
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright 

by 

Patrick Lee Valdez 

2013 

 

 

  



The Dissertation Committee for Patrick Lee Valdez Certifies that this is the 
approved version of the following dissertation: 

 

 

Hispanic-Serving Institution Legislation:  

An Analysis of Policy Formation between 1979 and 1992 

 

 

 

 

 
Committee: 
 

Victor B. Sáenz, Supervisor 

Rich Reddick 

Edwin Sharpe  

Emilio Zamora 

Geronimo Dominguez 

 



Hispanic-Serving Institution Legislation:  

An Analysis of Policy Formation between 1979 and 1992 

 

 

 

by 

Patrick Lee Valdez, B.A., M.A. 

 

 

 

Dissertation 

Presented to the Faculty of the Graduate School of  

The University of Texas at Austin 

in Partial Fulfillment  

of the Requirements 

for the Degree of  

 

Doctor of Philosophy 

 

 

The University of Texas at Austin 

May 2013 



Dedication 

For my wife, Stefanie Reyna Valdez, who shows me every day how to love selflessly.    
For my daughters, Estefanita Jaselle Valdez and Ysenia Reyna Valdez, who taught me 

how to love on an entirely other level.  
 
 

For my mother, Lucia G. Valdez, who taught me how to love.   
For my father, Willie Z. Valdez, Sr., who taught me how to love what I do.  

 
 

For my brothers, Willie Z. Valdez, Jr., and Floyd Valdez, who taught me how to love 
unconditionally.  

 
 

For Estefanita and Adelina Garza, Ralph and Rebecca Salazar, and Federico Reyna for 
their unwavering support.  

 
 

For my tio Jim Z. Valdez, Sr. and tia Josie Valdez, who provided shelter on days when 
shelter was needed.  

 
 

For Jimmy, Jacob, Santos (Moose), Yvette, Jesse, and Joe Valdez who were my brothers 
and sister on days when I needed more than just two siblings.  

 
 

For my all extended family, who taught me that love transcends distance and days passed. 
 
 

For my grandparents, Santos & Librada Valdez, Sr. and Librado & Antonia Gutierrez, 
Sr., who toiled the earth and plowed the fields, and for all my loved ones who have loved 

me but have passed through to the next place. May God's perpetual light shine on you.  
 
 

And for all the early proponents of Latino higher education.  
If not you, then who? 



Acknowledgements 

Las notas que estoy cantando me nacen del corazon, y con todo sentimiento los pongo en 
esta canción ---Las Nubes, Little Joe y la Familia 

The Ph.D. Journey 

It has been an incredible journey.  Along the way, I have traveled from San 

Antonio to Ann Arbor to Austin and to Washington D.C.  I have taken classes with 

professors whose scholarship I have admired and engaged in discourse that challenged 

me.  I recall waiting for the bus in -18 degree weather in Ann Arbor; three years of 

commuting from San Antonio to Austin; days sitting in the Library of Congress in 

Washington D.C. and nights that became mornings.  These moments have contributed to 

my trove of memories that capture a lifelong dream to earn a Ph.D.  Mostly, though, I 

remember the people who traveled this journey with me.   

First and foremost, I want to thank my committee chair, Dr. Victor Sáenz, for his 

endless push and support.  Victor believed in me even on the days when I found it tough 

to do the same.  The University of Texas at Austin and the students in the Program in 

Higher Education Leadership are lucky to have him.  His commitment to the Latino 

community makes the world a better place.   I also want to express my deepest thanks to 

the rest of my committee members: Dr. Rich Reddick for encouraging me to take hold of 

the research and own it; Dr. Emilio Zamora for his contributions to Mexican American 

history and his guidance in helping me find balance between theoretical frameworks and 

recording an important period of Latino and American higher education history; Dr. 

Edwin Sharpe for being one of the first faculty members to encourage me to research this 

v 
 



topic, stating its importance to our understanding of Hispanic higher education; and Dr. 

Jerry Dominguez for being a great friend and serving as a representative for the many 

mentors that have supported and encouraged my pursuit of a Ph.D.  His conversations 

kept my feet grounded in both the administrative and scholarly worlds.  To all of you, 

your wise words and consistent encouragement helped me believe that the research was 

worth pursuing and that it could get done.  Your support throughout this process has been 

a real North Star.  

I would also like to thank Dr. Juan Gonzalez. A few years ago, I knew Dr. 

Gonzalez only by name.  Over the past two years, however, I have worked closely with 

him as a TA/GA and as a colleague on a few projects.  Through this experience he 

became Juan, and now I simply refer to him as G. I am proud to say that he has become 

more than a mentor---he has become a good friend. His support helped me get through 

the post-proposal period.  I also want to thank Dr. Pedro Reyes. Dr. Reyes hired me the 

summer I transferred to UT Austin and his support helped lay the foundation for the road 

ahead.  Every time he saw me after that summer he asked if I was staying the course. 

Lastly, I want to thank Dr. Tomas Arciniega.  I met Dr. Arciniega in 2002. Dr. Arciniega 

encouraged me to get my Ph.D. and his dogged enthusiasm (which includes a nice 

balance of consejos y cariño) never let me forget it either.  He is a large reason why this 

Ph.D. journey began and the reason I have found success.  His willingness to share time 

with a young Latino professional closed the gap between past and present and 

encouraged me to research the history of HSI (Hispanic Serving Institution) legislation.  

vi 
 



Lastly, I want to thank Linda Overton and Hortensia Palomares for serving as 

compasses that guided me through all the paperwork. I am indebted to your generous 

assistance. 

The Past 

Although the doctoral program took five years to complete, the pursuit towards a 

Ph.D. started the day I met Dr. Roberto Juarez in 1992.  I was a sophomore taking Dr. 

Juarez's Mexican American history class at St. Edward's University (Go Hilltoppers!) in 

Austin, Texas when I realized that I could be like him, a doctor.  He encouraged it.  

Along the way, I married a wonderful woman with whom I have raised two equally 

wonderful daughters.  I have celebrated twenty-one wedding anniversaries, my oldest 

daughter’s graduation from high school and into college, my youngest daughter's 

maturity from a middle school teen into a high school senior, and I have transformed 

from a dad who was nervous that his daughters would get their fingers caught in a door to 

quelling nerves as they drove off in a vehicle for the first time.  

I have seen the seasons change and, while most have held great joy, some have 

been filled with sadness.  I have witnessed loved ones grace this world, and I have wept 

when they departed it: my grandfather, Santos Valdez, Sr.; my grandmother, Librada 

Valdez; my grandfather, Librado Gutierrez; my tíos Lupe and Mike Valdez; tío Joe "G" 

Gutierrez; my tías Susie Valdez and Carmen Soto; my (wife's) grandparents, José and 

Estefanita Garza, Sr.; my father-in-law, Federico "Fred" Reyna; and my cousins: Albert 

Chapa, David Reyna, Erasmo, Naomi, and Steve Valdez.  I have embraced the living 

legacies of these individuals throughout my life and, at times, when it was difficult to 

vii 
 



write this dissertation, I summoned their support.  I always remembered the sacrifices and 

struggles of my grandparents and the warmth and love that filled the conversations I had 

with each of the persons that passed.  If I can offer any lasting gratitude to them, I pray 

that they rest in peace and that God's perpetual light shine upon them.  

The Friends 

 Greater love has no one than this, than a friend who listens to another friend talk 

about their research.  I have met many people and made great friends along the way. I 

want to thank my University of Michigan (UM) cohort and friends: Kim and Dan Lijana, 

Father Dan Parrish, Faheemah Mustafa, Brian Burt, James Webb, Tom and Mandy 

McGuiness, Liz Hudson, Mary Antonaros, Pelema Morrice, Molly Ott, Kate Thiroff, 

Ekko Tackabury, Britany Affoiter-Caine, Jose and Magda Martinez, Brighid Dwyer, 

Moira Poe, Rebecca Primeau, and Rachel Wike.  I will never forget that this all started 

alongside all of you in the fall of 2008.  

Thank you to my professors at UM: Ed St. John, Brian McCall, Eric Dey, Larry 

Rowley, Phil Bowman, Pat King, and Deborah Carter.  I want to give a special thank you 

to Steve DesJardins whose support was unshakeable and whose words of advice were 

exact, especially when I was deciding to transfer to The University of Texas at Austin.  I 

also want to thank John Burkhardt, a gentleman, a practitioner, a scholar, and a friend. 

Were it not for John, Michigan would have never happened for me.  Thank you, John, for 

your support.  To the Grizzly Peak, Blue Leprechaun, Dominicks, Hiedlebrg, the Little 

Brown Jug, the Big House, and FLEETWOODS.  Go Blue! 

viii 
 



To my UT Austin friends who took me in as if I had attended first-year 

orientation with them: Tracy Arambula-Turner, Mike Nava, Melissa Martinez, Laura 

Cortez, Gloria Gonzales Dholakia, Samuel Riley, Christian Bell, Brad Davis, Matt Giani, 

Charles Lu, Sarah Rodriguez, Manny Gonzalez, Todd Hutner, and Becky Cohen.  A 

special nod goes to my SQE and beverage drinking buddies: Beth Bukoski, Amy 

Heitzman, Enrique Romo, Stella Smith, Daryl Hatch, Mindy Sutton, Kelty Garbee, Jeff 

Wright, Henry Lane Nevils, Taryn Ozuna (T to tha O!), and Angelica Aguilar.  Thanks 

for the theory discussion and memories.  I will never forget that this journey ended with 

some of you in the spring of 2013---may the road rise to meet you and the wind always 

be at your backs.  Hook’em Horns! Por vida.  

Lastly, I want to acknowledge my friends Chris Nellum and Noe Ortega.  Noe and 

I attended SEU as undergrads and over ten years later, he was my roommate during my 

alchemical journey to Michigan.  We met Chris at Michigan.  During that year, the three 

of us spent a lot of time talking education.  Together they helped lessen the sting of being 

away from my family.  I hold a special indebtedness to both of them, but, as roommates, 

Noe and I spent over 20 hours a week talking about Latino higher education.  We talked 

about access, financial aid, higher education policy, inequity, retention and persistence, 

graduation rates, and HSIs.  We talked about Latino higher education leaders that came 

before us, and we talked about how we would carry the torch.  We talked.  We discussed. 

We analyzed.  We criticized.  We generated new knowledge.  We did this in the 

apartment, in classrooms, on the bus, in the car, over coffee, over beer, and while 

standing in -18 degree weather waiting for the bus.  We never took a break and we never 

ix 
 



got tired.  We still don't. It's no stretch to say that the real classroom discussions that year 

took place at our coffee table.  Thank you, mi amigo, for being you and for the kind of 

year I am unlikely to ever experience again. 

And now to my closest friends, those I consider brothers and sisters from another,  

Jay and Zoila Zambrano and Ernest and Rose Gomez.  I met Jay and Ernest about 

thirteen years ago.  I have seen them marry and have children, and they have seen my 

daughters grow up and witnessed our move from Austin to New York to San Antonio in 

pursuit of higher education and the desire to make a difference for Latino students and 

families.  Never once were they critical; they were always supportive. Jay's humor and 

benevolence never waned and his daily calls and text messages always uplifted me. 

Where Jay reminds me never to take life too seriously, conversations with Ernest remind 

me of the days I spent running through cornfields and growing up in a small town.  We 

can talk Tejano music and NASCAR (an unlikely pair for a conversation) until the sun 

comes up.  Their families have been a real source of support for me and my family the 

past five years.  Vitty vitty vit, kits!  

I also want to thank my friend Andres Perez who was with me the day I received 

my acceptance letter to Teachers College in 2001.  We always imagined I would get here. 

En route, we had a few bottles of wine in Austin, New York, and San Antonio.   We 

crossed the Brooklyn Bridge at 7:00 am in 28 degree weather and sat atop the Empire 

State Building for hours waiting for the sun to go down, so that Andres could take some 

photos.  Through his awesome photos, we got to live vicariously through his world 

x 
 



peregrinations.  He always has a great story to tell and beautiful pictures to share. It’s safe 

to say that he provided a different lens through which to see the world.  

The Network  

 I want to thank the numerous mentors and friends who have provided words of 

encouragement and in some cases dogged enthusiasm for me to start and finish my Ph.D.: 

Ricardo Fernandez, Ben Corpus, Jamie Chahin, Tomas Morales, Alfredo Gonzalez, Josie 

De Leon, Cheo Torres, Lourdes Orozco, Silas Abrego, Donald Castro, Lorelle Espinosa, 

Margarita Benitez, Alfredo de los Santos, Felicia Casados, Tomas Martinez, David de 

Leon, Roberto Juarez, Raphael Magallan, Jamie Merisotis, Lynda de la Vina, Lisa 

Montoya, Deborah Santiago, Norma Cantu, Juan Gonzalez, Ricardo Romo, Ana 

Esquivel, Lisa Anaya, David Rangel, Arturo Cuellar, Alvin Rivera, Arturo Madrid, and 

countless others.  

The Coffee…lots of coffee 

A few months back, I sent Noe a text from Busboys and Poets in DC.  It was the 

4th of July and I had gone there to write. In the text, I mentioned how astonished I was 

about the places the Ph.D. journey had taken me and the coffee shops, bars, and people I 

had come across.  So, to the coffee shops that kept me caffeinated and the bars that kept 

me medicated, but most importantly, to the wonderful staff who always made me feel 

like, NORM!   Thank you: Starbucks in Ann Arbor, San Antonio, Austin, Chicago, 

Anaheim, McAllan, Washington DC, and Houston; Panera Bread in Ann Arbor, San 

Antonio and Columbia Heights in DC; Mozart's, Grizzly Peak, Blue Leprechaun, Austin 

Java, The Tavern, Draught House, Blanton Museum, Scholtz's Beer Garden, Kerby Lane, 

xi 
 



Gingerbread Man, Caribou Coffee, Seattle's Best in a couple of airports, Area 21, Olmos 

Cafe, Jalapenos, Flacos, Southern Hospitality, Bus Boys and Poets, Flying Fish, Aspen 

Brew, and Austin Java (Lamar location) in Austin.  

The Soundtrack 

I write best when I write to music.  To the following musicians and bands, thank 

you.  On the toughest of days, your lyrics and rhythms inspired and moved me to write: 

Little Joe y La Familia, Ruben "El Gato Negro" Ramos, Roberto Pulido, Kumiba Kings, 

Alejandro Escovedo, Tom Waits, Eric Clapton, Daniel Lanois, Pearl Jam, Soundgarden, 

U2, Temple of the Dog, The Cure, GNR, Oscar Isaacs, The Avett Brothers, George 

Strait, Jimmy Cliff, Kings of Leon, The Lumineers, Red Hot Chili Peppers, Alejandro 

Sanz, Mana, Ricardo Arjona, Beastie Boys, Black Keys, The Shins, Peter Gabriel, Billy 

Joel, Explosions in the Sky, Modest Mouse, Merle Haggard, Keith Whitley, Willie 

Nelson, Miles Davis, John Coltrane, Stevie Wonder, Sam Cooke, The Ronettes, Otis 

Redding, Ella Fitzgerald, The Temptations, Los Super Seven, Amy Winehouse, Lee Ann 

Womack, Adele, John Mayer, Sade, Fun, The Band, Lyle Lovett, Ennio Morricone, Van 

Morrison, and the Counting Crows, whose lyrics “and though I will never forget your 

face, sometimes I can’t remember my name” should be the anthem for those writing a 

dissertation. 

The Family 

I want to thank my mom and dad for their unwavering support and love.  Not 

many may have believed that a poor Mexican American kid from a small town would get 

a Ph.D., except my mom and dad.  Knowing they believed helped me push through 

xii 
 



adversity and doubt.  I also want to thank my brothers, Floyd and Willie; Floyd for 

keeping it real and Willie for all the telephone calls that took my mind off the doctorate 

and kept me awake during my night commutes from Austin to San Antonio.  I write 

words; you build houses.  We all make our mark. I want to thank my mother-in-law, 

Stefanie Garza, and Rebecca and Ralph for all their support and for giving me keys to 

their homes, providing a place to sleep on nights when the commute would have been too 

long.  

I want to thank my tíos and tías: Jim and Josie, Santos and Dolores, John and 

Lupita, Miguel and Susie, Lupe and Ana, John and Olga, Lee and Gloria, Yolanda and 

Jimmy, Joe and Marie, and Tanis and Carmen.  I want to thank my cousins: Joe, Sonia, 

Jesse, Michael, Debbie, Vincent, Cindy, Monica, Adrian, Francis, Cynthia, Carlos, 

Sandra, David, Sonya, Nicole, Kenny, Joanne, Theresa, Johnny Two Stomachs, Carolina, 

Elaina, Mari, Eric, Andria, Briana, Coriana, and Lupe, Jr. I want to thank my nieces and 

nephews: Stephanie, Sarah, Joseph, Samantha, Christopher, Floyd Jr., Brion, Jake, 

Beatrice, and Xander. 

The Most Important…the palm trees in my life 

There are no words powerful enough to describe the thanks and love I hold for my 

wife, Stefanie Reyna Valdez.  She has seen me through my undergraduate degree, 

master’s degree, and then returned to get her own Bachelor of Science degree in 

Community Health from UTSA (Go Runners!).  Now, for the third time during our 

marriage, she has seen me through another degree.  She has supported me the most by 

saying that she has learned a lot too-her way of easing the stress that came from yet 

xiii 
 



another full-time degree program, even on days when our bank account was as mercurial 

as a Texas thermometer.  At times we laughed.  Other times we sighed.  At times we 

bent.  We never broke.  Her faith and commitment has been resolute and unwavering.  

Her love and support has served as the foundation for raising our two beautiful daughters, 

Jaselle and Ysenia Valdez, to whom I also want to express my thanks.  They never 

complained about me being gone or having to make financial sacrifices.  They helped me 

get through, because they never stop hugging, laughing, or believing in dad.  They are 

beautiful.  Stef, Jaseelle, and Ysenia - we did it. I have fought the good fight. I have 

finished the course. I have kept the faith. 

xiv 
 



Hispanic-Serving Institution Legislation:  

An Analysis of Policy Formation between 1979 and 1992 

 

Patrick Lee Valdez, PhD. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2013 

 

Supervisor:  Victor B. Sáenz  

 
Abstract: This study contributes to the existing knowledge about the history of Hispanic-

Serving Institution (HSI) legislation passed into law by the 102nd United States Congress 

by investigating how individuals and organizations in support of Hispanic higher 

education worked within and outside the federal political process between 1979 and 

1992.  By drawing from theoretical frameworks rooted in the historical and policy 

analysis fields, this study utilizes historiographical methods to situate the HSI policy 

formation period within the larger social and political context of the time.  The Advocacy 

Coalition Framework and Policy Entrepreneurship theory serve as policymaking models 

that deepen the understanding of the efforts of Hispanic higher education proponents 

during this policy formation period.  

 

xv 
 



 

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 1 

Organization of Proposed Study ..................................................................4 

Policy Background .......................................................................................6 

The Higher Education Act (HEA) of 1965 and Title III ..............................6 

Laying the Foundation for HSI Legislation .................................................7 

Minority-Serving Institutions (MSIs) ........................................................10 

Rationale for the Study ..............................................................................13 

Purpose of the Study and Research Questions ...........................................14 

Advocacy Coalition Framework and Policy Entrepreneurship Theory .....15 

Research Plan and Methodology ...............................................................16 

Significance of the Study ...........................................................................17 

CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 19 

Purpose .......................................................................................................19 

Texts on the History of American Higher Education ................................21 

The American College and University: A History ....................................22 

American Higher Education: A History ....................................................23 

The Shaping of American Higher Education: Emergence and Growth of a 
Contemporary System.......................................................................25 

A History of American Higher Education .................................................26 

HSI Policy Formation within HSI Literature .............................................28 

Early literature on HSIs .............................................................................28 

Literature on the Diversity of student at HSIs ...........................................30 

HSI Literature and Federal Education Policy ............................................33 

Table of Contents 

xvi 
 



HSI Literature and Institutional Mission and Accountability ....................35 

 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORKS: 37 

Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF).....................................................37 

ACF Model ................................................................................................42 

Policy Entrepreneurs ..................................................................................45 

CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 48 

Introduction ................................................................................................48 

Qualitative Inquiry .....................................................................................49 

Historical Approaches to Social Science Research ...................................52 

 RESEARCH DESIGN 55 

Data Collection ..........................................................................................55 

Content Analysis ........................................................................................56 

Interviews ...................................................................................................57 

Sources of Data ..........................................................................................58 

Confidentiality of Participants ...................................................................64 

Data Organization and Analysis ................................................................65 

Trustworthiness ..........................................................................................66 

Limitations .................................................................................................67 

Ethical Considerations ...............................................................................68 

Situating Myself and Delimiting Findings in this Study ...........................69 

CHAPTER 4: FOR THE RECORD 72 

Part 1: Laying the Foundation....................................................................74 

Latino Participation in Congressional Hearings ........................................76 

Latino Testimony from 1967 to 1977 ........................................................78 

xvii 
 



Latino Bilingual Education Testimony from 1965 - 1973 .........................79 

Latino Higher Education Testimony in 1975 and 1976 .............................81 

The Hispanic Higher Education Coalition (HHEC) ..................................83 

Organizing the HHEC in 1978 ...................................................................85 

Title III Ambiguity .....................................................................................88 

Part II: Moving the Needle ......................................................................102 

HHEC Testimony and Strategy from 1979 to 1985.................................103 

Resistance to Expanding Title III ............................................................112 

Understanding the Policy Process ............................................................122 

1984 Reauthorization of the HEA Title III: Moving towards HSI Legislation
 ........................................................................................................133 

Part III: Title III Policy Change ...............................................................148 

HHEC and Advocacy Coalition Framework ...........................................148 

HSI Policy Formation, the Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) and Policy 
Entrepreneurship Model .................................................................155 

HEA Title III Policy Subsystem over Time .............................................157 

Passing the Baton: From HHEC to HACU ..............................................160 

CHAPTER 5: “SUCCESS HAS A LOT OF MOTHERS AND FATHERS, FAILURE HAS FEW”
 163 

Overview of Study ...................................................................................163 

Significance of the Study .........................................................................164 

Research Questions ..................................................................................166 

Review of Methods ..................................................................................173 

Major Finding #1 .....................................................................................174 

Major Finding #2 .....................................................................................175 

xviii 
 



Major Finding #3 .....................................................................................180 

Contribution to Hispanic Higher Education ............................................183 

 IMPLICATIONS OF FINDINGS 189 

Legacy of the Hispanic Higher Education Coalition ...............................194 

Reflections on the Study ..........................................................................197 

APPENDICES 199 

Appendix A: Types of Data Methods and Sources ..................................200 

Appendix B: Figure 4.2 Advocacy Coalition Framework of Title III Policy 
Change ............................................................................................201 

Appendix C: Naturally Occurring Data Sources .....................................202 

Appendix D: Participant Invitation Letter ...............................................206 

Appendix E: Consent to Participate in Research .....................................209 

Appendix F: In-depth Interview Questions..............................................212 

GLOSSARY 214 

REFERENCES 216 
 

  

xix 
 



List of Tables 
Table 3.1: Steps to conducting a Historical Analysis of HSI Policy Formation ................53 
Table 4.1: Hispanic Higher Education Coalition (HHEC) testimonies, 1979 to 1985 ......75 
Table 4.2: Latino Testimonies from 1967 to 1977 .................................................... 77 - 78 
Table 4.3: Latino Bilingual Education Testimonies from 1965 to 1973 ...........................81 
Table 4.4: Latino Higher Education Testimonies in 1975 and 1976 .................................82 
Table 4.5: Funds Awarded for Hispanic Programs from 1966 to 1978 ...........................109 
Table 4.6: Resistance to HHEC Advocacy for Increased Title III Funding in1981and 

1984................................................................................................................121 
Table 4.7:  Resistance to HHEC Advocacy for Increased Title III Funding in 1981 & 

1984................................................................................................................124 
Table 4.8: Rep. Conyers Statements during the Reauthorization of the HEA, Title III 

program, 1985  ...............................................................................................144 
Table 4.9: HEA Amendments to Title III, H.R. 5240, 1984 ............................................145 
Table 4.10 Four Basic Premises of the ACF....................................................................158 
Table 5.1: Latino Title III testimony between 1976 and 1985 ........................................175 
Table 5.2: Seminal Moments in Hispanic Higher Education prior to 1992.....................181 
 
  

xx 
 



List of Figures 
Figure 2.1: Advocacy Coalition Framework of Policy Change (Sabatier, 1993, p. 18) ....44 
Figure 4.1: HHEC Definitions of Hispanic Institutions in 1984 .....................................135 
Figure 4.2: Advocacy Coalition Framework of Title III Policy Change .........................201 
Figure 4.3: Title III Policy Subsystem between 1979 and 1992 ......................................159 
Figure 5.1 Amalgamation of Latino organizations to form the HHEC in 1978 ..............177 
 

 

 

  

xxi 
 



CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

That an American college would be the result of demographic and population shifts runs 

contrary to the initial purpose and design of American higher education.  

-Frederick Rudolph 

  
Much has been written about the history of American higher education (Altbach, 

Berdahl, & Gumport, 2005; Cohen, 1998; Cohen & Kisker, 2009; Lucas, 1996, 2006; 

Rudolph, 1962; Thelin, 2004); little has been written about the history of Latinos in 

higher education.  From the establishment of the colonial colleges to the booming college 

cottage industry during the first part of the nineteenth century and accompanying 

transition of a classical curriculum to a utilitarian one, higher education scholars have 

provided relatively consistent accounts of the history of higher education in the United 

States.  Most often this recollection of historical archives tells the story of how the 

emergence of land grant schools increased the role of the federal government in higher 

education (Marsden, 1996; Veysey, 1970), paved the way for the establishment of 

traditional Black colleges (Mahoney, 2012;  McPherson, 2012), and how the era of civil 

rights and mass higher education opened the door to an influx of historically 

underrepresented students during the 1960s and 1970s.  Recent scholars (Cohen & 

Kisker, 2009; Thelin, 2004) also address the rapid increase of college tuition and the 

steady decline of federal support for postsecondary education over the past decade.  The 
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historical accounts, however, have mostly neglected the history of Hispanic1 higher 

education.  

The research and major findings in this study contribute to our knowledge about 

the participation of Hispanics in American higher education policymaking.  Specifically, 

the findings about the Hispanic-Serving Institution2 (HSI) policy formation period 

between 1979 and 1992 increase our understanding of how proponents3 of Hispanic 

higher education operated within the Higher Education Act (HEA4) of 1965 policy 

subsystem and moved Congress to pass HSI legislation in 1992.  Beginning in 1979, 

during the reauthorization of the HEA of 1965 hearings (HEA Amendments of 1979; 

HEA and Related Measures, Part 1, 1979; HEA and Related Measures, Part 8, 1979), 

proponents of Hispanic higher education began advocating for increased federal funding 

for institutions of higher education5 (IHEs) serving large Hispanic student populations.  

1 Hispanic and Latino are used interchangeably. 
2 The Higher Education Act, 20 USCA Section 1,101a defines a Hispanic-serving 
institution as an institution of higher education that (a) is an eligible institution; (b) at the 
time of application, has an enrollment of undergraduate full-time equivalent students that 
is at least 25 percent Hispanic students; and (c) provides assurances that not less than 50 
percent of the institution's Hispanic students are low-income individuals (Integrated 
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), n.d.). 
3 Proponents will be used to describe individuals that advocated for increased educational 
opportunities for Latinos between 1965 and 1992. 
4 HEA refers to the Higher Education Act of 1965 (P.L. 89-329) passed into law in 1965. 
5 The term “institution of higher education” means an educational institution in any State 
that—(1) admits as regular students only persons having a certificate of graduation from 
a school providing secondary education, or the recognized equivalent of such a 
certificate, or persons who meet the requirements of section 1091 (d) of this Title; (2) is 
legally authorized within such State to provide a program of education beyond secondary 
education; (3) provides an educational program for which the institution awards a 
bachelor’s degree or provides not less than a 2-year program that is acceptable for full 
credit toward such a degree, or awards a degree that is acceptable for admission to a 
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In 1992, the 102nd Congress added Section 316 to Title III, Part A of the HEA 

(Public Law 102-325). Section 316 created the first legislative definition of an HSI. As 

defined by section 316, any IHE with a full-time undergraduate enrollment comprising a 

25% Hispanic student population, of whom 50% must be first generation and low-

income, was designated an HSI.  This designation was crucial because it expanded Title 

III to include HSIs as eligible for federal funding under HEA Title III (Stedman, 1992).  

Due to the rapid growth of HSIs, Congress amended Title V of the HEA in 1998 for the 

purpose of funding HSIs.  Despite the 1992 and 1998 amendments to the HEA, very little 

research on the policy formation of HSI legislation exists.  

While the increasing growth of the Hispanic population influenced political 

leaders and scholars (Benitez, 1998; De los Santos & Cuamea, 2010; Laden, 2004; 

Santiago, 2006) to focus on the role that HSIs played in educating the nation’s fastest 

growing student population (Gastic & Nieto, 2010; Gates, 2010; Obama, 2010; Perrakis 

& Hagedorn, 2010), the history of how HSI legislation came into existence was left 

uninvestigated.  As a result, the efforts HSI legislation advocates prior to 1992 have 

remained largely unnoticed.  Put more precisely, the voting members of the 102nd 

Congress did not unilaterally pass HSI legislation in 1992; HSI legislation was the 

graduate or professional degree program, subject to review and approval by the 
Secretary; (4) is a public or other nonprofit institution; and (5) is accredited by a 
nationally recognized accrediting agency or association, or if not so accredited, is an 
institution that has been granted preaccreditation status by such an agency or association 
that has been recognized by the Secretary for the granting of preaccreditation status, and 
the Secretary has determined that there is satisfactory assurance that the institution will 
meet the accreditation standards of such an agency or association within a reasonable 
time (Cornel University, Legal Information Institute, n.d.). 
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culmination of years of advocacy by proponents of Hispanic higher education starting as 

early as 1976.  

Organization of Proposed Study 

 Chapter one provides an overview of the phenomena investigated in this study. 

Because HSI legislation was born out of Title III, Strengthening Developing Institutions, 

any study focused on HSI policy formation must start with an overview of the HEA of 

1965.  Title III also solidified the federal classification of Historically Black Colleges and 

Universities (HBCUs) (P.L. 99-498, 1986) and paved the way for Tribal Colleges and 

Universities (TCUs) in 1978 (U.S. Department of Education,  n.d.). Together, this 

tripartite of colleges are referred to as Minority-Serving Institutions6 (MSIs); however, 

distinctions must be made regarding their historical differences. Despite research that has 

examined MSIs (Baez, Gasman, & Turner, 2008), there is a lack of empirical studies 

about HSI policy formation.  I argue that insight into how HSI legislation was created 

provides a better understanding of how current and emerging HSIs (Santiago & Andrade, 

2010) can overcome the obstacles and challenges (De los Santos & De los Santos, 2003) 

they face.  

 Chapter two provides a critical review of pertinent American higher education 

and HSI literature, highlighting the absence of the efforts of Hispanic higher education 

proponents.  The second section of chapter two addresses the conceptual frameworks that 

guided the research study: Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) and Policy 

6 As of 2007, Asian American and Native American Pacific Islander-Serving Institution have 
been added to the MSI classification.  
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Entrepreneurship (PE).  Chapter three explains the study’s use of content analysis. Due to 

the temporal nature of federal legislation, content analysis was used to review historical 

documents between 1965 and 1992, thus situating HSI policy formation within the 

greater societal and political contexts of the period.  The remainder of chapter three 

details the research design, data analysis, validity, limitations, and delimitations of the 

study.   

 Chapter four addresses the study’s research questions by employing the 

qualitative methods (Glesne, 2006; Lincoln & Guba, 1994) described in chapter three. 

Analysis of the data identified the early proponents of Latino higher education and 

provided insight into the motives and strategies they employed to operate within the HEA 

subsystem.  The study particular focuses on the testimony that was given during Title III 

of the HEA hearings between 1979 and 1985.  Lastly, data analysis is used to construct 

an Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) model of Title III Policy Change that pertains 

to the HSI legislation policy formation period.  

Chapter five highlights the study’s major findings and addresses research question 

four: What lessons learned from a historical policy analysis of HSI legislation can be 

used to inform current and emerging HSIs?  Chapter five also states the study’s 

contribution to the existing literature, its impact on future HSI research, and how the 

findings can move the HSI community to continue engaging discussions around the 25% 

designation.  In chapter five, I reflect on the immense commitment of early Hispanic 

proponents and how ordinary individuals coalesced to create extraordinary higher 

education legislation. 
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Policy Background 

The Higher Education Act (HEA) of 1965 and Title III 

Throughout the history of American higher education, congressional mandates 

have steered the course of college and university policies and missions (Altbach et al., 

2005; Cohen, 1998; Cross II, 2012; Lucas, 1996).  The Morrill Land Grant Acts of the 

nineteenth century and the Serviceman’s Readjustment Act (G.I. Bill) of 1944, for 

instance, addressed the issue of educational opportunities throughout the country and 

across socioeconomic and racial divides. These mandates paved the way for one of the 

most important pieces of federal legislation to impact higher education in the past 50 

years, the HEA of 1965 (LBJ Library and Museum, n.d.).  As captured by President 

Johnson’s remarks given by minutes before he signed the bill, the HEA of 1965 was 

created to open the halls of higher education to a diverse set of students that had been 

historically underrepresented at postsecondary institutions:  

In a very few moments, I will put my signature on the Higher Education Act of 

1965. The President's signature upon this legislation passed by this Congress will 

swing open a new door for the young people of America.  For them, and for this 

entire land of ours, it is the most important door that will ever open--the door to 

education. (LBJ Library and Museum, n.d.) 

 Together with the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, President 

Johnson believed that the HEA of 1965 would lead the way in helping the U.S. reinvest 

in its secondary and postsecondary education system (LBJ Library and Museum, n.d.).  

The law had two major priorities.  The first one concentrated on expanding higher 
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education among lower and middle income families, primarily by establishing the Pell 

Grant and Stafford Loan financial aid programs to assist students attending college.  The 

second one focused on helping small and less well developed colleges improve their 

programs.  Funding for this emphasis was established under Title III, Strengthening 

Developing Institutions (SDIs) (P.L. 89-329, 1965).  As stated by Commissioner of 

Education Keppel in 1965:  

If we did not need all our institutions we might turn our backs and allow only the 

fittest of our colleges to survive. This is a step we cannot afford. We must instead 

regard developing institutions as among our greatest resources” (p. 16).  

Title III, SDI was directed towards improving the quality of smaller, poorer 

colleges and universities.  In 1965, at the time that the HEA was passed, there was an 

understanding among congressional members that strengthening developing institutions 

applied specifically to traditional Black colleges, entitling them to the majority of SDI 

funding.  During this time period, however, proponents of Hispanic higher education 

began pressuring the Johnson administration to recognize their educational struggles as 

well (H.R. Report No. 91-699, 1969; S. Report No. 91-422, 1969). 

Laying the Foundation for HSI Legislation 

In response to growing frustrations from Hispanic leaders, President Johnson 

issued an executive order that created the Interagency Committee on Mexican American 

Affairs in 1967.  The commission’s primary goal was to increase the elementary, 

secondary, and postsecondary education opportunities of Mexican Americans (S. Rep. 

No. 91-422, 1969).  Recognizing the need to reach out to all Hispanic Americans, the 
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1967 committee on Mexican American affairs was replaced by the 1969 Cabinet 

Committee on Opportunities for Spanish-speaking Americans.  The new Cabinet focused 

on the social and educational problems that faced not only Mexican Americans, but also 

Puerto Rican, Cuban, and all other Spanish-speaking and Spanish-surnamed Americans 

(HR Rep. No. 91-699, 1969).  Many of the social issues facing Spanish-surnamed 

Americans are reflected in a 1968 U.S. Commission on Civil Rights report Titled The 

Mexican Americans (Rowan, 1968). Rowan wrote:  

Mexican Americans, on the average, achieve several fewer years of education 

than either the Anglo or nonwhite populations of the Southwest.  Their 

unemployment rate is about twice that of Anglos.  Of those who are employed, 

the vast majority--almost 80 percent--work at unskilled or low-skilled, low-paying 

Jobs.  (p. 3) 

Specific to secondary education, Rowan reported: 

Mexican Americans make many specific complaints: crowded classrooms and 

run-down facilities, large class size, poor counseling and guidance, poor 

vocational education, testing and tracking practices that isolate Mexican 

Americans within schools if they are not in segregated schools, inappropriate 

textbooks and other teaching materials.  It is clear, however, that there is also a 

more general and overriding concern: that the schools function as mirrors of some 

of the more destructive attitudes of the dominant society.  (p. 26) 

 Through President Johnson’s executive orders, the Commission on Civil Rights 

report, and legal victories by the Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund 
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(MALDEF, n.d.), Hispanics began receiving greater federal attention.  In the period 

between 1965 and 1979, proponents of Hispanic higher education began advocating for 

increased federal recognition of IHEs enrolling large numbers of Hispanic students (HEA 

and Related Measures, Part 1, 1979). 

 By 1979, proponents of Hispanic higher education set their sights on Title III 

funding (HEA of 1965 Reauthorization Hearing7, 1979).  Prior to the 1979 

reauthorization hearings, Latino advocates targeted employment opportunities, job 

creation, and access to social services programs (Administration's Welfare Reform 

Proposal, Part 4, 1977; Federal Employment Problems of the Spanish Speaking, 1972). 

During the 1979 HEA Reauthorization Hearings, however, the need for federal 

recognition of IHEs enrolling large Hispanic student populations became a priority for 

proponents.  Despite the creation of committees by President Johnson in the late 1960s, 

Latino advocacy organizations led by MALDEF and the League of United Latin 

American Citizens (LULAC), made a calculated decision to pursue federal funding for 

IHEs enrolling large Hispanic student populations by calling for the expansion of Title 

III.  This strategic decision was predicated on a loose interpretation of how a “developing 

institution” was defined in Title III of the HEA.  Testimony by Alvin D. Rivera, 

representing the Hispanic Higher Education Coalition (HHEC), highlighted this loose 

interpretation:  

In 1976, I conducted an extensive review of literature, and discovered five 

studies on this topic.  There was conclusive agreement that the definition 

7  Every five years hearings on the reauthorization of HEA of 1965 are held by Congress. 
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of “developing institutions” was nowhere to be found, nor could it be 

stated in operational terms.  In 1975, the GAO [U.S. General Accounting 

Office] notified the people in the Office of Education that they could not 

evaluate the Title III program because the Office of Education had not 

defined a “developing institution,” nor had it determined when an 

institution would consider itself developed. “That situation,” said the 

General Accounting Office, “continues to exist today.”  (HEA and Related 

Measures, Part 1, 1979, p. 338) 

 Rivera’s testimony illustrates how proponents of Hispanic higher education began 

raising congressional awareness of the issues facing IHEs with large Hispanic student 

populations.  Chapter four further examines of the testimony provided by Roberto Zuniga 

(Oversight Hearing, Title III of the Institutional Aid Program, 1981), Arturo Madrid 

(Hispanics Access to Higher Education, 1982), Rafael Magallan (Reauthorization of the 

HEA Title III: Developing Institutions, Volume 6, 1984), and John Trasvina (Hearings on 

the Reauthorization of the HEA, 1985).  The analysis of the testimony reveals that 

proponents of Hispanic higher education were aware that IHEs enrolling large numbers 

of underrepresented students were entitled to Title III, SDI funding.  

