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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Television, movies, and the ever-present camera make 

American history in the twentieth century a series of 

visual recollections for most Americans. We see our 

history rather than read it, but most of our films of the 

last seventy years and most of our visual recollections 

are of tragedies of our century. Sunday afternoon docu

mentaries and film day in the classroom provide scenes 

of doughboys, 1930s breadlines, concentration camps, and 

World War II troop movements. In this century, however, 

one decade preserves a visual image of joy and playfulness, 

We are grateful for it, and we rerun the footage again and 

again. 

Josephine Baker dancing nearly nude in Parisian 

reviews. Red Grange running for a touchdown, Charlie 

Chaplin valiantly gnawing on shoe leather in the Gold 

Rush, all reflect our perception of this untroubled 

decade, the twenties. Even in our dramatic reenactments 

of the 1920s, we represent the decade as pleasure-seeking, 

violent perhaps, but lacking the significance of the great 

struggles between nations in the decades of the 1910s and 

1930s. Our film treatments of the twenties range from 

James Cagney's The Public Enemy to Robert Stack's 



Untouchables. Over thirty years separates the two interpre

tations, but in both, gangsters murder each other in the 

streets, and observers walk on to enter speakeasies and to 

dance the Charleston or the Black Bottom. The era is 

exciting, deadly for some, but not serious. 

We acquire our perceptions of the past partly from 

visual records and partly from family history. Here, too, 

the camera has its influence. Old photographs of teenage 

friends with bobbed hair are reminders of light-hearted 

trips to town, and album scenes of couples packing for pic

nics and standing for one last Kodak shot in front of a 

new "Model A are evidence of affluence in those days. For 

grandparents recollecting the economic disasters of the 

thirties, the twenties becomes by comparison a decade of 

good fortune and comforts. 

English literature and American history classes rein

force our view of the twenties as a "plastic age," as the 

novelist Percy Marks labeled the decade. We read F. Scott 

Fitzgerald and recognize the bootlegger Gatsby as a symbol 

of the twenties. We learn that living rooms in the 1920s 

have "unread sets of Mark Twain" and that their inhabitants 

have Main Street values. Sensitive people flee the mate

rialistic, affluent towns of middle America for Paris or 

2 . Berlin or, at least, New York. History courses confirm 

our impression of the twenties as an era separate from other 



decades in its wealth and in its carefree pastimes. The 

decade is a moment of relief for student and professor alike 

between the intense reform efforts of the Progressive Era 

and the somber struggle of the Great Depression. 

Popular histories of the decade reinforce the per

ception of the 1920s as a jazz age. Frederick Allen's 

Only Yesterday, published in 1931, continues to dominate 

reading lists on the twenties. More recent and more 

scholarly studies continued to stress the decade's frivo

lous character. It is a decade vulnerable more because 

of "perils of prosperity" than because of economic ineq-

. . 3 uities. The age is prosperous, urban, and occasionally 

excessive, but it is a time when America needed to rest 
4 

between two decades of great activity. 

Recent scholarship, however, challenges this view of 

the 1920s as an affluent jazz age, an era of relief in the 

American experience. New interpretations describe the 

twenties as a decade which both completes transitions be

ginning in the late 1890s and early 1900s and marks a new 

age of modern America; in these interpretations, the 1920s 

was a "watershed" decade. The 1920s, for these authors, 

was a difficult time for America. As Paul Carter notes, 

"The superficial froth of the period may have sprayed forth 

from some desperate and terrifying ocean currents indeed." 

The 1920s becomes not so much a jazz age as America's 

troublesome adolescence. 



The new interpretations focus on three major changes 

which occurred in the 1920s. First, demographic patterns 

shifted: with the 1920s more Americans moved to cities, 

and more of them were adults. Second, Americans developed 

new patterns of organization in business and in daily life. 

Third, the economy was transformed, for the 1920s was a 

period of increasing stress for American workers experi

encing technological change. 

Recent studies emphasize the significance of demography 

in explaining the decade. Demographic statistics indicate 

that arrangements now considered typical of the modern Amer

ican family began in the late 1890s and became common by 

the 1920s. American families in this modern pattern were 

generally small in number; the proportion of the number of 

adults in the population increased; and more Americans lived 

in the city than in rural areas. These three demographic 

traits were an established part of the experience of Ameri

cans by the 1920s. 

A family with few children could experience financial 

disaster in rural areas. Children historically were a ready 

labor source for farms, and American families in the nine

teenth century typically reflected this economic need. Over 

half of the generation which bore children in the 1880s had 

three or more children. Farm owners and unskilled workers 

continued to have large families, but by 1910 over half of 



the families whose fathers were involved in professions, in 

business, or in skilled trades consisted of no more than 

two children. 

The decrease in the number of children resulted in 

another demographic change—a greater proportion of adults 

to children in the population. Paula Fass writes, 

Whereas in 1870 there were two persons 24 to 64 
years of age to every one 15 to 24 years, there 
were three older persons to every one youth in 
1930. In effect there were more adult caretakers 
per youth.9 

The smaller size family and the greater proportion of adults 

to children altered the family structure, and these changes 

allowed additional resources for what Fass calls "an elabo

rate nurture." Because families consisted of fewer chil

dren, financial resources available in the family were 

divided between fewer persons. Each individual had more 

money for his needs and for non-essential purchases. With 

smaller families and greater resources per person, family 

life changed. Fass describes this new family arrangement 

as more "emotionally intense" and more "democratic" than 

earlier family relationships: parents were more concerned 

about such things as their children's social adjustment 

and about their children's opinion on family decisions. 

The trends of small family size and of greater propor

tion of adults to children increased in the period from 

the 1890s to 1930. At the same time, another demographic 



change began as Americans moved from the countryside to the 

city in increasing numbers. Most population growth in 

12 this era was in the cities. 

In a nation more urbanized, the individual was less 

able to influence his community by acting alone. Alone he 

could not get legislation passed to establish credentials 

for his profession, get a sewer line dug, or keep smut out 

of the magazine racks across from the school yard. As a 

member of an organization, on the other hand, the individual 

could exert power. It is a centuries old concept that orga

nized effort is more effective than individual effort, but 

the decades after 1900 were a time of increasing use of 

organizations as a means to solve problems and to have a 

voice in an urbanized society. 

Organized effort became the dominant method of getting 

things done in America. The formation of such associations 

as the American Bar Association for lawyers and the National 

Conference of Social Work for professional social workers 

reflected the popularity of organizations among professionals 

seeking to establish credentials and to support their inter

ests. Reformers also learned the value of organization. 

Reform groups ranged from the National Child Labor Committee 

to the National Housing Association, Even the Social Gospel 

movement attempted to organize by forming the Federal Coun-

14 oil of Churches. 
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Business also attempted new methods of organization. 

15 American entrepreneurs, the self-made, uneducated men 

who created the fabled monopolies of the Gilded Age, were 

no longer able to manage personally the intricacies of a 

business now requiring greater knowledge of technology and 

16 

serving a national or international market. The corpo

rations which succeeded in this new era were those which 

began to utilize experts to manage such diverse activities 

as manufacture, repair, sales, advertisement, distribution, 

and credit. These managers, midway between the top manage

ment of the company and the workers below, became powerful 

in their own right, and they became essential to business 

operations. The companies that "decentralized," or created 

departments to handle the variety of tasks now involved in 

big business, were those that dominated the market, and 

17 
their success led to emulation. 

The success of decentralized businesses using mid-

management personnel made them models for other businesses, 

and further a model for America. The nation developed what 

18 
Raymond Callahan calls a "cult of efficiency." Young 

people who sought entry into business needed to shape their 

personality accordingly and to become "active but not rah-

19 rah." The salesman became a symbol in America of the 

20 
self-made man on the road to fantastic wealth. In its 

more extravagant forms this pro-business attitude produced 
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such arguments as the one Bruce Barton proposed in The Man 

Nobody Knows that Christ "picked up twelve men from the 

bottom ranks of business and forged them into an organiza-

21 tion that conquered the world." 

America was fascinated by organization, but one group 

failed in its efforts to organize. Working men did not 

unite. The conditions in the economy and the position of 

the working man made organization difficult in the 1920s. 

22 The labor troubles of the Gilded Age and the public's 

perception of unionizing workers as socialists were not 

23 

forgotten during the Progressive Era. The combination 

of the Russian Revolution, the steel strikes in America 

led by an admitted communist William Z. Foster, and the 

old antagonistic relationship between labor and owners 

made it easy to label the working man as a socialist con-
24 

spirator. 

At the same time that the American people opposed 

unions as radical organizations, business was beginning 

to reconsider the function of the working man and to call 

the worker the hero of capitalism. Business began to 

recognize that mass production required mass consumption. 

Thomas Carver expressed this new interpretation in 1926 
25 

when he heralded "the economic revolution" which meant 

that both business and labor could enjoy the profits of 

capitalism. By increasing profits and wages through greater 



efficiency, business could solve the economic problems of 

other decades. The class antagonism of previous eras was 

2 6 
expected to fade before this new shared prosperity. 

With this recognition of the importance of the working 

man as consumer and as partner in production, business in 

27 
the 192 0s supported a paternalistic approach toward labor. 

Also this paternalistic approach, a form of "welfare capi-

28 9 Q 

talism," matched the new image business had of itself. 

Businessmen and their efficiency experts who followed the 

theories of Frederick Taylor favored appealing to workers' 

self-interest. By showing workers how to produce more in 

the same number of hours, business could grant higher wages 

and benefits and still increase profits. Business was 

willing in the 1920s to be more generous to labor, and 

labor became more docile because it accepted the theory 

that the prosperity of the decade provided enough for both 

labor and management. 

People in the 1920s felt prosperous. They had new 

styles of clothing, appliances, and automobiles. Mass 

production lowered prices, particularly on such popular 
32 items as the automobile. Advertising encouraged people 

to buy impulsively. Installment buying made ownership 

possible. A nation that had previously condemned living 

33 beyond income turned to credit buying as a new fashion. 

The excitement of the decade also supported the illu

sion of affluence. The decade even named itself the New 
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Era. Radio programs with local sopranos, religious pitch

men, and farm and market reports were available throughout 

America in the twenties, and the programs became more 

sophisticated throughout the decade. By 1928, the radio 

serial had begun with Amos and Andy. Listeners from South 

to North heard the same music, and all the radio announcers 

had Midwestern accents. A national audience, entranced by 

film stars as Greta Garbo and Douglas Fairbanks, enjoyed a 

fantasy life that was available to anyone with the price of 

the ticket. Everything was to be new, and fad followed fad. 

The 1920s experimented with mahjongg, hip flasks, the vamp, 

34 the collegiate look, and the speakeasy in one decade. 

The excitement of the New Era, however, tended to mask 

many problems. Although the decade appeared to be a pros

perous one, several groups did not share in the era's afflu

ence. Struggling mill towns, such as Gastonia, North Caro-

35 Una, remained distant from the affluence of the 1920s. 

Farmers, particularly those on small farms, faced increasing 

36 
competition from more mechanized and more efficient farms. 

Workers in the Southern mill towns and small farmers of the 

South and the Midwest had in common poverty, resentments, 

and inability to match the two criteria for success in the 

1920s, organization and mastery of technology. 

Small farmers generally did not have the organization 

necessary to exploit at a reasonable cost the technological 
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37 improvements available. Those farmers who did organize 

grew crops more cheaply and drove inefficient farmers out 

of business. Farmers using technology needed fewer farm 

hands; therefore, rural surplus labor migrated to large 

cities. In the cities, the rural migrants lacked the skills 

to be competitive in a labor market requiring technological 

38 competence. They crowded into unskilled jobs and drove 

down wages. In the country towns, mill workers suffered 

because they also lacked technological skills. Unsuccessful 

farmers and mill hands joined a growing number of unskilled 

workers who failed to meet the demands of a changing labor 

market. 

The market for labor changed radically in the first 

three decades of the twentieth century. Before 1900 more 

than half of American workers made their living by working 

in agriculture, in fishing, or in lumbering. In 1930 only 

21 percent of the American people remained in these occupa

tions. In the decades prior to the twenties, Americans had 

become draftsmen, engineers, salesmen, teachers, nurses, 

39 clerical workers, and managers. The changing market place 

meant new demands for workers with skills in technology and 

in the management of people in organizations. One father 

in Middletown expressed the problem for the American worker: 

"I don't know how we're going to get the children through 

college, but we're going to. A boy without an education 

40 today just ain't anywhere 1" 
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For the American people in the New Era, education was 

becoming central to success, and higher education became 

41 increasingly important to the American public. The topic 

became a popular one for magazines, and in fact, discus

sions of education in periodicals doubled in the period from 

42 about 1900 to 1930. Foreign observers commented that 

although Americans had diverse goals, they had one common 

concern, education. 

Formal education reflected the changes affecting America 

as a whole. With demographic changes, the school population 

became larger and more diverse. As education became a pub

lic concern and a taxpayers' issue, the public judged the 

schools by prevailing public standards, or by "the cult of 

efficiency." As the American labor market set new demands 

for training, the schools became more vocational. From 

elementary school to college, American education experienced 

the transitions affecting America itself. 

The dramatic increase in the number of children changed 

American public education. As one contemporary observer 

noted, the public schools became "substitutes to the employ-

44 ing agencies of earlier times." Laws requiring compulsory 

school attendance became common in this period. By requir

ing school attendance, the legislators hoped to keep young 

people from competing with adult workers in the factories 

and to provide schools with an opportunity to train this 

45 
new population of students. 



13 

Educators perceived the new students in the 1900s and 

1910s as different from, and inferior to, earlier students. 

The influx of immigrant groups created ethnic diversity in 

46 the city schools. The migrants from rural areas also 

added to the diversity. With more students with a wider 

range of backgrounds, the schools took on a new task: 

teaching students unaccustomed to conventional American 

lifestyles how to behave, how to arrive on time, and how 

47 
to be clean. At the same time as the student body was 

I 
changing, educational theorists began to argue that the { 

\ 

schools not only must teach academic materials but also * 
4 

must prepare students for life. The combination of a larger I 
J 

and a more diverse student body altered the curriculum it- « 

self, promoted extracurricular activities, and created new 5 

48 J 

methods of teaching. J; 

The high school was the first institution to experience 

this transformation. Before the turn of the century, the 

high school curriculum prepared students for college admis

sion. High schools taught Latin, history, and other tradi

tional preparatory classes. The diversity of the student 

body and the new Progressive theories of education altered 

the curriculum until it emphasized preparation for adulthood 

more than for college. In 1918 the National Education Associ

ation's Cardinal Principles of Secondary Education explained 

this new approach with its statement that education should 
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prepare students for such adult tasks as maintenance of 

good health, participation in family life and worthwhile 

49 leisure activities, and work. 

Instead of emphasizing such standard subjects as 

mathematics or languages, high schools began to find a 

place in the curriculum for electives in etiquette, for 

history as a "vehicle for teaching the meaning of progress," 

and for "physics-made-easy." Schools began to remain open 

after the regular academic day to allow time for students to * 
I 

play in the gymnasium and to keep them away from unwholesome j 

activities in the streets. The schools promoted clubs for 4 
I 
) students interested in such things as prohibition, cameras, 

mandolins, and salesmanship. The schools also established 

the homeroom, an arrangement intended to foster the feeling ^ 

that the student had a place of his own and a friendly 

adviser at hand. The new curriculum required teachers to 

perform many duties beyond preparing students in subject 

matter. Teachers became counselors, club masters, and 

patrollers of restrooms and school yards. Such roles were 

necessary because the public wanted the teacher not just 

to teach botany, but also to encourage a diverse and grow

ing student body to remain in school. In these new 

schools, guidance and testing also became functions expected 

52 
from the institution. 

The public was interested in the schools because the 

schools taught skills for work and life and because an 
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increasing student population and expanding programs meant 

higher taxes. The prevailing standard for evaluation became 

53 
business efficiency. The public school, with little resis
tance, accepted business standards in management of educa-

54 
tion. Specialists began teaching the same subject to 

different classes, who moved from one specialist to another 

at the end of a period marked by the ringing of a bell. 

Counselors scheduled students in order to get maximum utili

zation of the educational "plant." Counselors also tested 

5 6 t 
students to place them in the most appropriate classes. { 

I To improve efficiency, schools hired outside experts to 

charts, interview schedules, and forms. They investigated 

the curriculum, the professional preparation of teachers, 

and conventional educational issues. They also evaluated 

cost per student hour, the number of hours each teacher 

worked, pay scales, the utilization of the physical plant, 

lighting, and other conditions traditional to a business 

operation. Education used business methods in educating 

^ • 58 

students and in showing evidence of its success. 

