
The junior college movement: Corporate
education for the working class

Item Type text; Dissertation-Reproduction (electronic)

Authors DeGenaro, William

Publisher The University of Arizona.

Rights Copyright © is held by the author. Digital access to this material
is made possible by the University Libraries, University of Arizona.
Further transmission, reproduction or presentation (such as
public display or performance) of protected items is prohibited
except with permission of the author.

Download date 26/05/2023 09:20:26

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10150/289774

http://hdl.handle.net/10150/289774


INFORMATION TO USERS 

This manuscript has been reproduced from the microfilm master. UMI films 

the text directly from the original or copy submitted. Thus, some thesis and 

dissertation copies are in typewriter face, while others may be from any type of 

computer printer. 

The quality off this reproduction is dependent upon the quality off the 

copy submitted. Brolcen or indistinct print, colored or poor quality illustrations 

and photographs, print bleedthrough, substandard margins, and improper 

alignment can adversely affect reproduction. 

In the unlikely event that the author did not send UMI a complete manuscript 

and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if unauthorized 

copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate the deletion. 

Oversize materials (e.g., maps, drawings, charts) are reproduced by 

sectioning the original, beginning at the upper left-hand comer and continuing 

from left to right in equal sections with small overiaps. 

Photographs included in the original manuscript have t)een reproduced 

xerographically in this copy. Higher quality 6" x 9" black and white 

photographic prints are available for any photographs or illustrations appearing 

in this copy for an additk>nal charge. Contact UMI directly to order. 

ProQuest Information and teaming ' 
300 North Zeeb Road. Ann Artx>r, Mi 48106-1346 USA 

800-521-0600 





THE JUNIOR COLLEGE MOVEMENT: 

CORPORATE EDUCATION FOR THE WORKING CLASS 

by 

William DeGenaro 

A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty of the 

DEPARTMENT OF ENGUSH 

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 
For the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 
WITH A MAJOR IN RHETORIC, COMPOSITION. 

AND THE TEACHING OF ENGUSH 

In the Graduate College 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

200 2 



UMI Number 3050299 

UMI' 
UMI Microfomn 3050299 

Copyright 2002 by ProQuest Information and Learning Company. 
All rights reserved. This microform edition is protected against 

unauthorized copying under Title 17. United States Code. 

ProQuest Information and Learning Company 
300 North Zeeb Road 

P.O. Box 1346 
Ann Arbor. Ml 48106-1346 



2 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA ® 
GRADUATE COLLEGE 

As members of the Final Examination Committee, we certify that we have 

read the dissertation prepared by William DeGenaro 

entitled The Junior Colleoe Movement:; rr>T-pr>T-ai-«a <-.n 

for the Working Class 

and recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation 

requirement for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy 

Thomas P. Miller Date 
-o a. 

TiliyWaxnock Date 

Edward M. White Date 

Date 

Date 

Final approval and acceptance of this dissertation is contingent upon 
the candidate's submission of the final copy of the dissertation to the 
Graduate College. 

I hereby certify that I have read this dissertation prepared under my 
direction and recof^acnd that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation 
requirement. 

ertation Director Date 



3 

STATEMENT BY AUTHOR 

This dissertation has been submitted in partial fulfillment of requirements for an 
advanced degree at The University of Arizona and is deposited in the University Library to be 
made available to borrowers under rules of the Library. 

Brief quotations from this dissertation are allowable without special permission, 
provided that accurate acknowledgment of source is made. Request for permission for 
extended quotation from or reproduction of this manuscript in whole or in part may be granted 
by the head of the major department or the Dean of the Graduate College when in his or her 
judgment the proposed use of the material is in the interests of the scholarship. In ali other 
instances, however, permission must be obtained from the author. 



4 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

First I must acknowledge the support of my dissertation committee. Unique and 
talented members of the discipline, Thomas P. Miller, Tilly Wamock, and Edward M. 
White read my work-in-progress generously and generatively. Professor Miller brought a 
breadth of knowledge about philosophical and social movements and a commitment to the 
notion that historical research can be productive in the material world. Professor 
Wamock asked difficult questions to push the te.\t and its writer in new directions. And 
I^ofessor White reminded me to account for audience members who may not share my 
assumptions. They were instrumental in helping this dissertation come to fruition. My 
fellow RCTE graduate students also provided me with careful and critical feedback during 
seminars and peer critique fora over the years. This dissertation would not have been 
completed in a timely fashion without the support of the David L. Patrick Dissertation 
Fellowship. I am very grateful to the Patrick family for the extremely generous gift that 
continues to fund dissertating English Department graduate students. Thank you to the 
RCTE faculty for awarding me this honor. 

I am also indebted to University of Arizona Professors Theresa Enos, John Levin, 
Ken McAllister, and Richard Ruiz. As a teacher-in-training, I paid attention not only to 
what they taught but also to how they taught and learned from each of these talented 
teachers. Members of The University Composition Board always kept me in high spirits 
thanks to their senses of humor and dedication to writing studies. Before coming to The 
University of Arizona, I was fortunate to study with Youngstown State University faculty 
affiliated with the Center for Working-Class Studies, including Sherry Linkon, Linda 
Strom, and Stephanie Tingley, models for maintaining political and pedagogical integrity. 
Clyde Moneyhun, my first graduate professor, introduced me to the field of Rhetoric and 
Composition and to the excellent doctoral program at The University of Arizona. I never 
would have left the nudwest without his encouragement. 

Nicole Smithson, my wife, moved 2,300 miles from home, sat for a second bar 
exam, and delayed her entry into her profession so that I could attend The University of 
Arizona. She has been the first person to read nearly every word I have written in 
graduate school, and is the most critical and helpful reader I know. I would never have 
made it through ten years of higher education without her. She is the best. My mother 
and father, Marian and Steve DeGenaro, taught me all the things that are most important 
to me: to speak my mind, cook good Italian food, and eschew dominant culture. Mike 
and Barb Smithson, all nine of my siblings and siblings-in-law, my grandmother Margaret 
DeGenaro, my colleague and dear friend Sharyn Hunter, and pals Hung Ly, Ann Medina, 
Mark and A.J. Rogers, and Nate Stockmaster did two things: they encouraged me in my 
work, and reminded me through fun and fellowship that the people I treasure are more 
important than books and dissertations. A la famiglia e amici! 



5 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Abstract 6 

Chapter One: Around 1901: College and the New Corporate State 7 

Chapter Two: The Corporate Rhetoric of the Junior College Movement 43 

Chapter Three: "Aims and Objectives" as Corporate Mission Statements 83 

Chapter Four: The Teaching of Composition at Early Junior Colleges 115 

Chapter Five: Representations in the Popular Press: Junior College as Inevitable 141 

Chapter Six: William Rainey Harper and the Ideology of Service 177 

Works Cited 206 



6 

ABSTRACT 

The working class, largely excluded from college life before the twentieth century, 

obtained access to higher education through the two-year college movement, which began 

in 1901. "Junior colleges," a name that education scholars at elite universities invented to 

denote the new institutions, grew out of a desire to put higher education in service to 

business interests. Junior colleges trained industrial workers and provided transfer to four-

year colleges for the most qualified students. Through tools such as first-year composition 

curricula and active guidance counseling programs, junior colleges frequently attempted to 

teach students lessons in competition, individuality, and meritocracy. Leaders of the 

movement feared social unrest would result from burgeoning labor movements and the 

rapid influx of immigrants from Eastern and Southern Europe and constructed disciplinary 

devices to squelch elements they perceived to be subversive and dangerous. 
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Chapter One 

Around 1901: College and the New Corporate State 

Why Study the Two-Year College? 

Of the total number of students enrolled in all institutions of higher education, 

thirty-eight percent currently attend a two-year college. According to the Digest of 

Education Statistics, over five million students matriculate on two-year campuses (203). 

Yet rarely do these five million find themselves in popular representations of "the college 

student." When popular culture imagines two-year college students, they often take on 

stereotypical "slacker" roles. On a recent Saturday Night Live skit, young ne'er-do-wells 

fail to answer simple questions on an episode of "Junior College Bowl." In the Oscar-

winning 1997 film Good Will Hunting, the benevolent Robin Williams character - the 

antithesis of the hard-hearted M.I.T. mathematician who exploits Matt Damon's genius-

janitor character - fails to engage bored Psych 101 students at Bunker Hill Community 

College. High school seniors planning to attend the local two-year college jokingly 

anticipate what "thirteenth grade" will hold for them. The emerging image of the two-

year college becomes one of a "second-best" choice, a place for those unqualified, 

unmotivated, or ill-prepared. In short, a group defined by what they are not and who they 

are not. These rare representations prove most fascinating when examined in 

juxtaposition with the two-year college in the "real world." 

Two years ago, I was giving a workshop to seniors at a high school "on the wrong 
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side of the tracks," a place where members of the racially diverse student body struggle 

with numerous social problems. The topic of my workshop was preparing placement 

portfolios for The University of Arizona and I was given half of a period with the honor's 

class. In the meantime, the local two-year college had an attractive table set up in the 

cafeteria with brochures, literature, and representatives of the institution discussing 

concurrent enrollment opportunities in which high school students take foundational 

courses like math and English and receive full college credit. The morning 

announcements, which preceded my workshop, encouraged students to consider the two-

year college program so as not to "waste their time and money" at the University of 

Arizona. An outreach coordinator with the local school board later told me a story about 

a young Native-American woman who attended that same school who, despite a 4.0 grade 

point average and dreams of studying engineering at one of the nation's big-name 

technical institutes, was "encouraged" by her guidance counselor to attend the local 

community college while she "decided what she really wanted to do." 

"Community colleges" tend to serve the function of sorting and tracking students, 

as my anecdotal experience suggests. Much of the literature about community colleges 

supports this experience (Brint and Karabel; Clark; Karabel; Shor, Critical Teaching). 

Critics of the community college have presented compelling empirical data that suggests 

the institutions play an active, affirmative role in managing the ambition of students, 

"cooling out" the aspirations of students, to borrow sociologist Burton Clark's phrase. 

On the other hand, two-year colleges provide affordable, convenient, accessible education 
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for diverse cross sections of the population. Two-year college students prove viable 

options for numerous tlrst-genemtion college students, working-class men and women, 

and students not qualifying for admission to the four-year university of their choice (Brint 

and Karabel, Cohen and Brawer, Dougherty). This is quite a contradiction. Two-year 

colleges highlight the multivalent and complicated nature of education in this nation. 

Schools at all levels inevitably serve competing purposes and perform numerous types of 

cultural work. So I see the two-year college in the United States as indicative of 

something much larger, the tendency of schooling to be a "both-and" proposition. 

For me, these contradictions are precisely what make the two-year college such a 

worthy site for analysis. This dissertation is an extended attempt to understand how the 

two-year college became such a puj^zling piece of the education puzzle. By looking at 

historical data, I attempt to sort through the complicated beginnings of an institution that 

is sometimes invisible (in both popular culture and scholarship), sometimes misunderstood 

and misrepresented, and very frequently ignored by everyone except the over five million 

students who take advantage of the two-year college and its unique advantages. I analyze 

various representations of the junior college movement during the years 1901-1940. 

Those representations include first-year composition curricula, magazine stories, college 

mission statements, and books, speeches, and articles written by leaders of the movement. 

I start with context, specifically with a sketch of higher education in the year that gave 

birth to the "Junior College Movement," the first year of the twentieth century. 
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1901 and the Emergence of Professional Education 

The movement to create two-year feeder schools for state universities staned in 

1901, roughly the year that saw emerging emphases on professionalism and job training 

gain strongholds in American higher education. By the start of the twentieth century, 

colleges and universities had begun to play a supporting role in an increasingly tiered 

society, or "corporate state," in which citizens perform specialized tasks to aid in the 

growth of the economy and by extension the growth of the state. The industrialized 

economy had come to rely on institutions of knowledge and learning to train subjects 

capable of aiding in that growth. The second half of the nineteenth century had seen 

significant changes in .American higher education, from the passage of the Morrill Act in 

1862 to the increasing race among members of the professoriate in both older, established 

fields and burgeoning disciplines to conduct specialized research (Crowley 54-5). The 

former allowed states to charter colleges to serve the needs and interests of those states. 

These new state schools were chartered to conduct technical and scientific research that 

would better the economies of their particular regions and train the youth of those states in 

practical subjects such as agriculture and engineering. As Sharon Crowley points out, 

these new institutions "posed a challenge to the American assumption that the point of 

higher education was to inculcate in students the received civic and religious wisdom of 

the community" (54). Perhaps Crowley fails to acknowledge that American colleges 

always prided themselves on usefulness, yet her main point remains valid: colleges found 

themselves in the business of training not only lawyers and ministers but also new types of 



11 

professionals like engineers and soil scientists. 

As the new land-grant colleges began training various workers, a new hierarchy 

was bom in which old money in large part remained at the older, private colleges, many of 

which dated back to the colonial era. Lower on the new ladder of hierarchy were the 

more affordable and convenient state schools made possible by the Morrill Act. With 

some notable exceptions, different kinds of students with different types of goals attended 

these different types of colleges. The Harvards and Yales remained committed to the 

ideals of classical learning \vhile the A & Ms and state universities provided training for 

engineers and managers. Not only was the movement toward access responsible for 

creating an educational hierarchy, the movement also sprang from the interests of the new 

corporate state. Higher education did not undergo this shift solely in the interest of 

democratization and access. The new and practical incarnation of higher teaming came 

about largely to serve the interests of capitalism and what historian David Levine calls the 

"culture of aspiration." 

In 1901, thirty-nine years after the Morrill Act, the first two-year junior college 

opened in Joliet, Dlinois, and added yet another rung to the burgeoning ladder of 

hierarchy. William Rainey Harper, founder of both the University of Chicago and Joliet 

Junior College and the man often dubbed "father of the junior college," saw lower-division 

students as burdens who could only get in the way of faculty who desired to create new 

knowledge by performing research. So he joined a group of higher education leaders in 

devising a scheme to rid four-year universities of the lower division. The scheme involved 
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starting separate colleges to weed out less-talented students who only drained the energies 

of four-year institutions (see Chapter Six for a fuller discussion of Harper's plans). These 

"junior colleges" would offer the kinds of general education and "service" courses 

typically required of first- and second-year college students and direct the best and 

brightest toward the university. The others, according to Harper's scheme, were seen as 

"tenninals," those who should not continue on for further schooling. 

Both land-grant colleges and junior colleges can be seen as indicative of the 

growing movements toward a hierarchical model of higher education. Creating different 

types of institutions of higher learning with different missions was a means to create more 

efficient workers and by extension a more efficient corporate state. In IS90, about one-

third of the workforce consisted of self-employed entrepreneurs. By 1930, that number 

had dropped to one-fifth (Bowles and Gintis 182). More workers were employed by larger 

and larger institutions such as factories and other technical locales. Likewise, census data 

shows that the number of managers, proprietors, and inspectors increased fivefold 

between 1870 and 1900, jumping from about 13,000 to 68,000 (Bledstein 37). The new 

and industrialized economy required a labor pool, members of a working-class who would 

perform tasks on an assembly line or in a factory. The economy also required managers of 

various levels to maintain the operation of various work environments. Many new 

businesses were highly technical and relied upon scientists and engineers to create 

machines and other technologies to build the industry. Since industries were producing 

new goods and services, they required support staffs to handle sales, marketing, public 



relations, and human resources. Since industry had diversified, so too did higher 

education need to diversify to help the new societal order function efficiently. Indeed, 

"efficiency" would become a buzzword of the era, encapsulating the imperative to 

streamline all facets of life. 

Instilling The Values of the Corporate State 

Both land-grant institutions and junior colleges can be situated within what 

educational sociologist Joel H. Spring has called "the rise of the corporate state" during 

the late-nineteenth century. The term "corporate state" refers to an efficient social order 

in which individuals cooperate with one another by performing routinized tasks (Spring 2). 

In this social system. Spring writes, "children became a form of natural resource that was 

to be molded by the schools and fed into the industrial machine" (xii). In other words, 

schooling put itself in service to the needs of capitalism. Althusser has articulated this 

service function by theorizing the need in capitalist societies for citizens with both 

practical knowledge and ideological disciplining. Spring's metaphor culminates in the 

consumption of human resources by the industrial machine. So if the ivy league educated 

the young men who would inherit the land the factory sits upon, then the land-grant 

colleges produced the engineers and managers to run the factory. The junior colleges, in 

this microcosm of the corporate state, produced on one end students worthy of schools of 

engineering and on the other end the lower-level employees. If a tiered higher education 

could perform this sorting and placing, then the schools would save the factory time and 
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money that could better be devoted to producing more goods and, by extension, more 

capital. 

Increasingly, public funds came to subsidize industrial needs. This stems from 

another crucial aspect of the corporate state; corporate welfare, the notion that tax-payer 

money ought to support business. Public institutions like land-grant schools and junior 

colleges acted as training grounds for the kinds of skills and proficiencies called upon by 

industries. The factory needed trained workers so schools trained workers. The factory 

needed engineers so colleges added engineering programs. Industry itself needed the cogs 

and managers, yet the responsibility fell upon public institutions to manufacture workers 

without costing the factory precious resources. The reasoning, which became a plank of 

conservative American politics and trickle-down economics in the 1980s, is that doing 

what benefits the company will benefit the individual. 

Spring points out that "cooperative individualism" was particularly important in 

the workplaces of the corporate state (3). Factories needed individual workers to perform 

specialized tasks over and over again. Yet routinized workers labored for a larger, 

collective good: the efficiency of the company. This duality forms the heart of cooperative 

individualism. The lesson of being a rugged individual performing services for 

management was taught by institutions of higher education with increasing efficiency. 

Recall, for example, the dramatic decrease in the number of self-employed individuals in 

the American workforce (see pages five and six). During those same years, college 

enrollment skyrocketed from 157,000 to over one million {Digest of Education Statistics 



12). One way to read the simuhaneous jump in college enrollment and decrease in rate of 

self-employment is to attribute agency to the institutions of higher education that were 

offering more and more "professional" degree programs, slotting students into career 

paths dominated by industries of engineering, agri-business, and other corporations. 

Public institutions of higher education funded by a combination of ta.\ and tuition monies 

hammered home the lesson of cooperative individualism. The tax-supported portion of 

the college student's education represents the allegiance the student would come to owe 

to the "corporate state," the figurative debt the student would owe to the state. A state-

educated young man (sic) can thus be seen as public property. The state sponsored the 

education and therefore deserved a return on its investment. However, individual students 

also paid for a significant amount of their own education through tuition, which represents 

the individuality, the fact that students study and work to reach their own goals and 

objectives. This is cooperative individualism, working for yourself (the individual) but 

also working for the state (the cooperative). 

Primary and Secondary Institutions 

With the dawn of state-sponsored colleges, higher education was following public 

institutions of primary and secondary education, which essentially were free and tax-

supported by the 1880s. As schools became dependent on taxes, they came to mirror their 

communities in dubious ways, according to education critic Michael B. Katz (106). 

Specifically, when schools came under the support of tax revenues, especially property tax 



revenues, schools in wealthy while communities had more capital to spend on students. 

Furthermore, in working-class communities, "factory life" and "home life" began to blur. 

Spring points out that industries began paternalistic endeavors such as moral and civic 

education during this era (23). Furthermore, the rise of company housing, company 

newsletters, social clubs, and sports teams served to integrate business and social life 

(Spring 26). Industry even taught cooking classes for the wives of workers as a means to 

serve the holistic needs of both mind and body (Spring 34). Workers were at once citizens 

of their nation and citizens of the industry. Education in the United States tried to serve 

this new cultural ethos. 

Some schools began initiatives to transform themselves into sites of industrial 

training. For example, public schools began to open up evening adult education programs 

where progressives worked together with industry leaders to prepare citizens for jobs 

(Spring 75). Many of these vocational programs witnessed the convergence of groups 

with seemingly divergent goals and objectives. Many political and educational 

progressives saw adult education as a means to increase earning potential for members of 

both the working class and the working poor. Industry representatives saw the programs 

as further assurance of a buyer's market of literate and skilled workers. The influential 

Dewey schools taught courses in industry, responding to the call to make schools more 

practical (Spring 52). In 1906, Berea College in Kentucky instituted the nation's first 

college work-study program while the University of Cincinnati in Ohio began a co-op 

work program for its engineering students (Westmeyer 136). The latter proved 
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particularly influential, as other engineering programs across the country would follow suit 

and require students to obtain hands-on experience with industry as part of their 

curriculum. 

Junior high schools also started in the first decade of the twentieth century. Junior 

high was to be an institution where children could discern a vocation before attending 

either a vocational or college preparatory high school suited to life path (Spring 91). 

Determining life path early on furthered the goals of efficiency. If the student-as-human-

resource could determine career objectives at twelve or thirteen, then the state could save 

money by designing more "specific" curricula. In parts of the Midwest, some high schools 

re-focused around certification for entry into the new state colleges (Westmeyer 107). 

Guidance counselors also came into e,\istence during the earliest years of the twentieth 

century in part to help institutions channel students into the slots where they could best 

serve the economy (Spring 106). Spring also reports that extra-curricular activities like 

pep clubs, sports teams, and student government began to promote allegiance to dominant 

cultural myths during this period (120-121). Schools further reinforced dominant culture 

through instructional materials like McGuffy Readers, which taught children to read with 

ail-American stories of economic mobility and success (Callahan 2). New fields like 

educational psychology also helped fashion a new definition of students as data, human 

resources, and even "raw material" (Spring 95). Professionals in these new fields studied 

classrooms and provided consultation to boards and administrators looking for efficient 

methods. 



Oftentimes such boards and administrators adhered to the value system of the 

corporate state. By the 1920s, schools boards were comprised largely of owners and 

managers (Spring 127). But conformity to the values of the corporate state was most 

marked in higher education. Under pressure from its trustees, the University of 

Pennsylvania, for example, fired economics professor Scott Nearing after he campaigned 

against child labor in 1915 (Spring 128). Aware of the close relationship between business 

interests and education at all levels, Nearing also surveyed the occupational breakdown of 

school boards in U.S. cities with a population of at least 40,000 and found that three out 

of four board members were businessmen or professional men (Spring 129). A few years 

later, radical writer Upton Sinclair, in The Goose-Step, would attempt to bring Nearing's 

work to a broader audience to mobilize against the corporatization of U.S. education. 

Professional organizations helped consummate the marriage between schooling 

and the corporate state. In the first decade of the twentieth century, reports education and 

social critic Raymond E. Callahan, the professional literature of the National Education 

Association (NEA) contains increased references to the practical and utilitarian aspects of 

schooling. In particular, the NEA saw the need to "streamline" the process of education 

and establish nationwide standards (Callahan 8-10). The NEA's implicit definition of 

"practical" had a monetary connotation, thus the organization easily came to support 

movements toward vocational education, movements the group felt could increase earning 

potential for the individual. The Superintendent of the Illinois Farmer's Institute gave a 

rousing speech in which he argued there is no learning without "the power of eaming...and 
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power to do useful things" (qtd in Callahan 10). Learning did not take place in an esoteric 

vacuum, suggested the cultural logic of educators within the new corporate state. There 

was less emphasis put on learning for the sake of learning and more emphasis on 

preparation and professionalism. 

Why the Increased Need for Control? 

One reason educators saw the need to teach students the values of capitalism and 

efficiency was the influx of immigrants. In education circles, immigration was almost 

universally seen as a "problem," according to Callahan (14-15). Chapter Two of this 

work, for example, will expose the xenophobic rhetoric of the fathers of the junior college 

movement. About one million immigrants came to the United States annually during the 

first decade of the twentieth century and lax increases to handle the population surge 

frustrated some citizens (Callahan 15). Responding to this frustration, efficiency expens 

began to study with scientific precision how society might streamline its various functions 

and services, including education. They calculated the amount of money spent per student 

and concluded that students who failed a grade were undue burdens on the system because 

of cost. Likewise, efficiency experts saw non-native speakers of English as burdens 

because of the extra time and training required of teachers. Such "experts" labeled ESL 

students "laggards" and "retarded" and theorized strategies for cutting costs (Callahan 15-

17). Newer immigrants were hit especially hard by these movements toward efficient 

education. Henry Goddard's 1912 study, sponsored by U.S. Immigration Services, found 



that eighty-three percent of Jews, eighty percent of Hungarians, seventy-nine percent of 

Italians, and eighty-seven percent of Russians were what he termed "feeble-minded" 

(Bowles and Gintis 196). 

Frederick Taylor's theory of scientific management proved influential for leaders in 

American education. Taylor observed factory workers, using time-motion studies, in an 

attempt to streamline every movement of the body to increase output. Union leaders 

allegedly perpetrated physical attacks on efficiency e.xperts. whose identity was obvious 

due to the notebooks they carried around. David Russell explains that essentially, the 

apprentice model had been an oral and experiential form of training, as skilled craftsmen 

would explain and demonstrate complex processes. The new factory model was "literate"; 

efficiency experts were documentarians who attempted to transcribe job descriptions 

(Russell 103). Scholars of education, mindful of the imperative to establish Education as a 

scientific discipline (to "write things down" just like efficiency experts at the factory), took 

note and attempted to apply Taylorism to teacher training. This movement, not 

surprisingly, occurred concurrently with the rise in prominence of education's close 

relationship with the values of the corporate state. Taylor presented his paper "Shop 

Management," his theory's first major articulation, before the American Society of 

Mechanical Engineers in 1903 (Callahan 22). In Spring, 19 ii, American Magazine 

published his "Principles of Scientific Manigement." giving his ideas a wide and diverse 

readership. Taylor published "Principles" in book form that summer and gained even 

wider notoriety (Callahan 21-22). As a result of Frederick Taylor, Callahan writes. 
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"Society was saturated with the business-industrial ideology" (120). According to 

Callahan, Taylorism was seen as a "panacea for the ills of mankind" (25). A citizenry 

fearful of southern and eastern Europeans saw scientific management as a means to social 

control. They saw the population surging and taxes rising and felt the need to exercise 

swiftly this social control as early and as often as possible. Thus the drive to incorporate 

scientific management into all levels of education. 

Efficiency Experts Go to the Schools 

Efficiency experts made themselves available for consultation. Private efficiency 

bureaus became a cottage industry in the early-twentieth century (Callahan 95). 

Professors of education like Ellwood P. Cubberley, a leader in the junior college 

movement, saw efficiency consultations as a "service" to the public schools (Callahan 

117). Efficiency tests measured student ability and also their interests. Increasingly, the 

tests asked students about their leisure-time pursuits, ability to save money, and personal 

hygiene (Callahan 109-110). Clearly, movements toward social efficiency encompassed 

more than just academic proficiency. A healthy, functioning corporate state required 

sound minds, bodies, workers, and consumers. 

The first "platoon school" opened in Gary, Indiana, under the tutelage of efficiency 

expert Leonard Ayres. Platoon schools made maximum use of time and space and careful 

consideration was given to the construction of buildings. In theory, students would move 

from classroom to classroom in the most routinized and smooth fashion. Scholars helped 



construct and organize both the physical plant and the daily schedule (Callahan 129). By 

1925, there were 623 platoon schools in 126 cities across the country (129). Four years 

later, the numbers had jumped to 1,068 schools in 202 cities (Callahan 130). 

Coincidentally, the first platoon school in Gary was just a few miles from Joliet, Illinois, 

the site of the first two-year college. Chicago and its surrounding areas, also the home of 

Bobbitt and Harper at the University of Chicago, were quickly becoming centers of 

education for social efficiency as it became a center of the emerging corporate state in the 

United States. 

Of course education's marriage to the value system of dominant culture was not a 

wholly new concept when the corporate state materialized at the turn of the century. 

Marxist critics Samuel Bowles and Herbert Gintis point out in Schooling in Capitalist 

America: Educational Reform and the Contradictions of Economic Life that "since its 

inception in the United States, the public-school system has been seen as a method of 

disciplining children in the interest of producing a properly subordinate adult population" 

(37). Dominant culture relies upon a population willing to uphold its values. This is true 

of just about any society, not only the U.S. during the rise of the corporate state. 

However, the 1920s in particular saw the liberal rhetoric of reform in full effect. 

Progressive movements in education led by John Dewey took advantage of this rhetoric. 

Bowles and Gintis situate Dewey in the tradition of Horace Mann since both furthered the 

optimistic notion that access equals equality. This is not altogether incorrect, of course, 

but the point is the "access" at times became a self-congratulatory trope, a way for 
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educators to pat themselves on the back. 

Given the widespread xenophobia and fear of burgeoning leftist and labor 

movements (more on education's anti-labor sentiment in Chapter Two of this work) 

among education scholars during this era, it becomes possible to see why Bowles and 

Gintis conclude that access during these years had more to do with discipline and control 

that equal opportunity. In times of turmoil, there is an increased need for social control. 

As Bowles and Gintis explain, an entire mythology grew up around progressive "reforms." 

Further, Bowles and Gintis suggest, an educated public better serves the corporate state 

(44). They go on to argue: 'The failure of progressive educational reforms stems from the 

contradictory nature of the objectives of its integrative, egalitarian, and developmental 

functions in a society whose economic life is governed by the institutions of corporate 

capitalism" (44). Bowles and Gintis aptly underscore the complicated nature of 

educational access, a point that deserves to be examined carefully. This is an important 

contradiction in reference to the birth of junior colleges in the United States, which 

undoubtedly allowed more students to attend higher education in this country. Therein 

lies the contradiction. On one hand, a higher volume of students has access to knowledge 

and wisdom and, to a limited extent, material and ideological possibilities. On the other 

hand, dominant culture has a greater opportunity to legitimate itself in the powerful hands 

of educators, testers, administrators, curriculum builders, and by extension the interests of 

capital. 

Through testing and grading, students come to see fewer alternatives, fewer 



24 

possibilities. The process of mass schooling systematically limits the number of options 

students have. At age five, children typically list various "silly" career possibilities but by 

adolescence they dream less and face more realities. This is a survival strategy in a society 

govemed by hierarchies but it is far from a natural process. Learning to choose a career 

and life path befitting one's skills and potential for achievement serves a society that needs 

various routinized tasks to be accomplished. In a corporate state, students gain a sense of 

— to use Bowles and Gintis' term — "inevitability" (104). 

Dominant Culture and Dewey in the Public Schools 

The media had publicized the high-profile Homestead and Pullman strikes during 

the 1890s and management was frightened. Consider the following statistic: Between 

1897 and 1904, union membership increased fourfold (Bowles and Gintis 183). With new 

industrial jobs in large urban centers in the North, southern whites and African-Americans, 

in addition to Italians, Greeks, and numerous Eastern-European ethnic groups, were 

crowding into cities like Chicago. Again, recall that Chicago was the center of so-called 

"progressive" education, platoon schools, and the two-year college. These groups talked 

differently and at times held different religious and civic values. Management took 

advantage of this growing diversity with some success. For example, they used African-

American strike-breakers to maintain racial division (Bowles and Gintis 184). Still, 

compulsory schooling held a captive audience and this was the ideal place to inculcate 

students. 



Primary and secondary education were not enough. Trade schools with strong and 

explicit anti-union agendas sprouted up in the 1890s. Industrialists like J.P. Morgan and 

John D. Rockefeller urged the National Association of Manufacturers to start trade 

schools that could not only train workers but also stop the "blight of organized labor." 

Organized labor opposed these schools; Samuel Gompers and the American Federation of 

Labor actively campaigned against them (Bowles and Gintis 193). Labor had some 

limited successes, for instance when the Chicago Federation of Labor blocked an early 

attempt to develop tiered high schools in the city (Bowles and Gintis 229). By 1917, the 

year the Smith-Hughes Act provided funding for vocational education initiatives (Bowles 

and Gintis 194), education as job preparation was accepted. 

Dewey, the most famous of the progressive educators, saw "experience" as 

generative, that is, as the basis for learning moments with real, material potential. He 

developed methods for experiential and student-centered teaching that educators and 

scholars continue to study. Dewey can also be seen as ineffectual at providing alternatives 

for vocational models of education and other forms of schooling that supported the status 

quo and the interests of the corporate state. School performed a social function, Dewey 

wrote in I922's Democracy and Education, in which "the older bring the young into 

likemindedness with themselves" (13). Dewey essentially preached an assimilationist 

model of education. In advocating for experiential learning, he advocated for classrooms 

where students could perform tasks over and over again in order to assimilate into society. 

This kind of "formal discipline," Dewey claimed, would help children perform the task 



"better." a term ripe with connotations of social efficiency. Dewey hoped that students 

would come to see particular tasks as being intrinsically good (16). School should be a 

place, according to Dewey, where students should learn the kind of "internal control" to 

help them adhere to the values of society (47). "Thus." Dewey wrote, "his mental 

habitudes are gradually assimilated to those of his group" (16). Such an educational 

ideology was easily put in service to the corporate state. 

Clearly Dewey helped educators see that education could be a hands-on 

experience, a sentiment that would prove influential for various pedagogical movements 

throughout the twentieth century (process-based writing pedagogy and service learning 

initiatives come to mind). The trouble was that Dewey's vision did not effectively present 

alternatives to the reductive notion of "practical" that was dominant in education circles 

during his era. He attacked the bias toward esoteric abstractions found in education and 

argued that teachers would do well to recall that most academic disciplines stemmed from 

real human pursuits (235). This has wonderful implications for teaching at all levels, but I 

think teaching based in "reality" also needs an element of forward-thinking and even 

Utopian vision. Instead, Dewey resisted schooling that might envision a better world, 

writing that "We cannot set up, out of our heads, something we regard as an ideal society" 

(96). Instead Dewey felt the classroom must bend to fit the world. Thus Dewey could 

come to conclnsions such as, "Efficiency in production often demands divisions of labor" 

(98). The possibility of an education that challenges division could not occur to Dewey, 

for he remained so focused on modeling the tasks and activities of the culture that he 



could not challenge the negative aspects of that culture. To challenge the status quo, for 

Dewey, would be aiming for some "ideal society," and having that kind of vision was not 

the duty of educators. 