Minority-Serving Institutions (MSIs)  

As of 2009, at least 3,290 degree-granting IHEs exist in the United States, 

excluding the 1,181 for-profit higher education institutions that have proliferated during 

the past thirty years (Digest of Education Statistics, 2010).  Among the degree-granting 
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IHEs, MSI institutions have been recognized for providing greater access to minority8 

students.  The MSI classification includes: HBCUs, TCUs, Hispanic-serving, Black-

serving, non-HBCUs, Asian-serving, and Other-minority serving IHEs.  Despite the 

number of institutions classified as MSIs, the tripartite of colleges most recognized for 

providing minority students with access to higher education are HSIs, HBCUs, and TCUs 

(Gasman, Baez, & Turner, 2008).  

In 2004, the total number of MSIs in the U.S. was 1,2549, accounting for nearly 

30% of all the degree-granting Title IV institutions10.  More importantly, MSIs enrolled 

over 50% of all students of color, over 4.7 million minority undergraduates in 2004. 

When we disaggregate the total number of MSIs, we find that HSIs make up 

approximately 27 percent of the MSI designation compared to HBCUs (5%) and TCUs 

(1%).  Further disaggregation of the number of students attending MSIs raises other 

concerns. For example, the majority of minority students attending MSIs are enrolled in 

two-year colleges or at four-year institutions with open admissions policies (Li & Carroll, 

2007).  Thus, while MSIs that have provided access to minority students should be 

applauded, the enrollment patterns and graduation rates of students attending these 

8 For purposes of this study, minority refers to students and population that are of African 
American, Hispanic, and American Indian descent. 
9 Of the total 102, 105, and 100 HBCUs in 1984, 1994 and 2004, respectively, as 
reported in the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), few either 
reported no undergraduate enrollment or were out of the institution coverage of this 
study, resulting in the number of HBCUs totaling 96, 99 and 94 in 1984, 1994, and 2004, 
respectively (“Characteristics of Minority-Serving Institutions,” 2007) 
10 IHEs eligible to participate in any Title IV federal student financial assistance 
program. 
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institutions are crucial factors in assessing the success of MSIs (Cunningham & 

Leegwater, 2010; Flores, Horn, & Crisp, 2006).  

In Understanding Minority-Serving Institutions (Gasman, Baez, & Turner, 2008), 

Gasman’s review of the history of HBCUs requires five pages, spanning a time frame 

that begins with the antebellum period and moves through the passage of the second 

Morrill Act, Brown v. Board of Education, and concludes with executive orders signed 

by presidents Carter and George H. Bush.  By contrast, the history of TCUs requires just 

over two pages and only one page summarizes the history of HSIs.  Like Gasman, most 

scholars studying HSIs begin with an overview of HSI history that starts in 1992. 

Although HSI legislation was passed just over 20 years ago, this should not diminish the 

years of struggle involving Hispanics who fought to gain access to higher education prior 

to 1992.  

Further complicating the history of HSIs is the fact that nearly all of them, unlike 

their HBCU and TCU counterparts, lack a historical mission to educate Hispanics.  This 

has led many observers in the education community to refer to HSIs as “Hispanic 

enrolling” (Gasman, 2008, p. 23) as opposed to Hispanic-serving.  Much consternation 

among Hispanic and HSI leaders has resulted due to: a lack of scholarship about the 

history of HSI policy formation, the absence of a historical mission to educate Hispanics, 

and the percentage scheme to designate IHEs with a 25% or more Hispanic student body 

as HSIs.  

As such, many questions currently abound regarding the HSI designation.  Was 

there an expectation in 1992 that HSIs would be more successful than other IHEs 
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ateducating Hispanics?  Why and how did Hispanic advocates and policymakers agree on 

the 25% Hispanic student population threshold for HSI designation?  One could exhaust 

an entire career exploring questions related to HSI legislation, but perhaps the most 

important question that exists today is: What does it means to be an HSI?  This study 

does not attempt to answer that question, but its findings may elucidate the dialogue 

around the 25% designation and how Latino proponents arrived at this percentage 

threshold.  

Rationale for the Study 

 While the majority of HSIs have long been concentrated in California, Texas, 

New York and Florida, in the past nineteen years HSIs have proliferated across the 

Midwest and East Coast regions of the U.S. (HACU, n.d.; Santiago, 2012).  In 2007, 

49.8% of the Hispanic college student population was enrolled at an HSI (National 

Center for Education Statistics, 2007), which make up approximately seven percent of the 

nation’s 3,500 degree-seeking IHEs.  Although many HSIs are increasing Hispanic 

student enrollments, they are registering low graduation rates (Santiago, 2004) because 

they have not received adequate levels of funding.  While HSI funding has increased 

from $12 million in 1995 to its current level of $104.3 million (roughly ten times more 

than 1995 levels), the number of HSIs has increased from just over 100 in 1992 to over 

311 in 2012 (Santiago, 2012). With the projected growth of Latino students pursuing a 

college degree, HSIs will continue to grow and so too does the need to understand their 

history. 
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Purpose of the Study and Research Questions 

The purpose of this study was to gain insight and understanding into the 102nd 

Congress’ decision to pass HSI legislation in 1992.  A review and analysis of historical 

documents revealed that HSI legislation was formulated by two decades of advocacy by 

proponents of Hispanic higher education.  Yet researchers have failed to investigate how 

proponents of Hispanic higher education operated during the policy formation period 

before 1992. In short, this period of Hispanic higher education has remained untold and 

unwritten.  

Congressional testimony by proponents of Hispanic higher education, starting in 

1979, revealed the strategies that Hispanic proponents employed to argue that Title III of 

the HEA be expanded to increase federal funds to IHEs with large numbers of Hispanic 

students.  More importantly, they made a concerted effort to make their views known 

during congressional hearings between 1979 and 1992.  As such, this study had three 

specific purposes: 1) to provide an analysis of HSI policy formation that identified the 

proponents of Hispanic higher education and their efforts, 2) to fill a gap in the literature 

on American higher education history, and 3) to apply two policy analysis theories to HSI 

policy formation.  

This study addressed the following research questions:   

1. Who were the proponents of Hispanic higher education between 1979 and 

1992?  
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a. Who were the initial pioneers and advocates? Who (if any) were 

opponents? 

b. What was the initial impetus for introducing a category of 

Hispanic-Serving Institutions? 

2. How did proponents of Hispanic higher education gain support for the 

passage of HSI legislation in 1992?  

a. What specific political and policy strategies were employed? 

3. How did the twenty-five percent threshold used to designate HSIs 

originate during the HSI policy formation process?  

4. What lessons learned from a historical policy analysis of HSI legislation 

can be used to inform current and emerging HSIs?     

Advocacy Coalition Framework and Policy Entrepreneurship Theory 

This study employed an Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) to explain how 

proponents of Hispanic higher education coalesced to gain political and, ultimately, 

congressional support for the passage of HSI legislation in 1992.  ACF provided a lens to 

“study the complex process of formation and change within interest groups that support 

or resist a policy or program” (Cooper, Fusarelli, & Randall, p. 26, 2004; (Jenkin-Smith 

& Sabatier, 1993). The ACF was complemented by the Policy Entrepreneurship (PE) 

theory that highlighted the role of political entrepreneurs “in bringing attention to certain 

problems and policies…in this way, policy entrepreneurship theory addresses the silence 
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in advocacy coalition theory about how advocacy coalitions are formed” (Dougherty, 

Nienhusser, & Vega, 2010; Mintrom & Vergari, 1996).  Chapter 2 provides a detailed 

overview of the ACF and PE theories and how combining both complemented the study 

of HSI policy formation.  

Research Plan and Methodology 

In order to answer the research questions, I reviewed congressional testimonies, 

federal historical documents, and conducted oral history interviews with Hispanic higher 

education proponents involved in HSI policy formation.  This exploration resulted in the 

creation of a diagram of the HSI policy formation policy subsystems (alliances of formal 

and informal actors required to make public policy) (Ellison, 1998; Sabatier, 1993) and 

helped identify HSI policy entrepreneurs.  Once the key actors in the HSI policy 

formation process were identified, I applied a content analysis method to HEA 

congressional testimonies, federal historical documents, and oral history interviews to 

understand the relationship and negotiations that occurred within the HEA policy 

subsystem between 1979 and 1992. 

This study focused on HEA congressional testimony that occurred between 1979 

and 1992, a review of the MALDEF and Hispanic Higher Education Coalition (HHEC) 

memorandums, Government Accounting Office Reports, and public laws that pertained 

to Hispanic higher education after 1965.  A historiographical method was used to provide 

an overview of how the social and political regularities (Brewer, 2008) impacted the 

construction of HSI policy formation during the period of 1965 to 1979, and to gain 

insight into question three. The ACF, PE theory, and content analysis generated an 
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exhaustive historical narrative of HSI policy formation that gives recognition to the early 

proponents of Hispanic higher education who made a significant contribution to 

American higher education. 

Significance of the Study 

HSI designation: By default or design? 
 
 The research questions that guided this study sought to uncover the struggles that 

proponents of Hispanic higher education faced on the path to HSI legislation.  The lack of 

historical research on Hispanics in higher education may cause HSI leaders to question 

what motivated Latino proponents to advocate for increased funding for IHEs serving 

large numbers of Hispanic students as well as the role HSIs should be playing in 

educating Hispanics today, but one need only look to President Johnson’s comments 

prior to signing the HEA of 1965 to discern that such landmark legislation was motivated 

by the lack of educational opportunities available to Mexican American students that he 

witnessed during his tenure as a school teacher in Cotulla, Texas: 

I shall never forget the faces of the boys and the girls in that little Welhausen 

Mexican School, and I remember even yet the pain of realizing and knowing then 

that college was closed to practically every one of those children because they 

were too poor. (LBJ Library and Museum, n.d.) 

Thus, the history of Hispanics in American higher education extends beyond the passage 

of HSI legislation in1992 and can be traced back to 1965.  

 In light of the recently increasing criticism directed at HSIs with respect to 

student outcomes (low graduation rates), research has surfaced on the institutional 
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mission and accountability of HSIs (Contreras, Malcom, & Bensimon, 2008).  Almost all 

of these studies, however, have situated their research in the post-HSI period (since 

1992).  In his seminal book on the history of American higher education, Frederick 

Rudolph (1962) stated, “at the beginning, higher education in America would be 

governed less by accident than by certain purpose, less by impulse than by design” (p. 3).  

In regards to HSIs, assessing whether their creation was accidental or purposeful is hard 

to make without an analysis of how HSI legislation was formulated and introduced into 

the higher education community in 1992.  

This study is significant because it provides a greater understanding of how HSI 

legislation was created in an effort to direct monies to IHEs serving large numbers of 

Hispanic students.  This study provides historical context with regards to the goals of the 

framers of HSI legislation.  Additionally, the study identifies Latino advocates who were 

at the center of post-1965 HEA legislation and highlights current and emerging HSI 

administrators’ insights into how early Hispanic proponents operated within a policy 

subsystem (Title III political landscape).  Lastly, the study provides current and future 

generations of scholars with a platform to conduct future research on the HSI policy 

formation period, allowing for an even greater understanding and appreciation for the 

work of early Hispanic higher education proponents. 
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Purpose  

This chapter presents a review of literature to illustrate how Hispanics and HSI 

legislation have been largely excluded from scholarship on the history of American 

higher education.  I review existing HSI literature (Araiza, Cárdenas Jr, & Garza, 2007; 

Dayton et al, 2004; Cortez, 2011; Eisenman & Dantzker, 2006; Gates, 2010; Guardia & 

Evans, 2008; Hinojosa, 2003; Hubbard & Stage, 2009; Vaquera, 2007), which shows that 

an analysis of HSI policy formation has yet to be conducted.  This chapter is divided into 

two main sections.  In the first section, I review Ruiz’s (1986, 2006) critical approach to 

American history textbooks in analyzing American higher education history textbooks.  

In the second section, I provide an overview of the two key policymaking theories, 

Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) and Policy Entrepreneurship (PE) theory that 

guides the investigation of this research study. 

Scholarship on the History of American Higher Education 

 The history of Hispanic higher education in the United States is broad and 

encompasses the 1965 passage of HEA and 1992 passage of HSI legislation (MacDonald, 

Botti, & Clark, 2007; MacDonald, 2004).  It is important to note that this study is not a 

complete history of Hispanic higher education, but rather a focused treatment of early 

proponents of Hispanic higher education.  Because Hispanic higher education is situated 

within American higher education history, it follows that a review of any American 

higher education history textbook would include the plight of Hispanics-except most do 

not.  As stated by Ruiz in her two articles Teaching Chicano/American History: Goals 
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and Methods (1987) and Nuestra América: Latino History as United States History 

(2006), Latinos have been glanced over in American history textbooks.  

The history of the Hispanic peoples in the United States forms a flourishing 

segment of the new social history, a segment which illuminates the diverse 

experiences of the nation's second largest minority group.  Many recent American 

history college-level textbooks, however, have mentioned Hispanics only in 

passing.  Often relegated to the last chapter, persons with Spanish surnames are 

typically pictured as migrant workers following Cesar Chavez, unemployed slum 

dwellers, discontented activists, or as illegal aliens.  (1987, p.1)  

Similar to what Ruiz stated about American history books, education historians have also 

tenuously mentioned Hispanics “in passing” (1987, p. 1).  When writing the history of 

American higher education, historians have glanced over the presence, experiences, and 

contributions of Hispanics in higher education.  Yet, in the same way that Hispanic 

exclusion from American history books gave birth to a new wave of Latino historians 

(Acuna, 2006; Ana, 2002; De León, 1971, 1983; Galarza, 1969; Gándara, 2009; Meier, 

1972; Montejano, 1987; Rosales, 1997; San Miguel & Valencia 2004; Samora, 1971; 

Zamora, Orozco, & Rocha, 2000), Latino scholars began researching the history of 

Latino education in the U.S.  

 Much of the literature about Latino education focuses on the experiences of 

Latinos in the secondary system (Gandara, 2009; Lamanna & Samora, 1967; 1969; Ruiz, 

2006; San Miguel, 1987; Valencia, 1984; Valenzuela, 1999).  Victoria-Maria 

MacDonald’s research: (1) Historical perspectives on Latino access to higher education, 
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1848-1990 (MacDonald & Garcia, 2003), (2) Latino Education in the United States: A 

narrated History from 1513-2000 (MacDonald, 2004), (3) From Visibility to Autonomy: 

Latinos and Higher Education in the U.S., 1965-2005 (MacDonald, Botti, & Clark, 

2007), and (4) Hispanic, Latino, Chicano, or “Other”?: Deconstructing the Relationship 

between Historians and Hispanic-American Educational History (MacDonald, 2001), 

provides a comprehensive history of Latino higher education.  More importantly, 

MacDonald (2001) laid the foundation for future research studies by stating: 

The educational history of Hispanic Americans is not a “new” history. Hispanic 

peoples began exploration, settlement, and even schooling in North America in 

the sixteenth century.  A more appropriate metaphor is to think of Hispanic 

educational history as a rich, unearthed site awaiting the work of archivists and 

researchers. (p.365) 

As much as MacDonald provides a comprehensive history of Latino higher education, 

she does not provide an analysis of how proponents of Hispanic higher education moved 

congress to pass HSI legislation in 1992.   

Texts on the History of American Higher Education 

 In 1987, The History Teacher journal published an article entitled, Teaching 

Chicano/American History: Goals and Methods (Ruiz, 1987).  In the article, Ruiz 

critiqued how Latino history had been largely excluded from the pages of American 

history textbooks. In this same way, Hispanic higher education history has been excluded 

from higher education textbooks. This section provides a review of commonly used 
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American higher education history books by Rudolph (1962, 1991), Christopher (1996), 

Lucas (2006), Thelin (2004), Cohen (1998) and Cohen & Kisker (2010).  

The American College and University: A History  

 Because Rudolph’s text (1962) was written prior to the passage of the HEA of 

1965 and the civil rights legislation era, it may have been difficult for Rudolph to provide 

a history of the different Hispanic groups involved in higher education at the time, yet 

Latino social movements in the U.S. were present in the late 1950s.  The movements 

expressed concern with the issue of schooling. In 1929, Mexican Americans in Corpus 

Christi, Texas formed the League of United Latin American Citizens (LULAC), a 

political organization designed to advocate for Latino civil liberties and fight racial 

discrimination in American society, including within schools (San Miguel, 1987). 

 In 1948, Dr. Hector P. Garcia founded the American G.I. Forum to protect the 

rights of Mexican American veterans.  Both LULAC and the G.I. Forum sought to end 

the racial segregation of Mexican Americans in public schools (San Miguel, 1987) by 

filing lawsuits against the segregation of Mexican American school children.  LULAC 

and the American G.I. Forum won legal victories outlawing school segregation in 

Mendez v. Westminster (1948), which served as the precursor to Brown v. Board of 

Education, and in Hernandez v. Texas (MALDEF, n.d.) when the U.S. Supreme Court 

held that Mexican Americans had the right to equal protection under the Fourteenth 

Amendment (Olivas, 1997; Olivas, 2006).  These legal victories opened the door for 

Mexican American World War II veterans to attend college in the postwar years (Acuna, 

2006). 
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 Rudolph’s (1962) historical account of American higher education focuses on the 

economic, social, and political events that shaped colleges and universities between the 

1700s and early twentieth century, and mentions that “American colleges and universities 

[in the twentieth century] were about to share their traditions and purposes with over half 

of the young men and women of the country” (p. 488).  In a few paragraphs, Rudolph 

(1962) discusses the existence of “a strong group of Negro colleges” (p. 489) in the 

United States.  Despite the fact that college student demographics were on the verge of 

drastically changing the higher education landscape, Rudolph failed to acknowledge how 

the landmark legal victories won by Latinos in the late 1940s and 1950s would impact the 

nation’s colleges and universities.  As a consequence, Rudolph set the standard for how 

future higher education historians would record the presence/invisibility of Latinos in 

American higher education.  

American Higher Education: A History  

 Much like Rudolph (1962), Lucas’ (1996) account of the history of American 

higher education received warm praise upon its publication:  

The roots of controversy surrounding higher education in the US extend deep into 

the past.  This original, incisive history goes far in offering a needed sense of 

perspective on current debates over such issues as access, costs, academic quality, 

social equity, and curricula.  Eminently readable and always lively, this timely 

historical account is sure to be an invaluable resource for assessing the present 

condition and future prospects of American colleges and universities.  (1996 & 

2006, Back Cover) 
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Lucas’ book on American higher education traces the roots of American higher 

education from the Roman era through the medieval period, into Great Britain (Oxford 

and Cambridge) and eventually to the shores of the “New World” with the founding of 

Harvard in 1836.  Lucas provides a comprehensive history of American higher education 

and covers a wide-ranging number of social and political events that eventually open the 

doors of postsecondary education to minority students (Hispanics, Blacks, Asians, 

American Indians and women) stating that in the post-Civil Rights era, minority 

“enrollments were expected to expand, in both absolute and relative terms, faster than for 

any other segment of the college population” (p. 231).  Lucas reports the existence of 

colleges founded to educate Latinos: 

In the last part of the eighties and mid-nineties, confirmation was forthcoming 

from the reports that at some specialized local and regional colleges “minority" 

students actually accounted for the majority of entering students…the biggest 

gains, relatively speaking, were achieved by Hispanics, occurring both in 

majority-culture colleges and universities such as New Mexico Highlands 

University and East Los Angeles College; and in such predominantly minority-

culture institutions as the Colegio San Jacinto Trevino in Texas, the Universidad 

de Astlan in California, the Escuela y Colegio Tlatelolco in Colorado, and 

Oregon's Colegio Cesar Chavez.  (p. 231) 

While Lucas (1996) gives attention to the “local and regional” and 

“majority/minority-culture” institutions that existed in the mid-eighties and nineties in the 

first edition of his book published in 1996, he does not chronicle the passage of HSI 
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designation and legislation that occurred in 1992.  By the mid-1990s, New Mexico 

Highlands and East Los Angeles College were not just majority-cultural colleges and 

universities, they were federally designated HSIs. In the second edition of Lucas’ book 

published in 2006, he again fails to mention that HSI legislation was passed in1992 and 

provides only one reference to Hispanics. 

The Shaping of American Higher Education: Emergence and Growth of a 

Contemporary System  

Cohen’s 1998 history of higher education book received the following review:  

Are the current problems of higher education rooted in the practice of yesterday? 

In The Shaping of American Higher Education, Arthur Cohen offers a sweeping 

overview of the major trends, events, and eras of the history of higher education 

and places them in a contemporary societal context.  (1998, Back Cover)  

Much like Rudolph (1962) and Lucas (1996, 2006), Cohen writes about the major periods 

in American higher education history that shaped today’s contemporary education system 

but provides very little insight into the participation of Hispanics in higher education.  In 

the first edition printed in 1998, six years after federal HSI legislation was passed, readers 

searching for the presence of Hispanics in American higher education are referred by the 

book’s index to “see minorities” (p. 483).  

In the preface to the second edition (Cohen & Kisker, 2009), Cohen writes that 

the second edition: 
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exhibits a few modifications in the system’s history based on recent scholarship. 

But most of the changes from the first edition concern the era from 1994 to 2009, 

which is treated in a new chapter.” (p. xi)  

Despite the addition of the new chapter in 2010, new HSI legislation (Title V was added 

to the HEA of 1965 in1998) and the emerging body of scholarship on HSIs are largely 

absent.  While there are references to Latinos in the index pertaining to enrollments, 

achievement, faculty, and minority status, there is no mention of HSI legislation. It is 

important to note that both the first (1998) and second (2010) editions were printed after 

federal HSI legislation was passed in 1992.  

A History of American Higher Education  

John Thelin wrote the introductory essay for the reprinting of Rudolph’s The 

American College and University: A History in 1991.  In the essay, he states:  

There is agreement among Rudolph, revisionists, critics, and admirers, that it is 

time for a new history of American higher education.  First, we are participant 

observers to the history of higher education in our own time, and we need a 

comprehensive work that incorporates interpretation of the significant events of 

the recent past, from 1960s to present. (p. xxii) 

Much of what Thelin writes is written in response to the criticism that Rudolph’s (1962) 

book gave little attention to community colleges, demography, and Black colleges. Thelin 

concludes his essay by asking “why has the present generation of scholars not been able 

to write its own version?” (p. xxiii). 
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Fourteen years later, Thelin (2004) published his own version of American higher 

education history.  Similar to other books mentioned in this section, Thelin traced the 

roots of American higher education from early Old World models to mid-sixteenth 

century universities founded by the Spaniards in the Americas.  

 Universities in their [new] colonies, including the Universidad Nacional 

Autonoma de Mexico and the Universidad Nacional Mayor de San Marco in Peru, 

were both established in 1551.  Some records indicate that the oldest continuously 

operating American university is in Mexico: the Colegio de San Nicolas Hidalgo. 

By the early seventeenth century the Spanish had established universities in Chile, 

Argentina, and Bolivia. (p. 38) 

After mentioning the early Spanish universities in the Americas, Thelin wrote a historical 

narrative of the social and political events that shaped American higher education, from 

the founding of the colonial colleges to the present era.  Despite providing some detail on 

the issues related to the classification of Hispanics in higher education, anyone searching 

for HSIs as part of American higher education history would be unable to do so in the 

book’s index.  Like many of the books reviewed in this section, Thelin’s was published 

fourteen years after the initial passage of federal HSI legislation in 1992.   

The lack of consideration given to Hispanics and HSI legislation appears be 

analogous to what Ruiz (2006) stated about the exclusion of Hispanics within American 

history books:  

Despite a florescence of scholarship on the Spanish borderlands over the past 

fifteen years, U.S. historians frequently give both the region and the era no more 
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than a passing glance.  One reason for that erasure is simply structural. Having 

finite time and space to devote to the colonial era, teachers and textbooks place an 

understandable emphasis on the thirteen British colonies as the background to the 

American Revolution.  (2006, p. 656) 

Ruiz appears to suggest that when there is so much history to cover, even in the presence 

of new scholarship, U.S. historians are more comfortable writing about that which they 

best understand, that which they are most familiar writing.  Could this be the reason that 

higher education historians and scholars have seemingly excluded Hispanics and HSI 

legislation from the historical narrative?  Or is the reason in line with what Rudolph 

(1962) stated about American colleges and universities, “except on rare occasion, the 

historic policy of the American college and university [can be defined by]: drift, reluctant 

accommodation, belated recognition that while no one was looking, change had in fact 

taken place” (p. 491).  Perhaps, the answer to why higher education historians and 

scholars have seemingly excluded Hispanics and HSI legislation from the historical 

narrative lies in both of these reasons. I begin the review of HSI literature here, at the 

convergence of American higher education history narratives and the emergence of new 

scholarship.  

HSI Policy Formation within HSI Literature 

Early literature on HSIs 

Since Hispanic-Serving Institutions were introduced into the higher education 

lexicon in 1992, a growing body of literature focused on HSIs has emerged. One of the 

first peer-reviewed articles to acknowledge the existence of HSIs was written by Dey and 
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Hurtado (1995).  Dey and Hurtado were among the first scholars to suggest the viability 

that HSIs could have on Hispanic college students’ experiences.  In their article, College 

Impact, Student Impact: A Reconsideration of the Role of Students within American 

Higher Education (1995), they posit that the increasing number of Hispanics on college 

campuses could have a positive impact on the educational environments of Institutions of 

Higher Education (IHEs). Following Dey and Hurtado, Isaura Santiago Santiago’s 

Increasing the Latino Leadership Pipeline: Institutional and Organizational Strategies 

(1996) focused on the impact that HSIs could have on increasing the number of Latino 

leaders on college campuses.  She recognized the Hispanic Association of Colleges and 

Universities’ (HACU) efforts in advocating for special federal funding for HSIs under 

Title III during the reauthorization of HEA 1965 in 1992.  

Margarita Benitez wrote what could be considered the first full length article 

focused specifically on HSIs. In Hispanic-Serving Institutions: Challenges and 

Opportunities (1998), Benitez provided “the criteria used to define Hispanic-serving 

institutions (HSIs) in the United States [and presented] other distinguishing 

characteristics, such as Hispanic origins, geographical distribution, academic offerings, 

and patterns of financing” (p. 57).  Benitez (1998) provided a comprehensive overview of 

the legal definition of an HSI, described the financial conditions facing HSIs, offered a 

comparison of the difference in federal funding between HSIs and HBCU’s, and left the 

higher education community with scholarship and foresight into the future of HSIs:  

Keeping all of these issues in mind, it is still fair to say that HSIs as a group are 

presently at the front line of American postsecondary education.  They are dealing 
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with the population mix that will dominate the twenty-first century, and they 

appear to be doing better than any other group of institutions at meeting the 

educational needs of Hispanics.  Whether their efforts and resources suffice to 

meet the challenge of educating Hispanics in the United States is another 

question. (p. 64)  

Although neither of these early articles provided an analysis of the HSI policy formation 

period, they acknowledged the impact that an increasing number of Hispanic students 

could have on an institution’s mission, the role that HSIs could play in strengthening the 

Latino leadership pipeline, and the unique characteristics of HSIs and the students they 

serve.  This work gave credence to the HSI designation and provided the foundation for 

next-generation HSI research.  

Literature on the Diversity of student at HSIs  

In 1999, Berta Vigil Laden wrote an article Titled Two-year Hispanic-Serving 

colleges.  In this piece, she shed light on the impact that two-year HSIs have on educating 

women and minorities.  Laden also wrote Hispanic-Serving institutions: Myths and 

realities (2002), The role of Hispanic-Serving colleges in the U.S. System of Higher 

Education (2003), Hispanic-Serving Institutions: What are they? Where are they? (2004), 

and wrote the introduction to the Community College Journal of Research and Practice’s 

Hispanic-Serving Community Colleges (Laden, 2004)-a special issue focused on minority 

access to postsecondary education.  In each of her articles, Laden highlighted the impact 

that HSIs had on students and became one of the most respected scholars on the subject 

of HSIs (Hagedorn, 2007).  
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In Hispanic-Serving Institutions: Myths and Realities (2001), Laden provided 

some perspective on the existence of HSIs.  She stated that the rapid growth of HSIs was 

predicated on four significant factors: (1) the Civil Rights Movement and outreach 

initiatives (federal and state student grants and loans) focused on postsecondary 

education to a diverse student body, (2) an increase in Hispanic immigration between 

1970 and 2000, (3) the concentration of Hispanics in urban areas and geographic regions 

previously uninhabited by Hispanics, and (4) that HSIs are geographically located in 

areas with large Hispanic populations.  She recognized HACU’s efforts as an advocacy 

agency comprised of presidents of two and four-year colleges and universities serving 

large number of Hispanic students and how this advocacy led to "getting HSIs recognized 

as part of the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act, Title III” in 1992 (p. 75). 

In Hispanic-Serving Institutions: What are they? Where are they?  Laden (2004) 

applies a critical multicultural theory and a deconstructionist method to “try to understand 

the relationship of individuals and group agency to social structures in context” (p. 185).  

In the section Titled “History of HSIs,” she states that:: 

[Social and political reforms of the 1960s] did much to increase the public’s 

awareness of social inequities, including those existing in higher education. 

Reforms during this period, such as the congressional legislation of the Higher 

Education Act of 1965 and the creation of federal and state student grants and 

loans, increased access and opportunity to college for individuals from for 

instance, low-income and racial and ethnic backgrounds. (p. 187) 

31 
 



Most notably, she points out that the HSI designation differs substantially from that of 

other institutions that serve a high proportion of special populations; HBCUs were 

created with the special purpose of educating freed slaves and Tribal Colleges and 

Universities (TCUs) were founded to meet the cultural, economic, and educational needs 

of American Indians.  

 Complementing Laden’s 2004 article, Benitez and Dearo (2004) published 

Realizing Student Success at Hispanic-Serving Institutions.  This article focused on: the 

diversity of racial student populations attending HSIs; the addition of Title V during the 

reauthorization of the Higher Education Act in 1998, which provided a federal funding 

stream specific to HSIs; an overview of federal funding awarded to HSIs from 1995 to 

2004; student services, curriculum development, information technology; and 

infrastructure development.  More importantly, the article discussed Latino student 

success strategies that two-year HSIs were employing and delivering to help Latino 

students succeed and transfer to baccalaureate degree programs.  

 The articles covered in this section were written after Congress had approved the 

addition of Title V to the HEA of 1965, a funding stream created specifically for HSIs. 

Unlike Dey and Hurtado (1995), Santiago (1996), and Benitez (1998), who focused more 

on the potential impacts that HSIs could have for Hispanic students and institutions, new 

generation articles began investigating HSIs on a more comprehensive level, addressing 

holistic issues such as diversity of student body, institutional infrastructure and funding 

aimed at serving Hispanic students.  They also began pointing out the differences that 
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existed between the historical missions of HBCUs and TCUs and the HSI designation 

predicated on Hispanic enrollment.   

HSI Literature and Federal Education Policy 

Excelencia in Education, a non-profit policy organization founded to help close 

the gap between policy and institutional practice by providing HSIs and policymakers 

with “facts about legislation, data about the institutions, and analysis about the impact of 

HSIs on Latino students” (Santiago, 2006, p. 2), published Inventing Hispanic-Serving 

Institutions (HSIs): The Basics in 2006. Inventing HSIs was the first of a trio of policy 

briefs released by Excelencia focused on HSIs. In this first brief Santiago stated “that 

HSIs play a critical part in Latino students’ pursuit of—and success in—higher 

education” (p. 2).  Unlike previous articles on HSIs that mentioned only the passage of 

HSI legislation, Santiago provided the higher education community with the first timeline 

on the formation of HSI legislation:  

1983  National hearings on postsecondary education broaden the awareness that  

 Latinos enrolled in higher education are concentrated in a small number of 

 institutions 

1984  Congressman Paul Simon (D-IL) introduces H.R. 5240 to authorize a 

 capacity-building program for “Hispanic Institutions” 

1986  HACU is created; the term “Hispanic-Serving Institution” is coined 

1989  Congressman Albert Bustamante (D-TX) introduces H.R. 1561 to 

authorize a capacity-building program for “Hispanic-Serving Institutions”; 

the South Texas/Border Initiative is authorized by the Texas legislature 
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1992  Senator Claiborne Pell (D-RI) introduces S. 1150 to authorize recognition 

 of HSIs in the “Developing Institutions Program.” The identification and 

 definition of HSIs becomes law under the Higher Education Act. (p. 3) 

Santiago’s timeline provided an informative overview of how HSI recognition evolved 

from the institutional and state levels to the federal level in 1992.  This policy brief 

highlighted that Hispanic students were concentrated in a handful of under-resourced 

postsecondary institutions that required capacity-building.  The brief also provided 

insight into the term “Hispanic Institutions” used in 1984 which led to the coining of the 

term “Hispanic-Serving Institution” by HACU in 1992.  Lastly, Santiago informs us that 

Sen. Pell (D-RI) introduced S. 1150 to authorize federal recognition of HSIs under Title 

III of the HEA of 1965.  

In 2007 and 2008, Excelencia published two more policy briefs on HSIs: 

Choosing Hispanic-Serving Institutions (HSIs): Examining Latino Students’ Choice 

(Santiago, 2007) and Modeling Hispanic-Serving Institutions (HSIs): Campus Practices 

that Work for Latino Students (Santiago, 2008).  Both policy briefs offered policymakers 

and educators the legislative timeline surrounding HSI designation and a holistic 

overview about Latino students’ decisions to attend HSIs, costs of attending, proximity to 

home, outreach strategies, institutional leadership, academic support, transfer paths of 

students attending two-year HSIs, and institutional and best practices of HSIs. While the 

data about HSIs contained in this trio of policy briefs was very informative, they were 

intended to be “brief” and did not provide an analysis of the policy formation period 

surrounding HSI legislation. 
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To date, Espino & Cheslock’s (2008) research has offered the most insight into 

the legislative path that led to HSI legislation.  In their book chapter, Considering the 

Federal Classification of Hispanic-Serving Institutions and Historically Black Colleges 

and Universities, they provided an overview of Title III history that highlighted the 

amendments that have been made to address HBCUs and HSI funding.  Like Garcia and 

MacDonald (2003) and Santiago (2006), they state that a 1984 amendment to direct Title 

III funding to institutions with a significant number of Hispanic students was proposed 

but not passed by Congress.  However, they do state that six years later HSIs were 

formally recognized during the reauthorization of the HEA in 1992.  

HSI Literature and Institutional Mission and Accountability 

Scholars have recently begun to look at the mission and accountability of HSIs 

with a critical lens. The work of Frances E. Contreras, Lindsay Malcolm, and Estella 

Bensimone is among those leading this approach.  In their article An Equity-Based 

Accountability Framework for Hispanic Serving Institution (Contreras, Malcolm, & 

Bensimone, 2008), they investigated the incorporation of the HSI designation into the 

mission statement and website of ten two and four-year HSIs.  In their study, they 

reviewed HSI websites, searching for the words Hispanic-Serving Institution and HSIs, 

“to identify substantive statements that might make a reference to being a Hispanic-

Serving Institution” (p. 78); in addition, they conducted an exploratory analysis of 

mission statements and found that "none of the institution’s mission statements made 

reference specifically to being a Hispanic-Serving Institution” (p. 78).  Moreover, “in all 

but three of the institutions the HSI designation was used descriptively in information 
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about Title V funded projects and in job announcements, which included the institution's 

HSI status as part of the college's description” (p. 78).  Of the ten HSIs, only one small 

HSI showed substantive and meaningful incorporation of the HSI designation.  

While there is disagreement over the significance of what a mission statement 

means to the organization of an institution, Contreras et al. (2008) argue that “a special 

purpose institution would not be well served by an ambiguous statement that hides its 

distinctiveness and commitment to a specific student population” (p. 75).  Part of the 

study’s rationale is related to the fact that HSI status is “a manufactured identity that is 

highly variable” in that “in the same way that an institution can gain the status of 

Hispanic-Serving from one year to the next if there is a change in the percentage of 

Latino/a students, it can also lose its HSI designation if it experiences a decline of 

Latino/a enrollment” (p. 74).  This uncertainty, in turn, can lead to an “unplanned and 

unstable nature of the HSI identity” (p.74).  

 The unstable nature of HSIs can be illustrated in several ways, but the most 

significant indicator of success or failure of these institutions (especially at a time when 

federal and state legislatures are seeking to implement increased accountability measures 

for IHEs) manifests itself in student retention and graduation rates.  In response to 

increased accountability measures, early HSI scholarship, focused on the characteristics 

of HSIs and the students they serve, has given way to recent scholarship (Crisp & Cruz, 

2010; Crisp, Nora, & Taggart, 2009; Núñez et al., 2011; Santiago, Andrade & Brown, 

2004) focused specifically on the impact that HSIs have on Hispanic student enrollment 

and completion rates.  This new focus is intended not only to inform institutional leaders 
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and policymakers of the educational experiences of Latino students at HSIs, but to hold 

HSIs accountable to their designation to serve and graduate Hispanic students.  

In much the same way that new research seeks to hold HSIs accountable for 

educating Hispanic students, the findings in this study seek to hold the higher education 

community accountable for knowing the contributions that Hispanic have made to higher 

education.  Santiago’s (2006) timeline in this chapter informs us that the foundation for 

HSI legislation has roots that extend beyond 1992 and into the early 1980s. The findings 

in this study indicate that those same roots can be traced back to 1979. To help trace 

those roots, this study’s will employ the conceptual frameworks discussed in the next 

section. 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORKS: 

Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF)  

 The theoretical frameworks used to guide this study are rooted in the policy 

analysis field.  The study’s overarching policy formation theory, Advocacy Coalition 

Framework (ACF), is used to explain how proponents of Hispanic higher education 

coalesced to gain political and, ultimately, congressional support for the passage of HSI 

legislation in 1992.  As stated in chapter one, ACF provides a lens to “study the complex 

process of formation and change within interest groups that support or resist a policy or 

program” (Cooper, Fusarelli, & Randall, 2004, p. 26;  Jenkins & Sabatier, 1993; 

Hojnacki, 1997).  ACF posits that policy change occurs over lengthy time periods of 

typically a decade or more (Dougherty et al., 2010), a time period that compliments the 

thirteen year span that exists between the HEA 1965 reauthorization in 1979 (year that 
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proponents of Hispanics higher education introduced testimony in support of increased 

funding for IHEs serving large numbers of Hispanics) and passage of HSI legislation in 

1992. 

One of the central tenants of ACF is that “key actors from different arenas and 

institutions interact, form coalitions and factions, fight amongst themselves, and attempt 

to hammer out a compromise that will ‘win’ in both the legislature and the field” (p. 26). 

The focus of ACF on key actors that form coalitions to create policy change “offers a 

mechanism to explain policy change over time and is based on the premise…that policy 

subsystems are the most useful unit of analysis” (Ellison, 1998, p. 11).  Moreover, ACF 

allows us to observe how the stability of advocacy coalitions within a policy subsystem 

over time effects policy change (Ellison & Newmark, 2010).  The ACF theory provides a 

lens to understand the HSI policy formation period over the span of a decade, because it 

differs from the traditional framework applied to the study of policy.  

