
INTERVIEW WITH ROBERT E. JEWETT 

SEPTEMBER 4, 2003 

 

Q. This interview is with Robert E. Jewett, whose date of birth was April 22, 1913.  

My name is M. Eugene Gilliom and this is the first hour of the interview we will 

have with Professor Jewett.  Bob, I would first like to create just a little context 

for the interview.  We’re interviewing at the Archives Building of the Ohio State 

University Library System on Kenny Road in Columbus.  Bob Jewett has had an 

affiliation with Ohio State University for 72 years, beginning when he enrolled as 

a freshman in 1931, and continuing to today, September 4, 2003.  He is now a 

retired Professor Emeritus in the OSU College of Education.  Bob retired as a 

full-time faculty in 1980.  Is that accurate, Bob? 

A. That’s accurate.  I retired from fulltime service in 1980.   

Q. We are going to follow a chronologically based interview schedule that Bob has 

had a chance to react to, and we both have discussed.  Bob’s history at Ohio State 

actually began before Bob enrolled at the University, because he grew up in the 

shadow of the University.  Is that correct, Bob? 

A. That’s correct.   

Q. Where did you live as a boy? 

A. I lived at 202 East Northwood Avenue, two blocks north of Lane Avenue.  We 

were within easy walking distance of the campus.  This community has changed a 

great deal over the years. 

 1



Q. Is that where the University building is now located at the corner of High and 

Northwood? 

A. Yes, that was the location of my elementary school building my first six years in 

the Columbus school system. 

Q. What school was that? 

A. Northwood Elementary.   

Q. Since you grew up so close to Ohio State, did the University in any way impact 

on you during your formative years? 

A. Yes, I would say so.  Maybe in somewhat odd ways. But I can recall, when I was  

around seven or eight, going over to Mirror Lake and ice skating.  At that time, 

people often skated.  Apparently winters were colder than most of them now and  

many people were on the ice.  I suppose you could say that was my first real 

interaction with the University.  Then there was football.  My aunt took me to an 

Ohio State football game, I think between Ohio State and Illinois.  I think Chick 

Harley was playing at the time.  The gridiron paralleled High Street between 

Seventeenth and Woodruff Avenue.   

Q. Was that old Ohio Field? 

A. Yes, that was Ohio Field.  You can still see some of the contours of it the field 

today.  It had wooden bleachers, and, as I recall, in that area on game day there 

were almost as many horses and buggies as there were cars.  But the game was 

well attended and I thoroughly enjoyed it.  I think that’s how I developed my first 

interest, both in football and probably in the University. 

Q. About what year would that have been? 
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A. That must have been around 1919, give or take a year.  But that’s about it.   

Without radio and of course without television, the local newspaper, I believe it 

was the Columbus Citizen at the time, put out a football extra at the end of the 

game, in which play by play account was given.  People read it and probably 

experienced the game in that fashion.   

Q. They must have had someone reporting and typing furiously to put those reports  

together.   

A. They must have. 

Q. I wonder if those reports are archived someplace. 

A. The Ohio Historical Association is likely to have it.  And I had other contacts with 

the University when the stadium was being build.  I was a little older -- probably 

in my teens.  A group of us kids would go over and play in the stadium as it was 

being built.  We were kicked out, of course, but we would go back.  And that was 

my first experience with the stadium.  Then I had two other experiences before I 

attended the University.  At that time, Northwood, the street I grew up on, was 

largely occupied by owners rather than renters, and there was quite a sprinkling of 

faculty members living there.  One faculty member who lived next door was very 

significant in my life, as were two or three others.  I think I acquired an interest in 

the University from talking with them and seeing their professional interest. 

Q. Northwood apparently was kind of a University community. 

A. Yes, the only other place you might say occupied by faculty at that time was Iuka 

Avenue.  That area was known as faculty row at the time.  There was one other 

rather noisy relationship with the University.  On Thanksgiving weekend, and 
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possibly on one or two other holidays, when there were no classes on campus, 

people were free to go to campus with their guns, shotguns primarily, to kill 

pigeons.  Quite a few people did this.     

Q. All over campus? 

A. All over campus.  Any place on campus they wanted to go.  I went over several 

times just to hear the guns going off.  That went on for a number of years.   

Q. Was it considered a way to control the pigeon population? 

A. Yes.  And so those were some of my early experiences with the University.  I 

must admit I wasn’t too successful in skating on Mirror Lake. 

Q. One doesn’t find people skating on Mirror Lake anymore.  What was the make-up 

of the Northwood community?  Was it a racially mixed community?   

A. It was white.  You could probably characterize it as middle middle class on a six 

scale class system.  My family would likely have been considered lower middle 

class.  My father was a mailman.  Our house was built in 1912.  My parents  

bought it then, and I was born a year later.  It was a stable middle class 

community. 

Q. Your growing up years were spent in that house? 

A. That’s right.  In fact, I lived there until I got my Bachelor’s degree. 

Q. How was your family impacted by the Great Depression? 

A.        Vast numbers of people, of course, were affected and adversely.  But I wasn’t.  As 

I said, my father had a federal civil service job, so he had security.  And while his 

salary was lower than the middle range, it was secure. He did not really have any 

serious financial difficulties.  He had been able to buy the house outright, so there 

 4



was no mortgage.  And therefore, I did not personally really experience much in 

the way of poverty, although there were times when I couldn’t have what I 

wanted.   

Q. I assume the University faculty members who lived in the area were also 

employed. 

A. That’s right.   

Q. You attended elementary school at Northwood Elementary? 

A. That’s correct. 

Q. And then junior high school? 

A. Indianola Junior High School.  My class, by the way, was the last one to graduate 

from that old building.  Indianola was the first junior high school in the country.  

It was built in 1909.  It was created, incidentally, because both Central High 

School and North High School were overloaded and they needed another school.  

So its founding wasn’t ideological really, but it was the first junior high school in 

the country.  From there I went to North High School. 

Q. Did junior high school at that time include grades 7 and 8? 

A. No, it was 7th, 8th and 9th. 

Q. Then as a 10th grader you went to North High? 

A. That’s right, for three years.  And that was quite an experience for me.  I had at 

least four contacts with North High through the years.  I attended and graduated 

from the school, and my future wife also attended and graduated the year after I 

did.  Then, I went back and taught at North High School, my second teaching job, 

from 1939 to 1941.  Later, when I went to Ohio State to teach, I placed and 
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supervised student teachers at North. North had a very large percentage of the 

graduates who went to college.  Much more so than the average high school and  

probably at least 80% of those went to Ohio State. 

Q. Was there much affiliation, formal or informal, between Ohio State and North 

High School during your high school years? 

A. There were some relationships.  In the late 1920s, as I recall, North’s first team 

football backfield went to Ohio State and became the first team backfield there.  

Most students sometimes attended activities at Ohio State.  Musical programs, for 

example, and athletic events, of course.  And many older brothers and sisters were 

attending Ohio State, so there was that type of relationship.  Next to being rather 

close to OSU geographically, those relationships probably meant more. 

Q. It was a logical transition for North graduates to go on to Ohio State?  

A. Yes.   

Q. Was it assumed when you were growing up that you would go to college? 

A. An interesting thing about that is, I was the first born of the family to go to 

college.  None had gone before.  College wasn’t, as I recall, really talked about in 

the family.  I was an only child, incidentally.  I think I got the idea of going to 

college from our neighbors who were faculty members, especially the one who 

was a next door neighbor.  That was H.H. Davis, who became very important in 

my life.  He was a professor in the College of Education, and he became Chair of 

the Department of Education.  Later he became a Vice President of the 

University.  Later he returned to his alma mater, Iowa I believe, as Chancellor,  

where he finished out his career.  We would talk about college, and later when I 
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considered entering the doctoral program, he was very influential in my signing 

up for that.  He was also my advisor on my Master’s degree.  I would say he was 

the greatest influence on my thinking about going to college.  And, of course, I 

could walk to Ohio State and housing and food were taken care of. 

Q. Did you give any thought to going to any other university as an undergraduate? 

A. No, I really didn’t.  It was Ohio State. 

Q. It just made sense. 

A. Yes.   

Q. Do you remember how much it cost to attend that first year? 

A. Yes.  At Ohio State the quarterly fees were $25.  Now that might have been  

raised, say $5, if you were taking a lab course. 

Q. A lab fee? 

A. Yes, a lab fee.  Fees at this level lasted most of the way through my four years.  

They may have gone up a little later on, but I can’t recall that they did. 

Q. Did those seem very reasonable fees at the time or were they considered  

somewhat expensive? 

A. It was a little challenging.  For instance, I worked on my uncle’s farm where we 

had a big garden.  I had a fruit stand down the road.  And that way I earned most 

of my fees.  I had help from my parents but not a lot.  Then too, at Christmastime, 

when I was going through college, I worked at the Post Office.  Which meant that 

I could get by, but the fees were a significant amount at that time.   
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Q. You’ve mentioned Ohio Field and Mirror Lake and other locations on campus.  

As you think back to the time when you went to campus as a freshman, has the 

campus changed physically in significant ways since that time? 

A. I would say one of the greatest landmarks on campus was literally blown up.  The 

Armory.  A building with thick walls and turrets -- very striking building 

architecturally.  Incidentally, I was standing in my office in Arps Hall when that 

was blown up.  I saw it go.  That was one of the greatest landmarks on campus.  It 

even had a shooting gallery in the basement for the ROTC.  Then, too, one thing 

that hasn’t changed, which I think is remarkable, is the Oval.  They’ve kept that 

pure.  Beyond that, the Faculty Club went up in the 30’s.  That’s been added to a 

little since.  South Oval Drive is called South Oval Drive because there was a 

North Oval Drive.  There was a drive completely around the Oval, which is gone 

now.  Then, of course, the whole west campus development came later.  It was 

cornfields at the time I was growing up.  And there has been tremendous 

expansion to the medical complex.  And then, of course, the Fisher business 

complex was recently completed Fisher. 

Q. And right next to Arps Hall is the Wexner Center. 

A. Exactly.  And then the Ohio Union.  The old Ohio Union was on 12th Avenue, 

right across from the Faculty Club.  I’d say roughly south.  I remember it had a 

barber shop.  That was the first union on campus.  Quite a few other buildings 

have gone up since then. 

Q. The new University Hall, of course. 
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A. Yes, and you know to my mind that was one of the most successful recreations.  

Old University Hall was completely torn down.  I remember having classes in it.  

The treads on the wooden stairway were already hollowed out by that time.  The 

entire building was re-done.  Incidentally, they did not reproduce the north wing, 

which was an auditorium in the original building. Beyond that, the appearance of 

it, especially from the outside, is almost identical to the original. 

Q. There was some controversy, as I recall, when they decided to do the 

reproduction.  You seem to have favored the plans.  

A. Yes, yes.  I thought they did a good job. 

Q. You came to Ohio State as a freshman in 1951, having grown up nearby, and with 

some exposure to the University and faculty members.  As you think back to your 

life as an undergraduate at Ohio State, could you describe what it was like for 

someone on campus in the early 1930s?   

A. In the first place, I want for a moment to contrast it with undergraduate life today.  

Few students were married at that time.  It was a rare case when an undergraduate 

was married.  Now, of course, it is quite common.  Most undergraduates were 

single.  Then there were two groups.  I guess there are still today.  The one group 

were students who came from outside central Ohio, away from Columbus.  Most 

of them lived on campus in dormitories for at least the first year or two.  Their 

social life was pretty much centered in the University.  Then there was the local 

undergraduate, people who lived in and around Columbus. 

Q. The townies. 
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A. The townies, yes.  Life for them was quite different.  North High, where I had 

gone to high school, was a large school.  So you had to find a group to fit into.  

Mine happened to be a Methodist Church group.  I was very active in it.  In fact at 

one time I thought I would become a minister.  Starting in junior high and on up 

through high school, I was very active in the church group.  That was my center 

of social interest, and, incidentally, the girl I dated and wed later became my wife, 

was also in that group.  So my social life was pretty much divorced from the 

University. 

Q. The church group met weekly? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And then you normally attended church on Sunday? 

A. Yes.  I was also president of the Epworth League.  Church activities were really at 

the center of my social life.  I did some things on campus, but pretty much I went 

to class. 

Q. Did you attend athletic events when you were an undergraduate? 

A. Yes, I attended some football games but not on a regular basis.  From the time the 

stadium was built until World War II, the stadium was seldom filled.  When I was 

an undergraduate I took tickets at the ballgame and then saw the second half.   

Q. A young person faces adjustments socially when coming to a big campus such as 

OSU, but you seemed to have solved this by maintaining group relationships you 

already had.  That seemed to provide a kind of structure.  What other challenges 

did you face as a beginning university student? 
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A. In the first place, the academic program was much more challenging than in high 

school.  Especially in the first year or two, you took classes pretty much across 

the board. You didn’t have declared major.  I was very poor in foreign languages. 

