feasibility require-

ments, the definition of full-time equivalent student, and 

the lack of a forward-funding mechanism to provide money 

prior to the beginning of fall semesters. 

The feasibility requirem.ent, a necessary means of 

evaluation for the schools receiving TCCC Act funds, con-

tained several drawbacks. The model for determining 

feasibility consisted of the following points: 

1. Legal requirements of the act are met. 

2. Harmony of tribal needs and tribal college 

philosophy. 

3. Institute has a system to identify full and 

part-time students. 
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4. Absence of alternative education sources. 

5. Presence of reasonable number of students. 

6. Sufficient facilities to meet the school's 

needs. 

7. An existing staff adequate for the college. 

8. Available financial resources managed effi-

ciently, and sufficient to meet the school's needs. 

9. Candidacy for accreditation or accredited. 

The few tribal colleges which already enjoyed 

accreditation found the yearly feasibility study redundant, 

unnecessary, and time-consximing. Their complaint was over-

shadowed, however, by a greater concern. To receive TCCC 

Act funds, the colleges must be deemed feasible. To 

achieve feasibility, the schools must be accredited or 

candidates for accreditation. Unfortunately, accreditation 

or candidacy required a stable funding base. Unable to 

acquire the base without TCCC grants, new tribal colleges 

faced periods of economic limbo. The feasibility require-

ment represented a Catch-22 in the purpose of TCCC Act 

funding to assist and promote the development of tribal 

colleges. 

All college leaders did not advocate changing the 

feasibility requirements to include unaccredited and non-

candidate institutions. Those opposed to broadening the 

feasibility definition feared that adding new schools to 
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the list of TCCC Act fund recipients would spread 

13 shrinking annual allotments even thinner. 

There were two other issues: the act's definition 

of FTE and the lack of a forward-funding mechanism. In 

the first, the definition of FTE assumed great importance 

because a school's allocation of funds was determined by 

its nximber of full-time students. In its original form, 

the act allowed a maximum of only 12 hours per student to 

be included in a college's FTE calculation. The college 

administrators argued for an alternative method of deter-

mining FTE totals, one v;hich would combine all student 

hours and divide by 12. Under such a system, the colleges 

would receive funding for the extra hours generated by 

students who chose to take more than 12 hours per semes-

14 ter. 

In the other issue, college administrators wanted 

a forward-funding program so that they could plan faculty 

contracts and establish a budget before September when the 

school year began. They requested a forward-funding pro-

vision to distribute TCCC Act funds prior to the federal 

budget allocations in October. The request was not 

unusual, for many federal education programs depend upon 

15 
forward-funding for stability and contmuity. 

With the act's expiration pending in November, 

1982, Congress turned an eye to amending the legislation. 

In the summer of 1982, Representative Paul Simon of 
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Illinois, working closely with AIHEC, introduced the TCCC 

Act for amendment and extension. 

Once passed, the amendments to the law helped. 

They included the calculation of FTE by totalling all 

student hours and dividing by 12. The amendments also 

allocated funds for the improvement and expansion of 

physical facilities, as well as for the planning of new 

tribal colleges. Congress included provisions for increas-

ing the amount of grants to 5,000 per FTE through 1987, and 

for protecting tribally allocated Snyder Act college funds 

from arbitrary change by the Secretary of the Interior. 

In addition, Congress established a provision that excluded 

the funding for any newly-qualified college, at least in 

the event such funding would reduce grants for previously 

funded colleges. 

A program to begin a federal endowment resource 

for the colleges also emerged in the amendment proposals. 

Called the Tribally Controlled Community College Endowment 

Program, it provided for endowment grants to TCCC Act 

funded colleges. The grants required matching money from 

the colleges, not to exceed $350,000 yearly for any one 

school. 

The amendments represented pragmatic changes in 

the act. A final addition to the law generated controversy 

within AIHEC and lead to a veto of the act in 1982. A 

majority of AIHEC members wished to include a theoretical 
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statement in the act, asserting the federal government's 

trust responsibility to provide education for the tribes. 

Fearing that President Reagan would not accept such a 

statement, some college presidents rejected the amendment. 

The majority, wishing to use the reauthorization occasion 

to make the assertion, however, pushed for the amendment, 
18 

and it was included. 

Despite fear of a Reagan veto because of the 

theoretical statement on trust obligations and objections 

from the BIA on a budgetary basis, the bill passed. It 

moved through both the House and the Senate in December, 

1982. As feared, Reagan vetoed the reauthorization, 

rejecting "the bill's contention that support of the 

colleges was part of the federal government's trust respon-

sibility toward Indian tribes." He also opposed funding 
19 of the building program. 

Following the 1982 veto, Representative Simon 

pressured AIHEC to remove the trust responsibility asser-

tion from the act. Although he recognized the legitimacy 

of the statement, he knew that stubborn adherence to the 

amendment would defeat the pragmatic goals of the colleges. 

AIHEC accepted the advice and agreed to remove the 

amendments.20 

The bill was again presented to President Reagan. 

