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This article continues my discussion in the last issue of the Nanzan Review of
American Studies regarding the emergence of the new four-year university and
the introduction of “general education” within it in postwar Japan.! In doing so
I have made extensive use of the following sources: from the American side,
the Report of the United States Education Mission to Japan (USEMIJ) and doc-
uments of the General Headquarters/Civil Information and Education Section
(CIE); and from the Japanese side, reports and documents of the Research Com-
mittee on the Education System at Tokyo Imperial University, the Council for
Standards for Establishing Universities—the predecessor of the Japanese Uni-
versity Accreditation Association (JUAA)-—the Japan Education Committee
(JEC), the Japan Education Reform Committee (JERC) (later Council), and the
National Institute for Educational Research of Japan. In this article I examine
why “general education” was not carried out effectively in the new four-year
university. In particular, I focus on the differences in the way Occupation Forces
and the Japanese understood *“general education.”? In my view, this discrepancy
interfered with the successful implementation, reputation, and perpetuation of
“general education” in postwar Japanese universities.

In the preceding article I made the following points regarding the initial
stages of implementation of the school system:

1. The USEMJ recommended a 6-3-3 school ladder system but did not rec-
ommend a specific number of years of higher education.

2. The USEMJ was strongly influenced by the JEC, particularly Nambara
Shigeru, chairman of the JEC and president of Tokyo Imperial University.

3. Nambara met secretly with the chairman of the Mission, George D. Stod-
dard. Nambara suggested to Stoddard that the USEMJ recommend a
school reform that would “model the whole scheme after the American
plan, building up elementary schools, high schools, colleges, and uni-
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versities in a natural sequence with wide opportunities at all levels” (Eng-
lish as in original). He was implying that the 6-3-3 system be comple-
mented with a four-year university system.

4. The four-year university system was finally proposed by the JERC in
December 1946 and implemented as such in the School Education Law
in March 1947.

The main characteristics of curricula in the new four-year university, “gen-
eral education” and a “credit system,” were mandated on 8 July 1947 by the
Standards for Universities, also called the Standards for Accreditation of Uni-
versities by the JUAA. In 1950, a year after the emergence of the new four-year
university, the Ministry of Education published the Report of the JERC,
Progress of Educational Reform in Japan, as a reference for the forthcoming
Second United States Education Mission to Japan. Chapter 4, “The Reform of
Higher Education,” stated that “the new university emphasizes the importance of
general culture” as a characteristic of the new university system.3

In spite of these efforts to promote “general education,” it proved difficult to
establish it effectively. There are many reasons why general education was not
as effective as it should have been. One reason was that the Japanese lacked an
understanding of the necessity of combining general education and specialized
education within a four-year undergraduate program, similar to American uni-
versities. In fact, in 1991, after more than 40 years of debate on the issue of gen-
eral education, the Ministry of Education drastically revised the Standards for
Universities and temporarily dismantled the general education system. However,
the essence of general education was not lost completely. In October 1998, the
University Council, under the Ministry of Education, again stressed the impor-
tance of general education, changing its name to “liberal education.”

An April 1946 JEC report contained two plans that recommended either a
four- or five-year university system, although the USEMJ had mentioned only a
four-year normal school. This is the first document in which we can see mention
of a four-year university in postwar Japan, other than a March 1946 report issued
by the Research Committee on the Education System at Tokyo Imperial Univer-
sity. It should be mentioned that this JEC Report was kept secret for a while by
the Ministry of Education. (Although the JEC was to supply its report both to the
Ministry and the CIE, it passed it on only to the Ministry of Education. The Min-
istry buried it until the CIE complained to Nambara and pressured the former for
its release.) Examining the JEC Report, the CIE was greatly pleased to notice
that the JEC was willing to substitute a four-year university system for the exist-
ing three-year system. However, because initially some Japanese were not con-
vinced of the appropriateness of a four-year system, the CIE decided to push
ahead with a four-year university system immediately, with the rationale that the
USEMI Report implied its desirability.
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Higher Education Reform and “General Education”

