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DR. DONALD W. GOOD 

 

Q. This is tape #1 of an oral history interview.  The interviewer is James Bishop.  

The interviewee is Dr. Donald W. Good, former Ombudsman of The Ohio State 

University.  Today is Thursday, September 21, 2006.  We’re recording this in the 

Archivist Offices over at 2700 Kenny Road.  Thank you.   As we go through this, 

I very much want to thank Bertha Ihnat, Michelle Drobik, as well as Bill Studer 

and Rai Goerler for having everything set up so well, sending all the background 

material, and helping with the equipment.  Many thanks to all of you.  I’m James 

J. Bishop.  I’m interviewing today Dr. Donald W. Good.  This is part of the Oral 

History project.  This is tape #1 on September 21, 2006.  The recording is being 

made at Ohio State University in the Library Depository, 2700 Kenny Road, 

Columbus, Ohio.  The interviewee is Donald W. Good, former University 

Ombudsman.  Don, can you please give us your name and your title, and they do 

want the date and place of your birth. 

A. My name is Donald W. Good.  I was born in Winchester, Virginia, on August 13, 

1933. 

Q. We will go back, if we have to use other tapes, at least give our names and dates 

and place and the tape number at the very beginning.  I’m James Bishop.  I retired 

from Ohio State University in 2002, after serving between 1987 and 2002, in 

several capacities.  These were mostly as the Special Assistant to the Provost and 

the Founding Director of the Young Scholars Program, but also served as 

Associate Professor of Education and Assistant Dean in the College of Education.  
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After retiring from Ohio State University in 2002, I served briefly as the Interim 

President of my alma mater, LeMoyne College in Tennessee, and as a member 

and chairman of its Board of Trustees.  The most important thing today is not me, 

but it’s about Don Good.  It was really my great pleasure to get to know Don 

during my days at Ohio State.  And today it’s my great delight and personal, 

professional honor, to talk with Don today as part of The Ohio State University’s 

Archives Oral History Project.  This interview is going to focus on Dr. Good’s 

self, but primarily his role as the Ombudsman, as well as the mission, history, 

challenges, and accomplishments of that office, the University’s Office of the 

Ombudsman, which was established in 1970, and whose functions were assumed 

by the Student Advocacy Center in 1996.  Dr. Good, many, many thanks for 

agreeing to this oral history interview, for the archivist, and for the University.  

I’m sure that Dr. Goerler and Dr. Bill Studer, who brought me to this project, will 

be as grateful as I am, as well as other members of the University for you doing 

this.  But first, just a bit of formality.  I guess the lawyers probably wrote this part.  

Dr. Good, would you please indicate on the tape for the Oral History Project your 

permission for this interview to be recorded and transcribed, with the clear 

understanding that you will be able to review and change the draft transcription, 

and the final version will be kept and used by the Ohio State Oral History Project.  

If there are any aspects of this that you want to keep confidential for some periods 

of time, or forever, you will be able to indicate that as well. 
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A. I have read these conditions and I can easily agree with them.  I understand that 

this is the property of the University and I freely give this permission, and there 

are no conditions set as far as I am concerned. 

Q. Thank you very, very much.  You’ll certainly be able to change this as we see the 

transcription later.  I think that this interview, for which I express my 

wholehearted thanks for you agreeing to it, is going to be a great value in serving 

an important aspect of Ohio State University’s history, as well as any of those 

who are studying, and we hope working, in university or college administration at 

Ohio State and in other institutions.  And given the nature of your role, as the 

Ombudsman, I’m sure this will be helpful to many other institutions, both in 

academia, government, community groups, and business.  Your career at Ohio 

State covers a wide range of positions.  It’s very impressive to look at that.  These 

include that of a graduate student, a tenured faculty member and an administrator.  

Can you please describe for us your coming to Ohio State and these diverse roles 

that you had here, and tell us about your positions in those that you held prior to 

your 1992 retirement. 

A. Yes, I came to Ohio State in 1957 as a graduate student on a teaching 

assistantship to the Department of English, which was chaired then by Professor 

Robert E. Estrich.  Before then, I had received my master’s at LSU in 1957, and 

my bachelor’s at Berea College in 1955.  There’s very little there of real interest 

now except for the fact that I would have never gone to college at Berea had two 

well-off people in Winchester, Virginia, not sent me there.  There was no question 

that we could afford it.  I was in a large family.  We were very middle-class, a 
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high-falutin word for it.  However, these two people–I got to know them through 

knowing their daughter and working for them—found it just highly unusual that 

any single human being in the world was not going to college, because they could 

easily provide for their own children.  But anyway, I’m very grateful to them.  

Their names are Edith and Dudley Lichliter.  Other than that, I came here as a 

teaching assistant and was going to follow the path that everybody else follows, 

which is to obtain a Ph.D. and go someplace else.  Most departments  rarely kept 

their own Ph.Ds.  English had a couple there.  One of my friends, John Gable, was 

one of them.  But he had gone away in the interval to, I think, The University of 

Illinois at Champaign-Urbana for a while.  And then John came back here.  But 

typically one did not stay here.  And I had no prospects of that.  I wasn’t even 

thinking about it.  However, my career took an unusual turn in that I became 

involved in low-level administrative posts held by teaching assistants in the 

department.  That is probably [where] the grain of the interest in administrative 

work [came from], which actually I found—at the end of my life—as interesting 

as the teaching.  But the teaching was intellectually vital.  But of course they do 

criss-cross as you know.  I became helpful to Peg Blickle and Al Kuhn.  At one 

point, the regional campuses were a troublesome spot for the departments, 

because the departments were in Columbus, [and] the regional faculties were in 

Lima, Mansfield, Marion, and Newark.  There was a feeling of disassociation in 

the faculties, and there was a feeling also, I think, of inferior intellectual output.  

That simply wasn’t true.  I think we had splendid people on the regional campuses 

there.  However, there was a kind of birthing chaos in all of the departments when 
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they started all of the regional campuses, the four or five major ones.  In fact, as a 

teaching assistant I actually taught at one of them we had for about two years in 

Lakewood.  Now that was not one of the permanent ones.  That was in Cleveland.  

We taught at the Lakewood High School and I was there one year, the year 

Kennedy was shot, which was 1963.  So Mr. Kuhn wanted to get a handle on that 

departmental relationship.  I don’t know if this is of interest to you.  We could 

take this out of the tape later if you wanted to.  I found it interesting because, here 

was a large department—in almost every campus we were the largest group 

there—and our regional faculties felt isolated.  They felt that they had nothing to 

do with the scheduling.  They felt that their relationship with the director of the 

campus, and the director Al Kuhn as the head of the main campus, was one that 

was skewed and certainly not clearly defined.  So Al decided to have a liaison.  

And I was appointed to do that position.  Some people liked that and some people 

didn’t.  For some it was considered meddling in another’s affairs;  others thought 

it a good idea.  But basically, I developed a really nice working relationship with 

those people.  So I would typically go, at least once a quarter, to the four principal 

campuses: Lima, Marion, Newark, Mansfield.  So I would go up there once a 

quarter: meet with our own faculty, meet with the director, talk over teaching 

schedules and so forth and so on, to make sure that things, and looking at other 

people’s schedules and other department schedules, we weren’t being worked to 

death.  But my view then was that the department probably is always worked to 

death because of that freshmen composition requirement.  There are people who 

enjoy that assignment, and there are people who chafe under it.  But basically at 
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the regional campuses, because these were such basic courses, lots of people had 

to take them and lots of people had to teach them.  I wouldn’t want to do it for a 

lifetime, just because of the sentences that come to you over a lifetime from that 

group of students.  And we’ve all been there as students and teachers.  That 

established a close working relationship with Al Kuhn, who has probably in my 

career been a very influential man just because he’s so smart for one thing.  And 

because he’s a firm man and, I think, a fair man.  But there are a few people on 

the campus who were very good to me that way and whom I used as a model.  

Kuhn was one.  Charles Babcock was another in classical languages. At this time 

I was torn.  I had done everything but the dissertation. And  I’ll be damned if  I 

could do it.  I thought if I ever picked up another book to write this thing, I won’t 

do it.  And so I hemmed and hawed and I danced around it.  Al said to me one 

time, “You’re not going to go anywhere here or anywhere else unless you finish 

the dissertation, no matter how painful it is.”  So with that advice I finished the 

thing, I finished it up.  And from there things broke open to me.  Whereas I was 

always viewed, probably very skeptically and suspiciously, as the low man on the 

totem pole [for] not having had the proper credentials, all of a sudden I had the 

proper credentials, which I basically didn’t give a damn about to tell you the truth.  

Now I do, looking back on it, think it was the smart thing to do.  But at that time it 

didn’t.  But anyway, that broke things open in terms of administration.  I started to 

serve on various departmental committees.  For a while I was Chairman of 

Freshman English.  I think that was from about ’70-’74, somewhere along there.  

But anyway, in 1970, when the riots occurred on the campus, Al and I, on one 
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particular day were responsible for emptying out Denney Hall.  One of my great, 

great memories of that moment was, it was a terrible, terrible moment for Ohio 

State and for universities obviously at large in the state.  But we had to go through 

actually every tiny little office, the restrooms, every place, to make sure that there 

was no single person left in the building.  And when we had done that, we notified 

the National Guard outside that we were finished.  Two National Guards with 

bayonets appeared.  I mean there’s something comical about it now, but now 

given the world situation it’s even more serious.  They came in and escorted us 

out.  We didn’t take the elevators down.  We all walked down.  And Al had this 

amused look on his face, but also was clearly torn by the strife that [had] shut us 

down.  It was awful.  We went outside of Denney Hall.  A little tiny incident 

happened that showed the frustration and the anger of how anything could set it 

off.  There was a car parked on 17th Avenue at that time.  And it started to pull 

away.  This car, it was a red Volkswagen, and this car hit a rabbit, a tiny rabbit 

that ran into the road.  The students got so enraged, I felt for the life of the man in 

the car or the woman, I don’t remember the driver.  It just set the anger off again.  

Things then became quiet again and it just showed you how tense and tight things 

were, despite the fact of the Green Committee, which you probably heard about.  

The Green Committee was a committee of faculty, volunteer faculty, who, when 

these violent situations occurred on campus, would try to quiet things down.  I 

think even Woody Hayes was probably a member of it, although I don’t know 

that. I do remember he was out on that day trying to calm feelings.  Of course, he 

was in a way no more successful than the rest of us.  But people like Chuck 



 8 

Hoffman from German and others were members.  You could volunteer.  It was a 

great service because I think they did do certain things.  But after the shootings at 

Kent State it was a very awful time and the students were taunting the National 

Guard, who were people their own age which was part of the problem, which 

made in reflection, the shootings at Kent State so much worse, because it was 19-

year-olds killing 19-year-olds or 20-year-olds, or whatever.  But anyway, 

following that and the re-establishment of order, that was one of the things that 

happened I remember as shaking my foundations.  Another was the free speech 

issue, which happened about the same time.  The student group, and it might have 

been a graduate student group but I don’t know, had invited a very famous 

Communist, his name was Herbert Aptheker, onto the campus.  President Fawcett 

and others said that he could not speak.  And the English Department and others 

said, “No, that cannot be.”  Well, it was a wonderful clash of faculty authority or 

assumed faculty authority and the known authority of the President’s office.  So 

there was this convocation  in Mershon Auditorium. President Fawcett was sitting 

there and the head of our department, Robert Estrich, was there.  He gave what 

was without a doubt the finest, finest defense of free inquiry on a university 

campus that I’d ever heard.  It was not to be believed.  Anyway, I’m not sure 

whether Herbert Aptheker came or not.  I think he did.  I think he was allowed to 

speak somewhere here.  That was a terrible moment for the University because, 

not only in the English Department but in other departments, faculty left en 

masse.  We lost some truly, truly great people.  We lost Andrew Wright.  We lost 

Howard Babb.  We lost Don Howard.  We lost other people, Solomon, Professor 
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Eric Solomon.  They all went to La Jolla for the good life and for professorships.  

But it happened in other departments, too.  Of course, I’m not as familiar with 

those.  Those are a couple of events that I remember which were very divisive.  

However, given where I was headed, but I didn’t know I was headed, they were 

very instructive, in terms of seeing problems arise, seeing how various people 

handled them.  How some people would get inflamed in argument, and somehow 

be quite impressive.  And other people would take a much more restrained view 

and be equally effective, which was probably temperamentally more to my style.  

Because one, I wouldn’t know what to do with a rifle.  I’ve never shot a gun.  All 

of those things.  I’ve never hunted.  My father was a hunter.  He was a frog 

gigger, all of those things.  But I never did those things.  I just thought from that 

moment to these moments I’m talking about, my style probably would have been 

to find not necessarily ones that confront, but ones that are [more] compromisary 

or a middle-of-the-road or something like that.  And I give you this information 

because, if we’re talking about the Ombudsman particularly, the person has to 

have that.  If the Ombudsman shoots off his or her mouth every ten minutes, the 

place and the system are doomed.  Fortunately, when I became the Ombudsman—

other things happened before I became the Ombudsman—but when I became the 

Ombudsman, there was a great support group of that time because every 

university hustled to get one.  And they developed this organization.  And so we 

met and were helpful, I think, to one another.  We had conferences.  We had 

topics that were set up.  Because some ombudspersons, as they came to be called, 

it’s a terrible word anyway—and then instead of ombudsman, it became 
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ombudsperson.  It becomes even more difficult to pronounce.  Those meetings 

were helpful because some of those positions were more reined in than the Ohio 

State ombudsman.  The Ohio State ombudsman had fairly free rein of the 

University.  The medical college went its own way.  If they ran afoul of the 

system, they either beheaded people or whatever you do as the medical college, if 

you get people who break the rules.  And the unions too were different.  People 

who belonged to the unions [would] occasionally come to me because they were 

afraid of going to the union steward.  But I had no alternative[s] other than to say, 

“Your only alternative really is to go the President.”  And people usually did not 

want to do that.  In fact, that’s the ace in the hole of the ombudsman because 

nobody wants to go to the President, even a person as agreeable as [Edward] 

Jennings was.  Jennings appointed me and I’m sort of glad of that, because, of all 

the Presidents, I’ve always had a very warm spot in my heart for [Harold] 

Enarson and Jennings.  Those two men seemed to be the real presidential stuff.  

But that’s a very private and personal view of course.  A lot of the ombudspeople, 

we discovered, only could handle student matters, only student matters. 

Q. These are ombudspersons? 

A. Yes, at Northern Illinois, at [the] University of Illinois, [at] California, everybody 

had them.  They were from Florida.  They were from New York.  They were from 

everywhere.  It was a big organization.  I don’t know what has happened to it 

since, since I haven’t been in the office for an eon practically.  That was also very 

instructive, to be a part of that larger group, as it is in almost any professional 

group, as a faculty member.  But before that, in 1974, I was Chairman, of  
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Freshman English; I think these dates are right but I have a terrible memory.  The 

person who knows all these dates in my life, strangely enough, and in all the jives 

of my friends—because he has that kind of memory—is [former Graduate School 

Assistant Dean] Jim Siddens.  He knows the date that the Platters’ hit song in the 

’50s made a hit.  He has that kind of memory, which I don’t have.  But anyway 

from the early ’70s, or 1974, I was the Director of Freshman English, which was 

also a problem time.  It contributes to experience and to doing the ombudsman 

job.  It was a huge department.  In the big big days there were like 10,000 people 

taking Freshman English.  And so in the mid-70’s we had 7,000 people taking 

Freshman English.  And you had TAs of every stripe.  Some very competent.  

Some very good at handling human problems.  Some very good at their discipline 

but lousy at handling non-academic problems.  A lot of my time was taken up 

talking to students who were complaining [about] “their TA.”  And particularly 

their foreign TA.  That even made it to the Statehouse downtown, and it’s still 

probably going on.  And it’s an issue that has actually mildly irritated me, so I 

almost always had to hold my tongue, and it may be my ear and it may be my 

operatic ear, but I have discovered that if you listen to a person long enough, you 

actually can pick up the lilt or the tempo or the accent of the speech, unless it’s 

just grossly accented.  And usually they were not.  And that aspect, of course, at 

Ohio State became better because the Graduate School, along with the English 

Department and others, put programs into effect that helped graduate students 

who wanted to teach.  I never, I don’t think, really lost my temper probably except 

for one time in a plagiarism case.  A student plagiarized an essay that I had 
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written.  He had found a copy, and some of our TAs were using this essay as an 

example of a comparison and contrast essay.  And this kid got hold of it in a waste 

basket in the Ohio Union and he just turned it in.  When he came in and I asked 

him if he wrote it, and he said, “Yes.”  I said, “Tell me, more about these two 

operatic sopranos.”  I said, “Who is Maria Callas?  What can you tell me about 

Maria Callas?”  And of course, nothing.  I said, “Do you know who wrote this 

essay?”  And he said, “No.”  And I said, “You didn’t, did you?”  And he said, 

“No, no.”  And I said, “I wrote it.”  And I was really ticked off.  I was the person 

being cheated.  It wasn’t a funny moment but it’s one of the stories that you look 

back on with some hilarity now.  But the kid of course was shaking in his shoes 

when he discovered the source.  I didn’t send him off to the academic misconduct 

committee, which I should have done.  It’s in the rules that you must do it.  And 

after that, because I felt so bad, the kid was struggling, just struggling beyond 

belief,  so we gave him an “E” on the assignment with all the warnings that if you 

do it again and that sort of thing.  And he seemed to pull out of it, but it was a 

desperate act, as they frequently are in academic misconduct.  They’re desperate 

as much as incompetent.  There were lots of things.  In fact, I had a friend.  She 

became a friend of mine and Professor Pat Mullen.  This quite large black woman 

appeared at the door of my office one day.  She had just gotten out of the Marines 

and she had two children and a husband at the time.  The reason I say that is that 

he committed suicide shortly after that.  But she came there and she was one of 

these big-busted women.  She held herself erect like a soldier.  She said, “I’ve got 

a problem.”  And it was one of these problems with a TA.  And he was hard to 
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understand, to tell you the truth, and he was a native-born American.  Where his 

speech pattern came from, I don’t know. 

Q. She was coming to you in your role of … 

A. Of the Chairman.  As the Chair of Freshman English.  So it was these kinds of 

things.  In fact, Gwen just died last week.  Pat and I went to the funeral.  She was 

the kind of woman, she was a Force, and you remember those cases. And you 

remember how you [dealt] with them.  It was a funny case because he was a lousy 

TA, I have to say that.  And he did not finish his Ph.D. degree here.  And we 

didn’t have many of those.  But the funny thing about the two of them was that, 

she was this very imposing figure, large and incredibly well spoken, disciplined 

beyond belief.  And you can imagine from the Marine Corps.  And he was this 

tiny, tiny little man.  The two of them together, it was just that.  That was part of 

the hilarity of the situation.  But I got her out of his class and into another one.  

For that, she loved me for a lifetime.  It was very strange.  That’s all I did for her, 

was to move her.  And then she went into folklore, so that’s how she met Pat 

Mullen.  She became quite a great source of black legends, black jokes, all of 

those things, just black culture generally.  That was a typical sort of thing, which 

brings up an interesting thing about the problems.  They were more so I think 

under the rug and quiet, but there were issues of race that came up in TAs and 

students.  We were taking students at the time who were much worse prepared 

than they are now.  And we probably had some TAs who came from schools 

where there simply were no black people, or even no Jewish people.  That’s one 

of the reasons I left LSU.  I would have stayed there.  I loved the Louisiana heat.  
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But you couldn’t even have any black friends; you couldn’t have Jewish friends at 

the time.  It’s amazing.  And so I said, “I can’t stay.”  But those problems were 

very, very difficult ones.  They required the conferencing with Mr. Kuhn 

sometimes.  But typically we would get over them.  But there were issues of race.  

They were all tied in, as you could imagine, with Herb Aptheker speaking, and 

what he would be talking about in terms of speech and freedom generally of 

human beings.  Those problems were a kind of baptism of fire, a tempered fire.  

For one thing, I’m glad that I was at the University, not at Timken Roller 

Bearings, to try to solve this problem.  There is something about the University 

condition, atmosphere and so forth, that lends itself to quieter discourse and trying 

to sort out things down to the last nub.  And even students who would become 

angry, you could often deal with.  When you finally figured it out, and this is one 

of the things you always ask in the Ombudsman office, what it is you want to 

happen?  Why are you here and what do you want me to do for you?  Those 

problems were very instrumental and instructive in later life, because I had no 

idea the Ombudsman was in my future.  In fact, I didn’t know any of this was in 

my future because I thought I would take my Ph.D and leave.  But obviously once 

I was promoted, I got a professorship and so forth, assistant professor, then 

associate.  The career was sort of set.  So I was in Freshman English four years.  

