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SUMAARY

The basic puiwmse o this study of upper divicios institutious -
lnstitvutions which udinil stadent: caly efver a minlmuan of two yesis of

colleglate work waa whiel, themselves, offer only the work of the
Junior, senlior, und Iin some cases pest-graduate years - was Lo Joca il
and record the reasons fur the establigrrent of upgper division ipsti-
tutions in the United Stole.. Ueecadary purposes were (1) to icentify
the thread, if any, which ties bthe experlence of one institution to
another and (2) Lo examine t'e lessons whlich can be learned frow the
early decisions 1o abuligh the flrst two years of collepe end Lo
suggest possitle gpplliceticons Lo existing upper division fustituiiciu.

From the eubset  seveessl asswiaptlons were nade consernin s theoy

lustitutions. Peusltups vost vacie was the assapticon Lhat, fu euor cace,
decilvicns lewddn | b b oo XiuToent o rew cooer divigion ‘
Tilons were taced won 1ol coovclergilons - celmarll oy veflocthin the

crowiay gurbers o0 twoe cul collere cradvates cil:.!un]u‘“' centireed
education - and uct upon any over-riding bellef in the "ecuncept' of

an upper division institutions or In the value of innovation per se,
This assunptlon was ounly partlslly correct; while local consideretions
did play a primary ond predominent role in early decisions concarniag
all existing upper divislon institutions, these considerationsg weis

not always based upon the yrowing needs of graduvates of two-yeur
colleges. Rather, while the cxistence of a "pool" of two~year pradun.es
on which to draw was ofiter seen as a prerequisite for the esteblisiwment
of an upper diviclon lostitution, the needs of these graduates wes
rarely if ever the primary reason for initial consideration of a nsw,
upper division institulion.

The second portion of this asswnption was also puritlally corrcot.
Few upper divisiovn institutlons were creabed as such because oif any
over-riding beliel in the concept of an upper division institution; on
the other hand, the concepl of lnnovatlon per se did play a role in
the establishment of seversl of the existing institutions. This concept
of innovatlon, however, was oiten incorrectly epplied due to the
insular and parochial neture of the considerations which led to the
establishment of most institutions. In most cases, planners were nut
awvare of the exlstence of or experiences of upper division institnations
already in operation; this fact led to creation of "innovative'" insti-
tutions which were, in fact, not so innovetive as their plaumiers lad
ori inally ascuned.



In Lthe case 07 ea:h lnstitutlon, a series ol gquestions was asked
and eventually answered, These questions included why the specific
institution was founded 1n this organizational pattern, how this deci-
sion related to simllar declsions throughout the ccuntry, what local
factors effected the decision to establish an upper division institu-
tion, and the extent to which all such institutions - despite the
primacy of locel factors in early decisions - reflect some sort of
universal response to certaln universel problems within higher educa-
tion today.

The initial proposal hypothesized as follows: "In every case,
one may assume that the decision to choose the upper-divis:ionml form
of organization was based on certain existing problems or needs, as
well as assumptions as to how this form would meet the needs. And, in
those instances in which en institution has reverted 4o full, four-yeer
status, one may also assume that (1) the institution's original
perception of ite problems was fawlty; (2) the institution'’s assump-
tions concerning the effects of thie form of organization were incorrect;
(3) some new factors were added which changed either the initial problem
or the correctness of the initial assumptions."

Perhaps the most basic finding of this study is the extent to
which the preceding paragreph was not applicable to the esteblishment
of existing upper division institutions. Upper division institutions -
and, one may now assune, most new institutions - were based less on
exlsting problems and needs than on either perceived problems or needs
which may or may not reflect the real needs cf the area or on needs of
specific interest groups which were often unrelated tc the needs of
local students. Furthermore, planning rarely attempted to anelyse the
ways in which this organizationel form would meet perceived needs.
Rather, in most instances, the mere existence of a number of public
two-year (community or junior) colleges both obviated the need to
repeat tlie first two years and, in several instances, made such
repetition politically impossible even if educationally desireble.

It should be re-emphasized, however, that the existence of these
tWo-year colleges was not & primary consideration in the initial
decision to establish a new institution in most areas.

The basic approach used in thls study was that commonly known
aes the "historical method." Decisions regarding the establishment of
& number of new institutiouns were examined over & period of time by
examination of a multitude of source documents: presidents' reports,
minutes of boerds of control, cullepe catelogs and directories, docu-
ments prepared by and for accreditation assocloations, planning reports
and documents, status end progress reports, letters, memos, minutes
of meetings and miscellaneous source materlals such as newspapers and
press releases. In addition, individuals like presidents, planners,
and other participants In the ocriginal decisions rerarding esach
Instituticn were interviewed in order to pgother lnformation unavallable
through examination of the "formal" materials which are available to
the historical researcher.




Thooe iactltullons wilrd were or pre@cntl, are oneiuilics us
woper divisicn iastituticios - and which were the subject ¢2 tris ohad

are 1lote” helovu:

.

fellece of the Pacl™ie, Tteetton, Celiforiia (10.5-1071),

Mint Colleme, ¥ling, Michigan (1955-1065)

Concordia Senior College, Fort Wayne, Indiana (1957- ).

Deazborn C§mpus, University of Michigan, Dearborn, Jichigan
1959~ ).

Florida Atlantic University, Boca Raton, Florida (1964- ).

The New School College, New Yorx, New York (1966~ ).

Capitol Campus, The Pennsylvonia State University, Middletowm,
Pennsylvania (1966- ).

Richmond College, Steten Island, New York (19AT7- ).

University of West Florida, Pensecola, Florida (1967- ).

In aeddicion to these Institutlons, a number of new upper dlvision
lustitubtions are presently in varlous stages of developucent. ‘Thosc
instltutions now hell developed bave nob been locluded in this

citud; ; the auihow, lwwever, hws endeavored Lo Voen ubreast ¢f pew
developenty and, vhere povsible, o be of service Lo Lhone stabtes novw
plannin, new Lnstitutions, The followliy Llisl 1o thus teaveel:e; ohe
fact thut a state is listed in no woay Luplics hau approvedl will he
cilven to creublion of an upper division iustitullon or thut suclh ifnsti-
tution will cpen. Th se states bhave, lowever, each indicated o tavice
interest in the ldea of wn upper divicion instltutlon and, in several
cases, have prepared planning documents and/or received legislative
or appropriate Board approval:

Illinols New York Washiagton
Texus New Jersey Ilorida
Penusylvania Minnesota Colorado

It also appears that several of the wore cevere problems which are
common (o upper dlvislon institutions - such a5 a difficulty in achieving
an adequatce enrollment level - may be the result of the planning process
which preceded each existing instltution. To the degree thaet this is
correet, the purochialism of rmest lustltutional planners is responsible
for the countimwmiion and repetition of these sawe basic errors. If one
recommendation for action could be drawn from the results of this study,
it wouvld be thut states involved In consideration of the upper division
form of organization study the experience of states 1a wlich such insti-
tutions are now in operation before the decision is taken to establish
an upper dlvision institution. "~ o step toward implementation of this
recommendation, this report ls .cing sent to officials in each state were
consideration of the upper division alternative is known to be golng on,
as well as to those who participated in the report's development and
others who have expressed an interest in its findings.
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[NTRODUCTION

The basic purpose of thdls stuly of upper division inbbltutLONu -
Institutions whicl. admit students only alter a ainimun of two years of
collepiate worit and whlch, themselves, offer only the work of the
Junior, senior, and in some cases post-graduate years - was to document
aad record tne rcesons for the establishment of upper division insti-
tutions in ihe United States. Sccondary purposes were (1) to identify
the thread, 1f any, which ties the experience of one institution to
another and (2) to examlne the lessons which can be learned from the
early decisions to abolish the first two years of college and to
suggest possible appllcations to existing upper division institutions.

Although some research has been done on the earliest attempts
to modify the four-year baccalaureate structure through creation of
“"bisected” colleges or universities, there has been no recsearch on
the origins or development of the post-World War Twn upper division
institutions. (1) Recent books on innovation in education, such as
those Ly Baskin or Stickler, include little more than footnotes on the
upper division experiments, desplite chapters on the cluster colleies
at the University of the Pacific or the cooperatiwe education program
at Pearborn Campus. Other works, such as that of Knoell and Medsker
(which deals with transier students in Michigan, among other statewn,,
or Becker (on the new library system et Florida Atlantic Universlty)
never mention that the institution under discussion offers 10 [reshman
or sophomore classes. (2)

1. Representative articles dealing with early attempts to "obisect" the
baccalaureate progrom are W.lH. Cowley, "A Ninety-Year-0ld Conflict Erupts
Agaein," The Educational Record, XXIII (April, 1942), 192-218, and Walter
Crosby Eells, "Abolition of the Lower Division: Early History," The
Junior College Journal, VI {January, 1930), 193-95.

2. Samuel Baskin (ed.), liigher Educaticn: Some Newer Developments (New
York: McGraw Iill, 1965), pp. 17-18; Hugh W. Stickler {ed.), Egperimen-
tal Colleges (Tallahassee: Florida State University, 1965), pp. (3-09,
107-20; Dorothy M. Knoell and Lelend L. Medsker, From Junior to Senior
College: A National Study of the Transfer Student (Washington D.C.:
American Council on Education, 1965), passim.




Those institutions which were or presently are operating as
upper divisior institutions - end which were the subject of this study -
are listed below:

College of the Pacific, Stockton, California (1935-1951).

Flint College, ¥lint, Michigan (1956-i5GC5 ).

Concordia Sernior College, Fort Wayne, Indiana (1957- ).

Deafborn CQmpus, University of Michigen, Dearborn, Michigan
1959~ ;.

Florida Atlentic University, Boca Raton, Florida (196L- ).

The New School College, New York, New York (1966- ).

Capitol Campus, The Pennsylvania State University, Middletown,
Pennsylvania (1966- ).

Richmoné College, Staten Island, New York (1967- ).

University of West Florida, Pensacola, Floridas (1967- ).

The study did not include specialty schools (such as Pacific Oaks
College, Pasadena, California [Eiementary educatio§7 or Otis Art
Institute, Los Angeles, California [E}t and art educatio§7), nor does
it include Schools of Allied Heaith professions (such as Chio State
University School of Allied Medical Professions, State University of
New York at Puffalo School of Health Related Professions, State Uulver-
sity of New York Downstate Medicel Center Cocllege of Health Related
Professions, University of Floride College of Health Related Profles-
sions, or University of Kentucky School of Allied Health Professions)
which are often organized to offer the prolessional or Junior/senior
year poction only of a baccalaureate degree.

Furthermore, it does not include those colleges or unlversities
(such as Franconia College, Unlversity of Florida, University of
Minnesota, Temple University, University of Akroan, University of Utah,
University of Tcledo, Boston University, Brigjhaw Yown University,
Ohio Universivy, Ohiu stabte University, or Michigan State University)
which either admit all rfreskmen to & two-year University College before
allowing matriculation at an "upper division" professional school or
offer & two-year asgoclatve depgree within thei:r structure as a four-
year lnstitution. The study did include, however, come historical
background to provide an understanding of the uouices of Lhe ideas
which led to both the present upper divislon itnstitutious and o the
unlversities listed 1o this paragraph which have formally dlvided uhe
baccolourcaie experience albey the lnitial two zewrs of otudy.

In alurilon to the upper dlviulon Insolictivne stwdles, o webel
of new upper division lopstibulicas are precenily in variow suvuges ol
development. Those inctliutici: now helup developed have not lLec.
iacluded in this study; the author, lowever, has cndeavored to kecep
abrcast ol rew developments and, where possible, to be o0i cervice to

those states none louulay a new lnstitutlon. The followlrn: list is
thus Lo tetive; the Tact that a state is listed in no way implies tlat
approval will be given Lo creution of an upper dlvision irstitutions or

that s.~! lnctliution will open. These siates have, however, ¢ich indica-
ted & basic interest in the ldea of an upper division institution and,
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in several instances, huve prepared planning documents and/or received
legislative or appropriate Board approval:

Illinois New York Washington
Texas New Jersey Florida
Penncylvania Minnesota Colorado

The establishment of any institution invariably leads to ceratin
questions a: to why specific decisions were made; in the case of inno-
vative institutions - and especially a series of institutions similar
to each other yvet different from all others - these questiiuns become
even more importent. Thus, in the case of the upper division institu-
tions, one may ask not only why a specific institution was founded in
this organizational pattern, but how (and if) this decision relates to
simllar decisions throughcout the country To what extent are upper
divisicn institutions merely independent respomses to local situations
which happen to be similar, and therefore, lead to similar respunses?
Or, to what extent is the upper division institution a universal
response to certain universal problems within higher education today?

Ones means of discovering answers to the questions posed above
and in the originel proposal for this study is to examine the reasons,
or rationale, for the establishment of each of the institutions concerned.
Such examination not cnly provided answars to the questions of
"universality,” but also showed the extent to which each given institu-
tion hed made use of the example provided by those institutions which
came before.

Despite the fact that this study must conclude little or no
attempt on the part of planners for those upper divis’'on institutions
already in operation to make use of the experience of “hose which
preceded them, the author believes that this impartial examinatior. of
the problems, responses, and outcomes common to the development of all
upper division institutions - both past and present - can serve both
those now engeged in operation of such institutions and those who may
be considering adoption of this specific organizational pattern.




METHODS

The basic apprcuch used in this study wu. that commonly known as
the historical method. Decisions regarding the establisiment of the
nine upper division institutions listed above (p. 5) were examined by
use of a multitude of source documents: presidents' reports, minutes of
boards of control, college catalogs and directories, documents prepared
by and for accreditation associations, planning reports and documents,
status and progresus reports, letters, memos, minutes of meetings, and
miscellaneous source materials such ns newspapers and press releases.
In addition, individuals including presidents, planners, and other
participunts In the originul decisions regarding each institution were
interviewed in order to gather information unavailable through examina-
tion of the "formal" materials which are available to the historical
researcher.

The original intent was to tape all interviews; this proved
impossible for two reascns In one instance, the recorder mzlfunctioned
during an interview session; in several other instances, the subjects
made it clear that the session would be more productive 1T a tape
recorder were not used. In these cases, notes were prepared and returned
to the subject for approval in the same manner as 1f the tape recorder
hid veen in operation.

Although each interview varied in accordance with the institution
under study and with the individual's role within the plaunning for that
institution, ull interviews were aimed at discovering aunswers to the same
bacic questlions:

To what torces or needs was your institutlon responding when the
deciclon was made to establish (or become) an upper diviuion
institution?

Why was this particular form of organizatlion chosen?
From what source{s) did your planners get the idea for this organi-
zational form; was it, rather, an nd hoc response to an existing

situation?

To what extent were you uware of other (similar) efforts to estab-
lish upper division institutions; what use wos made of this?



By whoam, end how, was the declsion made?

Whui rel-ulonship does this declsion have te the positicr (if
eay) taken by your sccrediting wyweucy or State Education
Depsrtment?

What specific advantages {or disadvantages) did your institution
envisage as a result of the orgainizatlional form; on whut was
+hies expectation based; what hus been the result?

ro

The initlal step in preparation of the report was to undertake
"buckground" research to discover the historlcal antecedents to the
present upper division institutlions. The hulk of this work, as wvell
ag field visits to Flint College, Flint, Michigan and Richmond College,
New York, New York, was completed before the start of the project
period. In each of these institutions - as at euch other institution
visited - preliminary correspondence with the president und other
officials had provided a general understanding of the author's intent
and needs upon his arrival on campus. Following & visit to the chlef
edministrative officer on campus:, the author then proceeded to arrange
interview schedules wlth persons suggested by the president and, as
soon as possible, to enter the flles or archives to review the source
documents avallable. Interviews and rev'ew of documente contlnued for
the duration of each visit; the chief aduministrative officer wos then
formally interviswed at the ccnclusion of each field visit.

though the original research plan envisioned visits tu ten
sampuses (including Pratt Institute in Brooklyn, New York), this plan
was modified since planning offices for several institutions were
geographically seperate from the operating campus. For exampie, the
planning for the University of West Florlda (Pensacola)} end Florido
Atlantic University (Boca Raton) was done at the Office of the Board
of Regents (Tallahassee); plinning for the Capitol Campus (Middletown,
Pennsylvania) wes done at The Permsylvania 3tate University (Unlversity
Park, Pennsylvania); planning for both the Fyint and Dearborn cumpuces
of the University of Michlgan was donc at Ann Arbor. In euch case,
the author both worked in files and archives and conducted interviews
at the central planning locution in addition to on the campus of the
Institutlion itself.

After the beginning of the project period, field viasits were
conducted in accordance with the following ichedule:

July 1 - July 11, 1968 Dearborn, Michigan (Dearborn Csmpus)
Ann Arbor, Michigan (Univ. of Michigan)
Ft. Wayne, Indiana (Concordia)

September 16 - September Middletown, Pennsylvania {Capitol)
20, 1968 University Park, Penn. (Penn Stute)

October T - October 11, Stockton, California (College of
1968 the Pacific)
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November 11 - November Boca Raton, Florida (Floridu Atlantic)
22, 1968 Pensacola, Florida (Univ. of West Fla.)
Tallahinssee, Florida (Board of
Regents)

Visits to the New School, New York, New York and to Pratt Institute,
Brecuklyn. New York were conducted on a number of single day visits
during early 1969.

