iences for students, who’d have to deliberate more carefully "about their intended majors before
enrolling in a certain college," and who "might have to attend colleges other than the ones
closest to their homes, or take classes at more than one college to earn their degrees.” The new
plan would necessitate a standardization of the process for "transferring between colleges" to
make it "more efficient,"” and it would also compel the university to streamline its other admin-
istrative procedures.

During the years ahead most of the nation’s colleges and universities will find it imperative to
subject all of their campuses to the "wrenching pain" now being inflicted at Maryland and
CUNY. As the editors of The Washington Post put it, however, "the entire system is likely to
grow healthier” as a result. For one thing, fiscal constraints will force all educators to become
habituated to holistic thinking in everything they do. Not only will large organizations look for
ways to accomplish larger aims with smaller expenditures; institutions that have no structural
links with one another at present will come together in local, regional, national, and even inter-
national consortia that permit them to share personnel and equipment and thereby achieve goals
that would otherwise be unattainable. College and university libraries and scientific facilities
have already demonstrated the cost-effectiveness of various types of networking and collabora-
tion, and many academic institutions have also found it advantageous to establish relationships
with research centers in the humanities, among them the American Antiquarian Society in
Worcester, Massachusetts, the Folger Institute in Washington, D.C., the Huntington Library in
San Marino, California, and the Newberry Center for Renaissance Studies in Chicago, Illinois.

Many institutions will be allotting more of their time and funds to teaching, and especially to
undergraduate instruction. At Cornell University, for example, the administration recently
"adopted faculty recommendations to make formal written evaluations of teaching an essential
part of tenure decisions." As reported in the New York Times (November 4, 1992), "The univer-
sity’s move is the latest sign that American higher education has recognized an imbalance
between teach and research." The Times notes that "in 1991 Stanford University began a $7
million teaching initiative that included higher salaries for successful teachers, special teaching
prizes, and opportunities for undergraduate research. At Drew University in Madison, N.J.,
teaching now counts for half the consideration in tenure decisions.” Other campuses will
undoubtedly be following suit in ways that fit their own settings and traditions.

In a related development, Harvard University has been using grant funds from the Department
of Education’s Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE) and the Andrew
W. Mellon Foundation to conduct a series of "Assessment Seminars" on the quality of "Teach-
ing, Learning, and Student Life" in the undergraduate college that U.S. News and World Report
has ranked first in the nation three years in a row. Under the direction of Professor Richard J.
Light of the Graduate School of Education and the Kennedy School of Government, Harvard has
discovered that the courses that earn greatest respect are those that provide "immediate and
detailed feedback on both written and oral work," place "high demands and standards" upon
students "but with plentiful opportunities to revise and improve their work before it receives a
grade," and offer "frequent checkpoints such as quizzes, brief papers, or oral exams." Harvard
has also confirmed Uri Treisman’s observation that "students who work in small groups, even
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when interacting with high-tech equipment, learn significantly more than students who work pri-
marily alone." In addition, Harvard now knows that "of all the skills students say they want to
strengthen, writing is mentioned three times more than any other."

In the words of Peter T. Ewell, Pat Hutchings, and Ted Marchese (Reprise 1991: The AAHE
Assessment Forum, a 1991 Washington publication of the American Association for Higher Edu-
cation), institutions that employ assessment to maximum effect use the information they garner
to "make continuous improvements" in their academic programs. At Harvard a well-constructed
sequence of faculty conversations "and inquiries into student learning" has turned out to be a
sound way to obtain such information; it is thus "a suggestive model for sister institutions."

What Ewell, Hutchings, and Marchese say about the value of assessment is echoed in A New
Vitality in General Education (Washington: Association of American Colleges, 1988), whose
authors "propose that when faculty undertake educational planning they talk with students, ob-
serve them, use data about them -- data often already available in various offices of their
institution -- and above all, listen to them talk about their ambitions and their experiences in the
institution." According to chairman Joseph Katz and the other members of the AAC Task Group
on General Education, it is "possible for us to find out not just what our students learn but how
they learn it and what motivates them." When we actively involve students in a review of the
instruction we’ve designed for their benefit we often restore our own "intellectual vitality"” in
ways we hadn’t anticipated; at the same time we "gain a new sense of pedagogic satisfaction"
from the growth we help accelerate in our younger co-learners.