Then, when Tom Willke was appointed in ’74 I think, or it might have been ’72.  

He might have been in sometime before.  But then a wonderful woman who was 

with Arts and Sciences for hundreds of years it seems like, but was one of the 

great women of the time, was Julia Marine.  She was not a faculty member; and 
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Tom wanted a faculty member in that job.  I think the job had been advertised.  I 

hadn’t heard of the job, hadn’t been involved much in the five colleges, the 

government of the five colleges.  The English Department was a life in itself.  It 

was big. 

Q. These are the five colleges of Arts and Sciences? 

A. Yes.  And I think Charles Babcock recommended me to Tom Willke.  He said, 

“You really ought to interview him.”  And Tom did.  And we hit it off very well 

and have remained very, very, very good friends.  We’re about the same age, 

about the same temperament, although we differed in highly significant ways that 

didn’t make a difference, but, had we been different people, would have.  He was 

quite a strict Roman Catholic.  I was sent to Sunday School by my parents but 

ended up being a kind of floating agnostic, and things of that sort.  Which led to 

actually very instructive and wonderful conversations, dialogues, about the whole 

issues that people faced.  In fact, I think he was glad to have somebody as a 

sounding board, although his brother was a famous Roman Catholic in Cincinnati, 

and head of the anti-abortion forces there.  But anyway, Tom hired me there.  I 

became the Assistant Dean and Secretary to the faculties of the colleges of Arts 

and Sciences, which meant that I sat as the secretary, on the committees of all the 

colleges as secretary, the recording secretary, and tried to resolve disputes from 

that group.  That group is five colleges, 1,200 faculty at the time, or so.  As a 

consortium, it was the largest hunk of power, which is why I think it was split into 

five, without a single super dean.  I’m almost sure of that in my head.  I don’t 

know that as a fact.  There were prima donnas of every sort who wanted the 
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colleges to be separate, wanted their disciplines to be separate.  However, that 

position provided me with a wonderful contact with the University that I had 

never had.  My life had been limited by and large to English before I went into 

Arts and Sciences.  That was a very interesting life because it’s a large 

department.  And they are wonderful people.  But this really got me to know 

people in entomology and the College of the Arts and so forth.  There were 

always problems of curriculum, personalities, and especially when we went to the 

new curriculum, and the discussions were just monumental at the time in terms of 

values and judgments and moral attitudes and ethical attitudes that people were 

taking, when we went to the latest new curriculum.  Well, not the latest because I 

think it’s changed since I left, which it probably should.  But that was obviously a 

very instructive move on my part, aside from the fact that I loved the work.  I 

actually loved it.  I never, never, I think, hated to go to work.  I never had that 

feeling.  But I knew people who did.  But I got up every morning.  I went to 

Larkins Hall.  I swam from 6:00-7:00 and I went to work.  I did that for many, 

many years.  And you know from your own work, that very frequently the job 

doesn’t stop at 5:00.  You have to go to banquets and you  have to go to things, 

and you have to talk.  Because I think of that relationship with the colleges, it just 

added and built whatever character it is that I have, it built that character of maybe 

fairness or somebody who would listen.  The colleges frequently would have 

problems with the provost’s office turning back things, turning back proposed 

degree programs, turning back this and that.  We had terrible troubles birthing the 

Department of Black Studies, the Department of Women’s Studies.  And I was 
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involved in both of those.  And asked questions.  Had to ask questions that people 

didn’t like because I knew it was going to go to the Board, and I knew it was 

going to go downtown to the Regents, a degree would have to approved by them.  

At times, I probably wasn’t the most popular.  But I never felt somehow either 

intellectually or ethically brutalized by my colleagues.  And I think once again it’s 

because the sort of thing I mentioned a while ago, just the University itself 

provides an atmosphere of decent disagreement even, even decent harangue—and 

decent argument, decent dissent if you will.  The whole place is tempered by a 

respect for wanting resolution.  You want resolution.  Sometimes you get it and 

sometimes you don’t.  All of these things I think helped along the way [up] to the 

appointment by Jennings in 1980, I think it was.  I became the Ombudsman 

following a man named Walt Craig, who had been with the Department of 

Photography and Cinema, I think.  Vastly different people, both of us.  But vastly 

different people all held that office.  Very interesting group.  In terms of 

differences, we were an interesting group.  We didn’t come from a set place.  We 

didn’t come from psychology where you think we might come from.  In 1980, I 

applied for that job, although Jennings knew that I was going to.  And I don’t 

know how he knew that.  But Tom may have said something to him, because I 

typically would never do it without notifying Tom; I just didn’t keep things from 

Tom.  If I was going to do it, I told him.  He said, “No, go ahead.”  So I went 

through the interviews with the committees and then Jennings himself. I was 

appointed to the post and I held that for four years.  It was a three-year 

appointment with a one-year add on, and then I was doing it one more year, and 
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then my job that I had had, although it had changed some, opened up again in Arts 

and Sciences.  I said a while ago that I never disliked going to work.  However, 

that has to be slightly modified.  During my fourth year of my Ombudsman days, 

sometimes I would lie in bed before I would get up.  I would go swimming and I 

thought, “I can not listen to one more damned complaint.”  It was unrelieved 

complaining.  However, I was blessed with two magnificent office people whom I 

inherited.  They had been with the office and they stayed with the office.  One 

was Dalene Hoppe and the other one was Pat Williams.  I couldn’t have asked for 

better colleagues.  And getting me in and hitting the ground running was largely 

their doing.  People basically that you hire if you are smart or if you are lucky, 

and I was lucky in this case, make you look very good.  They make you look 

good.  Those women did.  So I inherited the staff there.  We had the same sense of 

humor.  We had a kind of dark side, which you have to have to survive in the 

Ombudsman’s office.  Because people come to you, sometimes deadly serious.  

Sometimes they come full of crap.  They’re just trying to either get out of 

something or wish something had gone a different way.  They’ve had a fair 

hearing.  We had one chap there who had gone through two or three 

ombudspersons.  And his name was well-known.  Two or three years after I 

retired he was still fighting with the graduate school.  So I was there.  When the 

old Arts and Sciences job opened up, I thought, “I’ll ask Tom about going back.”  

And then Tom was going to retire and then Bob Arkin came in shortly after that.  

And then that’s when I toyed with retirement.  When I went and talked with the 

people at STRS as you do, you find you are working for a very few pennies, after 
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you’ve been here as long as I have.  It was all one career.  That’s one advantage of 

staying at a place.  So that’s the overview I suppose, and then I retired in 1992.   

Q. That’s a wonderful overview.  Let’s stop, flip the tape, and go back and fill in just 

a little bit. 

A. Okay.   

Q. This is a continuation of the recording with Don Good.  This is the second side of 

tape 1.  Don, you gave an excellent, I think, very thorough and touching overview 

of the office of Ombudsman, and how you got into that, and in some ways a life 

changing event that prepared you for the position.  Before we talk more about that 

role, let me just ask about some other positions that you held, and whether they 

were connected with the Ombudsman position.  You were Associate Vice 

Provost, I believe, and you served even as Acting Dean of the College of Arts and 

Sciences.  Tell us a bit about those and then we’ll get back into the Office of the 

Ombudsman. 

A. There were other duties for the Associate Vice Provost, in addition to being 

Secretary of the Faculty, that was the biggest part of the job in a way.  However, 

another part I was responsible for, Tom turned over to me the work-a-day 

responsibility for the counseling staff in Arts and Sciences.  The person before 

me, Mrs. Marine, her relationship with the counseling staff had not been a good 

one.  And I say that and I think everybody there would support me, because when 

I first went to Arts and Sciences, I interviewed every counselor, because I knew 

that was going to be part of my job.  They were astonished that I would interview 

them and talk to them and ask about their life plans, whether they wanted to be 
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here, if this is what they wanted to do, or if this was a stop on the way, and so 

forth.  Looking ahead without knowing where I was going, this also was a very 

good training ground, simply because these counselors saw ten and twelve 

students a day, with sometimes very, very difficult problems.  Sometimes 

personal problems, sometimes financial problems.  Specifically, all of these 

would be personal I suppose.  But personal problems.  Education problems, 

family problems.  Kids would come and want to talk to these people about their 

parents’ divorce, that sort of thing.  And we would have to know where to send 

them.  Say, “You really need to go to talk to somebody else.”  But frequently it 

was a matter of petitioning to either get out of something or to get into something.  

That petition always ended on my desk.  That’s where it did.  Then if there were 

still problems, I would have to talk to Tom.  But I always kept Tom informed.  

Fortunately, our relationship was very close that way.  That was another 

significant probably learning experience in terms of the resolution of problems, 

because it got me in touch practically with every office on campus.  By the time I 

became Ombudsman I knew an awful lot of people.  And a lot of people knew 

me, from either something as simple as [my time at] Larkins every morning to 

knowing this wide of variety of people and so forth.  The problem solving in Arts 

and Sciences was just incredible and I would have to write letters for other 

people.  I wrote one one time for President [Novice] Fawcett, when I first went in 

and President Fawcett was there.  But someone had written him a terrible, terrible 

letter about her son being forced, on the Newark campus, [into] reading an essay, 

and I think I’ve got this right, I think the essay was by Stokely Carmichael and I 
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think the title of it was “The Student as Nigger.”  And it was a wonderful, 

wonderful thing but devastating to the system as we knew it then, and maybe 

hasn’t changed all that much yet.  But anyway, he wanted me to write a letter for 

this woman that he could sign.  And so I wrote a letter for him and I looked for 

that letter because it was a letter that actually I too was probably  proud of.  But 

he did sign and send it.  But it defended the open dialogue in a great university.  

You just simply had to have it or you weren’t worth your name.  He must have 

subscribed to that because he sent it.  I didn’t hear from this woman which was 

surprising in a way.  I thought I would get, “You jerk. It was just the letter I 

expected.”  Or, “Thank you very much, I understand a little better now,” where 

you are coming from.  It would go from that, I would write letters for Tom.  I was 

better, and I think Tom would say this to this day, that I was better at written 

language skills than he was.  I can say that because I can also say that I never, 

never understood one word of statistics that he was in.  So we were well-suited to 

one another and at odds again in our disciplines.  But I wrote a lot of the letters.  

For one thing, I had to write letters to all of the curriculum committee meetings.  

When programs were approved or why they weren’t.  I would get some nasty 

letters back from faculty:  “There sit five people who don’t know a damn thing 

about astronomy making a judgment about my course proposal.”  It’s not that 

they’re ignorant people.  You’d have to say that in a nice way to get him to keep 

getting them to submit it.  Because what you didn’t want to [have happen] was for 

it to advance to the Provost’s office and have him or her send it back.  And the 

faculty member didn’t understand it.  And you couldn’t say that because it seemed 
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self-evident.  So there was a lot of that in that job.  The relationship with the 

counselors was a very, very good one, I think.  There was some turnover, routine 

turnover.  One thing we were able to do was to increase the number of black 

advisors in Arts and Sciences when I was there.  This was a result of a long time, 

probably personal effort, personal belief, which I probably got in some measure 

from Berea.  Because in the worst of times, Berea admitted blacks, much to the 

horror of the community around it, and just as much to the horror of the state.  

Finally, the state said no blacks at any colleges, and even Berea had to yield.  By 

the time I got there it was a very open society in Berea.  It’s an unusual school.  I 

don’t know if you know anything about it. But there, I learned a lot about my own 

shortcomings.  Because I had grown up oddly enough, there’s a little irony here, 

because I had grown up fairly poor, I had more relationships with blacks in my 

home town than I would have had I grown up in the White House Applesauce 

family in town who never saw blacks, didn’t even have blacks in their apple 

storage places and such.  So it wasn’t as if I were a stranger but it was a long sort 

of standing feeling of mine.  I wasn’t a proselytizer but I never backtracked.  I 

tried to make a fair way without hiring the do-do bird, whether it was black or 

white.  We were able to do that in Arts and Sciences and it was a blessing 

because, at the time we had a good number of infusion of blacks, through your 

program and through others, that had terrible spots of difficulty.  Spot, meaning a 

terrible difficulty with math or a terrible difficulty with psychology.  And one 

time I saw a girl crying - she didn’t know she was outside my office - but she was 

standing right outside.  And I had been to the men’s room and I came toward her.  
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And I thought it was a personal problem.  It was her math.  I said, “What’s going 

on?  Can I help you?  Come into my office.”  I had a woman named Sheila, I’ve 

forgotten her last name, but I said, “Cleo,” who was my secretary, another great 

figure in Arts and Sciences, Cleo Crabtree, but I said, “Get Sheila over here right 

away.”  All of a sudden this girl had a black person she could talk to, and she felt 

much more comfortable.  I could see instantly, the moment the woman walked 

into the room, she was relieved.  And Sheila knew exactly what to do.  She just 

knew what to do.  The girl came back to me after that later, she would just stop in.  

And I think Tom tried to do that too.  We tried to do that because the University 

itself was trying to recruit minorities and even foreign students and handicapped 

students.  There were all sorts of accommodations to be made.  I don’t think we 

made accommodations to the point where it made their degree worthless, but it 

made their access to people who would help them greater, in order to get the 

degree done.  Sometimes they had do a little more, maybe a quarter, something 

like that.  And the same way with handicapped students.  I’m talking here 

severely handicapped: the blind student thing and the student who needed help 

getting places.  That job, because it was a counseling staff of about 20, I think, 

and a records staff, I was the front line person for those.  Tom rarely went there.  

He had bigger and tougher fish to fry in a way.  I did that.  If I ran across anything 

where I could see it was going to go to several other offices, he and I would 

always talk about what the best strategy would be, which is what you want to do 

in the Ombudsman office too.  You want to keep the field of participants as small 

as possible and get the issues solved fairly.  If you don’t do that, then you get 
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everybody’s mother involved, and uncles and brothers.  Sometimes that is not 

very helpful at all. You have people walking into the room or into the scene or 

into the conditions that aren’t prepared at all to help.  My view was, try to keep 

the circle as small as possible, but if it had to include the President, that was as 

big as the circle could get at the University.  If it went outside, then I stepped out.  

I’m talking here about lawsuits and such.  Those were very helpful days because, 

in Arts and Sciences the registration process, the counseling staff, was not very 

different from the counseling staff in other colleges.  For example, there were 

more students in our College of Social and Behavior Sciences, or Social Work or 

Engineering or whatever.  It’s just that very frequently we had students in Arts 

and Sciences because it was the last refuge.  We had students who would want to 

go into engineering but who couldn’t get through remedial math, or simply 

because their parents wanted them to go into engineering.  That happened 

sometimes too.  The problems were there : they would occasionally just break 

your heart.  The counseling staff was very, very good there.  They frequently 

fought with Tom and me, because we were there to uphold -  I’m sure they saw 

that and in a sense it was true - the status quo.  And especially if you could 

believe in certain parts of the status quo,  that’s why you were there and that’s 

what was the core of your life, part of the core of your life.  That was very 

instructive because it was an experience common to every student on campus.  So 

that if a student came and complained about grades, which was the chief 

complaint in the Ombudsman office, complaint about grades,  it wasn’t the most 

interesting one typically, but it was the typical one.  We knew what students were 
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facing.  If you multiply that sometimes by ten, then you have an idea of what a 

student is facing in a lock-step program like engineering, or like pre-med, or like 

one of the more severe sciences.  Students who would get behind in one course 

would get behind a whole year sometimes.  That was a very, very tough thing to 

deal with and your heart bled for the student, but the student was out for a year 

and had to back up and continue.  And some of them had had it.  They backed up 

and went ahead and got through, and you had to admire that gumption in the 

counseling staff, as well as in the students’ involved I also met once a month with 

all the college secretaries met together and shared information about new degrees, 

new rules.  For example, when the new disability act came in, everybody had to 

know what it was and we had people in to tell us.  We had the Gene Shusters of 

the university or the Jim Majors and so forth and so on, to tell us about the new 

rules and regulations and what we were supposed to do and what kind of reporting 

and whom to report to, and so forth.  That was very, very helpful.  It was a place 

where secretaries could go to commiserate.  And you do need that.  You need that 

because you can’t be alone in all of this.  Now, I was never alone because I had 

Tom Willke, but still he wasn’t doing what I was doing.  The college secretaries 

have a very precise role at the University.  They shared things that Tom wouldn’t 

have been interested in or wouldn’t have liked to do, or whatever.  In the office 

particularly that’s would I would be doing on a day-to-day basis.  Outside would 

be all these various curriculum committees.  And then there was an Arts and 

Sciences committee which was the governing curriculum body.  My duty at the 

time, I think it was written down some place, that the secretary is the guardian of 
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the curriculum of the Colleges of Arts and Sciences.  It was some high-falutin 

phrase like that.  But basically what it means was, you had to know what was 

required of people, and you have to know at times if your instincts said changes 

should occur.  So you had to know those things or feel them instinctively.  Call 

another secretary and say, “How do you manage this sort of thing?”  But I had 

great colleagues that way because we had people, we had joint degrees with other 

colleges, and your college was one of them.  A student could take a degree in our 

college and your college at the same time.  People like Michael O’Donnell.  

People like Jim Siddens of the Graduate School of the great memory.  But people 

like that were very helpful because we shared curriculum or curricula with not 

just education but with dentistry.  You could get a double degree and medicine, 

and finally in the College of the Arts and another department.  I was very 

sympathetic to the problems in the College of the Arts because I always felt, and I 

still feel, that they are the underfunded child of the University.  We haven’t had a 

person there who really, a president or a provost, who really was from the arts.  It 

always baffled me that I would never see, I’d go to every concert in town and I 

just don’t miss many,  I just rarely saw anybody from the administration there.  In 

fact, I rarely saw people from the College of the Arts there.  But I had a good 

relationship with them. In fact, when I retired, the Department of Theatre gave me 

a lifetime pass for two, to every production during my lifetime, which I thought 

was one of the best things that ever happened to me.  Except for Arts and 

Sciences giving me a wonderful trip for two to New York to the Met for a 

weekend, all expenses paid.  So that was a rather nice trip too. 
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Q. Far better than black chairs, aren’t they? 

A. Oh my goodness, and wristwatches.  Oh yes.   

Q. Let me ask you about one other role and then we’ll get right back into the heart of 

the Ombudsman.  You were Acting Dean for a while.  Tell us about that time and 

role and how did that help prepare you? 

A. I don’t know how to describe what an Acting Dean is.  What I had was the best of 

a couple of worlds.  The Acting Deanship is kind of the worst of a couple of roles.  

By worst I don’t mean it was a terrible time for me, which it wasn’t.  It’s just that 

you don’t know what to do sometimes, because your authority is very prescribed.  

And yet people look to you for continued guidance and leadership.  But that 

didn’t last very long.  That position didn’t last very long.  Because that was 

between Tom and me and they decided to go look outside, and then people urged 

me to at least have an interview and I did.  But it was a very unpleasant one, but 

had the appointment occurred, it would have not been a happy time, not the 

happiest time in my life.  But the acting position is neither fish nor fowl.  I don’t 

know if you’ve ever been in that kind of position.  You have authority and yet you 

don’t have it, or if you use it, somebody said, “Well, he’s only acting,” and so 

forth and so on.  It’s got its built-in, almost by definition, second layer of 

problems.  First, you have the problem that you are dealing with, but second, you 

have the lack of authority in dealing with the problem.  That’s at least two layers 

of difficulty in that sort of thing.  However, it was not lost on the 

Ombudsmanship, however, because there were those sorts of problems.  Faculty 

problems were by far and away usually the most difficult.  And faculty did not use 
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the Ombudsman office regularly.  I almost always dealt with the faculty.  Dalene 

and Pat, I always talked these matters over with them, but I dealt with the faculty.  

We didn’t have many secrets from one another because we wanted absolute 

consistency in the office in terms of the issues of fairness and ethical behavior and 

so forth.  But the double-sided issue of an acting this or that faced people that 

come to the Ombudsman office, with a question of “what do I do now” sort of 

query.  Since I never knew in my own case, I was probably not as helpful as I 

might have been.  But it was good for a release of some humor and the venting of 

some spleen on the part of the person who came to see me.   

Q. That’s fascinating.  I never thought of that. 

A. The faculty problems that came, that wasn’t the bulk of the faculty problem.  That 

was also student-related too, and on the fellows graduate student.  But not always, 

not always.  One time I opened the door and there must have been 15 students 

from this technical program, and they said, “Are you the Ombudsman?”  And I 

said, “Yes.”  And I jokingly said, “Is there a problem?”  And they said, “We need 

to see you.”  It was an entire group of undergraduates from one program.  It was a 

program known to have difficulties and still does have difficulties at both levels.  

It has improved tremendously from what it was.  I just don’t think there’s any 

need to name the program. 