With the amendment deleted, Reagan approved the reauthori-

zation in 1983. The new legislation included the 1982 FTE 
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calculation proposal and authorization of a forward-funding 

mechanism. It also authorized an endowment program and 

funding to meet construction needs.^"^ 

The correction of legislative flaws looked good 

on paper. As happened in the years immediately following 

the 1978 authorization, however, government agencies 

again virtually ignored the legislative directives. As 

late as 1986, the BIA had implemented none of the amend-

ments. In addition, as a result of increasingly drastic 

domestic program budget cuts, the FTE grants declined 

yearly from 1981 through 1986: 1981—$3,100/FTE; 1982— 

$2,826/FTE; 1983 — $ 2 , 865/FTE; 1984 — $ 2 , 506/FTE; 1985— 

$2,436/FTE; 1986—$2,367/FTE.^^ 

Although the colleges needed to increase the FTE 

counts in order to receive a parallel increase in TCCC Act 

funding, their physical facilities would not allow much 

expansion. By 1986, the budget cuts and ongoing lack of 

adequate facilities began to slow the pace of comjnunity 

college expansion. Between 1983 and 1984, enrollment 

increased by 422 FTE; between 1984 and 1985, by 237; and 

23 
between 1985 and 1986 by only 59 FTE. 

Despite the funding shortage the TCCC Act proved 

beneficial. The eighteen colleges receiving TCCC Act 

money in 1981, the second year of funding, graduated 

1,085 students in 1980 and 1981 in two year Associate 

Arts programs and one to two-year certification programs. 
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The relatively stable financial base provided by the law 

allowed the schools to make headway in improving the 

value of their students' degrees. Technical assistance 

funds, authorized by the act, helped a majority of the 

colleges to achieve accreditation or candidacy for 

accreditation status with regional college accrediting 

boards. In 1977, of seventeen tribal colleges only two 

had achieved accreditation, two candidacy, and two pre-

candidacy status. By 1982, three colleges were accredited, 

twelve were candidates, and four were approaching candi-

^ 24 dacy. 

A brief examination of several colleges not only 

reveals the reservations' need for the schools, but also 

it shows the TCCC Act's impact on college enrollments and 

program development. One of them, Blackfeet Community 

College on the Blackfeet Indian reservation in Western 

Montana, was chartered December 6, 1976. Originally 

sponsored by the Flathead Valley Community College, the 

college established programs for Associate of Arts, 

Associate of Applied Science, and vocational certification 

degrees. The curriculum consisted of reservation-specific 

courses designed to address the reservations' problems, 

as well as core classes to prepare students for success 

in Montana's state universities. 

The school's academic curriculum, in 1980, included 

General Studies, business and secretarial sciences, and 
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Human Services Technology. Alternative education programs 

consisted of teacher aide training, adult basic education 

concepts, and Environmental Resource Studies (Sponsored 

by Argonne National Research Laboratories in Illinois). 

With the advent of TCCC Act funding, Blackfeet Community 

College added three new academic programs in 1981 and 

1982: the Native American Studies Program, Business 

Management, and Teacher Training. 

The number of credit hours generated at Blackfeet 

College also increased. In 1979, the college granted 186 

hours. In 1981, the total reached 669. Accordingly, 

where the college awarded ten AA degrees in 1981, it 

awarded thirty in 1982. Student numbers were not the 

only measure for the colleges. A 1982 study conducted of 

Blackfeet AA graduates from 1976 through 1982 revealed 

that three subsequently received bachelor's degrees from 

four-year institutions, one received a master's degree, 

and six were currently enrolled in four-year institutions. 

One graduate was enrolled in a master's program and ten 

were employed in Blackfeet reservation tribal programs. 

One was unemployed, one was enrolled in other Blackfeet 

26 
college programs, and one was a homemaker. 

The desperate poverty and unemployment which 

prevailed on the Blackfeet reservation formed the context 

of Blackfeet college graduates' successes. With a popu-

lation of 10,000 in 1977, the Blackfeet reservation 
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suffered from 37 to 60% unemployment (compare with 8% in 

Montana in general), and the average level completed by 

its people with the 8th grade (compare with the 12th for 

Montana in general). In the isolation of the reservation, 

which is located east of Glacier National Park, three 

hours from the nearest city, Blackfeet college offered 

its students means for economic, academic, personal, and 

27 tribal improvement. 

Without TCCC Act funding, Blackfeet college might 

not have survived. The Blackfeet tribe offered only 

limited financial support for the college. Reservation 

resources instead were channeled into immediate relief 

programs for tribal members. The Blackfeet college fell 

close to the bottom of the tribe's Snyder fund line item 

priority list, and therefore did not receive Snyder funds 

to support its programs. In this instance, the tribal 

council's motivation for offering only limited support 

to its college was two-sided. The council emphasized 

the day-to-day survival of its people when finding it 

necessary to spread thin funds over both long-term 

28 
improvement and immediate relief programs. 

Unfortunately, the tribal council also sought to 

limit the political viability of the college on the reser-

vation. Because they were unfamiliar with higher education 

degrees, some council members did not fully recognize 

the value of the college as a tool to preserve the 
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Blackfeet culture and economic viability. On the other 

hand, the tribe as a whole supported the college and took 

pride in its programs. in such a situation, the college 

leaders could only hope that in time the entire tribal 

council would come to value and fully support the 
29 college. 

A second Montana Indian community college funded 

by the TCCC Act, Salish-Kootenai on the Flathead Valley 

reservation, was also originally sponsored by the Flathead 

Valley Community College. To develop skills among its 

students for subsequent employment in the forest and 

hydroelectric industries on the reservation, its programs 
3 n focused on forest technology. 

Until the TCCC Act funds established a stable 

fiscal base, Salish-Kootenai depended on academic area-

specific grants to pay its faculty. The grants, tenuous 

from year-to-year, prevented the college from developing 

continuity in its core curriculum. The college hired only 

part-time instructors on temporary contracts. In 1981, 

with TCCC Act funding, the college instituted a permanent 

General Studies faculty for the first time. College 

administrators were freed to focus their individual ener-

gies onto fewer, but more specific, functions. With a 

stable faculty and increased programs, there occurred a 

parallel rise in the student enrollment. The number of 

full-time students at the college increased more than 50% 
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during the initial years of TCCC Act funding; from 90 

students in 1980, to 152 in 1982.̂ •'-

Turtle Mountain Community College in Belcourt, 

North Dakota, originally affiliated with North Dakota 

State University at Bottineau, enjoyed similar results. 

