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Multiple Paths to Prestige: A Re-Examination of the Historical Narratives about Elite Graduate 

Schools of Education 

 

Abstract 

The Ed School reforms that academics advocate for vary wildly, but they begin from a 

remarkably similar set of assumptions about what these institutions are and how they came to be. A 

closer examination of this work suggests that one potential reason for these similarities is that 

regardless of disciplinary approach, scholars largely rely on historical studies that only sought to 

identify common themes, a limitation that their respective authors repeatedly expressed. Yet, the 

central findings of these texts have largely gone unexamined, leading scholars to continue to 

assume that Ed Schools faced the same set of pressures, that their shared circumstances led them to 

act in the same way during important inflection points in their history, and that because they could 

not appease all their stakeholders at once, they chose to focus on rising higher in academia’s 

pecking order. Underlying all of these assumptions is an even more fundamental belief about Ed 

School reform: that the complex web of forces that constrain these institutions binds them so 

completely that meaningful change is not possible in the current paradigm, and so Ed Schools need 

to change dramatically if they want to escape the unenviable position they have been in for over a 

century. 

This dissertation draws on the history of three elite Ed Schools, the Harvard Graduate 

School of Education (HGSE), the University of Pennsylvania Graduate School of Education 
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(PennGSE), and Teachers College at Columbia (TC) to show that the foundational assumptions of 

these debates need to be reevaluated. Outside of milestone anniversary celebrations, Ed Schools 

rarely consider their own histories, and so these relatively young professional schools have even 

shorter institutional memories. As a result, when decision makers in Ed Schools try to contextualize 

the problems they seek to solve, they instead turn to their peers and the existing scholarship about 

Ed Schools for guidance, and so they begin with a belief that they face insurmountable obstacles. 

This dissertation shows that a closer look at an Ed School’s institutional history often tells a 

different story, and that the relationships these institutions had with their stakeholders also created 

incentives to pursue other forms of prestige and influence, and so they were less homogenous than 

the existing scholarship suggests. I show that in addition to seeking prestige via the production of 

“basic” research, faculty at elite Ed Schools also sought status in ways that carry a reputational cost 

in academia, including through the training of practitioners, helping school districts apply research 

to practice, influencing the development of regional institutions and education policy, and gaining 

primacy over less prestigious vocational fields by offering programs outside of K-12 education. 
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Introduction 

Americans cannot agree on much, but in a 2023 national Gallup poll, 63% of respondents 

said they were dissatisfied with K-12 education in the United States.1 They gave many reasons 

why they felt that the education system is failing students, but one frequent explanation for the 

current state of American schools was the poor quality of classroom teachers. After a century of 

official reports, congressional hearings, think pieces, newspaper articles, and books in popular 

and academic presses on American teachers, the list of teachers’ many supposed faults has 

become a familiar litany to anyone with even a passing interest in public education. It begins 

with an indictment of those who choose to become classroom teachers in the first place, as they 

tend to perform worse in school and on standardized tests than their peers who go on to more 

prestigious occupations.2 To make matters worse, these “low-aptitude” professionals are ill-

equipped to succeed, as they receive training that is woefully inadequate,3 they have little 

meaningful support in their packed classrooms,4 their students are unprepared for formal 

education,5 and the lessons they are forced to teach are barely relevant to what children need to 

 
1 Gallup, Inc. 2024. “Education | Gallup Historical Trends.” Gallup.Com. March 19, 2024. 
https://news.gallup.com/poll/1612/education.aspx. 

2  McFadden, Cheryl, and Marilyn Sheerer. “A Comparative Study of the Perceptions of Teacher Preparation 
Faculty and School Superintendents Regarding the Criticisms Made Against Teacher Preparation Programs.” Action 
in Teacher Education 28, no. 1 (2006). 52. 

3 Kramer, Rita. 2001. Ed School Follies: The Miseducation of America’s Teachers. NYC, New York: Free Press. 
211-214. 

4 Labaree, David F. 2006. The Trouble with Ed Schools. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. See especially 39-
62. 

5 Department of Education, A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform: a Report to the Nation and 
the Secretary of Education, United States Department of Education. 1983. 
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succeed.6 So what can be done to begin improving such a vital component of American society? 

Some common recommendations include raising the academic standards required to teach, 

developing better materials and other forms of support for teachers to use in the classroom, and 

producing higher quality educational research that can be applied in the field. Because the 

majority of American teachers receive their professional training in a university-based education 

program, or “Ed School,”7 and because faculty in these institutions also produce the majority of 

education research and the K-12 curricula that are so widely criticized, education reformers often 

suggest either radically transforming or even forcefully closing these institutions.8 

Education professionals have their own concerns about Ed Schools, many of which are 

complementary to those of external critics. Superintendents across the country report that their 

schools are filled with Ed School graduates who are unprepared to teach, and many teachers 

agree, blaming Ed School faculty for their lack of preparation for the classroom.9 A recurring 

theme in student critiques of Ed Schools is that faculty are more interested in research than in 

professional training, and that faculty emphasize theory over practice when they do reluctantly 

agree to teach early-career teachers. Perhaps this would be more forgivable if these faculty 

produced quality research, but scholars in traditional academic disciplines have long argued that 

 
6 One perennial example is Dewey’s much maligned “progressive education.” Graham, Patricia Albjerg. 2008. “A 
View from Within: Revisiting Harry Judge's American Graduate Schools of Education: a View from Abroad.” 
Oxford Review of Education 34 (3): 335–47. 

7 Teacher training programs come in many forms, especially when you include their earliest beginnings. These 
include academies, institutes, normal schools, teachers colleges, undergraduate programs at small liberal arts 
colleges and state colleges, and training at the graduate level. Any of these could be referred to as an “Ed School,” 
but for the purposes of this dissertation an Ed School is a graduate level professional school that is a constituent part 
of a larger research university. 

8 Miller, D. W. 1999. “The Black Hole of Education Research.” The Chronicle of Higher Education 45 (48): A17. 

9 Tom, Alan R. 1997. Redesigning Teacher Education. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press. 2. 
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education research is often worse than useless, making Ed Schools “bastions of bad ideas” at 

their respective institutions.10 

Understandably, those who study and work in Ed Schools are eager to address these 

concerns, which is why there is such a large body of scholarship on how to improve them. The 

Ed School reforms that academics advocate for vary wildly, but they begin from a remarkably 

similar set of assumptions about what these institutions are and how they came to be in the 

troubled situation they have found themselves in. A closer examination of this work suggests that 

one potential reason for these similarities is that regardless of disciplinary approach, scholars 

largely rely on the same three texts to establish the historical context of Ed Schools: The 

Uncertain Profession (1980) by Arthur Powell, Ed School (1988) by Geraldine Jonçich Clifford 

and James Guthrie, and The Trouble with Ed Schools (2004) by David Labaree. These texts are 

influential for a reason. The Uncertain Profession and Ed School were written during a time 

when there were few histories of these institutions outside of the reminiscences of retired deans, 

making them the first significant attempts to examine the trajectory of these institutions, which 

revitalized a larger conversation of how this history informs efforts to improve them.11 Because 

there was so little written about Ed Schools at the time of publication, The Uncertain Profession 

and Ed School sought to identify larger themes in their institutional development through 

empirical historical research, leaving the production of more nuanced historical accounts to the 

next generation of scholars. In contrast to these empirical historical works, The Trouble with Ed 

 
10 Gilbert, Erik. 2019. “How Ed Schools Became a Bastion of Bad Ideas: A Tale of Assessment, Learning Styles, 
and Other Notorious Concepts.” The Chronicle of Higher Education 66 (13): B9. 

11 There are also a few histories commissioned by the Ed Schools themselves. Historians of higher education will be 
familiar with this genre and know that they are triumphant accounts of the institution given to prospective donors. 
They are generally filled with names and dates but little else. For one such history, see:  Cremin, Lawrence A. 1954. 
A History of Teachers College, Columbia University. New York: Columbia University Press. 
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Schools consolidated the larger literature on Ed Schools to make a cohesive normative argument 

about the past, present, and future of these institutions. Notably, Labaree heavily relied on The 

Uncertain Profession and Ed School to support many of his claims, leading him to make many of 

the same assumptions as Powell, Clifford, and Guthrie.12 

So what broader themes emerged from these books? In The Uncertain Profession, a 

meticulously researched history of the Harvard Graduate School of Education (HGSE) from its 

founding through the early 1960s, author Arthur Powell argued that the School’s most 

fundamental problem was that it never had a stable set of priorities. Because its many 

stakeholders expected such different things, it was impossible to appease all of them 

simultaneously, preventing HGSE from developing the “anchors of continuity” it needed to 

succeed. As a result, HGSE would proudly announce ambitious new programs only to shutter 

them a few years later, and its faculty focused more on what their colleagues in Harvard’s 

Faculty of Arts and Sciences thought about them than real issues in education. Powell explicitly 

stated at the beginning of his book that Harvard is unlike any other university, and that it would 

therefore be unwise to assume that his findings could be applied unchanged to all Ed Schools, 

but he nonetheless believed that many of the trends that he identified had important implications 

for the entire field.13 Powell’s The Uncertain Profession was a history of a single Ed School, 

which meant he could provide a thoughtful and highly detailed picture of HGSE’s relationships 

 
12 In addition to consolidating and condensing the most prevalent narratives about Ed Schools, The Trouble with Ed 
Schools includes a chapter adapted from an earlier article titled The Romance with Progressivism. In this chapter, 
Labaree argues that Ed Schools focus too much on feel-good, child-centered theory at the expense of substantive 
classroom teacher training. Labaree ties these trends to Dewey’s progressive education model, which he claims has 
long held back the academic field of Education. I am not directly addressing Labaree’s argument in this dissertation, 
in part because it is less relevant to the historical intervention I seek to make, but also because I do not think it has 
much explanatory power. 

13 Powell, Arthur G. 1980. The Uncertain Profession: Harvard and the Search for Educational Authority. 
Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press. VI-VII. 
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with its stakeholders, but not a meaningful comparison to those that other Ed Schools had with 

their own constituents. 

In Ed School, a comparative case study of 10 leading American Ed Schools, authors 

Geraldine Jonçich Clifford and James Guthrie told their readers that the institutions discussed in 

their book were not representative of all Ed Schools, but that the forces that shaped them were 

similar to those across the entire sector.14 They argued that as a result, these institutions adopted 

the same “dysfunctioning coping strategies” meant to increase their academic prestige, with no 

mention of other forms of status that faculty also sought.15 Where Powell’s book was narrowly 

focused, Clifford and Guthrie’s Ed School was quite broad, preventing them from covering any 

given institution in as much detail as Powell. Further, while the 10 institutions in their study 

shared the same rarefied air, they also differed from each other in significant ways that 

obfuscated the more subtle aspects of institutional decision-making. For example, HGSE was 

always a research-oriented institution that trained very few first-time teachers, whereas as a 

public institution, the University of Minnesota School of Education’s initial teacher training 

programs prepared the majority of educators in that state. 

Because these institutions faced such different pressures, one could argue that the reason 

the University of Minnesota invested so heavily in its practitioner training programs was because 

it had no other choice, and that its Ed School would more closely resemble HGSE if it had fewer 

responsibilities to prepare classroom teachers.16 But the relationships that Ed Schools have with 

 
14 Clifford, Geraldine Jonçich., and James W. Guthrie. 1988. Ed School: a Brief for Professional Education. 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 4-5. 

15 Ibid. 332-341. 

16 See Chapters 5 and 6 in Labaree, The Trouble with Ed Schools. 
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their stakeholders outside of the university do more than just limit their actions, they also change 

what they value and prioritize, which The Uncertain Profession and Ed School only briefly touch 

upon. This is not to say that there has been no scholarship on Ed Schools since 1988, as there 

have been many studies on different aspects of these institutions. To name just a few excellent 

examples of this work, there are histories of normal schools,17 professional development 

programs,18 Ed Schools in the context of civil rights movements,19 pedagogical shifts in teacher 

education,20 the research produced at Ed Schools,21 accounts of especially innovative 

programs,22 and the different roles that Ed Schools play in their regions.23 These histories have 

important implications for education and beyond, but they do not directly re-examine the 

assumption that Ed Schools prioritize academic prestige over other forms of status. 

Unlike The Uncertain Profession and Ed School, The Trouble with Ed Schools focused 

not on the institutions themselves, but on the ongoing debates that surround them. To do this, 

Labaree drew from the published work of both the defenders and critics of Ed Schools to show 

 
17 Ogren, Christine. 2005. The American State Normal School: An Instrument of Great Good. 1st ed. New York: 
Palgrave Macmillan. 

18 Ogren, Christine A. 2016. “HES Presidential Address: Out-of-Class Project: American Teachers’ Summertime 
Activities, 1880s–1930s.” History of Education Quarterly 56 (1): 8–35.  

19 For an example from women’s rights movements in the first half of the 20th century, see: Manekin, Sarah. 2010. 
“Gender, Markets, and the Expansion of Women's Education at the University of Pennsylvania, 1913–1940.” 
History of Education Quarterly 50 (3): 298–323. 

20 Cuban, Larry. 1993. How Teachers Taught: Constancy and Change in American Classrooms, 1890-1990. 2nd ed. 
New York: Teachers College Press. 

21 Lagemann, Ellen Condliffe. 2000. An Elusive Science: The Troubling History of Education Research. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press. 

22 Tanner, Laurel N., and Philip W. Jackson. 1997. Dewey's Laboratory School: Lessons for Today. New York: 
Teachers College Press. 

23 D'Amico, Diana. 2015. ““An Old Order Is Passing”: The Rise of Applied Learning in University-Based Teacher 
Education During the Great Depression.” History of Education Quarterly 55 (3): 319–45 
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that both sides made some good points, and that while Ed Schools did less damage than its 

detractors suggested, they were also too weak to do much good in K-12 education. His proposed 

solution was for the profession of education to reconsider its “romance with progressivism” and 

its focus on how students learn over the substance of what they should learn.24 This argument 

gained traction in some circles, but The Trouble with Ed Schools is generally cited in discussions 

of Ed School reforms not to build on Labaree’s own assertions, but because it packages a 

complex topic in a clear and compelling way. 

In sum, the most prominent narrative about the development of Ed Schools relies on two 

historical studies that only sought to identify common themes, a limitation that their respective 

authors repeatedly expressed, and a narrative essay that brings together multiple perspectives on 

the implications of this history.  Yet, the central findings of the historical texts have largely gone 

unexamined, leading scholars, including Labaree, to continue to assume that Ed Schools largely 

faced the same set of pressures, that their shared circumstances led them to act in the same way 

during important inflection points in their history, and that because they could not appease all 

their stakeholders at once, they chose to focus on rising higher in academia’s pecking order. 

Underlying all of these assumptions is an even more fundamental belief about Ed School reform 

“baked in” to The Uncertain Profession and Ed School: that the complex web of forces that 

constrain these institutions binds them so completely that meaningful change is not possible in 

the current paradigm, and so Ed Schools need to change dramatically if they want to escape the 

unenviable position they have been in for over a century.   

 

 
24 Labaree, The Trouble with Ed Schools. 129-169. 
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Isomorphism, Institutional Theory, and Professionalization 

The first set of assumptions from The Uncertain Profession and Ed School, that Ed 

Schools became more homogenized and academic over time because they faced the same set of 

forces, is a phenomenon that organizational theorists refer to as isomorphism. While they were 

not the first to use the term “isomorphism” in a sociological context, Paul DiMaggio and Walter 

Powell popularized it in their influential 1983 paper The Iron Cage Revisited: Institutional 

Isomorphism and Collective Rationality in Organizational Fields. In this piece, they argued that 

“highly structured organizational fields provide a context... [that] in the aggregate leads to 

homogeneity in structure, culture, and output.”25 They credited three sets of pressures as the 

cause of this homogeneity: the regulations and expectations of other powerful organizations 

(coercive isomorphism), the tendency for institutions to imitate their peers when their own best 

course of action is uncertain (mimetic isomorphism), and that a shared set of values and 

knowledge across an institutional type is a prerequisite for elite professional status (normative 

isomorphism).26 This theoretical model implies that while institutions may originally be quite 

different from each other, over time they co-construct an “Iron Cage” that “constrains their 

ability to change further in later years.”27 

In 2023, DiMaggio and Powell wrote a reflection on how their ideas developed and a 

short analysis of the work on isomorphism since the original publication of the piece, 

highlighting several ways that others had built on or challenged their work over the past forty 

 
25 DiMaggio, Paul J., and Walter W. Powell. 1983. “The Iron Cage Revisited: Institutional Isomorphism and 
Collective Rationality in Organizational Fields.” American Sociological Review 48 (2). 147. 

26 Ibid. 152. 

27 Ibid. 148. 
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years. The texts that they addressed most directly were those that questioned if isomorphic 

pressures were as strong as DiMaggio and Powell claimed, but this dissertation raises two 

questions left largely undiscussed in their retrospective: are institutions actually as similar as 

some institutional theorists suggest, and are isomorphic pressures as deterministic in practice as 

they are in theory?28 There are institutionalists who have already raised these questions, but their 

work has not yet been applied to narratives about Ed Schools.29 There were certainly 

homogenizing forces that Ed Schools had to contend with, but the history of these institutions 

shows that there are meaningful differences between even the most similar Ed Schools, and that 

the configuration of relationships at a given moment led them to find disparate answers to the 

same dilemmas. 

While only addressed briefly in The Uncertain Profession and Ed School, The Trouble 

with Ed Schools delves into another common assumption made by scholars that study Ed 

Schools: that the only way to fix Ed Schools is a transformational change that legitimizes 

classroom teaching as a respected profession.30 In the parlance of those who write on the 

 
28 Powell, Walter W., and Paul J. DiMaggio. 2023. “The Iron Cage Redux: Looking Back and Forward.” 
Organization Theory 4 (4). Their overview of the work in this area since the publication of the Iron Cage begins on 
page 11. 

29 One theoretical model which has gotten increasing attention is that of institutional logics, which pushes back 
against the more deterministic elements of structural and cognitive isomorphism. Education scholars should bring 
this work more fully into their debates about the development of Ed Schools. An excellent overview of institutional 
logics is: Thornton, Patricia H., William Ocasio, and Michael Lounsbury. 2012. The Institutional Logics 
Perspective : a New Approach to Culture, Structure and Process. Oxford: Oxford University Press. For a piece that 
is a broader criticism of institutional and organizational theory that “view organizations as either all alike or all 
unique,” see Greenwood, Royston, C. R. Hinings, and Dave Whetten. 2014. “Rethinking Institutions and 
Organizations.” Journal of Management Studies 51 (7): 1206–20. 

30 For the historical development of the sociology of the professions, see: Gorman, Elizabeth H., and Rebecca L. 
Sandefur. 2011. ““Golden Age,” Quiescence, and Revival.” Work and Occupations 38 (3): 275–302. For an 
overview of the literature on professionalization and professionalization projects, see the Introduction and Chapter 2 
of Khurana, Rakesh. 2007. From Higher Aims to Hired Hands: The Social Transformation of American Business 
Schools and the Unfulfilled Promise of Management as a Profession. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 
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distinctions between vocations, occupations, and the professions, this struggle for legitimacy is 

sometimes referred to as a “professionalization project,” and many historical analyses examine 

how and why professionalization projects succeeded or failed.31 Andrew Abbott’s seminal work 

on the professions in the United States, The System of Professions, began with a thoughtful 

summation of the professionalization literature through the mid-1980s, including some of the 

prominent histories of specific professions, competing taxonomies of what was or was not a 

profession, and examinations of the strategies that groups use to fight for their professional 

status.32 He then provided an alternative way to think about the professions not in isolation from 

one another, but as part of a complex landscape of competing professions. Abbott framed the 

professionalization process as that of a group of people who compete “as a single unit” fighting 

for professional autonomy over an area of work, or “jurisdiction,” through the creation and 

defense of their monopoly over a body of knowledge necessary to do this work.33 He called on 

his colleagues to “stop studying single professions – medicine especially – and start studying 

work.” He argued that “We need histories of jurisdictions – who served them, where they came 

from, how the market was created, how conflict shaped participants...”34 Scholars from different 

 
31Gamer, Mary. 1970. “Semi-Professions and Their Organization; Teachers, Nurses, Social Workers.” Nursing 
Forum 9 (1): 9–11. Nathan Glazer, “The Schools of the Minor Professions,” Minerva 12 (1974): 349. Starr, Paul. 
1982. The Social Transformation of American Medicine. New York: Basic Books. Wiegand, From Patrician to 
Professional Elite: The Transformation of the New York City Bar Association (New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 
1988), 9-11. Wayne A. 1992. “The Quest for Authority and Honor in the American Professions, 1750-1900. Samuel 
Haber.” The Library Quarterly (Chicago) 62 (4): 450–52. 

32Abbott, Andrew Delano. 1988. The System of Professions: An Essay on the Division of Expert Labor. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press. See especially pgs. 11-20. 

33 Ibid. 

34 Ibid. 325. 
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academic disciplines and professional schools answered his call, and 35 years later, this framing 

remains tremendously influential in the sociology of professions.35   

When educationists cite Abbott in their recommendations for Ed School reform, they 

often fixate on one aspect of his model: that “the level of professional identification that matters 

is the one at which the group competes as a single unit.”36 They argue that because the 

profession of education constitutes so many different roles, from classroom teachers to policy 

analysts to those who research cognitive development, educationists have never been able to 

compete as a single unit. This reality provides a simple explanation for the stagnation of the 

field, and a simple solution to this problem: educationists need to decide on a smaller and more 

defensible jurisdiction and then band together to protect it. However, it is one thing to build 

consensus around the need for transformational change and quite another to get people with 

different priorities to agree on what this change should be. As scholars from across disciplines 

found their way into Ed Schools, discussions about what research and training to prioritize 

became increasingly contentious, fracturing a purportedly interdisciplinary space into warring 

factions. One of the essential features of academic discourse is thoughtful debate, but with so 

many different disciplinary perspectives represented in Ed Schools, the hallmark of Ed School 

decision-making was faculty talking past one another in how to improve their shared intellectual 

home.37  

 
35 For the influence of Abbott, see: Khurana, Rakesh. 2007. From Higher Aims to Hired Hands: the Social 
Transformation of American Business Schools and the Unfulfilled Promise of Management as a Profession. 
Princeton: Princeton University Press. Especially Chapter 1. 

36 Abbott, The System of Professions: An Essay on the Division of Expert Labor. Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press. 82. 

37Some scholars write that this talking past one another is a feature, not a bug, as it establishes a hierarchy within Ed 
Schools if one faction of scholars is heard more readily by scholars working outside of Ed Schools. In the words of 
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For example, faculty in initial teacher training programs, often referred to as “teacher 

educators,” have long called for a complete redesign of Ed Schools to prioritize better teacher 

training instead of trying to address every problem in the field of education. Some of their 

recommended changes include putting more emphasis on teaching in promotion decisions, 

building stronger relationships with local schools, and working to elevate the relative status of 

the teaching profession.38 Other faculty have argued that the most effective initial teacher 

training requires hands-on practice, and that the best way to get this experience is not in an Ed 

School but directly in K-12 schools, with some in this faction advocating for Ed Schools to 

prioritize research, while others publicly question if Ed Schools should exist at all.39 Some 

scholars argue that instead of focusing on Ed School reform, educationists should devote their 

energy to driving up demand for highly skilled teachers and administrators outside of 

academia.40 This is not to say that all scholars trained in the same discipline advocate for the 

 
Roger Koppl, an economist at Syracuse University, those who apply economic theory in other contexts, including 
education, are merely “borrowing thieves” and that few of them “could make it as economists; their self-interest is 
very much in maintaining disciplinary lands of the blind in which they can be one-eyed men.” P. 151. Koppl, Roger. 
2018. Expert Failure. Cambridge, United Kingdom: Cambridge University Press. 

38 Tom, Alan R. 1997. Redesigning Teacher Education. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press 

39 By the end of his time as Dean at HGSE, Ted Sizer had grown so frustrated in trying to make the faculty work 
towards making teacher training a priority, he fell into this first category. In a meeting with HGSE’s visiting 
committee, he said “I don't think good pre-service teacher training is in universities. School systems should be 
training those teachers.” Reports of the Subcommittees 1972 pg. 7. Records of the Overseers Visiting Committee 
1961-1983 UAV 350.95.3 Folder 9. Harvard University Archives. Many of the calls to close Ed Schools are from 
those that want alternative pathways to education, or who envision a hybridized form of graduate training for 
teachers separate from a university-based program. For one such example of alternative programs, see Cochran-
Smith, Marilyn, Reid Jewett Smith, and Jeremy Alexander. 2022. “Mission, Money, and Membership: An 
Institutional Perspective on Teacher Preparation at New Graduate Schools of Education.” Education Policy Analysis 
Archives. 30. 

40 One such example of this supply-side argument is: Guthrie, James W. 1999. “A Response to John Goodlad’s 
Whither Schools of Education? Unless Other Changes Occur, They Might Well Wither.” Journal of Teacher 
Education 50 (5): 363–68. The discerning reader will notice that I used the term “the trouble with ed schools” here, 
the title of David Labaree’s book on the subject, even though he is not an economist. I am bringing him under this 
same umbrella, as his argumentation often borrows heavily from economists, and especially his discussions of “the 
market.”  
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same Ed School reforms, or that there are impenetrable boundaries between these groups. Yet, 

the interdisciplinarity of Ed Schools means that while there has been consensus that things must 

change, enacting institutional reform at scale leads to strong opposition from one or another of 

these groups. 

 This dissertation draws on the history of three elite Ed Schools, the Harvard Graduate 

School of Education (HGSE), the University of Pennsylvania Graduate School of Education 

(PennGSE), and Teachers College at Columbia (TC) to show that the foundational assumptions 

of these debates need to be reevaluated. Outside of milestone anniversary celebrations, Ed 

Schools rarely consider their own histories, and so these relatively young professional schools 

have even shorter institutional memories. As a result, when decision makers in Ed Schools try to 

contextualize the problems they seek to solve, they instead turn to their peers and the existing 

scholarship about Ed Schools for guidance, and so they begin with a belief that they face 

insurmountable isomorphic forces in the current paradigm. This dissertation shows that a closer 

look at an Ed School’s institutional history often tells a different story, and that the relationships 

these institutions had with their stakeholders also created incentives to pursue other forms of 

prestige and influence, and so they were less homogenous than the existing scholarship suggests. 

I show that in addition to seeking prestige via the production of “basic” research, faculty at elite 

GSEs also sought status in ways that carry a reputational cost in academia, including through the 

training of practitioners, helping school districts apply research to practice, influencing the 

development of regional institutions and education policy, and gaining primacy over less 

prestigious vocational fields by offering programs outside of K-12 education. 
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Archival Sources 

This dissertation draws on the correspondence of Ed School faculty and administrators, 

meeting minutes, annual reports, newspapers, periodicals, policy documents, program 

evaluations, and governmental reports to trace decision-making processes at pivotal moments at 

the Harvard Graduate School of Education (HGSE), Teachers College at Columbia (TC), and the 

University of Pennsylvania Graduate School of Education (PennGSE). I selected these 

institutions for four reasons. First, the most frequently cited histories of the development of Ed 

Schools focus on these elite institutions, and by returning to the same institutions, I can overlay 

my own findings over the existing scholarship to draw attention to the reasons why there were 

divergent responses to the same pressures across institutional contexts. Second, these institutions 

have an outsized impact on the field and profession of education. HGSE, TC, and PennGSE train 

a very small number of America’s classroom teachers, but the research, curricula, and teaching 

materials developed at these institutions are widely distributed. Further, the graduates of these Ed 

Schools can be found in leadership positions across the education landscape, including a 

substantial proportion of faculty that teach at other Ed Schools.41  

The third reason that I selected these institutions is the unprecedented access I had to 

relatively recent archival materials, enabling me to extend the historical narrative closer to the 

present than other histories of these institutions. When Arthur Powell wrote The Uncertain 

Profession, he had just retired from HGSE and could ask his colleagues for their papers, and he 

likely had special dispensation from the Harvard University Archives to access materials that 

would normally remain closed for at least another 20 years. Even so, his most recent citation 

 
41 On the relative importance of elite Ed Schools, see: Clifford, Geraldine Jonçich., and James W. Guthrie. 1988. Ed 
School: a Brief for Professional Education. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. Introduction. 
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from the HGSE archives is a memo from 1961.42 With help from HGSE’s Dean’s Office, I had 

access to HGSE materials through the early 1980s, documents that would normally be closed to 

research through at least 2030, making this the first historical project that includes these 

sources.43 The last published history of Teachers College is A History of Teachers College 

Columbia University, a TC-sponsored book written in 1954 by three TC faculty. Over the past 

decade, Teachers College has moved its own archival collection entirely online, and has built a 

digital infrastructure that enables TC constituents to upload their own materials to this collection. 

This has enabled TC faculty emeriti to upload documents that under other circumstances may not 

have made it into the physical archive, and many of these sources are still largely untouched by 

researchers.44 Compared to the collections at HGSE and TC, the PennGSE collection is quite 

small, due in part to its sparse recordkeeping through the 1920s, but the materials open to 

research – and especially documents from the late 1950s-1970s – tell a remarkable story of how 

an institution fought for survival. 

Fourth, while there are a few elite Ed Schools quite similar to TC, HGSE, and PennGSE 

that need to be studied in more detail, these three institutions are the most directly comparable to 

one another. Two other notable programs, those at the University of Chicago and at Yale 

University, had leading education programs in the first half of the 20th century, but Yale’s Ed 

 
42 Powell, The Uncertain Profession. Page 332, footnote 30, Keppel to the senior faculty November 16, 1961. There 
are several newspaper or other public document citations that are more recent than 1961, including a report from the 
Department of Education, but not more recent documents internal to HGSE. 

43 Harvard’s archival policies can be found here: “Harvard Library - Access Materials at the Harvard University 
Archives.” Harvard Library. https://library.harvard.edu/how-to/access-materials-harvard-university-archives#find-
request. 

44 In the summer of 2023, TC’s digital archives migrated its entire digital collections, pruning out some documents 
in the process. All of the documents cited in this dissertation survived this migration, but there is a possibility that 
some digitized documents uploaded by people other than TC’s archivists were excluded. 
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School closed in 1950, and Chicago’s Education Division never expanded into a full professional 

school and was reabsorbed by the Faculty of Arts and Sciences in 1974.45 The Stanford 

University Graduate School of Education was another candidate for this project, but as a 

distinctly west coast institution that was in close competition with a leading public institution, 

the nearby University of California at Berkeley, there are more variables to account for than in a 

comparison of the three institutions in this study.46 TC, HGSE, and PennGSE are professional 

schools in the Ivy League universities in the three largest cities in the northeastern United States. 

Each of these universities began offering graduate level work in education at the turn of the 20th 

century and still enjoy public admiration, with one of the three of these institutions topping the 

U.S. News and World Report rankings nine out of the past ten years.47 

Structure of the Dissertation 

This dissertation is organized into four roughly chronological chapters, with each chapter 

focusing on a perennial dilemma that Ed Schools face, the ways that HGSE, PennGSE, and TC 

resolved these dilemmas, and how their relationships with stakeholders shaped their decision 

making. Broadly speaking, Chapter One (1887-1929) examines the founding and early history of 

 
45 Ed School includes the stories of Education at UChicago and Yale. 

46 The relationship between Stanford and Berkeley is quite different than those of the institutions included in this 
study. Both are research universities with an international reputation that benefited significantly from the rapid 
transformation of Silicon Valley. Further, Stanford would have had to compete with local California State 
Universities to become more involved in teacher training. HGSE’s greatest competition in the area was with lower 
cost institutions that offered initial teacher training, such as Boston State College and Lesley University, but these 
programs were never its focus. In its earliest years, PennGSE competed with local high schools over initial teacher 
training, and later some of its programs competed with Temple University, but the relationship was much more 
asymmetrical than that between Stanford and Berkeley. The same is true of Teachers College, which at times 
competed with NYU, the CUNY schools, and Bank Street, but it was always one or more tiers above the others 
when it came to both reputation and research output. 

47 While each of these institutions likely keeps their own longitudinal lists on these rankings, U.S. News makes it 
quite difficult to see shifting rankings over time. To find the annual ranking going back 10 years, I used snapshots 
from archive.org’s wayback machine. web.archive.org/web/20240206102800/https://www.usnews.com/best-
graduate-schools/top-education-schools 
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these institutions and how they approached one of the most fundamental dilemmas in higher 

education: who to train and what to train them for. I show that at these elite Ed Schools, the 

question of who to train depended on their relationships with their host institutions, their 

relationships with local practitioners, and their relative tolerance of women. Scholars have 

written extensively on how American higher education has a long history of misogyny and 

sexism, and while women were slowly gaining access to postsecondary education in the late 19th 

and early 20th century, much of this chapter takes place before women had the right to vote. This 

was a time when predominantly female professions were not just lower status than 

predominantly male professions, there were protracted battles about whether women’s work 

could even be offered in elite research universities.48 Education, nursing, and social work were 

all feminized or “pink-collar” professions that had fought hard for their place at the margins of 

elite universities, which contributed significantly to making these the highest status professions a 

woman could belong to for much of the 20th century. As for what to train students for, this 

depended partly on who enrolled at an Ed School and partly on how its faculty sought influence 

and status. During its early history, HGSE’s primary focus was on training the men of Harvard 

College to teach in elite high schools or to conduct academic research on education issues, and 

pink-collar professions like nursing and social work were completely absent. In contrast, the 

close relationship that PennGSE had with Pennsylvania’s Department of Education attracted 

faculty focused on training educators, both men and women, to work in schools across the 

region, and those who conducted applied research in Pennsylvanian classrooms. While PennGSE 

had programs in domestic science and nursing during this period, they were never a part of its 

 
48 An especially helpful text on the relationship between the pink-collar professions, the women’s rights movement, 
and elite universities is: Carter, Patricia Anne. 2002. "Everybody's Paid but the Teacher": the Teaching Profession 
and the Women's Movement. New York: Teachers College Press. 
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core mission, and quickly spun off or disappeared. On the other hand, because TC grew out of an 

organization that provided education to poor women, its faculty came from across the pink-collar 

professions, including those excluded from Harvard because they were too low status, or from 

PennSE because they were too far removed from the K-12 education issues central to its mission. 

Chapter Two (1917-1955) focuses on the dilemma of how involved an elite Ed School 

should be with local practitioners. From its founding, HGSE’s faculty had little interest in 

building strong relationships with local schools and only maintained loose affiliations with high 

schools in Newton and Brookline, two wealthy Boston suburbs. Because it had few relationships 

with institutions outside of Harvard, and because Harvard’s central administration expected 

faculty to produce academic research, HGSE increasingly turned inward, retreating further into 

the ivory tower. Where Harvard turned inward, PennSE continued to expand outward, as its 

faculty further prioritized service work in schools over academic research. While this contributed 

to PennSE’s strong reputation among the teachers and lawmakers of Pennsylvania, it did 

significant damage to its relationship with UPenn’s central administration, as the School of 

Education’s close relationship with members of a low-status profession were detrimental to the 

University’s broader attempts to become a more respected research institution. Where HGSE 

was focused almost entirely on academic research and PennSE was service and practitioner-

oriented, TC sought status through both academic research and its relationships with leaders 

across the feminized professions. TC had close relationships with the New York City school 

system, affluent suburban school districts, area hospitals, and the vast majority of TC students 

and faculty were in programs for practitioners, but like HGSE, many TC faculty also conducted 

academic research. Through most of this period, TC operated two of its own schools, with the 

Lincoln School serving as TC’s “experimental school,” where teachers and faculty could conduct 
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applied research, and the Horace Mann School serving as TC’s “demonstration school,” where 

thousands of visiting educators could see TC’s pedagogical methods in action.49 These schools 

were a core part of TC’s identity through the 1940s, but economic hardships eventually led to 

their closure, complicating the relationships that TC students and faculty had with NYC schools, 

but not ending them. 