Q. This is great.  Let’s talk a little bit about the office of Ombudsman now.  It’s not a 

traditional academic or administrative office at a college or university.  You told 

some of them, but what were the circumstances and events and the people that 
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provided the impetus for getting that at Ohio State.  It started even before you got 

into the position. 

A. Yes, it did.  In fact, I had dealings with the Ombudsman office before I became 

the Ombudsman.  Because people would go there because they didn’t like 

something I had done.  Usually, depending upon your level of experience, you 

have your ducks in a row because you know somebody can always go to the next 

level.  The thing that caused the office’s formation, clearly, there were a number 

of things.  The shootings at Kent State, the campus riots on this campus, the 

closing of the University for 12 days in May in 1970, I think, the free speech 

issue, all of those things, the growing radicalism in the racial setting of America, 

the feeling of disenfranchisement of many people who felt they couldn’t get into 

the University.  I think was a time when issues of gender were starting to ferment.  

All of these things together.  Whether this is so or not, and I think it probably was 

so, the students felt I think that they had no place to go that wasn’t, which is what 

we were just joking about, an advocacy office for somebody else, but not for me, 

not for me the student.  And so they, I think, felt I don’t know if they would use 

these terms, that a third party ought to be hearing some of these things.  Now I 

think it was hard to convince them that you can’t have a totally unique third party 

because the Ombudsman is not an advocacy office, and I never saw it as that.  If it 

was an advocacy office, it was an advocacy office for applying fairly the rules 

across the board, and if you saw a need to change the rules, to suggest that to the 

President or the President’s assistant, who in my case was usually Bill Napier.  He 

met with the Board at one time.  And I think he might be in Cleveland now.  
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There was a need, I felt, for a third party.  Even then people were suspicious 

because the President had to be still the last recourse.  But they felt that they could 

at least talk to somebody and not have you go to the President, which was fine, 

which I rarely had to do.  But I often said, “Now would you prefer that I go to the 

President?”  I loved to use that line because everybody would say, “Oh, no, we’re 

not there yet.”  And I said, “No, we’re not there yet,” because I think we can settle 

these things.  A couple of things ended in the President’s office.  And those were 

faculty matters.  But I think there was tremendous, tremendous stress, tremendous 

anxiety, tremendous foment at the time that preceded the establishment of the 

Ombudsman office, just nationally speaking.  They all came into existence about 

the same time.  The same thing was happening on other campuses.  People 

weren’t being shot to death but they were being riotous and burning and things 

like that.  I think those things clearly, the programs that have since blossomed, 

like black studies, comparative studies, women’s studies, those programs have a 

tough birthing and should have had.  I think any program, if you’re going to 

suggest that it would be a degree-granting program should have a tough time and 

be ready to lay out the money to hire the faculty and make it respectable and so 

forth.  But clearly, all of this, the Ombudsman office led to programs like that, 

and probably led, I can’t name them, probably led to significant changes in 

existing programs.  I’m sure it did in English but that’s the only one I know.  And 

my guess is, with the help of the Young Scholars Program, look at the changes 

that  were made.  Departments responded to that program.  It changed things for 

the better.  With this little, what seemed to be, horrifying birth in a way, of the 
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Ombudsman office, you get not perfection but you get improvement you hope in 

programs across the board.  And administrative offices.  I think there was a time, 

it certainly was true at LSU when I was there, that in administrations and in 

faculty groups, there was and remains so in some disciplines, an incredible 

arrogance.  And you can almost feel it sometimes when you walk into a room.  I 

could then.  I have a feeling that arrogance has not disappeared from the face of 

the earth.  There was that, and I think students just felt they needed to come to 

somebody almost like in a secret cave to talk it out.  Frequently, that’s all they 

needed was to talk it out.  If you could explain the rule and explain why the rule 

exists, you know the rule books don’t do that, the faculty rule books don’t.  But 

the faculty rule book was clear on some issues but it’s not clear on others, and it’s 

still not clear on the issue that they’re grappling with now, which is the issue of 

the dating your students, having sexual relations with your students, marrying 

your student and so forth.  Those were very, very troublesome cases that came to 

us.  And quite a few came to us.  And it was usually at the graduate level, where 

the graduate advisor and the person complaining worked very closely together 

and things just developed.  And frequently one was married or both were married.  

Where do you go from there?  At the time, we had no rule about that.  We and 

individual departments did discourage it obviously.  And when I was the 

Ombudsman, at the convocation they had every year of the TAs, the President 

spoke and I spoke, to sort of give the lay of the land.  But one of the things I 

commented on always was that, I just was up front with them, that we had no rule 

about dating your students, but that they would discover that it was probably the 
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wrong thing to do, because no matter who is at fault, the authority figure is going 

to get the blame, even if you’re not to blame.  The authority figure is going to get 

the blame and you have power over the student’s grade and everything else.  And 

at the graduate level, you have power over a Ph.D.  That did happen a number of 

times and we were unprepared to deal with it because we had no rule.  I always 

treated it as a conflict of interest in general terms, and that’s about as far as I 

could go.  Because I had no rule to back me up.  It seems to me that even the 

thickest professor or the thickest graduate student could understand that if it was 

anything, it was a conflict of interest.  However, when it got to me, it was usually 

almost a dangerous situation, because there were sometimes spouses involved that 

didn’t know that they were involved, of course.  There was a question of what do 

you want to happen and so forth and so on. In one case, a faculty member was 

involved with three students and each student thought that she was the only one.  

Just by chance, and I don’t know whether this should go in the report or not, but 

we can decide later.  Because it’s funny.  It’s tragic but it’s funny, as most things 

are.  The three women went to have coffee at the Union one day.  One of the 

woman said to the other two, “I can’t wait to tell you this. I absolutely am in love.  

With Prof. X.“ And the other two women were having affairs with the same man.  

Not only that, the woman who said this was married.  Her husband came to see 

me later on, because she told him she had come to me.  The professor was up for 

tenure.  His arch-nemesis in his department was the chair.  It just worked out that 

way, was chair of the promotion and tenure committee.  It was awful.  However, 

when I asked the women what they wanted to happen, I said, “It can be a letter of 
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reprimand, or we can pursue this with the Dean,” which I often had to do anyway, 

but we hadn’t then.  “We could pursue this with the Department Chair.”  We 

worked always up, up, up.  They said, “Well, a letter of reprimand seems the least 

that ought to happen, but we need to be assured that this is not going to hurt our 

chances to get a degree.”  And then I said, because one of the women told me, at a 

party at this man’s house, where his wife lived, she actually bought a dress aimed 

at impressing this man, just to get him to make a move on her.  And so when I 

said, “What kind of letters should we put in your files? Do we need a letter in 

your file?”  I knew the answer was “Well, no, no.”  But it was a good question I 

thought.  Because there were two sides to this.  The faculty member was clearly, 

clearly, clearly at fault.  But the women had also encouraged it.  And you’re not 

talking undergraduate women.  These were 25 ad 28 year olds.  And they only got 

annoyed because they weren’t “the only one.”   

Q. You mentioned how this got started. I can see how many students were involved 

it.  To provide students with a place to go.  What officially set it up?  Was it 

grounded in any University regulations or rules?  Tell us a little bit about that 

official establishment. 

A. I can’t name the rule but we could find it. 

Q. There was one called 11.12, was that one that might have set it up?  We can look 

it up. 

A. I don’t know, but it establishes the office of the Ombudsman.  And I assume that 

it now has been pulled from the faculty rules.  So you would have to go to an 

older one.  But a rule was established that gave the tenure of office, gave the 
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procedure about the selection committee and so forth. There would be interviews 

and so forth.  And it didn’t prescribe how the Ombudsman had to report to the 

educational community but it did to the University.  But it said that the 

Ombudsman did have to report to the University in some way once every quarter 

or once every two quarters or something like that.  You could do it however you 

wanted to.  Walt, the man before me, Walt Craig, had a sporadic kind of 

reporting. I don’t know that he did it regularly.  I had a newsletter that went out to 

the faculty.  And I wrote those.  The response to those was incredibly good.  And 

so, then we decided to make it regular.  The first one, they commented a good bit, 

in fact, on one of these: I listed about 14 responsibilities that a faculty member 

had in order to inform a student about what went on in the course.  And people are 

still using it.  Some people are still using that just as a sort of an agreement 

between you, me, the faculty member and the student, that this is what is expected 

of you.  But I had letters on various things just to keep the faculty informed of 

what the kinds of complaints were.  One of them, however, was on the student as 

a consumer, that whole battle of you go to the student and say this is what should 

be in the course.  I got some wonderful things from the consumer people in 

economics or what is called human ecology.  They just took issue with some 

things.  In fact, I should have gone to them, to chat with them first.  Although I 

know a little bit of what consumerism is, I was writing very generically, but they 

were responding very specifically from their disciplinary point of view.  And it 

was perfectly good.  But by and large the faculty took very, very well to those 

newsletters.  A funny thing that did develop.  I used to go to the Faculty Club 
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regularly when I was in Arts and Sciences.  That’s when I joined the Faculty 

Club.  Usually I liked to have my lunch away from faculty and so forth.  And 

that’s what I did.  I would walk up to High Street or something like that from Arts 

and Sciences.  But when I became the Ombudsman, lunch at the Faculty Club was 

absolutely ruined.  Because I would sit down to eat and somebody would come up 

and say, “Could I talk to you just for a second?”  And they would pull up a chair.  

And you can’t say, “Get the hell out of here.  Can’t you let me eat in peace?”  

You could but I’m not that kind of person.  But I couldn’t go there without that.  

People would hound me.  It came to me as hounding because it happened every 

day.  They didn’t consider it hounding.  But they didn’t know it had happened 

yesterday and it’s going to happen tomorrow.  I just simply had to stop going to 

the Faculty Club.  So Dalene and/or Pat and I would walk out or go to the Union 

or something like that.  Union dining room.  But wherever the faculty were, they 

would say, “I’ve got this student,” or “I’ve got this TA, what do I do?”  And in 

between bites of salad you try to have a conversation.  But it did curtail my 

Faculty Club life.  It was an unexpected development although I didn’t mind it 

because I was never a great fan of the Faculty Club in the first place. 

Q. What about your other roles in connection with faculty members and colleagues?  

How did those change when you became Ombudsman?  You were a faculty 

member, you were a professor.  You still had another role in University with 

colleagues and friends.  How did your becoming the Ombudsman change all of 

that? 
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A. Very little, very little.  I had never really been on bad terms with faculty members.  

I just simply hadn’t. I met people who were just enraged that something had 

happened to them.  The way they had been treated, say, by a TA, say the T.A. had 

taken money when he hadn’t done work and that sort of thing.  That was a 

common one.  But by and large, my relationships with the faculty were pretty 

good.  For one thing, I knew a lot of the faculty, because a lot of the complaints 

and difficulties came from within the five colleges of arts and sciences.  Now, 

occasionally you would get one or two from, say, social work, or certainly 

education, in the disciplines that were not terribly science.  Another good thing 

that did happen, and this happened in English, but I think it might have happened 

in other departments too, and we always asked this: Danene and Pat and I always 

asked if your department has an Ombudsman.  The English Department had its 

own Ombudsman. The department was very careful.  We went through, sort of in 

a miniature form, to get that person, the same way the University got its 

Ombudsman.  We would ask people if they were interested. We would pay them a 

little extra because it was a pain in the neck job.  But the English Department got 

on board very quickly with its own Ombudsperson.  And I would always say, 

“Have you talked to that person?”  And if they hadn’t, I would say, “You go talk 

with that person first, and then if you can’t resolve this, then you come to me.”  

But that was always the case.  If the faculty member came I would have to say, 

“Have you talked this over with your Chair?” and so forth.  That’s what I meant 

by being an advocate of the structure and the rules and ethical treatment.  You 

have to be an advocate of the structure of authority here.  And I was very much 
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aware of that because I came to authority very slowly but very consciously.  

When I went to the Arts and Sciences or Ombudsman, one of the graduate 

students came and asked me to write something on authority or what it was like.  

And I wrote seven or eight pages.   

Q. I’m James Bishop interviewing Don Good.  This is tape #2 of the Oral History 

Project, September 21, 2006.  Don, you were just talking about how you came to 

authority and the paper you had written about it, when our tape ran out.  Please 

start on that one again. 

A. I was just about to say, how you try to develop that sense without stepping on 

everyone’s toes.  And certainly one of the ways you come to that is by knowing 

the rules that you are dealing with.  You simply have to know the rules of the 

institution, and [what] you’re allowed to do, what you’re not to do, what you 

think is litigious, and so forth.  When you need help from the University’s lawyer 

or the President’s chief man.  But anyway, lots of people, that may not be as true 

now, because when you see that the University isn’t necessarily looking primarily 

for a scholar.  It might be looking for a business man.  That might be a little 

different now.  But typically the people that fell into positions of authority at the 

University, deans and such, came out of the departments.  They were regular 

faculty members.  They hadn’t been chief CEOs of this or that.  It seems to me 

that they either had some instinctive qualities or unique qualities that their 

colleagues thought provided a good basis for being in charge, as it were.  

Q. Well, being in charge and talking about authority, when you got into the position 

you had talked [about] it with some of your predecessors, and you were appointed 
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by presidents.  Tell us about that appointment and tell us about what the President 

charged you to do and have your authority to do. 

A. He was very, Jennings in the last interview, was very unspecific.  He knew that I 

knew what the rules called for.  I think it would have been a little, probably 

unseemly even if he would have wanted to, to say, “This is what I’m looking for 

you to do,” that sort of thing.  Because you can see that’s a double-edged 

comment.  The worst thing I could have felt like was that I was the President’s 

puppet or little handyman.  If you had to feel like that going into the 

Ombudsman’s office, I think that would be a terrible blow to the effectiveness of 

the office.  And I think he wanted to get a sense of who I was.  Now he had letters 

from Tom Willke and probably Charles Babcock, who’s always been behind me 

in almost anything I’ve wanted to do.  And others. I had to supply quite a few 

letters.  It was just a general, most agreeable kind of thing.  Leaving the room, one 

had no idea whether one was even in the running or not. He was that good at it.  

He just didn’t play his cards there to say, “Well, you’re exactly what I’m looking 

for,” or “Good God, get away from me,” sort of thing.  So there was no specific 

charge at the moment because the charge really lay in the rule that was not a long 

rule about the Ombudsman, the faculty rule. 

Q. I’m assuming this might have been this one here, rule when changed later on, 

3335-3, which I guess the search committee was using in 1998.  But that’s a few 

years after you ended the position. 

A. 1988.  That was three years after.  Oh yes, is this the one? 

Q. I think that’s the one that the search committee or someone started.  Sara Garnes. 
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A. She’s from English. 

Q. From English.  We could include with the interview this document.  But I was 

wondering, if you look at that, what they thought the job was or what you found it 

to be. 

A. (looking at rule) ... Isn’t that an assignment?  The Ombudsman must be able to 

effectively communicate with and relate to all constituencies, students, faculty, 

administration, support staff, alumni, and campus-area residents. 

Q. Well, that’s what it said you were doing, Don. 

A. Well, I must have been doing these things.  It doesn’t say here that he shall report, 

and this may be just a piece of it.  There may be another part.  But one of the 

requirements was that you did have to report to the community. 

Q. To the community regularly. 

A. Yes.  And that’s was how my newsletters got written.  And you could choose how 

you wanted to do it, and that’s how I did it.  And when the first one was so 

successful, we just decided to keep up that pattern.  You’d like to think it would 

be true.  But I did have some writing skills.  And actually, people, when they 

would write about the issue, commented on the writing skills.  So we felt good 

about that.  But Dalene, I and Pat, they are both very articulate women.  I don’t 

know if you know them. 

Q. I know Pat.   

A. And Dalene is even more so than Pat.  But together we always sat down, over the 

last brief of that newsletter, and went over every word of it.  They were very 

proud of the Ombudsman office.  That was a wonderful thing.  And we always 
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had a graduate student with us, too.  I always hired a graduate student.  Because 

we got overwhelmed sometimes.  But we turned the simplest problems and the 

record keeping over to the graduate students.  And if he or she got stuck, then we 

picked up on it.  And we would always sign off on it.  But we just picked salient 

topics, most common topics.  Obviously, I can’t talk about the one I just talked to 

you about.  But I could talk generically or generally about dating the students or 

having relationships with them, certainly while they were in your class, which just 

seemed to me incomprehensible, that you would just want to get into that bind.  

But if I had failed to mention it in the talks I gave every year,  every year the 

question would always come up, even before I got to it.  It was always on my 

agenda, but even before I would get to it, somebody would raise their hand and 

say, “What about dating those people?”  Unfortunately, I didn’t have much to say 

about that, other than use common sense and don’t do it.  That essentially is the 

rule there and one is prepared to do that.  And I think from my beginning days as 

a TA, through Arts and Sciences, through the English Department, all these things 

as you can see that I told you, actually led to this Ombudsman.  It wasn’t an out-

of-the-blue or freakish kind of appointment in terms of the experience.  Now, 

other people had it and could have been appointed.  I’m just saying that the 

experience I had, given what I had to do in those things in terms of University 

rules, knowing administrative procedures, knowing a wide range of faculty, it 

made me at least not unprepared for the job.   

Q. You talked earlier about some of the individuals and groups that came to the 

Ombudsman office, which was surprising to me, like the people who were in 
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active positions.  Say more about the different groups, constituents of the 

University or outside, that came to your office seeking help. 

A. Okay.  Could we shut that off?   

Q. Let’s continue talking about the various groups that came to see you or see your 

colleagues in the Office of the Ombudsman? 

A. Okay.  The largest group, although probably the group easiest to resolve the 

problems of, a very bad sentence, I would be embarrassed to write that one.  But 

anyway, the largest group was undergraduates.  And they came regularly, often.  

We kept very, very detailed records in our office of what the complaints were, 

who the people were, and so forth.  And this was undergraduates.  That was the 

largest group.  And the largest complaint was grades.  I got, “This is unfair,” and 

“What do I do?”  And frequently it was the final grade.  Rarely did we get 

involved with something over an assignment or something like that.  

Occasionally, often enough, so often enough, they had been accused of academic 

misconduct.  And they would want me to sit in on the meeting.  So often that they 

finally asked me to sit in, the committee itself, asked me just to sit in on the 

meeting, with the right to ask occasional questions.  Occasionally, they felt they 

weren’t going to get a fair hearing.  That committee of the University has a 

terrible, terrible task.  So I did go for a long time, but I must say that, no matter 

who was the chair, it was a committee with the utmost conscience imaginable.  

People like Maurice Shipley, Kitty Kisker, Paul Young. 

Q. Maurice Shipley. 
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A. Maurice Shipley was one, Kitty Kitty Kisker, from the College of Nursing was 

another.  I think Peter Pappas from biology was another.  These are chairs.  But 

were just absolutely wonderful people.  And they had good student representation 

on there too.  So I don’t know whether the Ombudsman’s presence on that 

committee, it seemed to be that it didn’t change the complexion of the committee 

much.  It wasn’t the President’s representative seeing if people were doing their 

job.  If I had thought that, I just wouldn’t have gone.  But once again, I knew most 

of the people.  I knew Maurice Shipley long before he was there so that was the 

largest group.  The next group probably was the most difficult group and those 

were graduate students.  When they talked about grades or projects, you’re talking 

about a whole other level, a whole lifetime ahead of them.  Things that needed to 

be turned around quickly or decisions needed to be made quickly.  Sometimes a 

planned life jobs.  Frequently, those would be a harassment sort.  Now typically 

we did see quite a few cases of undergraduate and quite a number of graduate and 

quite a number of cases of graduate sexual harassment issues.  And it was almost 

always men harassing the women.  In one case it was wonderful.  This is an 

anecdote.  It was a wonderful case.  The kid was a stunningly handsome kid.  He 

was taking elementary French.  His French TA probably wasn’t much older than 

he was, maybe four years.  She was just four years.  She actually just wouldn’t let 

him alone.  She asked him out for a beer.  She wanted to take him out after class 

up to High Street.  Nothing particularly private.  Didn’t want him to come to her 

house or anything yet, but it was obviously going in that direction.  So he came to 

me and he said, “This is what’s happening.  I like her very much.  She’s a 
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wonderful teacher.  But I’m a gay student.  Why would I have to tell her that I’m 

a gay student in order to keep her away from me?”  And I said, “No, you 

shouldn’t.”  And so we talked about things he might do.  Or I said, “If you don’t 

mind doing it, I’d prefer you talk to her and if you don’t feel comfortable, then I 

don’t mind talking to her.”  And so he talked to her and then she called me.  I 

didn’t have to call her.  She didn’t know that she was coming on so strong to him.  

But I don’t see how she could not have known, if those things really occurred, and 

why was she doing it anyway.  But I think it might have been the only case where 

we had sexual harassment of female on male. 