Business exerted other influences as well. Demands 

for workers influenced what the public wanted from educa

tion. As business required more skilled employees familiar 

with technology and able to manage people working within 

organizations, Americans insisted on an education which 

« 

57 evaluate the institutions. The survey teams arrived with j 
) 
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59 emphasized vocational preparation. The new professions 

of the 1920s were advertising, management, engineering, and 

public services such as teaching and nursing. The young 

people coming to maturity in the decade recognized, or 

their parents recognized for them, that these professions 

required education beyond high school but not a four-year 

program in college. 

Public eagerness for preparation for these new profes

sions altered a recently developed educational institution, ^ 
I 

the junior college. The junior college had been established ^ 

in the 18 90s to separate general programs of learning from 

more specialized courses of the junior and senior years. 

Many junior colleges in the first three decades of the 1900s 

continued this traditional program; however, some high 

schools added upper-level courses to their curriculums to 

create junior colleges as extensions of the public school, 

and some junior colleges were established as institutions 

separate from four-year colleges. Junior colleges added 

vocational preparation to the traditional programs of the 

lower division of the four-year college. This new curric

ulum of the junior college was meant to train students for 

the "semi-professions," for those professions requiring 

not a four-year degree but education beyond the high 

60 
school. 

The trends altering America and education in the 1920s 

also changed the junior college. First, the institutions 

1 

\ 
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grew rapidly because there were more young people attending 

schools. The junior colleges gained popularity because 

they provided educational opportunity at relatively low 

cost. New patterns of organization of the educational 

plant, those following the principles of efficiency, could 

be applied to the junior colleges. In response to the grow

ing population, many of the junior colleges which were 

established in this era planned campuses, or educational 

plants, different from those previously used by higher edu

cation. Second, the junior colleges followed the standards 

of efficiency dominant in the 1920s in their attempts to 

keep costs low. Third, the junior college provided a cur

riculum which met two educational needs in the twenties. 

For junior college students able to live at home, the junior 

college offered a low-cost transfer curriculum, and its two-

year programs were ideal for students who wanted to enter 

the new semi-professions. The junior college came to matur

ity in the "watershed" decade of the twenties and, in this 

period of development, formed the institutional character

istics of the junior college in modern America. 



18 

NOTES 

Percy Marks, The Plastic Age (New York: Century Co., 
1924; reprint ed., Carbondale: Southern Illinois Univer
sity Press, 1980); Sinclair Lewis, Main Street (New York: 
Harcourt Brace & World, Inc., 1920), p. 264. 

2 
Frederick Hoffman notes that writers particularly 

used the Midwest as a symbol of all that was wrong with 
America in the 1920s. He describes this trend as using 
the "Midwest as Metaphor." For a description of the liter
ature of this decade see Frederick J. Hoffman, The Twenties: 
American Writing in the Postwar Decade, rev. ed. (New York: 
The Free Press, 1962). 

3 
William E. Leuchtenburg, The Perils of Prosperity, ^ 

1914-1932 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1958), jj 
pp. 194, 198. i 

4 . . . . J 
Critiques of these interpretations appear m several j 

bibliographic essays. See Henry F. May, "Shifting Perspec
tives on the 1920s," Mississippi Valley Historical Review 1 
43 (December 1956) : 405-427; Paul A. Carter, The Twenties in j 
America (New York: Thomas Y. Croweli Company, 1968), and , 
The Uncertain World of Normalcy: The 192 0s (New York: 
Pitman Publishing Corporation, 1971); Burl Noggle, "The * 
Twenties: A New Historiographical Frontier," The Journal < 
of American History 53 (September 1966) : 299-314, and Into 
the Twenties: The United States From Armistice to Normalcy 
(Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1974). 

^Paul Carter's The Twenties in America is representa
tive of this trend. 

The term watershed appears in a number of interpre
tations. See Ellis W. Hawley, The Great War and the Search 
for a Modern Order: History of the American People and 
Their Institutions, 1917-1933 (New York: St. Martin's 
Press, 1979), p. 229; Oilman M. Ostrander, "The Revolution 
in Morals," in Change and Continuity in Twentieth Century 
America; The 1920s, eds. John Braeman, Robert H. Bremner, 
and David Brody (Columbus: Ohio State University Press, 
1968) , p. 349; John Chynoweth Burnham, "The New Psychology: 
From Narcissism to Social Control," in Change and Continuity, 
p. 352. 



19 

7 
Carter, The Twenties in America, p. 33. 

o 
Paula Fass, The Damned and the Beautiful: American 

Youth in the 19 20s (New York: Oxford University Press, 
1977), pp. 60-61. 

9 
Fass, The Damned and the Beautiful, p. 58. 

Fass, The Damned and the Beautiful, p. 58. 

America does not suddenly become urban. The process 
is gradual. As Burl Noggle argues, the "urban majority 
was thin indeed" in 1920. See Into the Twenties: The 
United States From Armistice to Normalcy (Urbana: Univer
sity of Illinois Press, 1974), p.. 154. 

12 
Charles A. Glaab, "Metropolis and Suburg; The Chang

ing American City," in Change and Continuity in Twentieth I 
Century America; The 19 20s, p. 403. i 

13, 

J 

1 

For a general discussion of the historiographical « 
trend toward study of organizations and its effect on "̂  
interpretation, see Louis Galambos, "The Emerging Organi- I 
zational Synthesis in Modern American History," Business ^ 
History Review 44 (Autumn 1970):279-290. Galambos argues 
that the organizational school of history assumes that 
"some of the most (if not the single most) important changes 4 
which have taken place in modern America have centered about X 
a shift from small-scale, informal, locally or regionally jj 
oriented groups to large scale, national, formal organiza-
ions" (p. 280) . 

•^^Robert H. Wiebe, The Search for Order, 1877-1920 
(New York: Hill and Wang, 1967), pp. 145, 146, 121, 199, 
207. 

William Miller notes that the business elite even 
in 1900 was not so uneducated and unsophisticated as 
American legend indicates. Miller states "poor immigrant 
and poor farm boys who become business leaders have always 
been more conspicuous in American history books than in 
the American business elite." See "American Historians 
and the Business Elite," The Journal of Economic History 9 
(November 1949):208. 

•^^Alfred D. Chandler, Jr., The Visible Hand: The 
Managerial Revolution in American Business (Cambridge: 
Massachusetts: The Belknap Press of Harvard University 
Press, 1977), pp. 464, 468, 411, 365, 347. 



20 

17 
Chandler, The Visible Hand, pp. 464, 468, 365, 347; 

Alfred D. Chandler, Jr., "Management Decentralization: An 
Historical Analysis," Business History Review 30 (June 
1956):171. 

18 
Raymond E. Callahan, Education and the Cult of 

Efficiency; A Study of the Social Forces That Have Shaped 
the Administration of the Public Schools (Chicago: The 
University of Chicago Press, 1962). 

19 
Fass, The Damned and the Beautiful, pp. 253, 241. 

20 
Huey Long's early years as a salesman are a revealing 

example of the enthusiasm felt for the salesman's future. 
See T. Harry Williams, Huey Long (New York: Alfred A. 
Knopf, 1970), pp. 47-70. 

21 •• 
Bruce Barton, The Man Nobody Knows, preface, n.p. I 

cited by J. C. Furnas, Great Times: An Informal History < 
of the United States, 1914-1929 (New York: G. P. Putnam's J 
Sons, 1974), p. 519. j 

22 
For a general review of this era, see Chapter 4 of I 

John A. Garraty's The New Commonwealth, 1877-1890 (New j 
York: Harper and Row, 1968). 23 

For additional information on this era, see Arthur S, 
Link's Woodrow Wilson and the Progressive Era, 1910-1917 
(New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1963), pp. 31, 226-
227, 235-237. 

24 
David Brody, Labor in Crisis: The Steel Strike of 

1919 (Philadelphia; J. B. Lippincott Company, 1965). 
25 
Henry F. May in "Shifting Perspectives on the 1920s" 

describes Carver's work as "perhaps the most effective 
single presentation of this common version [that the 1920s 
is an era of business innovation, even a 'new era'] of the 
period" (p. 406) . 

2 6 
Thomas N. Carver, The Present Economic Revolution 

in the United States (Boston: Little, Brown, and Company, 
1926), pp. 14, 4. 

27 
The indecision of business on the issue of whether 

labor was a partner in the mass production-mass consumption 
system in America or, instead, the enemy of capitalism is 
discussed in several sources. See Irving Bernstein, The 

1 

4 



21 

Lean Years: A History of the American Worker, 1920-1933 
(Baltimore: Penguin Books, 197 0), p. 14 6; David Brody, 
"The Rise and Decline of Welfare Capitalism," in Change 
and Continuity in Twentieth Century America, pp. 147-178; 
Leuchtenburg, The Perils of Prosperity, p. 196; George 
Mowry, The Urban Nation, 1920-1960 (New York: Hill and 
Wang, 1965), p. 3. 

28 
Brody, "The Rise and Decline of Welfare Capitalism," 

pp. 147-178. Brody argues that the "paternalistic course" 
of business in the 1920s "might well have continued . . . 
but for the Great Depression" (p. 178). 

29 
Callahan, Education and the Cult of Efficiency, 

pp. 1-14. 
30 
Callahan, Education and the Cult of Efficiency, ^̂  

pp. 19-41; Carver, The Present Economic Revolution in the I 
United States, pp. 14, 4. i 

31 3 
Mark Perlman gives another reason for the reduction • 

in labor resistance to business controls. The decline in 
demand for farm workers and their subsequent migration to 9 
cities, the increase in women workers, and the greater need ! 
for white collar employees worked against unionization. 
Farm workers were unaccustomed to unions. Women perceived 
themselves as temporary workers who would return to roles • 
as homemakers and who had no need for unionization. White \ 
collar workers tended to see themselves as professionals 
who should not, as professionals, belong to unions. These 
attitudes diminished the appeal of unionization. See 
"Labor in Eclipse," in Change and Continuity in Twentieth 
Century; The 1920s, pp. 103-146. For a 1920s view of the 
woman worker in this era and her particular problems, see 
Sophonisba P. Breckinridge, Women in the Twentieth Century: 
A Study of Their Political, Social, and Economic Activities 
(New York; McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1933; reprint 
ed., New York; Arno Press, 1972). 

o o 

Henry Ford reduced his price from $1000 in 1909 to 
$290 in 1927. James J. Flink, The Car Culture (Cambridge, 
Massachusetts: The MIT Press, 1975), pp. 49-53. 

•̂ "̂ Frederick Lewis Allen, Only Yesterday: An Informal 
History of the Nineteen-Twenties (New York: Harper & Row 
Publishers, 1931), pp. 139-142; Leuchtenburg, The Perils of 
Prosperity, p. 198; Bernstein, The Lean Years, p. 65. 

J 



22 

Furnas, Great Times, pp. 447-464, 343-355, 374-379, 
418-419. 

35 
Bernstein, The Lean Years, pp. 1-45. 

36 
Hawley, The Great War, pp. 88-89. 

37 
Don S. Kirschner notes the difference in the farmers 

who were trying to organize and those who remained individ
ual operators. See City and Country; Rural Responses to 
Urbanization in the 1920s (Westport, Connecticut; Green
wood Publishing Corporation, 1970), pp. 65-66, 73, 174. 

38 
Bernstein, The Lean Years, p. 48. 

39 
Ralph G. Hurlin and Meredith B. Givens, "Shifting 

Occupational Patterns," in Recent Social Trends in the 
United States: Report of the President's Research Committee \ 
on Social Trends (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., t 
1933), 1:281-284. Recent observers have also noted the ^ 
shift in the labor market making white collar workers in ? 
greater demand than in previous eras. See Bernstein, The ^ 
Lean Years, p. 55; Leuchtenburg, The Perils of Prosperity, 9 
p. 198; John Brubacher and Willis Rudy, Higher Education in J 
Transition, 163 6-1976, 3rd. ed. (New York: Harper and Row, i 
Publishers, 1976), p. 257; George Soule, Prosperity Decade 
From War to Depression; 1917-1929 (New York: Rinehart & 1 
Company, Inc., 1947), pp. 127-130. i 40 

Robert S. Lynd and Helen Merrill Lynd, Middletown: A 
Study in Contemporary American Culture (New York; Harcourt, 
Brace and Company, 1929), p. 187. 

41 
Recent historians note the stress placed upon educa

tion during this decade. For examples, see Wiebe, The 
Search for Order, p. 157 and Sol Cohen, "The Industrial 
Education Movement, 1906-1917," American Quarterly (Spring 
1968):105, 109. 

42 
Harnell Hart, "Changing Social Attitudes and Inter

ests," in Recent Social Trends in the United States: Report 
of the President's Research Committee on Social Trends (New 
York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1933), 1:389-390. 

43 
Charles H. Judd, "Education," in Recent Social Trends 

in the United States: Report of the President's Research 
Committee on Social Trends (New York: McGraw-Hill Book 
Company, Inc., 1933), 1:327, 325, 329. 

>i 



23 

^^Judd, "Education," p. 327. 

45 
Moses Stambler, "The Effect of Compulsory Education 

and Child Labor Laws on High School Attendance in New York 
City, 1898-1917," History of Education Quarterly 8 (1968): 
208. 

46 
Hawley notes in The Great War that the immigrants' 

"traditions, values, and ideals clashed with those of the 
host society" (p. 12). 

47 
For works following this theme, see Edward A. Krug, 

The Shaping of the American High School, vol. 2, 1920-1941 
(Madison, Wisconsin; The University of Wisconsin Press, 
1972); Joel Spring, Education and the Rise of the Corporate 
State (Boston: Beacon Press, 1972); Clarence J. Karier, ed. 
Shaping the American Educational State: 1900 to the Present 
(New York; The Free Press, 1975). J 

48 
Krug, The Shaping of the American High School, pp. 18- j 

41; Lawrence A. Cremin, "The Revolution in American Secondary * 
Education, 1893-1918," Teachers College Record 56 (March "̂  
1955):295-308. a 

i 
49 J 
Cremin, "The Revolution in American Secondary Educa

tion, 1893-1918," p. 306; Frederick Rudolph, Curriculum: 
A History of the American Undergraduate Course of Study ! 
Since 1636 (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers, 1978), 4 
pp. 165-166. • 

50 
Krug, The Shaping of the American High School, pp. 70, 

84, 105. Krug describes this curriculum as a product of the 
"Indian Summer of the great age of American optimism" 
(p. 97) . 

Krug, The Shaping of the American High School, pp. 147-
177, 137-139; Spring, Education and the Rise of the Corpo
rate State, pp. 72-73. 

Krug, The Shaping of the American High School, pp. 107-
120; Spring, Education and the Rise of the Corporate State, 
pp. 91-107. 

c o 

Callahan, Education and the Cult of Efficiency, 
pp. 1-14. 

The public school was not alone m its acceptance of 
the model. See Laurence R. Veysey, The Emergence of the 



24 

American University (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
1965), pp. 338-341; Thorstein Veblen, The Higher Learning 
in America: A Memorandum on the Conduct of Universities by 
Businessmen (New York: B. W. Hawbach, 1918), p. 140. 

55 
Callahan, Education and the Cult of Efficiency, 

pp. 126-147. 
The reliance on these early versions of tests, which 

were often biased, are a target for those who feel that 
education became too business-oriented in this era. See 
Cohen, "The Industrial Education Movement, 1906-1917." For 
information on the tests themselves, see Daniel J. Kevles, 
"Testing the Army's Intelligence; Psychologists and the 
Military in World War I," The Journal of American History 
55 (December 1968):565-581. 

57 *• 
During the twenties, many junior colleges across the K 

United States participated in the survey movement. These ^ 
surveys differ in the materials provided in each survey, •) 
but as a whole they provide extensive information on such *; 
subjects as institutional management, on faculty salaries 
and workloads, and on costs. In order to use these surveys 
efficiently, information from them was tabulated using a 
crosstabs program to produce frequencies. Evidence from 
the compilation is cited throughout this text. An appendix 
explains methodology and the surveys used. 

58 
Callahan, Education and the Cult of Efficiency, pp. 126-

147, 95-125. 
C Q 

One of the difficulties with the term vocational is 
that it can be applied to a number of activities. Young 
men training to be ministers at Harvard in the 1600s, stu
dents at the Yale Sheffield Scientific School in the 1800s, 
and those at the Agricultural and Mechanical Colleges estab
lished after the Civil War could be described as being in 
vocational programs. Further the term is complicated be
cause some work considered to have high status today was 
previously considered vocational. For example, young 
scientists at Sheffield were segregated during chapel from 
the more serious students in the academic program (Rudolph, 
Curriculum, p. 104). What is different about the vocational 
training of the period after 1900 is that there was a rapid 
increase in the number of people needed in these vocations, 
there was a requirement for a high level of technical knowl
edge to perform the work, and the public expected public 
education to prepare students for work on a massive scale. 

^^Leonard V. Koos, The Junior College Movement (Boston: 
Ginn and Company, 1925), p. 100. 