Chapter Three (1955-1969) shows how these institutions reacted to the massive influx of 

funding that came with the postwar boom, which led to fierce competition for students and 

funding and an opportunity to redefine themselves. As shown in The Uncertain Profession and 

Ed School, these institutions became more research-oriented during this period, but this was 

especially true at HGSE, whereas Teachers College also invested heavily in its practitioner 

programs, and PennGSE fought against the central administration’s efforts to make it more 

research oriented with increasing intensity. The story that emerges from this chapter is not of 

elite Ed Schools moving in lock step deeper into academe, but of three institutions creating their 

own niches in the larger Ed School landscape. 

Chapter Four (1969-1982) explores the period immediately following the boom period of 

“academia’s golden age,” a time when Ed Schools had to make tough programmatic choices in 

order to survive. HGSE fit the dominant narrative about elite Ed Schools, as it shuttered its 

 
49 The terms “demonstration school” for Horace Mann and either “laboratory school” or “experimental school” for 
Lincoln are those used by TC officials. At times, the distinction between the two can be hard to discern, and there 
was certainly overlap in their respective purposes. Using the 1924 Annual Reports to TC’s President as a 
representative example of these differences, we can see in the 1923-1924 school year Horace Mann conducted 
studies on how to best teach elementary students fine motor skills, and there were over 1,000 non-parent visitors to 
Lincoln. What separated them was how much these institutions focused on demonstration vs. research. Henry C. 
Pearson, principal of Horace Mann from 1903 to 1928, explained that “the function of the Horace Mann School as a 
school of demonstration brings to the class room every week hundreds of visitors… This means that our teachers are 
constantly working under the glaring light of publicity.” 69-70 of 1924 Annual report. In contrast, Otis Caldwell, 
Director of the Lincoln School from 1917-1927, used the majority of his 1924 report to the President of TC listing 
the research publications drawing on Lincoln School data. Pgs. 80-84. Teachers College (New York, N.Y.). 
Teachers College School Of Education Announcement 1923-1924, 1923. 
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practitioner programs to focus on education research, but PennGSE and TC did not make the 

same choice. Despite immense pressure from the central administration, PennGSE faculty and 

students refused to distance themselves from research and practice in schools, ultimately leading 

the President and Provost of the University to announce the closure of the School. PennGSE 

called on its allies across Pennsylvania to come to its aid, an effort that successfully put enough 

pressure on the central administration to reverse its decision to close the School. In contrast, 

because TC was a self-sustaining institution, it did not face the same existential threats as HGSE 

or PennGSE, but it nonetheless had to make dramatic cuts to its programs in the early 1970s to 

avoid bankruptcy. Unlike HGSE, which entirely cut its practitioner programs, TC’s cuts led to 

the closure of some smaller programs, but its leadership and faculty prioritized keeping the 

school’s wide breadth of offerings. 

Across these chapters, the picture that emerges is of three institutions that shared many of 

the same constraints and often competed with one another for the same forms of prestige, and yet 

over time also built their own niche in the Ed School landscape, causing them to pursue different 

models of success. The scholarship on American higher education, professional schools, and Ed 

Schools stresses the effect that status ambitions have on institutional decision making and 

provides compelling evidence that both internal and external forces lead to contentious conflicts 

between faculty factions for higher academic status. This dissertation shows that in addition to 

the well-documented battles for higher status in the academy, the relationships that academic 

units develop outside of their host institutions can create strong incentives to pursue other forms 

of prestige, an understudied factor with implications for our understanding of institutional 

isomorphism.
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Chapter One: Founding Moments: Who To Train and What to Train Them For 

Introduction 

In the early 19th century, one of the driving concerns of political and civic leaders in the 

northeastern United States was the growing immigrant population in rapidly developing city 

centers. Many people and movements sought strategies to assimilate immigrants into American 

society or to reproduce European modernization innovations, but Horace Mann, Secretary of the 

Massachusetts Board of Education from its founding in 1837 until 1849, is often credited with 

spearheading the education reform that made these larger efforts possible. Through his fierce 

advocacy for universal public education, Mann successfully convinced legislators in 

Massachusetts not only to create tax-funded elementary schools, but to address the resulting need 

for a larger teaching force by allowing women to teach in these new schools.50 As the “common 

school” movement took root in Massachusetts, Mann traveled across the country to proselytize 

the virtues of universal public education, leading many other states to replicate the Massachusetts 

education model. Some states moved more slowly than others toward supporting universal public 

education, but New York and Pennsylvania were early adopters, which meant that Boston, New 

York City, and Philadelphia were among the first cities that needed to find a way to adequately 

train teachers at scale. The Massachusetts state government funded new postsecondary 

institutions specifically designed to train new teachers for this purpose, with standards and 

curricula distinct from existing liberal arts colleges. These “normal schools” enjoyed wide public 

support, but some college and university presidents, including Charles William Eliot, the 

 
50 Rury, John L. 2002. Education and Social Change: Themes in the History of American Schooling. Mahwah, N.J.: 
L. Erlbaum Associates. 57-94. 
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President of Harvard from 1869 to 1909, grew increasingly worried that they could become a 

threat to their own institutions.51 Eliot was not worried that normal schools would compete 

directly with Harvard; rather, he feared that if teachers trained in normal schools taught future 

Harvard undergraduates, it would severely reduce the quality of Harvard’s student body. Eliot 

was willing to take drastic measures to keep normal school graduates away from elite secondary 

education, even if it meant that Harvard would have to train teachers itself. 

Teacher Training At Harvard During the Eliot Presidency 

Charles William Eliot remains the longest serving president in Harvard’s history, and he 

made the most of his long tenure by championing sweeping education reforms throughout both 

secondary and post-secondary institutions. Under his leadership, Harvard College loosened its 

Latin and Greek language requirements and replaced the recitations of the classical curriculum 

with the lectures and seminars then common in German universities. Additionally, Eliot enacted 

a “new curriculum” with a more flexible course of study that allowed students to follow their 

own interests through an “elective system,” laying out a map for undergraduate coursework that 

is now ubiquitous in American higher education.52 However, the spread of Harvard’s education 

reforms was only part of Eliot’s mission. His larger ambition was to bring secondary and 

postsecondary institutions more closely together, as he believed that doing so would enable 

universities to begin preparing their students before they had even enrolled. 

 
51 Ibid. 162. The term “normal school” is derived from the French école normale, a form of teacher-training 
institution that prioritizes the creation of norms and values across a nation’s workforce. 

52See Chapter 1 of: Smith, Richard Norton, and Mazal Holocaust Collection. 1986. The Harvard Century: the 
Making of a University to a Nation. New York: Simon and Schuster. 
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Eliot worked with other education leaders to design high school curricula and 

standardized tests for Harvard’s elite preparatory “feeder schools,” and faced little resistance 

from Boston educators. However, as high schools became ubiquitous throughout the northeast, 

demand increased for secondary school teachers, and normal school reformers began to lobby for 

the expansion of their teacher training programs beyond elementary education and into the high 

schools. These teachers would have little allegiance to Harvard, and if they made their way into 

too many high schools, it could undo all of Eliot’s hard-won reforms. He had been resistant to 

creating pedagogy courses at Harvard for decades, in part because he believed that high school 

teachers needed to learn an academic subject instead of receiving “questionable” pedagogical 

training, but the threat of normal schools for secondary teachers made him finally change his 

mind. After conversations with some Boston-area allies, he came to the conclusion that Harvard 

could open its own elite teacher training program, and in doing so would significantly weaken 

the case for high school teacher training programs at normal schools.53 

To this end, after a protracted battle with members of Harvard’s Faculty of Arts and 

Sciences over the academic character of teacher training, in 1891 Eliot was able to hire Paul 

Henry Hanus as Harvard’s first professor in the history of education, a symbolic commitment to 

teacher training that successfully convinced legislators to pause their plans for high school 

teaching preparation in Massachusetts normal schools.54 While initially reluctant to bring teacher 

training into Harvard, Eliot warmed to the idea quickly, as it meshed with his own belief that the 

intellectual elite must lead social engineering efforts. Reflecting on his presidency late in his 

 
53 Powell, Arthur G. 1980. The Uncertain Profession: Harvard and the Search for Educational Authority. 
Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press. 38-53. 

54 Ibid. 
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career, Eliot wrote that “we have absolutely demonstrated in the course of the last fifty years that 

improvements in education come from the top. They are invented in the upper grades of 

education and thought, and then descend from those upper grades through the lower.”55 He was 

pleased when Hanus’s teacher preparation courses in the new Education Division quickly 

became popular with both graduate and undergraduate students, as it suggested that talented 

young men would continue to spread Eliot’s education philosophy to future generations. 

Women and Education at Harvard 

While the Education Division’s focus was unquestionably on Harvard College’s male-

only student body, opportunities for women to take education coursework slowly emerged as 

well. However, only a fraction of the women in education courses were actually working towards 

a degree in education, largely because of the policies of Harvard College and its affiliated 

women’s college, Radcliffe, that made it more difficult for them to do so. Because female 

undergraduates could not enroll in the same classes as men, if they wanted to receive teacher 

training or take courses in the academic field of education, they would have to take them at 

Radcliffe, but Radcliffe’s administration refused to offer these courses despite overwhelming 

student demand. At the heart of the resulting conflict between Radcliffe students and faculty was 

that each group had different conceptions of what forms of status were most important. Students 

wanted Radcliffe College to offer a degree in Education because teaching was arguably the 

highest status profession a woman could pursue, as it provided more than just financial 

independence, but also a measure of respect in their communities. On the other hand, Radcliffe 

faculty believed that the only way to raise the status of women's education was to exclusively 

 
55 Henry Wyman Holmes Papers. HUG 4454.570 Box 4. Harvard University Archives. 
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offer degrees in the most academic subjects, effectively limiting the options available to their 

students to the traditional liberal arts. This did not stop a group of undergraduates from hiring 

Hanus to privately teach them the same material that he covered in his courses at Harvard 

College, which eventually put enough pressure on Radcliffe College’s administration to pay the 

faculty members in the Education Division to offer some of their courses at Radcliffe.56 

However, these officially sanctioned courses still did not lead to a degree in education, and so the 

only option for a woman who wanted a degree in Education at Harvard University remained 

enrolling in a graduate-level program. This proposition was considerably more expensive than 

simply attending a different institution that allowed women to earn a bachelor’s in education, and 

as a result, the proportion of women in Harvard’s Education Division remained quite small 

through the end of Eliot’s presidency.   

It is notable that Eliot’s particular brand of higher education reform included a place for 

women at elite institutions like Harvard, but only if there was a clear boundary between 

undergraduate programs for men and women, and if the programs for women were taught 

exclusively by male faculty. During this period, state universities, especially in the Midwest, 

were moving towards coeducation, but Eliot’s paternalistic view of women’s education was 

relatively progressive for the president of one of the nation’s most prestigious universities, an 

institution that would not be fully coeducational for another 70 years.57 Eliot had deep faith in 

the power of education to modernize and moralize American society through a combination of 

practical training and the liberal arts, a society that unquestionably included women. This belief 

 
56 Powell, The Uncertain Profession. Page 58. 

57 “It’s Complicated: 375 Years Of Women At Harvard | Radcliffe Institute for Advanced Study At Harvard 
University.” Radcliffe Institute for Advanced Study at Harvard University. 
https://www.radcliffe.harvard.edu/event/2012-its-complicated-exhibition. 
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also explains why Eliot was open to opportunities for Harvard to offer degrees in other high-

status feminized professions, even going so far as to advocate for a full-scale nursing school at 

Harvard in 1903. 

However, Eliot’s willingness to train women for high-status professions did not mean 

that he believed that women should teach these courses, and so when he began to work with an 

anonymous donor to establish a nursing school at Harvard, he did not turn to the mostly-female 

leadership of the nursing profession, but to Dr. Alfred Worcester, a Harvard Medical School who 

wrote extensively on the importance of patient care in medical treatment. Worcester had himself 

been treated for several life-threatening illnesses, and through his own negative experiences 

receiving treatment, he had come to believe that patient comfort was an essential aspect of the 

healing process. He believed doctors needed to learn how to treat their patients with more care, 

but more importantly, they needed to closely monitor and train the nurses responsible for most 

patient care. At his nursing school in Waltham, Worcester put these theories into practice, and 

Eliot thought it would be valuable to offer a similar program at Harvard.58 In their negotiations, 

Eliot suggested to Worcester that perhaps he should be the Professor of Nursing, but Worcester 

warned that leaders in the nursing profession would not approve of this title, as they wanted 

nurses to have more independence than his top-down model would allow. According to 

Worcester, Eliot then responded, “All the better, we want nothing to do with them.”59  

 
58 Alfred Worcester’s descendants have preserved some of his writings, some found at his summer cottage which is 
still in the family. For more, on his relationship with Eliot and the nursing school at Harvard, see: Worcester, Alfred. 
“Dr. Alfred Worcester - Wordpress.Com.” Reminiscences. Accessed March 13, 2024. 
https://thegardencottage.files.wordpress.com/2012/08/dr-alfred-worcester-reminiscences.pdf. 72-73. 

59 Ibid. 73. 
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Worcester had already experienced what it meant to run afoul of the nursing profession. 

His Waltham Training School for Nurses may have had Eliot’s approval, but his emphasis on 

patient care was not enough for the Massachusetts State Nursing Association, whose standards 

emphasized providing future nurses with technical training using modern methods and 

equipment, and so his students were barred from admission to the organization.60 For many 

leaders in the nursing community, Worcester was a significant threat to the professionalization of 

nursing, as his model deemphasized scientific knowledge and relegated nurses to glorified 

assistants and caretakers while doctors did the “real” medical work.61 Further, they believed 

Worcester had not done any genuine nursing work himself and so had no claim to expertise in 

their profession. 

The editorial board of the American Journal of Nursing, made up entirely of leading 

women in the field of nursing, worked to limit the influence of Worcester on nursing from the 

inception of the Journal in 1900. In a letter from Lavinia Dock, Assistant Superintendent of the 

Johns Hopkins School of Nursing and co-founder of the National League of Nursing to Isabel 

Hunter Robb, Superintendent of the Johns Hopkins School of Nursing and another co-founder of 

the National League of Nursing, Dock writes about the kinds of articles that she felt the journal 

should publish. She believed that there was “too much Boston in the influence in our magazine,” 

noting that “the Boston women are doormats,” and that they needed to stop having “moral and 

ethical lectures from doctors in our front pages,” explicitly naming Worcester as an example of 

 
60 “Editorial Comment: The Harvard College of Nursing.” The American Journal of Nursing V, no. 4 (1905). 
Reprinted in Nursing Forum 15, no. 2 (1976): 165-67. 

61 Lavinia Dock to Adelaide Nutting, 26 Feb 1905, in Adelaide Nutting Papers. Teachers College Special 
Collections. 
https://teacherscollege.primo.exlibrisgroup.com/permalink/01TCCU_INST/939ve0/alma991000985099706971 
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those whose influence they needed to limit.62 Dock and the other members of the American 

Journal of Nursing decided to take a more public and definitive stand against Worcester and the 

proposed plan for a school of nursing at Harvard in their January 1905 issue of the Journal. In a 

front-page editorial, the editorial board condemned Worcester and Harvard, writing that  

The Harvard College of Nursing is then to have at its head a man opposed to the highest 
ideals of the nursing profession, while the prestige of the great university behind him 
places him in a position of power in nursing affairs unmerited either by service or 
experience… It is for the nurses of New England and the country at large to see to it that 
valuable time is not lost by following false and unwise methods of training in the new 
college at Harvard. Public opinion is the most powerful factor for or against any 
movement of the age in which we live.63 

Their efforts to scuttle the proposed plans for the Harvard School of Nursing were ultimately 

successful, with the project folding after the donors hoping to endow the school of nursing at 

rescinding their financial backing.64 

The combination of Eliot’s emphasis on training male teachers to work in elite high 

schools, Radcliffe College administration’s unwillingness to offer degrees in education, and the 

distrust that leading female professional organizations had of Harvard’s paternalistic policies all 

served to limit the presence of women on Harvard’s campus, which played an important role in 

the trajectory of its education programs through the rest of the 20th century. As we will see later 

in this chapter, women were much more welcome in the education programs at the University of 

Pennsylvania and Teachers College, and so where Harvard’s program was small and narrowly 

focused, their many education programs were full to bursting with women who wanted to go into 

teaching. Further, because there were substantial barriers for women to teach in high schools 

 
62 Dock to Robb, circa 1900, page 2. Adelaide Nutting Papers. 

63 “Editorial Comment: The Harvard College of Nursing.”  

64 Worcester, Reminiscences. 73. 
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during this period, Penn and TC offered preparatory programs for aspiring elementary school 

teachers, positions that Eliot and his allies believed were beneath the men of Harvard College.65 

Where Penn and TC thrived financially, Harvard’s Education Division was heavily dependent on 

Harvard’s central administration for financial support. This arrangement was fine when there 

was a strong advocate for education like Eliot in the president’s office but became much more 

dangerous when Harvard came under the leadership of someone hostile to the field, such as 

Eliot’s successor, Abbott Lawrence Lowell. 

Education Under A Hostile President 

Where Eliot saw Harvard as the source of top-down reform in American society, Lowell 

believed that Eliot had focused far too much on what was happening outside of the academy, at 

the expense of Harvard’s reputation as the nation’s premier research university. There is strong 

evidence that when Eliot retired, Harvard’s Board of Overseers appointed Lowell specifically 

because he wanted to steer Harvard back towards an academic orientation.66 During Lowell’s 

presidency, Harvard’s student body, physical footprint, endowment, and research programs grew 

dramatically, but he also discontinued some of Eliot’s pet programs, and especially those that 

taught “practical” skills. The Education Division was one of Harvard’s most vocational program 

areas, and while the division was still reliant on central administration for support, its programs 

were popular enough that it would have been too politically damaging for Lowell to close it 

entirely. Instead, over time he starved the Education Division as much as he could by refusing to 

hire enough faculty to meet demand, discontinuing undergraduate offerings in Education, and 
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forbidding Hanus and Holmes from doing their own fundraising for the struggling division.67 

Lowell was so adamantly set against the Education Division, in fact, that when a donor offered 

enough money to fund an expansion of the division into a full professional school, Lowell 

intervened in the negotiation process and pushed the donor to make a gift to the Business School 

instead.68 

Last Best Option: Research Oriented Vocational Education 

The faculty in the Education Division recognized that their programs’ survival depended 

on their ability to appease Lowell, and that this meant they needed to make their programs more 

academic and research oriented. However, this kind of shift would be an expensive process, and 

Lowell was actively working to stop them from fundraising the money they needed. They had to 

find ways to make the Division better aligned with Lowell’s values without turning to traditional 

Harvard donors for funding or applying for federal and state grants that other departments could 

also apply for, which would require training students to conduct academic research that no one 

else wanted to do. When the United States Congress passed the Smith-Hughes Act of 1917 to 

dramatically increase federal financial support for vocational education, the Education Division 

faculty saw a potential, if tenuous, path forward. No other Harvard program was likely to pursue 

Smith-Hughes funding because doing so would connect them too closely to non-academic work, 

so the Education Division would not have to compete against other programs that Lowell held in 

higher regard. If they could find a way to use money earmarked for vocational projects to do the 
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kinds of research that Lowell approved of, they could successfully bolster the Education Division 

while also improving its standing with Lowell.  

This plan proved more difficult than the faculty anticipated, as the Smith-Hughes Act had 

safeguards designed to stop universities from using the funding to support academic research — 

exactly what the Education Division was trying to do. The Smith-Hughes Act was made possible 

by a consortium of unlikely allies that had different reasons for supporting vocational education, 

but all agreed that the purpose of the Act was to make America’s education system “more vital 

and purposeful in serving the permanent social and economic needs of the community,” a goal 

directly opposed to Lowell’s lofty, intellectual priorities for higher education.69  In short, even if 

the Education faculty wanted to teach courses in the areas directly supported by the Smith-

Hughes Act, which they did not, Lowell would stop them from doing so anyway, and they could 

not use Smith-Hughes money to fund academic research. Despite all odds, the Education faculty 

eventually found one area of work that was acceptable to both the academics and the 

vocationalists: training people to use the latest social science methods to tell others what 

vocation they should be in.70 

Using scientific methods to determine what a person should do for a living, or 

“vocational guidance,” was a fledgling field of study with all the trappings of intellectual 

academic work that also had clear practical value. One of the leading institutions in vocational 

guidance was the nearby Vocation Bureau of Boston, and when leadership changes in 1917 made 

it vulnerable, the Education Division saw a golden opportunity to absorb it. With help from the 
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federal government and two prominent Boston businessmen, the Education faculty successfully 

convinced President Lowell to bring the Bureau into Harvard. John Brewer, who earned his PhD 

from the Education Division in 1915, assumed leadership of the newly renamed Bureau of 

Vocational Guidance when it came under the auspices of the Education Division but while he 

was tremendously successful in producing popular (and profitable) vocational guidance 

materials, Education faculty worried that these offerings were not academic enough to pacify 

Lowell. The faculty decided that what they urgently needed was a well-respected scholar to 

conduct research and train PhDs in the academic field of Guidance, and so they launched a 

national search for the right leader to strengthen the Division. At the time, one of the most 

respected figures in commercial education was Frederick G. Nichols, formerly of the Federal 

Bureau for Vocational Education, the director of Pennsylvania’s commercial education 

department, and the author of the most widely used syllabi on commercial education.71 After a 

successful courtship, Nichols came to Harvard as a tenured associate professor in 1922, with the 

understanding that he would establish and run a new commercial education program.72  

The Transition from Education Division to Graduate School of Education 

At the same time that Hanus built out the Guidance program in the early 1920s, he was 

also working with other potential patrons to support the Education Division's core work, 

including the General Education Board (GEB), a subsidiary of the Rockefeller Foundation. His 

chief contact at the GEB was Abraham Flexner, the author of a massively influential 1910 report 

on American medical schools, work widely credited with forcing the American medical 
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community to create set standards for licensure, which led to the closure of dozens of low-quality 

medical schools. In Other People’s Colleges, Ethan W. Ris showed that Flexner’s attempts to 

push larger social improvement via higher education reform continued well after his work in 

medical education.73 Flexner had begun his career as a schoolteacher, and he had long hoped to 

do for teacher training what he had done in the field of medicine, so when in 1912 the GEB 

offered him a leadership position that would give him oversight of funding to improve the field 

of education, he leapt at the chance. Much like Eliot, Flexner believed that successful social 

change began at the most elite institutions, so he steered GEB funding away from its projects in 

the rural south in favor of the prestigious universities of the northeast, with the expectation that 

the rest of the country would adapt to be more like their aspirational peers. Harvard, arguably the 

highest status university in the nation, barely had an education program, and Flexner believed 

that the best way to send a message to the rest of academia was to build out Harvard’s Education 

Division into a full graduate school. In 1917, Flexner approached Hanus and the Education 

Division with a proposition: the GEB would give a major gift of $500,000 towards the 

establishment of an education school at Harvard if the University could raise another $1.5 

million from other sources. Hanus believed that this challenge was well within Harvard’s reach, 

as several members of Harvard’s board of trustees were especially enthusiastic about donating 

money for education issues, and outside sources had also approached him about creating an 

education school. Yet despite this promising opportunity, President Lowell did not want to 

commit to an expansion of the education program unless it was absolutely guaranteed that 

Harvard’s application for GEB funding would be successful. Flexner affirmed that he had 
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received assurances from the rest of the GEB leadership that they would approve Harvard’s 

application for funding, and several Harvard donors, including members of the board, had 

promised a matching donation once the GEB money came through. Now that there was 

undeniable momentum behind a graduate school of education, Lowell had little choice but to 

reluctantly agree to let Harvard raise the rest of the funds.74 

As plans for the Harvard Graduate School of Education came together, Lowell chose 

Henry Wyman Holmes, a faculty member in the Education Division with whom he had a good 

working relationship, as the school’s first Dean. In early discussions about HGSE, Lowell 

repeatedly stressed to Holmes that he should look to Harvard’s Law School (HLS), which 

Lowell had attended in the 1870s, as a model of what professional education in an elite research 

university should be. HLS, he felt, treated the practice of law as a science and taught its students 

a way of thinking and how to conduct legal research, and now HGSE had to do the same for 

education. Holmes was eager to please Lowell, and so before the School even opened, he 

prepared a list of faculty hires who would help make Harvard a leader in the professionalization 

of education. Much to Holmes’s surprise, Lowell rejected every candidate on his list. Holmes 

had put forward faculty who were deeply respected in elite teacher training, but Lowell wanted 

faculty who could produce education science and teach it to their students, not the former 

principals and classroom teachers that Holmes wanted to hire. Lowell argued that for HGSE to 

be successful, it had to convince the Faculty of Arts and Sciences “that it [was] really of 

university grade, and that its instructing staff [were] not merely skilled in the technique of 
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education but are on a scholarly level with that of the Faculty of Arts and Sciences.”75 Lowell 

told Holmes that he had to be willing to “sacrifice something in the way of technical knowledge 

for the sake of academic caliber,” and that he would only approve a new HGSE professorial 

position if it was in statistics.76 

Holmes took Lowell’s warnings to heart and sought ways to prove the academic 

excellence of HGSE, a project that came to define his deanship. To be more like Harvard Law 

School, when the School opened in 1920, HGSE had among its offerings a new doctorate in 

education (EdD), a professional doctoral degree modeled after HLS’s JD. However, despite its 

purported purpose the EdD included few professional courses, and it quickly gained a reputation 

as being a less rigorous research PhD program. This outcome is perhaps unsurprising, as Lowell 

only permitted HGSE to hire faculty with an academic specialization and so the School’s faculty 

were more interested in scholarship than in professional training. Because the faculty wanted the 

EdD to serve as HGSE’s research degree, the school needed to invent a new terminal 

professional degree that would differentiate HGSE graduates from lesser teachers. In 1927, 

HGSE announced that its initial teacher training program, the Master of Education (EdM), would 

become a full-time two-year program, with one year of coursework at HGSE and another year of 

training in an academic subject in a Faculty of Arts and Sciences department. Unlike other 

teacher training programs which could be attained in a year of study, Harvard’s EdM would be a 
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two-year full-time program, with substantial course requirements in the Faculty of Arts and 

Sciences.77 

In many cases, the course requirements for EdM students were higher than those for AM 

students in academic departments, including more required courses and more challenging exams. 

In the announcement of the EdM, Holmes acknowledged that the standards for the new degree 

were “quite severe” and that there would likely be a significant decrease in enrollment, but he 

argued that “in the long run we shall get a sufficient number of students who have the courage to 

act… and the conditions of employment in the profession, including pay, will advance to meet 

their justifiable demands.”78 Holmes portrayed future HGSE students as the vanguard of the 

teaching profession, meeting the highest standards to raise the profession's status for all. With his 

lofty vision, perhaps Holmes overestimated the number of students willing to pay for an 

expensive degree that quickly became notorious for its flawed coursework and draconian exams, 

as the number of professional degree students dropped from 278 in the 1926-1927 school year to 

just 59 in the 1928-1929 school year.79 

This was a dramatically different direction for Education at Harvard than Holmes had 

advocated for when he was chair of a division, and not the dean of a graduate school. Earlier in 

his career, he had written at length about how the best way Harvard could have an impact on 

American education was by training as many educators as possible. When he wrote to Lowell as 
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dean, however, he presented the purpose of HGSE quite differently, such as in his 1924 annual 

report when Holmes shared that a recent course reorganization was not made for programmatic 

reasons, but to limit the number of women, undergraduates, and part-time students enrolled at the 

School.80 Under Eliot, Holmes had spoken on the importance of enrolling women at HGSE, but 

Lowell was so hostile to women at Harvard that he refused to sign Radcliffe diplomas in the last 

four years of his presidency, perhaps explaining why Holmes made policy changes to exclude 

women from the School.81 

In addition to his endeavors to distance HGSE from lower status students, Holmes 

attempted to improve the academic reputation of the school by using its sizable endowment to 

invest heavily in quantitative research projects, especially Walter Dearborn’s study of the 

psychological growth of children and Frederick Nichols’s work on vocational guidance. 

However, while Lowell claimed that he wanted HGSE to conduct large-scale statistical projects, 

he changed his mind when Holmes gave Flexner and the GEB leadership an update on the work 

they had supported. When Holmes highlighted Nichols’s work during Flexner’s visit to Harvard 

in 1930, Flexner was furious, as the GEB had provided funding for high-quality initial teacher 

education, not research with findings that would be self-evident to “anybody but a jackass.”82 

These remarks made Lowell lose faith in the one area of HGSE that he had approved of, as 

Dearborn’s study had all the markers of rigorous social science, but if it had no value to the 

education community then HGSE was truly useless. Holmes had spent his entire deanship trying 
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to please Lowell and he had little to show for it, as the once-large endowment had shrunk, 

classes were small, and Lowell had denied all of his attempts to tenure GSE faculty members 

from 1922 to the end of his presidency in 1933. Lowell summed up his position on HGSE quite 

neatly after he retired, writing that one of his greatest regrets as president was not shuttering it, 

describing HGSE as a “kitten that ought to be drowned.”83 

In the current scholarship, the early history of HGSE is cited as evidence that elite 

graduate schools of education lacked a stable set of priorities, as it moved from focusing on elite 

practitioner training to the production of quantitative social science, and then back to elite 

practitioner training. HGSE’s programming was certainly unstable during this early period, but it 

always held fast to the same core priority: to gain the respect of Harvard’s president. Eliot and 

Lowell had competing visions for Harvard’s education programs, resulting in an ed school with a 

small student body, a faculty that produced research that was of little use, and a rapidly shrinking 

endowment. As we will see in the following sections, when institutions were able to build 

relationships with those outside of their host institutions and to serve the predominantly female 

teacher workforce, the story looks remarkably different from the accepted historical narrative. 

The Creation of an Education School at the University of Pennsylvania 

Where Harvard had one of the country’s leading undergraduate colleges in the late 19th 

century, in contrast the University of Pennsylvania’s undergraduate programs were well-

respected regionally but lacked a strong national reputation. Instead, it was known for the quality 

of its graduate professional schools, and especially its medical school, law school, and business 
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school.84 Many of its faculty hoped to make their institution a peer of Harvard and Yale, but in 

the meantime, it was a distinctly service-oriented institution, with close relationships with the 

city of Philadelphia and the state of Pennsylvania. As a result, when UPenn opened its Education 

program in 1884, its purpose was not only to fill its feeder high schools with UPenn alumni, but 

to meet a need for teachers in local schools. Unlike Harvard, UPenn designed its Education 

curricula to serve local teachers from the very beginning, offering courses during evenings and 

weekends so that those already working in classrooms could enroll in its programs.85 At UPenn, 

if there was a profitable way to address a gap in the higher education market, it would find a way 

to do so, even if it meant serving low-status populations, or in some cases, entering protracted 

battles with other regional institutions for students. 

One early example of UPenn’s territorial skirmishes was its efforts to convince the state 

government to stop public high schools from offering undergraduate degrees, and specifically 

Philadelphia’s Central High School, which enrolled more undergraduate students, almost all of 

them prospective teachers, than all the University of Pennsylvania’s undergraduate programs 

combined.86 How could UPenn compete for these students when Central High School’s 

undergraduate programs were less demanding, less expensive, and led to the same degree? 
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UPenn’s leadership argued that as qualifications for classroom teachers rose in neighboring 

states, Pennsylvania would be left behind unless the state house intervened. This proved to be an 

effective strategy, because just as UPenn was anxious to better compete in the upper echelons of 

academe, Pennsylvania legislators were often worried that they risked falling behind 

Massachusetts and New York.87 After UPenn’s lobbying campaign in Harrisburg, the state 

allocated a “substantial sum” of its annual budget in 1913 to an expansion of the teacher training 

program at UPenn, on the condition that the University understood that this money came with an 

obligation to provide a public service to the people of Pennsylvania.88 The early records of the 

new University of Pennsylvania School of Education are sparse, but they suggest that PennSE’s 

administration and faculty took this commitment seriously. In addition to training future 

teachers, principals, and superintendents for the Philadelphia public school system, the school 

took on new statewide responsibilities, including offering free faculty lectures across 

Pennsylvania, research and troubleshooting in public schools, widely distributed published 

materials, and events for educators that were consistently oversubscribed.89 

Because PennSE trained teachers to work in public schools, the overwhelming majority 

of its students were those that most wanted to be classroom teachers: women.90 Where Harvard’s 

Education Division limited the proportion of female students it admitted, PennSE welcomed 

them in droves, and while this significantly strengthened the relative position of the School, it 
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also exacerbated tensions that were much less pronounced at Harvard. Women who lived in the 

dormitories near Penn’s campus reported that male undergraduates would gather under their 

windows at all hours of the night, stamping their feet and chanting “to hell with the coeds,” and 

would jeer at them when they walked to class.91 In his reflections on his time as Dean of PennSE 

from 1921 to 1948, John Minnick wrote that the animosity towards the women at PennSE went 

far beyond just the male undergraduates, as much of his job was trying to get College faculty to 

agree to allow women into their courses, convincing the central administration of the necessity of 

offering preparatory programs for women planning to teach in elementary schools, and in one 

instance, getting the Provost to intervene on the School’s behalf when the University’s facilities 

manager barred female staff from school buildings.92 For those in the Faculty of Arts and 

Sciences, female students were not just unwelcome because of their own prejudices, but because 

the elite higher education institutions they emulated, including Harvard, were also working hard 

to limit their influence on campus. The fact that PennSE educated so many women was seen as 

threatening the prestige of the entire institution, undermining the efforts of FAS faculty to 

become as elite as their aspirational peers.93 UPenn quickly came to depend on the tuition money 

paid by women enrolled in PennSE, so the viable ways to lessen the impact that educating 

women had on their institutional ambitions became increasingly limited. For example, FAS tried 

to distance itself from PennSE by only allowing its undergraduate students to pursue the less 

prestigious Bachelors in Science degree, refusing to offer courses to women during traditional 
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school hours, and preventing all PennSE students, including male students, from having voting 

rights in student government, but these efforts did little to stem the tide of female students.94 

To be clear, many PennSE faculty were not particularly keen to have so many women in 

their classrooms, but they were dedicated to training the people who most wanted to be teachers, 

and that meant teaching mostly women. What the faculty did not want, however, was to enroll 

women who had no interest in the teaching profession. For many young women in Philadelphia, 

PennSE was the only place where they could take college-level liberal arts courses, as other 

institutions that accepted women, such as Bryn Mawr, were out of reach for one or more reasons, 

including the cost to attend and policies that excluded Black and Jewish students.95 After Dean 

Minnick was mockingly introduced at his first University leadership meeting as “the Dean of 

women,” he became determined to find ways to ensure that PennSE could become a respected 

professional school for the future leaders in education and not merely the refuge of female 

students with no other options.96 Minnick began meeting with every applicant to the School to 

weed out women who he felt were not adequately committed to classroom teaching, and those 

who he believed did not dress and act in a professional manner.97 

These efforts to preserve the professional character of PennSE’s Education programs are 

representative of the subtle but significant differences between the prestige-seeking strategies at 

UPenn and Harvard. During the Eliot presidency, Harvard’s Education Division served a 
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practical purpose, as it was designed to prepare the high school teachers who would teach future 

Harvard undergraduates, but it did not encourage its graduates to work outside of these schools. 