In several cases - such as those concerning the former Chancellor
of the State University System of Florida or the Director, Personnel
Recruiting and Research, Personnel and Organization, Ford Mctor
Company ~ perticipants were unavailable for interviews due to the
schedule of field visits undertaken by the author. In a number of
such cases, corresponderice was initlated by the author; the results
included letters with pertinent information, telephone interviews,
and, in one case, preparation of a document outlining the creation of
the Dearborn Campus from the perspective of the Ford Motor Company, a
major participant in the early decisions. These documents are listed
in the References section of this report, as are each of the interviews,

Following completion of all fleld visits and background research,
this final report itself was prepared. As stated on the title page of
this report, points of view or opinions do not represent those of the
Office of Education; nor ac they necesscarily represent those of the
offizials of the institutions under consideration. Many persons, both
on campuses and in cantral offices, gave of thelr time and provided
accees to written meterinls. Interpretations and conclusions drawn from
these materials ~ or from the facts stated in interviews - are entirely
the responsibllity of this author.
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FINDINGS
Historical Background

Historically, the American college developed both in response to
an expanding system of secondary or preparatory eeucation - which
Increasingly took to itself those basic studies offered in the American
college - and to the imported German "University" ideals, which provided
both a methodology and u body of subject matter which the college
adopted as its own. Thus, by the middle of the nineteenth century, some
Americen educators began to see the existing four-year college as an
enomaly. Rather than offering a vnified four-year course of study, the
American college appeared to these reformers to combine elements of
two divergent systems of education, one of which was the logical
conclusion of a student's general or preparatory educatlion, while the
other was the beginning of professional or research-oriented
"university" work.

As early as the 1850'u, Henry Tappan of the University of Michigan
decided that the work of the American college was really secondary or
preparatory in nature; basing his conclusions on the Geman model of
gymnasium and university, he deduced thut American colleges (or
universities, as they were cometimes culled) were not offering truly
advunced of "university-level work. Unlike his later supporters,

Tappan did not prupose separating the two functions. Rather, once
having recognized that two functlons existed, Tappan moved to "perfect”
the gymnasial function within the University itself.

Another distinction between Tappan and those who would luter advo-
cate the bilsection of the American college and the relegation of its
component parts to either the high school or the university was Tappan's
eguetion of the entire cullege, as it then existed, ..th preparatory
work. To Tappan, bisection of the college was not an issue, for there
was really nothing to bilsect. Later educators, particularly W.W.

Folwell at the University of Minnesota in the 1870's and William R.
Harper at the University of Chicago at the turn of the twentlieth
century, felt that the university as they saw it should rid itself of
its preparatory or non-universlty functions.

Since Germany had been the source of the university concept and
of much of the subject matter being taught in the new American "university,"




11

many educators turned to Germany for the organizationsl model on which
to base a restructured American system of education. The German system
had no “college"” as an intermediate step between preparatory and
university work; rather, the gymnasium provided all work which was
required before entrance to the university, work which was roughly
eguivalent to that offered through the sophomore year in the American
college. As instlitutions which were celled universities developed in
the United States during the late nineteenth and early twentieth
century, educational leaders such as Folwell, Harper, and David Starr
Jordan at Stunford suggested that these institutions would not be

true universities until they had ceased to offer the preparatory or
non-university courses which then constituted the bulk of their fresh-
man and sophomore offerings.

Harper bellieved that there was a distinction between work "of the
same scope of character as that of the preceeding years in the academy
or high school" and "the real university work done in the Jjunior and
senior years" of college. His ultimate solution was a combination ot
that proposed by Teppan - that the University's role was first to
perfect that preparatory work which it, of necessity, offered - and by
Folwell, - that the proper role of the University could not be achicvved
until such time as the preparatory work wuas eliminated from the Univer-
sity entirely. Harper created an institution at the Unlversit
Chicago in which the work of the first two years (preparator § was
clearly distinct from that of the last two years (universityg and
which, through its program of affiliations, would eventuully "pe:mit the
University in Chicago to devote its energies mainly to the University
Colleges and to strictly University work.'"(1)

Harper's concept of affiliation was an integral part of his plun
for an institution which would devote its energies mainly to stricily
University work. Affiliated secondary institutions would become, in the
strictest sense, departments of the University through University repre-
sentation on the local board of control and University participation in
matters of appointment, examinations, and certification of completion.
At the same time, qualified institutions would be encouraged to
continue their offerings through the first two years of college, as was
begun at Joliet, Illinois in 1902. The end result, Harper hoped, would
be "the growth end development of the high school and the probubility
that this growth will not stop until two years of college work have
been added to the present curriculum of the high school" which would

1. Willism R. Hurper, "The Length of the Baccalaureate Course and Pre-
paration for the Professional Schools,” Journal of Proceedings mand
Addreszes of the National Education Association {Winona: the Association,
1903), 505; William R. Harper, Officiul Bulletin No. 2 (Chicags, 1891),
p. 3, cited by Richard J. Storr, Herper's University: The Beginnings
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1966), p. ii7.
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permit that "the higher work be given all our strength on the campus.”
By 190L, six high schools in five states had developed elongated programs
which included two years of junior college work as affiliated institu-
tions with the University of Chicago. (1)

In Californie, President David Starr Jordan of Stanford was socn
to advocate a similar plan for bisecting the existing college through
a less formel system of affiliation. Although Jordan was not the first
prominent educator in Culifornia to promote the separation of Jjuniorx
college work from that of the university - Dr. Alexis F. Lange had
been trying since 1892 to foster u reorganizaticn of the University of
California which would reflect the distinction between "prepuratory"
and "university" studies - Lange later wrote that "this propaganda would
probably not have gathered momentum very fast without President Jordan's
dynamic articles and addresses urging the amputution of freshman and
sophomore classes to prevent university utrophy and urging the relega-
tion of these classes to the high school."(2)

In 1907, Jordan's Report to the Trustees of Stenford University
recommended 'the immediate separation of the Jjunior collese from the
university or university college" and the requirement of "the work of
the Junior college as o reguisite for admission to the University on
and ufter the year 1913, or as scon as & number of the best equipped
high schools of the State are prepared to undertake this work." This
recommendation was based upon Jordan's belief that "the college hus
gradually pushed itsell upward, relegating its lower years to the
secandary schools, end absorbing two of .the years which would naturally
belong to the university." The result, according to Jordan, is "a
tendency to separate the college into two parts: the junior college, of
two yeare, in which the work 1s still colleglate, and the university
college;" yet, "it is better for the university to be as far as
pousible free from the necessity of Jjunior college instruction." (3)

In that same year, 1907, the California State Legislature passed
the first law in the nation to permit "The board of trustees of uny

1. Storr, Harper's University, p. 212; Walter Crosby Eells, The Junior
College (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1931), pp- 54-55; William R.
Harper, Decenniel Report (Chicago: The University, 1902), p. lxvii;
William R. Harper, statement at meeting of the F.culty of Arts and
Sciences, October 1, 1892, cited by Thomas W. Goodspeed, A History of
the University of Chicago Founded by John D. Rockefeller: The First-
Quarter Century (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1916), p. 247.

2. Alexis F. Lange, "The Junior College With Special Reference to
California," Proceedings of the National Education Association (Oskland:
1915), pp. 119-2k, cited by Eells, The Junior College, p. 91.

s+ David Starr Jordan, rourth Annual Report of the President of the
University, Trustees Series No. 15 (Stanford: Stanford University,
1907), pp. 18, 19, 20-22.
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city district, union, Joint union, or county high school" to "prescribe
postgraduate courses of study for the graduates of' such high school...
vhich courses of study shall approximate the studies prescribed in the
first two years of university courses." Yet, despite both Jordan's
intent a4t Stanford and the passage ot this trail-breaking legislation,
the high schools in California did not respond rapidly enough to allow
Stanford to carry through Jordan's recommendations. The first junior
college established under terms ot the 1907 legisdation opened at
Fresno High School in 1910. As of 1917, sixteen Calilorniu high schools
were offering post-gruduute work with s combined enrollment of over
1250; yet, over 620 of these students wece enrolled in two Los Angeles
institutions which would close within the next three years, (1)

At Stantord, as at Chicugo, a period ot nearly two decade: elapsed
during which time the President continuously proposed the ubolition of
the first two ye.rs, but during which time no concrete steps (beyond the
temporary limiting of freshman enrollment ut Stunford) were token.

And, ulthough the lower division programs were never abolished at either
of these two institutiouns, the educational thought and suggestions for
action of the two presidents contributed greatly to the development of
the Junior college us a two-yeur unit, often in its early days closely
tied to if not actunlly a part of the locul public high school. Duiirw
the remainder of the 1920's, Junior colleges continued to grow in buta
numbers and enrollment; concurrently, new cxperim:nts - such as the s5.x-
four-four plan which creuted a four-year "middle school" and lour-year
Jurior college leaving a student prepared for hic "university" education
at the start of the collegiate junlor year - made continuing discussion
concerning the appropriate point aut which to break the buccaluureute
experience superfluous. Later educators might continue to debute the
desirability of dividing the four-year buccalaureate progr.m; ror sali
practical purposes, however, the point ut which that division would be
made was now set and, in fact, the feasiblliiy of operating institutions
containing only two years of "collegiate" study had been dewon:trated.

By 1934, thirty-two years after the estublishment of the rirst
public Junior college at Joliet, Illinois, 521 Junior colleges weie in
operation in the Unlted States, of which 219, or 4. percent, were public
institutions. Enrollment in Junior colleges had Just passed 100.000
students and would grow, by the end of that decude, 1o over 19o,000.
Moreover, by the end of' the 1930's, over /O percent of all junior colle;e
students would be attending public institutions which, although estub-
lished at = decreasing rate during the depression, continued tuv enrcll
greater numbers and percentages of students due to their convenience
and relautively low tultion rates compured tu private, four-year ingtitu-
tions. Whether for the reasons advocuted by Folwell, Harper and Jordan

1. Political Code Section 1681, Statutes ot California, 1907, Chapter
69, p. 88, cited by Carl G. Winter, History o the Junior C.llege Move-
ment in California, California State Department of Education, Bureau of
Junior College Education, Release No. 20 (Sacrementa: California utate
Department of Education, October 24, 196L), pp. 1, 2-4, 15, 37.




14

or not, the Amerlcan college had effectively been divided, at least in
those locations where Jjunior colleges flourished (1)

Early Upper Division Institutions

Prior to the end of the Second World War, three upper division
inotitutions had been established and the groundwork had been luid for
the development of a fourth such institution. One of these institutions
was part of the historical development outlined above; the other three
were, to greauter or lesser degrees, the outcome of the same types of
considerations which had led Harper and Jordan to advocate the bisec-
tion of the American college.

The first Americen Institution to completely sepurate its lower
from its upper division had been the University of Georgia, then known
g6 Franklin College, which hud fuced severe internul dissention over
the role which science should play and equally severe problems of both
finsnce and enrollment. Following the resignation of the President in
November, 1858, the Board moved to reorganize the college, thus huving
some effect on that problem which the Board identified as central: the
youth of the student body. By May of 1859 the Board had proposed the
linking of the ccllege's prepuratory division (the Academy) with the
first two years of existlng collegiate study so that students could
"be watched over night and day, till fully prepured for the Junior
Class." On August 4, the Trustees formally created s "collegiate
institute” to perform this function and, on November 3, 1859, announced
that "The University of Georgia shall coneist of a Collegiate Institu-
tion, a College Proper [yhich would include only the Junior and senior
years/, and University Schools of Science and Philosophy." (&)

Although the new institution was opened in January, 1861 with 1.0
Juniors and senlors, the outbreak of war and Georgiu's secession soon
cuused the loss of seventy-five students who enlisted. Enrollment
continued to decline and, following a complete mobilization following
the fell of Chattanooga, only twenty students remained in the College
Proper. As a final attempt to save the college, the {reshmun and

1. Michael Brick, Forum and Focus for the Junior College Movement (New
York: Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, Columbia University,
1964), pp. 2k-25

2. For discussion of the University of Georgia durlng this period, see
Robert Preston Brooks, The Unlverslty of Georgia Under Sixteen Admini-
strations, 1785-195% (Athens: University of Georgix Press, 1956), pp.
;8-L6; E. Merton Coulter, College Life in the 0ld South (New York: Mac
Millan, 1928), pp. 254-62; A.L. Hull, A “Historical Sketch of the Uni -
versity of Georgia (Atlanta: The Foote and Davies Co., 18947, Tpp. O7-
7.
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suophomore classes were once ugain added on July 4, 1863; as of January
1, 1864 enrollment had risen again to forty students. It was, however,
not enough, and the University was closed "for the duration” in eurly
February of 1864. When the University of Georgia reopened in 1866, it
once again offered a full four years of collegiate study within one
organizational framework.

Although most scholars interested in the bisection of the early
college agree that the University of Georgia represents the Iirst
"successful" attempt of an operating institution to eliminate its own
freshman and sophomore years, they muke little sttempt to see these
evente ws anything more than an historicul oddity. Yet, the University
of Georglu was typical of many of the problems faced by American
colleyes ilmmediately before and nfter the American Civil War; what was
atyplcal wes the response. And, in a larger sense, the very problems
of financial support for uan institution combining the function of two
educational programs and ol the youthful age of the potential students
in areus in which preparatory education was not readily uvuillable
were problems similar tu thcse which led Tappan, Folwell and even
Harper to vuggest the bisection of the American college.

As stauted above, by the 1950's, generul agreement had been
reached as to the point at which [uture attempts to divide the tour-
year baccaluureate program would be made; this point was shaped by
conslderations such as had led Franklin College to rid itself of its
first two years. By the 1930's, too, gradual agreement was being
reached as to the definitions to be assumed when describing the organi-
zation of American higher education. The rapid expansion of public
secondary education, both in terms of universal availability and of the
level of instruction, led tu an up-graded and more clearly defined
college than had existed even as late as the swjgestions of Harper und
Jorden. Moreover, the work of the freshman and scphomore years, now
offered in independent two-year Jjunior colleges often tied to the
secondary system, was accepted as being of "college" level, in part
because the concept of a four-year college between secondary und
graduate study had finally guined a level vt acceptance which protected
it from further incursions from the German model of gymnasium and
unlversity. Finally, the university itself had taken on many of the
org.unizational aspects of the German university - often becoming a
federation of schools including but not limited to the English-based
college - and this definition, which emphasized structure as well as
level of instruction, diminished the tendency to reJject certain courses
or subjects as '"non-university" in nature.

. Thus, the stage had been set for the first mujor attempt to
cumpletely eliminate the first two years frcm a four-year institution
since the days of the Civil War. Appropriately enough, the attempt
occured in California, where the system of public Jjunior collepges was
the most extensive in the nation and where, for over thirty yeuars,
officials at the Universlty of California and at Stunford had been
advocating such a split. Yet, the change came not at one of these
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well established institutions, but at an institution in central Califor-
nia which had, throughout its existence, been forced by circumstances

to change and adjust to conditions" which it faced as "a relatively
unknown college." (1)

The College of the Pacific opened at its third location in it
seventy-six year history at Stockton, California in the fall of 192k,
During the next four years, enrollment at the college grew to a peak
of 978 during the 1928-29 academic year; yet, the costs of relocation
and reliance upon tuition fur most required funds limited the institu-
tion's ability, even during the years of prosperity, to build an
adequate endowment. With the onset of the depression, enrollment (and,
with it, tuition lf.icome) declined, reaching 842 during the 1931-32
academic year and 707 the following year. On September 28, 1932,
President Tully C. Knoles reported to the Board of Trustees that the
College hed a "cash deficit of $54,069.58 for the current year... fand/
it was proposed by the Comptroller that each employee of the College
take a two months' cut in salary in addition to the fifteen percent
formerly agreed upon." (2)

By the opening of the 195;-,4 academic year, the situation was
becoming critical and in October, 1933 a special Faculty Coordinating
Committee was created to search for possible ways of saving the insti-
tuticn. One solution, suggested by Professor and Debate Coach Dwayne
Orton, was that the College of the Pacific establish a separate Junior
college division withou: alteration of the traditional four-year cur-
riculum or of the academic staundards at the four-year institution.
Creation of the Junior college would provide for increused revenues,
while retalning the College's traditional academic standards which were
seen as one major drawing card during the depression years. Furthermore,
the new Jjun‘or college division was seen as being "in line with the
trend in American liberal education whi ch recognized the first two
years of the arts college as the concluding period of the student's
general education." (3)

1. Robert E. Burns, interview held October 7, 1968 at Stockton, Culiforniu.

2. College of the Pacific, "Minutes of the Board of Trustees, September
29, 1925-June, 15, 1939," p. 55; College of the Pucific, Bulletin of
the College of the Pacific, Catalogue Issue for 1933-s4 (Stockton: the
College, December, 193.), p. 93.

