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studerits enrolled in the combined twenty-three black land-grant and state schools, 4,061 were
classified as elementary level students, 3,400 were considered secondary level students and, as
mentioned above, only 12 were actually enrolled in the collegiate curriculum. In 1915 there were
2474 black students enrolled in collegiate grades in the southern states and the District of Colum-.
bia, and only 12 of them attended land-grant and state schools. Hence, as late as World War I
virtually all of the black college students in the southern states were enrolled in privately owned
colleges. This structure of black higher education, albeit significantly improved, persisted into the
late 1920s. Arthur J. Klein’s 1928 survey of black higher education demonstrated that the private
black colleges were nearly all the sole promoters of higher education for Afro-American students.
For the academic year 1926~1927, these were 13,860 black college students in America, and approxi-
mately 75 percent of them were enrolled in private colleges. By the mid-1930s, this situation had
changed and black college students in public institutions accounted for 43 percent of the total black

In the South the history of black higher education from 1865 to 1935 involves largely a study of
the interrelationship between philanthropy and black communities—or at least black leaders—in
the development of colleges and professional schools for black youth. Three separate and distinct
philanthropic groups formed the power structure in black higher education during this period. At
the beginning of the Reconstruction era northern white benevolent societies and denominational
bodies (missionary philanthropy) and black religious organizations (Negro philanthropy) estab-
lished the beginnings of a system of higher education for black southerners. The third group of
philanthropists was large corporate philanthropic foundations and wealthy individuals (industrial
philanthropy). They had been involved in the development of black common schools and industrial
normal schools since the Reconstruction era, but in 1914 they turned their attention to plans for the
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systematic development of a few select institutions of black higher education. From the late
nineteenth century through the first third of the twentieth century these various groups of philan-
thropists debated the role of higher education in the overall scheme of black education and the
relationship of classical liberal training to larger issues of black political and economic life. At the
core of different educational ideologies and reform movements lay the central goal of preparing

‘black leaders or “social guides,” as they were sometimes called, for participation in the political

cconomy of the New South. Each philanthropic group, therefore, took as its point of departure a
particular view of the relationship of higher education to the “Negro’s place” in the New South and
shaped its educational policy and practices around that vision. The different philanthropic groups,
particularly the missionary and industrial philanthropists, were in sharp disagreement over the
ends and means of black education in general. Most visible were their divergent conceptions of the
value and purpose of black higher education.

The northern mission societies, which were most prominent in the early crusade to establish
institutions of higher education for the ex-slaves, were also largely responsible for sustaining the
leading black colleges. The American Missionary Association (AMA) colleges for the freed people
included Fisk University, Straight University (now Dillard), Talladega College, and Tougaloo Col-
lege. The Freedmen’s Aid Society of the Methodist Episcopal church founded Bennett College,
Clark University, Claflin College, Meharry Medical College, Morgan College, Philander Smith
College, Rust College, and Wiley College. The American Baptist Home Mission Society (ABHMS)
administered Benedict College, Bishop College, Morehouse College, Shaw University, Spelman

. Seminary, and Virginia Union University. The Presbyterian Board of Missions for Freedmen main-

tained Biddle University (now Johnson C. Smith), Knoxville College, and Stillman Seminary. The
major nondenominational colleges operated by independent boards of northern missionaries were
Atlanta University, Howard University, and Leland University2

The leading Negro philanthropic organization was the African Methodist Episcopal church,
which paved the way for black religious denominations to establish and maintain colleges for black
students. The leading AME colleges were Allen University, Morris Brown College, and Wilberforce
College. Other AME schools were Paul Quinn College, Edward Waters College, Kittrell College, and
Shorter College. The college work fostered by the African Methodist Episcopal Zion church was
confined to one institution, Livingstone College. The Colored Methodist Episcopal church owned
and operated four colleges: Lane, Paine, Texas, and Miles Memorial. The bulk of educational work
on the college level promoted by black Baptist denominations was carried on in schools under the
control of the American Baptist Home Mission Society. Still, several state conventions of black
Baptists undertook to provide higher education for black youth in pressing areas not provided for
by the ABHMS. Black colleges founded by the black Baptists included Arkansas Baptist College,
Selma University, and Virginia College and Seminary. Most of the colleges financed by black
religious organizations were small and inadequately equipped, but so were those administered by
white religious organizations. According to Arthur Klein's 1928 survey of black colleges, black
church organizations had been able to provide an average annual income for their colleges in excess
of that for institutions operated by the northern white denominational boards. Black religious
organizations owned so few of the total number of black colleges, however, that less than 15 percent
of the total number of black college students were ‘enrolled in institutions sponsored by those
organizations. The black colleges supported and controlled by white missionary philanthropists
enrolled a sizable majority of black college and professional students.?

- The missionary philanthropists rallied their colleagues to support classical liberal education for
black Americans as a means to achieve racial equality in civil and political life. They assumed that
the newly emancipated blacks would move into mainstream national culture, largely free to do and
become what they chose, limited only by their own intrinsic worth and effort. It was supposed
axiomatically, in other words, that the former slaves would be active participants in the republic on
an equal footing with all other citizens. Education, then, according to the more liberal and dominant
segments of missionary philanthropists, was intended to prepare a college-bred black leadership to
uplift the black masses from the legacy of slavery and the restraints of the postbellum caste system.
The AMA's “civilizing mission” demanded permanent institutions of higher education that could
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educate exceptional black youth to become leaders of their people. Thus the missionary philanthro-
pists valued the higher education of black leaders over all other forms of educational work. To these
philanthropists, black leadership training meant, above all, higher classical liberal education. This
viewmﬂec&d,mmehmi&tdrpatunahsﬁc@mdsbmakemﬂaterﬂdedsimsmgaﬂhg
ﬂmeduaﬁmalmedsofbhcks.On&teoﬂ\ahand,md\mmuﬁasﬁcmpponfmbhckhig}m
education expressed—making due allowance for exceptions—the missionaries’ principled liberal-
isnywhkhwashmocmtofmymcﬁmﬁmwdmmﬂnmtelhchmlpomﬁdofbhckm.
As&mFmednm'stSodetyputit'ﬂdssoday(hcmwcﬁmmmsmnumgamuﬁms)has‘

not depend upon the color of the skin nor the curl of the hair, we never doubted the Negro’s ability
to acquire knowledge, and diStinguishhimselfbysd\olarly attainments.” It was the mission
societies’prharyduty,arguedmephﬂan&uopist,”toedum...anumberofblacksandsend
them forth to regenerate their own people.” :

To be sure, missionary philanthropists were not proposing social changes that were revolution-
arybymﬁmdstandmds,bmﬂwywaemdkalm&ﬁnﬁ\eswﬁmmsodﬂmdenﬁquahtywas
ca:efuﬂyde&mdaspoﬁﬁmlmdhgalequaﬁtyﬂwycmsmtedtokeqmﬁtym&wecmomk
structure, gmeraﬂyshiedawayﬁumquesﬁmsofndalhtegraﬁm;mdwmprobablycmvﬁwed
&mtbhcks’cuerdmdegiousvdmwaehﬁaimb&mseofnﬁddl&chsswlﬁts.Their
libmhmmdvﬂmdpoﬁﬁcdqusﬁmswasm&fedby&drco&vaﬁsmmuﬂtmLmﬁgious,
and economic matters. Missionary philanthropists held that slavery had generated pathological
religious and cultural practices in the black community. Slavery,notrace,keptblacks&omacquir-
ing the important moral and social values of thrift, indus , frugality, and sobriety, all of which
werenecasarytoliveasustamed(llﬁsﬁmhfe.lnhnn,ﬂ\senﬁssﬁ\gmoralsandvalmpmmhed
the development of a stable family life among Afro-Americans. Therefore, missionaries argued, it
wasessenﬁalforeducaﬁmtointroduoetheex-slavestothevaluesandmlesofmodemsociety
Without education, they concluded, blacks would rapidly degenerate and become a national
menace to American civilization. In vital respects, such views are easily identified with the more
conservative retrogressionist ideologies of the late nineteenth century. Generally, retrogressionist
argunmm,asGmrgeFmdﬁcksmandemeummnhawshomsuppomd&madvocaq of
various forms of external control over blacks, including disfranchisement and increasingly rigorous
legal segregation.’