Q. And what led to her calling you? 

A. He must have said to her.  He went back and talked to her. 

Q. Was she calling as a complaint? 

A. No, she was in a sense fessing up.  I took it as that.  And she was very good about 

it, and she said it would stop, which is all the student wanted to happen.  In sexual 

harassment cases nobody was out to burn somebody or to pin somebody or to skin 

them, but they wanted the behavior to stop.  And sometimes it was very difficult 

to get the behavior to stop.  Fortunately, this woman, the moment she was aware 

of the circumstances, although he did have to tell her what he didn’t want to tell 

her.  And I thought that was wicked of her, although he felt pretty comfortable in 

his own skin, even at that time.  Nowadays, it would be a little different.  It would 

be belligerent, get off my back.  But typically it was harassment.  And we would 

pursue those in a dogged fashion because it was so disruptive to the student’s life, 

so disruptive to the student’s health.  The students couldn’t sleep.  They were 



 44 

always looking over their shoulder.  They were afraid of being involved in the 

person’s private life in a way that they had no desire to be.  If the person 

happened to be married or something and the wife or the husband felt that they 

were in any way encouraging this, and so forth and so on.  We had one man who 

just simply wouldn’t stop.  He was a professor in one of the colleges of Arts and 

Sciences.  Finally, he moved, and [I] just breathed a great sigh of relief, that he 

was somebody else’s problem.  But it was going to go on.  So we had a lot of 

issues of harassment.  Grades and harassment and then just odd things came up 

about treatment of Larkins.  Larkins Hall sent us a few students whose behavior 

was totally unacceptable, and they booted because of that and then the student 

came to us.  They didn’t send the student to us, obviously.  Usually these things 

got resolved.  Issues involving money occasionally.  Payment for work or not 

done, or you promised to do this and you didn’t do this.  Now I’ve paid you and 

you’ve promised to do it, and then you bug out on me, and that sort of thing.  

Those things would come up.  Those were almost always graduate students 

because those were the students that were being paid by TAs or refinanced in 

some way for their education.  Faculty would come because they would think, and 

they were the smallest group, except for the union people.  And we did see a 

couple of union people, but always referring them back to the steward.  But we 

would talk.  If they wanted to talk we’d talk.  But the faculty would come because 

they had thought somehow usually the problem of the rules of tenure and 

promotion had been breached somehow.  Or problems of confidentiality had been 

breached somehow in the committee, or something of that sort.  Or something, a 
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document that they had not agreed to having made public, would be made public, 

or something of that sort.  Those are toughies because now you are talking 

promotion and tenure, a livelihood, family to support, and so forth and so on.  So 

those were the more serious.  We would have some which were very troublesome.  

And there was the graduate student who had been encouraged all of the way, the 

grades would suggest, and the private little comments on a graduate report that 

were kept in some departments on each student, by each faculty member who had 

the student in their class, they would be encouraging.  And then the student would 

write the most inane and awful master thesis imaginable, almost illiterate.  And of 

course the faculty member would say, “Good God, no, we’re not giving you a 

degree.”  Then you would go back and look at all these encouraging remarks and 

it’s like the civil servant who has gotten only good remarks and all of a sudden the 

office wants to cut him or her out.  It’s worse when it’s a student because the 

student has spent two and three and four years.  I read the one thesis.  I’ll always 

remember it.  It was on the uses of tomato seeds in doing something with them in 

another country, in order to turn the seeds into some kind of nutritional food.  And 

it was almost illiterate.  And I couldn’t imagine how the student could not have 

written illiterate papers before.  And how he would have been kept on.  And that 

student did sue.  For all I know is still suing.  They tried to make every 

accommodation.  They went back and they let him to do it again and again, this 

thesis.  If left on his own he couldn’t do it.  The last I knew he was still living in 

the city and employed, because he also had a family.  He spoke very good English 

but he was not a native.  We didn’t have many, when I was in the office, we 
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didn’t have many racial issues or ethnic issues.  We had a couple that I remember 

of Hispanics, and they that thought perhaps that because of their Hispanic nature, 

they were treated differently.  And we tended to resolve those.  Those were not 

the bulk of our problems anymore by that time.  I think the University by the time 

had responded directly or indirectly to so many concerns with really good 

intentions to so many concerns, that it didn’t alleviate the problem, but it certainly 

minimized the problem.  Latino students had places to go.  Gay students had 

places to go.  Black students had places to go.  Before they could come to the 

Ombudsman office.  And I think they might have even felt more comfortable 

doing that.  I don’t know.  But those were the, I was trying to think back ’cause 

it’s been a while, but I think those were the major groups.  And then there was the 

occasional bizarre one.   

Q. What about administrative staff or administrators?  Did many of them come? 

A. No, no.  Almost never did they come.  Typically because staff really were 

protected by civil service rules.  And they could go that route and did frequently.  

We always were in touch with the office.  If somebody came to us, we would talk 

to them and say, “You really need to go and follow your own.”  So we did not 

[get] involved in a lot of those.  And very few, an Assistant Dean is not likely to 

come to us.   

Q. Noting from some of the documents and from your discussion here, you had a 

wide range of issues. 

A. Yes.   
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Q. Grades, student misbehavior, sexual harassment, racial issues came later.  One of 

the newspaper articles also talked about traffic fines, your office getting involved 

in those? 

A. Oh yes, I forgot that actually. 

Q. I wonder why you forgot that?   

A. I don’t know.  But it’s very hard to have sympathy for somebody who parks 

between two and four, when the sign beside your car says don’t park here 

between two and four.  I don’t know what you’re supposed to say to that person.  

You say, “Well, we’ll take care of the ticket.”  You can’t do that.  Other than send 

them on their way.  We did have a funny one one time.  And that was, the student 

parked, like, outside of that little cellar area.  There was a little food place behind 

Lord Hall that you could go and grab a cup of coffee.  A student parked there or a 

faculty member or somebody, parked there in a perfectly legitimate spot.  By the 

time he parked there and the time he came out, the Traffic and Parking came 

along and put up a sign that there is no parking here.  And he had the damnedest 

trouble to prove that.  And so we had to go find the workers who put it up, get the 

time they put it up, because he said he knew the sign wasn’t there.  And finally 

the workers said, “No,” it wasn’t there when he parked.  In that case, it was 

legitimate.  But when most people will tell you that, you would say, “Oh come on 

now.”  But in this case, we did pursue it, because he was so adamant about the 

sign not having been there. 

Q. Well, that shows the depth of your authority. 
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A. We were thorough.  Oh, the two women and the graduate student.  I mean, you’ve 

to be thorough or your reputation and credibility are not viable.  They just aren’t. 

Q. Tell me more about those.  You indicated you had inherited two and graduate 

students were there.  But say more please about the colleagues who worked with 

you, how you all worked together. 

A. Dalene and Pat logged in the cases.  We had a general agreement about who 

would take what.  We would all take any undergraduate student.  Dalene and Pat 

would take some graduate students at first.  If they saw that it was involving a 

faculty or sexual harassment or something like that that I told you about, then I 

would take that.  I would take all faculty right off the bat.  But I would see 

anybody that wanted to see me.  If they wanted to see me, I would see them.  But 

the women had so much experience, more experience in the office before I went 

there, that they were just wonderful. I learned so much from them.  And the 

graduate student would take undergraduates.  He never took graduate students or 

his own group or faculty.  But he was very helpful and he helped with the 

recordkeeping and all that.  To tell you the truth, in order to keep, I told you that I 

got tired of hearing nothing but grievances.  That’s what ultimately, and the job 

opened up too. I would have stayed probably had the job not opened up.  I was so 

comfortable in Arts and Sciences.  But as you can imagine, it takes a toll on you, 

hearing nothing but grief all day long.  So, when 5:00 came, we would shut the 

door and we would do what we thought was the intelligent thing.  And that was 

see the case in front of you and see both sides of the ridiculousness of it, and the 

seriousness of it, the humor of it, and the sadness of it in the same case. The 
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ironies, the satire, the things that, if you push it just a little bit more, it would truly 

be funny.  There was something funny, ludicrous, even in the case I just described 

with the professor with the women.  The whole thing was a comedy.  It would 

make a wonderful flick, these three women sitting down in a café and all of a 

sudden.  The three of us would get together and really let off steam about the 

cases that had come through the day.  Not so much laughing at the people 

involved, but at the circumstances that people get into.  And it doesn’t matter 

what the person is.  It doesn’t matter the ethnic group.  It doesn’t matter the age.  

It’s just that people do, awful things happen to people.  There’s no question about 

that.  But people also do, and the Ombudsman sees a lot of that, people put 

themselves on a track for disaster sometimes, or for funny and ridiculous things to 

happen to them, because they behave in ridiculous ways.  That was not the typical 

case that people put themselves in.  But if you push it a little bit in your talking, 

and if you’re dealing with a movie script and you think of that after work hours, 

we did do that to save one another.  And the women were wonderful at that.  They 

both had a wonderful sense of humor.  They both had an incredible loyalty to me, 

and even a greater loyalty I think to Ohio State.  They both had families.  They 

were mature women.  But funny and they had a wonderful self-deprecatory way 

of looking at themselves.  Pat knew she was an over-large figure, not physically.  

And Dalene had a head of hair that took, like, two hours, she said, to fix in the 

morning ’cause there was so much of it.  She was this wonderful, beautiful Greek 

woman.  But her hair came out like a fro. But it was this beautiful black Greek 

hair.  So she would laugh.  I would laugh at her hair because if you’ve got 88 
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strands like I do, then she comes in with 4,000, 88 per square inch.  Pat always 

looked like a million dollars.  But both women dressed beautifully.  And so there 

were many jokes amongst us about our own weaknesses, about our own foibles.  

And that was part of the charm of working with those two people. 

Q. Tell us about your mode of interacting with people.  I looked at one of your 

documents and you referred to them, not as I often do, as complaints or 

grievances or problems, but as questions, concerns or issues, whatever they were.  

What was the style in the office of interacting with members of the community 

who brought their issues and concerns or questions or problems to you? 

A. Well, the first thing, 90% of the people, the first thing they wanted to do, was 

sound off.  And so you’d just sit and listen.  You’d sit and listen just as if every 

word is vital and important.  However, in making notes, you do just what you’re 

doing with this conversation.  You go back and say, “What about this and what 

about this juncture and what did you do at this juncture in order to help the 

situation or to find yourself in this pickle?”  So it was largely hearing the person 

first.  If rules of the institution were involved, I knew what they were, and we 

would explain those to them.  I’m sure the women did the very same thing 

because they took their cues from me and had taken their cues from lots of people.  

Joann Wharton Murphy, was it Murphy or Wharton? I think it was Murphy.  

She’s dead now.  And then Walt Craig.  You would apply the rules or explain the 

rules as best you could.  If you saw you were headed to irresolution, you had to 

see what the person wanted to happen.  You have to say, “What do you want to 

happen here?  Do you want the grade changed?  Do you want this person fired?  
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Do you want this person called before some committee?”  Because you had to get 

a sense of that person’s view of the case.  And so I don’t think, I think it was a 

very general and laid-back hearing at first, and then at some point if you had to 

issue a resolve, you will say, “I will do this for you.”  And we did do that.  We 

made calls for the student.  What we urged the student or the person to do, was to 

do the thing himself or herself.  And if they say, “I just couldn’t do that,” then I 

would say, “Well, do you want me to do it?” And they would say yes or no.  If 

they would say no, then there’s not much more I could do.  Even if I wanted to 

call.  And that didn’t happen sometimes. You would feel like something was 

going on here, that you were missing a piece of.  But the person was always 

scared, which is the point of the Ombudsman office is not to be scared.  You’re 

hear to talk.  However, if it goes beyond the Ombudsman office, then the student 

is likely to get scared, or if he’s in a class and can’t get out and needs the class, if 

he’s in one of these lock-step programs, and so forth and so on. He’s afraid of 

retribution. I don’t think that’s necessarily always the case. But the fear is 

necessarily always the case.  If you can’t get help through the process.  It was 

that.  But rarely, rarely did things, they came in angry, angrier than they almost 

always left.  People would come in angry.  They would come right from the 

scene, right to your door.  They would knock on the door and they would come in 

with their story to tell.  They hadn’t waited or thought about anything; they just 

came right in.  And actually, that’s a good place to catch them.  It’s a good place 

to catch them, we found.  Because sometimes if they really are in a difficult 

situation and wait, the facts and details get hazy, muddy, unclear, names go, 
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things like that.  I can say all those things because that’s what they do with me 

easily.  I don’t have the best memory in the world.  People would frequently come 

from the confrontations they just had to our office for another confrontation.  But 

basically, ours was a cooling down.  The physical plant we had, we were very 

conscious about.  It was a very, I collect art, and I took a lot of it there.  The 

situation, the physical room we had re-done when I got there.  Jennings gave us 

some money to do that.  You’re going into a fairly inviting setting, not an 

institutional one, with a blackboard and all these things around.  You want the 

person to have left whatever the scene is at the University, and you can pretty well 

predict what a lot of the scenes are.  If it’s a classroom, if it’s a teacher’s office.  

You want the student to be physically placed in a third-party physical setting as 

much as a third party administrative setting.  We tried to do that.  I did dictate the 

art and that sort of thing simply because I had it to give and to take back home.  

The women were also, which I was very grateful for, were women of what I 

would consider real taste.  The office wasn’t a cute office.  It wasn’t meant to be 

that.  The women didn’t insist on cute things around.  And it’s not that I 

personally object to them.  I had four sisters after all.  We loved cute things.  But 

the office of the Ombudsman is not a place for that.  I don’t want people sitting 

around saying, “It’s got the cutest this or that.”  We tried to make the physical 

plant a kind of a reflection of the spirit of the office.  

Q. You spoke about some of these cases being funny, some of them being difficult, 

and some of them went actually beyond your office.  What were the avenues?  
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What were the offices that could help you if you could not deal with this directly 

with your own resources? 

A. If it had to go beyond our office, administratively, it would begin with the 

President, or the person would have to go see Bill Napier or something like that.  

But I had the access to any office.  But I would only do that if I was requested to 

do it, if the student said, “I can’t do it.  You’ve got to do it.”  And then I could go 

to any office.  And the President made that clear, that you have the right to go to 

any office that you think can help you.  This one student came in complaining 

about the fact that he hadn’t been paid by the professor in this case.  So rather 

than call the professor, I went to see him, because I knew there would be 

documents.  I didn’t feel comfortable doing that over the phone because I knew 

there would be documents that I would have to see.  As it turns out, as this 

particular one I’m thinking about, as it turns out he was a man, I never knew his 

name, but he was a bear of a man.  Not very pleasant and very full of himself, but 

that I swam with every morning at 6:00 a.m. at the gym.  And I walked in and 

said, “Oh my God, it’s you.”  And I never knew his name.  We just spoke every 

morning.  He swam every morning.  There were about eight of us. Professor Rudy 

Edse from German swam and Monica Brown, who wasn’t with the University 

then.  She swam.  A girl who writes to me who got a medical degree here, she 

swam with us.  A man named Professor Taylor swam with us.  We all swam early 

in the morning.  But that man, I never knew his name.  But I’ll be damned if I 

didn’t walk in and it was this guy.  So actually it became an easy problem to 

solve.  He said, “Here are the details.”  He got mad at the student and he really 
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didn’t pay him his final check.  And I said, “Well, you really can’t do it.  You just 

can’t do that.”  If I didn’t pay everybody that I didn’t like, nobody sometimes 

would get paid.  The student was grumpy about it, but the student got paid, and 

we remained friends, partly because we had to look at each other every morning.  

We had to see one another every day. 

Q. Some cases did go to the President, you say? 

A. Rarely.  And Bill Napier usually took care of those.  The one I told you about, the 

bad master’s thesis.  But he had been encouraged and had been given good grades 

all the way up to that point.  Now that does happen occasionally, and some of 

those things are resolved at the Graduate School.  Because I would keep in touch 

with Siddens or whoever happened to be over there, at the time Jean Girves and 

so forth, those people.  They would try to resolve those problems, and they have a 

regular hearing process in the graduate school, to deal with those things.  Where 

there is a hearing process, you encourage that obviously.  You’re not going to step 

into the middle of that.  That’s very presumptuous and not very flattering to your 

assignment. 

Q. One of the articles spoke of the job sometimes having danger in it?  Where’s 

danger connected with being the Ombudsman? 

A. One of my best friend’s mother’s just died.  Both of our mothers died this year.  

One was 94 and one was 98.  Her mother liked me a great deal because we had 

been friends for so long. And she had kept that article out of the paper where it 

said dangerous, and I couldn’t even remember.  Although there were cases, we 

had about four or five where the person had threatened other people.  We didn’t 
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know the extent to which that was real or not.  So, we would call the police 

department and have a plainclothesman sitting inside as a student, sitting inside 

the door, when this person’s appointment was ready to go on, because we were 

fearful. It was the time when all of that was starting to happen.  People were 

starting to take things into their own hands a little more than they ever used to.  

You hear so much more today and we talked about it a lot over coffee and such, 

just lately.  How the world is just so much more violent, just from the family level 

right on up to the government.  We did do that.  We called the police 

occasionally.  I’d forgotten that.  And had somebody sitting there.  Obviously not 

in uniform, but the person looked just like a student or just another customer.  It 

was a most natural thing.  And we were very grateful for it because we would 

have been the perfect target.  We were sitting in an office in a hallway, not very 

exposed. 

Q. You were on a committee, I believe, consulted a committee, when there were 

death threats around the University or students that had given some indication that 

they had such mental problems, they might have been threats to themselves.  Was 

that part of your regular role from the Ombudsman office? 

A. Jim, I am drawing a blank on that.  If I said it, it must have occurred. 

Q. It was in one of the newspaper articles, you were talking to someone about what 

you had done there. 

A. It was uncommon, but we took them all seriously.  Whenever anything like a 

threat or a suicide, this English TA once brought me two essays by this student, 

that she was very concerned about.  She thought he was upset or distraught or 



 56 

stressed or something.  The first one was very down and depressed.  But she 

didn’t feel like she had the right to get involved with his life, to say, “Are you 

really upset or is this just an essay?”  The second one, his name was something 

like, this wasn’t his name so I can just tell you, it was something like John Henry 

Edward.  All three names could have been first or last names.  The second paper 

that he wrote was, he was standing looking down at his grave lamenting the fact 

that he really had no name.  That’s how this affected him, of having that kind of 

name.  Finally, I said, “I think we should,” he lived in a dorm, “I think we should 

call this person’s RA to see if there’s any pattern there.”  And boy was that RA 

glad, because he had been suicidal and we didn’t know it.  I thought twice about 

meddling.  See, that approach is meddling.  However, there was a pattern… [End 

of tape] 

Q. Don, you were talking about the case in which, based on something a student had 

written, that you contacted people in the residence hall.  And you were reluctant 

to be involved in meddling.   

A. Right, right.  And I think I had almost finished before the tape ran out.  That’s just 

a judgment call you have.  It’s better, we all thought, Pat and Dalene and I 

thought, that it was better to err on the side of nosiness than letting this fellow go.  

And this particular case, it turned out to be a very good thing.  Even when I was in 

Arts and Sciences, we have had, and in the English Department, we have had 

students write what is in effect a call for help.  And an English theme.  In the 

English Department we acted on it right away.  Today, that might not even be 

legal.  But we did it then and probably helped people.  You just don’t know.  With 
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this one person, first of all it made sense, because he was unique in having these 

three names.  That is a problem.  It’s not like Don Good or Jim Bishop. 

Q. In the era in which it happened one would not consider it meddling, you made 

recommendations for policy and procedural changes at the University, based I 

take it, on the kind of issues you had seen or presented to you. 

A. Right. 

Q. Can you tell us more about those? 

A. A couple of those.  One, we felt from the beginning that the University should be 

doing more about this issue a long time ago on dating of students.  Just giving 

some TAs primarily, but also the faculty, some advice.  Because the faculty, there 

is a faculty rule about misconduct.  But I think it reads something like “grave 

misconduct.”  And what we discovered through other routes, but that came 

through ours, that it is very easy to prove misconduct, but it is very difficult to 

prove grave misconduct.  The moment you add the word grave, it really 

complicates the matter.  And we had no policy on what we treated the cases as, of 

dating and so forth, on conflict of interest.  But we created that.  We just created it 

as an idea, which you’re free to do.  So those things I would share with Bill 

Napier because he also occasionally swam in the mornings by the way.  So I 

would see him regularly and we were good friends.  So I would get to talk with 

him about some of these things without mentioning names at all.  Just assuming 

that he would pass them on to the President.  And then the issue, the whole issue 

of being clearer with the syllabus was the point of writing one of my essays.  

Telling the departments themselves that they ought to tell a student what is 
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expected of them, and don’t be pulling surprises at the last minute, which they 

would do.  Faculty did really irresponsible things occasionally in deciding that we 

wouldn’t have seven essays this year, but in the ninth week of the quarter we’ll 

have five, and your grades will rest on it.  Now that’s just not the right thing to do.  