CHAPTER II 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE JUNIOR COLLEGE 

PHYSICAL PLANT 

Throngs of students appeared on the American college 

campus in the 1910s and 1920s. Educators lamented the 

overcrowding of the college classroom. University presi

dents criticized the unprecedented growth in higher educa

tion. One president commented that these institutions were 

"gorging themselves beyond any possibility of successful ^ 

2 ^ 

instruction." Students themselves discussed the problem. j 

One college graduate related how packed had been the class-

room of his undergraduate days by saying that his seat had ^ 
m 

been so distant from his professor that he had never known 

whether his professor was bald or used hair oil profusely. 

Colleges that had been searching for students before 

1900 were turning them away by the 1910s. The number of 

students enrolled in higher education in 1930 was 1,180,000, 

whereas in 1900 it had been only 284,000. The increase was 

not simply the result of rising population, for population 

growth in these thirty years had risen only 62 percent 
4 

while higher education enrollment rose 314 percent. This 

expansion in enrollment occurred at a time of a declining 

birthrate and of an increasing proportion of adults in the 

population. As Paula Fass has noted, the increase in the 

proportion of adults to children was changing how Americans 

25 
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treated children. Each year, more young people stayed 

out of the labor market and went instead to school. 

From 1890 to 1930, the number of children in public 
Q 

secondary schools doubled every decade. For example, 

in 1910 there were 915,000 secondary students; in 1920, 

2,2 00,000. School buildings intended to meet the needs 

of students for twenty-five years were overcrowded in 
9 

SIX. Not only did these students tax the resources of 

the public schools, but also they became upon graduation 

potential college and university freshmen. This growth 

overwhelmed American higher education and encouraged novel 

approaches to meeting the educational needs of this new 

population of students. 

During the same decades of demographic change and 

of overburdening of the public school system, American 

educators were challenging traditional interpretations 

of college education. Eventually the new views of college 

education prevailed over traditional ones partly because 

of the pressures coming from the rising student enrollment 

The new interpretation centered on two closely related 

questions; what administrative divisions were most effi

cient in higher education, and what was the function of 

higher education? 

For over two centuries, American education had con

sisted predominantly of two institutional units, the 



27 

elementary school and the college. The elementary school 

varied in length from locality to locality, but colleges 

followed English precedent and consisted of four years of 

education. Several methods helped students make the tran

sition from elementary skills in reading, writing, and 

arithmetic to college entry: tutoring, private academies, 

and—particularly in the west and in rural areas after 

1800—preparatory departments established for their stu

dents by the colleges themselves. », 

By the late nineteenth century, another educational ? 

12 '̂  

division, the public high school, had gained prominence. " 

This institution competed with the preparatory departments 

established by colleges, drove many of them out of exis

tence, and thus reduced the number of students paying 

13 

tuition to the college as a whole. The customary chan

nels for entrance into college were disappearing, and the 

variety of public schools graduating students made the 

selection of students who would be able to complete college 

work more difficult than in previous times. A college 

could no longer examine the record of a young man in its 

own preparatory school or in the reports of a well-known 

academy. At the end of the nineteenth century, colleges 

began to use several methods to select freshmen for entrance 

including test results from the College Entrance Examination 
Board and evaluation of the transcripts from public 

V, T 1 4 schools. 
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Because of changing methods of preparing students for 

college and because of the colleges' need for students in 

the years before 1900, high schools and colleges began to 

influence each other's curriculum. In the 1890s, colleges 

reduced their requirements for preparation in Greek and 

Latin and permitted instead such alternatives as physics 

and chemistry, subjects that were difficult, but more com

mon in a public high school program. Some colleges modified 

entrance requirements and accepted subjects which the high IM 

schools had approved, such as agriculture and applied ^ 

15 ^ 
science. In turn, to insure that their students would 3 
be accepted at colleges, high schools continued traditional 

college preparatory requirements for Greek and Latin even 

as colleges at the end of the century reduced the number 

16 
of these subjects in their curricula. 

Not only were colleges modifying their curricula and 

entrance standards in order to maintain enrollments, but 

also they were under pressure at the conclusion of the 

nineteenth century because higher education added another 

function. Although colleges prepared students for such 

professions as the ministry and law and permitted students 

to study the sciences, the primary function of college was 

to provide a liberal education. After the 18 7 0s, however, 

research and scholarly activities became essential in 

higher education. Such universities as Cornell, Johns 

3 
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Hopkins, and the University of Chicago emphasized research. 

To meet this objective required laboratories, scientific 

collections, a graduate faculty, and manuscript holdings. 

To be recognized as a university required research facili

ties pennitting scientific study of major disciplines from 

17 biology to sociology. 

With small endowments and without a patron such as 

John D. Rockefeller, who had aided the University of Chicago, 

most colleges could not afford the high price involved in •• 

constructing research facilities and hiring scholarly pro- J 

fessors. Small colleges, in particular, did not have j 

enough students to justify the expenditures for research j 

facilities even if funding were possible. When these pres- * 

sures were combined with the already existing competition 5 

from high schools which reduced enrollment in the college >• 

preparatory departments, the situation for small colleges 

18 
became difficult. They could not compete. 

Recognizing these conditions, William Rainey Harper, 

the first president of the University of Chicago, predicted 

in 1900 that one-fourth of the small colleges in America 

would survive as colleges, one-fourth would become academies, 

19 and one-half would become two-year colleges. He argued 

that colleges must change to meet prevailing needs for edu

cation in the country. Harper suggested that the weaker 

four-year colleges, which were inadequately fulfilling their 
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responsibilities, could more effectively function as two-

year colleges. These institutions were ineffective and 

unable to compete for enrollment because they lacked 

research facilities and a faculty prepared for research. 

These institutions could never meet such standards; how

ever, they were, in Harper's prediction, to become success

ful by serving a different student population than they 

had served previously. They were to educate only freshmen 

and sophomores. Inherent in Harper' s argument for the j-

reorganization of higher education into two colleges was J 

the view that the educational program for freshmen and j 

sophomores in college was simply a continuation of high 

school programs. To Harper, the junior college was an 

20 extension of secondary education. 

Harper had first proposed separating the first two 

years of college from the last two years almost a decade 

before. At the time of the establishment of the University 

of Chicago, he planned to administer the two colleges of 

the university as distinct divisions with different facul

ties and with different purposes. The freshman and sopho

more programs, which Harper began to call the junior college 

by the end of the decade, were to emphasize general prepara-

21 tion, and the senior college was to emphasize research. 

Other prominent educators at the turn of the century 

also considered programs for freshmen and sophomores to be 
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different from those intended for upperclassmen. Typical 

of high school curricula, freshman and sophomore courses 

were predominantly an introduction to many disciplines 

rather than concentrated study in any field. These courses 

were meant to provide a broad, general background for life 

and, perhaps, for further education. Among the active 

supporters for this interpretation were two men who served 

as presidents of Stanford University, David Starr Jordan 

22 
and Ray Lyman Wilbur. 

The challenge to the traditional view that a college 

education provided a liberal education had stressed two 

related concepts, that junior and senior colleges should 

be separate institutions and that the junior college was 

an extension of secondary education. The educators who 

favored these innovations did not succeed in removing the 

education of freshmen and sophomores from colleges and 
23 universities. They did, however, provide support for 

establishing junior colleges. They had argued that junior 

colleges could effectively educate freshmen and sophomores 

even though the colleges lacked research facilities and 

scholarly faculties; therefore, the unsuccessful four-year 

college could defend the elimination of the junior and 

24 
senior years and its becoming a junior college. These 

educators had also contended that education for freshmen 

and sophomores was primarily secondary education. High 
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schools could, therefore, use this interpretation as sup

port for their establishment of junior colleges as an 

25 upward extension of the high school. 

Enthusiasm for expanding the high school program to 

include junior college courses spread quickly. In Joliet, 

Illinois, the high school established a junior college in 

2 6 1901 with the encouragement of William Rainey Harper. 

During the next decade and a half, junior colleges were 

established in such states as California, Iowa, Indiana, », 

27 '̂  
Minnesota, and Michigan. By 1917, there were over 100 2 

28 ^ 

junior colleges established throughout the nation. At 3 

that time about 70 percent of the junior colleges were ^ 

private, and many were church schools. Sixty percent of the nearly 4,000 junior college students in 1917 attended 

29 private junior colleges. 

The expansion accelerated in the decade following 

World War I. Between 1917 and 1932, the number of junior 

colleges rose from 132 to 469. Student enrollment climbed 

from 4,000 in 1917 to 97,000 in 1932. The proportion of 

the total enrollment in higher education which attended 

junior colleges doubled from under 5 percent to over 9 per

cent. Most of the growth occurred in public institutions. 

Private junior colleges remained more numerous than public 

ones, but the majority of the junior college students 

attended public institutions: 38 percent of the junior 
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colleges were public, but they enrolled 56 percent of the 

junior college population. So many public junior colleges 

were founded in the twenties that the average age of these 

colleges in 1930 was only 6.8 years. 

The conditions encouraging this expansion of the junior 

college came from changes in America itself. First, America 

moved out of the countryside and into the city. This con

solidation of the American people into towns and suburbs 

of metropolitan areas made educational facilities finan- i-

cially possible for more families. Second, while becoming -J 

more urbanized, America became more mobile. The car and 3 

bus replaced the railroad and the train station. American ]̂ 

students could reach the local junior college as easily as 

they could reach the local high school. Third, the need to 

reduce the cost of education and American respect for the 

principles of efficiency made the junior college appealing 

to American parents and taxpayers. 

Rural migration to the cities began long before 1920, 

but the 1920 census was the first in which more Americans 

31 lived in the city than in the country. Most growth was 

32 in metropolitan areas; however, cities with populations 

ranging from 25,000 to 50,000 grew rapidly also. Some of 

these medium-sized cities were centers for large geographic 

areas with no other city of similar size. Others were, in 

a practical sense, suburbs for metropolitan cities. Whether 

a 
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populated by 2,500 or 25,000, the cities adjacent to metro

politan regions grew more rapidly than comparable cities 

outside of these regions. Americans commuted by car or bus 

3 7 
or trolley from nearby towns to central cities or worked 

in the small towns whose economies were becoming integrated 
^ A 

with those of metropolitan areas. 

American families began to live in cities, and whether 

they lived in a satellite city or in a town in a rural 

region, urban families had available educational opportuni-

ties denied rural families. Communities with a growing 1 
% 

population could afford to provide for education for chil- ^ 

13 
dren. The cost per child dropped when there were many 

children in the community, and further a large population • 

of taxpayers reduced the tax burden on individuals. Some 1 

areas with an insufficient population to support a high A 

school attempted to solve this problem by creating consoli-

35 dated schools, which served several districts. 

In providing for higher education, community size also 

had an effect. A large high school enrollment was necessary 

to provide enough students to make a junior college feas-

3 6 ible. Leonard Koos, a professor of secondary education 

at the University of Minnesota, surveyed junior colleges to 

determine the population needed to support a junior college. 

Koos suggested that a community must have at least 6,000 

to 7,000 residents in order to have enough high school 
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students to justify establishing a junior college. Koos 

found that a community of that size had normally 300 high 

school students. He contended that a community this small 

could maintain a college only if it could attract students 

from beyond the town. On the other hand, larger communi

ties of 9,000 or 10,000 with high school enrollments of 

400 students could easily finance a junior college. He 

noted that the 1920 census revealed over 600 communities 

with populations over 6,000 and that only 100 of these had 

The concentration of Americans in towns and cities 

the mobility, or what James J. Flink has called the "auto-

38 mobility," of America also had its effect on educational 

opportunity. The American cities developing in the late 

1910s and early 1920s were connected not by the railroad 

39 but by the highway. 

At the beginning of the century America had 150,000 

miles of surfaced roads, but in 1930 there were 700,000 

miles.^^ The building of better highways encouraged the 

purchase of private automobiles for passenger use and trucks 

for freight transportation. In turn, the purchase and use 

of cars and trucks encouraged legislators to appropriate 

funds for additional highway construction. Automobile and 

truck ownership jumped from 8,000 in 1900 to 9,000,000 in 

K 
37 t 

a college of any type. j a 

made educational costs lower for urban communities, but j 
J 

i 
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1921 to 23,000,000 in 1930.^"^ What had been a diversion for 

42 43 

the rich in 1900 had become a necessity in the 1920s. 

The automobile hastened the transformation of the 

American lifestyle from a rural to an urban one. America 
44 developed what James J. Flink labelled the "car culture." 

Americans altered their moral conventions as the automobile 

45 became a mobile bedroom for young people. The nation 

experienced new social problems such as the impoverished 

46 transient family. A commuter culture was developing. As ^ 

one contemporary observer noted, "the popular expression J 

'hop in' has more than surface meaning; it typifies a state ^ 

47 

a 
of mind." 

The automobile and the highway became symbols of oppor-

tunity for those advocating the expansion of education. t 
a 

The highways brought rural children to consolidated high ^ 
4 8 schools. Highways were now to bring them to the junior 

college. A speaker at a junior college convention praised 

the highway system as bringing students to "the best town 

in the county," the town with the junior college—and the 

49 town to which all the roads led. The commuting student 

became so much a part of the student body in the junior 

college in the twenties that survey teams investigating the 

feasibility of founding a junior college studied the loca

tion of highways, since they provided the means of trans-

50 
portation for most students. 
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The increased mobility of Americans made attending a 

local junior college practical; however, attending local 

institutions was already a common practice for Americans. 

Almost three-fourths of college students in the early 1920s 

51 attended college in their home states. Although many 

students either by preference or by necessity chose insti

tutions relatively near to them, junior college students, 

particularly those attending public institutions, generally 

52 lived at home while attending college. *i 

Living at home spared the student the major cost of S 

53 higher education, which was room and board. In the mid-

19 20s, the median annual cost for a student to attend a ? 

junior college while living at home was $126. The median ** 
1 

cost rose to $400 if the student lived away from home. J 
•a 

Universities and colleges were more expensive than public f-

junior colleges. The median cost for a student living at 

home and attending a four-year institution was $286; with 
54 room and board added, the median cost rose to $623. 

Whether attending a junior college or a four-year college, 

a student could cut his cost in half by living at home. 

For approximately one-third of the students, college atten

dance was possible only because a college existed in their 

home town. 

For those students living in towns without a college, 

attending college meant finding additional funds for 
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housing and food. The search for housing was sometimes 

difficult. The college dormitory was as much over

burdened by the expanding student population as was the 

college classroom. Dormitory space was not available for 

many students, and some colleges used inadequate facili-

5 6 
ties to ease the housing shortage. If no dormitory 

space existed, students had to accept whatever housing 

57 they could find in private residences in town. Some 

students lived in fraternity or sorority houses, which ^ 

58 » 
generally had higher costs. Students attending private j 

ia 
church colleges sometimes faced higher costs for room and 4 
board because some of these colleges used profits from ^ 

59 "^ 

these charges to cover other institutional costs. 

Parents attempting to finance higher education for 

their sons and daughters could avoid room and board fees 

and reduce the cost of higher education only if they lived 

in a town with a college. For communities without a col

lege, founding a four-year institution with a home for the 

president, a library, several classroom buildings, and 

laboratory buildings was impossible. To make the institu

tion financially feasible would have required a large stu

dent enrollment, which was unlikely for a beginning 

institution. For parents considering alternatives in 

providing an education for their children, asking the com

munity to found a four-year institution was impractical. 

'1 
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Arguments in favor of establishing junior colleges, 

however, could be made using the principles of efficient 

business management. Leaders of the community could contend 

that the junior college was the least expensive and most 

effective institution for the community. In describing the 

community supporters of the junior college, the superinten

dent of a California junior college district noted that 

members of the Chamber of Commerce, the "men who pay and 

6 0 
the men who see," were "real boosters." 

For those who supported the junior college for their 

community, one of the principle advantages was the utiliza

tion of the existing facilities in the high school. Edu

cators had contended for over two decades that freshman 

and sophomore programs were secondary education; therefore, 

the high school could provide the necessary scientific labo

ratories and library sources for the junior college. High 

school classrooms could be used for the junior college 

during those periods when the high school was not in session 

or did not need the rooms. The combination of high school 

and junior college in one building was the prevailing pat-

6 1 
tern. Eighty-five percent of all public junior colleges 

in these first decades of the junior college movement were 

6 2 
located in high schools. 

The junior college and the high school shared many 

facilities. They had common need for classrooms, for 

I 
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laboratories for biology, chemistry, and physics, and for 

administrative office space. They both wanted such facili

ties as auditoriums and gymnasiums which were expensive to 

construct, and common use reduced costs. The two institu

tions often shared shop rooms and equipment. Both high 

schools and junior colleges needed such resources as a forge 

shop, woodwork and pattern shop, and mechanical drawing 

rooms. When these courses were offered at the junior col

lege level, the two institutions also used cooperatively 

home economics rooms and business education classrooms for 

6 3 
such courses as typing. Sharing these facilities lowered 

unit costs per student in both programs. 