THE REPORT OF THE U.S. EDUCATION MISSION AND “GENERAL EDUCATION”

In the “Curriculum of Colleges and Universities” section of Chapter VI, on
“Higher Education,” the Mission recommended “general education” specifically
by criticizing the curriculum of the prewar higher schools, at which

for the most part there is too little opportunity for general education, too early
and too narrow a specialization, and too great a vocational or professional
emphasis. A broader humanistic attitude should be cultivated to provide more
background for free thought and a better foundation on which professional
training may be based.*

The idea of introducing the kind of general education provided in American
universities was suggested by Nambara, who told Chairman Stoddard about the
lack of general or liberal education in prewar Japan:

I believe that education in special fields is well done, but that general or liberal
education is weak. We can improve this by better general teaching, by more
synthetic study for both teachers and students. In this way we could achieve a
harmony between the cultural courses and the scientific courses.5

Nambara’s idea of general education was reflected in discussions of the
Research Committee on the Education System at Tokyo Imperial University.
According to the report, they also discussed curriculum problems at a third
meeting of 13 March 1946. The report pointed out the lack of cultural depth in
the humanities and in the field of natural science. In fact, Kakimuma Kosaku, a
member of the JEC and a professor at Tokyo Imperial University, discussed this
matter at the meeting with the Mission. Kakimuma told them that in the field of
medicine, also, graduates had a poor understanding of history, philosophy, liter-
ature, and arts. For this reason he felt the curriculum should provide more cul-
tural courses. There was also a regrettable tendency for engineering students to
neglect cultural subjects, while humanities and social science students lacked
familiarity with natural sciences.®

Furthermore, the “Structure of Higher Education” section in Chapter VI of
the USEMJ Report noted that “increasing the number of senmon gakko, koto
gakko, and universities alone will probably not meet the demand for more gen-
eral education. . . . To accomplish this it is recommended that their curricula also
should be liberalized. . . . In professional and technological programs, subjects
of general education should be more freely introduced wherever feasible.””
Thus, the Mission stressed the importance of having a broad humanistic attitude.
The “Variety of Opportunity” section of the Report briefly mentioned that “the
social sciences, the physical sciences and the humanities simultaneously offer
new vistas to the scholar and scientist,” but this point was not directly related to
the Report’s treatment of general education.! However, in Chapter IV, “Teaching
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and the Education of Teachers,” the USEMIJ recommended the importance of
general education as follows:

Since the curriculum should be designed to educate the prospective teacher as
an individual and as a citizen, emphasis is needed on the liberal aspects, as in
the natural sciences, social studies, humanities, and arts.?

We find that the USEMJ emphasized the importance of general education for
teachers’ education and thus recommended a four-year normal school.

THE REPORT OF THE JAPANESE EDUCATION COMMITTEE AND GENERAL
EDUCATION

The reports of the JEC and the USEMIJ in general were significant because they
were interrelated and mutually supportive. For examples, American progressive
educators preferred a 6-3-3 school system because they thought it corresponded
with students’ physical and psychological development in the United States at
the time. However, surprisingly, the Mission Report mentioned nothing about
students’ physical and psychological development. Instead, it only recom-
mended the single-track 6-3-3 school system as a reformation of the complex
and elitist multitrack prewar system for higher elementary education, middle
schools, girls’ higher schools, vocational and youth schools, as well as the
preparatory and normal schools. Ironically, it was the JEC that mentioned the 6-
3-3 school system as preferable: “The reason for this is that physically and psy-
chologically a student will change greatly during this period and to retain a
student in a one-level system for this period of time will result in difficulties.””10

Although the JEC specifically proposed a four or five-year university, they
did not place general education in their proposed plan. The JEC Report sug-
gested that “after three years of higher secondary school there should be a four-
or five-year university, and all graduates of the higher secondary school regard-
less of the type are to be admitted to the university,” and added that “in the first
year of college a general course [should be] given.” Though the JEC briefly
touched upon the subject of a “general course,” its report never mentioned “gen-
eral education” or “liberal education.” It seems that the JEC did not have an idea
of the role of general education in their proposed university plan.