If you’re going to do that, then decide it at the beginning.  Not because your 

schedule is rushed, which was always the reason.  And not only that, you can get 

a good idea of what somebody is writing on five.  You don’t have to have seven.  

So do five from the beginning.  But don’t make those kinds of changes.  Or decide 

at the last minute that you’re going to drop the last two worst grades or something 

like that, which people would do in the middle of things.  And they would do odd 

things like that.  So we would urge, through gentle urging, because you just can’t 

go in and presume to tell the faculty what to do because, for sure, they won’t do it 

then.  We would try to urge changes that way.  The time fifteen students came at 

once, I met with the students and the department, some of the department, the 

people who were responsible for these students.  We talked about governance, 

sort of a consumer notion, but how much students should control their curriculum.  

On the one hand, how can the student know anything about the discipline control, 

tell me what I should be taught.  On the other hand, the faculty, in not listening to 

the student at all, seems to me is abrogating some kind of responsibility.  I took 

more of the side in my letter on consumerism, that the faculty knew ultimately 

what was best, but ought to hear students out if they think a change should be in 

the offing.  And the consumer people felt that students knew exactly.  They were 

much more favorable to the student.  But in a nice constructive way.  I didn’t get a 
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belligerent letter because, once again, that controlling aura that does seem to 

pervade the University, was in effect then.  Whether it’s still in effect I don’t 

know.  But I think it is.  A university is a wonderful place to work because of that, 

in a way that sometimes union fights don’t develop, great picket lines.  Where it 

becomes harder and harder day by day to have a conversation.  And the whole 

point of the Ombudsman office, probably one of the points and a significant point, 

was to make it easier and easier to have conversation day by day.  

Q. In preparing for this, Bill Studer and Rai gave me a stack of clippings from the 

archivist.  Newspaper articles.  A number of them occurred at that time, and 

obviously you wrote some.  What was your view about the articles that were 

written regarding you and regarding your office during that time? 

A. Actually, we thought we were treated very well.  In fact, we were always amazed 

that someone like UTheU [UColumbusU] UDispatchU, but there was a UDispatchU person 

always from the University.  We always thought it was a slow day when they 

came to our office.  But we always felt that we were treated very well.  I thought 

UThe LanternU treated us very well, because UThe LanternU was a very strong believer 

in the Ombudsman role and were not very happy, I think, when it was turned over 

to the student advocacy.  But that’s a third party recording that.  I didn’t see that 

or I didn’t know that as a fact.  We were always pleased.  The woman who just 

died, she did have to admit, she said, “You did look a little better then,” meaning I 

probably hadn’t gained 20 pounds.  So they were very flattering as far as she was 

concerned about the picture in the paper, which was funny. 
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Q. Were there any barriers to achieving what you wanted to do in the Ombudsman 

office? 

A. No.  There weren’t.  At least I’m glad, when the terrible problems happened, one, 

I frequently knew the person that I would have to go to.  I didn’t know the person 

who was coming in frequently because that’s a faculty member, and I can’t know 

that, although I did know some of them.  I knew the people that I had to go to, and 

as much as they hated to see me coming; they knew that if I was there we had a 

problem.  Because I wasn’t going to go for a frivolous reason, or I wasn’t going to 

go until I was at my wit’s end, as to needing help, as to what to do.  For instance, 

this case that I related to you earlier about the man and his students, how far do 

you go with that before it gets out?  Especially at the University.  I mean, it’s like 

telling Ann Landers. It’s very hard to keep a secret at the University.  I had no 

intention of doing anything that would hurt the husband of the woman, whom I 

didn’t even know until he came in, and boy was he hot and mad.  But he also 

admitted his wife was the one who bought the dress and so forth.  I was going to 

say something but it slipped my mind.  Oh, it’s how far you have to go before the 

cat is out of the bag.  If you have all those important issues of that case, which 

were considerable as I just told you, things could have gotten out of hand at any 

point.  The man, if it were generally known, people would have been calling for 

his head.  Parents would have been calling for his head.  If the women had 

mothers or fathers – they were 25 years old – so they probably did.  So the women 

wanted to keep it in the family, in the University family.  So you try to do that 

without either suppressing evidence, dealing with the problem that has to be dealt 
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with, involving as few people as you can to get the problem solved.  That was an 

absolute rule in our office, just an internal rule, to keep the circle small, unless it 

had to get bigger.  And if had to get bigger, we would say, “Let the lawyer do it.  

Let the University lawyer do it.”  If it really has to get bigger.  And these women I 

was telling you about, they could have forced a terrible issue.  But I think when I 

asked them what letter would go in your file, even before that, they realized that 

they were part of the problem. 

Q. When I was first thinking of this, I know you operated under some pretty strict 

guidelines of confidentiality.  And I was thinking that such rules would be 

handicaps.  It sounds as if that mode of operating was a help in many ways. 

A. It was.  I think it was.  It is confidential but each time you get permission from the 

person who has come to see you to take it a step further, then the confidentiality 

circle gets bigger and bigger and bigger, or smaller and smaller and smaller.  It 

shrinks, because more people know.  In a case like that, the students wanted to 

keep it confined.  And I think that was an admission to themselves that everybody 

was at fault here.  And everybody was at fault. However, that doesn’t stop us from 

saying that they have the most to lose, however.  However, that’s not true either 

because the man has a tremendous amount to lose too.  So I don’t think they were 

interested in having him brought to his knees.  But they were interested in now 

having a fair grade and dong their work well.  Unfortunately, they had to stay 

with him, because he was sort of one of a kind.  These things happened more in 

colleges where the faculty worked one on one, very closely with a student.  In the 

science level, in the doctoral level certainly.  In the science level where you are 
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very closely allied in a research project, in travel.  If you travel with your advisor.  

In the performing arts where it’s almost one on one.  You can’t teach a doctoral 

violinist, you can’t teach four of them at one time.  And so forth and so on.  So in 

those areas, the dangers, and they’re perfectly human.  And I absolutely 

understand them.  We’ve all been there and back.  These are the more difficult 

areas rather than in areas that lend themselves to lectures and stuff of that sort.   

Q. We’ve covered an awful lot.  I kept thinking about the fact that you have a unique 

insight into the University.  It’s like, I guess, a scientist, who can tell a lot about 

what has happened from looking at the rings of a tree.  You can tell us through 

your eyes as the Ombudsman, what was the climate of the University doing that 

time?  What can you tell us about the University about the time you were in 

office, and about its leaders, and about the significant changes that some of them 

made or did not make.  I would suggest you be as candid as you wish now, and 

then we can decide later what you would like to keep as confidential for whatever 

period of time if not forever. 

A. That’s a big question and I’m not quite sure I was ready for it. However, the 

climate, and this may be always true, this was/may be a truism, the climate of a 

university is always changing.  However, I do think after 1970, things changed a 

wee bit faster, and educational institutions are notoriously slow in responding just 

simply because of the way they work, by committees and drafts and arguing 

faculty and vested interests of the medical school as opposed to the College of 

Arts and Sciences, as opposed to Engineering as opposed to Social Work and so 

forth.  These things take time.  So I do think that it was a tremendous change of 
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times.  You cannot deny that 1970 changed everything at every university in this 

state.  And once you set that in motion, then you try to respond in various ways.  

Now, one way was the establishment of an Ombudsman.  Another way was to try 

to respond to the aggrieved parties; not to get rid of the elitism that had it 

followed us would have been a silly response.  We are becoming more elite now.  

I’ll try to make this brief.  But anyway, the institution was responding with special 

programs.  And then the institution responds by over all programs, in a sense here 

I’m thinking of, what an undergraduate education is.  So, that introduced the 

revisions of the various curricula at the University.  Now Arts and Sciences 

played a very big part of that because it was almost totally responsible for the 

basic education requirement of every student.  So they tried to respond, and I 

think Enarson was very good for that, because he was what I think a University 

President should be.  However, that’s changing and it’s over the hill now.  He was 

an intellectual and he was a scholar.  People fault him oddly enough at a 

university for that.  Jennings was a scholar-economist who everybody felt, when 

he first came here, did exactly what needed to be done.  He was ruthless but with 

style and grace, I must say.  He had to be.  He was ruthless with money.  We were 

up to here in debt, programs were going under, and so forth.  But he also 

encouraged growth in these other directions, I think.  So you have a response by 

the University to solve and take a look at the broader picture, the broader culture 

that you’re trying to serve.  I think those two men were excellent for the time.  

Since then, I really can’t speak much to the other people.  I’d rather not speak to 

them actually. 
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Q. Let me suggest.  Let me ask.  First, let me express my tremendous gratitude 

personally, just for hearing all of this, but also on behalf of the University archival 

project.  I don’t feel we’re done.  I wish we could have some more time, if we 

could get together and set another date.  I’d like to talk more about what you’re 

doing now, some of the things you did for the University outside of the 

Ombudsman office.  The change that occurred after you left.  Ombudsman 

positions as a whole.  So if there’s any way we could put another two hours on a 

different date, I think this would be great for the project. 

A. Well, if you think it would be helpful, sure. 

Q. I hope it will be.  We’re concluding but we will conduct a continuation of the 

interview on another tape.  Hi.  I’m James J. Bishop interviewing Donald W. 

Good. This is the second day of our interviewing. The first two tapes were on 

September 21st.  This is tape #3 of the interview.  It’s October 4, 2006, in the book 

depository.  Don, thank you again so much for the wonderful interview of almost 

three weeks ago now.  Anything coming to mind since then that you want to make 

sure we record? 

A. No, I thought we were just going to pursue some questions that you had, that sort 

of arose while we were talking.  There might be some things arise here as I think 

about it.  I have thought about the interview. 

Q. I bet you have.  So did I.  Let me raise one.  We talked about a good deal about 

your starting as the Ombudsman.  We talked about some of the things during that 

time.  But I don’t think we went into any detail with you leaving the position.  

Maybe you can tell us please about that, and the reasons for it. 
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A. There was a three-year appointment.  Then I was reappointed for another three 

years.  But that, then, within a year of more or less, coincided with the position 

opening up in Arts and Sciences again, which I had left and liked very much.  The 

other reason hearkens back to what I mentioned earlier about the constant 

negativity of the office.  Fortunately, I and the staff were able to, as I mentioned 

before, able to deal with that with humor and after-hours kind of quasi-

conversational debauchery.   But I did get tired of just hearing endless complaints, 

and I got a little tired of people coming up to me whenever they would see me on 

the street, or as I mentioned earlier, at the Faculty Club, wanting to talk about the 

Ombudsman office.  And that’s the last thing I wanted to talk about.  I didn’t 

mind doing my job or the hours, and certainly after hours if I knew about it, which 

I did.  I mean, I talked to various groups and such as that, about what the 

Ombudsman does and so forth.  I thought this was a nice intersection at which I 

might go back to Arts and Sciences.  I talked to Dalene and Pat about it.  We 

conferred over drinks one evening.  I was known as the Ombudsman and Dalene, 

because she was always so incredibly dressed, was known as the Ombudsbroad.  

And Pat, of course, was known as the Ombudsblack.  We usually had a male TA, 

and he was known as the Ombudsboy.  So we called ourselves that.  But we had a 

conference.  I felt less bothered by leaving because Pat and Dalene were staying, 

obviously.  That kind of continuity.  They were there when I came.  In fact, they 

had seen a number of Ombudspersons.  In time that word became that.  Because 

of all the things we’ve talked about.  The trends and the political correctness of 

everything was coming in at this time.  I thought I would go back if was okay 
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with Tom. I think Isaac Mowoe had been in the job for a while.  I don’t think he’s 

here anymore.  I think I probably talked about it with Charles Babcock, who is an 

amazing, amazing source of everything on campus.  An amazing man.  I hope 

somebody is interviewing him and talking to him.  I decided to go back and I 

talked to Jennings about it, and he didn’t object to my going back to the academic, 

sort of administrative post.  I did that in 1984.  And I stayed there, I maybe should 

have left when Tom did, but that’s when I became I think the Acting Dean, when 

Tom decided to leave, Tom Willke.  Then there was a search and I was a 

candidate.  That was the time at which Bob Arkin was appointed, I’ve forgotten 

what the title was.  It might have been Associate Vice Provost and Dean of Arts 

and Sciences.  No, it was not Dean.  I think that’s always been a problematic term 

in Arts and Sciences.  Just the five deans were called deans.  I think Tom was 

called Associate Vice Provost for Arts and Sciences.  He retired a few years after 

that and I think went to Otterbein and other places in retirement.  And he’s fully 

retired now.  Then after Arkin came in, I was there two or three years.  I think had 

the personalities been different, I would have actually stayed a little longer, 

because the work I was doing I liked a great deal.  The personalities, and it may 

have been that I was spoiled with Tom Wilke, because we really were 

complimentary.  I had skills that he didn’t, and he had vast skills that I didn’t.  

And we enjoyed our time out of the office together.  We didn’t socialize a great 

deal, but we both liked music and had other common interests.  We both enjoyed 

the same sense of humor, though we differed greatly on politics and cultural 

issues.  But Arkin was probably not the best for me, and I don’t know if that’s a 
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tape issue here or not.  It doesn’t bother me because it wasn’t a great fit for a lot 

of people in Arts and Sciences.  And I liked him personally.  It’s just that in terms 

of administration.  And it might have been just that his style was so different from 

Tom’s that I wasn’t really comfortable with it.  And in a way that’s neither here 

nor there.  A person has to decide whether his colleagues are complementary, or 

whether there is a kind of barrier, that becomes a barrier to efficiency and the 

organization.  It becomes a barrier to relationships with the rest of the staff, all 

those kinds of things.  So it wasn’t the best fit.  That sent me downtown like 

everybody does.  They finally make the trip downtown to talk to somebody at 

STRS, which is what I did.  At some point you discover you’re working for 

practically nothing, partly because I had been there so long.  They allowed some 

years while I was a TA at LSU and I was able to scramble together like 41 ½ 

years.  So that was pretty good. I didn’t think it was going to get better than that 

without an awful lot of work and under not-stellar conditions.  So I thought it was 

good.  Not only that, but I was in very good health then. I had been traveling 

some, but  once you start traveling some, travel gets in your bones and you can’t 

get that out.  I thought there were some places I wanted to go, which were 

demanding in terms of hiking and walking and all of those things.  And I thought 

while I was young, say 59 I think at the time, something like that, I would get 

those out of the way.  I haven’t gotten them all out of the way.  I have one great 

[trip] left, and that is Machu Picchu.  If I can swing it someday I’m going to be 

there.  But the others, that’s why I’ve left in a way some places in western Europe 

that I want to go to.  Because I can get there pretty easily.  I don’t have to climb 
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the Matterhorn to visit Europe.  But if you’re going to go see Machu Picchu 

you’ve got to be prepared.  There were other places in eastern Europe that I went, 

and it was fairly taxing.  And the last trip to Egypt and Jordon was exhausting.  I 

really have been blessed with health that way.  That’s sort of what I’ve been doing 

since then.  I have, as I mentioned, a vital, vital interest in music, and particularly 

opera.  So one, that’s an expensive hobby, simply because of the damned tickets.  

But after you see one, you understand why.  Everything comes together.  But you 

have to also travel outside of Columbus to get to the best.  So I’ve been doing 

that, and I’ve been going to Santa Fe and San Francisco and New York and 

Cincinnati.  One had to be disappointed with the failure, essential failure, of the 

Opera Columbus.  Actually they did put together for this weekend a very good 

“La Traviata.”  Those things, and I’ve gotten a little bit into collecting art, which 

is another pricy thing.  But I’ve found dealers who, if you want to pay a little here 

and a little there, you can absolutely get a great piece of art.  Once you know them 

and you develop a trust with them, they don’t need $5,000 tomorrow.  They can 

spread it apart and so forth.  Life has been pleasant that way and I’ve retained 

some friendships from the University.  People like John Gabel and Charles 

Babcock and so forth.  And Siddens from the Graduate School.  Then I have a 

group of friends here in town that basically have nothing to do with the 

University, that are just other professional people, including my partner of 20-plus 

years, which is all you can ask for, really.  You don’t need an army of friends.  I 

doubt many people have an army of friends.  Retirement has been very good to 

me.  Better in fact that I ever dreamed it would be, because you go into it with a 
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slight trepidation, the way you go into a new job almost.  Because I had done 

nothing but work since I delivered papers as a kid.  I wasn’t working like a child 

laborer.  I had worked every since I started delivering papers.  For one reason 

after high school, after college, at Berea of course, everybody has to work.  You 

have to work at least four hours a day.  One year I worked eight hours a day 

because I was low on finances.  And if you work eight hours a day you can put 

yourself through.  But most of the time I could work four hours a day because I 

had that rich family in my hometown going to foot the bill for a while.  Ultimately 

it was paid back.  But still, Berea needed the money up front.  You can’t go to 

college on too much credit.  And I wasn’t going to do that, either.  I haven’t been 

a person who enjoys very deep debt, really.  You just see what happens.  Those 

are the things I’ve been doing since retirement.  I was trying to think of other 

things, but I think that makes a pretty full life.  In fact, I sort of did a good bit of 

that while I was working, and now I wonder how I squeezed work in.  I wonder 

how it worked.  Even just working in the garden, I have a fairly sizable back yard 

that I keep planted.  Just that one thing, I wonder how I did that when I working, 

but I did it, because I liked seeing it.  Plants will reward you because you can see 

them grow and see them bloom.   

Q. And [you] can eat them. 

A. Yes, indeed.  Not from my back yard cause there’s not enough sun, but there are 

flowers that will grow in the shade.  But not many.  You’ve got to have sun, 

basically.  But even along those lines I have been amazed that I ever worked and 

got all of these other things done, too.  I had been, as I mentioned earlier, a very 
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regular exerciser, from the day I started Berea right up to this morning, I’ve been 

a regular exerciser.  I’m glad I got in the habit because, if you go on a vacation 

and you get out of the habit for two weeks or something, I can feel it.  Now if 

you’ve never done that, you don’t feel it.  But I can feel it and I chomp sort of to 

get back and get the bones working and muscles stretched and so forth.  And I 

hope that goes on because it becomes more important as it goes on.  Ligaments 

get tighter and they don’t want to stretch, the bones get creakier.  That’s more or 

less what I’ve done since.  I was talking to people about this interview and seeing 

if they could remember any of the things, and basically we all had the same 

recollections of the high spots.  Sometimes I could share, in a general sense, in the 

sense that you’ll never believe what happened today, and usually people wouldn’t 

believe.  Some of those things where you remind me that we did have policemen.  

We did know that; there was some danger involved.  And those people 

remembered those things because they had been teachers by and large. A teacher 

didn’t think, at least in that day and age, that danger was not an issue.  So 

whenever it was, it was so isolated and just a hint of it led to a frantic quality that 

now has become almost an acceptable level of frenzy and frantic, that you say, 

“Well, it happened in Colorado and it happened in Pennsylvania, and of course, it 

can happen here.  You can’t get too excited about it and so forth.  That was not a 

part of life growing up in the classroom.  Usually I think we’ve always felt that 

classrooms and playgrounds and university campuses and high school campuses 

and little kindergarten have been safe havens.  But they’re not anymore.   
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Q. Do you want to add any more details to any of those high points or some of those 

dangers? 

A. No, I don’t think they, because actually I was sort of pumping them for that.  And 

some of them, you know how your memory is very selective.  And they remember 

things because it startled them that I wouldn’t because it might have been 

ordinary from the Ombudsman point of view.  I think that’s a tidy little 

biographical sketch, although it seems impossible that this was in 1992.  I’ve been 

retired that long. 

Q. You were a young man at the time. 

A. Not too bad.  It came from something that wasn’t planned, too: I stayed at the 

same institution.  If you stay at the same institution long enough, people will boot 

you out if they think they can do it by their retirement plan.  It was time to go.  

And other colleagues were leaving, too.  That makes a difference, too.  You can’t 

get on the phone and chat and so all those things.  People at the buy-out, and the 

buy-out was a regular thing, were leaving at an early time.  I think I took a buy-

out in one of the last quirky years.  And I think they still have that occasionally, 

but I think it’s very rare anymore, if it even happens at all.  That I don’t know.   

Q. What happened to the office after you? 

A. I think the next Ombudsman was C. Grey Austin.  I’m not positive of that.  But he 

had been an Arts and Sciences person, too.  I’m not sure how long, he stayed 

because he retired early and I think they moved out of town. I think they had 

children out of town.  They also lived in Clintonville, north of me.  So I knew 

them.  Then I think it was Betty Jo Hudson, and that was the end of that.  At some 
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point, and I didn’t follow the change into the student advocacy, if that’s what it 

was called.  Which is funny because that’s a word we avoided like the plague.  