For the equalitarian missionaries, black economic and social conditions merely reflected the
debashxgeffectsofslaveryandhadnoﬂhgtodowi&uadaldmracﬁeﬁsﬁcs.'l‘heysawnoreasonnot
to extend equal civil and political rights to black Americans. Moreover, because blacks were
mentally capable and entitled to equal rights under the law, education was viewed as a means to
liberate the former slaves from the effects of enslavement. In the words of the Freedmen’s Aid
Society, ”Letusatoneforoursins,asmuchaspossible,byﬁ:mishingsd\oolsandthemeansof
improvement for the children, upon whose parents we have inflicted such fearful evils. Let us lend
a helping hand in their escape from the degradation into which we have forced them by our
complicity with oppressors. Justice, stern justice, demands this at our hands, Let us pay the debt we
owe this race before we complain of weariness in the trifling sums we have given for schools and
churches.” Consequently, the missionary philanthropists conducted a continual criticism of the
political disfranchisement, civil inequality, thob violence, and poor educational opportunities that
characterized black life in the American South. From this perspective, they supported the training
of a black college-bred leadership to protect the masses from “wicked and designing men.”6

The mission societies started their educational crusade by concentrating upon schools for
elementary level training, but by the early 1870s their emphasis had shifted to the establishment
and maintenance of higher educational institutions. In 1870, the AMA, for example, had 157
common schools. By 1874, that number had declined to 13. In the meantime, however, the number
of AMA colleges, high schools, and normal schools increased from 5 in 1867 to 29 in 1872 with the
primary objective of training black youth as teachers. The AMA and other missionary philanthro-
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pists believed that common school and eventually secondary education were a state and local
responsibility to be shared by private societies only until it could be assumed by state governments.
Their colleges, however, were to be permanent. From the outset, the missionaries named their key
institutions “colleges” and “universities,” although most of their students were scarcely literate and
virtually all of them were enrolled at the subcollegiate level. These labels, as Horace Mann Bond
stated, “tell us that the founders took emancipation seriously, believing that the Civil War had
settled, indeed, ﬂ\eissueofhumanhmqmﬁtym&:emﬁm&wy_alsotenusﬁ\at&\efomders were
applying, to the newly freed population, the ancient faith in the efficacy of higher education to
elevate a people.” The missionary colleges did not, as was often charged, offer their black students
collegiate studies before they were ready. For instance, classes opened at the AMA’s Talladega
College in November 1867. All 140 students were in the elementary grades. Officials did not begin
planning college work until 1878, and no such courses were outlined in the catalog until 1890. The
first bachelor’s degree was not granted until 1895. Generally, the missionaries developed their
institutions of higher education at a reasonable and responsible pace.?

: Comistentwithﬂ\eirviewofﬁteneedforawell-tah\edblackleaderslﬁp,ﬂxenﬁssimaﬁs
mdelibadcﬂhnenﬂtegﬂxmhdusﬁd&ahﬁngﬂmchiddmof&drunﬁmﬂmﬂmmh
the black colleges controlled by missicnaries were similar to those in a majority of contemporary
liberal arts schools. Freshmen studied Latin, Greek, and mathematics, Sophomores were taught
Greek, Latin, French, mathematics, and natural science. Juniors studied the same courses with
additional work in German, natural philosophy, history, English, and astronomy. Mental and moral
science and political science were added for the seniors. Regular studies were supplemented at
stated times with required essays, debates, declamations, and original addresses. Missionary col-
leges offered at least a smattering of industrial courses—mainly agriculture, building trades, and
domestic science—but normally these courses were offered in the secondary or grammar grades.
Some college students took manual training courses because these courses were usually connected
with student work programs that allowed them to work their way through school. Industrial
training, however, had no major role in the missionaries’ philosophy and program of training a
leadership class to guide the ex-slaves in their social, economic, and political development. In 1896
Henry L. Morehouse became the first to use the words “talented tenth” to describe this philosophy
and program of black education. W. E. B. Du Bois would soon make the concept central to his
writings on higher education. As Morehouse put it, “In all ages the mighty impulses that have

propelled a people onward in their progressive career, have proceeded from a few gifted souls.” The

- “talented tenth” should be “trained to analyze and to generalize” by an education that would
produce “thoroughly disciplined minds.” From the missionaries’ vantage point, this could be
accomplished only through a solid grounding in the classical liberal curriculum.®

Between 1865 and 1900, there were tensions between the denominational missionary societies
and the black leadership, but generally not over the question of curriculum. Black leaders also
believed that the “Negro problem” could be solved most quickly through the training of southern
black youth—mostly males—in the best traditions of New England culture and by sending such
college-bred persons among the masses as scholars, ministers, doctors, lawyers, businessmen, and
politicians. Colleges such as Fisk, Atlanta, and Howard were viewed as social settlements that
imparted the culture of New England to black boys and girls along with the culture of the Greeks
and Romans. During the first third of the twentieth century blacks would begin to modify this
philosophy of education to include the scientific study of black life and culture as Du Bois so
successfully inaugurated at Atlanta University in 1900 and as Carter G. Woodson initiated with the
founding of the Journal of Negro History in 1916. But until this time black leaders and missionary
philanthropists generally agreed that the transplanted New England college in southern soil was
the proper way to educate the sons and daughters of ex-slaves. This shared conception of the
appropriate education of black leaders was reflected in the curriculum of colleges owned and
operated by black religious organizations. Languages and mathematics received greater emphasis
than the other courses in these colleges. The required subjects usually included Latin, Greek,

English, mathematics, elementary sciences, history, and mental and moral philosophy. The electives
included Latin, French, German, chemistry, physics, and biology. Thus it was agreed that prospec-
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tive black leaders could not be properly educated for teaching and leadership positions through
industrial education. When the time came thatwhitestudemswhoplamwd to become teachers,
doctms,hwyers,ministers,mdpmfssors”shouldleamtohoeandplowandlaybricksra&m&m
gobﬁt&aryanddassicalsdmols,’moﬁereﬁdmt]amesG.Merdnof'Piskm1901,"itwillbeﬁ|e
right policy to shut off all our i andclasm‘mlsdloolsfornegroesinﬂ\eSou&L"Consequmﬂy,

oﬁushmorahmdmmm,mdﬂmymhmtaughtﬁmalphabetwnmenﬁlﬁusof " The
blmkm&gsw&eﬁr&mpafagmﬂudﬁmm,hn‘aboveﬂmmdmﬁcs”smd”m
mmhhgxﬁohd&:hash\gkgmﬁmﬂwypmﬂﬁrtyﬂwmmdbhck&admsm&&uﬂl’uﬂ
”wipedoutmemitéracyof&temajoﬁtyofﬁmbhckpeopleof&\ehnd.fm