"It would be ironic," in the view of AAC’s Task Group, "if institutions otherwise devoted to
inquiry and discovery failed to agree that in regard to the curriculum and teaching, inquiry and
discovery are integral, normal activities." Yes, it would surely be better to acknowledge that
"regular evaluation of entire programs is necessary to keep our curriculum and teaching alive."

It’s particularly important "to keep our curriculum and teaching alive" in the undergraduate
offerings that help students acquire the "knowledge, skills, and attitudes" that all of us carry with
us into adulthood. For that reason the educators who compiled A New Vitality in General Edu-
cation urge America’s colleges and universities to bestow special attention on the activities that
provide "a shared culture and some commonality of intellectual experience within an institution."”
They suggest, for example, that each college or university "select one major text" every year
"and ask that it be read and intensively discussed both by all students and by all faculty
members." They also recommend that general education courses be conceived not merely as in-
ductions to individual fields of study but as opportunities to help students "explore potential
linkages and complementarities across disciplines and subjects.” They advise individual depart-
ments to plan their introductory courses with extraordinary thoroughness, so that they are as
appealing and apprehensible as possible to all enrollees (as distinguished from potential majors),
and so that they indicate how a given discipline "illuminates the problems and questions of our
common life."

Task Group members abhor the attitude -- transmitted through indirect, if not direct, signals by
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some faculty -- that general education is simply "a requirement ‘to be gotten out of the way,’"
and they implore those who plan curricula and counsel undergraduates to think seriously about
what combinations of courses will best prepare their students for the future. One means to that
end is to be sure that general education courses are organized and presented in clusters that
permit key concepts, topics, and competencies to be introduced and progressively reinforced,
"with differing emphases or applications, at different times and in different contexts, over the
four-year undergraduate cycle." Another is to be sure that none of the content that finds its way
into the general education curriculum is allowed to outstay its relevance. In general education
as in the undergraduate program as a whole, all courses should reflect "emerging new fields"
and evolving perspectives on existing fields, and no offerings should ever be regarded as
"exempt" from the need "to make a case for themselves" each time a campus reassesses its
instructional mission. Only through undeviating adherence to an exacting regimen of self-scrutiny
can general education secure a place at the center of an undergraduate institution, and only thus
can it exemplify a college or university’s resolve to be "a community of scholars."

But what should be encompassed in a general education curriculum? How many courses and
credit-hours should it entail, and under how many headings? And even more to the point, what
kinds of knowledge and proficiency should it be expected to generate?

Everyone would probably agree now that by the time a student earns a bachelor’s certificate in
the United States today he or she should have a firm grounding in mathematics and in at least
one of the physical and biological sciences. Most would agree, too, that a person who’ll live and
work in the twenty-first century should have a basic understanding of the modes of investigation
and extrapolation that make modern technology feasible. Everyone would agree that a college
graduate should have some feel for the ecological, economic, social, political, philosophical, and
spiritual influences that have given us today’s world. Everyone would agree that a new graduate
should have a civilized appreciation, if not aptitude, for the principal instruments of human
communication: the languages we hear, speak, read, and write; the arts we exhibit in music,
dance, athletics, religion, literature, drama, painting, sculpture, architecture, photography,
cinema, and the various electronic media; and the symbolic discourses we use to analyze data,
solve problems, impart information, express emotion, objectify imagination, and convey value
judgments. Everyone would agree that a young graduate should be able to reason cogently under
a diversity of conditions, to interpret current events with a measure of historical depth, and to
perceive his or her society accurately both in its own terms and in the terms that make it
explicable (or inexplicable) to other societies. Everyone would probably agree, too, that today’s
graduate should emerge from four years of college with some exposure to, and empathy for, cus-
toms, beliefs, lifestyles, and personalities that differ radically from his or her own.

In an essay that appeared a couple of years ago in the ADE Bulletin (New York: Modern
Language Association of America, 1990), Lawrence Lipking of Northwestern University com-
mends a William James lecture, "On a Certain Blindness in Human Beings," in which the great
nineteenth-century American philosopher counsels his hearers "to tolerate, respect, and indulge
those whom we see harmlessly interested and happy in their own ways, however unintelligible
these may be to us." James’s message is that "neither the whole of truth, nor the whole of good,
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is revealed to any single observer." The lesson Professor Lipking extracts from James has a
great deal to do with traits such as "individualism" and "tolerance"; but it has even more to do
with what Lipking calls "a lively sense that we might be missing something by being ignorant
of someone else’s language or point of view." As he sees it, " America still tends to be a country
convinced that its own ways are not only best but inevitable, a country where the nonconforming
voice has a hard time being heard." He worries that "As a people we still read too little and
moralize too much, we still have too little curiosity about other times and languages and peoples,
we still prefer ratings and polls or lists to understanding why someone else’s views might be
different." To counter what he considers a dangerous flaw in our character, Lipking says, he
wants his students, as he wants himself, "to be less blind. That is what is at stake for me in
teaching America."