We avoided using that.  That’s why I use it in that letter on my April Fool’s joke. 

I pretended to be Tom WIllke complaining that Dalene and Pat were being 

because advocates when that wasn’t the function of the Ombudsman office.  It 

was to hear all parties and get all views.  You don’t want to be seen as an 

advocate for a group.  Rather, you want to be seen as an advocate for fair play, for 

ethical treatment, that kind of thing.  Ideological advocacy on the right side of the 

spectrum, or what you think is the right side of the spectrum.  The other thing in 

leaving, it’s negative, I mentioned that just hearing these complaints all day long, 

although the complaints had built into them these very humorous (not from the 

complainant’s point of view), but from our point of view, Pat and Dalene.  It had 

built into them since we’d seen so many, a pattern of humor and we knew exactly 

what to do and we knew exactly how to solve it.  It was, I don’t know, every 

university is like this I’m sure, and some are much, much worse than others, 

because so many things at Ohio State, because of the structure, and actually 

because of the size of the place, is so up front and visible.  Its basically hard to be 

an SOB for very long without somebody knowing about it.  You know what I 

mean?  Even the man I told you about, that would have been discovered.  In fact, 

it had been discovered and how I’m not sure, by the head of the promotion and 

tenure committee.  I didn’t pursue that.  But that man, also I didn’t mention it, but 

he came to see me.  Everybody, somehow one of the women’s husbands came to 

see me. I didn’t ask for it.  It’s the second point besides the negativism, is that you 
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hate to admit that there’s this seamy underbelly of the institution, but there is.  

There is and it’s just like reading the paper the past couple of days, more than 

that, of the under seamy side of Congress even.  Men whose lives are an open 

book practically.  You think they are but they’re not.  All big institutions probably 

have this underbelly.  I think you get a little tired of that.  You can only laugh so 

much at it before you say, “I’ve probably laughed my last laugh on this issue.”  I 

do think that there is a general openness on the part of the faculty and 

administrative staffs, to get to the root of things.  They don’t want their colleges 

to look bad.  They don’t want their departments to look bad.  Student 

organizations don’t want to look bad.  They want to help, and yet they want to 

feel like also that they are getting a fair treatment.  And I think the Ombudsman 

office was a way to, not assure it, you can’t assure it, but come closer to assuring 

it.  Because we did meet with student groups sometimes.  We met with small 

groups of faculty.  It’s interesting, they’re having, I’ve been following this a little 

bit simply because of my Ombudsman’s interest, the racial tensions that have 

developed out at Ohio Dominican.  And I was sitting there wondering if they had 

an Ombudsman or anything like it, because all the news clips suggested a flying-

by-the-seat-of-the-pants response to all of those things.  That the students seemed 

to have nowhere to go.  Or somehow either didn’t trust it or whatever.  But it 

boiled over, which is what you want to try to guard against because it can’t be 

good for the institution.  The students probably don’t want to go that route, if they 

had been heard in other ways.  We had that same kind of thing happen 

occasionally with, like the fraternity system, the sorority system.  All sorts of 
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problems, in miniature I’m talking here.  Of race, class, no matter the race.  

Uppity and so forth as opposed to a perceived lowliness.  That always has amused 

me.  Partly because Berea had everything but a class in hating, how you are 

supposed to hate, fraternities and sororities, they didn’t have a class.  But you 

knew better than to even suggest the word on the campus that you were thinking 

of starting or getting a chapter going.  That’s not what that school is about.  So 

I’ve always had probably a little built-in bias against those organizations.  And 

it’s not a good built-in bias because some of them are so good and do so many 

good things in terms of campaigning, helping people in need, contributing to the 

whole University campus.  But as you know, those things almost never hit the 

newspaper.  It’s the fires, it’s the riots, it’s the beatings, it’s the hazing that went 

on so many years, I think which has sort of died out.  I hope it has.  It’s not dead.  

You read every fall some outrageous incident hanging on.   

Q. Those incidents, with fraternities and sororities, who would sort of bring you 

those complaints, and how were they handled? 

A. Individual students.  They had organizations, they had a president and so forth, of 

every fraternity.  But those were hard to deal with.  We didn’t have a lot because 

one, and this was not a thing we liked very much, we felt without proof every 

time that they were very protective of the organization.  They are much like Enron 

in miniature.  They wouldn’t allow people to go outside.  And I think, for the 

people who did go outside, their name was mud.  They weren’t going to be 

renewed.  It was clear.  Because they revealed some kind of a Mozart sort of 

secret that turns in something like the magic flute, where he sort of parodies all of 
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those secret societies.  Basically, you had to deal one on one.  But, see, we 

couldn’t.  Sometimes we would want to wade in, but you couldn’t unless the 

person gave you his permission to.  And fraternities and sororities, almost never 

did they want us to get involved.  I think they wanted us to know what was going 

on in case, I suppose, if anything happened and exploded in the fraternity and 

became news, somebody would say, “Nobody knew this was going on,” and then 

they had proof that they had been to the Ombudsman office.  But of course if you 

go to the Ombudsman, then tie the Ombudsman’s hands, that’s only halfway 

there.  You can’t say that you’ve done everything.  That’s what happened 

occasionally.  It’s bound to happen with any society that has secrets and secret 

orders and such, although I must say it was funny, I was made an honorary 

member of Sphinx one year.  The ceremony in which you get inducted is 

unbelievably secretive and mysterious, and it’s done in shades in the room.  Were 

you ever? 

Q. No. 

A. Well, it’s one of those.  I thought I was right back, what is the group that Mozart 

wrote?  It’s a Catholic group and I’ve forgotten.  It’s a very famous, sort of 

secretive group that people belong to still today.  Their whole temple, these 

things.  There’s one right at my train stop in Alexander where I get off to visit 

friends.  I’ve lost my train of thought.  It was about the Sphinx.  And I thought, “If 

they tell me something that is really awful, I don’t know what I’m going to do.  

I’m going to have to either get out of here or say I can’t be a member.”  Because 

they had a secret word for the society.  And of course, the secret word turned out 
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to be the most positive word you can imagine.  I actually can’t tell you on the 

tape, but I suppose at this time in my career I could share it, because it’s 

something you would expect them to do, and they have done it.  They did serve 

the community in a variety of ways.  Once a year they would pull one or two, I 

think it’s one maybe, faculty members who had in some way or another, helped 

students beyond the measure in which all faculty help students.  And I lucked out 

because I was in the office where that was part of my job.  They surprise you.  

They come in and say that.  And David Frantz was with them.  He was already a 

member.  And he knew I was going to be inducted.  But of course everything is 

very quiet.  I did become a member of that, and a member of Phi Kappa Phi.  We 

had a wonderful woman in Arts and Sciences. Her name was Rosalene Sedgwick.  

And she was my assistant when I went there.  She died suddenly, just suddenly 

one weekend.  Tom called me and I could not believe it.  She was so healthy, 

appeared to be so healthy.  A stunning dresser, a pretty woman.  Woman probably 

in her mid-60’s, maybe pushing 60 a little bit.  But a very, very nice looking 

woman.  And she saved my butt a thousand times when I first went into that 

office, because that is a very busy office for the five colleges.  Her husband, Cy 

Sedgwick, at that time he was an administrative official I think, somewhere in the 

medical school, like in dentistry or optometry or something like that.  But he 

established an award in her name, for a member of the faculty or administrative 

staff, who did duty above and beyond the call.  And people were nominated by 

faculty.  And I was the first recipient of that.  And actually, I felt a little awkward 

getting it because she had sat right in the office next to me.  And I thought, if this 
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doesn’t look planned I don’t know what is.  But I took it basically because of the 

faith that my colleagues had in me.  You did that.  You can’t say no if somebody 

like Charles Babcock or John Gabel says, “You really should do it.”  Because I 

would ordinarily talk or I would talk to people.  When Terry Roark was here, I 

don’t know if you remember Terry Roark.  He was the Provost for a while.  He 

and his wife were good friends of mine.  Whenever I got in a dilemma, sometimes 

even in Arts and Sciences over issues.  And we would disagree occasionally but 

usually we would agree.  But I would talk over things with people like him, 

people whose judgment I thought was probably much finer tuned than mine.   

Q. Let’s pick the story of the secretiveness.  I think that’s a fascinating one.  You 

speak about how the fraternities and some organizations were keeping things 

down.  Often in the news people say that the administration is one for wanting to 

keep issues down.  As you recall, the Columbus Public Schools has a case going 

on now about, I think it was an assault in the school. 

A. And the principal didn’t report it.   

Q. In your role, the Ombudsman here, how would you describe how the 

administration at its various levels here at Ohio State, dealt with issues that could 

be kept secret or should be made public and open.  What is your view of that 

aspect at that time? 

A. I never personally ran into an issue where an organization like a chair or an office 

was trying to keep something secretive, because it seemed to me that they were 

either successful at it, in which case I wouldn’t know it, or it would have been 

blown apart in their own department.  And you expect the departments to handle 
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their own business that way.  Now, there is a great deal of secrecy, it seems to me, 

and always has been and probably always will be, or certainly in the foreseeable 

future, in promotion and tenure.  Now, we did have some people come and talk to 

us about that.  But our duty there was to make sure that the person had had a fair 

hearing.  And the Ombudsman could pretty much do that.  Dalene and Pat did not 

get involved in these things.  I did these.  The Ombudsman, I suppose there would 

be some documents but I don’t know, but was supposed to have access to all 

documents.  And so if that kind of thing came up, and the person wanted me 

involved, but once again it’s like the fraternity, but where the stakes are much 

higher.  Where if you complain, you’re damned if you do and damned if you 

don’t.  But some people who had nothing to lose would come and say, “I think 

I’ve been mistreated because I’m a woman or because I’m black or because I’m 

too old,” and so forth.  My job would be to review the documents, see if a hearing 

had taken place, and then if it had taken place and somehow it did seem to me that 

there had been a breach of confidence or trust or faith or something, to 

recommend a change in the procedure.  It’s like the fellow I was telling you 

about, who got as far as the Ph.D. and he wrote almost an illiterate dissertation, 

and all along he had been given A’s.  Now there’s something wrong there.  There, 

I asked if they ever sat down with the candidate, and they said they rarely did.  

But sometimes they did.  From the beginning to end.  That’s a mistake not too, 

even if the person is getting A’s, it seems to me that a timely review of how are 

you doing, how are you feeling.  Could I see a sample of your writing, even.  You 

know the endpoint is going to be this huge piece of work.  And it seems to me 
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that’s all the Ombudsman could do once you have access to the records.  I felt 

pretty comfortable about getting access to the records.  People by and large would 

give me records without any kind of great black-outs.  In fact, black-outs probably 

would not have been permitted if I was permitted a document.  Because that 

wasn’t part of the deal.  In fact, it would make it just a pointless gesture, for the 

Ombudsman to try to get to the root of the problem.  But you’re right.  You’re 

right. Across the board there are probably some secrecies.  And P&T has got to 

be, at the faculty level, the main one.   

Q. On the P&T one, you could sometimes recommend changes in procedures, or 

were there times in which the individual brought a complaint [which] might have 

had a decision modified or reversed when they would come to you with a 

complaint? 

A. It would still depend upon the Provost.  If the Provost had all the documents in 

front of him or her, there’s very little to be done. But you want to be sure things 

are documented.  And I think the University got much, much better at 

documenting cases, because I can remember when Diether Heneke was here.  You 

had to have your T’s crossed and I’s dotted to the last degree if you were going to 

put something forward.  And fortunately, for that famous case I was telling you 

about, or one of the famous cases, those things were not.  And so that helped in 

the man’s private life and his professional life, and the women, too. 

Q. Let me pick up on one other thing.  You and your colleagues, Pat and Dalene, 

obviously worked very much as a team.  You left office this date.  I know you 

said you didn’t follow that area very, very, very much.  Could you share with us, 
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what were their impressions about how things changed when you left, and maybe 

also we can come back to it, how the office changed when it moved to a different 

place.  Let’s deal with the first one, how it changed from their point of view. 

A. I don’t know the people, I don’t know them closely.  I worked with C. Grey 

Austin when he was, like, the honors dean in Arts and Sciences.  They felt that, in 

that case I think, things were pursued less aggressively than when we did.  When 

Ms. Hudson came in, they were just truly not happy.  I don’t know whether it was 

an issue of personalities, because they had worked for a woman before, Joann 

Wharton Murphy, who is dead now, I think.  They did not get along with Betty Jo, 

and I think just in passing occasionally, they could foresee this, because other 

people sometimes did not get along with her.  I don’t know what it was.  I don’t 

know whether it was the way she individually handled cases or what.  You really 

don’t keep track of an office once you leave it too much that way.  They were not 

happy campers, generally speaking, with Ms. Hudson.  And I think, too, what was 

happening, was that other institutions were abandoning the position.  And I think 

it’s because, it’s partly because, and I think this was true at Ohio State too, many, 

many things became more open.  The reason you have an Ombudsman is because 

things are closed in a way.  Routes of access are closed.  Hearings are closed.  

Those sorts of things.  The gates come down across the road.  But I think 

universities got better at keeping access open and were well aware because, I tell 

you, once the Ombudsman office started, the lawyers were sitting right outside the 

door.  So I think things were getting much more litigious, and there were lawyers 

willing to hop on it.  At some of our national meetings of the Ombudsman people, 
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we would have lawyers speaking to us, particularly about, especially when you 

elect new national rules, or federal rules were imposed upon everybody.  Like the 

[Americans with Disabilities] Act.  How far can you go, how far can you do this?  

Can you make a blind student do French?  Can you make this student do 

mathematics?  What would be the substitute for mathematics?  ’Cause we really 

were at sea that way.  You would have students who wanted an education and 

they would walk in the door and you could see they couldn’t do this or couldn’t 

do that because of some impairment.  Those words were difficult to deal with.  

But of course there’s the lawyer who can deal with any word.  If you look far 

enough, white can be black.  Black can be white.  Because of the growing 

litigiousness I think on the part of the community, people were much more willing 

[to be] up front with the actions, to be open as much as they could without 

infringing upon confidentiality and naming names when you didn’t have to name 

names.  Embarrassing people for embarrassment sake, that sort of thing.   

Q. Let’s take a break and turn the tape as well now. 

A. Okay. 

Q. This is side 2 of tape #3 of the interview, tape #1 of today, October 4.  The 

interview is with Don Good, and the interviewer.  I am James Bishop.  Don, let’s 

come back.  You’ve given us, I think a wonderful, colorful, bit of history here.  

Let me see if I can ask you to fill in a few spaces here.  One has to do with you.  

You talked earlier about your academic issues and you love writing.  But I’m not 

sure we’ve heard as much as we need to about your scholarly and academic 
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pursuits and interests.  Please tell us about those, while you were here, and any 

that follow up. 

A. There’s not a lot to tell in one sense, in that my career from the beginning, even as 

a TA, it took, when I first came here, at LSU I was simply a TA.  The first year 

they would not allow you to teach, so you were like an associate working in the 

office. And you could sit in on classes and professors and so forth.  It was a 

learning year, which was a very good thing in a way.  And then you could teach 

two or three classes.  They would let you teach while the senior professors 

watched.  Then the second year I was teaching assistant.  When I came here, I got 

involved in teaching right away, and I think was a personality matter, with 

Estrich, Professor [Robert] Estrich, whom I have mentioned before.  The spelling 

and pronunciation don’t typically match.  It’s Estrich.  And Peg Blickle and Ed 

Robbins, people who were associated with the freshmen English program.  They 

had to have, sort of helpers, out of the huge body of TA’s.  And I became one of 

those almost right away.  I’m not sure why.  It’s probably personalities, people 

that they got along with and so on.  But the point is, that from very early, I can see 

it now, from the very earliest connections with the faculty here, the route of 

confidence, the route of competence, was taking a direction of administration.  I 

enjoyed the classes.  At some point when I was teaching undergraduates, I was 

teaching a variety of courses with undergraduates.  Sometimes they were these 

wonderful review courses.  That’s when there was a canon of established 

literature.  Now people graduate never having heard of Wordsworth, never having 

heard of Milton.  They couldn’t name two Shakespeare characters if they had to 
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anymore.  And I taught Shakespeare frequently.  Even when I went into Arts and 

Sciences, I would teach Shakespeare.  Tom Minnick and I also authored for the 

freshmen English population nationally, a book published by McMillan, called 

“Handbook.”  But at every step I was just drawn and drawn away from the 

scholarly work.  The earliest one was with the regional campuses.  Then I 

decided, to hell with it, I wasn’t going to finish the dissertation.  I think I 

mentioned that.  And so I went off to Cleveland one year.  We had a branch in 

Lakewood. I thought probably I would not go back there.  I just don’t know if I 

will or not.  Kuhn was the one who said come back and finish.  He didn’t say this 

as politely as I have, because he was very good and he could be very persuasive.  

And still can be.  He’s wonderful. He’s just going on strong because he was a 

wonderful Blake scholar.  I taught for quite a while even into Arts and Sciences 

and thoroughly enjoyed it.  But finally it got to be, I could see that I was giving 

the short end of the stick to the students.  I could not keep up.  I couldn’t keep up, 

partly because of the writing component in Arts and Sciences.  It’s a writing 

office, the secretary’s office.  You sit with these five committees, say each 

individual college, and then you sit with the overall curriculum committee.  

You’re responsible also for all of the bulletins and stuff that go out.  I did get 

those into some shape, and I think it was just a matter of practice making 

moderately perfect with the writing skill.  Because by the time I got to the 

Ombudsman office, I had it honed enough to get faculty from outside English 

responding to the newsletters saying, “This is wonderful.  I’m glad.”  And then 

they would comment actually on the writing.  And so, it’s just a matter of practice 



 84 

maybe, and I was surprised because I hadn’t grown up in a home where there was 

much reading.  I hadn’t grown up in a home where there was one piece, one note 

of classical music.  All of those things that sort of build your future.  Everything 

that I was and became, came from teachers.  They all came from teachers.  In the 

fourth grade, we had to listen to music and identify x, y and z.  Now I can look 

back and say, “My God, Eleanor McCartney did me a great favor.”  Then when I 

got to Berea, the same thing happened.  Great teachers and required courses.  

Everybody had to do it.  And we had kids there who were from much more rural 

circumstances than I came from, who had no more but certainly didn’t have 

access.  At least our town had a wonderful high school.  It’s a privately endowed 

high school.  It must be one of the very few in the country.  And spent a lot of 

money on teachers.  They just did.  And it was very good, especially for those of 

us who didn’t have a history of that in their home, of education.  And I think 

partly it was because my parents probably knew there was not going to be college 

in my future, so why bother with it in that sense?  Because they were very good 

parents, otherwise.  But obviously coming out of the Depression and so forth.  So 

all of those things contributed to my saying that the teacher made the difference.  

And that’s probably why I became this.  When I first started, I was going to go 

into accounting because I had heard that there was money.  I sat through two 

accounting courses, and I thought if I had to put up with that for my life, I would 

shoot myself in the head, simply because it was just so boring.  And then finally I 

got into English and Sociology and Philosophy courses and Bible courses.  

Everybody at Berea, whether you were among the faithful or not, you had to take 
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the Bible sort of as history.  However, as a book of ideas it was absolutely 

wonderful.  At least we had great teachers there.  The whole path somehow built 

toward administration, and to tell you the truth, I might not have been a very good 

scholar, in the sense that Al Kuhn was a scholar, or in the sense that Pat Mullen is 

a wonderful scholar.  Others have done scholarly work but they have not been 

primarily … I think Dave Frantz is another one whose work has been scholarly 

work.  But he has done scholarly work but very cut short by all of his duties.  

Charles Babcock, from linguistics, people like that, who have been wonderful 

scholars.  And for that, actually, over time, for a while I was somewhat 

embarrassed by that, but then later on I went to the Ombudsman office, and it’s a 

thing you run into all the time, and I hate to say it, but there is a little something 

of truth about, there are some people who are confronted with problems who 

don’t have an ounce of common sense about how to settle them.  They don’t 

know where to turn for the rules.  They don’t know where to turn for advice.  

When they do, there is the element of the klutz in the whole process.  And the 

complainer is not getting the short end of the stick, but he feels that he is.  And 

it’s because there is an element of finesse.  John Gable would call it bullshit, that I 

have.  And I probably have used, and in order to extend a conversation to get to 

the root of the problem. You have to schmooze.  You have to do this, you have to 

sit back and be bored to tears.  And finally, you see your moment to step in.  You 

step in and all of a sudden the person starts talking about something, and the real 

problem starts to reveal itself.  Which is, you could imagine, it’s true in so many 

cases, the person is there for another reason.  Sometimes the person just wants to 
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talk to somebody.  But very frequently, problems are so veiled, or the student is so 

distraught, but without telling you he is distraught.  And we got good at sorting 

that out.  We, meaning Pat and Dalene and I.  And I got much better at it over 

time.  I got as good as they were, is what I’m saying, because they had dealt with 

it for a long time.  But I hadn’t met as many people who would come to you, 

failing grades, blaming it on the teacher, and it was more than one class.  And you 

sat there.  And this person just seemed as bright as could be.  You wondered how 

in the world this can happen.  And you discover that, after 22 years the parents are 

divorcing.  And it’s driving this kid crazy.  He can’t imagine life without the two 

people he’s grown up [with], or she can’t.  So you get good at that.  You get good 

at that.  And ultimately, without batting an eye, I became proud of it. 