Q. Were you required to take a foreign language? 

A. Yes.  I was in the Arts College for the first two years.  I took French and got by.  I 

decided to major in history.  Eventually I had a double major – History and Social 

Sciences and Biological Science.  In fact, I thought some of going into 

Entomology as a career, primarily because of one top flight instructor.  Beyond  

that, there was stress as time went on in the middle 30’s.  One became more aware 

of what was happening in Europe.  We began to feel the impact of Hitler.  Now, I 

may be making too much of that as I look back.   

Q. What kinds of issues were felt on campus during that period?  Was the outside 

world beginning to encroach on students’ thinking and behavior? 

A. I was rip-roaring pacifist at the time.  One issue that was very intense on campus 

was compulsory military training for two years for all males. 

Q. For all males? 

A. Yes, yes.  For instance, I remember our platoon drilling up and down the long 

walk on the Oval.  There were very vigorous protests against compulsory military 

training. 

Q. The protests were staged on campus? 

A. On campus, yes.   

Q. Two years of ROTC were required? 
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A. ROTC, yes.  You had a uniform which you had to wear on the days you were 

drilling, and so forth.  During the winter quarter we had marksmanship training in 

the basement of the Armory.  Yes, there was a real ongoing, and fairly intense 

feeling against compulsory military training.  I would say that was the biggest 

issue as far as males were concerned. 

Q. You said you were a rip-roaring pacifist, yet you were required to participate in 

ROTC training.  How did you feel about that?  How did you deal with it? 

A. Well for one thing it showed how weird a human being can be.  When I got my 

uniform with the scarlet and gray patch on it, the first thing I did was to go over to 

my girlfriend and show how military I looked.  In fact the ROTC curriculum 

wasn’t very demanding except for the time it took.   

Q. During the early to middle 30’s, when you were an undergraduate, what were 

some of the major social, political and economic issues students were concerned 

about?   

A. I think one of the most contentious issues was Roosevelt’s New Deal.  There was 

a wide range of opinion on New Deal policies, not only among students but 

among faculty members as well.  Then of course, there was federal aid provided 

to students, through various programs.  That was much appreciated by the 

students but not so much by the community.  I don’t recall that there was too 

much apprehension that early about Europe.  It was pretty much the New Deal 

that was under discussion.  For instance, every time Roosevelt gave a Fireside 

Chat, it would generate all sorts of discussion among students.  I would say there 

were two levels of concern.  I think there was a different level of awareness and a 
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different set of values between fraternity and sorority people and the rest of the 

students. 

Q. Was the social life of students built around the fraternity and sorority system at 

that time? 

A. The rank and file of students were rather indifferent to student government.   

Q. On 15th Avenue today there are many frat houses and sorority houses.  Were they 

there when you were an undergraduate? 

A. Yes, they were there, and they were very active. 

Q. Active socially for a fairly small minority? 

A. Yes.  That’s right.   

Q. Were there student forums of any kind where issues of the day were debated and 

discussed? 

A. Not many.  

Q. What about in classes? 

A. Yes, discussions took place especially in classes.  In social science classes, very 

definitely.  Especially in economic, sociology and political science classes.  To a 

lesser degree in history and geography.   

Q. I sense from what you’re saying that the business of university students was 

primarily to be in class and to study. 

A. Exactly.  That’s a good way of putting it.   

Q. I’m curious about the degree to which Ohio State at that time was becoming an 

actor in big time university athletics. 
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A. It was becoming a significant actor.  That’s a good way to put it.  Very definitely.  

Michigan and Illinois were becoming major rivals.  This was the era of Red 

Grange at Illinois.  Basketball at that time was played at the fairgrounds. 

Q. At the Fairgrounds Coliseum? 

A. The Fairgrounds Coliseum, yes.   

Q. I take it that interest in athletics was growing. 

A. Yes, in football especially.  The head coach was an M.D. 

Q.       Is that right?  Who was that? 

A. Dr. Wilce.  He later became had of the student health services.  He was an M.D., 

but he coached varsity football for years.  He did a lot to develop the passing 

game.  

 Q.  During your undergraduate the New Deal was underway and we were coming out 

of the Great Depression.  Were there lingering impacts of the Great Depression on 

students on campus at that time? 

A. By 1936 we were definitely coming out of the Depression.  Then we had a 

backslide in 1937 and 1938.  And that was felt on campus.  Another thing about  

undergraduates during that period was that some would drop out for a year and 

work to get money to go back to school.  So, for many there were not four 

consecutive years.  And there were part-time students who were working too.   

Q. What about University budget? As an undergraduate were you aware of the day-

to-day business of the University? 

A. We had become aware of it. You had the feeling that you could rely on a certain 

amount of money from the State. 
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Q. How would you characterize faculty-student relations at that time? 

A. Back then, and I hope nostalgia isn’t kicking in here, there was much less 

emphasis on faculty research and less on winning grants and bringing in money.  

Therefore, there was more time for teaching and advising students and time to 

establish informal relationships with them.  I would say that classroom teaching 

had a more important role in the life of faculty members and future success.  In 

other words, teaching meant a little more.  For example, Boyd Bode, the person 

who dominated the College of Education ideologically, was very approachable.  

During that time, and I’m including graduate students here, students were excited 

about ideas and were stimulated by the faculty.  You’d see students discussing 

ideas in the hallways.  And there was more informal communication between 

faculty and students.   

Q. More time was available for faculty-student dialogue?. 

A. Yes, more time was available.  As I mentioned, Boyd Bode dominated the 

College of Education at that time. 

Q. Did Bode influence you? 

A. Yes, tremendously. 

Q. Could you talk a bit about Bode?  What was Bode like? 

A. Bode was a Dewey-ite.  Bode came from Illinois during a period when the Dean 

was developing the College under the “Star System.”  Bode was one of those 

selected.  He did very influential writing on the nature of learning, psychology, 

and logic.  He was a top flight lecturer as well as a highly regarded author.  

Q. What made him a good lecturer?   
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A. For one thing, he had flair.  He was a superb teacher and his use of examples were 

top flight.  In one of his major courses he would build up a particular psychology, 

and then tear it down and go to another one and another and another.  His ideas  

permeated the College of Education.   

Q. How would you characterize Bode’s thinking? 

A. You might say Bode-Dewey as far as that’s concerned.  Certainly their ideas were 

similar in social studies, but in other areas as well.  General secondary education 

for example.  Bode was effective at two levels:  large groups with as many as 100 

in a classroom, and in seminars and small groups.  He was very effective in both 

kinds of atmospheres.  However, there were some teaching areas in the College 

that Bode didn’t affect much.  In fact, one or two areas were really opposed to his 

ideas.   We might mention later when we come to such things as McCarthyism.  

One chap in Industrial Arts, a Colonel Warner, was very definitely opposed to 

Deweyan type thinking.     

Q. Did Bode know Dewey personally? 

A. Yes.  Yes.  They were on intimate terms. 

Q. Did Dewey ever come to campus? 

A. Yes, he was here a number of times.  Of course the John Dewey Society was 

important here, and meetings of the Progressive Education Association were held 

here.  Progressive Education had its headquarters here for years. 

Q. Who else influenced you when you were a student? 

Another person who didn’t come into the picture until my Master’s Degree was 

Alan Griffin.  Griffin had the best single mind I ever came in contact with.  There 
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were also people in history and the social sciences when whom I found to be very 

important and very stimulating.  For example, a chap named Washburn, who was 

the head of the History Department at the time.  He later became a member of my 

doctoral committee.  And then, when I was on the faculty, the two of us ran a 

graduate seminar together, in which he presented the content and I presented ways 

of handling it in high school.  I had at least one top flight man that influenced me 

in each of the social sciences. 

Q. Through the years you seem to have had very good relations with colleagues 

across campus in history and the social sciences.  Would you agree with that? 

A. I would agree with that.  Several with whom I worked stimulated me, and later 

when I became a faculty member I used them with my students.  However, the  

rank and file of those departments were rather indifferent to the Education 

College.  A few faculty members in each department were contemptuous of the 

education, so I didn’t use them.   

Q. But there were many with whom you had positive relations that went back to 

those early years. 

A. Yes.  And, incidentally,  I still have relationships with some of them.   

Q. You mentioned having dual major. Could you talk a bit more about that?  How 

did you happen to come up with the majors in the biological sciences and history 

and government? 

A. In the first place, I developed an interest in history even in high school.  Then I 

took quite a bit of history as an undergraduate.  I found that I liked it.  It was  

liking the content, I think, that turned me to history and the social sciences.  And 
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the newness of the biological science appealed to me.  Plus, they were doing some 

interesting things in biology at the time.  There were two top flight teachers who 

had an impact on me.  I never taught any in the biological sciences, and its 

completely foreign to me now.  They’ve gone way beyond my knowledge.   

Q. It’s interesting that you continually refer to top flight teachers who had an impact 

on you as your career unfolded.  When did you decide to go into teaching? 

A. It was a trial run at first.  I wasn’t sure I wanted to teach, but when I transferred at  

the beginning of my junior year from the Arts College to the College of 

Education, I saw the possibilities of teaching, largely through Bode.  And then, 

through Professor Landsittle, I saw the possibility of teaching in the social studies.   

One of the unfortunate things about undergraduate teacher training at that time 

was that students really did not have experience with students until they were in 

student teaching in their senior year.  I found out later that that was sometimes 

tragic.  Students would find that teaching wasn’t for them when they were about 

finished with their undergraduate degree.  Student teaching, which I thoroughly 

enjoyed, decided my career choice.  I did my student teaching in my senior year at 

Columbus Central High School.  I had a superb supervisor there, Jane Cowell.   

Q. So you have good memories of Central High School.  Was student teaching for 

one quarter at that time? 

A. Yes, one quarter.  Normally that was the only participation one would have.  

Major changes have been made in this regard in the certification program in the 

College of Education today.   

Q. Who supervised the students teaching? 
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A. Professor Landsittle and teaching assistant.  Each would take half the quarter and 

then they would switch.     

Q. Landsittle was pretty good? 

A. Oh, he was superb, superb.  I learned a lot which I applied later in supervision 

from him. 

Q. Do you recall what courses you taught when you were student taught? 

A. At that time, you taught one course.  You usually took over after being there for  

about a week.  Then you taught until the end of the quarter.  I taught a 10th grade 

world history course.  We used Paulows book, Man’s Great Adventure, a superb 

book.  My supervising teaching was excellent in giving me responsibility.  Within 

a week she was pretty much out of the picture.  She never interfered.  The class 

was mine.   

Q. Those were important experiences. 

A. Yes, all of that pepped me up and gave me confidence for going into my first year 

of teaching  I might have been a little overconfident.   

Q. When you graduated from Ohio State, you had already been interviewed as a 

potential teacher for Circleville? 

A. And I was given the job. 

Q. So, you graduated in the spring and looked forward to the next autumn when you 

were to start teaching at Cedarville. 

A. That’s right.  And, I started on my Master’s that summer. 

Q. Did you attend graduate school fulltime that summer? 

A. Yes.   
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Q. Did you at that point think of going anyplace else for a Master’s degree? 

A. No.   

Q. OSU seemed the logical place? 

A. Yes.    

Q. What was your major in Master’s program? 

A. Here is where H.H. Davis came into the picture.  He was in General Secondary 

Education, so I got my Master’s in General Secondary Education.  This included 

curriculum, evaluation, social studies education, and a bit of philosophy. This 

gave me a chance to sample fields of education more widely than just social 

studies.   

Q. When you started a Master’s program, did you figure to continue taking courses 

when you taught at Circleville and during the following summer? 

A. Yes.  I planned to attend school the next summer and to take a course during the 

teaching year.  I believe I finished up after the third summer.  Then I took a 

summer off before I started on anything else.   

Q. Who was your advisor for your Master’s program? 

A. Dr. Davis.   

Q. Was it during your Master’s program that you met Alan Griffin?   

A. Yes.  And that was a very significant thing.  The Progressive Education 

Association had a six week workshop in the summer, and this was very 

stimulating.  It was then that I got to know Alen Griffin very well. 

Q. Was that when all students were required to write a thesis for their Master’s? 

A. Yes.   
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Q. That’s no longer the case, of course. 

A. That’s right.   

Q. When you finished your undergraduate program at Ohio State, you began then 

teaching at Circleville, having taken one summer of graduate work at Ohio State 

in the Master’s program.  Were you at the right place at the right time with 

something to offer to get that first job?  Were teaching jobs difficult to get? 

A. They were extremely difficult to find.  And this was the first interview I went out 

on. I walked into this room at Circleville High School, and there were at least 

twenty other people there.   

Q. All seeking the same job? 

A. Yes.  I thought, “Oh brother.”  I was interviewed by the superintendent.  A most 

unusual superintendent – a most unusual chap – and we clicked.  And that was the 

basis for my getting the position.   