Liberal education and vocational education should link up with one another, 

according to Dewey, as a means to solving the problem of class division. Too often, he 

wrote, traditional liberal schooling and job-based schooling have been seen as separate 

"interests." He hoped to unite those two worldviews: 

Only when a division of these interests coincides with a division of 
an inferior and a superior social class will preparation for useful work 
be looked down upon with contempt as an unworthy thing: a fact which 
prepares one for the conclusion that the rigid identification of work 
with material interests, and leisure with ideal interests is itself a social 
product. (294) 

The possibility of uniting these two interests thrilled Dewey. A purely vocational 

education could only put students in a state of serfdom in which they serve the interests of 

the leisure class, Dewey warned. The notions of "utility" and "culture" are in constant 

opposition, Dewey wrote, in all subjects of study (302). If educators could come to unite 

these two notions, society would benefit. Citizens would be educated in both "doing" (the 

how-to, skills-based approach) and "knowing" (the intellectual, thoughtful approach), 

according to the influential educator (296). Yet without a willingness to challenge 

explicitly the societal contradictions that created the doing-knowing binary, a Deweyan 

pedagogy remains theoretical, ironic given Dewey's personal disdain for abstraction. 

Dewey was interested in participatory democracy in the classroom. He saw the 



classroom as a place to prepare for social and civic life by stimulating each student's 

consciousness. "For Dewey," writes Mara Holt, "individual consciousness exists, not as 

separate and autonomous, but rather formed and reformed through social interaction, and 

at the same time influencing that social interaction" (74). So Deweyan classrooms, with 

their emphases on social life, moved beyond skill-and-drill work. By the 1920s, in fact, he 

was speaking out against efficiency movements in education (Holt 77). He did not want 

to see students placed too quickly into convenient slots. However, he saw industrial life 

as an inevitability - and a desirable one at that - and wanted students to practice for the 

life that awaited them. Schools could effectively prepare students for material success so 

he saw cooperative projects between schools and workplaces as a mean to "social reform" 

(Holt 76). No locus of American education would exploit this new cooperation more 

effectively than the newly-tiered higher education system, where a new corporate culture 

was in its infancy stage. 

The Culture of Higher Education 

In the early twentieth century, a generation after passage of the Morrill Act, 

American higher education departed from its historical distance from mainstream cultural 

values. Levine, in The American College and the Culture of Aspiration, 1915-1940, 

argues that the classical American college was largely invisible from the practical, material 

lives of most Americans. Not only did the visibility of higher education increase during 

the era, so too did education's credibility with wide audiences. Levine writes: 
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The functions of institutions of higher learning and of their students, 
faculty, and administrators were no longer antithetical to the broad 
economic and social values of society; indeed, the colleges became 
the primary champions of those values. The campus became a center 
for those of an emergent white-collar, consumption-oriented middle 
class. (19) 

Levine offers a useful starting point for analyzing higher education and the growth of the 

"culture of aspiration." The burgeoning ideology of the middle-class and education 

converged to create an intense and persistent association between school and professional 

work. More schooling became a means to living a "normal" life of professional 

employment in an occupation that might carry increased cultural capital. White-collar life 

and its attendant values became the epitome of this norm. Bledstein suggests 

professionalism became during this era the ultimate expression of liberal democracy. 

Bledstein claims that this new culture "incarnated the radical idea of the independent 

democrat, a liberated person seeking to free the power of nature within every worldly 

sphere" (87). The evolving role of higher education in society during this era calls into 

question social class. What might we make of those who exist outside of this professional 

world? Not only are the working classes shut out of participation in these desired 

professions, they are also denied membership in the culture that both Bledstein and Levine 

describe. We can then situate the birth of a wholly new institution — the junior college -

within the larger cultural change taking place within American higher education at the start 

of the twentieth century. 

If, as Bledstein and Levine suggest, four-year universities became assembly lines 
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for professionalized, specialized, individuals with middle-class aspirations and tastes, then 

the junior college became an assembly line for subjects to support and serve the 

professionals. Indeed, junior college leaders invented terms like "semiprofessions" and 

"paraprofessions" to capture this missions of service and support. The university largely 

became a middle-class endeavor while the junior college defined itself as a working-class 

campus. Higher education developed its lasting connection with the economic activity of 

capitalist society during these years and the two-year college took on its unstable role as a 

"junior" institution. 

By the beginning of the twentieth century, Americans largely valorized middle-

class, professional life. Many Americans searched for ways to professionalize their lines of 

work. The era gave rise to terms such "sanitation engineer," "extermination engineer," 

"tree surgeon," and "beauty doctor" (Bledstein 38). Higher education helped to solidify 

this valorization, instituting new disciplines like business, finance, social work, and 

physical education. Personal ambition more than actual market demand lead to the 

creation of degrees tike doctorates in education, social work, and engineering (Bledstein 

298). American universities imitated German research schools, but the ethos of the 

German model consisted mostly of research for the sake of knowledge, not so much to 

satiate "professional" ambitions (Bledstein 311-316). 

Critic Burton J. Bledstein writes, "The notion that a student in the twentieth 

century could earn a bachelor's degree in radio announcing within a department of speech 

would have horrified them. Yet, the Mid-Victorians had prepared the logic" (126). 
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Colleges, Bledstein writes, increasingly stressed "human capacity" (4), a notion meant to 

instill in students a drive to take calculated risks, innovate new ideas, and aspire for the 

almighty professional status. Bledstein points out that university students came to exist 

within the dichotomy of anxiety and ambition (23), resulting in a shaky faith in the 

American dream of mobility at any cost. Higher education, Bledstein says, taught a brand 

of meritocracy that would solidify the corporate state (289). 

Levine concurs that a dominant motif of American society during the beginning of 

the twentieth century was aspiration. To educate now meant "to train, accredit, and 

impart social status" (19). Older, elite schools were able to increase their selectivity, 

taking advantage of the "culture of aspiration" (Levine 21). To accomplish the 

maintenance of "standards," some of the elitist institutions instituted policies restricting the 

number of Jews and Catholics who could attend (Levine 78). Members of the elite class 

had to maintain their "superiority" in the face of an ever-increasing number of individuals 

going to a college (or sometimes simply desiring to go to a college) of some sort. 

Dartmouth, for example, experienced very rapidly an increase in applicants, culminating in 

the years of 1918 and 1919 when the school received fewer than 400 and nearly 700 

applications respectively. At first Dartmouth put a cap on the freshmen class and turned 

away applications received after the class had filled up. But in 1921, realizing the 

inefficiency of their methods, Dartmouth founded an admissions office, becoming the first 

of the elite colleges to do so (Levine 138). The school decided to cap admission on the 

number of Jews, Italians, and other groups deemed too ethnic, fearing social unrest would 



result from the forms of leftist intellectualism and radicalism these groups were allegedly 

espousing (Levine 147, 156-157). 

Members of the middle-class, in the meantime, "became eager to acquire the 

expertise, ambition, and social conservatism of the college educated" (Levine 24). Thus 

graduates of all those new bachelor's graduate degree programs boasted of their 

usefulness in specialized areas. World War I only served to provide another avenue for 

applying specialized knowledge in various technical areas. More than ever before, college 

graduates thought highly of themselves and their utilitarian knowledges. Between 1918 

and 1920, the number of engineering students jumped from 29,784 to 49,139 (Levine 41), 

likely due to a combination of patriotism and fervent ambition. 

Recall that the values of the corporate state include public subsidy of industrial 

training. The same held true for the new professions. Wallace B. Donham, dean of the 

Harvard Business School, said in 1929 that the owner or manager "cannot wait for the 

long, hourglass method of training these men by apprenticeship" (qtd in Levine 48). 

Clearly professional schools, seizing the public desire for middle-class credibility and 

status, felt they could more efficiently produce bureaucrats, management material. Higher 

education became part of the American Dream. Ironically, men like Leland Stanford, 

Cornelius Vanderbilt, and Andrew Carnegie whose names ring with collegial connotation 

during our own era, all negatively criticized college for its irrelevance to business life 

(Levine 54-55). But by the early twentieth century, ambitions among young, male 

dreamers and entrepreneurs often came to include business school or some other form of 



professional, relevant higher learning. Higher education took advantage of individual 

ambition so quickly that lower-prestige campuses were needed to absorb the excess 

demand. Public, urban and municipal schools like City College of New York and Detroit 

Junior College (which would become Wayne Stale University) provided a kind of second-

best, much-cheaper education. Such institutions put no restrictions on the number of 

Jewish or Catholic students and several charged no tuition to city residents (Levine 84-

87). Ambitious students from diverse backgrounds quickly took advantage of this 

opportunity to participate in the process of reaching for middle-class culture. 

Curriculum and Higher Education 

The era between the two World Wars saw a radical shift in college curricula. As 

administrators at institutions of higher education observed the wide range of preparedness 

among the new and more diverse student body, they realized the need for ways to impart 

upon students a common culture. For this reason general education programs began to 

sprout up. teaching subjects many in higher education saw as "remedial," that is, tackling 

subject matter they considered more befitting secondary schools (Levine 96). This 

cultural remediation was particularly aimed at students who lacked the canonical 

knowledge traditionally belonging to the most highly educated members of society. 

Liberal arts divisions, likewise, expanded their scope to include practical subjects like 

journalism (Levine 97). 

Still, higher education remained a multivalent institution with various views 



represented by its numerous leaders. Harvard president Irving Babbit, for example, 

publicly resisted what he called the "uiilitarian-sentimental" shift in university curriculum 

(Levine 103). Robert M. Hutchins, president of the University of Chicago, shared 

Babbit's resistance to practical values, instituting the first "Great Books" program so that 

his university's humanistic pursuit might "go on unhampered by utility" (Levine 105). 

Freshman composition, after its birth at Harvard in the late-nineteenth century, 

grew in prominence during this same era. Richard Ohmann has argued most eloquently in 

English in America that the spread of composition stemmed from not only a movement 

toward utility but also the deliberate and conscious desire to protect higher education from 

the masses during an era when the masses were invading campuses. Just as Harvard 

instituted a required writing class in order to gatekeep, so too did lesser institutions adopt 

composition in an attempt to sort students and enforce their adherence to dominant 

dialect. Ira Shor calls this arrangement "comp for containment, control, and capital 

growth." The "use of elite language instruction to exclude some and to socialize others" 

aided the growth of industry as surely as did engineering programs and other 

developments in higher education during the time period (Shor, "Apartheid" 92). Shor 

draws an apt parallel between the early twentieth century, when state schools and junior 

colleges diversified the make-up of the college campus, and the 1960s, when open-

admissions policies and students movements represented another sea change on campus. 

During the former era, freshman composition was bom; during the latter, developmental 

writing grew up as a further form of control during "another age of instability" in higher 
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education ("Apartheid" 92-93). Writing programs - indeed the very presence of written 

conmiunication on campus - became representations of the larger agendas of institutions 

of higher education. 

Language instruction takes on a crucial role in enforcing adherence to the values of 

dominant culture. For Ohmann, understanding the English Department is crucial because 

to control language is to control the way society thinks and acts. The English 

Department, Ohmann says, fosters a form of humanistic culture that increasingly came to 

neglect civic action in favor of a particular institutional logic and corporate power. Those 

values include competition, meritocracy, individualism, stratification, standardization, 

disinterestedness, and docility. In short, thinking over acting. This is the central point of 

English in America. The department serves the values of the corporate state (outlined at 

the beginning of this chapter), the members of which desire a disinterested but highly 

skilled writer who doesn't consider the social context of his or her labor. Leaders of this 

university culture "seek to ignore or deny our total social interdependence" {English in 

America 316). Composition in particular serves this function, Ohmann says. Particularly 

when one considers the marginal position of writing instruction during the era. Giving 

diverse students access to the conventions of written discourse within academic and other 

discourse communities has great potential for egalitarianism. However, as David Russell 

points out, relegating it to the margins perpetuates the status quo (27). So even 

composition's role in relation to the new disciplinary content of English studies, i.e., 

literature, is illustrative of higher education's growing duality between access and 
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gateekeeper. 

Along with Ohmann and Shor, James Berlin presents a most compelling critique of 

the role of composition in putting higher education in service to the corporate slate. 

Historically, Berlin says, both the "poetic" (the interpretation of texts) and the "rhetoric" 

(the production of texts) were compatible subsets of a single epistemology: empiricism, 

that is, producing knowledge based on one's subjective observation (26-27). However, 

writing became a more positivistic enterprise, a "mere science," during the years that gave 

birth to the corporate state (Berlin 29). This schism allowed literature as a field to possess 

a glorified position as an "art" while writing took on a common identity and became 

servile work within the English Department (Berlin 24). The years between 1900 and 

1920 saw a debate within composition as to whether writing ought to be theorized as 

utilitarian and practical or as self-fulfillment (Berlin 39). 

This debate centered around two different pedagogies. The first, current-

traditional writing pedagogy, involves what Berlin call "objective rhetorics." the belief that 

the "truth" (in this case, formally correct writing) can be discovered in the world and 

imparted upon students. The second, romantic or expressive pedagogy, involves 

"subjective rhetorics," the notion that the truth (emotionally compelling or artistic writing) 

resides within the individual. The latter, Berlin says, seized and expanded upon the 

aristocratic belief that writing is an innate gift that some have and some do not (45). Only 

a small faction (notably Fred Newton Scott at the University of Michigan) utilized a more 

rhetorical approach which Berlin calls "transactional rhetorics," that is, the belief that 
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writing is a social activity taking place in the material world (46-51). 

The two dominant rhetorics, while different pedagogically, both serve the interests 

of the corporate state. Current-traditional teaching fosters an efficient, streamlined, 

formal correctness that students, if properly disciplined as "correct" writer and speakers, 

could then utilize in the marketplace as professionals. Romantic notions of writing fosters 

individuality, a kind of entrepreneurial spirit which also is of use to the market economy. 

So even what Berlin acknowledges as composition's major debate of the first decades of 

the twentieth century represents two sides of a single coin. 

Sharon Crowley further suggests in Composition in the University that even the 

practical-minded institution of higher education during this era often most often literature-

based composition courses, due to the lingering impact of Amoldian humanism (21). A 

"pedagogy of taste" dominated. Crowley argues, replacing rhetorical education's emphasis 

on civics and ethics. The "good man" was replaced by the "genteel man of taste" (36). 

Why, during an era in which practical and economic values came to the fore, did 

composition maintain foci on literature and leisure activity? Crowley points out the 

imperative among college students to demonstrate their own bourgeois subjectivity, that 

is, to establish their membership in the in crowd, to seem more collegiate (42). Teachers 

of composition perpetuated this literacy-as-class-marker ideology by being increasingly 

"concerned about correctness and what it indicates about one's level of cultivation" (63). 

Elsewhere in the curriculum, specialization lead to a greater need for writing 

instruction. Specific professions and disciplines increasingly had their own unique needs 



for various forms of written communication (Russell 4-5). Early version of writing-

across-the-curriculum programs offered a valuable alternative to the freshmen composition 

notion that the idea of "writing" refers to a single "generalizable, elementary skill" (Russell 

7). However, college departments most often looked at writing as an "adjunct" skill 

instead of a means of learning (Russell 9). Curiously, reports David Russell, the utility of 

writing was assumed but never well integrated into college curriculum (lOI). For 

example, although college leaders aligned themselves with the interests of industry, they 

nearly never studied workplace writing. One exception was Robert Grosenvor Valentine 

at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, who developed an early version of a 

professional-technical writing program based on real-world genres and formats (109). 

Valentine's program, though often admired, was rarely imitated. Indeed a new English 

department chair, Frank Aydelote, in 1915 abolished Valentine's practical writing 

curriculum and placed emphasis back on courses in "general culture" (Russell 118). 

Again, the Amoldian humanism Crowley refers to retains its presence on campus. 

Similar to Valentine, efficiency advocate David Snedden supported abandoning 

composition in favor of practical, themed courses. Snedden's ideas about college 

composition were never put into effect because "moderates held onto the notion of writing 

as a single, generalizable skill, to be taught primarily in English courses as remediation" 

(Russell 141). Like educators involved in the efficiency movement, progressive educators 

also had visions for transforming the esoteric and static visions of composition; however, 

they never managed to offer an alternative for teachers of written communication (Russell 



200). Interestingly, progressive colleges like Sarah Lawrence used contextual writings in 

experiential, critical ways. David Russell describes writing assignments across the 

curriculum at Sarah Lawrence which were basically antecedents of service learning (225-

227). Significantly, these contextual and real-world projects remained housed at elite 

institutions where the majority of students hailed from wealthy backgrounds, while most 

institutions of higher education maintained curriculum married to the interests of the 

corporate state. 

Upton Sinclair and the Possibility of Critique 

Writing in 1922. Upton Sinclair stated: "Six hundred thousand young people are 

attending colleges and universities in America. They are the pick of our coming 

generation; they are the future of our country. If they are wisely and soundly taught, 

.-Kmerica will be great and happy; if they are misguided and mistaught, no power can save 

us" (ix). By the time Sinclair had composed these words, the logic of the corporate state 

had taken root in our nation. Among the results of this value system's burgeoning 

hegemony was higher education being put in service to the interests of capitalism. 

Sinclair, novelist and left-leaning social critic, provided a rare voice of dissent, 

investigating the agendas of colleges and universities across the nation. Using the unique 

form of muckracking journalism Sinclair fictionalized in works like Tlie Jungle, Sinclair 

dubbed Columbia the "University of the House of Morgan," pointing out that as teachers 

prepared Columbia students for lives as leaders of industry, the school was investing its 



capital of S75 million in gas, electric, railroad, sugar, and crude oil stocks. Trustees at 

Columbia, Sinclair noted, were corporate attorneys, bankers, and owners of the same 

companies the University was investing in. Furthermore, Sinclair proves, the president of 

the school was thoroughly anti-union and married to the interests of management (75). 

Sinclair challenged what colleges were teaching students and whose problematic interests 

they were serving. His text is full of similar accounts of corporate education across the 

United States. The University of Michigan becomes, in Sinclair's eyes, the University of 

Automobiles for example (263-270). His underlying message is that schooling cannot 

proceed unchecked. 

More importantly. Sinclair's text opens up the possibility of rhetorical critique for 

this complicated era of educational history. Sinclair operates in a journalistic mode, 

examining the activities of college leaders and engaging in a kind of ideological critique, 

questioning the agendas of key figures. My own project closely mirrors Sinclair's, but I 

add the element of te.xtual analysis as well, concentrating on the junior college. The 

radical and problematic shifting of the mission and purpose of higher education in America 

that Sinclair discusses allowed for the chartering of two-year colleges, institutions which 

bowed to the economic desires of the ruling class in unprecedented ways. The two-year 

college movement, which is the focus of this study, is full of complicated twists and turns. 

I attempt to read those twists and turns using assorted forms of documentary evidence 

such as mission statements and curriculum materials to defend my interpretations of the 

events and figures. 



Few movements in American education remains more riddled with contradiction 

than the junior college movement, the birth and rapid spread of two-year colleges during 

the early twentieth century. Junior colleges welcomed the working-class and provided 

affordable education at convenient locations (Cohen and Brawer; Dougherty; Ratcliff, 

"Seven Streams"). The new and democratic institutions largely failed to deliver, though, 

on their promise of transfer to four-year colleges and universities, instead creating a 

lower-prestige campus where guidance counselors and vocational programs micro-

managed the ambitions of blue-collar students (Brint and Karabel: Clark; Karabel; Shor, 

Critical Teaching). Despite these rich contradictions, critical scholars in rhetoric and 

composition have largely overlooked the junior college movement as a site for historical 

exploration. It is precisely these contradictions that this dissertation analyzes. Those 

interested in the gatekeeping functions of higher education, the ways colleges and 

universities transmit hegemonic values to students, and the problematic allegiance between 

education and corporate America have much to leam from the history of the two-year 

college. 

Historians of rhetoric and composition need to turn their attention to sites of 

contradiction, diversity, and class conflict, sites such as the junior college movement. 

Thomas P. Miller captures the imperative to transcend the study of a mythic rhetorical 

canon and locate new and diverse domains for analysis. Miller writes, "Instead of just the 

rhetorical tradition, we need to study the rhetorics of traditions - the ways that political 

parties, ethnic groups, social movements, and other discourse communities constitute and 
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maintain the shared values and assumptions that authorize discourse" {Reinventing 26). I 

would echo Miller's call for the study of more socially diverse traditions and add that sites 

of conflict provide particularly rich archives. And the early junior college is surely a site of 

class conflict. About four-year colleges David O. Levine said the following: 'The 

American college of the 1920s and 1930s promised young people a chance to pursue the 

American dream, but it was a dream reserved first and foremost, though not exclusively, 

for the male children of those who already enjoyed its economic and social benefits" (114). 

If four-year schools made false promises, then two-year schools reinforced to an even 

greater extent the contradictions inherent in educational access. Two-year colleges 

authorized (to use Miller's terminology) the liberal discourse of opportunity and allowed 

higher education to pat itself on the back for its democratic endeavors. All the while the 

institution failed to deliver on its egalitarian rhetoric. Close analysis is therefore 

warranted. 
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Chapter Two 

The Corporate Rhetoric of the Junior College Movement 

Critical rhetoricians interested in the politics of higher education pay little attention 

to the history of the two-year college and its relationship to the corporate state described 

in the previous chapter. As education technologies, conservative legislatures, and 

efficiency movements such as online tutorials and distance learning continue to re-defme 

and re-shape institutions of education, those involved in critical education should pause 

over the movements and trends which have got us where we are today. Historical 

awareness breeds active agents of democratic and progressive change within the 

contemporary milieu of higher learning. One of the canons of rhetoric is memory and our 

collective memory must extend beyond the history of first-year composition and 

departments of English. Rhetoricians fighting for institutional and societal change in and 

out of higher education have much to leam from close and critical examinations of 

overlooked trends and movements. The early two-year college movement provides one 

such site for the productive composition of historical narrative. 

In a sense, those situated within English studies have a responsibility to concern 

themselves with ideological critiques of education movements. Not only has the broadly 

deHned concept of "analysis" traditionally been a component of the academic work of 

English scholars, English instruction has long done the ideological work of gatekeeping. 

Those of us who find the gatekeeper role at all dubious should undertake critical work to 
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expose and problematize the conservative nature of institutions of education. Theorist 

Evan Watkins makes a compelling case that English studies is "ideologically integral to the 

socialization of expectations accomplished generally by education" {Work Time 5). 

Watkins, in Work Time: English Departments and the Circulation of Cultural Value, 

points out that English transcends its role as academic discipline and takes on further 

positions as a system of work practices and an articulation of that which the culture 

values. Educational critiques are affirmative and deliberate responses to the role English 

studies inevitably plays in the proliferation of cultural values. The creation of two-year 

colleges represented the convergence of one such set of complicated cultural values, 

values which remain largely unexposed. 

As a movement that continued the cultural work of the Morrill Act, that is, 

bringing higher education to a broader range of the population (Ratcliff 4, Dougherty 16-

17), the early history of the two-year college inevitably must contend with issues of class. 

The working class, largely excluded from college life before the twentieth century, 

obtained instruction beyond high school thanks to "junior colleges," so named since they 

existed below four-year institutions in status. The birth of the junior college occurred 

during the early twentieth century, coinciding with philosophical movements, like 

education for social efficiency, that advanced the dominance of the American corporate 

state. Elite education scholars spearheaded the movement. The term "elite" here denotes 

the affiliation of these scholars with institutions of exclusion and prestige, and their 

attitude of superiority over the student-worker, who was becoming ethnically diverse and 



agitated by poor working conditions. Junior college movement leaders, the "great men" 

on whom I focus in this chapter, saw students as undisciplined bodies who needed to be 

taught taste and middle-class subjectivity but also to assume their positions within 

industrial capitalism. Today, as curricula bow to imperatives for more technology and a 

lower bottom line and the teaching of remedial students gets outsourced and eliminated, 

we have much to learn from the history of the junior college movement. 

The Junior College Movement Deflned 

"Let the junior colleges try their hand at the double job of preparing better the ones who 
enter the upper division, and discouraging others from going to the university at all. The 
junior college forms a logical stopping point for many who should not go farther. It is a 
try-out institution. The superior students are selected and recommended for further 
university specialization." 

~ Stanford President Ray Lyman Wilbur 

Half of our nation's college students currently attend a two-year college (Cohen 

and Brawer 18). Today these schools are usually called "community colleges," a term 

meant to articulate a mission of service to a particular city, county, or region. But the first 

two-year colleges served four-year colleges, not geographic areas. "Junior Colleges" 

spread rapidly during the first decades of the twentieth century. The present chapter 

examines primary documents from the literature of the movement dating from the start of 

the century until roughly the end of the Great Depression. After the first two-year college 

in Joliet and the movement enjoyed rapid growth during the 1920s and 1930s in particular 

(Dougherty 115, 118). Enrollment during those years jumped from 8,102 to 149,854 
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(Brim and Karabel 23). Many competing narratives attempt to explain why the two-year 

college came into existence and enjoyed such a quick rise in prominence. Two-year 

college historian James L. Ratcliff identifies seven factors which influenced the birth of the 

community college: 

• support from local communities 

• desire among four-year colleges to imitate the German research model 

• general restructuring of education at the turn of the century 

• professionalization of teacher education 

• vocational education movement 

• rise of community-based education 

• demands for public access to education (Ratcliff 4). 

Ratcliff s taxonomy is a useful starting point for analyzing the convergence of educational 

trends, socio-economic realities, and cries for the democratization of higher education 

which lead to the advent of the junior college. Since the individual "streams" in Ratcliff s 

list at times overlap and at times contradict one another, they typify the importance of 

contextualizing an historical moment fraught with competing social factors and a complex 

cast of characters. The problem with Ratcliff and many other historians of the movement 

is that they fail to ascribe agency to leaders of the movement like Leonard Koos and 

Walter Crosby Eells. Ratcliff s second stream, involving the imitation of the German 

Research Model, places agency on the part of the four-year university. A more pointed 

critique would recognize the elitist ideology of individuals at four-year universities. 



Articulating precisely why the junior college movement began was just as difficult 

during the movement. Just as Ratcliff seeks to create taxonomies to explain the birth of 

the movement, so to does Leonard Koos in his 1925 text TJie Junior College Movement. 

Koos, a professor of education at the University of Minnesota and a leader in the 

movement, explains that there were four types of junior colleges: I) the public junior 

college, 2) the state junior college, 3) the private junior college, and 4) the lower-division 

junior college (4-10). It is important to point out that Koos' categories, like Ratcliff s 

streams, overlap. According to Koos, public junior colleges were most often affiliated 

with high schools and as such were considered secondary institutions (5). State junior 

colleges, says Koos, were also public but had the further designation of being affiliated 

with normal schools and/or teachers' colleges (6). Private junior colleges, obviously, 

received no public funding; most often, they had a religious affiliation (Koos 8). The 

lower division junior college referred to an institution where the first two years of 

university coursework could be completed (Koos 10). To underscore the extent to which 

Koos' categories overlap, lower division coursework, in reality, was completed at all four 

types of junior college. Still, Koos' early schema is helpful for beginning to explicate the 

wide variety of goals and purposes behind the early two-year institution. 

The goals and purposes of the movement underscore a service to the elitism that 

has always characterized education in the United States and this is precisely why the 

history of the two-year college should be of interest to all interested in critiques of higher 

education. Materialist critics have begun to expose this problematic aspect of the 
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movement. Kevin Dougherty has shown that throughout the history of the two-year 

college about seventy-five percent of the student body has wanted to continue on for a 

four-year degree but only a fraction of that number actually has (19). Note the connection 

between this statistic and the words of Stanford President Wilbur, an early proponent of 

the junior college movement whose words began this section. Wilbur explicitly calls the 

junior college a "try-out institution" and positions the two-year college as a gatekeeper for 

the prestige of the university. The fact that so few baccalaureate aspirants successfully 

make the transfer and complete their degrees suggests that Wilbur and his colleagues 

accomplished their goals. Dougherty, picking up on Burton Clark's seminal analysis, 

e.xplains that the two-year college has served consistently to decrease ambition among 

students (19-21). "Many baccalaureate aspirants," Dougherty writes, "are seduced away 

from their initial ambitions" (187). Dougherty's claim is corroborated by Grayson F. 

Kefhauver, writing in a 1929 collection of essays about the junior college curriculum. 

Kefhauver writes to his two-year college colleagues, "It is especially desirable to challenge 

the thinking of over-ambitious students of average ability looking forward to entering the 

socially preferred professions. Their choice is frequently made largely upon the basis of 

the social prestige of the occupation with little concern about personal capabilities" (106). 

Kefhauver seeks to combat the notion that less-prepared students can hope to succeed in 

certain walks of life. Recall that the coq)orate state relies upon a tiered workforce for 

efficient functioning. He goes on to say, "There is a fallacy accepted somewhat generally 

by the populace, and approved occasionally by an educator, that all 'normal' individuals 
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can succeed in any field of work if they apply themselves assiduously" (107). Putting 

great emphasis on what the new junior college student cannot and should not do, 

Kefhauver is typical of the reductive view that junior college movement leaders had of 

their students. 

Just as today we witness attacks and purges of so-called remedial students trying 

to break into higher education, so too did the birth of the junior college represent an 

attempt to cleanse higher education. Brint and Karabel, in an influential critique, argue 

that the junior college w as created at the dawn of the twentieth century by leaders of 

prestigious American universities who hoped to purge their institutions of the masses, only 

the most worthy of whom could later transfer to four-year research universities. They 

hoped that such a purge would allow them to imitate the German research model and, by 

extension, transform their universities into centers of highly technical research and 

discovery (Brint and Karabel 24). Such a patriotic endeavor would facilitate America's 

competitive role on the global stage. Although, as Brint and Karabel show, the earliest 

two-year colleges were founded as transfer institutions ~ wherein students could gain 

adnussion to four-year colleges ~ leadership in the American Association of Junior 

Colleges began to develop and market "an ideology of vocationalism" (Brint and Karabel 

37). Conservative leaders of the movement such as Koos, Eells, and Cubberley 

manufactured a plan which "included a conception of the potential training markets open 

to the community colleges, the formulation of a 'counterideology' to combat the 

prevailing academic ideology, and the promotion of intelligence testing and guidance 
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counseling in the junior colleges as means of channeling students into occupational 

programs" (Brim and Karabel 37-8). I seek to extend the critical-historical two-year 

college narrative begun by Dougherty and Brint and Karabel, as well as Ira Shor and John 

Frye. Specifically, I wish in this chapter to show how the junior college movement 

proliferated through a process of Foucauldian disciplining an implicit, and sometimes 

explicit, rhetoric of middle-class efficiency, subjectivity, and passivity. 

The Capitalist Rhetoric of the Junior College Movement 

"As a means of giving early experience with failure followed by success after repeated 
trial; as a means of teaching personal initiative and constructive activity; as a means of 
teaching the money value of effort and the energy value of money, I must unhesitatingly 
recommend a course in that kind of work commonly denominated labor, and inasmuch as 
labor cannot replace learning, I must earnestly urge the closest possible joining of the two" 

~ E. Davenport 

The junior college movement reinforced the myth of the American Dream by 

proliferating a rhetoric of individualism. Indeed the early twentieth century was an era 

that valorized the notion of "individual mobility" (Cohen and Brawer I). By placing 

agency and personal responsibility on the individual, the movement diverted attention from 

systemic corruption as a root cause of injustice. Members of the working-class (see Brint 

and Karabel and Cohen and Brawer for discussions of socio-economic status of students) 

were told they could pull themselves up by their proverbial bootstraps if they took 

responsibility for their futures and made the sacrifices necessary to attend junior college 

(see Shor). As such, anyone who failed to "succeed" bore all agency and culpability for 



"personal" failure. This sentiment was reinforced by excessive assessment and 

remediation in the two-year colleges. As Foucault says, 'The success of disciplinary 

power derives no doubt from the use of simple instruments; hierarchical observation, 

normalizing judgement and their combination in a procedure that is specific to it, the 

examination" (170). To make sure the individual knew he or she was at fault for 

inadequacy, leaders of the movement tested students, put them in remedial classrooms, 

and advised them of shortcomings. As two-year college critic Jerome Karabel states, "the 

community colleges lend affirmation to the merit principle which, while facilitating 

individual upward mobility, diverts attention from underlying questions of distributive 

justice" (524). Karabel underscores how working-class colleges bowed to capitalism. I 

use a Marxist definition of "working class," a term meant to denote wage laborers and 

hourly employees who must sell their labor to survive. Connecting a traditional Marxist 

notion of "working class" to Foucault is instructive here. Not only do members of the 

working class student body of the two-year college bear the burden of labor, they also 

beiir the burden of a disciplinary body that enforces the ideological adherence to the notion 

of the individual. The capitalist agenda that the movement advances is the notion that 

individuals, rather than larger social and economic systems, are at fault for any and all 

failure, according to this logic. 

The junior college rhetoric also furthered the myth that education is a means to 

upward mobility. Not only does the individual, burdened and disciplined with skills tests 

and personality inventories, bear personal responsibility for success, the individual 



supposedly gains the opportunity to participate in the mythic classless society. Karabel 

writes, "the magnitude and shape of the community college movement owe much to 

American ideology about equal opportunity through education...[and the] perceived 

freedom from caste and class" (522). Leaders of the movement convinced the American 

public, particularly the working class, that they needed diplomas and degrees in order to 

succeed. In a sense, they manufactured a further level of credentialism. Institutions of 

higher education were already involved the work of testing and sorting and credentialing. 

but a new institution - separate and lower - amplified the message that nobody bears 

responsibility for success or failure or except for the person who succeeds or fails. The 

distribution of wealth did not change, but companies could choose from a buyer's market, 

a well-trained population all the more ready to serve after having sacrificed several years 

without a good job (see Shor). The junior colleges, in effect, sought to flood the market 

with lots of skilled (read: disciplined) job candidates willing to work for less. Frequently, 

according to sociologist Jerome Karabel, business interests were well represented on the 

new colleges' governing boards and funding bodies (Karabel 543-4). 

