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00:00:00
Start of Interview
DT:
--speaking with Charles W. Loomer, newly resigned Secretary of the Faculty at the University of Wisconsin-Madison. 

00:00:12


Mr. Loomer, I think I would like to begin this morning by having you say a little bit about your “A” background, leading up, something about your education and leading up to the position on the faculty of the University of Wisconsin.

CWL:
Well, my education was, in South, I lived in South Dakota when I went to college. I went to South Dakota State College, where I got a bachelor’s degree and a master’s degree. And then in 1937 I came down to the University of Wisconsin, where I stayed until 1940. I was in Agricultural Economics as a graduate assistant. I did most of my work for the PhD by 1940. Then I left and came back to finish a little bit later.
DT:
This is about the time of the war, was it not? Getting close.

CWL: 
My, I can go back further, I suppose. My roots in Wisconsin are really pretty deep. There’s a little country churchyard down by [Millard?], where my great-greatgrandfather and my great grandparents and my grandfather are buried. Then my, they came from, I’d say, probably fairly prosperous Wisconsin farmers, and my dad went to school here at the University in engineering, a civil engineer. After he finished, why, he took jobs in Canada, where I was born, and then in Montana and floated around—we ended up in South Dakota.

[Lapse in tape]

DT:
You were born in Canada.

CWL: 
I was born in Canada and moved around. I lived mostly in Pierre, South Dakota. That’s were I grew up, where my high school and town was located. 
00:02:12


My work here in Ag Economics, I had a research assistantship, finished in 1940. And then I went—I finished my prelims—and then I took a job with the United States Department of Agriculture, a job that had me, what we call, out in the field most of the time. I spent some time in Montana; some time in Lincoln, Nebraska, and so on. I had a glorious time for a little while, and then the war broke out and I went into the Navy. I volunteered and got a commission in the Navy Reserve, and I spent four years. And when I got out of that, I went back to Washington, where I spent about a year. And about that time I got the offer to come to Wisconsin. And I got here with the idea probably that I was gonna stay. I mean I, this is where I really wanted to be [words unclear]. I should mention, one of the influences here: I was out in South Dakota when a kind of a flashy young fellow from the University of Wisconsin showed up. Mr. Raymond Pinned, one of my good friends whose been here in college, been here for a long time, he’s now retired.  And I was quite taken with Ray, and we spent quite a little time together, and I became his—I mean I, he was my advisor—and he was largely instrumental in steering me toward Wisconsin. That’s the only place I wanted to go. So I was quite pleased to get down here. Well now, let’s see. After the war, I went back to Washington, where I worked for the United States Department of Agriculture for about a year—did not like it; it was not a happy time—and then I had a chance to come here. 
00:04:08


I came here as an associate professor in 1947. So that gives me quite a long time on tenured faculty here.

DT:
Yes, you came with tenure right away.

CWL:
I might say for the record: I’m 63. I was born in 1914. So I’m 63 now. Since we’re kind of interested in the faculty government part, I must say that I, close to the first 20 years I was here, I was faculty. I didn’t really have very much to do with faculty government. I went to a few faculty meetings, which I found rather boring. They were always—I was, my office was in Ag Hall. The faculty meetings were always held in some unfamiliar part of the campus, and most of the people who went to the faculty meetings were people I had perhaps heard of but I didn’t know, and were not my associates and so on. So I didn’t go to very many faculty meetings. I think I got into faculty government, into faculty business by way of committees, which I think is probably the normal route for most people. I was a member—let’s see, I was an elected member of the library committee at one time. I cannot remember the years, although I could probably look it up, but I think back at that experience, and I think all of these things add up a little bit to your background.

DT:
Oh, I’m sure they do.

CWL:
I learned something in that library committee, and that fairly brief and not memorable experience, that I think I used in later years. I guess it was this: We have a number of committees that are essentially set up to be advisory, to be policy-formulating groups, or some kind of a program on the campus—in this case, the library. 
DT:
Was this before Memorial Library was built, or after?

CWL:
After. After. When was that built? That was…

DT:
In the early fifties.

CWL:
Yeah. This was after the Memorial Library was built. It was a committee that I think even now is, consists of regular faculty members and a couple of deans appointed by the chancellor and the director of libraries. And one of the things I managed to do, since I’ve become secretary of the faculty, in some of these committees, is to get a committee like this—get the person who’s running the show—get him on the committee as a consultant, have him as a voting member, because the committee is really supposed to be setting policy for the whole thing, so… It’s kind of difficult to avoid being something of a rubber stamp for the, for somebody who’s full-time and aggressive and interested in the program. Anyway, that’s one thing I picked out of that. 
00:07:02


I was also a member of the social studies division executive committee at one time. I can’t remember, I must, I can’t believe it was for three years. I could look it up, but it did not seem to be that long. Leon Epstein was the chairman at that time. And I, I’d known Leon for a long time, but this was the first time that I had seen him in kind of professional action, and I then developed then kind of respect for him that I still have. I mean, he’s very bright, and he does a lot of, he does his homework very well. He’s well-organized, and he keeps things moving. And decisive. I mean, he’s a pretty experienced in that respect. I don’t remember much about it otherwise.
00:07:50


Well, it was—I don’t really know why, why it came about, but I was put up and elected to the university committee, to a three-year time. I was elected in May, 1967. And I think like most people elected to the University Committee, I had no idea what it meant, except that it was a well-known committee, and you know, commonly referred to as the prestigious or the all-powerful, or something like that. It was something to get on the University Committee.

DT:
Really, it’s still that—considered that.

CWL:
But it, but you don’t really know what it means. And what it really means is that you get terribly involved in a lot of things. It takes a lot of time. And it’s quite an experience for, for anybody. Ah, James Villemonte of engineering was chairman at the time I was elected. That was in May, 1967. The next year the chairman was Eugene Cameron. [Coughs] I’ll try to keep my dates straight, but they kind of went like this. I was a member of the University Committee during 1967 and ‘68. I was a chairman in’68 and ’69, and then in ’69, ’70, I became secretary of the faculty. So it was a kind of crowded period there.

DT:
Things sort of happened a bit fast, didn’t they [Chuckles] in terms of changes for you.

CWL:
Well, things happened fast. I think back and try and remember what—I don’t remember anything about that first spring under Jim Villemonte except that I’d gotten quite familiar with the other members of the committee. 
00:09:37


But we were having some problems on the campus at that time. There was the Dow Chemical interview riots. The first ones had taken place, and I remember a big meeting at the Union Theater in February ’67, when then-chancellor Fleming talked to a large number of the faculty—this was at an audience of 800, or something like that—about the Dow Chemical interviews. And there were several meetings that spring on the placement service policy, and whether we should have placement interviews and those things. Many of them connected with some of the early disorders [sic]. Of course, it wasn’t really until the next fall that these things happened.
DT:
As I recall, ’67- ’68 was a pretty stormy year [pause] in terms of…

CWL:
Well, it was a big change. Fleming left and Bill Sewell became Chancellor. And that Oct—that fall, in October was the first regular meeting of the faculty at which, as a new chancellor, he made his address to the faculty. 
00:10:56


The University Committee at that same meeting of the faculty appointed a committee to examine the rule of students in the government of the University. This was a committee that was under James Crow, genetics. This was the Crow committee and it was—I forgot the name of the, the exact name of the committee. That was the first one, and we were, at that time, making some kind of an effort to accommodate to what was obviously some kind of disorder here.

DT:
Well, there was some pressure from the student body, wasn’t there?

CWL:
Ah, there had been quite a little pressure from the student senate, the Wisconsin Student Association, for more active involvement of the students. It was a student power push, and they wanted to be on committees, and they wanted more authority in the University. But it was a kind of , it was in more abstract terms than those, and it was not until we really had some disorders—and all of a sudden this began to have a great deal of meaning. The dates here—October 2 was the date that Sewell made his first address to the faculty; and on the nineteenth of October, and this was ’67, there was a special meeting to talk about the disorders, the big riots that had taken place at the Commerce Building, I think, the day before. Probably the eighteenth.  Ah, there were a couple of, more meetings at that time. There was a meeting—these were take, took place in the Union Theater. There were—my notes—1350 people at the first meeting, which was on October 19, and then we went from 3:30 to about 5:30, and then we recessed and went back and stayed until 11:45 that night. And we had, for the second session, we still had 1250 people, so that was a big crowd. It was a big, riotous, stormy, troubled, troubled meeting. 
00:13:00


Then there was another session on the 23rd, which would be three days, four days later, at which we established another committee—the Mermen Committee. Sam Mermen of the law school was the chairman of this committee that was to study the role—let’s see [pause]. The Crow Committee was on the role of students; the Mermen Committee was on modes of meeting obstruction of University activities, or something like that. They really ended up dealing with the same thing. There were two committees working side by side. Both of  ‘em with students, and they—actually, they came out and reported, and pretty much were handled [in] one batch. But the Crow Committee was before, and the Mermen Committee was after, the disor-, after the Commerce School disorders had actually taken place.

DT:
I see.
CWL:
That was an even bigger meeting, by the way. Fourteen hundred and fifty people. These were the meetings that, in some ways, led to the creation of the faculty senate. Because we had these enormous numbers of people. We didn’t have, we had hardly any place on the campus that was big enough to handle all the faculty people that came to these meetings.

DT:
I was interested in that, how this all came about. Let’s go into that.

CWL: 
I will. These meetings, when you went—I looked over the notes here the other day. It’s difficult at this stage to see what we actually did. One of the things we did was get together and talk about it a great deal, and make some kind of adjustments to—oh, we’d form, we changed some of our programs, we made some adaptations in structure and in programming and that sort of thing. But for the most part, why, they were big meetings at which a lot of people got together and expressed their concern, and different viewpoints. It was—they were too large to be meetings at which you could really say you were gonna conduct business. They were kind of like a town meeting in which the town population had got so big you couldn’t get ‘em in the hall. And not everybody who wanted to had a chance to speak. And I think most of the views were fairly well expressed in these long meetings, but they were pretty large and disordered. They were simply too large a scale for really effective legislative operation, which I never have felt was their real purpose anyway. We weren’t getting together to legislate; we were getting together to talk these things over. 

00:15:43


Well, after that initial—I’m kind of going through the sequence here. After those big meetings, which were in October of ’67—I kind of remember this because I was walking up the hill the day of the Dow Chemical disorders at Bascom Hall, at Commerce Building. I was walking—I’d had lunch with Burt Fisher, an old friend, and we were talking about old business that we’d conducted and so on. And we were, in a very leisurely fashion, walking up and enjoying this beautiful day, and that’s when we first got the—the first whiff of tear gas. And, the first time it really touched me in that respect.  Now, I can’t altogether remember the sequence here without looking it up, but the University at this time was concerned about the law relating to the TAs—the teaching assistants. It had come about, I think, because, in the first riots some TAs, and I recall the name of Robert Cohen, had been involved presumably in inciting the students to disorder and so on. And I think he was summarily discharged, and then the question came up, how can you discharge a TA under these circumstances, and what were his rights? And the University Committee—I mean, the general attitude, I think, among the faculty was that TAs after all are kind of junior faculty, and they’re sort of blanketed under this sort of structure of academic freedom and all those things. But we got to looking at the legislation—it said nothing about teaching assistants.  So the University Committee, at that stage, got busy on a bit of legislation that outlined specifically for teaching assistants their rights and their responsibilities, and basically it was kind of a chapter that sort of corresponded to similar things about the faculty.

DT:
Sure.

CWL:
And this was one of the major undertakings of the University Committee. Among other things, I recall that we were visited by some young people who wanted to talk about collective bargaining for the TAs. I don’t remember the name of the girl, but the two men there were Bob Muehlenkamp and Henry Haslach. Both of them have continued on and, I think, become—basically I think what they did was continue on in the labor union movement, from this beginning.

00:18:30


But I recall the University Committee essentially sitting across the table from these young people, and talking to them about the proper role of the TAs, and we didn’t get—we had no meeting of minds at all. The University Committee, with some justification, was considered to be mostly represented of the conservative establishment, you see. So it was very…
DT:
Oh, it is.

CWL:
Don’t you think so?
DT:
Well, I wondered about this.

CWL:
Oh, I—it always has been. There’s not been very much radical thinking coming out of the University Committee, very successfully, in my term.

DT:
Mostly the status quo.

CWL:
I would say so. Which is, which is a pretty important, which is a pretty important viewpoint to have expressed and to have personified. Well, we had some ideas about the TAs. Our ideas about the TAs, I think, probably are still shared by many members of our faculty. This is that a TA, a teaching assistant appointment is basically a kind of an award that you make, a way that you—something you have to offer promising graduate students as a means of supporting them while they finish their graduate studies. It’s not quite like a scholarship; they have to work in a different sort of way. But it’s—at least in my part of the University—there’s not very much difference between a TA and a research assistant. I mean, they’re awards that are really tied in with your program as a graduate student. And they are, in some respects, kind of junior faculty. They’re people who are doing things that faculty do but at another level, at a subordinate level, and they’re being paid for it. Not too well, but well enough to keep them in school, and so on.
DT:
Well, I’ve heard that some, in a sense, Wisconsin uses TAs to an extent where other institutions have a lot more instructors than we do.

CWL:
I think there’s sort of been a drift to Wisconsin because the TAs, in the old sense that I’m speaking of, now are viewed more like the TAA the union organizers wanted in this regard. 
00:21:01


These young people across the table, they wouldn’t have any part of that being junior faculty and having it tied in with the graduate program. What they thought, this was, these were employees of the University. They were being hired to teach, and they were entitled to the kinds of definition of their jobs that you get in most job definitions sort of thing. Basically, they wanted what we call a trade union, and we were all horrified at the idea of a trade union in the faculty, at that time anyway. And they didn’t buy it at all. Well, I don’t really remember what happened. I can [polish?] that one off. We worked at that problem quite a bit, and wrote up a chapter and went through certain revisions, and had some hearings and everything like that. I’m not sure whether the final version was passed, went up to the faculty and was passed, adopted by that faculty meeting or not. But in any case, it just lay in a kind of a limbo because by that time, the TA were organized and everything we had written was essentially irrelevant to the contract the University had with ‘em. 

00:22:14


I don’t remember very much of what else was going on in the University Committee at that time, until these, until the disorder showed up. It, uh, there was a fairly quiet period, I think, for a short time, until the end of the year. Alden White, the former secretary of the faculty, died in November of that year. And from then on, for a matter of—until I took over a couple of years later—the office actually was vacant. And there was, the acting secretary was Douglas Dales, who’s now acting secretary again for that. 
00:22:55


I would notice, though, mention here that Gene Cameron was one of the people who was most interested in getting a faculty senate established in place of the old faculty meetings. Now, there were a lot of people who were interested in this—it wasn’t just Gene—but Gene was chairman of the University Committee, which carries certain opportunities for this sort of thing. We did have a committee of the whole discussion in early 1968, on the desirability of having a faculty senate. It wasn’t much of a discussion; it sort of petered out. But back in those days, there was still some thought about substituting a faculty senate for a faculty with a regular system of faculty meetings [words unclear]. Uh, part of—in that year—also looking back to see what else we’d done, we had a big discussion of parking policy, which was one of the standard topics [Chuckles.] that’d get the faculty interested.  We had some discussions of this authority of Chapter 10d, being the teaching assistants. 
00:24:08


And then we had a special meeting in March of 1968, a meeting that went until 10:30 PM, with 785 people there, on the Mermen Committee report. This was Sam Mermen’s committee dealing with modes of response to interruption of University services, or some such title. And in April we also had a special meeting, which was a committee as a whole discussion of the impact of the war in Vietnam. There were, of course, many people who were very concerned about the Vietnam War, and this was a special meeting strictly on that, on the impact of the Vietnam War on the University of Wisconsin. That was another evening meeting.
DT:
Uh, hmm. And of course this was one of the student things they were protesting. Part of it, which—it was all related.

CWL:
It’s interesting to look back and try to recall how I reacted personally to some of these things that were going on, and how I now view some of these things. It’s now quite obvious that the war in Vietnam was really something to be concerned about. And we all should have been in there, and… I think our atti-, some of our attitudes at that time were that this is, this is, the war in Vietnam is a terrible thing. But after all, it is not really the responsibility of the University faculty. I now think that it was something that involved us all; we don’t have any kind of an institution that’s set up to deal with wars in Vietnam.   So where else would you go, other than universities, where people by and large do more thinking, and where they see more in terms of principles, concepts, policy, where they are, I think, tend to be a little more open-minded, more receptive to new ideas. And so I’m not surprised that the University took considerable leadership in this sort of thing. And I think they had a role in getting that whole affair stopped, sooner or later.
DT:
Well, looking back it does seem this, but it’s viewing the University as a force for [good?] and national political change, which is --
CWL:
Well, this was not the way we had regarded, some of us had regarded the role of the University at the time this happened. So I suppose one of the things that has come out of the Vietnam War is a really different concept of what a university does in society as a whole. Of course, another thing that came out of it was, the University has come under some suspicion, considering they’re now taken much less for granted than they were back in those days.