Lipking distrusts any doctrinal stance, theoretical posture, or heuristic "method" that encourages
either a teacher or a student to become complacent and "dogmatic." In words that recall Ted Si-
zer’s description of Socrates, he portrays teachers he admires as "troublemakers"” who make their
living by "tampering with innocence" and disturbing the comfort of the self-satisfied. Mean-
while, in phrasing that anticipates some of the arguments in Arthur Schlesinger’s The Disuniting
of America (New York: Norton, 1992), he reminds us that we can’t thrive on exclusionary or
coercively homogenizing mentalities -- that "the pluribus in our all-American motto counts just
as much as the unum."

Since the early 1980s we’ve witnessed a clamorous debate about the kinds of "cultural literacy"
a student should possess by the time he or she completes a full course of study. From one direc-
tion we’ve heard calls for the continuation, or restoration, of humanities curricula that are now
depicted as upholding a predominantly white, male-dominated heritage with many of its artistic
and philosophical roots in the societies once overseen by European aristocracies. From other
quarters we’ve heard demands for curricula that foreground alternative legacies and advocate
divergent interpretations of the "Western Tradition" and of those institutions that perpetuate it.

The issues in the debate are real. For better or worse, they’ve polarized hundreds of academic
environments and scholarly associations. They’ve ignited controversies about the arts and
humanities in one forum after another. And they’ve forced difficult choices on every institution
that professes to be conscientious about the cultural and civic instruction it provides its students.
Should today’s general education programs lean toward the tried, true, and central, "the best that
has been thought and said and done" by the predecessors a latter-day Matthew Arnold would
regard as conformable to his ideals? Or should they favor the experimental, provocative, and
marginal, the display of viewpoints that many a traditionalist would find alien if not threat-
ening?

One approach to this dilemma is to ask what kind of America we want to bequeath our children
and grandchildren. In an eloquent address on "The Intellectual and Cultural Dimensions of Inter-
national Relations" (Washington: President’s Committee on the Arts and the Humanities,
February 28, 1991), Librarian of Congress James H. Billington describes the United States as
"the first society to maintain a distinctive central culture, yet at the same internalize within us
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large elements of the populations of Asia, Africa, Europe, and Latin America." Billington sees
America as "a pioneer world civilization." Given that status, he says, "we must either be an
absorbent, continually growing society or one that is going to ossify and die like the empires of
old."

Billington implies that it would be suicidal for us to insulate our minds and hearts from any of
the currents that swirl around us. Not only should we affirm and familiarize ourselves with the
many cultures that constitute our own republic, then; we should also see to it that a lot of our
college graduates "have some experience with a foreign country, and some feeling for the best
of what other people are," and that at least a few of our students go on to become "specialists
extremely well trained and deeply immersed in foreign cultures."

A curriculum that met the criteria implicit in Lipking’s and Billington’s remarks would not deni-
grate "Western Civilization" or in any sense abandon it. It would preserve, study, and cherish
the venerable landmarks of that legacy, though perhaps less uncritically than in the past. It would
involve students in what Charles H. Karelis refers to as "a dialogue" with "the time-honored
writers, " artists, political and spiritual leaders, and other thinkers who’ve traversed this planet
before us. And it would do so, not because of their presumed "authority," and not solely because
educated people have long been expected to be acquainted with the names and achievements of
those celebrated men and women, but because it is crucial for each new generation to be con-
versant with "alternative ideals, with alternative answers that have made sense" to previous
generations (quotations from a lecture the Director of FIPSE delivered at the University of
Chicago on November 4, 1988).