Yet in 1900, the mission societies and b religiousOtgmintiomlmewﬂ\atﬁ\eire)dsﬁng

ministerial inasegregatedblackcoummﬂtyAsﬂlustaﬁemeablel,ml%Oﬂmewm
3,880 black students in colleges and-pmfessioaalschoolsandfewerﬂtm@gnduawsofcollege
and pmgrams.lh&enewgraduaﬁswexeaddedeoﬂ\eensm\gpoolofabouts,ooo

whites.meraﬁoofblackphysicianstoﬁnetotalblackpopiﬂaﬁonWasl to 3,194 compared to 1 to
553ammgwhm;forhwymtheblackraﬁowas1&012,315ccmparedwi&1to718amgwhites;
for college professors, 1 to 40,611 a:‘nong_blacksandltoS,.‘iOl among whites; and in the i

selves that they had fallen far short of their goal, and they saw no light at the end of the tunnel 1!
Meanwhile, begirming in the 1880s, industrial philanthropy, which had paralleled the growth of

missionary and black religious philanthropy, placed its emphasis almost exclusively on industrial

training. Indus&ial'phihnﬂuopybegmm&leposﬁaenum South with the educational reforms of the

criticism. Much was said of black sharecroppers who sought to learn Latin and knew nothing of
farming, of pianos in cabins, and of college-bred Afro-Americans unable to obtain jobs.12
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~TABLE 1

; - Black College and Professional Students and
Graduates in Southern States and the District of Columbia, by Sex, 1900
9 Professional _ College and pro- Professional . _College and pro-
College students Sudents - fessional students  College graduates graduates  fessional graduates
State or District : _
of Columbia  Male Female Male Female  Total Male Female Male Female Total

Alabama 23 10 206 35 274

3 1 6 7 17
Arkansas . 49 21 66 o - 136 3 1 0 0 4
Delaware 12 8 0 o 20 1 0 0 0 1
District of : Lt
Columbia 357 125 326 32 840 3 0 47 11 61
Florida 1 0 16 0 17 0 0 0 0 0
Georgia 223 67 183 67 540 6 3 23 1 33
Kentucky 18 18 23 0 59 0 0 3 o 3
Louisiana 23 12 41 12 88 6 3 1" 7 27
Maryland 10 19 0 30 0 0 5 0 5
Mississippi 46 6 .0 0 52 13 2 0 0 25
Missouri ' 12 1 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 0
North Carolina - 348 81 178 13 620 39 4 33 5 81
South Carolina 45 31 65 0 141 6 6 (o] 0 12
Tennessee 220 .77 281 0 578 13 2 59 0 74
Texas 97 91 41 0 229 3 0 1 0 4
Virginia 47 6 108 0 161 9 0 18 0 27
West Virginia 0 0o 0 0 S 1} 0 0 0 -0 0
Total 1,561 606 1,553 159 . - .3,880 105 22 206 31 364

Source: U.S. Commissioner of Education, Report, 1899—1900 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Govérnment Printing
Office, 1901), 2: 2506-2507. : ,

rial Fund, and Julius Rosenwald Fund, all established between 1902 and 1917, cooperated in behalf
of the Hampton-Taskegee program of black industrial training. Moveover, industrial philanthro-
‘pislsviewed&xemissionaryprogramofblackhighereducaﬁonasﬂ\eﬁxtﬂeandevendmgerous
work of misguided romantics. In 1899 Tuskegee trustee William H. Baldwin, Jr., expressed the
industrial philanthropists’ general disappointment with the missionary colleges. Summarizing the
missionaryeducatimalworkfromthekeconshucﬁoneratotheendof&tenineteenﬂ'ncentury,
Baldwin commented: ’ ,

n\edaysofmomsuucﬁqnwetedarkforan.lheirsﬁnghasnotyetgme.nen

appeared from the North a new army—an army of white teachers, armed with the

spenmg—bookandﬁ\eBible;mdﬁomﬁ\eirauackﬂmewmmanycasualﬁeson

both sides, the southern whites as well as the biacks. For, although the spelling-book

andtheBiblewetenecessaryforﬁxepropereducaﬁonofﬂ\emgroraoe,yet,wiﬁta

false point of view, the northern white teacher educated the negro to hope that

ﬁ\roughthebookshenﬁght,likeﬁ\ewhitemen,leamtoliveﬁomﬂ\eﬁuitsofa

ﬁteraxyedumﬁmHowhlseﬂmtﬂ\eorywas,ﬂ\irtylongyearsofaqmimhas

proved. Thatwasnottheiropportunitymeiroppomuﬂtywasmbetaughtﬁ\e

dignityofmanuallaboréndhowtoperfomit.Webeganat&xewrongend.lnsbead

ofeducaﬁngthenegrointhelinswhichwereopentohim,hewaseducatedoutof

his natural environment and the opportunities which lay immediately about him.
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Convinced that what Afro-Americans needed most to learn was the discipline of manual labor and
the boundaries of their “natural environment,” Baldwin, like other industrial philanthropists

unlimited, range of social and economic possibilities. Further, the needs of the South’s racially
segmgatedsodetywmtodetermmﬂ\escopemdpurposedbhckmgmedumﬁm not the
interests and aspirations of individual students or the collective interests of black communities. As
the first chairman of the General Education Board and an influential voice among northern indus-
trial philanthropists, Baldwin helped channel the funds of these Philanthropic foundations into
black industrial schools and white colleges. Yet, as demonstrated in Chapter 3, he was not alone in
this effort. Industrial philanthropists in general were opposed to black higher education, except in
the rarest of instance, and did not change their position until after World War 13

of missionary and black religious philanthropy—combined to retard the development of black
higher education during the first two decades of the twentieth century. Most important, the key
promoters of black higher education, missionary and black religious societies, could not accumulate
the large amounts of capital required to place black colleges on solid financial grounds. Though
they plodded on Persistently, preserving a modest system of black collegiate education, their
nineteenth-century momentum declined sharply after 1900. By the turn of the century, the mission
societies were virtually bankrupt, and their campaign to develop black higher education was
rapidly diminishing in scope and activity. In looking at the future of their black colleges, the
missionary philanthropists had many reasons to be downhearted. By any standard, the material

could not raise sufficient funds to meet annual operating expenses, increase teachers’ salaries,
expand the physical plant, improve libraries, or purchase new scientific and technical equipment.
Indeed, almost all of the missionary black colleges lacked sufficient endowments to ensure their

philanthropists in support of industrial education. In 1926 the total endowment of ninety-nine black
colleges and normal schools had risen to $20.3 million, and more than $14 million of this belonged
to Hampton and Tuskegee Institutes; the ninety-seven remaining institutions had a combined total

of $6.1 million. As late as 1912, seventy-five black colleges had either a negligible endowment or
none at all.’4

The relative impoverishment of black “colleges” and “universities” made it difficult for them to
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it
grades. Many institutions were endeavoring to maintain college classes for less than 5 percent of
their enrollment. Thus, lacki gmadequatesupplyofhighsdxoolexstomter&teﬁedtmancmuse,
ﬂmebhckmﬂegesmﬂeddmmhrymdsecmdarysmdmsmhﬂyasamambfeedﬂwir
coi departments. These enrollment patterns in black colleges differed significantly from the
mﬁmalpatteunhlmappwdmatelym\e-qlmofan studmtsenmﬂedhAmaicancollegs

tury regional accrediting
AssodaﬁmquolkgsmdSeomduySd\ooh,&wSouﬂmnAswdaﬁdeouegsmdSecmd-

. 4
uﬁmssud\asﬂwCoﬂegeEn&mweExamhuﬁmBoardrmdﬁwCamgiemedaﬁmlor&\e
Advancement of Teaching. Before 1913, -accrediting agencies worked mainly to establish closer
mhhmamugmhmmdhlghmhamg,wshndudngmnegeadmwsmﬁqummts,md