It achieved a substantial FTE increase, from 105 in 1980, 

to 159 in 1981. Prior to the legislation, Turtle Mountain's 

credit hours totaled 4,251 (in 1979-80), and its courses 

numbered 97. In 1980-81, following TCCC Act funding, the 

number of hours and courses rose, respectively, to 7,558 

and 186. During these two years, the library attained 

1,000 new volumes. Because the Turtle Mountain reservation 

placed its tribe fairly high on the Snyder list, the col-

lege received Snyder funds as well as TCCC Act money. The 

high position made the college less dependent on the TCCC 

Act for year-to-year existence. Rather, TCCC funds con-

32 
tributed to program and enrollment expansion. 

Turtle Mountain's successful retention of Indian 

students was evident in the college's 8% dropout rate. 

When compared with the 50-75% dropout rate of Indians in 

non-Indian higher education institutions, Turtle Mountain 

could demonstrate fulfillment of a tribal college primary 

goal: to increase the number of Indian students completing 

33 a degree. 

Sinte Gleska Community College, chartered in 1970 

on the Rosebud Sioux reservation in South Dakota, also 
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achieved a relatively low dropout rate, 20%. In addition 

to its two-year programs, the college began offering 

four-year degrees in Education through the University of 

South Dakota, and sponsored a large adult continuing edu-

cation program. Operated by the BIA from 1965 through 

1971, the adult education program awarded only 100 GED's 

during the period. Beginning in 1972, when administered 

by Sinte Gleska, the program awarded 100 GED's yearly.^^ 

The school needed TCCC Act revenue to expand and 

stabilize its programs. V7ith 380 students, Sinte Gleska's 

annual budget for 1981 was $1.6 million, with 30% of that 

provided by TCCC Act funding.^^ 

Finally, the Oglala Lakota Community College, 

chartered on the Pine Ridge reservation in South Dakota, 

illustrates again the enrollment increases paralleling 

the implementation of the TCCC Act. The number of Oglala 

students rose 66% between 1978 and 1982, accompanied by a 

50% increase in the number of graduates. Oglala College 

nursing school graduates held one-third of the positions 

at the reservation's Indian Health Service Hospital in 

1981. In addition, the college's staff provided direct 

technical assistance to tribal agencies and organizations, 

and the school library existed as the only community 

library on the reservation. Perhaps the school's largest 

contribution to the community, however, was its adult 

continuing education program. Oglala College awarded 
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532 GED's in 1979, and in 1980-81 its program granted 

more GED's than the Pine Ridge reservation high school's. 

The college's contributions to the reservation seemed 

invaluable in the context of Pine Ridge poverty; in 1980, 

the reservation's people earned the lowest per capita 

income in the United States."^^ 

The similarities and differences among the TCCC 

Act colleges provide a fairly representative picture of 

the tribal college act's impact on Indian higher education. 

The colleges performed many functions and instituted inno-

vative, individualistic programs to fulfill the needs of 

the tribes' peoples. The programs spanned a broad spectrum, 

from providing remediation in the form of GED classes, to 

preparing students for success in a four-year college. 

Vocational training courses and technical assistance for 

reservation and tribal leadership improvement represented 

the colleges' wholistic role in community development. 

The schools supplied a vital core of hope for the economic, 

social, and cultural advancement of the reservations. 

The tribal colleges act provided the means to 

implement the hope. Without the stable funding base it 

provided, many of the smaller colleges could not have 

survived. Because they not only survived, but grew and 

succeeded under difficult conditions, the colleges 

established credibility both for their existence and 

for the legislation which supported them. As of 1986, 
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nine colleges had attained full accreditation, seven had 

attained candidacy for accreditation, and six precandidacy 

Consequently, the 1986 reauthorization of the act occurred 

smoothly. Introduced by Senator Mark Andrews of North 

Dakota, the bill passed both houses and received President 

Reagan's signature. "̂^ 

The gap between legislation and implementation 

remained. From its inception, the legislation to fund 

tribal colleges represented Congressional recognition of 

the government's trust responsibility to provide education 

for the Native American tribes. That responsibility could 

not be met effectively though state universities, distant 

both culturally and geographically from the reservations. 

It could be fulfilled effectively, however, through TCCC 

Act funding. Viewed in terms of return on dollars spent, 

the success rate of tribal college students indicated 

that tribal college funding was a wise investment of 

federal dollars. Viewed in legal terms, tribal college 

support represented a federal adherence to historical 

treaty and legislative obligations. In a humanistic 

context, tribal college funding offered the United States 

a chance to help preserve the cultural integrity of a 

people whose languages, customs, religions, and lands 

were assaulted by the federal government for two centuries. 

The Executive branch of the government did not 

share Congress' recognition of the government's 
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responsibility to assist the tribal colleges. College 

leaders as a result shifted their attention from passage 

of the TCCC Act to the federal agencies responsible for 

implementing the law and to the reauthorization of the 

act. 
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CHAPTER IV 

THE EXECUTIVE ADMINISTRATIONS AND THE 

TRIBALLY CONTROLLED COMMUNITY 

COLLEGES ACT 

Throughout the creation and implementation of the 

1978 Tribally Controlled Community Colleges Act executive 

agencies of the Federal government demonstrated opposition 

to the concept of tribal colleges. By introducing and 

passing the act the 95th Congress officially recognized 

the value of tribal colleges, but despite the Congressional 

advocacy for the colleges, President Jimmy Carter's Admin-

istration opposed the TCCC Act and Carter himself showed 

reluctance to sign the legislation into law. Similarly, 

during the first seven years of TCCC Act funding, from 

1980 through 1986, the Ronald Reagan Administration did 

not adequately implement the act's directives or fund the 

colleges at the authorized level. 