By continuing to include substantial readings from the "great books" our forebears were taught
to revere, then -- but by doing so in ways that let today’s students in on the secret that those vol-
umes owe their eminence to what Henry Louis Gates calls Loose Canons (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1992) rather than to divinely "fixed" ones of the kind Hamlet associates with
"the Everlasting" -- a curriculum that satisfied Lipking, Billington, and Karelis would militate
against temporal provincialism. It would discredit any notion that merely being up to date on the
latest intellectual and social fashions is enough to equip a person to deal with the nuances of
cultures that are more than a few months old. At the same time, by adding a selection of mater-
ial from alternative though perhaps less ancient or prepossessing sources, such a curriculum
would acknowledge, and help further, the syncretizing process that has enabled a number of so-
cieties -- most notably our own -- to augment their strength by assimilating the talents and
traditions of "foreign" ethnicities. In other words, a curriculum that reflected the global diversity
the U.S. population now incorporates might alleviate some of our internal divisions and help us
address our proclivity to geopolitical provincialism.

If observers such as Lipking and Billington are right, what America’s colleges and universities
need to ponder today are general education curricula in the arts and humanities that accomplish
two objectives at once. First, they must transmit as effectively as possible a Western heritage
that remains fundamental to our nation’s social and political mixture. Second, they must provide
ample opportunities for students to explore the other legacies that comprise our unique hue. In
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the process they must promote the openmindedness that citizens of the future will require if they
hope to negotiate their way successfully through a world that will expect a person to have both
a thorough understanding of his or her own culture and a keen sensitivity to the cultures of
others.

In all likelihood, the twenty-first century will be less charitable to ill-bred Americans than the
twentieth. Engineers and mathematicians who know less than they should about history and poli-
tics, humanists and artists who know less than they should about science and technology,
diplomats and businessmen who know less than they should about the languages, arts, and mores
of other nations: handicapped ambassadors such as these will severely limit our nation’s ability
to maintain a position of trust and respect. It’s therefore to everyone’s advantage to guarantee
that the students we graduate from our colleges and universities are prepared broadly as well as
deeply.

But if virtually everyone would agree that Americans of the twenty-first century will need the
sophistication and liberality of mind a balanced general education is supposed to provide, most
would also concede that the cultivation of those qualities is seldom accorded the attention or care
it merits in today’s larger institutions of higher learning. Much has been said about general
education in the last decade, and through grants from major foundations and from federal agen-
cies such as the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education, the National Endowment
for the Humanities, and the National Science Foundation, much has been done to make it better
on scores of campuses around the country. But there’s still no consensus about how to accom-
plish the objectives most of us ascribe to general education.

For every setting that has a firmly anchored "core curriculum,” for example, there are others
with floating "distribution requirements" that offer more latitude than they should for unguided
smorgasbording. There’s no agreement on how many courses a student should take under a gen-
eral education rubric. And among universities at least, it’s a rare institution that has uniform
general education requirements for all its students. Because of accrediting and certification stipu-
lations that are beyond the control of individual campuses, students pursuing degrees in fields
such as music and engineering are frequently prevented from enrolling in as many general educa-
tion courses as their counterparts in the departments that belong to colleges of arts and sciences.

The problem is complicated further by the difficulties many students have in moving from one
institution to another. With nothing approaching interchangeability in the general education pro-
grams available in different locales, for example, a young adult who has completed several
courses at one college or university may find it necessary to repeat a number of credits once he
or she transfers into another. What’s more, that student may well find that the general education
courses at a sizable, prestigious institution are inferior, both in content and in instructional qual-
ity, to those on offer at smaller institutions, including our nation’s two-year colleges.

One reason for these disparities, though by no means the only one, is that there are still far too

many baccalaureate institutions whose senior faculty would prefer to leave elementary "service
courses" largely if not entirely in the hands of their campus’s lower classes: the untenured in-
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structors, adjunct lecturers, and graduate assistants who can be assigned to chores their superiors
would rather not mess with. After all, it’s not basic general education but advanced specialized
education -- what Integrity in the College Curriculum refers to as "study in depth" -- that dom-
inates the curriculum in most institutions of higher learning, and in the vast majority of cases
that means intensive coursework in a major defined either by one department or by one field or
subfield of concentration. As we know far too well by now, upper-division instruction, if not
graduate-level instruction, is what captivates most faculty members; it allows them to teach the
material that really engages them, and it coheres with the research that keeps them current and
determines their standing with their professional peers. Senior faculty see the opportunity to
focus all or most of their teaching on advanced courses as a perquisite they’ve labored long and
hard to earn; meanwhile junior faculty see the occasional chance to teach an advanced course
as a status-indicator to be made permanent as expeditiously as possible. In either case the
consequence is the same: the lower-division offerings in a department, and especially the most
fundamental introductory courses, become notorious as the scraps that get tossed to the under-
lings at the base of the pedagogical pyramid.