Under Lowell, HGSE measured its success in terms of how scientific its research programs were. 

In contrast, at PennSE status and influence came not just through preparing men to teach in the 

most elite high schools, but through the production of respected professionals working across K-

12 education. Further, instead of investing hundreds of thousands of dollars in longitudinal 

statistical analyses, PennSE prioritized applying research to practice through its consulting 

projects in Pennsylvania school districts. Both HGSE and PennSE advocated for top-down 

education reform, but PennSE faculty measured their success in terms of how many schools they 

shaped, the reputation of their professional students, how many of their students worked in 

schools, and by the amount of impact faculty research had on school policy.98  This conception 

of status through the breadth and depth of real-world influence created incentives for PennSE to 

offer programs that were detrimental to its academic reputation, which would have been 

unthinkable at HGSE. For example, in the first few decades of the 20th century there was a 

desperate need for more elementary school teachers in Pennsylvania, and so PennSE petitioned 

UPenn’s central administration to start a degree program to train these teachers. Provost Josiah 

Penniman initially refused their request, as he believed “that it was beneath the dignity of a 

university to prepare teachers for little children and he wished it to be understood that the matter 

was closed.”99 According to Dean Minnick, he expertly made a comparison to pediatric medicine 

as being as important as health care for adults, upon which “[Penniman] turned to his desk, wrote 
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his approval of [the proposed elementary program] and told me to proceed.”100 The most notable 

part of this exchange was not Penniman’s initial reluctance to elementary school teacher training, 

but the fact that he eventually gave his blessing for the program to move forward, something that 

Eliot and Lowell would never have allowed at HGSE, speaks to the values of UPenn’s central 

administration during this period. The current scholarship accounts for the concerns that 

university leaders had about low-status programs reflecting poorly on the institution, but not for 

other factors that encouraged them to include these programs anyway. UPenn was not forced into 

offering elementary education programs, but the central administration still saw these programs 

as having value, leading to their inclusion despite the reputational cost, something that would 

never have happened at Harvard during the Lowell presidency. 

Vocational Education at the University of Pennsylvania 1917-1934 

At times, the University of Pennsylvania’s willingness to offer low-status programming 

created problems for PennSE, such as the decision to pursue Smith-Hughes Act funding in 1917. 

The central administration coveted the federal and state money appropriated for vocational 

education, but it did not want the Faculty of Arts and Sciences to offer courses in these low-

status areas of study, so it pushed PennSE to find ways to offer courses in industrial education or 

the household sciences so that the University could apply for more funding.101 PennSE faculty 

were also worried about what these vocational courses would mean for their perceived status, but 

they also objected on the grounds that vocational programs were outside of the scope of the 

School, as it was a professional school for K-12 educators. PennSE fought to offer low-status 
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programs within the field of Education, but they did not want to become the natural home for all 

of the low-status programs in the University. Nonetheless, due in part to pressure from the 

President and Provost, in October 1917 PennSE faculty came together to develop their 

application for Smith-Hughes funding. They quickly identified three major obstacles to this 

endeavor: First, in order to qualify for fewer restrictions on how the School used Smith Hughes 

funding, it would be beneficial for Pennsylvania’s Department of Education to recognize UPenn 

as a public institution. This was resolved rather quickly, as PennSE had already received state 

funding, and the Superintendent of the State Board of Education “agreed to support the 

University in the claim that it [was] under state control.”102 Second, at the time of its request for 

funds, PennSE did not offer any courses in vocational education, and according to Smith Hughes 

guidelines, this made it ineligible for funding. Finally, if PennSE successfully received funding 

for vocational teacher training, it would need to address how to find the instructors and resources 

that these courses would require. The School could opt to create entirely new programs and 

facilities within the University of Pennsylvania, or it could partner with local institutions to make 

use of their existing lab space and instructors. The University administration did not want to 

create lasting commitments with less prestigious institutions, a sentiment that many PennSE 

faculty shared.103 Nonetheless, after a series of discussions and compromises, PennSE 

formalized a relationship with the nearby Drexel Institute of Art, Science, and Industry, an 

institution that already offered courses in the industrial arts, and had especially well-regarded 

 
102 October 2nd 1917 meeting minutes. Graduate School of Education Faculty Minutes. UPB4.1.0001. University of 
Pennsylvania Archives. 

103 There were also of course faculty that were interested in a permanent expansion into vocational education. These 
disagreements did not make it into the meeting minutes, but are touched on by faculty when the Smith Hughes 
funding runs out in the early 1930s. See Brakely letter cited below. 



   
 

46 

programs in carpentry and metalworking.104 Partnering with Drexel also had the added benefit of 

having to do less community outreach, as Drexel already had relationships with practitioners in 

the vocations it already served.105 

In 1918, William C. Ash, previously the principal of the Philadelphia Trade School for 

Boys, became the head of PennSE’s new course in Vocational Teacher Training, a program 

successful enough that UPenn explored expanding the program by acquiring Drexel outright.106 

However, as Smith Hughes funding appropriations became smaller with each passing year, 

UPenn’s enthusiasm for this merger dwindled, and the central administrations discussions on 

how to best absorb Drexel turned not into conversations about whether UPenn should instead 

sever its connections to Drexel, but how to do so gracefully.107 The move away from vocational 

education began with the non-renewal of PennSE’s Home Economics instructor in 1933, a 

decision met with protest from Drexel. Grace Godfrey, Dean of the Home Economics at Drexel, 

argued that “in accepting vocational funds the University of Pennsylvania agreed to develop the 

educational program for Industrial and Home Economics Education. I do not see how they can 

eliminate the Home Economics salary and use the money for the support of [other programs].”108 

 
104 October 18th and 29th 1917 meetings. They give a list to central admin of potential schools to work with. List is 
narrowed. One of the major complications that led to the relationship with Drexel was that Smith Hughes funds 
could not be used to buy equipment or buildings. Penn would have to invest in these resources from its own funds, 
making a partnership with an institution that already offered vocational coursework more attractive. 

105 Ibid. 

106 Minnick, Pedagogy, Professionalism, and Policy. 64. In 1917, Ash was taking courses at PennSE towards the 
masters degree, but had not yet been awarded the degree. As Penn began to prepare its bid for Smith Hughes 
funding, they approached Ash to come on as the head of the proposed program. Throughout the archival materials 
on this period, where other faculty were referred to as Dr. or Professor, he was always referred to as “Mr. Ash.” 

107 Brakely, George. Letter from Brakeley to Penniman. April 28th, 1933. UPA 4 Box 2 Gates 1930-1935. 

108 Godfrey, Grace. Letter from Grace Godfrey to President Parke Kolbe. February 23rd, 1933. UPA 4 Box 2 Gates 
1930-1935. 
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She was right, but the result was not the reinstatement of the Home Economics instructor, it was 

an acceleration of the end of PennSE’s ties to Drexel. Contrary to the dominant narratives about 

the priorities of elite Ed Schools, the best explanation for the discontinuation of these vocational 

courses was not PennSE’s pursuit of academic prestige, although this was a factor, but rather that 

PennSE faculty prioritized work in traditional K-12 schools. This commitment to the profession 

of classroom teaching is both the reason PennSE discontinued its low-status vocational courses 

and the reason it fought to offer low-status preparatory programs for elementary school teachers. 

Penniman could push PennSE to cautiously explore offering vocational courses in partnership 

with a nearby institution, but when it was no longer financially beneficial to do so, PennSE 

faculty did not fight to save these programs, leading to their closure.109 

Similarly, while PennSE was briefly willing to offer degrees in nursing, these programs 

were only associated with PennSE for seven years and were only situated in PennSE at all 

because it was the only part of the University that accepted women.110 Like teaching, nursing 

was a job accessible to women, making PennSE the best place for nursing to gain a foothold in 

the most prestigious institution in Pennsylvania, as there was already a critical mass of women 

already enrolled at PennSE. In 1935, the Pennsylvania Nursing Association, with the support of 

the State Federation of Pennsylvania Women, the Pennsylvania State Education Association, the 

Business and Professional Women of Pennsylvania, and the Medical Society of Pennsylvania 

 
109 There is considerable correspondence about the closure of the vocational programs in the files of President Gates 
at the University of Pennsylvania Archives, suggesting that this was an issue the central administration was keeping 
a close eye on. In addition to letters from Gates, there is the correspondence of faculty in the vocational program 
based out of UPenn, faculty at Drexel, the vocational board that distributed Smith Hughes funds, and legislators in 
Pennsylvania. Two folders in particular are useful: Education School of (I) and Education School of (II) in UPA 4 
Box 2 Gates 1930-1935. 

110 Hospitals affiliated with Penn offered nurse training, but they did not confer bachelor’s degrees or more advanced 
degrees. https://archives.upenn.edu/exhibits/penn-history/school-histories/nursing/ 



   
 

48 

pushed for an appropriation bill that would allocate state funding for a nursing program at the 

University of Pennsylvania.111 The bill sailed through the Pennsylvania senate but was met with 

strong opposition from Governor George Howard Earle III. The case the Pennsylvania Nursing 

Association made to Pennsylvania’s legislature included the claim that: 

[T]here is no university or college in Pennsylvania which has a Chair of Nursing or a 
department of nursing that offers opportunity for education to qualified nurses… These 
courses are established in very high grade institutions comparable with the University of 
Pennsylvania, the nearest available one being in Columbia University… The state is 
outstanding in its medical and hospital work, but falls down completely in providing 
opportunity for the further education in nursing personnel.112 

Someone at Temple University had the Governor’s ear, and they expressed their 

frustration that just as the University of Pennsylvania had received state funding to build PennSE 

despite the existence of Education programs at other institutions, it was poised to once again 

profit at the expense of other local colleges. Temple already had a nursing program, so the 

Pennsylvania Nursing Association’s argument for a competing program at PennSE was based on 

a misconception of the higher education landscape in Pennsylvania.113 

While not explicitly stated, the goal of the Pennsylvania Nursing Association was not to 

make graduate courses in nursing available in Pennsylvania generally, but to make these courses 

available at the University of Pennsylvania in particular. They went back to the legislature, 

clarifying that while there were nursing programs in Pennsylvania, none of them offered good 

opportunities to qualified nurses for “administrative and teaching positions in schools of nursing 

 
111 Letter to Edgar Barnes, Secretary of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania’s Department of Revenue. June 14th 
1935. UPA 4 Box 2 Gates 1930-1935. Education, School of (Nursing Education). 

112 Ibid. 

113 Letter from the President of Temple University, Charles Beury, to George Brakely, June 19th 1935. UPA 4 Box 2 
Gates 1930-1935. Education, School of (Nursing Education). 
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or public health organizations, nor where a nurse may further prepare herself in the arts and 

sciences of nursing.”114 In other words, leaders in nursing, like those of other respected 

professions, required rigorous training available only at elite institutions. This petition, as well as 

outreach to other leaders, was apparently compelling enough for the bill to pass later that same 

year, leading to the appointment of Katherine Tucker as the Professor and Director of Penn’s 

new Department in Nursing, a position within the School of Education.115 Once nurses had 

secured a place at the University of Pennsylvania, they began to assert their independence from 

the School of Education and worked to create an identity based not on gender, but on their areas 

of expertise. After briefly moving to UPenn’s Basic School, the Department of Nursing 

Education became a separate School of Nursing in 1950, a division that still exists at the 

University today.116 

The early history of PennSE demonstrates how the relationships an Ed School has with 

its constituents are mutually reinforcing, creating incentives and pressures that predominant 

narratives about GSEs do not account for. Like HGSE, PennSE grew out of an education 

department in the Faculty of Arts and Sciences, but because its funding came from the state of 

Pennsylvania, it was expected to prepare education practitioners, leading to an overwhelmingly 

female student body and training programs for lower status teaching roles. However, its strong 

focus on K-12 education meant that when funding dried up for its vocational programs, faculty 

did not intervene to save them, and similarly, they did not try to keep the nursing students under 

 
114 Ford, Netta. Letter from Netta Ford, President of the PA State Nurses’ Association to President Gates. June 19, 
1935. UPA 4 Box 2 Gates 1930-1935. Education, School of (Nursing Education). 

115 Penn Archives. 2018. “Brief History: School of Nursing.” University Archives and Records Center. February 22, 
2018. https://archives.upenn.edu/exhibits/penn-history/school-histories/nursing/  
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their jurisdiction. PennSE emerged from its founding period as a professional school for 

education practitioners, resistant to pressures to expand its offerings beyond traditional K-12 

education, but steadfast in its commitment to programs within its remit, even if they were 

female-dominated areas of work that came with a reputational cost. This is a subtle but important 

distinction from the priorities of Teachers College, which began as an institution of higher 

learning for women, so as it grew, it offered degree programs not just in education, but across the 

pink-collar professions.  

From a Charitable Organization for Women to a Teacher-Training College 

Despite its name, Teachers College at Columbia University always trained students for 

professions other than teaching, and if you go back far enough in its history, you will find that 

the teacher preparation and education research that made the College famous were not originally 

a part of its mission. Instead, its primary purpose was educating women to be both better mothers 

and professionals. For Grace Hoadley Dodge, the founder (and primary benefactor) of Teachers 

College, education was merely a means to an end: preventing the social and moral collapse of 

New York City. Dodge, like many of her wealthy urban contemporaries, saw the influx of 

immigrants into the city as the most pressing concern of the Gilded Age, and so she devoted her 

time and considerable fortune to philanthropic causes that would enable poor families to pull 

themselves out of poverty. This emphasis on making immigrants responsible for their own 

advancement was central to the philanthropic philosophy of the time, what Edwin G. Burrows 

and Mike Wallace call “scientific charity.” If the poor were simply given money or goods, they 

would become lazy and reliant on their betters.117 Grace Dodge believed that women were the 

 
117 Burrows, Edwin G., and Mike Wallace. 1999. Gotham: A History of New York City to 1898. New York: Oxford 
University Press. 620, 1158. 
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key to building better communities, and so her charitable contributions focused on teaching 

women the skills they would need to support their families. Dodge held many leadership 

positions in women’s organizations over the course of her life (including the founding 

presidency of the Young Women’s Christian Association), but perhaps her greatest legacy is 

Teachers College, which grew from her Kitchen Garden Association. 

Founded in 1880, the Kitchen Garden Association provided resources for women and 

children to learn the household arts, including cooking, hygiene, nutrition, sewing, and other 

vocational training.118 These courses were immensely popular, serving thousands of women in 

New York City, and so the offerings of the Association continued to expand, eventually 

including vocational courses for men. To reflect this change, the Kitchen Garden Association 

became the Industrial Education Association (IEA) in 1884, with a renewed emphasis on 

bringing vocational education for girls and boys into the NYC public schools.119 The IEA’s 

focus on training teachers for vocational education in public schools drew the interest of 

Frederick A. P. Barnard, then president of Columbia University, who was a prominent advocate 

for a stronger American public school system. Columbia’s faculty had thwarted Barnard’s efforts 

to create a teacher-training program at Columbia, on the grounds that it was beneath an 

institution of its stature to train teachers, and Barnard saw the IEA as an opportunity to create a 

teacher training institution in the city that could later be absorbed by Columbia.120  

 
118 Cremin, Lawrence A. 1954. A History of Teachers College, Columbia University. New York: Columbia 
University Press. 5-18. 

119 Ibid. 18. 

120 Whittemore, Richard. “Nicholas Murray Butler and the Teaching Profession.” History of Education Quarterly 1, 
no. 3 (1961). 23-24. 
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Barnard pushed his protégé, Nicholas Murray Butler, a faculty member in Columbia’s 

philosophy department, to take a leadership role in the IEA, and Butler became the president of 

the IEA in 1887.121 Butler quickly began to push the IEA towards teacher training for academic 

subjects in addition to the Association’s courses in vocational and manual work, with the goal of 

eventually being absorbed by Columbia. In his first presidential address in 1888, Butler wrote: 

“It is interesting to note that an organization founded as a philanthropic enterprise has become a 

great educational force, and has changed its platform of humanitarianism for one of purely 

educational reform and advancement.”122 Under Butler, the IEA became a part of the New York 

College for the Training of Teachers, and after a successful merger with Columbia in 1892, it 

officially became Teachers College at Columbia University. 

Much of the scholarship that addresses the evolution of the Kitchen Garden Association 

into Teachers College at Columbia focuses on how men in an elite academic institution turned an 

influential woman-led vocational institution into a subsidiary of their university, or in the words 

of Lawrence A. Cremin’s 1954 TC-sponsored history of Teachers College, from an institution 

with a “narrow concern with manual training to an all-encompassing educational interest.”123 

Some of this literature, including Clifford and Guthrie’s Ed School, uses this history as 

supporting evidence for the prevailing narratives about how status concerns warped the priorities 

of education schools, and some scholars go further, such as Diane D’Amico’s work that shows 

how Teachers College actively worked to kill less academically oriented teacher education in 

 
121 Ibid. 

122 Industrial Education Association, 1888. Annual Reports of the President and Treasurer of the Industrial 
Education Association made to the Board of Trustees. New York: Industrial 
Education Association. 5. 

123 Cremin, Lawrence A. 1954. A History of Teachers College, Columbia University. New York: Columbia 
University Press. 118. 
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New York City.124 This work is essential to understanding the development of education schools 

and the field of education, but it misses how vocational education for women remained an 

important part of Teachers College, that there were differing perspectives on vocational 

education among TC faculty, and that other actors, including the New York State Education 

Department, worked to maintain vocational research and training at TC. When we include these 

missing pieces, a different story emerges. Despite strong pressures to become a solely academic 

institution, GSEs with strong service missions can continue into the present, with degree 

programs in other fields where most practitioners are women, including nursing, social work, and 

health services. Where HGSE sought to train men to work in local high schools (academically 

oriented) and PennSE sought to train educators for work in Pennsylvanian schools (practitioner-

oriented), TC was a distinctly women-oriented institution. 

Determining Priorities During a Period of Rampant Growth 

In 1898, its first year as Teachers College at Columbia, TC enrolled 169 residential 

students and 299 extension students. Ten years later, it enrolled 992 residential students, 2032 

extension students, and had 11,719 auditors in its extension lecture courses.125 Most of the TC 

students in degree-granting programs during this period were women planning to become 

education professionals, as this was one of the highest status professions available to them. Many 

of these women went into teaching “traditional” K-12 classes; education administration; or 

academic research in the history, philosophy, and psychology of education; but approximately a 

 
124 D'Amico, Diana. 2015. ““An Old Order Is Passing”: The Rise of Applied Learning in University-Based Teacher 
Education During the Great Depression.” History of Education Quarterly 55 (3): 319–45. 

125 Teachers College (New York, N.Y.). Teachers College Report of The Dean For The Year Ending June 30, 1909, 
1909. 
https://teacherscollege.primo.exlibrisgroup.com/permalink/01TCCU_INST/939ve0/alma991006615095606971  
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third of TC students were working towards nursing degrees or degrees in the household 

sciences.126 Additionally, many of the extension students and auditors came to TC for vocational 

teacher training, providing additional evidence that as an institution, the College still had a strong 

commitment to the kind of work it did when it was still the Kitchen Garden Association, 

preparing women across many subject areas.127 In 1910, TC offered courses in Household Arts 

Education, Nutrition, Household Chemistry and Physiological Chemistry, Foods and Cookery, 

Textiles and Needlework, Household Arts and Fine Arts, Household Administration, Hospital 

Economy, Physiology, Bacteriology and Hygiene, and House Structure and Sanitation.128 While 

the courses were designed primarily for future public-school teachers and administrators, 

graduates also worked in hospitals and asylums, as dietitians and social workers, and as business 

managers.129  

Just as PennSE was the best opportunity for women in Philadelphia to receive training 

from an elite postsecondary institution, TC served a similar population in New York City. 

Barnard College, Teachers College’s sister institution within Columbia, required students to 

already have an academic high school education and was therefore generally for wealthier 

students. Institutions that catered to the less affluent like New York University discriminated 

 
126 Teachers College (New York, N.Y.). Teachers College Report Of The Dean For The Year Ending June 30, 1910, 
1910. I define vocational programs as those preparing to teach courses in the domestic arts, domestic science, and 
manual training. The School of Practical Arts, the vocational division at TC created in 1912, included more fields 
than the narrower definition I use here. Specifically, Fine Arts, Physical Education, Music, and Nursing were 
included in the School of Practical Arts. As will be discussed later in this chapter, nursing at TC was in a liminal 
space until the creation of the School of Practical Arts in 1912. 
https://teacherscollege.primo.exlibrisgroup.com/permalink/01TCCU_INST/939ve0/alma991006615095506971 

127 Teachers College (New York, N.Y.). Teachers College Catalog 1910-1911, 1910. 
https://teacherscollege.primo.exlibrisgroup.com/permalink/01TCCU_INST/939ve0/alma991006614922306971   

128 Teachers College (New York, N.Y.). Teachers College Report Of The Dean For The Year Ending June 30, 1910.  
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against large groups of students, including Jewish people and people of color. Teachers College 

did not exactly welcome these students with open arms, but it admitted them when other 

institutions would not.130 Because of the circumstances of their birth and the limited 

opportunities available to women during this period, these students generally would not have the 

opportunity to take academic courses in subjects like chemistry or biology unless they were 

framed to be more socially acceptable for women to study, emphasizing the household or other 

forms of women‘s work.  

The current scholarship on GSEs highlights how academia’s misogyny pushed these 

institutions to minimize the role of women as much as possible, but during TC’s early history 

men like James Russell, president of Teachers College from 1897 to 1927, sought status not by 

limiting the number of women in TC’s programs, but through attempts to raise the relative 

prestige of the pink-collar professions. During his speaking tours across the country, Russell 

argued that women had proven that they were as intellectually capable as men, and therefore 

male-dominated professions like medicine, law, and engineering should accept women.131 

However, he argued, it was important that higher education institutions serve the actual needs of 

their students, and so universities that served women should offer degrees in the fields they were 

most likely to enter. This included the professions of teaching, nursing, and social work, but the 

majority of women would spend their lives at home raising their children, a form of work of 

utmost importance to society. He believed that the United States needed the next generation to 

 
130 Frusciano, Thomas J., and Marilyn H. Pettit. 1997. New York University and the City: an Illustrated History, 
1831-1996. New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University Press. Weneck, Bette. 1991. “Social and Cultural 
Stratification in Women's Higher Education: Barnard College and Teachers College, 1898–1912.” History of 
Education Quarterly 31 (1): 1–25. Many of the leaders of these institutions, such as James Russell, were antisemitic 
and tried to reduce the number of Jewish students at their institutions. 

131 The online location of this file has moved in the new TC archival system. The relevant file is: files_35879_The 
Professional Training of Women in the Household Arts _Fourth Paper in__Series 17 Folder 942. 
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grow into healthy, intelligent, and virtuous adults, and that their primary caregivers were their 

mothers, it was essential for all women to receive vocational training in the household arts and 

sciences. 

In both public and private, Russell argued that the vocational courses at TC, and 

especially those in the household arts and sciences, had a moral component that was not present 

in more prestigious fields. A surgeon learns how to tie an artery or how to make an incision. A 

businessman learns to make prudent decisions to maximize profit margins. What differentiated 

many of the decisions of the homemaker from those of other professionals was that they were 

“both moral and prudential. The education of children, the relation between members of the 

group, the higher life of the family are all shot through with ethical considerations the treatment 

of which demands the broadest and most liberal education.”132 Russell claimed that an academic 

education did not provide women with the skills and mentality necessary to maintain the moral 

character of the United States. During one of his visits to a “girl’s college,” faculty proudly 

showed Russell the work of their students, including beautiful paintings and flawlessly painted 

Chinaware. Yet, when he went into the dormitory, the walls were “decorated with lithographs 

advertising plug tobacco and bottled beer.”133 He thought that instead of teaching women how to 

make art in a traditional way, it would be better to 

teach the beauty of line and space and color in simple designs of dress and of the 
furniture and fittings of their rooms… The art of the home is just the finer way of doing 
things, of making homely things attractive; it is at its best when it results in an 
appreciation of the beautiful in designing a dress, in setting a table, in selecting a chair, a 
napkin or dinner set. It is art applied to the things and processes of every-day life.134 

 
132 Ibid. 9. 

133 Ibid. 8. 
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This conception of morality through finding and creating beauty in the ordinary is 

perhaps unsurprising coming from a scholar who studied under Volkelt, one of the leading 

philosophers of aesthetics, but Russell made a utilitarian case for beautification. Learning how to 

arrange a room may seem like a frivolous skill, but in Russell’s estimation, giving young women 

the tools necessary to beautify a home strengthened the ethical will of the country.  

Russell and many of the faculty and staff at Teachers College were frustrated that the 

value of their vocational education programs went unappreciated by the government and the 

population writ large. The ongoing populist movement fought hard for more support for 

agricultural colleges and universities, but its advocacy for vocational education for women was 

minimal at best. In a 1910 paper, Russell pointed to the large disparity between the enthusiasm 

for agricultural education and education for the home in the United States. 

We have a long way to go, however, before we shall give as much thought to the care and 

feeding of children as is given to the care and feeding of pigs and before the American people 

will willingly spend as many millions on professional training for the scientific, artistic and 

economic management of the American home as are now expended on the education of the 

farmer and breeder of cattle.135 

In Russell’s announcement of a new structure for Teachers College in 1910, he 

emphasized that it was doing so in part to help rectify this situation. By splitting the College into 

three divisions, the School of Education, the School of Industrial Arts, and the School of 

Household Arts, TC was reaffirming its commitment to vocational education. He argued that by 

separating vocational programs into their own units (the School of Industrial Arts and the School 
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of Household Arts), they would develop and grow to meet the needs of their students and the 

nation, leading the way so that others would emulate their work. 

However, over the next decade, TC’s administration and faculty grew increasingly 

concerned with the reputational damage that the vocational students were doing to their 

institution. Teachers College may have started as a training ground for poor women, but it 

aspired to be more, not by cutting the vocational programs entirely, but by making its own brand 

of vocational training more elite. Instead of training teachers in the Household Arts and Sciences, 

TC would train the faculty that would teach these teachers, thus still serving these fields, but 

from a more removed and eminent position. As the TC administration began planning how to 

transition their vocational education programs from majority practitioner to majority practitioner-

educator, the rhetoric about TC's purpose began to change. For example, in the Teachers College 

Annual Bulletin of 1919, Dean Russell argued that “to develop a new field of instruction and 

then later to discontinue it as soon as other educational institutions have become equipped to 

carry it on. Each type of work dropped has been replaced by some new offering that the rapidly 

progressing educational world seems to demand...”136 Implicit in this statement was the belief 

that there were some programs at TC that had served their purpose as models for other 

institutions to follow, and that eventually the time would come to wind them down. In 

preparation for a meeting of TC’s Board of Trustees in March 1922, Russell wrote to Frank P. 

Graves, Commissioner of New York’s Department of Education, to solicit his opinion on his 

administration’s plans to shift its vocational coursework to teacher educators and other school 

leaders. He argued that while Teachers College originally “stressed manual training,” space and 

 
136 Teachers College (New York, N.Y.). Teachers College School Of Education Announcement 1918-1919, 1918. 
https://teacherscollege.primo.exlibrisgroup.com/permalink/01TCCU_INST/939ve0/alma991006614921506971. 9. 
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resource constraints led the College to “gradually restric[t] our offering in this field until at the 

present time we give only such work as may be serviceable to supervisors of elementary 

schools.”137 Much of the vocational work that TC now offered had become “directed… more 

particularly to the needs of men and women engaged in state work under the Smith-Hughes Act,” 

a level of training that other institutions were better equipped to offer. While he acknowledged 

that there was a great need for this training, Russell was not sure if TC should be responsible for 

this training. He continued: “Nevertheless the pressure is put upon us, and it seems to be very 

difficult to turn from it. I have tried to persuade Harvard to take it over, saying that I would 

willingly relinquish all that we have in their favor, but Harvard has made no move on the 

suggestion.”138 Notably, with this framing Russell did not argue that offering vocational 

education training was beneath TC. His argument did not rest on issues of prestige, but on a lack 

of resources, making a better-resourced institution such as Harvard well suited to take on this 

work. 

In his response to Russell, Graves wrote a six-page letter filled with tables and other 

statistics laying out the case for why it was imperative for TC to continue offering lower-level 

vocational education training. He argued that it would be a “serious misfortune if Teachers 

College were to eliminate from its curriculum courses in the field of vocational education. The 

number of teachers engaged in this work is rapidly increasing, many new vocational schools are 

being opened each year and public interest has been aroused in every part of this country as to 

 
137 Russell, James E. Letter to Frank Graves on Vocational Training. March 1, 1922. Graves was on the Board of 
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the need and value of [vocational education].”139 After a detailed description of the national 

demand for vocational education that spanned several pages, Graves explains why it would be a 

great disservice to New York in particular if TC moved away from vocational education: 

The work which is now being done in our State teacher-training schools, Oswego, 

Buffalo, Albany, and Plattsburgh, is hardly adequate to provide a supply of competent teachers 

of industrial, commercial, and homemaking subjects for our vocational schools and none of the 

Eastern States are doing as much as New York is. Little or nothing is being done to train leaders. 

Some institution of recognized standing in the East should undertake this work. Personally I feel 

that Teachers College should do this. Certainly the vocational education movement will suffer if 

Teachers College eliminates the work entirely and no other school of like standing takes it up. 

Graves agreed with Russell that Teachers College graduates went on to serve as the well-

trained directors and supervisors of vocational schools that the nation so desperately needed, but 

to best train them, TC needed to continue to offer courses to those who would teach in vocational 

classrooms, as this was the best way to keep programming from moving too far from practice. 

Graves argued that “[d]irectors and supervisors in the field of vocational education need, for 

example, not only to understand the theory and philosophy of the industrial survey, the job 

analysis and the individual job instruction sheets, but also actually to do the work involved in the 

making of surveys, analyses and instruction sheets,” which was best done in an institution that 

also trained teachers for vocational schools.140 
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TC continued to offer these programs, not because it was beholden to New York’s 

Department of Education, but because its administration and faculty valued being indispensable 

to powerful people. The existing literature on schools of education often focuses on internal 

stories of the relationship between education faculty with the rest of their institution, 

emphasizing how their myopic prestige obsession made them worse than useless to education 

practitioners and society as a whole.141 Even if we were to assume that TC faculty made 

decisions solely on what it would mean for their relative status, there were multiple forms of 

prestige that they could pursue, most of which are not measured in terms of academic accolades. 

Because TC grew from an institution for poor women, many of the most enticing forms of status 

were gained through greater influence on the most respected pink-collar professions, even when 

they had little to do with one another beyond being perceived as women’s work. This explains 

why TC was not just the leading school of education in the country at the turn of the century, it 

was also the leading school of nursing. 

In 1898, its first year as Teachers College at Columbia University, some of the leading 

lights in nursing education approached Dean Russell about creating a nursing program at TC. In 

1899, the College admitted a class of six nurses for graduate-level work, with the understanding 

that these students would go on to teach a new generation of nurses. Over the next several 

decades, the nursing program grew rapidly, with especially large jumps in enrollment during 

World War I and World War II.142 Under the leadership of Professor Adelaide Nutting, a 

national advocate for nursing education and the first professor of nursing in the country, TC 

 
141 Ed School is a prominent example of these critiques. See especially 348-367. 
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became a center of innovation in the field. New practical courses in NYC public schools and area 

hospitals served a dual purpose: they trained nurses for their work, and they served as a model to 

other institutions.143 Many graduates of the TC nursing program went on to found new nursing 

programs at colleges and universities across the U.S. further expanding the influence of Teachers 

College.144 The nursing program at TC also had an outsized impact on the field just by virtue of 

its size. From 1947-1957, 37% of all Masters degrees in nursing awarded in the United States 

were earned at TC. Of the 111 doctoral degrees in the country earned before 1957, 32 of them 

were at Teachers College.145 

The value of nursing programs was never in question during TC’s first few decades. 

There was an unmet demand for trained nurses at the beginning of the 20th century, which was 

further exacerbated by the horrors of World War I. In many ways, nursing was less developed 

than K-12 teaching and education research during this period, both in available training, the role 

of nurses in hospitals, and knowledge about how to apply the best nursing practices outside of 

hospitals. At Teachers College, the stated emphasis was on training future nursing faculty, a 

distinction that would elevate TC’s work above other nursing programs.146 Producing more 

graduate degrees in nursing would make nursing just as much a profession as education, with 

 
143 Ibid. 

144 Rines, Alice R. A Center for Graduate Education in Nursing, 1970. 3-4. 
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145 Ibid. 

146 A common argument in the department of nursing was that they had provided a model of nurse training for other 
institutions to follow, and thus they should leave this lower work to lesser institutions in favor of training nurse 
educators. For example: “Up to the present time our efforts have been largely devoted to helping in the preparation 
of nurses for general work… the need is [now] being met and it becomes important and indeed essential for us to 
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nurses.” Department of Nursing and Health. Department of Nursing Education Report, 1917-18, 1918. Archives of 
the Department of Nursing Education 
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implications far beyond TC. Advocates of nursing programs at TC argued that while nursing 

may have been a part of the School of Practical Arts since 1912, it stood apart from (and perhaps 

above) the rest of the School. There were many ways that the nursing faculty at TC asserted both 

their separateness and their professional status, including claims to a more scientific expertise 

than their colleagues in education and distancing themselves from vocational work, even when it 

meant losing out on significant funding. 

At the height of the nursing shortage during WWI, the Federal Vocational Board 

presented the Committee on Nursing of the Council of National Defense with an opportunity to 

use Smith-Hughes Act funding for nursing education. Isabel Stewart, nursing faculty member at 

TC, was one of two representatives of the Committee tasked with advising the Federal 

Vocational Board on directing Smith-Hughes funding towards nurse training. One of the chief 

concerns of the Committee was to “not put nursing schools on a secondary school basis”147 and 

that vocational funding could only go to the weakest programs.148 As Isabel Stewart wrote in a 

1918 letter to other members of the Committee, “the committee does not consider it advisable for 

training schools with good average resources and standing to apply for such assistance… it is 

highly important in order to maintain our professional status… that nursing instruction should be 

kept on as high a plane as possible.”149 The faculty and staff in the nursing program at TC fought 

throughout this period to differentiate themselves from vocational work, from the rest of the 
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School of Practical Arts, and even from the School of Education. Nursing originally came to 

Teachers College because it was the best option to elevate nursing, a feminized field, to the 

collegiate level. Once it had this status, the nursing faculty sought to hold onto this status and 

make nursing its own separate profession. Over time, they succeeded in fully differentiating 

nursing from the other offerings at the College, and nursing finally gained its own separate 

division in a 1937 reorganization of TC.150 Institutional history and the barriers women faced in 

employment brought nursing into the College, and once it became established as a part of TC’s 

larger mission, it was able to survive at TC despite dramatic changes during the 20th century. 