Junior College as Panopticon 

"The junior college acts as a sorting and sifting agency for the university" 

— Walter Crosby Eells 

The junior college movement involved the Foucauldian disciplining of the student 

body. Sociologist Burton Clark and other critics have described the "cooling out" 



function that schooling fulfills. The junior college cooled out young men (and sometimes 

women) for several years, instilling in them a degree of "ideological discipline" (Shor 10). 

Mass education frequently (though not always) taught passivity, lawfulness, and allegiance 

to the myth of the American Dream by telling students they were going to school and 

behaving so as to earn the privilege of a better career. These lessons in careerism, civics, 

and ideological conformity illustrate how the two-year college exemplified Althusser's 

notion of the state apparatus. Althusser argues that education is the most powerful of the 

state apparatuses due to "the reproduction of the relations of production, i.e., of capitalist 

relations of exploitation" in the school setting (146). Students at the new two-year 

institutions learned, in Althusser's terms, both "a certain amount of 'know-how' wrapped 

in the ruling ideology...[and] the ruling ideology in its pure state" in service to the false 

promise of upward mobility (Althusser 147). Foucault might call the lessons learned by 

the junior college student "docility-utility" (Foucault 137). In 1928, Charters describes 

the importance of discipline in shaping the young student with desirable values: "for only 

through pain, be it physical or mental, will he desert bad practices" (Teaching of Ideals 

231). Discipline in every sense of the word occupied a fundamental role in the formation 

of the junior college. 

The junior college monitored students with a military discipline perhaps most 

visible in the excessive testing on the two-year campus. Eells, one of the most important 

figures in the junior college movement, reports that San Jose College administered no 

fewer than sixteen psychological, personality, and aptitude tests to its entering students in 



1930 (Eeils 322). They were: Thomdike Intelligence Test, Moss Social Intelligence Test, 

MacQuarrie Mechanical Aptitude Test, Iowa Mathematics Aptitude Test, Iowa Chemistry 

Aptitude Test, Allport-Ascendance-Submission Test, Seashore Musical Test of Memory, 

New Stanford Achievement Test, Staffelbach Geography Test, Courtis Geography Test. 

Ayres Handwriting Scale, Columbia Research Bureau History Test, Staffelbach Arithmetic 

Test, Whipple College Reading Test, and Almack Civics Test (Eells 322). Excessive 

assessment at the junior colleges can be seen as an attempt to "capitalize" on individual 

abilities and personalities. Educators looking to facilitate the efficient functioning of the 

society, especially the economy, created numerous inventories and tests during this era to 

determine with "scientific" accuracy what a given individual ought to do (Holt 77). The 

examination, writes Foucault, "is a normalizing gaze, a surveillance that makes it possible 

to qualify, to classify and to punish" (184). Junior college students were qualified as 

"junior," that is, lower in prestige than "regular" college students. They were classified, 

often, as remedial and bound for the blue-collar workforce or the new paraprofessions. 

And they were punished by a system that sought to transform them ideologically, but not 

materially, into middle-class subjects. Foucault writes of the cultural imperative among 

elitists to institute their 

military dream of society; its fundamental reference was not to the state of 
nature, but to the meticulously subordinated cogs of a machine, not to the 
primal social contract, but to permanent coercions, not to fundamental 
rights, but to indefinitely progressive forms of training, not to the general 
will but to automatic docility. (Foucault 169) 

When examined through a Foucaldian lens, the sixteen tests, inventories, and batteries in 
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disciplines as diverse as geography, music, civics, and ascendance-submission can be seen 

as attempts to instill docility. 

Instilling Middle-Class Ethos 

"Great emphasis was placed on traditional middle-class values...victories were counted 
when members of lower classes were 'raised' to this level of culture" 

~ Critic John H. Frye 

Another productive lens through which to view the two-year college during this 

era is a Marxist lens informed by theorist Georg Lukacs. At times, leaders of the junior 

college movement were explicit about their desire to homogenize and neutralize the 

cultural ethos of the student body. As an institution, we can see the two-year college 

discourage class consciousness, the awareness of class division. Leaders proliferated 

bourgeois thought and ideology, which served as what Lukacs terms "an apologia for the 

existing order" (Lukacs 48). Lukacs explains that dominant culture instills "false 

consciousness" in the working class, that is, the obfuscation of material inequity and the 

belief in a classless society. The corrective to false consciousness is "class consciousness," 

which serves a "practical, historical function," that is, prompting collective contemplation 

and potential revolutionary action (Lukacs 52). 

Cubberley illustrates education's role in the construction of false consciousness 

when he refers to the school's responsibility to instill "into all a social and political 

consciousness that will lead to unity amid diversity" (55). Eells goes so far as to say the 

junior college ought to train the new student in the "maintenance of a cheerfulness of 
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manner and a happy outlook on life" (Eeils 337-8). The values, according to Eells, that 

would help students obtain that happy life include initiative, responsibility, cooperation 

and self-reliance (Eells 619). Cubberley argues explicitly against class consciousness and 

collective action when he stales: 

Through all the complicated machinery of the schools, some way must 
be found to awaken a social consciousness as opposed to a class 
consciousness to bring out the important social and civic lessons, to 
point out our social and civic needs, and to teach our young people how 
to live better and make better use of leisure time. (66) 

The elitist movement leaders feared class consciousness and the collective action that 

could potentially spring from radical contemplation. So Cubberley and other educators 

taught students the value of leisure time, as well as how to manage leisure time. Leisure 

time is a bourgeois cultural marker, mainly due to the increased amount of free time that 

members of the middle-class typically have, but also because bourgeois ideology argues 

that the privileged individual has a fundamental right to enjoy recreational pursuits. 

Additionally, movement leaders glamorized the notion of the individual through seemingly 

innocuous and neutral "skills" like thinking "independently" ("Indoctrination" 163). 

Junior college leaders wanted members of the working-class to be their own persons, to be 

atomized bodies, subjectified and isolated from comrades. 

Junior colleges integrated what movement leaders deemed desirable, civilized 

values into their curricula. Davenport, a leader in education during the early twentieth 

century, explains that by teaching laborers not only to do better work but also to dream, 

love art, and free their minds, the industrial product will ultimately be better (Davenport 
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98). An influential report issued by the Carnegie Foundation in the niid-i930s articulated 

the importance of fostering middle-class ethos among junior college students, a population 

that junior college movement leaders thought was most in need of subjectivity. The 

Foundation's report reads, "Certain aspects of civilized life, highly valued in cultured 

social living, which are omitted or subordinated in the ordinary academic curriculum, will 

be added or made important" at the two-year college ("Education for Social Intelligence" 

55). The report differentiates between the needs of the "ordinary" university student, who 

already knew middle-class values, and the junior college subject, still in need of 

disciplining. Katharine M. Denworth summed up the Carnegie report in a 1937 editorial 

in the Junior College Journal and called upon her junior college colleagues to bring a 

sense of refinement to their unwashed, working-class student body. Denworth urges her 

colleagues to foster such values pedagogically, stating, "[T]each etiquette and good taste 

in dress and personal grooming" ("Education for Social Intelligence" 56). Cubberley, as 

early as 1909, called on junior college teachers to instill the values of "obedience, proper 

demeanor, respect, courtesy, honesty, fidelity, and virtue" (17). Eells, twenty years later, 

praises Compton Junior College, whose orientation included a unit on "the marks of 

college men and women" (326). Movement leader Franklin Bobbitt, in the same year as 

Eells, asserts that the most important part of the junior college's general education 

curriculum is preparation in how to act "cultured" and "cultivated." Bobbitt writes, 'To 

be a good citizen and to help make democracy a success, one must pursue the ways of 

civilized living" (16). Notice the middle-class values, the traits that squelch class 
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consciousness and foster individuality and subjectivity, deemed by the faculty at Stephens 

College to be essential: 

The key traits were accuracy, adaptability, ambition, love of beauty, 
balance, broad-mindedness, courage, courtesy, chastity, cheerfulness, 
dependability, healthfulness, high-mindedness, honesty, individuality, 
initiative, leadership, loyalty, patriotism, poise, scholarliness, service, 
sincerity, spirituality, sociability, and tact. (Teaching of Ideals 46) 

Charters, in his 192S te.xt, e.xplains that values-laden education seeks out desirable "social 

traits" in the tradition of Ben Franklin's list of thirteen virtues (Teaching of Ideals 49-51). 

Junior college leaders, in laying out curricula for the new institution, identified a laundry 

list of middle-class traits, traits that could in effect proliferate adherence to the dominant 

ideology of industrial capitalism. 

In the literature of the junior college movement, there exists an urgency to 

transform the leisure-time activity of students. Denworth, for example, denounces the 

value of both "cheap literature"' and the sporting events of the common person. "We shall 

emphasize wholesome sports," Denworth states, singling out riding, golf, and tennis and 

denouncing baseball ("Education for Social Intelligence" 56). Irvin F. Coyle, also writing 

in the Junior College Journal, tells junior college teachers they should concern themselves 

with "remedying defects in reading and composition, teaching better use of leisure, 

teaching the enjoyment of art and music...teaching etiquette and good taste" (Coyle 20). 

The implication is that the institution obscures, and in fact tries to destroy, any unique, 

working-class character in the student body. Coyle goes on to argue; 

There is need for a social program from which students would develop in 
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the direction of competence in matters of etiquette and social graces, 
good taste in dress and personal appearance, selection of entertainment, 
the art of conversation, the necessity for cooperation...Many of our 
students are denied much of social development because their inability 
to read makes it impossible for them to experience good literature, good 
speeches, and much of the higher types of conversation. (21) 

Coyle, convinced he has an intimate knowledge of his working-class students and their 

needs, concerns himself with literacy as the means to middle-class taste. The rhetoric of 

the Junior College Journal influenced the literature produced by individual colleges 

during the era. One catalogue, for example, printed the following: "'Since the printed page 

is one of the mightiest forces for good or ill in the life of the reader, students are asked to 

read only that which ennobles and uplifts, and to abstain from reading frivolous, exciting 

tales, story magazines, and other forms of questionable literature" (Eells 586). Movement 

leaders considered texts from popular culture not only unworthy of study but, in fact, 

morally "questionable." Cultural literacy became an imperative for junior college students. 

Maintaining a Blue-Collar Workforce 

"Despite the difficulties of establishing lines of distinction between trades on the one hand 
and semiprofessions on the other, and again between semiprofessions and professions, we 
seem to have in these evidences some support of a belief that there are and should be 
occupations on the intermediate level, and that they should be legitimized by the 
provisions of ample standardized curricula in preparation for them." 

— Leonard V. Koos 

Ironically the same movement leaders who attempted to create students whose 

tastes mirrored the privileged classes also sought to maintain class division materially. 

Koos, in his 1925 text, states with a naivety that may or may not be genuine that the 



transfer function of the junior college is written about widely in junior college catalogues 

(see also Chapter Three of this text, which critiques mission statements from junior college 

catalogues) ~ texts read by students, potential students, and the parents of students — but 

rarely in the professional literature (19). Prominent junior college scholar and critic John 

H. Frye argues that national leadership of the movement advanced the terminal function of 

the junior college, while most parents and students supported the transfer function (1-2, 

85). Movement leaders, though they believed ideologically in the terminal function, saw 

the so-called transfer function as a marketing tool (see Chapter Three for a thorough 

critique of public articulations of mission), a way to promise the working-class student 

body more than the institution intended to deliver: automatic transfer to a four-year 

university. For example, the influential American Association of Junior Colleges (AAJC) 

defined the junior college in 1924 as an institution offering transferable "courses usually 

offered in the first two years of the four-year colleges" (Gleazer 17). Still, in their 

professional literature, notably Junior College Journal, prominent members of the AAJC 

insisted the primary purpose of the two-year school was to provide the terminal degree. 

'The leadership," Frye writes, "persisted in pushing terminal education in the face of 

mounting evidence that it lacked public appeal" (99). The transfer function was a means 

to sell higher education to the masses. In the professional literature, which had junior 

college teachers and administrators as its audience, as Koos points out as early as 1925, 

the "vocational function" enjoyed prominence. Koos himself goes to great lengths to 

differentiate between "professions" and "semiprofessions" (20). Semiprofessions could be 
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prepared for in the course of two years and therefore were an appropriate domain of the 

junior college, according to Koos. Koos singles out commerce, industrv-, agriculture, and 

home economics as the broad categories under which more specific trades like technical 

chemistry, auto mechanics, and secretarial arts could fall (122-3). Professions, on the 

other hand, required the four-year degree or beyond. 

The creation of the whole notion of the "semiprofession" further served to obscure 

class division: the rhetoric of the junior college movement suggested that since 

semiprofessions existed in the "middle" of artisan trades and professions, that 

semiprofessional workers were therefore "middle" class, not working class (Frye 59). 

Movement leader identified blue and pink-collar jobs as the domain of the semiprofessions 

but obscured the existence of a working class. A class that does not exist, of course, 

cannot disrupt the status quo. 

Koos and others sought to legitimate the semiprofessions so as to maintain a 

rationalized superstructure of jobs and manufacture a superstructure of institutions. Koos' 

study includes a survey of parents of junior college students about why they send their 

kids to junior colleges. The most common answer was affordability (147). Koos then 

praises the ability of junior colleges to offer "economic democratization" but makes no 

mention of other potential means of democratizing, such as lowering the price of tuition at 

four-year institutions (147). Instead, Koos is content with the construction of a wholly 

new institution, lower in status. Eells praises in his 1931 text TJie Junior College the 

prominence of cooperative education programs, in which students split their time between 



courses and real-world work (204). Again, we see the two-year institution slotting 

students into the paraprofessions, not to mention providing industry with cheap labor. Of 

course, much of the working-class student body was already headed for paraprofessions, 

but the two-year college, as an assembly line for efficient worker-citizens within the 

corporate state, assumed a role of facilitator for the particular industries the workers 

would eventually serve. Eells is quick, though, to suggest it is the students who are most 

served by this facilitating. "A combination" he writes, "of skill, technical knowledge, and 

good citizenship or social understanding is needed for success in a vocation" (205). So 

even though industry received trained, credentialized, disciplined workers, Eells argues it 

was the students who benefitted (emphasis mine). 

Students most often attended the junior college because they wanted to prepare for 

university work. Eells himself presents this data as early as 1931, citing a 1930 Stanford 

study of 3,058 junior college students in California. The most common reason for coming 

to the two-year college, higher than preparing for a vocation, was to transfer to the 

university (Eells 218). An earlier study (1929) found that ninety percent of junior college 

students intended to go on to study at four-year schools (Eells 250). Eells, towing the 

party line of the movement, finds these figures troubling, pointing out that the economy 

simply does not need that many professionals. Unafraid of nebulous figures, he mentions 

specifically that less than ten percent of the population needs a professional degree (Eells 

289). So Eells encourages his junior college colleagues to consider ways to make the 

terminal courses more appealing: "The stigma must be removed, the inferiority complex 



too often attached to them must be changed" (310). Some two-year schools, notably Los 

Angeles Junior College, set up both transfer and terminal curricula. Not only did students 

choose the transfer courses in greater number, both types of curricula sent students on to 

the four-year university with equal though low frequency (Frye 115). Still, Eells and other 

leaders wanted to protect the selectivity of the four-year university, especially in light of 

the imperative to imitate the German research-specialization paradigm. The motives of 

movement leaders, writes Frye, "had less to do with spreading collegiate education than 

promoting the emergent university as a bastion of selection" (5). Little conclusive data 

exists on how many two-year college students did successfully transfer to the four-year 

university, writes two-year college historian Judith S. Eaton (34). 

Movement leaders had problematic assumptions about the class they sought to sort 

and track into a blue-collar labor force. Cubberley at one point asserts that members of 

the "industrial classes" are "illiterate" on two counts, first in their ignorance of the 

standard dialect, and second because they lack "any real conception of the meaning of 

democratic life" (56). Movement leaders also thought the working class needed extra 

attention compared to university students. Koos praises smaller class sizes at junior 

colleges, where he claims teachers should exercise more influence so as to advance "the 

social control of the individual in small groups" (23). Koos goes so far as to make the 

claim that the new student body is less mature; he praises student access to "continuing 

home influences during immaturity and affording attention to the individual student in the 

junior colleges in ways not possible in other higher institutions" (166). Koos sees the 



four-year institution as being a potentially '"disorganizing social environment," one that the 

needful and immature working-class students could not handle (167). Koos assumes the 

pluralism of ideologies and values at universities would pose a threat to the student body 

of the junior college. In this way, Koos represents the movement of junior college leaders 

beyond just ignorance of the cultural ethos of the working class - an ignorance typified by 

Cubberley - and into a fear of an unassimilated ethos. A class of people without 

allegiance to the values of capital and the mythology of classlessness could unravel the 

social fabric. 

The junior college served as a more conservative domain, a place less threatening 

than the university and a place to stitch together the classes so as to rationalize difference. 

Universities were permitted to offer ideological alternatives to the values of capital. 

Movement leaders perceived a kind of danger in raising the consciousness of the less 

privileged. Says Koos, "In these days of large and mounting enrollments in colleges and 

universities, with the accompanying increase in hazard for the socially immature in 

attendance, it is imperative that some adequate agency of conservation be instituted" 

(188). Make no mistake, when Koos says "socially inunature" he means "working class." 

Koos goes on to e.xplain that the junior college is "clearly better designed than are our 

typical higher institutions to provide for those who should not or can not go on" (315). 

Eells is in agreement with Koos about the imperative for strict, Foucauldian even, 

guidance at the two-year college. Eells explains in some detail that the commuter 

population of the two-year college needs to remain at home not for economic reasons, but 



rather because of a need for the discipline that exists in the home (206). Again this 

reinforces the notion that junior college students are somehow less mature, even though 

they are statistically older, than university students. For the junior college students who 

had to be away from home, Eells explains, they receive more "careful dormitory 

supervision" than the university students; this is particularly true for female students (Eells 

206). 

Dormitory supervision was not the only, or even the most dominant, domain for 

disciplining, guiding, and evaluating the junior college student. Eells devotes an entire 

chapter to "The Guidance Function" of the two-year college, stating, "The true emphasis 

of the junior college, as already slated, is or should be on the student, whereas the 

university emphasis is more likely to be on the subject matter" (318). Eells' philosophy 

was teach the student, not the subject. After World War II, the two-year college's 

offerings in vocational and terminal degrees became more prominent (Eaton 29-31, 

Gleazer 18-21). During those latter, baby boom years, the pressure to build a "unique 

identity" for the two-year college took the form of a pro-vocation rhetoric to which the 

public, due to a more prosperous and secure economy, was more susceptible (Eaton 29). 

But during the 1920s and 1930s, the two-year college was marketed as a locus of 

guidance and transfer into the prestige of a four-year institution. 

Rhetorics of Social Efficiency and Civic Education 

"The school must grasp the significance of its social connections and relations and must 
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come to realize that its real worth and its hope of adequate reward lies in its social 
efficiency" 

— Ellwood P. Cubberley 

As elite educators influenced by German, French, and Italian trends in scholarship 

and thought, leaders of the junior college movement were no doubt informed of the 

European science of work. Rabinbach explains in The Human Motor that a dominant 

metaphor among late-nineteenth-century European intellectuals was the body as a motor. 

Both the human body and the mechanical motor, Rabinbach explains, convert energy into 

work and thereby increase labor-capital (2). For this reason, scientists in Europe began to 

study work and efficiency, doing experiments for example to judge how long the work day 

ought to be (5). Such scholarship was easily put in service to political economies and 

ideologies, particularly capitalism, as a means to increase output. Scientists of work 

studied fatigue, nutrition, and the physiology of the human motor. There was a movement 

afoot among scientists of work to diagnose low work ethic as a pathology. No longer was 

work ethic a religious notion; instead, it became a physiological state (Rabinbach 166). 

On the domestic front, meanwhile, the business philosophy of Taylorism was taking hold. 

Taylorism and "scientific management" attempted to eliminate waste and increase 

productivity through the standardization and routinization of tasks (Rabinbach 239). 

While Taylorism from the business perspective referred strictly to efficiency as 

cost-per-unit, social efficiency as used by David Snedden and other educators meant 

changing individuals in quantitative and qualitative ways (Drost 4). For American 

educators, both Taylorism and the European science of work influenced the drives to 
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teach more efficiently and to foster efficiency among students. The 1920s in particular 

saw American schools at various levels attempt to integrate various corporate 

management theories, especially those that fostered efficiency, into the curriculum (see 

Chapter One of this text; Holt 73). This was particularly operative in the two-year 

college, an institution that served industrial laborers in far greater numbers than the four-

year university. Efficiency through disciplinary education became a means not only to 

increase labor-capital, but also to keep social problems at bay. 

Educators at the tum-of-the-century, notably those involved in the junior college 

movement, feared social unrest. Given rapid technological and industrial change and the 

growth of radical movements, such educators saw all around them numerous "threats to 

social stability," according to Frye (16). To teach social efficiency, scholars agreed, was 

to "shape the individual to predetermined social characteristics" (Drost 3). "Social 

education," for educators such as Snedden who were interested in efficiency, meant "the 

effective control of native propensities and instincts of the individual so as to produce the 

habits, appreciations, knowledges, and ideals that could make him a worthwhile member 

of society" (Drost 83). It is little wonder why these educators and scholars saw such an 

imperative for better systems of discipline. For many of these educators, civic education 

was the means to increasing social efficiency. As Mara Holt has shown, pedagogies of 

efficiency served as foils to Dewey's progressive, if Utopian, conception of American 

education (74). Though efficiency advocates cite Dewey and other progressive educators 

in their literature, sociai-efficiency-through-civic-education often took the form of anti-
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progressivism. Frve writes: 

[C]ivic education is clearly a more conservative program. The citizen 
needs to know how to fit in. While some wanted to use civic education 
during the Depression to change society, others viewed the same concept 
as a bulwark against communism and other radicalism. In more general 
terms, civic education was an easily defended curricular element popular 
with educators and public alike. Its use reflected the chief concerns of 
educators both as professionals interested in social stability and as those 
concerned with a productive workforce. A good citizen was a good 
worker. Writers even extended the concept of vocation to include home 
life (and housework) and citizenship. Civic education was also another 
one of those things that the junior college did that the university did 
not. (Frye 31) 

Frye provides an important narrative of the development of the junior college, pointing out 

that vocationalism and civics were both part of a larger program of social efficiency. J. 

Leonard Hancock, in a 1934 Junior College Journal article, provides a most dramatic 

example of what Frve calls the "social control" aspect of social efficiency movements. In 

"Does the Junior College Make Good Citizens?," Hancock argues that a good junior 

college experience can even convert communists into good citizens (225-6). Clearly 

issues of class were at the heart of the fear of social unrest that was common among junior 

college leaders. 

Junior colleges were bom out of an allegiance to capitalism, efficiency, and social 

control into a milieu of what movement leaders perceived to be threats to the social order. 

As Howard Zinn demonstrates, by the turn of the twentieth century, nothing "could 

disguise the troubles of the [capitalist] system" (316). In the first ten years of the century, 

radicals like William Foster garnered national attention, mobilizing steel workers and 



miners, meal packers and farmers on behalf of the Industrial Workers of the World (IWW) 

and the far-left faction of the American Socialists (Barrett 310). Media coverage of labor 

unrest, especially strikes lead by the IWW, shaped popular opinion, giving the left a 

reputation for violent behavior (Zinn 323). The IWW, which not coincidentally was 

influenced by Dewey, intended to wage war on capitalism (Dubofsky 74 and 66, Zinn 

324). The Wobblies and other leaders of radical labor movements utilized a rhetoric of 

solidarity, class consciousness, and collective power (Dubofsky 72). In the 1920s, 

increasingly radical organizations such as the Trade Union Educational League and the 

Red International of Labor Unions began to make waves (Barrett 311). The values of the 

far-left labor organizers stood in stark contrast to the junior college's doctrine of 

ideological discipline and job preparation. 

Foster, one of the most prominent American communists, as well as numerous 

IWW leaders represented Gramsci's notion of "organic intellectuals," the thinkers that 

come from a particular class and lead and represent the interests of that class. These 

radical, public intellectuals preached social change and collective action to their fellow 

members of the working class. Labor organizing during these radical years often — 

though not always ~ involved an egalitarian vision of education wherein proletariat taught 

proletariat (Dubofsky 74). The junior college movement was reactionary to the 

burgeoning labor movement of the early twentieth century. Junior colleges represented a 

top-down form of education in which members of the privileged classes taught their 

dominant values to the proletariat. Two-year college movement leaders saw their 
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institutions as ideological apparatuses whose ideology was desirable, unlike the ideology 

of the labor movement which threatened the status quo. 

In the name of maintaining the "progress" of unchecked capitalism, leaders of the 

junior college movement sought to produce efficient subjects who could serve both the 

economy and its attendant value systems. Efficient subject-citizens would have the job 

skills necessary to participate in the industrialized workforce, but they would also be 

socially efficient. "Efficiency" was also a buzzword in business circles during this era, 

thanks to Taylorism, and educational leaders used the rhetoric of efficiency as a means to 

increase their own credibility with audiences, especially representatives of business and 

industry, outside of education (Frye 54). As the economy and the ethnic make-up of the 

nation changed at the tum-of-the-century, education leaders saw a need for an overhaul of 

educational structures and the addition of new structures. The University of Illinois' E. 

Davenport, in his 1909 text Education for Efficiency, writes of the imperative for a 

"scheme of education that aims at a higher efficiency of all classes of people," that is, one 

that makes labor "more effective and more profitable" (11). Since workers served the 

economy and educational institutions have the potential to make workers more efficient, 

Davenport reasons, the worker-citizen is "public property" (12). If citizens take 

advantage of free education, according to Davenport, they have the obligation to serve the 

greater economic good of the society (12). Davenport goes on to write, "The only safety 

for us now is in the education of all classes to common ideals of individual efficiency and 

public service along needful lines with common standards of citizenship" (16). Davenport 
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speaks of the need to create cultural and civic uniformity among diverse student bodies at 

new institutions such as the junior college. 

Stanford University's Ellwood P. Cubberley sang the praises of industrialism and 

technology and fought to restructure education to better serve the interests of capital. 

Cubberley, perhaps the most important advocate of education for efficiency and an 

advocate of the two-year college, was an astute rhetorician who fancied himself a 

philosopher of educational trends and histories. The library at present-day Stanford's 

prestigious School of Education is named for Cubberley. Cubberley saw industrialization 

as progress and lauded technological advances. In his 1909 text Changing Conceptions of 

Education, Cubberley praises the "inventive genius" of the industrial revolution, during 

which "Yankee ingenuity manifested itself in every direction" (6). Still. Cubberley felt that 

American education was at a crossroads and would have to help America maintain 

productivity in light of an evolving way of life. "We of to-day," Cubberley writes, "belong 

to the world instead of to a county, we have the conveniences of the world at our doors, 

and we have large amounts of leisure time for service, amusement, or personal 

improvement which used to be demanded by the necessities of mere physical existence" 

(7-8). Schools, particularly new institutions like the junior college, would have to help the 

working class articulate shared, cultural goals, according to Cubberley. Industrial 

capitalism had lifted America, he writes, "to a higher plane of material comfort and 

industrial welfare"; now schools would have to seize the opportunity to advance 

homogenous values (5). 
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Maintaining homogeneity was irksome for Cubberley because of the influx of non-

Anglo Saxon immigrants. In Cubberley's mind, a unified cultural ethos was easier to 

maintain through most of the nineteenth century, when most immigrants were Northern 

and Western Europeans, who Cubberley saw as having "initiative," "self-reliance," 

"respect for law," and other traits useful for the burgeoning capitalist industrial nation (12-

14). However, in the late nineteenth century, inwnigration trends shifted and prompted a 

greater imperative for cultural assimilation. Cubberley saw the institution of the two-year 

college as a domain where that homogeneity could be fostered. Regarding new 

immigration trends, Cubberley writes: 

These southern and eastern Europeans are of a very different type 
from the north Europeans who preceded them. Illiterate, docile, lacking in 
self reliance and initiative, and not possessing the Anglo-Teutonic 
conceptions of law, order, and government, their coming has served 
to dilute tremendously our national stock, and to corrupt our civic life. (15) 

Cubberley used his xenophobic rhetoric to advance his educational "reform" movement. 

Such rhetoric lead to the bourgeois program with which the junior college disciplined its 

working-class student body and resulted in specific curricular features such as eugenics 

and marriage-preparation courses. Cubberley was explicit about his desire to use schools 

such as junior colleges as a locus to wage cultural war; "Our task is to break up these 

groups or settlements, to assimilate and amalgamate these people as a pan of our 

American race, and to implant in their children, so far as can be done, the Anglo-Saxon 

conception of righteousness, law and order" (Cubberley 15). 

In addition to "social efficiency," junior college leaders also used terms such as 
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"social intelligence" and "social competence" to articulate the societal deficit of two-year 

college students. The Carnegie Foundation "urged that a curriculum for social intelligence 

be made basic to all other curricula" ("Education for Social Intelligence" 55). Social 

intelligence refers to the ability to meet and respond to the demands of living in society. 

Irvin F. Coyle, in a 1938 issue of the Junior College Journal, wrestles with the terms 

"social intelligence" and "social competence," and concludes that students can be taught 

to function at higher, more productive levels at the junior college. For Coyle, this higher 

functioning involves financial independence and adherence to dominant values (19-20). 

For Cubberley, the increased level of efficiency could lead to the sustained viability of the 

United Slates as a world leader. Cubberley, writing at early century, cites with pride the 

Spanish-American War of 1898 and the Russo-Japanese War as evidence of our nation's 

powerful presence in major world events but warns that "the great battles of the world in 

the future are to be commercial rather than military" (49). Clearly, efficient social subjects 

for educators like Cubberley facilitated the dual powers of military and economic strength. 

No wonder leaders like Cubberley supported education for the masses. Efficient worker-

subjects could, after all, help America maintain both a strong economy and a strong 

presence in global, military affairs. Educating the working-class at the growing number of 

junior colleges became a patriotic endeavor. 

By relegating members of the working class to an institution where they could be 

efficient subjects, the four-year institution could likewise advance the cause of efficiency. 

The university would not have to remediate, or even offer as many lower-division units. 



Leaders like Koos saw remediation as "repetition," a waste of time (258). Avoiding 

remediation could allow the university to become a center for specialization and the 

creation of new knowledge which could advance the military, scientific, and economic 

power of the nation (Koos 206). President James of the University of Illinois expresses 

this sentiment at an even earlier date, during his 1905 inaugural address. James says, 

"[T]he university ought not to be engaged in secondary work at all, and by secondary 

work I mean work which is necessary as a preliminary preparation for the pursuit of 

special professional, that is, scientific study" (in Eells 46). Similarly, William Rainey 

Harper, president of the University of Chicago, a figure often dubbed "the father of the 

junior college," supported two-year colleges precisely because they allowed for the 

"amputation of the lower limbs" of the university, which could then raise its standards (in 

Eells 48). Likewise, Harper advocated "cutting off the head" of smaller colleges, turning 

less-elite four-year institutions into junior colleges (in Eells 59). 

The birth of two-year colleges was part of a larger scheme to preserve the elitism 

of four-year colleges. There were attempts to outsource lower-division coursework at 

institutions such as the Universities of Michigan and Illinois, powerful research institutions 

of the Midwest (Cohen and Brawer 6-7, Eells 45-6). Stanford President David Starr 

Jordan, in 1907, recommended the abolition of the first two years of coursework from his 

university (Eells 48). The idea failed to gamer enough support, though the junior college 

movement nearly facilitated his radical proposal. Jordan said in 1929, regarding his 

beloved Stanford; 



With the rapid increase in the number of excellent junior colleges she 
ought no longer to have to dissipate her best strength in preparing 
young students for their true university work. The day has now arrived 
when, like most of the universities of Europe, she should stand above 
the ordinary routine of the college, (in Eells 49) 

Frye explains that the Stanford proposal failed to eliminate the lower division because the 

Board of Trustees worried the plan was financially unsound (45-6). Harper, Jordan, and 

other university presidents imagined their research universities, free from the remediation 

of lower-division classes, as sites that could foster the growth of industry and technology. 

Meanwhile, the two-year college could manufacture the subjects necessary to keep the 

attendant industries functioning at a rapid and lucrative pace. Koos. in 1925, explains that 

in this way the junior college could have more in common with the high school than with 

higher education (250). Again we see the desire among movement leaders to manufacture 

a facility of mass, working-class education so as to preserve the prestige of the university. 

The Rhetorics of Scientization and Eugenics 

"Education will never fully justify itself until this shall have been accomplished and the 
human machine be liberated from the last form of slavery—the drudgery that is bom of 
ignorance" 

— E. Davenport 

Educators during the early twentieth century used scientific rationale to plan their 

curricula. Leaders of the junior college in particular typify the imperative to transform all 

disciplines into sciences. Denworth writes, "We (junior college instructors) shall endeavor 

further to inculcate a scientific attitude toward civilization" ("Education for Social 



Intelligence" 56). Denworth and her colleagues felt it imponant to articulate a thoroughly 

rational understanding of the world. Education scholars advanced a positivist paradigm 

that suggested the world was knowable and that teachers ought to teach students the 

scientific method in all disciplines. This scientific ideology also informed the structure of 

institutions of education. Specifically, the scientization of knowledge reinforced the notion 

that schools at various levels could know with certainty what students needed. Junior 

college leaders, for example, observed what they perceived to be the values and activities 

that would keep society functioning smoothly. This observation happened through what 

leaders of the junior college movement believed to be empirical and objective study; 

surveys, for example, of what skills workers needed and analysis of crime statistics could 

easily justify the importance of vocational education and a civic schooling that taught 

adherence to the values of law and order. Davenport argues that social unrest leads to 

high divorce rates (keep in mind he is writing in 1909), and concludes empirically that 

schools ought to keep "girls" busy with vocational, useful tasks like typing which will 

occupy their time and thereby lower the divorce rate (24). It was impossible to challenge 

this reasoning when it was backed with empirical (and thus rational, scientific) "proof." 