Q. As I sit here listening, I’m saying to myself, “This is great advice for anybody 

who wants to follow in your footsteps and set up an office, carrying out the 

functions that were carried out when you were the Ombudsman.”  Any other 

advice you would give to such a person, who is considering a position or training 

for such a position? 

A. No, not really.  I think the first one always is that you have to be somewhat, I 

spoke of being proud about it, but you also have to be very self-effacing.  You 

have to be willing to laugh at yourself, look at your limitations, know where they 

are, make fun of them.  Don’t see yourself either physically or mentally as this 

person who is going to walk into a room and capture the limelight all of a sudden 

because you are in a position of authority.  I was put into my place.  I was sitting 

in the Ombudsman office and Tom [Willke] called for lunch one day.  He and I, 
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and I think probably Cleo, went to lunch.  She’s my dearest secretary with whom 

I stay in touch still.  We went to lunch.  I was a waiter for two years in Maine 

while I was in college in one of these big resort hotels, these old clapboard hotels 

that have now burned down.  But I was a waiter two years there.  I learned a lot in 

waiting.  But one of the things in the first hotel, people were paying a lot of 

money to come to these hotels.  And they would come and they would stay three 

and four weeks.  They didn’t come and stay overnight.  And they would come 

from Canada and they would come from St. Louis, come from the East Coast in 

hot summers.  But anyway, the one thing that was not allowed, you could not 

walk up to the table coming from the kitchen and say, “Who ordered the pork 

chops?”  You had to know.  You put the pork chops in front of the person who 

ordered them.  To come back to this story, I really got my comeuppance.  Here we 

were, probably in the prime of our life in Arts and Sciences, having a good deal of 

authority, having a good deal of respect from the faculty.  This waitress we had, 

was very, very pleasant.  She was writing our orders down on the slip.  And I 

thought back in my life, and I thought, “I wonder if she will say, ‘Who got this 

and who got that.’”  And when she came back, she put all of the orders in front of 

the person who ordered them. However, the main difference was, when we got 

out checks, mine had written at the top of it, “old man/glasses.”  In our hotels, the 

people never saw the checks because we just took the food order, because they 

were paying it all on one lump sum.  So I could write blue shirt, red blouse, things 

like that.  But I would never, probably even if they wouldn’t have seen it, written 

old man with glasses.  And I was 50 years old.  So you have to be willing to take 
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those things, and here we are retelling it having fun with that story.  Now you 

can’t be easily insulted that way.  And I think you just have to have some passing 

familiarity with the only word I can think of is, with the human condition.  How 

we are all somehow related and we’re all in it together somehow.  In so doing, 

you have to keep a sense of humor. Paramount. Paramount.  I think it’s not that 

you get giddy and laugh at serious matters, but if you don’t have a sense of 

humor, 1) you will not confront the issues or the problems, and 2), your life will 

be rather miserable, I think.  Certainly your professional life will, and probably 

your personal life will suffer.  I think those things.  And obviously then, those are 

two things.  Then the third thing we’ve talked about before, which in retrospect 

my whole life was leading to in terms of the Ombudsman office.  You do have a 

knowledge of the system within which you are working and its limitations, and 

the people with whom you are dealing.  All in all, when you work on a university 

campus, you are very, very blessed with working conditions by and large, I think.  

As we’ve spoken, there is an implied civility that you don’t get sometimes in the 

working plant, in things that lead to strikes and so forth.  Not that those things 

haven’t happened, and they do happen on college campuses.  Strikes occur.  The 

’70s, in fact 1970 particularly, was just a terrible, terrible time.  And we lucked 

out that way by having groups of faculty going around asking people to keep their 

cool.  And people who were willing to do that.  Knowing that we all were going 

to suffer if anybody suffered.  We were all very affected by those four deaths at 

Kent State.  We were all changed, just the way we were changed by 9/11.  Not in 

the same way but under different circumstances.  Obviously, the knowledge of the 
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system in which you are moving, and perhaps its relationship to the outside.  I’ve 

always been amused by people who speak of people living in the ivory tower.  

Letters still appear in UThe DispatchU about how you can’t look to the campus 

because those people are in an ivory tower.  Well hell, if they could just be on that 

campus.  I say we do have civility there, but it is a kind of little microcosm of 

society at large.  We have the same jerks, the same high-minded people, the huge 

middle class, problems that everybody outside faces.  We have the girl in the 

dorm who gets pregnant.  We have the fellow who has been involved in the issue.  

Their lives have fallen apart all of a sudden here.  All of these things.  It’s not an 

ivory tower, whatever else it is.  It’s just not.  People agonize over promotion and 

tenure decisions.  In fact, they’ve got to be some of the worst [situations] that 

happen on our University campus.  Beause you get to like your colleagues and 

you forget whether they’re publishing or not.  Then when all of a sudden the 

person has to leave, that is cause for breach or a break in relationships.  It’s never 

happy, never happy.  But I’ve always been amazed at the metaphor of the ivory 

tower, or amused I should say, not amazed.  It’s possible if you’re on the outside 

looking in at anything, you think it’s either a little better or a little worse in a 

general sense than where you are on the outside looking in. 

Q. Let’s follow that in a different way.  You’ve done one marvelous job throughout 

the interview in characterizing a lot of things, and just most recently about what 

the person needs to be to be in this office.  What does the institution need to be in 

order for an Ombudsman office to work?   
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A. It needs to be more and more what it has become, which is an open institution 

with the constituency, the whole constituency from the President right on down, 

having some degree of say commensurate with the degree of responsibility, 

economic and otherwise, of running the place.  You want a place that’s 

economically well run, but you want a place that’s gradually creeping up the 

educational respect ladder.  For instance, Ohio State clearly is doing that now, 

gradually.  I think we’re better now than certainly when I left 14 years ago.  I 

think its missions, its goals, have to be clear from the outset. I think its various 

constituencies in whom they serve are clear in terms of faculty.  Those things 

have gotten better.  Once again, because things have become so transparent.  

They’ve been required to become transparent.  Sometimes under great pressure, 

and sometimes not to the benefit of everybody.  Once you become transparent you 

throw open the windows and you just see everything.  Whether that’s good or bad 

in every case, I’m not sure.  I think the University has, to a very large degree, 

lived in a sunshine law way.  Not too much can be sprung on us by surprise.  I 

don’t think, for instance, and this is not to say whether it was good or bad, but I 

don’t think on a university campus it would be easy to pull off, say, an Iraq war, 

because I want to go in.  I think it would be very difficult.  I think the faculty and 

probably the students, it would be a ferocious thing, to take another policy and use 

it as a demonstrating thing.  But that’s the clearest one I can think of right now.  

There has to be a willingness to move toward consensus if you can, and to have 

people to agree to follow the established order.  I think this very sad case, in fact, 

it is a difficult case, of the principal that was fired at, I’ve forgotten the school but 
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it’s out on Innis Road out there, not too far from where I live, farther east.  Rules 

were followed and now the lawyers are tweaking at that, well, she really didn’t 

have to report it because it was already reported, or the policeman says he didn’t 

have to report that he was leaving because he was only leaving for a couple of 

hours.  And he said, “If I were leaving for half a day, the rule says I must do that.”  

Well, that’s not what the rule says.  It says “if you leave,” I think.  But he says, 

“It’s long been interpreted to mean...”  Once you get into that land of 

interpretation, which I suppose almost any rule or set of laws, including the 

Constitution, once you get into that land, you need people who are willing to give 

and accept guidance from the wisest heads.  Which is why I think it’s so 

important, I think, to have a really first-rate leader in terms of, at a University it 

would be two leaders.  I’m thinking of the Provost and the President here.  One of 

them it seems to me always, if possible, should be a real scholar, whose done 

work.  And the other one, because of the monumental task of getting money, must 

be prepared to do that.  I think the institution needs to be as open and as up front 

and as forthright in terms of its perceived and real policies.  If there are 

interpretations to be made, and there have to be interpretations, you don’t want all 

the rules so hard and fast that you end up hurting somebody you’re trying to help, 

which is what happens when rules get very tightly bound.  It requires fairly 

careful appointments of people who can, it seems to me, put a fair interpretation 

on the rules.  Or, once again, because of the age we live in, you’re just going to be 

sued and you’re going to spend not only a lot of money but an awful lot of time.  

Just think of the money and time of the case that you referred to at the beginning 
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of this conversation that has gone on.  And there are kids needing lunches and 

kids needing educations.  And the money that’s being spent here on this particular 

case.  It will be very interesting to see how it’s resolved.   

Q. Don, we’ve talked about the public school situation.  We’ve talked with 

considerable insight into how the University academia works towards consensus 

and how that affected the Ombudsman office.  As I understand it, offices like this 

are sometimes in private, profit-making institutions.  How could an office there 

work and work well if it’s looking for a consensus and you don’t have all this 

time?  Or could it work there?  What would your view be about the feasibility in 

business and industry? 

A. I don’t know.  I think there are some institutions that are not educational but do 

have Ombudspersons, or something equivalent to it.  Usually, they are called 

human services offices or something like that, because I think I have a neighbor 

who is head of the human services office.  I think maybe Nationwide, insurance 

companies have these things.  I don’t know.  Really the question catches me sort 

of open-mouthed here.  I hadn’t really thought about that.   

Q. Maybe we’ll come back to that.  I was wondering because you went to, I think 

you said, some of these national conferences of Ombudsman.  I didn’t know if 

they talked then of people in different types of institutions. 

A. Typically, we did not.  I would assume that human services offices to some 

degree handled these things.  Because as we know, just from reading the 

newspaper, awful things happen in these organizations, from the federal 

government right on down.  And you get the whole issues of the whistleblowers, 
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and now they are not as protected as they were.  And that’s an interpretation.  

Everybody thought the whistleblower was protected but now he’s not as 

protected.  I really don’t know enough about how they work to speak to it.  But 

my guess is, that’s what the whole point of human services is in these 

organizations.  Certainly in the one that my neighbor heads up.  When she talks 

about the things that come to her office day to day, [they] sound very 

Ombudsmany to me. 

Q. You spoke about how pivotal or crucial the leaders of an institution are to the 

success of an Ombudsman office and role.  And in the University [there] would 

be two people, typically the President and the Provost.  Given that, and given your 

insights into the leaders, administrative leader, the President, and the academic 

leader, the Provost, what can you share with history, with the understanding you 

can change this when it is transcribed, what can you tell us about the leaders of 

Ohio State as you have seen them over this time?  The President, the Provost, all 

faculty, inspirational or political leaders?   

A. I have had conversations with people about this since I had my first interview, 

because we all just made it a topic of dinner conversation one night.  A few of us 

who have been here through some presidencies.  And there was a consensus 

somehow at the table.  And I certainly shared it.  Of Enarson and Jennings.  If you 

could find that in a mix, then you would only need one.  But given the complexity 

of the universities today, you’re not going to do that.  Most universities have 

found the happy medium of the person who can do millions, get millions for the 

institution, and still lead the institution.  I still, for my own money, I would prefer 
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somebody like or a mix of Enarson and Jennings.  I felt Kuhn was a very good 

Provost.  I was distracted by, I’ve forgotten her name now, but she went from here 

to California, and then I think she was fired from California.   

Q. Ann Reynolds? 

A. Yes, Ann Reynolds.  And then landed on her feet someplace in New York but was 

fired from there, I think.  I never understood how that could happen.  How you 

could just keep going up and keep being fired, but you keep going up.  I’ve never 

understood that phenomenon.  It’s because she was a very strong personality, I 

think.  Had very strong views.  But the other good thing about her was, she did 

have some decent scholarly credentials, too.  I haven’t known the last couple very 

well, no better than anybody else does who has been reading the newspapers.  

When I first came here Fawcett was the President.  He seemed very presidential, 

and I thought what he did best was make good appointments.  I thought he had 

very good people under him.  Unfortunately, at that point, the University was 

very, very conservative.  We were talking loyalty oaths and things like that, that 

we all had to sign and stuff like that, from Senator Bricker who was sort of 

running the place as far as I could tell.  He and Fawcett were great friends.  And 

the Board was extremely conservative then.  That has gotten a little better.  I was 

trying to think of the various Provosts that we had.  I got along beautifully with, 

and I think other secretaries did too, and we were the clear shot to the Provost in a 

sense because that was our next step, if we had to get to the President was to go to 

the Provost.  And Terry Roark was tremendously accessible.  He was from 

Astronomy, and he became President of something like Utah or something.  
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Somebody told me recently that he is also retired now, which he would be 

because I think we’re about the same age, or he might have been a little older.  

Those would be the people I think I respected most.  Enarson probably was too 

laid-back for the place in a way.  I liked him because, when he spoke to students 

and honors students, he always spoke for our honors banquet, he always spoke 

about pressing issues.  He wasn’t very much a PR man, which sort of Gee was.  I 

was not a fan of Gee but I realize his tremendous ability to glad hand and make 

money.  And he was wonderful at that.  I was on a lot of programs where he was, 

because we traveled sometimes together to, not the regional campuses, but when 

we were trying to forge these transfer agreements with places like Lorain and 

other community colleges, Columbus State. Tom Shreiner and I would always go 

and work course by course by course to see what texts were being used, what tests 

were being used, what examinations were being used, just to see if our faculty 

would agree that Course A here is equal to Course A there.  But when we would 

get the thing ready to sign, Gee would always go with us.  He was marvelous at 

what he did.  He was just marvelous and he is a smart man, although it looks like 

he was questioned about how his spending is going at Vanderbilt.  Have you seen 

that?  Definitely back in the news.  It’s hard to say, probably the bigger an 

institution is, the more you need a couple of people at the top.  I don’t know, 

Vanderbilt is not that big, when you talk about our situation here.  I think he was 

very good at putting good people in.  Enarson did not have that equal capacity, 

which just indicates that you don’t go, I suppose, looking for a type.  In fact, what 

happens probably in some of these searches, I’ve never been on a presidential 
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search, is that probably somebody comes out of left field and dumbfounds you.  

And all of a sudden you have a viable candidate that you hadn’t even considered.   

I know that happens in other selection processes because I sat on a lot of 

committees as a member.  In fact, I sat on the one that hired Barbara Jennings to 

come here.  I think maybe she came from Cincinnati.  I’m not sure from where 

she came.  She was a candidate for some position and I was very impressed with 

her.  I think I was on the committee that hired Michael O’Donnell, and I think 

Tom Schreiner in Admissions, and others.  Those are always fun appointments I 

thought because you do meet interesting and quite a varied group of people.  And 

I assume, but on another level, the same thing happens at the presidential level. 

Q. At the presidential level, can you go back?  You mentioned some of the 

characteristics of some of the presidents.  One of the first people you mentioned, 

and I guess the who appointed you, was involved with my coming here, was Ed 

Jennings.  Can you say a little more about the characteristics of the president, of 

the person?  In other presidents as well. 

A. The thing that I liked about Jennings was that he came when we were in terrible 

financial straits.  As it turned out, he had the perfect wedding in his character of 

discipline, which was economics, and his ability to persuade with that wonderful 

gravelly speaking voice, seemed a man of utmost authority.  And you somehow 

felt that everything that we needed, we needed somebody to get the doggone place 

back on decent economic footing.  We were in terrible economic straits as I 

remember.  I rarely went to presidential convocations, and they didn’t have many.  

But he had one when he first came here to speak to the economic problems.  The 
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day he spoke, he had been President a very, very short time, the day he spoke he 

put before that group of people very precise things that he intended to do.  Cut 

here, add here, cut this, add that, cut double here, hoping that everybody would be 

re-established.  But everybody was going to have to pay something.  Everybody 

felt, at the moment I think, that we had a leader.  And I felt that for a long time.  I 

thought he did, until at some point, his private life began to take a great toll on 

him.  And I didn’t know what that was.  It did come out in the rumor mill and 

actually in the public mill in some ways, and ultimately I think there was a 

divorce.  But then he also I think had other health problems.   I know he did.  I’ve 

been to a couple of things and I couldn’t believe the first I went to, to tell you the 

truth.  I thought he had a stroke.  I thought he had had a stroke and he was slurring 

his speech.  A woman who is a good friend of mine, who had just gone through a 

terrible divorce from another friend of mine, said, “Oh no, no, no, that’s no stroke.  

I go to these all the time and it’s been like that for a while.”  But then, fortunately, 

the story does seem to have a happy ending.  He did seem to recover.  But this 

after he left the presidency I think.  And he was a very personable man, very 

personable man, but also very firm and a quick study too.  He was a very quick 

study.  I’ve forgotten where he came from.  Was it Wyoming?  Was he the one?  I 

think it was out west someplace.  But he came here as quite an accomplished man.  

And I think in that particular case, there were other things.  Aside from being a 

very personable man, he was probably not young, young, but he was a youthful 

and very aggressive and active man.  He just came when we needed him.  We 

needed a man who knew a lot about money and organization, and he seemed to 
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know that.  And the place did seem to grow after that.  I liked Enarson just 

because he was such a personable man.  I felt we needed a man, when he was 

talking to students, or a woman, it didn’t matter.  It was usually men then.  It’s 

more to be a woman now or a choice of a women.  He talked to students about 

ideas.  He was an idea man.  He was a man who could talk history in the way, say, 

[President Bill] Clinton can and [President George W.] Bush can’t.  He was a man 

of infinite memory like Clinton.  They just don’t seem to forget things they learn.  

It’s just incredible.  So he was very good for students that way.  I don’t think he 

liked or enjoyed conflict very much.  But I saw him, the day President [Richard] 

Nixon resigned.  Somehow, I was coming back from the gym and I said, “Well, 

what do you think about what’s going on here?”  Because there was a debate of 

whether Nixon would even do it or not.  He said, “It’s just a matter of hours.”  

And he was exactly right.  But he was a very scholarly and rumpled man, almost 

another generation kind of Harvard man in a rumpled suit kind of way.  Whereas 

Jennings wasn’t.  He was very, almost fussy in his dress.  Very neat and very tidy.  

Fortunately, I didn’t have a lot of talk with him because part of my job was to 

keep the issues out of those offices. 

Q. Don, this tape is going to go out on us here.  

A. That’s good. 

Q. There may be a few other things we can talk about.  It depends on how much time 

you’ve got.  We do have another tape, so it’s up you.   

A. If you have a couple more questions … 
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Q. I do have a few more questions.  Let’s see if we can get to the next tape and do 

that ple ase.  Thank you.  This is the interview of Don Good by Jim Bishop on 

October 4, 2006.  This is tape #4 of the interview and tape #2 of today, October 4.  

Don, I keep speaking repeatedly about how marvelous and helpful this is.  Just a 

few more questions I wanted to ask.  Anyone who sees the transcription of this 

will know the impact of your education at Berea College.  And although this is an 

oral  history about The Ohio State University, it is my view that these oral 

histories ought to be helping educators and others a lot.  What more can you tell 

us about how your experience there at Berea influenced you and influenced other 

students who were there? 

A. You probably know this, it’s a unique place.  It’s not a state school.  It’s in a sense 

a private school, but I don’t mean to say you have to be rich to go there.  

Basically, you have to be poor to go there, is really it.  They have set aside – I’m  

telling you this, this sounds irrelevant but this is relevant because it tells you 

something about the population and what part of the population I’m in – it  set 

side certain Appalachian counties, from which to take 90 percent of its students.  

And those counties were largely in Kentucky and West Virginia and just barely, 

in southern Virginia, but just barely got up to where I was in the northern peak of 

Virginia.  Virginia ends in a peak and Winchester is right in the peak, and that’s 

where this line is.  There was a woman who was the librarian at my high school.  I 

hadn’t thought about college because it just seemed so out of the question.  She 

felt that I should go to college. I said, “Well, I can’t.”  She said, “Well, I went to 

one in Kentucky that might interest you,” and it was Berea.  I hadn’t heard of it.  



 100 

But anyway, Berea takes 90 percent of its students from these areas, and they 

come out and interview, or they did at the time, interview each person.  They first 

send you a battery of tests and you have to take those.  Then they come out to 

interview you.  Then 10 percent of their student body came from outside that area, 

in order to try to get at least a little cosmopolitan.  So they have a considerable 

number of foreign students and people, they try to get people from urban centers.  

