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UNDERWOOD: Let us run down the list of questions as I gave them to you, starting off with the 

fact that you did your undergraduate work at Muskingum College in 1928 and got your Master’s 

and Ph.D. from Ohio State in 1931 and 1932. I’m curious about how big the university was at 

that time, and also how big the chemistry department was.  

GARRETT: We had only about 13,000 students at the time, and there were 14 faculty members 

in the chemistry department. The graduate program at Ohio State was young. The graduate 

school had just been approved by the Board of Trustees in 1911, and I started my graduate work 

in 1929, only 18 years later. The first dean of the graduate school was my former boss, Dr. 

William McPherson, who was then chairman of the chemistry department. 

 The newness of graduate programs was not only true of Ohio State, it was true of most of 

the universities in the United States. Graduate programs for the Ph.D. began in Europe in the 

1800's. In Germany there were four doctorate degrees offered: Dr. of Medicine, Juris Doctor, 

Doctor of Theology and Doctor of Philosophy.  

 Up until sometime after the turn of the century (1900) it was a very popular thing, and 

almost an essential for students, who wanted to do graduate work to go to Europe for it, in 

Germany specially for the sciences. It wasn’t until the late 1800's that graduate work became 

developed in the United States. Harvard, Johns Hopkins, and Chicago, and University of 

Pennsylvania, were the leaders and were the ones where most of the graduate work was done in 

the early days. In the Big Ten universities, Michigan had a start ahead of most of the rest because 



their graduate school is 50 years older than Ohio State’s. In 1929 graduate work was a young 

venture at Ohio State.  

UNDERWOOD: I guess there wasn’t any thought about how it stood nationally then? 

GARRETT: No. By that time they were more interested in getting started and than rating 

themselves. Up until 1924, in the chemistry department there were very few publications 

produced by the faculty. In 1929, William Floyd Evans was made chairman of our department. 

He brought in a fine group of young staff members. We already had a good nucleus of a staff. 

Evans himself had his Ph.D. from Chicago, McPherson from Chicago, Henderson from Johns 

Hopkins, Mack from Princeton, France from Michigan. I believe there were only two that had 

degrees from Ohio State at that time, Boord and Hollinsworth. But Dr. Evans brought in Brode 

from Illinois, Fernelius from Stanford, Wolfrom from Northwestern, Brockman from Yale, 

Moyer from Kansas and Yale, Johnson from California; then the department began to grow 

rapidly in the numbers of publications. So while it was a young department at the time, it 

developed very rapidly. In spite of the fact that it was so young, I can’t help but be proud of the 

fact that one of my classmates became a Nobel laureate, Dr. Paul Flory. Of the group of graduate 

students that I was with (there were about 50 of us) one became vice president of one of the 

largest chemical industries of the united States, a number became department chairs in colleges, 

and division heads in industry, one vice president of a large university, and one, a Nobel 

laureate, which isn’t too bad for a young chemistry department! 

UNDERWOOD: Very good indeed. I was also curious. I asked you on the sheet of questions I 

gave you, but today many departments at Ohio State University won’t hire their own graduates, 

but you were hired at the university after you finished your Ph.D. Was it unusual in those days to 

hire your own? 



GARRETT: It was so in many departments, and to a limited extent in the chemistry department. 

By 1935 they had only three from Ohio State (Boyd, Hollingsworth and later Harris) in the 

department at the time when I came in, and just about that time Evans brought in several from 

other universities. I was invited to stay here as an instructor in 1932 when I finished my Ph.D. I 

didn’t want to stay at Ohio State; I wanted to get away. So I did leave. I didn’t realize how 

difficult it was to get a job in those days. The depression was well underway. At the end of 3 

years, Evans invited me to come back again as an instructor, this time I accepted his offer and 

I’m happy I did. But when I came back at that time, he also brought Quill from Illinois, Verhock 

from Wisconsin and Oxford, MacNevin from Minnesota, and Newman from Yale and Harvard. 

So I didn’t dilute the group very much! Dr. Evans had a policy of bringing people in for special 

purposes. Dr. Day, who had been head of the division of general chemistry, had died in early 

1935. Dr. Evans wanted to bring in a couple of men who would give a good deal of attention to 

teaching general chemistry. He always felt that the first year course were extremely important, so 

he invited me in for that special purpose. Incidentally, Evans had an excellent way of giving a 

job description: he wanted a good teacher who would be a creative, productive scholar! That’s 

important because such a double barrel approach is very valuable for a teacher at a large 

university like ours. One process enriches the other. I’m glad I came back. 

UNDERWOOD: I was just curious because I was wondering if you had particularly special 

talents, or show at a very young age something of that kind that got you back here. 

GARRETT: I don’t think so. I was successful as a graduate student. I enjoyed it, and I did my 

graduate work in a 3-year period, which is the minimum for any Ph.D. program. I could hardly 

wait until I could get through so I could teach and do research! It’s something that’s stayed with 

me all of my life; that’s part of the fun of university teaching. 



UNDERWOOD: Skipping over to research, I looked up the list of research specialties. Most of 

them I don’t understand, so you’re going to have to explain some of that. 

GARRETT: Perhaps I should tell you that I was really better known, I think, as a teacher than as 

a researcher, but I was also successful in my research. I worked on equilibria in acid and base 

systems in my early research, and as research frequently does, it tends to move out in various 

directions as you make new observations or discoveries along the way. One of the early 

discoveries I made while working on my doctorate thesis was a photo (light) effect on the silver 

electrode which I was using for analysis of silver, and which a previous investigator had failed to 

observe in his work. That led me to the field of photovoltaic cells (batteries), cells which are 

affected by light. This meant a new research program added to the old one on the equilibria in 

acids and bases. We also worked on fuel cells as well as photo cells. These are the type used in 

the satellites. Then I extended the acid-base work to other studies on chemical equilibrium and 

free energy systems to determine equilibria in some organic systems (these are known as 

Grignard Systems and Friedel-Crafts Systems). About that time the space program (NASA) was 

developing. The organic compounds we were working on were attached to metal atoms called 

metalorganic compounds. Somebody got the idea in the space program that one of the best fuels 

that they could get for rockets would be organic molecules attached to the metal boron and 

hydrogen called organoboron hydrides. I was asked to do research on the synthesis of some of 

these for NASA (National Aeronautical Space Agency). In the first six months we made the first 

organoboron hydride rocket fuel. We made a number of those, which NASA expected to use. In 

the meantime they learned how to keep liquid hydrogen for a long period of time. Hydrogen is a 

better fuel than the organoboron hydrides. Hence our new fuels were not used. We have five 

patents on those boron fuels. Just previous to our work on rocket fuels, since we were also 



working on batteries of various types, the Signal Corps of the U.S. Army asked us to expand our 

work on batteries. They said, “We’d like you to work on the problem of developing a low 

temperature battery”. 