00:27:06

Well, we had meetings on the Vietnam War, then we got into—toward the end of the year we got into a large special meeting in which we undertook to develop a new student disciplinary procedures. I supposed this was one of the main concerns all year long. Some kind of a policy for disciplining students for the kinds of things students were, had been doing in that particular year. And this came out of the Mermen Committee, and this came out of the Crow Committee. And it came out of the University Committee and [word unclear]. So we had a number of things that then went into our laws and regulations—eventually went into the laws and regulations of the University.

DT:
I have a feeling there must have been a lot of  pressure to do something like this, because I know that, from around the state generally, the University lost a lot of support because of the student protests. There must have been some kind of pressure to do something about the situation.

CWL:
Well, nobody knew exactly what to do, [that sort of thing?]. But it was so obvious what we had been doing wasn’t adequate. So we were trying for something new. 
00:28:30


Now, this was a kind of an interesting period, and I might—well, at that meeting, which was for, in May of ’68—the Mermen Committee and the Crow Committee both came out with reports with a number of recommendations. These were fairly large committees, and they were working sort of independently, and they had students on them, so at least the Mermen Committee, and I’m not sure about the Crow Committee, had majority and minority reports. The majority would tend to be the ones in which the students were involved. The students and some of the faculty.  And the minority report, which in general tended to be the more conservative establishment view, was often the faculty members, a few faculty members. I’m not sure this is entirely true, but I think it’s true of the Mermen Committee.
DT:
There were students on these committees.

CWL:
Oh, yes, there were students on ‘em. Ah, we got a whole mass of reports, long reports—several parts, published and distributed widely—and majority and minority reports, and a lot of recommendations, majority and minority recommendations. And the University Committee took it on itself and look all these over, and decide how it thought its recommendations should come out. And so we formulated, the University Committee, formulated a bunch of recommendations which we announced in advance of the meetings, said that the University Committee will bring in these recommendations for policy. Well, these were some considerable departure from the Crow committee report and the Sam Mermen Committee report.  And these were published. They were distributed to the faculty. The faculty meeting was to be on Monday, which would have been the 13th of May. On that Sunday, we had an emergency meeting called of the University Committee, a meeting with Sam Mermen and James Crow, who in effect laid down the law to us. They said, “Look, you’ve come out with some recommendations that are not ours, and we will oppose them in front of all the faculty.” And basically they made the University Committee change its recommendations. So we came out with some changed recommendations in time for that meeting. And these were—I, thinking back—I think it’s probably, I can say, ours was a very conservative, traditional sort of approach to some of these things. And the Sam Mermen and Jim Crow committees [Chuckles], having been dealing with students, and pretty widely on a lot of these things, were somewhat more liberal. They were a further departure from tradition than ours were [on some things?]. And they backed, those two people, Jim Crow and Sam Mermen, in a very nice way just backed the University Committee down and said, “We can’t get away with this sort of thing. We’ll oppose it, and we’ll muster the forces, and we’ll beat you on it.” So we did make these changes.  Well, at that meeting, we had, as usual, we had a whole series of recommendations, like six of ‘em, and then somebody would present one, and somebody’d present another, and so on. And what we did was go on down through—I presented one, and it was fortunate, I mean it got through all right. It had to do with student court, as I recall. But down toward the end, some of those were not accepted by the faculty, by this faculty meeting. The University Committee got beat on some of these recommendations to the faculty. It was no longer all-powerful. And it impressed me at the time, because I know a fellow who went out of the, went out of that meeting—I know him, and I have quite a lot of respect for him. I didn’t know him much at the time, but…
DT:
Who was that?

CWL:
It was Bob Marsh—March—in Physics. When he was walking out the meeting, now I think it was Bob, [words unclear] but he was full of glee. “We beat the University Committee!” This was, this had become one of the goals, you see. When the faculty was, I don’t know if it was so much divided, it sort of fragmented. But nobody knew what to do, and there were quite a number of young members of the faculty that had the views that we regarded as somewhat radical, you know, siding with the students and that sort of stuff.  And for them I think the university committee had been kind of a symbol; and for them it was some kind of an achievement to beat the University Committee and the supporters of the University Committee.  So that was happening back as far as May 1968.
00:33:31 


Well, the next year I became chairman of the University Committee, and we were meeting on the matter of student disciplinary—policy on student discipline, student conduct discipline. We had a structure, a temporary structure that has since been abandoned, but we never did solve this problem of how properly to discipline students for misconduct of one kind or another. We had meetings on that sort of a subject. We were spending quite a lot of time on revising the old list of regulations of the University, the faculty ones. There was a committee under David Fellman that recodified and, in fact, they rewrote and put new—I mean, this was not merely editing; it was changing the, rewriting and changing the rules, to some extent. So we were running quite a few of those things through the faculty during those, that period.

00:34:42


Ah, by February, let’s see. Well, among other things we had a proposal that surfaced a couple of times then, which was beaten back, and which has never been heard of since. But I think it also represented dissatisfaction or distrust of the faculty meeting structure. The argument was: here we have a faculty meeting, and a few members of the faculty come in and decide something, sometimes by a narrow margin, that affects all the faculty. We shouldn’t have it that way, so what we will do is have an arrangement by which all questions of any substance or meaning get sent around to be voted on by mail. A mail ballot would go to all members of the faculty. Reid Bryson was one of the people who was pushing this. And it came up two or three times, from a mechanical viewpoint. Even at that time, I was kind of interested in how these things were done in an office, like the office of the secretary of the faculty. From a mechanical viewpoint, that would have been an absolutely horrible—I think from a parliamentary viewpoint too, it would have been a very bad thing. It would mean that you would never have a meeting that decided anything because everything then would go to, have to go by mail to somebody else to be voted on.  It was like having a perpetual series of referenda, and…
DT:
Pretty unwieldy. Well, there was something else that bothered me. They, I have a feeling that you get a bunch of faculty people together and they sort of gloss over some of the technicalities of these things. And they [got?] it in there, along with the ballot that how you vote on these questions, they wanted a summary of the arguments on both sides. And they wanted somebody, presumably the secretary, to listen to the arguments and then present a well-balanced presentation of the arguments on both sides. Well…

DT:
It sounds impossible!

CWL:
[Chuckling.] It wouldn’t be impossible, but after two months of that, why, you’d cut your throat, or somebody would do it for you, because you never can present these arguments adequately. Anyway, that surfaced in the fall of 1968, and I think it came up again once or twice later on but it was always forestalled, and we never went anywhere with that. We got a new system, as a matter of fact.

00:37:13


In February 1969, there was a student strike on the demands of the black students, if you…I don’t have the exact date on that. But I, we had a meeting on the 5th of February, a regular meeting, which was to be a reconsideration of a chapter of legislation that we’d gone over. And instead, we had an unplanned committee of the whole discussion of the student strike, and the demands of the black students and so on. As the chairman of the University Committee, who by law presides at the committee of the whole discussions of the faculty, I was suddenly in the chair for the first time in my experience. I knew nothing about it, and I don’t really know what happened. I managed to get through it, but it was quite an experience to have an unplanned meeting of that sort the first time you know [words unclear].


Well, that began. That was on the 10th of February, and that began a period in which we had quite a number—in February of 1969—there was quite a number of meetings dealing with the black students, and the black students’ demands. Well, apparently the student strike—I don’t have the exact dates—was somewhat before the 10th, like a day or two before the 10th of February. By the 19th, we had a special meeting in the Union Theater. This was again the faculty, and we had 1300 people there. This had a number of special reports dealing with the black students. There was a report of the committee on human rights, of which Lloyd Bitzer was the chairman at the time. Then we had a number of statements by various people in the University picked—the University Committee at a meeting like that would tend to set up a kind of a program in which we would ask the president of the Wisconsin Student Association, and we’d ask some other people to speak. I’m not sure that the WSA person talked at this meeting, but we would decide who really ought to be represented. We had Sam Procter, who was in central administration at the time…  And we had the black members of our own faculty, I think Charlie Anderson was one, and Donald Harris, to make statements. I’m not exactly sure about that particular meeting. But this was a long meeting, and this was on the 19th of February and a big meeting. We had a lot of these reports. 
00:40:08

And what they were aiming at, the black students eventually this all sort of terminated with the development of a new department—the Afro-American Studies Department. But we were sort of working around to that. 
00:40:22


Well then we—this meeting adjourned—and then again on the 24th of February, at what was a committee of the whole, which I had presided at, it seemed like there were a thousand and more people like that, but officially we only had 650. But it was still a big meeting, the committee as a whole. This was a long and somewhat disorderly experience [words unclear]. We had at this time, by this time, decided that faculty members and committees had spoken enough, and what we ought to do was hear from some of the students. And so in getting ready for this, University Committee met with some of the student leaders, I guess self-appointed, but in the way that people were recognized as being some leaders in the black student movement here, and set up a program and made arrangements for them to come in and speak.  Well, they came in to speak. The only name I have in my notes here is Willie Edwards, who was one of the leaders. But we had lined up a number of people to speak, including at this time Dave Goldfarb, was chair-, president of the Wisconsin Student Association, and some other people. But also the black students. And the meeting started off with a, the meeting started off right [words unclear].  And looking back now you see that what we were doing was playing games, to some extent. We, we’d tell these black students, “Well, you can have three people to speak, any three, and they can speak for 10 minutes.” Well, they came in with five. And they wouldn’t speak unless they had, unless these other people—Third World representatives—could also speak, you see. And there was some question about how long they could speak. If we told ‘em five minutes, they wanted 10 or something like that. And these were things that would come in at the last minute. And they came in and announced that they had five people they wanted to speak instead of the three, and I said this was out of order. And so they all walked out. 
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And at that stage, here was a meeting without any program. And the faculty, there were enough people on the faculty who were disgusted with this whole thing and didn’t want to listen to any students and so on, so they wanted to adjourn. Well, we wanted to keep the meeting in session. And we eventually got them back in and agreed to have all five of ‘em speak and so on. I remember it was all very petty stuff. Willie Edwards was kind of a colorful character, he must have been a leader. I don’t know what, what he’d done now. But he was wearing a black beret. Well, this infuriated some members of the faculty, and they insisted he take his hat off. [Laughter.] And we made quite a point of this. Willie was right on this ‘cause he said, “This is…” What he didn’t say was, “Well, now look, we have seats and all kinds of other nationalities, other racial costumes around the campus and don’t think anything about it. You’re on me simply because I’m wearing a black beret.” And that had some connotations. But he kept it on; he made his talk. And they all stayed, and it was a long, it was a three-hour meeting. And people had a chance to talk. And then we got, then by next month we had meetings—also large meetings, but they were basically dealing with studies in race relations, and eventually ended up in the formation of this new department, the Afro-American Studies Department.  Ah, I don’t think, that was the big excitement that spring, and those meetings were again very large. I had, we had meetings of 1500; our official minutes said 1500 and 1262 and so on. So these were very large meetings. They were again these kinds of meetings in which you don’t really function as efficient legislative organization; it’s more a mass meeting on a subject of general concern. 
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We ended up back here with some, well we adopted the proposal for an Afro-American Studies Department, but we were also concerned about a new non-resident admissions policy that the regents had come up with. I don’t recall now exactly the details here, but the regents had become concerned about the size of the University, and they were cutting down, and they were doing it in terms of restricting the number of admissions at the freshman level. And our faculty was pretty upset about that. They had, I think, they had some reason to be.  
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But we ended that year and at that stage, that summer, I became secretary of the faculty.

DT:
Were you appointed or elected?

CWL:
The secretary of the faculty, by long tradition, is appointed by the chancellor. They worked the secretary of the faculty in on the search and screen route—that is…
00:46:33
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CWL:
I had known Ed Young during the previous year as the chairman of the University Committee, and we got along pretty well, so when there was this vacancy that he had to fill he appointed me. Administratively, the secretary of the faculty is responsible to the chancellor. I asked Bryan Kearl, my old friend who was then vice chancellor of academic affairs—I said, “Bry, what does it mean to be administratively responsible to the chancellor?” And he said, “Bill, it means that if you don’t get along, one or the other of you has to leave.”
00:47:27

DT:
[Chuckling.] Your mention of search & screen committee reminds me of something I wanted to talk about, probably before we discuss what went on while you were Secretary of the Faculty. I understand that you were ahead of the search and screen committee to—appointed by President Harrington—to select a chancellor from Madison campus, who ultimately as we know was H. Edwin Young. Would you talk about how this selection was made?
CWL:
While I—when I mentioned the search and screen, suddenly I thought of that too, because that was one of the highlights of that period of my history.


Bill Sewell resigned during the summer, ear-, in the late spring or something of that…

DT: 
[Interjection.] Quite unexpectedly as people felt…

CWL:
I didn’t expect it. I remember he called me at home and told me that he was resigning the night before it was announced, or something like that. This Fred Harrington was a, was the President, Bill Sewell was the chancellor. Bill resigned, then he—Fred, before he announced all of this, wanted to have it all lined up before the procedure for replacing Sewell as the chancellor. 
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So he had gone through the old search and screen procedure, and he knew it better than I did. But the search and screen procedure called basically for the appointment, by the president of a committee under the chairmanship of the chairman of the University Committee. And I was it.  So that spring, when I suddenly—when I had been elected as the chairman of the University Committee—suddenly I got this other job, which was for the time being, it was a much larger, more demanding sort of a thing. The search and screen committee for the, looking for a chancellor for Madison. This was in May—this was in June, I guess—of ’68. Ah, a nine-man committee—I can’t recall exactly the composition—there were two members of the, there were two deans on it. There were two members of the University Committee. There was one student member who was the chairman of the—President of the Wisconsin  Student Association, David Goldfarb. [Pause.] The, each of the divisions as I recall it, put up a member, so that they were chosen from the various faculty divisions to give some kind of a distribution, and I thought I would never forget the names of those people.  I could, I probably could still remember them, but we spent a lot of time together that summer. We had frequent meetings. We spent a lot of time in setting up a procedure. We tried to anticipate all the kinds of questions that would come up, and we tried to set up a procedure for getting names, for getting information on the various candidates, uhm, for voting on ‘em. We had a whole procedure of a number of votes, a number of successful voting on people that established a kind of rating, which—we’d get a sort of a ranking of our various candidates over a period of time. Several votes on each person, you see. And we also had a pretty good idea of what we were supposed to do as a committee. And as a committee, what we were supposed to do was put up a panel of names which we were to give to the president. And we were not supposed to pick anybody; we were supposed to give him a set of names, any one of which would be—in our judgment, was qualified to be selected as the chancellor. I, uh, we had just completed the—at least in the public sense—we’d just completed the operations of the new search and screen committee, and there’s quite a lot of diff-, there’s a substantial difference between the way we operated, and the way they operated.

DT:
Well, I hope you’ll explain this—I’m interested.

CWL:
Well, I’ll try to. The—for one thing, it was a question of confidentiality. We were told the, the names that we were to give the president were not to be communicated to anybody else. This was all a confidential matter. We were not supposed to [Speaker pauses.] I don’t know that we were told we were not to communicate with the candidates, but at least we didn’t do it officially. We did not have any interviews as a committee with any of these people who were mentioned as potential candidates.

DT:
So you didn’t know whether they’d be interested?

CWL:
No, no. We were, we did not get into that question. We did some—I mean, there were ways you could inquire around. And I’m sure there was nobody on that list who was not aware that his name had been put up, and that he was being under consideration and so on. So we did have some cases, I believe, where people let it know, let it be known that they were not interested, so we didn’t consider ‘em. The nominations we got—we sent a letter around to all members of the faculty, inviting them to make nominations. We asked people who made nominations to send along any biographical material they could too, you see. So, but we did not put the burden on the person making the nomination to make all the case for him. We put the burden on him to tell us the name and identify the man—I say “man” because at that stage I don’t think we had any women put up as candidates.
DT:
That’s an interesting commentary, isn’t it?

CWL:
I had better check some of these things before it becomes an official part of your archives, Donna, because we probably ought to get some of these things straight somewhere in the record. But I would say that we did maintain confidentiality. We reported a list of names, and nobody knew for sure who was on the list. They all speculated, I’m sure. There was the same kind of speculation in the newspapers that we’ve had in the last few months here. But they didn’t get stuff from us. And, as far as I know, every member of the committee maintained this confidentiality. Now, a number of months after this, after Ed Young was appointed, I think it was Dave Goldfarb got a little made about something or other, and he told everything he knew to the Daily Cardinal, which—and so a lot of this stuff, the confidential stuff, was then leaked. But that was, you know, after several months. Who cares about it? It was at the time that you were really concerned about it.  So, we did keep this confidentiality. 
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We did also keep the idea that the search and screen committee was not supposed to pick the chancellor; the search and screen committee was supposed to provide a field of names from which somebody else would make the selection—which I think is another important principle. Now, we’ll say that no committee can do this without developing a preference for some, some people and thinking, “Well, let’s give him three names—it’ll be harder for him, you know, to…” I think we put up six names for this, as we were asked to do.  But there is a tendency in a committee, after having studied all these people, to rely on its own judgment and think, “This is the person we ought to hire,” or “One of these two,” rather than giving him a lot of these others that we think are window dressing or people who really shouldn’t have it over, be preferred over our favorite candidates.
DT:
So what did you do?

CWL:
We put up, we gave them unranked.

DT: 
You did.