Prestige and status issues certainly shaped nursing programs at TC, but long-standing 

institutional commitments led TC to react differently to reputational concerns. 

Vocational education, and especially the vocational education accessible to women, was 

central to the mission of Teachers College, and despite being the largest and richest education 

school in the country, it maintained programs that others saw as low status. The University of 

Pennsylvania School of Education was at its heart a training ground for Pennsylvania’s future 

teachers and education leaders, meeting the overwhelming need for educators regardless of 

negative perceptions of the teaching profession. Where TC was omnivorous, PennSE was 

specialized to provide a specific public service: improving regional public schools. Like TC, 

some of PennSE’s largest programs were low status, especially its programs that were seen as 

exclusively female, such as its elementary education teacher preparation programs, but these 

programs were nonetheless considered a part of PennSE’s mission. Vocational education was 

outside of this mission, and so the technical courses it offered with Drexel were short-lived. 

 
150 Teachers College (New York, N.Y.). Teachers College Report Of The Dean For The Year Ending June 30, 1938, 
1939. 
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Finally, HGSE was meant to play the same role in secondary education as Harvard did in 

university education. It was built to have a strong emphasis on research, and the only 

professional training it offered was to a small cadre of elite teachers that would set the standard 

for the rest of the profession. Vocational courses were never formalized at HGSE, and because 

Harvard was so resistant to women holding leadership positions, even over feminized 

professions, its initial plans for a nursing school met massive resistance from the nursing 

establishment. These are not trivial institutional differences that can be waved away with a 

simple acknowledgment that every institution is different. These institutions had fundamentally 

different conceptions of who they served, who they trained, and what they were training them to 

do, which has long been overlooked in the larger debates about Ed Schools.
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Chapter Two: Professional Schools and Local Practitioners 

Introduction 

Contrary to much of the existing literature on Ed Schools, by the beginning of the Great 

Depression, HGSE, PennSE, and TC all had relatively stable conceptions of who their students 

were and what they trained them for: HGSE taught its students to conduct education research or 

to teach in elite high schools, PennSE prepared its students for roles in Pennsylvanian K-12 

schools, and TC trained its students for leadership positions across the pink-collar professions. 

Each of these distinct missions shaped more than just their respective institutional 

infrastructures, they also changed the relationships that these Ed Schools had with those beyond 

the walls of their host universities. HGSE limped into the 1930s with few relationships outside of 

Harvard, as it was unwilling to compete with other Ed Schools for prospective teachers, and the 

few classroom teachers that it did produce received their practical training in the same elite high 

schools in wealthy Boston suburbs that Harvard had worked with since the 1890s. In contrast, 

PennSE had relationships with school districts across the state, and its students worked across a 

wide variety of schools in Philadelphia. This practitioner-orientation helped PennSE faculty gain 

powerful allies outside of their host institution, but UPenn’s central administration saw them as a 

threat to the academic reputation of the larger University. To be a truly national university like 

Harvard and Yale, UPenn needed to address national problems, but PennSE faculty and students 

were only addressing regional ones. This did not stop PennSE from working closely with local 

schools, which caused its relationship with the rest of UPenn to further deteriorate. Finally, 

because TC offered courses across the pink-collar professions, it had relationships with local 

schools, hospitals, and other service-oriented institutions, but the biggest difference between TC 

and its peer institutions was that it operated and maintained two of its own schools. Where 
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PennSE worked with local schools to serve the state of Pennsylvania, TC sought to use its 

influence over local schools to shape education research and policy nationwide.  

HGSE and Local Practitioners During the Conant Presidency 

When James Conant became President of Harvard in 1933, he treated HGSE in much the 

same way that Lowell had during his tenure. He made it clear to Holmes and the rest of the 

HGSE faculty that the continued survival of their school was predicated on two things: its 

financial sustainability and the research production of its faculty. One immediate point of 

contention between Conant and Holmes was the deficits incurred by the School’s teacher 

training program. During Lowell’s presidency, Holmes had tried to make HGSE’s practitioner 

degrees more like those at the Law and Business schools, but the resulting two-year master’s 

degree was expensive, and Conant believed that this had to change before the School’s debts 

became untenable. During their correspondence from 1935-1936, Conant and Holmes had 

several exchanges on the feasibility of continuing to offer the EdM as a two-year degree, with 

Holmes repeatedly advocating strongly in favor of maintaining the high standards of the degree. 

He wrote in 1936 that if “we were to go back now to a one-year EdM for teachers, we should 

very certainly ‘make money’ again; and a [non-degree certificate] would be nearly as successful. 

But the first of these moves would be apostasy; and the second wouldn’t help the cause as much 

as the University ought to help it.”151 Holmes went on to argue that rigorous degree requirements 

were not the cause of low enrollments in the EdM, but indeed it was professors in the Faculty of 

Arts and Sciences that steered their students away from the GSE that were to blame.152 The 
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HGSE faculty had designed the EdM program specifically for Harvard College graduates, but if 

Harvard faculty discouraged their own students from attending HGSE, faculty at other 

institutions that looked to Harvard for guidance would do the same. Therefore, Holmes argued, a 

better course of action would be for Conant to advocate on behalf of the School in meetings with 

FAS faculty. 

The necessity of involving FAS faculty to save the HGSE was one of the few things that 

Holmes and Conant agreed on, but where Holmes wanted FAS faculty to encourage their 

students to enroll in HGSE’s graduate programs, Conant wanted FAS faculty to take control of 

HGSE, and to bring their expertise into Harvard’s teacher training programs. His vision for 

Harvard’s initial teacher training degree, the Masters of Arts in Teaching was for one full year of 

coursework in an FAS department, one semester of coursework at HGSE, and a semester and 

two summers spent in local classrooms. Horrified at the prospect of HGSE ceding control to the 

disciplinary departments, Holmes successfully lobbied for any new practitioner program to have 

a full year of training at HGSE, which required reducing the amount of practical experience 

students would have before graduating.153 At institutions like PennSE and TC, local schools 

would have raised concerns about awarding degrees to students without meaningful classroom 

experience, but HGSE only had close relationships with Newton and Brookline, and these school 

districts tolerated MAT students in their classrooms because HGSE offered their own teachers 

reduced tuition.154  

 
153 “Elements held to be essential in the education part of the new program for teachers,” May 9th 1935. UAV 
350.435 1935-1938. Harvard University Archives. This moved the year of experience in teacher-training from the 
AM to the MAT. 

154 Much of the correspondence between Holmes and the superintendents of the Brookline and Newton school 
districts is on the subject of tuition waivers for their teachers. UAV 350.435 1935-1938. Harvard University 
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As a result, the negotiations over the particulars of the MAT were not about what was 

best for the student teacher to learn, but who would be responsible for teaching these students the 

academic knowledge required of a Harvard graduate. During this process, Holmes managed to 

alienate many of the FAS faculty tapped to help design the new degree, to the point that when 

Harvard announced the new Masters of Arts in Teaching in 1936, some FAS department liaisons 

to HGSE were actively hostile towards the School and its students.155 For example, some English 

department faculty resented having education students in their courses, and so they set the 

standards for MAT students specializing in English higher than those for the department’s own 

masters students.156 As a result, students in the MAT English program had to fulfill all of their 

HGSE course requirements and all of the English department’s requirements, all to earn a degree 

less respected than the AM in English. Like the EdM that preceded it, the MAT gained a 

reputation among Harvard undergraduates as being both low status and unreasonably arduous. It 

was also difficult to recruit non-Harvard students to the MAT, as there were less expensive 

programs in the area with more reasonable degree expectations. 

Flummoxed by the hostility of FAS faculty, Holmes approached Conant with a way for 

HGSE to raise more tuition money without relying heavily on FAS: enrolling more students in 

the shrinking Educational Administration Program. During Eliot’s presidency, Harvard had few 

relationships with local schools, but it had enough pull with Boston’s upper class to place its 

graduates as principals and superintendents in wealthy Massachusetts schools. The program had 

 
Archives. HGSE students often complained that they had few opportunities to actually teach in the classrooms they 
were placed in. 

155 For Holmes’s account of the relations between HGSE and FAS departments during this period, see: Comparison 
of the requirements for the A.M. and the requirements for the A.M. in Teaching. November 10th 1938. UAV 350.435 
1935-1938. 
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been profitable when it was a pipeline into coveted administrative positions, but the directorship 

for the program remained unfilled. Holmes claimed that hiring for this position would not only 

draw in a significant number of more affluent mid-career students, it would raise the stature of 

the School, and further, that because “the superintendent of schools is the most important single 

figure in any school system,” preparing these leaders for service should be one of HGSE’s most 

visible and important functions.157 With this in mind, Holmes gave Conant a list of the best 

candidates for the open faculty position in Educational Administration so HGSE could fill its 

empty classrooms with future school administrators as soon as possible. Conant was bemused by 

this request, and wrote back that he was “by no means ready to talk about [an] appointment in 

Educational Administration… First of all we must settle the budgetary problem, which is 

extremely serious.”158 Where Holmes saw the purpose of the GSE as training future school 

leaders and an elite cadre of teachers that would reinvigorate the profession, Conant saw a 

School that failed to produce teachers or rigorous social science research and was in no position 

to expand its faculty. 

By 1939, Holmes had to once again ask Conant for funding to save HGSE, and while 

Conant still believed that the School had promise, he only agreed to bail out the School if 

Holmes stepped down as dean.159 In 1940, 20 years after President Lowell had appointed him to 

the position, Holmes resigned from the deanship and returned to the HGSE faculty. A close 

reading of the available archival materials leads to the same conclusion that Arthur Powell came 
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to in 1980: Holmes tried his best to make HGSE into the institution that a succession of 

presidents wanted it to be, but these efforts had the opposite effect and often further weakened 

and destabilized the School. There are many complimentary factors that contributed to HGSE’s 

reliance on Harvard’s central administration, but its lack of meaningful relationships with local 

school districts and education practitioners is what separates it most from PennSE and TC. 

 

“Practice Teaching Should Precede Theoretical Work”: Practitioner Training at 

UPenn 

By the 1920s, the University of Pennsylvania’s ambitions to be a national university had 

outgrown its modest physical footprint, as its location in the heart of Philadelphia created space 

constraints that limited its ability to offer residential housing, contributing to Penn’s reputation as 

a local commuter school.160 The University trustees sought to rectify this situation by moving the 

entire institution out of Philadelphia to a location where Penn could build a traditional residential 

campus like those at Harvard, Yale, and Princeton. In 1929 several trustees convinced a friend of 

the University to donate a plot of land in Valley Forge for the new Penn campus. Their proposal 

to move Penn 35 miles outside of Philadelphia sparked fierce debate, with some pointing to the 

potential reputational benefits of moving and others arguing that the University of Pennsylvania 

had a “civic duty” to the people of Philadelphia.161 For a number of reasons, including the 1929 

market crash, the Board of Trustees ultimately decided against moving the University to Valley 

Forge, opting to instead relocate to West Philadelphia, keeping the institution in Philadelphia, but 
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enabling it to build a more enclosed residential campus. Now that the University had a 

stronghold, it could enter the battle for academic prestige in earnest. 

UPenn’s central administration was determined to build the University’s scholarly 

reputation and expected all schools and departments to work towards this goal, but PennSE 

faculty consistently chose to prioritize training local professionals over training future 

academics. Its alumni became the principals, superintendents, and teachers of Philadelphia and 

its wealthier suburbs, and its faculty traveled across the state to provide in-service training to 

school districts that were further from Philadelphia.162 PennSE quickly gained a reputation for 

being the foremost school of education in the state, a reputation that it capitalized on to build a 

strong network of allies in state and local government. Accordingly, when the Pennsylvania 

Department of Education chose to fund a new initiative, it often offered the funding to PennSE 

first.163 In The Story of Teacher Education at Temple University, Joseph Butterweck describes 

what PennSE’s dominance in the region meant for Temple. While UPenn had deep roots in 

“some of the larger and more prestigious districts in the Philadelphia area,” Temple had to look 

further afield, turning to school districts in New Jersey and Delaware “and in the course of time, 

some of Pennsylvania’s suburban and hinterland schools also became Temple affiliates.”164 

Making matters worse for Temple, PennSE’s degree programs for future superintendents and 

 
162 The Deans of PennSE often shared the work of the faculty with the Presidents of UPenn. For this particular 
period, see the Gates papers:  UPA 4 Box 2 Gates 1930-1935. 

163 Some examples of PennSE’s preferential treatment include physical education in the early 20th century, nursing 
in the 1930s, and social work in the 1940s. For more on physical education, see Pedagogy, Professionalism, and 
Policy 40-45. For social work, see Butterweck, Joseph Seibert. 1977. The Story of Teacher Education at Temple 
University, with Emphasis on the Period 1893-1963. Philadelphia: Temple University. 120. The controversy over 
nursing programs at PennSE was discussed in the previous chapter. 

164 Butterweck, Joseph Seibert. 1977. The Story of Teacher Education at Temple University, with Emphasis on the 
Period 1893-1963. Philadelphia: Temple University. 217. 
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principals were already well-established and had placement rates Temple could not compete 

with, and if Temple could not compete with Penn in placing graduates in leadership positions, 

what hope did other education schools in Pennsylvania have?165 

Closing the Back Door 

The School built its reputation on the merit of its professional programs, and so it was of 

the utmost importance that greater emphasis was “placed upon practical methods and less upon 

certain college subjects.”166 Unlike the curriculum at HGSE which skewed towards education 

theory, PennSE’s curriculum required that all students gain classroom teaching experience under 

faculty observation.167 This enabled PennSE to position itself as offering something no other 

institution could: an education degree from a prestigious institution that taught students the skills 

they would actually need to be successful teachers in the classroom. However, as mentioned 

briefly in the previous chapter, PennSE’s affiliation with the University of Pennsylvania created 

other complications. Many of the women who enrolled at PennSE had no intention of becoming 

teachers, and instead used it as a back door into getting a liberal arts education at the University 

of Pennsylvania, which was otherwise closed to women. As PennSE staked its reputation on its 

professional training, students who only wanted an academic education represented an existential 

threat to the School. When a team of visiting education specialists came to PennSE to evaluate 

its programs, they noted that these women with no aspirations to teach were indeed a detriment 

to the School. To combat this influx of non-professional students, the visiting committee 

recommended that the School stop offering courses for Freshmen and Sophomores, preventing 
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those without prior academic experience from attending the School.168 The faculty and 

administration of the School also tried to weed out those with no intention to teach by including 

a requirement that all prospective students interview with the Dean so he could assess whether 

they would actually go into teaching upon graduation.  

Despite these efforts, the problem only grew worse during the Great Depression as 

economic conditions prevented many of the upper-class women of Philadelphia from attending 

women’s colleges where they previously would have pursued a liberal arts education.169 By 

1932, the situation grew desperate enough that the PennSE faculty decided that the only option 

was to follow the recommendations of the visiting committee from eight years prior and 

reorganize the School so it could drop courses for first- and second-year undergraduates.170 As 

Sarah Manekin discusses in her article “Gender, Markets, and the Expansion of Women’s 

Education at the University of Pennsylvania,” the University had come to rely on the tuition 

revenue of the women enrolled in Freshman and Sophomore courses in PennSE, so this move 

forced the central administration to come up with another way to retain these students at the 

University.171 

PennSE’s issue with these students was their disinterest in teaching, but for Penn’s 

faculty of arts and sciences, the issue was not with the priorities of these students but with their 

gender. The University’s aspirational peers like Harvard, Princeton, and Yale did not admit 
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women as undergraduate students because of the deeply ingrained and longstanding sexism in 

society and the academy. Thus, if UPenn became coeducational, it would further diminish its 

scholarly reputation.172 Instead of admitting women into the College at the expense of its 

academic ambitions, UPenn made the more costly choice to create a new College for Women in 

1933. This decision was tremendously popular among women in the region, with the School of 

Education’s student newspaper declaring that it was “the best thing that has happened to the 

women students in a long, long while.”173 

Some of the changes at PennSE during the 1930s were those that one might expect from 

an institution attempting to gain the respect of its colleagues in academe. The School became 

more selective, expanded its doctoral programs, and hired faculty from academic disciplines. 

Yet, its raison d’être remained training and supporting Pennsylvanian education practitioners, as 

can be seen in its degree program offerings, graduation requirements, and the contributions of its 

faculty. In 1930, the School of Education began to offer the Master of Science degree, offering 

specializations in the teaching or administrative positions students aspired to instead of to a 

particular academic field. To make this degree more accessible to working professionals, the 

School moved many of its courses to weekday evenings or to Saturdays. Further, in addition to 

the MS degree, the PennSE faculty formed a committee to determine the feasibility of a new 

terminal degree for practitioners similar to Harvard’s Doctorate in Education (EdD).174 These 

degrees were more than just academic degrees masquerading as professional training; every 
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master’s student, even those that already had a teaching license and experience in the classroom, 

needed a minimum number of hours teaching under faculty supervision to graduate. PennSE 

grads had to prove they knew how to teach before they received a degree, a requirement that 

differentiated it from TC and HGSE.175 

The Illman-Carter School 

Additionally, during the 1930s, PennSE expanded its elementary and kindergarten 

programs despite the reputational costs of training students to work with young children. In 

1936, the School of Education reaffirmed its commitment to early education when it acquired the 

Illman-Carter School, a widely respected kindergarten and elementary teacher training 

program.176 As shown in Chapter 1, the administration and faculty of PennSE felt that as the 

preeminent school of education in Pennsylvania, PennSE had a responsibility to prepare teachers 

to teach in all grades, but the School had recently dropped Freshman and Sophomore 

coursework, and early childhood teachers needed only a bachelor’s degree to teach. Why would 

a prospective student come to PennSE for a master’s degree when she only needed a bachelor’s 

to teach? The eventual solution was to keep the Illman-Carter School as a separate division 

within PennSE, enabling it to offer a four-year Bachelor of Science degree for elementary 

education without admitting Freshman and Sophomores to other programs.177 

 
175 “Additional Regulations Governing Candidates for the Degree of Master of Science in Education, January 21st 
1937.” UPB4.1.0001. University of Pennsylvania Archives. 

176 Illman-Carter moved several times over the course of its history. From its two original locations in Center City, it 
eventually settled into a building at 4000 Pine Street.https://archives.upenn.edu/collections/finding-aid/upb4_9/ 

177 “Agreement between the trustees of the University of Pennsylvania and the Illman Carter School for 
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The School of Education’s Illman-Carter School division was an excellent demonstration 

and practice school and was widely respected for its teacher preparation programs, but it was 

also expensive to maintain.178 Over time, the deficits incurred by the Illman-Carter School 

caused increasing tension between PennSE and the University’s central administration, finally 

boiling over in 1948. To offset the costs of maintaining the program, William DuBarry, then 

Vice President of the Corporation but soon to be President of the University of Pennsylvania, 

called for the Illman-Carter School to raise tuition for children to attend the demonstration 

school. Laura Hooper, the director of the Illman-Carter unit, wrote to Dean John Minnick with 

her concerns about making the Illman-Carter School more expensive to attend. She argued that 

the value of the School as a laboratory was the relative diversity of its student body by race, 

religion, and income, and that raising the tuition would lead to a “highly selected group of 

children” that were not representative of Pennsylvania classrooms.179 Dean Minnick agreed, and 

he argued forcefully in favor of a slow increase in tuition to avoid a wave of low-income 

students leaving the School all at once. As we will see in later sections, Minnick and Hooper’s 

position was similar to the rationale Teachers College lawyers presented in court to defend the 

closure of the Horace Mann-Lincoln School, but where TC sought to close a school running 

deficits because it was no longer representative of American classrooms, Minnick and Hooper 

tried to keep Illman-Carter representative even if it meant incurring additional costs. Ultimately, 
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“Memorandum to Mr. DuBarry concerning Illman-Carter Operating Costs.” April 3rd, 1948. UPA4 Box 31, 
Education, School of Illman Carter Unit. University of Pennsylvania Archives. 
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the central administration felt that Minnick’s proposed compromise would still be too expensive, 

leading to a tuition increase just as the University leadership originally proposed.180  

Concurrent to Doctor Hooper and Dean Minnick’s fight to keep Illman-Carter accessible 

to low-income families, the parents of Illman-Carter students petitioned the University for the 

School to offer courses for junior and senior high school students. Harold Stassen, President of 

the University of Pennsylvania from 1948 to 1953, replied to a letter from a parent of an Illman-

Carter student, Esther Kahn, a PennSE alumna and the wife of University of Pennsylvania 

professor Louis Kahn, to explain why Illman-Carter would always remain a school for young 

children. Stassen wrote that while Illman-Carter students received an excellent education, the 

School’s primary purpose was to be “a demonstration and practice school for training college 

students who are intending to teach in kindergarten or the lower elementary grades. Every effort 

is made to see that the young children are well taught but their instruction is incidental to the 

main purpose for which the school is carried on under University auspices.”181 Stassen argued 

that there was no need for a PennSE-run high school because the School already had 

relationships with “some of the best schools in the community” where Penn’s apprentice teachers 

took part in all aspects of teaching responsibilities, including “attending meetings of the school 

faculty and hearing immediate educational problems discussed…”182 He closed by emphasizing 

that “whether [PennSE students] go on to teach later in the public schools, which are the basis of 
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our educational system, or private schools with more carefully selected groups of students,” they 

left Penn with the “valuable training” they needed to teach.183 

 Like Hooper and Minnick before him, Stassen presented PennSE as a professional 

school obligated to train future practitioners as well as possible. However, where Hooper and 

Minnick worried about PennSE students only working with “highly selected students,” Stassen 

described children with parents that could afford expensive private schools as “carefully 

selected,” subtly signaling that training Penn students to work with the wealthy was a feature, not 

a bug. 

The Growing Ambitions of the University of Pennsylvania 

The School of Education had always had a fraught relationship with the University’s 

central administration, but it became increasingly strained during the Cold War era. As a result 

of highly visible contributions of academics to the war effort, including the development of the 

atom bomb and innovations in military logistics, there was tremendous public support for 

American higher education.184 This enthusiasm, combined with the economic boom of the post-

war period, led to a surge in government funding for institutions like the University of 

Pennsylvania, creating an opportunity to improve its reputation in academia. In this context, the 

School of Education was an even more significant liability to Penn’s institutional ambitions. 

Each of the defining characteristics of PennSE was seen as at odds with the expectations for a 

graduate program in an elite university. Unlike the schools of education of many of its 
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aspirational peers, PennSE specialized in teacher-training and not academic research, had 

elementary education programs, and had a faculty highly involved with local issues but largely 

not nationally renowned. 

The emphasis that the PennSE faculty put on practitioner training to meet the needs of 

Pennsylvania’s schools is a strong undercurrent throughout the archival documents from this 

period, sometimes rising to the surface in little ways, and sometimes causing massive waves 

demanding immediate attention. For example, a small eddy formed when PennSE faculty chose 

not to nominate students for a Dean’s List when the central administration offered the faculty the 

right to do so in 1951. They explained that while they were “aware of the importance of 

excellence in scholarship,” the School of Education was “a professional school” and therefore 

needed to “emphasize all of those aspects of student development which are believed to be 

conducive to the preparation of excellent teachers.”185 Unless the University developed a system 

where School of Education students “could be periodically honored in proportion to their 

attainment of success in the composite of all areas of teacher development,” PennSE would be 

reluctant to “single out one phase of teacher preparation, important as it may be, as the basis of 

the periodic bestowing of awards.”186 Many PennSE students would have qualified for the 

Dean’s List on the basis of their performance in traditional arts and science courses. The issue 

the committee raised was not one of how many students PennSE could include on such a list; it 

was that as a professional school, PennSE was doing something fundamentally different from 

 
185 “Report of the Committee Appointed to make a recommendation to the faculty of the School of Education 
regarding the establishing a ‘dean's list’ in the undergraduate division of the school of education.” April 10th 1951. 
UPB4.1.0002 Folder 2. 

186 Ibid. 



   
 

81 

their colleagues in the Faculty of Arts and Sciences, making direct comparisons impossible.187 

Instead of attempting to become more academic like the rest of the University, PennSE faculty 

asserted the excellence of their program by virtue of its public service. 

If the Dean’s List decision was a ripple, the controversy over PennSE’s physical 

education program was a tsunami. After the University of Pennsylvania’s football team had a 

decade of winning seasons, unnamed concerned parties at other Ivy League institutions drew 

President Stassen’s attention to the number of Penn’s star football players enrolled as physical 

education majors. They argued that it was an unfair advantage for Penn to offer an unrigorous 

degree that enabled men with great athletic talent but little academic merit to attend the 

institution. In a 1951 letter to the PennSE faculty, Stassen wrote that the University of 

Pennsylvania’s “standing in the minds of [Ivy League] presidents is injured both academically 

and athletically by reason of our having this major.”188 Prior to this controversy, the School of 

Education was a black mark on Penn’s academic reputation, but now it jeopardized the 

University’s membership in the most prestigious athletic conference. Stassen quickly called for 

the dissolution of the physical education major, suggesting that students should instead have 

“some other scholarly major” and take physical education as a minor.  

PennSE faculty came to the defense of the physical education major by making five 

related arguments. First, they argued that the program was in fact academically demanding, 

requiring students to take the general education requirements as other students in addition to 

courses like bacteriology, anatomy, and physiology. This program was not a “haven in which 
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athletes may loaf.” In fact, in the past few years the School of Education had at times “placed 

prominent varsity football players on scholastic probation, thereby depriving them of an entire 

season of play.”189 Second, the physical education community recognized the physical education 

program at PennSE as one of the leading departments in the country, suggesting that the program 

was the model for a rigorous education in this field.190 Third, the University of Pennsylvania had 

a civic duty to the people of Pennsylvania to sustain its national leadership in the field of 

physical education. In 1918, the Pennsylvania Department of Education funded the program to 

improve the quality of physical education in the state’s public schools. PennSE’s program lived 

up to its expectations, successfully training students to work in schools across the state. Fourth, 

the success of the program was only possible because it was a major and not a minor. Physical 

education students had to meet state standards to teach in Pennsylvania, and these standards were 

time intensive. Adding an additional major on top of the licensure requirements would place an 

undue burden on already hardworking students. Finally, between 1937 and 1951, only ten men 

enrolled in the program “could be considered as having taken star roles. Some were varsity 

substitutes.”191 

In 1952, Stassen left the University to run for President of the United States, leaving 

Executive Vice President William DuBarry as Acting President while he was on the campaign 

trail.192 DuBarry picked up where Stassen had left off by continuing the process of ending the 
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physical education major. In a meeting with the School of Education faculty on the fate of the 

program, he dismissed all arguments to preserve the program. When asked how the University 

could ignore its social obligations to prepare teachers for Pennsylvanian schools, DuBarry 

responded that “we are not concerned with state certification – a college cannot be all things to 

all men. We should not try to be part of the state education system – let the State Teacher 

Colleges take care of that – a university is different from such colleges.”193 Once the School of 

Education had drawn DuBarry’s attention, he worked during his three brief stints as Acting 

President of the University to close more programs at PennSE that he deemed unsuitable for 

university study.194 In addition to the physical education program, DuBarry sought to discontinue 

two other vocational departments: music and business education. 

DuBarry’s most significant concern with PennSE’s music department was its course 

content. A music major in the College gained an academic understanding and appreciation of 

music. In comparison, students in the School of Education learned “instrumental techniques” that 

were “non-academic in character.” DuBarry was particularly skeptical that anyone could receive 

an adequately rigorous education in the tuba.195 DuBarry’s administration also “deplored the fact 

that members of the music department had done little research and writing” a further damnation 

of the program. Similarly, the only faculty member in the business education program did not 
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have a doctorate and his courses were under-enrolled. For these reasons, on May 9, 1952, 

DuBarry officially dropped the Business Education, Music Education, and Physical Education 

programs from the School of Education.196 

As we will see in the following chapters, these programmatic cuts were just the beginning 

of a rapid deterioration in the relationship between the School of Education and the University’s 

central administration. Through the 1940s, University Presidents generally saw the School of 

Education’s insistence on prioritizing practitioners over academic productivity as unfortunate but 

acceptable. PennSE alumni served in schools across the state, generating good will and funding 

for the University, and it was widely respected among other education professionals. However, 

as a clearer path towards prestige emerged during “academia’s golden age,” the University 

administration could no longer tolerate the presence of a professional school that was 

overwhelmingly female and prepared its students for the least prestigious roles in one of the least 

prestigious professions.197 The faculty, administration, and alumni of the School of Education 

fought against becoming more academically oriented, an approach diametrically opposed to their 

counterparts at the Harvard Graduate School of Education. 

“For the Common People and the Common Schools”: Demonstration, Laboratory, 

and Teacher Training Schools at Teachers College 

During the Great Depression, Teachers College had substantially more autonomy from 

Columbia than HGSE and even PennSE had from their host institutions. As discussed earlier in 
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this chapter, there were important differences between the relationships that HGSE and PennSE 

had with their respective universities, but Teachers College operated on a fundamentally 

different level than either institution, as it rivaled Columbia in scope and scale.198  In the 1930-

1931 academic year, Columbia College, Barnard College, and Columbia’s law, medical, 

engineering, architecture, journalism, and business schools had a total enrollment of 5,296. At 

Teachers College, there were 6,688 enrollees as well as thousands of teachers who took TC 

courses during the summer session.199 Like most American institutions, TC struggled with 

financial issues during the Depression, but it was far less dependent on Columbia than HGSE 

was on Harvard or PennSE was on UPenn, enabling its many constituent departments to continue 

to pursue their heterogenous ambitions. As a result, where HGSE was closely tied to the 

academic mission of Harvard out of necessity and PennSE had enough leeway to continue to 

prioritize professional education, TC was essentially a university in miniature, with some faculty 

focusing on academic research but with the majority focused on other endeavors. Chapter 4 

includes a reevaluation of Clifford and Guthrie’s claim in Ed School that the faculty’s obsession 

with the academic reputation of the College explains the trajectory of TC’s degree programs, but 

the following sections focus on key elements of TC’s Depression-era priorities that are often 

discussed but rarely put in conversation with one another: the College’s affiliated primary, 

secondary, and normal schools. The relationships that TC maintained with these schools provide 

additional evidence that the simplistic narratives of ESEs fall apart under closer examination. 
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The most famous example of a university-controlled K-12 school is the University of 

Chicago Laboratory School, founded by famed educator John Dewey in 1896. Dewey’s school 

was meant to be the proving ground for the Progressive Education movement’s curriculum and a 

place where UChicago faculty could put their ideas into action.200 Perhaps because of the 

Laboratory School’s notoriety, “lab school” is often used to describe university-controlled 

schools, even at schools where education research is not the primary purpose, resulting in a 

misleading generalization of these institutions. Terms like “lab school,” “demonstration school,” 

and “teacher training school” are frequently used interchangeably, in part because many of these 

schools served multiple purposes over the course of their histories. However, a closer look at 

three TC-affiliated schools, Horace Mann, Speyer, and Lincoln, as well as TC’s experimental 

normal school, shows that there are meaningful differences between these institutional types. 

Horace Mann began as a school where young women could get hands-on experience in the 

classroom, but its priorities rapidly shifted away from practical training towards being a 

demonstration space for TC’s particular brand of progressive education in action. Where Horace 

Mann was TC’s demonstration school, the Speyer School, founded in 1899, was the College’s 

first attempt at overseeing a laboratory school, but it was expensive to maintain, and so TC ceded 

control to the New York City public school system in 1915.201 Two years later, TC received 

funding from the Rockefeller Foundation to once again create a laboratory school in 

collaboration with Abraham Flexner, who was a widely respected expert on professional 
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education.202  The new lab school, the Lincoln School, was only possible because of Rockefeller 

money, but it also gave Flexner some influence over the school, and Teachers College and 

Flexner fundamentally disagreed on what a lab school should be, and especially whether teachers 

or academics should conduct research at Lincoln. The last TC-affiliated institution discussed in 

this chapter is the short-lived New College, an experimental normal school run by TC faculty 

who hoped to revolutionize initial teacher training by creating a space where students planning to 

teach in normal schools could learn to teach teachers before leaving Columbia. 

Because of the unique relationship that TC had with Columbia, it was able to define its 

own priorities, and during this period, it chose to invest in increasing its influence over the 

profession of education. If the faculty and administration of Teachers College were solely 

interested in gaining academic prestige, these schools, which were a massive drain on the 

College’s resources, would never have existed. Decisionmakers at TC were certainly concerned 

with the reputation of the College, but much of their effort to gain prestige was by trying to 

redefine professional training in the field for the rest of the country through its work in its 

schools.  

The Early History of TC-Controlled Schools 1887-1929 

The relationship between Teachers College and the Horace Mann School extends back to 

when Teachers College was still known as the Industrial Education Association (IEA). In 1887, 

Nicholas Murray Butler became president of the IEA. Within his first year Butler began to push 

for the Association to make K-12 education its highest priority, with the goal of creating a high-
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quality teacher-training institution that the rest of the country could emulate. Butler believed that 

one of the biggest issues with existing teacher-training programs was their consistently low 

admissions standards, and so his vision for the IEA was to teach talented and well-educated men 

and women how to be good educators, who would then go on to show what a professional 

educator should be.203 Some of IEA’s trustees raised concerns about Butler’s plans for the 

Association on the grounds that it had already drifted too far away from its original mission: 

preventing the moral decay of the city by helping poor women raise good Christian children.204 

A focus on elite teacher training would move the IEA away from working directly with the poor, 

a complete change of character for the institution. These misgivings were not enough to prevent 

Butler from reorganizing the Association into three divisions: a training school for teachers, a 

model school for these teachers to practice teaching, and a “special courses” division consisting 

of the IEA’s existing offerings. This reorganization still left room for the Association’s original 

vocational and household classes, but it marked the beginning of its turn towards a “traditional” 

K-12 education. 

In 1887 the IEA changed its name to the New York College for the Training of Teachers, 

and by 1891 its model school, Horace Mann, had grown enough to warrant adding a high school 

department.205 Horace Mann, and especially its elementary school, quickly grew an enviable 

reputation as a model school, hosting hordes of visitors each year. While Horace Mann 

strengthened the College’s claim to a more professionalized form of teacher training, it was a 
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source of concern for the Trustees of Columbia College when the newly renamed Teachers 

College proposed a merger with Columbia in 1892. They claimed that If Columbia took over 

control of Horace Mann it would have to divert its resources away from academic excellence to 

meet the needs of school children.206 As we saw in the previous chapter, this was not the only 

reason that the trustees were reluctant to absorb Teachers College, but TC’s control of Horace 

Mann contributed to the nature of the unusual relationship between TC and Columbia. 