Because of the efficiency of the junior college, a 

superintendent of schools could readily improve his public 

standing by establishing a junior college program in the 

high school. Speaking at the National Education Association 

convention in 1917, Superintendent C. R. Frazier expressed 

his pride in the new one-year post-graduate program estab

lished in the high school in Everett, Washington. Because 

junior college students earned most of their college credits 

by taking already existing high school courses which had 

additional course requirements for post-graduate students, 

the junior college department had to establish only two 

classes separate from those given to high school students. 

Frazier noted that the program was inexpensive for the 

« 
t 
1 
9 

1 
J 

1 
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taxpayers because " . . . not counting overhead, our addi

tional outlay for the education of a half-hundred young 

college folk is little more than half the salary of one 

instructor." To Frazier, the new approach of providing 

college programs in the high school was "simply a device 

whereby educational opportunity such as is constantly going 

to waste in many similar communities is conserved. It is 

J • -I • ^ II6 4 

economy displacing waste . . . . 

Because the majority of junior colleges developed in 

the high schools, the junior college campus was distinctive 

from the traditional campus of the four-year college. Even 

when the junior college did not share facilities with the 

high school, junior colleges had less expensive educational 

plants than four-year colleges. Junior, colleges did not 

have extensive libraries and advanced scientific equipment, 

and junior colleges generally did not have dormitories. 

Because the junior college needed a campus for general 

programs rather than research, the junior college could 

operate more cheaply than four-year institutions. In addi

tion, parents valued the junior college because it provided 

a means to avoid the chief cost of higher education—room 

and board. In the age of the "cult of efficiency," the 

junior college plant was a model of low cost and limited 

investment. 

4 
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CHAPTER III 

ECONOMY OF OPERATION IN THE DEVELOPING 

JUNIOR COLLEGE 

Massachusetts Institute of Technology Professor L. 

Magruder Passano commented in The Educational Review in 

1913 on the "recently arisen body of men whose mission in 

life seems to be to thrust perfection upon a reluctant 

world, to make mankind unwillingly efficient." In an 

article entitled "The College as a Commercial Factory," * 

Passano argued that colleges could never equal the effi- i 

ciency of factories because factories could refuse defec

tive materials, and education could not. Further, education 

was diverse, and variety in costs in academic departments 

made comparisons to factory efficiency impossible. Although 

Passano felt that the application of business standards to 

college education was inappropriate, he recognized the power 

of the concept of efficiency in American education. Passano 

contended that education had readily accepted the standards 

of efficiency because claims of efficiency were educators' 

primary defense against the intense criticism which educa-

1 tion was experiencing. 

The criticism of education in the Progressive Era was 

part of the widespread investigation of monopoly and govern

ment which occurred in the first two decades of the twentieth 

50 
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century. Popular, low-cost magazines such as McClure's, 

Ladies' Home Journal, and Saturday Evening Post specialized 

in muckraking articles which exposed corruption in such 

businesses as meatpacking and the oil industry. With cir

culations in the hundreds of thousands, these magazines 

investigated city and state government and attacked corrup

tion and political machines. From Sinclair Lewis, Ida 

Tarbell, and Lincoln Steffens came exposes of fraud and 

mismanagement by political bosses. In general, muckrakers 

demanded not the end of big business, but the regulation 

of monopoly, and they advocated greater efficiency in gov-

^ 2 ernment. 

To promote efficiency in government and to end the 

power of political bosses, some cities in the Progressive 

Era introduced the city-manager plan. These cities hired 

professional managers to administer the city according to 

business principles. Other cities established commissions, 

similar to corporate boards, to govern the city. Because 

there were only a few members on the boards, the members 

could limit the authority of members of the political 

machine. Previously, a boss of a political machine had 

controlled the city by packing the city council with sup

porters elected from the numerous districts within the 

city. These council members, voting together at the direc

tion of the city boss, could dominate council decisions. 
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Not only were both the city-manager and commission plans 

expected to end corruption by removing opportunities for 

graft, but also both forms of city government managed the 

3 city according to business principles. 

The school, as one branch of public administration, 

was also the target for review by muckrakers. Popular 

magazines such as The Ladies' Home Journal exposed misman

agement in education. Critics considered education inef

ficient because the curriculum lacked practical value, many ;• 

4 4 

students failed, and schools were too expensive. In 

National Education Association meetings in 1910, a New 

York City high school principal proclaimed that students 

demanded a practical education: "They want to get in 1910 

something they can use in 1911." Further, when children 

failed and repeated grades, critics considered the retarda

tion, as it was called, a sign of inefficiency, for teachers 

were teaching the same materials to these students twice. 

Efficiency and the cost of education became the paramount 

issues. Frank E. Spaulding, the superintendent of schools 

in Newtonville, Massachusetts, noted that the question for 

educators was "how much—how many definite units—of any

thing, material or immaterial, does one dollar buy or 
7 

produce?" 

The cost of education was rising in the first decades 

of the twentieth century. Several problems increased costs 
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for schools. More children came to school than ever before. 

The doubling of enrollment each decade from 18 90 to 1930 

created pressures on existing facilities and on the faculty. 

The diversity of many of these new students added problems, 

for teachers encountered in the classroom immigrant and 

rural children with limited educational backgrounds. These 

increased demands occurred at a time of rapidly rising 
g 

costs. Some educational researchers in the era contended 

that inflation was the major reason educational costs 

appeared high.^ 

At the same time that education contended with the 

challenges of more students and higher costs, the school 

boards in America changed in response to governmental reform 

and to public support for business efficiency. Following 

the precedent of reformed city governments which established 

small corporate boards to administer the city's finances, 

city school boards began to decrease their board membership. 

For example, Boston reduced its board size from twenty-four 

to five. The reduction in number of members made control 

of the city school system by political bosses difficult, 

but the smaller size also made each member of the board more 
influential. 

Not only did the board membership decline in number, 

but also the occupational groups dominating the boards 

changed. Yale University Professor of Education George 
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Counts conducted a national survey of boards of education 

in 1920 and 1926. He found that clergymen no longer 

dominated school boards as they had at the turn of the 

century. Instead, board members were "engaged in the 

proprietorial, financial, professional, managerial, and 

commercial occupations." On the city boards, unlike 

the district boards in rural areas, farmers represented 

only 2 percent of the board membership. Eight percent of 

board members were manual laborers. Professionals such 
•f 

as architects, teachers, and physicians accounted for j 

only 30 percent of city board membership. The dominant 3 

occupational group on the board was involved in business. I 
i 

Almost 60 percent of the members owned or managed businesses 
1 

or worked in finance or sales. Board members held such occu- J 

pations as druggist, hotel owner, banker, contractor, real 

12 estate salesman, or accountant. Their business values 

influenced their decisions in determining policy for the 

schools. Businessmen differed from other occupational 

groups in their interpretation of appropriate curriculum 

for schools. Businessmen, for example, favored examination 

of controversial subjects by students in the schools; how

ever, they objected to any discussion of the relationship 

between capital and labor. Also as school board members, 

businessmen considered themselves responsible for determin-

13 
ing appropriate methods of teaching. 
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Although board members were officially policy makers 

rather than administrators, the board indirectly had admin

istrators, the board indirectly had administrative power, 

for the board decided who would be superintendents of 

schools and how long they would serve. As one superin

tendent noted, superintendents talked proudly at educational 

conventions, but were "meek enough" in the presence of the 

school boards. Because school boards also determined the 

expenditure of funds, the boards established the school 

environment and determined "whether merit and efficiency, \ 

or politics, nepotism and favoritism" dominated. Super- j 

intendents sought methods of influencing boards to be sup- - * 

portive, and the businessmen who served on the boards 

desired successful, financially prudent management. The t 

Chancellor of the University of Nebraska observed in 1911 

that educators "must learn to look at the problem of educa

tion more and more as a problem of efficiency, in the 

16 engineer's use of the term." 

The influence of engineering on America's interpreta

tion of efficiency came predominantly from Frederick Taylor. 

Taylor's Principles of Scientific Management was published 

in many languages including German, French, Russian, Japa

nese, and Chinese, and his theory became popular in America 

after 1900. The movement had numerous supporters, and 

Taylor himself actively promoted the principles of scientific 
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management. After 1900 Taylor quit his business as a 

management consultant and devoted his efforts to spreading 

the principles of scientific management. As President of 

the American Society of Mechanical Engineers, as a speaker, 

and an unpaid adviser to businesses, Taylor attempted to 

convince American workers and businessmen of the value of 

17 
scientific management. In the first decades of the 

twentieth century, Taylor's theory of scientific management 

provoked wide discussion, and self-proclaimed experts ap

plied Taylorism to management of the military, the legal 

18 profession, the home and family, and the church, 3 

Taylor's theory emphasized the conservation of labor } 
i 

and materials. By creating what Taylor described as 

"greater national efficiency," Taylor proposed to help t 

business, labor, and consumers. He argued that increased 

productivity through scientific management must not only 

increase profits, but also raise wages and decrease prices 

so that workers could buy the products they had helped 

produce. Taylor criticized "soldiering," or slowing down 

productivity by workers intent on protecting jobs. To 

Taylor, the responsibility for success of business rested 

upon managers and not upon the workers. By discovering 

through scientific observation the most efficient methods 
of work and by training workers in the specific tasks for 

each segment of production, management could raise produc-

.- -̂  19 tivity. 

J 
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Efficiency and scientific management became the major 

answer to the economic problems of the early twentieth 

century. The application of these principles to education 

also became the method educators used to combat the mounting 

criticism of education which appeared in popular periodicals. 

To prove efficiency to boards influenced by the business 

values of their occupations, schools needed measurable cri

teria for evaluation. Scientific management, with its empha

sis on detailed observations and studies of tasks of workers, 

20 provided the method. 

School surveys, conducted by experts generally from 

outside the school system, occurred across the nation. Teams 

investigated the number of recitations given by students in 

each class, and teachers who did not keep their classes busy 

could have "vast accounts on the wrong side of the recita

tion ledger." Survey teams examined the number of students 

in each class and noted that small classes in such depart

ments as Greek and Latin were inefficient because of the 

excessively high cost per student. In general, these in

quiries into the operation of the schools stressed cost 

because taxpayers demanded to know the cost of education and 

also because survey teams could measure cost more readily 

, . . -, . 2 1 than they could evaluate learning. 

In some instances, school boards ordered surveys be

cause they were doubtful of the effectiveness of their 
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superintendents. They hired an expert to investigate the 

school system and used the information to judge the manage-

22 
ment of the school. Superintendents also made use of 

favorable surveys to argue against their critics. At meet

ings of superintendents held at the National Education Asso

ciation annual conferences, superintendents discussed such 

topics as "Improving School Efficiency Through Scientific 

Management." The discussion included the value of school 

surveys to administrators experiencing criticism. As one 

superintendent from Boise, Idaho, noted in 1914, the public 

school survey could be used "to educate the public to bear 

2 "̂  the burden of further constructive effort." Educators 

began to argue that businessmen were more able to accept 

the necessity of spending for education than other occupa

tional groups and that businessmen made superior board 

members. 

The combination of the search for measurable criteria 

and the business orientation of school boards resulted in 

an emphasis on economy rather than on learning. In Educa

tion and the Cult of Efficiency, Raymond Callahan contends 

that "administrators sought, after 1911, not efficiency, 

25 but economy plus the appearance of efficiency." Because 

school surveys emphasized and measured efficiency by compar-

26 
ing one school with another, lowering of cost became a 

method for superintendents to prove success and to maintain 

27 their positions with their school boards. 
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For administrators of high schools and for superin

tendents of public school systems, the increased use of the 

educational plant with minimum additional cost was a means 

28 of showing evidence of efficiency. One way to increase 

use of the high school plant was the establishment of a 

post-graduate department for junior college students in the 

high school. Ohio State University Professor William T. 

Magruder praised the upward extension of the high school to 

create classes for post-graduate students in 1921 in The 

Educational Review: "one building would do the work of two 

29 and would be used more efficiently." 

The arguments in favor of the junior college stressed 

economy as one of the primary benefits to the community. 

Because students continued to live at home, they did not 

have to pay the chief expense of higher education, room 

and board. The junior college saved money for the commun

ity as a whole because money which would have normally gone 

to another town which had a four-year college remained 

instead in the home community. The cost of establishing 

a junior college in an existing high school was low compared 

to the cost of establishing a four-year college or a univer

sity. Junior college supporters pointed out these economic 

benefits to establishing a junior college, but they also 

emphasized that annual cost of operation of the junior col

lege was less than the cost of maintaining a senior 
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institution. Ohio State University Professor W. W. Charters 

noted in his speech before the National Education Associa

tion in 1929 that the junior college provided the taxpayer 

with the "cheapest form of higher education. "̂ "̂  

As an inexpensive method of providing locally available 

higher education, the junior college appealed to school 

boards and to taxpayers for two reasons. First, taxes were 

rising rapidly throughout the 1910s and 1920s, and taxpayers 

feared further increases. Second, the cost of higher educa

tion rose. Establishing and maintaining a four-year college 

became impossible for most communities interested in higher 

education for their young people. For taxpayers, as Walter 

Crosby Eells commented, the first question was "What will 

32 it cost?" 

Tax burdens had risen dramatically since the turn of 

the century, and school costs had been a substantial part 

of the cause of the increase. From 1913 to 1930, over a 

33 fifth of the tax dollar went to education. Public school 

34 
expenditures had doubled each decade from 1900 to 1920, 

and all taxes had risen proportionately. State and local 

taxes, which funded most public education, had almost dou

bled between 1910 and 1920, and from 1920 to 1928 these 

taxes increased at an average rate of 8.3 percent every 

35 
year. 

Colleges faced pressures from the spiraling cost of 

education which also troubled the public schools, but 
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colleges experienced additional educational costs beyond 

those expenses which had been previously part of a college 

budget. Colleges desiring accreditation had to meet the 

standards set by accreditation boards. Faculty members 

demanded higher salaries because of increasing cost of liv

ing. Students desired more scientific and technological 

programs; therefore, colleges needed more laboratories and 

more extensive libraries than in previous eras. Even main

tenance costs rose. Colleges had not expected these changes. 

One survey director observed, "education costs . . . have 

mounted far beyond what could be imagined a generation ago, 

3 6 
or even immediately preceding the war." 

Junior colleges, unlike four-year colleges, avoided 

many of the additional expenses facing traditional higher 

education. In particular, junior colleges reduced cost on 

the most expensive element of any college budget, faculty 

salaries. Whether they were public or private institutions, 

all colleges spent over 50 percent of their annual expendi-

37 tures on faculty salaries. There were three ways to 

reduce costs in this area: controlling the salary paid to 

the faculty member, monitoring the teaching load carried by 

the faculty member, and controlling the number of students 

3 8 
enrolled in the class. In using each method, the junior 

college claimed efficiency. 
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Hiring additional faculty was generally unnecessary 

for a beginning junior college. A high school teacher could 

teach one or two classes in the junior college program while 

continuing to teach regular high school courses. There was 

no immediate need to commit tax funds to hiring full-time 

instructors. Not only did the junior college and the high 

school share a campus, but they also shared a faculty. Col

leges, unlike the junior colleges, generally required that 

faculty members in the preparatory department not teach in 

39 the regular college program. The use of high school 

teachers to teach the junior college courses continued 

throughout the 1920s, but junior college researchers began 

to criticize the policy in this decade and to encourage 

hiring full-time junior college teachers with additional 

40 graduate work or masters' degrees. 

Faculty cost could also be controlled because junior 

41 college faculty did not need doctorates. Because of their 

commitment to research, universities and colleges needed 

faculty with advanced degrees; the junior college did not. 

Most junior college faculty had Bachelor of Arts or Master 

of Arts degrees, and they could not command the salaries 

43 
available to university professors. Although those who 

taught in high schools as well as in the junior college were 

paid more than high school teachers, their salaries were 

about one-fifth less than those of teachers in four-year 
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colleges. The salaries of teachers in combined high 

school and junior college programs were similar to those 

paid to instructors in four-year colleges and universi-

45 ties. 

Educational efficiency required not simply low cost, 

but also effectiveness of teaching. Supporters of the 

junior college emphasized that teachers who taught in the 

junior college department were interested in students and 

in teaching, not research. They argued that broad academic 

backgrounds, combined with professional experience outside 

of education, resulted in teachers with great awareness of 

the needs of students and of the requirements of the working 

46 world. Those who favored the junior college praised the 

teachers because they offered more attention for students 

than was available in what one father of a college student 

described as "the impersonal, machine-like process of degree-

47 making" of a four-year college. Junior college instructors 

supervised students more closely than did the instructors 

in senior colleges. For some observers, this supervision, 

more in keeping with the traditions of the high school than 

the college, created more effective academic training for 

48 

freshman and sophomore students. For those who disap

proved of the junior college, the junior college faculty 

members were instead "seldom scholars in any real sense, 

almost never productive scholars," To these critics, the 
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junior college faculty reflected the preferences of the 

school boards who selected them, for academic departments 

would have selected a scholarly colleague.^^ 

The difference in interpretation of junior college 

faculty members reflected the conflict over the purpose of 

higher education which was widespread in education. For 

example, George Herbert Palmer, a Harvard Professor for 

several decades, was one of the severest critics of the 

junior college. In the same article in The Atlantic Monthly 

in 1927 in which he attacked the junior college, Palmer de

scribed the decline of the state universities which was 

occurring because "the common people who vote money for its 

support properly expect that their sons and daughters shall 

be taught the 'practical' matters which would be required 

in making an average living." 