In one sense, standardization or accrediting was a voluntary action. No institution was sur-
veyedfor&epurpouofacaediyﬁmexceptupmappﬁmﬁmeaMss,itwasvkhmuy
imposﬁbleforadollegeoruniverSityﬁoe:dstasmimpmhntinsﬁmﬁmMﬂmutﬁ\elppmvalof
&wsetaﬁngbpdies.lhenmathhmmtm:emovﬂofmediuﬁmw}nﬁmbyaregimﬂm

concluded, however, that these 726 students could have been accommodated by the ten institutions
w}ﬁchheraﬁedasﬁrst-gndecoﬂeges.hHlODuBoismadeasecondandmorecarefulevaluaﬁon
of black higher education in which he attempted to classify thirty-two black colleges. Institutions
BkeHoWard,FiSkAﬂmh,Momhouu,deugiMaUmemdasdﬁedas'ﬁmGndeColmed
Colleges.” Lincoln, Talladega, and Wilberforce were examples of the “Second-Grade Colored Col-
legs,"andsdtoolssudxasLane,Bishop,andMlesMemoﬁalwueindudedmderﬁlelabel"oﬂter
colored colleges.” Du Bois’s evaluation was, on balance, a friendly one designed to strengthen the
blackcollegesyshembycmcmu-aﬁngco level work in about thirty-two of the better black
institutions. But in 1917, Thomas Jesse Jones, director of research for the Phelps-Stokes Fund,
published a critical attack upon black higher education that questioned the legitimacy of nearly all
black institutions of higher leamning. From 1914 to 1916, Jones conducted a survey of black higher
education for the Federal Bureau of Education that resulted in a two-volume book. In the volume on
black colleges he identified only two institutions as capable of offering college-level work. These
were Howard University and Fisk University. In Jones’s words, “hardly a colored college meets the
standards set by the Carnegie Foundation and the North Central Association.” These rating agen-
cies required, among other things, that accredited colleges maintain at least six departments or
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in black higher education. Black colleges, however segregated, could not exist apart from the power

mdcmﬂolofwhiteshrdardeagmds.lthadbecomeappamtm i :

Mbh&ﬁumht&wmﬁm&mwmmpenedmseekadnﬁssimh&ewdetyof

smndudizedmﬂegsmdmmdeﬁwdbyan-mengimﬂmdmﬁmﬂmﬁngammus

fmbhckhsﬁMmdegbrhamh\g,mﬁngbyacuedmngagmdesmsapmrygodmme

post-World WarIera®
Thecmciﬂ&qeatstoﬂwsnrvivalofblackhighereduaﬁoncmﬂdnotbemeteﬁecﬁvelyby :

uﬁsdmaqphﬂmﬂuopktsmbhckorgmﬁmﬁm,md&mbhckcoﬂegeswaebmedmseekhelp ‘

&omindustrialphilanﬂtmpists.Asearlyas lml,mmsJ.Mmmmmcmspmdm;seuenry

for the American BapﬁstHomMssionSodet;;mqnstedfeﬂowBapﬁst]o}mD.Rochlerw

"asmm\eﬁxeexpmseothyequippmg"eightof&mwdety’sleadh\gmllegeaWriﬁngtoWallace

Buttrick, Rockefeller’s adviser in philanthropic affairs, Morgan su’ggestedseveralwaystosupport

black colleges: “(a) by e owh\geachsdloolseparabely;(b)bypladnghﬂnhmdsofﬂieABImSa

lumpendonentsum;(c)ﬁleaeaﬁmofaﬁmdphcedm&\ehmdsof&usteesesmdanyselected

forthepurpose;or(d)thedonatimoanRockefeneramuallyofsud\asumofmmeyasmaybe

essential to carry on the work.” Between 1901 and 1908, the ABHMS's leading members, Morgan,

Malcolm MacVi HenryLMorehouse,GeorgeSale,andGeorgeRiceHoveywmtetoWalhoe

continuing instructors; and most urgently, to raise the quality of its instructional program by adding
faculty positions in pedagogy, history, and social science. For&lesepurposes,Saleaskedtl\eGmeral
Education Board to make appropriations as follows: $20,000 toward the cost of the dormitory;
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Significantly, although some of the missionaries threw themselves upon the mercy of the
GmdedmﬁmBoud—haowhgfuﬂweﬂ&wboard’spmcﬁneofcm&ﬂmﬁngﬁmdsmﬂym
industrial schools—they were unwilling to compromise their primary mission of sustaining classi-
cal liberal colleges for the training of the black “talented tenth.” George Sale, though careful not to
attack industrial education, informed Buttrick that “the wisest policy for Virginia Union University
is to place emphasis on its college and college preparatory work.” Thomas J. Morgan recalled that
from the beginning the ABHMS's schools had incorporated a smattering of industrial courses.
Although he was favorable to the engrafting upon missionary colleges courses in industrial train-
ing, Morgan believed it would be a great misfortune to convert them to the trade school mission. In
his letters to Buttrick, he constantly reaffirmed the ABHMS's commitment to its traditional philoso-
phy of black education. As he wrote in January 1901,

© The one all-important function of these institutions, the work to which they must

* give their strength for many years to come is that of raising up a competent leader-

- ship; men and women who can think; who are independent and self-reliant; who can
“ persuade and lead their people; they should be men and women who are themselves
‘models and examples of what their people can and ought to become, especially
should they be persons capable of teaching and preaching. No modification of their
curriculum or their spiritand purpose should be allowed to interfere in any manner
with this as the supreme purpose of their existence. : '

’ Adayhter,lestButhickforgetMorganmpeated&xesaniephﬂosbphy:"Ifeelverykemlyﬁaesmse

of responsibility for using what little influence I may have in developing our schools to a high
grade, so that they may offer to the ambitious and competent young Negroes the best possible
ppportunities for self-culture, development, training and preparation for life’s duties.” What wor-
ried the industrial philanthropists was the probability that such ambitious and competent young
college-bred Negroes would impart their knowledge and culture to secondary and normal school
students who would in turn transmit classical liberal education to the common schools, leaving no
oentralrg.}e in the basic structure of black education for the Hampton-Tuskegee model of industrial

Q\;}emﬁaceﬂappemdﬁmtﬂ\emOmpsnﬁghtmachammpmbebeausemgmup
emphasized college training and the other precollegiate education. Booker T. Washington, for
example, publicly supported higher education for black elites. Washington stated: “In saying what I

do in regard to industrial education, I do not wish to be understood as meaning that the education

of the negro should be confined to that kind alone, because we need men and women well educated
in other directions; but for the masses, industrial education is the supreme need.” No compromise
was practical, however, because both the supporters of classical liberal and industrial education
looked to the same group to spread their ideas to the masses of black citizens. They both believed
that the education of black teachers was most critical to the long-term training and development of
the larger black community. If the teachers were to be, as Morgan said, “models and examples of
what their people can and ought to be,” there was little chance that the two camps could reach a
compromise regarding the proper training of black teachers. Their conceptions of what black people
could and ought to be in the American South were simply too divergent and conflicting to reach any
sound agreement on the training of teachers of black southemners. In the pre-World War I period,
therefore, industrial philanthropists could not bring themselves to support the expansion of black
higher education because they viewed it as an infringement upon terrain they aspired to occupy
and control. In 1914 Buttrick expressed a fundamental difference between the missionaries’ and
industrialists’ view of the appropriate structure of black higher education. “I have long believed
that there should be developed in the South two or three strong institutions of higher leaming for
the Negroes and, further, that something should be done to develop two, or possibly three, of the
medical schools for Negroes,” wrote Buttrick to John D. Rockefeller, Jr. “The difficulty in any
attempt to promote institutions of higher learning,” continued Buttrick; “is the fact that most of the
Christian denominations have each founded several such schools.” Indeed, altogether they had
founded more than one hundred such schools. Buttrick wanted to reduce the number of black
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mlpossiblemnyofﬂleWeakercoﬂEgecoursesandwouldmakefor in
orgamuﬁmandeconomymﬂ\emnagenmtofcollegeham&fornwould
minimize duplication.

sound institutions could both improve their academic quality and expand their physical capacity to
increase the overall number and proportion of black co students. Williams’s report, consistent

