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· Abstract:

Russell claims there were three separate approaches to general education, which were responses to the social fragmentation that came with industrialization, urbanization, and specialization. Of these three approaches, Ch.5 deals with the social efficiency or cooperation movement, led by what Russell refers to as the “administrative progressives.” Aligned with business, science, and efficiency efforts, the administrative progressives believed that social unity paradoxically could be fostered through specialization and division. The general education that emerged from this movement therefore became one more semi-autonomous division in education. All related efforts tried to get at efficiency, as well. Therefore, administrative progressives believed writing instruction should train people to do the writing they would do in their workplaces and lives (influenced by business) and/or some of this group believed writing instruction could be reduced to drills and error counting (influenced by science and efficiency). Studies indicated how people used writing, people were tracked into professional paths, and the writing instruction they were to receive was particular to that path. However, even this didn’t happen. Writing remained largely outside the disciplines; writing was viewed as rudimentary; remediation emerged as a way to fix the transient problems of bad writing. The cooperation movement in its various forms attempted to get more of the institution involved in working together to teach writing. Some had English teachers grade content area work; some had content area instructors respond to writing. Cooperation ultimately failed because the institution remained a place for division and specialization. Cooperation efforts simply flew in the face of the entire institutional structure. 

· Quotes

“The new administrative organization would harness the resources of all schools and disciplines to provide ‘efficient’ or cost-effective language instruction,, primarily through remediation. But despite its gestures toward cooperation, the educational philosophy of this ‘cult of efficiency’ . . .was largely antithetical to writing and writing instruction outside of English composition classes. . . “ (136). 

“Ultimately, the administrative progressives and their theory of social efficiency won out in the curricular battle over general education. In the institutional structure of mass education, general education became not a coherent philosophy but another set of electives” (137). 

What is social efficiency?

· “sought community through differentiation, on the analogy of an efficient machine and its parts” (138)

· “was probusiness; schools were the direct servants of industry” (139)

“. . . Moderates held onto the notion of writing as a single generalizable skill, to be taught primarily in English courses as remediation. . . This reductive view of writing fit perfectly with the administrative progressives’ need for system and quantification. Progress could be measure in the number of errors reduced per dollar invested, students taught and tracked according to their errors” (141). 

“In the eyes of the new scientific administrator, differentiation was not a hindrance but a boon to cooperation in language instruction, if only a rational means could be invented to organize efficiently cooperative efforts across disciplines, to take advantage of economies of scale and efficiency of specialized organization” (146). 

· Questions

What are the vestiges of social efficiency in our present programs and institutional structures for teaching writing? Is there anything social efficiency offers us that might in fact be useful to overcoming these myths of transparency and transience? 

How can we resist the problems of social efficiency while embracing rhetorical instruction? Are we training students to be cogs in a machine?

If we see the cooperation movement as an early form of WAC/WID, should we despair at success in gaining any cooperation now within a still highly divided, divisive, and specialized institution? 

Are there any ways you can see of ensuring that the cooperation now doesn’t just come from the English department? 

Are we simply setting ourselves up again to be seen as a service organization bound to teach something that is fundamental and without content? 
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Russell claims there were three separate approaches to general education, which were responses to the social fragmentation that came with industrialization, urbanization, and specialization. Of these three approaches, Ch.5 deals with the social efficiency or cooperation movement, led by what Russell refers to as the “administrative progressives.” Aligned with business, science, and efficiency efforts, the administrative progressives believed that social unity paradoxically could be fostered through specialization and division. The general education that emerged from this movement therefore became one more semi-autonomous division in education. Though the cooperation movement in its various forms attempted to get more of the institution involved in working together to teach writing, writing remained largely outside the disciplines, was viewed as rudimentary and even remediable. Cooperation ultimately failed because the institution remained a place for division and specialization. 