Q. How did you happen to go for that interview in the first place? 

A. The Placement Office in the College was very good at that time.   

Q. Were you married by this time? 

A. No, no.  In fact, I taught one full year before I got married.   

Q. So you were dating Irene at this point.  You must have felt awfully good about 

getting that job. 

A. Oh, I was floating on air.  I met one other significant person in Circleville.  He 

had already taught a half year down there.  He taught English, produced plays, 

and taught world history.  His name was Roy Bowen.     

Q. Roy was to become the premier director in theatre in the Midwest. 
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A. Yes, and we’re still seeing each other.   

Q. Still swimming at the natatorium as I recall. 

A. Yes.   

Q. Did Roy graduate from Otterbein College? 

A. That’s right, in 1934.    

Q. Do you recall what your beginning salary at Circleville was? 

A. Yes.  $1,050. 

Q. $1,050.  How could one forget?  That probably looked pretty good at the time. 

A. Oh, it did.  For instance, during the second year there I was married, and we had a 

furnished apartment for $25 a month.  The second year my salary was $1,200.  

There were no salary schedules and that was true of most schools at the time.  The 

highest paid person on the faculty was a person who taught what was then known 

as manual training and he directed the band.  The band played at the Circleville 

Pumpkin Show -- loud and off key.  And that got him the top salary -- more than 

the principal.   

Q. Do you recall what your teaching load was at Circleville? 

A. Yes, six classes.   

Q. All social studies? 

A. They were all social studies, yes.  And two extra-curricular activities.  I coached 

the varsity debate team, which was in the same league as the Columbus Schools.  

And I hate to tell you this, but I was also the freshman basketball coach.   

Q. That apparently didn’t take. 

A. That didn’t take.  
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Q. Did you win any games? 

A. Yes, our strategy was devised by the team at the moment.   

Q. Well, you believed in John Dewey, so I assume that was an example of learning 

by doing.  You mentioned that the Placement Service in the College of Education 

was helpful in your securing a teaching position.   

A. Yes.  They helped to identify the job in Circleville. 

A. Yes.   

Q. How important was your having been graduated from Ohio State University in 

your getting the job at Circleville position? 

A. I would say it was a minimal thing in my favor.  I  just more or less I hit it off 

with the superintendent.   

Q. He remained the superintendent during all the time you were at Circleville? 

A. Yes.  He had been a teacher there for a year and was a local boy.  He had grown 

up there.  He was bright and able and was a bit eccentric, which is not typical of 

superintendents.  He was stimulating. 

Q. To recap, you taught at Circleville from 1935 to 1938.  Is that right? 

A. Yes.    

Q. And you worked on your Master’s degree, taking an occasional course during the 

school year and courses during the summer.  Is that right? 

A. Yes.   

Q. What motivated you to continue work on your Master’s Degree?   

A. There were a couple of things.  Of course, I knew it would have an effect on 

salary.  Even though there was no salary schedule at Circleville I knew Columbus 
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had one, and that’s where I was headed.  In addition, the state required additional 

work.  I was to become recertified with eight year professional certification.  And 

also I wanted to pick up especially more content in history.  There were gaps I 

wanted to fill. 

Q. So much of your Master’s degree focused on the content areas? 

A. Yes.  And especially on workshops that were offered.  The major problem I had 

was that I only got $1,050 the first year of teaching -- and I didn’t earn it.  I 

wasn’t that good a teacher.  I had difficulty bridging the gap between 

philosophical objectives and classroom practice.  I wouldn’t say I was really 

comfortable with my results for about three years.  I got a little better, I think, 

each year.   

Q. Were the folks back at Ohio State, Alan Griffin, Boyd Bode and others, of any 

help in bridging that gap? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Social Studies Education was your major in your Master’s? 

A. It was really Secondary Education.   

Q. How did the work on your Master’s program differ from your experience as an 

undergraduate?  

A. For one thing, I could relate it to my classroom teaching.  I could bring it to bear 

on that.   

Q. You had the background experience to build on. 

A. Yes, which I didn’t have as an undergraduate.  And, since those were graduate 

courses, I had more seminars which provided a different relationship with 
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professors.  You have a different role as a student in seminars than in large 

classes.  Less passive, I would say.  And furthermore, I think I got to know certain 

professors much better, having had more and more work with them at a higher 

level.  I think that helped. 

Q. You mentioned Bode and Griffin.  Were there other faculty members? 

A. Yes.  A chap in geography and a chap in economics, for example.  I can’t think of 

their names right now.  There was also a chap in sociology.  In fact, I had a three 

quarter seminar with him on the history of sociology.  Lumly was his name.  Top 

flight man. 

Q. You were getting some good, solid content. 

A. Yes.  Yes. 

Q. Did you continue during your Master’s program to have work with Bode? 

A. Yes.  

Q. This takes us up to the late 1930s.  Major events were underway in Europe, of 

course. 

A. Yes.   

Q. What was the reaction at the University to events in Europe? 

A. They were beginning to have an effect.  In fact, one issue was isolationism and 

opposition to participating in the war.  You may recall that Charles Lindburgh 

was on the one side and Roosevelt, working behind the scenes to some degree, 

was on the other side. 

Q. Was Lindburgh talked about on campus? 
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A. Yes.  And by that time radio was very important.  I would say as you got close to 

the draft males were really thinking about what they were going to do.  

Q. Was ROTC still on campus at that time? 

A. Yes, but it was not compulsory.     

Q. Many people must have been very apprehensive about where they were headed. 

A. Yes.  When the war broke out, I had become a TA and teaching classes by then.  

One thing that created a moral dilemma, was, if a student failed the course, you 

could send him to the draft.     

Q. During the late 30’s were people on campus aware of the Holocaust occurring in 

Europe?   

A.       No.  It was not known.  In the general public it was not known, so that was not in  

the picture in people’s thinking. 

Q. Do you remember your feelings about the potential of our entering the war? 

A. Yes, you see I had been a pacifist when teaching at Circleville.  For example, a 

fellow teacher, Roy Bowen, and I had written a play together.  It was a pacifist 

play.  We produced it at Circleville High School and later at West High School in 

Columbus.  We were rip-roaring pacifists.  We didn’t join any organizations but  

psychologically it was something.  But, of course, Pearl Harbor did so much to 

affect everyone’s thinking. 

Q. And by that time you were then on campus in doctoral studies.  By the time Pearl 

Harbor happened in 1941 you were a doctoral student on campus? 

A. Yes.   
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Q. You and Irene were married in August, 1936 when you were still teaching at 

Circleville.  Is that right? 

A. Yes, yes.  During the last two years of teaching at Circleville I was married.   

Q. How did being a married graduate student differ from being an unmarried young 

bachelor? 

A. It was different in significant ways.  Of course, in the first place, I had constant 

moral support in my teaching.  We had a place to entertain faculty, and there was 

a young faculty at Circleville.  A good faculty.  Not all of them were really young, 

but a tremendous number were.  And we became sort of the center for faculty to 

get together.  Being married gave me a different relationship with other faculty 

members that I hadn’t had as a bachelor. 

Q. Your friend Roy Bowen wasn’t married at that time? 

A. No, he didn’t marry for quite some time after that, but he would bring his dates to 

our place.  So there was a  relationship.  And, of course, there was some adjusting 

to married life. Not much but some, which took some of my energy.   

Q. Irene was supportive of your continuing graduate school. 

A. Yes, right down the line.   

Q. After completing your Master’s degree in 1937, you left Circleville to accept a job 

at Columbus North High School.  You said earlier that you had teaching in 

Columbus as a goal.  Is that right? 

A. Yes.  One reason was that free tuition was available to attend Ohio State.  In fact, 

I was offered a job in one of the suburbs of Detroit when I took the Columbus job. 

 Q.       Did you have your eye on North High School? 
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A. I certainly was delighted an opening occurred there.  In that sense, yes, but I 

would have taken one at any of the Columbus schools.   

Q. But, teaching at North made it more possible to pursue a doctoral program at Ohio 

State? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Do you recall deciding that you wanted to pursue a Ph.D?  You had a Master’s 

degree, were married, and you were a successful secondary teacher.  When and 

how did you decide to go into the doctoral program? 

A. I had worked up to something like a $1,300 salary at Circleville, and I had to drop 

back to about $1,200 at Columbus starting out.  That was alright.  Irene took a job 

then.  Then I took another cut when I began teaching at OSU.  At North High I 

was very happy with my job.  It was a wonderful place to teach, and I got real 

satisfaction out of it.  In fact, some of my best teaching was done there.  But then 

an assistantship opened up at State for supervising student teaching in the spring 

quarter.  I took it and became a TA in the fall.   

Q. When you took the OSU position did you have to leave North High? 

A. Yes.  And here I had a job I could have stayed with for the rest of life.  I was 

happy.  The position at Ohio State depended on my ability to get a Ph.D.    

Q. How did you decide to leave North High School? 

A. It was rough.  

Q. Especially considering that this was one of the premier teaching jobs in secondary 

education in Columbus and in the State of Ohio. 

A. Yes.   
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Q. And you left that to go into the Ph.D. program. 

A. Yes.  But I wondered about it.  Irene and I talked a lot about it.  I decided to try it, 

because I thought I might go stale in my secondary teaching job.  Also, I could 

see new opportunities offered by being a professor, teaching teachers and working 

with potential teachers.  That looked pretty good to me, but it was a different job.  

And so with trepidation we made the move. 

Q. To what degree did H.H. Davis influence you at that time?  

A. I knew there was something I wanted to say about that.  Before I left North High 

School, after I finished my Master’s, I thought I would take a few courses at OSU.  

They were free, and I could sure use more history.  So I went over just to sign up 

but not as a regular student.   

Q. As a graduate Non-Degree student. 

A. Yes.  I signed up in the Armory, as I recall.  There was a table for Education and 

H.H. Davis was there.  I said, “I thought I’d take a course.”  He said, “Why don’t 

you sign up for a Ph.D.?  This doesn’t commit you to anything.  Might as well do 

it.”  I thought, “Okay.”  And then I took courses for about a year. 

Q. Did you have to make formal application to the Ph.D. program?   

A. It was pretty informal as I recall. You had to have a certain point hour I think.  

That was about it. And I had it.  So, since I had taken work and had gotten to 

know Davis and Griffin much better, they called me and said, “Look, this is open, 

do you want it?” 

Q. Was it Griffin who initiated the invitation? 

A. I think it was Griffin.  
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Q. So you left North High School at that point. 

A. I had to cut free, yes. 

Q. You said the decision was difficult? 

A. Yes.  One thing was a real problem. That was that in the Ph.D. program at the 

time there was a foreign language requirement.  And I was poor in foreign 

language.  I knew several people who had dropped out of the program because of 

difficulty with that requirement.  Then and later.  We decided to make the move, 

but it was sort of scary. 

Q. Yes, I’ll bet it was, considering that you were leaving a good job at North High 

School.  When you started the Ph.D. program, did you declare a major right 

away? 

A. No.  At first I was in no man’s land, just taking courses.  It took a while to settle 

in.  Landsiddle was my major advisor at first, but the war came along and  

interrupted things.  Later, when Landsiddle retired, Griffin took over.  Bode was 

on my committee, along with Washburn in history, and a chap by the name of 

Raths, who was in the Bureau of Education and Evaluation.  I decided to have that 

also as an area.     

Q. Was your committee eventually chaired by Griffin? 

A. Yes.   

Q. And you had an area in evaluation research?  What areas made up your program? 

A. Social studies, secondary education, evaluation, and history.   

Q. Were you required to take work across campus in history, or was that your choice. 
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A. That was my choice.  And later I encouraged my graduate students to do the 

same. 

Q. Later, having a discipline from outside the College became standard procedure for 

Social Studies Education doctoral students, did it not?   

A. Yes, for a long time it did.   

Q. How much freedom did you have in constructing your program?   

A. A lot.  Certainly my chairman had veto power over anything and he made  

suggestions.  But I pretty much determined my program.  There was a lot of 

freedom.   

Q. We’ve moved from your relations with faculty as an undergraduate and as a 

master’s student, but then you became a doctoral student.  How would you 

characterize your relations with faculty as a doctoral student? 

A. I had a very informal relationship with members of my committee because I was 

there all the time.  And, of course, I had a very different relationship with Griffin.  

It was very informal and social as well as professional.  But there was true to a 

degree with other members of my committee.   

Q. Your job was primarily to supervise student teaching and to conduct seminars that 

went along with that? 

A. Yes.  Then as time went on I taught one of the methods courses.   

Q. Do you remember how many student teachers you would have in one quarter? 

A. It varied tremendously quarter by quarter.  The Spring quarter was usually the 

largest then.  I alone would have 17 or 18 student teachers.  During autumn and 

winter quarters, I had maybe 10 or 12.  And it got to the point where my schedule 
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was supervising student teachers and teaching a methods course.  And then, of 

course there was the seminar with the student teachers.   