CURRICULUM IN PREWAR HIGHER SCHOOLS

Why did the JEC not propose general education at the university level? Their
report seems to have been affected by their ideas about higher education in the
prewar period. A general or liberal education had been provided only at the elit-
ist prewar higher schools, not at universities. In the prewar period, fewer than
ten percent of middle school graduates were admitted to higher schools.!! As the
universities assumed that general education was provided at the higher schools,
they focused only on specialized subjects. The Japanese were not experienced in
teaching general and specialized subjects together at the same level. “Higher
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ordinary education” at the prewar higher schools was inevitably preparation for
university education. The Regulation of Higher Schools of 1919 (Ministry of
Education Order No. 8) required physical education and emphasized morals but
also prescribed a broad curriculum: Japanese language, Chinese classics, and
foreign languages (as language subjects); philosophy, psychology, and ethics (as
human science subjects); history, geography, economics, and law (as social sci-
ence subjects); and mathematics, physics, chemistry, zoology, mineralogy, and
geology (as natural science subjects). Foreign languages were among the most
important subjects, accounting for more than one-third of a student’s curricu-
lum.12 In 1939, in Imperial Order 711, the Education Council stressed the impor-
tance of a broad “general or liberal education” as a prerequisite to university
education.'® They prescribed a course of “higher ordinary education,”which was
equivalent to “general education” at the higher school or university preparatory
schools. However, this curriculum of general education was different from the
“general education” that was newly introduced in the postwar period. “Higher
ordinary education” was stressed as a prerequisite to university education.

Here two points can be made. First, as we have seen, the USEMJ was not
impressed with general education at the old higher schools. Second, the Mission
focused on the desirability of a comprehensive general education at the univer-
sity level.

CRITICISM OF PREWAR UNIVERSITIES

Prewar Japanese universities were basically modeled on the modern European
university system. Thus, the university was an institute for specialized educa-
tion, while students at preparatory institutions, such as prewar higher schools and
university preparatory schools, were given a general education as a prerequisite
for university education. Article 1 of the 1918 University Order indicated that
the purposes of a university education were the teaching of academic theories
and applications as well as the pursuit of basic research, necessary for the state,
and the realization of perfection in humanity and national sentiment. However,
the curriculum actually emphasized subjects related to specialized education,
seminars, and laboratories and minimized study in the humanities. As a result,
the university was a center for specialized education in both theory and practice.

Why did university education overemphasize specialized education? Accord-
ing to the 1951 report General Education in the University (in Japanese), edited
by the JUAA, Japanese thought they needed to catch up with the advanced West-
ern cultures by emphasizing specialized knowledge and techniques. Thus, they
thought that graduates were well educated if they had specialized knowledge
and techniques. They underestimated the value of a liberal education. The JUAA
report criticized the prewar university education system for overemphasizing
specialized education. !4

In his article “General Education,” Robert H. Grant reviewed general educa-
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tion in prewar Japan by quoting a Japanese scholar, Ono Takeo, who wrote in the
journal Zaisei (Public Finance) in February 1946. Ono criticized the absence of
general education:

Generally speaking, the evils of our university education lie in the fact that it
gives out education without teaching culture, and pours in knowledge without
cultivating intelligence. If there had not been before the outbreak of the Pacific
War certain Imperial University graduates around the Emperor, the unfortunate
Pacific War would not have broken out. It is also true that if there had been
more cultured and intelligent liberals in (government and business) positions,
the wartime economy would not have become so corrupt and confused. . . . The
loss [sic] of the Pacific War is attributable to old and middle-aged . . . university
graduates in official positions who slept all the time in the warm nursery of
gakubatsu in ignorance, dullness, and timidity !5

Introduction of General Education Subjects

ORGANIZATION OF THE JAPANESE UNIVERSITY ACCREDITATION
ASSOCIATION

The JUAA was initially organized at the behest of the Higher Education Branch
of the CIE in order to shape the postwar higher education, while the 6-3-3 school
system was completely controlled by the JERC. Edwin F. Wigglesworth, coor-
dinator of the CIE’s Higher Education Branch, was the most important figure in
establishing the JUAA.

