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demanded the development of bilingual and bicultural education pro-
grams, the hiring of Spanish-speaking staff, and more educational
access for Spanish-speaking parents. Political struggles over what lan-
guages should be taught in Los Angeles public schools extended into
the 1980s. Gutfreund shows how debates now circled around the effi-
cacy of instruction in languages other than English. Additional debates
emerged questioning data that demonstrated the success of bilingual
education programs. And, by the 1990s, Los Angeles was a “hotbed
for original language projects” (p. 168) when language immersion pro-
grams became an alternative to bilingual education, and English-only
campaigns gained traction at the state level.

Overall, Speaking American radically shifts the focus of language
instruction as a peripheral issue to one that sits at the center of immi-
grant urban life. Despite the book’s many strengths, one clear shortfall
is that the book by and large is based on English language sources.
Incorporating Japanese or Spanish language sources—newspapers,
reports, or oral histories—would have added a perspective that
English language sources failed to capture. This book, however,
remains an important study that adds to the growing body of research
on California, and the Mexican and Japanese American experiences in
the twentieth century. It helps revise old immigrant models based on
the European immigrant experiences that failed to consider how race,
language, and education were critical factors in the struggle for
citizenship.

Mario Rios PErEz
Syracuse University
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Ethan Schrum. The Instrumental University: Education in Service of the
National Agenda after World War II. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University
Press, 2019. 312 pp.

Whence came academic capitalism? Not from the neoliberal turn of
the 1970s, argues Ethan Schrum in this meticulously researched
study. Nor did Cold War imperatives and funding structures produce
the entrepreneurial, intensely practical bent of today’s universities.
Instead, Schrum traces this orientation back to the core assumptions
of a “technocratic progressivism” that reshaped American politics
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from the 1910s to the 1930s and gained additional legitimacy from the
World War II-era mobilization of knowledge and expertise. He shows
that academic administrators and prominent researchers, operating in
a receptive postwar climate, developed a new pattern in which leading
universities addressed immediate social problems by providing useful
knowledge and administrative expertise to outside patrons. The
“instrumental university” of Schrum’s title undertook large-scale
investigations at the behest of various funders, often through organized
research units that operated largely independently of the established
departments. The instrumental university ideal, famously expressed in
Clark Kerr’s 1963 book The Uses of the University, spread far and wide in
postwar American academia.

Schrum unfolds his argument through a series of interlinked case
studies. He focuses especially on the institutional histories of the
University of Pennsylvania, the University of Southern California,
the University of Michigan, and the University of California—espe-
cially its Irvine campus, opened in 1965, which for Schrum epitomized
the “high modern” belief that experts could effectively manage mod-
ern societies. The book shows that a host of key figures, including uni-
versity presidents such as the University of California’s Kerr and
Penn’s Gaylord Harnwell, redefined the long-standing ideal of social
service to refer to the direct, immediate provision of assistance by
interdisciplinary teams of university-based researchers, rather than
the training of educated citizens and leaders by individual faculty
members through their teaching and disciplinary inquiries. In
Schrum’s cogent summary, after World War II, “the land-grant
model extended its influence beyond land-grant institutions to elite
universities’—although the focus was now on applied social science,
not agriculture—“while the German research university model waned
in influence” (p. 216). The new instrumental university featured “pro-
cedural rationality, organized research, and project-based funding by
external patrons” (p. 2).

As Schrum narrates this story, he excavates the histories of indus-
trial relations, city planning, public administration, development eco-
nomics, organization theory, systems theory, and other fields related to
the ideal of societal management, as well as the broader behavioral sci-
ence orientation that figured so centrally in postwar intellectual life.
He also illuminates the origins of concepts such as the “knowledge
economy” and details the growing dominance of what he calls “macro-
thought™: a tendency to view society in terms of large, aggregate cat-
egories rather than concrete individuals. And he connects academic
developments to changes in American foreign policy, especially in
an eye-opening chapter that explores how institutions such as Penn
and USC collaborated with Point Four Program administrators to
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extend their influence around the world through ventures in such
developing countries as Pakistan. More generally, Schrum deepens
the recent tendency among historians of American higher education
to connect internal debates over the purpose and structure of the uni-
versity to the initiatives of governmental bodies, especially in a post-
war milieu defined by anticommunism, the military-industrial
complex, an intense focus on economic growth, and ambitious expec-
tations of the global uptake of American values and institutions.