66




Higher Education during the First Half of the Twentieth Century 443

mduoeﬂmsmpedbhckﬁglmeduaﬁmmough&mdrmemsmshﬁhnﬂ\eymvisimmdvmy
: Wﬂhanm’smponhIpressedﬂmbm:d’stusteesmdspunedﬂ\m&dwdopafomﬂmﬁo
nale for the support of black higher education. Wallace Buttrick and Abraham Flexner were
primarily responsible for formulating the board’s policy. In 1910 Flexner became nationally known
forwritingCamggieFomdaﬁonBulleﬁnNo.&adetaﬂedstudyﬁtled”MedicalEducatimhﬁ\e
UmmdSh&sdemuda”nﬁssmwyandﬂwpohdsduivedﬁomnbmdudowedﬂwa’s
approach to black higher education. Flexner inspected 155 medical ‘schools ‘and reported their
“appalling deficiencies,” which led him to conclude that all but 31 of them should discontinue.
Afbrdﬁsmpmtappumd,ﬁECmmdlofMedicﬂEdmﬁmofﬂuAmeﬁmMedinlAsmdaﬁm
mmﬁﬁediseﬁmmdmmmfhﬁedoﬂmdimmhgs.mﬁudﬂewfwbrﬂm
medical reform movement was provided by the General Education Board. In 1911 the board
appmprhbdﬂSmﬂmeldeophnsMedicﬂSdmolfaﬂupurpwedsqmgmndadsh
amaicannwdimleducnﬁmﬂeamwasphcedhdmgeofﬂmboud’snedialmfom
Hismahgoﬂwasbdwdop;nmddofnmdhledmﬁmﬂmtwmﬂdfmm%hsﬁtuhsm
d\mdownbeuuseofﬂtdrhabihtywaypmﬁmhﬂmmwm%ly,ﬂﬁspohqbnowed
chdy&wmggesﬁmscmhkmdhﬂ\ewmhmsmpon,ﬁmughﬁmmmdm:ehﬁm
between the two.2 s , y : e
h1914ﬂmmbecanieatusueof&\eGdedumﬁmBoardmdassisnntsemtaryw
WallaceBgttxickhﬂﬁscapadtxlmbeganbapplyiﬁsmedimlmoddbﬁwﬁddofbhcklﬁglm
edmﬁmehmtﬂyHemadidnmhavewcmdmtasmdyofbhckhiglmedmﬁmoomp&
rabletohish\vesﬁgaﬁmofAnwﬂcanmedicaleducaﬁmBothheandBut&‘ickWemamtelyaware
of&wsmveyofbhckhiglmedmﬁmbehgcmdmtedbylhms]esse]msfmﬂu&d«ﬂ
Bu:eauodemtim.Mwaeindoseomﬁctwiﬁx]onesmdmlized,mlym,&mtﬂ\eycmdd
rdyupmhkfm&mﬁugsmeysa”ﬂammpﬂofbhckﬁglmedmﬁmwm
}ohnD.Rockefeller,lt-,ierebruary1914,ﬁnthewasir|”ﬁequerutqm\feruwe"wiﬂtjm,mdhe
assured Rockefeller that Jones's survey would “throw light” on the whole question of black
. education. Though Jones’s survey was not published until 1917, by December 1914 Flexner was
aheadycmvhmedﬂutitwoﬁldsmmdﬂwdea&thﬂfmmnybhckmﬂegesaslﬁsmdialmpoﬁ
haddmfor&evast,majoﬂtydAnmﬁanmedialschmk.WﬂﬁngbOswahGaﬁsm\ﬁﬂud
about the value of the Jones survey, Flexner proclaimed: : ,
Dnlmesisadﬁnmestedmdcompemtoutsiderwhose:eponwmsepmte&m
‘Wheat from the chaff. After its appearance the public will have a source of informa-
ﬁmﬁwa«mcyandmparhahtyofwludxcamotbedmdﬂedﬂwsihnhonhem
isnotdiffetentinpﬁndpkﬁomﬂntWhid\mceedshgdhrefaemetomedial
sd\ods.n\erewasanassodaﬁmofAnuﬁcanmediuldonegesﬁutmxﬂdmfomm
standards just because it meant that the members, in order to do this, would have to
legishteagainstoneanoﬂmAftenhowevenﬂmCanwgieFoundaﬁoanneﬁn
gppeamd,mmﬁrelynewsimaﬁmwasueaied.Simeﬁ\enﬂ\ingshavebeenmnby
]ons,howevex;washﬂadishtezes&dmtsidenAsafommmEnberofHampm’sﬁcultxMhad
helped develop the Hampton-Tuskegee approach to black education and as the director of the
Phelps-Stokes Fund played a critical role in adapting the Hampton-Tuskegee philosophy to
Britain’s African colonies. His two-volume survey of black education, published in 1917, espoused
the Hampton-Tuskegee philosophy. Anticipating the impact of the Jones survey, the General Educa-
tion Board held its first interracial conference on Negro education in November 1915. The invited
participants represented both the major black industrial and liberal arts institutions. Presidents
Fayette A. McKenzie of Fisk University and John Hope of Morehouse College represented two of
the most outstanding black private colleges. Others included Principal R. R. Moton of Tuskegee
Institute, Principal H. B. Frissell of Hampton Institute, Abraham Flexner of the General Education
Board, Thomas Jesse Jones of the Phelps-Stokes Fund, W. T. B. Williams, field agent for the John E.
Slater Fund, and James H. Dillard, president of the Anna T. Jeanes Foundation. This conference
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degrees to teach in public high schools and normal schools.
Smhdmngespmsmtedsaiousdmllmgstoﬂxen-adiﬁmal Hampton-Tuskegee program.
Defmdh\gﬂ\is&adiﬁmﬁampwnprmdpalHB.Frisseusaid:"TousatHamptmthedoingofthe

Hampboncmzl’dnotﬁﬁ&éﬁ_eofitsowngraduabessufﬁdmﬂyqualiﬁedbﬁnaheachingposiﬁonat
the Whittier Elementary Lab School located on Hampton's campus. In Moton’s words: “We had to

central question: “What is sound policy in respect to the number, scope, support, and development
of higher academic institutions for Negroes?” Only John Hope questioned the relevance of engraft-
ing vocational education on the college curriculum and stated firmly that he stood for the “modern
sort of education” for black and white children. Flexner, speaking for the industrial philanthropists, -
insisted that black collegiate work was “very pretentious, and not calculated to get anywhere.”
Having tested some black college students in Latin, physics, and literature, he concluded ironically
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that“’ifithadmemk&eychvaebmmmepuzzled.”Flmﬂmashedmedpe's
reaction to the General Education Board’s thoughts about means to reduce the number of existing
black colleges: “Dr. Hope, what would be the effect of selecting four or five Negro colleges and

way&\epoormedmalsd\mlsmgivhgup”Hopeadnumd&atsuchapohcymgh t pressure
weaker colleges to d:scomhnue,buthed:dnotsamhont!nsappmad\.“ g G
Shorﬂyé{ﬁetﬂﬁs‘cmfamme,&éGMdBdmﬁoantdfomedaCMtbemNegm
Edmﬁmwiéviewi&weranpoﬁcyfmﬁwdevdopmmtdbhckedumﬁmpaymgpuﬁcuhr
atmﬁwm&nqmsﬁmsofmppotmydimkfm&nmmhgdbhckhadmmmshphgd
blackhighereduc‘a!timThecommittee’sreportwassubmittedto&\eboa:donﬂ]anuaryl9l6."
crying needh‘NegmeducgﬁaV&mmmﬁueerepm,‘isﬁmdwdopmmofMtempponed
sdtmhfm&ehm&\gofNegrobadms’meomnﬁt&emhmhowm”ﬁutmydmdes
wiﬂehpsebefoxeNegmeducaﬁmisadagutelypmvidedforﬂmghtaxa' ~ Therefore, the
committee recommended that the boar use its resources to strengthen private institutions that
promised to render “important educatio; service.” “Jt should perhaps be explained,” the commit-