Thanks to scientization, movement leaders never considered the ideological nature 

of their conclusions; rather, they were convinced of the truth of their studies. Junior 

college leaders reasoned that a great deal of crime in industrialized communities meant 

that blue-collar workers, particularly immigrants, were ignorant of how to behave like 

civilized citizens. Junior colleges commonly taught courses in eugenics, the scientific 



study of "good birthing," so that students for example could make wiser decisions about 

whom to marry. Denworth lauds the value of "the simple essentials of courses in eugenics 

and euthenics, the family and its relationships" ("Education for Social Intelligence" 56). 

Good birthing had a particular, ethnic and race-based, meaning for Cubberley and other 

xenophobic scholar-rhetoricians. Again, the movement was in keeping with the science of 

work. Rabinbach explains that liberals and capitalists, in inventing a "detailed program for 

transforming and deploying human labor power," attempted to "transcend class conflict 

and substitute scientific neutrality" (8). Instead of contemplating and critiquing the system 

that produced fatigue and conflict, movement leaders advanced the scientific notion of 

labor, that all classes ought to work together to advance more efficient ways of operating. 

"Scientists," Rabinbach writes, "attempted to reduce labor to a purely instrumental, or 

technical act, which lent itself to the rigors of physiological experiment and social science" 

(123). Similarly, junior college leaders reduced ideological judgments about race and class 

to scientific conclusions. 

The process of schooling itself was becoming increasingly scientized. Curricula 

and pedagogical methods, for example, were becoming standardized. Learning how to 

teach became a science, a field guided by an empirical methodology (Cubberley 40-43). In 

1923, then, it makes sense that Charters would publish his exhaustive study of how to 

assemble a curriculum. Charters states the reason for his book is because of "the prestige 

of systematic knowledge" {Curriculum Construction 12). Through empirical research, 

teachers and scholars could determine how to impart desirable social values in students. 



Charters, for example, devotes a large amount of his book to a painstaking analysis of 

precisely what moral and value-laden lessons students need. In his later text, Charters 

states, 'The pedagogical mind abhors unsystematized material" (Teaching of Ideals 44). 

He argues that methods of moral education should be every bit as systematized as botany 

(Teaching of Ideals 45). Later, Charters writes, 'The method which produces the best 

results in the shortest time with the greatest degree of simplicity of operation is the more 

desirable; and this desirability is determined by measurement" (Teaching of Ideals 321). 

Charters underscores the value scholars and educators placed on measuring with 

"scientific" precision the efficiency of various pedagogical methods. 

Teaching methodologies were not adequate vehicles, however, for this ideology-

laden goal of education, so the disciplines of school psychology and school counseling 

were manufactured; both became especially dominant forces on the junior college campus, 

where guidance remained a prominent pedagogical and institutional function. During the 

late nineteenth century, Cubberley states, "character-building was erected as a definite aim 

in education. Psychology became the guiding science of the schools" (43). School 

psychology at the junior college was mainly concerned with efficient operation and 

eliminating traits that school disciplinarians saw as chaotic. Rabinbach explains that the 

notion of social hygiene lead to increased testing to determine traits that threatened the 

"equilibrium of society" (206). No wonder an institution so concerned with testing and 

diagnosis became an institution that valued eugenic science. The same tests that measured 

intelligence and personality, Rabinbach writes, were used to justify racial and gender 



superiority (Rabinbach 206; see also Gould for a thorough and alarming critique of the 

misuses of testing). Davenport fears "a whole people gorging themselves with a mass of 

knowledge that has no application to the lives they are to live, for this will breed in the end 

dissatisfaction and anarchy" (28). Singling out African-Americans, Davenport argues that 

educators need to teach the "the tramps of the country" dominant values, or else social 

unrest will increase (28). School must, according to Davenport, help the country 

"preserve a homogenous people" (75). When all aspects of life are reduced to 

quantifiable, "scientific" data, dominant ideologies inevitably unleash, as Gould has shown, 

projects to cleanse and homogenize. Thanks to the rhetorics of efficiency and science, this 

is what happened at the junior college: the attempt to create a homogenous ethos in 

service to the interests of capital. 

Conclusion: The Imperative for Educational Critique 

"By practical life is meant not alone — or even primarily — the earning of a living. The 
practical man must, to be sure, have a vocation, but besides vocation he has many other 
interests. He has, for instance, problems of art, such as the decoration of his home, the 
selection of his clothes, and the beautification of his city. He is confronted with- the need 
of choosing books to read, music to appreciate, and pictures to enjoy. He must in addition 
perform the duties of citizenship, of religion, of morals, and of manners. Practical life 
consists in the dealings and activities embraced in the conduct of well-rounded members of 
society" 

- W.W. Charters 

The two-year college has without a doubt improved the material conditions of 

some of its students and opened minds to broader philosophical and ideological 

possibilities. I do not wish to discount the genuine teaching and learning that goes on at 



two-year institutions. However, close consideration reveals that the rhetoric of the junior 

college movement during the first decades of the twentieth century was largely self-

serving. Perhaps all institutional rhetoric is self-serving, but what is most striking in the 

rhetoric of junior college movement leaders was the disregard for the interests and 

objectives of the student themselves. Students may have wanted transfer, but leaders 

decided that terminal education was more suited to their backgrounds, for example. In 

reference to this rhetoric. I have used the terms "deliberate" and "purposeful" to place 

personal and collective agency and culpability on movement leaders. Education scholars, 

with an eye on the burgeoning research universities of Europe, sought to preserve the 

prestige and selectivity of the American four-year university so as to advance their own 

prestige on the global stage of higher education. Local educators, likewise, saw a chance 

to advance their own prestige and opportunity by founding institutions where they could 

teach and administer (Dougherty 186). Politicians saw lending support to the two-year 

college as a wise political move, since junior colleges, by offering fewer courses at cheaper 

facilities, could "serve" the community ~ particularly business interests — in a cost-

effective manner (Dougherty 27, 185). This aspect of the junior college movement should 

resonate with contemporary rhetoricians paying attention to louder and more ubiquitous 

calls for accountability. Various constituents, notably elitist leaders of the movement, 

utilized persuasive rhetoric to advance a movement from which they benefitted. Who is 

served by the conservative, often anti-intellectual, rhetoric which surrounds higher 

education in our own historical moment? 



Elitist movements within higher education are not phenomena of the past. The 

huge California State and City University of New York systems have witnessed recent 

attacks on the place of "basic studies" courses at four-year colleges. Conservative 

ideologues armed with compelling rhetoric and ample finances surround higher education 

— in state legislatures, on op-ed pages, and in the seats of our undergraduate classrooms. 

Like leaders of the junior college movement, contemporary elitists want higher education 

to serve corporate interests. They want more assessment so students can take "personal 

responsibility" and so instructors can be held accountable in quantified ways. Witness the 

two major presidential candidates in the recent election whose discussions of education 

centered around high-tech job skills and the imperative for an increase in mandatory, 

standardized tests. 

Rhetoricians within English Departments can better shape their institutions as 

public intellectuals if they can situate problematic aspects of higher education within an 

historical context. Our institutional memory is too narrow if we ignore the archives of 

non-elite, working-class institutions in favor of ivy leagues and, at best, research ones. 

Widening our institutional memory to remember the stories of lower-prestige schools 

requires a "class consciousness" and 

a return to the archive. There are, for example, no good documentary histories of the 

two-year college. So with diligence we must search and re-search. Such a consciousness 

also requires we attend to issues of agency quid pro quo. If instructors are to be held 

accountable, so too should the institutional and political agents who shape educational 



movements with less-than-democratic ideals. When we place agency on institutional 

players, we are doing what Watkins calls the work of "evaluation" which all English 

studies scholars do {Work Time 90). Evaluations, for Watkins, involve the products of 

our labor graded essays, analyses of Paradise Lost, and so forth. But Watkins sees 

English Departments as being primarily domains of literature, ironic given his attention to 

the role of the English Depanment as gatekeeper. Rhetoricians know that English studies 

scholars can contend with and compose a wider variety of cultural te.\ts including, of 

course, historical narratives. As Watkins says, we do not want "cultural studies [to] 

finally become just one more in a long list of names for university business as usual" 

{Everyday Exchanges 2). English scholars interested in the politics of education have 

already begun to analyze and critique institutions; now it is lime to build the class 

consciousness necessary to apply those critiques to non-elite centers of learning like two-

year colleges. That work begins with examination of the individuals who made important 

decisions, which is why this chapter has focused on a kind of "great man" history of the 

institution. The chapter that follows will analyze a more public set of communicative acts: 

mission statements from college course catalogues. 



Chapter Three 

"Aims and Objectives" as Corporate Mission Statements 

I have argued that the junior college movement coincided with the formation of the 

corporate state. As higher education shifted to a more practical and professional focus, 

various institutions often attempted to serve the economic needs of the state through 

training programs and general education curricula that taught useful skills and fostered a 

middle-class ethos. The rhetoric used by the leaders of the movement illustrates a 

connection to the values of the corporate state, that is, an imperative to discipline the 

student body into an allegiance to professional values. I have referred to the corporate 

rhetoric of the more private communicative acts such as curriculum planners, professional 

articles in publications like Junior College Journal, and other documents with narrower 

audiences. Chapter Two examined these types of more private texts and criticized the 

explicit and implicit assumptions about students and society therein. This Chapter will 

analyze the more public rhetorical utterances in which junior colleges articulate to 

students, potential students, parents, and other general audiences their missions. 

My central claim is that we can look at these public utterances as ''mission 

statements," a term rife with corporate overtones. Colleges most often articulated their 

purposes (which, as we saw in Chapter Two, were highly conflicted and complicated) in 

their course catalogues, under headings such as "Aims and Objectives." Utilizing a 

combination of ideological critique and critical discourse analysis, I offer a reading of 



fourteen such "mission statements" from roughly the first thirty years of the junior college 

movement and from geographically diverse junior colleges. The following states are 

represented in my sample: Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Kansas, Michigan, 

Mississippi, Texas, Utah, and Washington. I offer no claims that this is an exhaustive 

representation of junior colleges; rather, I chose states such as Texas and California that 

figured prominently in the professional literature and, by extension, which had popular 

junior college systems during the time period on which I focus. 

The Rhetoric of the Mission Statement 

Mission statements serve various organizations, most notably corporations, as 

articulations of particular, institutional purposes. Such statements act as mantras for 

individuals within the organization, reminders of why they are doing what they are doing. 

Catchy or otherwise compelling mission statements build a kind of esprit d'corps among 

group members. Mission statements also generally serve the purpose of publicizing the 

institutional values and purposes to broader audiences outside of the organization. For 

customers or constituents, mission statements often promote slogans to advertise the 

agenda of the organization. In a corporate environment, a memorable mission can foster 

the kind of loyalty that translates into profitability. Workers at a plant or office might see 

signs in their workplace portraying the statement and subsequently desire, on a conscious 

or unconscious level, to create a better product. Customers likewise can come to believe 

in the quality of the product based on repeatedly hearing a phrase (particularly if part of an 
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advertising campaign) over and over again. My own institution of higher education has 

adopted the phrase "student-centered research university" as just such a mantra. Though 

not the University's official mission statement, the phrase functions as a persuasive 

abstraction, a discursive means to promote the institution and its attendant values. 

Mission statements are not always the kind of simple declaratives utilized in mass 

advertising. Companies or other organizations often craft longer statements, likely framed 

in corporate offices, reprinted on web pages, and included in new employee handbooks. 

The mission statement for Ben and Jerry's reads as follows: 

Ben & Jerry's is dedicated to the creation and demonstration of a new 
corporate concept of linked prosperity. Our mission consists of three 
related parts. 
Product Mission: To make, distribute, and sell the finest quality, all natural 
ice cream and related products, in a wide variety of innovative flavors 
made from Vermont dairy products. 
Social Mission: To operate the company in a way that actively recognizes 
the central role that business plays in the structure of society by initiating 
innovative ways to improve the quality of life of a broad community -
local, national and international. 
Economic Mission: To operate the company on a sound financial basis of 
profitable growth, increasing value for our shareholders, and creating 
career opportunities and financial rewards for our employees. 
(Rpt in Mazza 98) 

Even longer statements such as that of Ben and Jerry's can be used to make appeals to 

wider audiences. A consumer might go to a company's web page intent on reading 

nutritional information about a product or locating the closest retail outlet. That 

consumer can happen upon a longer mission statement and be persuaded by the rhetoric of 

the utterance. Regardless of length, a mission statement is a discursive articulation of a 
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company or organization's unique purpose, crafted in order to convince both internal and 

external audiences of the group's credibility. 

Carmelo Mazza suggests that corporate mission statements are at their root "tools 

of legitimation" (3). Mazza, in Claim, Intent, and Persuasion: Organizational Legitimacy 

and the Rhetoric of the Corporate Mission Statement, borrows the concept of social 

legitimation from management and organizational theory (4). For Mazza, social 

legitimation is an ongoing process in which various agents come to accept the values and 

beliefs of an organization. Through the social process of legitimation, individuals leam 

"conformity to rules" (11). Concepts and notions become naturalized through the process 

of legitimation as agents begin to accept various norms as if they have always existed. 

During the process. Mazza suggests, there is a constant interplay between "substantive 

and symbolic actions" (12). In other words, the material and the discursive interact with 

one another, creating organizational logics. Mazza states, "Words are the missing link 

between organizational action and social norms" (13). In Mazza's analysis, mission 

statements stand out as representations and reinforcers of those norms (87). Corporations 

utilize mission statements which tell a three-part narrative summed up in Mazza's titular 

phraseology. A mission statement makes a claim about the past accomplishments of the 

organization, articulates the intent of the organization in terms of plans for the future, and 

strives for the persuasion of various consutuents (138). 

Swales and Rogers, in "Discourse and the Projection of Corporate Culture: The 

Mission Statement," offer a case study approach, analyzing statements from the Dana and 



Honeywell corporations. They suggest the mission statement, in the corporate milieu, is 

"a management tool for projecting corporate integrity and instilling loyalty and normed 

behavior in the corporate workforce" (228). As "carriers of ideology," mission statements 

rely primarily on abstractions, neglecting concrete evidence to back up their institutional 

claims (Swales and Rogers 225-226). Connell and Galasinski. in their study of the mission 

statements of higher education institutions in Britain, concur with Swales and Rogers 

about statements' ability to use abstractions for the advancement of the institutions in 

question. Connell and Galasinki report that as colleges in Britain made a government-

mandated shift toward vocational models, the state began to mandate the utilization of 

mission statements (460). I would argue this is evidence of the power of mission 

statements in putting institutions such as colleges in line with corporate values. Just as 

colleges in Britain were forced to adopt a vocational mode, so too were they forced to 

craft mission statements, both signs of the colleges' ability to adhere to the values of a 

corporate state. For Connell and Galasinki, this mandate was not popular among college 

faculty; however, college public relations offices took advantage of the mandate as the 

chance to articulate the unique missions and autonomy of individual colleges (460-461). 

Picking up on Connell and Galasinki's critique of the use mission statements of 

colleges and universities, Graham Peeke's Mission and Change: Institutional Mission and 

Its Application to the Management of Further and Higher Education suggests that the 

marriage of college and mission is symptomatic of the marriage between school and the 

business world. Mission construction, Peeke writes, tends to result in a decrease in 
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teacher autonomy and influence. For Peeke, the trend toward formal mission statements 

suggests and fosters the ever-growing consumer orientation of higher education (1). 

Peeke states the missions help schools represent themselves to publics, including funding 

sources and potential students (10). As market and consumer-driven utterances, they lend 

themselves to pandering to their audiences. An effective college mission statement, 

according to Peeke, should do the following: 

1. It should specify clearly the nature of the enterprise in terms of its 
products or services. 
2. It should reflect the concerns of organization members. 
3. It should specify the enterprise's markets and customers. 
4. It should specify the beliefs and values prized by organization 
members that it wishes to communicate. 
5. It should specify the technology in use. 
6. It should specify the growth policy of the organization. 
7. It should be general enough to be flexible, but specific enough to enable 
priorities to be established. (42) 

Clearly, the mission statement - in and out of school environments - can be read as a 

corporate tool of legitimation and dominant ideology. Not only have mission statements 

in our own age put colleges and universities in service to business interests, they have also 

served to increase the efficient functioning of the institution. By clearly and carefully 

articulating the aims and purposes of education, they have allowed colleges to check their 

own ability to meet those specific purposes. In other words, as efficiency tools, mission 

statements are tools of the corporate state. Thus the imperative to examine the 

antecedents of contemporary mission statements. Just as we are witnessing today a 

movement toward privatization, the earliest era of the corporate state gave rise to colleges 
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that might also serve private interests, specifically the interests of capital. Since junior 

colleges represent this antecedent, this Chapter will analyze mission statements from junior 

colleges. 

I draw heavily on the fourteen college mission statements that comprise my 

sample. I should reiterate that what I am calling "Mission Statements" generally come 

from college course catalogues under headings such as "Aims and Purposes." My 

argument is that these short, discursive utterances serve the same public relations 

functions as "Mission Statements" do in our own contemporary milieu. There is an 

analogy to be made between our own era, when the corporatization of higher education is 

coming to a kind of fruition, and the progressive era, roughly the 1920s and 1930s. 

During the progressive era, as I attempted to demonstrate in Chapter One, American 

higher education began to shift its focus to practical and material concerns within capitalist 

society. It makes sense that during an era in which business interests and colleges began 

to develop links that two-year colleges would adopt corporate rhetoric in the midst of 

their college catalogues. By "corporate rhetoric" I mean a kind of self-serving advertising 

for the junior college as a new and innovative institution. The following schools are 

represented in my sample: 

Institution: State: Year of Publication: 
Centralia Junior College Washington 1929 
Clark College Washington 1934 
Coeurd'Alene Junior College Idaho 1933 
Gainesville Junior College Texas 1927 
Grand Rapids Junior College Michigan 1914 
Hutchinson Junior College Kansas 1928 
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Jones County Junior College Mississippi 1928 
Kilgore Junior College Texas 1935 
Oceanside-Carlsbad Junior College California 1935 
Parsons Junior College Kansas 1923 
Phoenix College Arizona 1930 
Placer Junior College California 1937 
Pueblo Junior College Colorado 1933 
Snow College Utah 1932 

This limited sample of two-year colleges from the formative era of American junior 

college history represents diverse regions and includes states that saw substantial growth 

of the two-year college movement. 

Junior college mission statements are not merely communicative, but also serve to 

constitute and legitimate the identity of the institution. Because colleges published their 

missions in course catalogues, they expected them to reach wide audiences. As such, the 

missions served an advertising function that communicated to potential students, parents, 

and other community members the stated value of a junior college education. For 

community members getting used to the idea of a junior college, this rhetorical utterance 

informed the general public what values and ideals the college represented. This was 

particularly important for a new type of institution whose surrounding community had few 

preconceived notions of what kind of referent "junior college" might be. Framers of 

college missions seized this naivety as an opportunity to begin solidifying how community 

members perceived the new two-year college. This is the process of social legitimation, 

attempting to make invisible the human processes that shape public ideology. College 

missions were a locus in which college leaders could try to constitute their institutions in 
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the minds of potential constituents. 

Critical Discourse Analysis 

Although units of discourse make little sense divorced from their contexts, I would 

argue that to understand an institution we must look to the documents that comprise and 

construct that institution. Discourse does not exist outside of real, material life. Nor is 

discourse merely a series of communicative acts. Rather, discourse works in dialectic with 

substantive action and serves to create ideas and notions in society (Austin; Fairclough; 

Foucault, Archaeology). For this reason, I am suggesting that historical methodology 

must look to primary documents with a critical eye. Such primary documents both 

communicate values and construct new ones. Norman Fairclough in Discourse and Social 

Change suggests that discourse analysis is a "method for historical analysis" (9). 

Fairclough is arguing here that the creation of historical narrative must involve much more 

than just relying on pre-e.xisting narratives. Instead, it is imperative that critical historians 

locate primary documentation and undergo archive-based forms of inquiry. 

For Fairclough, discourse analysis is a theory and methodology for looking beyond 

formal and structural features of language to examine how a text serves to constitute a 

social structure (4). Fairclough borrows his constructivist viewpoint from Foucault, who 

emphasized the history of discursivity instead of merely the history of ideas. Foucault 

suggests in The Archaeology of Knowledge that history must not only be the "history of 

the referent," that is, the abstract notion. For Foucault, the referents included sexuality. 



punishment, and madness. Instead, Foucault looked to the discourses themselves to 

construct knowledge about the history of ideas. No concept is "prediscursive," Foucault 

argued, suggesting that concepts do not exist apart from the languages used to refer to 

those concepts. He wrote: 

What we are concerned with here is not to neutralize discourse, to make 
it the sign of something else, and to pierce through its density in order to 
reach what remains silently anterior to it, but on the contrary to maintain 
it in its consistency, to make it emerge in its own complexity. 
{Archaeology 47) 

Foucault's analysis demands we look at discourse as complex systems in their own right. 

For my own analysis, this means I am not suggesting we look at junior college mission 

statements as illustrative of the broader trends outlined in Chapters One and Two. Rather, 

I am suggesting there is an internal logic to college missions, a logic informed by the 

ideologies of movement leaders but not limited to the scope of those individual men. 

Mission statements, being constitutive, as Foucault suggested, of their own system, stand 

out as multivalent units of discourse, read differently by different constituents of the junior 

college during the era I am studying. 

Statements, which Foucault defined as the basic units of discourse {Archaeology 

78), lack stability. Despite genre conventions, statements we choose to analyze may or 

may not adhere to formal or structural logics and grammars {Archaeology 82). Foucault 

writes, 'To describe a statement is not a matter of isolating and characterizing a horizontal 

segment, but of defining the conditions in which the function that gave a series of signs (a 

series of signs that is not necessarily grammatical or logically structured) an existence, and 
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a specific existence, can operate" {Archaeology 108). I read Foucault as indicating that 

the archival document itself is unstable but it is the primary tool of the historian of ideas. 

The primary document (in this case, the mission statement) is comprised of statements 

with their own (perhaps inconsistent) logic that constitutes a series of realities and 

ideologies. Although the document has a context that shaped it, it also in turn shapes and 

reshapes that contextual milieu into which it enters. 

Ideological Critique 

Compared to Foucault, the work of Norman Fairclough can more narrowly be 

defined as the theory and methods for critical discourse analysis. Fairclough picked up on 

Foucault's ideas about language and power, suggesting that since discourse is inevitably 

situated in a context of power relationships and power struggles (Fairclough 56), scholars 

must bring to their work a critical, politically engaged sense of their projects. Also like 

Foucault, Fairclough argued for a constructivist view of discourse: 

I prefer the view that ideology is located both in the structures (i.e. 
orders of discourse) which constitute the outcomes of past events and 
the conditions for current events, and the events themselves as they 
reproduce and transform their conditioning structures. (89) 

Here, Fairclough offers a useful critique of structuralist approaches to discourse analysis, 

which he suggests deny the omnipresence of ideology. Just as discourse constitutes and 

affects change in the material world, so too does ideology. Ideology, as a component part 

of discursive practices, is an evolving concept that is informed by past and constructs the 
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future. Te.xts restructure belief and knowledge systems, according to Fairclough (169). 

This is why Fairclough advocates for a kind of ideologically aware, critical form of 

discourse analysis. Analysis is a form of "democratization," he argues, which reveals (and 

potentially removes) inequality (Fairclough 201). Sonja Foss concurs, writing, "The 

ultimate aim...is the emancipation of human potential that is being thwaned by an existing 

ideology" (296). 

Foss' methodology for ideological critique offers a way to view both discourse and 

ideology as comprising material existence. Both discourse and ideology "are embodied in 

cultural institutions" (Foss 293). Similarly, I would add that both have transformative 

power within society. Consider education as an example. Schooling is a cultural practice 

informed by ideology and comprised of discursive units. Schooling can also transform the 

material lives of its various constituents. Multiple individuals and groups exist in dialectic 

with one another within the schooling milieu. Ideologies and language practices compete 

for dominance. Even once the dominant forms of communicating and behaving have 

taken root, marginal practices continue. Picking up on Gramsci's description of 

hegemony, Foss describes this phenomena with respect to ideology, but I would suggest 

you could substitute the word "discourse" for ideology: 

The process by which an ideology becomes dominant or hegemonic 
typically is not one in which a powerful group coerces a less powerful 
group into accepting its ideology, nor is it usually deliberate and conscious. 
Instead, a particular ideology becomes hegemonic as a result of a process 
in which a variety of groups forge an accord with one another or tacitly 
give their consent that one perspective will be allowed to dominate. (294) 



This is a concise explanation of what went on at junior colleges. Dominant ideology took 

hold but not in some pre-conceived linear fashion. Discourse and ideology both served 

evolving, transformational functions and are manifest in primary documents. For this 

reason, critical discourse analysis, with an awareness of the power of competing 

ideologies, underlies my reading of college mission statements. 

The Rhetoric of the Junior College Missions 

Junior college mission statements convev a sense of confusion. Framers of the 

new institutions had no unified sense of what kind of public face they wanted to create. 

Widely read mission statements could legitimate the junior colleges, but what specific 

values and objectives they might legitimate became a multivalent and even confusing 

notion. Phoenix Junior College captures this sense of the unknown in its mission 

statement from 1930, which points out that "it is a little difficult to be certain of all the 

reasons for its existence. It is also difficult to understand in any absolute sense, its 

purposes and objectives." The language in the mission is strikingly vague. Mission 

framers, for example, use the pronoun "it" without necessarily making it clear to what the 

pronoun is referring. Similarly, the mission statement makes use of forms of the verb "to 

be," resulting in further lack of clarity and action. The Phoenix statement is representative 

of the indecisive rhetoric of the mission statements in my sample. The invisible writers of 

the missions seem confused as to what kind of image they wish to project. The mission 

statements generally rely on abstraction over evidence, as Swales and Rogers discuss. Not 



only did junior college mission statements sometimes lack evidence, they also sometimes 

lacked clarity and confidence. For a rhetorical utterance whose purposes included 

advertising the new type of institutions to various publics, the junior college mission 

statements during this era tended to circumlocute. at times to the point of incoherence. 

Similarly, mission statements make use of various grammatical structures that 

result in a lack of clarity. Passive voice, for example, makes people working in junior 

colleges even more invisible. Phrases like "Phoenix Junior College is planned..." erase the 

agency from the groups who chartered and led the new institution. Such language implies 

that no specific groups guide the institution, only a broad and perhaps even contrived 

social need. The mission statement at Grand Rapids Junior College also makes use of 

passive voice, using phrases such as "It is estimated" and "dollars are spent" and "needs 

are manifested" in its attempt to quantify the value of a junior college education. The 

passive language weakens the institution's claims about its own benefit for student body 

and community. Mission statement framers often failed to tell their readers specific 

information about what individuals and bodies performed particular tasks in response to 

particular needs. Dollars are spent by whom? Who performed the act of estimation? The 

writers of the mission statements never answer such questions because of the vague nature 

of passive voice in junior college missions. 

Emphasis on Economics 

Even amidst the passive and even confusing articulations of multivalent and ill-



defined purposes, mission statements are clear on financial purposes served by the 

founding of junior colleges. The mission statement from Phoenix was one of the most 

insecure, admitting that "it is difficult" to even know what a junior college is for. Still, the 

statement also says that "A comprehensive junior college is economical." Despite the 

multivalence and confusion, framers remain confident in unsubstantiated claims about the 

economic benefit of the institution. Grand Rapids Junior College took a more substantial 

strategy in expressing the economic benefits of the institution. The mission there states: 

"It is estimated that over two hundred and fifty thousand dollars are spent annually by 

Grand Rapids parents to send their children away from home to complete their education." 

While more specific, the Grand Rapids statement cites no source for the monetary figure, 

relying on readers to trust the number the statement gives in the passive voice. Neither 

does Hutchinson Junior College's 1928 mission shy away from nebulous figures and 

statistics. Hutchinson's mission points out that "much money is kept at home, for every 

student going away to college takes $600 to $1,000 per year away from the home 

community." Here we can also see the junior college as local booster and touting its 

allegiance - and economic benefit - to a particular region. 

Parsons Junior College also put a great deal of emphasis on its ability to benefit the 

local economy. Its mission reads, "The Junior College means the spending of Parsons 

money in Parsons. With a hundred students in the Junior College, this will amount to an 

immense sun each year." Framers at junior colleges felt their institutions would aid local 

economies by retaining college-aged students in the region for at least two extra years. 
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The mission statement writers at places like Parsons urged local citizens to support the 

local area's financial standing. "Progressive cities are conserving their own resources," 

Parsons' mission states, and "we're keeping the influence of the finest young men and 

women in Parsons two years longer." This provincial attitude enabled founders and 

leaders of junior colleges to construct their institutions as service-providers. To support 

the local junior colleges became a patriotic prospect. Instead of allowing monies to travel 

to state colleges miles away or, worse yet, to out-of-state institutions, junior colleges 

represented the opportunity to spend educational dollars in local investments, in the 

creation of student-leaders whose practical knowledge might serve local instead of 

national interests. 

Democracy and Access 

\Iission framers touted democratic and egalitarian values as another means to 

advertise the colleges. "Junior Colleges are being established in all the wide-awake and 

progressive cities," states the 1925 mission of Parsons Junior College. For the framers of 

the Parsons mission statement, the idea of a junior college meant egalitarian ideals of 

access were being realized "in accordance with the principles of practical democracy." 

The statement never defines "practical democracy" but we can infer the e.xtent of college 

boosterism inherent in such cheerleading phraseology. Of course boosterism is to be 

expected in the context of a mission statement, but what is striking is how the mission at 

Parsons typifies the rhetoric of democracy and access. This progressive rhetoric most 
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often took the form of discursively constructing the junior college as a transfer institution. 

Mission statements implies the transfer function of the junior college took precedence over 

the terminal function. 

As pieces of advertising intended to reach wide readership in college catalogues, 

junior college mission statements confidently asserted transfer to four-year colleges and 

universities as the primary purpose of the institution. Some institutions, like Centralia 

Junior College, never even mention terminal degrees in their mission. Even though, as 

demonstrated in Chapter Two, leadership in the American Association of Junior Colleges, 

was locating strategies to encourage vocational tracks and terminal degrees, public 

statements such as missions were subordinating terminal tracks to the transfer purpose. 

Phoeni.x Junior College's mission statement actually uses numerical rankings and places 

transfer over terminal. Snow College. Kilgore Junior College, and Gainesville Junior 

College all have statements listing transfer first and terminal second. Kilgore's mission 

statement in particular makes the terminal function seem almost like an after-thought, 

stating: "Also, the purpose of the Kilgore Junior College is to provide to some extent 

terminal courses for those students needing vocational training." This act of subordination 

is misleading. By placing the transfer function of two-year colleges above the terminal and 

vocational functions, the college effectively hid from readers its intentions of tracking 

students away from university study and toward terminal degree plans of study. 

Mission statements also use misleading and progressive rhetoric to represent junior 

colleges as democratizing institutions. According to its mission. Phoenix Junior College 
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"offers the greatest opportunity for the largest number of students." Empty statements 

such as this also become meaningless with hyperbole. Of course any discursive 

representation created to serve a public relations function will tout the unadulterated good 

of a product or service. However, the rhetoric of junior college mission statement ends up 

sounding absurd. Is Phoenix Junior College realistically a greater opportunity than, say, 

attending an ivy league university? Or is "for the largest number of students" to be read as 

a qualifier? Readers of the mission might conclude from this statement that while better 

opportunities exist for the selected few. Phoenix Junior College is as good as it gets for 

"the largest number of people." 

Even the more uncertain aspects of the mission statements are rife with democratic 

overtones. Phoenix Junior College, for example, admits the college remains in an 

"experimental stage," a term that suggests progress is taking place in an educational 

laboratory. To be sure, the junior college was a wholly new institution, but to advertise 

progress ignores the conservative and elitist ideology of movement leaders (See Chapter 

Two). Grand Rapids Junior College also painted itself as open to evolving needs, stating, 

'The work of the junior college may develop into other fields of service in the future. It 

will be its policy to meet the demands of the public as rapidly as its needs are manifested." 

This type of rhetoric places a kind of generic agency on the part of the public and implies 

that everything the junior college does will be to meet a specific demand. That demand 

knew no boundaries based on class, according to the mythology of the mission statements. 

Kilgore Junior College's mission statement reads, "With the establishment of this 
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institution every student within a driving distance of Kilgore should by some means be 

able to get two years of college training, whether he be poor or wealthy." Once again, 

behind the vague language lies overstated generalizations like "every student." 

Here for Community Members 

Despite its interest in serving business interests, junior college mission statements 

advertise their ability to benefit average individuals in the community. Mostly this took on 

the form of claims about the potential economic benefit of junior colleges to the local 

communities. But college mission statement framers also appealed to some of the more 

esoteric and idealistic sensibilities of their audience members. Phoenix Junior College, for 

example, advertises its ability: 'To provide such subjects as will contribute to the civic and 

liberal education of those in the community who are qualified to take advantage of them." 

Although intended to stress the democratic spin framers were putting on the junior 

colleges, this line belies the tiering of the population by making reference to "those...who 

are qualified." The invisible writers never articulate who is qualified or what qualifies 

them for this course of study, although judging by the various forms of assessment utilized 

by colleges, one might easily speculate how such judgments would be made by the 

institution. 

Mission statements at some institutions took a more substantial approach to 

making claims about community benefits. The 1928 Jones County Junior College mission, 

for example, states that: 
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The Agricultural department of the school is equipped to vaccinate 
hogs, prune and spray orchards, terrace and tile drain land. If any 
Jones County farmer needs help on any such matters we will take it 
as a favor if he will call on us and allow us to help him. 

This statement, rich with specificity, contradicts Swales and Rogers' suggestion that 

mission statements favor abstraction over substance. Jones County Junior College touts 

its own ability to serve practical purposes for the community. It is hard to imagine liberal 

institutions of higher learning fifty years earlier responding to the suggestion that 

vaccinating hogs w ould be a component of the mission of American higher education. But 

what is perhaps most fascinating about this excerpt is the customer service model the rural 

college implies. Not only are the tasks laid out in its mission practical, the mission framers 

suggest their own subservience, going so far as to bow to community demand in 

volunteering to help. The rhetoric clearly suggests service to the practical needs of the 

region, vowing that "the school is striving in every way possible to aid the farmers of the 

county." 