The Horace Mann School might not have fit into the mission of Columbia, but it added to 

the reputation of Teachers College and attracted the attention and support of both leaders in the 

field and wealthy patrons like and oil tycoon V. Everit Macy.207 The School was successful 

enough for the leadership at TC to consider opening a second model school so that TC faculty 

could conduct experimental education initiatives without complicating Horace Mann’s value as a 

demonstration school. In 1899 TC opened the Speyer School, a tuition-free laboratory school 

with an attached community center in the “underprivileged” Manhattanville neighborhood.208 In 

addition to its classrooms, the Speyer School had a gymnasium; manual arts and domestic 

science shops, kitchens, and laboratories; a recreation ground and public garden; a community 

library; and private accommodations for Speyer School staff including two social workers.209  
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Overall, the Speyer School was a success, but in the words of James E. Russell: “while 

the contribution made by [the Speyer] School to Teachers College and to the general field of 

public elementary education has been noteworthy, it seemed to me that other problems 

demanded our attention: questions concerning secondary education and vocational 

education…”210 As a result, in 1915 TC turned over control of the Speyer School to the New 

York Public School system, with the understanding that TC would still be involved with the 

Speyer School in an advisory capacity as needed.211 However, this did not mean that the 

Teachers College administration had given up on running its own laboratory school. Just a year 

later the General Education Board, a Rockefeller-led education philanthropy, offered to support 

an experimental school at TC, leading to the founding of the Lincoln School in 1917.  

The General Education Board and the Lincoln School 

In 1902 industrialist John D. Rockefeller founded the General Education Board (GEB) to 

help address the economic struggles of the Southern United States. The Board’s first four major 

initiatives all bear the mark of Rockefeller’s characteristic aristocratic paternalism. Instead of 

directly providing the less fortunate with goods or money, the GEB funded a series of 

demonstration farms to help teach poor Whites how to farm more efficiently, created new high 

schools focused on teaching students practical skills, opened new schools for Black students, and 

supported higher education reforms that would help teach the poor how to help themselves.212 

Among the GEB’s most pressing concerns for higher education reform was the need to improve 
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medical training, but the Carnegie Foundation largely overshadowed the GEB’s work in this 

area, in part because in 1910 the Carnegie Foundation published the influential report Medical 

Education in the United States and Canada. This report, written by Abraham Flexner, a 

prominent figure in the previous chapter, called for a complete reimagining of medical education 

and the closure of hundreds of American medical schools, and it is still seen today as one of the 

most important documents in US education history.213 As the report’s fame spread Flexner found 

himself becoming a respected voice on education issues in the United States, making him a 

highly attractive hire to organizations like the GEB. Flexner likely had many competing 

employment offers during this time, but he eventually decided to accept a position with the GEB. 

During his tenure at the GEB from 1912 to 1925 Flexner directed massive sums of Rockefeller 

money towards his pet education projects, including an experimental school at Teachers College 

to be based on the school he ran in Louisville, Kentucky as a young man.214  

At the GEB, Flexner hoped to do for the education profession what he had done for the 

medical profession, but in his 1910 report on medical education he could point to Johns Hopkins 

University as an institution that others should emulate. In Flexner’s estimation, there was no 

equivalent institution in the realm of teacher education. With this in mind, Flexner pushed for the 

GEB to support institutions that could lead the way in reforming teacher education, whether they 

be existing institutions or ones that the GEB itself created.215 As we saw in the previous chapter, 

 
213 For the impact of the report, see: Duffy, Thomas P. 2011. “The Flexner Report--100 Years Later.” The Yale 
Journal of Biology & Medicine 84 (3): 269–76. For the report itself, see: Flexner, Abraham, Henry S. Pritchett, 
Daniel Berkeley Updike, Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, and Merrymount Press printer. 
1910. Medical Education in the United States and Canada: a Report to the Carnegie Foundation for the 
Advancement of Teaching. New York City: [Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching].  

214  Ris, Ethan W. 2022. Other People's Colleges: Origins of American Higher Education Reform. Chicago; London: 
The University of Chicago Press. 42-43, 274. 

215 Ibid. 



   
 

92 

Flexner’s considerable influence within the GEB led to the Board contributing half of the 

funding for the Harvard Graduate School of Education in the hopes that other colleges and 

universities would follow Harvard’s example and create their own GSEs. In addition to 

spearheading transformative grants to universities like Harvard, Flexner had ambitions to use his 

position at GEB to build an experimental high school modeled after the school he had run in 

Louisville, Kentucky. Just a few years before writing his report on medical education, Flexner 

ran a private high school that placed students in prestigious colleges despite missing many of the 

traditional markers of an elite school, such as standardized tests and letter grades. students 

created their own curriculum based on their interests while Flexner acted as a hands-on 

facilitator.216 Now that he had a prominent place within the GEB, Flexner could use Rockefeller 

money to build a larger, better funded, and more influential version of his little school in 

Kentucky.217 

The rest of the General Education Board was enthusiastic about supporting an 

experimental school along the lines that Flexner proposed, but unlike him, a majority of the 

Trustees wanted the school to have an affiliation with an existing school of education instead of 

taking sole responsibility for a new high school.218 As the preeminent education school Teachers 

College was the GEB’s natural choice to oversee Flexner’s experimental school, even though 

Flexner himself had concerns about this arrangement. During the negotiations between GEB and 
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TC, Flexner wrote to Dean James E. Russell to express his displeasure with TC’s plan for the 

experimental school to have an affiliated research institute. Flexner acknowledged that it was 

important to be able to measure the efficacy of the proposed school “sooner or later,” but the 

psychological studies proposed by TC faculty like Professor Edward Thorndike were not “the 

main purpose for which the school is established.”219 There would eventually be “close contact 

between the school staff and experimental psychologists and statisticians”, he said, but the most 

important work was for teachers and staff to improve school curriculum free from interference 

from these academics.220  

Russell quickly responded to Flexner’s letter to tell him that there had been a 

misunderstanding, writing: 

We were not asking for an institution that should concern itself primarily with “minute 
psychological investigation”; we knew that you proposed a school that should work out a 
vital curriculum. What we wanted to know was the extent to which you were willing to 
go to get men competent to do this work …not only mere practitioners … [and for] 
assurance that you were ready to make the school scientifically experimental.221 

By 1917, Teachers College and the General Education Board were able to come to an 

accord, leading to the founding of the Lincoln School. While Flexner finally had his model 

school, this exchange between Flexner and James Russell is representative of some of the 

tensions in their relationship. Flexner wanted the school to be a place for practitioners to perfect 

his vision, while Russell wanted Teachers College to receive some kind of benefit from its 

support. Russell made assurances to Flexner that the Horace Mann School protected the Lincoln 
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School from swarms of visitors, but he also pushed for Teachers College students and faculty to 

have more access to better make use of the School. 

By 1929, the Lincoln School had faced its fair share of issues, but it was largely a 

success. As Flexner had hoped, Lincoln School teachers had the autonomy to experiment with 

curricular innovations, and perhaps more importantly, they also published widely on their 

innovative teaching methods.222 Lincoln had a community of students and parents who were 

highly invested in its experimental model, and the School was widely respected in the larger 

education community. However, under the surface there were significant issues with the School, 

perhaps chief among them its struggle to hire and retain teachers. In “Between the School and 

the Academy,” Jonna Perillo highlights how Flexner only wanted teachers that would conduct 

their own research on curriculum in the classroom, which required a “deep scholarly knowledge 

of their field and of teaching itself,” disqualifying a music teacher candidate that hadn’t read a 

recent book on music theory and a German teacher whose accent he felt was too American.223 

Flexner and Otis Caldwell, a former biology professor that Flexner met at the University of 

Chicago and who was the first director of Lincoln, eventually filled the school’s teaching 

positions by crossing the country looking for teachers that met Flexner’s exacting standards. 

Because these teachers were highly qualified, it was hard to retain them at Lincoln, as the pay 

was relatively low and Lincoln teachers often received lucrative offers from other schools.224  
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Another perennial issue was how to resolve the competing priorities of Flexner and 

Russell. Flexner wanted Lincoln to be an institution for research practitioners, while Russell 

wanted Lincoln to serve as a training ground for future practitioners and a site for academic 

research. This is a subtle but important distinction, as the role of the teacher and the nature of the 

research was different in their visions for Lincoln. A research practitioner, in Flexner’s 

estimation, was already an expert teacher who was free to experiment with curricular innovations 

without interference from outside forces. In contrast, Russell wanted Lincoln to be a place where 

student teachers and future school administrators could learn best practices and researchers could 

measure the efficacy of experimental methods.225 Flexner and Russell also disagreed on the 

makeup of the student body. Flexner’s foremost concern was for Lincoln to be a place where 

research-practitioners could experiment, regardless of how initially generalizable their findings 

were. In this framing, the representativeness of its students was largely irrelevant. However, TC 

needed Lincoln to adequately prepare its students for the nation’s classrooms and for the research 

on Lincoln to be generalizable to other contexts, both of which required a diverse student body. 

Lincoln was also expensive to run, leading to higher tuition fees and a student body made up 

from mostly wealthier families, further weakening its value to Teachers College. 

New College 

In the early 1930s, a group of Teachers College faculty presented President Russell with 

a proposition. TC had the Horace Mann School to demonstrate progressive education in action, 
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and it had the Lincoln School to conduct education research, but it did not have a place for TC 

students who hoped to be instructors in teacher training institutions to gain hands on experience 

preparing the next generation of teachers. What if a dedicated group of faculty created a semi-

autonomous practice normal school within Teachers College where TC’s advanced students 

could learn to teach teachers? This institution would also enable TC to test new methods of 

initial teacher training, and to further spread their instructional model by inviting other educators 

to observe the work taking place there. Russell was enthusiastic about this proposal and 

announced the plans for TC to open its own “normal school for observation, demonstration, and 

practice” in his 1930-1931 annual report, and the New College for the Training of Teachers 

enrolled its first cohort the following year.226 

Progressive education had long been a hallmark of Teachers College, but New College 

applied Dewey’s philosophy in ways that even some TC faculty felt was too significant a 

departure from traditional teacher training. Many of the faculty in leadership positions at the 

College were prominent disciples of John Dewey, including Richard Alexander, George Counts, 

and William Heard Kilpatrick, and had reputations for fostering socialist ideals.227 The 

organization and curriculum of New College emphasized turning students into teacher activists 

by connecting what they learned to overarching political and social issues. Every student was 

required to spend at least one summer working on a farm owned by the College in North 

Carolina, to teach in Harlem schools, and to demonstrate that they were involved in political and 

 
226 Teachers College (New York, N.Y.). Teachers College Report Of The Dean For The Year Ending June 30, 1931, 
1931. 
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227 Murrow, Sonia E. 2010. “Preparing Teachers to Remake Society: New College at Teachers College, Columbia 
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social movements, with scholarships given to the students who went the  “farthest beyond 

academic neutrality” during their time at New College.228 This was a tremendously expensive 

way to train teachers, made even more expensive by the faculty’s desire to keep cohorts small. 

To offset the cost of the College it was more expensive than other TC teacher training programs 

and thus less appealing to many potential students. Even worse, the faculty designed the New 

College curriculum according to their own vision of what teacher education should be without 

consideration for state teaching licensure requirements.229 As a result, over 60% of the students 

who enrolled at New College dropped out before receiving their degree. 

The enthusiasm at TC for an experimental normal school waned as New College’s annual 

deficits grew to over $57,000 ($1.2 million adjusted for inflation). The Teachers College 

administration and faculty were willing to invest in innovative ways to expand their influence 

over the education profession, but there were limits to this investment. In President Russell’s 

1938 announcement of the closure of New College, he placed the blame with the faculty of New 

College, lamenting that they had failed to develop a professional education that was “specific, 

rigorous, and free from politics.”230  New College was the first institutional casualty of the Great 

Depression at TC, but as the financial prospects of TC deteriorated, the faculty increasingly 

questioned the wisdom of maintaining the most expensive programs, chief among them the 

Lincoln and Horace Mann Schools.  
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The Great Depression: School Closures and Mergers 

The income from student tuition at both Lincoln and Horace Mann fell significantly 

through the 1930s, and to make matters worse, the General Education Board endowment shrank 

during the Depression, further limiting the support it could give to the Lincoln School. On July 

14th 1939, the Teachers College Faculty Committee on the Lincoln and Horace Mann Schools 

presented their recommendations for the future of these schools, arguing that “it is as necessary 

for Teachers College to have as a part of its program a school, or schools, educating children and 

youth as it is for a medical school to have associated with it a hospital and clinic” for two 

reasons.231 First, the College needed schools to keep its programs “of instruction and research 

close to current problems of educating children” and second, schools enabled TC “to contribute 

directly through research experimentation… and demonstration to the improvement of American 

education.”232 In short, they came to the same conclusion that James Russell had twenty years 

earlier: Teachers College still needed a model school with a representative student body where 

student teachers could learn, a laboratory school where TC faculty could conduct research, and a 

school where the College could host visitors to demonstrate what progressive education 

pedagogy should look like.233 It could no longer afford to maintain both schools, but it was 

essential that TC continued to operate at least one school. Based on these insights and the 
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recommendations of other interested parties, the Trustees of Teachers College decided in 1939 to 

merge the Horace Mann and Lincoln Schools into a single institution by 1941.234 

In the wake of this decision, Flexner made his displeasure known in public, private, and 

even in his own autobiography, stoking a controversy that received national attention. During 

Lincoln’s 1939 commencement address, Flexner laid out his case for how Teachers College had 

failed the Lincoln School and thus the field of education, and how he had anticipated this 

eventuality from the very beginning of Lincoln’s involvement with TC. He knew that Teachers 

College would only ever act in its own self-interest with little regard for the purpose of the 

Lincoln School, Flexner went on, and the proposed merger was merely a greedy money grab so 

that TC could make up some of its own deficits.235 He argued that the proposal would kill the 

Lincoln School, as it could not “be diluted without being ruined.”236 He went on to claim that 

there were still interested parties that could band together to rescue the Lincoln School if 

Teachers College would only let Lincoln go its own way, and that Teachers College had a moral 

obligation to do so. Flexner lamented that he could not believe that 

in a country where the moral standard in respect to endowments has always been high 
any group which thoughtfully considers the purposes for which this school was 
established, the purposes for which money was given, will allow themselves to take 
advantage of a technical, legal, and generous deed in order to relieve themselves for the 
time being from pressure, for action will not only destroy the Lincoln School but will 
bring relief to Teachers College for only a limited period.237 

 
234 Teachers College (New York, N.Y.). Teachers College Report Of The Dean For The Year Ending June 30, 1939, 
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Lincoln School parents rose to the challenge and requested an injunction by the New York State 

Supreme Court on the merger, on the grounds that the General Education Board had intended for 

the Lincoln School to be a laboratory school and not a demonstration school. 

After the court denied the request for an injunction, William Russell, James Russell’s son 

and his successor to the TC presidency, drafted a combative letter to Flexner on Flexner’s recent 

statements on the relationship between Lincoln and TC, but he must have thought better of 

further antagonizing Flexner as he never sent the missive.238 In this letter, he accused Flexner of 

talking “loosely and irresponsibly about Teachers College profiting from the Lincoln 

Endowment” at “the Lincoln School Commencement, to various persons since that time, in 

[Flexner’s] autobiography, and just when conditions were tensest and most critical, in the public 

press.”239 In the letter Russell laid out all of the ways that Flexner’s account was inaccurate, and 

that when one viewed the facts of the case “the Trustees of Teachers College [were] entitled to 

[Flexner’s] support and should not be the objects of [Flexner’s] abuse.”240  

Regardless of the truth of Flexner’s accusations, he was right that the merger would not 

save either the Lincoln or Horace Mann Schools. The newly combined School still ran a deficit, 

and according to the TC administration, it was not particularly useful as a demonstration school 

or a laboratory school because its student body was essentially a private school for wealthy 

 
238 The successive Russell presidencies are a potential point of confusion in the history of TC, especially when 
discussing things like their shared antagonism towards Flexner. I have tried to explicitly state which Russell I am 
referring to throughout this dissertation, but if there is confusion, any reference to a Russell before 1927 is to James 
Russell, and any Russell reference from 1927 onwards is to William Russell. 
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https://teacherscollege.primo.exlibrisgroup.com/permalink/01TCCU_INST/lvkima/alma991006629947006971 Pg. 
2. 

240 Ibid. 3-4. 



   
 

101 

students.241 In 1946 Teachers College began the process of closing the Horace Mann-Lincoln 

School, resulting in a much more contentious court case than that of the merger of the two 

schools. Both sides called expert witnesses to the stand to resolve two central questions: Did 

Teachers College misuse GEB funds? And, can a university-controlled school that caters to 

affluent families simultaneously be a useful demonstration and laboratory school? 

In a confidential 1947 memo to Teachers College trustees and faculty, William Russell 

gave a detailed blow-by-blow account of the court proceedings on the legality of closing the 

Horace Mann-Lincoln School. This document spends little time on the question of misused 

funds, only noting that auditors had found that TC had acted in good faith and that all of its 

accounts were in good order. The bulk of the memo is devoted to the debate around the correct 

form and function of a university-run partner school like the Horace Mann-Lincoln School. 

There were some familiar faces in the group of expert witnesses the Horace Mann-Lincoln 

School parents asked to testify, including Flexner and Caldwell, but other prominent leaders in 

graduate education also testified on their behalf.242 Phillip Rulon, acting dean of the Harvard 

Graduate School of Education, testified that the Horace Mann-Lincoln School’s wealthy student 

body was not a detriment to its purpose, but was instead one of its greatest strengths. According 

to Russell, Rulon’s argument held that a high tuition “atypical school” was the best place for 

experimentation because even if findings were relevant to only elite students, “the problems of 

the 10% were more important than all the rest combined.”  Rulon allegedly “actually went so far, 

upon questioning, as to state that there was no problem in Horace Mann-Lincoln but one of 

 
241 Russell, William F. Meeting of the Executive Committee of the Board of Trustees of Teachers College, 1941. 
https://teacherscollege.primo.exlibrisgroup.com/permalink/01TCCU_INST/18mgb64/alma991006630085806971 

242 Flexner’s testimony on the value of the merged school was sometimes at odds with his earlier condemnation of 
the merger during his testimony in the 1940 court case. 



   
 

102 

administration; and he implied (if he did not directly state) that Harvard could do it better, and 

that Teachers College administration was at fault...”243  

Ralph Tyler, Dean of the social sciences division at the University of Chicago, made a 

different argument for the value of a private university-run school instead of partnering with 

public schools as TC intended. He testified that experimentation was only possible when 

researchers had complete control over the school, and such a thing was impossible when working 

with city schools.244 Unsurprisingly, he argued that the University of Chicago Laboratory School 

was one such example of this model in action. The acting principal of the Ohio State Laboratory 

School made a similar argument, citing his own institution’s difficulties collaborating with 

public schools as evidence that TC’s proposed path was a dangerous one.245 

Some of the experts that Teachers College brought to the stand were from the same 

institutions as those brought by the Horace Mann-Lincoln parents, such as Floyd Reeves of the 

University of Chicago who argued that laboratory schools needed “average and below average” 

pupils to be useful. But TC also called on a wide range of leaders in public schools.246 The 

superintendents of public school systems of Santa Barbara, Denver, Kansas City, Battle Creek, 

and Baltimore all spoke to the importance of education research that reflected the reality of 

America’s classrooms, and Frederick Ernst, associate superintendent of the New York City 

Schools, presented the ways that TC had contributed to NYC public schools.247 Russell 
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presented this as evidence that TC was on the side of the angels as it was “sensitive to the needs 

of the common people and in the common schools” and believed that the most valuable research 

addressed “the major problems in ordinary schools… old people and isolated scholars do not 

want us to go ahead… the young and public-minded see what we want to do and stand behind 

us.”248  

 Despite the administration’s high-minded claims about the importance of working 

in "average” K-12 schools, Horace Mann and Lincoln did not train many teachers for service in 

New York City public schools.249 Generations of Teachers College graduates became the 

superintendents and principals of NYC public schools, but comparatively few students enrolled 

in TC’s initial teacher training programs taught in these schools. In 1915, for example, TC’s 

School of Education awarded 397 bachelor’s degrees but only seven students sat for the exam 

required to teach in NYC public schools.250 In 1920, George Ryan, a member of the New York 

City Board of Education, expressed his concern about how few TC students taught in the city’s 

public schools to President James Russell. In his response, Russell explained that “many of our 

best students can find positions in other parts of the country which are more congenial and which 

pay larger salaries than those in New York City.”251 What Russell did not mention in his letter 

was that the College also was not preparing its students to take the NYC licensing exam, making 
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it more difficult to teach in NYC schools even if they wanted to.252 However, this does not mean 

that TC had abandoned the entire education profession. Yes, there was merit to the accusations 

leveled against Teachers College that it was elitist and out of touch with the needs of public 

schools, but that does not mean that it had abandoned the entire education profession. Instead, it 

sought to expand its influence through demonstration, experimentation, and most of all, by 

teaching the future leaders of educational institutions.  

The irony of the accusations leveled against GSEs of being too focused on the Ivory 

Tower is that these accusations draw on sources that highlight the relationship between the GSE 

and its host university while largely overlooking the relationships the GSEs have with those 

outside of academe. The story of Teachers College during this period is more than just that of an 

institution struggling to navigate competing priorities, because at Teachers College research and 

practice were often not in competition with one another. Instead, it is a story of an institution 

trying to figure out the best way to prepare future leaders and to prepare future researchers, with 

a clear distinction between these two groups. As we will see in the following chapter, TC’s 

ambitions to define the education profession did not end with the closure of its affiliated schools, 

it simply forced it to shift its focus to the expansion of its elite practitioner programs.
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Chapter Three: Graduate Schools of Education in Academia’s Golden Age 

Introduction 

Things certainly looked dire for the Harvard Graduate School of Education, Teachers 

College, and the University of Pennsylvania School of Education at the close of the previous 

chapter. HGSE did not have a permanent dean and was in danger of shutting down, Teachers 

College had closed the last of its famous laboratory schools, and the relationship between the 

University of Pennsylvania’s central administration and the PennSE faculty had grown hostile. 

These ESEs had survived worse circumstances in the past, but the dawn of what some scholars 

refer to as “academia’s golden age,” roughly defined as 1946 to 1967, made it increasingly 

urgent for these institutions to better compete for students, faculty, and funding. Many 

Americans saw the superiority of U.S. science, engineering, and democracy as the critical factors 

that had won the war, and this enthusiasm for higher education led to exponential growth of 

college enrollment, faculty bodies, and public and private funding. The competition between 

institutions,253 fields,254 and faculty255 had already been fierce, but the postwar influx of 

resources meant that there was more to fight over, with the understanding that if one could not 
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254 For infighting between the social sciences during the Cold War Era, see:  Solovey, Mark. 2013. Shaky 
Foundations: the Politics-Patronage-Social Science Nexus in Cold War America. New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers 
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capture a significant share during this era of abundance, it would be almost impossible to catch 

up to more successful rivals.256 

The historical literature on elite schools of education during academia’s golden age 

presents it as a period when they either sought status in similar ways to academic social science 

departments by becoming more research-intensive or did not survive the ambitions of their 

universities. For example, in Ed School Clifford and Guthrie make the former argument by using 

the discontinuation of practitioner programs at Stanford’s Graduate School of Education and the 

growth of the research-oriented Department of Philosophy and the Social Sciences at Teachers 

College as evidence of ESEs mimicking disciplinary departments. They make the second 

argument by drawing attention to institutions like Duke University, where the leadership team 

saw the education program as a hindrance to their goal of joining the highest echelon of academe 

with the Ivy League, leading them to close it.257 In The Uncertain Profession, Powell argues that 

while HGSE’s flagship practitioner program, the Master of Art in Teaching, grew rapidly during 

this period, this was due to support from philanthropic organizations like the Ford Foundation, 

and not because of a renewed interest in training practitioners. Quite to the contrary, he finds that 

HGSE’s administration used revenue from the MAT program to fund research programs and 

abandoned the MAT once it was no longer financially advantageous to maintain. Powell argues 

that this supports the central thesis of his book: that the defining characteristic of ESEs is their 

instability, and that when given the opportunity, they will always choose to be more research-
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oriented than to train more practitioners.258 Similarly, in The Trouble with Ed Schools, David 

Labaree draws on both The Uncertain Profession and Ed School to make the case that the 

expansion of initial teacher training programs at elite ESEs was not evidence of their new 

commitment to practitioner training, but merely showed that the leadership of these institutions 

capitalized on market pressures exacerbated by the period’s teacher shortage, and then swung 

back towards prioritizing research when professional training was no longer lucrative.259 

These books convincingly demonstrate that many ESEs used similar strategies to other 

academic units to improve their relative status in the academic pecking order, but they overstate 

the impact that academic pressures had on institutional decision making and generalize from a 

few specific examples to ESEs writ large. This chapter shows that while prestige-seeking shaped 

the development of HGSE, PennSE, and TC during this period, and that increasing their research 

footprint was one way that they sought prestige, they varied in the amount of attention they gave 

to it. HGSE’s leadership certainly privileged research productivity over any of its other 

endeavors, but TC’s first concern was the strength of its practitioner programs for high-level 

education administrators and the PennSE faculty prioritized their work in local schools. 

Similar to Duke University and the University of Chicago, the central administration of 

the University of Pennsylvania hoped to use the chaos of academia’s golden age to acquire 

enough new capital to emerge from the fray in a position like that of Harvard, Yale, and 

Princeton.260 This included buying property by using Philadelphia’s city committees to displace 
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many West Philadelphia residents, hiring faculty with established research careers over those 

with strong regional influence, raising admissions standards, and rewriting policies to exclude 

part-time students.261 UPenn’s Presidents and Provosts also put enormous pressure on all 

constituent divisions to become more research-intensive during this period with considerable 

success, with the School of Education a notable exception. PennSE had an excellent reputation in 

the region, its faculty were highly involved in practitioner training and worked closely with 

Pennsylvanian school districts, and its initial teacher training program was widely considered to 

be among the best in the nation.262 Nonetheless, central administration saw PennSE’s 

professional programs as at odds with the trajectory of the University, and  therefore 

reputationally damaging. Penn Presidents appointed Deans with explicit instructions to turn 

PennSE into a research-oriented graduate school of education, but unlike the faculty at HGSE 

and StanfordGSE, those at PennSE fought bitterly to preserve the professional nature of the 

School. Because they had significant support from legislators and other powerful people in 

Pennsylvania, the battle was not as one-sided as one would expect, ultimately leading to the 

resignation of three consecutive PennSE Deans.263  

In their brief discussion of Teachers College during this period, Clifford and Guthrie 

point to how Lawrence Cremin, then the head of the Philosophy and Social Science department, 

had no practitioner experience, and the prominence of PhD students in this department was 

emblematic of the College’s research orientation. However, the historical record shows that 
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while this department became more research-oriented and trained students destined for faculty 

positions, only 39 of the 2,033 TC degrees conferred in 1962 were PhD degrees, and of the 17 

department heads, 12 had prior practitioner experience.264 Further, TC’s administration took 

steps to maintain the practitioner focus of their EdD programs and measured the success of these 

programs in part by the proportion that actually went into practice.265 There are many reasons 

why TC focused on its practitioner programs despite the growing importance of research in 

institutional reputations, including its existing relationships with external stakeholders and the 

inertia caused by the deeply rooted infrastructure of the practitioner divisions, but from a status-

seeking perspective, these programs were the best way to differentiate itself from its rivals. The 

ESEs at Harvard, Stanford, and the University of Chicago were prioritizing research programs, 

and it was unlikely that Teachers College could compete with them on this front while also 

maintaining its many practitioner programs, so it chose a different path to status. Instead of 

turning inwards into the dusty halls of academe, TC’s administration and faculty would train the 

nation’s education leaders to walk the corridors of power. These leaders needed to learn how to 

think, which required a strong liberal arts education heavy on theory and disciplinary knowledge. 

TC wanted its students and courses to be more like those at Columbia, but not to become more 
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academic as existing scholarship suggests, but to better legitimize the College’s practitioner 

programs. 

In addition to a reexamination of the relationship these ESEs had to their respective 

universities, this chapter briefly touches on how current scholarship does not adequately address 

how these institutions shaped one another. For example, because TC and PennGSE largely 

measured their relative success based on their practitioner programs, when HGSE’s Masters of 

Arts in Teaching program began gaining international attention, it posed a serious threat to their 

institutional identities. For GSEs like Teachers College and the University of Pennsylvania 

School of Education, regardless of HGSE’s underlying commitment to its MAT program, its 

continued existence and prominence represented a serious threat to their institutional identities. 

As discussed in previous chapters, TC and PennSE claimed moral superiority over their research-

oriented competitors, as they served actual practitioners despite reputational costs, while 

Harvard, Stanford, and the University of Chicago had abandoned educators in a failed attempt to 

gain the acceptance of academics. But if Harvard built an influential teacher training program, 

TC and PennSE’s claims fell apart, giving Harvard jurisdiction over a programmatic area that 

had long been how TC and PennSE differentiated themselves from other ESEs. To prevent this 

from happening, both TC and PennSE took on significant financial risk to raise the profile of 

their practitioner programs by recruiting more recent graduates of the top liberal arts colleges and 

by cutting their profitable part-time programs. They measured their relative success by 

comparing their practitioner programs against those at HGSE, which was only able to maintain 

its initial teacher training program with short-term grants from philanthropic organizations. 

When those grants dried up at the end of the 1960s, Harvard’s MAT was no longer financially 

sustainable, and while TC and PennSE no longer needed to compete with Harvard’s practitioner 
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programs, they had already shifted their priorities towards recruiting the most elite students, 

contributing to their own budget crises. 

From Success Story to Cautionary Tale: Practitioner Training at HGSE 

During Abbott Lawrence Lowell’s tenure as Harvard University president, when he 

thought to mention the Harvard Graduate School of Education at all, it was typically to criticize 

its weak research program, which he saw as a liability in his efforts to make Harvard the nation’s 

undisputed premiere research university. Under constant threat of closure, the HGSE 

administration scrambled to become more like the rest of Harvard by bringing in academics who 

were leaders in their respective fields, but made little progress in their campaign to appease 

Lowell. As a result, HGSE sought to strengthen its ranks by hiring more research faculty, 

prioritizing its graduate programs for aspiring education researchers, and limiting its involvement 

with schools and teachers.266 Because the survival of the institution depended on the goodwill of 

Harvard’s central administration, its relationship with the rest of Harvard came to define HGSE, 

and so it sought safety by developing a stronger research program. HGSE leadership measured 

success based on the academic work taking place at its closest rivals: Teachers College, the 

University of Chicago, and Stanford University.  

When Lowell retired from the Harvard presidency in 1933 his successor, James B. 

Conant, adopted a similar perspective on the purpose and relative place of HGSE. Conant was a 

respected chemist and prominent advocate for quantitative science and data-driven decision 

making, and he was often skeptical of fields that produced findings that were harder to verify.267 
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At times he was quite critical of the social sciences, and because the academic field of education 

was seen as one of the weakest in this unfortunate corner of academe, he was especially critical 

of HGSE’s programs.  

By the end of World War II, however, Conant’s perspective on the value of HGSE had 

changed considerably. He had come to believe that the rise of the Nazi regime was only possible 

because of its direct control over school curricula, and that the best way to prevent a similar fate 

in the United States was for leading higher education institutions to become more involved in 

American classrooms.268 It became one of Conant’s top priorities to make HGSE the place for 

elite students to learn how to be the classroom teachers who could reform American schools 

from within. Conant further believed that it would take someone extraordinary to make HGSE 

into such an institution, and that Francis T. Spaulding, who had been on leave from the deanship 

since 1942, was the right man to do it. However, Spaulding’s significant contributions to the war 

effort meant he was in high demand across the country, and his postwar return to the School was 

not guaranteed. In Spaulding‘s absence, acting Dean Philip Rulon had simultaneously alienated 

colleagues at HGSE with his authoritarian leadership style and antagonized potential 

collaborators in Harvard’s Faculty of Arts and Sciences by drawing hard boundaries between 

education research and other social science research.269 Conant worried that if Spaulding did not 

return, the tenuous relationships that HGSE had finally begun to build would crumble, and so he 

sought to make the choice to stay at Harvard as appealing as possible for Spaulding. Conant had 

already put a halt to some of Rulon’s most ambitious plans, especially Rulon’s proposed 

dismantling of initial teacher training programs, but Conant recognized that he would have to do 

 
268 Ibid. 

269 Powell, The Uncertain Profession. 231. 



   
 

113 

more than keep Spaulding’s favored programs on life support. Conant asked the members of the 

Harvard Corporation to allocate significant additional financial support for HGSE so that 

Harvard could convince Spaulding to stay, but the Corporation chose not to use University funds 

to save a dying professional school. As Conant predicted, Spaulding left Harvard in 1946 to 

serve as the commissioner of education and president of the University of the State of New 

York.270  

Dejected, Conant recruited Harvard’s Provost, Paul Buck, to help him find a suitable 

replacement for Spaulding, but nobody they approached would take the job. Why would a 

prominent social scientist want to lead a struggling professional school when the Corporation 

had already signaled it would not provide additional funding? Desperate to fill the position, Buck 

reluctantly put forward his prized 32-year-old protégé, Francis Keppel, as the last best option. 

Keppel did not have a degree beyond the Harvard A.B. and had never taught in a classroom, but 

he had proven he could get warring factions of the university to collaborate with one another, 

which was the quality Conant sought above all others in HGSE’s next Dean.271 During Rulon’s 

divisive tenure as acting Dean many of HGSE’s faculty had left or retired, and so when Keppel 

was officially named Dean of HGSE in 1948, the School only had five tenured faculty and three 

lecturers on term-appointments.272 HGSE was a shell of its former self, but its new Dean had 

allies across Harvard, and more importantly, he had the full support of Conant, one of the most 

influential American educationists of the 20th century. 
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The Boy Dean 

Soon after his appointment, Keppel enacted a strategy to turn around the failing School 

by prioritizing fundraising, hiring and retaining high-profile scholars, and raising the profile of 

HGSE’s research-oriented degree programs. Each aspect of his plan was mutually reinforcing, as 

full coffers attracted famous academics, which attracted high-achieving students, which was 

evidence of excellence that Keppel could show potential patrons. During his tenure as Dean, 

Keppel wrote hundreds of grant proposals to bolster HGSE's academic offerings, and he 

scheduled meetings all over the East Coast with prominent business executives to solicit their 

support.273 Over time as the School’s reputation improved, Keppel’s fundraising efforts became 

increasingly successful, but much of the money he raised came in the form of fixed-term 

projects, and HGSE became increasingly reliant on “soft money.” In both his correspondence 

and in his annual reports to the President, Keppel stressed that this approach was unsustainable, 

as the School was only able to stay afloat by continuously changing its priorities to match those 

of its benefactors, weakening its ability to build a lasting identity. The economic downturn that 

Keppel predicted did not happen during his tenure as Dean, making it a period when HGSE was 

able to add new initiatives with little regard for the additional cost of hiring more staff and 

faculty to run them. This institutional infrastructure was expensive to maintain, but despite 

Keppel’s warnings, HGSE grew haphazardly at an unprecedented rate during the 1950s and 

1960s. 