4. Rockwell D. Hunt, History of the College of the Pacific (Stockton:
College of the Pacific, 1951), p. 148; Tully C. Knoles, "President's
keport, March 27, 1934," p. 2; Dwayne C. Orton, interview held Decem-
ber 16, 1968 at New York, New York; Burns, interview; College of the
Pacific, Bulletin of the College of the Pacific: Junior College Issue
(stockton: the College, Junme, 19343, p. 2.
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Although the new junior college division enroclled sixty-five new
students, President Knoles was stlll not satisfied with the College's
enrollmant. In the spring of 1935, an attempt was made to secure legis-
lation authorlzing County Superintendents of Schools of the State to
pay tuition costs for students attending College of the Pacific Junior
College, a step which might have increased junior college enrollment
through creation of fiscal parity with existing public Junior zolleges.
The bill "was not brought on the floor fof the State legislaturgY for
consideration,” President Knoles reported to the Board, "through fear
of unconstitutionality." The next logical step was consideration of
establishment of a public Junior college using Pacific's underutilized
facilities and faculty. On June 10, 1935, President Knoles reported
that "he had been informed that it would be entirely legal for the
Stockton High School unit under its Board of Education to organize
itself in a High School-Junior College District.... [Eng7 to rent such
buildings or rooms of the College of the Picific as would be designated
for the use of the Junior College." (1)

The exact moment that President Knoles first considered establish-
ment of a public junlor ccllege in a cooperative arrangement with the
College of the Pacific is unclear. In his President's Report oi October,
1935 (after the new public institution had opened), he explained that
"for a number of yeurs various education leaders in the state huve
comuented upon the possibility of the organization of public junior
college classes on the part of the Stockton School Board in connection
with the College of the Pacific.” Professor Orton has stated that
President Knoles discussed with him the possibility of a "coordinate
arrangement of public and private institutions" as early as the spring
of 1934 during early consideration of the College of the Puciric Junior
College. And both Orton and Burns recollect that Knoles had long felt
that, educationally, the College of the Pacific could - in Knoles' own
worde - "concentrate upon the work of the Upper Division and graduate
Year, frankly recognizing in fact what is recognized in law in Calitor-
nia that the Lower Division is a part of secondary education." (2)

The ultimate result oi' the decislon tu establish (and, on the
part of the College of the Pacitic, to support) a public Jjunior college
in Stockton - and the concomitant decision to eliminute the lower
division from the College of the Pacific and to rent the unused facili-
ties to the public institution - was creation of a four-year academic
program, half public and half private, sharing the same campus. The
declsion was based, to a great extent, in Knoles' beliefs concerning

1. Tully c. Knoles, "President's Report, October 23, 19,4," p. 2; Tully
C. Knoles, "President's Report, October, 1935," p. 1; College of the
Pacific, "Minutes, September 29, 1925-June 15, 1$39," pp. 123, 127.

2. Knolea, . "President's Report, October, 1935," p. 2; Orton, interview;
Tully C. Knoles, "President's Report, October 27, 1936," p. Y; Burns,
interview.
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the appropriate adminlstrative and educational structure of a college;
thece beliefs, in turn, were based upon the thinking of such educators
ag Jordan, Lange, and Ray Lyman Wilbur, then President of Stanford.
Mcreover, Pacific's need to decrease costs while increasing revenues -
cumbined with increasing public pressure for a public Junior college in
Stockton - mede elimination of Paclfic's lower division in conJunction
with creation of & public Junior college an alternative which would
benefit all concerned On April 1, 1939, President Knoles reported, "My
enthuslasn for our enterprise grows with experience. The College is
realizing much more fully upon its facilities [;hich were being rented,
in part, to the junior college which shared Pacific's campu§7, all
competition for students in the lower division 1s removed, and an ade-
quate base for the Seniocr College 13 fairly assured. Strife could
zrise, but if frank understanding is practiced I can see nothing but
continued good." (1)

Both "frank understanding” and "continued good" existed for
cllghtly over a decade from the elimination of College of the Pacific's
lower division in 1935. During that period, however, changes had begun
which would force a reconsideration of the cooperative status between
Pacific and Stockton College One such change - that of the name frum
3tockton Junlor College to Stockton College - was the result of a
reorganization by the Stockton Board of Education (the Board of Control
for the Junior college) of its total offerings into a six-four-four
plun of organization in 1944. This reorganization tied the Jjunior
college much more closely to the "lower'" public offerings; the change
to a four-year status - coupled with the influx of students to both
institutions following the Second World War - created severe strains
on the shared facilities. Finally, new personnel, who felt loyalty
neither tc the shared campus nor to the working arrangements instituted
in 1935-36, were employed; moreover, the Junior college itself had
begun to develop (and desire) an identity of its own, separate from
that of the Cullege of the Pacific. (2)

By the end ot the decade of the 1G40's, both President Burns and
Chancellor Knoles felt that relations between the two inutitutions
were rapidly deteriorating. Yet, although Knoles felt that "relutions
between the two schools had reached a place where cooperntion is wlmost
impossible" - a situation which Burns attributed to "a cantankerous
school board with o new and difficult administrator" and the fact that
“ascademic cooperation... i6 coming to u point where there is little
more than a rental of our facilities" - Burns nonetheless suggested
“"that we sit tight, but watch the situation very carefully." Burms

1. Tully C. Knoles, YPresident's Report, April 1, 1937," p. 3.

2. Burns, interview; St.ckton College, Stockton Collepe Catalogue 194U-
49 (Stockton: Stockton ‘ollege, July, 1943), p. ©; Stockton Board of
Education, "Records oI the Elementary Division, November 12, 19Ll-
January 9, 1945," p. 272.
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realized that udvantages - particularly savings and the large number of
students drawn to a tultion-free institution from which Pacific could
chose its Junior class - existed; by late 1949, these advant*iges had

not yet been over-come by disadvantages, both existing and potential. (1)

By the end of 1950, however, three specific problems had arisen
which crysinlized the areas of disagreement and led to the end of the
sixteen year experiment as an upper division institution. President
Burns has stated that "if the Korean War hadn't come along, I suspect
we might stlll be an upper-division - graduate institution." Although
this sentiment is probably an over-statement, the war did have immediate
effects upon both institutions. On November 10, 1950, the College of
the Pacific Board of Trustees approved establishment of an ROTC unit
on campus to "protect" Pacific students srom the draft, which took
423 students from the Junior college which was unable to offer an ROTC
program. This fact, coupled with the fact that the end of the suphomore
year in a "bisected" institution was & logical point at which to draft
men needed for the armed forces, led Burns to believe that College of
the Pacific might not continue to recelve adequuate numbers of transfer
atudents from the Jjunior colleges oi the State.(2)

Two new problems had also arisen. President Burns reported that
the American Chemical Society hud refused to uccredit Pacitic's
program since, in the words of the Societiy, "the present organization
of the College of the Pacific cannot permit the Department of Chemis-
try to retain proper control over the caiiber and scope of the lower
level course and training.” In addition, Burns had Jjust received
notification that all intercollegiute athletic events with Paciiic had
been cancelled due to pressure on other colleges from the Pacific
Coast Conference, which had expelled the College for ccatinuing to
allow sophomores from Stockton College to participate on its teams. (3)

Burns believed that the problems with the Chemical sociely - und
anticipeted problems with Phi Beta Kappa and the engineering accrediting
body -~ could be solved only through addition of i lower divislion, or at
least through the addition of lower division courses in those areas in
which the college wished subJect-amatter acereditation. Considering the
continuing difficulties being encountered in rclations with Stockton

1. College of the Pacific, "Minutes of the Board ol Trustees, Octuber

25, 1948-June 18, 1955," pp. 329, 329; Robert E. Burns, "President's
Report, March 28 1950," p. 5.

2. Burns, interview; College of the Pacific, "Minutes, Octouber 25,
1948-June 18, 1955," pp. 363, 369; Stockton Board of Education, “Board
Minutes, February 27, 1951-February 2k, 195%,," p. 324,

s+ College of the Pacific, "Minutes, October 25, 1543-June 13, 1955,"
p. 399; Robert E. Burns, "President's Repurt, October 20, 19,0," pp.
5, 6
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Ccllege, Burns saw no real reeson to continue operation of Collegze of
the Pacific without a lower division. Although the rental contruct with
stockton €ollege hed realized $47,000 the past vear, Pacific officials
realized that they were not receiving adequate income to offset wear
and tear on the bulldings. Furthermore, income from tuition from a new
lower division would exceed required expenses by approximately $3,000

a year for & lower division of two hundred students and by $63,000 a
year for a lower division of four hundred students. (1)

Based on these reasons, Burns recommended establishment of "a
pilot lower division as sort of a model, highly selective group"
consisting of three hundred students, the number withdrawn from
Pacific's campus over the past year as Stockton College continued to
move into new bulldings. Moreover, Stockton College would be permitvted
to coutinue to rent any space remaining on the Pacific campus and ah
effort would be made to allow enrollment of Stockton College 13th and
14th year students in the new R.0.T.C. program. In the fall of 1951,
tr2 College of the Pacific lower division was reopened after sixteen
years with an enrollment of 202 freshmen and 68 sophomores. (2)

Although the College of the Pacific's experiment had come to an
end, it hud not feiled, in ony sense of the word, because of an inher-
ent weakness in the concept of an upper division institution, although
this would not always be the case with cother institutions. In Btockton,
the initial plan had been developed as a cooperative venture between a
publlc school board and a private institution; over the course of the
years, through changing canditions and personnel, thet cooperation had
gradually lessened, increasing the stress on both institutions. Yet,
the putlic institution, with its broader base of support and of
potential students, and with a growing desire for an independent
identity, did not react to these stresses in the same way or to the
same degree as did the College of the Pacific. Pacific's reaction was
due, in great measure, to the additional pressures brought to bear by
cuteide forces - specifically accreditation bodies, athletic conferences,
and the war - which would not or could not adjust their own requirements
to the unique conditions on the Stoekton campus, as well as to the
feeling (and, perhaps the reality) that the unique administrutive and
organizational relationship with Stockton College had outlived its
usetf'ulnesc.

While the period of the great depression caused hardships in wopy
Anmericun institutions ol' higher educatlon -~ and provided, to a great

1. Collepe of the Pacific, '"Minutes, October 25, 19u8-June 13, 195b,"
p. ;29; Burns, "President's Report, March 28, 19%0," p. 6.

2. Colleye o' ~he Pacific, "Minutes, October 25, 1948-June 18, 1959,"
pp. 469, ,7., .75, 581, 417; Burivs, interview.
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extent, the impetus for the elimination c¢f Pacific's lower division -
it provided at least one institution, The New School for Social Research,
with a unique opportunity for expansion and service which, at least
indirectly, would also lead to creation of an upper division institution.
At the beginning of the decade of the 19350's, the New School was a
relatively disorganized forum for individual lecturers and other forms
of adult education, a status which it had enjoyed virtually since its
inception in late 1918. By the end of the decade of the 1930's, the

New School offered a graduate degree program unique in the United

States and would soon open an upper division college, itself unique in
its philosophy, faculty, students, and course offerings.

The depression in the United States paralleled equally troublesome
timee in Europe and, in the early 1930's, New School Director Alvin
Johnson conceived of the idea of providing refuge for Buropean scholars
through creation of a University in Exile. With Hitler's asdvent {o puwer -
and through the generosity of Hiram Halle, a New York businessman -
Johnson and Emil lederer, an Austrian economist, developed the idea of
bringing large numbers of German scholars to the United States and of
providing a centralized location in which the scholars could recreate
the ideals of a Buropean university. Concurrently, Johnson saw the
opportunity to create a true graduate faculty as u capstone to the
educational offerings of the New School. (1)

Thus, an institution that had begun as a group of prominent Ameri-
can scholars giving le~rtures to an adult public had overnight added a
graduite fuculty composed of some of the finest European scholars. Yet,
Johnson's desire to protect and conserve the individuslity of the grud-
uate faculty, as a grcup, led in 1936 to creation of separate boards
of trustees for the graduate faculty and for the remainder of the New
School. As gseen by Dr. Hans Simons - a member of the University in
Exile and later President of the New School - the University in Exile
was & homogeneous and somewhat introspective group of exiles operating
within, but not us an integral part of, the New School. (2)

Follo~ing creation of the Ecole Libre des Haute Etudes in the
early 1940's as yet another free-floating unit within the New School,
many members of the faculty and administration felt that a reeviluati.n
of the School's organizational structure was required. Following "many
months oi deliberation on the reorganization of the New School," Juanscn
recommended an organization which divided all offerings - with the
exception of the Institute for World Affuirs and the Ecule Libre - “for
administrative convenience" into a School of Politics and a School of
Philosophy and Liberal Arts. The Graduate Faculty was divided along

1. Alvin Johnson, Ploneer's Progress.(New York: Viking Press, 1952), pp.
228, 273, 332, 3,7-46; Advin Johneon, interview held May 3, 1963 at
Nyuck New York.

2. Johnson, Pioneer's Progress, p. 3;48; Hans Simons, interview held
December 16, 1968 at New York, New York.
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the same lines, although it retuained its own Dean and Board of Trustees
{(until 1946). Hans Simons was named Deun of the School of Politics,
while the Schcol of Philosophy and Liberal Arts would be under the
direction of the present Assoclate Director of the New School, Miss
Clara Mayer. (1) ' ‘

Yet, the new organization had not resolved the problem of inte-
grating the Graduate Faculty into <hé institution; Dr. Simons, in
particular, felt that the Gradunte Facuwlty required some sort of
"underpinning” to bring it into contact with the institution as a whole
and with general students in particular. Dr. Johnson, noting a pretty
scunty enrollment in the graduate degree programs, was in favor of sume
means "to equip students who had been drop outs... to help them to reach
the level where they could enter the gradunte programs.’ According to
Dean Clara Mayer, there was also an 'effort to coordinate the programs
of eorle who had some specific goal in mind." The end result, developed
by Dr. Simons frum an idea by Emil Lederer, the Dean of the Faculty,
was the creation of the New 8chool Senior College. (2)

The speciflic even which appears to have coalesced these divergent
dissatisfactions was the introduction in Congress of the G.I. Bill in
early 194k. Under thie legislation, the federal government would provide
financial support for veterans who wished to further their education; orf
equal importence to those at the New 8chool, the returning veterans re-
presented a newly opening reservolr of more mature and experienced
students. .The idea of the New School's creating a bacculaureate progrum
limited to the Junior and senior years was endorsed by New York State
Commissioner George Stoddard, especially since Stodderd was planning
the crestion of twenty Junior Culleges of Applied Arts and Science
throughout the State, dnd saw creation of a "senlor college" as providing
a4 possible capstone to this new educational system." Thus, agreement wus
reached, although what the State saw as a capstone for future Jjunior
cullege students wae seen by the New School more us an opportunity "to
underpin the structure of the Gruduate Faculty by connecting it with a
small number among the whole student body who can Le prepared for
gradwite work." %3)

One additional renson for the decision tu operate the college in
thig manner - although never stated by any of the principals - might be
the background of those involved in the creation of the New School Senior
Cullege which opened in the fall of 194h. Lederer, Simons, and the vast

1. New Gehool, Board Minutes fur April 15, 1934," in "Minutes, June 22,
1934-Februury 12, 19L5;" Clara W. Mayer, interview held March 27, 1963
at New York, New York; New School, The New Schoul: Courses of Study 194:-
L4 (New York: New School, 1943), p. 16. -

2. Simons, interview; Johnson, interview; Mayer, interview.

2. New schoul, "Board Minutes for March 27, 194k4," in "Minutes, June 22,
193k-February 12, 1945."
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majority of the Graduate Faculty had come to the United States with the
University in Exile; their entire background and training had been in
the great German universitles where competent, mature students, having
cumpleted a rigorous preparation in the gymnasia, came for an indepen-
dent intellectusl experience known as higher education. Thus, it would
be perfectly normal to develop & program at the New School in which
the student body was expected to have completed whatever "generul
education” might be required before coming to the College, the mujor
function uf which was to provide a selection c¢f ccurses from which the
ctudent might chose and whatever guidance the student himself might
desire.

The eurly New School Senior College, whatever the primary reuson
for its establishment as an upper division institution, was not directly
related to contemporury educational developments regarding the time
structure of the baccalaureate degree in the United States (except inso-
far as all developments could be traced back to the initiul German
influence on one's perception of the role of the college vis-a-vis the
preparatory institution). Simons, Johnson, and Mayer were all totally
unaware ol the experiment which had been started eight yeurs eurlier
at the College of the Pacific; Johnson was "aware and uninterested" in
the theoretical developments of the early twentieth century which
concerned themselves with the appropriate amount of time and the division
of courses for a colleglate education. According to Simons, the new senior
college was not consciously modelled on any other institution, primarily
because the New Lchool's preferred clientele was not the regulur high
school grauduate, age elghteen to twenty, but the older and more miture
adult who returned in order to continue his education: the kind of
student who had been the centrul councern of the New School since its
inception. (1)

Although the New School Senlor College would be greatly modified
in the mid-19€0's - at vhich time it would develop its present form and
emphaces - the early develcopmernt of an upper division institution at
the New School in 1944 has a distinct place 1n any history of bisection
nnd/cr pper division colleyes. The Senior College at the New Schoul
wus primarily a result of three factors: the history and philosophy ol
thuse associated with the New School, the influx of vrganizations at the
New 5chool preceding the Second World War, and the War itselt, at least
as it had its ramifications inipassage of the G.I. Bill. Thus, in 194k,
the New Schocl Joined College of the Paclfi~ as one oi the two upper
division inctitutions then in operution In the United States.