Hutchinson Junior College's statement also contradicts Swales and Rogers' 

insistence that mission statements tend to rely on abstractions without evidence. In the 

Hutchinson mission, the framers cite studies about junior and seniors at four-year 

institutions who transferred from a junior college out-performed non-transfers at the 

university level. Snow College fi-amers also painted a portrait of flexibility and pliability in 

the attempt to make their institution be all things to all people. Snow's mission discussed 

its ability to provide instruction "in such branches as will best meet the needs of the young 
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people who attend." Again we see the institution creating a customer-provider 

relationship with its students. 

Interestingly, at least one mission statement accuses four-year liberal arts colleges 

of being unable to adapt to this new service-provider model. Clark College's 1934 

statement claims the junior college has all the advantages of a liberal arts college: 

The Junior College partakes of these advantages to the full; in addition 
it has one cardinal advantage possessed by no other type of collegiate 
institution. The Junior College provides the small-college benefits for 
lower division students so that they may go on to a large institution to 
take their special, upper-division work. 

The implication is that liberal arts colleges had failed to adapt to societal needs while the 

junior college had responded to customer demand for prepping young men and women for 

specialized study at a four-year university. Centralia Junior College's 1929 mission 

suggests that its students can prepare for "highly specialized professional courses of 

medicine, law, engineering, etc." 

The Values of Capitalism 

Mission statements place false agency of students. I say false because the language 

of the mission statements deny the political underpinnings of social standing. Phoenix 

Junior College's mission statement suggests that "vocational training [is] for students who 

do not plan to transfer to other institutions." Similarly, Oceanside-Carlsbad Junior 

College's mission statement refers to "those who desire further training." Both of these 

excerpts suggest students hold all the power to make decisions about their futures. To an 
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extent, this is true. Individuals do indeed make choices about their futures. But the 

legitimating language in the mission statements fail to contextualize the process of making 

choices and the role that dominant culture plays in the process. The missions imply that 

students can do whatever they wish. 

This is bootstrap ideology and diverts attention away from all that the institution is 

doing to sort and place students. The Phoenix statement implies that decisions are all up 

to students and that the college itself, despite its disciplinary devices, is doing little to 

shape the "plans" of students. Jones County Junior College's mission statement funhers 

this mythology by stating that "the student has to the work himself (sic). By stressing 

self-sufficiency and individuality, junior colleges tried their best to form responsible 

subjects to participate in capitalist life without asking broader questions about 

responsibility and agency. Mission statements also tried to imply standards of morality to 

the institution and suggested that value-rich teaching would benefit junior college 

students. Snow College's 1932 mission statement suggested the school might "provide 

both the will and the ability to maintain standards of right living." Vlissions also stressed 

competition as an ultimate good. Parsons Junior College's mission states, 'To compete 

on a basis of equality with the maturing generation; [sic] you will need a college 

education." The junior college becomes not only a means to equality, but also a part of 

the network of institutions telling young men and women they must leam to compete with 

one another in order to, in the words of Parsons' mission statement, "materialize those 

ambitions." 
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The discursive content of mission statements performed the cultural work of social 

legitimation. Legitimating involves proving a certain amount of credibility and, to move 

another step forward, inevitability. Hutchinson Junior College's 1928 mission describes 

the institution as "a natural avenue from high school to the upper years of the university." 

This statements implies the relative absence of human beings with ideological baggage and 

represents the construction of the legitimated two-year college mythology. To say the 

junior college is natural is to say the institution ought to exist. Here the mission statement 

takes on a nebulous form, lacking evidence or logic and simply legitimating inevitability. 

Clark College's 1934 mission statement also serves the legitimation function: 

The next logical step in American education is for Junior College 
attendance to become as widespread as high school attendance is today. 
The Universities will not be displaced; they will then assume their true 
function as specialized upper-division and graduate schools. It is 
significant that the warmest proponents of the Junior College are in 
the Universities themselves. 

In Clark College's mission, the two-year college movement stands out as part of a rational 

evolution of American higher education. This evolutionary process results in tiered 

institutions at various levels of gradation becoming increasingly closer to their 

essentialized identities (that is, serving their "true functions"). Pueblo Junior College's 

1933 mission statement refers to some students having to pursue "vocational 

opportunities" that are "feasible." This too suggests the legitimating function of language. 

Why are vocational tracks most feasible to some students? On what basis are such 

opportunities feasible? "Feasible" is a vague term which hides the process of tracking and 
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the role institutions play in pushing students toward particular paths of study. In 

particular, the term hides the attitudes of junior college leaders documented in the 

previous chapter. 

Clark College also legitimates the junior college's mission and identity by citing the 

popularity of the junior college movement. This is perhaps one of the most persuasive 

techniques the writers of mission statements utilize. The Clark College mission states, 

'The satisfactory nature of this arrangement is proved by the rapid growth of the Junior 

College idea." The logic here is that many junior colleges have sprouted up very quickly, 

therefore the institution is desirable. Mission framers implicitly position their institutions 

in the language of supply and demand. Since junior colleges grew in popularity, the logic 

goes, they must therefore be a good idea. Mission statement framers also legitimate the 

junior college by stressing the institution's practicality. Parsons Junior College's 

statement, which made vague reference to the notion of "practical democracy," points out 

that Parsons instructors "have had valuable experience," which suggests the junior 

college's ability to serve a Deweyan experientialism. Parsons implies their teachers have 

not only theoretical and esoteric knowledge but also that they have work e.xperience which 

will help students prepare for "professional college courses." Again the college devalues 

liberal learning and situates itself in the progressive era movements toward 

professionalism, specialization, and education as job preparation. 

Representing Junior College Students 
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Occasionally, mission statements slip into blunt articulations of how junior college 

framers envisioned their students, such as when Kilgore Junior College's mission admits 

that "'many students do not and should not attend a four-year college." But more often, 

problematic constructions of junior college students remain implicit. The most alarming of 

these implicit trends in the mission statements in my sample lies in the tendency to 

infantilize the students, even while giving them undue agency. Jones County Junior 

College, Kilgore Junior College, and Parsons Junior College all have mission statements 

advertising the colleges' ability to serve every "boy and girl." The problem in the 

infantilizing rhetoric of the junior college mission statement lies in the attendant tendency 

to define students as somehow "less" than their counterparts at four-year institutions. 

Students are constructed as younger (though this is statistically not true), less mature, and 

in need of more guidance. This sets up the university as a selective institution, as being 

beyond the worthiness of some (read: working-class) members of society. Grand Rapids 

Junior College's statement, which also refers to students as "boys and girls," illustrates 

this problematic: 

Most boys and girls at graduation from the high school are too young and 
immature to leave home and to assume the responsibilities of independent 
living...It (the junior college) will afford the needed time for securing 
greater maturity of thought and judgment, for establishing habits of work 
and character, and for obtaining a better knowledge of one's definite aim 
in life before he (sic) leaves the shelter and influence of the home. 

Mission framers from the Michigan institution construct the junior college student as 

"other," meaning the student is defined by what she is not, namely, a university student. 
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Other institutions also shared in creating a version of the junior college student who was 

less mature than the university student. Centralia Junior College's mission states, "Special 

attention is given by Junior Colleges to the fact that high school graduates now enter 

college when much less mature than formerly, their work and methods of instruction being 

specially planned by educational experts to meet this condition." Placer Junior College's 

mission suggests that some students have not adequately prepared "for industry or for 

university life. By means of the Junior College these students may be kept at home until 

they become more mature, but still continue with their college training." Coeur d'Alene 

Junior College's 1933 mission states that "parental guidance" is one of the guiding reasons 

for the institution's existence. Coeur d'Alene's mission statement goes on to praise the 

school's proficiency in "providing activity for high school graduates who are suddenly 

thrown into the streets after completing their high school course." This phrase leaves 

readers wondering if their was really an entire population on "the streets" with nothing to 

do, awaiting an institutional care-giver. This is the essence of what Burton Clark has 

called the "cooling out" function of the two-year college. 

The new two-year colleges served populations who perhaps could not afford to 

leave home because they had less money, or because they had to help with family farms or 

businesses. These students had no less maturity; if anything, they had more maturity than 

care-free students who could leave home and enjoy the holistic experience of campus life. 

Still, framers created an image of junior college students as immature and emotionally 

needy "boys and girls." There is not only a problematic assumption at work, but also an 
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illogical leap. This leap represents the ideological assumptions made by mission statement 

writers, who saw the two-year college populations for what they lacked. But the 

judgment also represents the instability Foucault claimed was inherent in discourse. 

Mission statements at times lacked not only clarity but also logic; however, mission 

statements still constituted what Foucault might call "social systems." The social system 

was not merely a mirror held up to reflect the junior college population but also an 

ideological, creative, and constitutive construction of the student body, who, although 

they may have been older and more responsible, were constructed as younger and in need 

of particular forms of disciplinary schooling. 

The missions imply that junior college students need longer to leam the dominant 

norms of society. Parsons Junior College's mission states, "Above all, attend junior 

college and remain amid the blessings of your home and friends two years longer." 

Hutchinson Junior College's mission states that, "Immature young people are kept for two 

more years under home influences," apparently to be taught "maturity." Again the junior 

college student becomes the "other" to the four-year institution's "normal." Interesting 

that missions do not construct the junior college student as being intellectually inferior so 

much as developmentally inferior in terms of life skills. Junior college students, according 

to these mission statements, need more one-on-one attention. Hutchinson Junior 

College's mission goes on to state, "The individuality of the student is saved, for he is not 

lost in the multitude." Centralia's statement goes on to argue, "The extra two years of 

training, together with the continued influence of Home, Community, and Church, better 
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fit the student for adjusting himself to his new surroundings when he finds it necessary to 

leave home." Just the fact that "Home," "Community," and "Church" are capitalized in 

Centralia's mission statement illustrate their use as representations of normalizing 

institutions, places where dominant culture is reinforced. We can look at the junior 

college as extensions of these traditional institutions that can similarly assure closer 

adherence to mainstream cultural values. 

Kilgore Junior College's mission statement envisions students as workers first and 

citizens second. Despite subordinating the terminal degree function of junior colleges, 

Kilgore's mission is concerned with training workers to serve the economic functioning of 

the culture. 'This institution," Kilgore states, "will continually stress the importance of 

learning to work effectively and efficiently." Character education at Kilgore, according to 

its mission, is also in service to workplace preparation: 

The development of strong character will be emphasized in this school 
continually. A good character can best be developed in a student by 
overcoming obstacles and learning the lessons of honesty, fair dealing, 
and dependability. Along with those traits students must learn that work 
stands out as most important. 

Not only does this suggest that ethical citizenship exists below technical know-how in 

terms of educational priority, it also suggests a kind of deficiency in junior college 

students. The mission framers juxtapose ideological lessons like "fair dealing" with 

"overcoming obstacles" as if inability to adhere to those moral values constitutes the need 

for cultural remediation. 

Mission statements tend to frame students at junior colleges taking general studies 
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courses as remedial. Placer Junior College's 1937 mission suggests the institution 

represents the "possibility of making up high school deficiencies." Junior college students 

thus become defined by what they lack. This deficiency model sets up junior college 

students as "others," contrary bodies who lack something the mission framers deem 

fundamental. The missions at times equate lack of preparedness with inability to continue 

on for more higher education after junior college. Pueblo Junior College's 1935 mission 

states that the school will "provide terminal courses for those who wish to complete their 

general education not completed in high school." The mission says nothing about 

providing transfer courses for less-prepared students. Here perhaps the junior colleges are 

showing their true colors, unlike the mission statement writers who choose to hide their 

judgments and assumptions about students by, for example, subordinating the terminal 

function. Pueblo on the other hand is quite explicit about its intentions to sort students on 

the basis of preparedness. 

Customer Service and the Junior College Mission Statement 

So what is the point? What are we to gain from looking at seventy-five year old 

junior college course catalogues? One of the dominant themes in the junior college 

mission statements that rings true for those of us gazing back at the progressive era from 

the early twenty-first century is the emphasis on customer service. Gainesville Junior 

College's mission statement hailed the institution's ability to "meet the demands" of its 

many different kinds of students. Why did junior colleges want so badly to be everything 
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to everyone? Certainly this is a sign of a burgeoning enterprise of American higher 

education, still looking to figure out what role it might play in society. But in the midst of 

this insecurity, we can see an increasing shift toward a customer service model. These 

mission statements were clearly forms of marketing and public relations, meant to make 

the institution look good. Indeed the image of the junior college created in mission 

statements is more open and democratic than the image crafted in private utterances, as 

we saw in Chapter Two. Whereas junior college leaders intended to push vocational and 

terminal degree programs to protect the selectivity of universities, the writers of "public" 

mission statements largely imagined a junior college where students could obtain access to 

a university education. The reason for the incongruity lies in the notion of customer 

service. 

An institution concerned with self-promotion will be less concerned with honest 

representations. The junior colleges effectively sold themselves to their constituents, 

thereby becoming just another market activity. Education became a product instead of an 

ongoing process of self-discovery. No wonder the notion of practical education was so 

important. An esoteric, liberal form of higher education is more difficult to wrap up and 

sell to customers. If the junior college mission statements at times moved against the 

mission statement genre's tendency toward abstraction, it was only because of the 

imperative to create a better product. A product that could help ranch workers tend to 

cattle or help a community conserve its monetary and human resources could make 

concrete claims. 
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These articulations of aims and purposes had to perform the work of constituting a 

new institution. If they crafted an institution that was everything to everyone, they also 

set limits on what the institution might be. Yes, these two notions stand in contrast to one 

another but that is why Foucault in The Archaeology of Knowledge points to the 

instability of discourse. While selling the institution to the entire community, missions also 

had to adhere to the corporate state's value system. Thus we can see the benefits of the 

institution quantified, albeit with varying degrees of credibility and specificity. Further, the 

missions had to place added emphasis on professionalism in order to fit into the corporate 

slate's affinity for trained specialists. And by touting the economic benefits for individual 

communities, the mission statements fostered a kind of competitive sense of ambition 

among community members, who responded to the desire to conserve capital in their own 

regions instead of losing out to whatever cities and towns housed the state's universities. 

Corporate Missions of Junior Colleges 

Obviously junior colleges were not the only organization to use written discourse 

to lay out their aims and objectives. Junior colleges were not even the only educational 

institution to do so. During the progressive era. schools at various levels began to define 

unique purposes in order to limit their scope and prove to broad readerships their own 

practicality. Junior high schools, high schools, normal schools, and even the "platoon 

schools" described in Chapter One told their constituents how students could learn to 

function more efficiently and valuably in society. But junior colleges in particular can be 



114 

seen as corporate institutions whose existence allowed the education enterprise to be part 

of local market activity. Cities boasted local governments, chambers of commerce, 

hopefully an anchor industry that manufactured a large product, and service-sector 

institutions such as retail outlets. This is the era that saw schools at various levels fit 

themselves into the latter category. As high schools developed vocational tracks in 

agriculture or mechanics, so too did the new junior colleges begin to make claims about 

their ability to strengthen local communities. They provided similar types of vocational 

training (see Chapter Two) but curiously attempted to hide or at least subordinate this 

function. They created business leaders. They kept local money in the community. 

It should be no surprise, then, that junior colleges were founded faster than a 

physical plant could be constructed. Classes were held at high schools, YMCAs, union 

halls, and other appropriately civic meeting places. The community pride that mission 

statements allowed junior colleges to articulate allowed the institutions to drift further and 

further away from traditional notions of liberal education. The rhetoric of the mission 

statements, for example, praises the value of specialization even while discussing general 

education foci. And the mission statements helped to construct junior college students as 

"individuals" who might take personal responsibility to involve themselves in local 

communities to facilitate and take leadership roles in strengthening the local market 

economies. 



Chapter Four 

The Teaching of Composition at Early Junior Colleges 

Historians of rhetoric and composition have devoted no energy as of yet to 

narrating the history of college composition at two-year colleges. This is perhaps 

surprising, given the field's commitment to the use of history as a praxis, meaning the 

attempt to craft backward-looking narratives with practical implications for the present 

and future. I am suggesting that scholars and practitioners of two-year college 

composition could benefit from gazing backward and critique the manner in which the 

"junior college" of the early twentieth century constructed a curriculum of social 

efficiency. Composition was the course where the values and objectives of the junior 

college movement became manifest for students attending the institution. The mission 

statements of junior colleges attempted to legitimate the junior college movement, but it 

was first-year composition courses where students learned the discourse that would 

further their allegiance to the ideology of the larger institution of which they were part. 

Since two-year colleges tend to have precious little institutional memory, it is 

difficult to re-construct the composition classroom. While I would hope that as a field we 

can one day explore the vast archives of data on writing instruction at two-year colleges 

during the first half of the twentieth century, so far none of that data has been gathered. I 

would hope to eventually create a documentary history of two-year college composition 

that explores syllabi, student writing, and other primary ephemera. To begin that act of 
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reconstruction, in the meantime, I have consulted narratives written by practitioners of 

junior college composition, the teachers who staffed this value-laden course. Again, I 

hope to eventually triangulate my claims about the classroom with further source material. 

At this juncture, I will use what I have. 

Within the realm of composition studies there often e.xists an optimistic and 

uncritical mythology of the two-year college as an unadulterated, democratic social 

e.xperiment. Optimism can be a dangerous thing. Nell Ann Pickett, for example, touts the 

community college in her 1997 address at the Conference on College Composition and 

Communication as "bringer of dreams to hundreds of thousands of persons across this 

country" (90). Pickett, in 'The Two-Year College as Democracy in Action," accurately 

underscores the fact that the two-year college provides access to higher education for 

urban, rural, and suburban populations, largely working-class and historically underserved 

by post-secondary education. Her point is a valid and important one. But optimism must 

be balanced with an historical and critical understanding of the origins of the community 

college, a stance lacking in much of the literature surrounding the theory and practice of 

two-year college English. Pickett goes on to praise community colleges for "preparing an 

efficient, skilled, and adaptable workforce" (98). Pickett succeeds in touting the fine 

efforts of the two-year colleges to open the doors of higher education to a greater cross 

section of the population, but her discussion of vocational preparation at the two-year 

college fails to problematize the role community colleges play within late capitalist 

economic systems. Throughout the literature, there is a general lack of historicizing. 
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Book collections about the teaching of writing at community colleges tend to contain 

practitioner-based stories, what Stephen North calls "lore." Further, Teaching English in 

the Two-Year College's recent twenty-fifth anniversary issue, an outstanding look at the 

history of the journal, contained little mention of the history of the institution. 

The present chapter analyzes the manner in which curriculum builders and English 

teachers in the 1920s and 1930s constructed first-year writing courses at junior colleges. 

Such an analysis of the writing curriculum in the early two-year institutions reveals the 

dubious role composition played in the reproduction of a dominant, specifically middle-

class, ideology. Explicitly, leaders of the burgeoning junior college movement as well as 

writing instructors at the two-year colleges sought to develop an educational setting 

wherein a popularized student body could receive practical, socially useful instruction. 

Imbedded in the junior college movement's notion of social utility was an imperative to 

socialize the new working-class student body into a bourgeois sensibility. As I argued in 

Chapter Two, the early junior college played the role that Althusser deemed the loci for 

"the reproduction of the relations of production, i.e., of capitalist relations of exploitation" 

(146). Students at the new two-year institutions learned, in Althusser's terms, both "a 

certain amount of 'know-how' wrapped in the ruling ideology" and "the ruling ideology in 

its pure state (ethics, civic instruction, philosophy)" in the hopes of upward mobility (147). 

To understand the role writing programs played in the reproduction of middle-class 

ideology, a close examination of the composition curriculum is first necessary. Critical 

questions need to be asked. What did the English curriculum look like at the junior 
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colleges in the 1920s and 1930s? What courses were offered, and what might we leam 

from this information? The analysis contained in this chapter represents, I hope, the 

beginning of a larger conversation about the history of writing instruction at the two-year 

college. My hope is that conversation is eventually informed by a fuller archive. 

The Doctrine of Need 

Though somewhat perplexed by the new and diverse student body, curriculum 

builders confidently asserted the e.xistence of a discrete set of needs among the "junior 

college" student. Leaders of the two-year college movement, such as Roy Ivan Johnson, 

argued for a needs-based education. Johnson, an instructor at Stephens College in 

Columbia, Missouri, and a researcher for St. Louis Public Schools, advanced the notion 

that two-year college students represent a group most in need of learning that which is 

"useful in socicty" so that they will be prepared to be productive and refined citizens (12). 

Johnson, in his curriculum planning guide English Expression: A Study in Curriculum 

Building {1926), describes the function of practical education, stating, "Human need, 

measured by individual and social standards, must be the ultimate justification of the 

school's curriculum" (5). Functional training, for Johnson and others who helped school 

districts charter two-year colleges, meant helping students leam to live as productive 

adults. Johnson acknowledged the "social demand for preparation for adulthood" (6). 

The implication for the first-year writing class was that assignments came to directly 

mirror the writing that functional adults do in their daily lives. Clearly, a deliberate 
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attempt was made to make composition more practical, functional, and utilitarian, to meet 

the needs of a less elite population. Johnson and other leaders of the junior college 

movement confidently asserted precisely what their students were in "need" of: 

socialization. 

While "needs-based education" was of value in multiple educational settings, the 

assessment of a knowable set of student needs was more pronounced at less elite 

institutions like two-year colleges. In any educational setting, of course, student needs are 

operative in curriculum design. But essentially, leaders of the junior college movement 

transcended an objective consideration of needs by utilizing the deficit model of education, 

wherein the purpose of education becomes compensating for what students lack. 

Curriculum planners and English instructors both took a missionary stance in relation to 

their non-elite students, and assessed areas in which their students held defmite 

deficiencies. Paramount was the imperative to teach students to be adults; 

Undoubtedly many of the responsibilities of adulthood are so easily 
understood that the mastery of them is acquired through natural processes 
of social imitation. But many of their desirable abilities (and 
responsibilities) have acquired increased complexity through development 
generation by generation and must now find a place in the school 
curriculum if they are to be effectively exercised by the adults-to-be, the 
youth of the present generation, when the occasion of need arises. 
(Johnson 6) 

This lengthy quotation from Johnson's curriculum guide illustrates how junior college 

movement leaders and teachers were reacting to the changing social fabric of the time. 

Huge numbers of immigrants had moved into large cities in particular, diversifying the 
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population and the workforce. Simultaneously, radical social movements were gaining 

viability. Right-leaning social critics and education scholars feared social unrest from 

discontented and diverse worker-citizens and saw the need for a particular form of civic 

education. Some in the junior college movement, for example, envisioned civic education 

"as a bulwark against communism and other radicalism" (Frye 31). In this way, 

curriculum builders in the tlelds of English studies sought to construct an educational 

institution that would in turn build coherence and conformity among the masses. 

Implicitly, those governing the composition curriculum sought to create properly 

socialized adults. Not only did these curriculum builders serve an ideology of conformity, 

they did so in the name of crafting what they perceived the culture most "needed," that is, 

order and efficiency. 

Curriculum builders within English studies failed to problematize the notion of 

"need." Johnson calls the first chapter of his book 'The Doctrine of Need," a title rife 

with dogmatic overtones. He reviews the literature of education as social utility, citing 

among others progressive educator John Dewey to support his argument that public 

education should be dictated by individual and social needs. Johnson presents his 

argument as if it were common sense, indeed it is "doctrine." Who could claim that the 

new two-year colleges, a virtual experiment in democracy should do anything but meet the 

needs of students? Sharon Crowley, questioning the "need" contemporary students have 

of composition, explains that "as needs claims become thicker, that is. as they descend the 

plane of mythology to the plane of ideology, they invite contest" (258). In essence, all 
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evaluative claims are ideological. Power relations are generally masked within ideological 

assumptions about need, Crowley argues. Roy Ivan Johnson's claims about the imperative 

to socialize the two-year college student as a functioning adult is rife with the type of 

ideology Crowley describes. Johnson presumes to "represent" the new junior college 

students, and confidently dictate what they lack, that is, proper socialization. 

Teachers of writing attempted to create a curriculum that would account for the 

perceived social deficiencies of their junior college students. The extent to which teachers 

of writing characterized their students as deficient is striking. Consider, for example, 

Margaret H. Levinson, an instructor at Bakersfieid Junior College, who writes in 1940 of 

the need for a course in "English for the Amiable," also the title of her Junior College 

Journal article. Describing the remedial student, Levinson writes: 

By English for the Amiable I mean a course offered by the English 
department to meet the needs and suit the abilities of those well-meaning, 
hapless students who are flocking to junior college but who cannot, 
because of their lower-than-average mentality, be expected to fit 
completely into the present academic routine. (445) 

Levinson goes on to suggest that such a course would serve students LQ.s between 75 

and 90. Recall from Chapter Two the burgeoning credibility of various tests and 

measurements, which had come into vogue during the progressive era. Not only does 

Levinson think her students lack intelligence, she also considers them socially deficient, as 

compared, presumably, with students at four-year institutions. She goes on to propose a 

curriculum revolving around the analysis of materials from popular culture, not necessarily 

because such materials would be more engaging to students. Rather, Levinson suggests 
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that pulp fiction, radio programs, and B-grade movies would "meet these students on 

their own level (446, Levinson's italics). Junior college students, she writes, are attracted 

to base forms of entertainment because they are too cordial, too prone to accept whatever 

objects of art and entertainment they see. In short, they are not discerning and need to 

write about the simple forms of expression that already surround them in the everyday. 

The "cheapest, most tawdry of the pulps" make appropriate reading material (445) and 

films with simplistic narratives are more appealing because "symbolism and satire are 

completely out of his ken" (446). 

Levinson's pedagogy reflects the imperative for social remediation. The writing 

classroom, in her vision, is not really a place to teach writing, or even a place to socialize 

students into the acceptance of high art. Levinson has, in a sense, given up on her 

students and, ringing her hands in disgust, lists the popular culture materials that appeal to 

students of a lower LQ. Levinson's attitude is e.\treme. More often, junior college 

writing teachers during this era seemed to seek strategies to give students the social 

lessons of which they were in the most need. Alice Rice Cook, writing in 1933, states, 

"The problems of the student transcend the problems of English ' (318). Cook, in her 

teaching narrative, sketches out a unit she thinks should be taught in composition classes 

at the two-year colleges. Her proposed unit is titled "Problems of Social Understanding" 

and is intended to compensate for these perceived social deficiencies. Within the unit 

teachers cover topics like sex, marriage, family, friendship, business, and religion, areas in 

which junior college students are assumed to be ignorant. Cook writes, "The problems 
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confronting students must be met by courses of a general cultural character suited to the 

constantly changing social and vocational needs of the community" (316). In Cook's 

assessment, and that of many of her colleagues, junior college students needed to leam 

about essential life activities they were unlikely to leam in any other context. 

At issue here is how teachers chose to represent students. Missing from the 

pedagogical narratives is a respect for the agency that students - as individuals, as 

members of communities - brought with them to the classroom. Often when discussing 

student needs and student traits, their composition teachers become wry and sarcastic. 

Oliver W. Robinson, English Instructor at Vincennes University Junior College in Indiana, 

calls his students "semi-illiterate" (32). Sister M. Alphonse McCabe, director of the 

English Department at Springfield Junior College, for example, states, 'The deficient 

student and the average one present thoughts to confused as to discredit transcript 

evidence that they have submitted to at least 11 or 12 years of training in English" (28). 

And Sister McCabe is a member of a religious order. This kind of discourse about student 

writing and student sophistication (or lack thereoO is not uncommon but I am struck with 

just how pervasive it is in the literature from the era. The Junior College Journal in 

particular is characterized by judgments, sarcasm, and a general disdain for student 

positionalities. For many teachers, student deficiencies come down to a difference in 

social class. How students dress, what they do in their free time, the dialects they use in 

their oral and written communications, their lack of exposure to the finer things in life. 

These are all issues of class, and I will take this up further later in this Chapter. 
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Beyond Vocationalism: Social Efficiency and the 'Terminal" Function 

For those involved in creating a writing curriculum at the new two-year college, 

the need for social efficiency went beyond vocational training. Johnson explicitly criticizes 

two-year college teachers and administrators who maintain a purely vo-tech orientation. 

Such individuals, Johnson says, possess "a complete misconception of the purposes of 

general training" (9). Johnson writes: 

Vocational values, being definite and more easily objectified, naturally 
make a first bid for recognition. Even special investigators seem to 
turn to the subjects of definite content as their fields of labor rather 
than to such subjects as the social studies which look toward the 
development of those abilities or virtues necessary to the complete 
fulfillment of community responsibilities. (10-II) 

Vocational skills clearly were only part of a writing curriculum meant to foster a broader 

sense of "virtue" and "social efficiency." 

The notion of social efficiency was complicated, referring in part to the training of 

a workforce with the skills needed to serve the needs of the new industrial economy, and 

in part to the desire among leaders in the junior college movement to transform the 

multiplicity of political beliefs and cultural identities into a more unified, ideologically-

homogenous body. Community college historian John Frye writes: 

It was the concept of social efficiency, as vague as it was, that allowed 
leaders of the junior college movement to promote civic education, 
terminal education, and semiprofessional training. All those terms have 
a conservative origin and intention. They represent an approach intended 
to meet the emerging economic needs of industrialization while 
producing properly trained worker/citizens in both the technical 
and social sense. (34) 
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Frye examines the dubious intentions of the national leadership of the movement, such as 

the training of a civil and homogenous middle-class. He goes on to argue that leaders 

recognized that marketing the efficiency of junior colleges would also be a means for 

gaining public support. Important individuals in the movement such as Walter Eells, the 

editor of The Junior College Journal, advocated terminal education, as opposed to 

transfer education. Eells became one of the leading advocates of the "terminal function" 

of junior colleges, that is, providing the final level of education. The influential Eells 

convinced his followers, mostly in the national leadership, that the role of the junior 

colleges should not be to popularize higher education but to provide a specific type of 

training to "those between the professional classes and the artisan class" (Frye 59). Eells. 

as editor of Junior College Journal, created an editorial environment where in the 

terminal function was aggressively marketed. Helen M. Stone, in a 1939 report in the 

important publication, gives a summation of what junior colleges are doing to adjust the 

English curriculum for terminal tracks. In "English Courses for the Terminal Student," 

Stone describes Fullerton Junior College, where the primary objective of the terminal 

English courses, those not meant for transfer students, was "refinement in social 

relations." In the reading classes for students on two-year completion tracks, instructors 

at Fullerton stress "standards forjudging what is worth-while" (85). At Glendale Junior 

College, writes Stone, terminal English courses include various eugenics-type lessons in 

relationships and marriage, as well as leisure time management. And at Los Angeles City 

College, "The student must leam to make an independent judgment of a work of art" 
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(Stone 87). For students in Southern California Junior Colleges, two-year terminal 

students were exposed to an even greater attempt at socialization. 

Proper socialization in the writing classroom of the early junior college also meant 

in part learning a sense of civic responsibility. Writing courses, in Roy Ivan Johnson's 

conception, should center around "the development of those abilities or virtues necessary 

to the complete fulfillment of community responsibilities" (II). Social utility and civic 

responsibility encompass vocational training. Learning how to contribute effectively to 

the economy. Johnson writes, is "useful to society" (12). Learning job skills is beneficial 

to both the individual, who can go out and get the job, and the larger society, where the 

economy will be served by a well-trained worker. So Johnson and other curriculum 

builders saw the composition class as simultaneously socializing workers and citizens, 

individuals who would contribute to society on multiple levels. Thus, there is no debate 

between vocational training and civic education, as defined by the early junior college 

movement. For the movement, civic education had nothing to do with progressive or 

liberatory politics, or even active engagement in political discourse and debate. Rather, 

civic education referred to the homogenizing effect the two-year college movement hoped 

to have on worker-citizens. Both vocational training and civic education can be seen as 

efforts to produce well-socialized, well-behaved, standardized, two-year college 

graduates. 

Terminal and Transfer: Competing Purposes of Composition at the Junior College 
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While the leaders of the junior college movement at the national level advocated 

for the two-year program of study as a terminal degree, those involved in the junior 

college movement at the local level often had different ideas, Frye writes, "Local support 

for the creation of public junior colleges derives almost exclusively from the desire to 

create an access point for transfer to the university" (84). Rural and urban communities 

alike saw the junior college as popularizing higher education, as giving members of their 

communities access to an eventual four-year degree and the social mobility that 

accompanied the bachelor's degree. Junior colleges gave students the opportunity to 

become more prepared for four-year institutions and to complete half of their degree at a 

more affordable place. Communities got behind this endeavor and at times local business 

would even donate space, supplies, even utilities to new junior colleges (Frye 83). 

Students in particular were attracted to the "transfer function." and the majority of 

students identified their motivation for attendance as the possibility of continuing on for 

more education (Frye 112). Harvard Education scholar Jerome Karabel corroborates this 

claim when he asserts "most junior college entrants see the two-year college as a way 

station to a four-year college and shun occupational programs" (543). 

The composition curriculum in the new two-year colleges was an unstable and 

contested domain largely because of debate over whether the two-year school was serving 

a transfer or terminal function. Brint and Karabel argue that the "junior college" was 

created at the dawn of the twentieth century by presidents of prestigious American 

universities who hoped to purge their institutions of undesirable students, the most worthy 
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of whom could later transfer to four-year research universities. They hoped that such a 

purge would allow them to imitate the German research model and, by extension, 

transform their universities into centers of highly technical research and discovery (Brint 

and Karabel 24). Although, as Brint and Karabel show, two-year colleges were founded 

as transfer institutions, leadership in the American Association of Junior Colleges began to 

develop and market "an ideology of vocationalism" (Brint and Karabel 37). Conservative 

leaders of the movement such as Leonard Koos and Walter Crosby Eells manufactured a 

plan which "included a conception of the potential training markets open to the 

community colleges, the formulation of a 'counterideology' to combat the prevailing 

academic ideology, and the promotion of intelligence testing and guidance counseling in 

the junior colleges as means of channeling students into occupational programs" (Brint 

and Karabel 37-8). At limes unsure of what they ought to teach and under pressure from 

Eells et al to vocationalize, writing instructors brought competing and largely problematic 

pedagogical philosophies to the writing curriculum. Many two-year institutions were 

unaware of the extent they ought to be in the business of remediation. For the four-year 

institutions, that is precisely what junior colleges should be doing. However, different 

geographical regions had different conceptions about the teaching of "basic" writing. 