In spite of the varied opinions of junior college fac

ulty, researchers examining junior college students and 

their success in transferring to four-year colleges stressed 

that junior college students equaled students in four-year 

institutions academically. Some transfer students experi

enced a period of one term during which their marks were 

lower than those recorded for students native to the college 

who had begun as freshmen in the four-year college. Once 

the semester of adjustment passed, however, junior college 

transfer students did well in senior colleges. The 
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researchers attributed the achievement of these students to 

51 the superior teaching of junior college instructors. 

Administrators wanted superior teachers, but they also 

wanted minimum expenses. Careful scheduling of the faculty 

member's teaching load could result in economy because more 

classes meant lower unit costs. Specialists in scientific 

management of education had shown the economic benefits of 

52 adding classes to the teacher's schedule. Junior college 

teaching loads reflected this principle of scientific manage

ment. In some junior colleges, instructors spent 20 to 25 

53 hours each week in lecturing in classrooms. In most junior 

colleges the teaching load ranged from 15 to 18 teaching 

hours each week. The teaching load for junior college fac

ulty exceeded the hours spent by instructors in colleges and 

universities. Averages for all faculty members combined was 

under 15 hours in colleges and universities, and professors 

usually taught fewer classes than did assistant professors 

54 and instructors. 

Junior college instructors taught not only more classes 

each term than university and college instructors, but also 

more preparations than faculty in four-year institutions. 

These preparations were often outside the instructors' major 

and minor fields of course work. Junior college instructors 

55 
often taught three to five different courses each term. 

Junior college faculty members taught such diverse schedules 
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as one class in chemistry in the junior college and two 

classes of biology and one of physics in the high school. 

In another institution, one instructor taught two Spanish 

courses, one economics course, and one government course 

for the junior college and two math courses for the high 

school. A survey team investigating junior colleges com

mented that the combinations ran "in surprising direc

tions."^^ 

Teaching several courses, especially in different 

academic areas, increased the work involved for the teacher, 

but reduced the number of teachers the junior college needed 

to offer necessary courses. A junior college which required 

several instructors to teach over seven preparations each 

week had solved a financial problem: the college did not 

have to hire additional faculty members. 

Having faculty teach several preparations was seen to 

be particularly desirable in the beginning years of a junior 

college's existence. The survey team planning a junior 

college for a California county proposed to offer a full 

junior college curriculum with only ten instructors. They 

suggested; 

. . . during the first year. Agriculture, Mechan
ical Drawing, and Machine Design could be taught 
by one instructor. The Home Economics teacher 
could give part-time to English. The Physical 
Director for Men might give one-half of his time 
to Science, and the Physical Director for Women 
could give one-half of her time for Music and 
Art.58 
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For an institution first establishing itself in the commun

ity, the policy of asking faculty to teach many different 

courses enabled the college to present to the community a 

full curriculum. Few observers would notice that many of 

the classes were taught by the same instructor. In the long 

run, however, this practice asked too much of the instructor 

59 and gave too little to the student. 

Increasing the number of students in each class also 

resulted in a lower cost to teach each student. Although 

colleges and universities used this method to reduce costs, 

junior colleges did not. Universities and colleges often 

scheduled large classes in courses generally taken by fresh

men and sophomores. Class size ranged from fifty to three 

hundred in such courses as English composition, French, 

biology, sociology, and citizenship, which was an orienta

tion course established to help freshmen adjust to college. 

College instructors in these fields had unusually heavy 

teaching responsibilities. For example, in the 1920s at one 

state university, twenty-four instructors had teaching loads 

of over 500 student-clock hours, or the equivalent of five 

classes each with 100 students. Other professors had even 

heavier teaching loads. This method reduced the cost of 

faculty; however, the practice encouraged observers to con

sider colleges and universities overcrowded and unconcerned 

about students. As one college president noted in discussing 
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overcrowded classes at the turn of the century, when "a mob 

of 350" chemistry students descended upon a classroom, all 

a teacher could offer was "fourteen inches of bench space." 

61 Personal attention to students became impossible. 

Many educators pointed to the high failure rates of 

6 2 freshman and sophomores in crowded four-year institutions. 

To these educators, college was too formidable for immature 

students who had never lived away from the protective family 

environment. One junior college spokeswoman described the 

four-year college as "one of the most complex, artificial 

and strenuous environments, which we are capable of form-

go 

ing." For parents concerned about their children's suc

cess, the junior college seemed a better alternative because 

it emphasized small class size. Among the reasons parents 

most often gave for sending their children to the junior 

college was the personal attention available to students in 

-.1 -. 64 small classes. 

In general, most junior colleges did schedule small 

classes. Average class size consisted of under fifteen 

students.^^ Small enrollments in the junior college also 

encouraged small class size. The average junior college 

in 1924 had 50 students; therefore, class size was small 

also. By the end of the decade, however, the average 

junior college consisted of 162 students. In larger junior 

colleges, class size grew to about 25 students, a number 
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comparable to the average size for classes in colleges and 

universities. Even though the size of classes grew during 

the twenties, junior colleges did not develop the classes 

of several hundred students which freshmen and sophomores 

encountered in their first years of college if they attended 

66 a four-year college or university. 

Supporters of the junior college pointed to the insti

tution's low cost and effective teaching as evidence of 

efficiency, but they also emphasized the educational effi

ciency of the courses offered by the junior college. The 

junior college curriculum generally consisted of the same 

kinds of basic courses available for freshmen and sophomores 

at a four-year college. Both junior and senior college pro

grams included English, modern foreign languages, mathe-

6 7 
matics, science, and social science. The junior college 

did not, however, provide the variety of courses available 

at the college and university level. The university, for 

example, might offer course work in five or six languages, 

whereas a junior college generally offered only one or two 

languages. Because junior colleges did not hire faculty 

with advanced training to teach specialized courses, junior 

colleges controlled costs. Moreover, junior colleges empha

sized that less variety was beneficial to junior college 

students. An Ohio University professor commented that with 

the junior college "less money would be spent on highly 
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specialized courses given to only a few high school stu

dents." Instead, money would be invested "in the education 

of the people . . . with correspondingly larger dividends 

to accrue from such an investment." 

Further, the courses in the junior college curriculum 

were those which four-year institutions also could offer 

most cheaply. Four-year colleges did not use faculty with 

advanced degrees to teach most of their freshman and sopho

more classes. Faculty costs for these beginning courses 

were lower than for advanced classes taught by senior fac

ulty members. Junior and senior courses, by contrast, were 

more expensive because fewer people were enrolled as upper

classmen. Universities and colleges could teach freshman 

and sophomore classes for two-thirds of what was necessary 

69 for them to teach juniors and seniors. In addition, 

because underclassmen were more numerous than upperclassmen, 

they provided a greater proportion of the tuition paid by 

students. The president of a small college spoke in 1920 

at the National Conference of Junior Colleges. He summa

rized the argument that the management of junior college 

was efficient: "the institution that lops off the two 

most expensive years and retains the two from which the 

largest income is realized is both economical and safe." 
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CHAPTER IV 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE JUNIOR COLLEGE CURRICULUM 

In "The Revolt of a Middle-Aged Father," a May, 1927 

Atlantic Monthly article, J. M. Rubinow expressed the 

distress felt by many observers of American college edu

cation. As the father of three college-age children, 

Rubinow experienced the high cost of sending children to 

college. What concerned Rubinow, however, was not the cost 

of a college education, but the academic setting of the 

1920s. With one son attending a university, Rubinow had 

encouraged his daughter to enroll in a nearby liberal arts 

college so that she might participate in the "true college 

life" which Rubinow felt the university was not providing 

his son. During his frequent visits to his daughter's 

campus, Rubinow was startled at the differences between 

the campus of his day and the college environment of the 

1920s. His daughter's college reminded him of 

a summer hotel in the mountains or at the seashore. 
The exuberant youth, the loud, sporty clothes, 
. . . the cars before the entrance, . . . the total 
absence of care, even the tone of the conversation, 
all smacked of vacation rather than vocation. 

To Rubinow, his daughter's college experience was "idleness 
2 

masquerading as intellectual leisure." 

A month later in a June article, "The Junior College 

Menace," a junior college instructor criticized the junior 

78 
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college because the institution was "little calculated to 

stimulate the independent thought, the methods of original 

research, and the rational self-control which college life 
3 

teaches and demands." For both Rubinow and the anonymous 

junior college teacher, the liberal arts college was an 

ideal which was being threatened by changes in American 
4 

higher education. Educational curriculum was unsettled. 

New programs and approaches to education had altered the 

college, and the "true college life" Rubinow had enjoyed 

in his youth had faded before the restructuring of the 

curriculum of the American college. 

The transformation of the curriculum which was apparent 

to observers in the 1920s had begun in the years surrounding 

the Civil War. In 1850 the President of Brown University 

lamented that colleges sold education "at less than cost," 
5 

even gave it away, and still the students would not come. 

In response to these declining enrollments, colleges began 

to change their curriculum in the post-Civil War period. 

Study of Greek and Latin had earlier been part of every 

young person's college education, but the classics were 

fading as a requirement in the curriculum. College presi

dents introduced the elective plan which permitted flexi

bility and encouraged students to determine their ovm course 

of study. Colleges and universities added programs to the 

curriculum such as business and commerce. By the end of the 
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nineteenth century, the required classical curriculum was 

giving way to diversity.^ 

Not only was the curriculum becoming more varied, but 

also colleges were offering courses to prepare students for 

more professional fields than ever before. In the years 

before the Civil War, students had come to college to pre

pare for the professions of law, medicine, or theology. 

Although the pre-Civil War curriculum included some scien

tific study, those who specialized in scientific subjects 

were considered more vocational students than professional 

ones. In the decades after the war, however, colleges 

permitted student selection of elective courses in order 

to encourage enrollment, and universities, a development of 

this period, provided opportunities for students interested 

in advanced research. Students flocked to colleges and 

universities for professional training in the sciences. 

Other students came for college courses in finance and busi

ness. Higher education was becoming the channel for prepa

ration in fields ranging from engineering to commerce. 

In the decades following the Civil War, high schools 

were less influenced by what has been called "professional-
g 

ism" in the curriculum. In the 1880s and 1890s, high 

schools continued to prepare students in academic fields, 

but began slowly to introduce into the curriculum more 

practical subjects. In this period, however, high schools 
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encouraged academic students to practice manual skills, 

particularly woodworking and sewing. The justification 

for these courses was a diversified curriculum, not pro

fessional preparation. The introduction of manual train

ing into the high school curriculum as a device to give 

academic students broader experiences, however, established 

a precedent for further changes in the high school curricu

lum. Once the high school was no longer restricted to 

academic preparation, high schools could begin to offer 

9 courses for vocational preparation. 

In the early years of the twentieth century, both 

secondary and higher education began to emphasize courses 

which prepared students for professions and vocations. 

With climbing enrollments and a more diverse student body, 

the high school gradually changed to including preparation 

for work as part of the curriculum. Home economics, typing, 

and accounting all began to appear as part of the high school 

curriculum. No longer confined to professional preparation 

in science and in commerce which had developed in the decades 

following the Civil War, colleges began to offer new programs 

to meet growing demands in the Progressive Era for profes

sions of public service. Concerned over the loss of natural 

resources and woodlands and troubled by poverty in urban 

slums. Progressive reformers called for experts trained in 

conservation and urban social work. New college programs 
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in forestry and social work reflected the developing public 

service professions. 

In the early decades of the twentieth century, the 

federal government began to provide support for vocational 

training in secondary schools. Although the Morrill Act of 

1867 had provided federal subsidies to establish agricul

tural and mechanical colleges in each state, the federal 

government had not assisted primary or secondary education. 

In 1917, however. Congress passed the Smith-Hughes Act which 

provided matching grants to states with vocational training 

in the high schools. During the hearings to decide whether 

Congress should subsidize vocational education in public 

schools, supporters of the bill stressed that America had 

become a mobile society and that no locality could afford 

to train workers only to have them move to other communi

ties. Congress, therefore, should assist the states in 

providing for vocational education because vocational 

preparation was a national concern. Congress agreed and 

12 
provided national funding. 

The new curriculum had its critics. Some rejected 

the professionalism of the curriculum because it did not 

provide students with the wide range of experiences neces

sary to prepare for life. Others argued that college 

students should have a broad cultural background based on 

the Great Books, the classics in the literature of the 
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western world. Additional criticism came from those who 

feared that the elective system encouraged students to 

select courses narrowly because of students' emphasis upon 

professional preparation as the major objective of a col

lege education. Although their reasons differed, all the 

critics favored a broad cultural education as a requirement 

for college students. 

Colleges attempted to compensate for the specialization 

which the elective system peinnitted and for the increasing 

professionalism in the curriculum. In the first two decades 

of the century, colleges began orientation programs for 

freshman students. The content of the orientation courses 

varied from suggestions for adjustment to extensive survey 

courses discussing western culture. Most orientation 

courses combined these two approaches. Their primary pur

pose was integration of the college student into the college 

14 and into the broad world of western civilization. 

This trend toward requiring orientation courses in the 

students' programs grew rapidly and was further reinforced 

by the events of World War I. In 1916 as part of the 

preparedness movement. Congress established the Student Army 

Training Corps on college campuses to help the army to pre

pare young men for military service. Over 525 colleges 

received contracts to train and house over 140,000 young men 

who had already enlisted as cadet officers. Colleges with 
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Student Army Training Corps on campus developed "War Issues" 

and "Peace Issues" courses for young college students who 

were unaware of their cultural tie to Western Europe and 

Great Britain. By the end of World War I, many colleges 

16 required general cultural courses. 

In the 1920s, general education continued to have 

strong support among educators for three major reasons. 

First, colleges providing general cultural education pre

pared young people to participate in democracy. Concern 

over the Russian Revolution caused some educators to believe 

that the preservation of democracy required broad educational 

programs for young college students. Students needed to 

develop the ability to analyze competing theories of govern

ment. Other educators suggested that the complexity of 

American politics and industrial society made general edu

cation at a college level necessary for those who wanted to 

17 participate effectively. Second, educators contended that 

young people needed an introduction to the major areas of 

18 knowledge in order to enjoy life. Third, others argued 

that general education was necessary for professional suc

cess. Students needed to learn not only the skills of 

their profession, but also personal and social skills. As 

one educator noted, a young person needed "the intellectual 

interests and sympathies that will permit him to associate 

on an equal footing with educated men in the world of 

affairs." 
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Across the country, many colleges began to follow a 

general pattern. Colleges required that students take 

courses intended to provide a broad cultural background 

suitable for a college graduate. Students declared a 

major field for concentration and could then choose any 

courses available in their department. Once students 

completed course requirements in the major field and in 

general education, they were able to select electives to 

complete the number of hours their college considered 

necessary for graduation. In addition to college courses, 

many students participated in extracurricular activities. 

For most students, both the curriculum and the extracurric-

20 ulum were preparation for careers. 

Because the junior college was a part of both secon

dary and higher education, trends in both institutions 

affected the junior college. From higher education, the 

junior colleges inherited the pattern of requiring general 

courses intended to introduce students to such fields as 

science, history, and English. Junior colleges also wanted 

their graduates to develop necessary social skills, and 

they encouraged extracurricular activities. Both secondary 

schools and higher education had become centers for young 

people preparing for careers, and the junior college, fol

lowing the precedents established by both institutions, also 

emphasized professional preparation. 
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One of the major functions of the junior college was 

to provide course work similar to the curriculum of the 

four-year college so that the junior college students who 

desired a baccalaureate degree could transfer following 

their sophomore years. Throughout the decade over 4 0 per

cent of junior college graduates planned to continue their 

education in the upper divisions of four-year colleges. 

To meet the needs of students planning to transfer, the 

junior college curriculum had to include programs required 

in the freshman and sophomore years of a four-year college 

21 
program. English, mathematics, sciences, social sciences, 

and modern and ancient foreign languages were the core of 

22 the curriculum for both four-year and junior colleges. 

In particular, junior colleges followed the general cur

riculum of local four-year colleges to which their students 

might transfer. In addition, accreditation agencies and 

state legislatures required that the junior college include 

in its curriculum those courses necessary for transfer 

23 students. 