UNDERWOOD: I noticed that. I was wondering what that was. 

GARRETT: Specifically they wanted a battery that could be used at temperatures as low as 100 

degrees below zero farenheit, (where most of the other batteries freeze) for use in the Arctic 

regions. “You don’t have to develop the battery. We just want you to find out what the 

parameters are.” That was a real challenge. We developed the formula of the electrolite for use in 

a low temperature dry cell, using magnesium instead of zinc, and showed the military the 

limitations for developing a low temperature battery and that such a battery could be developed. 

In our research on some of the chemical equilibrium problems we couldn’t find a sensitive 

enough chemical method of analysis for some materials we were using; so we used a neutron 

activation method of analysis which involves simply bombarding a material with neutrons, thus 

making it radioactive, and analyzing it by the amount of radioactivity that was produced. This 

led me into the whole field of nuclear chemistry; I had the opportunity to develop the nuclear 

chemistry course in our department. We used radioisotopes as tracers for reactions involved in 

some of our research. In the spring of 1949 I was sent to Oak Ridge, Tennessee to work on 

control of atomic disaster. This work was interesting but very discouraging. We were told that if 

a plane carrying an atomic bomb gets over a target and drops the bomb there is nothing that can 

be done but minimize the situation and the damage done. Our work was to learn how to control 

that situation. 

UNDERWOOD: Control in what way?  



GARRETT: The control that is necessary is to devise an organization of informed persons who 

can take leadership in isolating highly radioactive areas, checking the water and food, 

decontaminating radioactive areas, advising on medical services and quieting hysteria. I came 

back from Oak Ridge and trained a number of radiological defense instructors for the state of 

Ohio. I wrote the radiological defense manual for Ohio,  and the radiation safety code for the 

university. That was interesting. It was a by-product of my work in nuclear chemistry. 

UNDERWOOD: The NASA Apollo achievement award. What did you do for NASA? 

GARRETT: I was involved in 3 aspects of the NASA program. One was working on the 

synthesis of possible fuels for rockets. Another was the educational program that they had 

underway. Finally I finished by serving on the committee to allocate the moon samples for  

analysis that were brought back from the moon. As a result I got to watch two of the launches — 

Apollo 11 and Apollo 12; they were very dramatic launches. 

UNDERWOOD: Well I’ve only seen the pictures, but they are dramatic enough in the pictures. I 

noticed that you were a fellow of the British Royal Academy of Arts. Is that chemistry or 

photography or what? 

GARRETT: That would be for my teaching, my writing, my research. I was very fortunate to 

have the opportunity to do all three. At the end of the first year I was at Ohio State, Dr. Evans 

asked me if I would be a coauthor with him in writing a qualitative analysis book. Dr. Evans had 

done about half of it and asked me if I would do the rest of it. So I started to write textbooks 

about the second year that I was at the university, about 1936. During the ensuing years I wrote 

about 7 different books: high school, college, revised college books, and laboratory manuals. 

These are published not only in English but several in Japanese and Spanish and Portugese. 



Hence they’ve had national and international use. In 1937 I published the first of 125 journal 

papers and graduated the first two of my research students. 

UNDERWOOD: The books must have represented some money for you? 

GARRETT: Yes they did. But the main point is the recognition or conviction that you have 

something worthwhile to say. 

UNDERWOOD: I was curious because the “Art” kind of threw me for a moment. I thought 

maybe they have  different kind of designations than we do here at the university, because the 

arts would imply Fine Arts. I told you I was going to ask you about old Sawtooth (Laboratory) 

since that’s been around and has been a question for so long. What was the history of old 

Sawtooth? 

GARRETT: A part of that history involved the fact that the chemists had a reputation of burning 

down their buildings in the old days! When the third one was burned (which later became Derby 

Hall) the university built a temporary structure over in the “woods” where the middle of the 

present large building now stands. They built it very quickly because they needed it so badly 

with so many general chemistry students. They built an industrial type which was easy to build 

quickly. It was finished in 1924. All the work in chemistry was taught there for the next 4 or 5 

years until McPherson was built in 1929, in the west end of the Sawtooth. The old Sawtooth was 

really a wonderful building, built as a temporary structure but used for 60 years! It’s laboratories 

are big; two of the big laboratories held 120 students at a time. The ventilation was poor; the 

natural ventilation could only be obtained by opening the big sweeping windows the full width 

of the ceiling of the building (hence he name old Sawtooth) and the hoods weren’t adequate. But 

we taught over 300,000 students in there during that 60 year period. The drains were open drains 

with slabs over them in the middle of the hallway. A lot of good research was done in those 



small laboratories on the west side of the building. Prof. Wolfrom refused to move out of that 

building when the new Evans lab was built because he liked those old laboratories on the north 

side which were known as sugar alley! They were very convenient. Well, that’s the story of the 

Sawtooth. A temporary building which became a permanent building for 60 years! 

UNDERWOOD: The general story was that it created all kinds of complications for the 

department, for the students and what not. You have much better memories of it then my 

impression. 

GARRETT: I always thought of it as a useful structure, simple and crude as it was. I did my 

early graduate work in it and really thought nothing of it. Later we cut the big laboratories down 

to small laboratories to hold 24 students which considerably improved the laboratory teaching. 

UNDERWOOD: Let’s move on to the business after you became chairman of the department. At 

the time you became chairman of the department, how big was it? 

GARRETT: We had 32 faculty members, compared to 14 when I was a graduate student. Instead 

of the 50 graduate students, we had 250 students. We rated 15th in the United States and have 

held that rating pretty well. That is about what you might expect of a Big Ten University, an all-

purpose university, which had no restrictive enrollment. Our toughest competitor in the Big 10, 

the University of Michigan, is under its own charter, and they can restrict enrollment to the 

better students. The Ohio State University had open enrollment, so that every graduate of a first 

class high school had the privilege of entering Ohio State. Ranking 15th on a scale is good. I’ve 

always rated Harvard and University of California as the top two in the country. These two Big 

Ten schools, the University of Washington; Stanford and UCLA on the West coast; Columbia, 

Princeton, Yale, North Carolina on the East coast; the University of Texas in the southwest, give 

you a good prestigious group to compete with! 