Since the mid-1960s, the study of policy formation has been approached by 

breaking up the policy formation process into different temporal stages or subprocesses. 

This approach, more commonly referred to as the “stages heuristic” model (Sabatier & 

Jenkins-Smith, 1993, p. 1) focused on a “systems model” that concentrated on the 

‘functioning of input, throughput, output, and feedback mechanisms” and operated within 

the context of the broader environment (p. 1).  The stages heuristic model was born out of 

Lasswell’s work (as cited is Sabatier, 1993, p.1) that developed a set of policy-specific 
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stages that included “intelligence, recommendation, prescription, invocation, application, 

appraisal, and termination” (p. 1). 

Jones and Anderson (as cited in Sabatier, 1993, p. 2) highlighted clear distinctions 

between the “stages of problem identification, agenda setting, adoption, implementation, 

and policy evaluation” (p. 2).  The widespread acceptance of the stage heuristic model 

can be attributed to its allowance for a variety of concepts to be used in understanding the 

policymaking process across various institutions, as opposed to one that concentrated 

specifically on one governmental institution, i.e., the executive, the judicial, or the 

legislature (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1993).  The stages model concentrates on the 

“process stream” which allows for the “analysis of phenomena that transcended any 

given institution” (p. 2).  

The stages model was accepted by bureaucrats and policymakers alike because it 

allowed those studying policy to better understand the policy process, by allowing for 

disaggregation of the complex process into manageable segments.  Jenkins-Smith and 

Sabatier (1993) assert that this segmentation supports a “rational division of labor 

between the executives and legislature” (p. 2) (endorsed by bureaucrats) and spoke to 

democratic theory (espoused by policy makers), allowing decision makers to “draw from 

the inputs of the broader society to make policy” (p. 2) and then hand that policy over to 

“other government players for implementation” (p.3). Despite the relative strengths of the 

stages heuristic model, Jenkins-Smith and Sabatier (1993) point out its limitations and 

provide the following criticisms:  
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1. The stages model is not really a casual model. It lacks identifiable forces to 

drive the policy process from one stage to another and generate activity within 

any given stage.  Although it divides the policy process into manageable units, 

it does not specify linkages, drives, and influences that form the essential core 

theoretical models.  This lack of information pertaining to core theoretical 

models necessary for casual inference is why the model is referred to as a 

stages model;  

2. The lack of casual mechanisms does not provide a clear basis for empirical 

testing.  There are no coherent set of hypothesis about the conditions under 

which the policy process will move from one stage to the next.  

3. It offers an inaccuracy between the sequencing of stages from agenda setting 

to policy formation, implementation, and evaluation.  Studies have shown that 

deviations from the sequential stages occur quite frequently;  

4. The stages model is top-down focused and focuses on the intentions of 

legislators and the success of a particular policy initiative.  This top-down 

view neglects other policy players and assumes one actor or piece of 

legislation is more important or powerful than another i.e., policy may stem 

from a multitude of overlapping directives and individuals;   

5. The stage model emphasizes the policymaking cycle as a temporal unit of 

analysis, but a more appropriate model would focus on multiple interacting 

sites cycles involving multiple levels of government;  
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6. The stages model confines policy analysis to the evaluation and post-hoc 

assessments of the impacts of a given policy initiative.  Thus failing to provide 

a vehicle for the integration of policy analysis and policy-oriented throughout 

the public policy process. (pp. 3-4) 

Given these limitations, the ACF theoretical model provides an alternative to the 

stages model.  An overview of the stages model reveals its four basic premises:  

(1) the understanding of policy change requires a time span (perspective) of a 

decade or more; (2) the best way to study policy change over time is to focus on 

“policy subsystems” that are made up of interactions between actors from 

different institutions who are trying to influence government decisions in a policy 

area.  Within the subsystem it is assumed that actors organize into a number of 

advocacy coalitions composed of a variety of individuals who share beliefs and 

operate in concert; (3) policy subsystems must include an intergovernmental 

dimension. Involving all levels of government; and, (4) public policies or 

programs can be conceptualized in the same manner as belief systems and as a set 

of value priorities about how to realize them. (p. 16)  

A brief overview of the four premises of the ACF theory denotes some of the differences 

between it and the stages model.  

To illustrate how the ACF helped me understand the HSI policy formation 

process, I provide some examples of how ACF has been applied to other policy changes. 

I draw from several studies referenced by Weible, Sabatier, & McQueen (2009) and, 
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specifically, to those Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith (1993) provided in their book to 

demonstrate how ACF was applied to: (1) understand a change in Canadian education, 

(2) airline deregulation California water politics, and (3) changes in federal 

communication policy.  In addition to these studies, ACF has been applied to 

understanding policy change surrounding the National Environmental Policy Act for the 

construction of the Bureau of Reclamation’s Animas-La Plata project in Colorado 

(Ellison & Newmark, 2010), analysis of the policy changes that occurred during the 

implementation of an Endangered Species Act in Colorado (Ellison, 1998), to explain 

President Bush’s adoption of a neoconservative agenda after 9/11 (Haar, 2010), and to 

offer insight into domestic and international politics (Dolan, 2003).  

In each of these studies, the authors explain the policy issue being opposed or 

challenged.  The ACF facilitated the identification of key actors and advocacy coalitions 

that made up the policy subsystem in each case; policy actors included those who were in 

favor or opposed to policy change.  The ACF also acknowledged the importance of 

policy-oriented learning, which required that two or more coalitions have access to 

participate in debates regarding the technical aspects of the subsystems belief systems.  

ACF Model 

Central to the ACF model is the tenet that policy subsystem is the flow of 

exchange between external factors and individual actors within that subsystem.  Sabatier 

(1993) and Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith (1993) posit that new subsystems are created by 

groups that feel their needs have been neglected by the existing subsystems.  Because 
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several actors are involved in the new and existing policy subsystem, it is possible, over 

time, to aggregate these individuals in to “advocacy coalitions” (Sabatier, 1993, p. 25). 

Sabatier and Pelkey (1987 as cited in Sabaiter, 1992, p .25) recommended the use of 

aggregating actors into coalitions.  Over the course of a decade, 50 to 100 actors can be 

involved in policy change and tracking these individuals could be very complex; 

furthermore, throughout any complex policy formation process, actors that share the 

same beliefs coalesce to form two to four significant advocacy coalitions (Kingdon, 1984, 

as cited in Sabatier, 1992, p. 26).  Figure 2.1 illustrates the ACF model and demonstrates 

how coalitions operate within policy subsystem to influence policy changes.  

Figure 2.1 illustrates11 that policy subsystems are affected by Relatively Stable 

Parameters (A) and External Events (B) that lay outside of the policy subsystem. Both 

stable parameters and external events can influence the degree to which alternative 

policies are created or advocated for by coalitions.  These can serve as Constraints and/or 

Resources (C) that affect the subsystem’s actors moving forward.  Combined, the 

relatively stable parameters, external events, and constraints and resources influence the 

way that coalitions strategize and operate within the policy subsystem (D) (Sabatier, 

1993, p. 20).   

 

 

 

 

11 For purposes of this study, alphabetical letters have been added to the Advocacy 
Coalition Model to denote its various premises. 
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While the relatively stable parameters and external events require little definition, 

some explanation of the actors that exist within a policy subsystem is warranted.  The 

primary actors in the ACF policy system are coalitions who strategize to influence policy 

change.  Operating within this subsystem, alongside the coalitions, are policy brokers 

who strive to keep resistance and tension between the coalitions at a manageable level.  

Together, the coalitions and policy broker seek to influence the subsystem’s 

intergovernmental sovereigns who have some control over an agency’s budget and/or 

decision making process.  

Lastly, the actors in the policy subsystem interact to create policy outputs and 

impact that address the issue at stake.  The ACF model suggests that the policymaking is 

interactive and that change in one area directly affects another (Sabatier, 1992).  To 

understand how proponents of Hispanic higher education operated within the HEA of 

1965 policy subsystem to gain congressional support for HSI legislation, I created an 

advocacy coalition framework of Title III Policy Change and it is included in chapter 4.  

Policy Entrepreneurs 

While ACF provides an analysis of how coalitions interact to advocate for policy 

change, it does little to emphasize the role of individuals within advocacy coalitions 

(Dougherty et al., 2010).  Policy entrepreneurship (PE) theory focuses on the role that 

key individuals, known as political entrepreneurs, play in bringing attention to certain 

problems and policies (Mintrom & Norman, 2009; Mintrom & Vergari, 1996).  These 

policy entrepreneurs become very important actors in defining the perspectives about the 

issues, working out possible solutions, and in the process, creating the advocacy 
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coalitions supporting particular problems and policies.  In this way, PE theory addresses 

the silence that exists in ACF about how advocacy coalitions are formed (Dougherty et 

al., 2010; Mintrom & Vergari, 1996). According to Mintrom and Vergari (1996):  

[The PE model] focuses primarily on the way that policy entrepreneurs sell their 

ideas to decision makers and to other influential members of the policymaking 

community.  To that extent, it assumes the scope of the policymaking community 

to be quite narrow.  However, the PE model also recognizes that, to gain 

credibility among decision makers, policy entrepreneurs frequently must work to 

build coalitions. (p. 424) 

When compared to ACF, which requires the study of policy change in 

incremental pieces over a period of time, also referred to an “equilibrium model” (p. 

424), PE is much better suited for the study of “dynamic policy change [that] guides us to 

place primary emphasis on events that occur during a relatively brief episode”  

(Baumgartner & Jones, 1993, as cited in Mintrom & Vergari, 1996, p. 424)   ) and are 

increasingly congruent with the “policy process in the U.S. which exhibits patterns of  

punctuated equilibrium" (p. 424).  While the study of the impact that individuals can 

make in the policymaking process is rooted in agenda setting research of Baumgartner & 

Jones, Kingdon, Derthick & Quirk, and Wilson (Mintrom & Vergari, 1996), PE has been 

increasingly utilized to analyze education policy changes in Michigan, the design of 

welfare policy, school choice, health care reform, greenhouse gas emissions, and the 

disposal of radioactive waste (Mintrom & Vergari, 1996).  
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Mintrom and Vergari (1996) suggest that because PE and ACF models are highly 

compatible in the way they seek to study policy change phenomena, adding the PE model 

to the ACF model would increase the explanatory power of the ACF.  In a recent study, 

ACF and PE were combined to provide an analysis of undocumented immigrants and the 

politics of in-state tuition eligibility in Texas and Arizona (Dougherty, Nienhusser, & 

Vega, 2010). Together, ACF and PE provided insight into how individuals within a state 

policy subsystem in Texas and Arizona supported or opposed each other to gain 

momentum for their policy issue.  The study also provided a list of the individuals that 

were considered policy entrepreneurs that were crucial to keeping negotiations alive 

(2010).  Similarly, this study conjoined ACF and PE theory to provide greater insight into 

the HSI policy formation period that between 1979 and 1992. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

Introduction  

 The focus of this study was to investigate the history of HSI legislation from 1979 

to 1992. I drew from theoretical frameworks that allowed me to better understand how 

individuals and coalitions operated within the HEA policy subsystems to convert social 

problems into policy issues (Jenkins & Sabatier, 1993; Stone, 2001).  In the case of 

Hispanic higher education, the social problem that needed to be converted into a policy 

issue was Latino students’ access to higher education opportunities. The success of early 

Latino proponents can best be measured by the passage of HSI legislation in 1992. Yet 

focusing solely on the year that HSI legislation was enacted may have caused researchers 

to overlook the HSI policy formation process.  As such, the higher education community 

has not been informed about this period of Hispanic higher education history.  

The focus of this study sought to provide a historical policy analysis and 

understanding of the origins of HSI legislation addressing the following research 

questions outlined in chapter one: (1) Who were the proponents of Hispanic higher 

education between 1979 and 1992? (1a) Who were the initial pioneers and advocates? 

Who (if any) were opponents? (1b) What was the initial impetus for introducing a 

category of Hispanic-Serving Institutions? (2) How did proponents of Hispanic higher 

education gain support for the passage of HSI legislation in 1992? (2a) What specific 

political and policy strategies were employed? (3) How did the twenty-five percent 

threshold used to designate HSIs originate during the HSI policy formation process? and 
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(4) What lessons learned from a historical policy analysis of HSI legislation can be used 

to inform current and emerging HSIs?      

The purpose of this chapter is to: 1) provide an overview of the qualitative inquiry 

and historical and content analysis methods that guided this study, 2) provide details that 

guided this study’s research design, 3) state concerns of validity, and 4) address the 

study’s limitations and delimitations.  

Qualitative Inquiry  

 Quantitative methods are the dominant form of research inquiry used to study 

both natural and social phenomena (Glesne, 2006; Lincoln & Guba, 1994; Maxwell, 

2005; Ritchie & Lewis, 2003; Willis, 2007).  Quantitative methods became the normative 

statistical form of inquiry for social policy research, touted as the primary way of 

providing hard evidence (Ritchie, 2003, p. 26) to measure social structures and behaviors. 

While these methods gained favor with policy-makers in the 1960s and 1970s, the 

proclivity of researchers to use quantitative methods was founded in the positivist and 

post-positivist (scientific inquiry) traditions.  Quantitative methods were beneficial in 

trying to understand natural phenomena (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Lincoln & Guba, 1994), 

however not so lucid when trying to understand social phenomena or structures.  

 The purpose of this section is to establish how a qualitative approach was used to 

help understand the HSI policy formation process through the lens of an ACF theoretical 

framework (Jenkins-Smith & Sabatier, 1993; Jenkins-Smith & Sabatier, 1999).  As stated 

by Sabatier (1992), the study of policymaking has been rooted in the stages heuristic 

model outlined in chapter 2.  The central criticism of the stages model is that it draws 
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attention to the three key stages of the policy-making cycle: formulation, implementation, 

and appraisal or reformulation (Ritchie, 2003; Sabatier, 1993), without taking into 

consideration advances in technical information, demographic shifts, new elections, or 

policy innovators.  Specifically, Heclo (as cited in Sabatier, 1993) believed that policy 

change was a result of “large-scale social, economic, political, and economic and political 

change; and the interaction of people within a policy community involving both 

competition for power and efforts to develop more knowledgeable means of addressing 

various aspects of the policy problem” (p. 15).  Thus any policy analysis that sought to 

provide an understanding of HSI legislation had to account for the external factors that 

influenced policy actors over time.   

 The ACF allowed me to incorporate four broad qualitative categories to study the 

three key stages of policy formation (Ritchie, 2003).  This granted me access to rich 

insights into the “beliefs of various individuals and coalitions” involved in the HSI policy 

process (Sabatier, p. 8).  These categories (Ritchie, 2003) are:  

1. Contextual – describes the form or nature of what exists. Contextual 

research allowed me to explore the experiences of Hispanic proponents 

involved in higher education legislation between 1979 and 1991 and 

unpack how this process was understood and displayed by them.  The 

major outcome associated with the contextual research method is that it 

allowed me to describe the inherent nature of Hispanic proponents 

understanding of the HEA Title III legislative process. 
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2. Explanatory – examines the reasons for, or association between, what 

exists. Explanatory research allowed me to explore why Hispanic 

proponents felt the need to advocate for Hispanic higher education 

legislation and helped identify the beliefs and actions held by them; 

3. Evaluative – appraises the effectiveness of what exists. While the 

knowledge gained in this study could provide some insight into category 

3, evaluation of the effectiveness of HSI legislation was not the focus of 

this study;  

4. Generative – aids in the development of theories, strategies or actions. 

Generative research allowed me to explore the strategies that Hispanic 

proponents developed to refine and stimulate HEA Title III policy 

solutions to address Hispanic higher education.  

I drew connections across categories one, two, and four to better understand the 

motives and strategies that Hispanic higher education proponents used to operate within 

and outside the HEA policy subsystem and how they were connected or opposed to 

others involved in the HSI policy formation process.  Specifically, category one 

addressed this study’s first research question and provided a lens that described what 

existed “in the social world” (Ritchie, 2003, p. 27) at the time HSI policy was being 

formulated and how that impacted early proponents of Hispanic higher education.  

Category two addressed the study’s second and third research questions and provided 

51 
 



insight into the motivations, events, and strategies that influenced and underpinned the 

core beliefs of policy actors and coalitions involved in HSI policy formation.  

Category four addressed the study’s fourth research question and provided new 

ideas and themes that could lead to stimulus of HSI policy solutions that affect existing 

and emerging HSIs.  By employing qualitative research methods, I was able to focus on 

specific policy actors and events that led to HSI legislation, “a process that experimental 

and survey research [would be] poor at identifying” (Maxwell, 2005, p. 23).  The data 

analysis conducted in chapter four maximized my understanding of HSI policy formation 

by allowing me to concentrate on specific situations and people and “their words rather 

than numbers” (p. 22). 

Historical Approaches to Social Science Research  

 The analysis of HSI policy formation that I conducted was a study of past events 

that sought insight and answers to current ruminations around HSI legislation.  The 

policy analysis I used incorporated historical research methods that have been employed 

to study social science. In this section, I describe how I used historical research methods 

to collect data. In table 3.1, I review the steps that I took to ascertain the study’s 

reliability and relevance.  
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I employed the principles of historical methods that “comprise the techniques and 

guidelines by which historians use primary sources and other evidence, such as secondary 

sources and tertiary sources, to research and then to write history” (University of Texas 

(UT) School of Information, n.d.).  According to Garraghan (as cited by UT School of 

Information, n.d.) commonly used guidelines by which historians measure their work fall 

Table 3.1 Steps to Conducting a Historical Analysis of HSI Policy Formation 
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under the headings of external criticism, internal criticism, and synthesis. I applied these 

headings to this study follows:  

• External criticism focuses on the authenticity of the data collected. To determine 

the provenance of the data collection, I consider the following: (1) where my 

sources were located and when and where they were produced, (2) who produced 

the document, (3) whether my sources were in original form, and (4) the extent to 

which the contents of my sources were credible.  

• Internal criticism focuses on the historical reliability of the data collected and 

leads to trustworthiness, which are guided by the qualitative content analysis 

method that is described in the next section.  

• Synthesis focuses on the historical reasoning that can be discerned from the data 

that is collected and analyzed. Synthesis of the historical data collected and major 

findings of this study are guided by the ACF, Policy Entrepreneurship theory, and 

emergent themes.  

In my research of historical methods, I came across “historical comparative research” 

that has been used by social scientists like Barrington Moore, Jr., Charles Tilly and Theda 

Skocpol (UT School of Information, n.d.) to study the social structures that develop 

within and across regions and nations.  I discovered that the comparative method focused 

on causal relationships and did not allow for the interpretive approaches that guide my 

research study. 

Both the historical method and historical comparative method require the 

collection of data and use of archival, primary, secondary, and tertiary sources, as well as 
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other historical documents. However, the major difference between the two methods is in 

the way that comparative methods use data to provide an answer to a hypothesis or 

explanation of casual relationships in society. The “historical comparative method” was 

not used to guide this study; rather, the historical method (Table 3.1) was used to situate 

HSI policy formation within its historical context.  

RESEARCH DESIGN 

Data Collection  

 Nothing can jeopardize a study’s data analysis more than a lack of 

trustworthiness.  To increase trustworthiness, data collection that incorporates a variety of 

methods is encouraged (Glesne, 2006).  I employed two seminal qualitative data 

collection methods: naturally occurring and generated.  The methods used when working 

with naturally occurring data are “observation, documentary [content] analysis, 

conversation analysis, and discourse analysis” (Lewis, p.56); when working with 

generated data, the methods are “in-depth interviews and group discussions” (p. 56). 

Because this study investigated and explored the history of HSI policy formation 

between 1979 and 1992, participant observation, observation, and conversation analysis 

methods were nullified by the timing of this research study-all three methods require the 

collection of data through real-time observation of participant behavior or conversation.  

The remaining method, discourse analysis, can be used to analyze historical documents, 

however, this method “examines the construction of texts and verbal accounts” (Tonkiss, 

2000, as cited in Ritchie, 2007, p. 35) and “examines the way in which ‘versions of the 

world, of society, events and inner psychological worlds are produced in discourse” 
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(Potter, 1997, p.146, as cited in Ritchie, 2007, p. 35).  Using a content analysis method, I 

conducted an analysis of historical congressional and other documents to gain a better 

understanding of the motivations and beliefs of the policy actors involved in HSI policy 

formation between 1979 and 1992.  

Content Analysis 

I utilized a qualitative content analysis approach (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 

1993) referred to as documentary analysis (Ritchie, 2003) to study HEA testimonies 

between 1979 and 1992 as well as other historical documents pertaining to HSI policy 

formation from 1965 to 1992.  Content analysis “is used to determine the presence of 

certain words, concepts, themes, phrases, characters, or sentences within texts or sets of 

texts” (Ritchie, 2003, p. 35); the presence of specific words or concepts can then be 

coded into categories that allow for the identification of emergent themes or patterns 

(Colorado State University (CSU), n.d.).   For this study, I coded the presence of words, 

phrases, and concepts in testimony given by proponents of Hispanic higher education 

during the 1979, 1981, 1984, and 1985 HEA of 1965 reauthorizations into categories and 

themes that led to the identification of this study’s emergent themes (CSU, n.d.; Lewis, 

2003; Maxwell, 2005; Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1993; Zhang & Wildemuth, 2009).   

In its early application, content analysis was used as a quantitative method that 

used computer software to quantify the presence of words (Holsti, 1969; Krippendorf, 

1980; Lindkvist, 1981; Rosengrin, 1981; Stemler, 2001).  This approach was rooted in 

“the received view” which allowed for the production of word counts that could be used 

to verify or falsify a hypothesis by creating “mathematical propositions or proposition 
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that can be easily converted into precise mathematical formulas [statistical equations] 

expressing functional relationships” (Lincoln & Guba, 1994, p.106) used to describe a 

phenomena.  Research studies (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005; Mayring, 2000; Patton, 2002, 

Zang & Wildemuth, 2009) have pointed to the weaknesses of the quantitative content 

analysis method.  They have counterpoised that qualitative content analysis goes beyond 

counting words, requiring them to be placed into “an efficient number of categories that 

represent similar meanings” (Weber, 1990, as cited in Hsieh & Shannon, 2005, p. 1278).  

 A qualitative content analysis approach allowed me to gain insight into how 

proponents viewed the HSI policy formation period, supporting the notion that 

“perspectives of the producers of the text can be better understood by the investigator as 

well as the readers of the study’s results” (Berg, 2001, as cited by Hsieh & Shannon, 

2005, p. 1278).   Coupled with the ACF, content analysis of historical public documents 

pertaining to HSI policy formation provided a powerful method to track policy beliefs 

over time, and determine the existence, stability, and levels of involvement and 

polarization between coalitions that made up the HEA policy subsystem between 1979 

and 1992 (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1993). 

Interviews  

In addition to the naturally occurring data collection method, researchers can 

generate data by conducting interviews of individuals.  The types of interview formats 

that can be used to collect data include biographical methods, individual interviews, or 

focus group discussions (Glesne, 2006; Lewis, 2007; Maxwell, 2006).).  Because this 

study focused on policy formation, the use of the biographical method that is used to 
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study life stories and narratives was not appropriate.  After I reviewed the HEA 

testimonies, I decided to conduct individual interviews with key policy actors that could 

provide details of personal perspectives and personal context (Maxwell, 2006; Ritchie & 

Lewis, 2003; Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith) related to the HSI policy formulation period.  

Individual interviews of key policy actors aligned with the Policy Entrepreneurship 

theory used to compliment this study, and allowed for an “undiluted focus on the 

individual” (Ritchie, 2007, p.36) that offered insights into personal perspectives. Ritchie 

(2007) states that interviews are especially useful when trying to gain an understanding of 

a complex system or process, such as that of HSI policy formation, because they can 

offer clarification and detailed information.   

Sources of Data  

Historical documents  

Data collection methods are influenced by the type of naturally occurring or 

generated data that is available.  The type of data and the number of sources available 

was crucial to the success and trustworthiness of my analysis.  The types of data that I 

collected to study HSI policy formation included: HEA congressional testimony in 1976, 

1979, 1981, 1982, 1984, 1985, and 1991; Government Accounting Reports from 1976 

and 1979; House and Senate bills between 1965 to 1992; MALDEF and HHEC 

memorandums and publications between 1979 and 1985; and Congressional Research 

Service reports between 1982 and 1992.  According to Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 
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(1993), the analysis of historical and public documents are a “gold mine” for examining 

the changes of policy subsystems over time, because they:  

1. Permit a much more detailed analysis of beliefs that can be captured by 

partisan or interest-group affiliation;  

2. Do not require scholars to maintain an interest in the topic for an extended 

period of time and public documents spanning an enormous range of topics, 

cultures, and time periods are relatively easy to obtain  and decades of records 

can be analyzed within a year;  

3. Research is not limited to studying only those in the legislature or other 

particular institutions.  In fact, most public hearings contain testimony from 

individuals representing a wide variety of interest groups, administrative 

agencies, legislative districts, research organizations, and so on. (p. 240) 

The vast majority of my historical data focused on congressional testimony. I 

collected historical data through the following process.  I conducted a preliminary search 

of public hearing documents related to HSI policy formation using the LexisNexis 

Congressional database and ProQuest Congressional database12. I used a variety of key 

word combinations that have been used to identify individuals of Hispanic descent in the 

U.S., including Mexican American higher education, Spanish-speaking American higher 

education, Latino higher education, Hispanic higher education, Hispanic-Serving 

12 The ProQuest Congressional database replaced the LexisNexis Congressional 
database in summer 2012. 
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Institutions legislation, HSI legislation, and Chicano higher education.to produce 

congressional records related to Hispanic higher education.  The key word search that 

yielded the most results was “Hispanic higher education” which produced 24 

congressional hearing transcripts from 1965 to the present.  The key word search that 

provided the earliest congressional document was “Spanish-Speaking Americans” which 

provided two executive documents dated 1969, both referring to President Johnson’s 

establishment of the Interagency Cabinet for Mexican American Affairs and Cabinet 

Committee on Opportunities for Spanish-Speaking Americans. 

I reviewed the 24 congressional hearing transcripts that were produced using the 

“Hispanic higher education” key words and identified the names of organizations and 

individuals that provided testimony specific to the Higher Education Act of 1965. 

Because the ACF framework guiding this study requires a policy formation process that 

spans a decade or more and focuses on advocacy groups that form into coalitions, I was 

piqued at the presence of the Hispanic Higher Education Coalition (HHEC) that provided 

testimony during HEA reauthorization hearings in1979.  A key word search of HHEC 

produced 33 congressional records; however, because HSI legislation was born out of the 

HEA of 1965, I conducted a key word search of the HHEC cross referenced with HEA of 

1965. This search produced 17 congressional records.  

Lastly, I conducted a key word search of the HHEC cross referenced with HEA of 

1965 and Title III (the HEA Title that formalized HSIs in 1992), and this search produced 

six congressional records focused on Title III reauthorization in hearings in 1979 (March, 
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July, and October), 1981, 1984, and 1985.  I used these congressional records as primary 

resources to gather data and conduct an analysis of the HSI policy formation period.  A 

list of the congressional hearings and records that I used to conduct the content analysis 

for this study are included in Appendices A and C. 

 In addition to the Title III congressional hearings, between the period of 1979 and  

1992, I reviewed scholarly articles (of the time) generated by my analysis of the Title III 

testimonies, Black Colleges and Universities Act (P.L. 99-498, 1985); HEA of 1965 (P.L. 

89-329, 1965), Congressional Research Service reports (Stedman 1982; Stedman 1992), 

General Accounting Office reports (MWD-76-1, 1975; HRD-78-170, 1979), various 

House and Senate committee reports and procedural minutes of meetings from the 

Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund (MALDEF) and Hispanic Higher 

Education Coalition (HHEC).  When combined, Hammersle & Atkinson (year) state that 

the collection of data from a variety of sources is “particularly useful where the history of 

events or experiences has relevance” and “when situations or events cannot be 

investigated by direct observation or questioning” (as cited in Ritchie, 2007, p. 35).  

In-depth Interviews 

After I conducted an initial review of documents, I identified the names of 

individuals who provided HEA congressional testimony between 1979 and 1992 and 

labeled them as potential policy entrepreneurs; an actual determination if they were 

policy entrepreneurs is discussed in chapter four. Because my research questions focused 

on how Hispanics worked through the legislative process to create HSI legislation, I 
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identified individuals who provided both congressional testimony and were involved in 

advocacy coalitions that supported Hispanic higher education legislation.  Once 

identified, I followed a purposive sampling approach to select interviewees.  Purposive 

sampling allows researchers to select interview participants because of their association 

or specific experience with the phenomenon being studied (Ritchie, Lewis & Elam, 

2007).  The criterion I used to select participants was influenced by their (assumed) 

ability to fill in the “gaps of knowledge” (p. 80) that might exist between the analysis of 

documents and lived experiences of individuals involved in the HSI policy formation 

process.  

 I conducted in-depth interviews to generate the richest data possible from the 

lived experiences of the individuals involved in HSI policy formation.  There are 

generally three types of interview formats: highly structured, open (semistructured), and 

in-depth (also known as depth-probing) interviews (Arthur & Nazroo, 2007; Glesne, 

2006; Willis, 2007).  Structured interviews ask participants to select answers to a specific 

set of questions from a specific list of options; open interviews (semistructured) are 

guided by a set of prepared questions, but allow the researcher to ask follow-up questions 

about unanticipated lead that arise during the interview; lastly, in-depth interviews allow 

the researcher to “pursue all points of interests with variant expressions that mean ‘tell 

me more’ and explain” (Glesne, 2006, p. 105).  The in-depth interview format is broad-

scale and allowed me to capture data to the fullest extent possible to understand HIS 

policy formation (2006).  
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The in-depth interview format did not mean I could conduct the interview without 

any structure in mind.  To guide the interviews, I developed a set of questions pertaining 

to Hispanic higher education that focused on the policy formation process as well as the 

social and political context of the time (Arthur & Nazroo, 2007).  I conducted in-depth 

interviews in an interactive format that encouraged participants to respond freely to 

interviewer questions about HSI policy formation (other proponents of Hispanic higher 

education, interest groups and coalitions in favor or in opposition to HSI legislation, 

influence of social or political movements, and Hispanic demographic shifts on the 

formation of HSI legislation).  Respondents were encouraged to share their beliefs and 

opinions regarding the HSI policy formation, allowing me “to explore fully all the factors 

that underpinned their answers” (Arthur & Nazroo, 2007, p. 141).  

To ensure the validity of the interviews, I conducted pilot interviews with 

colleagues who served as volunteers.  The pilot interviews allowed for face validity by 

allowing me to test the fluidity and meaning of the questions with a volunteer prior to 

conducting the actual interviews (Czaja & Blair, 2004).  During the pilot interviews, I 

was able to ascertain if the questions were easily understood and if words held their 

intended meaning and interpretation.  I conducted several interviews with different 

volunteers, because I knew the in-depth interviews with selected Hispanic proponents 

would be hard to recreate.  However, because the interviews followed the in-depth 

format, participants were able to ask me to provide clarification of any of interview 

questions. 
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Confidentiality of Participants  

While I expected that a review of the documents would yield the names of key 

individuals involved in HSI policy formation, there was no guarantee of the number of 

participants that would qualify or agree to participate.  Because the time period being 

studied was between 20 to 32 years ago, there was the possibility that key individuals 

would be deceased or incapable of participating in an interview with lucidity.  Although 

Title III traces back to the HEA of 1965, I selected four individuals who were closely 

involved with the reauthorization hearings between 1979 and 1992.  The decision to 

select four individuals in this time period was driven by the fact that HEA hearings are 

only conducted (approximately) every five years and I wanted to interview individuals 

that provided testimony during the 1979, 1982, 1984, and 1985 HEA hearings.  

Due to the small number of individuals who provided testimony during these 

hearings, I do not provide any description of the study’s participants: age, gender, 

colleges attended, degrees held, place of birth, or career paths.  What I can share is that 

all four individuals were located in Washington D.C. and were able to provide great 

insight into the HSI policy process surrounding Hispanic higher education between 1979 

and 1992.  To increase trustworthiness of my interview sources, I have shared the names 

of those who participated in this study with my dissertation supervisor.  Due to 

geographic constraints, three interviews were conducted via telephone and one was 

conducted in person.  
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Data Organization and Analysis 

There are a variety of techniques, approaches, and schemes that can be used to 

analyze qualitative data.  Determining which approach to use depends largely on the 

phenomenon being studied and the knowledge being sought by the researcher.  Does the 

researcher approach the classification of data by developing etic categories (categories 

derived from the researchers personal experiences) or does the researcher allow for the 

development of emic categories (categories derived from the participants experiences) 

(Maxwell, 2005)?  Due to the high volume of data that accompanies qualitative research, 

this decision may be difficult to make at the start of the research design and without any 

review of naturally occurring and generated data.  

 Because the extent of historical documents and interviews conducted for this 

research study were voluminous, the first step I took towards analyzing the data was to 

conduct a preliminary reading of the Title III of HEA of 1965 hearing transcripts for 

1976, 1979, 1984, 1985, and 1991 as well as other available historical documents.  I read 

through the documents and created “rough observation notes” (Maxwell, 2005, p. 96). 

Once I completed this step, a variety of analytical options were available to me, including 

memo writing, categorizing strategies, and connecting strategies.  I combined two forms 

of categorizing strategies to help me during the analytical process.  

The first form required me to develop broad etic organizational topics related to 

Hispanic higher education (e.g. access, equality, higher education, workforce, etc.); 

however, through my observation notes, I identified emic categories (discussed in chapter 

4) that described other areas of Hispanic higher education: HEA reauthorization, Title III 
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ambiguity, Strengthening Developing Institutions program, advocacy groups and 

coalitions.  Once these emic categories emerged, I developed a thematic chart that 

allowed me to organize and manage the data (Ritchie, Spencer, and O’Connor, 2003).  I 

used the same process to organize in-depth interview transcripts. 

Organizing the data in this way helped me sort and pare down data allowing for 

deeper analysis.  The deeper analysis included the second form of categorizing strategies 

which required me to develop a coding scheme.  I coded data by fracturing and 

rearranging it into specific categories.  This type of coding13 scheme facilitated the 

comparison of ideas and concepts in the same category and led to the identification 

emergent concepts and themes (Snape and Spencer, 2003).  The emergent themes helped 

me make inferences about the type of relationships that existed between and among HSI 

policy actors and subsystems, as well as the types of strategies proponents of HSI policy 

employed to move Congress to pass HSI legislation in 1992. 

Trustworthiness 

In order to ensure the vailidity and trustworthiness of this study, I employed two 

seminal data collection methods, naturally occurring and generated.  The data was 

triangulated by using different methods and sources to validate “the integrity of, or 

external inferences drawn from the data” (Maxwell, 2006, p. 43).  These two forms of 

data collection complemented the Advocacy Coalition Framework and Policy 

Entrepreneurship theory that framed my study.  In the same way that the policy 

13 I used ATLAS Ti qualitative software to assist me in indexing the data.  
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entrepreneurs were able to fill in the gaps of knowledge that existed in the ACF process, 

the individual interviews (generated data) allowed me to triangulate emergent themes that 

surfaced in congressional testimonies.  As stated previously, pilot testing of interview 

questions also contributed to the validity of the data being analyzed.   

Throughout this dissertation I use quotes from participants to support emergent 

themes that led to my analysis and findings.  The quotes were edited for syntax and 

grammar, but they accurately represent the interviewee responses and are situated in the 

context with which they were given.  Although this study’s participant information is 

held in the strictest of confidence, chapter four is replete with charts of early proponents 

of Hispanic higher education who provided congressional testimony or other scholarly 

and public documents. It is my hope that the early proponents identified in these charts 

will receive the recognition they deserve for helping chart the course towards HSI 

legislation.  

Limitations 

 Reviewing policy formation in a historical context presented an immediate 

limitation to this study.  While I utilized data collection methods to ensure validity, there 

were limited types of historical data available.  Although I attempted to identify the 

historical movements associated with Hispanic higher education, I understood that I 

would not be able to capture all of history, given that this specific time period spanned 

between twenty and forty years.   Another limitation of this study involved its limited 

scope.   While I analyzed the data to provide an understanding of how Hispanic 
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proponents operated within a higher education policy subsystem, I did not provide insight 

into the social issues facing Latinos outside of this policy realm.  

While I was concerned that in-depth interview responses with my participants 

might prove challenging (due to their ages), I was pleased at the keenness and detail with 

which these individuals recalled the HSI policy formation process and with the seemingly 

accurate way in which their responses reflected the HEA testimony that was given to 

advance Latino higher education.  

Ethical Considerations 

A great historiography seems to transport the reader in to another temporal 

location, but this gold standard of the practice is itself fools’ gold.  For it is 

important to remember that we, like the characters in our histories, do not have 

complete autonomy over our consciousness.  We cannot just transport our 

consciousness back, to given time, by will, careful research, or great storytelling. 

The categories of today are always present in our interpretations of the past. 

(Brewer, 2009, p. 116) 

This study focused on a specific period of Hispanic higher education and was not 

designed to offer a complete history of Hispanic higher education in the U.S.  While the 

collection of historical data was used to situate the HSI policy formation period within 

the larger social and political context of the time, much of this was done by elucidating 

what was reported in the congressional testimonies.  If congressional testimony cited 

scholarly, historical, or demographic information describing the condition of Hispanics at 
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the time, I located that source to help frame the political and social context of the period. 

The footnotes in chapter four provide examples of this. This research is situated in both 

etic knowledge of the time period as well as the emic knowledge of those who provided 

testimony and participated in HSI policy formation between 1979 and 1992.  

Situating Myself and Delimiting Findings in this Study  

I grew up with very little knowledge about Latino social movements that had 

taken place in the U.S.  In my small hometown in Texas, there was always this sense that 

we, Mexicanos, were different. I was blessed with two parents who taught me to value 

who I was and where I came from and to value people.  People matter. Ordinary, 

everyday people matter the most.  As it turns out, these values coincided with this 

research study.  Valuing who you are and where you come from speaks to knowing your 

history, and valuing people means having an appreciation for those in your life but also 

for those who came before you.  It is at this intersection of valuing people and history that 

this study meets my personal life, and it is here where my interest and passion to 

investigate Latino higher education legislative history rests.  

Throughout my career, I have held executive level positions at HSIs and other 

non-profit higher education advocacy organizations.  Prior to working in higher 

education, I worked in the community as a youth counselor.  I accepted every position I 

have held because of the impact that I could have on improving the lives of students 

through education, especially underserved students-this usually meant I was working in 

Latino and African American communities.  Yet as much as Latino and African 
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American communities share the same neighborhoods, high schools and sides of town-

our histories in the U.S. are distinctly different (Foley, 2006; Perea, 2006).  This is 

especially true of the higher education institutions that were founded (HBCUs) and 

designated (HSIs) (Espino & Cheslock, 2008; Gasman, 2008) to provide increased 

educational opportunities for African American and Latino students.  

In the past forty years, the difference in these histories has caused tension between 

African American and Latino higher education advocates (see chapter four), mostly over 

competition for limited federal funds.  This was especially true during the plight of 

Latinos to expand Title III to include IHEs serving large numbers of Latino students in 

the late 1970s and 1980s.  This meant increased competition for an already underfunded 

Title III program that was under heavy scrutiny from the Government Accounting Office 

(GAO) in the 1970s. As such, it is understandable that African American higher 

education leaders would resist the move to expand Title III to any “new” IHE. Despite 

these concerns, Hispanic proponents moved Congress to expand Title III in 1992 and 

1998.  

