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Very little historical work has been done on theuss of racism, segregation, and
educational inequality in the community collegehisTlack of scholarship is partly due to the
fact that very little, if any, educational demodnapdata broken down by race was collected by
American educational institutions prior to 1963Based on an analysis of the United States
Census, Hurley H. Doddy argued that from 1940 t60l%he total population of college
graduates rose from 5 to 8 percent while non-wtaléege graduates rose from 1 to 3 percent.
The enrollment percentage of non-white studentsdas total population was less than half the
rate of white students in every region of the couecept the West where 6.7 percent of non-
whites enrolled in college compared to 7.9 perdentwhites. However, only 8.4 percent of
non-whites in the West achieved one to three yefacsllege, compared to 13 percent of whites,
and only 5.4 percent of non-whites in the Westiragth four or more years of college, compared

to 9.8 percent of whités.

1. Community Colleges, Segregation and Equalg0% — 1980s

Kenneth Meier has argued that from the 1930s tcetrty 1960s, “poor and minorities

were rarely an object of research or even muctosityion the part of the American Association
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of Junior Colleges and most local leadetsDuring the late 19 and early 26 centuries both
Northern educational philanthropists and Southetucational reformers were in many ways
“white supremacists” that “insisted on a second<sladucation” for blacks in order to
accommodate them for “subordinate roles in the teat economy? In 1939 Horace Mann
Bond, a black historian and social scientist, adgtiiat the South was dominated by a “planting
aristocracy” that had used the public schools “tortain both the structure of social classes and
that of racial caste” in order to protect their momic and social interests. Bond noted that “the
masses of white people in Southern States havelysland grudgingly, fought toward the
achievement of systems of universal education foiterchildren,” but blacks were left largely
outside the push for reforn.

In Koos’ treatise on the junior college movement mention was made of race or
segregation. However, in Koos’ text on secondatyosls published two years later, he did
include some mention of race, which can be useget@a sense of how much access non-white
Americans were able to gain to higher educatiomut @ 740 pages of text, Koos devoted less
than one page to “secondary-school facilities fegroes.” He noted that only a “very small
proportion” of the “negro population of high-sch@ge” was enrolled in secondary institutions.
In a chart located at the beginning of the bookp¥noted that only 4.3 percent of “native-born

negro” school age population in the United Statesevenrolled in public high schools. This was
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less than half the rate for “native-born white” dgats (9.5 percent) and also less than the
average rate for all “foreign-born” ethnic grougspercenty.

Negro junior colleges did receive some attentiorthe 1930s. Walter Crosby Eells
included the equivalent of one page on Negro juc@dieges in his textbookhe Junior College
(one page out of over 8Q0)t seems that most of the Negro junior collegetheUnited States
were not even known to the American Associatiodwdior Colleges, although Eells said that
representatives from 16 of these Negro schoolsgotegly attended the annual meaning in 1929.
Eells stated that the Junior College Associabamectory listed 14 Negro junior colleges, but he
claimed personal knowledge of at least 33 segrdddégro institutions. This lack of knowledge
on Negro junior colleges was due to an institutizea neglect of these segregated schools.
Eells admitted that the junior college community fa lack of definite information regarding
their present existence and status.” Part oflitk was do doubt due to the racial animosity of
many white junior college leaders. A lack of infa@tion on junior colleges may have also been
due in part to the un-accredited status of mostrdletstitutions of higher education until the late
1920s and 1930s. Black schools were often exclda®d the mainstream accreditation and
funding processes of state education systems, theg, often operated without any oversight
from state educational officials and national ediocal organization$.

The Journal of Negro Educatiomas inaugurated in 1932 and it devoted severalgpafe
each issue to updates on the accreditation of N&gdrools. It wanted to publicize “the degree of
progress which Negro colleges are making in imprguiheir status as institutions for higher
education.” This journal was also the only scHglar professional source that persistently

attempted to keep track of Negro junior collegésictv were mostly invisible to the white junior
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college movement because these segregated sostiierols constituted a “separate system” of
schooling that were of no concern to most whitecathus. Most of the known Negro junior
colleges were created in the mid 1920s. A majarftghese schools were in Texas and most
were private institutions. Three of the seventeegregated states of the South in the 1930s had
white-only junior colleges and no Negro junior egiés. One state, Delaware, had no junior
colleges at all. In the other thirteen Southeratest, there were 27 Negro junior colleges
enrolling about 3,164 students, while there were j@ior colleges for whites enrolling 119,147
students. Segregated Negro junior colleges contetit5.21 percent of all junior colleges in the
South and enrolled 2.58 percent of all junior g@letudents, but African Americans constituted
24.5 percent of the total Southern populafion.

Interestingly, the attitudes of some of the blackadars writing forThe Journal of Negro
Educationdisplayed the same sort of progressive elitisrwlaige junior college leaders. Nick
Aaron Ford explained that Negro junior collegesenenportant institutions that would clear out
the “clutter” of unprepared students from blackrfgaar colleges. Junior colleges would serve
primarily “students from backward communities” tiieded “stricter supervision” so as to help
mold “individual development and conduct.” Withetie less promising students out of the way,
Black four-year colleges could “devote their tine@ergy and talent to the select few who will
become the race leaders of tomorrow.”

The Truman Commission called for an end to disaration in higher education in 1947.