While there were inherent dangers to relying on short-term funding to survive, this 

money enabled Keppel to poach prominent social scientists from other elite institutions. In 
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addition to offering high salaries and significant support for research projects, he promised the 

scholars he convinced to come to HGSE considerably more autonomy than they had at their 

current institutions and worked with Conant to speed up the promotion process for star junior 

faculty. This strategy was tremendously successful, as it brought scholars like Robert R. Sears, 

the president-elect of the American Psychology Association to the School, and younger faculty 

that might have left for greener pastures stayed at HGSE after promotion.274 However, while 

these faculty brought prestige to the School, over time, many of them had increasingly tenuous 

connections to the field of education. Some critics questioned whether the growing cadre of 

developmental psychologists actually belonged in a school of education at all, or if they were 

merely psychologists taking advantage of HGSE’s need for the legitimacy they brought.275 

Conant and Buck could help Keppel raise money and recruit faculty, but there was no 

playbook on how to improve perceptions of an education program. Education had a dismal 

reputation as both a profession and academic field, and while other low status professional 

schools at Harvard, such as the Graduate School of Public Administration and the Harvard 

Business School, faced similar challenges, HGSE had fewer options to improve its status than 

other Harvard professional schools for two reasons. First, despite skepticism of many in 

Harvard’s disciplinary departments about the rigor of GSPA and HBS training, the graduates of 

these programs had significantly better job prospects than graduates of HGSE. Public 

administrators with a Harvard pedigree had opportunities to secure high-ranking government 

appointments, and HBS graduates often went into lucrative careers. In contrast, HGSE graduates 

were destined for a profession that was perceived as “women’s work” with few prospects outside 
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of K-12 schools.276 Second, and more importantly, Conant’s steadfast support of HGSE was 

predicated on his vision of Harvard-trained teachers reforming American education. This meant 

that to keep HGSE’s biggest advocate satisfied, Keppel needed to prioritize teacher-training 

programs, which were the most reputationally damaging parts of the School. Keppel, along with 

the senior faculty, decided that if they could not drop the teacher-training courses altogether, they 

could at least better separate them from the rest of the School. They enacted this plan through a 

series of policy changes that kept the teacher-training program intact but distinct from new 

research-oriented degrees. 

The Masters of Art In Teaching  

In 1949, a year into his tenure as Dean, Keppel took the first steps towards differentiating 

between teacher-training programs and the rest of HGSE by splitting the admissions committee 

in two, with one committee responsible for the AM and EdD applicants and the other for those 

applying to the MAT program.277 The MAT admissions committee had permission to lower the 

current standards for admission into the program, but just as importantly, HGSE’s Committee of 

Course Offerings also made the MAT more attractive to prospective students by reducing the 

number of required courses and course credits to graduate.278 Before these changes, there was an 

established degree program hierarchy at HGSE, but now the distinct admissions standards made 

this differentiation into a structural part of the institution, enabling the School’s leadership to 

further separate the MAT from the rest of the School. Keppel described the MAT and AM in 
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Education as “stepping stones” to the EdD, with unsuccessful EdD applicants redirected to the 

AM, and unsuccessful AM applicants redirected to the MAT.279 In this new system, teacher 

training was still an important part of HGSE’s mission and programming, but the rest of the 

institution was further protected from low-status applied training. 

Shortly after the structural separation of the MAT from the rest of the School, HGSE’s 

faculty voted to offer “more specialized and research oriented Master’s degrees” that emphasized 

psychometrics, statistics, and the sociology of education.280 The School now had a series of 

academic degrees that were well protected from the low-status MAT program, allowing Keppel 

to shift his focus to the MAT program without jeopardizing the rest of the School. After he 

secured a grant from the Ford Foundation to support the MAT in 1953, HGSE was able to hire 

staff to travel between the most prestigious liberal arts colleges to recruit the “missing elite” to 

join the teaching force, and to offer many of these prospective applicants generous financial aid 

packages to make the MAT more compelling.281 This initiative was tremendously successful, 

and by 1960, most students in HGSE’s MAT program came from well-known liberal arts 

colleges. From 1950 to 1960, the School’s full-time enrollment had quadrupled, the endowment 

had doubled, and admissions applications had grown tenfold.282 Conant and Keppel could be 
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proud of HGSE’s research program, but the MAT arguably garnered more national attention than 

the academic programs that Harvard’s administration and HGSE faculty favored.283 

Many HGSE faculty became increasingly uncomfortable with the disproportionate 

prominence of its practitioner programs, and so in 1965, aided by a $25,000 grant from the 

Carnegie Corporation, a new “11-man” Committee on the Graduate Study of Education 

conducted a study on how to reorganize the school’s curriculum and structure to make HGSE 

more academic. The final report of the Committee, written by Israel Scheffler, Professor of 

Education and Philosophy at HGSE, declared that because the science of education seemed to 

“rest on quicksand,” it was Harvard’s responsibility to conduct “varied and dispassionate studies 

of education” and to train “men and women with the qualities of mind necessary to carry on such 

work.”284 The foremost recommendation of the Committee was for greater emphasis on doctoral 

programs, arguing that “the School’s greatest energies for years have been on Master’s degree 

training... [but] the School’s greatest strength was in the provision for advanced training.”285 

Over the next several years, HGSE hired more research faculty, discontinued its programs for 

elementary school teachers, and increased the proportion of doctoral students to over 40% of the 

student body.286 

Further, HGSE faculty redesigned the MAT so that even the School’s most practitioner-

oriented degree would be more academic. In 1967 the MAT once again became a two-year 
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program, making it more expensive than other Boston-area teacher training programs, but as 

Theodore Sizer, head of the MAT program from 1960-1964 and Dean of HGSE from 1964-1972, 

explained in his annual report to the President of Harvard, this change was to HGSE’s long-term 

benefit. He argued that the MAT program “should not offer high-quality training to fit people to 

the existing order of things. It should instead encourage a style of inquiry and broad 

comprehension of educational issues that range well beyond the classroom.”287 He argued that 

this approach aligned with what Harvard MAT students wanted anyway, as many MAT 

graduates preferred jobs in  “curriculum development projects, regional education laboratories, 

supplementary education centers, and student teaching centers” over classroom teaching.288 

HGSE would train its students to be “agents of change” through theory-driven coursework, 

instead of only teaching them the technical skills that they would need to be successful 

classroom teachers.289 A 1968 faculty report echoed this rhetoric, explaining that because HGSE 

was part of a university that was a “powerhous[e] of speculation and discovery rather than [a] 

training center, we must be careful to protect this reputation.”290 For many HGSE faculty, it was 

important to be as closely aligned with the rest of Harvard as possible, not just in the doctoral 

programs, but in all of their degree programs. 

Many HGSE students, and especially MAT students, disagreed with the faculty’s 

portrayal of students as not interested in classroom teaching. In a series of meetings with faculty, 

they criticized the “irrelevance” of the MAT program and accused HGSE of being “bland, 
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remote, and unresponsive, part of a system... responsible for [American education’s] present 

troubles.”291 They also accused HGSE of being completely uninvolved in some of the most 

pressing issues of the day, such as urban education, as what little training they received was in 

suburban schools like those in Newton and Brookline.292 Many of the elite liberal arts college 

students who came to HGSE in the 1950s and early 1960s decided to enroll in the MAT because 

they were passionate about taking part in a larger education movement that would help address 

society’s many failings. During this period, the MAT was an immensely popular program, but a 

combination of the end of the teacher shortage of the 1950s and the faculty decision to return to 

the more academically oriented two-year MAT model drove prospective students away, and the 

number of MAT students dwindled. The teacher-training program that had struck fear into 

competing education schools was no longer a threat, but the damage had been done, and when 

Harvard’s MAT program closed in 1973, practitioner programs at other ESEs were still focused 

on recruiting high-performing liberal arts college students into their increasingly theory-driven 

classrooms. 

Teachers College: Training Future Education Leaders  

Unlike HGSE, which initially limped into the postwar period with a handful of faculty 

and fewer than 300 students, in 1945 Teachers College had almost 200 faculty, over 8,000 

students enrolled in its degree programs, and another 8,000 taking part in its summer session 

courses.36 Where HGSE had to adapt to the desires of Harvard’s central administration, Teachers 

College had a well-established infrastructure that played a role in determining its priorities. TC’s 
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existing programs and commitments meant that it had opportunities to seek prestige in ways 

unavailable to HGSE, such as its successful professional programs, but these opportunities also 

limited the proportion of TC’s resources that could be used for pure research purposes. As the 

historical literature suggests, TC hired more research faculty, opened more research centers, and 

enrolled more students in academically oriented degree programs during this period, but these 

were small changes compared to the dramatic evolution of the TC’s practitioner programs.293 

Due to the structures in place at TC, its reputation depended on its ability to train the future 

leaders of the American education sector, making it imperative for the school to improve 

perceptions of the quality of its student body and to develop a curriculum rigorous enough to 

claim that TC had professionalized the field of education. 

TC's prioritization of recruiting high achieving students can be explained by one of the 

central tautologies of American higher education: a prestigious program draws the best students, 

and the best students compete for admission to the most prestigious programs. If Teachers 

College students had pedigrees worthy of admission to top medical schools, law schools, and 

PhD programs, it would be evidence that Teachers College practitioner programs were 

competitive, and therefore high status. While still far away from attaining this lofty goal, 

Teachers College was indeed better positioned than its peers to enroll the highest achieving 

future education practitioners through the 1940s. Therefore, if any ESE could close the prestige 

gap between graduate schools of education and other professional schools, it would be TC; it 

followed that if education eventually became a more respected field, TC would benefit the most 

from the resulting influx of high achieving students. However, this logic only held true if TC 
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continued to have the most attractive programs for aspiring practitioners, and with the help of 

disproportionately large grants from the Ford Foundation, HGSE’s MAT program was suddenly 

recruiting many of the star students that may have otherwise gone to TC. The Ford Foundation 

also made several grants to support initial teacher training at Columbia, but the bulk of this 

funding went to Barnard College and not to TC.294 This left TC with three options to raise the 

academic profile of its student body: heavily invest in its doctoral practitioner programs, find 

alternative ways to recruit high performing recent college graduates, or cut its least prestigious 

programs. Ultimately, TC’s administration opted to do all three by expanding and redesigning its 

doctoral degrees, developing an MAT degree only available to Columbia and Barnard 

undergraduate students, and discontinuing its bachelor’s in nursing, one of its largest and most 

profitable programs. 

Excellence in Leadership: Professional Programs as Status 

As HGSE and the Stanford Graduate School of Education became more prominent after 

World War II, TC’s leadership increasingly presented the College as a lone holdout against the 

academic turn in the field of education. In 1954, his first year as President of Teachers College, 

Hollis Caswell wrote in a memorandum to TC’s faculty that as President he would continue to 

fight the “hard battles” that his predecessors had “fought in the old days to remain free from 

academic domination.”295 The College’s top priority had to be high quality professional 

education, regardless of pressure from academic colleagues to become more scholarly and the 

temptation to only provide enough training to meet the increasingly lax professional standards 
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for classroom teachers. Further, Caswell argued that despite the priorities of other academics, 

including those at some of the leading graduate schools of education, the most important 

questions about the future direction of Teachers College were not about the proper balance 

between research and practice, but rather what professional preparation the College should offer 

and what this preparation should look like. At TC, the goal was still to provide students with a 

research-oriented liberal arts education, but instead of building a closer relationship with 

Columbia and retreating into the ivory tower, TC would share its expertise with the rest of the 

world. Its students would go on to lead other education institutions in varied roles, including as 

superintendents, principals, faculty specializing in teacher-training, and the members of 

municipal school boards. As to what this leadership training should look like, Caswell believed 

that the College needed to offer initial training programs for those that aspired to these positions, 

but just as importantly, TC needed to develop in-service programs to encourage a lifelong 

professionalization process.296  

Caswell claimed that Teachers College offered excellent in-service and professional 

development courses to classroom teachers, but there were few equivalent programs for the most 

important roles in education. He took pride in the excellent job TC did in preparing education 

faculty for work in schools of education and noted that it did so “to a much greater extent than 

any other institution,” but he worried that once these students received their Teachers College 

diplomas, they received no further training.297 Just as a doctor needed to stay abreast of best 

practices once they entered “the field,” education faculty needed to continuously adjust their 
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teaching to account for new knowledge in the field of education.298 In contrast to the hard-won 

expertise of the education professoriate, many principals and superintendents received little 

training for these jobs, as they were often promoted from “within the ranks” of classroom 

teachers. Caswell acknowledged that this subset of education administrators may have 

distinguished themselves in the classroom, but he believed that they were likely unprepared for 

their critical role. Where TC could offer education faculty professional development similar to 

that of medical professionals, the many principals and superintendents who had no prior 

executive experience would need more in-depth training. Caswell envisioned adding a new suite 

of professional development programs for these administrators in addition to TC’s existing Ed.D. 

programs for aspiring principals and superintendents. This would be a heavy lift, but it was still 

less ambitious than his proposal that a faculty committee create an entirely new form of training 

for the “lay leaders” of “various types of education, welfare, and health agencies” that played an 

outsized role in education-related decision making.299 Caswell argued that during a time of 

significant anti-intellectualism and skepticism about the quality of American schools, educators 

needed allies in high places, and TC could provide these allies with the information and training 

they needed to lead and advocate effectively.  

In this memo Caswell made three strategic moves. First, he presented Teachers College 

as a service-oriented institution that had always resisted the temptation to betray its purpose to 

gain academic prestige. Second, he positioned himself as the next champion in the war for TC’s 

aforementioned long-standing service mission. Third, Caswell drew a distinction between 

professional training at TC and professional training at nearby regional institutions like Hofstra 
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University and the City University of New York. Other institutions could train rank-and-file 

classroom teachers, but as the leading graduate school of education in the region, Teachers 

College had a responsibility to train not just practitioners but also education leaders. In 

articulating this narrative, Caswell made a set of strategic moves that situated TC above the petty 

academic squabbles of Harvard and Stanford and enabled a status claim on the basis of 

practitioner training, and especially the application of research to practice. 

There is thematic continuity in Caswell’s argument and those of his predecessors, as 

James Russell used a similar line of reasoning to defend the College’s vocational programs in the 

1920s; a focus on training leadership was even the basis of the College’s legal defense for the 

closure of Horace Mann School in the 1940s.300 But were these merely words or did they 

translate into actual policy? Did TC truly fight “hard battles” against academic domination? The 

Teachers College archives provide plenty of evidence that suggests that under Caswell’s 

leadership, TC lost these battles or perhaps barely fought them at all, including the growing 

proportion of the College’s resources going to research groups, the hiring of tenure-track 

academic faculty, and research-oriented doctoral programs.  Further, Caswell’s successor, John 

Fischer, President of TC from 1962-1974, used much of his 1963 annual report to argue that 

“research and scholarship must have priority” in graduate schools.301 However, this was also a 

period when TC’s practitioner programs grew at an even faster rate than its research programs, 

and both Caswell and Fischer worked to preserve the professional orientation of TC’s EdD 

programs. Unlike HGSE, where the increasingly academic curriculum created “stepping stones” 

for the best students to enter its research programs, at TC most EdD students were not preparing 
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to enter academe.302 Academic status was still important at TC, but it often manifested in the 

form of concern about the perceived quality of its student practitioners, rather than the College’s 

research output. 

Making Teachers College Students Into “Machine Tools” 

During the postwar period TC’s top priority remained preparing doctoral students for 

leadership roles, but the majority of its student body was enrolled in teacher training programs, 

which were increasingly under threat due to the massive Ford Foundation grants given to its 

closest rivals. From 1952 to 1959, the Ford Foundation awarded a total of approximately 

$15,500,000 to support MAT programs at 19 institutions, with the three largest grants going to 

Harvard ($2.8 million), the University of Chicago ($2.4 million), and Stanford ($900,000).303 

Much of this money went to recruiting recent graduates of elite liberal arts colleges. In contrast, 

during the 1958-1959 academic year, the Teachers College recruitment office had a total budget 

of $17,500, leaving it completely unable to offer scholarships and financial aid.304 For decades, 

HGSE had been a Boston area institution, with the majority of its students enrolled part-time and 

living and working nearby, but after the dramatic increase in funding for HGSE’s MAT program, 

TC’s initial teacher training programs were in danger of becoming of limited interest beyond the 

NYC metropolitan area. As the proportion of part-time students at HGSE, Stanford, and 

UChicago shrank, TC faculty became increasingly concerned with the College’s majority part-
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time student body. However, in more public speeches and documents, this state of affairs was 

downplayed. For example, in Caswell’s last annual report as the President of Teachers College in 

1961, he claimed that while much attention was heaped on the ESEs that were making new 

inroads in enrolling elite students, TC had always done an excellent job recruiting liberal arts 

graduates with “more than 4,000 liberal arts graduates completing programs in teacher 

preparation in Teachers College between 1950 and 1960,” further adding that he was himself a 

graduate of a liberal arts college who came to TC.305 

Desperate for better ways to recruit more elite college students, TC began to explore 

taking over Barnard’s experimental MAT program and extending it to Columbia students.306  TC 

could not compete for elite students further afield, but with a new teacher training program 

distinct from the College’s other offerings, TC would have an alternative way to bring elite 

students into a full-time program. However, Phil Lange, the coordinator of student teaching at 

TC, warned President Fischer that if the proposed program were to go forward, the 

administration needed to be careful about how they publicized it. Internal discussions described 

the MAT as subjecting students to the  “very highest quality screening,” but if this is how it was 

described to students and potential employers, it would imply that TC’s other teacher training 

programs did not have high standards.307 After a series of negotiations between TC, Barnard, and 

Columbia, the MAT program moved to Teachers College by academic year 1967-68, but it 
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maintained only a tiny presence at the School, a symbol of prestige more than a meaningful 

change in the makeup of the student body.308 

Without significant external funding, TC had little hope of competing with Harvard’s 

MAT program for the most elite students and it was also losing many students to cheaper nearby 

programs at Hofstra and CUNY. Nonetheless, the school still had an advantage in the size, 

scope, and reputation of its masters programs for experienced teachers and its EdD programs for 

leadership positions in the profession. In a 1964 planning document, Lawrence Cremin, faculty 

member at Teachers College from 1949-1990 and its President from 1974-1984, outlined how 

TC should position itself to make the most of its current circumstances. He argued that as 

HGSE’s MAT grew and regional universities expanded their initial teacher training programs, 

TC had a special responsibility to shift away from pre-service programs and to instead prepare 

the future master teachers, education faculty, school executives, and education policymakers. He 

went on to cite Frank Chase, Dean of the Graduate School of Education at the University of 

Chicago from 1958-1964, by referring to these leaders as “machine tools.”309 Before the 

invention of machine tools in the late 18th century, complex machinery like steam engines and 

textile looms were difficult to build and often broke down, as each component needed to be cast 

and then further shaped by hand. In contrast, machine tools could create these components with 

such precision that they were interchangeable with one another, enabling an industrial revolution 

that changed the very fabric of society. An educational revolution would require its own machine 
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tools to create interchangeable parts, but instead of producing gears, cogs, and cylinders, the 

machine tools built at Teachers College would produce superintendents, teachers, and 

policymakers. Implicit in this argument is that through a systematized standardization process, it 

would be possible for TC graduates to provide universally applicable practitioner training. 

According to Cremin, it was essential that TC’s machine tools enroll high-caliber, full-time 

students “not only for enhancing the intellectual development we associate with advanced 

professional education, but also for fostering the social commitment that must go hand in hand 

with that intellectual development.”310 

This was a compelling justification for an increased focus on full-time programs, but 

Cremin spent the rest of this document not on the educational benefits of a full-time program, but 

on the reputational damage TC would incur if it failed to become a predominantly full-time 

institution. He wrote that if the proportion of part-time students remained as high as it was in 

1964, TC would lose “its attractiveness to leading scholars in the field of education and to the 

best students in the field of education, and soon [would] become a regional institution.”311 To 

illustrate how desperately TC needed to change its programming to attract better faculty and 

students, Cremin presented data that showed the College was “unquestionably in an inferior 

position vis-a-vis Chicago, Harvard, and Stanford with respect to full-time enrollment.“ This 

included a table showing the proportion of full-time students at these institutions in 1960. At 

Chicago close to 100% of students attended full-time, at Harvard 62%, and at Stanford 47%. At 

Teachers College, just 21% of the student body attended full-time in 1960.312 
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In addition to trying to make TC’s student body more like that of the most prestigious 

professions and disciplines, TC’s administration and faculty attempted to create a unique claim 

to what Steven Brint refers to in his book In an Age of Experts as “expert knowledge.” Brint 

argues that high status professions, such as medicine and law, have monopolies on “broad and 

complex forms of knowledge, whose application requires sensitivity and judgment.”313 He 

argues that for a professional to have a respected “knowledge-based authority,” they need to be 

trusted to apply their expertise to a wide variety of issues, and their expertise needs to be 

complex enough that those outside the profession believe that it requires significant advanced 

training to acquire. For example, a student who earns a PhD in a disciplinary department can 

claim to have knowledge-based authority because of the amount of time and effort it takes to 

learn the skills required to produce work that contributes to an academic field. This particular 

path to expert knowledge was unavailable to Teachers College, as their students could not claim 

the same level of expertise in a discipline as a student trained in a disciplinary department 

without raising questions about why TC should offer these programs. Instead, EdD students 

needed a professional education that taught them a way of thinking and problem solving only 

attainable through rigorous study. In the words of a 1964 faculty committee report, the 

curriculum needed to teach students how to apply both practical and academic knowledge “to the 

analysis of situations,” which required applied experience, a broad liberal arts education, and 

"preparation of some depth in one or more scholarly disciplines.”314  TC faculty had long argued 

that the College’s close connections with practitioners enabled a greater positive impact than 

 
313 Brint, Steven G., and Project Muse. 1994. In an Age of Experts: the Changing Role of Professionals in Politics 
and Public Life. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press. 

314 Rines, Alice R. Fifth Annual Report for the Subcommittee on the Ed. D in College Teaching of an Academic 
Subject, 1966. 



   
 

131 

research conducted at Harvard, Stanford, and UChicago, but this was only true if these 

relationships were with leaders out of reach to other professionally oriented education schools. 

The admissions standards for TC’s EdD students were higher than those at less-selective 

universities, but if they were trained in the same way for the same positions, they were merely 

the best and brightest in a profession that no self-respecting academic would want to be 

associated with. Therefore, TC needed its doctoral programs to have curricula that distinguished 

them from other GSEs. 

The most prominent narratives about ESEs point to the increasingly disciplinary curricula 

at institutions like TC during academia’s golden age as evidence of their abandonment of 

professionals. But at TC, this move was not a retreat deeper into the ivory tower; it was an 

attempt to make education administrators into more highly respected professionals. If TC’s 

faculty and administration had sought to academicize these programs, they would have followed 

HGSE in de-emphasizing EdDs preparing students for administrative positions in favor of 

programs that prepared them for education research. Instead, they took steps to only admit 

students who were truly planning to go into practice after graduation. In the words of one 

unnamed faculty member, they needed to protect the EdD from becoming a “consolation prize” 

for students who wanted a PhD but were not admitted to a disciplinary department. The faculty 

did this by changing the final product of the degree from a dissertation to a more practice-

oriented project, creating more opportunities for EdD students to work in “field situations,” and 

creating clearer boundaries between the PhD course requirements and those of the EdD.315 They 

wanted TC students to be the intellectual equals of their peers at Columbia, and while there was 
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overlap between the content and pedagogy of instruction at TC and Columbia, TC would 

primarily prepare professionals. 

Status Through Professional Training 

While there needed to be clear boundaries between Teachers College’s practice (EdD) 

and research (PhD) doctoral degrees, the College’s fraught relationship with Columbia meant 

that it also needed to differentiate its PhD in Education from Columbia University PhDs. Several 

times over the course of the 1960s, Columbia’s Faculty of Arts and Sciences admonished TC for 

making its PhD in Education too similar to the research degrees of the disciplinary departments. 

FAS faculty argued that when Columbia agreed to let TC award the PhD it had been with the 

understanding that these students would conduct research related to education subjects, but many 

of TC’s most recent PhD dissertations were disciplinary in nature, such as those titled “Some 

Aspects of Symmetry in Mathematics" and “Vietnamese Cultural Patterns and Values as 

Expressed in Proverbs.”316 A TC PhD student in the math education program was expected to 

produce research on the teaching and learning of math, not on mathematical theory itself.317 The 

Columbia faculty made it clear that if TC could not keep its PhD students focused on education, 

it risked losing the ability to award the PhD altogether. The PhD in Education was only a small 

part of TC’s offerings (in 1962, just 39 of the 2,033 TC degrees conferred were PhDs), but it had 

significant symbolic value, as it proved that the College could produce true scholars when it 

chose to, suggesting that its other programs were not lesser than those of academic disciplines; 
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they were merely different.318 In Ed School, Clifford and Guthrie use the growth of TC’s PhD 

programs as evidence of ESEs reaching to be as academic as possible at the cost of losing their 

relevance to education practitioners. This perspective overlooks how the PhD was important for 

TC to maintain, but it was not the driving priority of its faculty. The TC department heads 

wanted the College to have a stronger research reputation, and to teach students who had 

distinguished themselves academically, but the majority of them had been practitioners 

themselves, and they wanted their students, including their doctoral students, to also be 

practitioners.  

However, the practitioners that they wanted to teach were the future leaders, not the rank 

and file, and some of the College’s largest programs were for those that would enter schools and 

hospitals in entry-level positions in teaching and nursing. These students were generally students 

without undergraduate degrees, graduates from less prestigious institutions, and students who 

could not afford to attend full-time. During the 1960s, Teachers College did not have the funding 

to compete with HGSE for the most elite liberal arts college students, but because of its large 

tuition revenue it was still in a relatively strong financial position. This presented a different 

opportunity: TC could afford to reduce the proportion of students that prepared for lower prestige 

positions, despite the large tuition revenue that came from these programs. This change was 

made partly through policy changes, such as reducing evening courses and ending courses on the 

weekends, but the College administration also made more dramatic cuts to further prioritize 

degrees for future leaders. In 1962, long after many of TC’s peers had closed their undergraduate 

programs, it still had 700 undergraduate students, 493 of whom were enrolled in the Bachelor's 
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of Science in Nursing.319 Cutting this one program would considerably raise the average 

academic accolades of TC students, but to do so would also curtail many of the College’s 

research ambitions as it was a “cash cow” that helped defray the cost of more expensive 

programs. As one anonymous faculty member argued in a 1962 meeting about the future of 

undergraduate education at TC, considering that “in recent years the income from the 

considerable number of nursing education undergraduates has been an important factor in the 

College program generally” and so instead of cutting the program, it should “enlarg[e] the base 

of such support” to “insure larger resources for graduate programs.”320 This faculty member did 

not want to expand this program because it served an important role in the nursing profession 

nationwide, but because it would enable the College to pursue its other ambitions. This was in 

many ways a compelling proposition, as the infrastructure for the program already existed, and it 

remained massively popular, but ultimately the faculty voted to stop offering the BS in Nursing 

the following year.321 

The ambitions of the Teachers College faculty played a role in the growth of its research 

programs, the increasingly academic curricula, and the reduction in part-time and undergraduate 

students. But these ambitions differed in meaningful ways from those of the faculty at HGSE. A 

combination of the College’s existing programs, a senior faculty made up of current and former 

practitioners, its relationships with schools and education leaders, and its advantage in filling the 

“machine tool” niche in the ESE landscape meant that it benefited more from producing high 

profile practitioners than becoming more like a disciplinary department. 
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Deepening Tensions at UPenn 

Despite the best efforts of the faculty and administration of the University of 

Pennsylvania, for the first half of the 20th century it lagged far behind its aspirational peers. Most 

of its students came from the Philadelphia region and studied part-time, with a small quadrangle 

of dorms providing the only residential space available to students.322 The University took pride 

in being an urban institution, but unlike other elite urban institutions, its physical footprint 

prevented it from building high walls like those that protected Harvard and Yale from their 

neighbors. Its space constraints were so dire, in fact, that between 1930 and 1950, only one new 

building was constructed on campus.323  

When Martin Meyerson, president of UPenn from 1970-1981, first arrived on campus in 

1952, he found that because the campus was bifurcated by a highway it was “choked with traffic 

and crowded with noisily distracting commercial uses.”324 To rectify this, allies of the University 

gained roles on the city’s powerful Philadelphia City Planning Commission, enabling them to 

rezone the area around the University to suit its purposes and to evict residents, the majority of 

whom were Black, from neighboring “slums” so that UPenn could expand its physical plant.325 

This led directly to the rerouting of the highway around Penn so that Locust Street, the main 

thoroughfare on campus, could be pedestrianized, which also allowed the University to build 
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more instructional and residential space for its students.326 However, it was not enough to merely 

resemble a  “traditional” college campus; the University still needed to prioritize the work that 

distinguished elite institutions from their regional counterparts by hiring prominent academic 

researchers and filling its undergraduate programs with the highest achieving students possible. 

Under these conditions, in the 1950s and 1960s the University’s central administration 

put increasing pressure on its constituent schools and departments to raise admissions standards, 

enroll more students full-time, and cut courses that were less research-intensive or that focused 

on technical skills. Most areas of the institution were receptive to these changes, but the faculty 

of the School of Education stubbornly refused to prioritize research over the work they did with 

Pennsylvania schools, or to make their teacher training programs less practice oriented.327 In 

1954, Penn‘s Faculty of Arts and Sciences attempted to seize control of PennSE’s secondary 

school teacher training programs in part to make them more academic, but also because these 

programs were profitable and could help offset the costs of improving FAS departments. The 

PennSE faculty vehemently opposed this proposed change, and in response, provided three 

reasons why removing the secondary education teacher training programs from the School would 

be a disservice to students, the university, and the state of Pennsylvania.  

First, PennSE faculty argued, a recent external review of the School’s initial teacher 

training program reported that it was among the best, if not the best teacher preparation program 

in the country. While other schools of education could not meet the academic standards expected 

of university programs, this was not the case at Penn, where undergraduate education students 
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had to major in an academic subject in addition to education, so when they entered the 

classroom, they had an excellent liberal arts background.328 Therefore, the PennSE faculty 

argued, to move students fully into the College or the College for Women would be a disservice 

to students, as doing so would not provide them with a better liberal arts education; it would rob 

them of the practical experience that only the School of Education faculty could provide.329 They 

also argued that even if what members of FAS said was true and students preferred to be enrolled 

in one of the Colleges “on the basis of an assumption that one school or department may have 

more prestige than another,” this was not a good enough reason to dismantle one of the best 

teacher training programs in the country.330  

The faculty’s second objection was that the Colleges only wanted to assume 

responsibility for secondary school teacher training while leaving elementary education to the 

School of Education. It would be one thing if the School of Education became a solely graduate 

professional school, but the Colleges only wanted to take responsibility for the programs that 

required more disciplinary training, suggesting their true intentions were to take the more 

prestigious programs because it was best for the Colleges, not for the students.331 And finally, the 

faculty argued, much of the funding for initial teacher training came from the state of 

Pennsylvania, and while  “the University ha[d] serious financial problems,” raiding the portion  
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“allotted to the School of Education” would reduce the services that the University could provide 

to Pennsylvania’s public schools.332 

PennSE as a Bridge Between Academics and Practitioners 

PennSE managed to temporarily fend off FAS’s attempts to absorb the undergraduate 

education programs, but this battle further worsened the antagonistic relationship between FAS 

and PennSE. While the rest of the University had become more research-oriented in the 

aftermath of World War II, PennSE faculty focused more on their research and teaching in 

Pennsylvanian schools and not on publishing scholarly research.  

E. Duncan Grizzell, Dean of PennSE from 1948-1956, was representative of the issues 

that the central administration had with the School. After working as a teacher, Grizzell began 

his career at Penn teaching pedagogical courses in the secondary education program, despite not 

himself holding an advanced degree. He earned both his Masters and PhD degrees from PennSE 

while working as an instructor, became an assistant professor shortly after finishing his PhD in 

1922, and then spent much of his career working as a teacher educator. Other than the book 

version of his thesis, his only publications were textbooks on teaching in secondary schools, not 

in an academic subject as would be expected by a faculty member in FAS.333  

When Dean Grizzell stepped down in 1956, the University’s central administration saw 

an opportunity to change the direction of the School by appointing a Dean with a proven record 

of scholarship. When PennSE’s faculty recommended William Arnold, a professor of education 

administration at PennSE, the University’s leadership approved of their nomination, and 
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President Harnwell appointed him Dean in 1956. While the central administration saw Arnold as 

a scholar because of his many academic publications and his reputation as a “national authority 

on school finance and taxes, especially in the areas of school planning and school plan research,” 

his vision for the School more closely matched that of his colleagues at PennSE who nominated 

him than the President who appointed him.334  

Like Harnwell, Arnold wanted the School to have a national presence in the academic 

field of education, but his priority was to train education leaders who could be “a kind of bridge 

between frequently divergent ideals and practices of academic personnel and public school 

teachers and administrators.”335 He hoped to make PennSE serve as “an interpreter to each of the 

parties of the philosophy of the other” as “men who are able to lead... must be able to sympathize 

with both points of view.” Like many PennSE faculty, he had made a career positioning himself 

as a mediator between academics and practitioners, drawing on his experience as a faculty 

member and his time as a high school history teacher, a principal, and a teacher educator.  

Perhaps unsurprisingly, during Arnold’s tenure PennSE’s research programs continued 

much as they had before, remaining largely focused on local problems. One such program was 

the Suburban School Study, which brought Penn students and faculty into 33 public school 

districts, with each district paying approximately $10,000 a year to cover the cost of bespoke 

research studies on their most pressing concerns.336 During his Deanship, PennSE also served as 

a meeting place for the 125 chief school administrators from the four counties surrounding 

Philadelphia to come together and discuss ongoing issues. In addition to these and other research 
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and service programs in Pennsylvania, the School enrolled approximately 430 undergraduate 

students (~50% full-time) and 450 graduate students (~10% full-time), operated an elementary 

school, and offered training programs for teachers and administrators in other states.337 In short, 

Arnold’s PennSE had well-respected professional programs and was highly involved in 

addressing regional education issues, but Penn’s central administration believed it contributed 

little to the academic field of education.338 

The University’s central administration felt that Arnold was not doing enough to change 

the trajectory of PennSE, and that under his leadership it continued to promote an unscientific 

and highly localized agenda, further jeopardizing the entire University’s reputation. To combat 

this, it repeatedly tried to make the PennSE more academic and selective by hiring more 

research-oriented faculty, raising tuition (which drove down enrollment), and through multiple 

attempts to move the undergraduate programs into the College. In a series of 1958 memos, 

PennSE faculty attempted to address all of these issues, at times defending the rigor of their 

programs by pointing to the proportion of their courses taught by faculty in College academic 

departments (75% for elementary school teachers and 85% for secondary school teachers), and at 

others accusing the University of abandoning its service mission to chase prestige.339  In one 

particularly scathing progress report, the faculty claimed that the University had “absorbed the 

special appropriation by the State” that had been earmarked for PennSE to train teachers and 

“slowly but surely starved” the School.340  
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Over the objections of the PennSE faculty, in 1961 the Colleges finally took control of 

PennSE’s undergraduate programs for the preprofessional preparation of teachers for elementary 

and secondary schools. PennSE was now officially PennGSE, as it enrolled only graduate 

students, making it much less profitable and more reliant on funding from University coffers. As 

predicted by PennSE faculty during the 1950s, once the undergraduate programs moved into the 

Colleges, student complaints about how their coursework did not prepare them for classroom 

teaching increased dramatically, and the once popular programs shrank considerably.341 Further, 

FAS discontinued PennSE’s degree for elementary school teachers, which only a few years 

before had been named an exemplar of what this type of training should be, on the grounds that 

elementary school teaching was not academic enough for an elite research institution.342  

In the aftermath of undergraduate teacher training becoming the purview of FAS, the 

PennGSE faculty continued to voice their displeasure not only with that decision, but with the 

overarching plans for the future of education at the University of Pennsylvania. In 1962, the 

President Gaylord Harnwell and Provost David Goddard shared a preliminary draft of the 

Integrated Development Plan for the University with faculty, with the understanding that the 

document was a “blueprint for the growth of the University during the next decade.”343 The plan 

called for PennGSE to place more emphasis on the scholarly study of education and that “less 

emphasis be given to the vocational preparation in certain areas of education.”344 In a response 

unanimously approved by the PennGSE faculty, Dean Arnold raised concerns with the 
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recommendations put forward in the Plan, as students still needed the competencies that enabled 

them to “fill specialized positions in the field of education.”345  

Within the year, Dean Arnold resigned from his position and returned to the faculty, 

likely at the request of the central administration.346 In his last annual report to the President, 

Arnold emphasized that despite losing the undergraduate programs, PennGSE still trained 

teachers to enter Pennsylvania schools through a new Masters of Science in Education program 

for “liberal arts graduates who have had no previous preparation for teaching.” The program had 

moderate success bringing students to PennGSE, because it prepared them to be professionals 

and not academics, as they were paid the “salary of full-time substitute teachers” and their 

coursework accounted for their teaching schedules.347 Arnold also pushed back against 

perceptions of the GSE as too practice oriented, pointing to how the doctoral programs placed a 

“much greater emphasis on related courses in various disciplines” than they did in the early 

1950s, and to the large growth in faculty research projects. His parting words were a refutation of 

the issues the central administration raised about PennGSE, but judging from the decisions in the 

wake of his ouster, they were not enough to change perceptions of the School. 