That same year, 19uL, the first concrete step was tuken towand
crestion of the third (and presently longest continuously operiating)
upper division institution. At thut time, the Board tor Higher
Educuation of the Lutheran Church-Missouri Yynod was requested st its
annual convention "to make further studies regarding the advisibility

1. Johnson, interview; Mayer, interview; Simons, interview.
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of changing over to a fuur-year coullege course in preparation for entrunce
upon & three-year course in theology in St. Louls. As & first step in
conducting the necessary studies, an Executive Secietery, Dr. Martin J.
Neeb, was employed for tine Board in January, 1945. (1)

The educetional system of the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod had
begun in 18359 with the estublishment of a thevlogical seminary and
"supporting college” in Perry County Missouri. From that date until
1055, the 3ynod's system "took the standard program of studies of the
theologlcul tsculty of & Germsn university as the pattern for the
seminury and that of the Genman classicul gymnasium as *he pattern lor
the pre-professional college.” Through the late ninéteenth and early
twentieth century, severul additional preparatory schools were estaub-
lished and the designation "college" was Introduced into the system;
yet, "there appears to have been no conscious attempt... to accommodate
the pre-professional school tu the pattern of the contemporary American
ccllege." Finally, in 1939, the decision was mide t» extend the three
year seminary course to four yeurs, and tu award the baccalaurecate degree
ufter the second seminary year (or the fourth year o higher education).
Yet, the six-year "gymnasia" (now known as high schuol and Jjunior college)
remained as the only prepuration for "gruduate," "seminary," of "prutes-
stonel education." (2)

By the United States' entry into the Second World Wur, demands for
a reconsideration ol the basic structure of' the educational system as it
related to its primary goal - ministerial educatlon - were growing. These
demands grew in part frum a need to faclilitute transfer among institutions
and to other graduate schools, in part to provide a bruvader education ivr
the ministry, and in part us a result of the new and rapid growth and role
of Americen junior cclleges; the United States® entry into the Second world
War made the need for sume reform even more urgent, as the Synod discovered
that a four-year college course with a recoygnized baccalaureute degree wus
reguired for appointments to chaplaincies in the Armed Forces. Although a
vaccaluureate had, since 1935, been awarded fullowing two years of Seminary
study, the seminary itseli’ was not accredited, in part due to its tallure
to require the bacculaureute tor edmission. Thus, "fully aware of the
plunnings and dlscussion coming out ot the University o1 Chicago under
Precident Hutchins' leadership in the early torties,” members ol the Board
fuor Higher Education of the Synod once again begun to conuider a restruc-
turing of the 3yncdical sy.tem ol educntion. And, although there is ~w
Indicatlon that any ot those involved were awure of developments at the

1. Bonrd for Higher Education, Evangell:rul Lutheran Synod ot Missouri, Ohio,
and Other stateu, "Report of the Buard for Higher Education,” Proceedings
<! the Thirty-Ninth Regulur Convention of the Evangelicnl Lutheran Synod ot
Micsouri, Ohio, uand Other States, Saginuw, "Michigan, June 21-29, 1944

(st. Louics: Concordia Publishing House, 194L), p. 492"

I

2. Cuncordia Senlor Cullege, "Self-survey Report of Councordia Senior
Coullege, Fort Wayne, Indiana," June, 1961, pp. (-1l.




Cullege of the Pacific or the New School, "we were encoursged, urf
cuurse,” Executive Secretury Neeb has stated, "by the fact that a
reputable university [Ehe University of Chicagg7 was willing to

examine long standing traditions in depth and to undertake experimental

innovation in the same area in which we had an interest." (1)

Between 1944 and 1947, eighteen separate pruposals for the
restructuring of the educational system were. submitted to the Board for
Higher Education; yet, it was felt thut "any changes in the present
progrem could have value only to the extent that they might improve or
expand the Church's ability to preach, teach, and apply the Gospel.
Based on this assumption, a new document, "The Objectives of Ministerial
Training, was prepared by Dr. Neeb and members of the Board and approved
at the Synod's 1947 convention; each ol the elghteen proposals fur
rectructuring was, in turn, considered in terms of these "ObJectlives."
Thus, those propousals which involved & move to subsidize students'
upper division educution at another institution us a means of providing
an sducativnal progrsm more in line with that now current in the Unlited
Otates were eliminated as they would remove ministeriul student. froum
Synodical schools. Other proposals fell into two major categories: thuse
t0 establish a separate two- or four-year institution to pruvide the
education required between the end of the Junior cullege and the sturt
of seminery would, assuming that the seminary would now require the
bacculaureate degree for admission; and those to attach two years or
educution to one or more of the system's existing iunior colleges. ()

Following u detalled examination of all prou;osals, the Board's
recommendaticns, utlimately adopted by the Synod, were "that the present
Junior College system be maintalned." The Board al:so reported that
"earnest eftorts to agree on the propriety of selecting any one of the
propoced plens... revealed u wide divergence of opinion; however, after
an objective discussion of the premises offered and ot the relative
merits of the vurious plans, the Advisory “vuncil (College and Seminary
presidents) concurred with your Board in the followint Recommendations:
That Synod establish a Senior Cullege as un additional unit in the
protessionsl treining of ministerial students." The Board then pruceeded
to define a Senior College as an institution "on the level of the Jjunior

1. Bourd for Higher Education, .Evangelical Lutheran Synod of Missouri,
Ohio, and Other States, "Report of Board for Higher Education,"” Proceed-
ings of the Fortieth Regular Cunvention of the Evangelicul Luthersan

Synod 01 Missouri, Ohio, and Other States acsembled at Chicaygo, Illinois
as the " Twenty- Fifth Delegate Synod July 20-29, 1947 7 (5t. Louis: Concurdia
Publishing Bouse, 19&7), pp. 152-54; Martin J. Neeb, letter to Robert A.
Altman, August 5, 1968

2. Martin J. Neeb, interview held July 9, 1968 at Fort Wayne. Indiuna;
Buard for Higher Education, "Report of Buard for Higher Educatiun,"
1947, pp. L70, 178.
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and seniwr yeurs uf the American college system." Finally, the Board
wa’ instructed tou undertake studies regarding the locution, curriculum,
ard plant requirements for the new Senior College. (1)

Between 194’ and 1940, the next regularly scheduled Synodiecal
Convention, discussion and planning for the new institution proceeded
under the direction of the Buard's Executive Secretary. Thus, by
1950, the gpecific uims and governing structure of the new Senior
C.llege had been determined, although u locutlon was still to be
chusen. At the 1950 Conventlon, the 1947 resoclutiuvn establishing a
senior college was reaffirmed, the sum of $2,750,000 was allocated for
construction ¢f the new campus when a loucation was finally decided
upwn, and a Committee of 99 - including the president of each of the
;6 regional synods, parish clergy, and representatives ol uther
specific divisions of clergy and laymen - was appointed to assist the
Beard in locating & site for the Senior College. (2)

The Committee of 99 met at the Board oifices in St. ILouis in
January, 1952 and recommended that the Senlor College be located either
in the Chicago or Milwaukee suburban areas, primarily because of the
gevgraphical distribution of both the potentinl students and existing
student body. On November 18, 1952, an optiun was placed on a 126-acre
site northwest of Chicago, giving the lmpression that this would be
the location of the new institution Yet, before the next Convention
was convened on June 17, 1953, "an unsollcited offer was made by the
Indi-wna Technical College of Fort Wayne to purchase our [The Synod' s7
Cuncordia College at Fort Wayne " After careful consideration of all
alternutives - and the assurance that another lucaticn within Fort
Wayne could be found for a new institution - the Synodical Conveation
declded to abandon plans for the senior college in Chicago and to plan
insteud for its development in Fort Wayne, Indiana. ()

1. Board for Higher Education, "Report of Buard for Higher Education,”
1947, pp. 200, 201.

¢. Board for Higher Education, Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod, "Report
of the Board for Higher Education," Proceedings of the Forty-First
Regular Convention of the Lutheran Church-Misoouri Synvd assembled ut
Milwaukee, Wisconsin . as the Twenty-sSixth Delegute Synod June 20-30,
2§ (st. louls: Concordia Publishing House, 1950), pp. 219-21, 225,
226-:4, 257, 240-51; Neeb, interview.

.. Board for Higher Educution, Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod, "Repurt
ol the Board for Higher Education,” Proceedings o: the Forty-second
Regular Cunvention of the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod assembled at
Houstcn, Texas as the Twenty-Seventh Delegate Synod June 17-26, 195,
(St. Louls: Concordia Publishing House, 195,), pp. 131, 1.2, 177.
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Thus, by 1953, the basic declielons regarding both structure and
eite for Concordia Senior College had been determined, although the
institution would not open with students until 1957. And, although the
decisions on site selection provide interesting examples of the inter-
action between the Board for Higher Education and the local boards of
contrel for constituent institutions in the Synod's educational system,
the basic decision to establish an upper division institution, as
opposed to some other form of institution, had been taken as early as
1947 and had been reaffirmed in 1950. By the time the Committee of 99
2ad been appointed, the basic structural decisions hud already been
made .

The decision to establish an upper division institution at
Concordia refiected, to a great extent, the influenc: of the German
university concept on American colleges and universities, as did the
decision to establish a similar institution at the New School Senior
College. Most simply, the Board for Higher Education of the Lutheran
Church-Missouri Synod created s senior college because, although it
possessed a complete preparutory (gymnasial) system of education
modelled directly on the German educational structure of the mid-
nineteenth century, its "university" level, comsisting only of the
theologlical seminary, required two additionul years in order to
parallel the common American pottern. The specific impetus to bring
Synod's system into a parallel with the American pattern wa:. probably
the Second World War; yet, "reformers" within the Church had been
pressing for both educational and structural reform for over thirty
years.

The decislons taken at Concordia and the New School in the 1940's
mark the end of one major chapter in the history of upper division
institutions in the United States. Prior to 1950, consideration of
basic educational questions - such as the appropriate structure of a
bacculaureate degree, the distinction between "university" and
"non-university" work, and the best point at which to divide the
baccalaureate experience among several levels of institutivns - led
tc the suggestion of several ulternute organizational patterns, one of
which wus the upper division instituticvn. Following 1950, the existence
of preidly growing systems of public Junior colleges - themselves an
outgrowth of many of the same questions which had led to the first
upper division institutions - made consideration of ulternate patterns
of organization extremely difficult. Given the pattern of two-year
Junicr colleges wnd & growing demand for increasing numbers of bac-
caleureate degrees, planners now turned to new questions involving the
best way in which to provide for the industrial and educaetlonal needs of
their communities. In several instances, answers tu these new guestions
pointed to the same organizational pattern arrived at by those considering
earlier questions in Stockton, New York, and Fort Wayne: the upper
division college.
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The 1950's: Michigan

Although the University of Michigan had considered estublishing
undergraduate programs in several Michigan cities including Flint
¢uring the late 1940's, the Flint community's drive to secure a four-
year institution began in earnest in mid-1950, in lurge measure due to
the efforts of Michael Gorman, then editor of the Flint Journal. Initial
impetus came from approval of a $7 million bond issue in Flint on June
€, 1950, of which $1.5 million was to be used for construction of new
buildings at the local Junior college; concurrently, Charles Stewart
Mott - one of the founders of Generul Motors, President of the Mott
Foundation, and & noted Flint philanthropist - stated that the Founda-
tion stood ready to provide $1 million toward construction of a four-
year college for Flint. Three days later, at the urging of Mr. Gorman -
a close personal friend of University of Michigan President Herbert
Reuthven, Provost James Adams, and several members of the University of
Michigan Board of Regents - a Citizens' Committee was established;
among the twelve members were Gorman, Frank Manley of the Foundation
staff, J.A. Anderson of General Motors A.C. Sparkplug Division in Flint,
Everett A. Cumings, president of a local bank and member of the Flint
Board of Education, and W. Fred Totten, President of Fiint Junior
College. At its first meeting, held June 23, 1950, the Committee decided
that "a complete study should be made of the question of a four-year
college for Flint." (1)

At some point before January 19, 1951, Gorman sent a detailed
memorandum to 2rovost Adams outlining some of the thinking of the Flint
Committee. Noting that enrollment aut the Ann Arbox camnmus was growing
rupidly, und the "Flint is substentially the largest community in
Michigan without a four-year college," Gormsn then discussed the
required capital and operating costs, projected enrollment, and sources
of support for a new institution in Flint; among the latter was listed
approximately $1.7 million which the Board of Education had on hand
"for a new Junior College." Based on this letter, Adams obviously
asgumed that the Flint community favored a four-year institution and,
at the February 15 meeting of the Board of Regents, "reported on the
proposal to expand Flint Junior College under the general supervision
of the University." At its February meeting, the Bourd eppolnted
Professor Algo D. Henderson to undertuke o study of the proposal; in
March, they asked that Henderson include the entire gquestion of branch
cumpus operations for the University of Michigan. (2)

1. Everett A. Cummings, interview held April 4, 1968 at Flint, Michi,un;
W. Fred Totten, intervliew held April 3, 1968 at Flint, Michigan; Flint
Journal, June 8, 1990, June 11, 1950; Flint Citlzens' Committee for the
Development of u Four Year College tor Flint, "Summary of Progres: Reports
1-9," April 30, 1952, p. 2.

2. Michael Gorman, memo regarding Flint branch, n.d.; University or
Michigan, Proceedings of the Board of Regents, July, lQEB—June, 1951
(Ann Arbor: University oi Michigan, 1951), pp. 1226, 125L.
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Henderson's report was completed in April, 1951. After s general
survey of othcr states' experience with branch cumpuses, Henderson
repcrted that "the University of Michigan probably cannot meet the
futire demands for its services on a single campus,' and concluded that
there was no reason why the University should not establish additional
units in other locations where sufficient local need existed. A survey
of the state had shown that only Flint could demonstrate such a need,
although "it seems probably that Flint could successfully establish and
operate a public college of its own.'" Henderson's report did n t address
iteelf specit'ically to the question otf relations between a University
branch and the existing Junior college, except to imply that such
Institutions could co-exist since "Junior colleges have only a limited
program, [EnQ? the state should be alert to provide four-year colleges
in regicnc where the population warrants and where private instituticns
or other public colleges do not sufficiently take care of the needs." (1)

During the summer of 1951 - whlle Regents' nction on Henderson's
report was 5till pending - Mervian Niehuss was appointed to replace
Adams &8s Provost of the Uriversity; on January 18, 1952, the new
President, Harlan Hatcher, '"reported informally [to the Regents/ on the
progress made to date in discussion with representutives regarding the
proposed relationship between “he University and Flint Junior Cillcge
In March of 1952, President Hatcher asked Professor Henderson to set
up & Joint committee with intercsted Flint citizens to rerine the
possibilities which were being discussed und to make recommendations ior
use before the Regents; following several meetings with a group 'rom
Flint, including Cummings, Totten, Anderson, Manley, and George Gundry,
Chairman of the Flint Board of Educution, Henderson submitted his secund
report on May 20, 1952. Henderson's basic conclusion was that, despite
certain legal and finencial difl'iculties which the Flint representatives
had raised, "the University would prefer to operate u& single, integrated
four-year unit" in Flint. (2)

By this time, however, Henderson's recummendations were unucceptable
te the Flint Committee On April 30, 1952 the Flint Committee had sub-
mitted its own recommendations: "That the Board of Education officially
cunfer with authorized representatives uf the Unlversity of Michigan with
a view to determining the nuture and extent o1 the interest of the
University of Michigan in the operation and asdministration of the third
and fourth years of & four-year college program in Flint." Flint's
desire to create an upper divlision institution was based upon a decision

1. Algo D. Henderson, "Memorsndum on Flint College Proposal," April 30,
1951; PP )4"7; 9

<. University oif Michigan, Proceedings vl the Board of Regents, August,
1991-June, 1954 {Ann Arbor: Uaiversity of Michigan, 1GHL), p. o7h; Algo
D. Henderson, memo to Herlan Hatcher, May 6, 1953; Algo D. Henderson,
confidential memorandum to Bourd of Education, Flint, Michigan, May 20,
1952,
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"that the identity of Flint Junior College [Ehoulg7 be maintained,"
partially out of community pride for an institution which had been in
existence for thirty years, partially to insure the continued operation
cf -+ number of community and adult education programs which the community
ccllege offered, aad partially because of the existence of a trust fund,
left to the Jjunior college by the late W.S. Ballenger, which would "go
elsewhere should Flint Junior College cease %o exist." (1)

The Flint position was formaelly presented to the University on
Octuber 10, 1952 und, on Nuvember 18, Henderson presented an analysis
of the '"new" position to President Hatcher. Despite difficulties which
Henderson antlcipated in operuting two separate institutions, the
decision wus made to continue discussions "from the constructive view-
point” to see Lf agreement cuuld be reached. Finally, following severul
months ol discussion regurding possible means of' implementing the Flint
plan, Henderson subrritted, un May 6, 1953, his final rep rt to President
Hatcher. After reviewing the history of the negotiutions - including the
fact that "initially the Flint Committee placed emphasis upon the funds
to finance a four-year college" while "in Octuber /1952/ your committee
was advised that the Flint Board desired to retain the Junior College" -
Henderson outlined eight disadvantages to the Jjunior-serior college plan:
separate administrutions, definition of space priorities, relations
vetween extra-curricular activities at the two instltutions, duplication
of library, separate public relutione staffs, pruspects tor "competitiocn
rauther than cooperstion" between the two institutions, potentially
disproportionately high costs of nn upper diviuion institution, and the
fact that the University's program "would be dependent for students
upon & Junior progrum not under our control.” Since "your committee hus
not been able to see the seame merlt in participating in a divided
operation in Flint that we believed luy in either of our earlier proposuls,”
Henderson's report served to mark the end of once major period of negu-
tistions, and conversations were suspended indefinitely. (2)

The discussions lay dormant until, on December 8, 1954 - more thun
elghteen months after the last furmal communication - Everett Cummings,
ncw President of the Flint Board of Education, wrote to the Board of
Regents suggesting that conversations be reopened. Cummings' letter was
in reality the culmination of vne series of discusslons as much us it
W“au the beginning of another. Once again, as in 1950, Michsel Gorman
hnd acted as a catalyst. "So many committees have been involved with

1. Flint Citizens' Committee, "Summary ol Progress Repurts,"” p. &;
Cummings, interview; Totten, interview; Flint Board ot Educatiun,
"Suggested Propusal to the University of Michigan in Reply to their
Propocal of May 18," October 9, 1952.