Less than a decade later the Supreme Court rul8tdown v. Board of Educatiom 1954 and
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outlawed segregation in public schooling. Therl®%6, Florida ex. Rel Hawkin v. Board of
Control effectively outlawed segregation in higher edwrati But despite new policy initiatives
and judicial reform, botlde factoandde jure segregation remained in effect in much of the
country until the late 1960s and early 1970s. Féeenteen Southern states that dadure
segregation up until the 1950s did not quickly &émese legal statutes, and even when they did,
de factosegregation was left in plat®. In 1949 there were fifty segregated private highe
education institutions nationally for Black studenfTwenty two of these institutions were Black
public and private community colleges, most in 8with, serving roughly 6,447 students. In a
1962 study of Southern and border state privatepatic community colleges, there were only
19 out of 245 schools (8 percent) that specificaliyved blacks, all of them public and most of
them in Florida (13). The remaining six institutsowere in three other states. This left 13 out
of 17 Southern states (76.5 percent) without akbd@rving community college. And those few
institutions that did serve African Americans offéra distinctly unequal curriculum focused
mostly on “limited terminal programs” leading taotl level positions.” As far as the sparse
records indicate, there were only five formerlyreg@ted junior colleges that had integrated by
1960

The only state to receive some scholarly attergiothe issue of segregation in junior
colleges was Florida. There were eight segregatedr colleges in this state available to
African Americans in the early 1960s. Accordingarroll L. Miller, they all offered “limited

terminal programs which tend to perpetuate jobgataents in low level positions and which
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offer no opportunities for Negro youth.” By theGI@68 school year, most community colleges
in the state had been integrated, but the lardestie community colleges were at least 92
percent white, with three colleges over 96 peregdrte. In the late 1960s Florida was only 78
percent white with about 15.3 to 17 percent blaoks about 5 percent Latinos. Florida should
be considered an extreme example of segregatioonmmunity colleges because this state had
legally segregated public schools, including itstegn of higher education, up until 1960. It is
interesting to note the ambivalence of junior apdiédeaders and scholars to the issue of racial
segregation and educational inequality. MedsKE980 review of junior colleges in various
states never once mentions the issue of raceis lseltion on the Florida community colleges it
did not even occur to him to mention that this pufuinior college system was completely
segregated and, therefore, by definition was ninizdly designed to “serve the entire stafe.”

In 1966 Arthur M. Cohen documented the integratbMiami-Dade Junior College,
which began as a single administrative unit ovenggivo racially segregated campuses in
September 1960. The Northwest Center campus wasected to a segregated black high
school and enrolled 185 black students. Threesnaweay the Central Center campus was
connected to a segregated white high school astailed 1,200 white students. Slowly, as
designated by the gradual desegregation plan drifteommunity college and state officials,
black students and faculty were integrated intoGkatral Center campus. By 1962 the black
Northwest Center campus was closed and the Cexatngbus became Miami-Dade Junior
College. This newly integrated community collegesvabout 92.5 percent white in 1962 and it
grew astronomically to 21,661 students by the 188 &chool year. But despite Cohen’s claim

for the “success of phased integration,” the irdeggt Central campus actually became less

12 Carnegie Commissioifhe Open-Door Collegef\ppendix A, Table 1; Cohen, “The Process of Desgation”;
Gibson and Jundistorical Census Statistic¥able 24; Miller, “The Negro Publicly-Supportidgnior College,”
389-91; MedskerThe Junior College214-216.



diverse one year after integration. The white stidbody grew from 92.5 percent to 93.9
percent of the total student population. Thusjo&ft Americans became an increasingly
marginalized minority presence in a predominanthytevand probably hostile educational
environment®

While Florida may have been a successful exampteateful integration, it still
demonstrated the lack of access non-white minerita to institutions of higher education,
even to the supposedly “open-door” community caleg§ven though non-white minorities had
newly won access to white institutions of higheneation, there were still many segregated
community colleges. When integration happenedylenent of ethnic minority students in
white colleges rarely reached parity with the redemographics of the regional communities.
In the 1967-68 school year, all across the natamge community colleges with 3,000 or more
students were all highly segregated by race. &&ifeState Junior College in Birmingham,
Alabama was 95.5 percent white in a state thatalaest 30 percent black. Of the seven large
community colleges in Texas at this time, five wever 90 percent white (two of which were
over 97 percent white), while only two large junémileges enrolled significant numbers of
black and Latino students: El Centro College inl&althe second largest community college in
Texas, had an 18.2 percent minority student pojmatvhile San Antonio College, the largest
college with 12,717 students, enrolled 53.5 perognbrity students. Two out of the three
largest community colleges in lllinois were over@3cent white in a state that was between 83
percent to 89 percent white. Five out of the sdaegest community colleges in Michigan were

over 93.4 percent white and one college in HighlBatdk, the black ghetto just north of Detroit,
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enrolled 45.7 percent black students. Between 601970 Michigan was around 89 percent
white, about 10 percent black, and about 1 pericatino**

As Leland L. Medsker and Dale Tillery acknowledgbg the late 1960s it was “clear
that neither higher education generally nor anynssy specifically is providing equal
opportunity for minority students.” But of all segnts of higher education, the open-door junior
college was “the least restrictive in referencartimority enrollments® But simply gaining
access to desegregated, predominantly white itistitsiof higher education by the 1960s did not
mean that non-white students experienced a welggmion-discriminatory environment. Black
students in particular faced social segregatiosjusion, and racial hatred on many integrated
college campuses throughout the country. Mark Wesler and James Crowfoot argued that this
racial hatred on college campuses lasted welltledl980s. They also reported that the issue of
racial exclusion and hatred within integrated sd¢hooontinually went unnoticed and
undocumented by most scholars because of the “sheeibility of racism to white people.”
Chesler and Crowfoot went so far as to say thairtstgutional racism at the organizational level
actually enabled and sanctioned white racism ont mafege campuses. Even up through the
1990s the legacy of segregation and white racisntimeed to be factor on college campuses.
Sylvia Hurtado and her colleagues argued that Hiktorical vestiges of segregated schools and
colleges continue to affect the climate for raeihic diversity on college campuses...Because

they are embedded in the culture of a historicalbgregated environment, many campuses
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sustain long-standing, often unrecognized, benéitparticular student groups® Non-white
American and immigrant students also argued thatgéneral education curriculum in most
institutions of higher education bore a marked Wtihd Western bias, which some students
found “irrelevant, if not outright racist.*