UNDERWOOD: I suppose you grew like crazy from that point too.  

GARRETT: Yes, the department has grown. I think it must have 50 members in the department 

at the present time — two are members of the National Academy of Science. An excellent 

faculty. It’s been like that for a long time. Looking back over the 50 years span that I’ve 

experienced, I can pinpoint the reason for the successes of various departments of our university 

on the quality of the department chairman. It goes back to the time when William Floyd Evans 

was chairman of chemistry and Alpheus Smith was chairman of physics. Strong men like them 

who were pacesetters and leaders tried to hire new staff members who would be good teachers 

and creative, productive scholars. Incidentally they were not heads of the department, they were 

chairman. So the department was democratic in this organization. We had a feeling that we 

would discuss everything with the department except salaries. Salary raises; that’s a very 

personal thing, and you can get into a lot of trouble laying them on the table for general 

discussion. That’s the only thing I never discussed with my faculty, and they respected that.   

UNDERWOOD: I think that’s true of most departments. Maybe there are some exceptions, but I 

know that has always been true since I’ve been in journalism. 

GARRETT: The departments that I know of that put salaries on the agenda are the ones that got 

in trouble with department jealousies.  

UNDERWOOD: About being democratic, I’m thinking of the Journalism School, the criticism 

of the present director of the Journalism School who thinks it’s too damn democratic. As I told 

him one time, one thing that seems to be necessary once in a while is a little bit of dictatorship. 

Just a little bit! 



GARRETT: We used to say that a benevolent dictator might be the best one for the department 

chairman. I know some schools that became so democratic that they became orthodox in their 

liberalism, and this was their weakness. 

When I was chairman of the department, the department had moved far beyond the place where 

the needed type of laboratory equipment was test tubes and distillation flasks to a place where 

we needed extremely expensive equipment. Nuclear magnetic resonance equipment cost a 

minimum of $50,000. A good infra-red spectrometer would be $30,000 to $50,000. A mass 

spectrograph another $50,000. Electron microscope another $100,000: there on the horizon was 

the impending computer expense. That was what I was faced with back in the 50's; finding 

money for equipment of that sort. When I became vice president that was also one of the major 

problems, finding money to buy expensive equipment like that for many other departments so 

that our men could compete with men from other universities who had that equipment.  

UNDERWOOD: Would you say that was a major problem? 

GARRETT: That and getting money enough to get new men that we wanted, good top men. You 

see, when I became chairman we had 40,000 students at the university; we had jumped from 

13,000 to almost 40,000 a three-fold jump in the student body and the department only doubled. 

So the teaching load was heavy, particularly in departments which may have 5,000 students in 

general chemistry like ours. The faculty member has a double load not only his classes to teach, 

but he has his graduate students thesis research to take care of, which takes a lot of time. Too 

many have some post-doctorates. Then he has his own research that he liked to be doing, and 

also his writing; so his day was full, and hopefully exciting.  

UNDERWOOD: I noticed I raised the question in some interviews that we’ve already conducted 

in this series, there were different attitudes expressed about the faculty participation and 



departmental administration, and I asked what was your attitude about this and I gather you were 

ready to have a democratic department, but... 

GARRETT: Yes. Dr. Evans taught me that. He said, “Lay it upon the table and have confidence 

in your men.’ I followed that advice. I would invite our senior professors into my office when I 

had a problem and say, “Now tell me what your recommendation is with regard to the solution of 

this problem and also tell me why you have developed that opinion. That why is very important.” 

That really put each of us on the spot. We all learned to have good reasons for our opinions. I 

was looking for a consensus - not a vote. Al Henne frequently. Sitting across the desk from me 

would say, “Al, you know what we think. With this information you go ahead and make up your 

own mind”. That was good advice. That was the kind of freedom that a department chairman 

needs in a democratic process. 

UNDERWOOD: Well, let’s move over to the questions about the problems of the department of 

chemistry. 

GARRETT” Before we do, let me say that in our department we were never worried about the 

problem of the criticism of, “publish or perish”, which you often hear at a university. I think we 

got away from that by virtue of the fact that we used as the job description: select good teachers 

who would be creative and productive scholars, and who would want to be. We didn’t always 

succeed. We got a few duds along the way; on the other hand we couldn’t keep some of our men 

from publishing. Mel Newman for example, who came into the department when I did, is 

independently well off financially and his wife is likewise. But Mel has 400-500 publications, 

and now in 1986 he is still in the laboratory working. You just couldn’t keep him from working. 

Mel Wolfram is another example of a creative, productive scholar who loves to work and write. 

He had become very successful in the field of sugar research (carbohydrate research). He came 



to me one day and said, “I have a feeling I’ve lost contact with the undergraduates and probably 

should spend most of my time with graduate students.” By that time, he had a dozen post-

doctorates in addition to a dozen pre-doctorates, and he was doing his regular teaching along the 

way. I asked, “if you had to write your job description, what would you say? Would you like a 

research partnership?” And his answer was, “That’s what I’d like”. I replied. “You’re elected,” 

He sat there with tears in his eyes and he said, “Do you mean it?” and I said, “Yes.” He then 

asked, “What does this mean by way of my program?” I answered, “You can write your own 

ticket.” He already had 500 publications by that time. Though not required he would come in 

Saturday mornings and hold seminars (colloquiums) with his graduate students and post 

doctorates. Often he came in to say,, “I want to teach this course in advanced organic chemistry 

as an additional assignment.” These are those true examples of many of the kind of faculty 

members that I had! 

***************************      end of side one       ******************************** 

UNDERWOOD: Will you jump over to this question about administration, and relationships 

with the administration, since that’s one of the key factors in this whole program of the oral 

history? You were department chairman. How did you get on with the administration? Were 

there any particular problems?  

GARRETT: Sure we had problems, but they were solved. We’d sit down and talk them through. 

I can’t remember any real problems that we had that weren’t solvable, except we never got as 

much money as I would have liked to have had! 

UNDERWOOD: I was just going to say. I’m sure the money some way or another. That’s true of 

everybody. Still is too. What were your views about Fawcett as an administrator? What quality 

helped him in the presidency and what qualities may have hindered him somewhat?  