Q. Did you enjoy the role of supervisor and seminar leader? 

A. Yes.  However, historically in the College, you broke in there and got out of it as 

soon as possible.  I didn’t want to spend the rest of my life supervising student 

teachers, but I learned a lot early.  But by the time it became a minimal part of my 

job I was ready for the change.     

Q. You mentioned the foreign language requirement.  Do you recall what the 

requirement was at that time?  One language?  Two languages?   

A. You had a choice, a thorough reading knowledge of one language, or a dictionary 

reading knowledge of two.  I took the thorough reading knowledge of French.  I 

struggled with it, but when I passed it I said, “I’ve got the degree in hand.”  It was 

a tense time. 

Q. Do you recall your feelings about having that requirement at the time? 

A. Yes.  I felt it did not function well in our program.  You didn’t read stuff in our 

field in foreign languages.  Maybe you could use it if your dissertation happened  

to take a certain bend, but otherwise you didn’t.  It was an artificial barrier, but in 

a strange way it helped to select people, just on the basis of guts.  It helped to 

determine whether they had it or not.   

Q. It tested their desire? 

A. Desire, exactly, yes.  And you didn’t really have that tested to that degree 

anywhere else in the program.  But it was not functional.  Foreign language was 

not functional in the program.   
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Q. As I recall, the foreign language requirement was dropped as a requirement for 

everyone in the College in the late 60’s, early 70’s. 

A. Yes, that sounds right.   

Q. Do you think that was a sound move? 

A. I thought it was a sound move, yes.  Because I didn’t think it was an appropriate 

requirement for a degree in Education.     

Q. As I recall, the rationale for requiring a foreign language was that research could 

then be studied in the other languages. 

A. That’s right, that’s right.   

Q. In 1941, when WWII broke out, you were on campus as a doctoral student and an 

assistant.  Was your position that of a Teaching Assistant or were you an 

instructor? 

A. I believe it was instructor.  Yes, I think that’s right.  You could join the Faculty 

Club, for example. 

Q. So you were an instructor at that time as well as being a full-time doctoral 

student? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Do you recall what your salary was as an instructor? 

A. I think it was around $1,200.  I also had free tuition. 

Q. Tuition was modest, I’m sure, at that time, so you took a cut in pay at each stage 

along the way. 

A. That’s right.   

Q. Was Irene working at this time? 
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A. Yes, she was working on campus.   

Q. I’m wondering what life was like on campus.  Pearl Harbor had been attacked, we 

had entered the war and were of draft age.  What was the atmosphere on campus 

like? 

A. In the first place there were fewer males on campus than previously.  And as the 

war went on, there were fewer and fewer.  Plus, one of the trying things was the 

grading system, because it was definitely attached to whether the students would 

be drafted or not.  And I found that very disturbing. 

Q. Were there deferments from the draft at that time? 

A. Yes.   

Q. You had to maintain a certain grade level to avoid being drafted? 

A. Yes.  And beyond that, there was uncertainty.  Kids weren’t sure of their future.  

Were they going to Canada?  Were they going to try for conscientious objector?  

Were they going to enlist?  There were many distractions for students. 

Q. Were there any University activities related to the war effort?  Blood drives, bond 

drives, rallies, anything of that kind? 

A. I can’t recall any.  The University was large, of course, and was trying to adjust to 

a new situation.  But I can’t recall anything of that nature. 

Q. As an instructor in the College you eventually taught a methods course?  Is that 

right? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Do you recall what that course was like?   
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A. Yes.  Of course I had taken both of the methods courses as an undergraduate, so I 

had a background which I drew upon heavily.  But in the methods courses, I felt 

one thing I could bring to bear was my actual secondary school teaching, which  

helped me with illustrations and examples.  Secondly, practically all of the 

students were seniors and many of them were then experiencing student teaching.  

This made for a rich environment for dealing with the problems of classroom 

management and so forth.  What I attempted to do in that course was not try to 

give them a blueprint of how to teach, because I didn’t think there was such a 

thing.  Rather, I pointed out the various possibilities and the various kinds of 

problems they would face in the classroom.  They’d have to be flexible of course.  

I left quite a bit of time for discussion rather than making it all lecture. I included 

some “how to do it” ideas, like how to use free and low cost materials, and I’d 

give them a list of where they could get them.  By and large, however, I tried to 

deal more with what it meant to be a social studies teacher and identified  

adjustments they would have to make to be such, and what they would need to do 

to grow as a teacher.   

Q.       How closely were you working with Alan Griffin at that time?   

A. Much of our relationship was outside the classroom in informal discussions.  

Perhaps over lunch.  I don’t think I’m overrating on this but we interacted more 

on the level of colleagues.   

Q. That relationship had grown over time? 

A. Yes. 
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Q. You said you had had pacifist leanings when you were at Circleville High School.  

With the coming of WWII, did your feelings change? 

A. It was a period of adjustment for me.  I knew what the brute facts were, and I 

wasn’t sure how I was going to adjust to them.  But later on I was immersed in the 

war effort once I joined the Navy.  I made the adjustment reasonably well.  Put it 

this way, when I went in the Navy I thought I was remaining a civilian in arms.  

And, I found when I came out I wasn’t, because I had to adjust to civilian life 

again.  But when I was on campus as an instructor and when I was still teaching 

and students were going off to war, I struggled with what my position was.   

Q. Did you have the feeling that eventually you were going to end up in the military? 

A. Absolutely.  I found myself adjusting to the military when I was at Harvard in the 

officers training program.  On the 4th of July our unit marched down the street of 

Boston with the band playing.  I felt good.  And I said to myself, “Where has your 

pacifism gone?”   

Q. Well the times had changed.   Do you recall when you first became a doctoral 

student 

A.        Yes.  All secondary teaching areas and elementary education were in one big  

department, the Department of Education.  Beyond that there was the Bureau of 

Education Research, the Bureau of Adult Education, and a couple of the other 

smaller ones.  Later on there were two or three changes that led to a greater 

number of organizations within the College.  Eventually, the Department of 

Education was pretty much broken up into other smaller departments.  
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Q. But at one time the Department of Education incorporated all of the teaching 

areas. 

A. Yes, yes.  And that lasted a long time – until long after I was appointed. 

Q. Was everybody was housed in Arps Hall at that time? 

A. Everyone except Industrial Arts and perhaps one or two other areas.  

Q. This was before the addition to Arps Hall was built in the middle of 1950s. 

A. Yes.   

Q. Your academic career which was well under way, was interrupted by your service 

as a naval communications officer in the Navy, from 1942 to 1945.   

A. Yes. 

Q. I’m curious about your decision to enlist in the Navy.  When did you enlist and  

what motivated you?  Can you talk about that? 

A. Yes.  I’ll try to be honest.  I was not too happy with the military.  I was still a 

civilian at heart.  I volunteered for the Navy because I thought, among other 

things, that a life as an officer might be more pleasant than that of an enlisted man 

in the Army.  I also thought that maybe whatever I had in the way of background 

could be used more in the Navy as a naval officer than just as a recruit in the 

Army.  Furthermore, I had the feeling that I would be able to adjust better, be 

closer to civilian life as a Naval officer.     

Q. Do you remember the moment you made the decision to enlist?   

A. By that time, the draft was breathing down my neck.  The two things were so 

close that I gave blood samples the same day for the draft as I did for the Navy.  
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And if I hadn’t been accepted by the Navy on the Saturday that I was, I would 

have been drafted the next week. 

Q. You were going into the military one way or the other. 

A. That’s right.   

Q. What time of the year was that?     

A. It was late spring.  I actually went in July 1. 

Q. Had you completed the spring quarter in 1943 before enlisting? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Then what happened? 

A. I was sent for six months to Harvard.  One month of orientation and five months 

of communication school.  I became a communication officer.   

Q. You went directly from Columbus to Harvard? 

A. Yes, that’s right.  For five of the six months I lived on campus. Irene lived in an 

apartment just off campus and worked for one of the professors at Harvard.   

Q. Did you have a choice of what training program you would be in? 

A. No.  Communications involved primarily code work -- coding messages and 

decoding messages.  That sort of thing, as an officer. 

Q. Was the time at Harvard pleasant, unpleasant, inspiring, depressing, exciting?  

What was it like? 

A. All of those things.  It was interesting as a teacher to look at the instruction I got 

there and to see the reaction of people to it.  Some was superb; some was 

mediocre.  The fact that Irene was there was a great help, although for the first 

five months I could not live in the apartment.  But I would get over there.  She 
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had an apartment just off campus.  I lived in a room with three other chaps with 

whom I got along with quite well.  Some of the instruction was interesting.  The 

code work for instance, was interesting on a level, not of ideas, but being able to 

do it.  I would I didn’t particularly realize it at the time, but it was transforming 

me into a person who was comfortable in the military environment.  Then, of 

course, we were all sent to some naval base on the coast for temporary duty until 

we got orders to ship out. 

Q. Where was that? 

A. New Orleans in my case. 

Q. You went from Harvard directly to New Orleans? 

A. Yes.  I did have ten days leave. 

Q. Did your teaching experience and work at Ohio State serve you well during your 

time in the Navy? 

A. I think that in a rather indirect way it did. Because, among other things, I had had 

to deal with people at different levels and I think that helped me.  Among other 

things of course, I had to run the communication outfit, sailors and all.  Then I 

was in charge of radio in New Caledonia.  I think I got some insight into dealing 

with people while at Ohio State. 

Q. What was your assignment in New Orleans? 

A. I was to be there until I received order to ship out.  I  worked in the Port 

Director’s office, coding and so forth.  There were ten of us assigned there, and 

each day they’d go down the list naming people to be sent to the South Pacific.  I 

knew on the next day I’d probably get an assignment.  Then they sent out  
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someone from Mobile, and they didn’t have anyone to take over there.  So they 

sent me to Mobile, Alabama, where I remained for 14 months in the Port 

Director’s office. 

Q. How long had you been in New Orleans? 

A. Ten days.  

Q. Ten days of waiting. That had to cause anxiety. 

A. Not only that, we spent only about two days in each of hotels where we were 

assigned because of the difficulty of getting reservations. 

Q. Did Irene joined you in Mobile. 

A. She was with me in New Orleans.  

Q. What happened after your 14 months in Mobile? 

A. Then I was in charge of training an advanced base communications unit in 

preparation for going overseas.  After six weeks of training we were sent as a unit 

across the country by rail to San Francisco to what was then the Tenferan  

Racetrack. The racetrack was then being used by the Navy as an advanced base 

training unit.  While there, we found out that they had organized too many 

communications units and they were disbanding several of them.  Mine was one 

of them, and therefore I was sent as an individual officer to the South Pacific.  I 

went to New Caledonia, where I became assistant officer in charge of Radio 

Numia.  I was there when the war ended.  Actually, the atomic bomb was dropped 

on Hiroshima when I was on the ocean going over.  I spent my time on New 

Caledonia until my points, as they called them, were sufficient for me to go home.  

It was an interesting time. The only thing I can remotely think of as being related 
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to my past career was the fact that I was in charge of assigning communication 

officers to various South Pacific naval stations.  It was more or less personnel 

work that could be thought of as having some relationship to my work at Ohio 

State.  When my time was up I came back to the states and was discharged from 

the Navy. 

Q. Did you give any thought to continuing a career in the Navy? 

A. Oh that was interesting.  Near the end of my stay in the Navy I was offered two 

jobs if I would continue six months beyond my date of potential discharge.  One 

was as a flag officer to the admiral.  For the other I would have been assigned to a 

little island, Naru Island on the equator, to be the only American officer there.  

The Australians had taken over, so we would have a case for taking over the 

island if we wanted to later.  I turned them both down. I decided very definitely. 

In fact, I thought of myself really as a civilian in arms at the time.  I found out that 

wasn’t the case when I came back and renewed civilian life.  It took me some 

time to adjust to civilian life. 

Q. So you left the Navy and came back to Columbus.  At what point did you 

consider your next step career wise?  What options did you consider? 

A. Well, I had completed all of my work on the Ph.D. except the dissertation.  I had 

just started to think about what I might write.  So I had the dissertation to finish.  

Thee was an informal understanding that, when my advisor, Professor Landsittle, 

would retire I would take his position as an assistant professor.  That would be 

one year after I got out.  I was advised by the person who became my advisor 

later, Professor Griffin, to take a job as a professor someplace else for that year, to 
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give me status before coming back to Ohio State.  So I taught for one year at 

Bowling Green State University while I was writing my dissertation.  I completed 

the dissertation and came back to Ohio State as an assistant professor.    

Q. Had this informal understanding been agreed to before you went into the Navy? 

A. Yes.  In other words, the last year I was at Ohio State working on my degree, they 

knew my advisor would be retiring.  And it was informally understood that I 

would take his slot.  

Q. What year did you retire? 

A. 1947. 

Q. When you came back to campus after the year at Bowling Green how was campus 

life affected by the returning veterans? 