In 1985 Lois Weis reiterated what had become taedstrd litany of New Left critics of
the community college: these colleges were ingbimgt of social reproduction in a racist and
sexist society. But community colleges were nohpletely determined by the oppressive social
structure of United States society, as they alsmisbto embody a democratic ethos that offered
increased opportunities for social mobility. Wentribution to the critical literature on
community colleges was to differentiate the experés of working class African Americans,
who occupied a “caste” distinct from the travaifsnmrking class whites. Weis’ ethnographic
study of the African American cultural experiencé eommunity colleges explored how
racialized and class-bound students could “embeaack reject schooling at one and the same
time.” Weis also pointed out that while commurtglleges might help individuals escape the
chains of “underclass” life, “the group can newdtdw,” thus, “the college cannot possible work
for blacks as a collectivity.” Therefore, Weis keal beyond the myth of an “enlightened”
faculty, and she argued for a modest program ofhieg students and faculty about their

“position” in a racialized and classed socitty.
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By the 1980s and 1990s, it was still not clear tiat-white minorities were making up
lost ground in terms of taking full advantage ofremtopen” systems of higher education and
earning more proportional amounts of postsecondagyees. For African Americans between
1976 and 1994, college going rates improved arainatient of baccalaureate degrees increased,
but not by much in comparison with the total coleggudent population. Increases in college
going and degree attainment were made mostly bgkBlamales, while Black males were
relatively stagnant on these measures.

In 1987 Richard C. Richardson, Jr. and Louis W. d&rargued that “no one believes
that more than two centuries of segregation ancridighation will be erased in one generation
by improved access to baccalaureate educationchaRilson and Bender conducted two studies
to investigate higher education policies targetiminority student® in higher education,
specifically in terms of measuring the progressnaiforities in attaining postsecondary degrees.
They found that hierarchically structured systerhgducation, in combination with segregated
residential communities and disproportionately feohdocal school districts, combined together
to systematically perpetuate inequality and disathge urban minorities from postsecondary
degree attainment. Many urban community colleg#idis were distributed so as to promadée
factosegregation patterns and there was no adequaielifpg” from many urban high schools to
postsecondary degree attainment. Because a rgapdritrban high schools students were not
adequately prepared for college, community collegese the “primary access point” for

minority students in urban America. And even themywhere from 60 percent to 95 percent of

19 Antoine M. Garibaldi, “Four Decades of Progress d.&ecline: An Assessment of African American
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urban community college students needed some fémanoedial education. There was also a
distinctive culture to urban community collegesttimapeded the preparation of minority
students in terms of academic achievement and ssfttetransfer to baccalaureate granting
institutions. Community colleges were cheap, Ipeald often very supportive of students, but
they also offered lower standards, a “watered-doeurficulum, and little opportunity to teach
students self-direction and self-discipline.  Inogh many community colleges made a
compromise. They lessoned academic rigor and kavestandards in order to become a
“custodial institution,” which offered a kind of dsial welfare” to help improve minority
education at a lower level. But Richardson anddges assessment was not ultimately unkind
to this institution. They argued that communityl@eges were doing the best they could under
difficult and constrained circumstances: “When doeks below the surface of test scores,
economic uncertainty, and previous educationalgoerdnce, one finds human beings who are
striving to realize the American dream in the fatenany barriers. Many will not achieve that
dream, but some will. Moreover, it is the drearattis important, not the success ratio. The

community college for many of these students trafyresents America’s last frontier"”

2. Segregated Education in California and the du@ollege

Junior colleges in California were supposed todgeeh” institutions of higher education
for all high school graduates who could benefitfreome college level education. However, it

is not clear just how “open” these institutions &and when they become operaliostudents

L Richard C. Richardson, Jr. and Louis W. Bend&stering Minority Access and Achievement in Higher
Education: The Role of Urban Community Colleges ldniversities(San Francisco, 1987), 1-3, 5, 18, 28, 34, 36,
44, 49, 64, 98, 134, 178, 202.
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regardless or sex, race, income, or ability. Nwetiky, there were some academic requirements
from the start. In 1928 Frederick L. Whitney wratearticle on standards and accreditation for
junior colleges, and he argued that most juniolegals had clear “entrance requirements,” which
usually meant the completion of a good portionhef high school curriculum, although there
were some states that had age restrictions orrestjah exam. Some states had more lenient
requirements and permitted specially admitted sttefé Private junior colleges seem to have
had the most “open” enrollment policies, probabdgduse they were more dependent upon
student tuition. However, some private junior egés, like the one at the University of Chicago,
began to segregate students within the school asedx. There were also sex segregated
institutions, all male or all female. In 1930 thavere five male-only private junior colleges in
California and two female-only private junior caes* The California state constitution of
1879 mandated that “no person shall be debarredsadm to any of the collegiate departments
of the University on account of sex.” The Univeysf California was a trend setter in the nation
in terms of co-education and most likely all pulplinior colleges in the state eventually
followed suit, but there is no data to verify tlisue®*

While some institutions were segregated by gentisrunclear if California junior
colleges were overtly segregated by race. Evigmids not official policy, until the 1960s most

states in the U.S. actively segregated non-whitdestts in separate educational institutions or

22 Frederick L. Whitney, “Present Standards for Jufliolleges, The School Revie6, no. 8 (1928): 593-603.
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4, 31.

24 Clara S. Foltz was denied access in 1879 to gstCollege of Law in San Francisco because shewasmen.
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attend any school within the University of Calif@nArticle 1X of California’s New Constitution of 18/§uoted in
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classrooms, from K-12 to higher educatfénDuring the late 19 and early 26 centuries both
Northern educational philanthropists and Southducational reformers were in many ways
“white supremacists” that “insisted on a secondkaducation” for blacks in order to
accommodate them for “subordinate roles” in localr®@mies. Little is known of segregated
junior colleges because early junior college lea@ed the American Association of Junior
Colleges did not keep track of most of these iugtins?® While the Californian junior college
was “open” to all high school students in the statgrdless of sex, a history of segregation in
the state raises questions about how “open” thestiutions were to non-white minorities.