GARRETT: Let me say first of all that President Fawcett was a very competent, hard-working 

president. He was regularly in his office at 8:00 in the morning. I had a hard time beating him to 

work, and Gordon Carson likewise! We parked our cars in a reserve parking space at the back of 

the alumni office. I always regretted that because Jack Fullen, the Alumni director, never had a 

place to park right outside of his own office! I always had a hard time beating Gordon Carson 

there! Sometimes I felt the radiator of his car to see if it was still warm or whether he had kept it 

there all night! Gordon Carson and Nov Fawcett were two of the hardest working men we had 

around the campus. Fawcett was primarily a brick-and-mortar man, a builder. And he was good 

at it, at the time when building was at it’s peak  we were very fortunate to have a man of his 

ability and in the building program. He got the university space program straightened out, which 

would have been a terrible mess if it hadn’t been for him. His only goof in building up the 

university College building on the West campus, but that is another story. His greatest weakness 

was leadership initiating and developing academic programs. Too much of his habit of thinking 

was that of a public school superintendent, to which to reverted too often rather than that of a 

great college president. He tried to avoid that but you could see it creeping through quite often. I 

always had the feeling that he felt uneasy around university scholars, he didn’t understand their 

point of view, and he had an inferiority complex as a result of it. He was a man of very strong 

will. Even though he had an excellent liberal arts education at Kenyon College, he had been in 

public schools too long to feel completely at ease with his faculty. In spite of all of that, I had the 

feeling that he did an excellent job with all the handicaps he was up against. His limitations were 

working with the alumni, notably with the Director Jack Fullen, and with the Research 

Foundation. He never really appreciated what the Research Foundation was doing for the 

university; this was too bad because that was a very important unit in the university. 



UNDERWOOD: You don’t know what caused the problems with Fullen? Was it his personality 

or was it a stand on some policies? 

GARRETT: They were both very strong-minded men. I think Jack got off base with the 

President when he took such a strong attitude towards over-emphasis on athletics, which he was 

justified in doing I think at the time. I felt he was sincere and I admired the man for taking the 

unpopular stand that he took. It was a very unpopular one at the university as well as with many 

alumni. He laid his job on the line, and there wasn’t much that could be done about it. Things 

weren’t going very well back in those days when athletics seemed to be running rampant. I was 

on the Athletic Board in the early 1950's and had supported the program in as constructive a way 

as I could. I got to know a number of things that were going on. For example, I asked Dick 

Larkins, the Athletic Director, one time if he had any “football bums,”in other words, boys who 

were going to quit at the end of the season. He admitted, “I have two of them”. Then I 

recommended that they not be used on the team to play anymore. Rather, let’s put boys on the 

team who are still interested in being scholars.” I won’t name then but one of them is a well 

known athlete. We had things like that going on back in those days that Jack Fullen took a stand 

against. On the brighter side, another problem that Jack helped with, consistent with his concern 

with over emphasis on athletics, was his support for a scholarship recognition banquet. I’d 

finished my term on the Athletic Board which I enjoyed. I had learned to respect Dick Larkins as 

a strong man, a good leader. He had a lot of problems to confront. At that time I was chairman of 

the Scholarship Committee of the university. We had won the Big Ten Conference in football 

that year and we were going to the Rose Bowl. The Chamber of Commerce downtown raised 

$2,200 for Christmas presents for the boys. When I heard this I wrote a letter to President 

Fawcett asking “Why not do the same thing for the scholars of the university?” It seems that we 



were always doing very well for the football team and athletes but not for the scholars! This 

seemed to put the two groups in imbalance. Jack said, “I’ll give you money if you need it for 

that!” So Nov wrote back to me saying, “That’s a good idea, if we had the money. We don’t 

have it.” I replied, “We have the money!” Thanks to Jack Fullen and the OSU Alumni 

Association. That started the President’s Scholarship Recognition Program, which is still in 

effect today. I attended one just three weeks ago; it is now one of the most inspiring programs of 

the University. Jack Fullen was interested in that kind of thing in contrast to the large amount of 

publicity the sports program was getting. 

UNDERWOOD: He was still around when I came and I remember him quite vividly. Outside of 

money, did you have any other problems as chairman? 

GARRETT: No, fortunately not. No major ones. A lot of minor ones. For example, not giving 

tenure to some people who didn’t pan out. Not promoting some, but nothing major of that sort. 

UNDERWOOD: Well those are things that are always with any chairman. 

GARRETT: Yes that’s inherent in the job. 

UNDERWOOD: Alright, I was very interested in the whole business when you were made Vice 

President for Research because I’m mot quite sure I understand exactly what the set-up for 

research was beforehand. I know that it came under Fred Heimberger. He was Vice President for 

Instruction and Research. 

GARRETT: Research grants in those days following WWII were readily available to research 

scholars. Much of it was not earmarked for any special purpose — just available for fundamental 

research. This federal grant program followed the large defense grant program during the war 

period. Before this the universities over the country struggled to find enough money in their 

regular budgets to barely satisfy the very modest research expenses. Now money was available. 



By 1962 Ohio State researchers were receiving 8 or 9 million dollars a year in grants from their 

research work. With this expanded research program there surfaced many new problems: the 

computer development; care of experimental animals; patents; research institutes, etc. (Note: The 

research work for which the university received these grants was to be used for training graduate 

students — research for their theses as well as for the professor’s own research program.) 

 Fred Heimberger had no experience as a research scholar and he didn’t pretend to be one. 

He had little experience to make it possible for him to evaluate the need for the expensive 

operating research programs in the university. Furthermore, his main job was as Vice President 

of Instruction, which he did very well. His main activity in research was to serve as president of 

the Research Foundation Board, presiding over the faculty committee to allocate $100,000 of 

Research Foundation overhead money to the faculty for research and allocate funds for the 

several research institutes that existed. 

UNDERWOOD: Oh, there was a research foundation too, then, in addition to this advisory 

council? 

GARRETT: The Research Foundation was started in 1973. The foundation was not a research 

initiating or supervising unit, rather it was primarily the contract and fiscal unit of OSU to handle 

the grant money. It grew rapidly during the war years due to grants for research in defense work. 

After the war there was much more grant money available from federal sources for fundamental 

research. Money was also available from industry and private foundations (Ford, Rockefeller, 

etc.) 

UNDERWOOD: We got most of our money from federal grants in those days, didn’t we? 

GARRETT: Yes and much hard work was needed to keep track of all the sources of these funds. 

The National Science foundation, National Institute of Health, Atomic Energy Commission to 



mention just a few, were big spenders. Anybody with a good idea, well described, could get 

grant money. These alone were enough reasons for unloading the research program from Fred. 