Catherine Himes, English Co-ordinator at the Chicago Junior Colleges, reports in 1936 a 

mandate to stop offering courses in remedial writing. "A student," Himes wrote, who had 

not learned spelling, grammar, sentence structure, and punctuation was to be put on his 

own responsibility to make up his deficiencies" (87). Elsewhere, writing instructors 
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worried that remedial students might stop more advanced students from progressing. 

Ellene Ransom, an English teacher at Ward-Belmont Junior College in Nashville, suggests 

that getting rid of even "a single deficient student from a single normal section...may have 

a certain liberating effect upon the policies and plans of the course" (245). So even 

whether or not to remediate was in question in Junior College English Departments. 

Some professionals in the teaching of writing held a purely vocational conception 

of the two-year college. These individuals felt English departments should work hard to 

figure out the best way to transfer practical job skills. Otis Coan of Los Angeles Junior 

College, in his 1932 article "English in the Junior College," suggests the junior college 

"exists as an independent unit, not as a feeder for the university" (94). This is directly 

contrary to what Frye, Karabel, and other historians tell us about the early junior college 

student, who largely sought an in-road to a four-year institution. Coan boldly asserts that 

English cannot be simultaneously "technical" and "liberal" (94). Rather, he argues, 

writing instruction must lend itself to the vocational nature of the junior college, whose 

"purpose is to fit the student for a job midway between that of the ordinary workman at 

the foot of, and the highly paid executive at the head of, an industry" (94). Coan urges his 

colleagues in the junior college to stop thinking about writing as anything but a work skill. 

Coan maintains that the old, liberal arts ideal would prove ineffectual for the new student 

body. He blames teachers who insist on bringing liberal notions of education instead of a 

more practical orientation to the two-year college writing classroom: 

Such a teacher will be so busy teaching the student about life as it is 
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represented in all its complexities by the literatures of the world that he 
will not have time to teach him the mechanics of English with the 
principal aim a vocational one in the narrow sense. (96) 

While the hard line taken by Coan suggests a great deal of conflict over the precise role of 

writing instruction at the junior college, it is important to note that all seemed to agree on 

the broader notion of social efficiency; Coan simply feels the efficient way to socialize is 

through the transference of job skills while others insist on largely middle-class notions of 

socialization. 

Unsure about whether the junior colleges should stress the terminal or transfer 

function, two-year college English Departments held both civic and vocational ideals, 

ideals that were manifested in their pedagogies and course offerings. In her 1930 English 

Journal report, Ruth Thomson surveyed seventy-eight junior colleges. The following 

represents the ten most popular courses and the number of junior colleges offering the 

course: 

1) Elementary Composition 50 
2) English Literature 43 
3) Advanced Composition 20 
4) Masterpieces 16 
5) American Literature 10 
6) Shakespeare 6 
7) Business and Technical English 5 
8) English A 5 
9) Contemporary Literature 4 
10) Drama 3 

The emphasis on transfer courses is striking, as is the lack of courses that are explicitly 

vocational in nature. Only five out of seventy-eight schools Thomson surveyed teach 
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business and technical writing. Also, nearly as many junior colleges offered the survey of 

British Literature as offered Composition. 

Thomson largely approves of the survey results, stating "Some special training in 

the worth-while use of leisure time should be a legitimate part of the popularizing course, 

and such training might well include an introduction to some of the best of modem 

literature" (162). Teaching what to do during leisure time was such a key concern, 

paradoxically, because the "new college student" had so little of it. Elite, four-year 

institutions were largely full of a leisure class during the 1920s and 1930s, a class of 

students already familiar with the best of what "the culture" had to offer. The working-

class student body of the two-year college, however, needed a quick introduction to high

brow culture, and both literature and writing courses attempted to serve as this 

introduction. Literature courses, marked by instruction of the exclusionary and highbrow 

canon, could easily make implicit claims about introducing the masses to high, usually 

British, culture. Composition and first-year writing remained a more contested ~ and, by 

extension, a more interesting ~ domain in the early junior college. In this way, the 

national-local debate (terminal versus transfer functions of two-year college education) 

that Frye explicates was played out in the writing classroom. Some instructors, concerned 

that their class would represent students' only exposure to written discourse, attempted to 

foster a sense of good (middle-class) taste in their students. 

The Advancement of Middle-Class Ideology and Literary Appreciation 
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A startling evolution is this - to begin with a study of predicates and commas and to end 
with a trained mind, appreciative imagination, and critical taste! -Ellene Ransom, 1938 

Ransom's words come from TJie Junior College Journal and sum up common 

sentiment among two-year college writing teachers during the 1920s and 1930s. A 

dominant motif of writing instruction at the early two-year college was the attempt to 

instill in the new, working-class student body a distinctly middle-class ethos. "Have you a 

taste for a culture?," Ransom goes on to ask. If not, "then you are headed for the right 

place, the English classroom" (249). What does Ransom mean by culture? Certainly, in 

addition to taste and appreciation of literature, the ability to discern "good" leisure-time 

pursuits like letter writing is key. Johnson, in his curriculum planner, suggests letter 

writing is the most appropriate activity to teach in first-year writing "since letter writing is 

the form of written composition which will be used most frequently by the pupil" (14). 

E.xplicitly, Johnson's assertion advances his own notion of practical, functional education. 

Since students will inevitably have to write letters in their real, post-college lives, he 

reasons, letter writing is the genre that should be used in the classroom. Clearly, though, 

the act of letter writing resounds with a bourgeois, leisure sensibility. Writing letters 

reinforces the act of writing as a leisure pursuit. Writing letters is part of a life of civility. 

In fact, Johnson goes on to suggest, letter writing should foster the "ability to engage in 

informal discussion without discourtesy or irrelevancy" (14). Again, we see in Johnson 

the implicit suggestion that writing should discipline students and initiate them into a 

courteous manner of behavior. 
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Some teachers felt that instilling middle-class ethos was more important than 

writing proficiency. Gail M. Inlow, writing in a 1938 issue of Junior College Journal, 

suggests that writing is not an important life activity, but that enjoying appropriate leisure 

time pursuits is a much more practical lesson: 

We all agree that the outstanding aims of the English Composition course 
should be one that would involve leisure time activity in later life. After 
much thought and counseling it was determined that since writing did 
not carry over into life to as great an e.\lent as was formerly surmised, 
our emphasis should be shifted to one that did. (73) 

Inlow negates the very value of writing and subordinates writing skill to lessons in social 

behavior. Roy Ivan Johnson also had an explicit concern about the gentility of two-year 

college students. English teachers had a responsibility to pass along to students "the 

ability to engage in informal discussion without discourtesy and the ability to converse 

agreeably" (Johnson 47). Johnson, in effect, sees composition as a course in tasteful 

communication. He devotes a great deal of English Expression to discussing ways to 

incorporate letter writing into the curriculum. The constituents of a good letter, of course, 

include "clear, courteous, sincere, unstudied, vivid, full of life, and agreeable" prose (53). 

Johnson is not concerned with writing letters to legislators or editors. Letter writing, for 

Johnson, has nothing to do with political engagement but rather that which is tasteful. His 

conception of writing is not unlike justifications for an old-fashioned canon of high-brow 

literature: "the school must transmit whatever principles of action have been found good" 

(40). "Found good" by whom? "Found good" for whose purposes? Since Johnson's 

assessment is buried within a need claim, these important questions are not asked. 
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Alice Cecilia Cooper, prominent in the junior college movement in California 

agrees with Johnson. Cooper suggests that by studying literature students might "learn 

how to live effectively and harmoniously with others" (409). Again, we see the 

prominence of the notion of civility. Writing in 1936, in the California Journal of 

Secondary Education, Cooper emphasizes literature as a means to instill this sense of 

taste. 'The value of good training in the mother tongue," Cooper writes, "has long been 

recognized as a business and social necessity" (409). Cooper's over-arching purpose is to 

suggest that "completion courses" in writing, those not leading to the possibility of 

transfer into a four-year college or university, must quickly give junior college student a 

sense of the wonders of literature. Her goals are clearly belletristic, aesthetic, and non-

rhetorical. She argues that it doesn't matter what students write, as long as they write 

something. What they read, however, is quite a different matter. Cooper states: 

Let us agree that the aim of this study should not be literary criticism 
or analysis of style, but rather the lively penetration of thought, an ability 
to grasp the gist and scope of the writing, an interpretation of its ideals 
into present-day situations, and, above all, such insight, satisfaction, 
and pleasure as will induce a student to read not only good books but 
the best ones. (410) 

Like many of her peers. Cooper makes no mention of political or civic life, stressing 

instead civility and the assimilation into elitist culture. 

Teachers of writing at the early two-year colleges claimed to advance practical 

knowledge but defined "practical" in ambiguous and ideological ways. Aline Ward, 

writing in 1938, states that she is most concerned with the "peculiarly practical junior 
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college objectives" (313). However, in her narrative "Freshman Composition in the Junior 

College," Ward suggests that writing teachers at the junior college should inject vitality 

into composition by developing the personalities of their students. Ward, like Roy Ivan 

Johnson, seeks to establish a sense of taste and subjectivity in her writing pupils. Ward 

addresses, for example, "the necessity of developing personality both as a listener and as a 

literary composer" (315). Notice that Ward is not concerned with writing proficiencies of 

use to students in vocational contexts but rather in literary appreciation. Through the 

systematic study of discourse. Ward goes on to argue, "we shall make life more interesting 

to ourselves and ourselves more interesting" (315). For Ward, first-year writing at the 

junior college centers around fostering the enjoyment of high culture and the development 

of a bourgeois personality. Ward goes so far as to call on one of the fathers of elite 

culture to guide teachers of the non-elite: 

Show us, Matthew Arnold, master of prose and poetic style, son of 
our greatest English schoolmaster, the way out of our difficulties, 
the proper balance in our teaching, the wisest use of our time; enrich us 
with something of a sixth pedagogical sense which may enable us to 
stimulate, to correct, to inspire, to criticize, but not to suppress. (314) 

Ward demonstrates her alarm at being confronted with students not accustomed to the 

best discourse the culture has to offer. We see in her narrative an imperative to introduce 

the working-class students of the two-year college to all the glory and goodness of high, 

elite culture. 

Teaching middle-class refinement through writing became especially important in 

the junior college . Teachers worried about students who would only take two years of 
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higher education and thus have fewer opportunities to leam such sensibilities. OJD. 

Richardson, in "English for Semi-Professional Students" (1931), chair of the Department 

of English at Los Angeles Junior College, points out that the two-year college student 

needs to be exposed to "dignity and grace, that his taste may be insensibly formed by these 

qualities" (32). Richardson thus advocates the use of readers that give students a sense of 

the aesthetic production of high-brow culture. 

Non-elite students of the two-year college essentially represented empty vessels, 

waiting to be filled by their enlightened writing teacher. Richardson writes of the junior 

college student, "he has nothing yet to express" (32). Good writing will flow from the 

student once the student has more exposure to "the body of tradition and information 

covered by the term English" (Richardson 37). Again, we see the importance of literature 

as a means to create a more urbane individual. As Richardson points out, "we must not 

avoid the essential observation that we are dealing with minds which are not academic 

either in habit or in interests...whatever the university classes may be, the classes in the 

junior college are made up of students who do not desire, particularly, to write anything" 

(30). Many teachers of writing at the early junior college, then, saw literary appreciation 

as a means to good writing. Not only would students be able to use literature as models 

for good writing, they could also have their minds, with their perceived deficiencies 

opened to the possibilities of literary expression. In shon, literature would make them 

want to write. 

Junior college instructors during this period explicitly sought to move their 
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classrooms beyond simply the teaching of writing. This movement represents the need to 

discipline students into behavior fitting a college graduate. Bucharest and Lemchen, 

writing teachers at Newark Junior College, suggest in 1939 five aims for freshman English 

every bit as important as writing: clear thinking, effective public speaking, intelligent 

conversation skills, an appreciation of literature, and an increased amount of reading 

(254). Bucharest and Lemchen call this pedagogy an "integrated" composition course. 

The emphasis Bucharest and Lemchen place on appreciation of literature reveals their 

interest in socializing their students as tasteful citizens. 'To appreciate and read good 

literature of today and yesterday," they write, "maketh the full man" (254). Again this 

notion of instilling subjectivity and refinement was particularly important for the new 

junior college student, who likely would not have very many other opportunities, 

especially in the context of an educational institution, to learn to appreciate high art. 

"Since modem educational philosophy," they write, "attempts to combine cultural and 

utilitarian aspects of education...let us examine the uses to which the average student 

applies his writing ability" (254). Bucharest and Lemchen clearly see these other domains 

as equally important as they see writing. Notice that Bucharest and Lemchen stress the 

"basic principles of good conversation," suggesting the desire transmit values of courtesy, 

"tact," and refinement (256). Most problematic, though, is their suggestion that freshman 

English include ample discussion of drama to give junior college students "a keener 

appreciation and greater critical faculty in judging current theatrical" releases (255). To 

suggest such an obscure and esoteric writing task become a standard unit reveals those 
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shaping the writing curriculum were scrambling to socialize the masses into college-

worthy material. 

Some evidence exists suggesting the negative result of devoting so much time and 

energy to tasks other than writing. Otis LeRoss, instructor and director of publications at 

Fullerton Junior College in California, writes in 1932 about the need to teach students how 

to write a paper during orientation. In "Teaching Students to Write Term Papers," 

LeRoss carefully lays out a plan to teach a process-oriented, five-week course in 

composing research papers. He explains the obvious benefit to students and, almost in 

passing, mentions that such instruction "has been crowded into the last two of three weeks 

of some English course" (143). So instruction in the process of writing a paper was an 

afterthought and not the central focus of composition? This is not surprising, given the 

broader agenda of socializing two-year college students. The lack of emphasis on the 

writing process clearly results from other competing goals in the writing classroom. 

Conclusion 

Is it possible to make generalizations about the writing curriculum at the junior 

colleges of the 1920s and 1930s? In some respects, the pedagogical views expressed by 

two-year college instructors and other curriculum builders seem too wide-ranging to come 

to meaningful conclusions. This is significant since this also seems to be the case in our 

own age when it comes to composition curriculum. Though some English instructors of 

the time saw their main goal as being vocational, and others sought to impart explicitly 
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middle-class values on their students, the common bond was that all hoped to socialize 

their students. Largely, junior college instructors felt comfortable making assumptions 

about the "needs" of their students, assumptions that implied deficiency. 

This legacy of academic and social deficiency is still a part of the two-year college. 

Consider the striking similarity between articles by two-year college English teachers in 

1938 and 1998. Despite the sixty years of difference, the rhetoric remains the same. Aline 

Ward, in 1938, writes: 

For, however pro- or ultra-academic may be the aims and ambitions of our 
instructors, all of whom are presumably high in qualifications and 
credentials of superior scholarship, their focus on student exigencies 
should determine in any field appropriate emphases, materials, method, 
and detail. (313) 

Ward goes on to argue that her contemporaries need to be less academic, since their 

students are less academic. There is some level of hypocrisy here. If curriculum builders 

were so interested in pure practicality, why the emphasis on composition as a means to 

foster literary appreciation? Instructors took a missionary stance on bringing literature to 

the unwashed natives and, in Ward's case, explicitly said the material should be less. Lest 

we pass to harsh judgment of the follies of the past, in a 1998 article in the ADE Bulletin, 

Anne Breznau made largely the same point about community colleges. Breznau, English 

chair at Kellog Community College, proudly announces she would not hire someone with 

a Ph.D. to teach English because of the "cultural gap" that would exist between students 

and instructor. The same type of "needs" assumption is at work here; Breznau implicitly 

dismisses her students' ability to be academic (not to mention the profession's ability to 
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train student-centered teachers). The same hierarchies are at work and the English wing 

of the still-elite academy still scrambles to know how to handle the diverse and non-elite 

student body at community colleges. 
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Chapter Five 

Representations in the Popular Press: Junior College as Inevitable 

'The colleges of our country are expressive of our democracy. They are as truly 
significant of our spirit of individual freedom as are many of our other institutions. Just as 
Cambridge and Rugby are representations of aristocracy and class, the American college is 
an expression of our freedom of thought and of equal opportunity. Since our colleges are 
a growth of our spirit of democracy and freedom, we may expect to see them continue to 
perform services necessary to our national existence, unless that spirit which created them 
shall have been destroyed." - A.A. Gray 

Gray's words, in a 1916 issue of School and Society, express a tremendous 

amount of faith in the power of education in the United States. School and Society 

published news items and features stories about schooling at every level, helping to 

articulate the conflicted role of schools during a period of tlux in U.S. history. Gray 

equates higher learning with freedom, democracy, and rugged individualism, and writes 

with patriotic fervor about the unique opportunity Americans have to enjoy the fruits of a 

college education. Like many magazine writers. Gray had the opportunity to reach a wide 

audience, and, like many of his contemporaries. Gray rehearsed the commonplaces, 

cliches, and myths that comprised the national ethos. In the case of Gray's article, "The 

Status and Service of the Small College," an idyllic image of schooling emerges, an image 

in which American education becomes the center of a narrative of access. In Gray's 

world, politicians and educators work together to explore societal needs. How many 

colleges does a given state need? Who ought to attend that college? How can those 

colleges meet the needs of the state, and protect democratic life? For Gray, government 
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and higher education work together to address these questions in an ethical and effective 

manner. 

I have already argued that the junior college movement grew out of the attempt to 

make higher education a functional and socially useful endeavor. At the turn of the 

twentieth century, as the United States became a dominant world power on the global 

economic stage, college-level schooling served to increase the ability of individual students 

to contribute to industrial and corporate workplaces with skill and efficiency. Likewise, 

institutions like two-year colleges in part attempted to shape the consciousness of the 

culture around shared, patriotic values to which citizens could pledge allegiance. In this 

dissertation so far, I have outlined the context of this social movement, discussed the 

intentionality of movement leaders, critiqued the articulations of the missions and 

objectives of the institutions, and described how the curriculum of first-year composition 

courses served both functional and ideological ends at the new institution. Now I would 

like to turn my attention to representations in the popular press and reveal how magazine 

articles about the junior college movement during the decades of the 1920s and 1930s 

attempted to create a sense of inevitability in readerships. Looking at popular 

representations of junior colleges helps me move beyond analysis of the internal 

organizational structure of the institutions and extends my project outward, exposing the 

interplay between institution and public. My primary focus will be on how magazines 

helped to shape two-year colleges and their attendant values as common-sensical in the 

minds of diverse readers. To support my reading of the role of the popular press in the 
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growth of the junior college movement, I will cite magazine articles from popular 

publications such as Reader's Digest, The Rotarian, and Die Parents' Magazine, more 

highbrow magazines like Atlantic Monthly, and more specialized magazines like School 

and Society. I have included diverse examples of print media in an attempt to represent a 

broader sample of what the public was reading. 

Magazines and Hegemony 

Magazines covering issues like education during the early years of the twentieth 

century rarely engaged in critical debate to question the goals, objectives, and worldview 

of the subject matter. In Selling Culture: Magazines, Markets, and Class at the Turn of 

the Century. Richard Ohmann points out that during this same era advertisers impacted 

the editorial content of magazines with a subtle but increasingly effective force. The 

result, Ohmann argues, was a media that reproduced dominant ideas about society instead 

of challenging those ideas. In the 1890s, most major magazines in the United States 

lowered their cover prices in order to increase circulation. They made their profit by 

soliciting advertising on a wider scale and consequently saw their sales skyrocket {Selling 

Culture 25). According to Ohmann's narrative of the American magazine, writers quickly 

adhered to the ideology of the advertisers in order to maintain profits for the companies 

that ran the publications. 

When writing about the junior college movement, magazine writers during the 

1920s and 1930s often described trends and concepts as if they were "common sense." 
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For theorist Anotonio Gramsci, what a culture recognizes as common-sensical is always in 

flux, evolving according to what regimes are in control (Gramsci 326). Power 

relationships are always undergoing acts of reorganization, Gramsci wrote. Since higher 

education was e.xperiencing a period of change, it makes sense that new commonplaces 

needed a forum in which to become part of the cultural psyche. The magazine served as 

an idea site for the rehearsal of received beliefs and for the reorganization of hegemonic 

ideals about higher education.-Thus Ohmann's framework is both compelling and useful. 

Ohmann utilizes a Marxist brand of cultural criticism to "read" the content of magazines, 

both articles and advertisements. Most useful is Ohmann's articulation of "hegemony," 

the concept of how one idea becomes more dominant than another. Ohmann echoes 

Antonio Gramsci's theory that within a social system various actors always represent 

multiple, competing positions, and that an ideology becomes "hegemonic" not through 

brute force but rather through the acquiescence of the majority of the citizenry. Ideas take 

center stage thanks to outlets like the media which find new and creative ways to 

reproduce those ideas. Common-sensical ideas exist apart from sensory experience, 

according to Gramsci, and are instead the result of "political relations" between groups 

with varying degrees of power (331). As a purveyor of culture, the print media used its 

power to preserve power during the early twentieth century. Magazines could reach 

hundreds of thousands of readers (see Selling Culture). Consequently, the discourse of 

the magazine had great potential to shape what Americans thought about education. As 

with other subjects, magazines often (though not always) failed to engage in the thorough 
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critique of the various ventures educators were pursuing at the start of the century -

including the junior college movement. 

The Media Represents Open-Access Education 

Just as the rhetoric of junior college mission statements played on the sensibilities 

of diverse constituents in order to legitimate the new brand of institution (see Chapter 

Three), so too did representations of the movement in the popular media, especially in 

magazines. Magazines represented the opportunity to appeal to a wide variety of general-

interest readers. As texts reaching a large audience, magazine articles about the junior 

college movement served the function of making a new concept sound both familiar and 

attractive. If mission statements legitimated the junior college in the eyes of audience 

members already invested in the institution, then media coverage in national magazines 

attempted to make the movement a household name among the population at large. 

Further, since magazine coverage was largely (though not exclusively) supportive of the 

ideals of the junior college movement, the press also attempted to make the two-year 

college concept seem like part of a mythical progression of education in the United States 

wherein the American college over time became both more accessible to the people and 

more beneficial to the culture. Positive press coverage made the idea of junior colleges 

seem like common sense. 

In a 1934 report in Hie Parents' Magazine written by John W. Barton. Barton 

makes the claim that the junior college can aid in the retention of at-risk students thanks to 
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the more intimate setting afforded students at junior colleges. Even students of average 

ability have the chance for leadership on two-year campuses because the junior college 

student is "not handled as a number," but rather as an individual (Barton 9). He also lauds 

the two-year campus for giving less-able students the chance for some closure. Fifty 

percent of four-year college students drop out during the first two years. Barton points 

out. Instead of dropping out of a four-year college, the junior college student can finish a 

program. Barton writes, 'The Junior College, on the other hand, offers the student who 

goes only two years to college a chance to complete a definite cycle of studies" (9). 

Barton appeals to the positions, emotions, and values of parents in order to persuade them 

to recognize the validity of the two-year college. Barton gears his subject matter toward 

the specific readers of a magazine for parents, and acts in the place of two-year college 

boosters who desire to paint their institution with positive brush strokes. 

Similarly, a 1938 report in The Rotarian, the official publication of the Rotary 

Club, appeals to the specific interests of that audience. C.G. Houston writes, in 

College that Service Clubs Built," that two-year colleges and The Rotary Club share in 

common a mission of community service. Houston writes a glowing essay in support of a 

two-year college in Grand Junction, Colorado, that was founded in part by a Rotary Club 

District Governor in consultation with Rotary Club member in the Colorado legislature. 

"We believe," Houston writes, "also that the foresightedness of the Rotary founders of the 

school and the intelligent generosity of the cooperating groups are paying dividends in 

better citizens" (47). Like the report in The Parents' Magazine, this is another example of 
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a text overwhelmingly in support of the junior college movement geared toward 

convincing the specific readers of the publication the validity and benefit of the new 

educational endeavor. This is the role the media played - for the most part - in the rapid 

growth of the junior college movement. 

Utilitarian Education is Naturalized 

Through articles about the chartering of two-year colleges across the country, 

magazines introduced readers to the growing utilitarian ideals of open-access higher 

education. As I discussed in Chapters One. Two, and Three, leaders of two-year colleges 

lauded their institutions as practical centers of learning that could serve various needs of 

society. In the press, magazine writers picked up on the logic of useful schooling and 

advanced the agendas of college leaders by presenting positive representations of this new 

model of college life. George Kent, writing in a 1939 issue of Reader 's Digest, reports on 

Stephens College in Columbia, Missouri, an all-female college. Kent editorializes about 

the school's role in contributing to the ability of the "girls" to lead productive, adult lives. 

He reports that Stephens "is now in full operation and gives the 1.528 girls of this junior 

college a means of acquiring skills, viewpoints, and resources which will be most useful to 

them in adult life" (61). Reader's Digest offers its support for the mission of the 

institution and touts Stephens College's ability to fulfill a meaningful role in the lives of its 

female students. Kent makes the rhetorical move of omitting terms like "claims" or 

"attempts." The result is that readers are told what the college does in absolute terms. 
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Stephens does not attempt to provide students with useful proficiencies; rather, Stephens 

does provide these things for students. Kent's move is subtle but significant. 

Kent also reports in glowing terms and phrases Stephens College's commissioning 

of 305 women to keep journals documenting their daily activities in order to figure out 

what to teach at the institution. The founders of Stephens used these diaries to build a 

curriculum "aimed at the real interests of the students, not at educating girls to pass 

e.xaminations and take degrees" (Kent 61). Significant here is the creative way the college 

went about structuring its curriculum. College founders had enough respect for 

utilitarianism and the "everyday" that they literally built their system of learning around 

actual, daily, lived experiences. Kent suggests that the curriculum was structured to 

reflect material realities of the constituents they hoped to serve, as opposed to being 

structured around traditional paradigms of academic knowledge. Equally significant is the 

media's support for this progressive model. I use the term "progressive" to suggest that 

Stephens' mode of curriculum construction is a significant departure from liberal 

education's familiar foundation of classical learning. Lessons in daily life are quite 

different than lessons in the humanities and classics. 

Kent goes on to report that the instructors at Stephens analyze students' 

personalities in order to measure their individual needs and structure their classrooms 

around those needs. Again, the press valorizes the junior college as "alternative" to 

mainstream education. The media, buying into the myths of evolution and progress, 

painted a portrait glorifying Stephens for doing something new and different. Kent was 
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not alone in glorifying alternatives to the status quo. Marion Coats, writing in The Forum, 

suggests that the junior college "registers a revolt against colleges of classic tradition and 

all their ways" (83). Coats largely fails to move beyond this abstraction about what 

"classic" education signified. Yet despite the lack of concrete specificity. Coats maintains 

a confident tone in asserting the new, two-year institutions as progress and change. 

Student-centeredness became an effective trope for positioning institutions as service 

providers for the communities in which junior colleges were situated. As with 

composition curricula, student needs were invoked for persuasive effect by agents of the 

college. Just as composition teachers made assumptions about the literate and cultural 

deficiencies of students, so too did magazine writers articulate departures from classical 

modes of liberal education as responses to community demand. 

By echoing the objectives of two-year college movement leaders, the mass media 

performed a kind of public relations serv ice for the institutions. E.S. Evenden reports in a 

1936 School and Society that junior college graduates "will have two years more time in 

which to study than the high-school graduate and will be two years more mature and two 

years closer to responsible citizenship at graduation" (169). Again, notice the move 

Evenden moves away from assigning agency to any specific constituent of the college. He 

reports as if fact that college graduates will be better citizens. Not that the college tries to 

create better citizens, but that the college does successfully fulfill this objective. Magazine 

writers in this way told their readers that junior colleges were positive institutions that 

successfully provided useful services to the students who attended the institutions. 
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Of course there is nothing wrong with "useful" education and little reason to 

critique the mass media's support of higher learning. However, it is important to point out 

that creating useful citizens meant something specific and ideologically loaded to the 

junior college. The popular media suggested that one of the keys to creating useful 

citizens would be to conserve traditional values. Evenden in School and Society, for 

example, discusses the college's role in "re-establishing the home as a foundational 

institution in American life" (172). Evenden goes on to praise the curriculum for its 

courses in marriage and child rearing which Evenden claims will help the college focus on 

"virtues which have been prized throughout the ages" (173). John S. Allen, also writing in 

School and Society, critiques the resistance to the kinds of courses Evenden describes, 

courses in "social intelligence," suggesting that students lack interest due to "parental and 

community prejudices" (579). As I discussed in Chapter Two, eugenics-based courses 

were not uncommon at junior colleges during this time period. The institution's notion of 

"useful" included putting into effect the .xenophobic rhetoric of the curriculum planners 

(see Chapter Two), so when the media advances the "useful lessons of home life" and 

"traditional values" taught at two-year colleges, we must wonder about the motivations 

for normalizing notions of utilitarian education. It is difficult to argue with the imperative 

to create useful citizens, but easier to see why such an objective might be problematic after 

looking at the ideologies of movement leaders in dialectic with the cheerleading for the 

institution in the mass media. 
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The Media Touts the "Service'* Function 

The media's praise for socially useful schooling stemmed from the belief that 

useful education would train useful citizens. Well-trained citizens could contribute to the 

nation's competitive ability to become a world leader. The media saw the two-year 

college as a panacea for increasing the number of good citizens inhabiting the nation. A 

School and Society report on a junior college opening in Hershey, Pennsylvania, states, 

"Current problems of life and a modem society will be especially stressed" ("Hershey" 

823). This is a typical statement representing the media's enthusiasm for problem-solving 

schooling. 

The press often reported that lack of access to higher learning was impeding social 

efficiency. John S. Allen reports in a later issue of School and Society that only forty-

eight percent of the "best" high school graduates go on to college. The problem with this 

statistic, Allen writes, is that society could function more smoothly and effectively if the 

best and brightest were given a shot at higher learning. Allen writes, "When half of our 

best high-school graduates do not get to college - mainly for financial reasons - it shows a 

real need for more financial assistance, if we are to discharge our social responsibility of 

training the best minds in the state" ("New York State" 579). The message here is that 

providing access to college life, even if it involves the dedication of material resources, 

will ultimately serve the needs of a nation facing economic difficulty. The press took an 

active role in convincing the general public that spending money on two-year colleges was 

an investment in the future of the nation. 
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Again, this mission proved particularly crucial during the 1930s, years of a severely 

depressed economy. The media's rhetoric illustrates the desperation to single out 

solutions to the crisis. One such solution was the junior college. Evenden, also in School 

and Society, writes, "During these two years the junior college student can be led to 

acquire a keen sensitiveness to social and political problems in their appropriate American 

and world settings and a desire or even a determination toward solving them" (169). 

Writers like Evenden managed to get specific about the junior college's capability for 

making this transformation. Evenden claims that higher learning leads to greater rational 

capability for dealing with social problems "in which the emotions so frequently replace 

factual information as a basis for judgments" (170). Here Evenden speaks of the service 

being provided by junior colleges in the highest of terms. Moving away from abstractions 

about social usefulness, the reporter points out that rational capability has specific 

implications for a nation longing to be a more significant player on the world stage during 

the 1930s, a decade of dour finances in the United States. 

The press seemed confident that the economic benefit of further education could 

be assumed. On this it is important to remember Evenden was writing during the heart of 

the Great Depression. Notice that Evenden's meandering series of allusion and mixed 

metaphor culminates in a promise of economic success: 

It is much less likely that such persons [who have the benefit of 
some higher education] will follow any political Pied Piper at the 
first notes of his whistle or that they will enthusiastically embrace 
some outworn doctrine with a new name or some poorly conceived 
plan for reforming society, but depending for its success upon the pot 
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of gold at the rainbow's end. (171) 

Here there is implied a faith that schooling can lead to greater critical capacity that will 

ultimately result in material benefit. And during the Great Depression material benefit was 

obviously in the foreground of cultural objectives. The best way to achieve this financial 

objective is to 

raise the general cultural level of American citizens and thereby of 
American communities. Long before the upsetting events of 1929 
and the subsequent statistical barrages of the technocrats many thinking 
American citizens realized that as a people we were destined to enjoy 
an increasing amount of leisure, that we were able to produce more of 
the things then produced than we were able to consume and that out 
national standard of living was yearly increasing in such matters as 
electrical appliances, automobiles, radios, and labor-saving devices. (172) 

Here Evenden articulates an imperative to balance education with the drive for economic 

viability. Evenden posits lessons in consumerism as potentially another communal and 

societal benefit of the two-year college. 