General education subjects in the new four-year university were regulated by
the Standards for Universities that was also adopted under the Standards for
Accreditation of Universities by the JUAA on 8 July 1947 (revised 15 December
1947). The JUAA was formally organized on the same day, but it had originated
at a meeting held on 29 October 1946 at which the Ministry of Education assem-
bled ten university presidents and professors, including Wada Koroku, Uehara
Senroku, and Mutai Risaku.!6

According to the ten-year history of the JUAA (in Japanese), in October 1946
Hidaka Daishiro, Chief of the School Education Bureau, Ministry of Education,
was asked about standards for universities by the CIE. He presented a set of
bylaws that was the standard of the Ministry of Education for approving the
establishment of universities. The CIE pointed out a great deal of ambiguous
terminology in the document and suggested that a new standard be prepared. In
response, the Ministry of Education formed a council for discussing a desirable
standard for universities called the Daigaku Setsuritsu Kijun Settei ni Kansuru
Shingikai (Council for Standards for Establishing Universities). Under CIE lead-
ership, the Council, predecessor of the JUAA, began revising the prewar Min-
istry of Education guidelines to create standards for approving the establishment
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of universities.!” However, when the JERC submitted a report recommending
four-year universities on 27 December 1946, the Council suddenly shifted to
drafting a new standard for approving the establishment of universities, the Stan-
dards for Universities, using the JERC report.!8

Thus, the Standards for Universities originated in the bylaws governing the
prewar university. As mentioned in my previous Nanzan Review article, the
JERC was responsible for making educational policy for the entire Japanese
educational system and was under the Cabinet, while the JUAA was only con-
cerned with higher education, particularly the establishment of general educa-
tion and a credit system. Thus, the JUAA, like the JERC, did not discuss the
ideas of the university in precise detail.’® A “Proposed Rough Plan Concerning
Standards for Approving the Establishment of Universities (tentative)”
(undated) was probably drawn up in late December 1946 by the Council (later
JUAA). It was the origin of the Standards for Universities that were enacted and
adopted in July 1947. However, the rough plan included only broad standards,
not specific regulations for a system of academic units, division of subjects
between general education and specialized education, and requirements for the
bachelor’s degree under a basic curriculum system.2° Concerning the basic cur-
riculum for new universities, a February 1947 discussion at the Subcommittee
for Cultural Courses under the Council for Standards for Establishing Universi-
ties was more significant. The Subcommittee, at a meeting in early March, con-
firmed the items for the basic curriculum of general education for the bachelor’s
degree that had already been discussed in February.?! Here we can see general
education subjects and specialized education subjects defined in the new univer-
sity curriculum for the first time. The general education subjects were divided
into three groups: humanities, social sciences, and natural sciences. They were
called “general cultural subjects” until the revision of the Standards for Univer-
sities in June 1950.

It was at the last minute that the Council confirmed the curriculum of general
education prior to the implementation of a four-year university system in the
School Education Law in March 1947.

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE JUAA AND THE JERC

The Council was officially reorganized as the Japanese University Accreditation
Association on 8 July 1947 and was given authority by the CIE to approve the
establishment of universities. On the other hand, the Japan Education Reform
Committee was designated by the CIE as an education policymaker whose
objective was to promote postwar university education reform. What was the
relationship between the JUAA and the JERC, particularly where postwar higher
education reform was concerned? And what was the role of CIE involvement in
this process?