In many departments the only teaching assignments that faculty esteem less highly than their own
lower-division courses are the general education courses they’re also expected to help staff.
Often departments have limited say in how these courses are organized. With no sense of owner-
ship in them, and thus no motive to feel responsible for them, they resent having to "lend"
instructors to them. As a result they avoid pressing general education courses onto respected
regular faculty who’d more cheerfully accept the "real" task of helping the department meet its
ongoing obligations to its own majors and graduate students.

Until foundational courses get reconstituted as activities worthy of a well-regarded faculty mem-
ber’s time and effort, and until there are visible rewards for excellence in designing and
presenting such courses, we can look for little progress in the national campaign to improve the
first two years of postsecondary instruction. Meanwhile, until general education programs get
institutionally repositioned in ways that give both departments and senior faculty an incentive
to be interested in their success, we can look for little progress in the effort to enhance the
"study in breadth" our colleges and universities claim to provide American undergraduates.

In the past, general education policies have usually been regarded as internal matters to be
settled by the academic leaders who supervise particular campuses. But when introductory pro-
grams vary as much as they now do in a country that’s striving for pedagogical cohesion, they’re
asking to be redefined as items on a comprehensive reform agenda. Prudent deans and provosts
will bear this in mind as they review their undergraduate offerings and compare them to those
of related institutions.

As they do so they’ll continue to look beyond their own portals, not only for ideas and resources
that will help them upgrade the instruction their institutions offer all their students, but also for
means of refining the quality of U.S. education as a whole.

They’ll develop partnerships with the school systems in their regions. They’ll collaborate with
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principals, teachers, parents, and students who want higher academic standards for everybody.
They’1l work with school counselors to be sure that families have timely information about what
their youngsters will be expected to know and be able to do when they’re ready to apply for
college. They’ll set up seminars or tutorials for teachers who need additional preparation in the
subjects they present to their students. They’ll supply advice on course syllabi, instructional
materials, and pedagogical strategies. Where necessary, especially in impoverished inner-city
and rural areas, they’ll help schools establish more rigorous college-preparatory curricula. And
they’ll see that extra assistance is made available for "at risk" students who need special encour-
agement to stay the course and overcome the disadvantages that even a supportive institutional
environment can only partially mitigate. If they do all this in the right spirit, they’ll learn at least
as much as they teach, and they’ll receive far more than they give.

Wise postsecondary adminisrators will initiate similar links between four-year baccalaureate
institutions and two-year colleges. As Harold Wechsler reminds us in The Transfer Challenge
(Washington: Association of American Colleges, 1989), community colleges provide a wide
range of services, among them "vocational and technical education, remediation, adult education,
entertainment, liberal education, and transfer preparation." Between 1970 and the mid-1980s
"the vocational mission" of many two-year colleges gradually "eclipsed the emphasis on liberal
education." As a result only a third of those currently enrolled in community college courses
"aspire to transfer" to a four-year institution; "of that third," moreover, "fewer than 20 percent
do transfer" successfully. During the last few years many community colleges have undertaken
projects to reinstate transfer as a viable option. In an attempt to prompt more students to view
two-year certificates as stepping-stones to baccalaureate degrees, they’ve strengthened their
general education programs and they’ve tried to eliminate some of the impediments that have
made it hard for even the brightest young people to keep advancing. At the same time, from the
next tier up the ascent, many four-year institutions, observing that African-Americans and
Hispanic-Americans are enrolling in increasing numbers at community colleges, have come to
perceive better transfer mechanisms as ways to attract more minority students and thereby "fulfill
their mandate to provide meaningful and effective access for all to higher education."

Unfortunately, many of the barriers that separate two- and four-year institutions have proven
difficult to remove. The biggest obstacle, of course, is that "students embarking upon their
studies" at a four-year college frequently "discover that the courses they completed elsewhere
will not be counted" toward its "general-education, major, or other graduation requirements."
Because there is usually little or no "continuity in coursework” between different types of institu-
tions -- as of 1988, when the Washington-based American Association of Community and Junior
Colleges published Building Communities: A Vision for a New Century, only twenty-five states
had "uniform articulation and transfer policies" -- many students who’d otherwise be eager to
move beyond a two-year Associate of Arts degree are frightened away from what appears to be
an impossible climb. Of those who do proceed further, the ones who make it to the summit will
eventually find themselves resenting the extra time (more than a year, according to some sur-
veys) and money they had to invest to obtain a B.A. diploma.