Having worked for the Hispanic Association of Colleges and Universities 

(HACU) in the early 2000s, I have been privy to many discussions about HSI legislation. 

Between 2002 and 2005, I coordinated HACU’s conjoined effort to develop an MSI 

executive-level leadership program with the National Association for Equal Opportunity 

(NAFEO) and the American Indian Higher Education Consortium (AIHEC).  Together, 

we produced over 100 MSI fellows; many have since become presidents of institutions. 
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This collaboration increased my understanding of HBCUs and Tribal Colleges, yet left 

me wondering about the creation of HSI legislation passed in 1992.  

This research study is an attempt to explain how Hispanic higher education 

legislation was formed within a complex policymaking process influenced by the social 

contexts of the 1970s and 1980s.  The findings highlight resistance to expanding Title III 

from proponents of African American higher education (however influenced), in an 

attempt to understand the strategies that proponents of Hispanic higher education 

employed to gain congressional support from non-Hispanic representatives.  This 

resistance was highlighted by the Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) but was limited 

by its exclusive focus on Hispanic proponents. I did not attempt to explain the reasons 

why (however substantiated) African American proponents of higher education resisted 

to expanding Title III to include institutions of higher education (IHEs) serving large 

numbers of Hispanic students. In this way, no assumptions should be made about the 

state or condition of Hispanic and African American higher education relations during 

this time period, outside of a competitive policymaking process. 
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CHAPTER 4: FOR THE RECORD 

The purpose of this chapter is to address this study’s research questions:  

1. Who were the proponents14 of Hispanic higher education between 1979 and 

1992? 

a. Who were the initial pioneers and advocates? Who (if any) were 

opponents? 

b. What was the initial impetus for introducing a category of Hispanic 

Serving Institutions (HSI)? 

2. How did proponents of Hispanic higher education gain support for the passage 

of HSI legislation in 1992?  

a. What specific political and policy strategies were employed? 

3.  How did the twenty-five percent threshold used to designate HSIs originate 

during the HSI policy formation process?  

I employed qualitative methods (Glesne, 2006; Lincoln & Guba, 1994; Maxwell, 

2005; Ritchie & Lewis, 2003) described in chapter three to address this study’s research 

questions through an analysis of Higher Education Act (HEA15), Title III congressional 

testimony between 1979 and 1992.  Sabatier (1993) informs us that “hearings before 

legislative committees and administrative agencies represent a virtually inexhaustible 

source of information on the expressed beliefs of a wide range of subsystem actors over 

14 Unless otherwise indicated, proponent(s) will be used to describe Hispanic higher 
education proponents who were advocating for increased Latino access to postsecondary 
education opportunities.  
15 Unless otherwise indicated, HEA will be used to refer to hearings on the 
reauthorization of Title III of the Higher Education Act of 1965. 
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decades” (p. 7).  The HEA congressional transcripts provided great insight into 

identifying proponents of Latino higher education starting in 1965, as well as their 

motives and strategies.  

 I focused on reauthorization of the HEA Title III hearings testimony between 

1979 and 1985, because analysis of the data revealed that HEA hearings testimony in 

1979 laid the foundation for Hispanic-serving Institution (HSI) legislation passed in 

1992.  The in-depth interviews16 conducted with proponents of Hispanic higher education 

who were active during this same period substantiated this analysis.  The individual lived 

experiences of those involved in the HSI policy formation process spoke to the ways in 

which proponents of Hispanic higher education operated during the HSI policy formation 

period. 

This chapter is divided into three parts.  Part I, Laying the Foundation, identifies 

early proponents and situates their Title III testimony within the broader Latino 

legislative agenda between 1965 and 1979. Part one closes with a review of the Hispanic 

Higher Education Coalition (HHEC) and testimony concentrated on the original intent of 

Title III.  Part II, Moving the Needle, provides information about the strategies the HHEC 

employed to expand Title III and identifies opposition to Title III expansion. Part III, 

Title III Policy Change, illustrates how the ACF and PE theory were used to create an 

ACF model of Title III policymaking.  

16 Interviewees who participated in this study are referred to as Proponent 1, 2, 3, and 4. 
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Part 1: Laying the Foundation 

Research question one sought to identify early Hispanic higher education pioneers 

and advocates that participated in the legislative process that led to HSI legislation in 

1992. Research question one asked:  Who were the proponents of Hispanic higher 

education between 1979 and 1992 and (1a) who were the initial pioneers and advocates? 

Who (if any) were opponents?  The basic assumption behind this research question is that 

the Hispanic Association of Colleges and Universities (HACU) and its members were the 

first individuals to advocate for federal legislation that formally recognized institutions of 

higher education (IHEs) serving large numbers of Hispanic students.  Yet, starting with 

the 97th Congress in1979, members representing the Hispanic Higher Education Coalition 

(HHEC) began providing testimony during Title III of the HEA reauthorization hearings 

in 1979, 1981, 1984, and 1985 (Table 4.1).  

Table 4.1 provides an overview of the HHEC members: Alvin Rivera, Roberto 

Zuniga, Rafael Magallan, and John Trasvina, who testified between 1979 and 1985; and 

identifies those HHEC members who were early proponents of Hispanic higher 

education.  Further analysis of congressional records revealed that Latinos began 

testifying as early as 1967.  Although 1967 falls outside of the time period stated in 

research question one, the historiographical nature of this study requires that the HSI 

policy formation period be situated within the larger social and political context of the 

time.  As such, tables 2, 3, and 4 provide greater depth to question one and identify 

several Latino individuals and organizations that provided testimony before Congress 

from 1967 to1976. 
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The saliency of the HHEC, however, is that it was the first broad-based coalition 

of Latino educators, leaders, and organizations to develop testimony focused on 

increasing federal funding IHEs serving large numbers of Latino students.  While the 

HACU is credited as the organization that moved Congress to pass HSI legislation in 

Table 4.1 Hispanic Higher Education Coalition (HHEC) testimonies from 1979 
to 1985 
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1992, an analysis of congressional documents from 1979 to 1985 reveal that the trail 

leading to HSI legislation started long before HACU was founded in 1985.  (Although 

analysis reveals that members of the HHEC were involved in founding HACU, the 

history of HACU was not the focus of this study.) 

Latino Participation in Congressional Hearings 

To gain a better understanding of the HHEC and its 1979 testimony, it needs to be 

situated within the broader historical context of Latino participation that preceded 1979. 

Testimony given during this time span can be divided into three periods:  

(1) Latino Testimony from 1967 to 1977 (Table 4.2)  

(2) Latino Bilingual Education Testimony from 1965 to 1973 (Table 4.3) 

(3) Latino Higher Education Testimony in 1975 and 1976 (Table 4.4)  

A review of the three periods illustrates that Latino testimony evolved from one period to 

the next and how Latino proponents moved from testifying on wide-ranging issues (Table 

4.2) to more specific bilingual and higher education legislation (Table 4.3 and Table 4.4). 

Before reviewing the subsequent tables, it is important to note that there are thousands of 

congressional records and documents pertaining to Latino testimony.  The tables in this 

section reveal the congressional hearings that were relevant to addressing question one in 

this study.  Because the term “Hispanic” was created by the Office of Budget and 

Management to identify all Latinos in 1972 (OMB, 1972), Latino participation in 

congressional hearing prior to 1972 is identified as Spanish-speaking. 
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Table 4.2 Latino Testimonies from 1967 to 1977 
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Latino Testimony from 1967 to 1977 

Shortly after Civil Rights legislation was passed in 1965, Latinos begin testifying 

before Congress on a variety of wide-ranging issues affecting the welfare of the Latino 

community.  Table 4.2 identifies several Latinos that participated in congressional 

hearings from 1967 to 1976.  The hearings ranged from bilingual education to migrant 

Table 4.2 Latino Testimonies from 1967 to 1977 (Cont.) 
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labor, to dissatisfaction with the low number of Latinos employed by federal government 

agencies.  The testimony by LULAC, United Farm Workers (UFW), Service, 

Employment, and Redevelopment (SER), IMAGE, and other Latino organizations 

addressed the broad social issues, affecting the general welfare of the Latino community; 

this meant that there was no organization advocating specifically on behalf of Latino 

higher education.  

Latino Bilingual Education Testimony from 1965 - 1973  

While Table 4.2 lists the wide-ranging testimony given by Latinos between 1967 

and 1977, a disaggregated look at testimony within this time period (Table 4.3) reveals 

that Latinos’ testimonies focused on bilingual education on several occasions.  This is not 

surprising when we consider that the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) 

of 1965 was passed to help increase the educational attainment of Latino students (LBJ, 

1965).  After 1965, ESEA became the primary funding stream to help educators develop 

and create programs aimed at the Latino community.  The primary beneficiaries of ESEA 

were bilingual education programs.  

As reflected by the public offices held by the individual witnesses in 1967, Rep. 

Edward Roybal and Rep. Kika De la Garza, the importance of bilingual education in 

increasing the educational attainment of Latinos was the focus of Latino educators and 

advocates.  This may have been influenced by the research and scholarship of Dr. George 

I. Sanchez who was considered a leading expert and critic on cultural bias in intelligence 

testing and had developed methodical studies on bilingual education (Romo, 1986).  

79 
 



Despite the passage of the HEA in 1965 as a companion bill to the ESEA, congressional 

testimony remained focused on elementary and secondary education until 1975. 
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Latino Higher Education Testimony in 1975 and 1976  

Research question one focused on identifying the initial pioneers and advocates of 

Latino higher education between 1979 and 1992.  The data analysis revealed that few 

proponents of Hispanic higher education provided testimony during HEA  

Table 4.3 Latino Bilingual Education Testimonies from 1965 to 1973 
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hearings in1975 and 1976.  Table 4.4 lists the names of these early proponents and the 

organizations they represented.   

 

The League of 

United Latin American Citizens (LULAC) provided testimony on behalf of Latino higher 

education in 1975 and 1976 and was represented by Richard Salvatierra.  LULAC’s 

testimony during these hearings focused on increasing federal grants to Spanish-speaking 

students and requesting federal funding to increase minority graduate education 

opportunities (1976).  Mr. Salvatierra’s testimony was given before the HEA’s House and 

Senate subcommittee during the 94th Congress in 1976.  Dr. Candido de Leon, president 

Table 4.4 Latino Higher Education Testimonies in 1975 and 1976 
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of Eugenio de Hostos Community College17, provided testimony that called for the 

expansion of Title III of the HEA to increase funding to institutions serving large 

numbers of Latino students in 1976. 

The testimony given by LULAC and Dr. de Leon before the 94th Congress related 

to the pending reauthorization of the HEA that occurs every five years.  Prior to 1975, the 

HEA had come up for reauthorization only once since 1965.  As noted in tables 4.1 and 

4.2, Latino advocates were focused on a wide-range of issues facing the Latino 

community at that time, and not specifically on higher education.  Mr. Salvatierra’s and 

Dr. de Leon’s testimonies preceded the founding of the HHEC and its initial testimony 

during the HEA reauthorizations hearings in March of 1979 (Table 4.1).  

The Hispanic Higher Education Coalition (HHEC) 

We were pretty well invisible. Not viewed in national terms as is the case today. 

We had begun to establish Chicano studies as a field of study and as a teaching 

field. Certainly we had developed publications by that time; however no one was 

looking at higher education issues in general.  (Proponent 1, personal interview, 

February 2012) 

The discovery of the HHEC was important in addressing research question one. 

Equally important was the participation of Latino proponents in this study.  The 

17 Hostos Community College was created by an act of the Board of Higher Education 
on April 22, 1968, in response to the demands of Puerto Rican and other Hispanic leaders 
who urged the establishment of a college to meet the needs of the South Bronx. Retrieved 
from http://www.hostos.cuny.edu/about/history.html 
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statements from proponents that are used throughout this chapter address the silence of 

the ACF in articulating the role that individuals play in forming advocacy coalitions 

(Dougherty, Nienhusser, & Vega, 2010; Mintrom & Vergari, 1996).  The study’s 

overarching theory, ACF, states that policy subsystems are created when interest groups 

and organizations form to gain political and congressional support for legislation over a 

lengthy period of time of a decade or more (Jenkins & Sabatier, 1993).  When applied to 

HSI policy formation, the explanatory power of the policy formation process and how 

proponents gained support can best be understood by starting in 1979.  

In 1979, a broad-based coalition of Latino organizations located in Washington 

D.C coalesced to form the Hispanic Higher Education Coalition (HHEC). As indicated in 

tables 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4, Latino advocates and organizations had testified before Congress 

on a wide range of issues prior to the reauthorization of the HEA in 1979. Yet none of the 

testimonies had focused specifically on higher education issues related to colleges and 

universities serving Hispanic students. Mr. Salvatierra’s testimony in 1976 focused on 

increasing information about the availability of federal grants to Spanish-speaking 

students and requesting funding to increase minority graduate opportunities focused on 

Title IV, Student Assistance, of the HEA of 1965, not institutional support.  

Although LULAC and other Latino organizations of its kind were addressing 

concerns on all fronts, they lacked expertise in higher education.  As one member of the 

HHEC stated, “they (LULAC and other social and civic Latino organizations) knew what 

the problems were, they just didn’t have really good spokespeople to bring them (higher 
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education issues) up [or] the resources and infrastructure to make it substantive” 

(Proponent 3, personal interview, May, 2012).  This realization, coupled with an 

understanding of the issues facing Latinos in higher education, served as the impetus for 

establishing the HHEC in Washington D.C. in 1978.  

Organizing the HHEC in 1978 

As recorded in the HEA reauthorization congressional records from 1979, the 

HHEC was comprised of individuals representing 10 national Hispanic organizations 

(HEA and Related Measures, Part 1, 1979).  The organizations were: ASPIRA of 

America, El  Congreso Nacional de Asuntos Colegiales (CONAC), League of United  

Latin American  Citizens (LULAC), Mexican American Legal Defense & Educational 

Fund (MALDEF), Mexican American Women's National Association, National  

Association  for  Equal  Educational Opportunities, National Council de La Raza 

(NCLR), National  IMAGE,  Inc., Puerto Rican Legal Defense & Education Fund 

(PRLDEF),  Inc., the Secretariat  for Hispanic Affairs, and U.S. Catholic Conference. 

When asked to provide insight in to the motivation for establishing the HHEC, 

proponents who participated in this study provided the following statements: 

Proponent 2 

[There was] a shared sense among the handful of Latinos in D.C. about having 

greater Latino input across the board on federal legislation…higher education was 

up for reauthorization in 1980 and so, in 1979 by puro sapo, you know, good luck, 

we happened to have a confluence of a handful of us who were familiar with 
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some of the higher education issues and happened to be in town and happened to 

be able to kind of lean on colleagues and friends within the Latino advocacy 

organizations. (Proponent 2, personal communication, February 2012) 

Proponent 3 

The way it happened was that we asked independently these people to come to a 

meeting after work.  And all our meetings were after work so people who could 

come-they would start like at 5:30 in the afternoon and they would go until, hell, 

sometimes they would go until 11 o’clock at night depending on what we were 

doing.  It depended on what was at issue, but there were a lot of different things 

that we wanted to get done so we started talking and that was the easy part of it 

because everyone was of like mind…well, you know, everyone knew what 

needed to be done, it was just a question of how do you work through this maze of 

all the stuff…about the global perspective of Washington. (Proponent 3, personal 

communication, March 2012) 

Proponent 4 

We knew that we had to start carving out a place for ourselves that would 

articulate our own interest because none of the national Latino organizations had 

higher education functions.  Almost none of them except maybe MALDEF had 

any scholarships, and theirs were just small ones and they were just only for law 

students not undergraduates.  So there was a sense that we were way far behind 

and we had a long way to go. (Proponent 4, personal communication, May 2012) 
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According to these statements, there was a real sense by proponents that there was a need 

to: (1) increase Latino higher education advocacy at the congressional level, (2) form a 

coalition focused specifically on higher education, and (3) increase federal funding for 

colleges and universities serving a large concentration of Latino students.  

Additional sentiments shared by proponents indicate that HHEC members were 

not only driven by an interest in creating new policy but by an understanding of the 

policy process.  This can be summarized by the following statement:  

Because we were in D.C. and we had that interest in putting policy together, I 

think initially it was like 7 and then it got up to 11 or 12 organizational members, 

allowed us the organizational wherewithal to be able to leverage attention on the 

issues of Latinos in higher education.  So using HHEC became for us the platform 

and it really actually worked quite well. (Proponent 2, personal interview, 

February 2012) 

Once the HHEC was organized in 1978, members began strategizing to increase federal 

funding for IHEs serving large Latino student populations. 

The information provided by proponents, tied to the HHEC congressional 

testimony (highlighted later in this chapter) indicates that the formation of the HHEC was 

a preliminary strategy employed by early proponents of Hispanic higher education to gain 

support for the passage of HSI legislation in 1992.  Congressional testimony and 

interview data focused on the 1979 HEA hearings (HEA and Related Measures, Part 1, 

1979; HEA and Related Measures, Part 8, 1979; HEA Amendments of 1979) suggest that 
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two more HHEC strategies centered on Title III ambiguity and the lack of Latino 

representation within federal agencies.  

Title III Ambiguity 

As full-time employees or graduate fellows in 1978, individual HHEC members 

had experience working in government agencies. These positions provided access to the 

Title III, Strengthening Developing Institution (SDI) program that was administered by 

the Office of Education (OE).  This experience raised concerns about the program’s grant 

application process (HEA and Related Measures, Part 1, 1979).  These concerns were 

substantiated by a 1976 General Accounting Office (GAO) report (MWD-76-1) that 

found major discrepancies in the program’s administration; among them was how the OE 

was “evaluating these proposals…they made it clear all the egregious conduct and errors 

and stuff” (Proponent 3, personal interview, March 2012).  The egregious conduct errors 

identified in the GAO report involved the way Title III grants were awarded to applicants 

and this led to much discussion about the original purpose and intent of the program 

during the 1979 HEA reauthorization hearings.  

At the time, the SDI program was divided into two administrative programs: (1) 

the Basic Institutional Development Program (BIDP) and (2) the Advanced Institutional 

Development Program (AIDP) (Stedman, 1982).  The BIDP was created to narrow the 

gap between weaker and less-developed institutions and the AIDP was created to 

accelerate the advancement of fewer (more-developed) institutions by providing them 

with larger three to five year grants 1982).  With the 1974 regulations, the BIDP 
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“essentially continued the Title III activities undertaken [since 1965 while the AIDP], 

“according to narrative accompanying the regulations, would concentrate large grants on 

fewer institutions that had the capacity for faster development” (Stedman, 1982, pp. 34-

35).  Additionally, AIDP institutions had to provide five-year development plan that 

showed how Title III funds would be supplanted after the 5-year grant period.  

The program’s division was a result of Congress addressing the very loose criteria 

that was used to determine institutional eligibility between 1965 and 1973, and this led to 

congressional discussion around how the OE was selecting SDI grantees (Stedman, 

1982).  A 1971 Committee on Education and Labor report indicated that a large portion 

of Title III funds had been awarded to traditional Black institutions of higher education 

(1982). To address both the definition of a developing institution and how monies should 

be awarded, in 1974, federal regulations were published to help guide the eligibility of 

institutions (1982).  The 1974 regulations affixed to Title III were an attempt by Congress 

to regulate Title III and signified that there was a need to clarify the program’s original 

intent.  

Despite the program’s division and 1974 regulations, a second GAO report in 

1979 (HRD-78-170) indicated that the single most important factor for awarding Title III 

grants had been based on the high percentage of low income students served by the 

institution (Stedman, 1982).  The GAO report was very critical of the OE’s 

administration of the program and provided recommendations that would help the GAO 
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measure the program’s success against its stated intent (HRD-78-170). The report 

identified the following concerns:   

(1) The intent of the program was undefined; therefore, its performance or 

effectiveness could not be gauged; 

(2) No institution was recognized by the Office of Education as having reached a 

"developed" stage by virtue of Title III support; 

(3) The selection procedures (determination of institutional eligibility, field 

reading of grant applications, and final award determinations by OE) were applied 

inconsistently and subjectively.  Previously-assisted institutions were favored in 

the allocation of funds; 

(4) Control over, and accurate accounting for, program funds were limited.  The 

use of assisting agencies was cited as a contributing factor; 

(5) Evaluation procedures were weak--grantees' reports were inadequately 

prepared and were inadequately reviewed by OE.  External OE evaluation was 

limited. (Stedman, 1982, p.42) 

90 
 



Most notable in the 1975 and 1979 GAO reports were their critique that no definition of a 

developing institution, or when an institution would be considered developed, existed in 

Title III legislation18.  

This concern over the loose definition of a “developing institution” (P.L. 89-329, 

1965) ascended into the highest levels of the Carter administration and led to 

disagreement and questioning by members of Congress around the original intent of the 

Title.  This is illustrated by Secretary of the Health, Education, and Welfare Department, 

Joseph Califano19 during his opening testimony to the House Committee on 

Postsecondary Education on March 20, 1979 (HEA and Related Measures, Part 1, 1979).  

At the center of the line of questioning between Sec. Califano and committee members 

was a discussion about the original intent of Title III. On one side, proponents of 

traditional Black colleges argued that the intent of Title III was to fund traditional Black 

colleges.  On the other side, proponents of community colleges and Hispanic higher 

education began arguing that the intent of Title III was to fund qualified “developing 

institutions,” not just traditional Black colleges. 

18 Statement of Gregory J. Ahart, Director, Human Resource Division, General 
Accounting Division (GAO) (Reauthorization of the HEA and Related Measures, Part 1, 
March, 20, 1979, p.90)  
19 During the 1960s, Sec. Califano held several administrative posts in President 
Johnson’s administration and between 1965 and 1969 served as Special Assistant to 
President Johnson, overseeing several domestic affairs initiatives including labor, 
education, and health care. Prior to being appointed as Secretary of HEW by President 
Carter, Califano practiced law as a private attorney in Washington D.C. Retrieved from 
http://www.protectthetruth.org/bios/josephcalifano.htm 

91 
 

                                                 



They further argued that a disproportionate amount of Title III monies was being 

awarded to traditional Black colleges over other developing institutions, including 

community colleges serving large numbers of Latinos.  To counter these claims, Sec. 

Califano stated that the developing institutions program included a 24 percent set-aside 

for community colleges and was already awarding Title III funding to colleges with a 

concentration of Hispanic students.  Additionally, he stated that the Carter administration 

hoped to address the concerns brought forth by the HHEC, by proposing that Title III be 

reauthorized at a higher funding level.  This is illustrated by Sec. Califano’s response to 

questions from Rep. Weiss20 (D-NY) and Rep. Edwards21 (R-OK): 

Mr. Weiss. Mr. Secretary, I want to start out by commending you for your 

overview of the situation and for raising some of the hard questions that I think 

we have to contend with.  Let me refer my first question to your testimony at page  

41 where you address the question of the Title III developing institutions 

program… Would you be in favor of an authorization increase to, say, $250 or 

$300 million?  

Sec. Califano.  There is no question the authorization has to be increased, but I 

think we have to look at the program.  We have to look at the way that legislation 

20   Rep. Ted Weiss won his seat in Congress in 1976 and represented Manhattan’s West 
Side, from Battery Park to the Bronx, for 15 years. He was considered one of the most 
outspoken advocates of liberal policies. Retrieved from 
http://www.nytimes.com/1992/09/15/us/rep-ted-weiss-64-dies-liberal-stalwart-in-
house.html 
21 Rep. Mickey Edwards served a member of the House Republican leadership from 
1977 to 1992. He represented Oklahoma’s 5th District. Retrieved from 
http://www.aspeninstitute.org/people/mickey-edwards 
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is written, the standards that are set in that legislation and recognize that that 

legislation is now serving a much broader purpose.  I think fundamentally in 1965 

Title III was regarded as legislation to provide an opportunity to enhance Black 

colleges in the South.  The reality of 1979 is that more than half the money does 

not go there.  It goes to a lot of other developing institutions all over the country.  

In the Midwest, in the East, there are now colleges and institutions with large 

Hispanic student populations (HEA and Related Measures, Part 1, 1979, pp. 75 - 

76). 

Later in the hearing, Sec. Califano was asked if the percentage of Title III monies 

being awarded to traditional Black colleges would continue to decline as a result of the 

new Hispanic institutions22: 

Mr. Edwards.  Is your goal that trends will continue and a smaller portion (of Title 

III) will continue to go to the all-Black institutions until the change is made?  

Sec. Califano. I do not think the money goes to those institutions now because 

they are Black.  It goes to them because they meet the statutory requirements for  

being a  “developing  institution” and the eligibility criteria which measure the  

degree to which they serve disadvantaged students and their financial need.  

Again many institutions other than Black colleges receive funding.  For example 

the statute contains a 24-percent set-aside for community colleges most of which 

22 “Funds to Hispanic Institutions” in Prepared Statement by Alfred J. Moye, Deputy 
Commissioner, Bureau of Higher and Continuing Education, Office of Education (HEA 
and Related Measures, Part 1, 1979, p.380). 
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are new, and most of which even in the south do not suffer the same vestiges of 

unconstitutional segregation that the traditional institutions have suffered. (p.81) 

Despite Sec. Califano’s, testimony, the Chairman of the House Subcommittee on 

Postsecondary Education, Rep. Bill Ford23 (D-MI), acknowledged concerns surrounding 

the uncertainty of Title III’s original intent:  

We have revisionists constantly telling us what Title III was supposed to do.  

There are differing versions of what commitments were made by the 

administration.  In a statement that accompanied the Higher Education Act of 

1965 when it came up here from President Johnson-which you (Sec. Califano) 

may have written for all we know-Title IlI is referred to as aid to small colleges.  

That is all.  Apparently, somebody was talking to someone and led people to 

believe that that should really read aid to traditionally Black colleges…Perhaps 

you can assist us in clarifying the objectives of Title III as we are reenacting it so 

we can put to rest the concern that these diverse groups are constantly expressing 

to us.  Even if we just found a way to get five times as much money in there we 

still would not be able to divide it in a way that would make everybody happy. 

And when you find a program that even money will not solve in terms of getting a 

compromise, you know you have trouble. (p. 81) 

23 Rep. William D. Ford served Michigan’s 15th & 13th districts as member of Congress 
from 1965 to 1995. An advocate for expanding educational opportunities, Rep. Ford 
sponsored the Middle Income Student Assistance Act in 1978, a program that is credited 
with expanding the college student loan program. The current William D. Ford Federal 
Direct Loan program is named in his honor. Retrieved from 
http://www.arlingtoncemetery.net/wdford.htm 
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Along with this line of questioning related to Title III’s original intent, testimony 

from Gregory Ahart, Director of the GAO’s Human Resources Division, author of the 

1975 report, was the first to study the program since its inception in 1965. In his 

testimony he stated:  

At that time (1975) we found a number of problems with it.  We made a number  

of recommendations to the Office of Education, and the most difficult  problem  

we faced at that time was that we could not get a good  picture of what the 

Congress intended the program to achieve,  and  OE had not developed more 

specific criteria as to what institutions were developing institutions, and what the  

program was intending to achieve.  (HEA and Related Measures, Part 1, 1979, p. 

99) 

This statement drew the following question from Chairman Ford, “In either of your 

studies, were you able to find any consistent folklore about what we meant in 1965 by 

this type of an institution?” (p. 99).  In his response, Mr. Ahart stated:  

Well, we struggled with it.  We don’t really have a good idea at this point in time 

just what was intended to be accomplished by the program.  The criteria under 

which the institutions are selected for funding were not too bad in the previous 

regulations, we believe, except that they were applied so inconsistently and there 

was a lot of overruling of the findings of the readers of the proposals in rating the 

proposals against those criteria.  We don’t have any good feel from the Office of 
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Education, and they cannot tell us how they would judge whether a developing 

institution has become developed. (p. 99) 

Much of the discussion throughout the hearings focused on the original intent of 

Title III, how the program had been managed and how grants had been awarded.  This 

occurred amidst growing concern that the SDI program was being administered without 

direction.  This concern is further illustrated by Mr. Ahart:  

After 12 years of operation, and more than $728 million in grants, fundamental 

questions about the developing institutions program are largely unanswered.  

What is a developing institution?  And how does such a school reach the 

mainstream of higher education?  Which institutions should receive priority?  

How long will Title III funds be necessary? (p. 96).  

Of particular interest to Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education during the March 

1979 HEA hearings were the BIDP and AIDP, to which the GAO reported the following:  

Since 1973, the program has been divided into two programs: the advanced 

program, for more highly developed institutions, and the basic program, for less 

developed institutions.  Title III awards for fiscal year 1977 revealed many 

inconsistencies in OE’s application of procedures for selecting institutions for 

funding.  These inconsistencies resulted in questionable awards.  This is 

especially true in the basic program, which followed a predetermined funding 
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strategy which set standards for distributing funds among colleges representing 

the various ethnic and racial populations in American higher education. (p. 96) 

The dichotomized approach and use of race and ethnicity to distribute funds led to the 

following testimony between GAO representatives and Chairman Ford:  

Mr. Ford. How is the racial composition of the student body weighted into the 

calculations to determine whether or not a school is going to receive aid? 

Mr. Ahart. I would have to ask Mr. Niemi to talk more specifically on what the 

current regulations provide in that regard.  I don’t believe that it is taken directly 

into consideration, but more subjectively into consideration.  Is that right? 

Mr. Niemi24.  Yes.  Under the basic program, at the time we were conducting our 

field work, there was a predetermined strategy under which OE would designate, 

for example, that predominantly Black institutions would get 49 percent of the 

funding.  Under the revised regulations, the basic giant eligibility criteria, the 

predominantly Black institutions would have a high number of students eligible 

for such grants. 

Mr. Ford. What is a predominantly Black institution? 

Mr. Niemi. Historically, the student body would be predominantly Black students, 

and the institution so designated.  I believe there are approximately 100 such 

24 GAO Supervisory Auditor 
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institutions.  This is a designation that has been generally recognized to apply to 

such schools. 

Mr. Ford. Did you find that HEW actually was using some sort of a numeration 

that selected out schools as predominantly Black institutions?  You said that 49 

percent of the money was set aside for predominantly Black institutions. 

Mr. Niemi.  That is correct.  That is for the basic program. (p. 100) 

Although the OE would refute the use of race and ethnicity as a measure to define 

a developing institution, the GAO expressed concern that a program that lacked a clear 

definition of intention remained wholly supported by the higher education community. 

As stated by Chairman Ford, despite attempts to gain clarification from the higher 

education community on how to define a developing institution, none was provided by 

any higher education group: 

It should be noted for the record that it is not just the GAO that has difficulty 

coming to grips with the definitions of the institutions to be served by this Title. 

One of the disappointments we had after having solicited all of the major higher 

education groups in the country, to go through the Higher Education of 1965 Title 

by Title, and give us suggestions as to how to improve the legislation, is that 

nobody is willing to tell us how to define the institutions intended to be covered in 

this section.  Although it is interesting to note, and the recommendations are now 

public record and a part of this record, that groups of higher education, or groups 

98 
 



concerned with higher education, are perfectly willing to recommend to us that 

we fund Title III at a higher, a substantially higher level.  (pp. 104 - 105) 

It is in this area of discussion between Title III intent, OE administration of the program, 

and defining a developing institution that the HHEC found a place to advance one of its 

strategies; a strategy indirectly introduced to the HEA hearings by Chairman Ford: 

The only suggestion that we found any place about bringing focus to the 

definition of the institutions to be served, in spite of two consecutive GAO report, 

which say that you as auditors cannot find out from the Office of Education what 

kind of institutions are really supposed to be eligible, is from groups representing 

Hispanics who would like to see a definition that included schools, because of 

where they are located. (p. 105) 

Despite the GAO’s criticism of the OE’s administration of the SDI program, on 

the second day of the HEA hearings, Dr. Moye, Deputy Commissioner of the Office of 

Education, provided testimony that refuted the GAO’s claims that Title III was 

administered as a set-aside program for traditional Black colleges: 

In some instances, there are dangerous inaccuracies in the report. It states, for 

example, "that there is a funding strategy which sets standards for distributing 

funds among colleges representing the various ethnic and racial populations in 

American higher education."  That is simply not true.  There is no such strategy. 

About half of the colleges funded in the past have not had a predominant ethnic 
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minority.  However, most of the colleges serving a substantial percentage of 

Black, Spanish surname, or Native American students will qualify under the 

quantitative criteria for the Title III program.25  (HEA and Related Measures, Part 

1, 1979, p.394) 

Furthermore, Dr. Moye stated that the difficulty in awarding Title III monies 

stemmed from the OE’s challenge of trying to discern between the institutional 

characteristics and student characteristics of an institution:  

We are trying to make sure that the institutions are vital, and that students can 

receive a quality education once they get there.  I do not think it is so simple to 

separate institutional characteristics from the student characteristics when we 

begin to writ the regulations” (p. 400).  

The crux of this statement is that, at the time, Black colleges were fairly distinguishable 

from other IHEs in that they served large numbers of economically disadvantaged Black 

students compared to other institutions considered eligible for Title III.  Chairman Ford 

acknowledged the difficulty in administering a program whose legislation had been 

written with a broad stroke, but cautioned against how Title III might be interpreted as an 

entitlement program by some in Congress:  

25 In the 1979 GAO Report, a statistical analysis was conducted to determine which 
institutional characteristics were correlated to institutions selected for participation in the 
Title III, SDI program; the two factors that showed the greatest statistical significance 
were: (1) participation in the program the year before, and (2) to some degree, the racial 
composition of the institution (Testimony given by Mr. Ahart, Reauthorization of HEA, 
March 28, 1979, pp. 99 -100). 
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You notice now that there is a wide divergence between people who want 

additional set asides, people who want to increase set asides, and people who 

recognize that the set-aside game gets to be a little like a quota game.  It looks 

good for a little while, but pretty soon you have to figure out who gets the vote, 

and who get the big chunk. (HEA and Related Measures, Part 1, 1979, p. 402)  

This dialogue around Title III’s ambiguity and the statement about set asides and 

competition for resources served as the impetus for testimony from both Black and 

Hispanic higher education proponents, as well as community colleges and Tribal College 

advocates-each in their own way demonstrating the ways in which Title III impacted their 

respective institutions.  A summation of the various types of testimony provided by the 

respective groups is best given by Chairman Ford:  

I think that the testimony which is being presented capsulizes as well as anything 

else in any comparable period of time the difficulty that the Office of Education 

has had in administering this program without more specific statutory and 

regulatory guidelines.  Each of the panelists makes a very strong case for 

adjustments in definitions and in the statement of purpose with respect to Title III. 

That probably pretty well represents a large part of the problem that the 

Department has in making subjective decisions to meet these concerns.  In each 

instance we are talking about retailoring the purpose of Title III to meet what each 

of you gentlemen perceives as a special need for a group within its society that 
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you speak for here and elsewhere. (HEA and Related Measures, Part 1, 1979, p. 

349) 

In consideration of the difficulty in administering the program, Chairman Ford 

provided, perhaps, his most prescient statement, “it is very apparent in these two days of 

hearings that this is an almost impossible program to administer in terms of the interested 

constituency being satisfied that there is fair play” (p. 350).  The concern over fair play 

was a sentiment shared by both the HHEC and proponents of traditional Black colleges 

during the whole of the 1979 hearings.  

Part II: Moving the Needle  

Research question two and two (a), How did proponents of Hispanic higher 

education gain support for the passage of HSI legislation in 1992, and what specific 

political and policy strategies were employed, sought to address the political and policy 

strategies that early proponents employed to gain support during HSI policy formation.  

The underlying assumption behind these questions is that the HSI policymaking process 

is fraught with competition, negotiations, and compromise that occurred between interest 

groups, congressional leaders, and key individuals (Cooper, Fusarelli, & Randall, p. 26, 

2004; Jenkins & Sabatier, 1993; Hojnacki, 1997).  The testimony provided in the 

previous section serves as an example of the type of criticism that surrounded Title III 

program’s administration.  This section will be used to demonstrate how the March 1979 

hearings were used to introduce two HHEC policy strategies that advanced Hispanic 
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higher education legislation.  Equally important to the establishment of the HHEC was 

the ambiguity surrounding Title III discussed at the end of Part one. 

HHEC Testimony and Strategy from 1979 to 1985 

The ambiguity surrounding Title III provided a space for HHEC to argue that 

colleges and universities educating large numbers of Hispanic students were not 

receiving an adequate or proportionate share of the Title’s monies.  Their principal 

assertions seemed to be supported by the 1975 and 1979 GAO reports (MWD-76-1; 

HRD-78-170) that there was:  

a need for the OE to clarify the program’s direction, to reaffirm grantee selection 

procedures, to strengthen the control over the expenditure of funds, to better plan 

and account for services under funded projects, and finally to  develop effective 

performance evaluation procedures. (HEA and Related Measures, Part 1, 1979, p. 

90) 

An analysis of 1979 HEA congressional testimony and personal interviews reveals that 

the HHEC used two key strategies to develop testimony aimed at expanding Title III: (1) 

Title III ambiguity and (2) lack of representation of Latinos working in the Office of 

Education.  In relation to strategy 1, personal interviews produced the following 

statements from proponents of Latino higher education: 

Strategy 1, Title III Ambiguity  

Proponent 2 
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Since we started this in 1979 our focus was on the reauthorization of the higher 

education act, which was already under preparation for a 1980 reauthorization.  It 

was developing institutions so it’s kind of generic, and so a lot of folks were able 

to get their spoon in that pot.  (Proponent 2, personal communication, February 

2012)  

Proponent 3  

Many political fights that had been going on about this discretionary money that 

was administered to the (developing institution) colleges, mostly small colleges 

and universities…and, developing institutions by tradition had been mostly Black 

colleges.  And the legislation was such that it didn’t necessarily specifically say, 

although the narrative, a lot of it had to do with Black schools…what we were 

saying is that those $60 million, or $120 for both (BIDP and AIDP) of the 

programs, we want more of those resources directed to institutions that serve large 

numbers of Hispanics.  Now [you] want to be clear to put it in that context, okay, 

because back then there was no discussion about HSIs as we know them today. 

(Proponent 3, personal communication, March 2012) 

Proponent 4 

Title III at the time, the federal program for minority institutions, they call them 

developing institutions but that’s what it meant…We were trying to get money to 

community colleges because we thought that would help our students just 

proportionately and it wouldn’t be viewed as ethnic so we could get stuff for our 
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students without it sort of counting as Latino money.  And that’s how we started. 

(Proponent 4, personal communication, May 2012) 

Strategy 2: Lack of Latino representation in Federal Agencies  

The second key strategy was to indicate how the relatively low number of Latinos 

working in the Office of Education affected the amount of monies awarded to colleges 

and universities serving Latino students. Beyond Title III’s ambiguity, this strategy was a 

continuation of testimony that Latino advocates had given before Congress to express 

concerns about the lack of Latinos employed by the federal government (Table 4.2).  Yet 

the HHEC believed that the lack of Latinos in the OE led to “folks” being “totally 

uninformed” (Proponent 1, personal communication, February 2012) about the issues 

facing Latinos in higher education. Interviews responses from proponents of higher 

education produced the following: 

Proponent 1 

There was resistance from federal agencies.  Not only resistance from African 

Americans within those agencies, but white folks in those agencies that didn’t see 

us as part of the national imagery---as being appropriate beneficiaries of that 

[funding]. (Proponent 1, personal communication, February 2012) 

Proponent 2 

I was there (D.C.) and trust me, there was no other Latino in that freakin’ unit; 

there was like a handful in the early stages of the Office of Bilingual Education.  