The JERC was established earlier than the JUAA. In theory, the CIE autho-
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rized the JERC to discuss plans and to make policy independently of the CIE
and the Ministry of Education. Nambara Shigeru, a key person within the JERC,
often took positions that were independent of the CIE.?2 Representatives of the
CIE did not attend general and special meetings of the JERC in an official
capacity, and could only advise and restrict the JERC indirectly through the
Steering Committee—and a general understanding that its autonomy was lim-
ited to staying within the general guidelines of the Report of the USEMIJ.23 On
the other hand, the CIE played an instrumental role in directing the JUAA to ini-
tiate a curriculum for new universities.2* Unfortunately, there was little discus-
sion of general education by the JERC.25 As a result, the development of general
education in postwar universities was inconsistent.

THE JUAA AND GENERAL AND LIBERAL EDUCATION SUBJECTS

Why was the approved term “general-liberal education,” rather than “general
education”? It was because the CIE urged the Japanese to adopt a “general edu-
cation” system based on the Report of the USEMJ, which particularly empha-
sized “liberalized curricula.” It should be noted that the CIE used the terms
“general education” and “liberal education” interchangeably. Orr explained:
“We thought Japanese needed liberal education. For example, we hoped that the
Japanese citizens should have critical minds, not blindly follow the government
authorities as they did in the prewar period, through subjects such as broad lib-
eral courses in history, politics, economics, literature, anthropology, psychology,
and philosophy.”?26
The preface of the Standards for Universities read:

The university has the important responsibility of providing the highest level
of education and encouraging the advancement of knowledge. It is, therefore,
necessary to set up definite standards governing its establishment, and the orga-
nization of its departments and facilities so that there will be general agreement
as to the nature and quality of its service to society.

What was the meaning of general education in the Standards for Universities?
According to Article 7,

a university or division thereof specializing in the cultural sciences must offer
courses in general education consisting of at least three subjects from among
those enumerated in each group mentioned hereunder and a minimum total of
fifteen such subjects. A university or division thereof specializing in one or
more of the natural sciences must establish courses in general education by
offering at least two subjects from among those enumerated in each group men-
tioned hereunder, and a minimum total of twelve such subjects.

The original subjects included in general education under the Standards for
Universities adopted by the JUAA on 8 July 1947 were as follows:

The Humanities Group: Philosophy (including Ethics), Psychology, Pedagogy,
History, Descriptive Geography, Literature, Foreign Languages.

88 NANZAN REVIEW OF AMERICAN STUDIES 22 /2000



The Social Science Group: Law, Politics, Economics, Sociology, Statistics,
Domestic Science.?’

The Natural Science Group: Mathematics, Physics, Chemistry, Geography,
Physiology, Anthropology, Astronomy.

It is possible to increase subjects other than those mentioned above in case of
necessity.
As seen from the above, the Humanities Group included foreign languages. At a
Joint Meeting of the Board of Trustees (5th) and Board of Directors (11th) of
Nippon University on 25 November 1947, Lulu Holmes, a CIE advisor on
higher education, modified the general education subjects as follows:

Humanities: Philosophy, Psychology, Logic, Education, Sociology, Religion,
History, Descriptive Geography, Anthropology, Literature, Foreign Languages.
Social Science: Law, Politics, Economics, Sociology, Anthropology, Education,
History, Statistics, Domestic Science.

Natural Science: Mathematics, Statistics, Physics, Astronomy, Chemistry,
Physical Geography, Biology, Psychology, Anthropology, Domestic Science.
Add a clause “particularly music and art are desired to be added” after the

clause “it is possible to increase subjects other than those mentioned above in
case of necessity” mentioned above.?8

It was obvious that Holmes had placed some of the same subjects in different
groups and had increased the number of subjects to broaden all three categories.
Holmes’s emphasis on the cultivation of artistic skills such as music and art
demonstrated that the CIE aimed to broaden the subjects of liberal arts. It is
interesting to note that she placed “domestic science” in both the social science
and the natural science groups in order to emphasize coeducation. In this man-
ner, the CIE made general education subjects more flexible and diversified.
Accordingly, the Standards for Universities were revised as follows:

The Humanities Group: Philosophy, Ethics, Psychology, Pedagogy, Sociology,
Theology, History, Descriptive Geography, Anthropology, Literature, Foreign
Languages.