CWL: 
Well, there’d been a lot of speculation in the paper, and I think the newspapers in one way or another had listed, had mentioned all the people who were at Madison, in the University, who were considered as candidates. So one way or another, there’d been some speculation touching on all these people. Now the favorite candidate, the one with the inside track was Edwin Young. That’s the one with the inside track with the newspapers. And Ed Young was not on the first list that was put out—but he was released by the search and screen committee— given to President Harrington. 

DT:
Now that’s interesting.

CWL:
Well, I’ve often wondered really. Since it all—it seemed to me, since I read the newspapers too, and I get some kind of a notion, “Well, this is obviously one of the candidates you considered.” Here was a man who had a long history in the University. He’d been involved in faculty government; he had some responsible administrative jobs. He had originally been appointed the chairman—at one stage, he was appointed chairman of the Economics Department, because they had such a godawful mess in the Economics Department. They couldn’t straighten it out by themselves. 
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So Ed Young was the man who was sent in, put in by the President, to straighten that one out. And he did. ‘Course he’d been Dean of Letters & Science. Then he went to Maine, where he was President of Maine—he never said to me that it was an unhappy experience but he left Maine, and he came back here as a vice president, where he was… Fred Harrington had brought him back as a vice president, and Ed was kind of relieved that he was now a vice president under Fred Harrington. And Fred was kind of holding him in reserve because he was gonna move him into one of these spots when he had the chance. 
DT:
Well, as I recall scuttlebutt at the time, it’s—it had it that he wasn’t happy in Maine.

CWL:
I, he did have some trouble, I advis-, ‘course, everybody does. But he had some trouble and appropriations and one thing, but I’m not sure what all went wrong. It’s ancient history now. But Ed was the main man, you see, so he’s got strong, he’s got strong ties with Maine. And I think they still have a place in Maine, or at least a place they go to on vacations and so on, up there. Well, Ed—I wondered why we, why the Committee refused to do it. Now, the Committee had—the name was brought up. As I recall it, the name was brought up, and everybody kind of took, well, it was a foregone conclusion we’re gonna okay him. And then you talk about these things, and the longer you talk about any candidate, the more objections to them surface. So there was some discussion of Ed Young, and his administrative style. His adminis-, I mean, it was alleged, and it was absolutely true as far as I—I mean, my subsequent experience—absolutely true. One of the problems with Ed as an administrator is, you go in to see him with a problem, you talk it over, and you walk out of his office. And then you ask yourself, well now, what did he say? Did he say “yes” or “no”?  I mean, he’s not one of these who comes down strong on one side and makes it absolutely clear. He’s a man who is pretty hard to pin down on a lot of these things. Sometimes it was kind of hard to tell whether he’s for or against your proposition, let alone whether he was gonna back it, you know. Well, this is true. I mean, now by experience, I know this is true. This was held up as an objection by some people who had served as departmental chairmen when he was Dean of L&S.  But I, I guess that really what we have here is a kind of an objection, an [word unclear] a committee gets to the person who is widely touted as the frontrunner and the person who’s obviouslyl the candidate come up. I mean, you build up a kind of a resistance to being pushed, and a feeling that Fred Harrington was gonna appoint Ed Young—well, I think that was absolutely true too. A feeling that he was gonna do it meant that there wasn’t very much point in what we were doing, you see. We were just going through the motions. And if we’d give ‘em Ed Young, why he’s gonna appoint him, and we’ve wasted the summer on all these meetings. Anyway, they didn’t put him on. Ed didn’t make the cut. I voted for him. There were two or three other people who voted for him consistently. [Some background noise here; sounds like traffic.]
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So there was some support. There was, but there were other people who were unwilling to vote for him. Now the student member, seeing as there was only one student member in a committee of nine, so the student member probably didn’t have an awful lot of clout in terms of number of votes. But he did play a role. And I think he had some effect on the way other people voted. Among other things, the student governments all have some kind of a connection. So Dave would get in touch with somebody at Iowa State to find out what they thought about Bob Parks, or you’d get in touch with these people at Berkeley to find out what they thought about candidates who were coming out of Berkeley and some of the other things. And the students were not very strong for Ed Young.

DT:
You don’t say.

CWL:
As represented by Dave Goldfarb. And some of these things must have [word unclear]. Well, the Committee finished its work, and at that stage I had to report to—as soon as the Committee had finally done its work and made its decision, and instructed me as chairman of what I was supposed to do—I had to communicate this to Fred Harrington. And this was kind of an interesting experience. Fred was traveling; he was in Australia. I went up to his office in Bascom Hall, in Van Hise Hall—a very plush place that most of us don’t visit too frequently, so it sort of impresses a guy from South Dakota, you know. I went up there one morning and—early—and made arrangements to place a long-distance call to [Ellis?] Springs, Australia. Ellis Springs, as I recall it, is right about in the middle of Australia. It must be hundreds and hundreds and hundreds of miles from anything else, you know. And so I placed a call, I got to a hotel where Fred Harrington was staying, and got the nightman—this was, I supposed, midnight or some time in Australia. And we roused Fred, and I gave him my…[Some interference here on tape.] …
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--and he got a pencil, I supposed. Although Fred has a remarkable memory. He probably doesn’t write things down; he probably remembers ‘em. And I read off the names, and there was a long pause. He says, “Isn’t Ed Young’s name on it?” Something like that. I said, “No, it was left off.” He said, “Why?” And I said, “Well, there are several…,” I mean, we talked very briefly about this. But we left off. He said, “Well, in any case, you give this list to Clodius.” Now Clodius’ name was one of the candidates on this list. And I said, “I call that attention.” And he said, “Well, that’s a good point. Well, give it to ‘em anyway.” So we, I gave, I got in touch with Bob [Goldisch?] right way, gave him the list of names. Then we sat for quite a long time. 
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Fred came back to Madison, and after a while he got together with me, and I assembled the search and screen committee. And Fred said, “Well, I’ve taken your list of candidates, and I’ve gone through it, and this man”—he gave various reasons why these various names were disposed of. And what he wanted from us were more names. So at that stage, we, he left, and we sat in his office up there as a matter of fact. And we voted to give him the name of Ed Young and somebody else. And it was, it was a tie-in sale. Nobody was very strong for this other person, you see. But we, we weren’t just gonna give him Ed [Chuckling.] Young, you see. 
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But we gave him Ed Young, and first thing you know Ed was appointed chancellor. And I think on the whole he’s been a good one.  I have had some talks with some other members of the search and screen committee, and we agree that the objections that were voiced at the time, to Ed Young, were absolutely true. That is, he had this administrative style that is, in some respects, an infuriating one to have to deal with. It’s one that, once you accommodate to it, why, it works fine, and you get along with it and it gives you a certain amount of freedom. But it’s a, it becomes a process of, on the basis of your experience with him and your intuition, and your sense of rapport and everything—what you decide from his, from the look on his face, or from the tone of his voice or something, what he really means by these things, you know. Whether he’s, whether…

DT:
But he doesn’t come flat out and let you know.

CWL:
He doesn’t come flat out. Now, other candidates, I’m sure, were, a good deal more decisive in the kinds of things they would say. That is, if you went to them for an answer, why, they’d give you an answer. I think this is true, too, from some of those people that I’ve known subsequently. It was true: you would get an answer from someone. ‘Course, what you judge in the long run is how often their answers are right. And not whether they make ‘em clear or not, but…
DT: 
Well, on that basis, what do you now think of Young’s chancellorship?

CWL:
Well, I’ve been a very strong supporter of Ed Young. I think he’s been a, it’s often now said that he’s been tough-minded sort of.  And he’s taken a lot of rebuffs and kept going without being demolished by them. He’s never very insistent on getting his own way on any particular thing. He adapts to all kinds of modifications that come in from outside. He decides pretty well how you handle some of these things. How you should handle ‘em, or how other, whether you accept what it is and go on. He’s flexible in that sense. He’s always pleased me as being aware of traditions, and I think he’s been one of the strongest defenders of faculty government we could possibly have had around here.  He’s done more for it than the faculty has, I think, for instance. and it’s been good in that respect.
01:07:36

DT:
Your discussion of the search and screen committee’s deliberations in connection with the appointment of Ed Young as chancellor is especially interesting now that this process is again being gone through with the present search and screen committee, with the chancellor is yet undecided upon. How does the performance of this committee compare with what you recall from your committee?
CWL:
Well, of course, I see some differences to begin with. Obvious ones that strike me. This question of confidentiality. Now, I’ve always bought the idea that when you’re talking about getting somebody in as, to an important administrative post, that it ought—that your thinking, your dealings along this line ought to be confidential, at least between the people that are making the decisions, you see, and the individual. At least until they get to a certain sort of a stage. Names don’t come up as candidates for chancellor in very unexpected quarters. I mean, pretty near everybody that you think of as a legitimate candidate for chancellor is likely to be on the list, may or may not be. It never surprises you too much some of the names that show up on the list, after you really think about it. There are, however, in any of these search and screen committees, a lot of people on that list that never should be there. I mean, there are people obviously who are not gonna be considered seriously. I don’t recall how many we had; I’ll look it up and mention, add it to the tape sometime here. But, supposing you have 80 names. Well, I suppose there are at least 50 of those names that you wouldn’t think of twice, that seriously wouldn’t think of twice. There’re people who were, who have, don’t have the qualifications, or don’t have the experience, don’t have the record. And they’re ones that you just wouldn’t think of twice. But most people wouldn’t think of twice. So they’re, you don’t like to talk about all the people you throw out automatically on the first screening and say, “This guy’s never gonna make it.” And I don’t know that the outside—at least, I have always accepted the idea that, you know, Fred Harrington said he wanted this kept confidential. And it seems to me that it—that whoever is organizing the search and screen process, which is the regents and the president, have the right to lay down some of the rules. And if they say they want it kept confidential, they don’t want you to approach the people, that they don’t want you to interview them, and we knew that when we get closer, when we narrow down the field, something like that. I accept this all right. 
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Now, the present committee apparently was set up with this kind of a charge, and it was accepted by most members of the committee, but not by all. And that, in a sense, is a kind of a departure. It’s one of those things you don’t really expect. I think that if a person is named to a committee, and then the committee makes some decisions about how it’s gonna operate, it’s gonna keep these names confidential, that you as a member of the committee are bound by the committee decision. 
DT:
I would suppose so.

CWL:
You either, you either put up with it, and comply with it, as they did in my committee, or you get off the committee. But you no longer have the right as an individual to say, “I don’t agree, and I’m gonna do it differently.”  But somebody obviously has been leaking this freely, as through a sieve, from this search and screen committee, with many of the details as soon as anything comes up. And leaked to reporters, so…the…
DT:
Well, even lists of names. I’ve been really quite astonished to find these in the paper.

CWL:
Well now, I don’t know, of course, whether these are accurate or not. But I suspect that the Cap Times’ reports are accurate, pretty accurate on the names, and on some of the discussion going on. Because I think there are members of this committee, must be members of this committee, who call the Cap Times as soon as they get out of the committee meeting and give ‘em the whole poop. Well, this is not the way you play the game by the old rules, you see.
DT:
Certainly not.

CWL:
But it may be the way you do it now. It does raise a question of whether these things should be kept confidential. We’ve had a big flurry of excitement about secrecy in government, and there’s a lot of pressure. Again, the newspapers, Cap Times primarily, that’s insisting on no secrecy in government, and why don’t you conduct your search in front of the whole, the entire public? And I don’t know whether this is right or not. But it’s a different principle. I don’t think it’s right, to be honest with you, but the, that’s the way things are going. Well, that’s one of the big differences.  Now, the other big difference, and I can only sur-, I can only get at this indirectly by thinking of at least one person that I’m surprised is not on that list. I think this committee is determined to pick the chancellor. I think they’re doing it in a way, along with releasing this information and so on, they’re doing it in a way that’s going to greatly restrict the choice that the chancellor has—chancellor, the president, President Young now, and the Board of Regents. So I understand that he will make, he will receive the list. He will make his recommendations, the Board of Regents, and then the Board of Regents will make the appointment, or will at least announce it.  And so this again is a difference in the rule of the search and screen committee. I think they’re determined, as far as they possibly can, to get Irv Shain as the next chancellor. And Irv would be, Irv’d be all right; he’s qualified. But I don’t think this is the role of the faculty. And I have kind of a strong feeling that this is gonna be, like other things we’ve done, this is gonna harm the faculty in the long run.
DT:
Why do you say that?

CWL:
We have managed to maintain a very strong voice in the selection of our major administrative officers primarily through the search  and screen process. There’ve been lots of regents, there’ve been regents, I should say, at times who have questioned this. They have wanted regents on the search and screen committee. We’ve kept them off. We’ve said, “This is not your business. At this stage, we pick some names. You’re the people who are making the decisions, which of those names are gonna be the ones that you’re going to appoint.” We’ve maintained a kind of an integrity within the, kind of within the faculty framework, with the search and screen process. And, but it’s also part of the selection process, in which part of it is a search and screen to get the panel the names, and this is the faculty responsibility. Somebody at the other end, the regents, are the ones who make the final decision, along with the president in here in a very important role in between. And I think the, if the search and screen committee comes up with a list of three names or four names, and if some of those people resign, take their names off the list—which, at this stage I would not think is improbably—then the regents will be, have a proper reason for saying, “This is not an adequate job; we will resort to a different process.”
DT:
So you think there’s a chance that they might react this way?

CWL:
Yeah. I think that if you breach confidentiality, and if you, that is, if you don’t play it by the rules that are sort of understood to be the rules, with the balance of power between faculty and the regents and so on [sic]. If you, in a sense, maybe abuse your opportunity here, I think in the long run you’re gonna find out who runs the University, whether it’s the regents or the faculty. And it wouldn’t surprise me if it turned out to be the regents. So I don’t know about this. Now this is, all I can think of is Steve Chaffee as the chairman of the committee, and I’m glad that I had the committee I had and operated when I did and so on, because it was still enough work and enough worry but it went all right. And I think that, unless Steve is part of this [Chuckling.] is part of this move, why, he’s pretty distressed about the way this committee is sort of handling its operations. I don’t think it’s a very impressive demonstration part of the committee.
DT:
Well, even the fact that it’s supposed to have been confidential, has been noted in the newspapers. But it’s also clearly evident that [Cross-talking.]

CWL:
The newspapers weren’t in favor of it being confidential, and they aren’t [words unclear] question. Well, I imagine that the majority of the committee are pretty clear on some of these points, but the minority are not bound by any committee decisions. And don’t feel any obligation that way. Now that’s something that you get, you either accept this or you don’t when you, along with the kind of a committee operation [sic]. We’ve had some of us, when you go way back to—I spoke of the minority and the majority and the minority reports on some of these controversial issues. You get on some of these iss-, some of these major issues, nobody’s got the answer. And you can’t expect to get agreement. But you don’t—but you appoint a committee with the idea that it’s going to examine all the sides, and it’s gonna come out with some sort of a committee judgment. What good does it do the faculty to appoint a committee that comes out with a number of different judgments? We already have those. What we want is the compo-, the av-, the balance here. We want a central position that we can work with. But, so in some ways I think we want a committee comes out with a minority report, as we have had in some of these in the past, it represents a breakdown of the committee. It hasn’t really performed its function. It sharpened up some issues, but it, but we—we had the issues before, whether they were that sharp or not.
DT:
Well, it will be interesting to see what develops. 
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I wonder if you’d tell me a little bit about the office of the secretary of the faculty, as it was when you took office?