Another big problem was the need to buy expensive, sophisticated equipment for modern 

research. There were also a number of ancillary reasons or problems. For example, the computer 

program was just developing; we had no suitable facility for laboratory animals to be used for 

experiments, a very important factor in medical and biological research. In fact, the Animal 

Protection Agency was on our necks all the time for the lack of suitable cages for our laboratory 

animals. We also had one good policy on university patents of the faculty members. We needed 

research space required to do a lot of sophisticated research work. The nuclear science program 

and equipment was just developing, involving such equipment as the nuclear reactor, the 

betatron, the Vandegraff generator. Those are big, expensive pieces of equipment which required 

special facilities. Then we had research institutes around the campus; Institute of Nutrition, 

Institute of Vision, Institute of Polar Studies, Institute of Natural Resources, just to mention a 

few of them. There didn’t seem to be any place that the President could fit into his administrative 

line up. To whom would they report? These problems all seemed to make for a complicated 

administrative situation, so it looked as though the university should have somebody to 

coordinate all of them. In addition to those problems there were several other groups that were 

receiving contracts for work: The Bureau of Business Research, The Bureau of Educational 

Research, and the Highway Research Laboratory. The latter didn’t give us any difficulty because 

it was all really well organized as was the Agriculture Experiment Station. You can see the many 

varied programs that seemed like loose ends dangling out there that President Fawcett wanted 

somebody to take under his wing, and I got many of them. In addition to this miscellany of 



problems there was also the need and opportunity to stimulate, support and discover scholars in 

their scholarly activity.  

UNDERWOOD: I’m fascinated with the one remark you made. How come you started the 

Creative Writing Program? What’s that story? 

GARRETT: I was looking around to see what we could do in the way of interdepartmental 

programs. And also, we had the very real and serious criticism that so much of our money was 

going for science and engineering and not for the humanities. I started looking around to see 

what we could do for the humanities. Medieval and Renaissance Studies we had going, and I 

thought maybe we could put together a package of music, art, and writing or literature into a 

creative program of some sort. Actually, a program of creative activity. But, neither the art nor 

the music people wanted in on it. So many of those fellows have been taught to go it alone. But 

Al Kuhn, chairman of the English Department told me he would like to try it in English. I gave 

him $3500 a year to bring in writers in residence. I didn’t think he could get anybody to come in 

for a quarter or for a year because writers usually don’t want to take that much time out of their 

writing. But I thought he could get them for several days, or even a week or two. I put the sum of 

$3500 in the programs. They also brought in two promising young writers, Canzoneri and 

Stegner, on the department staff. Stegner has gone back to California now. But Bob Canzoneri 

stayed here and he’s done very well. I have great admiration for him. Then they brought in 

writers like Jesse Stewart to spend several days on the campus to give seminars and hold 

interviews with interested students and faculty. It was an exciting program.   

UNDERWOOD: It does very well, too. I’ve heard a number of people, students, saying they find 

it fascinating in a lot of ways. I guess from what you’ve said I assume you didn’t really change 



the structure very much. You kind of moved in on top of those things and collected all these 

pieces. 

GARRETT: We tried to integrate some of them, and develop a new philosophy about who 

should do the research in several cases, for example in the Bureau of Educational Research and 

the Bureau of Business Research. We learned that in the early days of the College of Commerce 

and the College of Education, that someone had generated the idea that the way to have a 

research program was to have an organization in their college be the research arm of the college. 

Hence, the Bureau of Education Research and the Bureau of Business Research were organized. 

That wasn’t my idea of scholarship. The idea that I’d always been taught was that in a large 

university a good teacher should be a creative, productive scholar. Certainly, in the early days 

these research bureaus seemed to present an excuse for the teacher not to be a productive 

scholar. That was an important first step to be  useful until the staff learned to do research. While 

these bureaus were turning out good research, their very success and presence was not 

stimulating the other staff members with a contagious enthusiasm to be productive scholars. Too 

many (as many as 80% in one college) of the staff were content to have the bureaus do the 

research and they would do the teaching — a bifurcated arrangement! The Highway Testing 

Laboratory and the Highway Research Laboratory were doing a great deal of the research of the 

college in the early days; at the same time most of the engineers were doing consulting work, 

with very little research. But that had changed from about 1940 and many of the faculty had 

developed excellent research programs. So we tried to encourage the shift of emphasis of 

research into the departments where each faculty member would be doing his own program. 

Then we tried to get the institutes tied into departments. The Institute of Nutrition became a part 

of Biochemistry. We got Natural Resources tied into the College of Agriculture. We got the 



Institute of Vision to become a part of Biophysics. The Institute of Polar Studies, though 

organized as a discreet unit, became more closely associated with the Geology Department, 

which it deserved to be. Such reorganization and reemphasis served to enrich the departments as 

well as the institutions and stimulate many within those departments to do scholarly work rather 

than have the work being done by isolated societies or bureaus. We also tried to stimulate young 

staff members and encourage them to do research. We found that there are a number of 

department chairmen and deans that just let them drift and/or loaded them so heavily with 

teaching duties or committee assignments and with poor secretarial help. They just didn’t 

encourage them much for research.  

UNDERWOOD: I may ask you to repeat that on tape. 

GARRETT: Well the Csuri case is a good example of a number of cases of young faculty 

members who deserved encouragement. I never ran into one as successful as Csuri’s case. An 

excellent example of a real stimulator of faculty members was G.N. Lewis who was very 

successful as chairman of the Department of Chemistry at University of California (Berkeley) for 

many years. His students used to say that he would exude enthusiasm for research ideas as he 

wandered through the halls in his department.  They often claimed that they could almost see the 

“sparks of intellectual curiosity” coming off his bushy eye brows as he talked with them. That’s 

what it takes to be a good chairman. Another example was William Floyd Evans who stopped in 

the laboratories of most of his staff regularly only to learn of their progress. He was often 

described as a “chemist with the soul of an Evangelist!” He had a personal interest in the success 

of each of his staff. In our work we discovered a number of excellent young scholars who had 

been neglected and who responded in a wonderful way with some financial encouragement from 

us. Prof. Charles Csuri is a good example. I have told you that story. In professor Csuri’s case, 



he came up to me and he said very quietly (he was a very low keyed fellow). “I think I can find a 

way of developing computer graphics. I’d just love to do it, but I’ll need about eight or nine 

hundred dollars for computer punchcards. I gave him the $900 to do the research. That was an 

important element of my job. I had “seed” money, that could be used for such purposes. He came 

back at the end of 3 or 4 months and he said, “I think it’s going to work but I need another $1800 

to do some expanded work before I write my proposal.” I said, “here’s $3500. I bet you  cut your 

estimated need too thin”. He stood in front of my desk almost with tears in his eyes and he said, 

“I’ve never had anybody treat me this way.” That, to me is a good illustration of the way that a 

lot of young staff members had been treated. Unfortunately, through the years much too often the 

answer was “no money, can’t afford it”. As soon as Csuri wrote his proposal we went to 

Washington to NSF and the Humanities Foundation, but were turned down by both! The 

National Science Foundation called me when I got back to my office and said, “we decided to 

give you the grant.” Prof. Csuri spent the next 3 or 4 years developing his program and now it’s 

one of the top programs in the United States. And here is another example — the day I walked 

into Clarence Cole’s new pathology laboratory in the College of Veterinary Medicine and he told 

me that he had applied for a grant for an electromicroscope from the National Institute of Health. 