The Social Science Group: Law, Political Science, Economics, Sociology, Psy-
chology, Anthropology, Pedagogy, History, Statistics, Home Economics.

The Natural Science Group: Mathematics, Statistics, Physics, Astronomy,
Chemistry, Geology, Biology, Psychology, Anthropology, Home Economics.
Subjects other than those stated above may be added to one or more appropriate
groups. Courses of cultural value are especially desirable.??

“Domestic science” was changed to “home economics,” the terminology used in
American universities.

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN GENERAL EDUCATION AND SPECIALIZED
EDUCATION

Unlike the curriculum of prewar universities, Article LII of the 1947 School
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Education Law stated: “The university, as a center of learning, shall aim at
teaching and studying higher learning and technical arts as well as giving
[instruction in] broad general culture and developing intellectual, moral, and
practical abilities” (emphasis added). This text was drafted by Wigglesworth.30
Although he did not use the term “general education,” the twin elements of gen-
eral education and specialized education were both considered essential for the
postwar university curriculum. However, Article XLI stated: “The high school
shall aim at giving the students higher general education and technical educa-
tion according to the development of their minds and bodies on the basis of the
education given at the secondary school” (emphasis added). This shows that the
term “general education” was applied to education at the high school level.

It was important that the relationship of the twin elements, “general educa-
tion” and “specialized education,” be understood in order to promote the post-
war university system effectively. However, contemporary Japanese did not
understand the real meaning of general education. They only set up these
courses as prerequisite subjects for specialized education. The Japanese thought
that the general education introduced in postwar universities was the same as
what had been offered at the old higher schools. However, the subjects offered at
the higher schools were simply prerequisite courses for university education,
while general education in the new postwar universities was supposed to be
comprehensive, not preparatory. General education and specialized education
were not intended to conflict; instead they were supposed to complement each
other in order to develop a liberally educated population, contribute to all
mankind, facilitate changes in society, promote flexibility, develop critical think-
ing, and foster active citizenship.3!

Uehara Senroku, one of the pioneers in cultivating general education in post-
war Japan, criticized the general education of the prewar period as being no
more than prerequisite courses for specialized courses. However, in the postwar
period the two were supposed to be integrated and general education to be taught
all four years, not just as introductory courses in the first two years. Uehara’s
understanding of general education was influenced by the Report of the USEMJ.
Regarding this point, Grant pointed out the important relationship between gen-
eral education and specialized education. He warned that it was “general educa-
tion and specialized education,” not “either general education or specialized
education.” Furthermore, he explained that “‘liberal’ arts refers to those bodies
of knowledge that free the mind,” and “‘liberal’ arts frees men’s minds from
ignorance and prejudice and superstition” (emphasis in original).3?

However, it cannot be denied that general education courses at the new uni-
versities were more or less treated as introductory courses. Thus, textbooks on
general education were structured as preparatory courses for specialized educa-
tion. Furthermore, professors who taught general education subjects at the new
universities were replaced by former faculty who had taught general education
subjects at the prewar higher schools or university preparatory schools, and thus
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it was only the name that changed, not the quality, objective, or thrust.33 Regard-
ing this point, the 1951 report General Education in the University (in Japanese)
criticized former university professors for not paying much attention to teaching
methods. Instead, they relied on methods used at the earlier middle school lev-
els. The report also criticized professors of the old university system for being
mainly interested in research, not teaching. Thus, genuine general education
could be seen only in the ideas and practices of the new universities that were
most effective in adopting appropriate teaching methods.3*

THE DISTRIBUTION OF GENERAL EDUCATION SUBJECTS

“The Reorganization of Higher Education” published by the Ministry of Educa-
tion in May 1948 stated:

Each curriculum should be so organized as to provide logical progress from
general to specialized study, and hence the transition to professional compe-
tence upon graduation or to further study in the graduate school. Each univer-
sity should arrange its offerings in the basic or general education courses under
at least three general headings: the social sciences, the humanistic sciences, and
the natural sciences.