In light of the tribal colleges' success rates on 

reservations plagued by poverty and cultural despair, the 

reluctance of the federal government's executive branch 

to support the colleges appeared shortsighted. An examina-

tion of the Administrations' perceptions of the government's 

66 
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responsibility to the tribes suggests that the opposition 

to the TCCC Act was essentially unjustifiable. 

During the Carter years, the Bureau of Indian 

Affairs (BIA) officially opposed passage of the TCCC Act 

on the grounds that Snyder Act allocations sufficiently 

funded tribal colleges. The assertion proved unrealistic. 

The vast majority of colleges at best received only supple-

mentary aid from Snyder funds. In reality, the Office of 

Management and Budgets (0MB) pressured the BIA to reject 

the TCCC legislation. 

The Carter Administration then protested the Act 

on the grounds that direct funding of higher education 

institutions countered the federal policy of funding 

individuals rather than institutions. The position seemed 

to disregard the federal government's unique trust respon-

sibility to provide education for the tribes. Because the 

tribes lacked a tax base, they depended upon the discharge 

of trust funds to implement education at all levels. 

Recognizing the federal responsibility, Congress 

defied the Executive Office position by passing the TCCC 

Act and authorizing an adequate funding level for the 

colleges. Unfortunately, the allocation of money lay 

beyond the pale of legislative power. The Reagan admin-

istration minimalized TCCC Act support for the colleges, 

as the significant yearly decrease in the Act's allotments 

2 
reflected. 
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Reagan's opposition to TCCC Act funding may be 

traced to two sources. First, the President did not 

advocate strong federal support for United States' educa-

tion in general. During the 1980 Presidential campaign, 

Reagan promised to abolish the newly formed Department of 

Education. Although he never fulfilled the pledge, Reagan 

reiterated it several times in 1981 and 1982. In one 1982 

policy statement, he indicated both his opposition to the 

Department and his low priority for education in general: 

We must cut out more nonessential government 
spending and route out more waste. . . . The 
budget plan I submit to you on February 8th 
will realize major savings by dismantling the 
Departments of Energy and Education. We'll 
continue to direct our resources to our two 
highest budget priorities—a strong national 
defense and a reliable safety net of social 
programs.^ 

Reagan's second reason for opposition to tribal 

college funding stemmed from his assertion that the federal 

government's trust responsibility to the Indians did not 

include education. His interpretation of the responsibility 
4 

may have originated in the BIA. 

Following the 1980 Presidential election, the posi-

tion of the Department of the Interior Assistant Secretary 

for Indian Affairs stood vacant from 1980 until 1981, when 

Kenneth L. Smith filled the position. Smith, a member of 

the Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs, Oregon, managed 

the timber resources on the Warm Springs reservation 

before his appointment as Assistant Secretary. During 
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his tenure in office, from 1981 through 1985, Smith 

asserted that the government's trust responsibility 

to the tribes only included administration of physical 

resources. In his view the trust responsibility did not 

encompass human resource development. Accordingly, Smith 

refused to support or request adequate federal funding 

for the tribal colleges, and he made his position clear 

to the 0MB. Leroy Clifford, who served as assistant to 

Smith in 1983, speculated that Reagan's veto of the 1983 

TCCC Act Reauthorization originated with Smith. 

Smith's position, though surprising because he 

was Indian, was not original. The placement of the BIA 

within the Department of the Interior in 184 9 provided a 

precedent for the federal government to focus on adminis-

tering physical rather than human resources. The Depart-

ment of Interior's primary concern lies in administering 

the United States' natural resources. In this context, 

the well-being and cultural survival of the Indians is 

subordinated to the management of the reservations' 

resources. The U.S. Government Manual's description 

of the Interior's duties includes a citation of the 

Department's responsibility to the tribes almost as 

an afterthought: 

As the Nation's principal conservation agency, 
the Department of the Interior has responsi-
bility for most of our nationally owned public 
lands and natural resources. This includes 
fostering the wisest use of our land and water 
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resources, protecting our fish and wildlife, 
preserving the environmental and cultural 
values of our national parks and historical 
places, and providing for the enjoyment of 
life through outdoor recreation. The Depart-
ment assesses our energy and mineral resources 
and works to assure that their development is 
in the best interests of all our people. The 
Department also has a major responsibility for 
American Indian reservation communities and 
for people who live in Island territories 
under United States administration.6 

Paradoxically, the manual's description of the 

BIA's purpose emphasizes the development of Indian self-

determination and human resources: 

The principal objectives of the Bureau are to 
actively encourage Indian and Alaska Native 
people to manage their own affairs under their 
trust relationship to the Federal government; 
to facilitate, with maximum involvement of 
Indian and Alaska Native people, full develop-
ment of their human and natural resource 
potentials; to mobilize all public and private 
aids to (their advancement). The Bureau seeks 
for them adequate educational opportunities in 
public education systems, assists them in the 
creation and management of educational systems 
for their own benefit, or provides from Federal 
resources the educational systems needed.7 

The BIA's official purpose, then, provided latitude 

for the funding of tribal colleges. The Reagan Administra-

tion, however, did not choose to use the latitude. Instead, 

the BIA under Reagan focused primarily on the administra-

tion of reservation natural resources, to the apparent 

neglect of such human development programs as the tribal 

colleges. 