And you probably had a handful of Latinos in the Office of Migrant Ed.  But 

literally, we’re talking about a handful you know, three or four here, two there.  
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You weren’t going to find a critical mass anywhere and it was that concern across 

all federal agencies…The decade from ’69 to ’79, there were folks who had 

become, if you would, like the federal minority program barons.  And they 

wanted to guard those fiefdoms through associations very, very closely because 

again, they didn’t want to see those resources get siphoned off…and they were 

quite prepared to fight to the teeth, you know, to the death I should say, against 

anybody coming in trying to make a case that more funding should go to 

California or to Texas. (Proponent 2, personal communication, March 2012) 

Proponent 3 
 
It was a fight for a struggle of resources and it was evident at every turn.  And in 

Washington, you know, it’s more competitive than any place else, for sure.  And 

Latinos were not welcome; they were not welcome by Blacks, they were not 

welcomed by whites.  So we were in Never-Never Land out there and there’s no 

doubt about it we were and that was indeed the social climate…it doesn’t matter 

whether you’re talking about education, housing, social services, small business.  

I mean, we could go right down the list because-transportation, energy-all these 

institutions were struggling to find their own identity to figure out how they were 

going to try to address some of these disenfranchised populations that were 

disenfranchised year after year, decade after decade, generation after generation 

after generation, and no one was addressing these issues.  That was the social 

climate. (Proponent 3, personal communication, March 2012). 
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As exemplified by the personal interview statements, HHEC members were aware that 

the social and political climate facing Latinos in D.C. was less than welcoming in the 

1970s. Concern towards this climate was expressed by Dr. Alvin Rivera’s26 testimony 

that highlighted a lack of Latinos representation within federal agencies. Representing the 

HHEC, Dr. Rivera provided the following statements during his opening testimony27:  

I had the opportunity to work in the Developing Institutions program for  8 

months [October 1976 - May 1977] as an HEW fellow.  The experience was 

insightful, revealing, frustrating, disappointing, and often demoralizing. (HEA 

and Related Measures, Part 1, 1979, p. 325) 

Dr. Rivera’s testimony provided a background of the critical needs facing 

Hispanic students, an overview of Title III and its application to Hispanic students, and 

recommendations for amending Title III that would address the Hispanic population.  The 

testimony focused on four areas that the HHEC believed needed attention to increase 

Hispanic higher education success: access, retention, professional development, and 

institutional representation.  The context used to make the recommendations included 

data on the growing Hispanic population, which at the time made up 6.9 percent of the 

U.S. population and 33 percent of the U.S. minority population.  Additionally, Dr. Rivera 

26 Dr. Rivera would testify on behalf of the HHEC during the Reauthorization of The 
Higher Education Act and Related Measures, Part 1, March 1979; Reauthorization of The 
Higher Education Act and Related Measures Part 8, July, 1979; and Higher Education 
Amendments of 1979, October, 1979, hearings.  
27Dr. Rivera’s statement on behalf of the HHEC is embedded in the Reauthorization of 
the Higher Education Act and Related Measures, Part 1, 1979, pp.325 – 336.  
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provided Hispanic education and labor statistics that highlighted low education and high 

unemployment rates: 

Educational attainment still remains at the 9th grade level. Dropout rates soar over 

50% and overwhelming number of densely populated school districts.  

Participation rates in four year, graduate, and professional schools continue to be 

1% to 2%. These inequities set against the continued high unemployment rates of 

Hispanic youth (upwards to 30%) exemplify the seriousness of the inequities we 

face28. (p. 326) 

Together, these data provide context for illustrating how IHEs serving Hispanic 

students qualified for Title III under the programs “developing institutions” definition, 

yet data provided by the HHEC on the Basic Institutional Development Program (BIDP) 

showed that funding for IHEs serving Hispanic students was remarkably lower than 

others institutions and inconsistent from year to year.  The table in Table 4.5 represents 

the information included in Dr. Rivera’s original testimony.  

 

 

 

28 HHEC data source: Olivas, Michael; "Admission Problems of Hispanics"-National 
Conference of Admission Counselors, Feb. 1979.  
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Table 4.5: Funds Awarded for Hispanic Programs from 1966 to 1978 

Table III[1] 

Funds Awarded for Hispanic Programs Basic Institutional Development Program 
Title III, Strengthening Developing Institutions, FY 1966 - 1978 

 Year  
Number of 
Colleges 
Funded  

Total Amount  Percent of 
Total Funds  Average Grant  

1966 N/A $164,784  3.00% N/A 
1967 N/A $504,188  1.60% N/A 
1968 N/A $919,010  3.00% N/A 
1969 N/A 891,147 2.90% N/A 
1970 N/A 610,000 2.00% N/A 
1971 14 613,000 4.76% $115,214  
1972 18 2,816,000 5.43% $156,444  
1973 23 3,556,000 6.83% $154,608  
1974 26 3,812,000 7.33% $146,615  
1975 24 4,336,000 8.33% $180,666  
1976 31 4,660,825 8.96% $150,349  
1977 27 4,861,440 9.35% $180,053  
1978 22 3,612,000 6.95% $164,181  

[1] Original copy of Table III can be found in the Reauthorization of the Higher 
Education Act and Related Measures, Part 1, 1979, pp.333-335. 

Using the BIDP data and GAO reports as a cornerstone, Dr. Rivera recommended that the 

following changes be made to Title III:  

College Programs - The coalition recommends that this Title be changed to 

"Strengthening Developing Institutions and College Programs."  This change is  
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directed toward providing incentives through effective and innovative college 

programs.  The college programs will be designed to serve substantial numbers of 

economically disadvantaged students and students who come from environments 

in which the dominate language is a language other than English.  (HEA and 

Related Measures, Part 1, March 28, 1979, p. 339) 

Additionally, the HHEC provided recommendations to increase the community college  
 
set-aside: 

 
Set-Aside for Community Colleges 

The (HHEC) Coalition recognizes the contribution that community colleges make 

to higher education.  We know that over 50 percent of Hispanic students start in 

community colleges.  In the past, Title III has received a disproportionately large 

number of applications from community colleges.  However, the set-aside for 

community colleges presently is limited to 24 percent.  The Coalition 

recommends that the current 24% set-side for community colleges be increased to 

40 percent.  (pp. 333–336) 

 
The HHEC recommendations were reiterated and restated throughout the 1979 

HEA hearings held in July and October (HEA and Related Measures, Part 8, 1979; HEA 

Amendments of 1979). This is best summarized by a 1982 Congressional Research 

Service (CRS) report (Stedman, 1982) that summarized the 1979 HEA hearings:  

The hearings ranged across many issues, including the appropriateness of the new 

program regulations, the role of assisting agencies, the requirement that grantees 
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enter into cooperative arrangements, the extent to which institutions appeared to 

be dependent upon Title III assistance, the participation of institutions serving 

Hispanic students, the effect of the community and junior college set-aside, the 

definition of a "developing" institution, and the misuse of funds. (p. 44) 

As a result of many issues that were raised during the 1979, a Senate and House 

conference committee was formed to resolve the differences between differing versions 

of the Education Amendments of 198029.  The compromise between the Senate and 

House versions:  

agreed on a three-part Title [III] to be known as Institutional Aid. Part A, 

Strengthening Institutions was derived from the House version of Title III; Part B, 

Aid to Institutions with Special Needs embodied many features of the Senate 

program of that same name; Part C--Challenge Grants established a separate 

matching grant program. The set-aside for schools historically serving Black 

students was applied to the Special Needs program (Part B) and limited the 

amount of Title III funding these institution could receive to 50 percent for FY 

1979. (Stedman, 1982, p. 48) 

A review of the Education Amendments made to Title III in 1980 indicates that 

testimony provided by the HHEC during the 1979 HEA hearings had some effect on Title 

III’s future direction.  The HHEC strategies that highlight Title III’s ambiguity and 

29 The Education Amendments of 1980 were signed into law on October 3, 1980, as P.L. 
96-374 (Stedman, 1982, p. 48). 
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selection bias by OE staff laid the foundation for HHEC testimony in 1981, 1984, and 

1985.  During each hearing, HHEC members would reiterate the strategies introduced in 

1979; however, HECC testimony would be met with resistance from proponents of 

traditional Black colleges, mainly the United Negro College Fund (UNCF).  

Resistance to Expanding Title III 

The Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) states that interest groups move 

policy formation through support or resistance against one another (Sabatier, 1993).  

Once the HHEC was formed, it had to operate within the much larger Title III of HEA 

policy subsystem that included interest groups and coalitions comprised of Black 

proponents of higher education.  The influence of interest groups became very noticeable 

during the October 1979 Higher Education Amendment hearings before the Senate’s 

Subcommittee on Education, Arts and Humanities (HEA Amendments of 1979). 

Representatives from the United Negro College Fund (UNCF) provided testimony during 

the Senate hearing in support of Title III and its original intent to serve traditional Black 

colleges.  

Representing the UNCF was Dr. Broadus Butler30.  Dr. Broadus Butler provided 

testimony alongside Dr. Thomas Law31 and Charles Lyons, Chancellor of Fayetteville 

30 Dr. Butler was president of Dillard University in New Orleans from 1969 to 1973, and 
then served for three years as director of the office of leadership development at the 
American Council on Education in Washington (Saxon, 1986). Retrieved from 
http://www.nytimes.com/1996/01/13/us/broadus-butler-75-ex-tuskegee-airman-and-
college-leader.html 
31 At the time Dr. Law was representing the National Association for Equal Opportunity 
(NAFEO) as the president of Virginia State University.  
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State University, N.C. and president of the National Association for Equal Opportunity 

(NAFEO).  Also sitting on the panel was Dr. Alvin Rivera of the HHEC. Dr. Butler’s 

presence on the panel was no small measure.  Dr. Butler had served as assistant to the 

U.S. Commissioner of Education and had also been president of a developing institution 

in New Orleans.  At the time of the hearing, Dr. Butler was serving as president of the 

Robert R. Moton Institute.  Dr. Butler’s opening statement to the Senate follows:  

I am pleased to appear before you to testify on the reauthorization of the 

Higher Education Act, and specifically, Title II, because I was one of the 

original drafters of the Title and the person most responsible, incidentally, 

for the term "developing".  For 14 years, I have had an intimate 

involvement with that program. Presently I am disturbed and have been 

disturbed for some time about the distortions of the meaning of the 

program, to the point that it is almost unidentifiable with its original 

legislative intent. I would hope that in the context of reauthorization, there 

will be a serious review of the original intent, as given particularly by 

Senator Humphrey32, Congresswoman Green33, and others who were 

concerned that this program develop in the context of cooperation among 

32 Senator Hubert Humphrey was a Democrat from Minnesota who served in the Senate 
from 1949 to 1964 and 1971 and 1978.  From 1965 to 1969 he was elected Vice President 
of the United States under President Lyndon B. Johnson. Retrieved from 
http://bioguide.congress.gov/scripts/biodisplay.pl?index=h000953 
33 Representative Edith Green was a Democrat from Oregon who served in the House 
from 1955 to 1974. She authored the both the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 
and the Higher Education Act of 1965. She was often referred to as “the Mother of 
Higher Education.” Retrieved from http://history.house.gov/Historical-Highlights/1901-
1950/Representative-Edith-Starrett-Green-of-Oregon/ 
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institutions, among business entities and agencies, and the strengthening 

and development of networks which would enable the higher education 

community to provide equal access and a qualitative opportunity to 

persons of whatever economic status so as to make that education 

available through the whole network of institutions of higher education. 

(Higher Education Amendments, October 5, 1979,  pp. 858-859) 

By October of 1979, the definition of a developing institution had reached serious 

congressional review and at stake was the impact that a new definition would have on the 

amount of Title III funding that would remain available for traditional Black colleges.  

The focus of the discussion around the developing institution definition centered on 

whether student body factors, as opposed to institutional characteristics, should be used to 

determine if an IHE was a developing institution.  This dilemma is captured by Senator 

Pell’s34’comments.  

We have two definitions here of developing institutions, and this is what 

this discussion is all about.  The present law reads that, the ‘institution  is 

making a reasonable effort to improve the quality of its teaching and 

administrative staffs and of its student services and is, for financial or 

other reasons, struggling for survival and isolated from the main currents  

of academic life.’  The new proposed language goes to the student body 

34 Senator Pell was a Democrat from Rhode Island who served in Congress from 1961 to 
1997. He created the Pell grant program that provided grants to millions of poor and 
middle-class college students. Retrieved from 
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/01/02/us/politics/02pell.html?pagewanted=all 
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and defines a developing institution as an institution the enrollment  of 

which includes a substantial percentage of students from low income 

families, and the average expenditures of which are low per fulltime  

equivalent  student  in comparison with the average expenditures of 

institutions that offer similar instructions. (Higher Education 

Amendments, October 5, 1979, p. 892) 

During the March and July hearings, the OE had testified that one of their main 

priorities was to develop Title III in a way that would allow it to complement the student 

assistance programs offered by Title IV.  Doing so, the OE posited, would provide 

greater access to higher education for traditionally underserved students.  While this 

would benefit IHEs serving Hispanic student and community colleges, there was growing 

concern from Black educators that it would be detrimental to traditional Black colleges.  

In defense of Title III’s original intent, Dr. Butler remarked that Congress should not lose 

focus of Title’s original intent.  

This is an institutional support program.  Unfortunately, a lot of people have got 

this concept mixed up.  Title IV  provides  for  the range  of student  assistance  

considerations;  Title  five,  the  library  considerations; Title I, the school 

community  considerations.  But this  particular  Title has  as  a  precedent  

legislation  like  the Land  Grant  Act, and similar  acts  such  as  the organization  

of the  National  Science Foundation  which  had  a research  interest and  which  
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is institutionally  connected.   And I think we ought not to mix these two things. 

(Higher Education Amendments, October 5, 1979, pp. 896-897) 

Despite Dr. Butler’s comments, Dr. Law of NAFEO, which represented a much 

larger constituency of Black colleges, testified in favor of the new definition.  Because 

much of the March and July hearings focused on whether Title III was a competitive 

grant program or an entitlement program for traditional Black colleges, Dr. Law believed 

that the correlation between low-income students served by traditional Black colleges, 

tied to a need-based program like Title III, was so high that the use of race or ethnicity to 

define a developing institutions was irrelevant: 

Somehow, the previous language was eroded perhaps by the general 

notion that so many things could be supported by the Title III funds, and  

therefore, the reason why NAFEO feels so strongly about the new  

language, the definitive language, is that when you tie it in with low-

income status of a student and a need-based piece of legislation, then  it  

has nothing to do with that ethnic identity, because we know in the main  

where most of the low income and the need is, and if that is what we have  

been serving, then you get out of that mode of the numbers game and 

leaning heavily on ethnic identity.  That is the reason why we do not 

support the set-aside based on racial identity.  (Higher Education 

Amendments, October 5, 1979, p. 898) 
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The racial set-aside that Dr. Law was opposed to stemmed from the HHEC’s 

recommendation that the 24 percent set-aside for community colleges be increased to 40 

percent.  The reason that HHEC was advocating for a 40 percent set-aside was due to the 

fact that the majority of Hispanic students gained access to postsecondary education 

through community colleges.  The HHEC was recommending the Title of the program be 

changed to “Strengthening Developing Institutions and College Programs” (p. 873). The 

addition of the words “College Program” would allow colleges targeting Hispanic 

students to be eligible for Title III; however, due to the program’s limited resources, it 

would also challenge the amount on Title III monies that were available to traditional 

Black colleges represented by both NAFEO and the UNCF.   

In 1979, no system of colleges had been established to educate Hispanics.  As 

such, the HHEC believed that Hispanic students would remain at a disadvantage in 

obtaining a college education unless focus was given to community colleges.  In response 

to Dr. Law’s remarks, Dr. Rivera stated:  

The premise upon which Dr. Law is objecting to a set-aside, I find very 

suspect, especially as it pertains to the Hispanic population.  We know that 

over 50 percent of our population start in the community colleges.  The 

kind of set-aside we are asking for is 40 percent.  The set-aside the 

administration called for, was 24 percent.  That seems hardly adequate. 

This current year, the number of Title III applications coming from 

community colleges was 50 percent.  Yet, they are only allowed under the 
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current law to compete for 24 percent of the funds.  That seems rather 

inconsistent.  Further, the fact that the community colleges seem to be 

doing as good a job and possibly better than other higher education 

institutions in servicing the low-income students, all minority student 

groups, and returning adult students.  (Higher Education Amendments, 

October 5, 1979, p. 898) 

Dr. Rivera had worked in the developing institutions program for a period of time 

between 1976 and 1977.  He brought to his testimony (and the HHEC) an insider 

perspective of how the program was being administered, and he was concerned that Title 

III was being administered in a way that favored traditional Black colleges over those 

serving Hispanic students.  Dr. Rivera’s concerns and those of the HHEC are illustrated 

in the following statement:  

The coalition would have difficulty in supporting them, given the poor 

administration and equally bad management of the current operation of Title III 

regarding Hispanic concerns; the repeated insensitivity, coupled with the low 

level of funding to colleges enrolling large numbers of Hispanic students suggests 

the need to specify in very clear legislative language the intent of the Title, and in 

this instance, the higher percentage set-aside for the community colleges.  (Higher 

Education Amendments of 1979, October 5, 1979, p. 873) 

Sensing that the tension between NAFEO, UNCF, and the HHEC was starting to rise, 

Sen. Pell offered the following comment.  
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I guess the problem that concerns me here is-I could not agree more that the 

Blacks, the poor Blacks, who have been in a terribly disadvantaged situation for 

many, many years, need help in getting into the mainstream of American life; 

Hispanics have that need, too.  We are one country with one language, general, 

and equal competition, and opportunities as a goal.  (Higher Education 

Amendments, October 5, 1979, p. 899) 

Senator Pell’s sentiment was echoed by Dr. Butler as the hearings drew to a close.  

It would be a terrible thing to see tensions here between Blacks and Hispanics.  

The Indians ought to be here.  The Native Americans ought to be here, because 

the first consideration, that was written into this language, even at the Wingspread 

Conference before it came into legislation included Indians and Hispanics. 

President Johnson's brother-in-law was a representative of the Hispanics and 

Indians at that time, and he saw to it that the consideration about the Hispanics 

and Indians fit into the framework of all the considerations.  The Puerto Ricans, 

the Native Americans, it was all written into the language that is in the history of 

this legislation.  The problem is that there was not an institutional base for Indians 

and Hispanics, and that is where the problem is with respect to the Hispanics.  At 

that time, and even now, there are only three Hispanic administrators of 

institutions of higher education.  I fought that battle 10 years ago, because it is 

absurd that that many persons of Hispanic classification-because Hispanic is not a 

race, but is a language classification that we have come to.  It contains all colors 
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of people. Many of whom are out of the institutional structure of higher 

education.  (Higher Education Amendments, October 5, 1979, p. 900).  

Much can be extrapolated from Dr. Butler’s statement. First, the impetus for why 

the HHEC was pushing so hard to receive more funding from Title III was because there 

was no institutional base of colleges that specifically targeted Hispanics.  While a few 

small grassroots colleges had been established to educate Latinos, none, with the 

exception of Eugenio de Hostos Community College in the Bronx, had experienced much 

success at remaining open.  The HHEC believed that this void needed to be filled. 

Secondly, the fine line between tension and inclusiveness between proponents of 

Hispanic and Black higher education was related to the growing advocacy of the HHEC. 

On the one hand, Dr. Butler empathized with the condition of Hispanics in the U.S.  The 

problem was that Title III funding was limited.  The HHEC and UNCF were aware of 

this fact, and it led to continued competition.  Examples of this competition and 

resistance can be found in the testimony given by UNCF representatives during the 1981 

and 1985 HEA hearings (Table 4.6).   
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Despite the unprecedented testimony offered by the HHEC in 1979, Table 4.6 indicates 

that it was often accompanied by resistance from proponents of traditional Black 

colleges.  

Table 4.6 Resistance to HHEC Advocacy for Increased Title III Funding in 1981 &1984 
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Understanding the Policy Process 

One of the key ingredients required to create policy is a group’s ability to move a 

social issue into an agenda item (Sabatier & Jenkins, 1992; Stone, 2005).  This means 

that policy change seldom occurs overnight or in a vacuum.  Such is the case with HSI 

legislation passed in 1992.  The HHEC members provided testimony during the 1979, 

1981, 1984, and 1985 HEA hearings. Participation in these HEA hearings allowed the 

HHEC to continue engaging and advocating for Hispanic higher education legislation 

throughout the 1980s.  

Each time the HHEC testified, they faced challenges from those advocating that 

Title III was created to fund traditional Black colleges and that any deviation from that 

purpose would be done so against the Title’s original intent.  Despite these challenges, 

the HHEC continued advocating for increased funding for colleges and universities 

serving large numbers of Latino students.  The HHEC was successful at navigating 

Congress and stemming resistance because its members understood the policy formation 

process. HHEC members stated:  

Proponent 2 

The other dynamic that also began surfacing at that time, and this was true in the 

‘90s in particular, late ‘80s-‘90s, was not so much on a partisan basis, but you 

really started finding more resistance on the question of set asides and affirmative 

action kinds of programs.  And you had real fiscal-I mean genuinely fiscal 

conservative members, not the bullshit that passes for fiscal conservative claims 

nowadays, but people who really were concerned about, “Well, we only have X 
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amount of money so why should we put it in this?”  So that’s where we had to 

rely on the hearings, testimony, reports.  Getting reports published, not 

necessarily just by the congress but by NIE and use those reports to underscore 

and see what the need it.  You know, here’s what the demographics are saying, 

etc., etc.  So we had to leverage those relationships and we had to establish them 

when we didn’t have them.  (Proponent 2, personal communication, February 

2012) 

Proponent 3 

If I were ever president of a university I would have an office in Washington, DC.  

It’s very simple.  Why? Because of what President Truman said, “the buck stops 

here.”  And it does, and if you think it stops anywhere else you’re kidding 

yourself.  And if you think you’re going to get resources to do whatever you’re 

going to do, you’re kidding yourself.  It happens in Washington, I mean, that’s the 

way it is.  You can go to the state legislature, but you can get the big bucks out of 

Washington. (Proponent 3, personal communication, March 2012) 

Proponent 4 

We began identifying Latinos throughout the country who could testify on our 

behalf; we helped write testimony for them, and got them in.  It was easy to do in 

those days because the place was run by Democrats.  Now, it changed in 1980, of 

course, when Ronald Reagan’s people came in.  But even then, part of the thing 

about DC is that there are parts of it that just move on, whoever’s in charge.  You 

know, the establishment, the organizations…there are individual players that 
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change but sometimes changing administrations gives you new opportunities not 

fewer.  So you know, we ebbed and flowed.  (Proponent 4, personal 

communication, May 2012) 

Awareness of the policymaking process allowed HHEC representatives to continue 

providing testimony in support of expanding Title III.  Table 4.7 highlights HHEC 

testimony expressing concern over the lack of Hispanic employees working in Title III 

program during the 1981 HEA Oversight Hearings.  Understanding the policy formation 

process not only earned HHEC access to testify during HEA hearings, it also allowed them 

to gain increased congressional support for Hispanic higher education.  

 

 

Table 4.7 Resistance to HHEC Advocacy for Increased Title III Funding in 1981 & 
1984 
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Gaining Congressional Support 

In 1982, Rep. Paul Simon (D-IL), Chairman of the House Subcommittee for 

Postsecondary Education, sponsored the first-ever congressional hearing focused on 

Hispanic higher education (Hispanic Access to Higher Education, 192).  Rep. Simon 

opened the hearing with the following statements:  

We are holding hearings today for the first time on a problem that is not one 

which is likely to erupt in headlines.  It is the question of Hispanics in higher 

education… it is a problem that tends to be ignored.  For example, in my rural, 

southern Illinois District, there are virtually no Hispanics. They live in certain 

pockets in the State, and the higher education communities have not paid that 

much attention to the problem.  (Hispanics Access to Higher Education, 1982, 

p.1)  

The importance of Rep. Simon’s statement is that it acknowledged that Hispanics had 

been ignored and was willing to use Illinois (his home state) as a “fairly typical” state to 

illustrate the lack of attention that Hispanic students had received from state governments 

and higher education institutions:  

Of the 50 percent of Hispanics who finished their high school education-

incidentally, this is the highest dropout rate of any ethnic group in the United 

States, and is another indication of the problem that has to be addressed--19 

percent go on to enroll in postsecondary institutions.  The enrollment of these 

students who do enter higher education is disproportionately weighted in 2-year 
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community colleges, with very little transition into 4-year colleges and graduate 

schools.  (p. 1) 

Rep. Simon’s statements and sponsorship of the hearing elevated the concern 

around Hispanic higher education and provided a platform for Hispanic congressional 

members to lend support.  Although there were no Hispanic representatives on the 

Committee for Postsecondary Education, Rep. Robert Garcia35 (D-NY) provided 

testimony on behalf of the Hispanic Congressional Caucus36.   His testimony echoed that 

of Chairman Simon and provided testimony that supported the HHEC concerns and 

advocacy:   

To the degree that Federal programs influence institutional behavior and to the 

degree that institutional advocacy influences Federal policies, these policies form 

a cycle difficult to break without specific programs or policy intervention.  Many 

Hispanic educational organizations, and specifically the Hispanic higher 

education coalition [HHEC], have sought to address these barriers via a concise 

focus on the policy process aspect of this problem.  Their efforts have been 

35 Rep. Garcia was elected to the U.S. House of Representatives and in a special election 
to fill a vacant seat previously held by Representative Herman Badillo. He represented 
the New York’s 18th and 28th district from 1978 to 1990. Retrieved from 
http://www.loc.gov/rr/hispanic/congress/garcia.html 
36 The CHC was founded in December 1976 as a legislative service organization of the 
United States House of Representatives. Today, the CHC is organized as a Congressional 
Member organization, governed under the Rules of the U.S. House of Representatives. 
The Congressional Hispanic Caucus aims to address national and international issues and 
the impact these policies have on the Hispanic community. Retrieved from 
http://velazquez.house.gov/chc/history.shtml 
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concentrated on greater Hispanic access to postsecondary education and the 

retention of Hispanics in college programs.  (Hispanic Access, 1982, p.7) 

Rep. Garcia went on to state that the lack of Hispanics employed in the   III program 

office and involved in the policymaking process had served as a disadvantage to the 

Hispanic community: 

Many scholars and researchers familiar with the Hispanic community assume that 

Hispanic education issues have not been sufficiently examined even by equity 

researchers or bilingual educators.  Systematic and structural disadvantages facing 

Hispanic learners are so great at all levels of education are so intertwined with 

Hispanics' political powerlessness that disadvantages are rarely understood. 

Several legislative programs designed to serve economically disadvantaged 

students have failed to reach Hispanic students because program administrators at 

Federal, State, and institutional levels are unfamiliar with Hispanic demographics 

and because too few Hispanic professionals are employed in positions of 

influence and policymaking, such as Title III funding and developing institutions. 

(p. 7) 
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The Hispanic Access hearing was not explicitly focused on Title III, but the HHEC 

represented by Arturo Madrid37 of the University Minnesota provided testimony that 

addressed the struggle and success surrounding Hispanic higher education access:  

Over the past 20 years Hispanic organizations, ad-hoc groups, and individuals 

have waged a sustained struggle to improve the participation rate of Hispanics in 

higher education.  The rationale we have used in that struggle has been equity; 

that is, the need to correct our underrepresentation in American institutions as a 

"consequence of institutional discrimination and/or exclusion.  We have argued 

that there is a historical relation in American society between level of education 

and income, social status, participation in institutional life, general well-being, 

and increasingly, employment as well.  (Prepared statement submitted on behalf 

of the HHEC during the Hispanic Access to Higher Education hearing, 

September, 16, 1982, p. 18)  

The HHEC’s testimony during the Hispanic Access hearing was one of a series of 

statements provided by several Latino organizations.  Gaining support from Rep. Garcia 

and the CHC is a testament to the impact the HHEC had on influencing early 

congressional efforts aimed at Hispanic higher education, but members were also aware 

that they needed to gain support from non-Hispanic congressional representatives.  To do 

so,  they focused on building relationships with congressional staffers: 

37 Dr. Madrid founded the National Chicano Commission on Higher Education (NCCHE) 
and was former director of the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary and 
Education (FIFPSE). 
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Proponent 2 

The rationale was getting some testimony for the 1980 reauthorization.  And we 

didn’t have much time; these things are done in house with [congressional] 

staffers who usually tap the usual cast of characters and for us it was kind of like 

building those relationships with members.  And again, this is with the higher 

education community, the legislative higher education community.  We were like, 

at that point in time, the new kids on the block and so we didn’t have as much 

leverage. (Proponent 2, personal communication, February 2012) 

Proponent 3 

I could tell you because I could remember vividly, we had some helpers.  We 

knew we had some people in the Congress that worked with us, people out of 

Kennedy’s office especially I remembered that.  We knew all the committee 

chairs and if we had people there in those offices we would work with them to see 

how we could prepare to get our testimonies together and which committees we 

needed to go to and so forth and so on.  (Proponent 3, personal communication, 

March 2012)  

Proponent 4 

And then we begin advocating, identifying some of the presidents, people like 

(removed for confidentiality) and so forth.  I formed a friendship with a staff 

member to Bill Ford, who was the head of the higher education subcommittee38 

and he was the one heading up reauthorization... I remember having a meeting; 

38House Committee of Postsecondary Education 
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we (HHEC) wanted to put something in so we arranged for Representative 

(removed for confidentiality) to bring the staff member to his office while we sat 

there and made the pitch.  And it was in his office, but Congressman (removed for 

confidentiality) just was running around and so forth.  But it was very symbolic 

that the staffer had been summoned to a Congressional office where we could 

make the pitch to him.  (Proponent 4, personal communication, May 2012) 

The Congressional Hispanic Caucus, House and Senate members made up 

additional policy actors that joined the HSI policy formation subsystem in in 1979. 

Congressman Kennedy (in the Senate) and Congressman Ford (in the House) were early 

supporters of the HHEC’s efforts, but the greatest example of HHEC gaining additional 

support came from a group of congressional representatives from the southwest United 

States.  In a letter to President Carter, dated March 14, 1979, a bipartisan group of 

senators39 expressed concerns that the Administration’s commitment to Black colleges 

would ignore the needs of Hispanic students:  

We would like to take this opportunity to comment on your January 17, 1979 

Memorandum to Heads of Executive Agencies and Departments, in which you 

announce the intention of your Administration to upgrade its commitment to 

Black institutions of higher education.  While we have no objection per se, to this 

new directive, we are extremely concerned that an exclusive emphasis on Black 

39 Carter, Hon. Jimmy, President of the United States, from Senators Pete V. Domenici, 
Dennis DeConcini, Gary Hart, S. I. Hayakawa, Harrison Schmitt, John Tower, and Barry 
Goldwater, March 14, 1979 (HEA Amendments of 1979, p. 872). 

130 
 

                                                 



colleges and universities essentially ignores the higher education needs of 

Hispanics and other non-Black minority groups.  (HEA and Related Measures, 

Part 1, 1979, p. 872) 

The letter also cautioned that increased support aimed exclusively at Black colleges 

would also condone the inequities created by the OE’s administration of the Title III 

program:  

The recent Title III difficulties, coupled with your latest policy directive with 

respect to 'Black institutions, will intensify the gap between federal education 

support for Black minority students and support for Hispanic and other non-Black 

minority groups.  These actions, by encouraging this disparate treatment, will 

serve to condone HEW's past insensitivity to the educational needs of Hispanics 

and other minorities and will absolve that agency of any responsibility to correct 

these inequities and upgrade its commitment to meeting the educational needs of 

non-Black minority groups.  (p. 872) 

Dr. Rivera referred to the letter during his testimony to the Senate Subcommittee 

on Education, Arts and Humanities in 1979 (HEA Amendments of 1979).  When asked 

how the HHEC was able to gain the interest of the congressional staffers and support of 

the seven bipartisan senators, one proponent stated that it had to do with the low level of 

Title III appropriations that were being awarded to western states:  
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Proponent 2 

If you went back and looked at funding levels by state during that period, you 

would see so clearly that the western states, and it just so happens that that’s 

where Latinos are at, right?  But the westerns states were-this was not a Latino 

complaint, let me quickly add, this was really a complaint, if you would, muted as 

it was, of some states just not getting, you know [Title III] support, because 

qualifying applicants that met the eligibility criteria were somehow coming out at 

the bottom end.  So that [the level of federal funding to certain states] was the 

concern at the time, not necessarily in reference to Hispanic underrepresentation, 

you know.  Trust me, even with people like Gary Hart… uh…uh… Hayakawa, 

and Schmitt, and Domenici-Schmitt and Domenici I think were both from New 

Mexico.  They knew about Latinos, but the issues of Latinos in higher education  

wasn’t quite as high a priority for them yet, but at that time every member-even 

today it continues-was sensitive to their state getting its rightful share of monies. 

(Proponent 2, personal communication, February 2012)  

Combined, the letter from the seven senators and HHEC testimony in 1979 increased the 

pressure on Congress to consider restructuring Title III after the 1979 HEA 

reauthorization hearings.  

The previous sections highlighted how the HHEC’s understanding of the political 

process allowed them to gain congressional support for issues facing the Latino higher 

education community.  The pressure provided access to HEA hearings and created 

momentum that the HHEC used to encourage Latino and non-Latino congressional 
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members to sponsor the1982 Hispanic Access to Higher Education hearing. 

Subsequently, the HHEC was invited to submit testimony to the1984 and 1985 

reauthorization hearings (Reauthorization of the HEA Title III: Developing Institutions, 

Volume 6, 1984; Hearings on the Reauthorization of the HEA, 1985). 

1984 Reauthorization of the HEA Title III: Moving towards HSI Legislation 

Question three of this research study sought to address how the twenty-five 

percent threshold used to designate HSIs in 1992 originated.  The assumption that 

underlies question two is that the 25 percent designation is derived from a critical mass 

theory that serves as the reason why HSI legislation was passed in 1991 (Legislative 

Recommendations, HEA and Related Measures Part 1, Titles I, II, and III, 1991).  By 

1984, the HHEC had established itself as a regular participant in HEA hearings and its 

advocacy had influenced changes to Title III’s program administration (Stedman, 1982).  

Yet no specific language addressing Hispanic higher education institutions was written 

into Title III after the 1979 hearings. 

 In 1984, HHEC submitted testimony that requested a $10 million set-aside for 

colleges and universities with significant numbers of Hispanic students (Reauthorization 

of the HEA Title III: Developing Institutions, Volume 6, 1984).  The HHECs 

recommendations may be considered the first legislative attempt to define colleges and 

universities serving a significant number of Hispanics through the use of a percentage 

designation. 
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The need for a "set-aside" for Hispanic institutions is well established. Testimony 

delivered before this Subcommittee in the five days of hearings on Hispanic 

access to Higher Education is replete with evidence of underrepresentation of 

Hispanics in postsecondary institutions.  Even those institutions located in areas 

of high Hispanic concentrations "underserved" that group relative to their 

potential enrollments.  (Prepared Statement of Rafael J. Magallan, Executive 

Director, Hispanic Higher Education Coalition, Washington, Dc, April 5, 1984, p. 

808) 

Heading into the 1984 HEA hearings, Rep. Simon had sponsored H.R. 5240 to 

reauthorize the HEA of 1965 to include language identifying an institution of higher 

education (IHE) with 40 percent or more Hispanic student enrollment as a “Hispanic 

Institution” (Reauthorization of the HEA Title III: Developing Institutions, Volume 6, 

1984).  During the 1984 hearings, the HHEC advocated for a percentage designation but 

expressed concern over the recommended 40 percent threshold and submitted their 

recommendation for definition of a Hispanic Institution at 30 percent (Figure 4.1).  

134 
 



 

 

When asked about the process that derived at this percentage designation, early 

proponents stated the following:  

Figure 4.1:  HHEC Definitions of Hispanic Institutions in 19841 
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Proponent 2 
 
There was such an extraordinary concentration of Hispanics and just a handful of 

institutions…in this period, here again we’re trying to amend the bill in ’85, ’86. 

And so we had a lot of discussion in terms of how broadly or how narrowly do we 

want to try to make the case for Latino institutional support.  At the early stages, 

there wasn’t a set agreement on that because the reality was that where you had 

Hispanic majority institutions, and there must have been maybe, I don’t know, 

maybe 17-18 of them at the time, and you had a real regional skewedness. 

 
Proponent 4 
 
[We were trying] to get something free standing that was independent of the 

institutions but that had institution basis because 501C3s and non-government 

organizations and groups like that couldn’t really deliver the goods, which meant 

instructing the students and actually getting Title III money, so it had to be 

institutionally based.  And then the only question was how do you identify 

them…you can give all kinds of lectures and talks and they can pass all kinds of 

proclamations and you can have all kinds of commissions and do all kinds of 

studies, but at the end of the day, [it is about] delivering money to institutions to 

educate these kids. 

 
The initial HHEC definition to designate IHEs with a 30 percent or more Hispanic 

student population as Hispanic Institution, coupled with the interview responses, suggests 

that ample consideration was given to the impact that that a percentage threshold would 
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have on eligible institutions.  It also reveals that further negotiations were required to 

bridge the 10 percent gap that existed between the HHEC’s recommendation and the one 

proposed in H.R. 5240.  These negotiations occurred throughout the 1984 and 1985 HEA 

hearings.  Additionally, testimony around the original and intended purpose of Title III 

continued during the 1984 and 1985 hearings.  This ambiguity continued to create 

resistance from African Americans proponents of higher education, who continued 

expressing concerns over the expansion of Title III.  

 The situation facing HHEC members, congressional members, and proponents of 

Black higher education during the 1984 and 1985 hearings can best be illustrated by the 

line of questioning between John Trasvina40 of MALDEF, representing the HHEC, and 

Rep. Hawkins41 (D-CA) during a 1985 HEA reauthorization hearing: 

Mr. Hawkins. Now, on page 5 of your statement you made some statements that 

are not clear to me, at least-reading from the statement-allocating a certain 

percentage of moneys to particular institutions they have merit if it can be truly 

substantiated that without any set-aside, long-term development problems would 

not be addressed.  Indeed, this may be the case in certain Black institutions. 

However, beyond that goal we would proceed cautiously so as to insure that the 

40 John Trasvina was nominated by President Obama to be Assistant Secretary for Fair 
Housing and Equal Opportunity on April 20, 2009, and confirmed unanimously by the 
U.S. Senate on May 1, 2009. Retrieved from 
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/fair_housing_equal_opp/Assi
stant-Secretary 
41 Rep. Hawkins represented California as a Democrat from the January 3, 1963 to 
January 3, 1991. Retrieved from 
http://bioguide.congress.gov/scripts/biodisplay.pl?index=H000367 
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Title III program does not become a quagmire of groups fighting over distinct 

pots of money that may have little justification except as to resolving political 

squabbles.  Now, what political squabbles are you talking about and what groups 

are you talking about squabbling over pots of money as this would seem to 

indicate?  Are you suggesting that you are opposing a set-aside or just what are 

you really saying in that particular statement that I seem to have some difficulty in 

trying to understand? 