2. Mlgo D. Hendersun, memo to Hirlun Hatcher, November 18, 1952; Henderson,
menc to Hutcher, May O, 199;; Algo D. Henderson, "Notes on the meeting

of the Flint College Committee with members of the Flint Board o! Educu-
tion, January 2%, 1955;" Cummings, interview; Marvin L. Niehuss,
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negligible avail," wrote Gorman, "that I felt sameone with a sympathetic
interest in both directions might made a contribution by informally
seeking an area of potential accord.” Gorman's contribution, made
during November in a series of private meetings with Niehuss and
Hatcher, wau to outline & plan for the operation of two institutioas
in Flint vwhich presented a satisfuctory solution to the problems
cited in Henderson's May, 1953 memo to Hatcher. (1)

Gorman's suggstions, repeated in Cummings'® letter to the Boand
of Regents, centered on three points. Noting that enrollment at the
University had reached record proportions - increasing the need Zor
branch offerings - Gormen sensed "a new urgency' and was "‘convinced
the matter has reached the stage where it is even more important to
the University than it is to Flint." Gormun also suggested that the
request to the Legislature for funds be made separately from the
regular University budget, both to increase the effect of Fiint esrores
to lobby on its behalf end to stress its development aus "an alternetive
for State help which might forestall the movement toward broad aid for
Junior Colleges'" which the University had previously resisted. Finaily,
and most importent, Gorman suggested a University posiiion which weald
both mitigute aguinet unfortunate and expensive precedent while ulsc
golving some of the practical problems raised in Hemderson's lust
report. Gorman's suggestion, repreated by Cummings and adopted by tie
University, was that the University should unnounce itself willing -
a5 a8 general rule - to offer faculty und administration for the thind
and fourth years only "in a community ready to supply buildings and
mzintenance” and to insure adequate local support, both financial and
in terme of students. (2)

Following GQorwan's recommendations - which were also to play an
important role in both the creation of a second upper division institu-
tion in Michigan and in the decision to end the upper division oaly
cperation in Flint - evants moved swiftly. On January 17, 1955, President
Hatcher wrote to the Beard of Regents supporting Cummings' request .und
recommending that u formal agreement between the Universicy and the
Flint Board be negotiated. A University Planning Committee, chaired by
Profassor Harcld M. Dorr, was established in February, and Vice President
(formerly Provost) Wiehuse successfully presented the University's case
10 the Committee on Ways and Mcans of the House of Representatives in
early April. On April 15, the formul donation of $1,000,000 by the Mott
Foundetion was made, assuring that construction of needed faucilities
could be accomplished "to supply buildings" without cust to the Stute.

i. Cummings, interview; Niehuss, interview; Michael Gorman, letter to
Rcecoe O. Bonisteel, November 12, 1954; Everett A. Cummings, letter to
Board of Regents, University of Michigan, December 8, 195k.
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riralliy, agreement was reached that "racilities which are now available

t. the Junicr College students would also be made available on an egqual
vaslz to tne Senior Cillege students, subject to programing and scheduling,
withcut cost to the state”" and that no state funds would be required for
eltrer conetruction or maintenance of facilities for 1,000 students.

"State funde," wiote Niehuss, "will be required only for operation of

the educsational program and for the building operating expenses.' (1)

The decisions leading to the estubllishment o Flint Collepxe -
furmally created by the Board of Regents on March lo, 1945 - were
sreatly affected by local considerations both within Fiint and within
the Univercity of Michigan. Yet, despite these locul conslderations -
waien, of nececeity, would vary frum one community and situation to
zrother - the pattern of' events in Flint was typicul o:f the pattern
t¢c bte fcliowed 1In the estublishment of luter upper division institutiouns
elsewnere in the country. By the mid-1G50's, many areas were beginning
TC experierce or toc unticipate increasing demand rur higher education us
z reault of the pust-war "baby-boom;" by the sam2 time, publicly
supported systems o1l junior coulleges were rapldly expunding and gave
promlse o:f providing increasing numbers of students an opportunity ror
at least two years of college education.

Given the exlstence of these Jjunior colleges, educuators were no
longer concerned with theoretical or educational problems which might
guesticn the exlsting organlzational structure. Rther, when need for
increased baccalaureate education was determined - whether because of
spcclfic industrial demunds or because ¢i projected numbers of
studente - planners in the public sector ackncwledged the existence o
Jurdor colleges and investigated ways ol providing baccalaureste educa-
ticr. with the least finuncial and educuticnal duplication of etlore.
In Flint - the first public upper division dnstitution - planners saw
the upper divigicn ag a satisfuctory meuns of providing additional
publicly-~-eupported education beyond the Junior college.

Flint College opened for classes in September, 1950; by that dute,
Legotiations leading to Michigan's second upper division institution
were alreuay underwany. These discussions, primarily with the Fond Motor
Company cf Dearborn, Michigan, had their base in developments within
the Company dating back to a 1947 decision to eliminute "captive teuching
etaffe" and tc druw upon existing educutional institutions for educationul
programs. The Compuny's trade school was liguidated i1 1952; <wneurrently.
# gerie., ol studiec were begun tu determine Ford's ongolng munpower needs
and to identify resources tc meet them. Based on u study completed in
February, 19%% - and upon past experience, which demonstrated thatl many

1. Mi:rvin L. Niehuss, letter to Committee on Ways and Means, House or
Representatives, Lansing, Michigan, April 4, 1955; Everett A. Cummings,
letter 1o Marvin Niehuss, April 1, 1955; Everett A. Cummings, letter
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Pruposal Between the University or Michigan and the Flint Board orf Educu-
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engineering gradustes reluctant to enter manufacturing engineering
(25 cpposed to product engineering) and business graduates loath to
enter plant management - & decision was reached to explore possible
means of encouraging local community college graduates - seen as s
new pool from which to recruilt personnel - to enter the production
area and then to acquire engineering and/or management credentials. ()

In August of the same year, Archle A, Pearson, Manages of the
Coupany's corporate-level traiaing depaitment, conceived the ide. of
developing a Ford facility to provide tne required education 1or com-
munity ccllege graduates and of inviting nearby public and private
institutions 21 higher education to offer junior and senior level
courses which might lead to engineering or business degrees. Following
Company approval of the idea, Peurson contacted Dr. R.H. Secott, Profes-
sor of Management at Weyne Univerait, and & jersonal friend, to explore
the concept; Scott recommended working through one institution, such us
the University o¢f Michigan, rather thun attempiing to deal witlh o
number of institutions and Boards of Control. Tuking this suggestion,
Pearson next approached another iriend, James Lewis, Vice President or
Student Affairs at the University oi Michigan and, through Lowis'
efforts, met with Marvin Niehuss, Executive Vice President ol the
University, on August 31, 1955. (2)

The University oif Michigan was in an excellent position tu Dbe
receptive to Pearscon's ideas. Just seven months enrlier, under
Niehuss' direction, negotiations leading to University approval of
the upper division institution in Flint had been completed, including
the volicy stutement developed by Michael Gorman that the Univeroity
might replicute the Flint decision glven udequate loecal fimancial und
student need and support. Furthermore, since the early i9-0's, u
campulgn had been underway across the stute to creute new stute univer-
sities from former teuches colleges and to ¢reute a state lustinution
st Wiyne University, then a Detroit municipal institution. Euch newly
created state universlity meunt additional competition for Ctate Iunas:
the University of Michigan was eager in Dearborn - as it had been in
Flint - to establish e base of operations on which it could draw Zor
both legislative and t'lnancial support.

Ini.ial conversations between Lewis and Niehuss from the University
and Pearson and C.H. Anderson, Director ol Personnel, Irom Ford, concerned
the Furd prouposal for a cooperative education center in Desarborn. Almost
immediately, the University suggested development of a separale brauch,

1. Arthur W. Siltzman, "Development of the Univarsity of Michigan-Dsarbo:rn
Center," unpublished statement written for this study, December, 1God;
Ford Motor Company, narrative for slide presentution regarding proposed
Dearborn Center, n.d.

2. Saltzman, "Development."
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similar to that in Flint, which would be independent o1 Ford, open to
all students on an equal.basls, but would offer those programs of

study which both Ford and the University deemed desirable. At no point
in the discussions was development of a lower division seriously
considered; Ford's needs were centered at the upper division and grauduate
level, and the University had no desire to duplicate either its own
Ann Arbor offerings nor. those of the local community college. The most
impurtant single decisicn taken during the eally months of discussion
was that by the Ford Administration Committee on January 11, 1950,

On that date, the Committee tentatively agreed to provide a cash grant
for conetruction and u building site for the propoused inutitution,

thus meking Dearborn eligible under the "Gorman" policy. At the same
time, the Coumpany appointed a formal negotiating committee and asked
that the proposed institution include both gradunte educution und an
extensive cocperative j.ogram. (1)

Although "rnegotiutions" were to continue between Ford and the
Univerzity for another ten months before public unnouncement ¢r the
rew institution wus made, the decisions taken by the Administration
Committee, coupled with the University's desire to acquire u base in
Jetroit, had, for all practical purposes resulted in the crestion or
4 new institution in Dearborn. From that point on, details of the
student body, site requirements, and specific curricular proposals we:we
developed. University proposals were ready by mid-July; by mid-September,
procedures for the formal request of the Ford gifts (money {rom the Foid
Fund, the Company's charitable fund and land from the Ford Fcundation,
which held title to the land under consideration) had been &eveloped.
And, although the eventual donor of land was later changed to the Compuiy
itself, all documents hud been Jointly reviewed and were ready tor
formsl submlssion by early November, 1956. (2)

On November 5, 1996, President Harlan Hatcher of the Universit)
sent a letter to President Henry Ford II outlining the University's
deszire "to extend our progrum to a select area outside of Ann Arbor'
a3 a means 'of meeting the need for more college-trained graduates ir
gpecialty flelde." Following a brief description of the program to be
offered, Hutcher stated that "the University invites the Ford Motor
Company [ar Ford Fung7 to participute in the development of this
propczed educational center" through a gift of the Fair Lane properties

1. Saltumaa, 'Development;" Ford Motor Compuny, "Minutes of Meeting of
Administration Cummittee of the Ford Motor Company, January 1ll, 1950,"
Januzry 16, 1956; Niehuss, interview.

2. Ueiversity of Michigan, "Coouperutive Education Project,” July 13, 19%0;
Seltzman, "Development;" University of Michigan, minutes of meeting between
representatives of Ford Motor Company and University of Michigan, Septem-
ber 14, 1956; University of Michigan, minutes of meeting between
representatives of Ford Motor Company and University of Michigan,

November 5, 1956. '




plus 210 acres, Iin one case, and throuwgh & donation of $0.5 mil.icn, in
tne Gtner. In the accompanying ducument, "Request for Funds for University
of Micnigan-Dearbcrn Center," the University tied its Dearborm requests
t0 @ L.rger, state-wide "plunned program of expension in keeping with

fte history and responsibility to the Stute.” The components o: the
program as ctated in the "Request" document were similar to sugsestions
originnlly made by Michael Gomman in the Flint negotistions: "extension
of the Universlty's facilities to other communities in the State where
clear needs exist und where such communities are prepured to uvslst the
Stute by ccontributing toward the cost of new facilities" and a vwilling-
nest to establish upper division institutions where "the operat:on oi tie

[}

cullege will be in close cooperution with the existing Jjunior college.’ iy

Officilal announcement of the ofier wus made at the Fair Lune esiatc
in a Joint news conference held December 1, 1S.0 by President lurlan
Hatcher of the University and Henry Ford II, President oi the Ford Moter
Company und the Ford Motor Company Fund. On January o, 1957, a jc.int
meeting of the Michigan House and Senate voted unarimously "thuw this
body wurge: The Regents of the University oi Michigan to uaccept Lhis
genercus gift.” The formal offer, conveyed in writing tc Hdatcher urn
Januury 2k, 1997, was "grautefully accepted" by the Regeinits ut their
regulur meeting on February 16, 1957. Thirty months later, in the fu..
of 1959, the University ot Michigan Dearborn Center w.iu opened with
-4 students. (2)

The 19%0's: Florlda

Although Florida'e two upper division institutions were net finally
established uantil the eurly 1960'u, dec’sions taken in the 1950's led
directliy to the luter actions; the 1950 d2elsicns were necessituted, in
great measure, because Florida had "enjoyed the benefits ol 4 well-
maneged system of status quo higher education' fuvr neurly rirty yeurs.
Finully, in 1994, u consulting group, chuired by A.J. Brumbaugh and
including Juhn E. Ivey, John Dale Russell, and Barli J. MeGrath, was
engeged by the State Bourd of Cintrol; the consultunts' report, in tie
form of preliminury recommendetions, was presented to the Board ol
Contrcl c¢n January 20, 1955. Recognizing thut Florida was deglmiing its
planning {rom an almost non-exiutent buse ol public higher educntion,

1. Harlan A. Hatcher, lettar to Henxry Yroerd II, Kovember ), 1Gou: Universit)
of Michiguan, "Request {'ur Funds for University ot Michigun-Dearborn Ceuter. '
November 4, 1956.

2. ¥ord Moutor Company, stutement. I Henry Ford II regaiding gitse toe the

hniverait/ of Michigdn distributed by Ford News Department, Recember,
1996; Sslioman, "Develupment;" Allen W. Merrill. letter to Murlin Hutcher,

January zb, 19)(, University of Michigan, Proceedings of the Board of
degents, Auzust 19)L—June, 1957 (Ann Arbor: University of Michig.n, 195.)
PP- 151;-1 E E
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the Commlieerioun recmmended immediate estubllishment of o system of
puciic community colleges, additional stute colleges, and o meuns ror
conrdlnating ull public and private two-year and four-yenr higher
education within the State. (1)

Almost immedintely, delegutions from severul metrupolitan ureus
converged upon both the Board of Cuntrul and the Stute Legislature to
vegin their bids for the new institutions which were tu be established.
Draring the following leglslatlive session - betfore the Brumbaugh Repcort
nzd been formally published - new instltutions were authorized for
2:1lsvoru (Tamps), Pulm Beach, and Becumbin (Pensacola) counties;
preszure wes now increased on the board of Control to formally estsb-
lich each institution. The Brumbaugh Report, when ofticinlly published,
heartily approved the legislative decision tu locute & new instituticn
ir Tampu, but stuated thut "the legislation which authorized the estab-
lishment of » state university in Palm Beuch County is sufriciently
restrictive tou p.eclude using 1t us auvthority tor estublishing on the
lower Exst Coust an institution in a lucation [Hearer to Miami7 in
which it i: muet needed." On December 18, 1ShH0 - lurgely on the strength
uf the cuneultants’ recommendsatlons, Yhe Hillsborv delegation becume the
first delegntion to secure & pesolution frum the Board ol Contrul
ecteblishing "their" new institution. (2)

On Junwery [, 1957, the Bouard agreed to accept an abandoned ai:r-
fieild in Boca Raton as a site for the Palm Beach institution and, on
september 16, requested Dr. Juhn Ivey to prepare u tentutive plan ror
the rew institution, which had yet to be legally estublished. On
Novemver 1, 1959, Dr. Ivey presented his recommendations to the Boaxnd,
reccamendatlions which called for creation of "a quality institution”
with "u new type of couperation between & university and several
Junior colleges" to meke it "unnecessary for the University to offer
arn extenslve program of freshman and sophomore work on its campus.”
Yet, Ivey't baslic emphusis was on creation of graduute programs and
4 "quality" institution; the Report's seeming tailure to provide for

1. J.3. Culpepper and G. Emerson Pully, "Antecedents to Master Planning
for Higher Education in Floride," Florida Buard of Regents stull Study
Reports No. 101, October, 1967, p. L; &Stute Board of Control of Florids,
"Minutes from November 11, 1954 through December 12, 195{," pp. 45-47.