So, for instance, my best friend there was from Baltimore, which is obviously 

outside the thing, and urban.  And he was Jewish.  Because most of the people in 

the prescribed area would not be those things.  And from the day it was founded, 

it was to be a university which served both races.  And from the beginning, they 

served both races, until Kentucky put its laws and said that no school, private or 

public, shall have a mixed race group.  Well, that didn’t last actually very long.  

After they established it, it didn’t last very long.  And blacks were re-admitted to 

Berea.  In a sense it’s a religious school, but you don’t have a feeling of that when 

you’re there.  The motto I think is, I think from Acts in the New Testament, “God 

hath in one blood all nations of men.”  Their whole mission in life was to bring 

the races together in an educational setting.  Now, in my high school, I went to a 

high school that was segregated.  In my small town, blacks went to a separate 

school.  But because we were in the economic class we were, our neighborhoods 

overlapped with black people.  My mother worked with black people, and my 

father drank with black people, especially on Sundays when you couldn’t get 

liquor anyplace else.  You knew where to go.  And it was almost always …  That 

influenced me tremendously.  I went there with quite a Democratic feeling, and 
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came out of there with a very big Democratic, almost socialistic feeling.  Because 

a lot of the faculty there were from places like Oberlin and places like that, who 

were also a very liberal group.  It was hardly a confining place intellectually.  It 

was a confining place physically because it’s right in the mountains and you can’t 

get out of it.  And at the time you weren’t allowed to have a car.  Whether that’s 

true now or not, I don’t know.  The people who taught there were absolutely 

dedicated to one thing.  We had a minor football team and a minor basketball 

team, and I was on the swimming team.  The thrust of the whole place was the 

academic.  Everybody had to take, it was at the time when everybody had to take 

the standard canon of courses.  So we all shared a whole group until we got into 

our major.  Berea influenced me tremendously because 1), they took studying so 

seriously, which is much more serious than I had taken it because I didn’t know I 

was going to be headed in that direction.  I thought I was going to be headed to 

some business career.  The only one I had heard about was Strayer’s College in 

Washington, D.C., and that still exists actually I discovered just last Christmas.  I 

go to Washington almost every Christmas.  I happened to pass Strayer’s Business 

College and I thought, “God, thank God I didn’t end up there.”  Berea was 

conservative in the sense that they liked their isolation.  But they were very big on 

the heritage of the mountains and very big on the heritage of people getting along 

together.  The churches in the town part of Berea, Methodist, Baptist and so forth, 

the largest being obviously the Baptist church.  But there was a church on the 

Berea campus that was just called a Christian church, and people went there of 

every denomination.  My life there was, I just say, four of the happiest years of 
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my life.  But I was glad to be out of it finally because the world, I just knew, was 

so much bigger than Berea.  But there was so much to do there, that someone 

once you got into the feel, there was more to do in the little town I came from 

than there was in Berea.  It’s very tiny.  But however, in the town I came from, I 

didn’t go hiking on the weekends.  In Berea, you just rode your bike out to the 

foot of the mountains and went off into the mountain.  And you did that again and 

again and again.  And all of a sudden, parts of your life started to open up that you 

hadn’t even thought about.  That’s where I got my first taste of concentrated 

classical music, which has played a very great role in my life since.  Her name is 

Gladys Jameson.  I will have her to thank for the rest of my life for what she did 

for me.  But I could see what she had done for people who were even from 

smaller towns.  When I went there, there was a kid named Steely who didn’t 

know straight up about anything.  And he left there owning, of course it was an 

LP then, an LP of Beethoven’s Symphony.  And I thought that was one of the 

greatest things that Gladys Jameson did.  If this Steely boy could go buy a 

Beethoven’s Symphony, then she had obviously made her point.  I was ready for 

it because I wasn’t totally unschooled in music, because I had been in the band 

and things like that in my high school.  So we had played things, band 

transcriptions of Tschaikovsky or something.  They just sound horrible when they 

are played by bands.  But anyway, you get to know the names.  It’s like no other 

university and you have to work four hours a day.  One semester, there was a 

lovely hotel in Berea called Boone Tavern. And I worked there one semester.  But 

the other time I drove a bakery truck and delivered bread.  Berea baked the bread 
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for almost all the bakeries in the town, in addition to baking for all of the dorms.  

So I drove the bakery truck for 3 ½ years, four hours a day.  Then in the summer I 

would go back and work for this man who sent me to school.  He owned a big 

automotive firm.  But two summers, as I mentioned, I worked in Maine, but that 

meant leaving his company.  I thought, “Oh God, this is going to be a terrible 

problem.  Mrs. Lichliter is going to say I’m out playing when I’m going to the 

beach to work at this hotel.”  So I called her and she answered the phone and I 

said, “I’ve got a proposal for you.” She said, “Alright.”  I told her what it was, 

that I was thinking of going to Maine to work.  I said, “This is what people seem 

to make for the summer.  It’s no great thing but it’s obviously a very great 

learning experience.”  And she said, “Oh Donald, you’ve got to do it.”  I did that.  

But a funny thing, this woman never got upset very much.  But when she did get 

upset, her strongest words were, “I do declare.”  She was a very southern woman.  

She spoke with a tidewater accent.  So the word declare had three syllables for 

her: dee-cla-ah.  When I came back from one of the summers working in Maine, I 

took a Greyhound bus from Maine to New York City, and then to Washington, 

and to Winchester.  And then I went on to Berea.  It was my first time in New 

York City.  And so I had some layover time there.  I walked around the city and I 

thought it was the most fascinating thing I’d ever seen in my life.  When I got 

back to Winchester, I visited the Lichliters, and I said, “You can’t imagine what 

it’s like to walk up to a street corner and stand there waiting for the light to 

change, and hearing five languages spoken around you.”  And she said, “Oh 

Donald, I do declare,” as if she felt her world starting to crumble around her.  I 
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thought it was one of the funniest things that ever happened to me.  But that’s the 

strongest she ever got.  Her husband was a little stronger.  He had sort of learned 

to cuss.  But he had a fourth-grade education.  She had gone to finishing school.  

He had learned somehow to come along, because they lived in the richest part of 

town.  He was very well spoken.  His English was very good.  But he came of the 

time when a fourth-grade education was not bad.  They helped me along like that.  

They encouraged me to do things that I would have given second thought to.  I 

might not have gone on then.  I might have just gone back to his automotive place 

and worked for the summer, and so forth.  The ideas and things I was learning at 

Berea were, they tend to be quite socialistic, and moving toward communistic in a 

way at the time.  And I would go back and talk to these people about this, because 

they were more interested in that aspect of my life than my parents were.  And so 

I would talk with them about this.  Well, they were just dumbstruck.  They 

thought that my education had failed me beyond belief.  It was wonderful.  So I 

knew then that I was making progress, when I thought I had failed the Lichliters.  

They stuck by me the whole time while I was at Berea.  If I had gotten into money 

difficulties, which was for the time, from their point of view, was nothing.  They 

came through.  It wasn’t a gift but it certainly was a long-term loan that I could 

pay back.  Berea changed my life in many ways because of the free thinking 

there, I think.  And because of the respect for academic life there. The people 

came there just absolutely dedicated.  Lots of them, I would say a third of them, 

were these intense single women.  And when I got to Berea they were in their 

fifties, and loved learning beyond all measure.  They were good at transferring 
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that.  They were hard asses.  I’ve got to say that, because there was no nonsense 

about it.  That was the day when the teacher ruled.  You weren’t talking 

Ombudsman here or anything like that.  But they were wonderful and sticklers for 

language and lots of writing.  The writing skills, if it developed into anything, 

probably started there.  It was the source of my first and only probably religious 

conflict.  My parents had always sent me off to Sunday school.  I was a rebel in 

the Sunday school.  And I know this.  I wouldn’t sit still.  I couldn’t understand, I 

truly couldn’t understand, things that were being given to me as fact.  Even then, I 

just didn’t understand.  They seemed hocus pocus to me.  Then I felt guilty once I 

got baptized.  I was baptized, like when I was 12, and I actually felt guilty, 

because I was misbehaving.  When I finally went to Berea, I felt I’ve got to get 

this monkey off my back.  And I wrote a very long letter to the pastor of my 

church, saying, “I wish to have my name taken off the rolls because I felt like 

such a hypocrite.”  And he wrote me back a very nice but severe letter saying I 

had done something pretty bad.  I appreciated his viewpoint.  I don’t think Berea 

was the main cause.  Berea was sort of the catalyst in a way as it were that made 

me break with any kind of organized religion, and I haven’t had anything to do 

with it ever since.  I say that simply because, in relationship to what happened 

later in the Ombudsman’s world and the world at large, there is a feeling that 

somehow if your life is not tied to one of these major faiths or something, that you 

don’t know anything about ethics or morals.  What a crock that is.  It’s important 

for people to know that, that there is a life beyond religion as it were.  And this 

life I learned at Berea. There are still people … my mother once said, “Sometimes 
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I think it’s just not a good idea to go to college,” when I was talking to her about 

these matters.  And you’d expect her to say that.  Berea I think was the catalyst 

that gave me the strength to do that.  And I consider it a strength.  It wasn’t a petty 

motion on my part because I just felt so free.  And I hated it in a way because I 

loved going to church, because I loved to sing.  And I was in the choir as a boy 

soprano, and to this day, I love protestant hymns.  I go to gospel things.  I go to 

protestant hymns singing and stuff like that, just for the music involved.  So I go 

to requiems.  I don’t go because I’m Catholic.  But Berea did allow me to make 

this big leap.  I’ve always felt good.  When I mentioned that Tom Willke 

disagreed about many things, this was one of them, and we had some of our best 

discussions in life over this issue, because he was a very strong Roman Catholic 

man.  Not to carry it on his sleeve and rub it in your face, but that’s the way he 

was raised.  I would make terrible cracks at him sometimes and he would give 

them back to me.  It only, I don’t say hardened, but only confirmed that I had 

done the right thing.  It’s a terrible thing to say, especially if you’re a religious 

man.  It’s who I am and it’s a little too late to make any apologies, which I’m not 

going to.  But the point is, you can lead a very productive and ethical and what 

you think are moral lives without having them tied to religions, organized 

religions.  And lots of people do it.  I was glad that Berea didn’t fight that, 

because Berea could have made my life absolutely miserable.  In fact, when I took 

the Bible course there, if you got an “A” in the course and it was a bear of a 

course.  It was wonderful because the man was so intellectual.  But if you got an 

“A” in the course, you got a copy of one of the new modern translations at that 
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time of the Bible.  So I got an “A” in the course, and so they would have this little 

ceremony and they would give all the “A” students this Bible.  But he knew 

where I was in my life.  However, at the time of the ceremony I had 

mononucleosis and I was in the Berea Hospital.  And it’s only one of two times 

I’ve ever been in a hospital.  And so he couldn’t come into the room but he 

brought the thing to the room and he threw the Bible across the bed and he said, 

“There, there’s your “A”.  There’s your Bible for your “A.”   

Q. You promised that I could have questions.  That was one.   

A. Sure. 

Q. Let me tie this to Ohio State in a different way. What is your contrast between the 

kind of education and life-changing experiences you received at Berea College, to 

which you saw happening to students at The Ohio State University? 

A. For one thing, Berea was then, and my guess is relatively speaking, still is but 

they’ve loosened up probably some, but everything, there was a presumed body of 

knowledge that everybody needed to know.  By God, by the time we finished, we 

knew it.  However, it was very prescribed.  Personally, it was prescribed in a good 

sense, that it doesn’t hurt anybody to read the UIliadU and the UOdyssey,U or it doesn’t 

hurt anybody to read all of Mark Twain’s works or Walt Whitman or know the 

famous sociologists in the world, and so forth and so on.  However, they were all 

looking back, they were all, as women would now say, “dead white men.”  We 

didn’t read black writers.  We didn’t read feminist writers.  Those weren’t words 

we even used, certainly feminist.  There was a canon.  And that’s easier to 

manage, I think, and you can get excited when a student begins to get excited over 
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that.  The faculty there could count on, probably in a large degree, a shared 

background.  Because 90 percent of us came from the Appalachian area.  And by 

the way, thank heaven for the 10 percent, because they made a world of difference 

in our lives, the people that we met from outside of our area.  When I came here, 

you can’t count on a shared body.  The kids were not all from Appalachia.  They 

were from urban areas, they were from Cincinnati.  They were from other states 

and so forth and so on.  First of all, the student body was much more diverse.  So 

there is immense value there, immense value.  What it means is that, those 

students need to be served.  And so you can’t serve those students a plate of dead 

white men.  Now, when I first came here, we were serving them dead white men.  

And we did that for quite a while.  And roughly speaking, I think we can say the 

’70s changed that.  It opened up the curriculum to include quite a variety of other 

things.  However, the English Department sends out a newsletter or sends out 

notices to people routinely about new courses and some of them are passed on to 

me still.  Some of them I can hardly believe the narrowness of the course 

anymore.  The canon has disappeared, of not just of dead white men, but it seems 

to me that if you call one of the great writers in the world, Shakespeare, then 

people ought to have a passing acquaintance with it, no matter what else happens 

to them.  But the curriculum became looser and looser and looser.  I felt the last 

curriculum, I think it’s being remodeled again or just has been re-done, but the 

major one we did, when Tom Willke and I were there, I think we tried to serve so 

many masters, that confusion practically reigned at the place.  Everybody in every 

department wanted his or her piece of the pie.  But in turn, the University’s 
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committees wanted to have the faculty take on more responsibilities.  For 

instance, in teaching writing, I don’t know if you remember that, if you had a 

particular course that you were teaching in the College of Education, and you 

wanted that course on the basic education requirement, say the “History of 

Education in America,” you had to have essays in there that you would grade as 

an English teacher would grade.  And the student could thereby take your basic 

education course, and thereby solve the writing requirement.  Faculty balked at 

that because they felt that the English Department should be teaching writing.  

And the English Department said, “Well, we can’t do it all.  We can’t teach the 

literature and all the writing.”  The curriculum became so hopelessly fragmented, 

that looked at from outside, it did seem to serve so many audiences so well.  And 

it might have served them well.  It’s hard to know.  Those things you need to look 

back at 40 or 50 years later, it seems to me.  But the curriculum did become very, 

very fragmented, but it did open up, as I mentioned, it allowed Stokely 

Carmichael to get his essay in the door, and it damned well should have.  I tell 

you, there were very few discussions in an English composition classroom, that 

caused as much concern as that essay did at the time.  Because even the students 

themselves were not used to confronting other students with a black writer, and 

the student right next to you might be black.  The other thing too, I think, is just 

the largeness of the place does allow you to do so many things.  At Berea, we had 

German, French and Latin. Here, you have German, French and Latin and 15 

other languages.  And you have those cultures also.  So that you can go into Near 

Eastern languages and literatures, you can go into Far Eastern languages and 
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literatures.  You can go into Western languages, foreign languages, and so forth.  

So that your world opens up.  I think in the bargain, it’s hard to know which is 

better.  I consider myself as having a very, very good undergraduate education.  

Maybe somebody might come at me and say, “Why don’t you say for the times?”  

And I would be willing to say that.  You could add that to the end of every 

sentence every one of us uses.  Because we’re all for the times.  But there has to 

be an advantage in a diverse student population.  The difference there between 

Berea and here was the diverseness in the population.  Even before we began to 

take on in a very conscious and political way, seek out enrollment of black 

students, we had Jewish students, we had black students, we had Asian students.  

We had a few of those.  In fact, at LSU we had almost none of those.  I was there 

the year, working for my master’s, when three black students came on the campus 

and they were shot from the campanile.  They have this tall tower on campus.  

They were, I don’t know if you remember that, but they were shot from there.  I 

don’t think they were students.  They were thinking of enrolling or something like 

that.  But we did have a black graduate student.  There were some black graduate 

students enrolled there, because one of them Jane something, I’ve forgotten.  It’s 

the first time I learned, or at least this was her tale, she was very dark-skinned 

black.  She had a wonderful head of hair.  We were talking about the whole 

phenomenon one day at LSU.  And she said, “Well, actually amongst our own 

people there are these distinctions that are made.  I went to an undergraduate 

school where the light-skinned were called Snowy and Blowy.”  And I’d never 

heard of it.  I’d never heard of the problem.  Didn’t think of it.  But she found 
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herself on the dark side.  But one of the reasons I left LSU, because I loved the 

heat, I loved having it 80 degrees and 8:00 in the morning, I loved the people.  I 

had sort of grown to like the people and I didn’t want to go where it was going to 

snow.  I just didn’t want to do it.  But I couldn’t stay there anymore because I 

really felt I couldn’t even have friends that I wanted to have.  If I met black 

people, even if I actually met Jewish people, I didn’t feel very comfortable.  Not 

that I felt scared, but there was always a tension where other people …  I didn’t 

see how people stood it.  And that was Berea’s teaching.  Berea said to me, 

somewhere deep in my conscience, that you’ve got to get out of Baton Rouge.  

You’ve got to go someplace.  You’ve got to find yourself, what were the people 

who helped the slaves, you’ve got to find one of the freedom people and get you 

across that line.   

Q. Conductor of an underground. 

A. Yes.  That’s what I couldn’t think of it. You’ve got to get yourself on the 

underground.  And I did. I applied to various schools and decided to come here.  

In the bargain, life is what you make it and what you’re open to, and it’s all tied to 

your childhood.  My mother was a very free-thinking woman.  She was a high 

school graduate.  My father was not.  But she was a very free-thinking woman.  

And very open, as was her mother, and her father.  So they were very great 

influences on me.  So I didn’t grow up carrying all that baggage to begin with.  

Then I was ripe for Berea.  Berea didn’t have to teach me that at least And then, I 

knew enough once I got to LSU I couldn’t stay there.  I would have stayed there 

had things been different there.  But all these things are what you make them, it 
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seems to me.  My mother used this phrase that I’m sure a lot of other people say, 

“If an ass goes to school an ass comes out of school.”  It doesn’t change a lot.  

And you know people who have been through the whole system who come out 

just as bad as when they came in.  Education hasn’t changed them one wit.  And 

I’ve never understood how that can happen.  But I have seen it happen.  Because 

when I go back for high school reunions, sometimes I feel like I’m talking to 70-

year-old high schoolers.  I just went back to one.  Some of them are still harboring 

the same sentences about the same issues, that they did when they left school.  So 

I don’t know what it is, I think people just luck out somehow.  First they learn and 

they’re receptive to learning.  But they also luck out with people they’ve met in 

life.  At Berea, I met this very liberal faculty from Oberlin and other places, 

because you had to be a dedicated soul to go to Berea to teach, I think.  First of 

all, they didn’t hire slouches, and so they had to hire people who were content to 

live in the town of Berea, who probably liked solitude, who earned their own way, 

perhaps misfits of a sort.  Social misfits but you give them a book and they 

become these Ciceronian types.  In the bargain, these things happened in my own 

life, looking back, when they should have happened.  I knew enough to leave 

LSU, and when I came here, the whole world opened up.  And things got better 

here.  Because Ohio and Indiana were not great lands of liberalism when I first 

came here in 1957, and still aren’t probably, if you can read the polls.  I just think 

Berea was good for me at the time.  Because the teachers were so dedicated, it 

opened my eyes intellectually to another world, although the world wasn’t there 

for me to grab.  Like going to school in New York.  You’re in the classroom and 
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the world is there for you to grab.  In Berea, you just have to take in on trust that 

the world was going to be there when you get out.  But I was glad I did leave 

Louisiana.  The major difference here was the broader population from which the 

students and the faculty came.  I think that was not necessarily a good thing, but I 

think it is a good thing because I can’t imagine, for instance, what it would be like 

going to, like, to say, Bob Jones University.  When you think of universities like 

that.  It’s hard to imagine being very comfortable there in any way.   

Q. Don, I agreed to conduct this interview as part of helping The Ohio State 

University.  I cannot tell you what a great deal of gratitude I have to Bill Studer 

now, for affording me the opportunity to get to know you so well, so intimately, 

and hearing so much about education and life-changing experiences in a way 

which you, in your role, as the Ombudsman at that time, helped this institution 

and helped its students.  I know, I’m thoroughly confident, that this oral history 

interview in its final form will be of immense importance and help to those who 

read it.  My only regret is people will not have a chance to see your expressions 

on this document that will clearly not be on the tape.  So, on behalf of this 

University, I thank you.  On behalf of the Oral History Program, Rai Goerler, Bill 

Studer, and others, and personally, I extend my wholehearted thanks to you.  And 

I hope you can do something else in your retirement.  I don’t know the right term 

for it, but I know you are a writer.  I know you write great essays, and I hope 

some of the things you talked about today, could be put soon in some document, 

probably not with this title but carrying this effect, “Good Lessons of Donald W. 

Good.” 
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A. Well, thank you very much.  I appreciate it.  Thank you. 
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