Mr. Trasvina. Mr. Hawkins, we want to make sure that those who come before 

this committee as we do emphasize that the central purpose of Title III as well as 

the entire act is to serve the under-served students.  We would not want to be in 

the position of having to fight for the same piece of a pie, or in these days, ever 

decreasing parts of a pie. 

Mr. Hawkins. That's what it's all about.  That's what life is all about today.  That's 

what Congress is all about.  There isn't enough in the pot for people to fight over 

and we are fighting over a limited amount.  But I can't see how it has relationship 

in this instance -because you have not indicated that the institutions that might be 

damaged by such charges are indeed fighting over anything and that they are 

indeed involved in any political squabbles.  Do you know of any institutions that 

involved in political squabbles over fighting for what is presently available to 

them? 
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Mr. Trasvina. Well, necessarily because of the mission of these educational 

institutions is so large and because we see ever-increasing numbers of minority 

students entering postsecondary education, the job of access to education, higher 

education, becomes ever larger, necessarily because it involves Washington and it 

becomes political as well as educational. 

Mr. Hawkins. Are you acquainted with the original mission of the Black 

institutions that we are describing? And would you say they have served their 

mission well enough to be recognized now for survival? 

Mr. Trasvina. I'm sorry, I don't understand your question. 

Mr. Hawkins. Are you acquainted with the mission, since you are talking about 

Black institutions, are you acquainted with their original mission?  Do you think 

they have done a good job of fulfilling it?  Do you think they still have a mission 

to fulfill inasmuch as they are not now altogether Black institutions but many of 

them are becoming much more nonminority and, as a matter of fact, some of them 

have actually become majority white institutions?  Or do you think that they have 

fulfilled their mission, that they are entitled to the possibility of continued 

existence and if a set-aside facilitates that, would you say that you would favor 

such a set-aside? 

Mr. Trasvina. I'm sorry, Mr. Hawkins, if I was not clear in the body of my 

testimony. 
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Mr. Hawkins. That's what I am trying to clarify. 

Mr. Trasvina. We feel that the Black institutions are fulfilling their mission-that 

there is still much to be done.  We believe that they must be supported in order to 

spur their development and aid their mission.  

Mr. Hawkins. So you would agree to a set-aside under that condition if you felt 

that that helped them to continue? 

Mr. Trasvina. If that was the will, we would believe the best way to support the 

institution is our goal.  I note with pleasure that the bill which you referred to 

earlier has a Hispanic portion in it--- 

Mr. Hawkins. I haven't gotten around to that. 

Mr. Trasvina. [continuing]. With a 20-percent enrollment figure.  If set-asides are 

the wish of this body and the way this body is going to go, that is a very 

appropriate way to handle the Hispanic institution issue. 

Mr. Hawkins. We consulted with the Hispanic community and certainly consulted 

with the Hispanic caucus.  We agreed on that percentage.  That is stipulated in 

part A of the bill.  My confusion is as to whether or not that has been given 

consideration by the group or the coalition that you represent, whether or not they 

object to that set-aside, those institutions Hispanic in character, some of which are 

in my particular area, and certainly throughout the Southwest.  Are you placing 

yourself on record as opposing that particular provision?  It's rather unfair to ask 
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you because I am not so sure that you are familiar with that provision inasmuch as 

you have already indicated that you are not testifying necessarily for or against 

H.R. 2907.  But let's assume that you have read that part of it. Are you opposing 

that provision in H.R. 2907? 

Mr. Trasvina. Certainly not.  I indicated that the specifics of the 20-percent 

enrollment was highly appropriate. And if there was going to be a set-aside, that 

that would be an appropriate definition of Hispanic institution.  When that bill 

was introduced the Hispanic higher education coalition-Director Rafael Magallan 

submitted a letter that is in the Congressional Record to that effect. 

Mr. Hawkins. I appreciate your answer and that satisfies me.  I just wanted to 

know whether or not I am beating my head up against a stone wall in opposition 

to individuals who don't want that provision.  I am not around here just to play 

games.  I am around here to do a responsible legislative job.  If that provision is 

objectionable to any great coalition of people with whom I have great concern and 

friendship, I want to know it.  If today you can't give us a specific answer, then I 

certainly would appreciate it, as we pursue this great battle-and it's going to be a 

battle to get anything through.  I think the chairman of the committee here can 

indicate that.  As a matter of fact, this Title III as we propose it, is certainly going 

to make his job a little harder.  It is going to make my job tough.  If we are doing 

something that the individuals we think we are helping don't want, I think now is 

the time to make it clear and tell us. 
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Mr. Trasvina. I wouldn't want to leave you with the impression-the lasting 

impression that your work was something that we did not appreciate, that we did 

not want, that we did not value.  When we responded to the invitation from this 

subcommittee to present our legislative recommendations, it was made clear that 

the set-aside option probably would be foreclosed.  However, if there are set-

asides, then, of course, we have already made clear to you, sir, that the set-aside 

provision which you have already had lengthy discussion with members of the 

Hispanic community, is one that is very appropriate to our needs. (pp. 235-237) 

This dialogue suggests that negotiations to reach a compromise in expanding Title 

III to include Hispanic Institutions was being worked out among the CHC, HHEC, and 

African America proponents of higher education.  Additionally, in his opening statement, 

Chairman Ford directly addressed Rep. John Conyers42 about the ambiguity surrounding 

Title III.  Rep. Conyers attended the Title III hearings representing the Congressional 

Black Caucus (CBC).  Chairman Ford stated:  

Chairman Ford: We have stood together on a good many issues in the last 21 

years, and it was your hard work for many years that brought out of my other 

committee, wearing my other hat, the Martin Luther King national holiday-not 

once, but we brought it out a couple of times-and the last time we were 

successful.  I would like to share with you some of the research we have done on 

42 Rep. John Conyers a Democrat from Michigan has served in Congress since 1965. At 
the time of the 1985 hearing he had served in Congress nearly twenty years.  Retrieved 
from http://bioguide.congress.gov/scripts/biodisplay.pl?index=c000714 
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this.  First I would like to tell you that I, too, have not made a habit of quoting 

Edith Green, except that just two weeks ago I had the rare opportunity of 

spending a couple of hours with her.  I told her that we had this problem of 

conception about Title III: "When and to whom, Edith, did you make a 

commitment that this Title was designed specifically for historically Black 

colleges?" "No one ever and I would be happy to testify."  I don't think we really 

ought to bother Edith to come in from Oregon to testify.  However, administrators 

of historically Black colleges have been telling me for years that somebody, some 

time, said this Title III program is aimed at us.  It was, just as Pell grants are 

aimed at those schools, just as student loans, both direct and guaranteed loans and 

the other programs are aimed. But they were never aimed at the school because it 

was historically Black. (p. 7) 

Chairman Ford was referring to research about the original intent of Title III to fund 

traditional Black colleges as it was written in the HEA of 1965.  Chairman Ford’s 

comments provide insight in to the mode of Congress around Title III. Chairman Ford 

was concerned that institutions in his own district enrolling a high number of Black 

students, in some cases more than some traditional Black colleges, would not be eligible 

for Title III if the program was exclusive to traditional Black colleges (p. 9).   Chairman 

Ford’s remarks substantiate Proponent 1’s claim that the HHEC faced resistance from 

Blacks and white liberals who had advocated for Black civil rights. His statement also 

highlights that Title III was seen as a way to target money to colleges based on a 

percentage of minority student being served, not on a historical mission.  Rep. Conyers 
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did not have the opportunity to reply directly to Chairman Ford’s opening statement, but 

Table 4.8 highlights a few the statements made during his testimony. 

 

 

Rep. Conyers’ testimony during the hearing was important because it signified 

that Black higher education proponents had drawn the support of the Congressional Black 

Caucus (CBC) to minimize amendments to Title III that would reduce funding to 

traditional Black colleges. Testimony and statements provided by African American  and 

Hispanic higher education proponents in 1984 and 1985 continued to highlight Title IIIs 

ambiguity. Table 4.9 provides an illustration why African Americans may have drawn the 

Table 4.8 Rep. Conyers Statements during the Reauthorization of the HEA,  
Title III Program, 1985 
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support of the CBC.  An early version of H.R. 5240 requested the following amendments 

be added to the Title III.  

Table 4.9: HEA Amendments to Title III, H.R. 5240, 1984 

Title III --- Institutional Aid (HEA Amendments, 1984, p. 650) 

Part A: Strengthening Institutions; 

Part B: The Black College and University Act; 

Part C: Challenge Grants; and 

Part D: Hispanic Institutions  
 

Part B in 1985 sought to further strengthen the federal government’s commitment 

to Black colleges by changing Part B-Aid to Institutions with Special Needs (added in 

1980) to Part B: The Black College and University Act in 1985.  This amendment 

defined:  

any historically Black college or university that was established prior to 1964, 

whose principal mission was, and is, the education of Black Americans, and that 

is accredited by a nationally recognized accrediting agency or association 

determined by the Secretary to be a reliable authority as to the quality of training 

offered or is, according to such an agency or association, making reasonable 

progress toward accreditation. (PL-99-498, 1986) 

In the final version of the 1985 HEA, Part B and the HBCU set-asides were amended to 

the bill and passed into law. Part D: Hispanic Institutions, which would have established 
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a $10 million dollar set-aside, did not receive congressional support and was not amended 

to the 1985 HEA. Congress did amend Title III by adding Part A, Section 312 (f)(3) 

which allowed  “any institution of higher education which has an enrollment of which at 

least 20 percent are Mexican American, Puerto Rican, Cuban, or other Hispanic students 

on thereof” eligible for Title III funding (P.L.-99-498, 1986).  Although the Supplemental 

Act of 1982 (Stedman, 1982) directed half of the additional Title III the monies towards 

Hispanic and Native American Institutions, the 1985 HEA was the first time that 

language specific to a percentage threshold was used to identify a Hispanic Institution or 

make an IHE eligible for Title III monies.  

When asked why the HHEC compromised on the 20 percent designation in 1985, 

proponents stated the following:  

Proponent 2 
 
The best we came up with was language that spoke to… lowering the common 

denominator, you know, lowering the threshold I guess is a way to put it, for any 

institution that had at least a 20% enrollment of Latinos that would get some extra 

points under Title III.  And at that time when we did our analysis on institutional 

enrollment patterns, we figured that that 20% would be as fair as we could come 

up with to be as inclusive as possible with institutions where Latinos were 

concentrated… So, in our discussions, and it kind of ended up coming up in the 

legislation, we really battled back and forth but again the battle was seeing what 

particular formula would provide increased eligibility and hopefully increase 
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chances for Hispanic-or institutions with Hispanic enrollment being in a more 

competitive to draw down on these funds.   In fact, that was the first time as a 

result of those discussions, I think that was when we got the actual language-in 

fact, I know that’s when we first got language identifying institutions of higher 

education that had significant enrollments [of Hispanic students].  (Personal 

communication, February 2012) 

Proponent 4 
 
So we all agreed, because we all were in DC, we knew the real action was in 

legislation and we knew that working with staff members-I mean, there’s just a 

methodology of doing this kind of stuff so we fight over, you know, should it go 

in section 3 or should we try and add a new section on.  And you know, we did 

horse trading and the like.  So all of it was very highly technical and legal and 

drafting and those kinds of things.   

 An analysis of 1985 HEA testimony and interview responses from HHEC 

members reveals that arguments for a percentage threshold to award monies to IHEs 

enrolling Hispanic students was not an arbitrary or subjective decision. This indicates that 

the use of the percentage designation to identify Hispanic Institutions was conceived as a 

political compromise that could “win” in both the legislature and the field (Cooper, 

Fusarelli, & Randall, p. 26, 2004).  The results in this section suggest that the eventual 25 

percent HSI designation passed into law in 1992 originated less out of critical mass 

theory and more out of a dogged and contentious political process that proponents of 

Hispanic higher education were forced to operate within. 
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Part III: Title III Policy Change 

HHEC and Advocacy Coalition Framework  

This section will illustrate how the HHEC operated within the HEA of 1965 

policy subsystem.  Data discussed in the previous section was used to create an Advocacy 

Coalition Framework of Title III policy change as it pertained to HSI legislation in 1979 

(Appendix B: Figure 4.2 Advocacy Coalition Framework of Title III Policy Change).  

The model provides an overview of the relatively stable parameters (A) and external 

events (B) that served as both constraints and resources (C), and the HEA of 1965, Title 

III policy subsystem in 1979 (D). This section will provide depth to the relatively stable 

parameters and external events that affected the Title III policy subsystem in 1979.  

(A) Relatively Stable Parameters  

On March 20, 1979, Chairman Ford opened the HEA proceedings with a reminder 

that the “programs authorized by the Higher Education Act will expire during the life of 

this Congress and absolutely demand our attention for reenactment” (HEA and Related 

Measures, Part 1, 1979, p. 1). Chairman Ford went on to state, “I know I speak for the 

committee when I say we hope that we can strengthen and broaden the Federal role in 

postsecondary education to move our Nation  even further toward full and equal 

educational opportunities for all Americans” (p. 1). Ford also commented that the 

involvement of higher education special interest groups in providing recommendations to 

the subcommittee prior to the hearings served invaluable to the subcommittee, presaging 

that preparations to the 1979 HEA reauthorization hearings may have been more 

inclusive than those in the past. He stated:  
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I think it is only fair to compliment the special interests, if you will, in higher 

education for the response to our request of last September and giving us 

something more substantial than the general kinds of recommendations that 

normally would be forthcoming at this stage of the considerations. (p. 60)  

Chairman Ford’ statement was supported by the Secretary of the Health, 

Education, and Welfare Department, Joseph Califano, during his opening remarks: 

This Nation takes great pride in its system of higher education and justifiably so. 

Some 3,000 colleges and universities, public and private, now educate 12.6 

million students, or three out of every eight 18- to 24-year-olds.  An additional 2 

million students are enrolled in postsecondary occupational programs. 

Expenditures in postsecondary education will be about $57 billion in 1980, 

compared with $12 billion in 1965, when the Higher Education Act was first 

passed.  (p. 2)  

He stated that the reason for the investment in … is related to the value that the 

Nation holds for education: 

Education is the bedrock of our national life.  It is a good in itself because it 

embraces and expands the potential of us all, and it is a necessary condition of 

democracy because the greatest safeguard for our freedom is an informed 

citizenry.  (p. 3)  
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He echoed Chairman Ford’s comment that the federal government had played an 

important role in expanding educational opportunities for all students through its fiscal 

appropriations.  He listed three reasons that underlie the federal government’s 

commitment to students:  

(1) Removing the financial barriers to postsecondary education through direct aid, 

thus helping disadvantaged students, especially those from lower income and 

minority families, gain access to our Nation's colleges and universities; (2) 

insuring that America remains an intellectual leader among nations through the 

support of basic research and graduate education; and (3) providing support to 

institutions that have unique needs or roles and assisting them to improve the 

quality of the education they provide.  (pp. 2 - 3) 

 While all three reasons served as avenues to increase the number of minority 

students enrolled in college, the administration’s commitment to increasing and 

supporting institutions that provided access to higher education for minority families 

represented the sociocultural values and basic constitutional structure that served as the 

relatively stable parameters that allowed the HHEC to build its platform.  

(B) External Events  

The growing number of Latino students in the U.S. was among the external events 

that affected the HEA Subsystem in 1979.  This was accompanied by a quest for equality 

that Latino civil rights organizations had demanded during the Civil Rights era.  HHEC 

Testimony during the HEA in 1979 focused largely on the existing and growing Latino 
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population; specific to Title III, demographics centered on Latino secondary and 

postsecondary enrollments.  These external events were fueled by a growing sense that 

Latinos had a right43 to increased federal support for IHEs serving Latino students. 

Further, they expected this right to be supported by the federal government by amending 

Title III legislation to ameliorate social conditions facing Latinos in higher education. By 

invoking legal rights, the HHEC had policy “levers to pull” (Stone, 2002, p. 325) to 

increase pressure on congressional members and gain access to HEA hearings.  

Tied to the HHEC’s demand for equality within the Title III policy subsystem was 

a history of discrimination and racism. Although the HHEC was a coalition of social 

organizations representing different ethnic categories, the vast majority of Latinos 

involved in the HHEC were Mexican Americans from the west and southwestern regions 

of the United States. To this end, the external events driving the HHEC were rooted in 

socioeconomic and systematic governing changes that were brought on by the Chicano 

civil rights movement.  

In early 1968, approximately 10,000 Mexican American high school students, 

protesting against poor facilities, overcrowding, lack of quality textbooks, and 

discrimination by teachers (that led to over 50 percent of students dropping out), staged 

high school walk outs more commonly referred to as “Blow Outs.”  The California blow 

43 Stone (1992) states that in the realm of public policy two broad traditions of rights 
exist: normative and positive. In the normative tradition rights are hard to define and 
derive from “some source other than the power of enforcement”; in the positive tradition 
rights exist by “seeing that a government has backed similar claims in the past.” (p.325).  
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outs were accompanied by walk outs in Texas and Colorado (Acuna, 2000).  The blow 

outs were a direct affront to a U.S. education system that, as it pertained to the entirety of 

Mexican American students, was a colossal failure. Schools in Texas and California 

remained highly segregated (Rowan, 1968).  Carey McWilliams, in his book North from 

Mexico (1968), best defined the poor state of Mexican American education in 1967 when 

he wrote that out of the 25,000 students at Berkeley and 26,000 students at UCLA only 

78 and 70, respectively, were Mexican American44.  

As indicated in chapter two, many of the Mexican American organizations that 

were formed during the first half of the twentieth century, although successful, were 

conservative in their advocacy for social justice.  This changed as the postwar generation 

gave way to the Mexican American baby boom generation in the mid-1960s (Muñoz, 

1989). Having witnessed and experienced the continual oppression and racism faced by 

their parents, young Mexican Americans began to grow weary of the social and political 

systems. Encouraged by the National Farm Workers Association (NFWA), led by Cesar 

Chavez and Dolores Huerta, urban Mexican Americans across Texas, New Mexico, 

California, and Colorado began to establish networks and organize in urban centers and 

on college campuses.  

This resulted in a conference between Chicano student leaders and faculty and 

staff that took place in Santa Barbara in 1968.  The purpose of the meeting was to address 

the needs and concerns of Chicanos in higher education (Navarro, 1995).  The Santa 

44 There were an estimated one million Mexicans living in California in 1967 
(McWilliams, 1968). 
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Barbara conference led to the development of a Chicano higher education “master plan of 

action…that would include a more unified and common pedagogical philosophy, 

strategy, and curriculum for Chicanos Studies programs” (Navarro, p. 69).  The 

conference called for activists to serves as revolutionaries in the movement against social 

injustice and brought together, for the first time, student groups, activists, and artists from 

Chicago, New York (Puerto Rican students) and several southwestern states (Muñoz, 

1989).   

This network of organizations led to the development of social structures that 

created social capital, allowing Latinos to add their voice to the Civil Rights movements. 

The Latino social structures, in turn, shaped a new habitus (Bourdieu, 1980) that allowed 

Latinos to voice the discontent and anger that had been harbored by generations of 

Latinos in the U.S.  The creation of this new habitus led to an increase in Latino scholars 

engaged in the higher education policy arena. This engagement helped undergird the 

creation of the HHEC and served as an important external event affecting the Title III 

policy subsystem45. As I highlighted in part one and two of this chapter, the Government 

Accounting Office (GAO) reports in 1976 and 1979 also served as important external 

factors.  

 

45 On November 18 -19, 1978, the Higher Education Coalition met with Hispanic 
presidents of colleges and universities. During the first day the presidents heard 
summaries of the policy papers and stated their concerns, problems, and suggestions for 
the [HEA] reauthorization (HHEC and MALDEF, personal communication, January 23, 
1979).  
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Title III Policy Subsystem Actors  

Because part one and two of this chapter focused largely on how the HHEC 

operated within the Title III policy subsystem, this section will not recount the strategies 

that have already been stated.  Data analysis, however, revealed that some of the policy 

actors maintained a presence throughout the HEA Title III policy subsystem. Providing a 

list does not indicate the beliefs held by each subsystem actor, but it does allow us to 

identify actors involved in HSI policy formation over the entire period.  For an 

understanding of the core beliefs held by actors central to HSI policy formation see parts 

one and two of this chapter. Here, add a sentence which explains what you are listing. 

Mid-1970s HEA Title III Policy Subsystem 

• The Office of Education 

• Title II Program Administration  

• Congressional Committees: House Subcommittee on Postsecondary 
Education and Senate Subcommittee on Education, Arts and Humanities 

• United Negro College Fund (UNCF)  

• Small white liberal arts college advocates 

• Community college advocates (some representing institutions serving 
large numbers of Latino students) 

• League of United Latin American Citizens (LULAC) 

1979 HEA Title III Policy Subsystem  

• The Office of Education 

• Title II Program Administration  

• Congressional Committees: House Subcommittee on Postsecondary 
Education and Senate Subcommittee on Education, Arts and Humanities  

• Hispanic Higher Education Coalition (New to the policy subsystem)  
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• UNCF 

• Small white liberal arts college advocates 

• Community college advocates  

 1982 - 1985 HEA Title III Policy Subsystem  

• Department of Education  

• Title II Program Administration  

• Congressional Committees: House Subcommittee on Postsecondary 
Education and Senate Subcommittee on Education, Arts and Humanities 

• HHEC 

• UNCF 

• Small white liberal arts college advocates 

• Community college advocates 

• Hispanic Association of Colleges and Universities (HACU) (New to the 
policy subsystem) 

• Congressional Hispanic Caucus (New to the policy subsystem)   

• Congressional Black Caucus (New to the policy subsystem) 

HSI Policy Formation, the Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) and Policy 
Entrepreneurship Model  

 The Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) provides a diagram for understanding 

the exchange and flow of ideas that exist between external events and the Title III policy 

subsystem (Figure 4.2).  In this section, I will be discuss how combining the ACF and 

Policy Entrepreneurship theory provided a solid framework for understanding how the 

HHEC participated in a policy formation process that was dynamic and did not operate in 

a vacuum.  While the Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) helped explain how the 

HHEC coalesced to gain political and congressional support for the passage of HSI 

legislation in 1992, it does not highlight the role of individuals.  To capitalize on the 
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participation of Hispanic proponents in this study, a Policy Entrepreneurship (PE) model 

was employed to increase the explanatory power of the ACF.  The PE model focused on 

the role that key Hispanic higher education proponents, known as political entrepreneurs, 

played in bringing attention to certain problems and policies facing the Latino higher 

education community (Mintrom & Norman, 2009; Mintrom & Vergari, 1996).  

These Latino policy entrepreneurs served as key individuals that defined the 

issues, developed solutions, and were involved in the creating the HHEC and providing 

the synergy to move it forward.  The PE identified for this study are Proponents 2, 3, and 

4, because they were active in the policy subsystem between 1979 and 1992. Proponent 

1, although involved with the HHEC at times, was not identified as active member of the 

policy susbsystem. Each PE was involved in the HHEC and other Hispanic organizations 

throughout the HSI policy formation period.  This long-term and continuous involvement 

contributed to closing the gaps that existed in how the HHEC was formed and how it 

advanced Hispanic higher education issues between 1979 and 1992 (Dougherty et al., 

2010; Mintrom & Vergari, 1996).    

The PE complemented the ACF because it facilitated the study of incremental 

changes that occurred from one HEA reauthorization to the next.  This was possible 

because the PE is better suited to “dynamic policy change” that closely aligns with a 

“policy process in the U.S. which exhibits patterns of  punctuated equilibrium" 

(Baumgartner & Jones, 1993, as cited in Mintrom & Vergari, 1996, p. 424).  However, 
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the ACF was better aligned to study HSI policy change that occurred from 1979 to 1992 

(Dougherty et al., 2010).  

HEA Title III Policy Subsystem over Time  

One of the central tenets of ACF is that “key actors from different arenas and 

institutions interact, form coalitions and factions, fight amongst themselves, and attempt 

to hammer out a compromise that will ‘win’ in both the legislature and the field” (p. 26). 

Based on the premise that policy subsystems are the most useful unit of analysis (Ellison, 

1998), the ACF allowed for the observation of HHEC within the HEA Title III legislative 

policy formation process over time and how its presence effected policy change (Ellison 

& Newmark, 2010); however, it did not provide an explanation of how the ACF’s four 

basic premises can be applied to HSI legislation policy changes over time.    

Table 4.10 and Figure 4.3 illustrate how HHEC stability within the Title III policy 

subsystem occurred between 1979 and 1992.   
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Currently, the unit of measure of success for Latino higher education advocates is 

HSI legislation that was passed in 1992. This limited perception overlooks the efforts of 

Title III policy advocates prior to 1992. In this way, the ACF identifies an HSI policy 

formation period of thirteen years (Figure 4.3) and the Hispanic higher education policy 

actors that operated within it.   

Table 4.10 Four Basic Promises of the Advocacy Coalition Framework 
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HSI Policy Formation Period (ACF 1) 

1979 1992 

Figure 4.3 HEA Title III Policy Subsystem between 1979 to 1992  
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Passing the Baton: From HHEC to HACU    

1985 was the last year the HHEC provided testimony on behalf of Hispanic 

higher education.  In 1985, the Hispanic Association of Colleges and Universities was 

founded in San Antonio, Texas and through HACU’s advocacy, HSI legislation was 

amended to the HEA in 1992.  Less chronicled is the legislative foundation that the 

HHEC laid for HSI legislation between 1979 and 1985.  When asked about the advent of 

HACU in 1985, early proponents provided the following comments:  

Proponent 2 

You know, success has a whole lot of fathers and mothers, failure has few.  The 

people in the coalition….the Hispanic higher education coalition started this 

notion of, “Wait a minute, we need impact here.”   

Proponent 3 

I don’t think anyone was looking for credit for what we did. I just think we did it 

because it was the right thing to do.  That’s a good way of saying it; because it 

was the right thing to do at the right time…the people who were most impacted 

by what we were talking about were the people who were going to run those 

institutions and for them to follow up on some of those initiatives (was 

important). So that Hispanic college group (HACU) that came in to step up our 

initial efforts, that was probably pretty damned important.  
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Proponent 4 

[We] realized very quickly that HACU was going to be the best organization for 

this because they could actually work with the very institutions where our 

students were that we were trying to help.  And they used the idea, the one HHEC 

advanced of a percentage. Once HACU became a real player…once the DC office 

was created, they had a structure in place and that’s what became institutionalized 

and ever since then that organization had prospered and grown and morphed into 

something else.  But they’re government relations piece was originally what the 

Hispanic Higher Education Coalition intended to do. 

In the six year span between 1979 and 1985, the HHEC provided HEA testimony 

in 1979, 1981, 1984, and 1985.  Unlike individuals and individual organizations that had 

testified on behalf of the Hispanic community prior to 1979, the HHEC was comprised of 

several Latino groups representing the welfare of the Hispanic community from social, 

political, and education sectors.  On occasion, they would even call in experts to testify 

on non-Title III sections of the HEA.  More importantly, they advocated for legislative 

change, rooted in data, that illustrated a history of injustice toward the Hispanic higher 

education community.  

HHEC testimony’s lasting impression was unprecedented and acutely connected 

to the realization that the Hispanic community was going to continue growing and that 

the success of the nation was inextricably tied to it. There is little doubt that the HHEC’s 

advocacy compelled members of Congress to question the intent of Title III and adopt 

legislation that addressed the conditions that were negatively affecting the colleges and 
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universities enrolling large numbers of Hispanic students. HHECs lasting legacy lies in 

propelling legislation that forever changed Hispanic higher education in the U.S. and 

Puerto Rico for hundreds of institutions and thousands of students.  
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CHAPTER 5: “SUCCESS HAS A LOT OF MOTHERS AND 
FATHERS, FAILURE HAS FEW”  

The Congress acts on what citizens bring to them and it rarely gets documented 

but we [Latinos] need to have the same history of record...so that generations later 

will know who the pathfinders were and the people who charted the course when 

there was no course to be charted, when there was no road to be followed. 

(Proponent 3, personal communication, March, 2012)  

Overview of Study  

Research by Latino scholars has provided a history of the social struggles faced 

by the Latino community, but little scholarship exists about the Latino struggle to gain 

recognition and equity within the federal higher education community.  The work and 

commitment of early Latino higher education advocates has remained largely 

uninvestigated and unknown to many.  This void exists because, in the words of one of 

the early proponents, "a lot of the stuff we did, and it’s really important to say this, we 

did without resources of any institution per se” (Proponent 2, personal communication, 

February 2012).  

This lack of institutional support has resulted in a lack of historical reporting, but 

the history of these early efforts exists and begins with individuals and organizations who 

advocated for Latino higher education after the Higher Education Act of 1965.  The 

purpose of this study was to shed light on the work of early proponents of Hispanic 

higher education who fought to increase Latino access and opportunities across the 

country.  This chapter’s major findings identify the proponents of Hispanic higher 
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education and provide insight into how they coalesced to form the Hispanic Higher 

Education Coalition (HHEC) in 1978.  

Significance of the Study   

Scholars have written about the history of Hispanics in higher education and 

others have written about the role of HSIs in educating the nation’s fastest growing 

student population.  I wanted to write specifically about the formation of Hispanic-

Serving Institution legislation passed in 1992.  Having worked as a higher education 

administrator at HSIs, and at one point, for the Hispanic Association of Colleges and 

Universities (HACU), I was especially interested in how HSI legislation, centered on a 

25% designation, was drafted and passed into law in 1992.  

The Hispanic Association of Colleges and Universities (HACU) introduced 

legislation in 1992 and, with its passage, coined the term Hispanic-Serving Institutions 

(HSI).  HACU was founded to advocate for then “Hispanic Institutions” and it helped 

draft HSI legislation aimed at directing money (via a competitive grant process) to 

institutions with a Hispanic student enrollment of 25 percent or more.  The rest, as they 

say, is history. Yet those who are familiar with the policy formation process know that 

the vast majority of policymaking does not occur in a vacuum and almost never 

overnight.  It is here where an understanding of the HSI policy formation process requires 

a more than a basic understanding of Title III of HEA of 1965. 

Those familiar with seminal higher education legislation recognize the HEA of 

1965 as one of the most important pieces of federal legislation of the past fifty years.  
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Passed at the height of the Civil Rights era, the HEA of 1965 changed the course of 

higher education in the U.S. by serving as the convener to ten higher education Titles; 

e.g. Title IV is home to student aid and Trio programs and Title IX opened the doors of 

collegiate sports to millions of female student athletes. Title III, originally known as the 

“Strengthening Developing Institutions” program (P.L. 89-329, 1965) served as the 

foundation for HSI legislation.  Due to its importance on supporting our nation’s 

colleges, Congress meets approximately every five years to reauthorize the HEA and its 

related measures.  This process involves several congressional hearings and invites 

hundreds of testimonies from advocates, congressman, experts, and researchers.  It is here 

where HSI legislation meets the HEA of 1965 and where early proponents of Hispanic 

higher education met Title III.  

This study is significant because it investigates the HSI legislation policy 

formation period and provides an understanding of how the 25 percent designation was 

created to direct monies to IHEs serving large numbers of Hispanic students. To date, no 

in depth analysis has been conducted regarding how early proponents of Hispanic higher 

education gained congressional support and the laid foundation for HSI legislation.  Upon 

publication of the major findings in this research, I hope: (1) that higher education 

historians will dedicate a larger portion of their works to the history of Hispanic higher 

education; (2) that current and future HSI administrators will gain a better understanding 

of the motives and intentions behind HSI legislation; and (3) that current and future 

generations of scholars and researchers will expand the findings in this study, developing 
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an even greater understanding and appreciation for the work of early Hispanic higher 

education proponents.  

Research Questions 

Since 1992 little has been reported about the policy formation process that 

preceded HACU’s advocacy.  The focus of this chapter is to share this study’s major 

findings about the HSI policy formation period between 1979 and 1992.  The research 

questions that framed this study were:  

(1) Who were the proponents of Hispanic higher education between 1979 and 1992?  

(a) Who were the initial pioneers and advocates? Who (if any) were opponents? 

(b)What was the initial impetus for introducing a category of Hispanic-Serving 

Institutions? 

The basic assumption that guides this question is a posteriori understanding that 

the creation and making of policy does not occur over night.  Given this basic 

assumption, it is reasonable to believe that HSI legislation passed in 1992 was the result 

of action by earlier proponents of Hispanic higher education. In my data analysis, I 

identified several initial advocates and proponents of Hispanic higher education starting 

in 1976.  Several Latino organizations, most notably the League of United Latin 

American Citizens (LULAC), had advocated for increased Latino student access to 

postsecondary opportunities before 1979, but the formation of the Hispanic Higher 
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Education Coalition46 (HHEC) in 1978 proved to be the vanguard for Latino higher 

education throughout the 1980s.  

At the onset, the Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund 

(MALDEF), at the direction of Al Perez, Associate Counsel for MALDEF, served as the 

initial convener of the HHEC.  MALDEF’s General Counsel and President was Vilma S. 

Martinez (MALDEF, personal communication, October 2, 1978), the current U.S. 

Ambassador to Argentina47.  Representing what may have been the first broad-based 

coalition to address Hispanic higher education issues, the HHEC, as stated in chapter 

four, was initially made up of the following Latino advocacy organizations: ASPIRA of 

America, El Congreso Nacional de Asuntos Colegiales (CONAC), League of United 

Latin American Citizens (LULAC), MALDEF, National Association for Equal 

Educational Opportunities (NAEEO), National Council of La Raza (NCLR), Puerto 

Rican Legal Defense and Education Fund (PRLDEF), the Secretariat for Hispanic Affairs 

and U.S. Catholic Conference. Key Latino practitioners and scholars associated with 

forming the HHEC include: Al Perez, Alvin Rivera, Michael Olivas, Monte Perez, and 

Ray Valdivieso (MALDEF, personal communication, November 8, 197848). The first 

meeting of the HHEC was held on October 16, 1978.  

46 MALDEF memos indicate that between November 1978 and March 1979 the Higher 
Education Coalition became the Hispanic Higher Education Coalition (HHEC). 
47 U.S. Department of State (n.d.) Retrieved from 
http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/biog/129351.htm 
48 David Lessard and Claudia Holquin served as additional MALDEF staff assigned to 
work on convening the HHEC.  
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Research question 1(a) was developed to address the opposition that Latino 

advocates faced while promoting increased educational opportunities at the federal level. 

Data analysis reveals that African American proponents of higher education, although not 

opposed to Latino access to higher education, were very open in advocating that the 

majority of Title III federal funding should be directed towards under-resourced 

institutions that had been established to educate Black students. The key advocacy group 

holding this position was the United Negro College Fund (UNCF).  The UNCF held that 

Title III, Strengthening Developing Institutions, of the HEA was created for the 

expressed purpose of funding traditional Black colleges (HEA Amendments of 1979; 

Oversight Hearing, Title III of the Institutional Aid Program, 1981; Hearings on the 

Reauthorization of the HEA, 1985).  

Considering the “separate but equal doctrine” that plagued the U.S. and African 

Americans through Brown v. Board (1954) and the HEA of 1965, one can understand 

why the UNCF would be resistant to expanding Title III to include institutions that held 

no expressed mission to educate Latinos, unlike HBCUs that were founded for the 

purpose of educating Black students. It is important to note, however, that Latino higher 

education advocates were born out of a generation of “We serve Whites Only: No 

Spanish or Mexicans” and “No Dogs, Negroes, Mexicans” allowed signs (MALDEF, 

n.d.). This discrimination led to a segregation of Latinos from hospitals, theaters, hotels 

and separate educational opportunities by which Latino students were forced to attend 

inferior schools (MALDEF’s 40th Anniversary, n.d.).  
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Discrimination against Latinos also occurred at the voting rights level. In White v 

Regester (MALDEF’s 40th Anniversary, n.d.), the Supreme Court ruled that redistricting 

of Mexican Americans in Texas to diminish their impact on elections was 

unconstitutional. Further, although a few notable Latinos (Gus Garcia and George I. 

Sanchez) had attained higher education degrees from the University of Texas before the 

Civil Rights Act, Perry McWilliams (1968) reminds us that in 1968 only over 100 Latino 

students made up the more than 50,000 students that were enrolled at UCLA and UC 

Berkeley. Our recounting of U.S. history affixes romanticism with conquering the West 

and Southwest, a notion that is entrenched in rugged individualism.  The race to claim 

“new” lands that accompanies Manifest Destiny’s call to “Go West, young man” serves 

as a principle that the U.S. was founded upon and continues to be celebrated, but the 

racist and discriminatory treatment of Mexican Americans in the southwest and Latinos 

in the U.S was omnipresent with members of the HHEC and it served as the impetus to 

advocate for increased higher education opportunities for Latino students.  

(2) How did proponents of Hispanic higher education gain support for the passage 

of HSI legislation in 1992? (2a) What specific political and policy strategies were 

employed? 

The HHEC convened several Hispanic college and university presidents in 

Washington D.C. to develop strategies for the HEA hearings in 1979 (MALDEF, 

personal communication, 1978).  HHEC members provided an overview of each HEA 

Title during the convening and Joseph Aragon, Special Assistant to the President, stated 
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that President Carter had “always considered education as a means of upward mobility 

[and that he would] bring to the attention of President Carter problems and suggestions 

for the improved status of Hispanic in higher education” (MALDEF, personal 

communication, November 29, 1978).  The meeting was attended by staff members 

representing key congressional leaders at the time: Peter Parham (Senator Kennedy), 

Chris Alvarez (Senator Hart), Tony Arroyos (Senator Domenici), and Oscar Duarte 

(Senator DeConcini).  

As a result of this meeting, the HHEC employed strategic efforts focused on: (1) 

expanding the Title III program, (2) developing relationships with congressional 

committees, congressional members, and staffers, and (3) gaining access to submit 

testimony before the House and Senate Subcommittees (MALDEF, personal 

communication to Chairman Ford, February 26, 1979).  Between 1978 and 1985, the 

HHEC served as the key advocate for Latino higher education issues, providing 

testimony during several HEA reauthorization hearings in 1979, 1981, 1984, and 1985.  

 (3) How did the twenty-five percent threshold used to designate HSIs originate 

during the HSI policy formation process and 1(b) hat was the initial impetus for 

introducing a category of Hispanic-Serving Institutions? 

My analysis reveals that college and universities serving large number of Latino 

students were referred to as “Hispanic Colleges” as early as 1979 (HEA and Related 

Measures, Part 1, 1979) and “Hispanic Institutions” (Reauthorization of the HEA Title 

III: Developing Institutions, Volume 6, 1984) in 1984.  Data revealed that the HHEC was 
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less concerned with developing an identifier/category than they were with devising an 

eligibility requirement (based on percentage of Latino students enrolled) that would 

increase the number of colleges and universities that were eligible for Title III funding.  

This is evidenced by the HHEC’s support of H.R. 5240 (Reauthorization of the 

HEA Title III: Developing Institutions, Volume 6, 1984; Hearings on the Reauthorization 

of the HEA, 1985), the bill that recommended Hispanic Institutions with an enrollment of 

at least 30 percent Latinos students be made eligible for Title III.  H.R. 5240 initially 

called for a 40 percent requirement; however, the HHEC was concerned that the 40 

percent requirement would only include 24 mainland49 institutions at the time.  After 

continued negotiation, Congress was moved to amend Title III at a 20 percent 

designation. The 20 percent designation made “any institution of higher education [with] 

an enrollment of which at least 20 percent” Hispanic students eligible to be included in 

Part A, Section 312(b)(3) of the HEA (P.L. 99-498, 1986).  