2. Lewe o6 Floridn: Genernl Laws 1955, Vul. 1, Part Two, Chapters 2999 .-
;054G (Tulluhassee: stute of Fiorida, 1999), Chapters ,0.297, p. 43 and
:0296, p. 4-4; Rundall M. Whaley, unpublished chapter from study of new
irnstitutions tu be published by American Council on Education, 1969, p.
>3 Harcld B. Crosby, interview by Mr. James A. Servies held February 3,
190S at Pensucila, Florida; A.J. Brumbaugh and Myron R. Blee, Higher
Educiation and Floridu's Future, Volume 1: Recommendation: and General
staf{ Repourt (Galnesville: University of Florida Press, 1956), p. 30;
%tate Board of Conirol of Florida, "Minutes," November 11, 1954-Deceuder
1z, 1657, p. 943,




South-East Florida's needs 1or o baccalaureate-granting institution
«adu the feellrngs of some Board members that the preposed institution
would ve "voth too idealistic and too expensive' led thne Board o
accept tne report "subject to further refinements and revisions."

In May, 1960, Dr. Brumbaugh was asked to return to Florida "to
evaluate and to refine the tentutive plans provided to the Boand

by Dr. John E. Ivey, Jr." (1)

Proponents of the Escumbla institution, however, were not having
simiicr success. Part 0f this faullure was due tu initial attempis to
gecure approval based on the use of Corry Field in Pensucola as a site
for the institution; this Nuvy installation, originally scheduled to
e abundoned in June, 1958, wus eliminuted us a possible zite on July
19, 1697 following u Nawy declsion not to build new facilities .n
Auoathern Alabuama. More signiflcunt, however, wuu the attempt to tie
creztioun of o new institution tu the converslon of Pensacola Junior
College to a {our-year program, & move consistently opposed by the
State Depurtment of Education and the Board o Control. As eurly as
July 17, 1956, the Penswucol. Chamber of Commerce hud petitioned the
Board to convert the Jjunior college to a four-yeur pioxram; repeated
attempts to secure approval, both ut the Bourd and in the Legislavuse,
wvere deleated over the next two yeurs. Finally, despite local eastimi..=
that 2 four-year institution would enrvll between 1000 and 2500 stuac. o5,
the Board declared that 1t "uaw no need tor & university in the Pensucola
ares in the foreseeable future” and that it would mot approve conver-
elun of the Junlor ccllege for that purpose. Thus, despite legislutive
authorizution secured three years earlier, the Pensacola institution
was defeated, ut least [or the rem.inder ot the rirties. (2)

1. state Bourd of Control of Florida, 'Officiul Minutes of the 3oard

of Cuntrol, Jamouary 10, 1958~ June 16, 1961," pp. »8-bl, 32-5i: J.

J. Duniel, "Regort of the Chulrman of the Board oif Control ior the

Blennium July 1, 1958 to June 30 1960," Feoruary 15, 19ol, p. |;

Bourd of Coutrol Resolution off July 1, 1990, cited by fA.J. Brumbav,n/.
"Report of the Planning Commlssion for u New University st Boca Raton,"

June, 1961, p. 1; John E. Ivey, "Tentative Plan tor s State University
st Boca Raton,” November 1, 1999, pp. ;-4; Kenneth R. Williams, inter-
view neld Novewber 1k, 1968 at Boca Raton, Florida.

Zz. Penceacola Mews-Journal, November 7, 1956, Aprll 22, 19%7; Peasucels
News, July 18, 1955 July 20, 1957, March 21, 1953; Pensacolx~3\urutl
Octcber 1s, 19)6 Jonuary 20, 1957, April 8, 1957; no author, "Justi-
flecation for Conversion ot PensacolJ Junior College to & Four-Year
Deg::e Granting Ins*itution," Junuary &, 1957.




The 1960's: Michigan

Tre irnitial suggestion in 1962 to reconsider the status of Flint
Colleyxe and the possibllity of its tecoming a four-yesar unlt came from
representatives of the Flint community rather than from the University
of Michigan. In early 1962, Dr. Lawrence Jarvie cume to Flint as Chier
Executive Oificer of the Flint Bourd of Education and General Superin-
tendent ot Commuaity Education; according tc Dr. Jarvie, "it appeared
to me inevitable thut the Stute of Michigan had to have another
Unlversity Center ... The natural location, after I looked at the
state a8 & whole, wus In the Flint area."Other Flint residents viewed
tre expunsion of the public system of education through the creation
o new Ltate-supported vnlversities as a potentiil threat to Fling
which, although the first Michigan community to secure 3 brarnch campus,
might now be left with "orly" an upper division institution while other
communitles developed real university centers. Finally, despite optimistic
furcasts of potentisl enrcllment made during the 1950's, the Flint insti-
tution hiad never enrolled over Y25 students up to 1962. (1)

According to the public press, Executive Vice President Niehuus
o the University had stated thut "1t seems certain thut these centers
[?lint and Dearborg7 will have to consider extending their orfc.,ings
tc the freshman end scphomore yeurs.' Niehuss, however, reels that he
was mic-guoted and had simply stated that "t@ * could be extended to
four-year colleges." Nonetheless, Nier .os hus stuted thui, the prior
month, first informul contact between the Fiint community and the
University regarding Flini's expension hud been made. And, the
following month - on December 17, 1962 - a dinner meeting was held in
Flint at the invitation ol Charles Stewart Mott. Both Duvid French,
Dearn of Flint College, ond Niehuss received the impression that Mott
would be willing to offer financial support for comstruction of an
expanded institution in ¥lint. By the end ol the evening, a Jjoint
committee of Flint residents (Jarvie, Roy Brownell, a trustee of the
Mott Foundation, and Guy J. Bates, member <! the Flint Board o!f Educa-
tion) and University personnel (Niehuss, French, and Harold Dorr, Dean
for Statewide Educatlion) had been created "to expiore in 4epth the
future of higher educution in the Flinc area." (2)

». Niehuss, interview; Lawrence L. Jarvie, interview held January 11,
1966 at New York, New York; David M. French, interview held April 5,
166G at  Flint , Michigan; Charles Donnelly, interview held April 3,
106G at Flint, Michigan: Flint Journal, November 1k, 1942.

2. Flint Journal, November 9, 1962; Niehuss, interview; Jarvie, inter-
view; French, interview; Lawrence L. darvie, letter to Marvin Niehuss,
Junuery 4, 1962; Marvin Niehuss, letter to Lawrence Jarvie, January 9,
196,.
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The Commities's celiberavlions and study colt.nted over maat o the
Sulluweng year, wnd 1t wes not uatll Yeuvruary L0, 1)o4% it he Jirst
report wig made to the Foint Bourd ol Zeucation. On thet dILe, e
Bates Commitiee, s the joint committee was now known, presented its

Tindings: "DPresent opportunities for college study, especiailiy % the
iower divicion level, are limited in scoupe... éand7 a hyphenuteo 1our-
year progran does not and ciuanot udeunQEly serve the educat.ontl needs
w1 the seven-couaty [—lint7 arec.' The Commituee ithen recommended that
wae Fiint Boord of Education Invite the University o: Michiss; Lo
develop o four-yenrs college in Flint at the early :st possible drve. (1)

Phe University of Michlyan Boerd ol Regents aceed quicaly uad
avornoly wo the formul Flint request, voansaitted on nJ ril O, S0k,
While commenting that "the success of tnls operutlnq lext LUL.L\C’
has been gzrutifying,” the Regents moved vo "accept the priuciplie RYSNIR
prupused couoperative program" with Flint, u program which woidd invelve
“ shilt in emphasiu on the puart of the community coilege o u mow
vocationilliy~oriented curriculum whille sharing the liberal ucts oiferiiags
with the expanded Universiiy branch. With Regent's approval - o1d with
21l reprecentetives of the Flint educuational power structure excsst the
comnunity college 1ltoell In agreement - the decision to end the upper
diviclon program at Flint College had, for all practical purposcs, -. -
taken, although w combination of polities and power strugnles were o
provide o period of confusion and potentlial aeclasy witil the expe.ded
program began wdoltting Treshmen, uas requested by the Regenus, in
september, 1956, (2)

Jurvie, members ol the Board o Education, the Mott Foundotion,
and other interested groups {with, again, the excepelon of the Jwilor
cullege) were in favor of an expandec. program for a variety or iwason,
including the possibllity that this uight force the communiiy coliege
e offer more voeatlonal or technical progrums while continuliy, to diuw
sdequate "traavler” students becuuse o 1ts diiferentlal tuitior siructure.
Furthewmcre, many local Flint residents were deeply concerned stout the
espanslion of Unl ersity progrums in other areas of Lhe Stute waich wight
lenve Flint In o secondary pHhsition.

In 1904, when Flint College was created as un uwopey al.isiown
novitution, thne University of Michigan had favored 4 unitied prog.um
wnile trne community had supported the idew of o completely separate
tretituticn, partially due to lucal pride in the Junior coilzge nad
partially due to fireanciul and legal counsidecations invelring a rusc
fund wolch wus tled to the Junlor college. The eventual Un.versity

1]

1. Guy J. Bates, "The Future ol Higher Education lu the Flint Ares,
Report of the Joiut Committee to 3tudy the Needs for Higher Education
i1c the Flint Area, Feoruary 12, 196L, pr 1hk-15.

e Flint Boord of Educatiuon, "Minutes ¢! the Regulur Meeting of Ap:ril
19€k; University of Michigmn, Proceedings of the Board of Regents,

26, 1965 to June 23, 1966 (Ann Arbor: Universivy of Mich;gan.
Eé), PP- 3-k-305.
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lecllion, bared Gpon ascumptions ol adequatc enrcliment ..nd couperstion
it Fliot Commrnity Junlor College, wao to wccept the local odfer -
aniern caciaded monetury support for new rwellities - and to peneralize
Lhic setion into o stetement ol policy which wao then appiiced to the
Dezcuorn uituation and later to Flint aguin: the University would
previage educaticnal ofl'ering: where & commuwiity demonstruted both ne
zod a derlre for tuch services, &8 well as o willingness to cirset the
cugth ol ducllitlies and initiul malntenunce.

L‘

by L9ie, Deun Freuch still felt thut "in genersl, there was good
T Lperauiof. setveen the Flint Cullede and ¥.C.J.C." Although the iy

zoniong conceralng enrollment had proven md: taken, size alone wouid
ool rave progpted the Unlversity to expand 1ts progium without the
iritiative of the Flint community. This initlative, bused on u desire
16 have a tull four-yeur college (ur University Center) in Fiint, wac
accepted by the University not becuuse of uny feilure oi' tne original
gsumptions concerning Flint College, but because the 18U4 events had
"happered on oan histuricul accldent, noc us a deliberste uaitempt (O
dewsnstr:te & rnew educational structure.” The University wus not
eommltted to Flirt College as an educaetlonal or experimental univ; it
nsd develoned becuuse clrcumstunces sand commuunity preussure so c¢ut“ted
When clreoinmstinces and community desireus chacwed, Flint Colleye chunged
with trem. (1)

The 1300's: KFloridua

Un Decemper 10, 19€0, Dr. A.J. Brumbeaugh muade his report tu thw
Fioridn Boacd ol Contrcl un recommendstions for the new University in
Souts-East Florida. “"The University,' he stuted, “will Yook zo the
community junior culleges o the State, und especially those in the
soulLeastern couastal arca, 10 pruvide the busic education of the
Irechmsr ana sophomore yeurs.' Thus, Ivey's plan for a xeauced Ireshma
znd sophomore program had become, in Brumbuugh's report, an upper
division in.titution. According to Brumbaugh, "the concept of @ uppe:
d'vizion ifnstitution to ve estublished at Buca Reton, Flurida emerged
Srom conciderstion of severel po:sibilities by the Planning Commissivn
01 which I was directur;”" according to then Executive Direcior of the
Auard f Cuntroul, J. Broward Culpepper, " the idea ol developing # new
instisutien where the emphnusls 1s upon unper level undergraduite und
wrad.iite work was reviewed well before the Brumbaygh chmzt ul 1yol..
whicrn voas Lupposed to be o foulluw-up on the Ivey report to crystalice
in mure detailed fachion the steps which might be folloved [or devel-
Cping the new institution.” Regardless ol the exiact mement at which the
idew I r oun oupper division institution entered the planning fov the now
Bl Heton institution, there is every indicetion thut the idea was
relutively current in Board offices belore Brumbaugh's .rrival, and tihat

-

Deovid French, letter to Willard J. Spaulding, weptember 22, 19oo.
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it had act weern I
@

‘ey‘s intention 10 completely eliu.cate Tie Iyeolmal
ard suphomor 563

- (1)

desordlecs of the exact source ol the upper division ildea in
Floride, the plans nad o soand basis in reality. Southeast Florids
regilred an lnstitotion with a strong emphasis on research and oraduste
educesion; & decicion not to oi'fer freshman and scphomore years wis
zlsu seen as being In line with "the emphasis on ecunomy in govermient
ander the new Governor, Farris Bryant. In addition, many legislovors
Zelt wnat the exlsiing progrems ut Tallahussee (Floride sState UI\VG LI
and Gainesvilie (Univecrsity of Florida) wvere in despuruie need i suprort
and that new lnstitucions showdd not be created until these insiiiutions
nhad ocen streagihened. Brunbaugli's proposals, by assuring the seven
countles of south-eastern Florddu that thelr new orperposed commuﬂ‘u»
colleges would nut be throeutened, gathertd Vastay nbeued loglicluexive
support [ur the proposed institution. "The Institution wes crca\uu.‘
Brumbaugh hus writter, "sg a response tu lucul pragmatic needs us
upposed to educational theuries bused on known or assumed wodel:.”
According tc Culpel.er, "we were not influenced by other instiz.tioas”
ia the planning for Floridae Atlentic University. (2)

n
\4

Prumbnugh's report was formaily udopted on July 15, 1yol wid, ‘o
tne 1961 leglslutive sescion, meney was allocated to meke possibls i
opening of Florida Atlantic Uaiversity in ISG4 as "tihe Iirst [Etliv;g,
in the nation to foregd [reshmun and sopbomore classes” {according to
the Iirst cstslog). Thus, by 10635, "the public policy structice {the
Board of Control, 1ts chiel executive uificer, Dr. Browvard Culpcoper,
certuin legislators, und tne Guvernor, etc.) had committed itsels
1o the model provided by the Brumbaugh Cunmmission Report ror Florida
Atlaptic Unlversity." This commliment, although act so obviously
stated ut tae tlme, wus both a factor in und reintorced Ly the Gesisions
regarding estublichment of a new institution in Pensacolu, first
putniiorized Lo 1955 and promoted unsuccessfully by various groups oo
Pensacola wad Bscambla Coanty hrough the remaipder of the decude o the
Tifties. (3)

4. Stite Beard of Cortrol of Florida, "Orficial Minutes," Jenuary io,
1956-June 16, 196i, p. 592; brumbuugh, "Keport of the Plan:ing Comudis-
cion, ' p. b ACJ. Brunbough, letter to Robert AL Altuen, December «.
1960; J. Broward Culpe_wer, letter tu Robert A. “)taun, Pehrwry o,

1964,

2. Kenreth R VWilliams, lcterview held November lb, 1yo3 ot Boen Maten,
Florida; Brumbaygh, letier to Altmar; Culpepper, letter to Altmed.