The lack of support for reservation higher educa-

tion reflected a broader reduction of government assistance 
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to the tribes in general. The Reagan Administration's 

fiscal year 1982 budget proposal would have reduced 

federal Indian aid by $1.1 billion (34%). Ninety-one 

percent of the reductions came from Housing and Urban 

Development (HUD)-assisted housing ($782 million), the 

Comprehensive Education Training Act (CETA) ($113 million), 

Indian Health Services (IHS) clinical services and facil-

ities ($64 million), and education ($44 million). House 

Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs Chairman Morris 

Udall opposed the cuts. By his calculations, in 1980 

Indians already received less public aid per capita 

($2,947) than non-Indians ($3,687).^ 

Indians needed federal aid. According to 1978 

BIA statistics, the unemployment rate for Indians living 

on or near reservations exceeded 37%, and in some areas 

that figure exceeded 60%. The annual median family income 

for 1980 was $4,649. Of the total Indian population, in-

cluding off-reservation tribal members, only 9% of the men 

and 11% of the women held professional, para-professional, 

or technical jobs. Unfortunately, in 1980 the CETA Indian 

program, which accounted for one-fourth of all subsidized 

reservation employment, structured reservation jobs on 

the assumption that there would be no reservation economic 

growth. Consequently, the CETA assertion eliminated any 

motivation for providing Indians with marketable job skills 
9 

thereby creating a self-fulfilling prpphecy. 
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In light of the reservations' rich agricultural, 

timber, and mineral reserves, the CETA administrators took 

a strange position. The movement toward Indian self-

determination provided the context for preparing tribes 

to manage their resources. A skilled reservation work 

force might have offered the incentive for outside invest-

ments in reservation industry.''•̂  

By focusing on the management of physical resources 

to the exclusion of human development, the federal govern-

ment failed to fulfill adequately either element of the 

trust responsibility. The reservations' natural resources 

did not exist in a vacuum. Their value lay in careful use 

and management. However, the BIA seemingly did not recog-

nize that education of the reservations' peoples offered 

the means to manage successfully physical resources. 

The tribal colleges provided a bridge between 

human and natural resource development. As community 

colleges, their curriculum focused on meeting the specific 

needs of the reservation communities, including the educa-

tion of a skilled work force. The federal administrations' 

reluctance to support the institutions indicated a lack 

of familiarity with or disregard for the national community 

college tradition, a tradition which lent credibility to 

the tribal college mission. 

The characteristics of the community junior college 

in America uniquely qualified it to meet the needs of the 
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impoverished reservations and to reconcile the gap 

between developing human and natural resources. In the 

years following World War II, the junior college adopted 

a responsibility to serve the adults of a specific commu-

nity. To achieve the service mission, the colleges 

offered programs to meet the needs of their surrounding 

community and developed the curriculum with the partici-

pation of citizens. Because they were usually governed 

by a local board, colleges responded to changing community 

needs. As higher education institutions, the colleges 

could call on the knowledge and resources of their staffs 

to help generate solutions to community problems. 

To fulfill their mission, the colleges developed 

a variety of programs: they provided preparation for 

advanced study for students who v/ished to transfer to a 

four year program but could not afford to live away from 

home or were not initially academically prepared to com-

pete with other four-year students. The occupational 

education curricula offered students a terminal degree in 

a marketable skill area and a chance to improve their 

economic status. For adults with special interests or 

retired men and women with leisure time on their hands, 

general education courses provided opportunities for 

cultural and intellectual growth. The colleges also 

emphasized guidance and counseling. Because many community 

college students were unfamiliar with higher education or 
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their options within it, counseling became an important 

element of the schools. Finally, community outreach 

programs and seminars rounded off the colleges' roles 

as service institutions. "'•̂  

For the reservations' purposes, community colleges 

seemed to provide valuable financial and educational 

assistance to disadvantaged minorities. 

Their (minorities) preparation for college 
success often requires a complete accultur-
ation, as well as changes in the college 
offerings. In the academic world, it is as 
if they were visitors from a foreign nation. 
They need assurance that they are welcome, 
that success is possible, that success is 
worthwhile, and that they are accepted as 
persons of value in their own right.l3 

To tribal college leaders and advocates, the 

community college seemed to provide an ideal institution 

for Indian higher education and reservation development. 

Its adaptability, variety of academic and vocational edu-

cation programs, and responsiveness to local situations 

met the reservations' cultural, social, and economic needs. 

Through the colleges, a skilled work force could be devel-

oped, while simultaneously courses in the tribes' languages 

and traditions could preserve and perpetuate the Indian 

cultures. Tribal college leaders also recognized that the 

proliferation of community colleges nationwide gave credi-

bility to their own colleges. In 1971, the Directory of 

the American Association of Junior Colleges listed 1,091 
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community colleges, with a 1970 total enrollment of 

2,499,837 students.'̂ '̂  

In light of both the tribal colleges' student 

success rates and the broad popular support for United 

States community colleges in general, the Executive branch 

opposition to the TCCC Act demonstrated a reluctance to 

assist a progressive, beneficial tribal movement. Govern-

ment adherence to a policy of maintaining reservation 

natural resources to the neglect of the cultural, economic, 

and social development of the tribes seemed both pragmat-

ically and ethically irresponsible. 