The junior college and the lower division of the senior 

college shared a curriculum because of their common purpose. 

The lower division of four-year colleges provided courses 

in general education, courses which some educators described 

as secondary education. In their view, general education 

was the highest level of secondary education: it was the 
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last general introduction to many fields before the student 

either began advanced study or left college for employ-
24 

ment. For those who were not continuing their education 

at a four-year college, the junior college curriculum pro

vided the opportunity to experience the advantages of 

general education. As one educator who favored the junior 

college noted, the junior college was the "capstone of 

secondary education." Early advocates described the junior 

2 5 college as a "finishing school" or a "completion school." 

Those terms lost popularity, but supporters of the junior 

college movement continued to praise the junior college for 

providing an opportunity to complete a general education at 

1 4. 26 low cost. 

The college experience was more than the curriculum, 

but most junior colleges could not offer to their students 

the opportunity to live on campus and to take part in the 

activities of a traditional college campus. Instead, junior 

colleges encouraged extracurricular activities. Some sup

porters argued that junior colleges offered a richer oppor

tunity for student development than even the senior college 

could provide. In his research in the early 1920s, Leonard 

Koos found that junior colleges supported a wide variety of 

extracurricular activities such as basketball, debate, glee 

club, band, and student council. Koos stressed that the 

greatest value of these organizations was training in 
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leadership. More junior college students served as officers 

of organizations than did freshmen and sophomores in senior 

colleges since the latter had to compete for office with 

upperclassmen. Koos felt that participation was less valu

able than leadership in organizations and that the junior 

college offered more opportunities to learn the skills of 

2 7 
leadership than were available in senior colleges. 

Throughout the twenties, the junior college continued 

to promote student activities. In some junior colleges, 

the academic schedule included a time period for club meet

ings. In both public and private junior colleges, athletics 

were a favored activity, but junior colleges also encouraged 

such programs as the school paper, chemistry club, the col

lege players, and the glee club. The junior colleges recog

nized the importance of extracurricular activities in 

providing laadership and social opportunities for young 

28 
students. In 1932, Stanford professor Jesse B. Sears 

emphasized the importance of extracurricular activities in 

a junior college. Sears contended that it was "the actual 

task" of the college "to socialize its young people, to 

have them become responsible members of a worthwhile soci

ety." Unlike four-year college students who participated 

in daily activities of campus life, extracurricular activ

ities were the primary opportunity for junior college 

students to practice social skills. Improving the students' 
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social abilities was part of the obligation of the junior 

college. As Sears noted, " . . . everyone fully expects a 

29 college man or woman to improve socially." 

The junior college was also similar to both secondary 

and higher education in these decades because it provided 

a curriculum to prepare people for professions and voca

tions. For many students, the junior college served the 

same purposes as the freshman and sophomore years of the 

four-year college. Students planning professional careers 

which required a bachelor's degree went to the local junior 

college in order to save money, and then at the end of the 

sophomore year they transferred to a senior college. Other 

students finished a two-year program either at a four-year 

college or at a junior college and went directly to pro

fessional schools. Many law, engineering, and medical 

schools permitted entrance after two years of college edu

cation. For these students, the junior college provided 

a less expensive approach to beginning a traditional edu

cation. 

For other students, however, the junior college pro

vided a unique educational service. As University of 

California professor Alexis F. Lange noted in 1915, the 

junior college established "a system" to "function pro

gressively so as to secure for the nation the greatest 

efficiency for the greatest number." The junior college 
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provided vocational training for the majority, for those 

who were "not headed for one of the professions, in the 

31 
restricted sense." The junior college curriculum 

included programs to prepare students for employment in 

the semi-professions, which required training beyond the 

high school, but not a four-year degree. 

Changes in the American economy had reduced the need 

for unskilled workers and increased the formal education 

necessary for employment. American industry and business 

now required workers with technical skills, for industrial 

growth had shifted from mining and heavy industry to manu

facturing of more goods for mass consumption. Unskilled 

labor was less valuable than in previous eras because agri

culture and lumbering which had used large numbers of work

ers before 1900 were mechanizing and employing fewer 

unskilled workers. Further, employees in the new businesses 

which became dominant after 1900 needed social skills in 

order to function agreeably as members of large-scale orga-

33 
nizations. Business was decentralizing and needed more 

34 
managers at the middle level of business. 

In 1927, John J. Tigert, United States Commissioner 

of Education, described the new demands for workers and the 

effect of these changes upon education. Tigert noted that 

business required educated workers. Jobs were more highly 

specialized and standardized, and "new office and store 



91 

positions" required specific educational preparation. For

merly workers had learned the duties of higher ranking 

positions through observation; however, American business 

organization now separated workers from each other and made 

increased formal education necessary. Tigert observed that 

beginning bookkeepers, for example, no longer learned more 

involved accounting procedures by working daily with a 

senior bookkeeper. Instead, employees simply completed 

assigned tasks. The trend in business was "toward substi

tuting workers with technical training for those without 

such training," and for a beginning worker technical train-

35 ing, acquired before employment, was essential. 

American business and industry required increased 

formal education for its employees, and young people, 

desirous of employment other than unskilled labor, wanted 

additional college education. Some positions, however, 

did not require a four-year degree. The junior college, 

unlike the four-year college, provided a stopping place in 

the curriculum. For these students, the junior college 

offered an opportunity to complete a two-year program 

rather than to fail to finish a bachelor's degree. To 

Charles Seashore, an active supporter of the junior college, 

the two-year college, unlike the four-year college, was 

willing to educate students for the "bulk of business life," 
3 6 

for the mid-level positions in business. 
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In the 1920s, in particular, there were many profes

sions for what Seashore called "the intelligent middle 

37 
class of the population." Three semi-professional fields 

dominated in the junior colleges; education, engineering, 

and commerce. Among junior college students, education 

was the most popular semi-profession. Although many edu

cators in the era believe that a four-year degree was neces

sary for effective teaching, students in many states could 

receive teaching certificates after graduating from a junior 

college. Junior colleges across the nation provided part of 

the supply of public school teachers necessary to meet the 

38 demands of an increasing public school enrollment. 

Engineering had opportunities for semi-professionals 

as well. Although being an engineer required advanced 

training, junior college students could prepare to be drafts

men, surveyors, general contractors, construction superin-

39 tendents, and electricians. Professionals in the field 

of engineering agreed that there were many jobs in engineer-

40 ing that did not require a bachelor's degree for success. 

Changes in business management increased the need for 

personnel in the clerical fields and in the middle levels 

of management. A business that had expanded its operation 

to include departments to handle marketing, advertising, 

credit, customer relations, and research needed trained 

workers able to function within the specialized operations 
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of a large organization. A small business that had to 

compete with chain stores and to operate efficiently also 

needed employees with an understanding of business opera-

41 
tions. Semi-professional employment in commercial fields 

included such jobs as buyers for department stores, sales-

42 men, insurance agents, and credit agents. Most junior 

colleges included commercial education as part of the cur-

43 
riculum. In 1931, Walter Crosby Eells surveyed junior 

college curriculum and found that approximately one-third 

of all courses offered in public junior colleges were not 

traditional academic courses. Of these "non-academic 

courses," 9 percent of courses offered were in education, 

almost 18 percent were in engineering, and 19 percent were 

44 m commerce. 

The junior college offered semi-professional training 

in other fields, and local needs often influenced which 

semi-professional programs the junior college provided. In 

many communities from large cities to small towns, junior 

college educators stressed the need for commercial education 

The President of Chaffey Union Junior College of Agriculture 

in California noted in 1920 that local businesses had been 

"calling for bookkeepers and stenographers." Chaffey Union 

responded to the demand by offering "year courses to high-

school graduates in bookkeeping, shorthand and typewriting, 

office practice, and commercial law." The students in the 
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programs were able to "secure positions" that were "more 

4 6 
attractive than the ordinary elementary school position." 

In large cities such as Chicago, according to a junior 

college professor in the city, "a young man with two years 

of college" had a "wonderful opportunity," particularly in 

1 47 sales. 

Local agriculture also influenced the curriculum of 

the junior college. Chaffey Union Junior College of Agri

culture emphasized citriculture because "the northern part 

of this district is concerned only with the growing of 

oranges and lemons." The school established a seven-acre 

orchard and gave "short courses" for over 200 farmers in 

1919. The dean of the junior college, a "citrus expert" 

himself, worked in "cooperation with a committee of five 

leading citrus growers" in advising the college on its 

48 curriculum for agriculture. 

In Yuba and Sutter Counties in California, the junior 

college which served the counties stressed agricultural 

training. The principal and dean of the junior college, 

Curtis E. Warren, believed that successful farmers were no 

longer "jacks-of-all-trades," but rather were skilled in 

one branch of agriculture. In Yuba County the chief crop 

was peaches, and Warren argued that "the future development 

and wealth in this direction will depend upon how much 

thought is put upon the problems connected with fruit by 
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the farmer, the merchant, the professional man, and the 

4Q school."^ 

The value of the junior college to men such as Curtis 

Warren was that as a local institution the junior college 

could both preserve existing knowledge and "give it local 

color and adaptation." Although "local differences and 

local needs must be determined in the light of the larger 

community" of American society, the local community's inter

ests could be served in the junior college. One of the pur

poses of The Industrial and Occupational Survey of Yuba and 

Sutter Counties, which Warren wrote, was "to determine how 

the curriculum of the school might be changed to better 

serve the occupational interests and needs of the community." 

The survey also examined how many persons educated in par

ticular fields could find employment in the two counties 

and suggested that counselors in the high school and junior 

college should channel students into programs in which they 

could eventually find employment. 

In an attempt in 1929 to convince the voters in Siskiyou 

County, California, that they should approve the establish

ment of a new junior college, a survey team emphasized the 

local benefits to the junior college program. Because junior 

colleges were dependent upon local approval, survey teams 

stressed the junior college's responsiveness to local eco

nomic conditions. The survey team investigating Siskiyou 
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County consisted of several men active in the national junior 

college movement. Acting at the request of the Board of 

Supervisors of Siskiyou County, Nicholas Ricciardi and Ira 

W. Kibby, both of the California State Department of Educa

tion, and William Martin Proctor and Walter Crosby Eells, 

both from the School of Education at Stanford University, 

combined efforts to survey the county. 

William Proctor, the author of Vocations; The World's 

Work and Its Workers, was particularly concerned with changes 

52 m America's need for workers in this era. In the Siskiyou 

County survey. Proctor discussed "What Kind of a Junior Col

lege Would Meet the Needs of Siskiyou County?" In his 

report. Proctor related how the team had analyzed occupa

tional preferences of high school students in the county 

and the occupational training desired by parents. The team 

surveyed businesses and industries also. They found a need 

for more agricultural training, but only a limited need for 

junior college education expressed by managers of sawmills 

and lumber companies. Proctor emphasized, however, that 

the "resident managers of the largest lumber companies" 

desired junior-college trained foremen and engineers and 

"agreed to do anything they could to promote co-operative 

arrangements for the training of prospective workers, or 

• ̂  ,,53 
employees on the JOD. 

The investigating team also interviewed other occu

pational leaders in the community. The team met with 
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representatives of the Southern Pacific Company, the rail

road in the area, and discussed forming a "co-operative 

class in transportation." Meeting with the United States 

Forest Supervisor for the national forest in the area, 

the team learned that there was a need for trained forest 

rangers and that the supervisor favored a junior college 

education for them. The survey staff included the super

visor's projections of the demand for forestry workers in 

54 the report. 

In submitting the proposed curriculum for the new 

junior college, the team advocated establishing a basic 

transfer curriculum to meet state requirements and several 

vocational programs. Vocational training included business, 

mechanical drawing, agriculture, and home economics. The 

team suggested beginning forestry training in the second 

year of the college. As Nicholas Ricciardi noted, the pro

posed junior college in Siskiyou County could provide both 

a transfer curriculum and a vocational curriculum to meet 

55 "community needs." 

One of the foremost advocates of the junior college 

movement, Alexis F. Lange, the dean of the Department of 

Education at the University of California, emphasized the 

importance of serving local needs in both articles and 

speeches. In School Review in 1917, he noted that one of 

the reasons for establishment of junior colleges was to 
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increase "the efficiency or preparedness of the nation 

through the creation of lower and middle systems of voca

tional training." To develop effectiveness, the junior 

college had to meet "local needs efficiently."^^ In a 

similar statement in 19 27 before a National Education 

Association convention, Lange argued that the junior col

lege would "function adequately only if its first concern 

is with those who will go no farther, if it meets local 

needs efficiently," and if it provides for those who would 

not ordinarily receive an education. Lange emphasized that 

vocational training to meet local economic needs and to 

provide training for those who would not normally have edu

cational opportunities was one of the special benefits of 

the junior college, one which increased the institution's 

57 educational efficiency. 

Not only did the supporters of the junior college 

believe that the programs offered by the junior college 

helped the local community fulfill its needs for trained 

workers, but many argued that a greater benefit came to 

students. A young person who wanted a four-year degree 

could live at home for the first two-years and reduce the 

costs of a college education. A student who wanted some 

higher education but not a bachelor's degree could experi

ence the advantages of general education without the ex

pense of leaving home. As Ray Lyman Wilbur of Stanford 
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University commented, the junior college gave "mechanically 

minded" boys and "domestically minded" girls a chance for 

58 a "broader culture." Finally, a student who wanted a 

terminal program could prepare for the semi-professions. 

To the supporters of the movement to establish junior 

college, the institution created opportunities for those 

59 who would not have had them: to these men and women, 

fi 0 
the junior college was "the People's college." 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSION 

Completing the first national survey of junior colleges 

in 1919, F. M. McDowell described the junior colleges as 

"being in the experimental stage. We don't know exactly 

what they should do because we don't know exactly what they 

are." Many institutions claimed the title junior college, 

and this trend increased the confusion. Some normal schools, 

private two-year church schools, and lower divisions of 

four-year institutions called themselves junior colleges as 

did high school post-graduate departments. These junior 

colleges differed in their curricula and funding. There 

was no uniform pattern in the junior colleges. In an age of 

transformation of American demographic conditions, of the 

development of the cult of efficiency, and of technical 

changes in the workplace, the junior college was also in 

transition. The junior college was beginning to develop 

distinctive institutional traits, but in 1919 all that was 

definite about the junior college as an institution was that 

it had broken an established convention in higher education. 

Since Massachusetts Bay settlers established Harvard 

College in 1636 in order that their faith might not be "the 
2 

business of one age," colleges in America had consistently 

been four-year institutions. Following the English pattern, 

106 
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college founders in the 1600s and 1700s created a curriculum 

for freshmen through senior years. After the founding of 

the new nation and the westward movement beyond the Appala

chian chain, Americans continued to establish four-year 

colleges even in sparsely settled wilderness. Rough towns 

hoped to be founding a new "Athens of the West" with their 

college. Even with few books and professors, college found

ers persisted in following the model of the "Yankee college." 

Many colleges failed, but the pattern of establishing four-

. 3 year institutions continued. 

Although founders of colleges continued to establish 

four-year institutions, the four-year college began to have 

increasing problems in the decades following the Civil War. 

Universities gained prominence and undermined the popularity 

of the four-year colleges because colleges could not equal 

the universities' scientific curriculum and scholarly envi

ronment. The growth of high schools further diminished the 

four-year college because young students attended public 

high schools rather than enrolling in preparatory departments 

of colleges. Declining enrollments and competition from both 

the universities and the high schools made survival less 

probable for weaker four-year colleges in the decades just 

4 
prior to 1900. 

A greater challenge to the tradition of establishing 

four-year institutions was the movement among educators to 
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question the existing organization of American education. 

In the 1890s, William Rainey Harper, the President of the 

University of Chicago, had criticized those small four-year 

colleges which had limited programs and had encouraged them 

to eliminate their junior and senior programs in order to 

become effective junior colleges. Educators such as Harper 

contended that general education should be separated from 

the more research-oriented education of the junior and 

senior years. Another source of criticism of four-year 

college organization was a growing movement for economy of 

time in education. This movement, which was part of the 

drive for efficiency in education, also encouraged re-

evaluation of the existing methods of organizing education. 

In the first two decades of this century, educators 

stressed the need for economy of time in education in pro

fessional journals and at conventions of such organizations 

g 

as the National Education Association. In 1903, for ex

ample. School Review reported the discussions held at a 

conference of representatives of the high schools and acade

mies with articulation agreements with the University of 

Chicago. The conference had previously established three 

committees from elementary, secondary, and college education 

to discuss in what ways the years necessary for education 

might be reduced. Each of the three committees voted to 

reduce elementary education from eight to seven years of 



109 

schooling. William Rainey Harper and J. Stanley Brown, 

chairman of the secondary committee and the superintendent 

who had encouraged the establishment of the post-graduate 

department at Joliet, actively supported the resolution 

because they both wanted to use the year saved in elementary 

school for a post-graduate year of junior college education. 