CWL:
I had been aware, as Chairman of the University Committee—actually I’d worked quite close with Doug Dales, then Acting Secretary. I’d been aware of what that office does, and I kind of, I got a good, I had quite a lot of hope in the future of this office and good expectations, and saw it as a pretty important role. Historically, the office of the secretary was set up by appointment. This was never anything but an administrative position, designated, a duty that was assigned by the administrative head. I don’t know at what, whether Alden White had ever been appointed by a chancellor but he’d grown up in the job and he kept it for many years. It was an administrative job. It had certain ceremonial functions. A secretary of any organization is a person who writes up the minutes, takes the notes at the meetings, makes the arrangements for meetings, issues notices of meetings, keeps the faculty documents connected with meetings, helps prepare the agenda, keeps kind of a, keeps the historical record of the faculty.  Now that doesn’t go very far. That isn’t too much in itself. 
01:20:13


What we’ve had always has been an office in which there was a person designated as secretary of the faculty, and that office did a lot of other things that were not connected with the official and ceremonial functions of a secretary of an organization. For instance, way back in Alden White’s early days, that office handled the room assignments for the whole campus. And they handled the timetable. And Doug Dales has been in on some of that, back in the days when they were doing it in the office. Well, of course, the University got so large and complex, particularly in modern times, the way we now think about these things, it all had to be computerized, and this is handled by the space management office and timetable office. I mean, they have separate establishments for handling these things now. But once those were handled on a set of cards in Alden White’s office. Now why he was doing it—well, the office was there, and it had the people, and he was a good one to turn over this kind of an assignment too. Alden was the secretary of the chancellor’s administrative council, and he was, well, he was a member as well as secretary of the administrative council. This was quite an important group at one time.  
01:21:34


The secretaries of the faculty office also had all of the records, and I mean by that personnel records. We had the list of the faculty—this was originally, at the time, before I took over, it was handled on IBM cards by a Mrs. Florence Kaplan, who was there for quite a long time. They handled their own records, and on the, in the IBM cards, and in that record they had a lot of personnel information. Not only lists of faculty and their titles, and their departments and this kind of information, but they had some other information that got on there—personnel information. Some of it was on the cards, and some of it was on another system that we maintained. We had in there, we know when these people were appointed in the first place, their dates of promotion [sic]. We know what kind of degrees they have, from what institutions, and all kinds of things of that sort, that you think of as being a kind of a faculty record. Whether they’re married, which is something we no longer concern ourselves with, and so on. Date of birth, of course. 
01:22:46

But we had a very substantial records operation, and this was the only personnel records on the campus. I guess we, I guess you’d have to say for all employees. They never had anything resembling this for the Classified Civil Service Employees, never have had this on data processing, in data processing form. We kept it for not only for the faculty, but what used to be the Non-faculty Academics that are now called Academic Employees. So we kept a lot of this. Well, now, this records operation was a pretty big one, and it’s kind of the rules of a lot of other things do. In that office, we kept track of the health examinations. You see, state law requires that everybody have a health examination at the time they’re employed. And they have a periodic re-check to be sure they’re not coming down with tuberculosis or something like that. Well, we have to, we had to keep this record, and we have to do the follow-up, and you do, you base this on your faculty records, you see. I mean, these are the names that you work with, or… We’ve had the, uhm…

DT:
Well, that must be a lot of work if people are as slow as I am in getting the records back.
CWL:
Uh, it takes most of the time of the girl we have who works part-time. And…you raise some interesting questions. Here’s a regulation but what happens if they don’t abide by it? Well, what happens if they don’t abide by it is that, uhm, you don’t do anything about it. We had a flurry, at one stage at which faculty members refused to have X-rays. And I guess this is for a reason—at least some of ‘em felt very strongly about the X-rays, and so they wouldn’t have them. I discussed this with Ed Young, and basically Ed said, “Well, that’s an interesting thing but don’t tell me about it.” And…[Chuckling here.] ‘cause he didn’t want to know, because what are you gonna do about it? You can’t fire somebody because he refuses to have an X-ray. You don’t have any disciplinary, state law provides no penalties or anything like that. So what do you do? We kept track. [Cross-talking here.]
DT:
There is a skin test, I think.

CWL:
There’s a skin test now, which has gotten away from that in part, although as you say, people are slow [in doin’ it.] Well, we did this; we issued ID cards. I’m using—I’m putting some of this in the past tense because they either, this has either been changed, or it’s in the process of change or a prospect that’s gonna be changed. We issued, we’ve issued ID cards for many years. And these are basically cards on which you type down the information that you want. You type the person’s name, you type their title, and you make him a card all of his own and it’s signed by the secretary of the faculty. And he carries this around in his billfold. People who’ve been on the faculty for a long time like to carry cards that were signed by Alden White; I’ve got one myself. In principle, you see, you’ve issued a card once. ‘Cause if you are funded as a professor, you stay at being a professor until you quit being a professor. So this card is good indefinitely. But we’ve done that, on the basis of our records.

01:26:12


It’s so easy to get on, on, sidetracked here. But this has offended some people. In the first place, they think that a card that is good indefinitely is not reliable. How can you tell [Speaker hesitates.] about the man who’s carrying the card, and who no longer is a professor. Well, there aren’t very many of those—that’d be my answer. And there’s, and what difference would it make if  he does carry the card, you see. I can’t really believe this is a very serious problem. But they have thought that what we ought to do is issue cards that are periodically verified, the way the student identification cards are. Well now, the students—these are the picture cards that are required by students. Now, of course, they’d [Speaker hesitates.] they go through a line once every semester. Every time you register, you get, you have the chance to verify the students. I mean, at that stage, when you register you can verify. That’s good for that semester, you see. The faculty doesn’t do that. All I can say to some of these people who want the changes, do you imagine that you can issue a call and have 4400 members of the faculty come down, maybe get their cards identified by you? I know they wouldn’t do it.  Well, this kind of an ID card function has been part of it. We have had attached to our office also the mailroom and information office in Bascom Hall, which is a pretty active place because all the mail to Bascom Hall comes in there. Then we distribute it. [Coughs.] We also provide the—are open to the public in providing information on all kinds of things, like how you get refunds from those canteen machines downstairs, to bulletins in the Graduate School, and other things that people ask for.

01:28:08


Now, in addition to that, there’s one other part that’s quite important, and this is the—this is what I like to call the committee services. What we do is provide staff in support of some of the major committees, primarily the divisional committees and the University Committee. Now this is something new since I, when I took office. At the time I took office, it had been customary for the chancellor to support the University Committee, for instance, [word unclear] Gene Cameron, by paying the salary, part of the salary of somebody’s who’s working for Cameron already. Or somebody—pay part of the salary of the secretary who had worked for Cameron in connection with the University Committee. Often in the office of the person—of the chairman. And also to buy a little equipment for the, that Cameron would want to use as the chairman of the University Committee—buy some, and then we’d install that in his office. Then you get a new chairman and you’d have to make new arrangements; you’d have to find a new secretary for him and you’d have to buy [Speaker trails off.] By way of equipment, this is not very large, considering the amount of time and effort that the committee puts in on these things, it certainly is not very large. But I remember that Cameron needed a bigger table; he needed a table that was big enough to get six people around it in his office. So Bill Sewell I guess it was, at the time, bought him the table. It was big enough to put in, for six people. We put it in his office, and it’s still there. 
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Well, this is one thing that I, with Ed Young’s approval, accomplished when I first came in. We set it up there, and I think it’s a better system. We do the same thing with the divisional committees. We—where, before, we used to pay the office of the secretary of the faculty would pay part of the salary, like half of the salary of secretaries around the campus that we never even saw. I never even knew who they were. They were these, I’d asked our girls, “Who was So-and-So,” and they’d say, “Well, she’s a secretary down in the engineering school, in his office.” And that’s, we’re payin’ part of her salary [word unclear] part of the divisional committee.  Instead of doing it that way, instead of having a set of records that went with the chairman, the chairman finished his term of duty, and then we would either send his materials, he was supposed to, to the archives. Or some of it, he would pass on to somebody else, or some of it he would keep for himself. We, we set up an office, a permanent office there, with a girl who’s called “coordinator of the divisional committees,” and she’s had secretarial help and it’s been kind of a permanent thing.

DT:
Is this up in Bascom too?

CWL:
That’s up in Bascom. Those are a couple of changes we made. I guess those are most of the official functions of the office of the secretary of the faculty. 
01:31:10


Now, when I took over, Jim Cleary was the chancellor for academic affairs, and Jim was doing quite a lot for the office of the secretary of the faculty. I remember Alden White had died, Doug Dales was acting secretary, Jim was taking a very considerable role in the office of the secretary. I think if we had any personnel problems, and we didn’t have too many in that ti-, in those days, I think Jim would take some of the leadership in doing what needed to be done in terms of personnel for the office.
01:31:45


Jim was doing the job of organizing the faculty committees, which is a big one, and I’ll get back to that. When I took over, Jim says, told me, he says, “Now, don’t underestimate this; this’ll take you a solid month to get this thing done.” Every year, it’s gonna take ya, I mean, it’s a big one, a big job. Jim was also taking quite a role—he was trained as a parliamentarian, you know, he’s one of the authors, one of the editors of the revision of the Roberts Rules of Order. And Jim was…

DT: 
Oh, was he?

CWL:
Yeah. He’s, he’s an active parliamentarian. He liked it, and what he would do is make up a kind of a script for the chancellor in advance of every meeting explaining just the order in which things take, are supposed to take place, in the meeting, and calling his attention to potential problems and things like that. Well, I took over those functions pretty much from Cleary.
01:32:45


The committees deserve some special mention because we have a lot of committees. At one stage, I think I used to count 120 committees, or something. And we’re talking about committees at the University level; not counting the, certainly not counting the departmental committees and even the college committees. But we had a lot of committees at that higher level, with a lot of faculty members on ‘em. Some of ‘em are elected by the faculty; some of ‘em are appointed by the University Committee. Great diversity, and many of them are appointed by the chancellor. They are University-level, which is about all you can say for them, but they may be particular interests, where—since we’ve had a committee on [word unclear], that was for Wisconsin for many years. Art Robinson in the geography department’s been chairman. Well, this is a committee that’s been concerned with developing an atlas for the state of 
Wisconsin. And they published one, and it’s been active, and they’ve representatives from a number of departments and from outside the University and so on. And now that’s a very specialized, special-interest committee. But that’s a committee that somebody takes charge of. 
When I took over the office of the secretary, I began to write all of the letters of appointment. They came out of my office. I signed ‘em; I did ‘em—I said, Chancellor Young is asking me to serve, you see. I mean, I did ‘em in his name, but out of my office were all the letters of appointment. And it was, we’re talking about 900…
01:34:24
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CWL:
[word unclear] in place and so on. So you have kind of a running, perpetual record of these committees, which has been a big operation. Well, I got involved in it, in part because the chancellor appoints a lot of committees that are basically not appointed by his selection but by his authority. That is, if you’re talking about the Atlas of Wisconsin Committee, why, you go to the people on that committee and want to know who they want on their committee. And I’d say the chancellor has never really cared; he never really questioned who was on there. And certainly if there’s no problems, why, basically I’m saying that the process of getting these committees together involves talking to a lot of people and getting the lists of names.  I always made a practice, in talking with the chancellor, of going through the committee lists and, first, you find out whether these are committees in which he has a particular interest, or a particular feel. There are some committees that, as we would say, give him trouble, and committees that have done something conspicuously bad, and sometime conspicuously good, in which he takes kind of a personal interest. But lots of ‘em not. And so over a period of time I function mainly to get together lists of names, sometimes almost without asking the chancellor about it, and sometimes with him participating quite a lot. But then we’d write the letters, quite a few of ‘em, and we’d keep the records. That’s a big, it becomes a big, continuing sort of problem.

DT:
Well, I could certainly see where it would.

00:01:50

CWL:
Now, then I discovered, almost at once, that the Uni-, that the secretary of the faculty has historically become quite a place for information. If you don’t know, if you don’t know where to go, what to do, don’t know what the rules are, something, you’d call the office of the secretary of the faculty. So I ended up, I suppose, I don’t know what percent of my time, but a great deal of my time was spent on the telephone. People calling in on a whole great variety of questions. And I always liked this as a job. I mean, I thought it was interesting. For one thing, you have to find out what the rules are and be prepared to locate ‘em again when somebody asks you and [words unclear]. But people bring a lot of problems to you that you never heard of. So in a way, this kind of, being a clearinghouse, mainly for faculty or for questions about the faculty but not altogether [sic] This has been one of the important functions we’ve had, and one of the interesting ones.

00:02:56

Well now, what I’m saying, of course, is the official functions of the secretary of the faculty, uhmm, are fairly small, a core of duties that are not, to be honest with you, they’re not particularly interesting. I mean, who likes to go and sit and take minutes? And write up minutes for things. The secretary, unfortunately has to go to all the meetings; he has to sit through all the discussions; and he has to sit there with his mouth shut. Which, which always is very difficult for me, because sometimes you know more about it than the people who are doing all the talking, you see. And you kind of feel as though your role as a mute in this process isn’t a lot of fun.  But this little core of official duties, with a lot of other things attached to it, becomes kind of a large and diverse and interesting occupation. 
00:03:47


And one of the things that we probably ought to talk about before we get through here, I the change. In recent times, and I’d say within the past year, many of these functions have been stripped off the office of the secretary of the faculty, leaving what I don’t think is a very interesting or a full-time job for anybody [in no field?]. So this is one of the reasons that I have, that I’ve gotten out of it. There just isn’t that kind of a job left anymore.  And before we drop this subject I’ve talked about, which is basically the role of the office of the secretary, there’s another part, and this is—as a kind of, I’m speaking of the way that Ed Young and I both envisioned this, at the time I became secretary [sic]. This is somebody who acts as a kind of an administrative executive, would probably be better—an executive secretary for the University Committee. Not as a member of the University Committee but somebody who works very closely with the University Committee on the kinds of the things the University Committee does. I think this is very important and since I’ve let go of it, because there’s been a marked change in this, just recently.
00:05:08 


But the University Committee, you see, has no continuity; people are elected, it’s a six-man committee, and two people are elected every year to three-year terms. A constant turnover: there’s nobody’d been on there for, well actually nobody’s ever been on there for more than two years. And by the end of the third year, of course, you’ve made three years. But I mean, it’s a constant turnover, and they have no, there’s no real continuity in the sense that nobody knows what was done four years ago, or anything like that.

DT:
Is this good or bad?

CWL:
Bad. Because a committee gets in a room, they get tossed a question, and unless they have some access to what has been done before, they go through the business of hashing over the issues, the pro’s and con’s, and making a decision, and it may be quite a departure from what I’ve just, from what we’ve had as an established policy. And they don’t even know it. Now why don’t they check up? Well, they’ve got a lot of big problems, and they don’t have time, and the problems in a committee can sometimes get out of the habit of asking anybody else, you know. I mean, if you are “the” committee that makes a lot of big decisions and so on, why, you tend to view any kind of a problem people bring to you as something new, and you solve it your own way.  Now, of course, what that means is that you go, it’s a rollercoaster in the kinds of policies that you come out with. You can change ‘em completely without even knowing it. Well now, it’s that kind of a function that the secretary of the faculty ought to fill. You ought—I think—now, they don’t do it, or have only done in part, but when you, something comes up, a new question comes up, somebody ought to ask, “Has this question every come up before?”; “What’s the…?”; “Where are the files?”; “What are the things that have been said about it?”

DT:
It seems like, pretty obvious.

CWL:
Well, it does. Except that in the past couple of years, some very strange things have happened. I get calls, an agenda will come out, I’ll get calls from people who have worked in these areas before. I remember one call was from a gal who’d been secretary of the faculty for the center system and for—she’d been on the University faculty council, secretary of faculty lists, one thing and another. Just breaking into gales of laughter—she said, there were two items on the thing. She said, “Why, we spent years getting rid of that. Now why did this come up again? Why does the University Committee bring it up?”  Well, the reason the University Committee brought it up was that they didn’t think to ask anybody whether this had ever come up before, and they—come up and been disposed of, you see. They make some, you can make some quite serious, I think, errors by this kind of [Speaker trails off.]  Well, this is one of the functions of the secretary that has in the past been quite an important role in the whole conduct of faculty government. Now he also handles a lot of the mechanics of these things. 
00:08:24


You see, we get a committee report. Ah, technically the University Committee doesn’t always recognize this, but technically a committee of the faculty reports to the faculty; they don’t report to the University Committee, they report to the faculty. They prepare a report, with recommendations. Well, everybody has his own idea how to set these things up. Somebody ought to get—when this report comes in, somebody ought to say, “Now, is our accepted practice, for parliamentary reasons, to add all of the recommendations listed at the end of the report, and numbered, and separately identified as recommendations?” This particular reason is that, I mean, you can have a report of 20 pages, and the faculty should never be asked to approve that kind of a report. That means approving every word in it. And you don’t necessarily approve of the guy’s arguments, or the—I mean, the committee’s arguments or their lines of thinking or the way they present certain problems. What you really want to pass judgment on, yes or no, are these things listed as recommendations? To appoint a committee, to charge a committee to do such-and-so, you see, uh, the specifics.

00:09:39


Ah, well, our system used to be one in which  these reports were to be in a form that’s basically in a form that’s acceptable to the secretary of the faculty as being in a [Speaker trails off.] So these matters that went on the agenda were in a form suitable for expeditious treatment by the senate, proper amount of information provided so it’s clear, and all that kind of stuff. Well, a lot of this is, well, it’s something more than strictly clerical, but it’s a separate function. Somebody looks this over and sees that these things are all in order. And this is one of the things the secretary was supposed to do. Never expected to be a member of the committee but always should know what the committee was working on [sic]. At one time we talked about a secretary who would make some studies, you know, kind of staff studies of a particular situation as a kind of a prerequisite, rather than having the committee do it themselves. Now these were things that Ed Young and I envisioned, and they’ve sort of been phased out, for various reasons, I supposed. But they’re major changes in the role of the secretary. I think they could be important. I think they can be missed, except that they’re no longer performed by the office.

00:11:10

DT:
Do you want to go into the thousand whys of them being phased out?

CWL:
Well, I have kind of a, one of these answers that is more subjective than anything else. [Pause here.] I think a committee, uhmm…tends to take itself pretty seriously. And that’s one of the things that happens to everybody who becomes a member of the all-powerful and influential University Committee. You begin to think your judgment on this is better—I mean, it may not be correct, it may not be all there is to be asked but it’s as good as anybody’s, so you don’t really feel an awful great deal, you don’t feel a great urge to go out and consult other people on a lot of these things. We’ve had, now I’m speaking of myself, too, you see, because I’ve been through all this sort of thing. You tend to do things, and you don’t really ask around. You, under pressure of time or something like that, you go ahead and you handle these things yourself. And you don’t get accustomed to asking other people. 
00:12:22


Now, more important probably is the [Speaker coughs.] is the suspicion with which faculty people view an administrator. This was something that shocked me in some ways. You see, I had gone through the University Committee, and I was chairman of the University Committee, and I was asked to speak to speak to the Rotary about—as a representative, as a head of a powerful University Committee and things like that. Representing the faculty [sic]. And I became secretary of the faculty, and it took about 24 hours before I was to some extent identified with the administration and not with the faculty.