It cost $100,000, but they gave him only $50,000. Everything in our new building is installed, 

ready for the new microscope, but you can’t buy half a microscope. I said, “go ahead and buy it. 

I’ll give you another $50,000.” He was doing research on germ-free animals. These are just two 

examples of what one can do to stimulate young faculty members, if you have a contagious 

enthusiasm for people and research. Then I had to work with deans and chairman to try to 

interest them to stimulate their staff members to do creative work. The department chairman I 

always regarded as the key administrator in the university. He could make or break a department, 



and he can make or break a young staff member. Quite often I’d have to say to a dean, “that 

department chairman has been there too long. He’s lost his punch.” The dean would do 

something about it eventually, not always right away; but it wasn’t fair to a young group of staff 

members to have a department chairman who had been there much over ten years and lost his 

drive, if he ever had it. I used to say ten years is the limit that a chairman ought to be in his job, 

or a dean or president! Nov said one time, “how about the president?” and I  replied “I’m not 

going to say anything about that!” 

UNDERWOOD: Well where did your money come from? You had this money to pass around. 

Did it come out of the university’s budget? 

GARRETT: Oh no. We didn’t get any money of this kind from the university budget. Budget 

money was all allocated directly to the departments. To answer your question let me back up just 

a moment and say the Research Foundation was established in 1937 and a project was started in 

the chemistry department by Cecil Boord to make high octane hydrocarbons in gallon lots to be 

tested by the Petroleum Institute for new automobile fuels. High octane gasoline (100 octane 

gasoline) was valuable in the war effort. The best fuels up to that time were only 90 octane; the 

100 octane fuel gave us a ten percent advantage over the Germans. It was Cecil Boord’s project 

that started the Research Foundation. The university got about 40% overhead from personnel 

wages as part of each project budget. There was always a question of what to do with that 

money. The faculty member that generated the idea felt it ought to go to him or to his 

department. The president always looked upon that as profit and it should go to the university. 

This problem started not just at Ohio State, but in all universities. I’ve forgotten the details of it 

now. The administration finally agreed to put up about $100,000 of the overhead money for 

“seed” money research proposals the faculty members would propose; then another portion that I 



could use for “seed” money, through my office whatever way I wanted. I think about $100,000. 

That was a godsend for us; that was the main source of our “seed” money. You have to be 

careful that you don’t lose in a poor investment. You have to have considerable faith in the 

credentials of the scholar who wants to give the “seed” money. We made several mistakes I am 

sure, but we had many successes.  

UNDERWOOD: I suppose you were lucky if this only happened to you once or twice. Now tell 

me about the total values of research grant money and how it compares with other universities.  

********************************* end of side 2

 ********************************* 

GARRETT: The figure of $20 million a year in 1968, our own research grant  money at Ohio 

State, didn’t compare well with the University of Michigan with $50 million. Michigan was 

always our challenge. I was never sold completely on the value of Michigan’s success because I 

had the feeling that they had developed an imbalance in many of their departments with research 

grants. I was always alerted by my colleagues of being careful not to emphasize research to the 

detriment of good teaching. A good balance was our aim. Too much research money could 

distort the program of a department and make it a collection of research institutes.  

 I made a study to find out how much we might expect to be able to obtain in grants and 

contracts. Since the awarding of the grant depends much of the quality of the idea in the proposal 

written by the faculty member, I went to 22 departments that I’d picked as having good 

possibilities of receiving grants with the questions: (1) How many of your men have grants or 

contracts from these various agencies? (2) How many of them are not competent to write a 

proposal to meet national competition? This study was for my own use to try to determine the 

probable grant availability potential of our faculty. I found some startling results from that. I 



found one college where only 20 percent of the staff was deemed competent to do research. I 

found in one of the sciences that only half of their staff were deemed competent to do that. This 

was disturbing. These were two areas where grant money was available. I didn’t pick areas 

where it would be very difficult to get money, particularly the humanities, where the Humanities 

Foundation had only a small amount of money to allocate as compared with the foundation in the 

sciences and engineering. I talked to one college dean who admitted they did no research and to 

the director of a school who asked me how they could get started in research! But this gave me 

the productivity potential of the faculty, a profile of the possibilities within the university and 

where the university ought to strengthen itself. At that time — now almost 20 years ago — I 

decided that we were about saturated with grants.  

UNDERWOOD: Alright, I wanted to ask you, in the book Dr. Weisenberger wrote about the 

Fawcett years, he gave some figures on research and I just thought I’d maybe check with you 

just to make sure. It says here 1963-64 research projects continued to increase in number to 606 

and in amount to $10,295,448. Then in 1965-66, research programs and various aspects 

represented the expenditure of $28 million, ranking the university 4th among Big Ten institutions 

and 13th among all of the nation in the total money invested in research. Does that sound right to 

you? 

GARRETT: Yes, that sounds about the right magnitude. I was thinking when I went into the 

Office of Research we had about $9 million in 1962.  

UNDERWOOD: He gives the figures for 1968. Steady growth continued in 1968-69 when 734 

projects were supported for a total of $16,784,841, with $700,00 in additional grants from the 

National Science Foundation and the National Institute of Health.  