There is a sense in the press that society needs the service of well-trained worker-

citizens more quickly, and that the two-year college experience is an opportunity to train 

useful graduates efficiently and with expedience. One way the junior college achieved this 

functionality and expedience was through greater state control, which, not surprisingly, 

the press praised (see, for example, "The Junior College in South Carolina," which details 

one state's attempts in this regard). In a 1933 School and Society, Henry Cremer states 

"The response in these days of economic trouble has been to seek economy in the outlay 

of the student contemplating a professional education" (600). Cremer, in "Opening a New 
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Junior College in the Depression," maintains that the junior college during the Great 

Depression can keep students closer to home, save families money on room and board, 

and quickly grow the kinds of practical and professional intellectuals to take society into 

better economic times. In a 1928 edition of School Life, Charles H Judd suggests the 

junior college move further away from imitating the first- and second-year curricula at 

four-year institutions and quickly gets its students prepped to serve. Judd writes, "The 

time has arrived for a frank recognition of the fact that the whole American educational 

program is in process of reconstruction." Judd goes on to explain why the junior college 

ought to more closely align itself with high schools than with universities: 

The Junior College belongs to the period of secondary education 
and should be attached to the high school. Pupils should be allowed 
to complete secondary education, including junior college work, 
earlier than is possible under the conventional plan of American 
education. Economy of time, as thus defined, does not in any way 
curtail the opportunity of individuals but opens these opportunities at 
an earlier period in the individual's life. Economy of time thus 
means earlier entrance on advanced stages of study. (Judd 135) 

In other words, if junior college graduates are to be put in service to the needs of the 

culture, shouldn't that service begin as soon as possible? The implication is that such 

expedience is in the best interest of everyone involved. The sooner the student can move 

on to the next phase of life, the better. The sooner the economy can benefit from the skills 

and proficiencies of the student, the better. A useful, educated person can accomplish 

more if prepared to contribute in two years, as opposed to four years. 
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Support for The Vocational Function 

Vocational schooling represents one feature of junior college education that the 

press painted both positively and common-sensically. Vocationalism represented an 

efficient way to turn out consumers with the skills needed to contribute to the economy as 

both workers and buyers. A 1938 article in School Life titled simply "The Junior 

Colleges" articulates the novel approach to schooling with which many two-year 

institutions were experimenting. The article states, "A new development, however, has 

recently occurred. Many junior colleges have added vocational or semiprofessional 

training and general curriculums to their programs" (42). School Life goes on to herald 

programs training such specific fields as aviation design, law enforcement, secretarial arts, 

electrical assistance, and surveying. The author praises this break with traditional models 

of higher education. 

In the midst of a great deal of ambiguity and puzzlement over what higher 

education might be for (train managers and workers? maintain standards of traditional, 

liberal education?), magazine writers recognized their own role in erasing this comple.xity 

and cementing new hegemonic values for education in the United States. This is how 

rhetoric and ideology operate, by making invisible the human motivations behind everyday 

processes. Carl E. Seashore, in a 1927 article called "Education for Democracy and the 

Junior College," recognizes the power of rhetoric when he suggests that few junior college 

students desire vocational programs because the option has not yet been put before them 

in an attractive manner. The vocational option can "provide for a natural stopping place at 
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the end of two years of college training," Seashore writes (477). Seashore goes as far as 

to use the term "natural." illustrating the function of persuasive language in the press for 

cementing notions in the collective consciousness of the culture. In this case, the "natural" 

and common-sensical idea is that vocational programs at two-year colleges are desirable 

paths to take. Seashore also states, "We shall maintain a sense of dignity of skilled labor 

and raise the level of patriotic citizenship" (470). Again, Seashore remains concerned 

about how the general public might perceive technical, trades-based schooling and 

expresses his desire that society respect trained skills. Like many of his contemporaries 

(see Chapter Two), Seashore worried that the culture was beginning to over-glorify higher 

education at the e.xpense of a skilled workforce. Society needed farmers, but colleges 

were turning out chemists and botanists in their stead. Seashore fretted, calling the 

phenomenon a "tragic crisis...the overproduction of while-collar men" (469). 

But what is significant in Seashore's rhetoric and elsewhere is not merely the 

burgeoning movement toward vocational education, but rather the attempt to make 

markers such as "vocational" universal signifiers for a desirable state of harmony and 

efficiency. Seashore goes on to state, "We are violating, at the collegiate level, two 

fundamental natural laws — the law of the distribution of mental capacity and the law of 

supply and demand for men in learned careers." His solution is "to give a higher 

education to each individual among American youth somewhat in proportion to his 

capacity, and to provide higher education for every occupation to the extent that the 

expenditure can be justified in terms of the needs of the community, both economic and 
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cultural...a beautiful application of common sense to facilitate the operation of natural 

law" (469). Seashore continually uses phrases like "common sense" and "natural law" to 

denote the process that takes place when an idea becomes hegemonic. Since when is there 

a natural law that limits how many individuals pursue professional degrees? How is the 

number of baccalaureate-educated citizens comprise an efficient nation a common-sensical 

statistic? My argument is that the press obscured the complexity of higher education's 

purpose and was more than willing to praise vocational education programs at junior 

colleges in order to support the leaders of the junior college movement, who genuinely 

thought society needed an institution to gatekeep the four-year college. 

Aggressively pushing vocational education in and out of the press was a way to 

keep the working-class out of the university, a way to manage the ambitions of the student 

who wanted to crowd the halls of four-year institutions. The press helped movement 

leaders create an imperative for more efficiently trained workforces. Specifically, 

magazines made these programs appear like logical - and even inevitable - choices. In 

short, magazine articles about the junior college movement gave voice to an imperative for 

building better reputations for junior colleges. Not only did most reports in the popular 

press present the colleges in positive light, articles also articulated the importance of these 

positive portrayals. 

Too many young adults desired four-year college education, according to many 

magazine conunentators and many magazines took the editorial position that not all of 

these young people ought to attend university. Writing in a 1930 edition of The Nation, 
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critic D.T. Howard illustrates this trend in the appropriately titled article "Who Ought to 

Go to College?" Howard expresses the hope that institutions of higher learning can find 

increasingly efficiency ways to measure "native intelligence" and "scholastic preparation," 

traits that will suggest how much potential a student has for contributing to society in the 

future. Howard writes, '*The student's ability, we are sure, can be measured very well, but 

we have no methods of comparable validity for gauging interest and opportunity. These 

factors, however, can not be neglected, for they account for a large percentage of 

scholastic failures." Here we see Howard wishing for more accurate assessments of both 

motivation and preparedness. The latter is particularly crucial because "the student of 

poor preparation and low ability who has to work several hours each day to support 

himself is almost sure to fall by the wayside" (345). So Howard concludes that admissions 

officers ought to use their perceptiveness to pay close attention to socio-economic factors 

so they can identity those too poor to successfully attend college. Howard discusses the 

need to remove some of the prestige from four-year college life so that the working-class 

would stop trying to attend: 

Knowledge should be made available to everybody, free as light and 
air. But the social prestige that attends the college today brings to 
their gates tens of thousands whose real interest is not in intellectual 
things. If these institutions could be stripped of their false glamor, and 
if their proper intellectual function could be duly emphasized, the larger 
problem of who ought to go to college would be simplified, and the 
answer made more clear. (345) 

Writing in Sunset Magazine, Aurelia Henry Reinhardt agrees with Howard about the need 

to respond to the inflation of interest in higher education. She argues that junior colleges 
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must "be ready to direct inclinations so that careers may be wisely chosen" (77). She 

urges her readers to consider the value of the two-year college as an alternative for those 

students not meant for traditional university study. She writes, "While our democratic 

faith was urging higher education for all, psychology was proving that all people could not 

and would not accept the identical sort of higher education. Popular recognition that faith 

and fact were not identical is still forthcoming" (13). This is Reinhardt acknowledging her 

own role in ambition management, praising her own ability to spread the word that not 

everyone ought to attend a four-year college and advertising the two-year college as a 

belter alternative. 

''Not Careerists but Potential Homemakers" 

Given the conservative nature of representations of the junior college in the mass 

media, perhaps it is not surprising that magazine articles reproduced traditional gender 

dynamics. This is most clear from the coverage in Reader's Digest of Stephens College. 

The article refers to students as "girls" throughout, picking up on the infantilization of the 

junior college student common in the mission statements of the college (see Chapter 

Three). Kent, in the Reader's Digest piece, attempts to prove the effectiveness of 

Stephens College by pointing out that a full ninety-seven percent of alums are married five 

years after graduation and that only three percent get divorced. Significant is Kent's 

implication that college ought to lead to marriage among female students. Even more 

significant is Kent's comparison of the three percent divorce rate compared to the rate of 
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eight percent among college-education couples in general. One way to read the inclusion 

of this comparison in Reader's Digest is that it implies that higher education too often 

tends to lead to divorces, whereas Stephens will conserve the traditional values that keep 

young women in marriages at any and all cost. And this data is used to advertise the 

college and prove its effectiveness. 

Kent's article goes on to make further reference to the imperative to train young 

women in a particular fashion. He mentions the college's use of a mid-day siesta, valuable 

since "women are more tense and emotional than men, hence in greater need of 

relaxation" (62). Physical education classes at the school help girls "to reduce weight or 

correct physical fault" and consequently "visitors are always commenting on the girls' 

beauty" (62). Aside from the objectification of the students bodies themselves, the 

physical space of the college is also feminized by the magazine. "Many of the rooms are 

furnished with brightly colored draperies and rugs, divans, and easy chairs" (61). The 

"grooming clinics," where students are taught to use make-up "artistically," are also 

attractive to both student and visitor, according to Kent (62). The article accentuates the 

aesthetic quality of both student and physical plant, not only reproducing the gender roles 

the school advocates, but also assuming these aspects of the school are desirable and 

worth advertising. Notice in the Stephens example how what is "useful" takes on a 

further, gendered definition. 

Like lessons in occupational skills, lessons in gender roles also served to support 

the careerist ethos of the corporate state. The home economics curriculum at Stephens, 
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for example, included lessons in consumerism. "Most of these girls," Kent explains, "are 

not careerists but potential homemakers" (63). Thus theoretical and academic subjects 

such as economics take on a hands-on, applied focus. Economics class concerns itself 

with "consumer problems" and "the head of the clinic accompanies inexperienced girls on 

their shopping expeditions, showing them how to make the most of their good points, and 

minimize their weak ones" (62). Lessons in participating in capitalist society were 

obviously important at the two-year college during this era (see Chapter Two), and the 

press illustrates the gender dynamic of education for a burgeoning culture of consumption. 

In short, the press is quick to glorify the leaching of home economics as a course in how 

to buy things. 

In the media, Stephens College comes off as a kind-of elite finishing school, with 

one major exception. Whereas finishing schools serve wealthy student bodies, the two-

year college served a more diverse constituent. Kent explains that Stephens exists for "the 

rancher's daughter and the overdressed city girl" alike (62). Many of the gendered 

curricular lessons at Stephens are explained in the press in deficit terms. The Stephens 

student needs to "overcome her fears" (63). Psychology classes get students to confront 

why they are timid. Courses in communications are meant "to make the normal voices of 

students lovely to the listener" (63). And, most interestingly, the library encourages 

students to take a dozen or so books to their rooms for the entire year to teach them the 

value of having a "personal library" (64). The lesson of the library seems to be class-

based. Much like English courses that taught taste and subjectivity (see Chapter Four), 
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the library introduced students to a conception of literacy that includes the ability to look 

at the shelves and see books in your own home. 

Representations of Student-Centeredness 

Although the press seemed willing to assist junior colleges in their aggressive 

marketing of vocational programs and their construction of traditionally gendered 

students, one of the positive features of magazine coverage was the support magazine 

writers offered to. notions of student-centeredness. Again, this is partially attributed to the 

willingness of the press to create narratives of evolution and progress. Student-

centeredness became something novel and different and, by extension, desirable. Writing 

about Stephens College, Kent writes, 'Talk flies in these classrooms eagerly and 

intelligently. The students leam by thinking and doing, not listening passively with 

notebooks ajar" (61). This suggests a willingness in the reporter to support alternative, 

active modes of learning. In many senses, the junior college was indeed a new educational 

venture, and the press supported the newness of the institution. Again, the press looked at 

student-centeredness as a progressive and democratic concept. Kent and other magazine 

writers could u.se this notion to make implicit claims about how open and evolving the 

culture truly was. Student-centeredness is thus portrayed as indicative of cultural change 

and creates in readers the impression that education has shifted in radical ways to better 

support diverse student bodies. 

Student-centeredness represents varied teaching practices and is too huge a 
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concept to be supported nor dismissed outright and my intention is not to reduce the 

concept in such a manner. However, I believe this example from Kent's text in Reader's 

Digest illustrates something much larger, that is. the media's creation of support and 

backing for an education system more in support of the business community than in 

service to the agency of students themselves. Likewise, the junior colleges represented 

service to four-year schools more than service to students; this is the why the emphasis on 

"student-centeredness" in the press seems so hypocritical. For example, Marion Coats 

writes in Tiie Forum that the "junior college can render significant service to the 

established colleges," capturing the imperative to perform the will of established 

institutions of learning instead of fostering an autonomous mission (Coats 86). George 

Herbert Palmer, writing in the Atlantic Monthly in 1927, insists that the "intellectual 

atmosphere would be improved" at four-year colleges and universities if they had junior 

colleges to keep less-prepared students away from institutions of prestige. Again, we see 

the press lending support for the junior college movement. Just as leadership in the 

movement desired service to four-year colleges, so too did the press express this desire, 

serving as a kind of public relations arm of the movement. 

The press also supported leaders of the junior college movement in their attempt to 

create a gatekeeping institution for the four-year college. An anonymous piece in The 

New Republic from 1926 states, "Our universities are most notable for the work of their 

maturer students" (61). The same article goes on to praise Johns Hopkins University's 

plan to drop the first and second years of baccalaureate work from their institution. 
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According to TJie New Republic, Johns Hopkins has the potential to 

cut its way into virgin forest. Now it is cherishing its established 
achievements, setting high and thorny fences around its well cleared 
pastures, and leaving the exhausted soil of the college - the great 
outstanding problem in educational irrigation - to other and more 
adventurous institutions. (61) 

By means of phallic imagery. The New Republic assigns the four-year school a kind of 

power to create, to continue the metaphor started by the piece itself, a new and healthier 

landscape. Implicit in these critiques of lower-division coursework is the notion that 

teaching first- and second-year students more effectively belongs in the secondary school 

and that to provide such instruction at the college level is to provide a remedial service. 

And that service, according to the myth created in stereo by leaders of the junior college 

and their ideological partners in the mass media, ought to move outside the prerogative of 

the four-year institution. Instead, that "service work" (see Chapter Six) ought to be the 

prerogative of the junior college. The junior college's true purpose, according to Sunset 

Magazine, is "to clear from the universities the elementary courses which crowd the 

curriculum, overtax instruction, obscure the fundamental purpose of university 

organization, and fall short of serving the youth of our land as our generation and the 

times demand" (12). M.M. Chambers worries about over-crowding at the nation's 

universities and suggests that while the best lower-division students prove their worthiness 

at junior colleges, "the horde of freshmen and sophomores are eliminated as failures" 

(520). In Chambers' rhetoric and elsewhere, the first two years of college become service 

work and remediation, divorced from the glorious work of specialized research (see 
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Chapter Six). The press appears ready and willing to help the junior college take on the 

gatekeeping function and perform this "service" for the four-year American university. 

The Media's Campaign for Homogeneity 

Magazines during this era spoke with a sense of collectivity with regard to the 

junior college movement. Writers, for example, used the generic "we" and made 

generalizations about the totality of the United States population. When editorializing 

about the junior college movement, writers hid their own opinions and conclusions and 

implied ideological homogeneity. Marion Coats, writing in The Fonim in 1928 for 

example, uses the phrase "we, the American populace" (82). Here Coats illustrates how 

the press used subtle phrases to speak with credibility and make claims about who their 

voices represent. An authorless, 1927 article in School and Society took advantage of 

passive voice to accomplish a similar goal. "The Advent of the Junior College" states, "It 

is coming to be generally recognized that the secondary-school field, both in subject-

matter and in method of instruction, should include the first two years of college" (785). 

Recognized by whom? In effect School and Society is making the claim that everyone 

recognizes the need to move two years of college to the realm of secondary schools. This 

helps the press normalize notions that may be arguable. It becomes more difficult to 

create inquiry-based discourse regarding the writer's claim when "everyone" is already in 

agreement about that claim. Such generalities shut down the possibility for critical 

discourse. 
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Magazine writers implied there is no such thing as difference, that everyone is the 

same due to education. Robert Maynard Hutchins suggests, "One purpose of education is 

to draw out the elements of our conmion human nature. These elements are the same in 

any time or place. The notion of educating a man to live in any particular time or place, to 

adjust him to any particular environment, is therefore foreign to a true conception of 

education" (603). Notice how Hutchins makes explicit his desire to erase any notion of 

relativity from his discourse. Hutchins, writing in a 1936 issue of Harper's Magazine, 

argues that all societies are the same and that education should always be the same. 

This is a fascinating feature of the media's representations of junior college 

education during the era, particularly given the attention Hutchins' colleagues pay to 

glorifying notions of progress and change. Hutchins is writing in a more refined 

publication — Harper's Magazine — than many of his contemporaries on whom I draw in 

this chapter. Consequently, he makes a greater attempt to situate open-access learning 

historically as part of a long tradition of excellence. In fact, Hutchins distances himself 

from media commonplaces about learning as dynamic and evolving. He writes, "Material 

prosperity, peace and civil order, justice and the moral virtues are means to the cultivation 

of the intellect. An education which served the means rather than their end would be 

misguided." Later in his Harper's Magazine piece, Hutchins states, "In general education, 

therefore, we may wisely leave experience to life and set about our job of intellectual 

training" (604). 
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The Issue of Literacy 

Hutchins' rhetoric is an example of the press talking differently to two different 

audiences. On one hand, in publications like Reader's Digest the media hoped to glorify 

institutions of learning for challenging traditional paradigms of education. This 

phenomena suggests support for places like the junior college and illustrates the role the 

press played in making the idea of the junior college take root in general audiences. On 

the other hand, magazine writers like Hutchins (in a more elite publication like Harper's) 

had to bemoan the alleged loss of the status quo by perpetuating "literacy crisis" rhetoric. 

Junior colleges needed to teach classical conceptions of composition, Hutchins claimed. 

He wrote, "English composition, as it is commonly taught, is a feeble and debased 

imitation of the classical rules of writing, placing emphasis on the most trivial details or on 

what is called self-expression" (607). The concept of "literacy" more often had a cultural 

meaning (see Chapter Four for a thorough analysis of the cultural implications of the 

teaching of English composition at Junior Colleges). Coals, in The Fonim, also utilized 

this rhetoric, writing with an intellectual and even sarcastic tone that education in high 

culture was slipping away in favor of foci on research and professionalization. Coats 

writes, "The cultivated person of yesterday would find it extremely difficult to gain 

admission into the colleges of to-day" (83). 

Coats saw education eroding and moving away from its ability to instill "culture" 

in the student body. Nevertheless, he looked at junior colleges — progressive as they may 

have been — as locations where the real institutions (four-year universities and colleges) 
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could maintain their traditional function. Coats blamed "illiterate" students for crowding 

the halls of higher education and threatening the pursuit of excellence. Only the talented 

and able-minded ought to attend real colleges: "No student should enter the major college 

who does not have scholarship m mind. Examinations will not keep out all who are 

destined to be misfits in college." And later Coats adds, "As a matter of fact, scholarship 

is as much an art as painting or music. It requires special qualities of genius" (84). He 

saw junior colleges as places to absorb the illiterate. Coats approves of the junior college 

as a locus for education that meets the needs of the "Other." the student who would 

otherwise sully four-year colleges: 

The Junior College designates an earlier stopping place, shortening 
the span within which the student's attention is to be held, making use 
of the characteristic interests of the age to keep him at work, face 
forward, while attempting to design a background for his life work 
and to fix upon aptitudes the training of which promises security for 
the future. (Coats 86) 

Here Coats positions the junior college as a school for those with either short attention 

spans or delusions of grandeur, a place to bring students with aspirations back to reality 

(also see Chapter Two). The purpose of the junior college. Coats convincingly tells his 

diverse readership, is "the guidance of youth into proper channels of endeavor" (86). 

Again, the notion of what is "proper" for students is a concept Coats asserts with 

confidence and power. In short, students do not get to decide on the definition of 

"proper." The same goes for the teaching of general education classes, according to 

Hutchins. He writes, "One objection may be that the students will not like it, which is, as 
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we have seen, irrelevant" (609). Again, student agency is denied in a magazine 

representation of student identity. 

The extent to which the media denied the agency and power of individual students 

is significant. Coats praises junior colleges for the "efficiency" (86) with which they can 

"salvage" students who belong in the upper division (87). Just the word choice here has a 

great deal of power in terms of how students are represented. In particular, the use of the 

term "salvage" sound as if students are garbage. Worse yet. Coats explicitly suggests that 

junior college students, lacking literacy, are incapable of making decisions about their 

futures. It is the job of the college. Coats argues, to locale students who do have the 

proper talent and skill for studying at four-year colleges and universities. Students at the 

junior college. Coats writes, get the proper direction that they are in need of (see Chapter 

Four for a critique of notions of student "need") and are sorted by professionals who 

understand the real purpose of education. Happily, says Coats, the junior college is place 

for "the exceptional person who cannot fall in line in the conformist schools" (85). Such 

non-conformists are essentially punished with a lower prestige institution and denial of the 

four-year degree they largely desired (see Chapter Two for a discussion of junior college 

students' goals and objectives during the era). 

Picking up on this line of student representation, Aurelia Henry Reinhardt in a 

1927 edition of Sunset Magazine suggests that junior college students are simply loo lazy 

to posses the literacy skills of four-year college students. Reinhardt writes, "The average 

student likes the idea (of attending the two-year college) because he is rid of college 



170 

entrance requirements, and college degree prerequisites. His role of student is easier, with 

less need of making up his mind, choosing his institution and the objective of his work." 

Reinhardt goes on to suggest that the junior college "will relieve the university entirely of 

the misfit" (13). Robert Maynard Hutchins, writing in a 1936 Harper's Magazine, 

characterizes the "misfit" with a little more generosity, suggesting that one-third of youth 

in the United States are "functionally illiterate," meaning they "cannot learn from books" 

(602). Hutchins sees the open-access student as lacking literacy, but at least advocates for 

creative teaching to impart upon students a Great Books-oriented form of general 

education: 

I concede the great difficulty of communicating the kind of education 
I favor to those who are unable or unwilling to get their education from 
books. I insist, however, that the education I shall outline is the kind 
that everybody should have, and that we should find out how to give it 
to those whom we do not know how to teach at present. (Hutchins 602) 

Hutchins argues that society must "provide some sort of education for the young-all of 

them-up to the time when they can be absorbed into industry...[the junior college should 

thus] become the characteristic educational institution of the United States" (602). 

Hutchins propagates a unique brand of literacy crisis rhetoric in which he supports 

alternative models of teaching traditional subject matter to students whose lives do not 

already include books. His concern is real and even genuine, an academic responding to a 

time of upheaval in American education. 

Education as Progress Versus Education as Conservation of Values 
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It should be clear that there existed in media representations of the junior college 

movement no small amount of ambivalence over the larger purpose of education, 

particularly higher education. Some reports in the press praised progress and change 

while others bemoaned the erasure of tradition. Interestingly, magazine reports from both 

of these entrenched positions generally lauded junior colleges. Those supportive of 

progress recognized the junior college as a radical departure from the status quo. Those 

advocating conservation of old-fashioned values of education saw the junior college's 

potential to be put in service to tradition. This media ambivalence is representative of a 

larger cultural questioning of the function of schooling. And the most salient feature 

remains the overwhelming support that magazines offered to the very idea of a two-year 

junior college. Some articles attempted to reassure the public that education, although it 

might look different, still served the familiar function: 

America will not wake up some morning and discover that, like Model T, 
it (education) has disappeared. The automotive industry and education are 
alike in some respects — mass production, for instance. But the new model 
of the American college will look very much like the old one for many 
years to come. ("Advent" 785) 

Change can be a frightening concept but here is a magazine offering a soothing voice to 

calm fears about a shift in higher learning. M.M. Chambers performs a similar task in 

"The Junior College and the 'Scholarly Amateur.'" Chambers assures readers that the 

junior college will never take the place of the four-year college, but only serve to "relieve" 

them (520). 

In many ways, the media's ambivalent representation of junior college education is 
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an instance of the educated class worrying about illiteracy and using the bully pulpit of the 

popular magazine to express either puzzlement about what schools ought to do or a 

confident and assertive vision for the transformation of education. Hutchins expresses his 

notions of utility-based schooling versus his preferred focus on liberal training and 

virtuous education: 

The trouble with the popular notion of utility is that it confuses immediate 
and final ends. Material prosperity and adjustment to the environment are 
good more or less, but they are not good in themselves, and there are other 
goods beyond them. The intellectual virtues, however, are good in 
themselves and good as means to happiness. (602) 

Hutchins equivocates in his article, at once suggesting that colleges of all ilk maintain their 

emphases on philosophical wisdom, art, prudence, and intuitive knowledge, and at the 

same time musing on the illiteracy of junior college students and wondering how creative 

pedagogies might respond to new and evolving needs. He recognizes the need to consider 

"whether the student is destined for a life of contemplation or a life of action" (603). 

Hutchins implies the two categories - life of contemplation and life of action - are 

mutually exclusive. Contemplation, for Hutchins, means a liberal form of higher education 

characterized by the classical divisions of the humanities. Action, in the meantime, refers 

to learning to contribute something more demonstrable to the culture. 

Occasional Dissent 

During rare instances, the popular press challenged the junior college and offered 

critiques of the movement. These challenges to the authority of the movement were few 
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and far between. In large part, the popular media fully supported the ideology of the two-

year college. However, at times magazines made room for opposition to the movement. 

One such instance of critique was a published 1922 letter to the editor of The New 

Republic, written by Josephine M. Bumham, who felt the junior college was corrupting 

the liberal mission of college education. After name-dropping all the renowned scholars 

with whom she studied at Yale ("one rubbed elbows constantly"), Bumham wrote: 

Not every freshman can enroll in a great university. But every 
freshman should leave the high school behind him. The separate 
Junior College tends to grow out of high school systems, to be 
manned by instructors whose habit has been the teaching of high 
school children; to emphasize drill (for which I have all respect), but 
not to bring into the centre of consciousness the methods or the 
problems of creative scholarship. It postpones until the junior year 
(which may be over-late) the salutary break with childhood; that 
fearful plunge, which the true college forces even on a student who 
lives at home, into a new world of ideas, a new e.\ peri mentation in the 
handling of his own mind. (315) 

Bumham offers a thoughtful critique that escaped most of the writers in the popular press 

who tackled the issue of the junior college movement. Meanwhile, a scathing, three-page 

editorial in the Atlantic Monthly — a magazine associated with refinement - articulated a 

dissection of the movement similar to Bumham's, albeit in more scathing terms. The 

Atlantic Monthly piece also points out the importance of scholarship and creativity and 

worries that academic freedom and inquiry might be lost at a college under the domain of 

secondary education. By using hyperbolic phrases like "this new menace" and "higher 

education in America has received a body blow," the editorial essentially undermines its 

own credibility ("Junior College Menace" 809, 812). One voice of dissent whose critique 
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rose above name-calling and emotional discourse was George Herbert Palmer. Palmer 

wrote two analyses for The Atlantic Monthly in 1927, both of which calls into question the 

validity of the junior college as an institution, and wonders what might become of the 

"scholarly amateur" if the junior college movement were to take off, as predicted in his 

very publication and elsewhere. Palmer largely stood alone in voicing opposition to the 

two-year college movement, even acknowledging in his writings the fact that the 

movement has largely escaped critique, and that most of his colleagues in the magazine 

business were busy offering their expressed support for all that the movement stood for. 

Significant, though, is the likelihood that Palmer figured he was writing for an audience of 

the kind of scholarly amateurs he describes in his article. The Atlantic Monthly may have 

seemed like a safe place to critique the junior college movement since its readers were 

likely college graduates and middle-class professionals. Other publications like Reader's 

Digest had broader and more diverse readerships, audiences from various social classes 

and levels of education, audiences that were not exposed to critical discourse about the 

implications of the junior college movement. 

Conclusion 

Perhaps the best illustration of the media's central role in supporting the junior 

college movement is allowing a central figure in the movement to write articles for a 

general readership. Leonard V. Koos. an innovator in developing two-year colleges 

during the era, penned a 1923 article for The New Republic in which he writes, "The 
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upward extension of the American high school to include junior college years is logical 

and inevitable. The question is not whether but how" (24). Koos' words underscore the 

way the media aggressively garnered support for the junior college movement. The 

aforementioned statement by Koos strips away choice-making power from the general 

public, who very well could have opposed the two-year college movement on the grounds 

that all adults ought to have access to a four-year college, not an imitation or a service 

campus lacking the prestige and power of its senior institution. Koos comes out and 

states that the movement is "inevitable." and he does so in the context of the media, where 

that inevitability had the opportunity to take root before the eyes of a large readership. 

This is not to suggest that every editor and reporter working in the magazine 

market during the 1920s and 1930s supported the idea of the junior college movement. 

Rather, the media portrayals of the junior college movement represent a "hegemonic" 

process in the Gramscian sense of the term. Gramsci theorized dominant culture taking 

root in the general public not through domination and overt force but rather through a 

subtle and invisible process of consent. For Gramsci, only very unstable systems require 

military might. Generally, tools of the state like the mass media can accomplish 

conformity with a quiet efficiency and expedience, according to Gramsci. The junior 

college movement, whose leaders desired a cleansed and pure vision of the four-year 

university, needed the general public to accept the imperative for tiered institutions to help 

society function more smoothly. The media during the early years of the twentieth century 

accepted this imperative and accepted - through the Gramscian process of hegemony -
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their role of image-maker for the junior college movement. By presenting the movement 

in a positive light, the press managed to further the work of the junior college mission 

statement: to legitimate a brand new institution of higher education in the United States 

before a wide audience. 
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Chapter Six 

William Rainey Harper and the Ideology of Service 

Junior colleges in the first half of the twentieth century legitimated themselves in 

the eyes of the reading public through positive representations in popular magazines. 

Thanks to the celebratory nature of the coverage that the popular press gave to the junior 

college movement, the diverse and literate citizenry became increasingly familiar with the 

particular mission of service in effect at the earliest two-year colleges. Since junior 

colleges tended to serve specific factions of communities (for example, managers of 

business and industry instead of wage laborers), the leaders of the junior college 

movement relied on the popular press to elide dissenting visions of the new institution's 

ideology of service. Instead of drawing on multiple visions of a service-based ideology, 

the junior college movement frequently managed to manufacture a singleness of purpose 

amongst various community members associated with the movement. That is, the junior 

college legitimated a dominant mission of service through discursive expressions like 

magazine articles. 

The notion of "service" is broad, multivalent, and equivocal. Virtually all 

institutions and social movements take part in some form of service work. Organizations 

represent the interests of their members and, by extension, are inevitably self-serving. 

Anyone who subscribes to various permutations of the cultural logics of supply and 

demand or Social Darwinism believes that, in a sense, only groups that provide a desirable 
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service will maintain any efficacy. Service is an inescapable notion. However, junior 

colleges defined service in a particular fashion. By virtue of the phrase "junior college," 

institutions articulated precisely who they were serving: senior colleges. "Junior" is a term 

that immediately denotes "otherness." If an institution possesses a junior status, than that 

institution remains smaller or younger than its senior. "Junior college" denotes the 

intentions of the founders of the school; the two-year campus was a "junior" version of the 

four-year campus, a place of service. I see the phrase "community college." the preferred 

name for two-year campuses since the 1960s, as a euphemism, a politically correct marker 

that implies service to the totality of the geographic region surrounding a given two-year 

college. I have tried to prove in this dissertation that two-year colleges were not 

necessarily focused on serving the community at large and all of the members of that 

community. To call the schools "community colleges" when discussing the two-year 

campus from the years 1901 to 1940 is to ignore the aims and intentions of the leaders of 

the movement. Indeed, such terminology ignores the aims and intentions of the individual 

students, who also wanted the school to be a "junior" college, that is, they wanted to 

transfer to four-year colleges. Problematic was the tendency among movement leaders 

and college founders to dismiss the interests and objectives of the students themselves. 

The leaders and founders made decisions about curriculum, mission, and organizational 

structure. Students may have wanted transfer courses of study, but leaders and founders 

pushed terminal and vocational programs. Decision-making occurred in a top-down 

fashion. Junior colleges carried an ideology of service, but not necessarily service to the 
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student body. And if the individual students' agency and choice-making potential was not 

being served, then by extension neither was the "community." 

Harper as Case Study 

To illustrate the systematic manner by which junior colleges legitimated themselves 

as "service providers," I turn my attention to William Rainey Harper, who will operate as 

a case study. Harper typifies the tendency to ignore students as individuals, as 

autonomous learners capable of choice and agency. As an embodiment of the ideology of 

the larger junior college movement. Harper also helped to cement in the consciousness of 

higher education many of the hierarchical notions of "service" still operational in both 

two-year and four-year colleges. Those committed to fashioning higher education into a 

democratic locus of shared decision-making will be interested in an analysis of Harper's 

rhetoric of college-as-service-provider. Under Harper's leadership, the two-year college 

movement set up an interesting dynamic in which lower-division teachers were 

constructed as servers. Those teaching foundational areas like math and writing as well as 

general education and sometimes even introductory classes — and anyone else doing work 

that the movement saw as "remedial" (meaning work better suited for secondary 

education instead of higher education) - was constructed as a service provider, a "junior" 

member of academe. Those doing research-oriented and specialized work (teaching 

graduate and upper-division courses, performing scholarship that the state viewed as 

useful) became "senior" members of the academic professions. Those of us in the field of 
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rhetoric and composition, whether working in two-year or four-year systems, often 

contend with this dichotomy and this dynamic. Why is one domain more valuable than the 

other? Why is one area of academic work more highly regarded? 

There are no short answers to those questions, no easy responses. This 

dissertation seeks to address those questions and historicize the trends that have resulted 

in a sometimes problematic arrangement for academic professionals. This is why the 

research into the history of the two-year college movement is so relevant and has so many 

implications for the field of rhetoric and composition. The notion of "service work" has 

its antecedents in the two-year college movement that I have analyzed in the previous five 

chapters. None of this is to suggest that education is a bad or undesirable thing. On the 

contrary, learning is crucial to the success of the democracy in which we live. Access to 

higher learning bodes well for a society interested in sharing decision-making capabilities 

among a wide cross-section of the population. What was problematic about the junior 

college movement was its establishment of a hierarchy with wide-ranging implications for 

the course higher education would take during the remainder of the twentieth century. As 

we look around at the lip service paid to student-centeredness, the downsizing of 

academic departments, the increasing reliance on part-time teachers, the adoption of 

corporate models of management, and the introduction of for-profit higher learning, we 

see the results of a system of higher education that sometimes fails to respect students. 