5. State Board of Control of Fleridw, "Official Minutes of the Boawd of
Cuntrol, June 29, 196l-Decemser 4, 1964," p. 17; Florida Avlancic Uni-
verzity, Bulletin 1965-60, Vol. 1, No. 1 (Boca Riton: Florids Atlantic
Orniversity, March, 19 b) p. 17; Herbert Stallw.ath, letter to Robert

A. Rltuwan, December 16, 1G63.



Tne 2:nmpalgs for a nev institutlon at Pensaccla was glven new 1.le
~& Hareh 22, 1961 when Governor Farris Brysant stated that Fensacoluw
Jurnior Colle s shiuld oe converted to o Tour-year tnstitucion, @ pesitien
iong edvocated by muny leading Pensacoule citizens. Betweern Merch sud June,
when the 3tate budget was finally passed without fwéds Tor such 4 conver-
slon, stiff legislative battles raged both within committees - where the
delegetion from Escumbia County hed sigailicant strength - end in the
Legizlature 45 o whrole, where it did not. The final budgeo did, however,
wppropriate $L0C. 000 fur w study in Pensacola and, on February 1o, 1ol
Dr. Jotn Guy Powlke: wes sppointed to conduct this study of Pensacola's
aducatisnal needs. Finwlly, on July 2L, 1902, the Fuwlkes R2port was
publicully presented in Pencicola. "The datu previously presented
PFowlkes concluded, '"bulld o forceiul case Iy the estaklish of o fowr-
yesr instlitution within the Pensecola ures nut Luver than 1970." (1)

Fowlkes had alsc concliuded, as un asoumption on which his ranul
recommendation was based, that o two- wid Tour-year institutian could
operete successiully within the same commanity; yet, this very state-
zent, while pleasing advocates of a four-year instivutdon, woervied
advocutes of cunversion of tne Junlor college. Yet, surprisingly, tie
wording o tae Bourd minutes do not report Fowlkes' recuommendation . f
a four-year institution; ruther, they report the sugzestion of o
degree-grunting lostitution in Pensacole. PFurthermore, iU uppears guatl,
despite the public debute ia Ponsweolu, Culpepper nud sicesdy made
the declielon tu creatce an upper division imstiiution by October, 1yol. ()

becording to Phillip F. Auvhbler - roruer admiulstrator at the
Junior college, member ol the Legisleture, and now Vice Chalceilor oi
the Stete 'indverslty Syctem ol Florlde - the wording ol the origiaal
ruwikes Report which proposed o four-yeur institution wus probubly a
semantlic error mede before the implications urf such 2 statement were
apparent. Furthermore, according to Culpepper, "duri.g that time of
coenflict szter July 21, 19657 I tock the position thut the nutwre and
Type ol the new irnstitution should be based upon a plan of vrganization
winich weuld meet most effectlvely the needs ol the state.... I do not
hnave uny recullection of chinges beiny made in the Fowlkes report.”
Yet, ou Octcber 30, 1962, Culpepper'sc assistant, Herbert Siallwortlh,
#rote te Fowlkes to report completion ol vhe typiing vi the final drat:c
of the Fowikes study. "Of the corrections indicated cn the manuscriprt.
most are typogrephical errors,” Stellworth wrote. "Alsu, waen refcrence
is made to the proposed institution in the Pensacolu urea, the iastitution

1. Pensacols News, Murch 25, 1961, April 14, 1961, April 21, 1yol, May
1z, 1961, June 1, 1962; Pensacclue Journal, April 2o, 196i, May 20, 190i;
ttete Bowrd of Comtrol of Florida, "Officinl Minutes," June 29, 1gol-
ecember 4, 19€%, pp. 153, 181, 2,2; John Guy Fuwlkes, "Providing tor
Fducation Beyond Bigh School in the Pensucola Area,” July 21, 1902, p.
10.

2. Stiate Board of Control of Florida, "Ofiicisl Minuces," June 25, L9ol-
December 4, 1564, pp. 290-92.
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Florida; Stallworth, letter o Allmess; Culiepnor. Lot to Aliman;
Hervert Stnllworth, letter to Jdohur Guy IFovisus, Qotobo. 0, 1900,
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Pensacolr Aresn (Tallehusses: BCe G 0L Coninal, i L Gk,
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ILETATULicon bused cn the earlier community demands oI need would be
dilficult tc derend egainst those suppourting conversion; the logical
answer was for the Board to develop its own idependent statement of
need, not tied to proposals for conversion, from which it could then
determine the most satisfactory response.

\

Once the Board had admitted need, several alternmatlve forms of
Lrgmrnization were available. Despite continuous pressure to coavert
the Junior college, the Board hed never seriously considered such a
prijasal. The two remaining slternatives - creaticn of en independent
four-year institution und creeation of an upper division institution -
were voth considersd und, desplte the Zact that educational considers-
tins may hiave lent support to the complete four-year institution,
"elements present in the real situation" led to the ultimate decision
Ly treate 4 two-yeaur institution which would build on the local junior
college. A model for this type of institution - Florida Atlantic
University - already existed {n Floridu, although F.A.U. would not
admit its first students for over & year, thus reducing its value as
& "test case” for the concept of upper divisionalism in Florida..

Tne Pensaccla institution, scon named the University of West Florids,
was basically a respunse to a situation, and not a conscious attempt
to ccntinue any 'experiment" which mey have, coincidentally, been
started through the pregmatic decisions surrounding the creation of
Florida Atlantic University. Four years after its formal creation, in
1967, the Uuiversity of West Florida admitted its first class making
Flurida the only state then to have two upper division institution
in operation.

The 1960's: New York and Peansylvunia

Tre New School Senior College had remained virtually the sume
since 1ts6 creation in 194k, despite efrorts by President Simons in the
late 1950'n to cremnte a four-year, dey-time program in its place in
oréer tou complete the "underpinning" of the Graduate Faculty which the
creation »f the Senlor College hed begun. Yet, a number of seriocus
weaknesses had develcped within the Senior College, including the
fuct thmt "for all practical purposec the present B.A. program is the
s.mpae accusulution of 120 credits provided these credits are distri-
butec in a certaln arbitrary fashion,'" that "the administrstion carries
tne vurden uf the pro,ram ruther than the faculty," and thut changes
14 the total New school offerings "are made in the vest interests or
tne zdult non-credit student rather thin the BA metricuwlant.' Moreover,
as noted by the Middle States Assoclation during an unsuccessful bid
foer zcereditativun of the New School programs, "the basic elements of a
'major' or of progression in a curriculum, are not detinite and clear." (1)

1. New Schcol, "Report of the Sub-Committee un the B.A. Progrum,* Muy
is, 1904, p. &; Middle Gtutes Associwtlon of Cilleges and Universities,
"Report of the Evaluation Committee: 1ne New behool for Social Reseurch,
New York, N.Y. February 14-17, 1960," n.d., p. 1l.




Mureuver - ulthough never Iintended as a mujor effort - the New
school Senlor College had never enrolled lurge numbers of students:
by 1960, arter sixteen years oi operatiun, the prugram had gradusted
a wotel of 409 students with the baccalaureate degree. The original
purpcse had been to proviie pre-graduate work for a small number or
part-time adults; in 1960, the average student was still slightly over
25 years old and required flve years to complete tne two-year program.
Thus, the originsl purposes appeared to be successfully met; the arrivul
of a new President - who almost immediately initiuted "un analysis of
every prigram in the institution und of its resource base, jand/ ol its
academic character and quality" - and the naming i a new Dean in lGok
provided the impetus for e review of the purposes themselves in view of
the changing societul and studen’ needs of the 1960's. (1)

During the very first months of the new President's - Dr. John
Everett - presidency, a series of dlscussions took place with the new
Dean - Dr. Allen Austill - faculty, and students; one virtually unanimous
conclusion was that the exiscting Senicr College should be nbolished.
Yet, the new propossal was not to create a four-year institutiorn, as at
Flint, but to creute an upper divislon insgitution for rull-time, duy
sewsion, college-age students, a population distinctly different Irom
that truditionally served elther by the New School as a whole or by
the Senlcor College In partlicular. A full-time program would imply both
4 full-time student body und lac-lty; the latter would be required if
the new program were not to sut'fer the same luck 0. supervision and
continuity which had weukened the o0ld Senior Colleyge. Concurrectly,

& duy program would provide better use of facllities; a continuing
upper division prugram would not require lurge investmentis tor language
or science luaborutories. Finally, Everett and Austill relt that
significunt population ol highly-qualified students were dropping cut
of "whut traditionally have been called very good colleges" and might
ve attracted to a quality program which would present 'things in terms
.!? mesningtul interrelationships rather thun Just building blocks." (2)

On July 6, 1965, Everett reported on his thinking to the Boa:d:
vy the end of September, Austill had developed a prupusal which aow
included pussibvle sequrnces of courses, divisionul structure, and

i. Junhn R. Bverett, Interview held December 12, ivyod ut New York, New
York; New Gchool for Social Research, "A Selr-study or The New School
for Locial Research prepured fur Micele States Association ol Colle.es
und cecondary Schools,” Junuary, 1900, pp. -9, 13, 4/; Herman Eichuer,
"Credit Population,” memo to Hans Simons, January 23, 19,9 with pencil
notations éated November l4, 1961 and June 24, 19bu.

¢. kllen Austill, interview held December 12, 1908 at New York, New
York; Aller. Austill, "A New senior Collexe," memo to John Everett,
septerer &, 1965, p. 1; Everett, interview.
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Ltudent body craructeristics. On the vasis of Austill's report, Everett
sgreed LU nire two copnsultants to develop syllabi in the humanities and
sucial sciences. In Cctober, the Educational Pulicy Committee of the
Board reacted "enthusiustically in favor" of the proposal and recommended
its continued development, which proceeded quickly in purt because
“"ther wa no une to defend the kind of educatiunal program we were
preszently running ut the baccaluureate level.” Finally, on February 4,
1966, the Educaticnal Policy Committee aguin heard President Everett's
report and recommended the new program to the full Beard: the New
scheol Colleyge won ourn. Nu action wis. ever uaken to eliminate the old
senir colleye; rather, a motlon was approved to begin the new progrum
in September, 1966. (1)

Tre New Sohnol College, ws reconstituted, did not remain the only
wpper divicion institution in the City or New York ior long; within
wie year, 4 second lunstitution - upproved in late 1965 - would open vn
Staten Island ws o part ol the City University ol New York, the
qwunicipal, tuition-free csystem ol higher education In New York City.
The institution oun ostaten Islund was simllur in many aspects of its
develupment tou the University of West Florida in that community
serntiment on Stuten Islund had long been in tavor o1 4 fuur-year college.
Prolescour Arlefign B. Williamson, soon after his appointment to the Board
21 HEigher Education (Trustees for the City University), had begun to
puih for the creatiun of such an institution. Atter sounding out varicus
menvere ot the Buard and representatives of the stute Elucation Depart-
ment and the Clty government, Williamson declided "that the expeditious
thing to do was Lo get o fout inside the door toward complete higher
education and thut foot in the door would be u community college.'
fet, the idei remanined that, at some future date, the proposed community
c.ileie could una would be expunded to s tour-year Lnustitution. (2)

Fulluwing the entublishment of the community college, which vpened
with, 117 students in the full ot 1996, Williamson "let the thing lie
felloew’" until 1962 when the Bourd's Committee tu Look tu the Future
prezeated 1ts report. Noting thut "at present, euch borough in the City
nzs a senlor College campus except Richmond [Etuten Islang7," the
Committee recowmmended tnat "very shortly, the Board oi Higher Educ.ition
initiate & detuiled study of the need for a senior College [ruur-yeur
irstitution in New York City parlancg7 to serve the Burough of Richmend.,”
kecordingly, and in line with Williamson's initial thinking, the Board
on December 17, 1962 appcinted a committee "to give special consideration
te the possible develupment of the Staten Iuslund Community College into

1. £llen Austill, "A New Senior College," pussim; New School, "Minutes
vt the educntionul Pulicy Committee, October 1, 196%5;" Austlill, inter-
view; New uchoul, "Minutes of the Educational Rilicy Committee, Februury
w, 1966."

#. hrieign B. Wiiliamson, interview held February J0, 1yod at New York,
New York.



2 four year ccliege.” The Churiman of thetv committee - and oI tae
committee which rad originaliy established the community collegze on
3taten Island, was Prolessor Willismson. (1)

Elthcuzh neither the Regents nor the Trustees of the State Univer-
51ty were ither on record as cppusing conversion of community colleges,
State University Vice Presldent Boyd Golder informed Williamson that
"the State was not golng tc permit community colleges to develop into
four-year nollepes. DBy Geptember, 190,, the Bouard of Higher Educuzivn
Led modliied the Wiiliumson committee charge to "Explore the Need ror
Establishing . Four-Yernr Program in the Borough of Richmund;” despite
this change, Pauul Orvisc, University Dean for Two-Yeur Colleges at the
Stute University wrote to Gustave Rosenberg, then Chalrmun of thae
Board o!l Higher Educution, expressing that "our Trustees have baen
ccncerned uver ceveral newspaper reports with regord to the potential
conversion of the Staten Island Communtliy College to a Tour year
college at thou lucation.” To which Rosenbers replied, "it is tae
clear intert ol this Board that the twu-yaar college in staten I[sluna
continue irn the Jubure as u two-yeur institution.' The move to convert
the community college to & four-year institution was oiTiciully deuad. {(2)

Willtamsen's first formul report to the Beand presented the
re;ults or » gtudy - directed by Peter S. Spiridon or Staten Islsnd
Community Colleye - which had begun the previous November. This
report, wpproved in princliple on September 30, 1364, demonstratea o

need {or o four-yenr instltution on Staten Island und recommend:d 'the
egtablishment irn the Borough »f Richmond, as a part ol the City University
ol New York, [_6f7 & four-year college, on the pattern or its other

zenlor collegcs. According tu both Splridun and Williumson, the

Comn ttee's bnuic wonl was tu determine the need fur o full fouc-yeas
college un tne Islund, and they fully expected that o four-year insti-
tutlion would then be estublished "becuuse," as Williamson has stated,

"we wuw 1o other way to ¢o Lt" cince the State hud elimlnated the

option of econverting the community college. Yet, some members ol thoe

Board chullernpyed the Ldew Of a full four-yeur cullege which woudld

compete witn tane community college und, on December 21, 1964, & new
commiitee wus creuted which, according to Williamson, was to describe

1. New York City Board of Higher Education, A Lung Runge Plun {o1r the
City University of New York, Report of the Bourd of Higher Educution
Committee to Louk to the FUture, Thomes C. Holy, Survey Director {New
York: Board oi Higher Education, 1962), pp. xi, 30, 59, 331.

2. 3.V. Martorans, letter tu Robert A. Altman, March 27, 19o8;: New York
City Bourd of Higher Bducution, Proceedings ot the Board of Higher Edu-
catin of Tue City of New York: 196: (New York: Board of Higher Educatium,
19555 Pr. U7, Rfo, Willi&mbun, interview; Puul B. Orvis, letter to
Gustave G. Rousenbery, December 20, 16€5; Gustuve G. Roseunbery, letter

to Paul B. Orvid, Junuary o, 19Gk.
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aow 13 could pe done.” (1)

Willismson has stated that, during the early stuges oI the pre-
parzTich of the second, or "implementation,” report, "it dawued on us
trnzt we could establish two years despite the community college," and
trat thic was the Jerm of the idea for an upper division institution
on staten Island. The iwea of an upper division institution had already
zppeared in writing in the 1964 City Univeruity Master Plan, prepared
vy Dearn Hurry L. Levy, who 'Lecaue aware oI the upper-aivisica college
movenent through conversations in 1665 with my lellow-members of the
Steering Cummittee of the Sucial Studies and Humanities Curriculum
Progran of the Americin Council of Learned Socleties and Educational
Servicee Incurporated, ut lenst cne ol whom cume trom Florida, vhere
the experiment wee being launched.” Yet, neither Levy nor williamson
hed yet connected the needs on Staten lbldnd with the Master Plan
statement "I was aware of that [Ztutement7 Williamson has said,

“"put it had not occured to us, when the t'irst report came out, that
this might be the expedient thing tc do." (&)

On September 1, 1964, E.K. Fretwell came to the City University
from the Stote Education Department where, in 1950 and 197, he had
cu~euthured statements supporting the concept o1 an upper division
inztitution in New York State. When Fretwell arrived, he found that
the genernl concept of an upper division institution was well accepted:
ne vegan "to make pure that in aiay documentation coming out of the City
Urivercity reference wus made to & buchelor's degree granting institution”
rather than to a four-year college. On November 11, 1964, Fretwell wrote
te University Chincellor Albert Bowker "I am convinced that we should
plun four an upper division college for Stuten Island.... My cunversation
witn Professor Williumson yesterday (I took the imitiative for talking
with him) cunvinces me that there is pretty good general agreement ss
te wnat we're alming for." (3)

i. New York City Board or High:r Educution, "A Report of the Committee
¢ the Boara of Higher Education to Determine the Possible Need for u
Four-Year Tax-Supported Cocllege 1n the Borough of Richmond a5 o Unit of
Tre City Unlversity of New York," Arleigh B. Willismson, Chairman; Peter
Z. Spiridon, Survey Director, September, 1964, pp. 1-3, 19, 22-31; New
Icrk City Board oi digher Education, Pruceedings of the Board oif Higher
ﬂduﬁauAu. -‘ The City of New York: 198k (New York: Board of Higher Edu-
cation, 199%), p. 2/7; Williamson, interview; Peter 5. spiridon, inter-
view held January 4, 1968 st Staten Island, New York.

-

2. williamson, lnterview; New York City Board of Higher Bducation, Master
qun for The Clty University of New York (with November 1904 Amendments:
Ccllege of Police Science and Hunter College school of Socisl Work) (New
York: Board of Higher Educatlon, 1964), p. 30; Earry L. levy, letter to
Fobert A. Altman, January 20, 1968.