It is important to note, however, that the BIA 

consisted of individuals, some of whom advocated the tribal 

college mission and TCCC Act funding. Henrietta Whiteman, 

the BIA director of the Office of Indian Education Programs 

in 1986, testified in favor of the 1986 TCCC Act reautho-

rization before the Senate Select Committee on Indian 

Affairs. Whiteman's subsequent exclusion from BIA policy 

formation meetings indicated, however, that she assumed 

a position unpopular with other BIA leaders. Six months 

after her testimony, Whiteman resigned from her director-

ship in response to pressure by her BIA colleagues. Her 

tribal college advocacy nonetheless offered hope for an 

eventual shift in the BIA's position, if enough advocates 

15 could fill the Bureau's ranks. 
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Despite a lack of full federal support, the 

schools grew and flourished in the 1980s. During the 1986 

TCCC Act reauthorization hearings, college leaders could 

point to a 100% student enrollment increase, from under 

1,400 Full-time Equivalent (FTE) students in 1980, to a 

1986 FTE of almost 3,100. The colleges graduated 437 

students in 1985. Tribally Controlled Community Colleges 

Act funding played an important role in the colleges' 

growth. It also helped the schools attain accreditation. 

Between 1979 and 1986, 14 of the 19 tribal colleges funded 

by the TCCC Act attained accreditation or candicacy for 
16 accreditation status. 

On a darker note, in 1986 the colleges still 

lacked adequate facilities and the construction provision 

in the TCCC Act had not yet been implemented. The endow-

ment program authorized by the 1983 TCCC Act reauthorization 

also awaited implementation. Nevertheless, the AIHEC 

leaders and other tribal college advocates optimistically 

prepared to move ahead with their college programs and 

could only hope that the 1986 reauthorization would bring 

better government cooperation. 



77 

Notes 

U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Education and 
Labor, Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education, Tribally 
Controlled Community College Act. 95th Cong., 2d sess., 
18 May and 14 June 1978, 128-149. 

2 
U.S. Congress, Senate, Select Committee on 

Indian Affairs, Implementation of the Tribally Controlled 
Community Colleges Assistance Act, 96th Cong., 2d sess., 
10 June 1980, 40; U.S. Congress, Senate, Select Committee 
on Indian Affairs, Proposed Reauthorization for the 
Tribally Controlled Community College Program, 97th Cong., 
2d sess., 15 June 1982, 2-12. 

3 
"Candidates Differ on Federal Role in Setting 

Social Policies," Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, 
vol. 38, No. 43 (25 October 1980): 3198; U.S. President, 
Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States 
(Washington, D.C.: Office of the Federal Register, 
National Archives and Records Service, 1982), Ronald 
Reagan, 1982, 74. 

4 
U.S. Congress, Senate, Select Committee on 

Indian Affairs, To Reauthorize the Tribally Controlled 
Community Colleges Assistance Act of 1978 and the Navajo 
Community College Act, 99th Cong., 2d sess., 20 March 
1986, 8. 

5 
U.S. Congress, Senate, 1980, 8; James Shanley, 

AIHEC President 1977-78, telephone conversation with 
author, 25 April 1989; Leroy Clifford, AIHEC Executive 
Director 1977-1983, telephone conversation with author, 
24 April 1989. 

^U.S. Government Manual 1981/82 (Washington, D.C.: 
Office of the Federal Register, National Archives and 
Records Service, 1982), 307-08. 

^lbid., 320. 

^Russell Lawrence Barsh and Katherine Diaz-Knauf, 
"The Structure of Federal Aid for Indian Programs in the 
Decade of Prosperity, 1970-1980," American Indian Quarterly 
8, No. 1 (Winter 1984): 11. 

^lbid., 15; VJard Churchill and Norbert S. Hill, 
Jr., "An Historical Survey of Tendencies in Indian Educa-
tion: Higher Education," The ndian Historian 12, No. 1 
(1979): 39. 



78 

Barsh and Knauf, "The Structure of Federal Aid," 
15. 

Ervin L. Harlacher, The Community Dimension of 
the Community Colleqe (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-
Hall, Inc, 1969), 8-9; James W. Thornton, Jr., The 
Community Junior College, 3d ed. (New York: John Wiley 
and Sons, Inc, 1972), 47. 

12 
Harlacher, The Community Dimension, 3. 

13 
Thornton, The Community Junior College, 36. 

14 
Shanley, telephone conversation with author, 

25 April 1989; Thornton, The Community Junior College, v. 
15 
Joseph McDonald, 1985-86 AIHEC President, 

telephone conversation with author, 17 April 1989. 

^S.S. Congress, Senate, 1986, 23, 28-30. 



CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSION 

The struggle to attain Federal funding for tribal 

colleges and implement the Tribally Controlled Community 

Colleges Act (TCCC) revealed in microcosm problems that 

historically plagued Indian policies. For Indian affairs 

in general, government agencies' inflexibility and recur-

ring commitment to the assimilation of Native Americans 

into mainstream society presented barriers to progressive 

change. When progressive change occurred, as in the 1930s 

Indian New Deal era, it originated with non-Indians in the 

Federal government and proved short-lived. During the 

1970s, Indian Self-Determination legislation gave tribes 

some control over the administration of Bureau of Indian 

Affairs programs. The policy of self-determination was 

still a policy, however, and could be implemented only 

with Executive Agencies' support. By failing to support 

adequately Indian controlled higher education, the Jimmy 

Carter and Ronald Reagan administrations betrayed a lack 

of commitment to the essence of self-determination and 

to progressive solutions for the reservations' poverty 

and despair. 