The Constitution of the state of California offityaoutlawed slavery in 1849, but there
were still laws prohibiting non-whites from votingplding office or testifying in court against
whites, as well as laws forbidding mixed marriages] for returning fugitive slaves to other
states. California’s first school laws did not keily mention race, probably because there were
so few ethnic minorities in the state during thel-mineteenth century (mostly Chinese men).
But as school systems developed, it was assumedltmmn-whites would attend separate,
segregated schools. The state school laws weredmden 1855 and 1863 to distribute funding
primarily to white schools and to prohibit “Negro®&ongolians and Indians” from attending
white public schools. The school law of 1866 aB@ZLsanctioned segregated schooling for
non-white children, but some communities did narefsother to support non-white schools,

thus, many non-white children were effectively ledrfrom an education. Other communities

% Davison M. Douglas)im Crow Moves NortHrons,Jim Crow’s Children PattersonBrown v. Board of
Education.
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South,”Social Science Histor®1, no. 3 (1997): 399-453. Walter Crosby Eellduded the equivalent of one page
on Negro junior colleges out of over 800 pagesisrtéxtbookThe Junior CollegeEells reported that the Junior
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22. See also: Ford, “The Negro Junior Collegeyid,dThe Junior College Movement Among Negroes.”

13



had small populations of school age children ategimted schools became sanctioned by
necessity and/or by choice. However, there wagsytead racism amongst the white
population and, according to Roy W. Cloud, evente/bducators who supported integrated
schooling still “for the most part, held to the ¢img of the inferiority of the colored peoples.”
The first legal challenge to segregated schooln@alifornia was initiated by African
Americans inWard v. Flood1874). The California Supreme Court upheld tgatrdf every
child, regardless of race, to an education, baitsiv justified the principle of “separate” schools
in accordance with the Fourteenth Amendment andd@aik law — twenty-two years before the
U.S. Supreme Court would enact the “separate hualeeuling in Plessy v. Fergusof1896)2’
Challenges to segregation at the local level warelnmore successful, but never
complete. In 1875 the school board of San Fraocibe largest city in California with the
largest non-white minority population, decided tal eschool segregation, but only for Black
children. San Francisco’s ruling marked a statéewwurning point, which eventually led to the
amendment of the state Constitution in 1880. Téwe Gonstitution stated, “Schools must be
open for the admission of all children,” except fohildren of filthy or vicious habits, or
children suffering from contagious or infectiousefises®® But the California Supreme Court
still left the option of separate schools, whiclrevased to legally segregate Asian, Mexican, and
Native American children until the early twentientury®® School officials often used the

logic of citizenship as a means to exclude AsidMexicans, and Native Americans because

%" State Superintendent Andrew J. Moulder wrote iB9L8lt is not desirable that such children [Afrisa Chinese,
and Diggers] be brought up in ignorance and he&henAny district may establish a separate scharahe

benefit of the interior races and apply a certairtipn of the public funds to its support, providée citizens do not
object, which it is presumed they will not do, wsddor cogent reasons.” Clougljucation in California38, 42,
44-45; Davison M. Douglagjm Crow Moves Nort28-29, 67-68; Charles M. Wollenbe#dy| Deliberate Speed,
23. See also John Aubrey Douglase Conditions for Admissiphrving G. HendrickPublic Policy toward the
Education of Non-White Minority Group Children imi@ornia.
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these foreigners were not yet “Americanized,” whigs a cultural euphemism for becoming an
“assimilated” citizen. But the Americanization pess, when it was genuinely offered, meant
giving up ethnic cultures, values, and languagesder to embrace a white supremacist, Anglo-
Protestant Americanisii. Clearly the education available in the late réeeth and early
twentieth century was mostly open to white, middl@pper class, native born children. In 1911
native born children from native born fathers (maly all white) composed only about 42
percent of the children in Californian public K-@&heols, but made up 60 percent of California
high school students and 69 percent of Californiaersity students®

There were many white supremacist and nativisti@acto the successive waves of
immigrants to America, especially Chinese contvemtkers and later Japanese immigrants. The
Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882 was the first resitsit on immigration in the United States, and
it was extended in 1892, 1902, and indefinitelyeerted in 1904. Combined with the Contract
Labor Law of 1885, these two acts made Chinese gration illegal for any purpose. In 1924
the National Origins Act, also called the Johns@ed®Immigration Act, signed into law the
total exclusion of Asian immigrants. This Act imed that American would remain a
predominantly north-western European and whiteonaiintil 1965 when the Hart-Celler Act

removed racial quot&3.

%0 George J. Sanche&ecoming Mexican American: Ethnicity, Culture aderitity in Chicano Los Angeles, 1900 —
1945(0Oxford, 1993), 87-107; Wollenbergll Deliberate Spee®6-97. For discussion or Americanization,
citizenship, and socio-political exclusion see:wadl George Hartmanithe Movement to Americanize the
Immigrant(New York, 1967); Gary Gerstldmerican Crucible: Race and Nation in the Twenti@éntury
(Princeton, 2001); Desmond Kinlglaking Americans: Immigration, Race, and the Origaf the Diverse
DemocracyCambridge, MA, 2000); John F. McClymé&¥ar and Welfare: Social Engineering in America, 089
1925(Westport, 1980), ch 4 & 5; Noah Pickdsue Faith and Allegiance: Immigration and Ameridaivic
Nationalism(Princeton, 2005); Rogers M. Smithivic Ideals: Conflicting Visions of CitizenshiplihS. History
(New Haven, 1997).

%1 Geraldine Joncich Clifford, “No Shade in the Goldgtate: School and University in Nineteenth-Centur
California,” History of Higher Education Annual (1992): 42.