. BE.K. Fretwell, interview held February 1, 1603 at New York, New
Yors; E.K. Fretwell, Jr., memo to Albert H. Bowker., November 11, 1l39ok.
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Although the dreft oi Williamson's second report, dased td 4 grest
extent un an earlier memo from Fretwell, was not ccmpleted until mid-
tpril, 1965, and the Board of Higher Educacsion did not approve the
creetion 0f the new institution - Richmond College - until June 21,
1225, the basic decision to establish an upper division instituticn
appears to iave been mad:s by Fretwell's November memo to Bowker or,
12 later, by a January 21, 1965 meeting Dbetween Fretwell, levy, and
Williamecon at which tiune Fretwell reported on visits mude to existing
upper division institutions in Dearborn and Boca Raton. Following
wnat meeting, Fretwell sent Williamson a set of documents which Iz
Lad collecied; Fretwell alsc noted that the Flint campus was adilig
twe years tG 1te program, but this was dismissed as "a result of
statewide enrollment prescures. The following month, Fretwell sent
Williamson & memo which becume the buse - along with new tpiridon
studies - for Willlamson's April 1) recort. Following assurances oI
suppurt. from botn the State Education Department and the Mayor's
vifice, the Board approved Williamson's report and Richmond College
wug eztablished. (1)

According tou Fretwell's February dralt - repeated in the »; -il
Williumson report - there were eight reasons rol entablishing ca
upper division institution on Staten Island. Such an institutiocn wowdd
make pocssible upper division opportunities sooner than 1l a new
institution were started, cluss by class, with the ireshman year; would
provide a high quality ctudent bony Since community cvlleges wiuld
zereen out the uncapable; would, at the same time, provide opprrtunities
Yor "lute oloomers" whose potential was recognized only after admission
0 the community collepe; would strengthen the masters degree Ly linking
t more closely tu the baccaluurcate in un Institution which could then
concentrate on upper division und masters study (shades of Jordun und
Eutcrins): would make efTective use ol resources through partnership
Jltn une community collepe; would draw stronger rIscuity through the
promiue ol oonly Junior, senlor, and gruduste instructional responsibili-
vies; and would provide fur o more relevant and immedinte tailering of
wiferiogse to the needs of the local community. (2)

1. Fretwell, interview; E.K. Fretwell, Jr., letter to Arleigh B.
Williamgon, January 22, 1965; E.K. Fretwell, Jr., memo to Peter

S. uUpiridon, February 12, 1965; E.K. Fretwell, Jr., "A Plan to Estab-
lish an Upper Division College on Staten Island," February 12, 1So>,
pussim; Williumson, interview; New York City Board ui Higher Educa-
tiorn, "Upper Division {Third und Fourth Year) Cullege: A Recommendution
on Implementution of The Board of Higher Education Resolution thut The
City ol New York Estublish a Fuur-Year College in the Borough of
Richmond ae a Unit of The City University or New York," Arleigh B.
Williameon, Chairmoan; Peter $. Spiridon, survey Director, April 1o,
192;, pucelm; Ewnld B. Nyquist, letter to Robert F. Wagner, June 3,

196~ .

Z. Fretwell, "A Plun," pp. 2-5.



Jev, Wl iliemson's Iirst intenticn, daving back to the early rifvies.
w.lL L. clnvert the iocal Jun.or college; only when this cpticn was
t..c4ed by tne >tate Bducation Department did he move to consideration
T2 FUil Plur-year ifnstiturion. When this alternative was questioned

oy ouner members of the Bourd of Eigher Education, the second Wiiliamsen
Crauittee Wwag created to determine how 4 four-year institution could be

crested witnout overly threutening t“he existing community college. And,
accoriing to Willlumson, the finul declsior 1o creute tn upper division
lautivacion 'wus on expedient; We tnougnt caal if we coudd do this, i
it wag przeticuble to do thls, o6 there were antecedents to de this, or
LY we could work the matter out in practical terms, this would serve

2k ar expedient l'ur not making the Staten Usland Community Collepge a
tour year ccllege. It was only arter we beguan to work on this, to
impacment this expediency, that we discovered thut this had virtues
onostoell” (L)

Wolllmneun perceives the creation ol Richmond College as an
"crpedlency; Precident Eric A. Walker of The Pennsylvunia State
Unilverzity nat charncterized the planning und development wi The
Cupltoi Czmpun st a striking example vl o pragmatic response to u g
civastion. Priur to July, 19€5, the University hud no intention oi
ELtnurisning an ndditional unit, let wlone an upper division college,
in Barcinoury, wWwnere Lt alrendy covperited with Leur other lustitutions
PnLotne opecation U the Horrisvurg Aredw Center tor Higher Educatlion
(#8CE2 ). Lerernl priviite llbern  nris colleges served the baccalaurente
LG ol the: wren, and tne Hurrlsbure Arean Community College, which
nadd wpened in i9Gh ag the Jirst public community college established
whder Pennoyivania's new 196 "'Cummunity College Law," dlready
enr.iled orer L0 Ltudenti. (u)

luad

Luddenty, in date July, Governur Willliam sScranton learned that the
ALz okurce v, planhilg to close the Olmsted Air Force Base in Middletown,
Perg. favanliu, appruxi.ately ten miles southeast ol Harrisburg. Almost
.mneclialely, Leruntun contacted Pr .dent Waller to ask "il it might be
ouu.ule Tor Penn State to estnublion a graduate school whiclh woald
atiilee purt ol the Olmsted Alr Force Buse, und which might enhuince
“ne ecunumy of the area.” Welker asked C.5. Wyand, Chairman oo the
Uriveroity'. Administrutive Committee un Long-Range Development, to
prep:re a nrupusal for the develupment o! the Olmstad fucilitvies und,
LfAugust iU, 1965, Wysand submlitted « “confidential, preliminary
wor£ing droft' to Walker. Wyand's repurt, which became the basic
pinnning a.cument fur the new institution, recummenced not simply a
ruduate senuwol, but development ol un upper division college wiich
Lo iloo Liler assocliute degrees 1nn selected technical dreas in
WnlCno Lhe pes cullege would have buth the fuculty and racilities to

[SENE

o omesdnufantrn, lnterview,

cLrie Al dalker, loterview neld September 10, 1G0O at Univeralty
Zaos, Penciyliania.
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provide the necessary cocrses. (1)

On fugust 24, 1965, Waller wrote to Scranton outlining his thinking
un rhe proposed Olmsted institucion. A graduate school alone, Walker
wrote, would nuot be large encugh +o support the necessary faculty and
research; an undergraduate institution, which would make better use I
the available [iciliti~s, would competc unnecessarily with other ins:li-
tutions In the arewn. An upper division und griduate Institutlion, on
the other hand, would compiement the eftort. of nelghburing instltutions,
relieve some of the enrollment :traln on the CUniversity Purl campus,
nnd «llow for maximum utllization of taculty, clossivoms, library, and
Inburatory fucilitles. Walker also reported that he had alreudy discus-
sed this propucal at u meeting with some of the "opinfon formers' in
Hurrisburg and (elt "there is a large measure of acceptunce of the
iden " Furthermore, since the Stute wanted to demonstrate it: capuclty
v utilize the uvillable space at the earliest possible date, W.lker
assursd Seranten that "we feel certain that it such a comblnation ot
prosrams were put together, it could be started in the fall of 1966
on o trisl basic.”" (2)

According to Walker, the Capitol Cumpus wue not modelled vn uny
existing institution, but was the logicil outgrowth of the tuctors
cited In his letter to Scranton. By the end of August, 1965 - less
than two month: after Scrunton learned ot the propoced closing uf the
‘Olmsted fncilities und three months before the Governor [(urmally
requested that the University be the upplying ugent for these fncilities -
the basic deelsiont concerning the organization of the new institution
tiid been made, dependent only upon approval by the Penn State Trustees
and the Guvernor, nnd the willingness ot the Depurtment oif Health,
Educntion and Welfare, to whom title of the airport had been triansfered,
to relense the property to the Stnte for this purpose. (3)

On November 14, 196, the Governor formmully requested that the
University develup the Olmsted complex us an educaticnal inctlitution;
by thut dute, the basic decislons regardlng the institutlon’'s purpuse
and structure had alreisdy been made nnd agreed to by Walker, Scrantun,
Roger W. Rowlunud, Chaimrmun o1 the Penn state Board, and Clitton Jones,
vecretary ol Commerce for the Stute ol Pennuylvania. Two weeks later,
the Bonrd's Executive Commlttee :ipproved "nn ncademic program tu be
operated as an integral part of the University" as a Commonwenlth
Cumpus in Middletown and, on January 8, 1966, the Board approved the
establichment ¢f the Communwenlth Cnmpus. Also in the Intervening periud,

1. Wnlker, interview; Erlc A. W.lker, ietter to William W. Scranton,
August 2, 196%; Pennsylvanin Stute Unlversity, "Contidential, Preltimi-
nary Worklng Draf't of a Requested Propunal for Estublishment of the
Olmsted Campus, The Pennsylvanice state Universlty, Middletown, Pennsyl-
vanli, " August 10, 19065, pussim.

Waulker, Jetter to Seranton.

5. Walker, intervliew.
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the Utite Buard of Educotion was "notified" of the poteniliunl campus,
although Severlno Ltelnnon, ecrctary to the Bourd, has stuted that
"ut no time did The Ponnsylvania Stnte Universlty request approval
{rom the Stute Board of Educution tor the estublishment ot the Capitol
Campus," nor, under the generul regulatory powers granted to the Board,
wai; such approval necescary. (1)

Planning continued up to und through the opening ol' the Capitol
Campus with eighteen students In September of 1666. According to
Walker, the institution was not reully opened until September, 1l9uY,
when the {irst full class would be dmitted, but it was necessuary tu
have some students in the building from the beginning. Thus, fourteen
months af'ter the Governor's t'irst appruach to President Walker, the
first studenty - transfers from the University Park Campus and from
vther Commonwenlth C mpuses - were enrolled to begin work toward as
yet undefined bachelor's degree programs In humanities and soeiunl
sclence. (2)

1. Wnlker, interview; Severino stelnnon, letter tu Ruobert A. Altmun,
Junuary ¢, 19064; State Buard of Education vt the Commonwe:nlth of
Pennsylvainin, "Minutes, 6bth Meeting of the Stute Board of Educaticn,”
October 14, 19065, p. 26-0; State Board of Education of the Commonweanlth
of Pennsylvani:n, "Minutes, 2(th Meeting ouf the State Board of Education,”
November 10, 196,, p. 27-(; Pennsylvania State University, "The Penn-
sylvania State University Minutes of Executive Committee, Volume 13,"

pp- 153-54; Pennsylvuniu State University, "The Pennsylvania State
University Minute:s of Trustees, Volume 6," pp. 1h2-43.

2. Wnlker, interviey.
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CONCLUSIONS

The initial propusal un which this project wus based hypothesized
that "in every case, one may assume that the decision to chcose the
upper-divisional furm of organization wa., based on certain existing
problems ur need:, ns well as assumptions us to how this form would
meet the needs. And, in those instunces In which an institution has
rev rted tu full, four-yeur status, one may also assume that (1) the
institution'e originil perception ot its problems was faulty; (2) the
institution's assumptions concerning the eftects vJj this form of
urganizntlon were incorrect; (3) suvme new tactors were andded which
chunged elther the inltinl problem or the correctness uf the lnitial
nssumptlong."

Perhaps the most busle (inding of this study is the extent to
which the prcceding paragraph was not npplicable to the estiblishment of
existing upper division institutions. Upper division institutions -
and, one miy now usssume, most new institutions - were based less on
existing problems and needs than on elther perceived problems or needs
which may or may not reflect the real needs of the area or on needs of
speclific interect groups which were often unrelated to the needs of
loenl studenis. Furthermore, planning rarely attempted to anulyse the
wieys In which this organizational form would meet perceived needs.
Rauther, in most instances, the mere existence of n number of public
two-year community or junior colleyes both obvianted the need to repeat
the tirst two years and, in several instances, made suck repitition
pollitlenlly Impoussible even 1t educationally desiruble. It should be
re-emphnsized, however, thut the existence of these two-year colleges
In itselt wias not u primary consideration in the initial decisiun to
estibllish a new institution in must areas.

The primnry pattern ol development of upper division colleges in
the United otites since the Second world War has been as tollows:
deteiminitlon of additlonil need tor baccnlaureate-level education -
whether bnsed un student or industry need - ifullowed by u decision not
to (1) dupllcate an existing Jjuniur college nor (2) convert such an
Institution tu tour-year stutus. Given the vrganlzational pattern
ol two- und {our-yeir inctituticns extiunt in the United States toduay,
the only alternative is creativn of i two-year segment to pruovide the
reauired buac-nlaureate educution. Desire for an upper division institu-
tion per se hus nut influenced the initlinl decision to eutublish sume
Institution; rather, the upper division furm hus been the lust acceptible
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alternntive for o previovusly-conceived-of institution, once conversion
wr & tull four-year institution have been rejected.

Upper division institutions since 1956 have been universally
public; priur to that date, they were universally private. This split
provides instruction as to the changing reasons for the establishment
ol upper division institutions. At least to some extent, early upper
divisi-n institutions were bused on considerations as tu the approprinte
educational functions of "colleges" or "gymnasia" as distinct from
"universities;" included in these considerations were questions as to
the uppropriate pliace at which tu separate generanl from speciul or
prulessional educntion. By the end of the Second World War, this
place had been estublished as the end of the sophumore year - or of
the students' Junior college experience. Followling that date, public
institutions - which itre much more respansive to both the growing
numbers of Jjunior college: (which are predominantly public in these
areas) and of thelr gradustes, us well as to pressure from local
industries or politlcians desiring creation of an institution tu serve
the specitic needs of their aurea - have been, and will continue to be,
the ruie.

Perhups regrettably, the fuct that {uture upper division institutions
will be public tor the reasons stated ubove has other implications.
Public institutions have been affected to a much greater degree than
ls desiruble by the availability of land or facilities. Cupitol Campus
wus begun for this reason, several other institutions were eestablished
on the condition of navailable lund or facilities, and the Univercity
of West Florids was not established in the late 1950's in large part
beciiuse of the sudden unavailability of a naval base, the avallability
0’ which was one of the prime arguments in fuavor ot establighment ot
a new institution at that time.

Mureover, the fact thut institutions have been established with
n unique (nund potentially diificult) organizational form without
considerntion of busle educationul questions beyond "need" for a
bucealaureite Institution his mennt crention of problems - particularly
a ti1tlure to meet enrvllment goals, an lnappropriate utilization of
faculty, or a difficulty in faculty retention - which are not, due to
lack of planning, used even as lessons in the development of future
institutions. Many of these difficulties can be prevented through
adequite and upproupriute planning processes, particuiarly with
ref'erence tu the decision to establish an upper division, us oppused
tu unother form of cullege. "Baccalaureaute need,'" even if properly
determined, does not insure that an upper dlvision institution will
vperate effectively, despite the existence of one or more community or
Junior colleges in the "immediunte areu " Moreover, assumptions
regurding commuting - both in ygeneral und as it relates to the community
or Junior college griduate - must be reviewed.

As the Initial assumptions concerning estnblishment of upper
division institutions were incorrect, so were those concerniny; the
declslon to "revert" to a full, four-year stitus. To the extent that
nssumptions concerning how this form of orginization would meet exi:.ting
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needs were never made (except, again, for sume determination of a need
for baccalaureate education), the "failure" of these assumptions could
play little or no part in a decision to abandon the upper division form
¢! organization. To the extent that such assumptions included a need
for baccalaureute educution on a scale which would be reflected in
ndequate student enrollment, then it may be sald, however, that the
initial planning assumption was incorrect.

It would be more proper, however, to conclude that, in the case
of both College of the Pacific and Flint College, ''new factors were
ndded which changed" not the initiul problem or assumptions but the
situntion in which the institution operated. At Pacific, these tuctors
included the advent of the Korean War, the lmposition ot accreditation
requirements, and the steady deterioration of relations with the
public Junior college on which Pacific relied for its students. At
Flint, these fuactors included & change in the community's desire for
an upper divis: on institution, both reflected in and reinforced by the
avallability of significant funds to allow the University to take the
position which would have been preferred a decade earlier when funds,
among cther reasons, led the Unlversity of Michigan first to establish
an upper division institution.

Thus, in one sense, there are no lessons to be learned from the
"reversion" of these two Lnstitutions which cun be uapplied to exi:sting
or future institution as a guideline fur incorrect assumptions to be
avolded. In another e2nse, however, there aure specific and severe
lessons, especinally from the experience of Flint Cullege: an institution
estublished in un experimentul form - with all the concomiiant problems
nsgsocliated with the operation of an upper division institution - must
huve firmer support und reuson for its beiny thun the refusnl ol a
state agency to allow conversion, the sudden availability of u plut
ot land, or the deslre of u legislative delegation to secure an
institution for 1ts constltuents.Only with such & buse of support will
the instltution - when difticulties do urise - have the necessury
commitment and reason to continue operation as un upper division
institution while seeking to correct its problems ruther than rejecting
the upper division form of organization and, in many cases, not looking
beyond that rejJection tc the baslc cuuses of ifts ditficulties.
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