DT:
Just like that.

CWL:
Pretty nearly like that. Pretty nearly like that. Now there’s been a good deal more of that in recent years. I think in connection with the, all the years of strife and contention and so on, everybody likes to try to identify somebody else, some outsider that’s really responsible for our problems. We had, we’ve had quite an active bunch of faculty people who, who as a matter of course denounce the administration, and—with some justification, you see. I mean, the administration covers everybody, other than the faculty. And the push for collective bargaining for the faculty, organization of the faculty separate from the traditional ones, some of those things. They’ve all tended to draw a line between the administration and the faculty. And to make, to put them in separate camps. [Speaker coughs deeply.] We’ve continued this thing, and the organization is profs, [Profs Incorporated?] is an example of this. But they’ve tended to draw apart and be quite jealous of their own prerogatives. I would like to get on this subject a little bit later, with some more specific things. But one of the reasons, I think, is that the office, to some extent, has disappointed me. The role of the secretary has been one that you should have foreseen—I should have foreseen. I think we’ve just been driven apart, the faculty and the administration. And I was not very realistic. As I’m thinking that if I was chairman of the University Committee one year, why, I would be able to engage them as equals the following year, you see, because we were all part of the same system. But, some of those things were changed. But that, I think, is another subject that we should pick up on [word unclear] 

00:15:13


[Lapse in tape]

00:15:29

CWL:
Last time, I said something about the search and screen committee, and it occurs to me that there was something I wanted to add to that. You remember I said that the committee is doing the search and screen job for the chancellor when Ed Young was picked originally came up with a panel of names that didn’t included Ed Young’s name. And at that point, or soon after that, at an interval afterwards, President Harrington then asked the committee to provide him with more names, and we came up with Ed Young’s name and another name. And he appointed Ed Young. Well, we knew from the—at least there was general belief—that Fred Harrington wanted to appoint Ed Young in the first place. And, I mean, this was in the newspaper speculation and the common talk and all that sort of thing. And I always thought that raised kind of an interesting point here. 
00:16:21


Now I firmly believe that the president the person he wants as the chancellor, not somebody else. I think that the president has to be able to pick his number-one man, who is actually the man who’s going to carry out the president’s policies in the various universities around. In our system now. And I don’t believe that the person should be denied the right to put up the man he wants to.  And that means that the search and screen committee really has two separate, and somewhat contradictory, functions here, it seems to me. One of ‘em is to pick the, is to pick a panel of names of the people who are best-qualified in the judgment of the committee, and then somebody make a choice from that. But another function is probably to pass on the qualifications of the person, of certain selected persons that are the more likely candidates. I mean, as a practical matter. I think that a president should be able to go to the search and screen committee and say, “Now look, fellahs, does this, does my candidate meet your requirements?” you see. “Don’t tell me how many other people are better than he is, or anything like that. I want to know: Does this man, did this man—yes, or no—qualified to be chancellor?” And I think the search and screen committee has to answer that.  Now, and one of the reasons that I think this is relevant now is that, it seems to me, the current search and screen committee is determined to pick the people they think should be chosen as chancellor, and to eliminate ones who may be qualified, and who for some reason or another the committee doesn’t like so well, Now I don’t know what the situation is, since it’s all rumor at this point, and of course we don’t know who Ed Young is going to appoint as our next chancellor. But I never understood, for instance, why Dave Cronon, who’s quite an obvious candidate for this should have been left off the list.

DT:
Well, he was there in the very beginning, it was rumored.

CWL:
Oh, yes, sure. I think everybody you could think over was on that original 93 or whatever names, you know, and so on. But why they refused to put him on—why they stopped with five or four names, if they thought this was, Dave was a likely candidate for this kind of a position—why they refused to put him on. I don’t know. I think they were trying to direct the chancellor’s choice—which I don’t really think is a function of the committee.

00:18:56


You might like to know, as far as the record here, who the people were we had, we did nominate for this position.

DT:
Yes, I would.

CWL:
Hold on just a minute here. [Speaker looks through notes.] We came up with seven names originally, on the eighth of August. And the names were Bob Clodius, who of course was former vice president of the system, and Fred Harrington’s number-one man, Leon Epstein. [Speaker coughs.] Ahh, Roger Heinz, who was then chancellor of Berkeley, and a man named Horning, who was a director of the office of science and technology and, I think, chairman, or maybe at least a member of the President’s science advisory commission and things of that sort. A man—I don’t know whether he had any University administrative experience or not. But he had very high scientific qualifications. Bry Kearl was one, and Bob Parks, who as then—I think he had already become president of Iowa State University. And Bob Marshall, who was the an associate dean with the college of engineering. Then we added subsequently, when asked to do so, two more names, one of them being Ed Young’s and the other one being Byron Bird, who was a distinguished professor of chem engineering—I think he is. So those are the name that came up.

00:20:38

DT:
Now, could you tell me why Young wasn’t on that initially?

CWL:
Well, that’s kind of murky, but I see from some of my notes I’ve looked over since the last time, that the things that were held against him, were mentioned, I guess I would say really, the thing that was held against him mostly was that he was a frontrunner and Fred Harrington’s candidate. [Speaker chuckles.] I mean, this kind of gives you a sort of a, an initial sort of a doubt against these people. He’s said to be a poor speaker, which I suppose is so, ah, in the sense that he speaks hesitantly, very carefully. He’s words are very carefully chosen, and I’ve had occasion to go back over some of these things. And I know when he says something, it’s exactly the way he wants to say it. It sounds, it sounds hesitant; it’s not a very fluent [one?] It was said he was not very good at presiding over faculty meetings and things like that. Well, that is absolutely wrong. Because he was very accomplished at that sort of thing. In his own style, he did just a superlative job of running ‘em.  Uhmm, another comment. It’s said that he let someone else answer the questions. Well, that is true. As I have said, he’s—he, uhmm, he didn’t come out very strongly or definitely in answer to the questions. I mean, you asked him, you can discuss things with him, but you were never quite sure what his reaction was - so, and so that is probably true. 

00:22:02


It says, he’s not decisive. Well, as I mentioned, one of the former chairmen, departmental chairmen, said well, you’d go in and discuss a problem with him, and you’d come away not knowing how he stands, which is probably true. This is one of his—styles. Then somebody said, he was a loser. Well, I never quite understood that. They said he was a failure as a dean, and he had to leave and become a president of a Maine University [Speaker chuckles.], and then he had to leave there and come back, and was a vice president. Well, I guess I thought all these things were improvements in his situation, and not as a loser. But, at least he had, I guess it’s true that he hadn’t stayed with any particular assignment for all of his life, and so on—whatever that means.  Ahh, but that’s all I would—I don’t know, I never, it never really made very much sense to me, and, but the vote was pretty consistent on him. He was, in the first [word unclear], he was one of the marginal candidates, and then on the first solid vote we took, there was a vote of two for and seven against. And that didn’t change until we finally came around, some time later, and picked him and Bob Bird, both of—who had about the same kind of a vote, to begin with. Picked them as candidates.

DT:
These were the final two that…

CWL:
These were the final two that Fred Harrington asked us for. 
00:23:36


Well now, I don’t know what you’d like to pick up here, Donna, but it seems to me that much of the theme of this is, uhmm, the change in the nature of faculty government, and what I think of as a deterioration in the role of the faculty of Wisconsin. I suppose I’ve been a, being of age and having had the job that I’ve had and so on, maybe I’m prone to think that things are going to pot, but it has seemed to me that the role of the faculty has diminished considerably from what it was.  Now, I have had occasion to talk to quite a number of secretaries of the faculty at the Big Ten. We have had a couple meetings, for instance. And, over the years, you do talk about other institutions, and it does seem to me that, from all the evidence I have, the faculty had a great deal more power and authority, and a much larger role at Wisconsin than at any other place I know of. Now that doesn’t mean there aren’t others, but I don’t know of any more. And it’s a faculty power that has, I suppose, specific manifestations, and then a lot of it just in the kind of the way people feel about the role of the faculty.

DT:
Well, it has been true that they’ve not only had a role but they prided themselves on this.

CWL:
We have had, we’ve written into our regulations, for instance, the authority of a departmental faculty—that’s the same faculty, but at the departmental level our faculty has always, in my, to my knowledge, has always had the power to decide who was to be hired, who was to be promoted, where the money increase went, and so on. They had that—now that’s a pretty important deci-, right of authority there, decision in our own departmental faculty.  It was, of course, any recommendation of the departmental faculty then were subject to review and possible nonapproval by the dean and higher levels, but the faculty, the departmental faculty had the initial right of making the recommendations. And the dean did not jump in the picture and say, “Well now, I think you ought to hired So-and-So,” because the department is the one who decided that sort of thing. That’s very important.  Most deans are very reluctant to override the recommendations of the department. I think that’s true now, but [Speaker trails off.] There had been a few cases in which they did, but for the most part you’d take the departmental recommendations and you lived with ‘em. And nobody else makes these recommendations. Nobody puts a man in the department without the consent of that departmental faculty. There may be some pressure if you bring in a person and you want to find a departmental home for him. You may make a number of suggestions, but that is a basic right of the faculty to decide. And they’ve been very jealous about this.

00:26:52


Another thing that has been a source of faculty power is the fact that all of the major administrative people have come from the faculty. They’ve been chosen from the faculty. They assume a position. I guess I’m thinking here of, at the level of the dean, uhmm, chancellor and that sort of a position. And some of the vice chancellors. Uhmm, they come from the faculty, and they know these things from the viewpoint of the faculty. And in their dealings as chancellors and deans, they deal with their former colleagues, who are still members of the faculty. And more to the point, they’re gonna go back to the faculty because there are major administrative positions—the age of retirement is 65, and the age of retirement of the faculty is 70. And normally, a man is a dean for a while, and then he expects to go back to the faculty. And there’s just that built-in faculty bias in the administrative level. 
00:28:00


Now another thing very difficult to put into specific terms is the faculty has always been very vocal, very much interested in everything that’s going on in the University, not at all inhibited on what it chose to pass judgment on. And that is, we have, whether you call it legislation or not, the faculty meetings would get together and they’d pass a resolution on anything they thought they ought to pass a resolution on. And these resolutions went to the regents, and the regents for the most part adopted them. At least in very, very, the regents have always been very reluctant to override anything, once the faculty had taken a position. And more than that, they’ve been quite reluctant to set policy and make decisions without asking the faculty on matters where there’s quite clearly an interest of the faculty. Now this latter part never was very well reflected in any legislation. It comes up, came up, I think, first to my knowledge when we had some of the disorders, and when Gene Cameron, for instance, went down, as the chairman of the University Committee, went down to meet with a legislative investigation committee to look into these disorders. And he talked about what the faculty was doing, the way the faculty feels, and how this decides, I mean, how this is a decisive factor, and the legislators asked him, “Well now, just what is the faculty, what kind of right does the faculty have to [words unclear]?” Well, the fact is, there was nothing in the legislation. The decisions were made by the regents, but by the regents, through tradition, were in the habit of asking the faculty how to make these decisions. So there was a, the gap between anything that was printed in the legislative sense and what the faculty actually did in the way of exercise power was very considerable. 

00:29:59

[Lapse in tape]

00:32:23
CWL:
…in the academic area, like what kinds of courses shall be taught and so on that are generally conceded to be among the interests of, among the responsibilities of the faculty to decide. But many of these other things weren’t. Maybe I can give you an example of—we have had a document called “The Laws and Regulations of the University.”

DT:
I’m familiar with it.

CWL:
And this is one that consists of a number of chapters, and it covers a great many things to do with the University. A great deal of it came directly from the faculty. This was, these were documents, this was legislation that was [word unclear] written by faculty committees, or by the faculty and amendment and that sort of thing. Adopted by the faculty, went on to the regents, then the regents would adopt it or approve it or something, and then publish it as “The Laws and Regulations of the University.” Well, actually it was directly from the faculty. But it was published as “Laws and Regulations of the University,” published under the clear legislative authority of the regents. And there’s nothing that said the faculty is the party that makes these decisions, except of course their decisions were the ones that were accepted by the regents.  

00:33:40


Well this is a murky area, and as a matter of fact what we’ve come up against in more recent years, beginning about 1973 the University Committee launched on a revision of these laws and regulations. They badly needed revision because many changes had taken place and they’d gotten behind. And keeping ‘em up to date, even in the terminology and things like that. The, uhmm, but this revision coming out of the University Committee was called “Faculty [word unclear] and regulations.” And this was something that the University Committee envisioned being adopted and passed by the faculty, and then you issued the faculty rules. And they took many parts out of the, out of this old “laws and regulations of the University,” under the, published under the authority of the regents.

00:34:31


And it did raise, for the first time, a question which we had sought very carefully to avoid. All pre-, many previous, this question had come up over the years. And most previous University committees were most anxious to avoid raising the question of just far does the legislative authority of the faculty go? To give you an example: Here we have a section in there that says the, uhmm, the chairman of the department, in the present rule, and it has been this way over the years [sic], the chairman of an academic department is appointed by the dean, so you see he’s a member of  the administration, an administrative appointment. However, there is an advisory vote possible [words unclear]; there is provision for an advisory vote by the members of the department to the dean to suggest who they think should be the departmental chairman. And for the most part, the dean will accept this advisory vote as a kind of a popular referendum, and he’s [word unclear] by it, pretty much.

DT:
This is what I’ve understood.

CWL:
There are cases when they don’t. Now a department can get badly divided, and they can be having a lot of troubles, and then the dean will exercise his superior authority. And there’s no question he’s got the authority, at least under our present organization. He has the authority to appoint a person called a chairman. Now this person is a chairman; he’s not a head or director or anything like that. And what he does is preside, and the decisions, you see, are clearly made by the departmental faculty, and all he does is transmit ‘em to the dean. Well now, the legislation setting is [word unclear], you see. If you incorporated as faculty rulings and regulations, and this is the way it’s been done in the past, in ways it’s gonna be done, you can’t really be seen to be [terribly?] wrong about this. So the faculty rules say, well then the dean appoints but the faculty has the right to make this preferential vote on the ballot on the choice of the chairman. But the right to legislate is also, also implies the right to amend, and to repeal, and to change the legislation, to legislate [anyways?], you see. So if you just automatically say, “This is within the authority of the faculty to legislate on this kind of a point,” you’re saying really that the faculty also has a right to decide at some future time that they don’t like it this way. What they want is a, you, the department will elect the dean, I’ve, no—excuse me—the department will elect the [team?] chairman [sic]. Instead of a preferential ballot, you’d miss being elected. 

00:37:21


And I know that this is a common reaction among faculty people to think, “Well, we picked the chairman there, and what’s the dean doing messing in there?” Well, but this would be if you conceded this to be the authority of the faculty on a [word unclear] like this, why then you were saying that the faculty makes its decision, and the administration doesn’t have a role in it. And that’s something you don’t—I don’t think you’d want to concede. Well, this question never came up because the faculty would make a lot of rules and they would debate and frame resolutions, and write legislation, and they’d transmit it to the regents, and the regents would generally adopt it. And the regents would have also, in the old laws and regulations, they’d have other parts that came out of the administration. And the real source of where these different chapters and that laws and regulations, [a lot of ‘em came?], was sort of irrelevant. But it was not known, it was not documented in the laws and regulations. Only by going through, back through the legislative history do you know whether these came out of a chancellor’s office, or whether it came out of a faculty meeting, you see. And but they, ‘cause it’s all published under the [right?] of the regents. Nobody ever questioned the authority of the regents to legislate. The question of whether the faculty, though, the faculty legislative authority began and end never was settled. And in recent years to come down hard on that, raises the question of who wanted to be the undecided. And as I think you can only conclude that in the present atmosphere, by the time you get everybody to review what the legislative rules of the faculty is [sic], it’ll be very much diminished from anything we had in the past, under the effective rules we had. Well, we had, we always have had, and we still have, I think, a very considerable measure of faculty power, although I think it has been eroded. I think actually it’s been eroded from several different viewpoints. I would kind of like to mention each one of them. Ah, merger, of course, has been one of the factors which we have to talk about. Another one that has to be talked about, I think, is the development of the faculty senate, and all that that implies. Now, ‘cause many people wouldn’t consider this as one of the factors that leads to [word unclear] the faculty, but I think I see it that it does, and I’d like to make some comments on [Speaker trails off.] Then there’s some things that the faculty itself has done, and that the University has done over the years, that I think in a sense that tended to diminish the role of the faculty. So I’d like to cover all those points, a little bit.

DT:
Fine.