79 
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During the 1970s, Congress came to support the 

tribal college movement. m Congressional hearings to 

establish legislated funding for the colleges, the American 

Indian Higher Education Consortium demonstrated the value 

of the colleges. Tribal colleges succeeded in Indian edu-

cation where traditional schools did not. By passing the 

Tribally Controlled Community Colleges Act of 1978, Congress 

simultaneously upheld the spirit of self-determination and 

recognized the Federal government's responsibility to pro-

vide Indian higher education. 

President Carter's ratification of the TCCC Act 

signified Executive acquiescence to Congress' position 

rather than a shared commitment to support tribal colleges. 

By advocating the funding of individuals rather than Indian 

controlled higher education institutions, the Administration 

adhered to an ineffective policy. The policy perpetuated 

a Federal tradition of determining Indian policy to the 

exclusion of Indian participation. 

President Reagan's Administration also failed to 

promote self-determination in higher education. During 

the first three years of TCCC Act implementation, 1980-

1983, the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) did not request 

the full funding level authorized by Congress. The BIA 

and Office of Management and Budgets' (0MB) reluctance to 

support fully the colleges may have originated with BIA 

Assistant Secretary Ken Smith's interpretation of the 
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government's trust responsibility to the tribes. Smith, 

and by extension, Reagan, perceived the trust obligation 

to include the administration of reservation natural 

resources to the exclusion of human resources. 

The BIA's position disregarded the interrelation-

ship of land and financial resources for education. In 

non-reservation communities, land provides a tax base for 

education. Because the federal government holds reserva-

tion lands in trust, tribes lack a traditional base for 

higher education. Consequently, the federal government 

must provide support for Indian education. 

In its decision not to fund adequately tribal 

community colleges, the BIA not only disregarded a trust 

responsibility, but also failed to assist the development 

of an institution providing a pragmatic link between human 

and natural resources. Through their programs, tribal 

colleges sought to generate a skilled Indian labor force 

on the reservation to attract outside industry and effec-

tively administer the reservations' natural resources. 

Rather than helping the tribes achieve the ability to 

participate fully in the administration of reservation 

lands, the BIA limited itself to a policy which viewed 

reservation natural resources in a vacuum exclusive of 

Indian peoples. 

More critically, the BIA's interpretation of its 

trust responsibility perpetuated the Federal government's 
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traditional assault on Indian culture. The tribal 

colleges represented a means to Indian economic advancement 

within the reservation context. The colleges' mission 

focused on economic improvement and the preservation of 

individual tribal cultures. Whether they used their tribal 

college education on the reservation or in non-Indian 

society, Indian students gained the skills to establish 

individual economic independence while preserving and even 

enriching their cultural identity. By not adequately fund-

ing the tribal college, the BIA failed in its obligation 

to facilitate the development of tribal human and natural 

resources. 

In light of the tribal colleges' successes and 

their place in the movement for Indian self-determination, 

the Reagan and Carter Administrations' reluctance to sup-

port the colleges appears pragmatically and ethically 

irresponsible. The TCCC Act demonstrated Congressional 

support for the colleges and provided a mechanism for the 

Administrations to fund them. The Administrations' failure 

to implement promptly the act's directives or to fund the 

schools at the authorized levels indicated a disregard for 

Congress and the policy of Indian Self-Determination. 

In 1986 the colleges were meeting their goals and 

fulfilling their mission. The peoples of the reservations 

appeared largely united in their support for the schools. 

Larger student enrollments and expanded curriculum 
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âemonfltrateâ the value of the TCCC Act and the 

determination of the college leaders to succeed. Clearly, 

in 1986 the TCCC Act must be judged a beneficlal law both 

for Indians in general and for the individual tribes and 

reservations. 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Barsh, Russell Lawrence, and Katherine Diaz-Knauf. "The 
Structure of Federal Aid for Indian Programs in 
the Decade of Prosperity, 1970-1980." American 
Indian Quarterly 8, no. 1 (Winter 1984): 1-35. 

Belcourt, Gordon. Blackfeet Community College President: 
1986 to present. Interview with author, Albuquer-
que, New Mexico, 9 April 1989. 

Bolt, Christine. American Indian Policy and American 
Reform; Case Studies of the Campaign to Assimilate 
the Indians. London: Allen and Unwin, 1987. 

Burt, Larry W. "Roots of the Native American Urban Experi-
ence: Relocation Policy in the 1950s." American 
Indian Quarterly 10 (Spring 1986): 85-99. 

Churchill, Ward, and Norbert S. Hill, Jr. "An Historical 
Survey of Tendencies in Indian Education: Higher 
Education." The Indian Historian 12, no. 1 (1979): 
37-46. 

Clifford, Leroy. American Indian Higher Education Consor-
tium Executive Director: 1977-1983. Telephone 
interview with author, 24 April 1989. 

Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report 38, no. 43 (25 Octo-
ber 1980): 3197-3198. 

Eaton, Jerry. "Dare Greatly." Journal of American Indian 
Education 8 (May 1969): 1-5. 

Gill, George A. "Upward Bound's All-Indian Students Ful-
fill Promise." Journal of American Indian 
Education 8 (May 1969): 6-9. 

Gipp, David. American Indian Higher Education Consortium 
Executive Director 1973-1977. Interview with 
author, Albuquerque, New Mexico, 10 April 1989. 

Harlacker, Ervin L. The Community Dimension of the Com-
munity College. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-
Hall, Inc, 1969. 

84 



85 

Howard, Phyllis. 1976-1977 American Indian Higher 
Education Consortium President. Telephone 
conversation with author, 13 April 1989. 

Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act. 
U.S. Code. Vol. 25, secs. 450-450n. 

Journal of American Indian Education (October 1968): 25. 