Wechsler notes that an already unhappy situation is rendered even more disagreeable by the fact
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that "When a four-year school changes its graduation requirements, it often sets a new standard
for transfer admission. Two-year colleges that wish to facilitate transfer to that institution then
must modify their own requirements to conform to the changes." One of Wechsler’s points is
that everyone would profit from friendlier communication, if not coordination, between the
different levels of higher education. Another -- and it’s one that applies with equal pertinence
to the asymmetrical relationship between postsecondary institutions and the nation’s elementary
and secondary schools -- is that trickle-down policies work about as efficiently for the elevation
of academic standards as they do for the allocation of economic benefits. In both instances the
short-term effect, and for far too many the end product, is a mess at the bottom.

Drawing on the guidance of reformers like Judith S. Eaton and on the expertise of such organi-
zations as the National Center for Academic Achievement and Transfer (funded by the Ford
Foundation and sponsored by the American Council on Education) and the Association of
American Colleges (which has been addressing articulation and other administrative problems
through funds provided by the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation), many institutions are now taking
measures to facilitate better traffic between America’s two-year and four-year institutions. In the
words of David Pierce, President of the newly renamed American Association of Community
Colleges, "Roadblocks remain, a number of them built by colleges and universities that have
problems accepting academic credits from community colleges," but there is now "clear and
convincing evidence that smooth transfer is possible if both the community college and the four-

year college want it to occur” (from a letter in The Chronicle of Higher Education, December
9, 1992).

That "smooth transfer" is not only desirable but necessary is one of the burdens of Those Who
Can (Washington: Association of American Colleges, 1989), the AAC study of "Undergraduate
Programs to Prepare Arts and Sciences Majors for Teaching." According to Joseph S. Johnston,
Jr., Jane R. Spalding, Roger Paden, and Abbie Ziffren, the compilers of that report, "many
teacher education programs still require a relatively sequential course of study that cannot be
begun at two-year colleges”; as a consequence "students who enter two-year colleges aspiring
to teach often face a prohibitively long and expensive program.” Since many of the minority
students the nation now considers it crucial to attract into teaching careers are beginning -- and
all too often concluding -- their undergraduate work at two-year colleges, this is a problem that
calls for speedy resolution.

Like others who have analyzed teacher education in the last few years, the authors of Those Who
Can premise their recommendations on the fact that "The best efforts of colleges and univer-
sities to recruit more -- and more able -- people for careers in teaching" will be to no avail
"unless teaching is made a more attractive career." They focus on the "low salaries" and on the
"deplorable working conditions" that even the best elementary and secondary schools are forced
to make their teachers endure. They note that "Most teachers have no office, no phone, no sec-
retarial assistance, and no access to the office technologies the rest of us take for granted." They
observe that teachers are "increasingly rule-directed" and increasingly required to use "materials
designed to limit their discretion." They lament that, because of its "relatively ‘flat’ career path”
(with too small a difference between the lower and upper ends of the compensation scale), teach-
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ing has become "a career in which, if one wants to move up, one must move out -- out of the
classroom." And finally, they suggest that the root evil is a bias that needs to be jettisoned: a
harmful predilection to value teachers "in proportion to the ages of the students they teach."

In institutions of postsecondary instruction, say the writers of Those Who Can, the "faculty
attitude toward the failures of the schools has been that ‘they’ have not been doing ‘their’ job."
As the "interdependence” of the different levels of education has "become more apparent,” how-
ever, many of the hierarchies that have impeded more cooperative dispositions "have begun to
some degree to be challenged.” Some professors have acquired the grace to affirm, with Pogo,
that "We have met the enemy, and he is us."

In the words of Those Who Can, many of today’s "liberal arts faculty members need to see that
they themselves are an important part of the problems of the public schools. Too often their own
incoherent programs, desultory teaching, and refusal to be bothered with teaching their fields
with any attention to the needs of prospective teachers" have been major factors in the creation
of ill-trained precollegiate instructors.

Stephen J. Trachtenberg seconds the indictment in AAC’s report, and if anything he uses even
starker language to describe the "culture gap" between "higher" and "lower" education.

When American higher education, early in the present century, adapted the German
research model to its own use, it created a type of schooling that often defined itself in
opposition to our public elementary and secondary schools. The latter were often seen
as languishing in tragic bondage to the shortcomings of the municipalities that sponsored
their operations. Only at the postsecondary level, therefore, was it possible to rise to the
highest pedagogical level -- that of truly demanding national and international standards.