A. It was very dramatic, or so it seemed to me. In the first place, I had to make the 

adjustment back to civilian life.  I found I had not been a civilian in the Navy.  I 

found, not only on campus but throughout the community, that one could 

communicate very well with returning veterans.  It was rather difficult, however, 

to discuss your experiences with civilians.  As an instructor I dealt with two 

universes, two groups in the same class.  There were those students who were just 

out of high school and also returning veterans.  You found yourself talking to two 

different groups and using different illustrations.  With the veterans, the one 

overpowering feeling among them was to make up for lost time.  They felt that 

they had lost time out of their lives.  They said, “Tell us what to do to get the 

degree and we’ll do it.”  And they worked on that basis. And incidentally, in 

doing that, they blew the top out of the grading system.  The other group 
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consisted of comparatively immature people who were just out of high school and 

who lacked the vast background and experience the veterans had.  They were 

somewhat overawed by the veterans.  Returning veterans weren’t interested in 

joining a fraternity or sorority.  It was, “Let me get through this and get out and 

get a job.”  There were a couple subgroups among the veterans.  One group was 

made up of veterans who had been to college for a quarter or two before they 

were drafted.  But most often some who had dropped out of college had really 

failed.  They came back with a new found maturity and were almost different 

people scholastically.  Many were excellent students and some went on as far as 

the Ph.D. They went from failure to definite success.  Also among the veterans 

were a great number who would never have gone to college if it hadn’t been for 

the GI Bill.  They were usually the first generation in their family to attend 

college, and they immediately became excellent and good students.  They had a 

career as a result of it.  Another thing happened.  As I said, the veterans were 

impatient to finish and would do whatever it took to do so.  This affected the 

curriculum in subtle ways.  One way was they put a greater emphasis on the how 

to do it, on the specifics of whatever they were studying, and less on the 

philosophy behind it.  There was a much greater emphasis on the nuts and bolts of 

whatever they were studying, and much less on why or how, or the underlying  

significance of it.  In other words, I think the curriculum of the University was 

affected in that the humanities were downplayed and the sciences were played-up 

-- the practical over the theoretical.  I think that had not only an effect at the time, 

but I think it affected the future of the curriculum in the University.  
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Q. Did many of the veterans who studied under the GI Bill go into teaching? 

A. Yes.  The classes were large in the College of Education at the time.  Of course 

the overall population of student body of the University was larger than before.  

Along that line, I might mention that the University was trying to catch up in 

building classrooms.  There were temporary Quonset huts and even temporary 

two-story plain buildings all over campus. 

Q. They were used for classes? 

A. Yes, mostly for classes, but not all of the construction was for classrooms.  Some 

was also for offices.  Because junior faculty were increased greatly to take care of 

the rush of students, the emphasis which the veterans placed on receiving their 

degrees as rapidly as possible resulted in de-emphasis of the theoretical in most 

courses.  This trend helped to bring on the demise of the Progressive Education 

Society.  I think in some ways older faculty had some difficulty in adjusting to the 

veterans.  The veterans brought a maturity and an interaction with faculty that 

somewhat startled some of the older faculty.  They had to take a different view of 

students.  

Q. Was the University helpful in aiding veterans to readjust to civilian life? 

A. I think individual instructors were very sensitive and helpful, especially in this 

new more mature relationship. Beyond that, I wasn’t aware of much of anything  

the University was doing.  

Q. You mentioned that your readjustment, and presumably the adjustment of a lot of 

veterans, from military to civilian life was not an easy task.  Could you talk a little 

more about that?   
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A. Yes.  In my case I was sure I would land on the ground running as a civilian.  But  

I found that wasn’t the case.  I thought I had never really become a military 

person, but I found that I had to a degree.  I mentioned that it was somewhat 

difficult to communicate with people who had not had military experience.  

Beyond that, there were all sorts of problems.  For instance, housing.  Housing 

was very difficult at the time.  My wife and our very small infant had finally 

gotten a place to rent during the war, but the husband of the person from whom 

she was renting came home and we had to find another place.  We did eventually, 

but our experience was typical of many.  Another thing about this was that for the 

first time many, perhaps a majority, of undergraduates were married.  Before the 

war that had not been the case at the University.  In addition, there was a general 

feeling of change in the lives of veterans, as they had to adjust to many things 

across the board -- not just becoming a student or, in many cases, becoming a 

student again.   

Q. And you also had the new role of being a father to deal with. 

A. That was entirely new.  In my case I had an eight month old child I had only seen 

for a week before going overseas.  It was a real adjustment for a husband and 

wife, because the wife had not experienced things the husband had.  And the 

husband had not experienced things the wife did during the war.  These realities 

affected relationships. In spite of all of that, I think the veterans did a marvelous 

job academically.  I knew student after student who had been mediocre or worse  

before going into the service who were setting A’s and B’s right down the line.  

They were whole new people in some ways.   
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Q. Did you have the GI Bill for your final year? 

A. Yes.  Actually for one or two quarters, because some of the time when I was 

writing the dissertation I was not enrolled in the University. I think I was on the 

GI Bill for about two quarters when working on the dissertation. 

Q. You mentioned that during the year when you taught at Bowling Green you also 

worked on your dissertation.  What was the topic of your doctoral dissertation? 

A. You know, I thought you might ask that.  I can give you the gist of it -- it was 

something about reflective thought in the teaching of history.  It involved showing 

how the body of history could be used to promote reflective thought. 

Q. This must have grown out of your experience before you went into the Navy.   

A. That’s right.   

Q. Do you recall how the doctoral examination and examination over the dissertation 

were structured at that time? 

A. Yes. There were three four-hour written exams. 

Q. This is the “general” examination? 

A. The general exam, yes.  These three exams were over your minor areas.  Usually 

they were written three days in a row.  Then, if you passed the three exams you 

had an eight-hour written exam in your major area.  Having passed that, you had 

your oral examination, which I believe was for two hours. 

Q. Who participated in the oral exam? 

A. Your committee and a Graduate School representative.  They all had had a chance 

to read your written responses.  It was a very rather tense time.  I think it brought 
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out the best in professors.  They weren’t cheap.  They were academically top 

flight in those situations.  Rarely was anything said that was unprofessional. 

Q. It does sound rigorous. 

A. Yes, very rigorous.   

Q. After passing the examination did you then move on to the dissertation? 

A. Yes.   

Q. Did you have much leeway in selecting your dissertation topic? 

A. Yes.  It was wide open.  I know in some areas the dissertation really became a 

part of the major advisor’s research. But that was not the case in my experience.  I 

think, by and large, in the College of Education it was fairly open in most cases.   

Q. Who was on your dissertation committee? 

A. Alan Griffin, whose own work had a lot to do with the selection of my research 

topic. Beyond that, there was Hank Hullfish and H.G. Good.  Boyd Bode had 

been on my committee up until my dissertation. He retired about then.  

Eikenberry  from secondary education and Washburn, the chairman of the History 

Department also served on my dissertation committee.    

Q. There was a two hour oral over the completed dissertation? 

A. Yes.   

Q. As I recall, Harry Good who wrote that in the 1940s in the College of Education 

had become thoroughly saturated with the philosophy of John Dewey and 

Progressive Education.  Do you agree that that was the case? 

A. Very definitely so, yes. I would say that’s a very true statement. 

Q. Who were the people who made that happen? 
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A. Beyond doubt, Boyd Bode was the most influential.  He was a disciple of Dewey 

and writings reflected that.  Bode’s classes were required for all students in the 

College of Education, and he taught seminars for graduate students.  Not only 

that, Bode’s ideas influenced many faculty members, and this was reflected in 

their teaching.  As time went on, some of Bode’s students became professors in 

the College of Education.  Bode clearly was dominant in terms of intellectual 

influence in the College.  Hank Hullfish, who was a student of Bode’s, was also 

extremely influential.  Herold Alberty, who had also been a student of Bode’s, 

was also influential.  So, I would say Harry Good’s statement was true.  Good, by 

the way, was not a close follower of Dewey, but he assessed the situation 

correctly. 

Q. You say Alberty had been a student of Bode? 

A. Yes.   

Q. At Ohio State? 

A. Yes.   

Q. Did Alberty then continued on as a faculty member after finishing his degree? 

A. Yes.  Alberty continued on and really was very, very influential in the field of 

curriculum.  The core curriculum, with its various subdivisions, was pretty much 

Alberty’s idea.  That was an example of Progressive Education translated into 

curriculum. 

Q. You mentioned that Bode had an impact on you even when you were an 

undergraduate. 

A. Yes.   
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Q. Were there other Colleges of Education around the country that tended to fall into 

the Dewey camp? 

A. Yes.  The most notable one was Columbia.  And the University of Wisconsin had 

several professors who were followers of Dewey.  But the University one thought 

of, along with Ohio State, as far as Dewey and Progressive Education were 

concerned, was Columbia.  Of course Dewey was there for many years. 

Q. What about the University of Illinois? 

A. Illinois was also influential, especially during and right after the war. In fact, a 

couple of our graduates went there. 

Q. Larry Metcalf? 

A. Yes, Larry Metcalf was one.   

Q. We were talking about the effect Dewey had on students in the College.  Could 

you talk a bit about that? 

A. Yes.  You found, especially among the graduate students, intellectual ferment that  

boiled over outside of the classroom, in the halls, and beyond.  They would 

discuss the core curriculum, this, that and the other thing.  So, Dewey’s influence 

had the effect of enlivening the intellectual life of the students, especially 

graduate students. 

Q. You mentioned that the approach to teaching taken by some faculty members 

reflected Dewey’s philosophy.  What did that kind of teaching look like? 

A. It meant more discussion, less lecture, and lecture that went back and forth with 

discussion.   
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Q. After the war the College became heavily involved in international efforts in  

Egypt, India, Germany, Japan, the Philippines, Guam and so forth.  What 

motivated faculty members in the College to work overseas at that time? 

A. I think this is a case where one person had a tremendous amount of influence in 

that direction.  That person was the Dean, Donald Cottrell.  The Dean headed the 

effort to send faculty members of the College overseas, especially to India and 

other places in Asia.  The primary purpose was to work in those countries with 

their educational establishment in an attempt to democratize their educational 

systems.  Most faculty members who participated served two years abroad.  In 

some cases they spent three years overseas before returning to their former 

positions in the College.  The Dean’s enthusiasm and efforts spread throughout 

the College and others became interested.  Prior to this the Dean’s influence had 

been primarily at the national level rather than the international.     

Q. Were these international efforts considered successful?   

A. In varying degrees.  For instance, I think those who went over in the sciences  

probably had a more lasting effect than any others who went over.  I’m not sure of 

that, but I had the feeling that was true.  And, of course, the experience had some  

effect on the faculty who had gone over when they came back. 

Q. How did the overseas experience affect them? 

A. It seemed that the people back home never really became interested in what those 

people were doing overseas.  There was not that communication.  They were 

living in a separate world, and when they returned they necessarily fit back into 
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their former roles at the University.  These overseas experiences had a minimum 

effect on their teaching.     

Q. Alan Griffin, who had been your dissertation advisor, went to India, as I recall.    

How long was Alan gone?   

A. Alan was gone for three years.   

Q. He went soon after you joined the faculty as Assistant Professor.  Is that correct? 

A. That’s right.  It might have been a couple of years.  Alan was so brilliant that 

everyone always assumed that’s what kept the Social Studies Education Area 

going.  When it didn’t fall apart when he was overseas, I got a lot of credit for 

maintaining the program.  During Griffin’s stay overseas, he developed some 

health problems.  In fact, he had a stroke.  This led to real problems for him when 

he came back. 

Q. He was also diabetic? 

A. He was diabetic, and I think that led directly to the stroke.  The doctor he had in 

India was trained in Germany.  A new treatment, an oral vaccine developed in 

Europe, but which had not been tested enough, was given to Alan and it backfired 

with him.  I think that led to his first stroke.  He was never quite the same person 

when he came back. 

Q. Physically or in any other way? 

A. Physically, but it did affect him mentally. He sometimes would repeat the same 

lecture he had given the day before, for example.  Things of that nature.   

Q. Was this near the end of his career? 
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A. Yes.  When students started to complain, I tried to keep the complaints away from 

the deans. It was a trying period. 

Q. Did you correspond with Alan when he was in India? 

A. Yes.  Of course, he was extremely insightful.  I think his feeling was that India 

had a long and illustrious history/tradition, and we weren’t having much effect 

upon it.  Good or bad.  That, I think, was his overall assessment. 

Q. I think one or two doctoral students came to Ohio State from India. 

A. Yes. That was another thing that did happen.  I think maybe that would be the 

most notable thing that did happen out of the whole thing.   

Q. Seetharamiah, or Ram, as we knew him, came from India, I believe. 

A. Yes. 

Q. You’ve mentioned a number of people who had a strong impact on you as a 

doctoral student. They would include Alan Griffin, I assume. 