McDonald, Joseph. 1985-1986 American Indian Higher 
Education Consortium President. Telephone con-
versation with author, 17 April 1989. 

Meyer, Eugene D. "We Continue to Massacre the Education 
of the American Indian." Journal of American 
Indian Education 11 (January 1972): 18-25. 

Mooney, Carolyn J. "In a Barren Land, A Tribal College 
Flourishes." The Chronicle of Higher Education 
36, no. 30 (6 April 1988): 1, A16-A17. 

Roessel, Robert A. "A Light in the Night." Journal of 
American Indian Education 11, no. 3 (May 1972): 
26-29. 

St. Germaine, Rick. "NIEA Conference Deemed a Success." 
Journal of American Indian Education 14, no. 2 
(January 1975): 1-5. 

Shanley, James. 1977-1978 American Indian Higher Education 
Consortium President. Telephone conversation with 
author, 25 April 1989. 

Stefon, Frederick J. "The Irony of Termination: 1943-
1958." The Indian Historian 11, no. 3 (Summer 
1978: 3-14. 

Szasz, Margaret Connell. Education and the American Indian 
Road to Self-Determination since 1928. Albuquerque 
University of New Mexico Press, 1972. 

Thornton, James W., Jr. The Community Junior College, 
3d ed. New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc, 
1972. 

The Tribally Controlled Community College Act. U.S. Code. 
Vol. 25, secs. 1801-1815 (1978). 



86 
U.S. C°^|^^^^-^ House. Coimnittee on Education and Labor. 

on thríríh^?'' ̂ °^t^^^°^dary Education. Hearings 
j\f L 1 ^^ rontrolled Cn^n^unity Colleaes Act. 
y^th Cong., ^Q sess., 18 May and 14 June 1978. 

U.S. C°^|^^^^ H coimnittee on Education and Labor. 
Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education. Over-
sight Hearinq on Tribally Controlled CommuTrTt^ 
C^i^:.^Hssrsi:ance Act.^ 97th Cong. , Ist sess. , 

U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Education and Labor. 
Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education. Reautho-
fization of Triballv Controlled Community Colleaes. 
9 7th Cong. , 2d sess. , 4 May 1982. — 

U.S. Congress. House. Representative Blouin of lowa 
speakmg for the Tribally Controlled Community 
Colleges Act. 95th Cong., 2d sess., Congres-
sional Record (26 September 1978): 31650-31656. 

U.S. Congress. House. Representative Quie of Minnesota 
speaking for the Tribally Controlled Community 
Colleges Act. 95th Cong., 2d sess., Congressional 
Record (26 September 1978): 31650-316167"^ 

U.S. Congress. Senate. Authorizing Grants for the Navajo 
Community College. 92d Cong., Ist sess., Report 
No. 92-548 (2 December 1971). 

U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. Subcommittee on Indian Affairs. Hear-
ings on Indian Self-Determination Act. 93d Cong., 
2d sess., 1974. 

U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. Subcommittee on Indian Affairs. Indian 
Postsecondary Educational Assistance Act. 94th 
Cong., 2d sess., 15 March 1976. 

U.S. Congress. Senate. Select Committee on Indian 
Affairs. Grants to Indian Controlled Postsecondary 
Educational Institutions and the Navajo Community 
College Act. 95th Cong., Ist sess., 28 July 1977. 

U.S. Congress. Senate. Select Committee on Indian 
Affairs. Implementation of the Tribally Controlled 
Community Colleges Assistance Act. 96th Cong., 
2d sess., 10 June 1980. 



87 

U.S. Congress. Senate. Select Committee on Indian 
Affairs. Proposed Reauthorization for the 
Tribally Controlled Coramunity College Program. 
97th Cong., 2d sess., 15 June 1982. 

U.S. Congress. Senate. Select Committee on Indian 
Affairs. To Reauthorize the Tribally Controlled 
Community Colleqes Assistance Act of 1978 and the 
Navajo Community College Act. 99th Cong., 2d 
sess., 20 March 1986. 

U.S. Congress. Senate. Select Committee on Indian 
Affairs. Tribally Controlled Community Colleges 
Assistance Act Amendment. 96th Cong., Ist sess., 
26 November 1979. 

U.S. Department of the Interior. Problem of Indian 
Administration. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins 
Press, 1928. 

U.S. Department of the Interior Information Service. 
More Indian Youths in Advanced Education. 
Washington, D.C.: Office of the Federal Register, 
National Archives and Records Service, 10 October 
1955. Lubbock: Southv/est Collection, Texas Tech 
University. 

U.S. Government Manual 1981/82. Washington, D.C.: Office 
of the Federal Register, National Archives and 
Records Service, 1982. 

U.S. President. Public Papers of the Presidents of the 
United States. Washington, D.C.: Office of the 
Federal Register, National Archives and Records 
Service, 1982. Ronald Reagan, 1982. 

Wilson, Terry P. "Custer Never Would Have Believed It: 
Native American Studies in Academia." American 
Indian Quarterly 5, no. 3 (August 1979): 207-227. 



PERMISSION TO COPY 

In presenting this thesis in partial fulfillment of the 

requirements for a master's degree at Texas Tech University, I agree 

that the Library and my major department shall make it freely avail-

able for research purposes. Permission to copy this thesis for 

scholarly purposes raay be granted by the Director of the Library or 

my major professor. It is understood that any copying or publication 

of this thesis for financial gain shall not be allowed without my 

further written permission and that any user may be liable for copy-

right infringement. 

Disagree (Permission not granted) Agree (Permission granted) 

Student's signature Student's signature 
-> ^ -ílJLX.p':-^ 

Date Date ! 