In a lecture entitled “The Concept of the New University,” Wigglesworth
explained the integration of general education and specialized education.
According to him, there were two methods of providing general education sub-
jects. The first method was a “Ladder System” that offered general education
subjects through the entire four years. The second method was an “Accumula-
tion System” that offered general education in the first two years exclusively. He
compared the two and analyzed their main advantages respectively as follows:

The advantages of the [first method] (Ladder System) are (1) specialized sub-
jects can be developed gradually from simple to advanced; (2) more difficult
subjects in general education can be comprehended at a more mature age. This
method is valuable in many cases to universities that will establish some system
of affiliation on the basis of either distance or allotment of teaching subjects.
The [second method] (Accumulation System) enables the student (1) to delay
his choice of vocation until a mature age, and (2) to inquire more profoundly
into his field of specialization. If a student desires to enter such professional
fields as medicine or dentistry, [the second method] will be especially suitable
for preparatory courses. Nevertheless, the adoption of either of these two meth-
ods is to be left to the individual university 33

As shown above, the CIE gave two sylstems for offering general education.
However, it suggested that the method should be decided by the individual uni-
versity as needed, not by the Ministry of Education. Nevertheless, the Ministry
suggested using the second method, the “Accumulation System,” which treated
general education as a prerequisite course for specialized education, as it had
been treated in prewar higher schools.
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Furthermore, the Ministry published a handbook, “The Reorganization of
Higher Education,” in January 1948. The handbook was identical to Wig-
glesworth’s lecture on “The Concept of the New University” and seems to have
been primarily a translation of his lecture. However, there was an important dif-
ference between the two. The handbook mentioned that the Accumulation System
had an advantage: “[W]hen a university offers courses in liberal arts through
absorption of an old-type koto gakko, this method of integration will likewise be
found useful.”36 This was a remark added by the Ministry of Education; Wig-
glesworth never mentioned such a point in his lecture. The idea of the Ministry
of Education was not based on the “broader humanistic attitude” advocated by
the USEMJ. The Ministry placed its emphasis on reorganization of the prewar
higher education system without understanding the democratic ideas and goals
of general education, and adopted a concept that served the Ministry’s own inter-
ests. This idea was also reflected in JERC proceedings. According to the minutes
of Special Committee V of the JERC, which discussed the higher-level school
system, the Committee often discussed dividing universities into a first two
years and a second two years for a smooth transition from the former higher
schools to the new universities.37

Regarding the distribution of general education subjects, the report of the
JUAA warned against the Accumulation System that had been suggested by the
Ministry of Education.?® Although Wigglesworth acknowledged that the system
had advantages, with students choosing their own vocations or specializations at
a more mature age, the Ministry of Education had institutionalized a discontinu-
ity between general education and specialized education. As a result, the Min-
istry made the field of general education an area of preparatory courses prior to
specialized education.

It is also important to note the Ministry’s reorganization of general education
after the Occupation. On 22 October 1956 the changes in the Standards for Uni-
versities were enforced by Ordinance 28 of the Ministry of Education. As a
result, the main composition of general education was changed, and “basic edu-
cation courses” were also added as a supplement. Under Article 19 of the Stan-
dards for Universities, courses taught were divided into four categories: general
education, foreign languages, physical education, and specialized education,
similar to the former Standards for Universities introduced by the JUAA. How-
ever, this Article was amended by the new law to add the new category of “basic
education courses” to the above four. The new category was defined as “sub-
jects of general education related to specialized subjects in a faculty [gakubu].”