GARRETT: We had a lot of problems back in those days about in what office the research 

money should be accepted by the University. What money should go through the Business 

Office, the Research Foundation, Development Fund, Highway Laboratory Research; the money 

path was not clean cut. In those days the Development Fund didn’t really move along very fast, 

but we had finally gotten an agreement that anything involving research money, that involved 

bricks and mortar, would go through the Business Office. Any grant that involved writing a 

proposal for research and required reporting would go through the Research Foundation. A grant 

in the form of a gift to the university would go through the Development Fund, or if a grantor 

designated the Research Foundation it would go through them. Grants or gifts earmarked to go 

through the Development fund, often did not require a report on how the money was used which 

I thought wasn’t very good because a report represents accountability. But in addition to the 

administration wanting the overhead money, the Bureau of Educational Research offices wanted 

the overhead on their projects and the Medical School wanted theirs. I could understand their 

concerns but they finally all agreed. It wasn’t completely satisfactory but it is very difficult to 

find a sharp dividing line. It continued to be disturbing to faculty, but it did streamline the fiscal 

accounting to three divisions of the university — instead of a multitude. Despite this procedure, 

for some reason, the big grant for the Center for Vocational Guidance, for which the Research 

Foundation helped write the proposal, was sent through the Business Office. Fred Heimberger 

had turned them down but I took it to the Research Foundation to help organize the proposal. 

This program has been one of the outstanding programs of the university for a long time and has 

had National Recognition. I was always sorry that the Research Foundation didn’t get credit for 

it. Well, we finally got the Research Foundation in good graces with the administration, Jack 

Corbally took President Fawcett’s place on the Board; Jack and Gordon Carson were both very 



strong members of that Board for me. I was embarrassed the first year or two with the attitude of 

the Administration, but it worked out alright. 

UNDERWOOD: Why were you embarrassed? 

GARRETT: The president took such a viscous attitude toward the Research Foundation and 

toward the faculty for constantly telling him that he owed the overhead money to the grantee or 

his department. That’s water over the dam now; it’s part of the growth pattern of financial 

problem of most large universities today.  

UNDERWOOD: It’s kind of gone back to the same set-up it was before you became vice 

president, because they’ve got graduate studies and research under the same umbrella now. 

GARRETT: Dr. Jack Hollander is now vice president for Research and Graduate studies. He’s a 

good man and I think he’ll do very well. The combined jobs is a natural union. I recommend it. 

The success or failure of a program like that as in the new development of the Arts College 

complex depends on the experience and qualifications of the personalities involved. Some of 

them make it go, some of them won’t. In our 7 years we had to tidy up many loose ends; 

Laboratory Animal Facilities, Computer Development, Patent Policy, plans of the Research 

Foundation, etc. These things are done -- now it should be easier to have a combined job.  

UNDERWOOD: Is that combination a better idea? 

GARRETT: With the qualifications of a man like Dr. Hollander it should succeed. He has both 

teaching and research. It depends upon how flexible the individual is, how dynamic he is, how 

broad-minded he is, so that he keeps a balanced program of effort and emphasis on research and 

the other problems of graduate education. 

 When I became V.P. for Research the Dean of the graduate school had had very little or 

no experience in research or even in directing Ph.D. programs. In fact, a committee of the faculty 



had recommended to the President that the main job of the graduate dean was to keep good, 

careful records and be certain the rules of the graduate school were carefully followed. They 

apparently felt that the graduate school and most of the departments had “come of age” and 

could be responsible for top grade graduate work within their sphere and would be judged by 

their peers. Hence the next two graduate deans after Dean Hudson were chosen just to do that. 

They did that very well. At that point there was a need for a Research Officer. Now as conditions 

have changed and deans are chosen with considerable research interest and experience it is now 

possible to combine the Office of Research with the Graduate Studies. That is a natural 

combination since research is such an important part of graduate education.  

UNDERWOOD: There’s a little criticism of the set-up now around the university, the 

combination thing, because there’s some concern that maybe research is not getting the proper 

shake out of that. I don’t know whether there’s any truth to it. I just heard these comments. 

GARRETT: Research is so fundamental to graduate work that certainly there’s a close and 

natural relationship there. I would say either type of organization could be very successful 

depending on the experience and qualifications of the person. While I was vice president, I had 

the Dean of the Graduate School as a member of the Research Council and the Research 

Foundation Board. He had a Graduate Council but I was not invited to be on it. That was 

certainly a mistake -- at best an oversight.  

UNDERWOOD: Let’s skip over to another subject. What was your feeling about the break up of 

the Colleges of Arts and Sciences? 

GARRETT: That college had grown so big, so cumbersome, and it became so expensive to 

budget the sciences that if anybody from the humanities became dean he probably would have 

great difficulty with what it meant to operate the sciences areas. The reciprocal relationship 



would probably also have been true. My guess is that it was a good idea, although it sounds like 

an unnecessary proliferation of deans. This criticism may be unbalanced by the additional 

advantage of having a leader more sympathetic to the immediate group of scholars and hence a 

better simulator to hard work. I know when Stradley was dean he was very sympathetic with the 

sciences. I think he was very appreciative also of the humanities. When Shephard from political 

science was dean he was tough on the sciences. Harlan Hatcher was an ideal dean. He was one of   

the best we ever had. Fred Heimberger did very well. But Harlan Hatcher was outstanding. But 

he soon became president of the University of Michigan. The break up was probably a good 

move.  

UNDERWOOD: I was just wondering, it seemed to me I came at just the time of the big 

argument about breaking it up, but it seemed to me it made a great deal of sense because the 

whole thing was so unwieldy, it was huge. With all the additional students that they’d been 

picking up since the 60's, it was an enormous problem. Anyhow, I’m just curious about that 

because it was such a to-do at the time I came. 

GARRETT: Size alone may be reason enough to make the change. I feel that the change was 

probably justified. 

UNDERWOOD: Should we move on to the business of the Centennial Commission? I had 

forgotten that you were head of the Centennial Commission. 

GARRETT: Let me first tell you how thrilled I was to be invited to head the Centennial 

Commission. The sequence of events at that time went like this: In 1969, I told President Fawcett 

that I wanted to be relieved of the vice presidency. I had enough administration -- 11 years. I 

always had the philosophy that 10 years was a long enough period to secure an administrative 

position. I had served for 4 years as Chairman of Chemistry and 7 years as their president. That 



was the limit for me. I liked to teach, do research and write more than the administrative work 

but I served my stint in administration and I must say that I enjoyed it, but I didn’t get the fun out 

of it that I got out of my teaching. So a change was in the offing. It happened when I was on a 

National Science Foundation evaluation trip down to the University of Georgia. President 

Fawcett called me and said, “Would you run the Centennial for me?” and I answered quickly, 

“I’d be honored to do that.” I really didn’t know what all I was getting into but I thought this 

might be an interesting way to finish off my career at Ohio State. We had $100,000 to run the 

Centennial. We had a committee of about 35 and we tried to get all the major units of the 

university represented; all the colleges, the library, alumni, the service department, and the 

students. It was a good committee, the biggest committee, and the best committee I ever worked 

with, and a very inspiring one. We divided the budget into two parts: $40,000 for administration 

and $60,000 to the colleges. We told them, “We want you to put on your own program for your 

college. Look at the past, look to the future.” They all produced except the graduate school.  The 

graduate school flunked out on us! But the others all put on good programs. We ran it all year. 