A. Yes. 

Q.        And Boyd Bode, of course.  Who else comes to mind? 

A. Well, one who didn’t have much of a place in the sun was my first advisor, 

Landsittle.  He had an effect on me in terms of the skill he showed in counseling 

and in individual studies.  He was always good in one-to-one settings.  And I 

learned a lot from him along that line.  Then, there were people throughout the 

University, in the social sciences, whom I found extremely helpful. Lumley in 

Sociology and one or two chaps in Economics and Geography, were outstanding 

professors, and I took as much work with them as I could.  I not only learned 

some content but picked up some good ideas on teaching and handling classes. 
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Q. Throughout your career, and this was made evident by the awards you received 

during your career, you were recognized far and wide as an effective teacher.  Did 

you model your teaching after any one particularly, consciously or 

unconsciously? 

A. I would say to a degree with some modifications.  Alan Griffin probably had the 

greatest effect.  Boyd Bode to a lesser degree.  Then, as I said, there were a couple 

of people outside the College, Lumley in Sociology, for example, who were  

excellent with reference to running a seminar. I had a three quarter seminar with 

him, during which I learned a lot of ideas about how to handle a small group.  To 

a lesser degree, a man who was head of the History Department, Washburn, with 

whom I later ran a joint seminar, was very good in relating historical movements 

to the current scene.     

Q. From what you’ve said, teaching was highly valued in the College of Education.  

Had the term publish or perish come into use? 

A. It was just beginning.  It came in later, really. 

Q. Is it accurate to say that teaching was especially valued during your early years as 

a faculty member and when you were a doctoral student? 

A. Yes.  That’s true.  Much more so than later. 

Q. When you came back to Ohio State as an assistant professor in 1947, what were 

your primary duties?   

A. I  headed up the student teaching program, usually working with one or two 

teaching associates or instructors.  I placed the student teachers and helped 
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supervise them if any real problems came up.  Fortunately, that didn’t happen 

very often.  I also pretty much handled one of the undergraduate methods courses. 

Q. Did you teach one methods course and Alan Griffin the other? 

A. Yes, that’s the way it worked most of the time.   

Q. Do you recall what your beginning salary was when you came back to Ohio 

State? 

A. It was $3,900.   

Q. Your salary was improving. 

A. Yes.  The base, by the way, was $3,600.    

Q. We’ve touched on this, but I want to understand a little better how a faculty 

member’s success was measured in those years.  To what degree have those 

measures changed over time?  

A. There’s no question that teaching was more at the forefront.  Good teaching was 

valued.  As time went on, however, research and publication became more 

important.  And, as budgets became more of a problem, funded research became 

increasingly valued.  Bringing in money to the College became a valuable thing.  I 

think that to some degree, research became more important.  It took away from 

contact with students.  This was true as regards counseling, and individual work, 

particularly with undergraduate students.   

Q. Did that happen gradually over time? 

A. Yes, it was a gradual thing.  And then the reward system started to change, so that 

research, funded research and publications, became much more important as one 

looked for salary increases and increase in rank.  So, there developed, I think, a 
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certain diminished role in dealing with students.  Not to a dramatic degree, 

perhaps but to some degree. 

Q. There has been talk for a long time about the balance of teaching, research and 

service.  Are you saying that that balance changed over time? 

A. Yes, it did. Another way of putting it, is that the University, rather than modeling 

after the past, going back to the Middle Ages, became more of a corporate model 

-- as the country did, I suppose.  The corporate model, in addition to focusing on  

bringing in money, adopted the idea of governing from the top down.  Prior to 

that, the faculty and its various groups had largely decided policy and the 

administration carried it out.  Now, to a large degree, policy was viewed as top 

down and rewards were decided and passed down to the faculty.  Perhaps this is 

an overstatement, but to a degree faculty members became employees, whereas 

before they were much more independent.   

Q. I assume you’re talking about the period after you joined the faculty full-time. 

A. Yes.   

Q. The changes began to occur in the late 40’s and extended through the 50’s? 

A. Yes, and primarily in the 60’s. 

Q. You mentioned that these shifts in value in the College and on campus affected 

student-faculty interaction, and that this limited the time the faculty had for 

students.  How did the changes affect faculty interaction with one another? 

A. Well in the first place, when you became a faculty member, and I had been a 

graduate student, that had an effect upon your relationship with faculty.   

Experiences with other faculty were broader and deeper before the changes began 
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to occur.  It went beyond strictly academic things.  You got to know other faculty 

members and various facets of their personality much more.   

Q. Are you saying that the shift toward an emphasis on research, publication, and 

gaining funding affected faculty relations? 

A. Yes, I would say that definitely.  By the way this really started after Sputnik went 

up.  Therefore, it started first in the sciences and then spread to other fields.  It 

was in the sciences where funded research and the winning of grants grew first.    

It then spread as time went on. 

Q. Was the National Defense Education Act a part of the movement?   

A. Exactly. Yes.  Those who got the research grants moved up more rapidly than 

others, and their salaries reflected that.  I think it created some tensions within 

areas of the faculty when this happened.  Good teaching was still spoken of 

highly, as it had pretty much been at the core of the College of Education.  But 

increasingly teaching may have been given lip service. 

Q. I wonder how Alan Griffin would have thrived in that period.  Alan did not 

publish a great deal, as I recall. 

A. He did not publish much at all.  I noticed that he was beginning to be influenced 

after his mind was affected by his several strokes.  I saw a little evidence of 

insecurity developing when he saw that these other rewards were being handed 

out. I think he would have had some problems had he lived through the period.  

Incidentally, Alan had taught graduate courses and seminars when he was a TA 

before.  He had written his dissertation and completed his Ph.D.  And he was 

writing things for other faculty members and for committees. Dean Cottrell, to his 
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credit, took him aside and said, “Look, you’re not to take on any projects for 

anyone.  You’re working for me this quarter and your job is to write this 

dissertation.”  Alan did it in one quarter.   

Q. One quarter.  A document that turned out to be a seminal work in philosophy in 

our field.  During those years, the Bureau of Educational Research existed.  Can 

you tell me a bit about the Bureau? 

A. It was a separate structure within the College.  The Department of Education 

included all of the teaching areas and philosophy and history of education.  The 

Bureau of course, as its name suggests, gave emphasis to research.  Keith Tyler 

and Edgar Dale were two prominent members of the Bureau.  There were also 

others. A chap by the name of Raths was in evaluation.  He was on my committee 

by the way.  In addition to conducting their ongoing research, they would teach a 

course, perhaps once or twice a year.  But their research came first.  If a big 

research grant came in, they wouldn’t teach that year at all.  Their primary 

emphasis was on research, but they did enrich the teaching areas and they served 

on graduate committees.   

Q. They had faculty appointments? 

A. Very definitely.  By the way, there was the Bureau of Adult Education and one or 

two other minor bureaus.  The University School was a department in the College 

as well.   

Q. Soon after you returned to Ohio State in 1947, the Korean War broke out.  I’m 

wondering what impact that conflict had on life at Ohio State. 
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A. I think it brought the draft into the foreground.  There was very little enthusiasm 

for the draft on the part of those who were subject to it.  And also, it put 

instructors in a bad situation.  By giving grades they were essentially making the 

decision as to whether the student became subject to the draft.  If there was one 

word to describe the students’ reactions to the Korean War, it was avoidance.  

They were having none of it.  There was a certain reaction against militarism now 

that the second World War was over.  There was just a general feeling that the 

academic world was a place of security.  

Q. Early in the 1950s, the McCarthy hearings were underway as un-American 

activities was being investigated.  How did the McCarthy hearings affect life in 

the College and at the University? 

A. I would say that there was overall in the University feelings were not particularly  

intense.  However, there was some fear in the College, especially since you didn’t 

know when you might be singled out by the press.  In the College of Education   

there was an overall fear.  There was a considerable number of liberals in the 

College of Education and they were the ones who were targets.  Then you had, 

and I’m using these terms loosely, conservatives and reactionary members of the 

faculty.  For instance, in the College of Education there was one outstanding 

McCarthyite in industrial arts by the name of Colonel Warner.  He pointed out 

that he had a list of names of faculty members who were very dangerous and 

radical.  In the College of Education, probably the outstanding leader against the 

whole McCarthy movement was H. Gordon Hullfish.  Alan Griffin also played a 

role as did others.  As you looked at the University as a whole, I think there was a 
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feeling of apprehension and belief that there were some active red baiters around.  

You thought twice about the books you put on your reading list.  Maybe you still 

put them on, but you thought about it.  It was unhealthy as far as intellectual 

inquiry was concerned.  It was an unhealthy period. 

Q. Were students bothered by all that was happening in Washington with the 

hearings? 

A. You know there was some feeling, and a few students had very definitely a strong 

feeling, but for the rank and file of students, they had other concerns.  

McCarthyism was not at the top of their list.   

Q. Was classroom activity affected by McCarthyism? 

A. I can’t prove this, but I think faculty were more cautious than they had been.   

Q. Not only teaching but were College and University policies affected particularly? 

A. I think you got much more, shall we say direction, from the top.  The President 

and his cohorts made it quite clear that you ought to stay out of trouble.  And you 

had the feeling you wouldn’t get much support if you did get into trouble.  

Q. What about University Libraries?  Were they affected? 

A. Yes.  For instance, certain books were pointed to and the local newspapers would 

suggest that they be removed from the libraries.  So you did get that sort of thing.  

It didn’t go to far but, yes, it did affect the libraries.  

Q. Maybe a good example of the difficulty in 1951 was the so-called “Rugg 

Incident” at Ohio State.  That captured a great deal of attention across the country 

and was reported in the New York Times.  As I recall, on July 12, 1951, the 

Columbus Dispatch published a 16 inch article calling Harold Rugg, who had 
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been invited to speak at the Bode conference sponsored by the College, a “defiant 

and embittered propagandist for Socialism and foe of basic Americanism.”  Can 

you reflect on your memories of the Rugg incident?  What happened? 

A. Yes.  Harold Rudd was a Professor of Education at Columbia University.  His 

areas of interest were Philosophy and Social Science.  He was invited, as you 

said, to deliver the Bode lecture, which he did.  I know, I was present, at the 

lecture.  As you would expect, it was sort of a progressive ed pep talk.  It was well 

done.  Professor Rugg held a press conference right after the speech was over.  

There was trouble in society, inequality and so forth, but nothing that caught fire.  

One reporter asked, “What should be done about our social and economic 

problems?”  Rugg replied, “Maybe we ought to have a revolution.”  This was the 

thing that was picked up and magnified, especially by the Wolfe papers in 

Columbus -- The Dispatch in particular but The Journal as well.  This was the 

thing that resulted in the Speakers Rule.  It was one remark in the press 

conference that sparked the whole thing. 

Q. How did the University Central Administration responded to this? 

A. They took the view that Rugg was a speaker from the East who had corrupted the 

Ohio State campus.  So they passed the Speakers Rule.  Under the rule, every time 

you wanted someone to speak to your classes, you had to submit the person’s 

name to the Central Administration.  They passed on it, approving it or 

disapproving it.  You couldn’t have that person appear if the Administration 

disapproved. 

Q. This came on the heels of the Rugg incident? 

 60



A. Yes. 

Q. That was in 1951? 

A. Yes.  And there were several incidents University-wide where speakers were 

turned down.  One time I remember, it might have been the English Department, 

an invited speaker was not cleared by the Central Administration.  He was taken  

to a couple locations on campus to attempt to speak, but he was turned away.  He 

ended up speaking at that church just off north campus.  There were several 

incidents like this when speakers were hounded off campus. 

Q. Who was doing the hounding? 

A. It was pretty much Central Administration and the press.  I made one rather 

sophomoric response to it, in a social studies methods course I was teaching.  I 

would have junior high or senior high students come in as a panel and talk about 

what they liked and disliked about teachers.  So, I always sent their names to the 

Central Administration for approval. I never got a response.   

Q. Was there a College of Education position taken on the Speakers Rule?   

A. Most of the faculty fought it vigorously, but a few were fairly indifferent.  There 

was a University wide meeting of all faculty to decide whether the Speakers Rule 

should be kept or rescinded.  It was held in Mershon Auditorium.  Judging from 

the publicity, it looked like the Administration would prevail by a large margin.  

The Dean of the College of Agriculture called to the meeting all of the county 

agents (who were a part of his faculty), one from each of the 88 counties in Ohio.  

They all voted to retain the Speaker’s Rule.  Most faculty voted in the block either 

for or against the Rule.  The majority at the meeting voted to retain the Rule.  
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However, those voting to rescind the rule numbered many more than had been 

predicted.  

Q. How did students react to the Speakers Rule and all the controversy? 

A. Of course there were a few on both ends who were very active and vocal and 

ardent about the issue. But, by and large, this was something that really didn’t 

concern them.  Not deeply at least.  They had work to do and term papers to write. 

Q. What about The Lantern?   

A.       The Lantern, I think, was pretty cautious on the matter.  Didn’t endorse it. 

Q. That leads to a question about University-community relations during that period.  

How would you characterize them? 