00:40:21

CWL:
The, uhmm, the merger. We formally had a, what we all had grown up to know as the University of Wisconsin. And it had a Board of Regents that, all of whom were directly concerned, by modern standards, was a small Board of Regents, and they were all concerned with that one university—our University. Now, to make that University only a part of a larger system, and to have a lot of university of Wisconsin, with a Board of Regents that is accustomed to representing 1500, I guess it is, some such, some such number when we get through counting ‘em all. This has put our University in a different position altogether. Merger—whatever its merits are concerned—has had a couple of effects. One, it has had the equalizing effect. Way back when merger was being talked about, I recall Governor Pat Lucey going up to the faculty meeting, and he was, he’s always been never afraid to talk to people. So he came out to this faculty meeting, a special faculty meeting, and he announced what he was thinking about in terms of merger, and what it meant. And he said that any parent in Wisconsin who wants to send their children to a university ought to get the same kind of education, no matter where they go, they ought to have equally good people, you see, in one place or another. I think he used the example of teaching in French. Someone who teaches Introductory French ought to be as good in one place as in another. And I think he even used, he mentioned salary in this connection.

00:42:15


Well this is a kind of concept of equal treatment for everybody in the old University system. And, of course, that makes a great deal of difference to an institution like ours, where we were far above everybody else. What you do is get equal treatment by bringing up the people below and knocking down the ones above, relatively speaking. And this is has been true of faculty government. We had a very pronounced and active faculty—a very potent force in the whole government of the University, at this institution. But some of the other institutions, former state teachers’ colleges and so on. I think they didn’t even have any faculty organization, as far as I recall it, in some cases they didn’t have a faculty organization at all—let alone one that’s effective. And when the regents now, from our Board, contemplates rules for the University that they’re going to apply to all of these institutions, they have to think in terms of rules that are gonna apply uniformly. And what they do—I think what they’ve done is greatly expand the authority of faculty in some of these areas where the faculty never had any authority. And, but they have, they have not protected some of the things that we have [benefits?]. So there has been this kind of a cutback. Now, of course, another sort of an effect has been the creation of a very large central administration that’s on top of the whole works. This is almost entirely new. We’ve had nothing very much like this. There is a coordinating committee for higher education that was over the former state University system, and of course we’ve had an administration that covered Milwaukee, Madison, Green Bay, Kenosha, and the center system and extensions. So we had kind of a six units we were merged [word unclear] before. But nothing in the, kind of an organization we’ve now developed. We have a central guiding authority for all kinds of University things. Ahh, this is not a very…

00:44:44
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CWL:
…Fred Harrington was a former professor of history. He knew a great many people on the Madison campus. I guess, I would say he probably knew as many as anybody would ever know. And very much aware, and was very closely identified with Madison, knew everything about it. Knew the courses, knew all these things. We’ve now developed an administration in Van Hise that has no faculty, has no students, has no courses, offers no courses, it doesn’t have anything, and they’re very remotely associated with all of these things. One of the things that sort of impressed me, back in the rioting days, one time, I was up talking to my old friend Bob Clodius, who was Vice President. And uh, there was something going on below, the school busses pulled up and the policemen were piling out. I don’t know, whether they were the sheriff’s men or the city police, or what. But the policemen were appearing, and there were obviously people running around. And Bob and I were standing there, looking down as always, and wondering what it was all about. And you’d see these little ants running around down there and the school buses, and we knew something was goin’ on. And we speculated about it, and what was—well, we, all the gossip and everything we’d heard—listen to the radio and all that. And ask, and Bob [words unclear], and we both wondered what was going on. I couldn’t stand it after a while, so I left Bob and I went down to find out. Well now, that’s the level at which we all operate on the campus, right down there. We count on contact with students, and we do have faculties that we deal with, and faculty people we know, and that sort of thing. And this is a very remote thing at the top there; there’s no connection. 
00:46:54


You know that John Weaver never once spoke to the faculty at Madison? Never once addressed ‘em. He made—now this may be wrong, and maybe you’re gonna have to correct my facts some. He made one effort, and this was a meeting that got disrupted, and he never…

DT:
I was going to bring that up. It’s the one exception that I was familiar with.
CWL:
Now this was, I think, in 1970, and it was a meeting at which John Weaver was supposed to come in and speak. And it was a meeting that for various reasons ran into trouble. It was troubled times; there were still the, connected with the Vietnam War. But something had happened not long before that that had stirred up people, and everybody was quite excited. So times were not propitious, and the way we staged it was not very good.   The meeting was to be held in, I think, it’s 3650 in the Humanities Building. And the room was full of students and we could not get the students really out so that we managed to get enough room in there to bring in the senators to have their meeting, but there were a lot of students there to begin with. And we started off with a kind of a condition of disorder. It began, that meeting began, with a member of the senate, I suppose, a member of the history department, I guess, offered the motion to suspend the regular order of business and discuss the Vietnam War, and the chancellor Ed Young presiding said, declared that was out of order [sic]. And it was—by any of our rules. You don’t put these, the agenda is set before you get there, and you don’t bring these things in. But that kind of set the tone. It was not long before John Weaver got up to talk, and he talked for about three or four sentences—it seemed anyway a very short time—and there was noise from the audience. There was the kind of noise that you get when you’ve got a whole room full of students, and I don’t recall anything in particular, like catcalls or anything like that, but somebody’s always talking and all that sort of thing. And Mr. Weaver turned to the chancellor and said, “Mr. Chancellor, in my judgment this meeting cannot continue.” So Ed Young got up and he adjourned the meeting right then.

DT:
But there wasn’t any obvious outbreak, or interruption?

CWL:
Well, I think everybody thought that Mr. Weaver gave up too quick. Watching somebody, an old hand like Ed Young, in a disorderly situation is kind of an experience, and Mr. Weaver never learned any of that. He never had that kind of experience. He never knew how to cope with it. What Ed Young would do in a thing like that, and a condition like that, was to continue. He would continue in spite of the interruptions, and the interruption may get more and more pronounced. It may be a meeting that everybody knows from the beginning cannot continue, see? It’s gonna be disrupted one way or another.  Hush, but Ed Young would persist. He would persist to the point where the people who were friendly to him would say, “Well now, why doesn’t Ed quit this? Why doesn’t he adjourn the meeting?” and so on. But Ed Young would continue on until he was almost the last man out the door, you see. He would continue on till it was obvious to anybody who was there that there was no possibility of continuing. But he’d done his part. He’d made his effort; he’d done all this sort of the thing. And he would have gotten as much sympathy as you probably could get out of that kind of a situation [word unclear]. And then he would dismiss it. But Mr. Weaver took a look at the hostile faces, which we were surrounded with in those days, all the time. I mean, these situations were always bound to develop, or likely to develop under almost any circumstances, and you accept as a matter of course. 

00:51:05


John Weaver, though, looked at ‘em once, and he blinked. And he never came back, as far as I know, he never addressed the Madison faculty. He was scared of ‘em, I think, afraid that they didn’t approve of him. I don’t know whether this went back to the original selection, but the fact that we’d never been very strong for John Weaver. And I think part of it has been his failure to get in and mix it up a little bit.  I spoke with Pat Lucey coming to talk to the faculty. John Weaver was much more, I mean, his public positions were much more on the side of the faculty and this sort of a thing, than Pat Lucey’s were. But who came out to talk to the faculty? The Governor did. He came in there, and to some extent—I don’t know whether he swayed anybody to his viewpoint, but at least he impressed people that, well, there was a point there. And he was a fellow of some courage and conviction, and he was willing to come out and talk to us and field some questions, and things like that. And Mr. Weaver was always absent. Well, you can’t really blame him, in a sense, because I think he had no experience, and of course he never did have any faculty contacts. He, he’s always been, and this, I’m talking here about that funny relationship between a central administration and the University that you get when you have a merged system. He’s always been one who liked to deal with the faculty in a kind of long-handled fashion. We’d laugh sometimes and said what he really wants is somebody that he likes who can speak to the whole faculty, and then he would talk to them. And he has talked to two or three members of our faculty, I think.

DT:
Such as?

CWL:
David Cronon.  Dave is a well-known person, he’s always been heavily involved with faculty. But I think Dave deals with the faculty as something, I mean, as a bygone generation. I don’t think the faculty is like Dave thinks they are anymore, and so on. But he’s the way the faculty ought to be, I would say that. I mean, I’m sympathetic to him, but I don’t think is a guy who can give, who could give John Weaver the real flavor of what was goin’ on. Well, the central administration eventually was successful in setting up a—I think they asked the University Committee at one time to provide them with two or three people and [soft talk?] to them, you see, as to represent the faculty—and then they set up, well, it’s kind of a council now, I’ve forgotten the exact title, but it’s one which is representatives from all of these many institutions, one apiece or something like that. And one person from Madison with two votes, or something of that sort. That’s the kind of contact they like to have with the faculty, which is quite against our tradition.  In our tradition, nobody speaks for the faculty. And in any case, one person couldn’t speak for the faculty and so on. So this is, this [words unclear], a very loose, I mean, a very remote and not very realistic connection with the faculty. I’d like to go back to this Weaver fiasco, that particular meeting because that was one that was of great interest to me personally. It was mismanaged, and I guess as secretary of the faculty when one, since I set up the meetings and all that sort of stuff, I would be responsible for the mismanagement. I mean, we did it the way we had been doing it in the past, but it didn’t work out this time.  It was mismanaged because there was a large class in that room, ahh, the hour before the faculty senate meeting was supposed to begin. Now we have our meetings, we have ‘em in a different place, but we have our meetings, and I have the room sewed up; it’s empty the hour before the meeting is scheduled to begin. That gives us time to set up our equipment like our PA systems and our taping and other things, get our furniture arranged. But it also means the room is empty, and so when you, when the time comes, you can admit people. You admit the senators and they go down and sit in the voting section where they’re supposed to be, and you admit other people and so on. But you have some control over it. We don’t start with a room that’s already full of students.

00:55:38

DT:
You have an orderly arrangement instead.

CWL:
So what happened on this occasion, we went down, everybody—and I got down there early as usual—and people were waiting around outside because there was a class in progress in there. And it was, you see this was a pretty good size group, we have 225 senators and they’re usually a lot of other people, particularly when it’s [taught], it’s said that the president’s gonna speak, you see, a lot of people would come. So there were a lot of people waiting outside, and we were looking at the clocks anxiously, ‘cause we had to get in and there and get the stage set up and all those things. Ahh, so we watched this, and the lecturer just kept on and on and on. The bell rings; there’s 15 minutes’ interval between classes. The bell rings, and then you’re supposed to terminate your class, and then people are supposed to clear out, then other people come in. Well, the bell rang and no signs of the lecturer was gonna discontinue. I went into the back of the classroom, it’s a big hall. Ralph Hanson, the Director of Protection and Security, who was the University’s number-one man in dealing with disorders, you know, at the time. 
00:56:54


Ralph and I went in there and stood in the entryway where we could see what was goin’ on. And the room was just jam-packed with students. This was Harvey Goldberg’s, ahhh, class. Very popular speaker. Very interesting man, popular speaker, and very popular with the students. And we always had overfull classes. Well, this was one of these overfull classes. I don’t know the subject; I suppose I could go back to find out what the class was supposed to be about. But he was up at the head of the room, and he was lecturing, and these students were around, and you never saw such a lecture hall in your life. At least I haven’t. Even though Harvey used to lecture out in Ag Hall, where I saw, where I could see in Ag auditorium, and see, he had big student bodies, where, I mean, he’d [go for a?] course, there’d be a big registration. So he’d have to have the biggest halls to take care of it. I used to see them out there, and they were, in the view of the Ag, people in the Ag College, they were pretty disorderly classes [Chuckling.] but big and enthusiastic. Well, Ralph and I came in and surveyed this thing. The students not only had all the seats filled, but they were sitting in all the aisles around, and they would sit on the floor in the aisles and they were draped all around. And I—it was quite a group. I—now I kind of think of it as being one where they would sit in little groups and smoke, and maybe have their pets with ‘em and things like that. But it was a pretty informal group and very crowded and everything like that.  Well, Harvey showed no signs of stopping. We watched, and we looked at our watches and we…finally, we talked about how long can we go before we have to move ‘em out. I mean, that was, that would be Ralph’s phrase—do something about it anyway. And we sort of decided—he said, “Do you want me to do it?” I said, “No, I guess it’s my job.” So what I did was make my way from the back of this crowded hall, down to the speaker’s platform, way down below. And to do that, I had to climb over students, you see, because all [Laughing here] the aisles and everything were filled. So it was a long way down there, I’ll tell you. And I got down there, and I stood beside, stood beside the platform there, Harvey was up speaking, and he was apparently oblivious of me, unaware that I was there.  Now, maybe he was but I, of course, I’ve always strongly suspected he knew all about it; he was waiting for this. I’m accusing him here, I guess, of something.

DT:
Would he have known about the meeting, that it was coming?

CWL:
Oh, yes, sure he would. Well, you see, everybody knows that when the, when your allotted time is over with, you’re supposed to quit and release the students because they’re presumable gonna go some other place, and all that sort of thing. So he kept on. And I’ve forgotten what the, ‘cause I mean we must have given him 10 minutes out of the 15 minutes in between the thing, which was almost unheard of. Anyway, he noticed me and then said, asked him if would, if he’d quit because we had to have the room for the senate meeting and so on.  Well, he looked very startled, and he stopped in mid-sentence, and he picked up his—as though he didn’t quite cringe as though I’d hit him or anything like that. I was standing down below him and speaking up to him. But he picked all his papers up and stuffed ‘em in the bag, and he left. And of course the students hissed and jeered and so on. I mean, I, I, I was sure…

DT:
You were the bad guy.

CWL:
Yeah, I was sure the tough one. Well, those students, you see, were the ones who were in the hall before we tried to start the meeting. And it was a long—because the meeting was very much delayed—because if people don’t want to leave, you can’t very well get ‘em out. I’m sure you can, but they, it was kind of a passive resistance, you know. And we had all kinds of people recruited, trying to move the students out so we’d have enough place even for the senators to sit.  And also, this meeting had got quite a lot of publicity, and there were some flyers as there were in those days on almost all occasions, literature distributed saying, “Attend the senate meeting and…” I don’t know, I can’t remember exactly what they, but the idea was that they should attend and participate, and find out what the faculty’s doing and find out what the President is doing, and all that sort of thing. So I don’t think this was altogether a surprise, that we had a little trouble getting this meeting.

DT:
Well, quite presumable, some of those members of Harvey Goldberg’s class intended to stay for the meeting.

CWL:
Yeah, I—it would be incorrect for me to say that I think Harvey knew exactly what he was doing, and this was sort of a plan. But it’s at least conceivable [Laughing.] and it would not be entirely out of character. Harvey was one of the faculty members who was considered sort of radical, and he was always taking the role of the students and so on when some of the other people weren’t. Well…

DT:
[Cross-talking] have been the teach-ins, I think, which…several years before.

CWL:
Very good speaker. I have heard him speak on a number of occasions in faculty meetings, for instance, and very good, very good. I didn’t agree with what he was saying but, I mean, he was a heck of a lot more exciting than some of the people I did agree with. [Chuckling.]  Well, anyway, one of the things that, I say, this was a personal interest to me. Sometime later, and it couldn’t have been more than a week or so afterwards, in my office I was visited by Morton [Rothstein]. Morton was then Chairman of the Department of History and an old friend of mine. And Mort came in, and he was kind of embarrassed by it all. But he, in a very sober, formal way announced that he was bringing, he was delivering to me a resolution adopted by the History faculty, in one of their departmental meetings, a resolution censoring me as secretary of the faculty for disrupting the lecture of Harvey Goldberg.

DT:
Oh, my goodness.

CWL:
And, well [Chuckling.] this was something of a surprise, and it takes time to collect the thoughts, of course, on that. I did, we did talk for a while. I mean, I never did see a copy of this resolution, and I’ve often thought I should go back to the History Department and see whether they had one. ‘Cause I should be entitled to a copy of it anyway.

DT:
I would think.

CWL:
Uhmm, but we did talk about it, and I satisfied myself that this was an action taken by the History Department, the faculty of the History Department. And I’m sure there people who—I was told there were people who opposed it but the majority anyway prevailed. And they passed this thing without doing any investigating or anything of the sort. And what they had was Harvey’s word, and the word of two or three other members of two or three other members of the History Department who were—probably including this fellah who could not get his Vietnam War resolution on the agenda and so on.  Well, it ended up, and I told Mort, “Mort, you take that back, and if I hear any more about it, I’m gonna sue your department.” We had a, we had just set up a departmen-, a committee on faculty rights and responsibilities. And one of the functions of this committee was that it was supposed to protect faculty members who were unjust-, feel they’re unjustly accused by, well, we were talking mainly about people who were accused by legislators and downtown folks at being radical and so on. There ought to be some kind of a mechanism in which faculty people can have a hearing about these kinds of allegations and so on.

DT:
Sure. Sure.

CWL:
So I said, “If you, if I hear anymore about this, I’m gonna take you right in front of this committee. I’m gonna take you out, I’m gonna charge you and bring you in, and insist on a hearing, and get this thing straightened out.” I told Mort enough about what had happened and we, I, see Ralph Hanson had been right there, and Ralph was one of my witnesses, but we had a lot of other people, too, and so…  Ed Young was so mad it [Laughter.] he wanted to call off, I don’t know what he—he was very mad about this whole thing. He wanted to make an issue of this, so we kind of quieted down. I don’t know whatever happened to it. I supposed Mort went back and, it may have been that the History Department satisfied itself by adopting the resolution of censure, and that was that. And so nothing much else happened.  Anyway, that was the meeting. 
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—this was really talking about merger and its effect on the faculty, the role of the faculty. The central administration being remote like this, also with a Board of Regents, half or more of which had no particular allegiance to Madison, which [Speaker trails off.] See, once we had our own board of regents, and now we have a board not really specifically responsible for us as a…

DT:
[Interjecting.] Well, not a bit. There were 27 different institutions involved, all over the state.