Dean Viteles and the Mission to Redefine PennSE 

After Arnold’s resignation, the PennGSE faculty were once again instructed to provide a 

list of potential candidates for the Deanship. This time, the University’s leadership explicitly told 

them that “the first and most important requirement” for the new Dean was that he “should be an 
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outstanding scholar... [whose] central concern [should be] the advancement of scholarship.”348 

The PennGSE faculty took this under advisement, but when they presented their list of men 

qualified to be Arnold’s replacement, the central administration rejected every candidate on the 

list and chose to instead appoint Morris S. Viteles, a professor in the psychology department, as 

acting Dean.349 Just as Dean Francis Keppel was President James Conant’s inside man at the 

Harvard Graduate School of Education, Viteles was Harnwell’s at PennGSE. Unlike Keppel, 

however, Viteles was not appointed to build or repair relationships, but to rein in the rebellious 

education faculty and make the GSE more academic, whether they liked it or not.350  

In the 1963-1964 PennGSE annual report, the first written by Viteles, he presented 

himself as a break from the past as he was first and foremost a scholar, unlike the School’s 

previous practitioner-oriented Deans.351 He drew the most direct comparisons between his first 

year in office to Arnold’s tenure despite never mentioning Arnold by name, only referring to his 

Deanship as “the past seven years.” Viteles lamented that during this period “for various reasons, 

little was done to implement” policies that would raise the status of PennGSE by making it more 

academic and selective. Further, he claimed that there were “in fact, indications that participation 

in research was discouraged to some degree, as interfering in one way or another with what was 

considered the main task of helping students develop proficiency in the art of teaching.”352 He 
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also raised issue with the graduate students admitted prior to his arrival, complaining that they 

were  “mediocre or even at a lower level from the viewpoint of intellectual qualities, scholarly 

achievement in lower schools, and motivation to learn.” Viteles wrote in the third person about 

what the “Acting Dean” had already done to strengthen PennGSE, including “staff appointments, 

modification of admission standards, [and] freshening of the intellectual climate,” all of which 

were changes that would be valuable to  “any first-class dean, regardless of the specific nature of 

his educational philosophy and his views on curriculum.” Viteles acknowledged that some of the 

Acting Dean’s decisions may have led to complications for his successor but that  “this danger 

[had] been eliminated by the agreement of the Acting Dean to continue as administrator of the 

Graduate School of Education.”353 In this document, Viteles makes the case that President 

Harnwell and Provost Goddard were wise to promote him from Acting Dean to Dean in 1964, as 

only a scholar could transform the GSE from an academic backwater into a graduate professional 

school worthy of inclusion in a top research university. 

These were bold claims, and put immense pressure on Viteles to quickly provide 

evidence of the School’s improving condition under his watch. When he first came to PennGSE, 

one consistent concern raised by the central administration was that the faculty were  “overly 

oriented to community service” and spent too much time “put[ting] out fires” in Pennsylvania’s 

K-12 schools.354 To correct this, Viteles convinced the central administration to reduce the 

teaching loads of PennGSE faculty so they could spend more time conducting research, revised 

tenure requirements to emphasize research over teaching, and attempted to close programs that 

he felt were distracting PennGSE faculty from more meaningful work. For example, many GSE 
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faculty were highly involved in training programs that took them out of Philadelphia, such as the 

vocational teacher education programs in population centers like Allentown and Scranton.355 

Previous PennGSE Deans had highlighted these programs to show that the School  provided 

value to the people of Pennsylvania, an argument that was especially convincing because the 

state government enthusiastically paid for these programs. In contrast, Viteles believed that this 

state support was another strike against these programs, as it suggested that they had local but 

not national value. For Viteles, the closure of some of the School’s largest practitioner programs, 

both in Philadelphia and further afield, had the added benefit of reducing the proportion of part-

time professional students at the School, but this only made PennGSE more research-oriented by 

subtraction, not by substitution. As a result, although Viteles could claim that during his tenure 

the proportion of full-time students at the School increased from 12% to 24% of the student 

body, this was because the student body had shrunk from 969 students in 1962 to 546 students in 

1966, a 44% reduction in size.356 

Even with the support of the University leadership, Viteles was unable to enact the 

sweeping reforms that he had promised when he first came to PennGSE. Four years into his 

Deanship, the faculty were still more dedicated to their work with local schools and the training 

of teachers and administrators than they were to their scholarship, and students consistently 

expressed that they wanted more practical training than they received in the undergraduate 

education program.357 Further, an external review of the undergraduate program found that while 

these students received an excellent liberal arts education, few of them actually went into 
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classroom teaching.358 Frustrated with his lack of progress reforming the School, Viteles offered 

his letter of resignation to President Harnwell in the spring of 1966, which Harnwell refused. 

When news of Viteles’s attempted resignation reached the faculty, he held a meeting to explain 

why he had tried to leave the School, with Provost Goddard in attendance to answer any faculty 

questions after Viteles’s remarks. Viteles told the faculty that  

[T]he situation with respect to my resignation and its withdrawal has its beginnings in my 
appointment as Dean. At that time it was clearly understood that my mission would be to 
develop a program which would transform the School into a center of scholarship and 
research in education and its related fields. Conversely, it was clearly agreed that the 
service function, which had been emphasized in the past, would be strongly de-
emphasized, although not completely eliminated.359  

However, his experience as Dean suggested that the faculty were not willing to give their 

service work up of their own accord, and the central administration had not adequately taken 

steps to stop them. He had repeatedly told the faculty that their promotions were contingent on 

conducting research, but the central administration had undercut these warnings by pressuring 

him “to find a way of gaining a promotion for a staff member primarily on the basis of service 

and at the expense of scholarly standards.”360 Viteles vented all these frustrations while the staff 

member whose promotion was the “final straw” that led to his resignation was sitting in the 

room.361  

Most concerning of all, Viteles argued, was that the faculty who were the most prominent 

on the national stage did not promote actual education science, but their own brand of 
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pedagogical wisdom. It was not the “research-oriented members of the School staff who were 

being asked to participate in planning and development” but those “concerned primarily or even 

exclusively with service.” He closed his statement with a declaration that he had made it clear to 

the President and Provost that he would only stay on as Dean if they supported his efforts to 

reform the School, and that they had agreed to help him “work toward the achievement of the 

scholarly goals which have been set for the School.” He was happy to report that there were 

already signs that things were looking up for the School, as “outside elements” that had “earlier 

pressed primarily for service, such as the Philadelphia School District... have come to realize that 

the maximum contribution of the Graduate School of Education to the betterment of public 

education can best be made by utilizing academic staff on scholarly work and research instead of 

in putting out fires.”362  

Viteles’s hope that the central administration would help him bring the faculty to heel 

lasted less than a year, and he announced his return to the Psychology department as a faculty 

member in the Spring of 1967. In his final annual report as Dean, Viteles made an impassioned 

defense of his tenure. At the University of Pennsylvania, it was not unusual for a Dean to write 

their last report as a retrospective of their Deanship. What made Viteles’s exceptional was the 

length and depth of his review, as it was longer than all the 1966-1967 reports from the Deans of 

the College of Arts and Sciences, College of General Studies, College of Liberal Arts for 

Women, the Graduate School of Arts and Sciences, the Law School, and the Wharton Business 

School combined.363 The overarching theme of the report was that Viteles had done all that he 
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could to make PennGSE more research oriented, but the faculty remained an obstacle to real 

progress, which explained why it still had such a long way to go. He had been appointed by a 

President and Provost who had gone over the heads of the faculty to select a Dean from outside 

of the field of education, but when push came to shove, they were either unable or unwilling to 

take the steps necessary to truly transform the School.  

It is unclear whether the President and Provost took Viteles’ complaints to heart, but after 

a year of having William Castetter, a PennGSE faculty member specializing in the management 

of education organizations, serve as interim Dean, they turned to Neal Gross, a professor at the 

Harvard Graduate School of Education, to remake PennGSE in Harvard’s image. As we will see 

in the next chapter, Gross picked up where Viteles left off in reforming the School, but he, too, 

met faculty resistance – and advocated to close the School altogether.
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Chapter Four: Struggling to Survive 

Introduction 

Each of the chapters of this dissertation aims to show that while the Harvard Graduate 

School of Education, Teachers College, and the University of Pennsylvania all faced the same 

“debilitating dilemmas,” they responded to them differently because of their specific contexts. In 

Chapter 1, the dilemma that these institutions faced was the role of women and whether to 

incorporate vocational education into their respective offerings. In Chapter 2, we saw that these 

ESEs needed to decide how closely linked to be to local schools and practitioners. In Chapter 3, 

they had to find a way to reposition themselves during the “golden age of academia” within their 

rapidly growing universities. In many ways, this chapter is the mirror image of Chapter 3, as the 

academic boom of the 1950s and 1960s was immediately followed by a precipitous decline 

through the 1980s. The Vietnam War and the assassination of Martin Luther King Jr. fomented 

protests on college campuses across the country, further accelerating the erosion of public 

support for academe across the political spectrum. During the Nixon administration, federal 

support for higher education decreased dramatically, including grants for teacher education. To 

make matters worse, an economic downturn meant that many of the largest private philanthropic 

organizations, such as the Ford Foundation and the Carnegie Corporation, had to significantly 

reduce the amount of support they gave to higher education institutions, with sobering 

consequences for programs that relied on yearly injections of external financial support to stay 

solvent. During a time when the entire higher education sector was facing difficult choices, these 

dilemmas were even worse at schools of education, in part because of their often tenuous place at 

the margins of their universities, but also because the teacher shortage during the height of the 

baby boom was over, and the resulting shrinkage of the school age population meant there were 
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few jobs available for prospective educators.364 At the same time that much of their external 

funding dried up, student tuition dollars dwindled, further deepening their budget shortfalls. 

Instead of the decisions that came with the embarrassment of riches they had to make during the 

1950s and early 1960s, they had to choose what programs to cut so they could survive. 

Powell’s The Uncertain Profession posits that when graduate schools of education must 

decide what programs to prioritize, if extenuating circumstances do not prevent them from doing 

so, they will choose to become more academically oriented and distance themselves from 

education practitioners. In previous chapters, we saw that this was indeed the case at HGSE, 

Powell’s own institution, but this is not an adequate portrayal of TC or PennGSE. This trend 

continued through the 1970s, with HGSE’s leadership repeatedly emphasized research over 

practice, while TC tried to maintain its broad program offerings, and PennGSE pushed back 

against the academic expectations of consecutive Penn presidential administrations. The specific 

contexts and long-standing commitments of these institutions were more than just extenuating 

circumstances holding them back from their true goal of academic prestige, they were what 

defined these institutions and the different forms of prestige that they sought. 

HGSE and the Rise and Fall of the MAT 

After serving as Dean of the Harvard Graduate School of Education for fourteen years, 

Francis Keppel left Harvard to serve as the US Commissioner of Education in 1962. When it 

came time to name Keppel’s successor, Harvard once again looked to one of its own young 

charismatic leaders, appointing Theodore Sizer, the 32-year-old director of HGSE’s Masters of 
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https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED075388. 



   
 

151 

Arts in Teaching (MAT) program, as Dean in 1962. Sizer’s youth certainly set him apart from 

many of HGSE’s faculty, but perhaps even more significantly, he was a strong proponent of 

practitioner training at Harvard. Unlike his predecessor and many of his colleagues, Sizer came 

to HGSE with prior classroom teaching experience and held a doctorate in education and not a 

PhD in an academic discipline.365 Further, when he joined the HGSE faculty in 1960, his mission 

was not to conduct disciplinary research, it was to use the burgeoning external funding for the 

MAT to build out and improve the program. In short, his first faculty position only existed 

because of HGSE’s short-term funding for a practitioner training program that much of the 

faculty distanced themselves from and derided, and as a result, his priorities often put him at 

odds with others at HGSE. By all accounts, he was widely respected by these faculty and an 

effective administrator, but he was trying to steer HGSE towards American schools, but the 

institution had few existing relationships with K-12 schools, had an overwhelmingly research-

oriented faculty, and had strong incentives to strengthen its relative position within Harvard 

through academic prestige. Instead of seeking influence through its practitioner programs or 

developing deeper commitments to K-12 institutions and applied research, HGSE increasingly 

became a collection of warring camps that produced basic research on learning and the mind. 

This is not to suggest that Sizer wanted HGSE to move away from academic research, as 

he was a prominent advocate for education scholarship, he simply sought a more equitable 

balance between the basic and the applied at HGSE. 366 The core strength of the MAT program 

during this time was its ability to successfully meld practical teacher training with the academic 
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skills necessary to apply education research in their classrooms. The historical literature 

emphasizes the difficulty that SEs have in finding a balance between research and practice, and 

for a short time, Sizer had seemed to find it, and hopes were high that he would be able to do the 

same for HGSE writ large. Sizer supported faculty efforts to improve the reputation of the 

School through scholarship, which explains why he was responsive to the findings of Israel 

Scheffler’s influential 1965 report on the future of HGSE, which called for the School to further 

prioritize research and doctoral training. That year, approximately 36% of HGSE’s students were 

in doctoral programs, and within two years, that proportion grew to 50%.367 Sizer continued to 

advocate for the Masters of Arts in Teaching program, but as the doctoral programs grew, 

HGSE’s other programs floundered, with the Masters of Arts in Teaching the hardest hit by the 

School’s reprioritization of research. Struggling to regain its footing, from 1962 to 1969 the 

MAT went through at least five significant program changes before eventually returning to the 

two-year curricular model that it had abandoned in the 1940s because it was expensive and 

deeply unpopular with students.368 MAT students in 1969 felt the same way that their 

predecessors did about the two-year program thirty years earlier, complaining about the cost to 

attend the program and sharing in interviews with external review committees that the second 

year of the program was worse than useless. Faculty were too focused on their research to spend 

time training MAT students, and the mandatory second year “internships” were for small roles in 
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wealthy school districts, and so they graduated from the program knowing some education 

theory but unprepared to teach.369 

In addition to tensions stemming from the competing priorities of HGSE students and 

faculty, the late 1960s were a period of substantial student unrest, with unprecedented numbers 

of students protesting the lack of basic civil rights for women, people of color, and other 

minoritized groups, as well as the deeply unpopular Vietnam War. Harvard received national 

attention for student protests on its campus, including students shutting down Harvard Yard, 

preventing Henry Kissinger from speaking at Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government, and 

attempts to destroy the library’s card catalog.370 Because Sizer was popular with both students 

and faculty, HGSE students were particularly involved in these protests, and he was closer in age 

to the students than most of the faculty and administration, he was often called upon to serve as a 

mediator in these conflicts.371 When he was not serving as the go-between for the Harvard 

administration and Harvard College students, he had to address the concerns of his own students 

at HGSE. Some of the conflicts were easier solved than others, such as issuing a statement that 

women should be allowed to join Phi Delta Kappa, the Greek organization for those planning to 

be professional educators, but others, such as a substantial expansion of HGSE’s operations in 

“inner city” schools, required more time and funding than the School had.372 An exasperated 
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Sizer privately shared his frustration that students wanted more power over decision making at 

the University at the worst possible moment, as the School had to act quickly to survive, and 

many of the most pressing decisions involved making deep cuts to existing programs and not 

taking on more responsibilities. 

Sizer and his allies sought other ways to appease students by making the changes they 

requested to the programs HGSE already offered. This explains why in a faculty committee 

meeting in October 1969, Spencer MacDonald, then the Director of the Master of Arts in 

Teaching program, called for HGSE to meet one of the simplest changes that students requested: 

turning the MAT back into a single year degree program like it had been under Sizer.373 

Courtney Cazden, an assistant professor who specialized in child language development, 

proposed a different solution more aligned with HGSE’s priorities post-Scheffler Report: 

shuttering the MAT program altogether. The School faced its largest budget shortfalls in 

decades, and the faculty had already decided that its focus was research and doctoral training. 

This meant that when cuts needed to be made, they should begin with HGSE’s other programs, 

including the MAT. MacDonald responded by defending the value of the MAT program on the 

same grounds that Keppel and Sizer had previously used to grow the program: the MAT turned 

out good teachers, it was an effective feeder for HGSE’s doctoral programs, and the program 

was still influential across the globe as a model for teacher training. The faculty members on the 

committee, especially Cazden, responded to each of these claims in turn. They agreed that 

Harvard produced good teachers, but questioned how large a benefit this was to society, 

considering the relatively small size of the program. They wondered if Harvard could create a 
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larger societal benefit if instead of making “the enormous and time-consuming commitment... to 

initial teacher training,” they focused their finances and energy on education research. Cazden 

went on to argue that there was no evidence that the MAT was actually a successful feeder to the 

doctoral degree, or that Harvard's MAT program had a significant impact on other institutions. 

Other faculty members went even further, asking whether initial teacher training was truly 

worthy of graduate study. Most striking of all, “most members argued, in one form or another, 

that the School could be deeply engaged in attacking basic and on-going problems of teaching 

without itself operating a large initial teaching program. Several members felt that the latter 

actually hindered the former.”374 

MacDonald’s framing of the MAT as a model for others to follow and as a feeder into the 

doctoral programs is the same framing that Keppel used during his deanship, but HGSE was in a 

very different place than it was under Keppel, in large part because of Keppel. He had focused 

on hiring prominent social scientists to raise the prestige of the School, further pushing HGSE to 

expand its research focus. He was also a talented fundraiser, and successfully applied for a 

consistent stream of short-term grants that opened new areas of study and paid faculty salaries. 

He had warned that this “soft money” would lead to problems in the future if it was not 

supplemented with large contributions to the endowment (“hard money”), but he was largely 

unable to raise this money himself. In 1969, after the short-term funding dried up, HGSE was left 

with a research-heavy faculty conducting expensive work in areas that the School could not 

afford to maintain. It was no longer enough for the MAT to be a model program or to be a feeder 

into the highest priority programs. According to many of the research-oriented faculty, if it could 
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not contribute meaningfully to the financial well-being of the School, there were few reasons to 

preserve it, with one important exception: the MAT was the last vestige of professional training 

at their professional school.375 

Over the next two months, the Committee on Academic Policy (CAP), one of HGSE’s 

most powerful faculty committees, continued to discuss the fate of the MAT program. In these 

meetings, one concern came up again and again: was there any merit to the critique that HGSE 

students and faculty would lose touch with the “reality of classrooms” if HGSE no longer offered 

teacher training? On this issue, there were two camps, those that felt that HGSE needed the MAT 

program to “stay honest” and connected to practice, and those that felt that other institutions 

should train teachers, and that HGSE’s clinical doctoral programs were the best way for faculty 

and students to contribute to the American education system.376 Sizer was present for the 

deliberations of the Committee on Academic Policy, but he was remarkably quiet for someone 

who had once been the Director of the MAT program. When Sizer did speak, it was only when 

there was a subject that he was more knowledgeable about than the Committee, especially when 

Committee members had questions about finances.377 Sizer was well-respected by the faculty, so 

after a particularly contentious meeting in November 1969, the Committee asked him to weigh in 

on the future of the MAT. Sizer did not provide an immediate response but promised to put his 

thoughts together and share them in the new year. Over the next month and a half, Sizer drafted a 

response to this question, relying on faculty member Paul Perry for help revising his thoughts. 
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On January 7th, 1970, Sizer submitted his response in writing to the members of the Committee 

and left the room so they could discuss its contents.378 

Sizer's response seethed with his frustration that HGSE had to consider the closure of the 

MAT at all, laying the blame at least in part at the feet of the Faculty of Arts and Sciences and 

the wealthier professional schools, as HGSE was told it could not approach Harvard’s largest 

donors until larger schools had their turn. He wrote that “we exist on supportive sufferance: if we 

make our own way (and don't disturb others) we are befriended by some who are interested and 

tolerated by most. We are the fourth largest of ten [Harvard] Schools with less than two percent 

of the endowment...”379 He argued that this state of affairs was because unlike other areas at 

Harvard, HGSE faculty had to apply their research to real life problems that needed solving, and 

training classroom teachers was a notoriously difficult problem to solve. During his time as 

Dean, HGSE had made significant progress towards improving education research, but in 

focusing so much on research they had overcorrected and left practitioners and clinicians behind. 

He wrote that “the ‘scholarly’ side [of the School] needed to recognize that the clinicians – the 

‘practitioners’ have the first priority now to grow to a point of greater balance with the 

‘scholars,’ if not at the expense of the scholars’ existing strength.” Sizer acknowledged the 

difficulty that HGSE faced if it chose to keep offering the MAT program, but while he was 

unsure if the School could continue offering a two-year MAT program, he firmly believed that 

moving away from teacher training would significantly weaken the School. 
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In the short term, after Sizer's letter to the Committee on Academic Policy the future of 

the Master of Arts in Teaching degree was not mentioned as often in their meetings, but it 

remained an area of concern as the financial situation grew worse. At the same time that Sizer 

defended the future of teacher training at HGSE in CAP meetings, he had to defend the 

increasingly academic focus of HGSE faculty to other stakeholders, including some of the 

School’s largest donors, allies in the federal government, and other members of the education 

profession. Representatives of all of these factions served on HGSE’s visiting committee, a body 

of external observers called upon to advise the Dean on the best course of action for the 

School.380 Where the faculty advocated for cuts to practitioner training programs, the visiting 

committee called for cuts to some of the faculty’s pet projects, repeatedly arguing that the 

School’s increasingly esoteric research programs were far less important than its few surviving 

practitioner programs. In 1969, even after the discontinuation of doctoral programs focused on 

training practitioners, including the programs for high level school administrators and guidance 

counselors, there were still 18 doctoral programs and only 20 faculty at HGSE.381 The visiting 

committee worried that this was simply unsustainable, and that the answer to HGSE’s problems 

was not to cut the MAT, it was to reign in the scholarly ambitions of the School’s faculty.382 

 
380 Roughly paraphrasing Larry Bacow, President of Harvard University from 2018-2023, visiting committees at 
Harvard serve three purposes, with each member of the committee fitting into one of three distinct roles. The first 
group of committee members are wealthy benefactors that the Dean hopes to court for a large donation. Bringing 
them closer to the School makes them more invested in its future, in turn making it more likely that they will offer 
their financial support. The second group are those that can offer a professional service to the School, such as 
lawyers offering legal advice and accountants advising on budgets and investments. Finally, the third group is made 
up of those with direct experience to the academic unit, most commonly deans and faculty at other institutions. In 
1969, HGSE’s visiting committee could roughly be split into these three groups: 14 prospective benefactors, two 
lawyers, and 10 education experts and school leaders. 

381 Informal Report to the board of overseers by the visiting committee to the graduate school of education. UAV 
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 Several of the visiting committee members who had interviewed current HGSE students 

were even more critical of the faculty, finding that they had not only abandoned the people and 

institutions that most needed them in their retreat into the ivory tower, but they were also 

actively failing their students. They reported that students felt that their HGSE diploma was little 

more than a receipt for their tuition, as they had little contact with faculty and they graduated 

with few skills to contribute to larger education efforts.383 In a statement to Sizer, members of 

the visiting committee argued that if the School continued on its current trajectory and moved 

further from practitioner training, it would lose the little influence it still had. 

We are unanimously agreed that Harvard should educate teachers. Though conditions in 
the societal and professional contexts which validated the exemplary MAT have changed, 
this fact does not justify Harvard's ceasing to be concerned with teaching. Quite the 
contrary there are good reasons why the University should rebuild a small, high-quality 
teacher education program... Its withdrawal from teacher education would inevitably and 
correctly be interpreted by the education profession and Harvard alumni as evidence of 
lack of concern for teaching itself. Moreover, in spite of the alleged oversupply of 
classroom teachers, there is now, and will continue to be, an undersupply of well-
informed and sensitive teachers. 

They believed that while Harvard’s well-informed and sensitive teachers may only have a direct 

impact on “the local area,” the MAT had become the model of integrated teacher training that 

combined intensive study and practical training. The School had lost its way by focusing too 

much on research, endangering a program that had made “a significant impact for good on 

hundreds of [teacher training programs] across the nation.”384 

Over the course of several meetings, Sizer repeatedly addressed these concerns with a 

forceful defense of the work of HGSE’s faculty and especially their emphasis on research. The 

sad truth was that HGSE was small and could not afford to offer all the programs it should have 
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under ideal conditions. He argued that instead of “repeating what State Universities” would fund, 

HGSE had to identify “a relatively small number of areas of importance of substantial leverage 

[which were being] neglected elsewhere.”385 Sizer believed that given the current strengths of the 

faculty, HGSE was not equipped to “solv[e] urban issues [or] do curriculum development” and 

instead needed to “focus on how a child can learn.”386 Here he was referring to HGSE’s Human 

Development program, which he described as “outstanding and in excellent shape in every way. 

The faculty is excellent and was described by William Kessen of Yale as being ‘as good as any 

Psychology Department.’”387 Many members of the visiting committee remained unmoved, with 

one member arguing that training students to think about how children learn resulted in training 

people without HGSE faculty knowing what they were training them for.388 He believed that the 

problem was that the existing positions were in schools, which “the faculty has, almost to a man, 

rejected... When Harvard sends people out of its graduate schools (whether Law, Business or 

Medicine) it sends them out with a certain degree of competence... What do we send out that is 

verifiable?”389 If HGSE were to make dramatic cuts to its offerings and only maintain the things 

it was “good at,” it would not be a graduate school of education at all, but merely a psychology 

department with an education focus.  
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Privately, Sizer agreed with this assessment of the School, but he assured the visiting 

committee that he was actively working to make the faculty understand that they needed to stop 

fighting amongst themselves for academic prestige and to band together to bolster the 

professional programs at HGSE. Winning higher status via academic accolades in the same 

manner as the faculty in a disciplinary department might have been good for their own careers, 

but if they could not find ways to bring their work to people outside of Harvard, it endangered 

HGSE and their own positions at Harvard.  In one particularly tense meeting, Sizer told the 

Visiting Committee that he didn’t want “to expose his anger” about specific faculty who thought 

they were “manipulating” him into taking their side in their petty squabbles, but he knew who 

the bad actors were, and he had had enough. He had sat these faculty down and told them that if 

they kept chasing academic clout at the expense of the School, other academic units at Harvard 

would simply move in and take what little HGSE had left. In his words, he told these faculty that 

they had “an outside enemy now [and] unless you get together [the Harvard Kennedy School of 

Government] will skin you alive.”390  

While Sizer acknowledged that many of the faculty did not understand just how dire their 

circumstances were and that a smaller subset was not acting in good faith, just as he had in CAP 

meetings, he argued that the way Harvard treated HGSE was more detrimental to its health than 

the failings of the faculty. Despite the faculty’s misplaced priorities, the faculty produced good 

work which was largely ignored by the rest of Harvard, and because HGSE lacked the support of 

the central administration, its financial difficulties were significantly worse than other academic 

units at Harvard. Because HGSE was at the bottom of the university's hierarchy, it could not 
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approach the largest donors to support the faculty’s most promising research, and other sources 

of monetary support, including large Ford Foundation grants, were rapidly disappearing. Sizer 

did what he could despite faculty resistance, such as consolidating programs and cutting faculty 

members, but it was not enough to cover the budget shortfalls created by HGSE’s larger 

obstacles.391 4/7th’s of HGSE’s budget came from short-term grants, and with the announcement 

that Congress would cut 100% of the funding for MAT scholarships, the situation was only 

growing worse.392 Sizer told the Visiting Committee that while the School faced financial 

insolvency because it was supporting projects that no longer had grant funding, he could not ask 

faculty to stop applying for more short-term grants for new projects, despite the likelihood that 

these projects would only exacerbate the problem. He gave two reasons why pressuring the 

faculty to focus on existing projects was not possible. First, one of the core tenets of academe is 

that scholars should have the freedom to pursue new lines of inquiry, and therefore there were 

serious ethical questions about an administrator stepping in and stopping research projects 

despite being funded, Second, one of the ways that scholars measured their relative merit was 

their ability to win grant funding. If Sizer interfered with faculty efforts to fund their research 

projects, it would seriously damage the careers of HGSE faculty. Sizer argued that instead of 

stopping faculty from pursuing their research interests as some on the Visiting Committee 

recommended HGSE’s administration had to push faculty to find additional ways to support their 

work, which required building relationships with stakeholders outside of Harvard. He said he 
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was actively working to do just this, by working with faculty to spend more of their time in “the 

field instead of develop[ing] materials in Longfellow Hall and then ship[ping] them out.”393  

After years of trying to balance the conflicting priorities of faculty, students, and external 

stakeholders, Sizer was worn down and discouraged, leading to his decision to take a seven-

month sabbatical in 1971.394 Dana M. Cotton, the Director of Placement at HGSE, served as 

interim Dean during this period, with the understanding that Sizer would reassume the Deanship 

after his time away from the School, but he would only stay on for another year. The visiting 

committee saw Cotton as merely holding the line until Sizer could return, but felt that it was 

important that they express their support for Cotton as they, as well as other decisionmakers at 

the School, planned for an HGSE without Sizer.395 True to his word, Sizer returned to the 

Deanship through the 1972 academic year before leaving to be the headmaster at Philips 

Academy in Andover Massachusetts, citing his desire to return to teaching and working in a 

school.396 Shortly after his departure, HGSE’s faculty voted to discontinue the MAT program, 

leaving the School without an initial teacher training program until Patricia Graham assumed the 

Deanship in 1982.397  
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Arthur Powell’s Uncertain Profession closes with a cursory overview of HGSE during 

the mid-1960s and an assertion that through this period the School lacked the “anchors of 

continuity” necessary for it to maintain a stable mission. I believe that by extending this narrative 

into the 1970s, a different picture emerges, leading to questions about how representative HGSE 

is of graduate schools of education. The growth of the MAT program under Sizer is not evidence 

that HGSE had a long history of wildly whipping between applied and basic work, but rather of a 

young charismatic Dean with a passion for teaching and improving schools fighting against the 

larger forces that continuously pushed HGSE towards an academic orientation: the small size of 

its practitioner programs, the priorities of its faculty, its especially tenuous position in America’s 

leading research university, and its lack of meaningful lasting connections to local schools.  

Prior chapters show that the forces that led to the closure of the MAT program were not 

“baked in” to HGSE, as there were many contingent factors at play that shaped its responses to 

the “debilitating dilemmas” it faced, but the dominant narrative about ESEs overlooks how this 

institutional context at ESEs like HGSE led to different decisions across institutions. HGSE’s 

practitioner programs were small because its early teacher training programs were not designed 

to meet the needs of students, but to prove to other Harvard faculty that education was a serious 

academic subject. It did so by creating an arduous and expensive program that actively excluded 

the group that made up the bulk of the TC and PennSE student bodies, local women, despite its 

inability to attract Harvard College students and the administrative barriers at Radcliffe College 

that kept its students from enrolling at HGSE. When this almost bankrupted the School there was 

an unofficial freeze on new faculty hires, and when this moratorium thawed under Dean Keppel, 

he hired faculty that he felt would best protect the School from dissolution, namely those most 

likely to earn the respect of other Harvard faculty. Because this new cadre was largely focused 
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on their own research and there were few surviving full-time practitioner-oriented faculty at 

HGSE, it did not build the kinds of relationships that TC and PennSE had with local schools. For 

a short time, Sizer seemed to build on the stability won during Keppel’s deanship to make HGSE 

into an institution with quality programs in both research and practice, but when he left and the 

School once again faced debilitating dilemmas, it reverted to its form before Sizer. 

The Fight for PennGSE 

When Sizer tried to make HGSE more applied, he faced resistance from HGSE’s 

research-oriented faculty. In contrast, Morris Viteles hoped to make PennGSE more research-

oriented, but faced resistance from PennGSE’s application-oriented faculty. Upon his retirement 

in 1968, Viteles expressed his frustration that he had only agreed to serve as Dean because 

President Harnwell had assured him that he would have the support he needed to make 

scholarship the first priority at the School, but the support he actually received was woefully 

insufficient. PennGSE’s faculty were simply too stubborn and set in their ways to shift their 

focus from working in Pennsylvania schools to conducting the kind of research that would make 

the School relevant nationally, and Harnwell did not give him the funding he needed to hire more 

accomplished scholars and did not discipline recalcitrant professors. Arguably, there was some 

merit to his claims, but even if Harnwell did not provide Viteles with all that he had promised, 

Harnwell had not yet given up on improving the academic reputation of PennGSE. When he 

asked Neal Gross, a sociologist of education and faculty member at HGSE, to be Viteles’s 

successor, he gave him the same directive that he had given Arnold in 1956 and Viteles in 1963: 

turn PennGSE into a professional school worthy of an elite research institution. 
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At his first faculty meeting as Dean, after a brief welcome from President Harnwell and 

some procedural business, Gross shared his “Reflections of a Neophyte Dean.”398 While he saw 

great opportunities for the School and the faculty‘s enthusiasm to “make this a distinguished 

Graduate School of Education,” he believed that it was currently “derelict in its relations with 

students,” neglected its alumni, had too many part-time students, and that its relationship with 

the rest of the University needed to be “considerably improved.”399 While he acknowledged that 

the relationship that PennSE had with the Philadelphia public schools was one of its greatest 

strengths, he called for the nature of the relationship to be “reevaluated” so that faculty could 

conduct more research in these schools.400 In an interview with the GSE student newspaper a few 

months later, he put the matter more delicately, saying that many of PennGSE’s shortcomings 

were the result of the difficulty in balancing its many responsibilities. He believed that as a 

professional school, PennGSE had a “fundamental obligation to produce top-flight practitioners 

in teaching, in guidance, in counseling, and in educational administration... [but] as a graduate 

school [its] primary obligation was to prepare scholars who [would] serve on the faculties of our 

colleges and universities.”401 

Gross’s tenure as Dean suggests that he was more focused on its obligations as a graduate 

school over those that came with being a professional school. In his first year as Dean, the 

proportion of part-time students, who were mostly local practitioners, fell from 61% of the 

student body to just 48%, a shift similar in size to that over the course of Viteles’s entire 
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Deanship (from 77% to 61%).402 While this dramatic change made PennGSE’s student body 

more like those of its aspirational peers, the School had long depended on part-time student 

tuition to remain solvent, and without them, the financial situation was growing increasingly 

tenuous. The School had received a large grant from the Ford Foundation in 1968 to fund a new 

program for “educational administrators,” but it was quickly running out, and it was not enough 

to entirely offset the School’s burgeoning deficits.403  To make matters worse, the decision to 

reduce the number of part-time students came at the worst possible time, right before the perfect 

storm of the Nixon administration’s deep cuts to federal higher education funding, a weakening 

economy, and students protests calling for more University accountability.404  

Further, PennGSE was not the only academic unit at the University of Pennsylvania 

facing budget shortfalls, as its ambitions to transform from a leading regional institution into a 

truly elite research university were enormously expensive, and the central administration 

expected virtually every school, division, and department to contribute to this effort. After two 

decades of unprecedented spending, UPenn was not well-positioned for the financial crunch of 

the early 1970s, and it became increasingly clear that its expenditures were unsustainable. The 

University of Pennsylvania’s Board of Trustees recognized the dangers the University faced, and 

so when Harnwell retired from the presidency in 1970 after 17 years of service, they sought a 

pragmatic leader willing to make difficult and unpopular decisions. They chose Martin 

 
402 See the Annual Reports to the President through 1970 for more on student demographics. 

403 On the Ford Foundation Grant see UPB4.1.0002. Folder 4. For an overview of the deficits from 1969-1972, see 
Folders 5 and 6. 