_ anegmisdehmﬁr;edtohavesmoppomﬁtyforhiglmedmﬁmmm

, Negroeshavemadegooduseofsuchgpportmﬁﬁesasmqmb&xence.Of :

A course,ﬂmuefartoomanyNegmooHegesandmuvetsmes,mdofﬁushtge

. number, not one is well equipped and manned on a sensible, modest scale. Wige
éoopmﬁmvﬁﬂ\mot,mm;ﬁmﬁmswbuldbeﬂmmosteﬁecﬁvemyofbrhging

_~ order out of chaos, of st g the real from the imitation. -

Efforts to deprive blacks of even so basic a freedom as the right to migrate only served to exacerbate
racial tensions. Robert R. Moton, then the leading black spokesperson for the Hampton-Tuskegee
coalition, was awakened to the pervasive undercurrent of social unrest among black civilians when
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hetoumdtheSouﬂ\in1918.h\deed,MotonwassoalamledmathefeltcompeﬂedtoalenPresidmt
Wwdmwmsmw&teev&pmtdangah]m\e1918,Motmwmheacmﬁdmﬁallewerto&\e
president: : o
MhmmgmﬁnemﬁmaMdiSaﬁsﬁcﬁmmﬂwpanofﬂncolm
peopleﬂmnlhavebeforehwwnlhavejixstmhmu;d&omhipshﬂabama,
Gemgia,Norﬂ\Camlma;andSOuﬂ\Camﬁm.Itmwmsomeﬂdngouthobe
done pretty definitely to change the attitudes of these millions of bac people; and
ﬂﬁsaWe,my&hgbmsaﬁsﬁctory,nm&omeas&ongQrWord,isduevuyhrgdy '
mmtlymhhgsandbmnmgpofmlomdpeopk.mémmm&mgia

Afmrﬂ&dgrmgof&wAmﬁsﬁmhlms,m‘mhﬁms;mAmeﬁmdemimmdhr&mm
South and the nation were shaken by the “Red Summer” of 1919, when a series of major riots

In Moton's view, blacks en masse were on the brink of becoming “indifferent or antagonistic” or

n. Philanthropist George Peabody, having read the Jones article, informed
Hampton'’s principal, James Gregg, of its implications: “It is clear to me, with the Negro people
havirngfbmdﬁmnselveshagu“mﬂv‘\(aydurh‘\g war excitement, there is some danger of
sharp definitely conscious line of divisior Wemust,l&\ink,gwegreatwughtmthepresmttemper
of susceptibility to the advertising influence of the Crisis and other publications, including James

Fisher as a potentially effective ideologue of the industrial philanthropic view of black educational
and social affairs. Interestingly, Fisher, a Tuskegee graduate who took his ideology from Booker T.
Washington, was appointed to the Fisk University administration shortly after McKenzie became -
president. When McKenzie suspended the student-operated Fisk Herald in 1917, he established the

Fisher defined the conservative Negro leader as one who urges his people to lay a foundation in
economic efficiency, submits willingly to the laws and customs of the South, and works for better
racerelaﬁonsﬂupugh&teglﬂdanceof&te”bstwhite&uﬂm”%wa!dthisend,heinstituted at Fisk
in 1917 a seminar on race relations and later became a member of the southern-white-domiriated
Commission on Inter-racial Co-operation. Yet such conservatives as Fisher and Moton could not
really challenge the intellectual leadership the liberals and radicals had achieved in the biack
community by 1919. Du Bois probably expressed the dominant black view of the conservative wing
when he informed the Commission on Inter-racial Co-operation that “Isaac Fisher represents
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no&xkngbnthisowublubbermgself.MajorMomnisaﬁneﬁellombutW'eakinﬁmpm&aofMﬂte
folks.” To Du Bois and many other black leaders who demandedﬁxllAme'ricanrighlsforblacks,
Motpnandﬁslmwm”ﬁtesonofcalomdmﬂmtwemn‘wmte?o " Niggers.” Whether they

forFiskUtﬁversitymsampaignembodied&ehdusuialphﬂmﬁmp sts’ plan to develop one or
twoblack private colleges to the point that they would set new standards for black higher education

bespﬁteqﬂaﬂybeMemHmpwndemkegee.Hﬁsampﬁgnm&cmdﬂeMushiﬂphﬂm&lm
pists’ continuing commitment to the Hampton-Tuskegee Idea. They recognized, however, that

between the liberal arts colleges and the industrial schools, . . ~
Not surprisingly, the industrial philanthropists selected Fisk- University as the college to be
developed into a mode! institution of bhcklﬁgtuereducaﬁmﬁskwasatﬁteﬁnmdalubsmds

missionary to industrial philanthropy. President George A. Gates, who headed Fisk from 1909 to
1913, faced a drying up ofthepldnﬁssicnarysoumesofme:mema,intummdeas&mgpleafor
souﬂ;gmw}dteﬁimdshipmdﬁnmcialsupporLBookm-'Il Washingmhadbeenappoirwedtoﬂxe
Board of Trustees in 1909 with the hope that he woul bringsomeofhisstnuuesohwmuetol‘isk.
Fisk was also selected because the industrial philanthropists regarded it as the “capstone” of black
private higher education. Wallace Buttrick said: “Perhaps the most promising of the academic
institutions for the higher education of the Negro is Fisk University.” OQutside of Howard Univer-
sity, Fisk had nearly 20 percent of the private black college students enurnerated in Thomas Jesse
Jones’s 1917 survey of black higher education. Fisk enrolled 188 of the 737 college students in
private black colleges (this figure excludes the 1,050 college students enrolled in Howard Univer-
sity); Virginia Union University, with 51, had the next largest enroliment. Thus when the General
Education Board held its 1915 conference to discuss the reorganization of black higher education,
Fisk University’s newly appointed white president, Fayette Avery McKenzie, was invited as a key

reshape black higher education 3 : . ~ : :

McKenzie, a professor of sociology at the Ohio State Unversity before coming to Fisk in 1915,
came to Nashville as a representative of industrial philanthropy. He dedicated his Ppresidency to
modernizing the curriculum (that is, emphasizing physical and social sciences) and raising a sizable
endowment for the university. Industri philanthropists regarded him as a leader who would
break with the missionary or egalitarian past and lead Fisk down a path of conciliation and
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the industrial philanthropists were the only source of sufficient money. These circumstances,
however, required compromise. As McKenzie putit, “Intimation has been made to me from several
sources that if we continue to behave ourselves, if we are efficient in teaching and administration
andconh'nuetohold&\eﬂghtrdaﬁmshiptoourmvimnmmt,wecmexpecthrgeandhighly
valuable financial aid in carrying out a great program at Fisk.”3 »