CWL:
And that was a different sort of a board, too. You see, we, our board of Regents, were all more or less concentrated on, well, on Madison and Milwaukee, and these other two schools. But they were pretty well identified with us, and they, the whole board. Now the other board of regents—it was my impression is [sic] that they had to kind of, they had individually a kind of an interest in the institutions within their own bailiwick somehow. That is, you would have a regent who was very interested in the University at Platteville. And who would, as I recall that was an example, but in any case, a regent who was very much interested, and who was hired there, and quite actively involved in the actual administration of that…

DT:
Well, it’s a very example because it was Roy [Copp?] who was head of the state board at that time. He’s from Platteville.

CWL:
They had these areas of considerable personal influence as individuals on that, and so on. And when you got, when you’ve got a combined board, you had the feeling, we had the feeling that we didn’t even know who the regents were, let along have any real knowledge of ‘em.  Now that board, quite understandable, coming from a different kind—I’m speaking of the other regents, the outside regents back in the days when the merger was adopted—they came from a different kind of tradition altogether. And so it’s not at all surprising that the—different ways of doing things [sic]. This board of regents [Speaker hesitates.] is apt to take actions without asking the faculty. So these things come to us after the regents have acted on, things that we have always felt were a very considerable part of our own sphere of interest and responsibilities, like admissions policy. If they are concerned about having too many students, why, the regents jumped in the act with some, with this enrollment limitations sort of a policy, without ever talking about it to the faculty. So we had a couple, two or three meetings, devoted to that. I don’t think that we influenced anyone very much, but we, where we thought that, at least, if the regents are going to eliminate, or limit, enrollment at Madison, we should have the responsibility for deciding how it’s to be limited, not to make the limitation by rules that the regents might adopt.

DT:
Are you saying that they set limits for specific campuses, and not just general rules for the whole system?

CWL:
Yeah, yeah: I think that’s so. Now I think part of the picture here is, we had some, we had Madison and a few others that were oversubscribed, and we had schools without much students and with empty dormitories and things of that sort. Schools that were in verious serious financial problems because they didn’t have enough students [sic]. And I think one of the things the regents had in mind, that if we set limits on Madison, this will—I mean, their argument was that this would force students to go to Whitewater, for instance, where they needed the students more than we did. And, of course, many of us pooh-poohed that, because they said if they don’t go to the University at Madison, the one we’re talking about as the University of Wisconsin, they don’t go to Whitewater, they go to some other comparable school, which would be in another state.  But anyway, things of this sort. I think that the present regents now do—without really thinking about it, or if they think about it, they dismiss the thought that the faculty ought to be consulted before they do it. And I think it’s a very good reason because it was only at Madison where the faculty had to be consulted beforehand, you see. And so we’ve been left out on some of those things. 
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Now, I said that there were certain manifestations like the right of the department to pick its people, and the choice of a high administrator officer from the faculty. Those things really hadn’t changed. But it’s been the—what has changed, has been these, oh, more or less, undocumented matters of tradition and habit and custom: To bring the faculty in, to consult with the faculty ahead of time, to take the faculty recommendations—really, to solicit the advice, guidance of the faculty in running the University. Those things are the ones that have sort of taken a beating. 
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Well, there’s no way out of merging now. I think it was a bad idea, but maybe it’s the only way that you could run a very large educational system in the state. Maybe this is sort of inevitable. But it’s part of  the tendency to centralize, and to organize in a very cost-efficient way supposedly an educational system.

DT:
Well, there was some general feeling that the coordinating committee wasn’t a total success also.

CWL:
Oh, I think that’s probably so. I mean, what they were really thinking about was something that would really centralize it, give you more control. It was touted, to begin with, as a way of saving money, and I have not heard that argument for a long time because all we can see is an enormous central administrative structure set up, in addition to anything we ever had before, in addition to anything the state ever had before. To begin with, to—I think both because he may have felt that way but, at least it was expedient, the President and the general statements coming out of, I suppose, out of the regents [sic], at least out of central administration, were in the direction of giving as much autonomy as possible to the local campus. To the Madison campus, you see, and to the campuses of these other two. Uhmm…

DT:
What happened to that?

00:13:04

CWL:
Well, what happened first is that actually they cleared out central administration because this was a kind of a suspect place. They didn’t clear it out too much. Madison—they quit furnishing services basically.

DT:
You’re talking about the central administration for Madison—for the original University of Wisconsin.

CWL:
I guess what I’m saying, thinking of as the central administration under Harrington, and the central administration under Weaver. Under Harrington, a lot of things that were done over at Van Hise were really done for the separate universities. We would have, all of ‘em were done in one place. Uhmm, it grew out of Madison actually. What this was, was a Madison administration that sort of expanded and took over the responsibilities for Milwaukee and the other institutions. So in a sense, it was ours. Most of ‘em in our own organization, the people we had put in the jobs and so on, just developed in taking care of the others. Well, under Weaver, when they—when the local autonomy thing was first talked about, they cancelled some of these services and said that from now on the campuses, the individual campuses, would do it. In the first place, we had acquired a good many more universities, you see. So you could not really extend these to other places. And so what Madison had to do was build up its own administration. Madison acquired quite a few people from the central administration—a delicate problem there, because what you want to do is acquire the people that you want but you don’t want to take the ones that you think are no good, you see. So, it was kind of a pick-and-choose effort there.
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But Madison built up its own administration, in effect to take over some of the things that central had previously been doing for us. And then about that time, we got in-, the Weaver administration got into trouble with the legislature, and particularly the Governor, for not proper-, for not knowing, for not administering and so on. Now, so they were really forced into the business of administering. And the way you administer, of course, is to build up a big staff, and get enough people to do the administering. And they have to make their jobs, to do their jobs, they have to have information, so they ask for an enormous amount of administrative information that had never been furnished before, which takes an awful lot of manpower just to fill out their reports that kept coming out all the time.  And then, of course, when you get all these things, then you’ve got all this information, and then you think, “Well, I ought to manage, using this information.” So in a way, you cannot avoid, if you have a central administration, taking away authority from the local campus and exercising it at the top, as well as building up an enormous manpower [sic].  For quite a long time, when we were cutting down on the number of people on the Madison campus because of the budget, the only positions that were open were good ones and they were all in central administration. They were all, they were advertising for vice presidents, you know, and things like that. Of course, any time you get a vice president, why, then he has to have a staff. So this is the place you get hired.  Well, that may be enough on this question of what the effect of central, the merger and the central administration has been. But this has been, this has not been a happy relationship. I would say that Madison has never liked the central administration, and they’ve always been a good little trouble, too, the central—there’s a number of problems with central administration because we probably were less tractable in being administered this way. More and more, Madison more fighting to maintain its own independence. So it’ll be interesting to see what happens now.

01:17:06

DT:
That occurred to me, since you’ve already said that, at some point, I recall, that in certain instances Young was more interested in retaining this role of faculty government than the faculty themselves. What will he do as president of the system?

CWL:
Well, I guess that’s maybe one of those things we have to wait and find out. Ed Young was always very much aware of the faculty. He was always very strong in keeping the faculty in a role. I think in a way—and I don’t mean this in a derogatory sense—he used the faculty as part of his administrative decision-making structure. A decision to be made, and if you can get the faculty to make it, if it’s, if the results are approximately, are the ones that you really want, why, turn it over to the faculty. I mean, I think he could use ‘em in that sense. I think he also prides himself, with justification, in being pretty adept at handling these kinds of situations. Working with faculty, and achieving some kind of results, workable results, you see, by working with ‘em. So he was been fairly comfortable, I would think, with the faculty on the Madison campus. Now, what happens when he gets into central administration, I don’t know. He’s now got a different sort of a job. It’s an unpopular position from the standard view from this campus, you know. You don’t like the president of the system as well as you like the chancellor in your own institution. And you don’t like to be combined with all these other people, you see, that are also members of the faculty. We’re outnumbered—Madison.  Ahh, a constant thorn in the side of the Madison faculty has been the fact that there are so many other faculty people in the whole system now [Chuckling.] And the views of our faculty, which we have always thought were very much worth taking and solicitous of, get pretty well submerged, if they’re heard at all. We—the relations between Madison and these other institutions, is kind of difficult to evaluate. But I don’t think it has been altogether friendly.  Madison has always been accused of being an elitist organ-, an elitist establishment. And the plain fact is, the Madison campus is the one that has had a world reputation and a national reputation and so on, and nobody ever heard of these other institutions, although they all have their local pride and so on.

01:20:02

We have a—the faculty organization, it’s called TAUWF, the Association of the University of Wisconsin Faculties, does not include Madison, you see. So, and TAUWF is the one that has gotten a lot of the publicity. They organized, it’s kind of a pre-union stage of development—they have organized, they’ve got subscribers, they’ve got members, I think, in all the other institutions. Most of the other institutions. And they have representatives, paid representatives who are in the news quite a bit. And the newspapers don’t really observe these technicalities. They talk about somebody speaking for the faculty. Well, they’re talking about the faculty in the system, and there’s somebody not speaking for us, and very particularly in many cases, representing things we don’t believe in. This has been difficult to take care of.  It’s always a difficult role, I supposed, to be a member of, or a representative of the best institution and one where there’s a great variety in these things, you know. You run for cover when you’re accused of being elitist and putting yourself above everybody else. You deny all this, you know, because this has been the—I mean, this isn’t the democratic way or the polite way to do it. To say that the institution is, does reserve, is a different kind or anything like that.
DT:
But in fact they think it is, they are.

CWL:
Well, yeah. I mean, there’s no getting around it. You get caught both ways. If you say you’re not any different, why then you end up and do what Pat Lucey says—you pay your professors of, who teach Introductory French, you pay ‘em the same at all the institutions, you see. If you, you can’t survive that way.  As a matter of fact, wages, you see—I haven’t been a student of this very much, but everything that I have seen has indicated that there’s been a constant tendency to equalize the wages around here. And it makes a difference, because at Madison, when you go out to hire a faculty member, you go on the national market. You go to some of the best institutions, and you find out who their best candidate were, and you hired the best young PhD out of Berkeley that you can get. And you have to pay him more than if you’re hiring somebody who—from Madison [Chuckling.], who doesn’t have any other jobs. We used to provide a lot of our PhDs to some of these former, these other institutions, and they weren’t always our best ones, or we didn’t think so. Now maybe we were wrong—I’m using a very, using elitist standards and so on—but I think just the difference between whether you are a nationally or internationally known institution and the kind of salaries you have to get and keep that kind of faculty, is one of the things that you simply have to preserve, unless you’re gonna get into this deadly equalizing thing [sic]. Or, in the case of the teach—I don’t know anything about instructing in French so this isn’t a good example, but it’s one thing to hired somebody to teach and have him out of the textbook, you know, read the textbook and have full classes and the students. I mean, this is a kind of a high school sort of a approach. Or hire somebody who wrote the textbook in the first place—the authority.  Well, these have been very hard, of course [to know]. 
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Maybe I should drop this merger thing, although it’s gonna be very interesting to watch Ed Young in this role, because he’s got a different position now. And I don’t think it’s possible for him to forget, really, what he got in there, the ideas he went in with. But I don’t know how he’s gonna accommodate those who—to other pressures on him.

DT:
Well, he’s so far—all I recall is that he’s gone on record as saying that he’s for developing the peculiar, unique qualities of the different individual [Speaker trails off.]

CWL:
Well, that’s a different school, and it’s a good way to put it, and so on. Now, we don’t know what that means when you get down to the nitty-gritty. Madison’s always very hard to handle, for central administration. And I have been told that people working in central administration are delighted to have Ed now as their president. Because now they think they have some kind of control over Madison that was never—we would argue against things that were decided by central administration. And I think in some cases we basically refused to do it. And Ed was pretty good in this. And there were some very strong statements that came out of Madison, about central administration. and how silly some of their ideas were [Chuckling.] and how impossible it was, or how costly, and how un-essential and things of this sort.

DT:
Well, it can work either way. It…we’ll have to see.

CWL:
Yeah. Yeah. It’s kind of interesting, incidentally, because Irv Shain and Ed Young used to both do this—except that Ed, Irv Shain and Ed played the good guy-bad buy combination pretty much. Ed was more of the conciliatory and more easy-to-get-along with. But. and Irv Shain was pretty blunt. I mean, he would, he could sound off, really, about these things. And I think what Irv said, in many cases, and what Ed was thinking but—he let Irv take the bad guy role [sic]. Now what’s gonna now, when you, if you should get Irv in as the chancellor, would be an interesting thing to watch.

DT:
It certainly would.

01:26:12

CWL:
Well, maybe to drop this senate, or drop the central administration and merger thing and get on to another topic that I think ought to be talked about, and that’s the formation of the senate, the University senate. Now maybe nobody else in the University thinks of the senate as one of the things that has led to decline of faculty authority, and certainly even I would say, I don’t know what would have happened if we hadn’t had the senate. So, but, the fact is, that our system of faculty government, and I mentioned this the other day, was a kind of a, sometimes referred to as a town hall system, in which you have a faculty of maybe 23, 24 people, every one of whom was a voting member, every one of whom could attend faculty meetings and debate, n’ before that could make motions, to get up and amend things, could vote on these, all these things, you see [sic]. You have this enormous membership of a faculty meeting. And of course you never had faculty meetings like that. Your faculty meetings—as a matter of  fact, the old faculty meetings that we had, as far back as I can check the records, averaged in size about the size of the senate meetings. Except—except, in the years of disorder, when we had these enormous meetings.

DT:
Well, Mark [Ingram?] has described it—the earlier exceptions were when decisions, like were are going to the Rose bowl, or not? But he’s, he has described it, I think, very well as a self-selected senate.

CWL: Yeah, that’s a… It was a membership for the senate meet—for the faculty meetings—it was a membership that depended on what you, what the business was for the day. We had rules saying that basically nothing that was not on the agenda could be discussed at the meetings. So you just, so you could tell what was gonna be talked about the meeting. And you’d go and I’d go, depending on your interest. Well, this system of government, which as far as I know worked very well—I guess there always had been people who thought we ought to have some kind of a senate. I don’t know; I never was aware of any move for it. But when we got in the years of disorder, and we had these enormous meetings, obviously these that were no good from the viewpoint of a viable legislative organization—I mean, you can’t have 1200 people acting as members of a legislature, you see, and have any kind of order out of it.  I never thought this was really the importance of those meetings. I thought the importance of those meetings was to get together and talk about things of concern, and make your points, and make speeches and so on. Now we did lis-, I mean, run off steam, you see. Of course, we did legislate. And we did observe some rules of order, and it was a situation in which some people talked a lot more than others did. And everybody was pretty unhappy with it. They were disorderly; and, I mean, they were neat and efficient meetings [word unclear]. Well, this encouraged people, and… 
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CWL:
…The mechanics of conducting business, the organization in the mechanical sense, as distinguished from the output. I think they were, they believed that these large and disorderly and impassioned meetings, many of whom were dominated by more radical speakers who liked to do most of the talking and ranting, and pretty extreme cases in some instances. I think they thought that this was a kind of a thing that should not represent the faculty, that they came to the wrong decisions, and they certainly created the wrong impression. We needed something more respectable and more reliable.  And in a sense, what this means is sort of a distrust of the faculty. And uhmm, I guess my position mostly would have been that you put up with a lot of this disorder if you keep people involved, and what these, some people were very strong on the senate. Gene Cameron was one of these. Gene Cameron and Phil Cohen both, to my knowledge, and there were many others. I’m not sure, I’m not really so sure about David Fellman, because David Fellman came from the old tradition, and he had a, quite a great deal of respect for the old faculty meetings.  Now maybe he thought we should have a senate; I don’t know. 
00:01:32


But I would say basically there was a group of older and quite conservative, conventional people who were very strong for the idea of the senate. And I think it was in part to avoid letting the power and the glory, at least the noise, and go in directions that really didn’t approve of.  So there was a talk about the senate. It came up in Gene Cameron’s administration because I remember we had a committee to hold meetings before we got very far into the disorders, to talk about the feasibility of the senate system. It came up more after we had these big meetings, and I remember one time, I—now, see, I was one of the people who was holding back on the senate thing.

DT:
Oh you were.