%2 Thomas J. ArchdeacoBecoming American: An Ethnic Histofyew York, 1983); Alan M. KraufThe Huddled
Masses: The Immigrant in American Society, 18802112" ed.(Wheeling, 2001); James P. Shenton and Kevin
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California led the nation in anti-Asian agitationrh the early 28 century up until
World War I, and many white supremacists in Catifa saw the Japanese people in particular
as a racially inferior enemy of the United Statestorian Kevin Starr has argued that
California in the early twentieth century conduciisdown private war against the Japanese:
“The worst possible kind of war, born of fierce ilddhatred, uncompromising and annihilating
in intent.” There was a “fierce and persistentsiacof California,” and many nativist whites
believed that Asians, especially Japanese, repesbanyellow Peril, an encroaching race bent
on world domination. At an anti-Japanese rallf990, San Francisco mayor James Duval
Phelan told the crowd, “These Asiatic laborers willermine our civilization and we will repeat
the terrible experience of Rome.” In 1905 the BeanciscaChroniclecalled the Japanese in the
state “scum” and “human waste material.” In 1906 Anti-Japanese League was able to
convince the school board of San Francisco to eégbeChinese, Japanese, and Korean
children” from white schools and to force thesealstus to attend a segregated Oriental Public
School that had been serving San Francisco’s Chisteslents. Out of a public school
population of about 25,000 students, there weretlemn 100 Japanese and Korean students who
were the target of this decree. Most Japanesafsakept their children at home instead of
sending them to the segregated school.

The Keep California White! campaign influenced @aifornia legislature to pass a
series of anti-Asian and anti-Japanese laws, imduthe Alien Land Laws of 1913 and 1920,
which made it illegal for Asians to own land in thtate. The smaller community of Japanese in
Los Angeles did not face as much discriminatiodidsAsians in San Francisco because Los

Angeles was much more dependent on non-white inantgagricultural workers, and there were

Kenny, “Ethnicity and Immigration,” iThe New American Histor§ric Foner, ed.,"”d ed. (Philadelphia, 1997):
353-73; StarrCalifornia, 178-79, 225.
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no white unions to be threatened by a non-whiterlétrce. Despite less overt hostility, it was
always clear where Asians stood in the racializedanchy of segregated Los Angeles. In 1920
one member of the Los Angeles Chamber of Commeemkerit clear that Asians were only a
contingent labor force, “The question can he bevakged is beside the mark. We do not want
to assimilate him.” This hatred of the Japanesetsoed with the looming war with Japan led to
the wholesale roundup of over 120,000 Japanese-iéamsron the Western coast of the U.S. on
March 1, 1942. General DeWitt called Japanese-A@es’ citizenship a mere “scrap of paper”
because he knew, as did a lot of other racist Acaes, that “a Jap’s a Jap. They are a
dangerous element, whether loyal or nidt.”

In one of the most significant milestones for eqeal education in California, Mexican
Americans won the right to equal, non-segregatedamg inMendez v. Westminstigr 1945.
TheMendezuling was upheld by the Ninth Circuit Court of Aggd in 1947, and this ruling
would lay the foundation for the eventual repeaiheffinal segregation laws in the state
Constitution on June 14, 1974. The practicdefactosegregation, often due to restrictive
residential covenants and gerrymandered distuas, not explicitly challenged until the mid
1960s and 1970s, but these challenges did not ofiange residential patteri$.De jure and
de factosegregation in residential districts has been tadflife in California for all non-white
minorities throughout the twentieth century, andresome white minorities have felt the sting

of segregation in California, like the Okies whagnaited to California looking for work during

3 John ModellThe Economics and Politics of Racial Accommodatidre Japanese of Los Angeles, 1900-1942
(Urbana, 1977), 36-37, 41, 45; Kevin St&mbattled Dreams: California in War and Peace, 1941950(Oxford,
2002), 37, 40, 42-50, 89, 94-95; Wollenbek,Deliberate Speedy4, Ch 2 & 3; David K. YooGrowing Up Nisei:
Race, Generation, and Culture among Japanese Aaregiof California, 1924 — 4@Jrbana, 2000).

3 WollenbergAll Deliberate Speed,25-135. See also Hendridkublic Policy toward the Education of Non-White
Minority Group Children in California.
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the Great Depressioft. Segregated housing in large urban areas whereminosrity
populations dwelt led to the creationd® factosegregation in public schooling. This created a
system of separate and unequal schooling oppadsiitat kept many minority students from
being prepared or wanting to enter higher education

The population of Latino, African American, and &siminorities in Californian K-12
schools was low until the 1950s because segregatidrdiscrimination in neighborhoods, public
school systems, and labor markets didn’t give niipastudents much incentive to finish high
school and enroll in higher education. Throughbaet1950s and 1960s national media began to
report more and more on the conditions of segregati California housing, employment, and
schooling. The state National Guard wasn’t evenpletely de-segregated until December
1959. There were numerous reports of discrimimagiod segregation in public housing and
private residential communities, and it became thegtablished fact that non-white minorities
in California were often forced to dwell in urbahegtoes’®

In 1950, non white minorities constituted only abb.3 percent to 13.6 percent of the
total population: 4.4 percent African Americangeicent to 7.2 percent Latinos, and about 2
percent combined for Japanese, Chinese, FilipimbNative Americand’ The majority of
these minority populations were concentrated ieghurban centers: the San Francisco-Oakland
Bay area, the Los Angeles area, and San Diego.lafpest minority populations were African

American and Latino (mostly Mexican and Mexican-Aioan), and these populations were

% In writing about segregation in California, thetoirian Kevin Starr wrote: “Jim Crow was a well-kmofigure to
Mexican, African, and Japanese Americans in ttst fialf of the twentieth century. Even the soexhlDkies were
targets of ethnic prejudice. They were white pepplie, but they were also racialized.” Devra Wedmnts out

that even though lower class whites like the Okimdd be racialized, they still often felt supetiorblacks and
Mexicans and often struggled to maintain racidimésions. StarrCalifornia, 306; Devra WebeDark Sweat,
White Gold: California Farm Workers, Cotton, anétNew Dea(Berkeley, 1994), 148.