The philanthropists’ financial assistance to Fisk University was accompanied by a new coalition
of Negro accommodationists, southern whites, and northem industrialists who took control of the ,
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Rosenwalds, is an eager new member; and Mrs. Beverly B. Mumford of Richmond, Virginia adds an
excellent influence from the southern viewpoint.” The traditional missionary equalitarians were

ists, southern whites, and a few Negro mmhmms who were handpicked by
industrial philanthropists. The philanthropists were raising an endowment for a new Fisk that was
largely controlled by their agents and supporters.3

ofooloredleaders"whowouldhelpnmketheNegm”aapableWorknunanda.goodciﬁzen”lhe
industrial philanthropists, as the memorandum stated, aimed primarily at “helping the Negro to
thememdmspmsibkhadushipﬂ\atﬁwSouﬁ:wmishimwhave.'%ﬁwWMteSmﬂu “sane”
Negroleaderswem&tosewhoumom'agedbhcksto ”stayit\tlieirplace.”'lhephﬂanﬂtmpists
mcogxﬁzed&mtﬁ\eywemfadngamwsitmﬁonbetwem&mem. "Howﬂ\e_Negm‘isgoh'cgtoget
cminthiscountryandwhathisrehtionsamtobewiﬂxﬁ\ewhiws,mnolmgerpmblansofasingle
section; they are national,” the memorandum stated. To the philanthropists, this new situation, in
&mcmtedofgmwhgradﬂﬁicﬁm,M&mnecessityof&ahhg'&aeﬁghthnd’ of black
. Due to various experiences du andsinceﬂteWorldWar,ﬂteteisagmwmg'
disposition among ﬂ\eNegm;ﬂgsuspect all white men and their motives and

by ten percent of the population is obviously futile, is no reason to overlook the fact
ﬁ\attenpemmtisahrgemdughpmporﬁmtoauseconsidmbleharmifpemﬁtted
“togooffata hngmtﬁomﬂ\egmmmt%verymalmenacemﬁ\epubﬁc
wdhmmmesﬁmgﬂ\mmgofsd\oolfadﬁﬁsmeegmsamémOfmﬁmal

Both McKenzie and the industrial philanthropists shared the belief that the new type of black
collegeshou]dhelpcurbandevmexthiguish&\eseﬁ-dem\ﬁﬁstmdequaﬁtaﬁand\aracterofﬁ\e
emergent black leadership.3 ;

and instructed the librarian to excise radical articles in the NAACP literature. Student discipline
Wwas rigorously enforced, special “Jim Crow” entertainments were arranged for the white benefac-
tors of the university, and Paul D. Cravath, president of the Fisk Board of Trustees, endorsed
complete racial separation as “the only solution to the Negro problem.” McKenzie would not allow
certainfomsofsodalhﬁemmusesuchasdancingandholdh\ghmds,andhejustiﬁedlﬁscode of

subjected to firm control. In short, McKenzie attempted to repress student initiative, undermine
ﬂ\ﬁrequalitaﬁanspirit,andcont;-oltheir&rhldngonracem]ationssoastoproduceaclass of black
intellectuals that would uncomplainingly accept the southem racial hierarchy. Historian Lester C,
Lamon concluded that “McKenzie's autocratic policies took away means of self-expression, created
second-class citizens, and relied upon fear instead of reason to bring societal control.” Although
discipline and repression of student initiative and self-expression were strict before McKenzie
became president, they became harsher and more racist during his administration.3
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By June lmmmmphﬂm&uupistshadsumssfmyoompleﬁed&nirmmpdgnfor
Fisksmﬂhm-donarmdowma\;Ihfonowh\gphdgszﬁ\mhhmd:m,wDﬁom&e
' Mmmmm,mmmwwmmmmmmm,
including sizable pledges from such philanthropists as Julius Rosenwald and George Peabody. This
endowment fund was not, however, collectible until Fisk's accumulated deficits were met. The
outstanding indebtedness at the time was $70,000. To solve that problem, a special campaign to
raise $50,000 led by Nashville’s white citizens was successfully completed by June 1924. This

deficits and thereby secure the endowment for Fisk's financial rehabilitation.¥

At this juncture, however, McKenzie's conservative administration was attacked by black
smd&i&,htgﬁgghﬂs,mdwmmnﬁtymganiuﬁm‘hdbyWEB.Dqus,ﬂwﬁstmﬁ
aMkédMMﬁe’sdeedstudmtdhdplﬁuuﬂapmdwmgeatﬂnhmﬁnaﬁm
and insults perpetrated on the student body. Du Bois openly challenged the school’s administration

mmpmmmMuymgmmmAsmmmmm,Pm&awm
The present unfortunate and unfair criticism of Dr. McKenzie's policies is partly the
result of misunderstandings, but largely the result of an effort on the part of a few
designing Negroes to obtain control of Fisk University for a policy of Negro self-

many parts of the world. While it is natural and in its more reasonable forms
desirable, self-determination, as advocated by those who oppose Dr. McKenzie, is
~ dangerous not only to the well-being of Fisk University, but to sound race-relation-

- ships throughout America® - o Lo ‘

Du Bois praised the students’ victory over McKenzie and hailed them as a new bred of black
intellectuals sorely needed to challenge the power of industrial philanthropy: “God speed the
breed! Suppose we do lose Fisk; suppose we lose every cent that the entrenched millionaires have
set aside to buy our freedom and stifle our complaints. They have the power, they have the wealth,
but glory to God we still own ou;ansmzlsandledbyyotmgmenlike&xsgatPiSk,letusneiﬂier
flinch nor falter, but fight, and fight and fight again.” But many black intellectyals, especially those
responsible for black colleges, could not easily afford to attack the policies of industrial philan-
thropy. After the Fisk rebellion, the General Education Board withheld the endowment pledges on
the grounds that they were not collectible until Fisk eliminated all its deficits. The Nashville
Commercial Club, which was expected to raise the capital to cover the deficits, withdrew from the
campaign following McKenzie's resignation. Convinced that McKenzie's successor, Thomas Elsa
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Jones, did “not conceive himself to be a leader or an emancipator of the Negro group,” the
philanthropists eventually granted Fisk the endowment. Fisk, however, was still dependent on
industrial philanthropy throughout the period and into the present.® ‘
Alhoughnorﬂzemp}ﬁhnﬂmpistssmghttomoveﬁskandoﬁmr lack colleges closer to the
phﬂosophyu\dpmﬁeofndﬂaccommodaﬁmﬁ\mgltmt&wﬁrstﬁﬁrdofﬂmwﬂﬁe&m
mr}sﬁmyseemedmﬁmhbhadymﬂ\ﬂampmmskegee,mdmu]umdusmdmrmﬂ
schools. This attitude was reveal ﬂuwghﬂxeirpataﬂelhvolvenmthﬂte,hpﬁm-’l‘uskegee
aﬂwmmtmmpﬁngobesme,ﬂwymmgrﬁudﬁ\atedmﬁmalsmdudsnt&memﬁmm
hadwchmgemkeepabmastdmhﬁmmmquhemmtsfoﬁeaduercaﬁﬁmﬁmbutﬂwymWM

mmpaig\mdwwpwiﬁ\ﬂnmﬁmawmkﬁamdtofﬂmeﬁom,ﬂuw
mbsa@ﬁmhdbmmmdby&waﬂd&whyem&orge%m%mmm&mﬂ
Education Board, $1 million; John D. Rockefeller, Jr., $1 million; Arthur Curtis James, $300,000;
Edward H. Harkness, $250,000; Julius Rosenwald, $100,000. Amounts equal to or greater than

The pedalMemomndm”bpromoteﬁw}hmpmn-Tuskegeemmpaignwaspmpmdfor
deybyﬁm]m%mﬁmudﬂdehﬂedﬂmmsmsfor&nq\dowmmmpﬁgnmdﬂ\e
continuing importance of the Hampton-Tuskegee Idea. Part Two of the memorandum, “Our Most
Grave and Perplexing Domestic Problem,” was introduced with the following quotations:

"'I'héColdrlineis,theproblem of the present century.”