We see an ideology of service in effect that has its origins in the rhetoric proliferated by 

William Rainey Harper. 
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Who was William Rainey Harper? 

The short answers to that question: 1) First president of the University of Chicago, 

2) The co-founder of Joliet Junior College (the first two-year college), 3) One of the 

brightest scholars of Hebrew Studies of the late nineteenth century, and 4) A leader in the 

transformation of higher education during his era. As founding president of the University 

of Chicago, William Rainey Harper stood out as an important figure in the birth of the 

American research university. As the "father of the junior college." Harper held a place of 

equal importance in the development of two-year colleges and open-access education. It 

is no coincidence that Harper involved himself on both ends of the spectrum of higher 

education prestige for he saw the two institutions as integral components of a larger 

scheme of educational reform. Specifically, Harper envisioned the "junior college," and 

the very notion of lower-division coursework, as an institution of service. For Harper, the 

lower division, as a domain of liberal learning and general education, served the upper 

division, a domain of research. In kind, the junior college was an extension of the high 

school that served the senior college. The educational ideology espoused by Harper 

transformed lower-division courses from autonomous units of liberal learning into 

gatekeepers that maintained the selectivity of the "senior" level of higher education. 

Harper's Role Within Institutional History 

A great deal of debate within the literature of higher education surrounds William 

Rainey Harper and his role within the history of the two-year college. Wattenbarger and 
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Witt not only affirm Harper's dominant role in the beginning of Joliet Junior College, the 

first public junior college, they also present original documentary research which they 

claim proves that Harper single-handedly brought the junior college movement to 

California. This claim is significant because junior colleges enjoyed such prominence in 

California during the early years of the two-year college and remained a significant force in 

Califomian education throughout the twentieth century. While most historians attribute 

the beginning of the two-year college's presence in California to the 1907 law which 

allowed public funds to be used for the chartering of junior colleges, Wattenbarger and 

Witt uncover correspondence which suggests Harper's own "prosyletizing" earlier in the 

century led to the founding of early two-year schools in the state. John Frye and James L. 

Ratcliff both questioned the validity of Wattenbarger and Witt's historical data (Frye, 

"Expansion or Exclusion"; Ratcliff, "Excitement of Discovery"). Both Frye and Ratcliff 

critiqued Wattenbarger and Witt for drawing conclusions based on minimal 

correspondence without corroborating their claims with other documentation. 

Elsewhere Ratcliff, in his 1986 Community College Review article "Should We 

Forget William Rainey Harper?," argues that Harper played only an indirect role in the 

founding of Joliet Junior College. Ratcliff points out that more Jcliet graduates went on 

to the University of Dlinois than Harper's own University of Chicago. Despite Harper's 

goal of starting a network of junior colleges, Ratcliff writes, only sixteen existed when 

Harper died. Ratcliff claims that from an historiographic standpoint, elevating Harper to 

patriarch status results from over-reliance on the "great man theory," which dictates 
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historians need only look to prominent individuals to craft valid historical narratives 

("Should We Forget" 16). In essence, Ratcliff writes. Harper was not so much a founder 

of the junior college as much as "an intellectual architect of a plan for curricular cohesion 

and efficiency" ("Should We Forget" 17). 

Both Ratcliff and Frye fail to account for the power of ideology. They quibble 

with Wattenbarger and Witt over the frequency of Harper's activity in interstate 

communication and the day-to-day operations at Joliet, but neglect the rhetorical influence 

of his ideas and his writings. From a methodological standpoint, they remain too busy 

counting how many times Harper traveled to California and measuring how dirty his hands 

got outside the confines of his beloved campus at the University of Chicago. The power 

and influence of William Rainey Harper resides in his ideology and his ability to articulate 

that ideology and thereby proliferate his worldview. Ratcliff draws an artificial line 

between doing the physical work of founding junior colleges and the ideological work of 

being an "intellectual architect." This is a false dichotomy. Building and spreading his 

beliefs about the future of higher education, specifically the subservient role of the lower 

division, remains the legacy of Harper. The e.xistence of the debate in the literature of 

higher education over Harper's role proves the power and ubiquity of Harper in the 

founding of the junior college movement. For even those who negate his dominant role 

quote Harper, discuss his ideas, and ponder his life and work. 

Those who labor in the lower division should be knowledgeable about the 

historical moments which gave rise to the current division of labor within higher 
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education. Lower division work, which includes teaching first-year writing, the 

humanities, general education, and foundational courses, is too-often looked down upon 

by the academy. At large institutions, graduate students do a great deal of the work of the 

lower division. Universities award tenure to faculty based primarily on research and 

publication. How did these hierarchies come into existence and who decided which 

academic jobs should carry more prestige than others? Since William Rainey Harper 

involved himself with various aspects of higher education's burgeoning pecking order at 

the turn of the century, a close examination of his ideology should be of interest to both 

two-year college practitioners and lower division laborers within four-year schools. 

Harper and the University of Chicago 

Harper first invented the term "junior college" to denote the divisions of the 

University of Chicago in which first- and second-year courses were taught. Later, he used 

the word to denote a separate institution, a two-year college autonomous from the 

University but in service to its interests. Industrialist John D. Rockefeller provided 

financial backing to a group of scholars, including Harper, then a faculty member at Yale, 

interested in starting a research university with Baptist affiliation (Storr 41). The 

University of Chicago was incorporated in 1890 and opened in 1892 (Storr 86). At the 

University of Chicago, President Harper immediately went to work recruiting the finest 

faculty that Rockefeller's money could buy. He had to compete with Stanford and Johns 

Hopkins to attract cutting edge scientists and scholars (Storr 69). Harper gave little 
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consideration to the needs of undergraduate students as learners, caring more about the 

prestige of the senior faculty members he devoted endless resources to recruiting. He 

expected the University to attract students who were already well-versed in liberal 

education: Harper did not see Chicago as a place that would create liberal learners. 

According to University of Chicago historian Richard Storr, Harper looked at his 

university students as potential alumnae (109). After all, alumnae, unlike students, 

represented individuals in powerful positions who could donate funds and be hard 

researchers, specialists in their chosen fields. 

Students in the first two years of study at the University of Chicago were 

particularly bothersome to Harper. By the time the University of Chicago opened its 

doors to students. Harper had decided he ultimately wanted freshmen and sophomores 

removed from the intellectual space of the University campus. He divided academic units 

into an "Academic College" (freshmen and sophomores) and a "University College" 

(juniors, seniors, and graduate students) and in 1896 renamed the two levels "Junior 

College" and "Senior College" respectively (Eells, Junior College 47). By 1893, he was 

setting up articulation programs between secondary schools and the University wherein 

select high school classes could fulfill University requirements (Storr 120). Students who 

did not come from "strong" high school backgrounds were denied this benefit, a denial 

that at times hurt their progress toward degree. For example, many students studying 

science during the 1890s at Chicago could not reach completion in a timely manner due to 

intense Latin requirements (Storr 121). There is an obvious class bias here. Students with 
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"inferior" secondary careers faced-an added obstacle at the University level. 

Harper's University and Junior College Ideas 

Harper invented the two-year college to maintain the focus at the University of 

Chicago on specialized research. The "junior college," as a separate institution of 

learning, could provide general education and training in the liberal arts so that the 

University, as a "senior" institution, could focus its resources on disciplinary work among 

the brightest faculty members and the brightest advanced undergraduate and graduate 

students. The tuition-free Joliet Junior College, founded in 1901 in a suburb of Chicago 

as the first community college, was the brainchild of Harper and J. Stanley Brown. 

Superintendent of Joliet Township High School (webpage). For Harper, Joliet Junior 

College was essentially a secondary school. Indeed, he hoped to spur a nationwide 

movement to extend high school to si.x years (Eells. Junior College 650). Joliet was the 

first institution to award the Associate in Arts, also an invention of Harper's to reward 

two years of general education. The Associate in Arts, Harper maintained, was not a 

"degree" but rather a "title." This was an important distinction for Harper, who thought a 

two-year degree would cheapen the very idea of a degree (Eells 361-362). It is important 

to stress that Harper's junior college, the precursor to the contemporary community 

college, was founded as a locus of humanities and liberal learning. 

Harper once called the humanities "those subjects which represent the culture of 

the past" (McGrath and Spear 97). Ever concerned with making public education in 
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America more useful. Harper relegated the humanities to the status of an outmoded area 

of inquiry, quite literally a thing of days gone by. Curiously, Harper himself was a product 

of liberal education, graduating from Ohio's Muskingum College and giving the 

commencement address in Hebrew at fourteen and completing a doctorate in Semitic 

Languages from Yale five years later (Diener 49). His dissertation, a meticulous 

comparative study of prepositions in Latin, Greek, Sanskrit, and Gothic, illustrates his 

affinity for scholarship (Storr 18). Harper got his first faculty job at the Theological 

Seminary at Morgan Park but. because he was only twenty-two years old, the institution 

would not give him the title of Assistant Professor, thus, he held Instructor status there 

(Goodspeed, The Story 37). On faculty at Yale after leaving Morgan Park, his intense 

passion for research continued to grow as his area of inquiry shifted to Old Testament 

studies (Storr 19). Yale gave Harper several positions of honors, including the newly 

formed Woolsey Professorship of Biblical  Literature (Goodspeed, The Story 4\) .  

Increasingly he came to see his scholarship as the "salvation of souls" (Storr 45). Striking 

is the fact that his own research prior to coming to Chicago took place within a 

humanities-based field. Yet once he went to work on carrying out his educational plan, 

the humanities became "foundational," something easily outsourced to a "junior" 

institution. He only accepted the presidency at the University of Chicago after much 

internal searching and only with assurance from Rockefeller that his academic freedom 

would never be compromised (Storr 51-52). Harper clearly had a passionate, almost 

religious purpose in his idolization of high research. 
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Although he valorized the research function of the university, he also held the 

ideals of a public intellectual. Thomas Wakefield Goodspeed, Harper's colleague on the 

University of Chicago's Board of Trustees and a prolific historian of the university, wrote 

of Harper, 'The basic principle on which he would build a university was service - service 

not merely to the students within its walls, but also to the public, to mankind" (The Story 

55). Further, Harper very much saw himself as a rhetorician and gave speeches on various 

biblical topics to women's groups, churches, various civic organizations (Goodspeed, The 

Story 42). Harper's public orations were a combination of scholarship and religious 

testimony. Harper had a more inclusive conception of utilitarian and socially relevant 

education than, say, Walter Crosby Eells. Harper saw specialized faculty working in 

broader domains than just laboratories and libraries on campus. He hoped his bright 

faculty would place themselves in service to the society by going out to various members 

of that society. Perhaps Harper even valued "outreach" above lower-division teaching. 

For Harper, teaching foundations and introductory culture-oriented courses was work that 

required little specialization. Being an effective public intellectual required a great deal of 

useful knowledge and an ability to communicate that knowledge to large and diverse 

audiences. 

Just as Harper took his scholarship off campus, so too did he expect his Chicago 

faculty to do the same. He insisted on setting up a University press, a library accessible to 

the general public of the Chicago area, and various extension initiatives, all of which 

would be overseen by faculty members (Goodspeed, The Story 53-54). Before assuming 



189 

his role of president. Harper traveled in Europe, solidifying his vision for University of 

Chicago faculty. During this time he wrote, 'The small number of hours required of 

professors (eight to ten hours a week) makes it possible for investigation to be carried on 

all the time, and in the climate of Chicago there is no season which, upon the whole, is 

more suitable for work than the summer" (qtd. in Goodspeed, The Story 57). No faculty 

member would fail to be an active and productive member of the academic community. 

That meant a light teaching load and e.xpectations for original research. Harper wrote: 

It is only the man who has made investigation who may teach others to 
investigate. Without this spirit in the instructor and without his example 
students will never be led to undertake the work. Moreover, if the 
instructor is loaded down with lectures he will have neither time nor 
strength to pursue his investigations, (qtd. in Goodspeed. The Story 60). 

Harper saw research as feeding effective teaching - at least at the upper and graduate 

levels. Many of the faculty he recruited were hired with the provisions that they would 

only teach graduate students, never undergraduates. Again, for Harper, the lower the 

level, the less expertise was necessary. 

The Purpose of the Junior College 

Harper ultimately saw the new junior college in Joliet as a means to preserve the 

time and energies of his University faculty and also maintain high admissions standards at 

the University of Chicago. He hoped to found an entire network of two-year colleges in 

Illinois and beyond for the purpose of serving as filters and funnelers for University study 

(Eells, Junior College 48). He likely would have directly involved himself in the founding 
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of more two-year colleges had he not died at only fifty years of age (Eells, Junior College 

62). In 1900 in Charleston, South Carolina, Harper proclaimed, "It is not until the end of 

the sophomore year that university methods of instruction may be employed to advantage" 

(in Eells, Junior College 60). Since real university work, in Harper's conception, did not 

begin until the third year, he felt that only third-year students and higher ought to be 

studying at the senior college. Even before Joliet College started. Harper had attempted 

to disband calling students freshman, sophomores, juniors, and seniors, limiting the 

markers to two: "Junior College Student" and "Senior College Student" (Goodspeed, 

History 138). This was the meaningful distinction, in Harper's conception. The starker 

the separation between the two classes of students, the better. To separate the two 

groups geographically would be even better. The lower institution would serve both the 

talented and the non-talented, and designate them as such. The junior college could thus 

serve as a place to locate the students who were truly worthy for higher study. In 

Harper's conception, too many uninspired college student felt obliged to finish junior or 

senior years. Harper wrote: 

It is evident that many students continue work in the Junior and Senior 
years of college life whose best interests would have been served by 
withdrawal from college. Many continue to the end. not from choice, 
but rather from compulsion, because of the disgrace which may attend 
an unfinished course. If it were regarded as respectable to stop at the 
close of the Sophomore year, many would avail themselves of 
the opportunity. ("Associate Degree" 50) 

This despite all the evidence suggesting students' desire for the four-year degree (see 

Chapter Two). Harper is content to brush student agency and desire off and count it up to 
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the inability to "respectably" stop after two years. Why the imperative to convince 

students to settle for less? Lower division coursework, for Harper, was a locus of 

discernment, a domain in which to study the past so the student could make decisions 

about the future. Harper thought the University should rid itself of lower-division 

coursework and relegate it to the new "junior college." 

Harper argued with a religious fervor owing in no small part to his training in the 

Old Testament. In 1905, four years after starting Joliet Junior College. Harper wrote: 

Democracy has been given a mission to the world, and it is of no uncertain 
character. I wish to show that the university is the prophet of this 
democracy and, as well, its priest and its philosopher; that, in other 
words, the university is the Messiah of the democracy, its to-be-expected 
deliver. {Hie Trend 12) 

Harper saw the university as a prophet that could articulate the values of the democratic 

religion, a kind of spokesperson for democratic life. Further, Harper felt the university 

had the potential to put students in touch with themselves, a religious relationship that also 

could further American ideals. Higher education, for Harper, carried a sacred obligation 

that only a select few could access. "During the last two years of college work the 

university spirit and the university method prevail," Harper said in his President's Report 

from 1899 ("Associate Degree" 50). Notice the religious rhetoric, the almost evangelical 

tone, that comes through in words like "spirit." Harper saw a moral and ethical distinction 

between those in the first two years of college-level study and those pursuing a "higher" 

calling. This higher calling was not for everyone. Harper wrote in his 1905 text, "[T]he 

university men who occupy high places throughout the earth; the university spirit which. 
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with every decade, dominates the world more fully, will be doing the work of the prophet, 

the priest, and the philosopher of democracy, and will continue to do that work until it 

shall be finished, until a purified and exalted democracy shall have become universal" (77ie 

Trend 34). Again Harper uses religious imagery to exalt the potentiality of the university 

graduate. Of course there is nothing wrong with speaking of the supreme benefits of 

university training, but what becomes problematic is Harper's employment of this emotive 

rhetoric to justify the imperative to restrict enrollment. His logic went like this: University 

students are like religious leaders who will become the individuals protecting our 

democratic values; not just anyone can play that role: therefore, we need to be careful 

about who we let into the University. 

Part of the impetus behind Harper's leadership position in the junior college 

movement involved his feeling that in the first two years those with a vocation for further 

study, those who knew themselves well enough to assert with confidence their potentiality 

for leadership, might be inspired to continue their studies. Likewise, through testing and 

other forms of evaluation, those not worthy for such positions, would be divinely inspired 

to cease their pursuance of higher education after two years. Just as scholarship took on 

religious overtones, so too did the notion of vocational discerrmient at the new two-year 

campus. 

The Devaluation of the Lower Division 

Harper argued that educators must make it respectable to stop after the 
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sophomore year. In this way, the new invention of the Associate's would serve as an 

impetus to stop going to college. Harper wanted educational institutions to provide anti-

motivation to supposedly less worthy students so as to soften the blow of educational 

exclusion. Not only did this educational ideology devalue the intellectual work done by 

those in the first two years of college study, it also devalued the professional work done 

by teachers of the first two years of college. Harper explicitly stated that freshmen and 

sophomore courses were easier to teach and that secondary teachers could just as easily 

handle such grunt work ("Associate Degree" 51). The implication here is that academics 

were wasting their time with introductory-level classes. One of the key transitions for 

Harper was the movement from lower-division to upper-division classes. After the 

transition. Harper wrote, "the student is given larger liberty of choice, and at the same 

time higher methods of instruction are employed" ("Associate Degree" 50). Here Harper 

argues, implicitly, for higher education to serve capitalist ends. He at once glorifies 

"liberty of choice," and also rigor, values that promote rugged individualism and by 

extension entrepreneurialism. Harper goes on to state, 'The work of the freshman and 

sophomore years in most colleges differs little in content and in method from that of the 

last year of the academy or high school" ("Associate Degree" 50). The lower division 

becomes an unworthy pursuit for his beloved, prestigious faculty and for students who 

Harper felt "by nature" were worthy to go on to the University (Eells, Junior College 61). 

The only respectable four-year institution of higher education, in Harper's mind, 

was the university as a center of research and discovery. Smaller four-year colleges. 
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where research was not the primary emphasis, were just "wasting money," Harper said 

(Cohen and Brawer 7). The smaller four-year schools. Harper writes, "are not doing 

justice to the students in the higher classes. In reality they are defrauding the students 

who pay their fees in lower classes in order to obtain a meager sum of money with which 

to provide an entirely inadequate course of instruction for the higher class of men" 

("Associate's Degree" 51). As an administrator, it was natural for Harper to be concerned 

primarily with finances, but it is nonetheless unfortunate that Harper's emphasis on the 

bottom line obscures the genuine learning which goes on at teaching institutions. He calls 

less elite four-year schools "so-called colleges" and suggests they have no business 

working with upper-level students. That distinction between the upper and lower 

divisions was the crucial marker for Harper, and he saw the small liberal arts school as 

simply "inadequate" in that department. Inadequate here means insufficient emphasis on 

research and discovery, not insufficient learning in general. Harper desired that large 

American universities imitate the German research model (Cohen and Brawer 6; Ratcliff, 

"Seven Streams" 7-8; Frye, Vision of the Public 5). Harper's contemporary Leonard V. 

Koos, an early advocate of the junior college in Minnesota, writes in his 1925 text of 

Harper's affinity for the research universities of Europe (238). In short. Harper looked at 

lower-division courses as drains upon the energy and resources of educated scholars. This 

is a problematic conception of the scholar, particularly to those who see pedagogy as a 

form of scholarship and who see the role of the intellectual as a public figure involved in 

the everyday. Harper goes on to situate productive labor firmly outside of the classroom 
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and in the realm of science, the library stacks, and hard research. He praises the "large 

university in which library and laboratory facilities might be found which would make 

possible the doing of good work" ("Associate Degree" 51-52). With the advent of the 

two-year college, elite four-year schools could raise their standards and keep out the less 

prepared. 

Harper insisted that those who defended the small, four-year college did so out of 

a sense of nostalgia, not out of careful and logical consideration. Just as the subject 

matter taught at small, four-year schools was outdated in Harper's conception, so too was 

the very mission of the institution. It no longer made sense to spend four years providing 

a classical liberal education, in Harper's mind. Old-fashioned pundits supported liberal 

arts colleges out of a need to root for the underdog. Harper wrote. He concluded that 

their logic was either "fancied or sentimental." Harper wrote, "The small college is loved 

and cherished, in most cases, just because it is small and weak" (Small College" 69). In 

this way. Harper showed the dismissive nature of his rhetoric, insulting any institutional 

mission rooted in inquiry and critical thinking as opposed to social efficiency and 

inunediately demonstrable economic benefit. 

Ideological Implications 

Much like the rhetoric of the junior college reproduced in the popular press. 

Harper's persuasive discourse surrounding his educational philosophy portrayed his idea 

as common-sensical. "Nature," Harper wrote in 1900, "has marked out the great divisions 
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of educational work, and the laws of nature may not be violated without injury" ("Changes 

Affecting" 55). In the same document. Harper goes on to write, 'The student who was 

not really fitted by nature to take the higher work could stop naturally and honorably at 

the end of the sophomore year" (57). Harper is somewhat outrageous here, or at the very 

least h>perbolic. He is proposing a wholly new hierarchy for classifying college students. 

Yet he suggests his plan is natural, common-sensical, and even honorable. This is a 

stretch. For rhetorical impact. Harper has attempted to remove the possibility of 

opposition. He has shut down discourse by stating a position and then glorifying his own 

position instead of proving or justifying it. What I think is fascinating is that the media 

used the same trope in the following years when it came time to weigh in on matters of 

great import for open-admissions students. What is problematic is the way this trope 

takes away agency from the individual students and places greater emphasis on restricting 

university enrollment than on student choice. 

The assumption on Harper's part, of course, was that as universities shift toward a 

research emphasis they should restrict enrollment. This is the danger of conceiving of 

higher education as a capitalist endeavor. Harper and his ilk saw learning institutions as 

service providers for the demands of the university and, by extension, the job market. 

Centers of research would fuel the American economy by creating engineers and scientists. 

When Harper opined that "many students will find it convenient to give up college work at 

the end of the sophomore year," he begged the question of who precisely will find 

dropping out "convenient" ("Associate Degree" 52). Those who score lower on the 
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increased number of assessments and batteries tend to come from minority and the lower-

and working-classes, as scientist, critic, and public intellectual Stephen Jay Gould 

brilliantly shows in The Mismeasure of Man. As learning institutions exclude non-

dominant groups, they perpetuate the status quo. Not only does schooling fail to liberate, 

it facilitates and justifies oppression. Harper's gatekeeping conception of lower-division 

coursework did just this. 

Harper advocated for a kind of social Darwinism for small four-year colleges. 

Since such institutions were less powerful than large research universities. Harper 

predicted (incorrectly) that they would die off. He felt this process was natural and 

desirable since "the term "college' has been misappropriated by these institutions" 

("Changes Affecting" 54). Harper saw a kind of natural evolution from small four-year 

college to community college. Why was such an evolution necessary or even desirable? It 

seems that Harper, again with his religious fervor, did not want the unworthy unleashed on 

society with the same degree status as the product of a research institution. He tried to 

craft, with the invention of the two-year college, an extra level of class difference. Since 

Harper naturalized this evolution, he could not see the ideological nature of his 

philosophy. He wrote, 'The student who was not really fitted by nature to take the higher 

work could stop naturally and honorably at the end of the sophomore year" ("Changes 

Affecting" 57). Why was it more honorable to stop attending college after two years? 

What harm was there in granting access to the same institution, or at least an institution 

that grants the same degree, to a larger cross section of the population? The harm. 
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according to Harper, was that without the scientific focus of the burgeoning research 

school, small four-year institutions were counterfeit, just as a two-year "degree" would 

have been counterfeit in his conception. He chastised, for example, the lack of validity of 

the small college and praised how things would be once these institutions were gone: "Our 

pretense of giving a college education would be given up, and the college could become 

an honest institution" (56-57). Harper described less-worthy colleges in quantified terms, 

alluding to a "library of less than a thousand volumes, with scientific apparatus and 

equipment which has cost less than a thousand dollars, with a single building which has 

cost less than forty thousand dollars, and with an income less than six to eight thousand" 

(54). For Harper, once the small college reconfigured as a "junior college," it would be 

more honest and it would be "stronger and heartier" for having survived "difficulties" 

("Changes Affecting" 54). 

Harper's Ideology in Conte.xt 

William Rainey Harper was not the only leader in higher education committed to 

ridding the university of the lower division. In fact, several prominent college presidents 

in the nineteenth century entertained the idea before Harper. Henry P. Tappan, president 

of the University of Michigan, proposed moving "foundational" work to the high school in 

1851. W.W. Folwell, the University of Minnesota's president, made a similar proposal in 

1869 (Eells, "Abolition" 193). One state university system even approved such a plan 

over forty years before the start of the junior college movement. The trustees of the 
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University of Georgia decided in 1859 to phase out the first two years of study. Although 

Georgia began to execute the plan on a limited basis, the university shut down temporary 

during the Civil War and the plan was abandoned (Eells, "Abolition 195). After Harper 

created the junior college as a means to carrv out the abolition plan, presidents at both 

Stanford and Johns Hopkins also began to argue for moving either remedial, foundational, 

or introductory-level classes out of the four-year college. 

Harper's successor as president of the University of Chicago, Robert Maynard 

Hutchins, echoed Harper's disdain for the lower division. Hutchins also carried on 

Harper's missionary zeal, as evidenced by his emotional editorials in the popular press. 

Hutchins wrote in 1936 (thirty-five years after his predecessor opened Joliet Junior 

College): 

Unless we exclude from the first two years all students who are not 
likely to be scholars and professional men or who deserve unusual 
opportunities for the cultivation of the mind, we must confuse an 
institution which should be primarily devoted to scholarship, 
professional education, and the training of the mind. In most State 
universities, at least, no pretense is made that freshmen and sophomores 
are material for the kind of intellectual work that a university should 
sponsor. ("Confusion" 451) 

Hutchins goes on to suggest that Harper's plan to rid the research university of the burden 

of the lower division has failed to arrive at fruition in large part because trustees fear 

losing the revenue of tuition. He also describes in the same editorial professors spending 

their valuable time and energy trying to "keep students awake" (451). Hutchins does not 

hesitate to make the claim that first and second-year students are "problems" in the sense 
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that they drain the intellectual resources of the best and brightest faculty members, who 

have no business doing the charity work that is lower-division labor. Part of the root of 

this problem, Hutchins writes, is that students have too much choice. Hutchins critiques 

"our confused notion of democracy," which he says has resulted in community 

expectations that universities respond to particular needs and desires (453). Education, in 

Hutchins' conception, is not a democratic endeavor. Citizens should not expect to have 

access to degrees of prestige, Hutchins writes: 

Our notion of democracy leads us to the view that everybody is entitled to 
the same amount and to the same kind of education. This is reflected in 
our national passion for degrees, a passion which the late Barrett 
Wendell hoped to assuage by conferring the Bachelor's degree on 
every American citizen at birth. My judgment is that it is hopeless to 
expect students who should leave at the end of the sophomore year 
to depart in peace unless that degree is conferred upon them at that 
time. ("Confusion" 454) 

In Hutchins' conception, most citizens only think of education as a means to make more 

money, which debases the value of higher learning. He does not think universities should 

waste their time dealing with this mindset. But his logic seems flawed, since he attempts 

to solve this problematic aspect of people's perception of college by outsourcing lower-

division coursework. 

Aren't the juniors and seniors also part of the materialistic and/or utilitarian 

schools of thought that lead to this conception of higher learning? Why does cutting off 

lower-division students solve this money problem? Elsewhere, Hutchins, again picking up 

on Harper's philosophy of higher education, reasoned that the lower-division should 
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concern itself with "general education." The way that Hutchins defined general education 

answers the questions as to how cutting off the lower-division would alleviate the feelings 

that school is only a means to making money. In his editorial "What is a General 

Education?," Hutchins suggests that by teaching lessons in a common culture, students 

will abandon their base ideas about school and society and become enlightened: 

One purpose of education is to draw out the elements of our common 
human nature. These elements are the same in any time or place. The 
notion of educating a man to live in any particular time or place, to 
adjust him to any particular environment, is therefore foreign to a 
true conception of education. (Hutchins 603) 

Much like Harper. Hutchins supported classical learning in the context of the lower 

division. He just felt that imparting students with a liberal education should happen 

outside of the specialized university. Also like Harper, Hutchins envisioned the humanities 

as a locus of assessment. By observing students' performance in courses in languages, 

history, and literature, secondary education and junior college professionals could gauge 

who deserved entry into the university. Harper's legacy was felt immediately and 

profoundly. 

The First-Year Composition Analog}-

The origins of first-year composition and the community college follow strikingly 

similar trajectories. Both saw their institutional births at universities of high prestige: 

college composition at Harvard University and the community college at the University of 

Chicago. Both composition and the two-year college boast mythologies of equality and 
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assistance for those entering higher education who are perhaps less-prepared for the 

academic rigors therein. Yet critics have pointed out that the community college has 

played a role in decreasing the aspirations of its students (Brint and Karabel; Clark; Shor, 

Critical Teaching). Critics of college composition, similarly, have argued that the writing 

course has been used as a tool for ideological and linguistic discipline and conformity 

(Crowley; Shor, "Our Apartheid"). Sketching the similarities between these two 

movements within higher education is a means for further understanding the disparaging 

of lower-division labor. 

Although many of today's liberal-minded practitioners and scholars of college 

composition see the first-year writing course as training in critical, even oppositional, 

thinking, composition began as an offshoot of an elitist examination at Harvard. Adam 

Sherman Hill, new to the English faculty at Harvard in the late nineteenth century, helped 

institute a "composition" test for entering students that assessed familiarity with high 

literature and formal knowledge of the grammatical features of the dominant dialect 

(Crowley 66). Half of Harvard's entering students failed the e.xam that asked them to 

write in flawless English about topics such as "Thackeray's account of the Pretender's 

visit to England" (Crowley 67-69). According to composition historian and critic Sharon 

Crowley, who has advocated through much of her career that modem universities abolish 

the required composition class. Harvard began to test its entering students to assert its 

own institutional power and the power of English as a legitimate discipline (69). 

Like Harper at the University of Chicago, leaders at Haivard such as Hill hoped to 
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preserve selectivity among the student body. For Harper, the solution involved the 

manufacture of a two-year college proving ground. For Hill, the solution involved a 

biased writing assessment. Harvard created a course called English A, required for first-

year Harvard men who failed the composition test. As Ira Shor wrote, the new Harvard 

course was intended to "e.xclude some and socialize others" ("Our Apartheid" 92). In 

other words, the less-prepared students were shut out of advanced study while they took a 

"service course" considered by the institution to be "remedial." Crowley writes, 'The 

point of the required course is not to acquire some level of skill or knowledge that can be 

measured upon e.xit; it is instead to subject students to discipline, to force them to 

recognize the power of the institution to insist on conformity with its standards" (74). 

The same analysis could be made of the first two-year college at Joliet, where liberal 

learning did not exist for its own sake but rather for the sake of the revered university. 

Both the new "junior" college and the new first-year writing course at Harvard 

were bom as gatekeepers. Interestingly, both "institutions" started at the end of the 

nineteenth century when leaders of higher education in the United States increasingly came 

under the influence of the vision of the research university. At Harvard, leaders within the 

English Department knew that English studies had to be a legitimate discipline in order to 

survive. At Chicago, Harper was convinced that junior divisions were little more than a 

drain on resources and energy. The new entrance examination told fifty percent of 

Harvard students they were not worthy of advanced study based on familiarity with both 

the dominant dialect and the liberal knowledge of high culture. The junior college sold the 
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members of its student body that were not the best and brightest on the idea of a two-year 

title. Both new institutions operated under the assumption that the intellectual work was 

in service to something more important: the upper division. Just as the number of two-

year colleges spread during the twentieth century (according to Cohen and Brawer, half of 

our nation's college students attend a community college), so too did the pervasiveness of 

the required first-year writing course. As composition historian Donald C. Stewart has 

shown. Harvard had a significant influence on the development of English studies, 

particularly the teaching of writing. Furthermore, as Crowley points out, nearly every 

college and university in the country require first-year composition. 

The Value of Competing Purposes 

Both the two-year college and first-year composition proved themselves to be 

resilient and overcame their ideological beginnings as elitist gatekeepers. As I stated at 

the beginning of this Chapter, junior colleges are generally called "community colleges," a 

somewhat-euphemistic term which signifies service to a specific geographical region and 

the population therein, as opposed to service to a senior institution. College composition, 

likewise, is the site of a great deal of creative pedagogy, thanks in no small part to the 

growth of rhetoric and composition as a scholarly field. Both community colleges and 

first-year composition stand out as vibrant, though by no means perfect, bodies within 

higher education because their purposes are complicated and multi-layered. Community 

colleges provide transfer courses, industrial and vocational training, affordable and flexible 
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public-access courses for non-degree seekers, and basic skills courses for less-prepared 

students who desire a college education. Composition courses provide foundational 

writing proficiency and introduce students to academic writing, teach research and 

computer skills, serve as an introduction to rhetoric, offer non-humanities majors exposure 

to the written word, and stress critical thinking and even cultural critique. 

While some consider these competing purposes a weakness, they are actually an 

attribute. Both composition and community colleges resist static definitions. They are 

dynamic and evolving, which returns us to what was problematic about the ideology 

espoused by William Rainey Harper. Harper was sure he knew precisely what the 

(singular) purpose of his university was: to become a highly technical and specialized 

center of research and discovery. Harper's ideology put limitations on what higher 

education can be for its many constituents. His conception of the future of higher 

education ran counter to the ideals of liberal learning and the "lower division," to expand 

the possibilities and aid in the development of a well-rounded citizenry. Sadly, higher 

education still feels the effects of Harper. Community colleges lack the prestige of small 

four-year colleges, which generally lack the prestige of the large research university. 

Teaching lacks the institutional rewards of specialized research and publication. 

Academics still need to make a concerted effort to place value on the work of lower 

division but for those committed to giving lower-division students agency and choice, it is 

an effort worth making. 
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