The 1985 amendment marked the first time that the HEA was amended to 

increase funding to colleges serving a certain percentage of Latino students.  Six years 

later, on the heels of the congressional support established by the HHEC, HACU 

requested that the 20 percent institutional eligibility requirement amended to Title III in 

1985 be increased to 25 percent in 1991.  HACU introduced the Hispanic-Serving 

Institutions (HSI) identifier and provided the following explanation: “through a six year 

process, [HSIs] have determined that the issue of ‘critical mass’ on a university campus 

49 Colleges and universities in Puerto Rico were eligible to apply for Title III funding 
prior to 1992 and are eligible to apply to the current Title V HSI program.  
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brings about supportive institutional response that is more accurately reflected at the 

higher percentage” (Legislative Recommendations for Reauthorization of HEA and 

Related Measures, Part 1, Titles I, II, and III, May 1991, p.65).  

The 1992 HEA amendments coined the HSI identifier and procured a $45 million 

set-aside50 for HSIs approved by Congress (Stedman, 1992).  Although the HHEC had 

requested a $10 million dollar set-aside for Hispanic Institutions and Hispanic Colleges in 

1979 and 1985, respectively, the first time this request was passed into law was in 1992. 

The founding of HACU was not the focus of this study, so no information on the “six 

year” process that underpinned the critical mass theory referenced by HACU was 

investigated.  Notwithstanding, the data revealed that the idea of a percentage designation 

to make colleges and universities serving Latino students eligible for Title III originated 

in 1979, and that the 1992 25% percent designation was largely shaped by a thirteen year 

policy formation process. 

(4) What lessons learned from a historical policy analysis of HSI legislation can 

be used to inform current and emerging HSIs?     

The assumption behind this question is that establishing a legacy of how early 

proponents operated within the HEA Title III policy subsystem will help current and 

emerging HSI leaders understand the role of HSIs in serving Latino students.  This 

question is further addressed later in this chapter.  

50 Set-aside monies totaling $12 million were not appropriated until 1995 (“HACU 101,” 
n.d.) 
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Review of Methods  

 A qualitative content analysis approach (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1993) 

referred to as documentary analysis in Ritchie (2003, p. 35) was used to study 

congressional hearings, government documents and reports, House and Senate bills, and 

coalition and interest group minute pertaining to HSI policy formation between 1976 and 

1992. During the analysis of the historical data and HEA transcripts, I identified 

emergent themes (Lewis, 2003; Maxwell, 2005; Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1993; Zhang 

& Wildemuth, 2009) of the testimony given by Latino advocates as well as four early 

proponents of Hispanic higher education.  

A purposive sampling frame was used to select which proponents to interview, 

based on their direct association with Hispanic higher education (Ritchie, Lewis, and 

Elam, 2003) and their ability to fill in the “gaps of knowledge” (p. 80) that existed 

between HEA hearings held in 1979, 1982, 1984, 1985, and 1991. The interviews were of 

broad-scale and allowed me to ask specific questions related to their testimony, and 

allowed me to probe for additional questions based on the interviewee’s response. 

Probing allowed me to capture the fullest amount of data possible to understand the 

phenomenon being studied (Glesne, 2006). To increase the trustworthiness of the study’s 

major findings (Maxwell, 2006), I triangulated the emergent themes derived from the 

HEA testimony and historical documents with the emergent themes coded from the in-

depth interviews. Only the emergent themes coded (triangulated) in both the 

congressional hearing and personal interview data sets were listed as major findings.  
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Major Finding #1 

The first major finding of this study is the history of Latino testimony related to 

Title III of the HEA of 1965.  The HEA of 1965 has been reauthorized nine times: 1968, 

1971, 1972, 1976, 1980, 1985, 1992, 1998, and 2008.  Since 1976, Latino higher 

education proponents have provided testimony specific to Title III during six of the nine 

reauthorizations.  A review of the HEA reauthorization timeline indicates that HEA was 

reauthorized four times between 1976 and 1992; the fourth time (1992) was the year 

HACU introduced HSI legislation that was amended to Title III of the HEA.  When 

HACU was founded in 1985, proponents of Latino higher education had been testifying 

for the expansion of Title III for nearly ten years (Table 5.1).  

This finding is important because it recognizes early proponents of Hispanic 

higher education.  These proponents advocated for increased federal support for under-

resourced institutions, many of which were community colleges, educating large numbers 

of Latinos in the 1970s. Their presence during the HEA hearings proves that the Latino 

higher education advocates existed in the 1970s and were not apathetic in advocating for 

increased federal support.  
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Major Finding #2 

The Hispanic Higher Education Coalition   
 

The second major finding of this study is the advocacy of the Hispanic Higher 

Education Coalition (HHEC). Between 1965 and 1976, individual Latino organizations 

advocated for increased federal support for many of the social issues facing the Latino 

Table 5.1 Latino Title III Testimony between 1976 and 1985 
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community.  This individual group strategy changed in 1978, as it pertained to higher 

education legislation, when a broad-based group of legal, education, social, and political 

Latino organizations coalesced to form the Hispanic Higher Education Coalition 

(HHEC).  

LULAC, MALDEF, and NCLR, all stalwarts of Latino civil rights, were present 

in Washington D.C. in the 1970s and advocated on behalf of the Latino community for 

decades, but no organization held the requisite resources to focus exclusively on higher 

education.  As one member of the HHEC stated, “they (LULAC and other social and 

civic Latino organizations) knew what the problems were, they just didn’t have really 

good spokespeople to bring them (higher education issues) up [or] the resources and 

infrastructure to make it substantive” (Proponent 3, personal interview, May, 2012).  

Starting in the 1970s, the lack of expertise in this field led to D.C. Latino organizations 

combining forces with newer Latino higher education fellows and professionals.  At the 

request of MALDEF, members from the two groups joined to form the HHEC in 1978. 
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The advocacy coalition framework (ACF) (Jenkins & Sabatier, 1993) served as 

the study’s overarching theoretical framework which facilitated an in-depth analysis of 

how the HHEC was formed.  The ACF states that interaction of actors from different 

organizations and interest groups organize into policy subsystems comprised of members 

who share the same beliefs and, ultimately, operate in concert (Jenkins & Sabatier, 1993). 

In order to be effective, however, policy subsystems must include an intergovernmental 

dimension.  In the of case HHEC, the ten Latino organizations honed in on the HEA 

reauthorization hearings scheduled for 1979, intent on increasing Title III funds to than 

Hispanic colleges51.  

51 Lopez, R., Madrid-Barela, A., & Macias, R. (1976).  Chicanos in higher education: 
Status and issues. Monograph No. 7, Chicano Studies Center Publications, UCLA. 

Latino Organizations in D.C. in 1976 
1. ASPIRA of America 
2. El  Congreso Nacional de Asuntos Colegiales 
3. League of United Latin American Citizens (LULAC)  
4. Mexican American Legal  Defense  & Educational  Fund (MALDEF) 
5. Mexican American Women's National Association 
6. National Association for Equal Educational Opportunities 
7. National Council de La Raza (NCLR)  
8. National IMAGE Inc. 
9. Puerto Rican Legal Defense & Education Fund, Inc. 
10. Secretariat for Hispanic Affairs, U.S. Catholic Conference  

Latinos in Higher Education  
- HEW Graduate Fellows and new PhD recipients arrive in DC: 

(Includes Proponents, 1, 2, 3, and 4)  
- Increasing Latino higher education data, most notably the work of The 

National Chicano Commission on Higher Education (NCCHE)  
- Dr. Candido de Leon testifies for the expansion of Title III, during 

HEA reauthorization hearings in 1976 
 

Hispanic Higher 
Education 
Coalition (HHEC) 
formed, 1978 

Figure 5.1 Amalgamation of Latino Organizations to form the HHEC in 1978 
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1979: A Watershed moment in Hispanic Higher Education  

Officially formed in 1978, the HHEC initially convened through the coordination 

of the Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund (MALDEF, personal 

communication, October 1978).  The HHEC recognized the need to increase funding to 

under-resourced institutions that were educating large numbers of Hispanic students and 

identified Title III, Strengthening Developing Institutions, as a source for delivering 

increased federal funds.  Because Title III was created to strengthen “developing 

institutions” (P.L. 89-329, 1965) through a competitive grant process, HHEC members 

knew that several colleges and universities enrolling large numbers of Latino students 

qualified for Title III.  

Based on the experience and the expertise of HHEC members and the 

organizations they represented, HHEC members prepared testimony that illustrated how 

Title III grants had been inconsistently awarded to Hispanic colleges.  Equipped with this 

data, HHEC members met throughout 1978 to prepare testimony for the 1979 HEA 

reauthorization hearings.  In 1979, the HHEC provided testimony during two House 

committee hearings (HEA and Related Measures, Part 1, 1979; HEA and Related 

Measures, Part 8, 1979) and one Senate committee hearing (Higher Education 

Amendments of 1979) on the reauthorization of the HEA.  The HHEC’s 1979 testimony 

was unprecedented in Latino higher education because it was the first concerted effort to 

expand Title III to increase federal funding to colleges and universities serving large 

numbers of Hispanic students, and it laid the foundation for HHEC testimony and 

advocacy during the Oversight Hearing on Title III in 1981, Reauthorization of the 
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Higher Education Act hearings in1984, and Reauthorization of the HEA, Title III, 

hearings in1985. 

HHEC and the Title III Policy Subsystem  

The ACF’s focus on the key actors that form coalitions inform how the stability of 

the HHEC affected policy change from 1979 to 1992 (Ellison & Newmark, 2010) within 

a broader Title III policy subsystem.  When I situated the HHEC within the broader Title 

III policy subsystem, I realized that the HEA Title III landscape was populated by policy 

actors made up of African American proponents of higher education (United Negro 

College Fund, UNCF, and National Association for Equal Opportunity, NAFEO) as well 

as the Office of Education (Title III program administration).  This meant that any 

amendments to Title III occurred through a “complex process of formation and change 

within interest groups that support or resisted a policy or program” (Cooper, Fusarelli, & 

Randall, p. 26, 2004) within the Title III policy subsystem.  

In the case of Hispanic higher education, the HHEC entered the Title III 

subsystem in 1979 and engaged in testimony and dialogue with African American 

proponents of higher education, while simultaneously establishing relationships with 

intergovernmental groups (congressional leaders) throughout the early to mid-1980s.  

The interaction between the African American, Latino, and congressional policy 

subsystems (Congressional Black Caucus and Congressional Hispanic Caucus) allowed 

all interest groups to “hammer out a compromise” (Jenkins & Sabatier, 1993, p.26) that 

won in both the legislature and the field in 1985 and 1992  
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Major Finding #3 

The study’s third major finding was the identification of five seminal Title III 

legislative moments in Hispanic higher education: 1976, 1979, 1982, 1984, and 1992.   

Since 1992, the terms HSI, 25% designation, and critical mass have become synonymous 

with HACU, but HACU was not the first higher education advocacy group to move 

Congress to amend Title III to formally recognize IHEs with high Hispanic student 

enrollments; that distinction goes to the HHEC who introduced a 20% designation in 

1985 (PL-99-498, October 17, 1986).  The HHEC arrived at the 20% designation through 

data mining and political strategies that could: (1) gain the support of Congressional 

leaders and (2) balance the competing interests of IHEs serving Hispanic students in a 

way that would result in a better flowing of resources (Proponent 2 & 4, personal 

communication, 2012).  As one proponent stated, “there’s no guarantee of who got the 

resources-but making more institutions competitively eligible” ensured HSI could 

compete for monies “under the original criteria for being a developing institution” 

(Proponent 2, personal communication, February 2012).  While 1992 was a key moment 

in Latino higher education, the efforts of the HHEC need to be recognized, “not least for 

historical accuracy” (Lopez, 2006, p.41). 
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Table 5.2 Seminal Moments in Hispanic Higher Education Prior to 1992 

HSI Policy 
Formation Period  

HSI coined & 
“critical mass” 
explanation is 
entered into the 
congressional record 
to amend and 
increase the 1985 
designation from 
20% to 25%  
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The identification of five seminal moments in Title III Hispanic higher education 

legislation helps to frame the policy formation period that directly ties HHEC efforts to 

the creation of HSI legislation in 1992.  Table 5.2 begins with the year the HHEC was 

formed (1978), first testified (1979) and concludes with 1992, the year HSI legislation 

was passed by the 102nd Congress.  The table indicates that 1982 is a seminal year 

because it was the first time that a hearing on Hispanic access to higher education had 

ever been held. The year 1982 also signifies the point at which an intergovernmental 

agency expressed support for Hispanic higher education.  

This support laid the foundation for the 1984 and 1985 hearings, where the 20 

percent designation was amended to Title III to include the (first-ever) eligibility 

requirements based on an institution of higher education’s “enrollment of which at least 

20 percent are Mexican American, Puerto Rican, Cuban, or other Hispanic students, or 

combination thereof ” (PL-99-498, October 17, 1986).  For this reason, 1985 was as 

critical to HSI history as 1992.  Lastly, Table 5.2 illustrates HSI legislation from a policy 

formation process and demonstrates that Title III amendments which addressed Hispanic 

higher education were incremental and the result of several early proponents and 

organizations.  
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Contribution to Hispanic Higher Education  

Expanding the HSI Timeline  
 

The findings in this study revealed that the current HSI legislation’s starting point 

was 1979, not 1992.  When the post-1992 HSI legislation period is combined with the 

HSI policy formation period, 1979 to 1992, we recognize that some form of advocacy for 

Hispanic higher education has existed for over thirty-years-not twenty.  The year 1992 is 

considered the fulcrum for Hispanic higher education for three reasons: (1) it is the year 

the term HSI was coined, providing a working definition and identifier for IHEs serving a 

25 percent of more Latino student body, (2) the first time a monetary set-aside was 

appropriated to HSIs, and (3) it is the date most often referred to in HSI literature. 

 Few works (Santiago, 2008) have mentioned the 1982 Hispanic Access hearing 

and virtually no research has recognized the HHEC or its participation in HEA hearings 

from 1979 to 1985.  The research findings uncovered that 1979 and 1985 were vanguard 

years in Hispanic higher education that laid the foundation for HACU and HSI legislation 

in 1992.  Figure 5.2 below represents the twenty-one year timeline (1992 to 2013) that is 

most associated with the HSI legislation, and Figure 5.3 expands that timeline by thirteen 

years, from 1979 to 2013, highlighting the HSI policy formation period that exists 

between 1979 and 1992.
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A. Current HSI Timeline  

HSI Title V amended to 
HEA of 1965 

HSI Legislation 
amended to Title III of 
HEA of 1965 

Hispanic Access to 
Higher Education 
Hearing  

HEA of 1965 
passed   

1965 2013 1998 1992 1982 

Figure 5.2 Current HSI Legislation Timeline, 1965 to Present 
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A. Current HSI Legislation Timeline 
(Period most referenced in literature) 

B.   HSI Policy Formation Period 
(Period least referenced in literature) 

 

C.  Expanded HSI Legislation 
 

HSI Title V amended to 
HEA  

20% designation increased to 25%; HSI 
term coined & $10 million set-aside is 
approved and appropriated in 1995 

HHEC testifies 
before Congress 
to expand Title 
III  

20% Hispanic 
designation 
amended to Title III 

Hispanic 
Higher 
Education 
Coalition 
(HHEC) 
formed  

HEA 
of 1965 
passed   

Dr. Candido 
de Leon 
testimony  
to expand 
Title III  

1965 2013 1992 1984 1978 1976 1982 1998 1985 1979 

Signifies break in HSI literatures 

Figure 5.3 Expanded HSI Timeline, 1965 to 1992 
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Resistance to Expanding Title III 
 
  As indicated by the testimony and arguments provided by proponents of African 

American higher education during the 1979, 1981, 1984, and 1985 HEA hearings, many 

in Black higher education believed that Title III was created as a lifeline exclusive to 

traditional Black colleges (Stedeman, 1982).  However, the definition of an HBCU was 

not amended to the HEA of 1965 until 1985 (Nelms, 2010).  Prior to 1985, 

reauthorizations of the HEA inched closer to creating set-asides for traditional Black 

colleges but Latino higher education advocates believed that Title III was being 

administered unfairly and was biased towards traditional Black colleges (Higher 

Education Amendments of 1979; Reauthorization of the HEA, 1979, Part 1; 

Reauthorization of the HEA, 1979, Part 8; Proponent 1, 2, 3, and 4, personal interviews, 

2012). 

Latino higher education proponents targeted Title III funding and went after the 

Strengthening Developing Institutions program with two intentions: (1) to increase the 

Title III set aside for community colleges from 24% to 40%, because they knew that the 

majority of Latino students were enrolled in community colleges, and (2) to request that 

institutions educating large numbers of Hispanics receive consistent Title III funding.  

That African American proponents of higher education resisted was not surprising, as 

stated by one proponent: 

Blacks at the time considered us free-riders, that they had done all the hard work, 

they were the ones who had done civil rights litigation and so forth, and that we 

were just sort of like the guys in the bicycle races riding behind and they were the 
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ones taking all the brunt of being in front, and so it was a competition” (Proponent 

3, personal communication, May, 2012).  

Testimony from Candido de Leon, President of Eugenio de Hostos Community 

College, in 1976 illustrates the concern and sensitivity that Hispanics held toward Black 

higher education struggles:  

I would like to preface the comments that I am about to make with one 

observation.  I think that it is unfortunate that in our presentation of the views it 

may appear that the views of one group are necessarily against the views of 

another group.  I want to clarify that before we start.  I support all of the 

comments that have been made about the need for the Southern Black institutions 

and the excellent job that they have done.  My comments are directed to making 

sure that the constituents which I have, in our community, which are primarily 

Puerto Rican, are able to receive just as much support as everyone else is 

receiving.  So, if for any reason, anything that I say is misunderstood to be an 

attack, I would be happy to clarify that later.  (HEA Amendments, 1976, p.208) 

Dr. de Leon’s remarks indicate that Latino higher education advocates were aware 

that a call to expand Title III to IHEs serving Latino students could be seen as an affront 

to Black higher education advocates.  Nonetheless, Latino advocates were equally 

concerned about the condition of Hispanic higher education. In an article written in 1981, 

Alvin Rivera, member of the HHEC, wrote:  
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Hispanics have too longed realized that when people refer to “minorities,” They 

often really mean Blacks.  Coalition (HHEC) members working behind the scenes 

were trying to develop a united front with Blacks on legislation designed to assist 

developing colleges, the history of Title III suggests that Blacks fell an ownership 

of the program.  In a nutshell the HHEC could not get Black educators to work 

with them on these issues, so a spokesperson for the HHEC presented the 

Hispanic case at the [1979] HEA Oversight Hearing.  (p. 18). 

Understandably, African American higher education advocates felt threatened by 

increased competition for Title III from the growing number of IHEs serving Hispanic 

students.  The problem Black higher education proponents encountered, as was duly 

noted throughout the hearings in chapter four, is that nowhere in the HEA of 1965 was it 

written that Title III had been created exclusively for traditional Black colleges. Despite 

the ambiguity, both the Carter and Reagan administrations advanced Executive Orders52 

(Stedman, 1982) to increase federal funding to historically Black colleges. This 

commitment was based on the history of traditional Black colleges providing higher 

education opportunities to thousands of Black students. By the 1970s, historically Black 

colleges had educated the vast majority of African Americans holding advanced degrees. 

They were historical landmarks and the UNCF openly countered the HHEC’s request to 

expand Title III at every HEA reauthorization. 

52 On August 8, 1980, President Carter issued Executive Order (EO) 12232 to increase 
the level of Federal funds flowing to historically Black colleges. On September 14, 1981, 
President Reagan revoked EO 12232, and issued EO 12320, establishing a new initiative 
to increase Federal funding of historically Black colleges (Stedman, 1982, p.26) 
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IMPLICATIONS OF FINDINGS 

The implications of my findings on the current theory used to explain HSI 

legislation are consequential. The findings suggest that the critical mass explanation that 

has been used to explain how HACU moved Congress to pass HSI legislation in 1992 

might have been another political strategy to gain congressional support.  The findings 

firmly reveal that HSI designation originated less out of a scientific critical mass theory 

and more out of a dogged and contentious political process that Hispanic higher 

education proponents were forced to operate within between 1979 and 1992.  To illustrate 

this point, the Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) and Policy Entrepreneurship theory 

provided frameworks that allowed me to create an HEA of 1965, Title III policy 

subsystem.   

The ACF model created to understand the HSI legislation policy formation period 

(Appendix B: Figure 4.2 Advocacy Coalition Framework of Title III Policy Change) 

provides an overview of relatively stable parameters, external factors that served as both 

constraints and resources, and the HEA of 1965, Title III policy subsystem in 1979.  The 

relatively stable parameters (A) affecting Title III legislation policy subsystem were the 

Higher Education Act of 1965, the Title III federal funding for strengthening developing 

institutions, and the Civil Rights legislation that support federal investments in education. 

The external events (B) affecting the Title III legislation policy subsystem were the 

growing number of Latino students in the U.S., a quest for equality that Latino civil rights 

organizations continued to demand, and the Government Accounting Office (GAO) 

reports in 1976 and 1979. 
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 As indicated by the ACF, the stable parameters and external factors served as both 

constraints and as resources. In the case of the Hispanic Higher Education Coalition 

(HHEC), the relatively stable parameters of the HEA of 1965 and Title III provided a 

platform for the HHEC to target increased federal funding for institutions serving large 

numbers of Latino students.  However, they served as a constraint in that Title III monies 

were limited and largely directed toward traditional Black colleges.  The external events 

affecting the HEA policy subsystem, as they pertained to the HHEC, were: the growing 

Latino population that the HHEC was able to wield into a policy strategy to enlist the 

support of congressional staff members and GAO reports in 1976 and 1979 that heavily 

criticized the administration of Title III program.  Due to the nature of the ACF model, 

the identification and interaction of policy actors operating within subsystem provides a 

general overview of the HEA Title III policy subsystem created from this study’s 

analysis.  In Chapter four, I reported in-depth about how the HHEC operated within the 

Title III policy subsystem: coalitions, strategies, policy outputs, policy impacts, and 

policy actors that entered, existed, and maintained a presence throughout the subsystem.  

Policy Entrepreneurship Theory 
 
 The Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) helped explain how the HHEC 

operated to gain congressional support for the passage of HSI legislation in 1992.  I 

incorporated Policy Entrepreneurship (PE) theory (Mintrom & Norman, 2009; Mintrom 

& Vergari, 1996) to increase the explanatory power of the ACF.  The PE theory framed 

the role that key Hispanic higher education proponents, identified as political 

entrepreneurs, played in bringing attention to the issues facing the Latino higher 
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education community. The PEs served as key individuals that helped define the Latino 

higher education legislative agenda, built relationships with congressional staff members, 

and worked out solutions with other subsystem actors that lead to legislative compromise 

in the form of Title III changes and amendments.   

The PEs identified in this study were Proponents 2, 3, and 4. The PE 

complimented the ACF because it allowed for the study of incremental changes that 

occurred every five years between HEA reauthorizations in 1979, 1985, and 1992.  This 

was possible because Baumgartner & Jones (as cited in Mintrom & Vergari, 1996, p. 

424) stated that the PE is better suited to “dynamic policy change” that closely align with 

a “policy process in the U.S. which exhibits patterns of punctuated equilibrium."  

Policy, Practice, and Extant Research 

The findings revealed how Hispanic higher education advocates were able to 

influence incremental change to Title III over a thirteen year period. For those of my 

generation, and those that come after, ignorance is no longer an option with regards to 

believing that 1992 was the first time Hispanic higher education advocates were 

successful at moving Congress to acknowledge IHEs serving Hispanic students.  Current 

and emerging HSI leaders must now consider the resistance and support that early 

proponents faced while trying to expand Title III---and the HHEC’s success in operating 

within a complex and ever-changing political landscape should compel them to continue 

advocating not only for increased funding for HSIs but increased scrutiny of the 25% 

designation.  
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The critical mass explanation (Legislative Recommendations for Reauthorization 

of The Higher Education Act and Related Measures, p. 65) and prevailing theory that the 

25 percent designation is predicated on has moved it into a mythical category that has 

caused us to suspend dialogue on amending the 25% percent threshold. Yet the findings 

in this study suggest that the move towards the 25 percent was a product of a policy 

formation process that was resisted and situated within the social and political context of 

the 70s and 80s and, above all, was negotiated by HHEC members and non-HHEC 

members in Congress.  At the very least, the findings should encourage policy dialogues 

around the definition of an HSI to include other factors beyond the 25 percent 

designation. If the critical mass theory (Rodgers, E. 2004) holds true, then we must rely 

on more than a percentage threshold to serve Latino students.  We must up the ante on 

communication, mission, and ethos of current and emerging HSIs to serve Latino 

students.   

The findings in the study advance the extant research on HSIs by providing an 

explication of the HSI policy formation period that led to HSI legislation in 1992.  I hope 

that the major findings in this study will encourage future higher education researchers to 

consider studying and expanding the history of Hispanic higher education that existed 

before 1992.  The research presented in this study is the proverbial tip of the iceberg to 

many more that should be conducted on HSI legislation policy formation. Many 

questions remain unanswered and there is much data to mine.  Higher education 

historians should take note and strive to include more information about Hispanic higher 

education in their textbooks.  
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Future Research  
 
 Ideas for future research are embedded in the research limitations.  Follow-up 

research should be conducted on the extent to which African American and Latino higher 

education proponents worked together and against each other during the HSI policy 

formation period and again between 1992 and 1998, the year Title III, part A was 

morphed into to Title V.  While the discovery of how the HHEC operated as a policy 

subsystem was a major finding of this study, a study that focuses specifically on the 

founding and dynamics of the HHEC is needed to provide a greater understanding of the 

motives and strategies that brought this group together.  Doing this will provide even 

greater understanding of their contribution to Hispanic higher education, as well as 

provide all its members with well-deserved recognition.  Future research should also 

focus on the critical mass theory and how its tenets apply to the HSI designation. 

A review of the mountain of historical documents led to the discovery of literature 

by The National Chicano Commission on Higher Education (1976) and Michael Olivas, 

which includes the Condition of Education for Hispanics (1980).  I also came across 

documents from the White House Office of Hispanic Affairs that were created in 1979 by 

the Carter Administration, which may have been the precursor to the current White 

House Initiative on Educational Excellence for Hispanics, and where former Secretary of 

Labor, Hilda Solis, was a young staff person.  The mid-to-late 1970s contain a wealth of 

information and serve as a gold mine for chronicling and understanding the legislative 

history of Latinos in higher education.  
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I am indebted to the Latino proponents that participated in this study and those 

that have long passed.  My conversations with them about those that have long passed has 

given me a much deeper appreciation for one’s life work.  As I write down these research 

ideas, I am reminded of how much data there is and how focused my research was; I 

simply could not address everything.  To that end, I have left out the names of many 

individuals that played important roles in advancing the cause:  Antonia Hernandez, 

Miriam Cruz, Hilda Solis, Mari Luci Jaramillo, Marilyn McAdams, Monte Perez, Henry 

Engle, Al Perez (MALDEF), Ray Valdivieso (ASPIRA), and many, many more that 

deserve recognition.  

Legacy of the Hispanic Higher Education Coalition  

We clearly identified Latinos as an emerging national interest with some specific 

ideas about how to help our kids.  We were all ambitious, but we were sort of 

vague in our ambition (Proponent 4, personal interview, May 2012). 

I situated the findings within the study’s final research question, What lessons were 

learned from a historical policy analysis of HSI legislation that can be used to inform 

current and emerging HSIs?  When combined, the reflections of early proponents about 

the HSI policy formation process and major findings provide a rich set of consejos for 

emerging and current HSI scholars and leaders.  

Proponent 1 
 
With few exceptions…the formula drives HSIs not the mission.  It’s just a 

classification, not much more than that, driven by a number and whatever 

advantage can be gained.  (Proponent 2, personal communication, February 2012) 
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Proponent 2 
 
I talked earlier about some of my criticism about HSIs that haven’t changed 

much…but I’ve seen HSIs that have been really, really enlightened and have 

taken that designation of being an HSI and taken it to the intended level.  They 

want to be held accountable, they hold themselves accountable, and they’re trying 

to do the very best they can for their students and their communities (Proponent 2, 

personal communication, February 2012) 

 
Proponent 3 
 
Public policy, it’s so amorphous and sometimes people think that public policy 

gets created in Congress.  Well it doesn’t.  The Congress acts on what citizens 

bring to them and it rarely gets documented but we (Latinos) need to have the 

same history of record...so that generations later will know who the pathfinders 

were and the people who charted the course when there was not course to be 

charted, when there was no road to be followed. (Proponent 3, personal 

communication, March 2012). 

Proponent 4 
 
When I look back 30 years ago, it’s a difference between discovering fire and having 

electric barbeque; you know, it’s a real difference…I think that today it’s become 

much more engrained that all kinds of institutions have to have governmental 

relations functions.  They may call it something else because it looks a little 

politicized but virtually every major institution has an office in DC because your 
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faculty today know that that’s where the source of funding is.  And if you’re 

going to go make a grant pitch at NIH, you’re going to need some support.  

You’re going to need a place in DC to operate from and the like.   So most major 

institutions understand this and it’s made the infrastructure of advocacy much 

better aligned with federal support resources.  (Proponent 4, personal 

communication, May 2012) 

The consejos and reflections above address much of what this study encompassed, an 

investigation to why Congress passed HSI legislation in 1992, how the 25 percent 

designation was born, and what lessons emerging and current HSI leaders, scholars, and 

researchers learn from those who were intricately involved in the laying the foundation 

for Hispanic higher education.   

As I trace the words of the early proponents, I am reminded of how young the 

HHEC members were when they testified.  In nearly all cases they were between 26 and 

35 years old; many arrived in DC in the mid-to-late 1970s through HEW or graduate 

school fellowships in the mid-1970s.  They used these positions to gain valuable insight 

into how federal programs were addressing (in many cases not addressing) the needs of 

Latinos, and when they discovered there was a need or an injustice they acted and pushed 

“at all levels to be recognized” (Proponent 1, personal interview, February 2012).  I hope 

this finding resonates most deeply with the current and next generation of Latinos in 

higher education.  

196 
 



Reflections on the Study   

Because history exists on a continuum, it is hard to draw strict demarcation 

between the cause and effect relationship that exists between one period and another, or 

to measure how much impact things set in motion in one decade do or do not have on 

things that occur in the next decade.  Yet we know that “the past causes the present, and 

so the future”; thus the study of history is not reserved only to understand how 

“certifiable heroes, the great men and women of history…successfully worked through 

moral dilemmas, but also of more ordinary people who provide lessons in courage, 

diligence, or constructive protest” (Stearns, 1998).  Such is the case with Latino higher 

education and the story of how ordinary individuals coalesced to advocate for changes 

that led to extraordinary legislation.  

It is often said that if we can see for miles it is because we stand on the shoulders 

of giants. In the case of Hispanic higher education, however, the measure of what early 

proponents of Hispanic higher education did is not that they are giants, but that they faced 

giants.  Remarkably, they paved the way for HSI legislation in 1992 and took what had 

been entregado (entrusted) to them by previous Latino generations and became the 

vanguard for Hispanic higher education legislation starting in 1979.  Yet theirs is a 

history that has never been chronicled in higher education textbooks and a struggle that 

has never been recorded.  Far too often, we ascribe social and policy changes to a natural 

evolution.  In doing so, we fail to recognize that change often comes with great sacrifice, 

dedication, will, and intent, and this can lead to a failure to act presently on the changes 

that were brought about by those who previously opened the doors.  Moreover, this 
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failure can reduce the impact that they had because we have failed to recognize what they 

did.  

If the findings in this study shed light on the tremendous commitment and 

importance that early proponents of Latino higher education had on paving the way for 

HSI legislation, I will be honored to have served as their messenger.  My greatest 

contribution, however (and I believe the early proponents would agree), will be the 

encouragement this research may provide for the next generation of Latino scholars. 

They not only have my research to refer to but a vault of congressional records.  As I 

stated at the beginning of this chapter, the congressional testimony of proponents 

provided throughout this study, the names of those who testified and the organizations 

they represented exist and are part of the United States Congressional record.  They have 

always been there…perhaps waiting for the next generation of Latino scholars to take 

note.  Te los entrego. 
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 Appendix A: Types of Data Methods and Sources 

 Data 
Collection 
Method 

Naturally 
Occurring  

Data 
Collection 
Method  

Generated  

Data Sources    

Congressional Testimony   X  

Executive Orders  X  

Government Accounting Reports    X  

Congressional Research Service Reports  X  

House of Representative Bills X  

Senate Bills  X  

MALDEF Personal Communication   X  

Higher Education Act (HEA) Public Laws  X  

In-depth Interviews   X 
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POLICY SUBSYSTEM 
Latino higher                       Black higher 
education                       education 
proponents              proponents 
a. Increase                        a. Title III 

access to title III       created for                        
HBCUs 

b. HHEC/HACU                 b. UNCF 

 
Subcommittee Chairs 

 
   Strategy A1                       Strategy B1 
(Title III ambiguity)               (History of HBCUs) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

HEA Reauthorization 
 
 

Title III Program Administration 
 
 
 

Title III Amended 
 
 
 

Increased funding to IHEs serving Hispanics 

RELATIVELY 
 STABLE 

PARAMETERS 
1. Higher Education 

Act of 1965 
2. Title III provides 

basic distribution  
of federal funding 
to developing 
institutions  

3. Civil Rights and 
Great Society 
Legislation  
support federal 
investments in 
education 

EXTERNAL 
(SYSTEM) EVENTS  
1. Increasing Latino  

student  population 
2. Change in coalition 

representation  
3. Government 

Accounting Office 
Reports (GAO), 
1976 & 1979 

 

Constraints  
and  

Resources  
of  

Subsystem  
Actors 

Appendix B: Figure 4.2 Advocacy Coalition Framework of Title III Policy Change 

(A) 

(B) 

(C) 

(D) 
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Appendix C: Naturally Occurring Data Sources 

United States Congressional Hearings 

• Administration's Welfare Reform Proposal, Part 4: House Subcommittee on 

Welfare Reform, 95th Cong. 1 (1977).  

• Department of Labor, Health, Education, and welfare, and Related Agencies 

Appropriations for 1981: Hearings before the Subcommittee of the Committee on 

Appropriations, House of Representatives, 96th Cong. 1 (1981) (testimony of 

Roberto Zuniga). 

• Department of Labor, Health, Education, and welfare, and Related Agencies 

Appropriations for 1981: Hearings before the Subcommittee of the Committee on 

Appropriations, House of Representatives, 96th Cong. 1 (1981) (testimony of 

Henry Ponder). 

• Federal Employment Problems of the Spanish Speaking:House Subcommittee on 

Civil Rights Oversight, Committee on the Judiciary, 92nd Cong. 1 (1972). 

• Hearings on the Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act: Hearings before the 

Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education of the Committee on Education and 

Labor, House of Representatives, 98th Cong. 1 (1984) (testimony of John 

Conyers). 

• Hearings on the Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act: Hearings before the 

Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education of the Committee on Education and 

Labor, House of Representatives, 98th Cong. 1 (1984) (testimony of Norman 

Francis). 
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• Hearings on the Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act: Hearings before the 

Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education of the Committee on Education and 

Labor, House of Representatives, 98th Cong. 1 (1984) (testimony of Rafallal 

Magallan). 

• Higher Education Act Amendments, Subcommittee on Education, Arts, and 

Humanities of the Committee on Labor and Human Resources, 94th Cong. 1 

(1976) (testimony of Candido de Leon).  

• Higher Education Act Amendments, Subcommittee on Education, Arts, and 

Humanities of the Committee on Labor and Human Resources, 94th Cong. 1 

(1976) (testimony of Richard Salvatierra). 

• Hispanic Access to Higher Education: Hearing before the Subcommittee on 

Postsecondary Education of the Committee on Education and Labor, House of 

Representatives, 97th Cong. 1 (1982) (testimony of Arturo Madrid). 

• Hispanic Access to Higher Education: Hearing before the Subcommittee on 

Postsecondary Education of the Committee on Education and Labor, House of 

Representatives, 97th Cong. 1 (1982) (testimony of E “KiKi” de la Garza). 

• Hispanic Access to Higher Education: Hearing before the Subcommittee on 

Postsecondary Education of the Committee on Education and Labor, House of 

Representatives, 97th Cong. 1 (1982) (testimony of Rep. Robert Garcia)  

• Hispanic Access to Higher Education: Hearing before the Subcommittee on 

Postsecondary Education of the Committee on Education and Labor, House of 

Representatives, 97th Cong. 1 (1982) (statement from Paul Simon). 
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• Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act and Related Measure, Part 1: 

Hearings before the Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education of the Committee 

on Education and Labor, House of Representatives, 96th Cong. 1 (1979) 

(testimony of Alvin Rivera). 

• Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act and Related Measure, Part 1: 

Hearings before the Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education of the Committee 

on Education and Labor, House of Representatives, 96th Cong. 1 (1979) 

(testimony of Gregory Ahart). 

• Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act and Related Measure, Part 1: 

Hearings before the Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education of the Committee 

on Education and Labor, House of Representatives, 96th Cong. 1 (1979) 

(testimony of Joseph Califano). 

• Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act and Related Measure, Part 1: 

Hearings before the Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education of the Committee 

on Education and Labor, House of Representatives, 96th Cong. 1 (1979) 

(testimony of Alfred Moye). 

• Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act and Related Measure, Part 1: 

Hearings before the Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education of the Committee 

on Education and Labor, House of Representatives, 96th Cong. 1 (1979) 

(testimony of Broadus Butler). 

• Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act and Related Measure, Part 1: 

Hearings before the Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education of the Committee 
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on Education and Labor, House of Representatives, 96th Cong. 1 (1979) 

(testimony of Thomas Law). 

• Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act, Title III: Developing Institutions, 

Volume 6: Hearings before the Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education of the 

Committee on Education and Labor, House of Representatives, 99th Cong. 1 

(1985) (testimony of John Trsvina). 

Higher Education Act of 1965 

Higher Education Act of 1965, Pub. L. 89-329, (1965) 

Higher Education Act of 1965, Pub. L. 99-498 (1986) 

Higher Education Act of 1965, Pub. L. 102-325 (1992) 

 

Additional data sources are included in the reference section.
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Appendix D: Participant Invitation Letter 

 
Name of Participant 
Address 
City, State 
 
Dear Participant,  
 
I am writing to invite you to participate in a dissertation research study to help me 
examine the history of Hispanic-Serving Institution (HSI) legislation. The research is 
being conducted as [art of my dissertation towards a PhD in Higher Education 
Administration at the University of Texas at Austin.  
 
You have been  invited to participate because a review of historical documents reveals 
that you provided congressional testimony on behalf of Hispanic higher education during 
the 1979 reauthorization of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (I will personalize the is 
sentence accordingly). As a participant and witness to these proceedings, your insight and 
knowledge can help us better understand how proponents of Hispanic higher education 
operated within the policy process to move congressional members to pass HSI 
legislation during the 102nd Congress in 1992.  
 