Although the measure carried at the conference, some edu

cators objected to the plan because they felt that high 

schools were already overcrowded and unable to meet any 

additional educational responsibilities. 

The National Education Association was also interested 

in the topic of economy of time in education. The associa

tion appointed a committee in 1903 to investigate methods 

of saving time in education. Critics emphasized that both 

elementary and secondary schools had established programs 

which were repetitious. By 1908, the committee began to 

report that two years of general education might be saved 

if redundant programs in elementary education were elimi-
g 

nated. The President of the University of Colorado James 

H. Baker chaired the committee for several years. In 1911 

in an address, "The Reorganization of American Education," 

Baker declared that "the public" was "asking for shorter 

time, greater efficiency, and an adjustment of educational 

aims to meet real civic needs, both practical and ideal." 

Baker emphasized that educators should reorganize the 
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elementary curriculum to save two years and add those two 

years to the post-graduate department in the high school.^ 

The activity of this committee reflected growing dis

satisfaction with the organization of American education, 

which critics argued was a haphazard combination of educa

tional organizations borrowed predominantly from England 

and Germany. In the first two hundred years of this country, 

American education consisted of the four-year college and of 

poorly developed primary education. When the high school 

developed in the 1800s, it wedged itself between these two 

already existing institutions. The length of years alloted 

to high school education was partly the result of the years 

not accounted for by elementary and college education. Fol

lowing the Civil War, the university, modeled after German 

institutions emphasizing research, developed in America and 

claimed the supreme position in American higher education. 

American education was not a system, but rather a combina

tion of pieces added one by one over three centuries. 

Critics believed that problems of articulation, of over

lapping curriculum, and of waste in education would continue 

until American education reorganized efficiently. 

Although many American educators agreed that education 

required reorganization, there were differences in interpre

tation on the best organizational approach. Two periods of 

education were in greatest controversy: the years which 
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became the junior high school, and the junior college. Some 

educators were concerned that young people of thirteen and 

fourteen were in the same buildings with more mature high 

school students of sixteen and seventeen. They feared that 

these younger students were too readily emulating the be

haviors of high school students about to become employees 

and to establish their own families. Others felt that stu

dents needed more time to consider their career choices and 

that having youngsters of thirteen in the high school with 

its vocational emphasis forced upon these students premature 

vocational decisions. For these people, the junior high 

school provided a solution. The first junior high school 

was established in Berkeley, California, in 1909. The insti

tution spread rapidly. There were over 1,300 junior high 

12 schools by 1930. 

Those educators who favored the junior college, the 

other controversial educational arrangement, differed on the 

best method of organization. Two views dominated. Some 

favored a separate, two-year junior college coinciding with 

the thirteenth and fourteenth years of education. By the 

end of the 1920s, Walter Crosby Eells of Stanford was the 

most prominent spokesman for this view. Others favored a 

four-year junior college which began in the eleventh year 

of education and ended in the fourteenth. William Proctor 

and Leonard Koos actively promoted this organizational plan. 



112 

There were, however, other organizational arrangements 

advocated across the country. In 1931, in The Junior 

College, Walter Crosby Eells identified eight major plans 

for educational reorganization. In some sections of the 

country the seven-four-two plan had supporters, and in 

other communities, educators preferred the five-four-four 

plan. The plan for reorganization which had grown most 

rapidly was the six-three-three-two plan. This organiza

tional arrangement preserved a separate six-year elementary 

program and a three-year junior high school. Students then 

continued their education in a three-year high school and 

13 later m a two-year junior college. 

Each group was equally certain that its organizational 

scheme was destined for supremacy. Advocates of the six-

four-four plan were particularly enthusiastic in their 

support for the four-year junior college. At the National 

Conference of Junior Colleges in 1920, one convention 

speaker called for granting the bachelor's degree to those 

junior college students who completed the four-year program 

14 
which concluded in the fourteenth year of education. In 

1932 Leo Martin Chamberlain surveyed fifty-five administra

tors in public junior colleges in the Mid-west and learned 

that over 63 percent predicted that the four-year junior 

college would become the dominant pattern in education. 

In arguments in behalf of the four-year college, advocates 
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stressed the efficiency of the arrangement. One speaker 

at the National Education Association convention in 193 0 

praised the four-year junior college, for it offered "greater 

opportunity for closer articulation, economy of time, econ

omy in administration, and in plant equipment" than the 

17 two-year junior college. 

Even those who objected to the junior college believed 

that the four-year junior college was going to dominate in 

the United States. The anonymous junior college instructor 

who wrote "The Junior College Menace As Seen From Within" 

for The Atlantic in 1927 was certain that the seven-three-

four plan would spread rapidly across the country and would 

18 
destroy the traditional liberal arts college. 

In spite of all the projections of the coming dominance 

of the four-year junior college, however, the two-year 

junior college became the prevailing pattern. Part of the 

reason for the survival of the two-year junior college was 

the junior high school. Superintendents who had recently 

completed junior high schools and who had argued before 

their school boards that the junior high school was necessary 

hesitated to contend that another reorganization should occur. 

For those school systems which created the junior high school 

from grades seven through nine, establishing a four-year 

junior college beginning with the eleventh grade presented 

great administrative difficulties. The North Central 
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Association in 1921 even decided to drop its support for a 

four-year junior college when the delegates discussed that 

the plan might result in the abandonment of the junior high 
19 school. 

In the first twenty-five years of the twentieth cen-

20 

tury, no one organizational method prevailed. The inten

sity of the debate over reorganization did not resolve any 

issues. The advocates of reorganization of American edu

cation had helped to create support for the variety of two-

year colleges which called themselves junior colleges, but 

they provided few suggestions for management of an institu

tion with commitments to both the high school and the 

college. Unable to imitate either the high school or the 

college completely, the junior college had to develop its 

own institutional character. As the president of a Mis

souri junior college noted in 1921, the junior college had 

not "yet developed any definite set of traditions, and con

sequently . . . is free to develop along the lines that the 

judgment of the . . . constituencies believe right and 

,.21 proper. 

In part the constituencies of the junior colleges 

believed that the institution was a college. Curriculum 

and faculty of the junior college differed from those of 

the high school. In order for students to transfer to four-

year colleges, early junior college administrators had to 
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prove that the junior college programs were more difficult 

than those offered by the secondary school. This evidence 

included the use of different teachers, textbooks, or 

course requirements. Accrediting agencies also discouraged 

junior colleges from following the methods of the high 

school. They accepted the shared use of facilities by the 

junior college and the high school, but they required that 

junior colleges desiring accreditation operate apart from 

2 2 the high school academically. 

In addition, the students and teachers in the junior 

college programs tended to separate themselves from the 

high school. Junior college students often had greater 

privileges than high school pupils in the same building; 

for example, principals permitted them to have their own 

study areas and freedom to come and go without permission. 

The high school teachers who taught junior college classes 

had more prestige and greater salaries than those who taught 

only high school courses. In general, principals chose 

teachers with additional experience or advanced education 

for the junior college faculty. Some junior college fac

ulty saw themselves as different from those strictly 

23 involved in the high school program. 

The junior college was also a high school institution. 

The junior college teacher writing anonymously for The 

Atlantic commented that "there is an heredity in institutions 
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as in individuals, and the junior college was born in the 
O A 

high school family." Junior colleges did not have im

posing campuses or broad lawns. Instead, they were gener

ally housed in unused classrooms and in corners of the 

library in the public high school.^^ Four-year colleges 

by the turn of the century had administrations including a 

president, a vice-president, deans of men and women, heads 

of departments, and supervisors of dormitories. The chief 

administrator of the junior college was often a superinten

dent of schools or a principal whose office was in the high 

school itself.^^ 

The constituencies which influenced the junior college 

most directly were those in power in the high school. The 

public junior college experienced its greatest influences 

from the taxpayers and the school board which represented 

them, and these individuals had accepted the values of a 

business-oriented society and were evaluating educational 

policy in terms of cost. When superintendents decided to 

support the upward extension of a high school to form a 

post-graduate department, they could argue to the school 

board that the program could be initiated with little in

crease in the cost of the educational plant. A school board 

could support the establishment of a junior college in the 

high school because of all forms of higher education avail

able, the junior college was least expensive. The junior 
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college was less likely to cause a tax increase than found

ing a college or university. For taxpayers, founding a 

junior college meant that the dollars parents would spend 

in educating sons and daughters in a distant college would 

instead remain in the hometown. 

In the establishment of the educational plant for the 

junior college, in its method of operation, and in its 

curriculum, the public junior college administration made 

its decisions based on economy and efficiency. The junior 

college had a simple plant generally located in the high 

school itself. Even when the junior college was separate 

from the high school, the institution did not provide exten

sive laboratory or library facilities, and, except in rural 

areas, junior colleges did not have dormitories. Junior 

college departments in high schools used high school faculty 

to teach junior college courses. Junior colleges also hired 

faculty with master's degrees, required that they teach one 

or two more classes each week than their counterparts in 

colleges and universities, and expected that they prepare 

classes in three to five academic areas each term. The 

junior college provided a curriculum which matched the 

demands of the decade for a transfer curriculum and a gen

eral education program. Further, the junior college made 

available vocational training to meet the demand for semi-

professional employees, particularly for businesses and 

industries in the local area. 
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The junior college developed its institutional 

characteristics in an era in which economy and efficiency 

in administration were part of a popular movement favoring 

business. Because the public junior college could emulate 

fully neither the institutional characteristics of the 

high school or the college and because the public and 

public education itself supported the cult of efficiency, 

the public junior college was particularly vulnerable to 

influences of the business values of the era. For an age 

which had accepted mass production, basic education located 

in existing facilities and offered at low cost was an appro

priate solution to the problem of providing educational 

services. As Henry Ford commented in describing the basic 

black automobile he had manufactured, "the general public 

is interested only in the knowledge that a serviceable 

machine can be constructed at a price within the reach 

27 of many." 

Unlike the public junior colleges, the private junior 

colleges were unable to match the standards favored by 

those who accepted the cult of efficiency, and they were 

not as successful as the public junior college. The num

ber of public junior colleges increased from 93 in 1917 to 

279 in 1939; however, the number of students attending 

private junior colleges did not increase proportionally. 

In 1917, 60 percent of all junior college students were 
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enrolled in private institutions, but by 1930 private junior 

college students accounted for only 44 percent. Further, 

private junior colleges had fewer students on each campus 

2 8 than public junior colleges. 

Although private junior colleges did not equal public 

junior college enrollment, the two types of junior colleges 

had many similarities. They both had simple campuses with

out research facilities; however, private junior colleges 

more often had dormitory facilities. Many of the private 

junior colleges were church schools, and they supervised 

students more closely than public institutions. For church 

schools, dormitories were necessary for supervision of their 

29 

students. The faculties of private junior colleges were, 

in general, even more burdened by excessive preparations 

and teaching hours than faculty of public junior colleges. 

Their curriculum was similar to the public junior college 

program except that they provided religious education and 

studies in ancient languages such as Latin, Greek, and 
31 Hebrew. The private junior colleges also operated in 

conjunction with a high school program. Their faculty 

32 
taught in both the high school and college departments. 

The primary difference between public and private 

junior colleges was finance. The sources of funds for 

private junior colleges were vulnerable. Walter Crosby 

Eells reported in 1931 that less than thirty-three private 
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junior colleges in the country could meet the North Central 

Association standard for sufficient endowment to provide 

approximately one-third of their income from "stable sources 

other than students." Endowments seldom existed. Aid from 

church boards varied. State or local public support for 

private institutions was rare. Generally private junior 

colleges relied for their financial support on tuition and 

on room and board charges. The combined average annual cost 

for tuition and room and board at a private junior college 

in the late 1920s was $1038 at a time when public junior 

colleges usually charged under $100 annually for tuition 

and when public junior college students generally lived at 

33 

home. The private junior colleges followed the public 

junior colleges in their frugality of operation; however, 

the private junior colleges could not offer the benefits 

of low-cost education to their students. 

Because private junior colleges had fewer facilities 

than four-year colleges and higher costs than public junior 

colleges, private junior colleges were less able to compete 

in higher education than other institutions. Several of 

the more successful private junior colleges met the chal

lenge of academic competition by expanding their programs 

to become senior colleges. For example, Sarah Lawrence 

College, which had the largest endowment of any junior 

college in the 1920s, became a four-year college in 1934. 
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Of sixteen private junior colleges with endowments of over 

a million dollars in 1932, four became four-year institu

tions by 1936.^^ 

Some private junior colleges without endowments or 

strong financial support from other sources closed. Others 

had severe financial problems. Church schools were partic

ularly weak financially. Many denominational colleges had 

been founded in isolated areas where need was great for a 

higher education program, but where there were few students. 

With the advent of highway travel and with the competition 

of practical programs offered at comparatively low cost by 

state colleges and universities, local students chose in

stead to attend other colleges. These isolated private 

junior colleges had enrollments too small to provide a com

parable curriculum or low cost. The problems of some of 

these private denominational junior colleges appeared 

unsolvable, and surveys made for both the Lutheran and 

Presbyterian church boards in the 19 20s recommended closing 

35 
almost all of their junior colleges. 

Institutions which had sometimes shared the title 

junior college with both public and private two-year insti

tutions also began to change. By the beginning of the 

thirties, normal schools preferred to expand to become 

senior colleges rather than to remain as two-year programs. 

Greater demand for teachers with bachelors degrees rather 
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36 than two-year degrees or certificates encouraged the trend. 

Although some four-year colleges and universities continued 

to call freshman and sophomore programs the junior college, 

few institutions administered the programs as separate or 

distinct divisions of the college. The junior college divi

sion of four-year institutions emulated the senior college 

37 and its traditions. 

The public junior college became the prevalent insti

tution among the two-year colleges developing in the first 

decades of the twentieth century. The institutional char

acteristics which the public junior colleges evolved in 

these years became the pattern for junior colleges to come. 

By the end of the watershed decade of the 1920s, the decade 

in which many of the patterns of American life in the twen-

ieth century were established, the junior college had formed 

itself into a low-cost, economically administered institu

tion with a simple educational plant located conveniently 

to students. 

The junior college developed during a period of trans

formation of America which culminated in the decade of the 

1920s. During this era, American families had fewer chil

dren, Americans who were moving into urban environments 

turned to organizations and the cult of efficiency as a 

solution to diverse problems, and America developed an 

economy dependent on mass production and mass consumption. 
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These three changes influenced the evolving junior colleges. 

With fewer children to support, parents could afford to 

keep their children in school, and climbing enrollment in 

education created a need for quickly developed, inexpensive 

educational facilities. New enthusiasm for organization 

and efficiency affected the junior college as well as the 

public school. Demands for semi-professional workers in

fluenced the curriculum of the junior college. 

The Great Depression brought changes to the junior 

colleges such as the establishment of emergency junior 

colleges in such states as Michigan, New Jersey, Kansas, 

Ohio, and Texas for students who were unable to attend 

college any other way. In spite of the problems of the 

Great Depression, the public junior colleges continued to 

follow many of the precedents established in the previous 

decades. Public junior colleges maintained the policy of 

charging low tuition, and most public junior college stu

dents avoided room and board charges by living at home. 

Public junior colleges generally remained part of public 

school systems: over three-fourths of all public junior 

colleges in the mid-thirties were located in high school 

buildings. The number of students in junior college 

classes remained small, and most classes had under twelve 

38 
students. 
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Throughout the Great Depression, junior college enroll

ment continued to grow. United States Office of Education 

reports indicated that over 85,000 students attended junior 

colleges in the 1931-1932 academic year. Except for the 

academic period from 1933 to 1934, a severe depression year, 

junior college enrollment increased each year until it 

reached almost 150,000 in the 1939-1940 academic year."̂ ^ 

Even though the American public had lost its veneration of 

business with the coming of the Great Depression, Ameri

cans remained supportive of the principles of efficiency in 

41 education in the 1930s. The junior college, which had 

developed during the period of the dominance of the cult of 

efficiency, maintained its institutional characteristics in 

42 the decades which followed. As Walter Greenleaf noted in 

evaluating the junior college for the United States of 

Education in 1936, by the mid-thirties the junior college had 

43 
"found a place in American higher education." 
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In the survey of the Lutheran colleges in 1929, R. J. 

Leonard described the best of the four Lutheran junior col
leges as Marion Junior College in Virginia. Median teaching 
load at Marion was twenty-one hours a week with some teach
ers exceeding the load. Although Leonard did not describe 
the number of preparations, he noted that faculty members 
carried "very heavy teaching loads" (Higher Education for 
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APPENDIX 

Sources for this study came from four major areas: 

general historical interpretations of the period from 1900 

to 1930 with special emphasis on the development of Ameri

can business institutions, studies by historians of educa

tion, publications of educators active in the period, and 

surveys of higher education taken in these decades. Al

though each source of information was necessary, the surveys 

were particularly useful. Examining junior college and 

senior college records compiled more than fifty years ago 

was an impossibility. Because survey teams examined the 

records of higher education institutions across the United 

States over the fifteen years emphasized in this study, 

survey reports provide the detailed information on these 

institutions which would have been impossible to gather in 

any other way. 