% Davison M. Douglas)im Crow Moves North136-37; StarrCalifornia, 178-79, 232, 234.

37 campbell Gibson and Kay Jurtgistorical Census Statistics on Population TotajsRace, 1790 to 1990, And by
Latino Origin, 1970 to 1990, for the United StatBegions, Divisions, and Stat&xpulation Division, U.S. Bureau
of the Census, Working Paper 56 (Washington, D2@02), Table 19.
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concentrated mostly in the San Francisco-OaklandaB@a (African Americans) and the Los
Angeles area (Latinos and African Americans). hese major urban areas non-white minorities
were socially segregated in ethnic ghettos ancetbwork in ethnic labor markets or in servile,
low-paid positions in the white labor markR&tBut both populations didn’t become large and
permanently settled populations until after WorldMi in the 1940s and 1950s, as the wartime
economy drew large migrations of minority workeyshese three urban areas, especially
Oakland and the East Bay aréa.

Jackie Robinson, the first black professional bakkgibayer to integrate the major
leagues, grew up as a second-class citizen of daw California. Robinson recounted the strict
residential and social segregation in Pasaderf@ii®30s. There were segregated movie
theaters, segregated public pools, segregatedirasta, and segregated neighborhoods. The
public schools and Pasadena Junior College werertlyantegrated public institutions. Jackie
Robinson was able to use his superb athletic pdiearn the respect and admiration of whites
at the Junior College, but he was an exceptiorsd.ca

The evidence available seems to suggest that @aéfeunior colleges, like other public
institutions of higher education in California, wdegally open to both sexes and all ethnic
groups. However, junior colleges were often bunikkegregated school districts and

disproportionately served the majority race ofltheal area. And while these institutions most

% Davison M. Douglas)im Crow Moves Norti228; Matt S. Meier and Feliciano Ribekéexican
Americans/American Mexicans: From Conquistador€hécanos(New York, 1993), 154-55, 194-95; Ricardo
Romo,East Los Angeles: History of a Barrfustin, 1983), 162-65; Sanché&ecoming Mexican Americag4,
87-105, 210; U. S. Commission on Civil Righttie 50 States RepdiVvashington, D.C., 1961), 43-46.

3 |bid. While there were over 600,000 Mexicans andilexican Americans in the U.S. by 1930, this wdsghly
unstable population composed mostly of young meo ptaned to return to Mexico. In California Mexisahad
the lowest rates of naturalization of any ethnimugr. The population of Mexicans in the U.S. drappensiderably
in the 1930s due to the Depression as both U.SManican officials conducted a widespread, androfteced,
repatriation effort to send Mexicans back acrossibrder. Over 350,000 Mexicans repatriated duthiegl930s
and legal immigration into the U.S. was severelgained until these restrictions were lifted durivgrld War 11
because of the need for cheap labor for the warteff
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likely mirrored the integration policies of most#d high schools, they surely fostered norms of
social segregation and curricular segregation bg ead sex, mostly likely determined by the
larger social segregation of the local populatind eegional labor markef§.

There has been little written on segregation, $@xielusion, and access to higher
education in Californid> Up until the 1960s it was not really an issueefBhwere simply not
significant numbers of minority students eligibte higher education in the state, and thus,
policy makers and higher education researchersrginenored this issue. When access to
postsecondary education became an important @lissue in the mid to late 1960s, race was
often ignored, or when it was mentioned it was lechwith income, region, and language as a
marker of “disadvantage.” Here is an example feoff®66 reportCalifornia Higher Education
and the DisadvantagedEven as the Civil Rights movement had becomatiamal policy issue,
in this report race is completely ignored: “In ratgears concern has now focused on higher
education as it is noted that individuals may beiet access to a higher education due perhaps
to their physical location, their abilities, or thBnancial capacity to assume in some instances
even a minimal cost for a higher education.” Téygort noted that “these and other problems”
caused some students to have “a greater ‘disadyertaovercome” than other students, and

this disadvantage was manifested in financial, ggagc, motivational, and academic “barriers”

“0 John Aubrey Douglaghe Conditions for Admissipf8; WollenbergAll Deliberate SpeedL37-39.
Interestingly, junior college sports teams in Catlifia seemed to have been racially integrated sihtzast the
1940s. In fact, Jones Junior College of EllisyiMississippi almost withdrew from the junior cakeLittle Rose
Bowl in 1955 because the opposing team, Comptote@al fielded black students. But the majorityeE#ms were
coached by whites up until the early 1970s and dolaxek student athletes at UC Berkeley in 1968 spaflkacial
discrimination by coaches and officials. Gendengggration of junior college sports teams in Gatifia did not
take place until 1973. “Race Issue Touches LRibse Bowl,”Los Angeles TimesDec 1955, B7; “Pasadena, San
Diego Grids Clash,Los Angeles Time23 Sept 1948, C3; Dwight Chapin, “Conflict at Qdkgroes Give Their
View,” Los Angeles Timeg&9 Jan 1968, C3; Sue Avery, “Girls Enter Colleger&g Turmoil Begins,’Los Angeles
Times8 Apr 1973, GF1.
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that keep students from gaining access to highacattbn. Notice that race, racism, and social
segregation are not even mentioned as causessaidicintagenes§®’