As you may be aware, very little research has been conducted on the participation of 
Hispanics in higher education and virtually no research exists on the policy formation of 
HSI legislation. For your convenience, the purpose of the study, procedures, 
confidentiality, and risks and benefits of the study are as follows:  
 
Purpose of Study  
The purpose of this study is to contribute to what is known about the history of Hispanic 
higher education in the U.S. Specifically, the history of Hispanic-Serving Institution 
(HSI) legislation passed into law by the 102nd United Sates Congress in 1992. By 
investigating how individuals and organizations in support of Hispanic higher education 
worked within and outside the federal political process, between 1979 and 1992, this 
study fills a gap between what has been written about Hispanic-Serving Institutions in 
American higher education. 
 
Procedures 
If you consent to participate in this study, you will take part in a 60 to 90-minute 
individual interview conducted by me. During the session, I will ask you questions about 
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your involvement and experience in Hispanic higher education and helping to form HSI 
legislation. The individual interview will be audio taped and later transcribed.   
 
 
Confidentiality 
I will not include any information from the interview that will make it possible to identify 
you as a participant in my study. I will use pseudonyms for all participants in all 
transcripts and reports.   
 
Risks and Benefits of Being in the Study 
The study poses minimal risks.  As the study seeks to understand your experiences about 
your involvement in Hispanic higher education, you may feel uneasy answering some of 
the questions that ask you to reflect on the challenges and obstacles that you and others 
encountered in as proponents of Hispanic higher education; however, you may elect to 
not answer any of the questions with which you feel uncomfortable and still remain a 
participant in the study. 
You may or may not benefit personally from your participation in this study.  However, 
this research address important questions about the history of HSI legislation, and you 
may derive benefit from reflecting on your own experiences and providing insight that 
will be used to draft a historical narrative of HSI policy formation.  
 
UT Austin Institutional Review Board (IRB) Approval  
For your review, I have attached a copy of the UT Austin IRB approval letter for this 
study.  
 
Contacts and Questions 
The researcher conducting this study is Patrick L. Valdez, Doctoral Candidate, UT Austin 
College of Education. If you have any questions or concerns about this research, please 
feel free to contact me at 210-557-4205 (personal cell) or plv@mail.utexas.edu. 
 
Upon review of this letter and stated importance of the research I am conducting, I hope 
that you look favorably upon my invitation to participate. As stated, I believe your insight 
and experience will be invaluable to my research and to helping me provide historical 
policy analysis to the history of Hispanic higher education coffers.   
 
Thank you for your consideration of this request.  
 
Kind regards,  
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Patrick L. Valdez 
Doctoral Candidate 
Department of Higher Education 
University of Texas at Austin, College of Education  
  
Attached: UT Austin IRB approval letter 
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Appendix E: Consent to Participate in Research 

Title: The Birth of Hispanic-Serving Institutions: An Epoch History and Analysis of 
Policy Formation between 1979 and 1992.  
Conducted by: Patrick L. Valdez, Doctoral Candidate  
Department: College of Education, Department of Educational Administration  
Telephone: 210-557-4205 
Email: plv@mail.utexas.edu  
 
You are invited to participate in a research study to help me examine the history of 
Hispanic-Serving Institution (HSI) legislation. The research is being conducted as part of 
my dissertation towards a PhD in Higher Education Administration at the University of 
Texas at Austin.  
 
This form provides you with information about the study. Please read the information 
below and ask any questions you might have before deciding whether or not to 
participate. Your participation is entirely voluntary and you can stop participation at any 
time and your refusal will not impact current or future participation with UT Austin. I 
will provide you with a copy of this consent for your records.    
 
Purpose of the Study 
This study is being conducted by Patrick L. Valdez, Doctoral Candidate, UT Austin 
College of Education. You are invited to participate because You have been  invited to 
participate because a review of historical documents reveals that you provided 
congressional testimony on behalf of Hispanic higher education during the 1979 
reauthorization of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (I will personalize the is sentence 
accordingly). As a participant and witness to these proceedings, your insight and 
knowledge can help us better understand how proponents of Hispanic higher education 
operated within the policy process to move congressional members to pass HSI 
legislation during the 102nd Congress in 1992. I ask that you read this form and ask any 
questions you may have before agreeing to be in the study. 
 
Procedures 
If you consent to participate in this study, you will take part in a 60 to 90-minute 
individual interview.  During the session, I will ask you questions about your 
involvement and experience in Hispanic higher education and helping to form HSI 
legislation. The individual interview will be audio taped and later transcribed.   
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I agree to be audio recorded during the course of the focus group _______ (please initial).   
 
Risks and Benefits of Being in the Study 
The study poses minimal risks.  As the study seeks to understand your experiences about 
your involvement in Hispanic higher education, you may feel uneasy answering some of 
the questions that ask you to reflect on the challenges and obstacles that you and others 
encountered in as proponents of Hispanic higher education; however, you may elect to 
not answer any of the questions with which you feel uncomfortable and still remain a 
participant in the study. 
You may or may not benefit personally from your participation in this study.  However, 
this research address important questions about the history of HSI legislation, and you 
may derive benefit from reflecting on your own experiences and providing insight that 
will be used to draft a historical narrative of HSI policy formation.  
 
Compensation 
There will be no compensation for participating in this study.  
 
Confidentiality 
In the final draft of my proposal, I will not include any information that will make it 
possible to identify you.  I will use pseudonyms for all participants in all transcripts and 
reports.  Research records will be kept in a locked file; and only I and my adviser, Dr. 
Victor Saenz, will have access to the records.  The tapes may be kept for up to 1 year and 
will be securely stored by me on a secured, password encoded laptop. Within the 1 year 
timeframe, and after the data are collected and transcribed, the recordings will be erased 
or disposed of. 
 
Participation and Withdrawal 
Your participation in this study is strictly voluntary and you are under no obligation 
whatsoever to answer any questions or discuss anything that you are not inclined to 
answer or discuss.  If you choose not to answer specific questions, you may still remain 
in the study.  You are free to withdraw from the individual interview at any time.   
 
UT Austin Institutional Review Board (IRB) Approval  
For your review, I have attached a copy of the UT Austin IRB approval letter for this 
study.  
 
Contacts and Questions 
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The researcher conducting this study is Patrick L. Valdez, Doctoral Candidate, UT Austin 
College of Education. If you have any questions or concerns about this research, please 
feel free to contact me at 210-557-4205 (personal cell) or plv@mail.utexas.edu. 
 
Rights of Research Participants 
You may withdraw your consent at any time and discontinue participation without 
penalty.  You are not waiving any legal claims, rights, or remedies because of your 
participation in this research study.  If you have questions regarding your rights as a 
research subject, please contact Jody Jensen, PhD., Chair the University of Texas at 
Austin Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects at (512) 232-
2685 or the Office of Research Support at (512) 471-8871or email 
orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu.  
 
Statement of Consent: 
I understand the procedures described above.  My questions have been answered to my 
satisfaction, and I agree to participate in this study.  I have been given a copy of this 
form. 
 
_____________________________________________ 
Name of Participant 
 
_____________________________________________   
Signature of Participant      Date 
 
 
Signature of Researcher ___________________________  Date  
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Appendix F: In-depth Interview Questions 

Proponents of Hispanic higher education between 1979 and 1992?  

1. Please share your name and professional experiences with me, please feel free to 
include where you were raised and where you attended college and any degree(s) 
you attained? 

2. Please share with me how you became involved in Hispanic higher education?  

3. Please tell me what the social climate regarding Hispanics was at that time? 

a. Was it amicable?  

b. Was it volatile? Do you recall any opposition to Hispanics?  

4. Can you please share what the political climate regarding Hispanics was at that 
that time? 

a. Was it amicable?  

b. Was it volatile? Do you recall any opposition to Hispanics?  

5. Please share with me the names of other who were also involved in Hispanic 
higher education at the time?  

a. Please share what organization they belonged to our represented?  

Impetus for introducing a category of “Hispanic-Serving Institutions 

1. Before testifying before Congress did you have any discussion with your 
colleagues or coalition members that a twenty-five percent threshold would be 
used to identify institutions of higher education serving large numbers of Latino 
students?  

2. Can you please share with me how the twenty-five percent threshold was 
originated?  

Gain support for the passage of HSI legislation in 1992 

1. Can you please share with me the names of any Hispanic, Chicano, or Latino 
coalitions that you belonged to or were affiliated with?  

2. Can you please share with me how Hispanic gained political support for HIS 
legislation?   

What lessons learned from a historical policy analysis of HSI legislation can be used 
to inform current and emerging HSIs   
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1. Can you please share your thoughts on the current state of HSIs?  

a. Are you satisfied with the progress we have made? Please share some 
details.  

2. Can you please share with me what today’s HSI leaders can learn from the HSI 
policy formation process? 

3. What lessons learned about the HSI policy formation process would you like to 
leave for future Hispanic leaders?  
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GLOSSARY 

 For purposes of this research study the following words are defined:  

Higher Education Act (HEA) of 1965 - Higher Education Act of 1965 (Public Law 89-

329) provided grants for university community service programs, college library 

assistance, library training and research, strengthening developing institutions, teacher 

training programs, and undergraduate instructional equipment, and authorized insured 

student loans (“Digest of Education Station Statistics,” NCES, n.d.). 

Hispanic and Latino - Hispanic and Latino will be used interchangeably throughout this 

paper. The term is used to signify a person or persons that classify themselves as 

Mexican, Mexican-American, Cuban, Puerto Rican, or any other group of Spanish-

speaking origin.  

Hispanic-Serving Institutions (HSIs) – as an institution of higher education that (a) is an 

eligible institution; (b) at the time of application, has an enrollment of undergraduate full-

time equivalent students that is at least 25 percent Hispanic students; and (c) provides 

assurances that not less than 50 percent of the institution's Hispanic students are low-

income individuals (IPEDS, n.d.). 

Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs) – institutions of higher education 

established before the 1965with the principal mission of educating Black Americans.  

Minority-Serving Institutions  (MSIs) – umbrella term used when referring to Historically 

Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs), Hispanic-Serving Institutions (HSIs), and 

Tribal Colleges and Universities (TCUs).   

Title III of the HEA of 1965 - refers specifically to the Strengthening Developing 

Institutions (SDI) funding provided to aid Historically Black Colleges (HBCUs), 

Hispanic-Serving Institutions (HSIs), and Tribal Colleges and Universities (TCUs). 
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Tribal Colleges and Universities (TCUs) – an accredited institution of higher education 

with a minimum of 50 percent of its enrollment consisting of Native American students 

(Gasman, 2008).  

Proponents of Hispanic Higher Education – any individual that advocated for increased 

access to educational opportunities on behalf of Hispanic students.  
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	Most notable in the 1975 and 1979 GAO reports were their critique that no definition of a developing institution, or when an institution would be considered developed, existed in Title III legislation17F .
	This concern over the loose definition of a “developing institution” (P.L. 89-329, 1965) ascended into the highest levels of the Carter administration and led to disagreement and questioning by members of Congress around the original intent of the Tit...
	They further argued that a disproportionate amount of Title III monies was being awarded to traditional Black colleges over other developing institutions, including community colleges serving large numbers of Latinos.  To counter these claims, Sec. Ca...
	Mr. Weiss. Mr. Secretary, I want to start out by commending you for your overview of the situation and for raising some of the hard questions that I think we have to contend with.  Let me refer my first question to your testimony at page  41 where you...
	Sec. Califano.  There is no question the authorization has to be increased, but I think we have to look at the program.  We have to look at the way that legislation is written, the standards that are set in that legislation and recognize that that leg...
	Later in the hearing, Sec. Califano was asked if the percentage of Title III monies being awarded to traditional Black colleges would continue to decline as a result of the new Hispanic institutions21F :
	Mr. Edwards.  Is your goal that trends will continue and a smaller portion (of Title III) will continue to go to the all-Black institutions until the change is made?
	Sec. Califano. I do not think the money goes to those institutions now because they are Black.  It goes to them because they meet the statutory requirements for  being a  “developing  institution” and the eligibility criteria which measure the  degree...
	Despite Sec. Califano’s, testimony, the Chairman of the House Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education, Rep. Bill Ford22F  (D-MI), acknowledged concerns surrounding the uncertainty of Title III’s original intent:
	We have revisionists constantly telling us what Title III was supposed to do.  There are differing versions of what commitments were made by the administration.  In a statement that accompanied the Higher Education Act of 1965 when it came up here fro...
	Along with this line of questioning related to Title III’s original intent, testimony from Gregory Ahart, Director of the GAO’s Human Resources Division, author of the 1975 report, was the first to study the program since its inception in 1965. In his...
	Of particular interest to Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education during the March 1979 HEA hearings were the BIDP and AIDP, to which the GAO reported the following:
	Since 1973, the program has been divided into two programs: the advanced program, for more highly developed institutions, and the basic program, for less developed institutions.  Title III awards for fiscal year 1977 revealed many inconsistencies in O...
	The dichotomized approach and use of race and ethnicity to distribute funds led to the following testimony between GAO representatives and Chairman Ford:
	Although the OE would refute the use of race and ethnicity as a measure to define a developing institution, the GAO expressed concern that a program that lacked a clear definition of intention remained wholly supported by the higher education communit...
	It should be noted for the record that it is not just the GAO that has difficulty coming to grips with the definitions of the institutions to be served by this Title. One of the disappointments we had after having solicited all of the major higher edu...
	It is in this area of discussion between Title III intent, OE administration of the program, and defining a developing institution that the HHEC found a place to advance one of its strategies; a strategy indirectly introduced to the HEA hearings by Ch...
	The only suggestion that we found any place about bringing focus to the definition of the institutions to be served, in spite of two consecutive GAO report, which say that you as auditors cannot find out from the Office of Education what kind of insti...
	Despite the GAO’s criticism of the OE’s administration of the SDI program, on the second day of the HEA hearings, Dr. Moye, Deputy Commissioner of the Office of Education, provided testimony that refuted the GAO’s claims that Title III was administere...
	In some instances, there are dangerous inaccuracies in the report. It states, for example, "that there is a funding strategy which sets standards for distributing funds among colleges representing the various ethnic and racial populations in American ...
	Furthermore, Dr. Moye stated that the difficulty in awarding Title III monies stemmed from the OE’s challenge of trying to discern between the institutional characteristics and student characteristics of an institution:
	We are trying to make sure that the institutions are vital, and that students can receive a quality education once they get there.  I do not think it is so simple to separate institutional characteristics from the student characteristics when we begin...
	The crux of this statement is that, at the time, Black colleges were fairly distinguishable from other IHEs in that they served large numbers of economically disadvantaged Black students compared to other institutions considered eligible for Title III...
	You notice now that there is a wide divergence between people who want additional set asides, people who want to increase set asides, and people who recognize that the set-aside game gets to be a little like a quota game.  It looks good for a little w...
	This dialogue around Title III’s ambiguity and the statement about set asides and competition for resources served as the impetus for testimony from both Black and Hispanic higher education proponents, as well as community colleges and Tribal College ...
	I think that the testimony which is being presented capsulizes as well as anything else in any comparable period of time the difficulty that the Office of Education has had in administering this program without more specific statutory and regulatory g...
	In consideration of the difficulty in administering the program, Chairman Ford provided, perhaps, his most prescient statement, “it is very apparent in these two days of hearings that this is an almost impossible program to administer in terms of the ...
	Part II: Moving the Needle

	Research question two and two (a), How did proponents of Hispanic higher education gain support for the passage of HSI legislation in 1992, and what specific political and policy strategies were employed, sought to address the political and policy str...
	HHEC Testimony and Strategy from 1979 to 1985

	The ambiguity surrounding Title III provided a space for HHEC to argue that colleges and universities educating large numbers of Hispanic students were not receiving an adequate or proportionate share of the Title’s monies.  Their principal assertions...
	a need for the OE to clarify the program’s direction, to reaffirm grantee selection procedures, to strengthen the control over the expenditure of funds, to better plan and account for services under funded projects, and finally to  develop effective p...
	An analysis of 1979 HEA congressional testimony and personal interviews reveals that the HHEC used two key strategies to develop testimony aimed at expanding Title III: (1) Title III ambiguity and (2) lack of representation of Latinos working in the O...
	Strategy 1, Title III Ambiguity
	Proponent 2
	Since we started this in 1979 our focus was on the reauthorization of the higher education act, which was already under preparation for a 1980 reauthorization.  It was developing institutions so it’s kind of generic, and so a lot of folks were able to...
	Proponent 3
	Many political fights that had been going on about this discretionary money that was administered to the (developing institution) colleges, mostly small colleges and universities…and, developing institutions by tradition had been mostly Black colleges...
	Proponent 4
	Title III at the time, the federal program for minority institutions, they call them developing institutions but that’s what it meant…We were trying to get money to community colleges because we thought that would help our students just proportionatel...
	Strategy 2: Lack of Latino representation in Federal Agencies
	The second key strategy was to indicate how the relatively low number of Latinos working in the Office of Education affected the amount of monies awarded to colleges and universities serving Latino students. Beyond Title III’s ambiguity, this strategy...
	Proponent 1
	There was resistance from federal agencies.  Not only resistance from African Americans within those agencies, but white folks in those agencies that didn’t see us as part of the national imagery---as being appropriate beneficiaries of that [funding]....
	Proponent 2
	I was there (D.C.) and trust me, there was no other Latino in that freakin’ unit; there was like a handful in the early stages of the Office of Bilingual Education.  And you probably had a handful of Latinos in the Office of Migrant Ed.  But literally...
	As exemplified by the personal interview statements, HHEC members were aware that the social and political climate facing Latinos in D.C. was less than welcoming in the 1970s. Concern towards this climate was expressed by Dr. Alvin Rivera’s25F  testim...
	I had the opportunity to work in the Developing Institutions program for  8 months [October 1976 - May 1977] as an HEW fellow.  The experience was insightful, revealing, frustrating, disappointing, and often demoralizing. (HEA and Related Measures, Pa...
	Dr. Rivera’s testimony provided a background of the critical needs facing Hispanic students, an overview of Title III and its application to Hispanic students, and recommendations for amending Title III that would address the Hispanic population.  The...
	Educational attainment still remains at the 9th grade level. Dropout rates soar over 50% and overwhelming number of densely populated school districts.  Participation rates in four year, graduate, and professional schools continue to be 1% to 2%. Thes...
	Together, these data provide context for illustrating how IHEs serving Hispanic students qualified for Title III under the programs “developing institutions” definition, yet data provided by the HHEC on the Basic Institutional Development Program (BID...
	Using the BIDP data and GAO reports as a cornerstone, Dr. Rivera recommended that the following changes be made to Title III:
	As a result of many issues that were raised during the 1979, a Senate and House conference committee was formed to resolve the differences between differing versions of the Education Amendments of 198028F .  The compromise between the Senate and House...
	agreed on a three-part Title [III] to be known as Institutional Aid. Part A, Strengthening Institutions was derived from the House version of Title III; Part B, Aid to Institutions with Special Needs embodied many features of the Senate program of tha...
	A review of the Education Amendments made to Title III in 1980 indicates that testimony provided by the HHEC during the 1979 HEA hearings had some effect on Title III’s future direction.  The HHEC strategies that highlight Title III’s ambiguity and se...
	Resistance to Expanding Title III

	The Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) states that interest groups move policy formation through support or resistance against one another (Sabatier, 1993).  Once the HHEC was formed, it had to operate within the much larger Title III of HEA policy su...
	Representing the UNCF was Dr. Broadus Butler29F .  Dr. Broadus Butler provided testimony alongside Dr. Thomas Law30F  and Charles Lyons, Chancellor of Fayetteville State University, N.C. and president of the National Association for Equal Opportunity ...
	I am pleased to appear before you to testify on the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act, and specifically, Title II, because I was one of the original drafters of the Title and the person most responsible, incidentally, for the term "developin...
	By October of 1979, the definition of a developing institution had reached serious congressional review and at stake was the impact that a new definition would have on the amount of Title III funding that would remain available for traditional Black c...
	We have two definitions here of developing institutions, and this is what this discussion is all about.  The present law reads that, the ‘institution  is making a reasonable effort to improve the quality of its teaching and administrative staffs and o...
	During the March and July hearings, the OE had testified that one of their main priorities was to develop Title III in a way that would allow it to complement the student assistance programs offered by Title IV.  Doing so, the OE posited, would provid...
	This is an institutional support program.  Unfortunately, a lot of people have got this concept mixed up.  Title IV  provides  for  the range  of student  assistance  considerations;  Title  five,  the  library  considerations; Title I, the school com...
	Despite Dr. Butler’s comments, Dr. Law of NAFEO, which represented a much larger constituency of Black colleges, testified in favor of the new definition.  Because much of the March and July hearings focused on whether Title III was a competitive gran...
	Somehow, the previous language was eroded perhaps by the general notion that so many things could be supported by the Title III funds, and  therefore, the reason why NAFEO feels so strongly about the new  language, the definitive language, is that whe...
	The racial set-aside that Dr. Law was opposed to stemmed from the HHEC’s recommendation that the 24 percent set-aside for community colleges be increased to 40 percent.  The reason that HHEC was advocating for a 40 percent set-aside was due to the fac...
	In 1979, no system of colleges had been established to educate Hispanics.  As such, the HHEC believed that Hispanic students would remain at a disadvantage in obtaining a college education unless focus was given to community colleges.  In response to ...
	The premise upon which Dr. Law is objecting to a set-aside, I find very suspect, especially as it pertains to the Hispanic population.  We know that over 50 percent of our population start in the community colleges.  The kind of set-aside we are askin...
	Dr. Rivera had worked in the developing institutions program for a period of time between 1976 and 1977.  He brought to his testimony (and the HHEC) an insider perspective of how the program was being administered, and he was concerned that Title III ...
	The coalition would have difficulty in supporting them, given the poor administration and equally bad management of the current operation of Title III regarding Hispanic concerns; the repeated insensitivity, coupled with the low level of funding to co...
	Sensing that the tension between NAFEO, UNCF, and the HHEC was starting to rise, Sen. Pell offered the following comment.
	I guess the problem that concerns me here is-I could not agree more that the Blacks, the poor Blacks, who have been in a terribly disadvantaged situation for many, many years, need help in getting into the mainstream of American life; Hispanics have t...
	Senator Pell’s sentiment was echoed by Dr. Butler as the hearings drew to a close.
	It would be a terrible thing to see tensions here between Blacks and Hispanics.  The Indians ought to be here.  The Native Americans ought to be here, because the first consideration, that was written into this language, even at the Wingspread Confere...
	Much can be extrapolated from Dr. Butler’s statement. First, the impetus for why the HHEC was pushing so hard to receive more funding from Title III was because there was no institutional base of colleges that specifically targeted Hispanics.  While a...
	Despite the unprecedented testimony offered by the HHEC in 1979, Table 4.6 indicates that it was often accompanied by resistance from proponents of traditional Black colleges.
	Understanding the Policy Process

	One of the key ingredients required to create policy is a group’s ability to move a social issue into an agenda item (Sabatier & Jenkins, 1992; Stone, 2005).  This means that policy change seldom occurs overnight or in a vacuum.  Such is the case with...
	Each time the HHEC testified, they faced challenges from those advocating that Title III was created to fund traditional Black colleges and that any deviation from that purpose would be done so against the Title’s original intent.  Despite these chall...
	Proponent 2
	The other dynamic that also began surfacing at that time, and this was true in the ‘90s in particular, late ‘80s-‘90s, was not so much on a partisan basis, but you really started finding more resistance on the question of set asides and affirmative ac...
	Proponent 3
	If I were ever president of a university I would have an office in Washington, DC.  It’s very simple.  Why? Because of what President Truman said, “the buck stops here.”  And it does, and if you think it stops anywhere else you’re kidding yourself.  A...
	Proponent 4
	We began identifying Latinos throughout the country who could testify on our behalf; we helped write testimony for them, and got them in.  It was easy to do in those days because the place was run by Democrats.  Now, it changed in 1980, of course, whe...
	Awareness of the policymaking process allowed HHEC representatives to continue providing testimony in support of expanding Title III.  Table 4.7 highlights HHEC testimony expressing concern over the lack of Hispanic employees working in Title III prog...
	Gaining Congressional Support
	In 1982, Rep. Paul Simon (D-IL), Chairman of the House Subcommittee for Postsecondary Education, sponsored the first-ever congressional hearing focused on Hispanic higher education (Hispanic Access to Higher Education, 192).  Rep. Simon opened the hea...
	We are holding hearings today for the first time on a problem that is not one which is likely to erupt in headlines.  It is the question of Hispanics in higher education… it is a problem that tends to be ignored.  For example, in my rural, southern Il...
	The importance of Rep. Simon’s statement is that it acknowledged that Hispanics had been ignored and was willing to use Illinois (his home state) as a “fairly typical” state to illustrate the lack of attention that Hispanic students had received from ...
	Of the 50 percent of Hispanics who finished their high school education-incidentally, this is the highest dropout rate of any ethnic group in the United States, and is another indication of the problem that has to be addressed--19 percent go on to enr...
	Rep. Simon’s statements and sponsorship of the hearing elevated the concern around Hispanic higher education and provided a platform for Hispanic congressional members to lend support.  Although there were no Hispanic representatives on the Committee ...
	To the degree that Federal programs influence institutional behavior and to the degree that institutional advocacy influences Federal policies, these policies form a cycle difficult to break without specific programs or policy intervention.  Many Hisp...
	Rep. Garcia went on to state that the lack of Hispanics employed in the   III program office and involved in the policymaking process had served as a disadvantage to the Hispanic community:
	Many scholars and researchers familiar with the Hispanic community assume that Hispanic education issues have not been sufficiently examined even by equity researchers or bilingual educators.  Systematic and structural disadvantages facing Hispanic le...
	The Hispanic Access hearing was not explicitly focused on Title III, but the HHEC represented by Arturo Madrid36F  of the University Minnesota provided testimony that addressed the struggle and success surrounding Hispanic higher education access:
	Over the past 20 years Hispanic organizations, ad-hoc groups, and individuals have waged a sustained struggle to improve the participation rate of Hispanics in higher education.  The rationale we have used in that struggle has been equity; that is, th...
	The HHEC’s testimony during the Hispanic Access hearing was one of a series of statements provided by several Latino organizations.  Gaining support from Rep. Garcia and the CHC is a testament to the impact the HHEC had on influencing early congressio...
	Proponent 2
	The rationale was getting some testimony for the 1980 reauthorization.  And we didn’t have much time; these things are done in house with [congressional] staffers who usually tap the usual cast of characters and for us it was kind of like building tho...
	Proponent 3
	I could tell you because I could remember vividly, we had some helpers.  We knew we had some people in the Congress that worked with us, people out of Kennedy’s office especially I remembered that.  We knew all the committee chairs and if we had peopl...
	Proponent 4
	And then we begin advocating, identifying some of the presidents, people like (removed for confidentiality) and so forth.  I formed a friendship with a staff member to Bill Ford, who was the head of the higher education subcommittee37F  and he was the...
	The Congressional Hispanic Caucus, House and Senate members made up additional policy actors that joined the HSI policy formation subsystem in in 1979. Congressman Kennedy (in the Senate) and Congressman Ford (in the House) were early supporters of th...
	We would like to take this opportunity to comment on your January 17, 1979 Memorandum to Heads of Executive Agencies and Departments, in which you announce the intention of your Administration to upgrade its commitment to Black institutions of higher ...
	The letter also cautioned that increased support aimed exclusively at Black colleges would also condone the inequities created by the OE’s administration of the Title III program:
	The recent Title III difficulties, coupled with your latest policy directive with respect to 'Black institutions, will intensify the gap between federal education support for Black minority students and support for Hispanic and other non-Black minorit...
	Dr. Rivera referred to the letter during his testimony to the Senate Subcommittee on Education, Arts and Humanities in 1979 (HEA Amendments of 1979).  When asked how the HHEC was able to gain the interest of the congressional staffers and support of t...
	Proponent 2
	If you went back and looked at funding levels by state during that period, you would see so clearly that the western states, and it just so happens that that’s where Latinos are at, right?  But the westerns states were-this was not a Latino complaint,...
	Combined, the letter from the seven senators and HHEC testimony in 1979 increased the pressure on Congress to consider restructuring Title III after the 1979 HEA reauthorization hearings.
	The previous sections highlighted how the HHEC’s understanding of the political process allowed them to gain congressional support for issues facing the Latino higher education community.  The pressure provided access to HEA hearings and created momen...
	1984 Reauthorization of the HEA Title III: Moving towards HSI Legislation

	Question three of this research study sought to address how the twenty-five percent threshold used to designate HSIs in 1992 originated.  The assumption that underlies question two is that the 25 percent designation is derived from a critical mass the...
	In 1984, HHEC submitted testimony that requested a $10 million set-aside for colleges and universities with significant numbers of Hispanic students (Reauthorization of the HEA Title III: Developing Institutions, Volume 6, 1984).  The HHECs recommend...
	The need for a "set-aside" for Hispanic institutions is well established. Testimony delivered before this Subcommittee in the five days of hearings on Hispanic access to Higher Education is replete with evidence of underrepresentation of Hispanics in ...
	Heading into the 1984 HEA hearings, Rep. Simon had sponsored H.R. 5240 to reauthorize the HEA of 1965 to include language identifying an institution of higher education (IHE) with 40 percent or more Hispanic student enrollment as a “Hispanic Instituti...
	The initial HHEC definition to designate IHEs with a 30 percent or more Hispanic student population as Hispanic Institution, coupled with the interview responses, suggests that ample consideration was given to the impact that that a percentage thresho...
	The situation facing HHEC members, congressional members, and proponents of Black higher education during the 1984 and 1985 hearings can best be illustrated by the line of questioning between John Trasvina39F  of MALDEF, representing the HHEC, and Re...
	This dialogue suggests that negotiations to reach a compromise in expanding Title III to include Hispanic Institutions was being worked out among the CHC, HHEC, and African America proponents of higher education.  Additionally, in his opening statemen...
	Chairman Ford: We have stood together on a good many issues in the last 21 years, and it was your hard work for many years that brought out of my other committee, wearing my other hat, the Martin Luther King national holiday-not once, but we brought i...
	Chairman Ford was referring to research about the original intent of Title III to fund traditional Black colleges as it was written in the HEA of 1965.  Chairman Ford’s comments provide insight in to the mode of Congress around Title III. Chairman For...
	Rep. Conyers’ testimony during the hearing was important because it signified that Black higher education proponents had drawn the support of the Congressional Black Caucus (CBC) to minimize amendments to Title III that would reduce funding to traditi...
	Part B in 1985 sought to further strengthen the federal government’s commitment to Black colleges by changing Part B-Aid to Institutions with Special Needs (added in 1980) to Part B: The Black College and University Act in 1985.  This amendment defined:
	any historically Black college or university that was established prior to 1964, whose principal mission was, and is, the education of Black Americans, and that is accredited by a nationally recognized accrediting agency or association determined by t...
	In the final version of the 1985 HEA, Part B and the HBCU set-asides were amended to the bill and passed into law. Part D: Hispanic Institutions, which would have established a $10 million dollar set-aside, did not receive congressional support and wa...
	When asked why the HHEC compromised on the 20 percent designation in 1985, proponents stated the following:
	An analysis of 1985 HEA testimony and interview responses from HHEC members reveals that arguments for a percentage threshold to award monies to IHEs enrolling Hispanic students was not an arbitrary or subjective decision. This indicates that the use...
	Part III: Title III Policy Change
	HHEC and Advocacy Coalition Framework

	This section will illustrate how the HHEC operated within the HEA of 1965 policy subsystem.  Data discussed in the previous section was used to create an Advocacy Coalition Framework of Title III policy change as it pertained to HSI legislation in 197...
	(A) Relatively Stable Parameters
	On March 20, 1979, Chairman Ford opened the HEA proceedings with a reminder that the “programs authorized by the Higher Education Act will expire during the life of this Congress and absolutely demand our attention for reenactment” (HEA and Related Me...
	I think it is only fair to compliment the special interests, if you will, in higher education for the response to our request of last September and giving us something more substantial than the general kinds of recommendations that normally would be f...
	Chairman Ford’ statement was supported by the Secretary of the Health, Education, and Welfare Department, Joseph Califano, during his opening remarks:
	This Nation takes great pride in its system of higher education and justifiably so. Some 3,000 colleges and universities, public and private, now educate 12.6 million students, or three out of every eight 18- to 24-year-olds.  An additional 2 million ...
	He stated that the reason for the investment in … is related to the value that the Nation holds for education:
	Education is the bedrock of our national life.  It is a good in itself because it embraces and expands the potential of us all, and it is a necessary condition of democracy because the greatest safeguard for our freedom is an informed citizenry.  (p. 3)
	He echoed Chairman Ford’s comment that the federal government had played an important role in expanding educational opportunities for all students through its fiscal appropriations.  He listed three reasons that underlie the federal government’s commi...
	(1) Removing the financial barriers to postsecondary education through direct aid, thus helping disadvantaged students, especially those from lower income and minority families, gain access to our Nation's colleges and universities; (2) insuring that ...
	While all three reasons served as avenues to increase the number of minority students enrolled in college, the administration’s commitment to increasing and supporting institutions that provided access to higher education for minority families repres...
	(B) External Events
	The growing number of Latino students in the U.S. was among the external events that affected the HEA Subsystem in 1979.  This was accompanied by a quest for equality that Latino civil rights organizations had demanded during the Civil Rights era.  HH...
	Tied to the HHEC’s demand for equality within the Title III policy subsystem was a history of discrimination and racism. Although the HHEC was a coalition of social organizations representing different ethnic categories, the vast majority of Latinos i...
	In early 1968, approximately 10,000 Mexican American high school students, protesting against poor facilities, overcrowding, lack of quality textbooks, and discrimination by teachers (that led to over 50 percent of students dropping out), staged high ...
	As indicated in chapter two, many of the Mexican American organizations that were formed during the first half of the twentieth century, although successful, were conservative in their advocacy for social justice.  This changed as the postwar generati...
	This resulted in a conference between Chicano student leaders and faculty and staff that took place in Santa Barbara in 1968.  The purpose of the meeting was to address the needs and concerns of Chicanos in higher education (Navarro, 1995).  The Santa...
	This network of organizations led to the development of social structures that created social capital, allowing Latinos to add their voice to the Civil Rights movements. The Latino social structures, in turn, shaped a new habitus (Bourdieu, 1980) that...
	Title III Policy Subsystem Actors
	Because part one and two of this chapter focused largely on how the HHEC operated within the Title III policy subsystem, this section will not recount the strategies that have already been stated.  Data analysis, however, revealed that some of the pol...
	Mid-1970s HEA Title III Policy Subsystem
	• The Office of Education
	• Title II Program Administration
	• Congressional Committees: House Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education and Senate Subcommittee on Education, Arts and Humanities
	• United Negro College Fund (UNCF)
	• Small white liberal arts college advocates
	• Community college advocates (some representing institutions serving large numbers of Latino students)
	• League of United Latin American Citizens (LULAC)
	1979 HEA Title III Policy Subsystem
	• The Office of Education
	• Title II Program Administration
	• Congressional Committees: House Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education and Senate Subcommittee on Education, Arts and Humanities
	• Hispanic Higher Education Coalition (New to the policy subsystem)
	• UNCF
	• Small white liberal arts college advocates
	• Community college advocates
	1982 - 1985 HEA Title III Policy Subsystem
	• Department of Education
	• Title II Program Administration
	• Congressional Committees: House Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education and Senate Subcommittee on Education, Arts and Humanities
	• HHEC
	• UNCF
	• Small white liberal arts college advocates
	• Community college advocates
	• Hispanic Association of Colleges and Universities (HACU) (New to the policy subsystem)
	• Congressional Hispanic Caucus (New to the policy subsystem)
	• Congressional Black Caucus (New to the policy subsystem)
	HSI Policy Formation, the Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) and Policy Entrepreneurship Model
	HEA Title III Policy Subsystem over Time
	Passing the Baton: From HHEC to HACU

	1985 was the last year the HHEC provided testimony on behalf of Hispanic higher education.  In 1985, the Hispanic Association of Colleges and Universities was founded in San Antonio, Texas and through HACU’s advocacy, HSI legislation was amended to th...
	Proponent 2
	You know, success has a whole lot of fathers and mothers, failure has few.  The people in the coalition….the Hispanic higher education coalition started this notion of, “Wait a minute, we need impact here.”
	Proponent 3
	I don’t think anyone was looking for credit for what we did. I just think we did it because it was the right thing to do.  That’s a good way of saying it; because it was the right thing to do at the right time…the people who were most impacted by what...
	Proponent 4
	[We] realized very quickly that HACU was going to be the best organization for this because they could actually work with the very institutions where our students were that we were trying to help.  And they used the idea, the one HHEC advanced of a pe...
	In the six year span between 1979 and 1985, the HHEC provided HEA testimony in 1979, 1981, 1984, and 1985.  Unlike individuals and individual organizations that had testified on behalf of the Hispanic community prior to 1979, the HHEC was comprised of...
	HHEC testimony’s lasting impression was unprecedented and acutely connected to the realization that the Hispanic community was going to continue growing and that the success of the nation was inextricably tied to it. There is little doubt that the HHE...
	Chapter 5: “Success has a lot of mothers and fathers, failure has few”
	The Congress acts on what citizens bring to them and it rarely gets documented but we [Latinos] need to have the same history of record...so that generations later will know who the pathfinders were and the people who charted the course when there was...
	Overview of Study

	Research by Latino scholars has provided a history of the social struggles faced by the Latino community, but little scholarship exists about the Latino struggle to gain recognition and equity within the federal higher education community.  The work a...
	This lack of institutional support has resulted in a lack of historical reporting, but the history of these early efforts exists and begins with individuals and organizations who advocated for Latino higher education after the Higher Education Act of ...
	Significance of the Study
	Research Questions

	(1) Who were the proponents of Hispanic higher education between 1979 and 1992?  (a) Who were the initial pioneers and advocates? Who (if any) were opponents? (b)What was the initial impetus for introducing a category of Hispanic-Serving Institutions?
	The basic assumption that guides this question is a posteriori understanding that the creation and making of policy does not occur over night.  Given this basic assumption, it is reasonable to believe that HSI legislation passed in 1992 was the result...
	At the onset, the Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund (MALDEF), at the direction of Al Perez, Associate Counsel for MALDEF, served as the initial convener of the HHEC.  MALDEF’s General Counsel and President was Vilma S. Martinez (MALDEF...
	Research question 1(a) was developed to address the opposition that Latino advocates faced while promoting increased educational opportunities at the federal level. Data analysis reveals that African American proponents of higher education, although n...
	Considering the “separate but equal doctrine” that plagued the U.S. and African Americans through Brown v. Board (1954) and the HEA of 1965, one can understand why the UNCF would be resistant to expanding Title III to include institutions that held no...
	Discrimination against Latinos also occurred at the voting rights level. In White v Regester (MALDEF’s 40th Anniversary, n.d.), the Supreme Court ruled that redistricting of Mexican Americans in Texas to diminish their impact on elections was unconsti...
	(2) How did proponents of Hispanic higher education gain support for the passage of HSI legislation in 1992? (2a) What specific political and policy strategies were employed?
	The HHEC convened several Hispanic college and university presidents in Washington D.C. to develop strategies for the HEA hearings in 1979 (MALDEF, personal communication, 1978).  HHEC members provided an overview of each HEA Title during the convenin...
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