“The relation of Whites and Negroes in the United States is our most grave and
perplexing domestic problem.” 8 . v

“The Negropmblemism\eofﬁ\eg:eawstqusﬁonsﬂxathaseverpmmted itself to
the American people.”

remarkable Negro periodical and daily press has grown upwi&ﬁnﬁtepastfewye;rs
devoted, almost wholly, to advancing, directly or indirectly, these ideas.
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ship.” Although Armstron. gfuddhdmma,sookarmm' in 1915, and H. B. Frissell in
1917, the industrial phi]anﬂ'trop:stsremamed steadfastly committed to the Hamptm-'lhskegee
me&odsas&hMmHSduﬁmwﬂmmpmblm.AnsmﬂnlpySmhssﬁdmahmrm

Calvin Coolidge, had supported the Hampton-Tuskegee Idea. President Garfield was a trustee of
Tuskegee;az@d“ﬁﬂiamHowa:dTaftbecameahusteeofHampthﬁlepmsidmtofﬁ\eUIﬁtgd
States and was, in 1925, president of Hampton’s Board of Trustees. For the industrial philanthro-
pists, the Hampton-‘l’uskegeeldnhadbecome a matter of tried and true methods, of tradition, and

The basic social philosophy underlying the Hampton-Tuskegee program for the training of
bhckhadasremakmdmxd\mgeiltwassﬁuapmgrmofmmadﬂhammypmdiaﬁedma
wdﬂbmdaﬁmofpoﬁﬁcﬂdisﬁandﬁsmmbdvﬂknquamxmdﬂsegmgamm,mdﬂw in
ofbhckym&formhﬁimdanyprsabed&mmﬁcpoﬁﬁms.nwm&ﬂqwﬁmmwm
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enrolled at Hampton remained at about a thousand throughout the 1920s, the number of students in
the college division grew steadily, from 21 in 1920 to 417 in 1927, By 1929, no new high school
students were admitted. The new college-level students repeatedly insisted that academic stan-

additional 'compla.ints that white teachers were less concerned with academic subjects than with
teaching manners and morals. Indeed, five of Hampton'’s white teachers participated in a Ku Khux

insisted that “our educational system be so revised that we shall no longer be sublocied to et
tions from teachers whose apparent education is below that of the average student.” The students’
demands, breaking with tradition, called essentially for an abandonment of the Hampton-Tuskegee

lay the endowment campaigns 4 7 :

The Hampton students put the final nail in the coffin of the old Hampton-Tuskegee Idea. As
Robert A. Coles, one of the leaders of the student revolt, said, Hampton’s new students possessed “a
Du Bois ambition” that would not mix with “a Booker Washington education.” Such attitudes
reflected an increasing demand for collegiate education among black youth of the 1920s. Despite the
industrial philanthropists’ efforts to reduce the number of black colleges (through their scheme of
making one or two vastly superior to the others) and their attempt to transform industrial training
mtoacoﬂegiahepmgram,bhckym&land—&\eirpamtspushedformdadtievedmoxemdbetlaer

and behavior that brought them about specifically rejected the Hampton-Tuskegee Idea and its
philosophy of manual training and racial subordination. The industrial philanthropists, as evi-
denced by their contributions of time, money, and effort during the Hampton-Tuskegee endow-
ment campaign, did not voluntarily abandon the Hampton-Tuskegee Idea. Rather, the philosophy
was decisively rejected by the black students and leaders of the 19205, and the key institutions were
compelled by changing educational requirements and student demands to become standard insti-
tutions of higher learning. Thus was ushered in a new and different era in black higher education,
and all concerned parties, blacks, missionaries, industrial philanthropists, and southern whites, had
to adjust to this new departure. The battles for control and influence over the training of black
leaders did not cease, but they were fought on a different terrain 45
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TABLE 2

BlackCollegeandefessionalSmdentsinMvateandMﬁc 7
CollegshSoudnernShtsandlheDisﬁctofCohmbia, by Sex, 1935

Private college Public college Public and private
students students - college students

State or District

of Columbia Male Female Male Female Total
Alabama 793 676 325 554 2,348
Arkansas 138 203 173 172 ; 686
Delaware 0 ‘ 0 33 50 - 83
District of ; ‘ }

Columbia 1,069 894 148 587 2,698
Florida 132 141 267 241 782
Georgia 907 1,078 136 198 2,319
Kentucky 0 0 288 510 ' 798
Louisiana - 575 569 273 : 270 - 1,687
Maryland 163 298 66 188 715
Mississippi 184 297 127 79 687

_ Missouri 0 0 215 340 559
North Carolina 652 830 782 . 1,722 3,986
South Carolina 542 770 ' 254 247 1,813
Tennessee 881 945 460 703 3,079
Texas 740 - 1,097 453 700 2,990
Virginia 960 - 1,103 495 523 3,081
West Virginia = - 0 0 464 - ' 494 ‘ 958
Total . 7,736 8,902 - 4,963 7,668 29,269

Source: Blose and Caliver, Statistics of the Education of Negroes, pp. 3740,

The progress of black higher education during the 19305 was mixed. The northern missionaries
and black educators who presided over the black colleges entered the 1920s extremely worried
about the financial and material conditions of black colleges. Then, during the 1930s, northern
industrial philanthropists presented black college educators with good opportunities for improving
the material conditions of black higher education. To be sure, financial solvency was critical, but it
was only a means to the more imporhﬂtmdldng-sﬁndingnﬁssionofblackhighereducaﬁm For
the northern missionaries and black educators, the great mission of black colleges was that of

self-reliant, and who could persuade and lead the black masses. This mission Was contradicted by
the wonderful material improvements in endowments, physical plants, and faculty salaries because
the industrial philanthropists who provided these gifts Pressed continuously for the spontaneous
loyalty of the college-bred Negro. As black colleges became increasingly dependent on donations

over $5 million to Atlanta University; $5 million to Fisk University; $3.8 million to Tuskegee
Institute; $3.5 million to Spelman College; $2.15 million to Dillard University; $1.9 million to
Morehouse College; and $1.1 million to Clark College. The board symbolized the central place that
northern philanthropists had come to occupy in the development of black higher education in the
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South. Given the industrial Philanthropists’ demand for a conservative black leadership that would
cooperate with instead ofMlatgeﬂth\mesysmaMMMtofcompmise,hdi&er-
ence, apathy, and even fear developed among black college educators and students %

Du Bois and other prominent black intellectuals worried that black college students and educators
hadfomakm&xdxobﬁgaﬁm&bmsodaﬂympmsibkhadmsd&drpeophmswdmmd
educator Carter G. Woodson argued in 1933 that the “mis-education” of black students had resulted
inthecreationofahigl’dyeducatedbouxgeoisﬁlatwasestrangedfmmordinaryblackpeople,"&ne
verypeopleupmwhnmﬁleymustevenmllycmmtformxrymg‘ out a program of progress.” In
1934wﬁterudpoahngsmHughesdmmnwedﬂw‘medsﬁomﬂmmnegs,'ﬂ\e”nwek
professors and well-paid presidents,” who submitted willingly to racism and the general subordi-
nation of black people. The following year, George Streator, business manager of the Crisis, pro-
claimed that black college faculty were much too conservative, “years behind the New Deal.”
“Further,” said Streator, fNegrocoﬂegesmdmtsa:enptradical;&:éyammcﬁm”Sudnuiﬁcs
showed little sympathy for the black college educators’ inability openly to protest against the

criticism was that the college-bred Negroes, or “talented tenth,” were not being educated-to think
and act in behalf of the interests of black people. Rather, they were internalizing a social ideology
nearly indistinguishable from that of the philanthropists who helped finance black higher educa-

the Negro leader, supported by workingmen’s dollars, leading a working population, and yet
enunciating a philosophy which would do credit to the original economic royalist or the most
eloquent spokesman for America’s ‘sixty sinister families.” In vital respects, the fate of black hi

education during the 1930s was closely related to the attitudes and interests of the nation’s wealthi-
est families. Only black college educators could appreciate fully the difficulty of depending on this

wealth while being urged to articulate a Philosophy that challenged the philanthropists’ concep-

Undoubtedly, the verbal attacks upon black college educators and students during the 1930s
were engendered in part by the growing liberalism of the era. The social critics may have been
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