We started the program with a 500 pound birthday cake for the student program. At the end of 

the year we put on a program where we gave 100 Distinguished Service Awards to alumni and a 

few of the faculty members; that was the finale. We adopted the motto, our theme, “To teach, to 

search, to serve.” which is the motto of the university.  That was really an exciting and surprising 

year. I got ill at the end of it and had to retire early, so that too was my finale. During that year I 

taught general chemistry and 2 seminars for young Ph.D.’s going into college teaching.  

UNDERWOOD: $100,000 was the funding for that whole thing, right? 

GARRETT: No, we got some other goodies along the way as I remember. I don’t remember how 

much they were. The alumni supplemented their grant and a number of the colleges did likewise. 



UNDERWOOD: I was wondering because I remember aspects of it, particularly the big affair in 

Mershon, when Scottie Reston came to speak. 

GARRETT: Well that didn’t cost us very much. The alumni put up the money for that. Scotty 

Reston did a nice job. Josephine Failer, from the alumni association, used her own personal 

money for two beautiful gold presidential medallions. We got a lot of input from other sources. 

A lot of colleges put in some money. The medical school put in a lot of their own money. 

Engineering did, as I remember. But that was our basic funding. I was helped immeasurably by 

Fred Stecker who served as a very affective Executive Officer of the whole program. We had a 

good time doing it together. It was a very inspiring project.  

UNDERWOOD: It was. Of course I remember quite vividly because it hadn’t been too long 

since I had been working on the New York Times and I knew Scotty so he came to my house for 

brunch from the Journalism faculty before he made the speech down at Mershon. So he talked to 

them for a couple of hours at my house and then went on down and made his speech. A lot of 

fun. 

GARRETT: It was. The committee had a good attitude and it was a wonderful working 

committee. I was accused of delegating all the responsibility! 

UNDERWOOD: That’s the proper thing for a chairman to do. I always thought that’s the sign of 

a good chairman, when you can find someone else to do all the work! Well, now that we’re 

getting to the end of this thing, I was wondering if we might get to this business of what you 

think were your three greatest accomplishments at Ohio State.  

GARRETT: Recently I tried to think of those. I had the ideal job. If I had sat down as a college 

student or graduate student and said, “What kind of job do you want?” I thought of teaching at a 

small college. I wanted to teach at Oberlin, Wooster or Muskingum. I had offers to teach at 



Muskingum, but the Great Depression hit hard in 1932 and I then had to change my direction. 

Dr. Evans invited me to stay at Ohio State but I went to Kent State University for three years to 

teach. In 1935 Dr. Evans asked me to come back and I did. I sensed this as an opportunity to 

have an ideal job: teaching, if you like to teach; do research, if you like to do research; write; 

serve on local committees as well as national committees. The job had all that. So every day of 

my professional life was usually an exciting day. There were tough things but I enjoyed them all. 

That’s an ideal life. 

 I can list several disappointments. One was to find several of my colleagues who were 

satisfied to be mediocre teachers and who did so little with research even though they, too, had 

this great opportunity to succeed. I’m always thinking of that old saying, “I don’t want to stand 

in the setting sun and hate myself for the things I’ve done or haven’t done.” Too often perhaps a 

college professorship can offer a tempting opportunity for a leisurely life rather than good, 

effective teaching and scholarly productivity. 

 Another disappointment was to see the Institute of Higher Learning disappear.  I had 

great ambitions for that as my administrative position as well as a faculty member. I had hoped 

that we could set up a goal here in the United States for the Midwest. That was a disappointment. 

It didn’t go over. The Board of Trustees were very excited about it. But I felt that President 

Fawcett was never very excited about it. He could never seem to get the feel of the need for it. 

Then it got caught in that suit against Battelle for it’s overhead money reserves.  

UNDERWOOD: This is something I don’t know anything about. The whole idea, in other 

words, was something like the Princeton Institute for advanced Studies.  

GARRETT: That’s right. 

UNDERWOOD: And Battelle was going to produce some of the money. 



GARRETT: Battelle, sure Fawcett said, ”We will build the building, and give you money for 

half the program.” We had it right in our laps, and we flubbed it. I became ill about hat time and 

couldn’t do anything about it. 

UNDERWOOD: When would this have been? 

GARRETT: 1968-69. It lasted for 4 or 5 years. The third disappointment was the disaster in the 

60's when we the lost generations of students.  That was a great disappointment to me because I 

saw a lot of fine young people just collapse at the time, and I couldn’t do anything about it. I 

wasn’t in the position to help. I felt just helpless, as most faculty members felt at the time.  

 Now for accomplishments, one of the proudest moments of my life was to get the 

President’s Scholarship Recognition program started. That I’m just real happy about because it 

brings the university back to the mainstream of priority of emphasis where it should be. Another 

was to put general chemistry teaching on a top position at the university, something to be proud 

of. We have one of the best general chemistry programs in the United States. Another was to 

teach 30,000 students that I had the chance to teach over 40 years; to train 50 Ph.D.’s, a chance 

to write about 125 papers, and 7 or 8 books. I would sum it up by saying that I regard a good 

professorship as one of the finest positions a person can have. Doing teaching, research, writing, 

traveling and lecturing at other universities. I was a national lecturer for the National Science 

Foundation for 10 years. I’d travel all over the country, and abroad. I was chairman of the 

National Committee which set up the National Accreditation for Science Teachers which was 

accepted by all 48 states. I was chairman of the committee that recommended and organized the 

program to revise the high school chemistry program, and also to develop the chemistry films 

that are shown by Encyclopedia Britannica. Those are achievements that you look back on. It 

was all part of the fun of being associated with a great university whose slogan is “To teach, to 



learn, to search, to serve.” That’s my appreciation for the chance to do that which came to me 

about 50 years age. 

UNDERWOOD: Well that’s really very nice when you can do what you want to do. So many 

people never get that chance. 

GARRETT: That’s right. I used to look at people going on the bus downtown to work and think, 

“How many of these fellows are going on this bus to do the job they really want to do?” My 

guess was that 80% of them weren’t, but I was one who was very happy and thrilled with my job 

at Ohio State over the years.   

 