The new general education system required by the Standards for Universities
of the Ministry of Education Ordinance tended to place more stress on special-
ized education than did the regulations of the Standards for Universities of the
JUAA. When these Standards were revised by the Ministry of Education’s 1956
ordinance, it produced a remarkable turning point in the history of general edu-
cation in the postwar period.?
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The 1956 changes were coincident with growth in the Japanese economy. The
business world had pressured the universities into emphasizing specialized edu-
cation to meet their demands for developing the economy. The enactment of the
1956 Standards introducing “basic education courses” was of great significance.
There is no doubt that the changes resulted from pressure by the business world,
not from the academic world. Their demand was echoed by the Ministry of Edu-
cation, which wanted to strengthen specialized education at the university level.
The “basic education courses” with an emphasis on specialized education came
under the category of general education, and the change was partly responsible
for the consequent turmoil in general education.*0

Conclusion

I have examined how difficult it was for general education to be implemented in
postwar Japanese universities. The causes varied. Nevertheless, it is important to
note that the Report of the USEMJ in 1946, the Bible of postwar education
reform, did not recommend a four-year university and relied on Japanese initia-
tive, as mentioned in the Report of the Second U. S. Education Mission, 1950.
The 1946 Report did, however, emphasize a liberalized curriculum as the ideal
for general education.

There was a discrepancy between the CIE and the Ministry of Education in
terms of interpretation of general education. During the Occupation the JUAA,
supported by the CIE, had the greatest influence, but power gradually shifted to
the Ministry of Education after the Occupation. It should be emphasized that the
Standards for Universities embodied in the Ministry of Education’s 1956 ordi-
nance were not influenced by academic professionals.

The Japanese adopted the same three categories of general education—
humanities, social sciences, and natural sciences—in the Standards for Univer-
sities as it had in the prewar higher schools. The Standards were not aimed at
upgrading the quality of the general education curriculum; instead they were
mechanically used as a yardstick to be applied in approving the establishment of
new universities. Thus, the Standards were more unified.

From the start, the new universities did not embody the real ideas of general
education as practiced in American universities or as espoused in a general way
throughout the USEMI Report. The Standards were only adopted after the four-year
university system had been enacted by the School Education Law of March 1947.

The confusion over general education can also be seen in the evolution of its
name. The Ministry of Education translated “liberal education” into “general
education” and treated it in the same way as the categories of the prewar higher
school curriculum. This was a step backwards for general education. On the
other hand, the CIE emphasized the liberalized curriculum referred to by the
Mission and gave it the name “liberal education.” This discrepancy impeded
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understanding of general education and eventually, in 1991, resulted in the ter-
mination of general education courses.

However, the University Council of 1998 changed “general education” to
“liberal education,” thereby strengthening the importance of a liberalized cur-
riculum. According to their report, the philosophies and objectives of liberal
education are

to help students obtain good knowledge in various fields of study, to help them
cultivate the ability to view things from different angles and to think indepen-
dently and comprehensively and judge properly, to help them obtain an abun-
dance of human qualities, and to develop human resources who can see how
their knowledge and lives relate to society.

Furthermore, this report recommended that it is essential to improve further
teaching methods and curricula, enlighten all faculty members, and improve the
administrative structure of a whole university in order to actualize these philoso-
phies and objectives. The University Council emphasized a liberalized curricu-
lum based on the needs of individual universities, not one decided by directives
from the Ministry of Education.

According to Nambara, the Japanese, guided by their own purposes, initiated
the postwar university system—and not the USEMIJ. Therefore, they did not
reform the prewar higher school system but simply reorganized it, carrying over
the ideas of the prewar higher schools. Although the Japanese adopted the gen-
eral education system forced upon them by the American Occupation, they
thought that general education was the same as the ordinary education they had
in the curriculum of the prewar higher schools. As a result, they treated it as a
prerequisite to specialized education, as in the prewar period.

In 1991, after more than forty years of debate on the issue, the Ministry of
Education drastically revised the Standards for Universities and dismantled the
general education system. The Japanese eventually realized the importance of
having general education in their curriculum, after losing it. Since 1998 the Jap-
anese have been searching for their own form of liberal education to replace
general education. Thus, it has taken fifty years for the Japanese to truly realize
the importance of the general education referred to by the Mission.

This article was presented in part at the Fourth Annual Asian Studies Con-
ference, Japan, 24 June 2000, Sophia University, Tokyo.
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