A. I would say, in the first place, that the press had a lot to do with the relations.  We  

had a very conservative press at the time.  The Scripps Howard paper, the 

Columbus Citizen, was fairly middle of the road, but not the other two.  Beyond 

that, I think there was a feeling in the community that it was good to have the 

University.  It was good economically.  People wanted their kids to go to school, 

but they didn’t want their kids’ minds disturbed if they went to college.  There 

was some feeling that where there was smoke there probably was some fire.  The 

smoke was mostly the press.  It is perhaps an overstatement, but not too much to 

say that professors were considered a rather odd group of people and some of 

them probably were dangerous.  But maybe they were a necessary evil.  That’s 

probably a little too strong, but I think that was the general feeling in the 

community at the time.  It wasn’t really an adversarial relationship, but people 

were cautious. 
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Q. The Speakers Rule was eventually done away with? 

A. Eventually it was just quietly done away with.   

Q. Another controversy that occurred during the time when you were a faculty 

member took place, in 1961.  It was at a somewhat different level, but 

nevertheless feelings were strong.  That was when the Faculty Council voted not 

to accept an invitation OSU had received to play in the Rose Bowl in Pasadena on 

New Year’s Day.  What do you remember about that? 

A. I was sitting in my office, undoubtedly thinking, when I heard this commotion in 

the hall. There was a group of students, 20 or 30 at least, marching through the 

halls of Arps protesting the action of the Council.  There was strong student 

reaction across campus against the decision not to go to the Rose Bowl.  The 

Columbus Dispatch printed in the paper the salaries of all members of the 

Council, their addresses, telephone numbers, and travel expenses they had 

accumulated at the cost of the University.  That was pretty much it.   

Q. Why did the Faculty Council vote to turn down the invitation? 

A. Their rationale was that participation in the Rose Bowl would have required that 

the students and football players would have to miss the first day of classes in the 

winter quarter.  And I think there was also the feeling that athletics were 

becoming too important in the life of the University.  And this would put them in 

their place.  It didn’t have that effect of course.   

Q. Did you know anyone on the Faculty Council at that time? 

A. Not intimately.  I did know a couple of members to a degree, and they did not 

seem to be too troubled by the reaction. The Faculty Council at that time I think 
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had much more power and much more influence than later on, as the University  

became more corporate. 

Q. We’ll never see that kind of vote again, I’m sure.   

A. No.   

Q. Through the years you witnessed many changes in the organization of the College 

of Education. Can you reflect on changes that took place from the time you came 

on as a full-time faculty member in 1947 through your retirement? 

A. There were a number of them. Overall the Department of Education included all 

of the teaching areas, elementary education, philosophy and history of ed, and so 

forth.  As time went on, this large department was divided up into smaller 

departments.  For instance, the one I was in, included the social sciences, English, 

foreign language and speech.  Elementary education became a separate 

department.  Science and math were put into a smaller department.  That was the 

trend.  There were various different changes along the line.  At one time, for 

example, the units were called faculties rather than departments.  Each unit, of 

course, had its own chair, whereas before there had been just one chair over the 

entire grouping of teaching areas.  This was the general tenor.  The faculty I 

became chair of  was the Humanities Education.  This came about as a result of a 

reorganizational conference held at Lake Hope.    

Q. Was that in about 1967? 

A. Yes.  It was done in a very “scientific fashion,” and there were long discussions 

about various ways to organize.  In the end, we were all out in the open on a 

beautiful day, under the trees, surrounded by cabins.  As groups decided if they 
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might become a department or a faculty, they would go into a cabin to discuss the 

possibilities.  There was one group of rather forlorn looking people wandering 

around looking for a cabin.  They finally went into one, and that group became 

Humanities Education.   

Q. And it turned out to be a very workable organization.   

A. Yes, it did. 

Q. However it happened it seemed to have worked.  Did the mission of the College 

change over time? 

A. I think so. As I alluded to it, more emphasis was placed on research, funded 

research, and publications.  Ultimately, the College of Education became largely a 

graduate program including only graduate students.  That I think has had a 

tremendous effect.  It seems to me, in the first place, that it has had an effect on 

the graduate program, because there are very few undergraduates for graduate 

students to teach. 

A. The elimination of undergraduate program has been, I think, the major change 

over the years.  Among other things, this means that graduate students have less 

experience supervising student teachers and working with undergraduates in a 

professional role.  

Q. Are you saying that more College activities have been moved into the public 

schools? 

A. Yes, very definitely.   

Q. That probably follows on the heels of the closing of the Lab Schools. 

A. Exactly. 
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Q. As I recall, many people felt the Lab School had to be a real laboratory.  Rather, 

the real laboratory was thought to be out in the schools.    

A. Yes, that’s true.  One had to acknowledge that the Lab School was able to relate 

to most of the College of Education only, in a very minor role as far as serving 

our students was concerned.  For instance, we could put a limited number of 

student teachers over there, but it was a very limited number compared with the 

entire group we had.  Colleagues in the Lab School prided themselves in being a 

separate department in the College.  However, from time to time faculty members 

in the College of Education would teach one or more quarters, maybe a year, in 

the Lab School.  In fact a major professor, Herold Alberty, became the head of the 

Lab School for a while.  When the Lab School closed, teachers in the Lab School 

came over to the College of Education.  For instance, we brought over a member 

of their foreign language department and he became a member of our teaching of 

foreign languages faculty.  

Q. There were others in elementary. 

A. Yes, elementary had a number of them who came over.  I think some teachers in 

science and math came to the College when the Lab School was disbanded.  

Speaking of the Lab School, it is interesting to note that in 1911 the Ohio State 

legislature passed a bill that was signed by the Governor authorizing the trustees 

of the Ohio State University to enter into an agreement with the Columbus Board 

of Education for the construction of a high school building on the campus of The 

Ohio State University.  By the terms of the legislation the building was to be 

erected in the south-east corner of the campus by the Columbus School System.  
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The two parties to the project exchanged proposals concerning rules to govern 

research and experimental work, observation and student teaching to be 

conducted by the College of Education in the proposed school.  Also, each party 

proposed a plan for selecting the principal for the High School.  These matters 

were considered in correspondence and meetings from 1913 to 1915.  No 

satisfactory conclusion was reached before 1918 - the termination date set by the 

legislation.  In 1929 the legislation was repealed.  In the intervening period, the 

Columbus School Board erected North High School where Everet Middle School 

now exists.   

Q. In the 1960s, Phi Delta Kappa, the education honorary, struggled with questions 

related to membership.  Do you recall that? 

A. Yes.  At that time the PDK, which was a national organization, was for whites 

only.  That was stated in the charter.   

Q. Was it limited to men, too? 

A. Yes.  And our chapter broke the rule.  As I recall, the first person not fitting the 

guideline whom they brought in was an Asian.  As a result, the local chapter was 

thrown out of PDK.  The faculty in the College, especially Griffin and Hullfish,  

fought the whole thing with the national organization.  There were others who  

fought it too.  In fact, no one at Ohio State really defended the national 

organization.  This went on, I think, for two or three years.  The issue was debated 

in professional journals and at conferences.  Finally, the local chapter won, and it 

was reinstated.  The rule of whites only was dropped.  Now that you mention it, I 

can’t recall the situation with reference to women. 
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Q. I’m not sure either.  Have you seen other changes on campus relative to race? 

A. Yes, very definitely. 

Q. What has changed through the years? 

A. I’m most familiar, of course, with the College of Education, but this would apply 

to varying degrees throughout the University.  For years we had an extremely 

small number of Blacks and Asians.  For instance, in Social Studies Education we 

might have had one or two Blacks a year out of group of 40 or 50 students.  When 

students came up for student teaching in the College, they would be placed 

wherever it was thought was best for that particular person.  That placement, then,  

had to be okayed by the school system.  Usually it was the Columbus school 

system.  Placements for Black students commonly was refused.  It was never clear 

what shell the pea was under. Whether the refusal was done by our Office of 

Student Teaching or by the school system.  But it was certainly a cooperative act, 

I think.  Every time I would get student teachers I would place them where I 

thought they should be.  However, the only place you could get a placement to 

stick for the Black student teacher was East High School or Franklin junior high 

school.  I fought the system for years.  I found out later that there was a rule in the 

Columbus System against placing Blacks anyplace but at those two places.  This 

was okayed by persons in our College.  The minute the Brown vs. Board of 

Education case was decided by the Supreme Court, everything changed.  From 

then on you could place minority student teachers anyplace you wanted.  The fact 

is we didn’t have many minority students in the College.  The outstanding Black 

students largely went in for law or medicine rather than teaching. 
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Q. But you did see growth and change over the years? 

A. Very definitely, yes, yes.   

Q. You referred to becoming chairman of the newly formed Humanities Education 

Faculty in 1968.  What motivated you to accept the chairmanship? 

A. It was rather interesting.  Actually, there were no eager candidates to become 

chair.  For two or three weeks after the Lake Hope meeting there was a great deal 

of phoning around.  I was one of the persons in the mix.  No one else would 

accept the chairmanship.  I think they all loved teaching.  One man in English 

Education, Frank Zidonis, I thought was a good candidate and was about the right 

age.  However, when I went to him and tried to pressure him he said, “No.”  By 

the process of elimination it looked like I was to be it.  I accepted the 

chairmanship with great reluctance because I knew, among other things, that it 

would cut down on my teaching load.  It did some.  And I had no background in 

administration.  But I became the chairman.  I was in the position for three terms 

of four years each, being on the Executive Committee.  I did get greater insight 

into the overall problems of the College.  Several of the chairmen were very 

sensitive to being dictated to by deans.  My overall feeling was that faculties 

should have as few meetings as possible.  They got in the way of work to be done 

and took up faculty time.  As I saw it, faculty members were professional people 

who had ideas.  My role was give them a chance to do what they wanted to do.  I 

didn’t attempt to determine a purpose of the College or the faculty and to use 

faculty members as a means to that end.  Rather, I sought to hear what they 

wanted to do and as the chairperson, to help in any way I could.   
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Q. That was your style of leadership? 

A. Yes. 

Q. What were your greatest satisfactions as a chair? 

A. I think it was watching the people, my colleagues, develop.  Watching them 

achieve goals they were interested in.  And that was pretty legit, I think. 

Q. Consistent with your approach to leadership, I would think.  On the other side of 

that coin, what were your greatest frustrations as a chair? 

A. One thing, of course, was financial.  Everyone deserved more salary than they 

got, as far as I was concerned.  And the amount of increase each year was minute, 

really.  I would try every year to boost someone a bit.  You could do that.  And 

then someone else the next year and so forth.  Plus, I resented what little time was 

devoted to really administrative things.  I didn’t find that to be too rewarding a 

thing. 

Q. You became chair when Luverne Cunningham was the dean.  Is that right?   

A. I believe so. 

Q. Ted Cyphert became dean, and still later it was Bob Burnham. 

A. Yes, that’s right. 

Q. Did Don Anderson follow Burnham? 

A. Yes.  I would go down to Don Anderson’s office and tell him how to run the 

College, but he didn’t pay much attention. 

Q. By that time you had had a lot of experience.  You were chair during the difficult 

years of Vietnam and when the University shut down in the spring of 1970.  As 
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you reflect back on that period, how was life on campus for students and faculty 

affected by the war? 

A. It was disrupting.  For instance, I remember one time when the Executive 

Committee of the College was meeting in the room just off the dean’s office on 

the first floor, trying to decide what we should do as a college about all of this.  

And sweeping up High Street came the police and National Guard.  They tossed 

one of their smoke grenades and it landed near the window. 

Q. Tear gas? 

A. Tear gas, yes, where we were meeting.  And it broke up the meeting.  We never 

did decide what to do.  What was the duty of faculty?  What was the duty of 

students?  There was a lot of unrest.  If I may be semi-humorous, I think it 

resulted, among other things, in asphalt being laid over brick walks on campus so 

that students couldn’t throw the bricks.  The general feeling was that there was a 

lack of communication between faculty and students.  It was very troubling in that 

sense.   

Q. Did this pour over into the classroom? 

A. Yes, it did. In some cases classes were disrupted by activist students who would 

come in and want to speak.  It got to the point when they finally closed down the 

University.  However, some classes continued meeting in professor’s homes --  

seminars particularly.  And classes were held in churches off campus.  I must say 

that I escaped, and I think a friend of mine did when they closed down the 

University, we were scheduled to leave with our study tours abroad the next day.  

I didn’t know whether the students could get off campus if they were living there, 
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but they managed to.  Incidentally, it was interesting, to get the news on what was 

happening on campus when we were overseas.  You got a little from newspapers, 

but students on the tour would get letters from home.  It sounded like the whole 

University was on fire and in turmoil.  I remember driving up Neil Avenue from 

the south just when they closed the gates on campus.  But it did close down, and 

having the University, a place of reason and thought, brought to a halt was not a 

good feeling.  And it seemed to heal fairly rapidly afterwards, I thought.  But it 

wasn’t a good feeling at the time. 