404 As a result of student protests, student representatives were added to a PennGSE oversight committee. The 
faculty and administration were initially excited about having student representation in institutional decision 
making, but they soon felt that students did not understand how institutions worked, where money came from, and 
why certain policies were in place. See Folder 6 for faculty discussions of these efforts. 
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Meyerson, who had served as Acting Chancellor at the University of California Berkeley and 

President of SUNY Buffalo during periods of student unrest, as Harnwell’s successor, giving 

him a directive to make cuts without jeopardizing the University’s hard-won progress in raising 

its prestige. 

Meyerson quickly got to work and asked division heads to identify “areas of excellence” 

in their respective schools, with the implication that only the best programs would survive the 

looming budget cuts. In their 1970-1972 annual report to the president, each dean had to make 

the case for their respective schools by outlining what developments had happened in their 

school during this period, the strengths and weaknesses of their programs, and their improvement 

plan for the next several years. Dean Gross knew that because PennGSE was one of the lowest 

status divisions in the University, its programs were particularly vulnerable, and so he wanted to 

make the most detailed and compelling argument possible. With this in mind, in addition to his 

own 11-page summary of the GSE, he asked the heads of each department to also submit their 

own reports. As a result, where the law and business schools had reports that were several pages 

long, PennGSE’s annual report was a whopping 89 pages. 

Gross’s annual report closed with an impassioned plea for help from the central 

administration to live up to the promises they made when he accepted the Deanship. He wrote 

that when he took office 

it was assured that the President and Provost were strongly committed to developing a 
School that would equal or surpass in quality the handful of graduate schools of 
education in the United States that have achieved distinguished reputations... without 
strong support from top officials of the University there would be little point in 
expending the great amount of time and energy that will be required to design and 
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implement the strategies and actions that will be required... if the School is to achieve 
recognition as a distinguished national institution.405 

Specifically, instead of increasing the fellowship funding necessary to entire high caliber 

students to attend full-time, the administration had cut this fellowship funding from $270,000 to 

$170,000 for the coming year. In addition to needing more funding to support students, if 

PennGSE was to become an institution with a national reputation, it also needed money to create 

new professorships and to “fill them with distinguished appointments.” He reminded the 

President that “the present Administration of the School was given assurances when it took 

office in 1968 that resources would be available to make appointments of this kind.” Further, the 

higher status disciplinary departments were taking every opportunity to drain what little funding 

the GSE still had. He wrote that “approximately 25 per cent of the approved budget for the 

School in 1972-1973 will be devoted to provide services for the undergraduate colleges. The 

School recognizes its obligation to provide courses and supervision for undergraduate students 

and has attempted to fulfill their needs in a responsible manner. What is at issue is the belief held 

in some quarters that the School should allocate additional sums from its extremely tight 

budget.”406 

Where Gross’s report reminded the central administration of promises made, the 

department head reports were often combative and defiant. In his presentation of the goals of the 

Psychological Services program Arthur A. Dole wrote that his department could not be expected 

to do much without support from the central administration, and so “the shipwrecked sailor 

perhaps captures our overall strategy for the coming year: hang on and pray the tide changes 

 
405 Gross, Neal. 1970-1972 Annual Report to the President. Gross Correspondence. UPA4 Box 413. Neal Gross 
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before we drown.”407 The department heads had clear incentives to highlight their program’s 

research output, but with the exception of the Sociology of Education and the History and 

Comparative Education departments, they instead emphasized practical innovations and 

community service. In her report on the Curriculum and Instruction Division, X named one of 

the central administration’s concerns, “the lack of any theoretical writing or professional activity 

which might be judged to be nationally significant by others in the field” as one of the program’s 

weaknesses, but did not provide any plans to address this problem. Instead, the goals of the 

program centered around a project with the Pennsylvania Department of Education to evaluate 

experimental schools and disseminate its findings.408 In this she seemed to say that they were 

well aware what the central administration thought of them and knew what President Meyerson 

wanted to hear, but they were going to continue doing the applied work valued outside the ivory 

tower. 

The GSE faculty framed their conflict with the central administration as a defense of 

meaningful practice against academic elitism, but their ambitions were simply aimed at a 

different form of prestige. Their primary audience was not the Faculty of Arts and Sciences, it 

was leaders in government, school districts, and the “lesser” education programs that would 

adapt their own practitioner training in response to changes recommended by PennGSE. Their 

proud declaration that they had deep ties with local schools and had a better relationship with the 

city of Philadelphia than the rest of the University was true, but most of their students planned to 

work in suburban school districts, and much of their applied research focused on innovations 
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only possible in wealthy areas, not in “poor urban schools.”409 When PennGSE students did their 

practice teaching in city school districts, they often reported feeling overwhelmed and 

unprepared for the classroom and that the teachers they worked with resented them.410 Similarly, 

when faculty conducted research in Philadelphia’s less affluent neighborhoods, residents were 

often skeptical of the top-down reforms recommended by these out of touch academics.411 In 

short, their conflict with the central administration was not one of egalitarianism vs. elitism, it 

was of two sometimes incompatible forms of prestige-seeking. 

Just like Viteles before him, Gross made little progress in convincing the PennGSE 

faculty to make the School more like a disciplinary department. In faculty meetings through the 

early 1970s, they called for him to push for a return to the PennGSE of an earlier era, when it 

was financially stable and well-respected by practitioners. When an external report found that 

UPenn’s undergraduate teacher-training program was weak, they pointed to a time when this 

program was at the GSE and not in the FAS, when the same external body said it was one of the 

best programs in the country.412 In a January 1973 meeting, the faculty summarized the many 

missteps of the central administration: the shift from part-time to full-time students had “priced 

[them] out of the market for lower and middle class students,” their shift away from local issues 

meant that the state was less willing to provide them with funding they had long relied on, and 

 
409 Jones, Carol. “Teacher Preparation; The Students Speak.” The Daily Pennsylvanian. February 11, 1971, Volume 
LXXXVI, Number 117 edition. 
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411 Ehlenz, Meagan M. 2016. “Neighborhood Revitalization and the Anchor Institution: Assessing the Impact of the 
University of Pennsylvania’s West Philadelphia Initiatives on University City.” Urban Affairs Review (Thousand 
Oaks, Calif.) 52 (5): 714–50. 

412 Faculty meeting minutes from this period can be found in UPB4.1.0002 Folders 4 and 5. 
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other funding bodies had not emerged to fund the research that would be “of national interest” 

that Meyerson coveted.413 

By the beginning of the 1973-1974 academic year, Gross had had enough, announcing 

his resignation in the second week of the fall semester.414 His last major act as Dean was to help 

Ralph Tyler, an external reviewer hired by President Meyerson and Provost Stellar, create a plan 

for best future direction for the School. In preparation for Tyler’s arrival he urged Provost Eliot 

Stellar not to invite any faculty to any deliberations, as it would be difficult “to discuss certain 

alternatives with respect to the School in a ‘mixed group’” and that it was best to avoid “the 

danger of leaks and misinterpretations of what transpire[d]” in the meeting.415 Several days after 

the initial meeting with Tyler, he wrote a long letter to President Meyerson and Provost Stellar 

with his observations and recommendations because the PennGSE faculty were not “taking the 

evaluation seriously.”416 He shared that when he had asked “a number of friends at Stanford, 

Chicago, and Harvard to comment on the work of Penn senior faculty in their areas of 

specialization only a few had any awareness of Penn faculty members in their area.”417 He 

acknowledged that the senior faculty “t[ook]their teaching seriously” and worked “hard in accord 

with their own standards,” but they were not serious scholars. He described one such senior 

faculty as being well-liked and being particularly skilled at making “operational the ideas of 
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others and to package them and sell them to schools” but had no standing “in the research 

community.”418 This was a common theme in his evaluation of the GSE faculty, with brief asides 

that they were, for example, “a very fine teacher” only to follow it with the statement that 

“nothing in [their] work in recent years that is original.”419  

His description of each faculty member became more vitriolic as he went, describing one 

colleague as devoting more time to “creating, rather than preventing or solving problems” and 

another as “soft-headed.”420 He claimed that he had done everything he could to “tickle, 

tantalize, motivate, and even upset” the senior faculty into conducting meaningful research with 

little success. He posited that maybe “Jesus Christ may be able to perform the magical rites that 

would lead to distinguished performance,” but he had been unable to make any real headway.421 

Yet, the same theme emerged time and again. The elementary education program did not train 

doctoral students, but it did “a very good job of training elementary school teachers for suburban 

schools” and had an excellent placement rate.422 The Psychological Services program was “the 

best in the region” and did an excellent job serving local schools, but it did not have a national 

reputation. When it came to convincing the faculty to do the scholarly work expected of a faculty 

member at Stanford, Chicago, or Harvard “a statement about mules and brick walls would be 

relevant,” but they were competent in the less prestigious projects they preferred to do. He closed 

by asking the President and Provost how important it was for the University to “have a 
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distinguished Graduate School of Education by 1980,” because to do so would require significant 

investment.423 

After meeting with Meyerson, Stellar, and Gross, Tyler issued a report where he 

recommended substantial reductions to the GSE. While his findings were not circulated among 

the faculty, they were in the documents given to the committee that would select Gross’s 

successor, which included members of the faculty who then shared it with their colleagues. This 

caused further animosity between the GSE and the central administration, to the point that 

Provost Stellar halted the search for a new Dean so that the School could be re-evaluated. For the 

next year and a half, the deanship remained vacant, and the faculty grew increasingly angry at 

their mistreatment. They went so far as to debate whether they should ignore the directives of the 

President and Provost and advertise for the dean position despite the trouble this would cause, 

but they decided that they could not risk such a public revolt.424 Instead of an open declaration of 

war, they invited Provost Stellar to meetings behind closed doors several times during this 

period. In these meetings, Stellar repeatedly stressed that the GSE needed to reduce its expenses, 

only for the faculty to respond that the health of the School required budget increases, not budget 

cuts.  

One of the core issues that led to these barbed exchanges was that Stellar and the GSE 

faculty were talking past one another. The central administration was determined to identify 

“areas of excellence” and the PennGSE faculty truly believed that their School was excellent, 

and so they refused to make meaningful changes to their programs. However, when President 
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Meyerson referred to areas of excellence, he meant departments that had distinguished 

themselves through academic merit, whereas the GSE faculty generally sought to distinguish 

themselves through applied research and practitioner training. Even after resigning in disgust, 

Gross’s assessment of the School was that it had a strong regional reputation, that its products 

were used in schools, and that the faculty were generally good teachers. Unlike the faculty at the 

Harvard Graduate School of Education who measured themselves using the same metrics as their 

colleagues in the academic disciplines, those at PennGSE measured their work on the basis of its 

real-world application. This was not a communication breakdown, as the central administration 

and the PennGSE faculty recognized that they were talking past each other, it was a 

fundamentally different conception of what a graduate school of education should be. One 

representative exchange of this dynamic was a meeting in September of 1974, a year after Neal 

Gross left the deanship with his position still unfilled. When pushed on ways that they could 

become more like their colleagues in the Faculty of Arts and Sciences, one PennGSE professor 

argued that they were not driven by the same “academic incentive system,” and that the 

expectation that they “serve the discipline first rather than the practice of education” could only 

lead to the destruction of the School.425 It was essential that PennGSE focus on applied research 

and practice because no one else could do it adequately, as shown by the failure of the 

undergraduate program when FAS insisted on taking ownership of it. The state of Pennsylvania 

needed the best administrators and teachers possible, and as one faculty member put it this 

needed to happen at the GSE because “contrary to popular belief not everyone who has had an 

education is thereby expert enough in it to bring his/her discipline to bear on it.”426 
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In the early winter of 1975, President Meyerson and Provost Stellar issued a joint 

memorandum to the GSE faculty titled the “Future of the Graduate School of Education,” and 

came to the February 21st faculty meeting in force, flanked by two other high-ranking members 

of the central administration.427 The document laid out the four possible directions for the GSE: 

heavily invest in the GSE, maintaining the GSE’s current programs, “significantly reducing the 

scope of the School to a much smaller core of its strongest academic activities,” or “close the 

School, but where possible distribute faculty and perhaps high quality programs to another 

school or schools in the University.”428 President Meyerson “stressed that in his view, very 

serious consideration should be given to... the closing of the School and amalgamating the 

various divisions [into other divisions] in the University.”429 The President and Provost framed 

this meeting as the beginning of a deliberative process that would include the faculty, but the 

central administration sent a news release the same day to the Philadelphia press announcing the 

closure of the School, with stories running in Philadelphia papers the following day and in the 

New York Times a day later. Who would want to apply to the School if they knew it would close 

the following year? The faculty were outraged and shifted their strategy by publicly making their 

case to save the School from dissolution. 

The faculty called on their allies to stand with the GSE, making impassioned pleas to the 

American Association of University Professors; public officials in Philadelphia, Harrisburg, and 

Washington; alumni; education leaders; and practitioners in local schools.430 The case they made 
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varied from stakeholder to stakeholder, emphasizing the implications for other tenured faculty at 

UPenn to the AAUP, asking legislators to challenge the state’s allocation to the University for 

education services if there was no longer a GSE, and asking current students and alumni to stage 

protests to put additional pressure on the administration.431 The central administration was 

unprepared for the breadth of support for the GSE, and quickly reversed their decision and issued 

a public correction. To prove that the GSE had their support, they finally let the GSE faculty 

begin a search for their new Dean, resulting in the announcement in September of 1975 that Dell 

Hymes, a Professor of Linguistics and Anthropology at the University, would fill the long vacant 

Deanship. 

Dell Hymes has a complicated legacy at the University of Pennsylvania, as he is widely 

credited with revitalizing or even saving the GSE, but after he left the University for a research 

position at the University of Virginia, allegations of his chronic sexual harassment moved from 

open secret to public knowledge. The juxtaposition between the way Hymes was lionized during 

his tenure, when the University made several settlement payments to women who planned to 

come forward about his behavior, and the years after he left the GSE, is sobering.432 His portrait 

no longer hangs next to the other Deans of the GSE and he is not remembered kindly, but one 

cannot write about the dramatic transformation of the PennGSE after it narrowly escaped closure 

in 1975 without talking about Hymes. 

The central administration had appointed three consecutive Deans to remake the GSE in 

the image of the Faculty of Arts and Sciences, but this approach had ultimately failed. The GSE 
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was too politically damaging to close, to the point that the events of 1975 haunted Meyerson and 

Stellar for the rest of their tenures, so they needed a Dean who could be the “intellectual bridge” 

between FAS and the GSE.433 Del Hymes met this need, as he was a well-respected academic 

with an impressive publication record, but while he believed that this “personal history” helped 

explain why he was able to enact sweeping changes at the GSE, in this respect he was little 

different from his predecessors. Gross, Viteles, and Arnold had all been hired in part because 

they had acceptable scholarly pedigrees, but none of them were able to make as large an impact 

as Hymes did. The key difference was that the balance of power had shifted, as Hymes had 

quickly proven that he could keep the peace, making him invaluable to a central administration 

that desperately wanted to avoid another battle with the GSE and its allies. Several times during 

his tenure the Provost called for changes at the GSE that previous Deans would have had to 

acquiesce to, but Hymes would threaten to resign, and the central administration were forced to 

give ground.434 

When Hymes was named Dean, the School had been slowly moving further away from 

initial teacher training for thirty years, and this trend did not slow during his tenure. However, 

what was notably different during his tenure was the lessening of pressure for the GSE to behave 

more like a disciplinary department, and an increase in the amount of agency each academic unit, 

or “specialization” within the GSE had. This began with the faculty in a given specialization 

having the ability to define “the population it can serve and attract” and “the kind of person it 
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seeks to develop and produce.”435 This may seem like common sense for any professional 

school, as it is the only way to reliably pay its bills or have any meaningful impact on the 

profession it serves, but for decades the GSE instead had to design its programs to meet the 

expectations of FAS, not those of its own constituents. The rhetoric at the GSE had not changed, 

but the central administration’s acceptance of this modus operandi represented a significant 

break from the past. Instead of simply comparing the GSE to the FAS and finding it wanting, 

they acknowledged that these students were fundamentally different, as they were preparing for 

different roles. As Hymes put it, “We recognize that the students attracted to some professions 

will not be intellectually as well prepared or strong as students attracted to research... But our 

view is that we have a point of view to give to members of various professions serving education 

in our society and that it is good for society to have persons who have that point of view.“436 In 

this manner, where the University of Pennsylvania sought to be more like Harvard, PennGSE 

sought to be more like Teachers College: an elite education school with strong research 

programs, but with a larger regional presence and more practitioner-oriented programs than the 

Harvard Graduate School of Education. 

Similarly, while many PennGSE faculty, and especially those in the more disciplinary 

specializations such as the history, philosophy, or psychology of education, sought to distinguish 

themselves through academic scholarship, the applied work that Dean Gross had tried to stop at 

the GSE flourished under Hymes. New programs for teachers, superintendents, principals, and 

area specialists opened during this period, not to mention the many new partnerships with school 
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districts across the state.437 In addition to publishing academic scholarship, GSE faculty wrote 

textbooks, pamphlets, and curricula that were widely distributed, which built goodwill in 

Philadelphia and Harrisburg.438 Reflecting on these efforts, Hymes wrote that while research at 

other elite GSEs addressed “general variables without much regard to the texture and social 

context of the specific setting,” PennGSE was “the only place in the country“ doing good applied 

research.439 They had “cut loose from the usual ground plan of schools of education across the 

country and become something shaped significantly by the particular environment at Penn.“440 

He argued that the University of Pennsylvania’s greatest strength was that it was more 

professionally-oriented than the other Ivy League institutions, and therefore the GSE needed to 

draw on this strength. He wrote that unlike the cloistered programs at other elite GSE’s: 

The quality of what we offer is understood as including a concern with the situations in 

which our students find themselves. We must continue to nurture our relationships with the 

schools and communities around us, for the sake of enrollments, for the sake of the mediating 

role the School can play between the University and the region, and for the sake of the 

knowledge that is made accessible. These relationships are a source of support, not only 

financially and morally, but also intellectually. They give us the particular knowledge that tests 

ideas and roots them in a reality. As we aspire to general eminence, we need to know some 

particular reality well.441 
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“Regional” had long been synonymous with “less than” at the University of 

Pennsylvania, and the University’s central administration had tried to curtail the relationships 

that the PennGSE faculty had with institutions in the region for decades. Unlike other elite ESE’s 

like Yale and the University of Chicago, it had strong enough relationships with local schools, its 

city, and state government to survive attempts to shutter it due to a lack of research productivity. 

It would never train as many teachers as the large state schools, but its growth does not align 

with the dominant perspective on the inevitable failure of GSEs. 

Teachers College and the Expert Practitioner 

Teachers College, like other elite GSEs, had used a portion of the money it amassed 

during academia’s golden age to fund scholarships for high-achieving students. However, 

whereas the GSEs and Stanford and Harvard were small enough to pay these scholarships almost 

entirely out of external funding, TC was a massive institution, which meant that attracting the 

same proportion of high-achieving students to attend was a much more expensive proposition, 

and so it needed to draw on its own funds. Similarly, other elite GSEs could more easily reduce 

the proportion of students attending part-time, as they could offset the loss of tuition funding 

with money from other sources. Since its founding, TC had been an institution primarily for 

practitioners, and much of its infrastructure had been built to serve the local population, so 

closing part-time programs was an outsized financial loss. In the late 1960s, it was a regional 

institution with an international reputation, and so the decision to cut the programs that had long 

been TC’s driving purpose was especially financially risky. With the economic downturn of the 

1970s, TC was hemorrhaging money and its administration and faculty needed to re-evaluate the 

future of the institution. They did not want to lose ground by restarting the low status part-time 

programs that they had recently discontinued, but they needed a new reliable source of revenue. 
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With external funding quickly drying up, they needed to find more tuition-paying students, but 

these students had to have the same academic profile as the higher performing students that TC 

admitted to its full-time programs. Who better to ask about what TC’s desired demographic 

wanted from the institution than the students already attending the College? 

During course enrollment in 1972, the College gave 1 in 10 students a survey asking 

them a series of questions about their decision to attend TC. Their responses showed that “the 

most important reason for selecting TC is, clearly, the ability to specialize in a given field. 

Specialization ranks at or just below the top among both the general and specific reasons given 

for graduate school selection [in each program].”442 Earlier in its history, when there were fewer 

opportunities for women to get an undergraduate education, TC had offered programs that were 

more like the liberal arts programs that were out of reach for lower-class women. By the 1970s, 

TC had moved away from these programs, in part because the faculty preferred to train graduate 

students, and in part because there were more opportunities for women to get a college 

education. Because of its high tuition TC struggled to compete with the cheaper generalist 

programs offered at other New York City universities, so the students applying to TC came 

because it had specialist programs not on offer anywhere else. Further, TC had a strong 

reputation with practitioners, and many of its faculty were experts in their respective subfields, 

making a TC diploma a valuable addition to an educator’s resume. After discussions about these 

findings, the College invested in marketing materials that highlighted the breadth and depth of its 

offerings in specialized practitioner training, but the administration recognized that growing 

these programs was not enough to cover the College’s debts. Eventually, the faculty and 
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administration decided to hold their noses and develop more continuing education programs to 

further offset expenses. Many faculty in disciplinary departments looked down on these “cash 

cow” programs, as they felt it was beneath a research University to offer technical courses, but it 

would be even worse if these were degree granting programs. A loose association with the 

University was more palatable than awarding diplomas to undesirables, so professional schools 

like TC could offer lucrative continuing education courses at a reduced reputational cost. 

Through the expansion of TC’s continuing education course offerings, it was able to recapture 

some of what had long been its core constituency: those who could not afford to attend full-time 

or who would not be admitted to an elite institution. 

With the shift from part-time to full-time in TC’s early career programs, the College lost 

some of its strongest ties to less affluent NYC school districts, as the students who could afford 

to enroll in these programs generally came from higher income households and planned to teach 

in the wealthy suburbs and not the nearby “inner city” schools. Because these programs prepared 

students for a more academically oriented environment, they often reported being unprepared to 

work in other classrooms. When TC’s administration began to plan the closure of the Agnes 

Russell School, the last remaining College-run school, some of ARS’s staunchest defenders were 

students in the initial teacher training programs. Reflecting on a presentation made by these 

students to the faculty committee on ARS, one faculty member reported that: 

When the Pre-service students... made a presentation to the faculty committee on ARS, 
all of them stated that they needed ARS for their educational program because they were 
completely unable to do anything which they considered to be educationally desirable in 
the public school situation to which they are assigned. Their comments clearly indicated 
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that they considered themselves completely incapable to coping with the public education 
setting.443 

The students, of course, were not entirely at fault for their discomfort in teaching in these 

schools, as their faculty taught them theory and not the technical skills. Frustrated with these 

failures, Julia Schwartzberg, a supervisor in the pre-service program, resigned from a faculty 

position in the pre-service program because the faculty in the program “talk good ideas, but we 

are not seen in classrooms. We need to... actually model the behaviors we suggest, with real 

kids... I think being in touch with those ‘real’ problems from year to year is critical for good 

teacher training.”444 

This was part of a larger trend of TC faculty moving away from teaching technical skills 

and conducting applied research in schools, and of the College becoming an increasingly 

doctoral institution with an increasing number of preparatory programs for roles outside of the 

K-12 school system. The last remnant of the funding from the original Horace Mann School 

endowment supported research on schools, but in 1975, a court affirmed that TC could reallocate 

the funding to pay for other programs. President Larry Cremin told the faculty that the “social 

and educational conditions have changed... we can wisely use the income from [the Horace 

Mann-Lincoln Institute] for a much broader range of research and experimentation purposes in 

education.”445 Of the remaining $4.5 million, only $1.5 million would remain dedicated to 

research collaborations with schools systems. He claimed that while the Institute had done some 

“stunning research, some good research, and a little not-so-good research” since its founding, it 

 
443 Hagen, Elizabeth. The Agnes Russell Situation. April 23rd, 1973. John H. Fischer Collection 
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had “lost its purpose,” in part because “the Administration began to use this discretionary money 

for direct support of faculty salaries during a period when the College’s finances were strained... 

Because these are salaries of people doing research in schools [it was] legal, but it [was] not the 

way to conduct a well-structured program of organized research.”446 

In sum, the Teachers College of the 1970s and early 1980s graduated relatively few early 

career professionals, served fewer city schools, and used money from its once renowned 

laboratory and model schools to fund research outside of school systems, just as Abraham 

Flexner had warned it would 60 years earlier.447 This all aligns with the narratives about elite 

graduate schools of education told by Powell, Clifford and Guthrie, and Labaree, providing clear 

evidence that the scholarly ambitions of the faculty and administrators at these institutions shape 

these institutions. However, this does not capture everything else happening at TC, as 

practitioner training was still the primary focus of the institution. TC had fewer early career 

programs, but its programs for higher status practitioners continued to grow, including programs 

not directly related to education. It had become the catch-all service professional school at 

Columbia, and TC graduates held leadership positions all over the world, but especially in the 

region.448 

Further, while TC had become a majority doctoral institution, most of its doctoral 

students enrolled in EdD programs that prepared them for leadership positions in education, not 
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research-oriented PhD programs. 449 TC differentiated itself from its competitors based on its 

practitioner focus, so if it was going to be a doctoral institution, it had to be a doctoral institution 

for the most elite practitioners. What complicated this long-standing principle was that faculty 

also sought scholarly legitimacy for the College and for themselves, so these EdD programs 

drew heavily on the disciplines, making it more difficult to defend the claim that they were for 

professionals and not academic researchers. Faculty meeting minutes from this period show how 

difficult it was to find a balance between offering degrees academically rigorous enough to earn 

the respect of their colleagues in FAS without merely turning their students into lesser 

academicians. Powell argued that elite GSEs would always try to align themselves as closely as 

possible with disciplinary departments, and this was what happened at HGSE, as it shuttered its 

initial teacher training program, its doctorate for education administrators, and all of its programs 

in Guidance. At Teachers College, however, there were frequent attempts to correct drifting too 

far into Columbia’s Faculty of Arts and Sciences. Course requirements changed to better 

differentiate between the EdD and PhD programs, and the proportion of EdD students trying to 

transfer into a research-oriented PhD program was closely monitored and minimized as much as 

possible.450 Even in the depths of budget deficits, faculty discussed the importance of the College 

“maintain[ing] its character and integrity as it is restabilized financially. Part of that character 

and integrity lies in its comprehensiveness. While other schools of education find it desirable to 

discontinue whole programs, the College has a unique responsibility to remain a comprehensive 

institution for the advancement of the educating professions.”451 In 1980, when the worst of the 

 
449 1964 Annual Report. 
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financial downturn was over and there were more opportunities to reorient the College further 

towards research, faculty did not give up on the EdD programs, still seeking to find a “clear 

conception of excellence” in these programs to better strengthen them in relation to the PhD.  

The College’s leadership stressed at almost every opportunity, both in public and in 

private, how important it was for TC to be a “comprehensive” institution that trained future 

leaders across many fields. At the beginning of each school year during his tenure, President 

Cremin restated this commitment to incoming students at Convocation. In his 1977 address, he 

explicitly laid out how unique this was among elite graduate schools of education. He proudly 

claimed that 

Teachers College is the most comprehensive institution for the advanced study of 
education in the world. Most comparable institutions these days are proceeding headlong 
away from comprehensiveness. The Stanford University School of Education, for 
example, offers advanced studies in art education, but none in science education. The 
Harvard Graduate School of Education, on the other hand, offers advanced studies in 
science education but none in art education. And the University of Chicago recently 
moved to abolish its school of education entirely leaving only a Department of Education 
in the Division of Social Sciences committed to studying certain limited approaches to 
educational theory and practice. And none of those institutions gives any systematic 
attention at all to health education -- in the schools, or in the hospitals, or anywhere else 
for that matter.452  

Despite the constant pressures to be more academically oriented as described in The Uncertain 

Profession, Ed School, and The Trouble with Ed Schools, TC was a professional school, and 

while it drifted away from lower-status professions, its history, infrastructure, faculty, and 

relationship to local schools meant that it always had a larger commitment to practice. 
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Conclusion 

When I share some of the findings from this dissertation with friends and colleagues, I 

receive very different reactions, not just to the historical facts themselves, but to the potential 

implications of this work. After a presentation at HGSE, a friend in Harvard’s History of Science 

department said she had enjoyed it, but asked if scholarship in Ed Schools was always so 

prescriptive, a word she used carefully, as she did not want to cause offense or for me to interpret 

this as criticism of my work. We talked over a cup of coffee about the potential theoretical 

contributions of the project, and especially how it could complicate the way that we think about 

the many forms of knowledge produced at universities. Can “trade” or “craft” knowledge be 

enough to defend an Abbottonian professional jurisdiction? Have we been focusing too much on 

“abstract” knowledge, or even more fundamentally, do we need to rethink our definition of 

expert knowledge? Shortly after this heady exchange I received an email from a member of 

HGSE’s administration who had attended the same presentation as my friend, but whereas she 

wanted to discuss the theoretical implications, he wanted me to better clarify what my 

dissertation meant for Ed School policy reform. He asked to meet so I could help his team think 

through how to better “navigate and effect change at HGSE.”  

I recognize the irony that I found myself trying to balance the tension between academic 

research and practical application, the same tension that I have spent the last few years arguing 

does not adequately explain decision making processes at GSEs. It would be easy to dismiss my 

personal experience as an outlier, as my research suggests that of the three institutions in this 

study, HGSE is the most closely aligned with the current assumptions about what drives change 

at GSEs. However, if this tension were unique to Harvard, the dominant narrative about Ed 

Schools would not be so ubiquitous or long-standing. Further, in my conversations with students 
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and faculty at other institutions, they often share that they have had similar experiences to my 

own, and that they often wonder how much this tension affects their work. This dissertation does 

not disprove the existence of the tension between research and practice, nor does it seek to do so. 

Rather, this project grew from my own desire to better navigate the “debilitating dilemmas” that 

Powell described in The Uncertain Profession. My first forays into the archives at PennGSE, TC, 

and HGSE were an attempt to better understand how generations of GSE faculty sought to solve 

the problems that we continue to struggle with today. What I found instead was that the existing 

historical scholarship did not capture the multiple forms of prestige that these institutions sought, 

and perhaps even more importantly, how much these commitments to different forms of status 

varied across institutions. By the time I began writing this dissertation in earnest, the nature of 

this project had completely changed. It was no longer a comparative examination of how the 

well-studied tension between research and practice manifested at these GSEs; it was an attempt 

to see if the existing narratives have as much explanatory power as we had thought. I hope, dear 

reader, that after reading this dissertation you agree that they do not. 

For my friends and colleagues in academia this project has historical, theoretical, and 

methodological implications, and for those in academic administration, it has practical 

implications. For historians of education, this dissertation demonstrates the need for a broader 

effort to re-examine how GSEs and other ed programs developed, and specifically how they 

responded during pivotal moments in their histories. The existing scholarship has long called on 

us to do so, but this project demonstrates why we should finally answer this call, not only 

through the study of the most elite institutions, but in work covering the entire sector. For 

historians of the university and historians of the social sciences, this project demonstrates why 

we need to reconsider our methodological approach to histories of fields, disciplines, and 
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academic institutions. Scholars have written extensively about how intra-university squabbles 

over status shape the production of knowledge, as well as how powerful patrons can use their 

resources to influence research and teaching. However, this view is an oversimplification of the 

people involved in institutional decision making and of the things that matter to them. Scholars 

have found compelling evidence of how academic status and money incentivize fields to become 

increasingly quantitative, theoretical, and inaccessible to outsiders, but universities serve many 

purposes and academic faculty are more than just producers of abstract knowledge. When we tell 

stories that measure success along a single axis, we assume that to not achieve this form of 

success is to fail, when we should also be looking for whether scholars had success in their 

pursuits of other priorities. This is a significant methodological shift from histories that “follow 

the money” or measure fields against one another, and it deserves further exploration.  

Further, my findings suggest that historians of education need to become more involved 

in the study of GSES, an area of scholarship that has become increasingly sociological. 

Sociologists have successfully identified many of the larger trends across GSEs, but historians 

are trained to look for the contingent and specific aspects that generalized models rarely address. 

GSEs vary in structure and purpose much more than HGSE, TC, and PennGSE differ from one 

another, and we need to add these stories to the prevailing narrative.  

For the sociologists of the professions and sociologists of knowledge, this project 

complicates Abbott’s model of the professionalization process. Abbott’s very definition of what 

is and is not a profession is decided by the ability for a unified group to win a monopoly over a 

respected occupation. He argues that this is only possible when a group has a unique claim to 

expert knowledge specialized enough to prevent others from trespassing on their territory, but 

this project raises questions about whether “expert knowledge” must be incomprehensible to 
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laypeople to be respected, and even whether a profession truly needs a monopoly over a field to 

succeed. Throughout the history of PennGSE, faculty chose to prioritize applied research and 

consulting despite immense pressure to chase traditional measures of academic excellence, and 

while the central administration saw this as an inexcusable failure, PennGSE’s other stakeholders 

vehemently disagreed. These faculty clearly benefited from multiple forms of status, so instead 

of assuming that there is a universal articulation of success in academia, we need to expand our 

narrow vision of the university to include other forms of influence and success. 

Finally, for those working in academic administration, this dissertation shows that we 

should move beyond the universalized doom narratives that plague our work by fostering a 

deeper historical understanding of individual institutions. There is no cure-all solution and no 

clear path to follow, which is a strength and not a weakness of American higher education. There 

are so many different ways for colleges and universities to serve the needs of people locally, 

nationally, and across the globe, and so there are many ways that we can strive to make our 

institutions better. The relationships that our institutions develop mean that they matter to people 

in different ways, and we need to think historically and holistically about how and why they 

matter. The historical record shows that there are many forms of success and multiple paths to 

prestige, which must inform how we think about the past, present, and future of our work. 
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