Like all architects of major interpretive revisions, Schrum some-
times presses his case too strongly. Even the evidence in the book itself
complicates a number of his overarchlng points. For example, Schrum
sees the spreading influence of an “American modernity vision” behind
a broad array of postwar practices and organizations. He defines this
vision as the spurious and self-serving fantasy that experts could ratio-
nally manage the world through a comprehensive, knowledge-based
regime of social engineering. As Schrum notes on many occasions,
however, the specific practices and institutions that he explores also
reflected much more prosaic dynamics, including competition
between elite universities, the search to attract federal dollars, and
even personal connections. Any given research project could appeal
to budget-conscious administrators as well as true believers in a ratio-
nalistic mode of social control. The book’s portrait of the modernist
sensibility also seems overly homogeneous. It might have been fruitful
to explore the tensions between various styles of postwar liberalism
and progressivism, given that their adherents often shared a techno-
cratic belief in the capacity of experts to guide social development
but advocated divergent economic visions, in ways that surely affected
patterns of institutionalization in the universities. Many of the figures
who envisaged “a forward march of scientific rationality that would
cause unprecedented human flourishing” (p. 91) were nevertheless
deeply concerned to tamp down the expectation, both at home and
abroad, that central governments would undertake systematic eco-
nomic planning.

Some historians of education might also question Schrum’s sharp
differentiation of the instrumental university model from the “classical
American research university” (p. 104) that preceded it. Up to World
War II, he contends, the prevailing ideal in elite institutions was that
professors, freed from all social and political pressures, would follow
individual curiosity and disciplinary advances as their sole guides.
They would explore issues of “truth and the good life” (p 222) while
“forming students toward a vision of human personhood” (p. 192). But
with the instrumental university, Schrum suggests, came a decisive
shift from fundamental questions of “what is” and “why” to practical con-
siderations of “how to” (p. 195). This before-and-after picture seems too
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tdy on both sides to fit the messy realities of twentieth-century higher
education. The broad shift that Schrum analyzes clearly took place, but a
welter of competing impulses and interests also shaped the universities at
every point along the way. Moreover, many of the figures that he dis-
cusses expected their universities to undertake multple activites at
once, providing direct forms of service while also engaging in more con-
ventional academic pursuits. And there were other extant conceptions of
the university throughout the twentieth century thatidentified professors
as neither the classical ideal’s “nonpolitical” (p. 162) or “disinterested”
(p. 200) 1vory-tower dwellers nor the administrative specialists of the
instrumental model.

Beyond such interpretive questions, Schrum might have explored
a number of other historical connections as well. For example, the rise
of the instrumental university clearly intersected with President
Lyndon Johnson’s mobilization of expertise under the Great Society
rubric. But these are all minor concerns—and promising avenues for
future research. There can be no doubt that the instrumental univer-
sity model Schrum outlines figured centrally in postwar academic and
public life, with powerful effects that still reverberate today. This is an
invaluable, agenda-setting book for anyone concerned with the state of
higher education, past or present.

ANDREW JEWETT
Independent Scholar
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Kathleen Weiler. Maria Baldwin’s Worlds: A Story of Black New England and
the Fight for Racial Justice. Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press,
2019. 216 pp.

Kathleen Weiler’s biography of Maria Baldwin, an important yet little
known black female educator in New England in the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries, is a welcome addition to the literature on
black and female educators. Born in Cambridge, Massachusetts, in 1856,
Baldwin attended Cambridge public schools, where she excelled and
graduated from Cambridge High School in 1874 and their teacher-train-
ing program the following year. She later became the first black teacher
and principal of the predominately white Agassiz Elementary School in
Cambridge (1881-1922). Along with her two siblings, Baldwin grew up
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