But while public institutions of higher educatianCalifornia might have been legally
“open” to all races, there was still segregatiod eatial discrimination both on and off campus.
In 1921 the University of California at Berkeleyrelled Chinese, Japanese, Filipino, and
“Hindu” students who constituted about 3 percerthefstudent body. However, these students
suffered from residential segregation in the lagenmunity?*® While Japanese were able to
attend the University of California at Los Angeieghe 1930s, the landlords next to Los
Angeles Sate College were turning away studentscbas race until at least 1964 After the
Brown v. Board of Educatiomuling in 1954, the University of California at Lésigeles Student
Legislative Council began reviewing sorority anatérnity charters in order to eliminate racial
restrictions on membership. But rather than suloniibis oversight and end segregation,
twenty-two sororities left the council in proteSimilar discrimination was taking place in other
fraternities and sororities in the state. Foranse the most of the fraternities at Santa Barbara
College in the 1950s restricted membership to “@lams of the Caucasian race orily.And
even though non-white students could be integriatdCalifornia public schools, there was still
racial animosity and discrimination between studemt campus. One study of public schools in
the Los Angeles area published in 1968 explained $tadents at school often displayed “the
prejudices of their parents:” “The word ‘nigger’ sveonstantly used by ‘Anglo’ students and

there were general expressions that indicated\tegtoes and Mexican-Americans were felt to

“2 Coordinating Council for Higher Educatidngreasing Opportunities in Higher Education forsadvantaged
StudentgSacramento, July 1966), 14-22; Coordinating CduociHigher EducationCalifornia Higher Education
and the Disadvantagg@acramento, March 1968), 1-2.

3 Douglas;The Conditions for Admissipid0, 72-73.
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and Politics of Racial Accommodatiat28.

“ Collier-Thomas and Franklify Soul Is A Witnesg?2, 61.

21



be intellectually inferior and primitive’® While these racist attitudes would have mosKglii
followed students to college, there does not seehate been a documented study of the racial
climate within institutions of higher education@alifornia until the 19808’ There was also
overt racial discrimination in private institutionghigher education up until the 1960s. In 1959
the state superior court upheld the right of théydmod Professional School in Los Angeles to
deny admission to African Americans. The coureduihat “state anti-discrimination statues
were never designed for the purpose of regulatingt\strictly private groups dd®

The placement of junior colleges within a segregiédedscape did cause some political
controversy once African Americans in the state Igh able to secure enough political capital
after the Watts riot to muster a protest. After tiot there was public pressure to increase
African American access to higher education inltbe Angeles area, which resulted in a plan to
build Southwest College between Watts and Inglewondte black ghetto of South Central Los
Angeles. However, many area residents and teachcized the placement of the school in a
“predominantly negro area” because it would be ‘jase more racially segregated school” and
it would do nothing to challenge the establisdedactosegregation in housing, schooling, and
local labor markets, which were at the root of Watts riots. Some African American groups in
the area were also concerned that Southwest Collegkl be designated a “trade-technical
college,” which would divert students into loweatsts occupational programs and away from

opportunities at an academic curriculum and acte&sur-year universities. These groups were

4% Carter and Hickerson, “A California Citizens’ Coritime Studies Its Schools and De Facto Segregatl6g,

47 California Advisory Committee to the U.S. Commissbn Civil RightsFair and Open Environment? Bigotry
and Violence on College Campuses in Califoifisashington, D.C., June 1991). According to thiglg, which
cautioned that it was not an “exhaustive reviewafilg the 1988-89 school year in Los Angeles Cotiméye were
2,265 “hate incidents.” From 1985 to 1988 thereenir8 “racial/ethnic incidents” between all UC qarges. For
studies on the racial climates in institutions igfhler education see: Chesler and Crowfoot, “An @izgtional
Analysis of Racism in Higher Education;” Hurtadoilé/n, Clayton-Pedersen, and Allen, “Enhancing Casnpu
Climates for Racial/Ethnic Diversity.”
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“unalterably opposed” to such arrangements. Ansdsh controversy, the construction of the
college proceeded and anotherfactosegregated community college campus was créated.
But simply gaining access to and graduating fronmatitution of higher education, even

a prestigious one like the University of CaliformaStanford, was no guarantee of a better life if
you were not white. The example of Japanese i1®#28s and 1930s is illustrative of this point.
The segregated “ethnic economy” for Japanese inop&itan Los Angeles and San Francisco
was the primary labor market that would hire imraigrJapanese and first generation Japanese-
Americans. Up until the 1940s first generationalegse-Americans, the Nisei, could find work
only in this segregated labor market because whitegd not hire them, even with college
degrees. Many Nisei went from college to workisgagarm laborer or as a clerk in a store.
Historian David K. Yoo argued that “not only dicghier education not pay in terms of
employment, but it actually made the realitiesifef &fter graduation more painful because of the
raised expectations that schooling fostered.” Nisei in the mid 1920s explained his bitter
disappointment with the racist and segregated Asarrsociety:

In going through high school and college, | caattall how many times | was

cast aside just because | am a Japanese. | wasl lii@m parties, dances,

swimming pools, etc. for the same reason previogisdgn. Truly America is for

Americans and all other races not givensis|[chance. Pretty soon these other

races might be rejected from the supposed-to-libdéthe free.
Paul Kusuda was a Nisei living in Los Angeles atteraling Los Angeles City College when he

and his family were deported to a Japanese coratEmtrcamp in 1942. Experiencing wholesale

racial discrimination against “Japs” in America,dtda began to question his faith in the

9 Turpin, Dick, “Negro Group Requests Non-Techniallege,”Los Angeles Time$, April 1966, A8; “Board
Refuses State Loan on Junior Colledeps Angeles Time80 Sept 1966, 29; “Southwest Jr. College: Teacher
Group Disapproves Los Angeles Time28 Jan 1967, B4; Jack McCurdy, “Board Plans to Gikierity to South
L.A. Area College,Los Angeles Time$3 Oct 1967, SG1; Jack McCurdy, “Educational Bdanit Ends
Integration Study,'Los Angeles Time24 Oct 1967, A8; John Dart, “Race Issue ExplanatoBandidate’s
Purpose,Los Angeles Timeg9 Jun 1968, 19.
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American dream: “Time and time again, | have argihed America is not a democracy for white
people only. Was | wrong?” As David K. Yoo suminad the Japanese American experience,
and one could argue the experience of most norewtitericans in California, “hard work,
playing by the rules, and investment in educatieargnteed nothing?®