Elementary and secondary education, runs the conventional wisdom, is a context in
which "discipline" is a frequent concern, in which families or religious groups often have
the power to censor a school library’s holdings, in which schools are commonly held to
be at fault in cases of premarital pregnancy, and in which extraordinary levels of
supervision are deployed in order to make certain that school authorities know where
each and every student is at every moment of the school day. That, in turn, translates
into levels of bureaucratic concern -- of sheer unremitting paperwork and constant
meetings -- that effectively negate a teacher’s attempts to "keep up with his or her field"
and/or to conduct a personal research program.

It is to escape this world, and to enter one that conducts itself according to considerably
more adult standards, that so many of our most talented young people turn their backs
on the public schools in favor of college and university teaching -- and that includes
many whose personal "bent" would otherwise favor an elementary or secondary setting.

By way of historical background for what he regards as "entrenched sociological and anthro-
pological facts," Trachtenberg quotes Ray Marshall and Marc Tucker’s Thinking for a Living:
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Education and the Wealth of Nations (New York: Basic Books, 1992): "In the years following
the Second World War, officials in both Europe and the United States decided to expand greatly
enrollments in higher education. It would be an oversimplification to say that America did this
by lowering the standards for college and Europe decided to do it by increasing the number of
high-school graduates who could qualify for college without changing the standard, but it would
not do much violence to the truth.”

"In other words," says Trachtenberg, "the United States created, for its schools of higher edu-
cation, a permanent and chronic problem: the American high school graduate, who so often
requires enormous and expensive remedial work at the college level. The colleges, in turn, have
adapted to this fully established problem, and have created the personnel structures and bureau-
cracies required for dealing with it."

If Marshall, Tucker, and Trachtenberg are accurate in their fiscal projections, many of the na-
tion’s postsecondary institutions would have to forgo funds they currently receive for remediation
functions if they succeeded in helping America’s schools produce abler graduates. On the other
hand, if significantly more of each year’s entering students stayed in college, and paid tuition,
long enough to finish bachelor’s degrees, even those institutions that now depend upon revenues
generated by remedial programs would come out ahead. It’s in their own interest, then, and it’s
certainly in the national interest, for institutions of higher learning to do all they can to recruit,
train, and provide support for a new breed of precollegiate teachers -- teachers who’ll have what
it takes to supply America’s colleges and universities with a more capable population of students.

The atmosphere is clearly right for more emphasis on teacher-preparation programs. One organ-
ization after another has endorsed the call for a system that will yield better teachers, and the
President of the National Education Association has recently published an editorial (December
20, 1992) that puts many of the remaining issues in perspective. As Keith Geiger writes,

Parents deserve assurance that each and every teacher is competent to meet all children’s
educational needs. School districts need assurance that each and every teacher they
employ is competent to help students achieve their educational goals. Teachers want
assurance that each and every colleague is prepared and able to meet the responsibilities
of the profession.

It’s unfortunate, but today these assurances are not always forthcoming. Today there are
no universally accepted standards that teacher preparation programs need adhere to before
graduating people they say are qualified to teach children. Today there are no nationally
agreed upon standards that a person must meet before becoming a teacher. Licensing
requirements vary greatly from state to state. . . .

Improving learning for all children in America requires a well integrated, interlocking
system of standards for teacher preparation, for state licensure, and for national cer-
tification. If we want real improvement in education, teaching must become a true
profession.
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Geiger refers to the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards, a nonprofit group
established in 1987 in response to one of the key recommendations of A Nation Prepared, the
1986 Carnegie Forum report on "Teachers for the 21st Century," and he looks forward to the
day when that organization will have completed the "advanced standards" it is devising "in more
than 25 certificate fields." He also alludes to some of the other associations that are now engaged
in developing precursors for what may one day be national criteria for teacher-preparation
programs, certification licenses, and career-ladder recognition procedures. But like many of the
educators interviewed for an article that appeared December 9, 1992, in The Chronicle of Higher
Education, he worries that some of the developments that appear most promising are not being
properly coordinated.

According to the Chronicle’s Kit Lively,

States seeking to improve teacher education are focused more and more on setting
standards for what teachers must know and be able to do. Several have authorized
independent standards boards to determine criteria for licensing teachers and, often,
approving teacher-education programs. Many states are also asking a national agency to
help accredit their education schools. And at least three other national groups are
producing guidelines, standards, and tests for licensing and evaluating new and veteran
teachers.