As a source for listings of surveys made in this period, 

this study made use of Surveys of American Higher Education, 

a compilation made by Walter Crosby Eells in 1937 for the 

Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. Eells 

described the evolution of the survey movement, provided 

information on current research on effective surveys, and 

included an extensive annotated list of surveys which had 

been made between 1903 and 1937. The annotations consisted 
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145 

of an explanation of the schools surveyed by the team, 

identification of the research team and any funding agency, 

and a statement of the number and type of schools involved 

in the survey. Not only did Eells provide an annotated 

list, but he also included a cross-reference listing which 

indicated which surveys had materials on such topics as 

curriculum, faculty salary, class load, and cost per stu

dent. The cross-reference list also indexed surveys accord

ing to the type of institution covered in the survey. 

The Eells survey was a valuable tool in locating 

surveys; however, many of the surveys were only descriptive 

and were not useful as sources of data. Other surveys were 

no longer available. Seventy-four surveys of higher educa

tion listed by Eells were appropriate for this study and 

occurred within the time period emphasized by this study, 

the years from 1917 to 1932. Of these seventy-four surveys, 

all but eighteen were available as government documents or 

through inter-library loan services used from June 1980 

through June 1981. 

The period from 1917 to 1932 was chosen because ear

lier studies seldom included materials on the junior col

leges. The first national survey of junior colleges occurred 

in 1917, and several national surveys were written in 1931 

and 1932. Further, surveys made before 1917 were in what 

Eells described as "the pioneer stage." Even though there 
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were relatively scientific studies made before World War I, 

the survey methods were generally informal. •'• Surveys made 

after 1932 were examined; however, they were not made part 

of the study because of their emphasis upon the Great 

Depression and its effect upon higher education. 

The surveys in the era provided extensive data, but 

there were four major problems in utilizing the materials. 

First, some surveys grouped together all of their informa

tion gathered from several colleges as one set of data. 

Other surveys of several institutions presented data from 

each college or junior college separately. Second, because 

there were no established standards for conducting surveys, 

each survey team determined what materials they would col

lect. For example, some surveys provided information on 

faculty salary in terms of the average salary paid to all 

college faculty; others presented salary information for 

each faculty rank; and still others offered no information 

on faculty salary. 

Third, surveys did not consistently use the same number 

of colleges in compilation of information on the curriculum 

as they used in the presentation of data on faculty salary 

or cost per student. Leonard Koos, for example, canvassed 

207 junior colleges in thirty-eight states in his 1924 

survey The Junior College; however, his analysis of curricu

lum consisted of materials from only 58 colleges. When 
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survey teams investigated several colleges, they tended to 

use a relatively small number of colleges for curriculum 

analysis because they had to tally four to five courses for 

each student enrolled in each of the colleges for two 

semesters. This analysis required a substantial effort 

by the survey team. 

Fourth, some subjects were virtually untouched by the 

surveys. In particular, little factual information was 

presented on black colleges. Typical of the lack of factual 

information on black colleges was Arthur J. Klein's Survey 

of Land-Grant Colleges and Universities in 1930. Klein 

provided unusually detailed information on white land-grant 

colleges such as percentages of faculty members who had 

taken professional education courses and of students in 

the colleges whose fathers were businessmen or farmers. 

On the other hand, Klein presented limited information on 

black land-grant colleges. He did not even describe cost 

per student or indicate clearly how many faculty members 

2 
had received doctor's or master's degrees. By comparison 

with the information available for white colleges, data on 

black colleges was minimal. 

Because the surveys consisted of varying numbers of 

colleges and because some surveys presented data for each 

institution separately and others compiled the data, this 

study made use of separately presented information whenever 
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possible and weighted the materials when surveys compiled 

information from several colleges. For example, when a 

survey of thirty-five colleges provided information on 

all the colleges grouped together, this study treated that 

survey as thirty-five separate surveys. When a survey of 

three colleges presented data on each of the colleges sepa

rately, information from each college was treated separately. 

The weighting of those surveys which included many 

colleges reflected the number of colleges used in producing 

the survey's information on curriculum and not the total 

number of colleges examined. For example, in using the 

data collected in The Junior College, the survey by Leonard 

Koos, this study followed the pattern set by Koos. Because 

Koos separated his survey materials into the categories of 

private and public junior colleges, this study used the 

same categories. After having separated the information on 

private junior colleges from public junior colleges, this 

study weighted the information according to the 58 colleges 

in the curriculum study and not the 2 07 colleges he examined 

for other issues. There were 35 private junior colleges 

and 23 public ones, and these numbers were used to weight 

the data. The method described in utilizing the material 

from the Koos survey was used with other surveys of grouped 

data. 
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In compiling the information gathered from the surveys, 

this study made use of a crosstabs program to produce fre

quencies. No statistical analysis was done. There were 

several conditions in the study which made statistical 

analysis inappropriate. There was no established pattern 

used in conducting the surveys during this period. Some 

surveys grouped data from many colleges, and others pre

sented the data separately for each college. The necessity 

of weighting the data from grouped surveys and the impossi

bility of assuring correct sampling procedures also pre

cluded the use of statistical analysis. Further, the lack 

of established rules for the survey teams resulted in miss

ing data because all survey teams did not record the same 

types of information. The Statistical Analysis System (SAS) 

crosstabs program was used to produce frequencies because 

of its flexibility in responding to missing data. 

In order to produce computer-generated frequencies for 

the approximately 4 00 colleges covered by the surveys used 

in this study, the materials collected had to be converted 

to categories usable by the crosstabs program. Surveys 

were categorized by type of institution surveyed; institu

tions were classified as senior colleges and universities, 

technical schools, or junior colleges. Some institutions 

were private and others were public; therefore, the surveys 

were classified according to the institutions' source of 
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support. Because some of the national surveys separated 

information on public and private institutions, but did 

not indicate whether the private institutions were denomi

national, not every private institution was also a church 

institution. Because of this ambiguity in the large surveys, 

this study also used church and secular as a category. 

Additional major categories were time, location, race, 

and sex. The categories used for the time in which the 

survey was made were from 1917 to 1922, from 1923 to 1926, 

and from 1927 to 1932. The surveys were categorized as 

national surveys if they were made of states in more than 

one region. Regional categories were based on geographic 

divisions used by the accrediting agencies. Colleges were 

categorized as black or white institutions and as male, 

female, or coeducational institutions. 

Information gathered included the entrance require

ments established by the colleges. Three categories were 

used; did the college admit only high school graduates; 

did the college allow admission of special students with 

fewer high school credits; or did the college admit students 

so liberally that the admissions policy was criticized by 

the survey staff. This study also examined whether the 

colleges shared facilities with a secondary school. The 

availability of dormitories was also a variable. Cate

gories used were that the college had no dormitories, that 
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the college had dormitories for men or dormitories for 

women only, and that the college had dormitories for both 

men and women students. 

Questions involving cost of education included tuition, 

the cost of attending which included room and board, and 

faculty salary. Categories for tuition included no tuition, 

low tuition which ranged from $1 to $50, medium tuition 

which ranged from $50 to $150, and high tuition which was 

over $150. These tuition costs for the academic year were 

adjusted according to the rising cost of living in the 

1920s. For example, low tuition was defined as $1 to $50 

for the period from 1917 to 1922, as $1 to $66 for those 

surveys made from 1923 to 1926, and as $1 to $68 for sur

veys made from 1926 to 1932. Both the cost to the student 

to attend the college for nine months and the faculty salary 

for all ranks of faculty combined were categorized according 

to low, medium, and high, and categories were defined for 

each of the time periods in order to adjust for the rising 

cost of living. 

The institutional policy of having faculty members 

teach in both the college program and in the secondary 

program was examined in this study. The two categories 

used were whether the collete permitted faculty to teach 

in both programs or did not. This study also collected 

information from the surveys on the academic preparation 
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of faculty members. This study recorded the percentages 

of the faculty with doctorate degrees, with master's 

degrees, with bachelor's degrees, and without degrees. 

This study also included the number of hours that each 

faculty member taught each week and the number of students 

in the average class in the college as a whole. 

Curriculum was presented in the surveys in two major 

ways. Some surveys presented the percentages of courses 

taken in particular fields, and other surveys provided 

information on the percentage of courses offered in the 

subjects. Some surveys did not provide the data in per

centages; instead, they provided a total number of courses 

and the number given in each subject. In these cases, the 

percentages were computed. Categories for courses included 

agriculture, clerical subjects, commerce which included 

such courses as accounting and business, education, engi

neering, home economics, industrial arts, and nursing. 

Other courses were ancient language, art, Bible and reli

gion, English, journalism, mathematics, modern foreign 

language, music, philosophy which included such courses 

as ethics and logic, psychology, public speaking, natural 

and physical sciences, and social studies. Categories for 

curriculum also included extension courses, military 

science, physical education, and a final category for those 

few courses which did not fall into the designated cate

gories . 
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These materials were sorted using the crosstabs pro

gram to produce frequencies. The crosstabs program 

tabulated the information from the surveys according to 

private institutions and public ones, according to the 

church institutions and secular ones, according to insti

tutions educating blacks and whites, and according to those 

educating men or women only and those educating both men 

and women. Frequencies were run on the institutions which 

were junior colleges, technical schools, and colleges and 

universities. Further, the surveys were also sorted by 

time period and type of institution. 

The surveys listed below provided the information used 

in computing the frequencies. A statement of the types 

and the numbers of institutions involved in the survey and 

of the time during which the survey was made follows the 

bibliographic information. The numbers of colleges given 

for the surveys by Leonard V. Koos and by F. L. Whitney 

are the number included in their curriculum sections, not 

the larger number of institutions surveyed for other issues 

in their surveys. 

Brown, B. Warren. Preliminary Report of the Educational 
Survey of the Presbyterian Church in the United States: 
Preliminary Report, Held for Revision. Louisville, 
Kentucky; n.p., 1928. 

Data from: 
19 denominational senior colleges (grouped data) 
12 denominational junior colleges (grouped data) 

Survey made: 
1926-1928 
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Chamberlain, Leo Martin. The Housing of Thirty Public 
Junior Colleges of thi~Middle West and Tentiti^Ti" 
Standards and Principles Relating to the Building, 
Equipment, and Associated Administrative Problems 
Lexington, Kentucky: University of Kentucky, 1931. 

Data from: 
30 public junior colleges (grouped data) 

Survey made: 
1930 

Hammond, H.P. "Summary of Fact-Gathering Stages of the 
Investigation of Engineering Education." Journal 
of Engineering Education 17 (September 1926):52-82. 

Data from: 
150 engineering schools (grouped data) 

Survey made: 
1923-1926^ 

Koos, Leonard V. The Junior College Movement. Boston: 
Ginn and Company, 1925. 

Data from; 
35 private junior colleges (grouped data) 
23 public junior colleges (grouped data) 

Survey made; 
1921-1923 

Leonard, R. J.; Evenden, E. S.; and O'Rear, F. B. Survey 
of Higher Education for the United Lutheran Church 
in America. 3 vols. New York; Bureau of Publica
tions, Teachers College, Columbia, 1929. 

Data from; 
13 denominational senior colleges (grouped data) 
1 denominational junior college (separate data) 

Survey made: 
1926-1927 

Massachusetts. House. Report of the Commission for an 
Investigation Relative to Opportunities and Methods 
for Technical and Higher Education in the Common
wealth, Including a Report of a Fact-Finding Survey 
of Technical and Higher Education in the Commonwealth, 
by George F. Zook. House Document No. 17 00. Boston, 
Massachusetts: State of Massachusetts, 1923. 

Data from: 
1 public senior college 
1 public technical 



155 

Survey made; 
1922-1923 

Reeves, Floyd W., and Russell, John Dale. College Organi
zation and Administration: A Report Based Upon a 
Series of Surveys of Church Colleges. Indianapolis, 
Indiana: Board of Education, Disciples of Christ, 
1929. 

Date from: 
16 denominational senior colleges (grouped data) 
4 denominational junior colleges (grouped data) 

Survey made: 
1923-1927 

Reeves, Floyd W.; Russell, John Dale; Gregg, H. C ; Brum
baugh, A. J.; and Blauch, L. E. The Liberal Arts 
College: Based upon Surveys of Thirty-Five Colleges 
Related to the Methodist Episcopal Church. Chicago: 
The University of Chicago Press, 1932. 

Data from: 
35 denominational senior colleges (grouped data) 

Survey made; 
1929-1931 

Strayer, George B. Official Report of the Educational 
Survey Commission, State of Florida to the Senate 
and House of Representatives, Florida State Legis
lature, April 2, 1929. Tallahassee, Florida: T. J. 
Appleyard, Inc., 1929. 

Data from: 
2 public senior colleges (separate data) 

Survey made; 
1928 

Strayer, George D., and Englehart, N. L. A Report to the 
State Survey Commission; Preliminary Report on 
Publicly Supported Higher Education in the State of 
Missouri. Jefferson City, Missouri; State of Mis
souri, 1929. 

Data from; 
1 public senior college (separate data) 
1 black public senior college (separate data) 
1 public technical school (separate data) 
7 public junior colleges (grouped data) 

Survey made: 
1928-1929 
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Streng, Adolph C "The Future of Lutheran Colleges." 
Junior College Journal 3 (January 1933);173-178. 

Data from: 
21 denominational junior colleges 

Survey made: 
1931-1932 

Texas Educational Survey Commission. Higher Education, 
by George A. Works. Texas Educational Survey Report 
Vol. 6. Austin, Texas: Texas Educational Survey 
Commission, 1925. 

Data from: 
3 public senior colleges (separate data) 

Survey made; 
1923-1924 

Secondary Education, by C H. Judd. Texas 
Educational Survey Report Vol. 3. Austin, Texas: 
Texas Educational Survey Commission, 1924. 

Data from; 
4 public junior colleges (separate data) 

Survey made; 
1923-1924 

Texas State Department of Education. Texas Municipal 
Junior Colleges, by J. R. Reid and S. M. N. Marrs, 
Bulletin No. 5. Austin, Texas: n.p., 1929. 

Data from: 
16 public junior colleges (grouped data) 

Survey made: 
1928 

U.S., Department of the Interior. Bureau of Education. 
The Educational System of South Dakota; Report of 
a Survey Made Under the Direction of the United 
States Commissioner of Education, by H. W. Foght. 
Bulletin No. 31. Washington, D.C: Government 
Printing Office, 1918. 

Data from: 
1 public senior college 

Survey made; 
1917-1918 
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• Bureau of Education. The Junior College, by 
F. M. McDowell. Bulletin No. 35. Washington, D.C: 
Government Printing Office, 1919. 

Data from: 
28 public junior colleges (grouped data) 
19 private junior colleges (grouped data) 

Survey made: 
1917-1918 

. Bureau of Education. Report of a Survey of 
the University of Arizona with Earlier Material from 
an Unpublished Study by S. P. Capen, by Parke R. 
Kolbe and L. E. Blauch. Bulletin No. 36. Washington, 
D.C: Government Printing Office, 1922. 

Data from: 
1 public senior college 

Survey made: 
1922 

Bureau of Education. Report on the Higher 
Educational Institutions of Arkansas, by George F. 
Zook. Bulletin No. 7. Washington, D.C: Government 
Printing Office, 1922. 

Data from: 
2 public senior colleges (separate data) 
2 private junior colleges (separate data) 

Survey made: 
1921 

Bureau of Education. Survey of Education in 
Utah, by John J. Tigert. Bulletin No. 18. Washing
ton, D.C; Government Printing Office, 1926. 

Data from; 
1 public senior college 

Survey made; 
1925 

Office of Education. Survey of Land-Grant 
"colleges and Universities, by Arthur J. Klein. 
Bulletin No. 9. Washington, D.C: Government 
Printing Office, 1930. 

Data from: 
50 public senior colleges (grouped data) 
17 black public senior colleges (grouped data) 

Survey made: 
1926-1929 
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Whitney, F. L. The Junior College in America. Greeley, 
Colorado: Colorado State Teachers College, 1928. 

Data from: 
15 public junior colleges (grouped data) 
15 private junior colleges (grouped data) 
11 vocational junior colleges (grouped data) 

Survey made: 
1928 
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NOTES 

Walter Crosby Eells, Surveys of American Higher 
Education (New York: The Carnegie Foundation for the 
Advancement of Teaching, 1937), pp. 15, 37. 

2 
U.S., Department of Interior, Land-Grant Colleges, 

pp. 589, 62, 867. 
3 
There are other articles providing information on 

the survey of engineering education which lasted through
out the 1920s and which was chronicled in The Journal of 
Engineering Education. These reports vary in quality, 
and many are discussions rather than presentations of 
factual material. 