The first systematic collection of data on ethyieihd access to institutions of higher
education in the state was conducted by the Caldddigher Education Coordinating Council in
1967, but this study was only focused on accefizet®niversity of California system. They
found that only 3.6 percent of public high schcaisrs were African American, but only 1.2
percent were eligible to attend the University afifornia. The same study found that 8.7
percent of seniors were Latino, but only 3.3 pereere UC eligible. In 1968 Dr. John
Lombardi, the Assistant Superintendent of the Lagéles district’s college division, criticized
junior colleges in the state for not doing moredmbat segregation and racial discrimination.
Lombardi argued that junior colleges had made ‘mstanding improvement in the education of
minority students,” but he said that they had redute “grosser forms” of racial discrimination
on college campuses. But in 1968, accordinga® Angeles Timagporter Jack McCurdy,
junior colleges in urban California areas werd $4tilostly de factosegregated and are growing
more so0.” McCurdy reported that junior collegeuie and administrators were still mostly
white, and many junior college physical educategchers and coaches were “almost
exclusively white” and hostile to African Americaasd integratior:

In 1970 the Carnegie Commission on Higher Educdtexhpublished data
demonstrating that several states in the U. S. thi#gHargest community college systems were

still highly segregated by race. Ironically, tksue of segregation was not directly discussed in

*0yoo, Growing Up Nisei4, 26, 27, 50, 109.
*1 Douglas;The Conditions for Admissip88; Jack McCurdy, “Junior Colleges Charged wittyging in Minority
Education,"The Los Angeles TimesNov 1968, A12.
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this report and these data where sequesteredapm@andix. Analysis of this data gives some
concrete focus to the issues of segregation in aamtyncolleges, both across the U.S. and
specifically in California.

California community colleges were highly segredatethe late 1960s. Between 1960
and 1970 the state as a whole was about 76 pdoc8Atpercent white, 8 percent to 13.7 percent
Latino, 5.6 percent to 7 percent black, and 2 pertme2.8 percent Asian and Pacific Islander,
and 0.4 percent American Indian with the majorityh@ non-white populations concentrated in
the urban metropolitan areas around the Los Ang8kes Francisco Bay area, San Diego, and
Sacramento. Of the thirty-two large California coomity colleges with over 5,000 students,
twenty-one of those colleges (66 percent) had wdtiident populations over 85 percent with
twelve of those colleges (37.5 percent) having &kitident populations over 90 percent. Four
of these colleges had a black student populationeaB5 percent with Compton College having
a student population that was 48.9 percent bl&xke college had a Latino population above 25
percent, East Los Angeles with 40.1 percent. @thethirty-two large California community
colleges, five (16 percent) colleges had minoritident populations between 35.1 percent and
52.7 percent of the total student population: Thinebe Los Angeles area (Compton College,
East Los Angeles College, and Los Angeles City&ga) and two in the East Bay area (Merritt
College in Oakland and Contra Costa College in Batnio)>?

It is quite clear that by the early 1970s the stdt€alifornia was still highly segregated
by race due to a history dé juresegregation ande factoresidential and labor market
segregation. Itis also clear that California jpubthools, community colleges, and state

universities were affected by this legacy of radigtrimination, and many community colleges

2 Carnegie Commissiohe Open-Door Colleged\ppendix A, Table 1; Gibson and Juijstorical Census
Statistics on Populatigrirables 19.
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in particular were still highly segregated by rbeeause of their placementde facto
segregated residential areas.

The history of racism and segregation in Califomikes the highly influential 1970
Carnegie Commission policy documehhe Open-Door Collegesery problematic, especially
in relation to California’s still highly segregateducational system during the 1970s. While the
Carnegie Commission supported “open access tmpen-door’ college for all highs school
graduates and otherwise qualified individuals,5 tholicy report did not touch the issue of
educational segregation, the inability of many mitycstudents in the country to successfully
graduate from high school, and the role that conitywolleges would play in equalizing access
to higher education. This policy report was qeitsar on the fact that “the proportion of
minority-group students in community colleges (gtder Japanese- and Chinese-Americans)
falls short of their representation in the youttgopulation.” The report does not, however,
discuss how community colleges could help overctiigelegacy of disproportional
representationThe Open-Door Colleggmoints to the California system of higher educataod
the California Master Plan of 1960 as a model ierrest of the country in terms of improving
access to higher education. But the Carnegie Cssiom did not come to terms with the
unequally structured and highly segregated natiieeoCalifornia educational system that was
really not an adequate model for other statesltovian terms of increasing access to higher
education or adequately positioning community gakeas a means of social mobility for
economically and racially excluded populatihs.

But even if community colleges offered an “openriao students irrespective of race,
these institutions were not able to offer anythimgre than access. A Californian postsecondary

policy report published in 1968 made it clear tt@nmunity colleges “have the greatest role to

3 The Carnegie Commission on Higher Educatitime Open-Door Collegg®ew York, 1970), 2, 5, 10-11.

26



play in providing for higher educational opportigstfor the disadvantaged” because they are
open-door institutions and tuition-free. But s@lacknowledged that community colleges have
“relatively little financial assistance programsadable,” limited funds for any special programs,
and faculty who “have little time beyond the clagsn to develop special efforts for
disadvantaged students.” Thus, community collegeged the disadvantaged in a laissez faire
way by simply being “open” institutions that wouldt bar potential students due to academic
preparation, race, or age. Obviously this so-dditgen door” institution could do nothing to
compensate for the lingering racial hostility andial segregation in the community at large,
and further, since postsecondary education walyfesilable to all students through the
community college, it was easy to blame studentstieir lack of ability or motivation, rather

than targeting the social environment for strucigithe failure of non-white students.

** Coordinating Council for Higher EducatioBalifornia Higher Education and the Disadvantag&hcramento,
March 1968), 1-2.
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