Q. That was a difficult period.  You took a group to Europe and I took a group to  

Japan. 

A. Yes.   

Q. You mentioned Sputnik and the effect it had on education.  As I recall, in the 

1960s Congress passed the National Defense Education Act.  The Act provided  

funding for teacher education and supported collaboration between professional 

educators and academics. You were involved, I believe, in a number of those 

kinds of activities.  Could you reflect on the value of those activities as you recall 

them? 

A. Yes.  For instance, take Geography.  One thing it clearly did was bring the 

Geography Department and the area of Social Studies Education much closer 

together.  We collaborated with people from the Geography Department in 

sponsoring a five quarter program for experienced social studies teachers.  The 

effort was extremely helpful, and led to lasting relationships of an academic 

nature.  In the case of Geography, 20 some experienced secondary school teachers 
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were brought into the program.  Some of them achieved a Master’s Degree while 

some of them already had Master’s Degrees.  Many of them went on to future 

study.  For instance, three or four of them came back and got their Ph.D.’s with 

us.  And I don’t think they would have gotten them if they hadn’t been selected 

into the program. 

Q. I still happen to think those institutes provided some of the best educational 

activities ever supported by the government. 

A. Yes.  Absolutely. They were superb.  

Q. And they led in your case to further deepening your relationship with people in 

the Department of Geography. 

A. Very definitely.   

Q. Through the years, you and your colleagues in Social Studies Education were able 

to nurture good relations across campus with faculty members in History and the 

social sciences – something very important to your program.  Is that an accurate 

assessment? 

A. Very definitely.  I think I mentioned that rather early in my stay as an Assistant 

Professor, I helped to run a joint seminar with the head of the History Department.  

I think that had some real implications.  There were in each of the departments, 

including history, a small core of people you could very definitely work with , and 

you used those people.  However, in those departments most professors were 

probably indifferent about collaboration.  And a few were very opposed.  They 

thought there should have been a College of Education.  I know it was particularly 

important in the Ph.D. program, to have outside members on the student’s 
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committee.  It had an excellent effect, I think.  I always valued those cross-

campus relationships. 

Q. I think they added strength to the College in a very important way. 

A. Yes, very definitely. 

Q. You mentioned that advising doctoral students was one of your major roles as a 

faculty member.  How many doctoral students did you advise to the completion of 

their program? 

A. Sixty-two or three, I think. 

Q. Graduates who then went out and changed the world. 

A. That’s right.  Incidentally, most of them went to top flight universities. 

Q. As you reflect on all of those hours of counseling and activity, what was your 

greatest satisfaction in working with doctoral students? 

A. It was to watch them develop, become more competent, more assured, more clear 

as to their purpose, and more skillful in carrying out their goals -- watching them 

develop as people.  Maybe erroneously, we had a feeling that you had something 

to do with it.  They had an effect in programs throughout the country.  

Q. What was the most demanding aspect of advising? 

A. There were a few people who were marginal.  And when they would come to take 

oral exams I was pretty tense.  They made it, most of them.  One student coming 

up for his oral was told the night before by his wife that she wanted a divorce.  

We postponed his exam, I think, two days.  There were critical things happening 

in the lives of the students.  You got to know those things with your majors.  

There weren’t many, but some were rather difficult.  You were at a loss to know 
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how to handle the tensions in some cases.  But it wasn’t too difficult to decide 

whether to take on a student.  You knew the kind of person who was likely to 

succeed.  Incidentally, a lot of them were first generation college students.  They 

were able, and you might say they were blazing a trail for the family.  That was 

very satisfying as well.  But there was always the question about when to step in 

to give direction when you thought a student was making mistakes.  That was a 

tough one for me.   

Q. What qualities did you look for in a doctoral student? 

A. A person who was no phony who was dedicated to education and who saw it as 

something really important to do.  A person whose background showed that he  

had handled himself well in academic work.  And a person who, I would say, had 

a strong ego, but not too strong.  Those were some of the things. 

Q. I know you have been a long time member of the University Faculty Club.  What 

role do you see the Faculty Club playing in the life of Ohio State? 

A. It’s a place for people from various disciplines and academic areas to meet  

informally and talk.  For instance, there is a coffee room where faculty members 

talk after lunch.  They meet around the tables informally in groups.  There is a 

healthy mixture.  With the University separated into Colleges and Departments, 

one can become isolated.  The Faculty Club is a place which tends to break down 

that kind of isolation.  With some administrations, and it has varied tremendously 

over the years, you find a president and vice president eating at the Faculty Club 

and mixing with faculty.  I know we had one head football coach who would eat 

at the Faculty Club and meet and talk with people from various areas. 
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Q. That was Woody Hayes, right? 

A. That was Woody Hayes, yes. And I have the feeling it still is an important place 

for people to get to know each other from various disciplines.   

Q. Was the Faculty Club at one time in University Hall? 

A. No.  It was in the administration building, Bricker Hall. It was on the third floor 

of Bricker Hall.  And then during the New Deal era, WPA funds were used to 

build the current Faculty Club.   

Q. It had been in the upper floor in what is now Bricker Hall? 

A. Yes.  The large expanse up there.  It took the entire third floor of Bricker Hall.   

Q. In 1979, you were the recipient of the Alumni Distinguished Teaching Award in 

recognition of your teaching and advising, and later you were inducted into the 

College of Education Hall of Fame.  And I’m wondering on reflection, what 

aspects of your teaching career did you find most satisfying? 

A. I think the most important aspect of a University occurs, and I’m quoting Hullfish 

here, when mind meets mind in the classroom.  I think that really is the essence of 

the most important aspect of the whole business. 

Q. To facilitate the meeting of minds? 

A. Yes, to facilitate that.  And when you see that happening, you feel that you’ve 

done something special. 

Q. What were your favorite courses? 

A. One was Education 624, School and Society. 

Q. That’s the course where you always had to turn away crowds? 
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A. Yes.  One reason I found it interesting was that normally I dealt with social 

studies teachers.  But with that course I had students from across the board -- from 

all areas, including elementary and secondary, graduates and undergraduates.  It 

was a mixture of the whole works.  And I found that stimulating.  The content was 

also stimulating.  I also thoroughly enjoyed the Dewey seminars, as we called 

them.  They were not always focused on Dewey, of course, but they usually 

brought out some very interesting sessions.  Then, of course, I enjoyed the whole 

individual studies program, where you were one on one with students.  I felt I got 

stale with the undergraduate methods courses after so many years.  Probably the 

Dewey seminar and the Social Education course were my favorites. 

Q. How do you measure the success of a teacher? 

A. I think it boils down to giving a spark of life to students, encouraging them to 

come to know themselves better and come to have a vision and a desire to fulfill 

themselves.  Successful teachers share meaning with students.  I don’t know if 

that makes sense. 

Q. Is there evidence of John Dewey’s thinking in what you just said? 

A. I think there might be. 

Q. Would Boyd Bode be proud of that?  If you had it all to do over again, would you 

still choose to be an educator? 

A. You know, I’m not sure.  As I mentioned earlier, I’m bothered by the growing  

corporate mentality and the fact that in many academic areas they take on more 

assistant professors then they’re going to keep.  It’s a dog eat dog thing.  Then 

too, I’m much more interested in teaching then I am in research, and that showed 
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throughout my career.  I’m not so sure that the payoff for just straight teaching is 

so great today.  But when you say, “What else would you do,” maybe I would go 

into teaching.  But maybe a little more reluctantly.  Or, it might be, since it’s not 

the period of the Great Depression that law might have some attraction to me.  

But probably I still would go into teaching. 

Q. As you reflect on your  long span of affiliation with Ohio State, what have been 

the greatest sources of your satisfaction, as a student and faculty member? 

A. I would say one thing has been the lasting relationships with fellow faculty 

members.  That’s been extremely important to me.  This continues to stimulate 

me long after retirement.  I also consider the continuing relationships with a 

handful of former students to be very satisfying.  Apparently something good 

happened during their period of graduate work and that has endured.  I find that 

helpful. 

Q. What about dissatisfactions?  Are there any? 

A. You know one thing that grew on me, and I hate to admit this, because it’s just a 

plain weakness.  But as time went on, I saw how complicated the whole teaching 

act was and how complicated people and society are.  I found myself less and less 

able to evaluate students -- to give grades.  It came to the point where I could 

barely bring myself to give grades. 

Q. Make judgments? 

A. Make judgments, yes. Of course, among other things, you sometimes found later 

that judgments you made were wrong.  Plus the fact, and maybe I’m over-

emphasizing this, but to a degree it is like playing God in a Godless society.   
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Q. Heading toward a conclusion, you’ve seen a lot of changes at Ohio State through 

the years from the time you first came as an undergraduate until you retired.  I 

think people would be interested in some of the changes you’ve seen occur, in a 

number of categories.  Finally, perhaps we can just touch on them briefly.  What 

about the lives of students on campus over the years? 

A. I would say the big change, and I’m thinking now of undergraduates, is that when 

we started out it was rare to have a married undergraduate student.  And now it’s 

quite common.  I think that is a big change. Married or having a significant other.   

Q. What about faculty relationships?  Have they changed over the years? 

A. Yes.  Now part of this is based upon very frail evidence, because I’m thinking 

about the last 20 years when I was on the faculty.  I think there is less of a 

common spirit, a common purpose, among faculty today.  Each is in his little 

cubicle staring at his computer.  That’s an overstatement. 

Q. But there may be something to it.  What about the University physical plant, 

landscaping, and so forth.  Have you seen changes there? 

A. The one most significant thing is a lack of change.  Consider the Oval.  They’ve 

retained that and Mirror Lake.  And I think it is important to not let that be 

infiltrated by buildings.  Beyond that, of course, there was that whole business 

right after the Second World War of Quonset huts all over the place. Now, of 

course, there’s  a rebirth in reconstruction of buildings all over campus, which is 

very dramatic.  Over the years there were two or three things that were significant 

in the way of changes.  The destruction and rebuilding of University Hall, for 

example.  I thought that was very well done.  And I think the saddest thing of all 
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was the destruction of the old Armory.  That had character to it, I thought.  Other 

changes?  Well, of course, the new Business College has four new buildings that 

form a quadrangle of their own – the Fisher School of Business.   

Q. And now the School of Architecture building is going up across the street. 

A. The School of Architecture.  It seems to be crowded in there but it’s significant.  

And then, of course, the one thing that’s now a war zone of great construction, is 

the gym.  That is going to be a tremendous change, as are the number of parking 

garages that have gone up on campus. But those are some of the changes. 

Q. What about programs in the College of Education over time? 

A. I’m not really familiar with current programs to the degree I should be.  But I 

would say that over time the College has done a fair job of changing with 

changing conditions in society and of meeting the needs of a changing society.  

One thing I know nothing about, but it seems to be a very vibrant thing, is the 

whole reading programs and the various rival systems.  It shows, I think, that 

people thinking about it at least.  Beyond that, I do think it may be unfortunate 

that we do not have an undergraduate program in the College.  But on the whole, I 

think the College has done a pretty good job with change.   

Q. In the area of faculty life and procedures, we’ve touched on this a bit, but finally 

procedures and expectations pertaining to promotion and tenure.  Has faculty life 

as it pertains to promotion and tenure changed over time? 

A. Yes, I think it has.  And I don’t think it’s been to the advantage of faculty.  I think  

there are more part-time teachers and more faculty who are not on tenure tracks.  I 

think there’s less loyalty to the University, and, on the other hand, there’s almost 
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a ruthlessness about this in exploitation of faculty.  And I think this is not good 

for students or faculty.  It’s not good for the University as a whole.  There’s too 

much of that I think. 

Q. What about the status of academic freedom on campus?  Did that change from the 

time you came as a freshman until when you retired? 

A. I think it has ebbed and flowed depending upon the larger society and what’s 

going on there.  For instance, the McCarthy era.  Academic freedom has reflected 

the conditions in society as a whole.  I think things are fairly relaxed now, but it 

may be that academic freedom isn’t prized as much, and therefore you don’t hear 

as much about it.  I’m not sure.   

Q. And finally, does John Dewey have anything to offer University educators today? 

A. You know there’s been sort of a rebirth of Dewey in the last few years because of 

conditions of society as a whole.  I think, and of course I may be prejudiced here, 

that there is a tremendous need in the society as a whole, certainly in the 

international scene for example, for an emphasis upon independent thinking, and 

upon a reflective attack on individual and social problems.  Maybe Dewey was 

naïve as to the possibilities of education, but I don’t see any other route that offers 

the hope that his does.  I think he could be central to education today, but I doubt 

if he ever will be. 

Q. Shall we end on that note?  Other final words. 

A. No, except to say that I think the person who has interviewed me has done a 

wonderful job.   
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Q. Let’s see how it turns out.  Thank you.  This is goodbye to Robert E. Jewett.  

Thank you, Bob. 
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