What "isn’t clear at this point" is "how consistent the standards are or whether the patchwork
might confuse teacher educators and future teachers."” But Lively says that "proponents of the
efforts say that the various groups are consulting each other and that within a few years the
pieces will come together into a usable whole that will determine the future of teacher education
and align it more closely with elementary- and secondary-school reforms."

Let’s trust that those "proponents" will prove correct. In the interim let’s encourage the nation’s
postseondary institutions to continue the steps they’re already taking to accord precollegiate
teacher-preparation the priority it requires in a society that promises all its citizens an oppor-
tunity to be the best that they can be.

Whether everyone establishes programs that allot five years to teacher training (four years of
undergraduate work with a solid concentration in the liberal arts, followed by a year of pedago-
gical courses, classroom observations, and supervised practica), as some have recommended,
or whether everyone simply agrees to enhance the subject-matter component of a more tightly
integrated four-year teacher-preparation program, as others propose, two things now seem
indisputable: we have to supply all the nation’s schools with instructors who are demonstably
better than their predecessors, and we have to do our part to see that those instructors are re-
warded with the professional dignity they’ll merit.

Like the other tasks we’ve enumerated in this concluding section, these go well beyond the scope
of higher education. And of course they’re anything but the only responsibilities America’s post-
secondary institutions are being asked to take more fully upon themselves. But of all the charges
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that need to animate America’s colleges and universities, it would be difficult to think of any
with more bearing on either the prosperity of this nation or the future of humanity.

Epilogue

In a recent column in the Washington Post (December 1, 1992), Mary McGrory reports that
"Under the pressure of Japanese competition," the management philosophy of W. Edwards Dem-
ing, "which is formally known as ‘the Doctrine of Continuous Improvement,’ has come home."

According to McGrory, "Former General Motors Corp. chairman Roger Smith built it into a
new car, the Saturn, which is unique in U.S. automobile history."

When Smith was preparing his venture, he told Washington Post auto industry writer
Warren Brown, "the problem is the culture -- it’s just got to change.” The premise that
informs the assembly line for this high-quality, low-cast car is that nobody is better than
anybody else, that workers driven by quality and involved in partnership will produce
a better product. The Saturn is only two years old, but buyers are lined up and willing
to wait six weeks to two months for it.

Jim Farmers, vice president for public relations at Saturn Corp. headquarters in Spring
Hill, Tenn., says it was hard for some old-timers to give up the perks of Detroit -- the
paneled office, the mahogany desk and the credenza -- to come to the Tennessee country-
side and live in the classless society created by Smith. Labor and management, the
Japanese proved, could work side by side, dress alike, eat at the same cafeteria table,
derive the same pride from their work and save themselves a great deal of psychic energy
with an end to the hostility. . . .

United Auto Workers representative Michael Bennett, who works hand in glove with
Saturn President "Skip" LeFauve, said workers "tell us their marriages and their rela-
tionships with their families have improved." That’s because it’s fun to go to work if you
are treated like a human being, and also because of the heavy emphasis on problem-
solving on the teams that make the decisions at the plant.

As McGrory observes, "The idea of ‘Saturnizing’ the entire GM operation is being studied at
headquarters. Some people -- and House Majority Leader Richard A. Gephardt (D-Mo.) is one
of them -- think that the Saturn principle should be applied throughout our society."

Gephardt says that "The way any modern organization should be run is not the old adversarial
system, which worked when America was alone in the world, but not now." He thinks an
approach such as the one that has brought such success to Saturn “"could work wonders in
Congress," which depends upon "the opinions, cooperation, and support” of so many people.

McGrory suggests that "Saturnizing might be tried in hospitals.” She sees education as "ano-
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ther area where cooperation and partnership could help. Principals could learn from their
teachers."

She notes that "Saturnization is being tried in the municipal government of San Diego. The city
manager, Jack McGrory, said they had to do something because ‘tensions and frictions were
bubbling up from below and had to be dealt with.’. . . They chose 1,000 employees to tell what
was on their minds in three-hour focus groups presided over by outside supervisors. What did
they want? Just what Deming figured out a long time ago": the most important issues for them
were matters such as "respect, involvement in decision-making, appreciation."

There’s a moral Mary McGrory doesn’t draw from her story about "Enlightenment from Sa-
turn." It turns out that, sure enough, Charles Wilson was right: "What’s good for the country
is good for General Motors and vice-versa." It’s also good for a higher education community
that seeks to advance both its own well-being and that of the country it serves.
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