CWL:
Oh, yeah—sure. And, uhmm, I recall one sen-, one faculty meeting—no, one University Committee meeting where, see, both Gene Cameron, who was a former chairman, and Bill Cohen, who succeeded him as chairman, were members of the committee. And they came in with a motion which was adopted, passed just like that, which was to move it in with the development of the senate idea. And I think they, I mean, this was—I mean, they figured this was workin’ around me because I must have been one of the obstacles. And incidentally, I still see [10 lists] in the senate as being one of the things that’s effectively ruled the faculty.  Well, we adopted the faculty, we adopted the faculty senate idea. They wouldn’t, this came in the year after I was chairman of the University Committee, when Phil Cohen was chairman. They worked out proposals for the senate. I guess the arguments—I mean, I’m not really sure at this stage what the arguments were. But there was always the talk about getting a representative body. Well, I don’t know whether I ever heard Dave Fellman use this or not, because I think most political scientists would say that everybody is representative of something, and what we had before, as you said, the kinds of meetings were those who were interested came. That was a self-selected body of interested people, you see. [Speaker trails off.]  But what they were talking about, and what really developed, was a body of elected voters, I guess you’d say—or people who were elected to represent you in some kind of a legislative capacity. The only people who [didn’t] have the capacity to write, to make motions, and to vote, and so on, which is what the senate does. And we got this. 
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Well now, the immediate effect, and I would say this didn’t take two minutes to show minutes to show up, the immediate effect was a great decline in the quality of the debate. And this was, I think, this was apparent from the first meetings on.  One of the [word unclear] advantages of this self-selected sort of a group was that the people, on a particular issue that was scheduled to come up, the people that had an interest in that, whether it was pro or con, were there. And they were there to represent their viewpoints, and they had good speeches on both sides. 
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CWL:
…and you really had the people with interest and knowledge and a case to make turn out, and it’d be a different group from one time to another. There were, of course—I supposed Mark Ingraham has mentioned this—there were, of course, some people who were very good citizens, faculty citizens, who went to all the faculty meetings as a matter of course, a matter of obligation. So you had a core of the old soldiers who were there every time, but you also, but the rest of ‘em were a shifting body. Now in the senate, you had the same people coming every time. And when it’d come, when a particular question comes up before the senate, you have only the expertise that is in that body of about the tenth the size of the faculty, see.  And you may not have, in that body, anybody at all who knows anything about that particular subject, although there may be dozens of ‘em elsewhere, there’s not rep-, not there, you see, not in this meeting. So the quality of debate has dropped, and I don’t think it has appreciably changed anything. In theory, you see, the senate is a body that he’s gonna continue on, so you have the same man there month after month at these regular meetings, and he does pick up knowledge—there’s no question about that.  But, on the other hand, it’s a changing body, too. So the, while I supposed the level of knowledge of the senate tends to rise to a certain point, it never gets above it, because you have this continual change in the membership and anything that doesn’t happen this year is something you don’t know anything about, if you see what I mean.
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Well, this is one of the things that happened. The meetings became very much more orderly, which was one of the objects. Now as the people represented, we started off—I think there was considerable suspicion on the part of the people who were strongly for the senate—oh, excuse me, I put that wrong. The people who, the people that were [Speaker hesitates.] thought they were gonna be excluded by the senate, I think had to put considerable suspicion of the motives of people who were [word unclear], and I think they were probably justified [Chuckling.]  To begin with, then you see, we got on this question of who is gonna get elected. It was a very [Speaker hesitates.] very great pressure, I think, for the young people, some of the young people with nontraditional ideas. I think they made every effort to try get on it, to get elected to the senate, you see. And I supposed the conventional people wanted to keep them off.   I think one of the sore things about the senate idea was that we had a lot of people -- the senate idea was pushed by a lot of people who didn’t come to faculty meetings. These were people who didn’t really want to get involved, didn’t want to come, didn’t want to devote their time. And I’d say this is true of many of the people in the sciences. The vocal ones, the ones who came more often were from L&S, and from the humanities and social sciences, and so on. But the doctors didn’t show up hardly at all. But they were all disturbed about it being represented by a bunch of radicals, you see, a bunch of historians or teachers of English, or something like that. And I think one of the reasons they wanted the senate was so they could do exactly what they did do. They elect somebody to go to the senate and then they’d forget about it. It’s now in good hands, you see, so that you don’t worry about it being taken in the wrong direction.
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Ahh, but the push, but who’s to get elected—I think the competition was very strong to begin with. And as the years went on, and I, this has not been such a very long time, you see, a matter of seven years, something like that. But after a year or two, why, the advantages of being a member of  the senate as a means of getting’ your views expressed appeared to have diminished, so there was much less desire for people to get on there. We ran into—I was supposed to, as secretary, to kind of supervise in a way the elections to the senate. And there were many departments where they didn’t have enough people who were running for office, to have an election. This has been common.  It’d be, it became a matter of, well, not very big interest to the department. Who were their representatives? Why did they have enough senators so that you filled up your quota but—the Economics Department, for instance. I recall one of my friends saying that he’d been proposed to run for election as a senator, and the chairman said, “Well now, we don’t want you to run for election because we’ve got just enough people now already nominated to fill the seats. If you don’t run, we won’t have to have an election. [Laughter.] And in effect, these were people who were sort of self-appointed to become the senators.  Now, more recently, we’ve got departments that don’t even bother to elect their senators. And we keep sending ‘em notes, “You’re not represented.” “Your senator is not longer a senator, and there’s a vacancy here.” “And [if you’re holding an election], let us know.” And they don’t respond. So, I suppose that anytime there’s, uhmm, we can two or three departments that they have for months neglected to even to appoint anybody, to elect them, technically to elect them. [Coughing obscures words here.]…a number of departments where it’s become kind of common practice, they say, “Well, we’ve got a new assistant professor, and one of the things he ought to do to learn the way, learn his way around, is be our…” You’d tell him he has to be the senator, because nobody else wants to do this sort of thing. The old hands dropped off very quickly.

DT:
Was this because they felt they weren’t having any kind of influence that they’d worked for?

CWL:
I don’t know. The first elections, you see, as soon as the senate was elected, these people who were used to come because they wanted to come, because they were interested in what was goin’ on, they quit coming. And so I supposed you had any number of cases where people just simply were not elected as senators, so they didn’t come. I don’t know whether [words unclear] another faculty meeting after we had the senate. And he had to leave, of course, but one who was always there, always.

DT:
Yes, he was very involved.

CWL:
Dave Fellman became a senator and more recently, in recent years, Dave Fellman has been a senator. And he comes regularly and behaves as a senator should. Ahh, but anyway, there was a great falling off. I’ve talked about, to Glenn Pound about this. I said, “Glenn, remember, you used to come to all the faculty meetings.” I think the deans, you see, were excluded by the [word unclear] for the senate. They were, I mean, they’re not members. They’re not members, they’re members without a [word unclear], or something like that. [words unclear] set aside as administrators, you see.  Glenn Pound used to come to all our meetings and take quite an active role. And I told him one time that I hadn’t seen him in a senate meeting for a long time, and he said, he told me he didn’t come to ‘em very often. There’s usually somebody who comes over to see what’s going on, but [Speaker trails off.] So it’s been this kind of a thing.  Now, the quality of debate, you see, is also, well, I think the quality of debate is important from the viewpoint of keeping you interested in affairs. It was kind of a stirring thing to go to a meeting and hear both sides well presented, and have the feeling you were getting information and viewpoints, and having to make up your mind on the basis of what was presented. Now, it only drops off when you have a poor presentation of one side, or no presentation at all. It’s kind of a painful thing, and it’s also pretty boring. But I’m not sure whether the quality of the decisions isn’t reflected by this to some extent. So a lot of other things have been working it at the same time. I do not know how the extent to which authority has been taken away from the faculty, so that they really don’t have as much to work on by way of, matters, questions of substance, you see. I think this is quite true. I mean, many things have been decided, or decided either administratively, or decided by central administration, the merger system, without involving it. 
00:15:21


I have made, I made some studies, when we were talking about the senate here several years ago, and the question of whether to renew it—I made some studies in which I compared the agendas over a period of time. Uhmm, I got the agendas pretty well organized, I mean, my tendency is to get ‘em pretty well organized so that they’re are nice, numbered items, and these have been identified and so on. And so, what I did was go through the agendas and see how many items had been taken up at all at a certain meeting, how many of those were matters of routine, no vote taken at all, what we call automatic consent, things like that. How many of them were simply reports in which there was no action to be taken by the senate, a delivery report [?] or action maybe in filing a report and things of that sort, more for information than anything else. And then there are, trying to come down to the [words unclear] that represented the actions that, of matters of real substance, where you are making a decision on something, where you really are asked to make a decision where you have to vote yes or no. And that has declined by about half since the senate began. And I think it was about the lowest last year [words unclear].  Uhmm, one of the reasons I think the senate has sort of declined in its appeal to people is that you don’t really do much in it, you get mixed in some of the things over and over again, but uh... Uh, some of these burning questions like whether to [go to the Rose Bowl or to consider boxing or parking in some of those diminished?]...  Now, there’s something else again. You have these people who come to senate meeting dutifully – they’re elected to do so – and they may or may not know anything about the subject [unclear]. So you have that kind of an effect. Now under the old system, the Chancellor’s administrative council made up the agenda. This seems kind of odd, I suppose, but here’s a bunch of deans that sit around the table, and every month I’d bring in the list of items that were supposed to be on the agenda and they’d approve it, I mean it was fairly routine, but well it was something serious... I recall meetings in which we would work over this to do the very best to stage ‘em to stage a faculty meeting in which all the information was presented. And the deans would sit there and they’d say, “Well, who can we get to present this side?” You ought to ask them. What we did was, uh, try to set ‘em up and to try to arrange – if people didn’t volunteer – we went out to get people to be sure that all the sides were presented. Back in those days there was, actually it was written into the regulations. So all of the documents that went out, basically they had to be, they had to be approved by the secretary as being complete, and presenting them the information in a form you could act on expeditiously and a few things like that. So we did, we actually were quite concerned on these great issues, ahh, to be sure that both sides were presented, and so on. 
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Well, one of the things that happened in the senate was that the University Committee was designated as the executive committee for the senate. And the University Committee, they’d set the agenda. The University Committee was also involved in these items on the agenda. So they’d take up the issues, and they’d discuss them, and they’d decide on the University Committee position, and then they’d put it on the agenda and they’d present it.  And that’s been rather painful for me sometimes, to sit there, to listen to these senators kind of talk about an issue that’s been presented by the University Committee, and you have the feeling that they’re casting around, they think there’s something wrong with this but they don’t know what it is. And they don’t know how to ask a question. The question ought to be, from the floor, ought to be, “Well now, is there anybody in opposition to this proposal that you’re bringing in here?” I feel this would tend to smoke out some of these things. But the University Committee in this new role, is both the -- well they have a partisan interest in many of these questions that are coming up. And they present their, they present one side, and they present that pretty well. But you may not hear anything at all about the opposition to it. And so in a sense you’re using the senate as sort of a rubber stamp on many of these things. And I think the senate knows it. They get upset about it. It did not bother us to begin with because, when we first adopted the senate plan, it provided in there the University Committee was supposed to be the executive committee, and had this responsibility for the [unclear].

00:20:42


Well, the University Committee for a while continued to operate the way we always had in the past. That is, they said, as a matter of fact, I, would make up the agenda more than anybody else. This information coming to me, and I’d put it together in a rough form. I’d go in and talk to ‘em, and they’d, they did their own thing. They didn’t really get very much involved, unless it was an issue in which the University Committee was already involved, in which they had a stake. But I’d say that two-thirds of the items on the agenda were ones in which the University Committee didn’t have a position. They did not discuss it, did not want to do it. And it was only after several years that the notion of being the executive committee really sort of switched around, the notion of doing these things and really getting yourself, wearing in this new role, of having a partisan interest in the things that you’re also supposed to bring to the senate for debate. That’s one of the things that, I think what it does is, they put the fact the University Committee doesn’t really have a very long tradition. After a matter of two or three years, why you don’t know what happened before then.
DT:
You touched on that a bit.

CWL:
But it’s been, I’d say it’s been since, well, it’s difficult to figure out, within the last four years, say, the University Committee is pretty well run, and they’ve been in this position. And in the most extreme cases, there’ve been some that I thought were quite obvious. The University Committee’s role toward the faculty senate was about the same as the board of directors of the credit union is towards its constituents.  Now I was chairman of the board of directors in the University Credit Union at one time, and what we had to do every year was to have a meeting of the electorate, and we’d have a big meeting, we’d present some as reports quickly and significantly as possible, and as quick as possible get a vote of approval, and adjourn to have coffee and cookies [Chuckling.], or something like that, you know. You use it as a kind of a, the executive committee does the deciding, makes the decisions, and you get a kind of a confirming vote. And that’s a lot different from the old faculty senate, the old senate, er the old faculty meetings, where you’d bring the faculty together and they’d argue a lot among themselves and make some kind of a decision.  And I think this has diminished the role of the senate. I don’t know how many people feel they participate in faculty government around here. All kinds of funny things come out in the senate, and we have a terrible time, we struggle with ‘em, and people get all concerned, but I don’t know how many people feel that they really are involved in the operations of faculty government, make the decisions [unclear].
00:23:44

There’s a—one of the things the faculty, I think, is a kind of a, I supposed it’s not so much a distrust in itself as a fragmentation and the distrust of some people in the faculty. Dave Fellman, I think, represents a generation in which the senate, before the senate, in which the faculty was a group of gentlemen who had considerable respect for other gentlemen. They respected the other view, and they were courteous, and they trusted him because, after all, if you were a member of the club, why, you’re a member of the club, and this sort of thing [Chuckling.] Maybe, beginning with the disorders, and I don’t go back any further than that, of course, but beginning with the disorders you began to feel that some of these, some people could not be trusted  very much. So what you tried to do is to work around them, and to keep them from being [Chuckling.] your representatives.

DT:
What do you mean, they couldn’t be trusted?

CWL:
Well, I think a lot of the conservative people felt that, here are these young radicals. What are they doing running around in sweaters, and joining with the students in their demonstrations, and encouraging them to stay away on, when they have a black student strike, and things like that, you see. I mean, you certainly didn’t want those guys in a very controlling position. So you, the senate, I think, was a reaction to that, to keep them out.  Now, there’ve been other cases. Now, incidentally, when we set up the senate, I think because we had these people who were making themselves heard a lot, whether they really controlled many votes or not, there was a provision in the senate structure for uh, piling your votes, for using your votes as you wish, in a way that would permit a kind of a minority candidate -people who didn’t really command a majority vote in the department – permitting them to seat their people. In other words, it’s a vote. If you, if the department is electing three people, three senators, and the department would say 30, where ordinarily they would be entitled to three senators, every person who votes in this election has had three votes. And they can put them all on one person. So that one, if you scattered your votes uniformly, you’d have three votes, one on each man. But if you put ‘em all, you can take three votes to one man. And this has permitted some—I mean, this was intended, I think, to permit some people, some of these, I use minority in a different sense here, but people who don’t command a majority of the votes, to get in. 
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Well you see, it’s been difficult to try and figure out this sort of a relationship. But we had, at one stage, Anatole Beck got elected to the University Committee. Now Anatole was known as one of the radicals—I guess he still is, although an aging radical, it all begins to have a sort of a different currency. Anatole was one of the speechmakers in the, some of the radical ideas, and none of ‘em typical ones, and so on. And he got on the University Committee. I think, I don’t know, this was, whoever’d campaigned, I think, among certain groups like the United Faculty and so on, to get their people on there. Anatole Beck got on the University Committee. Very soon thereafter, we changed the faculty rules so as to always have a primary election if there are more than two people for a given vacancy.  This came out of, I think, this was prompted by that kind of a situation, ‘cause you didn’t want to get somebody like Anatole elected by, by, because you can simply put up some other candidates here that a determined few can manage to elect their people. So now we have primary elections, which I think was devised for... I thought this was kind of a shameful episode, in a sense.  I was called in to talk to the University Committee about a problem, in those days. I’ve forgotten what it was. There were five ‘em here, we talked about it, and they had a solution. And I said, well, I didn’t speak [words unclear] how they reacted to some of these things, so I said, “How does Anatole feel about this?” They said they hadn’t told Anatole what they were proposing. This was five to six members of the University Committee. They hadn’t told him. So in my talent for making myself beloved, I immediately got up and walked out. I said, “I won’t have any part of this meeting if you’re going to talk to me as University Committee [unclear].” But this may not be quite as much of a problem now that I say the, maybe the scope of faculty authority has been restricted enough so that it’s no longer so important whether you get on the University Committee or you are [words unclear].

00:29:25


There was an earlier sort of a manifestation of this thing that I’m talking about, and I don’t really know how to get hold of it. In the time of the disorders, this was when we had a faculty, University faculty assembly. This was before we had the merged system, but when they had a kind of a mini-merged system that the people from Milwaukee and Parkside and so on, the Harrington version of the merged system. There were two other members of the government—one of ‘em was the faculty of the institution itself; and the other one was the faculty assembly, which was an elected body that represented all the campuses – all of these six different institutions.  But it was a very funny set-up. I don’t know who invented this. I think was Fred Harrington’s system. He finally got rid of it, because this thing, I can’t, it doesn’t make sense to me in any kind of an organizational way. The faculty assembly representing all of the institutions was composed of representatives that were elected quite independently of anybody else representing the institution. So you had people at that stage who were -- you had the vocal faculty, as a body, but they didn’t have anything to do with the choice of the faculty assembly representatives.

00:31:05

DT: 
Who did?
CWL:
They were chosen in a separate election, a separate election, so I guess you’d say the faculty did. But we had institutions where the University Committee and their local faculty senate, and the representatives of the University faculty assembly, were not only all different people but they disagreed very violently on some kinds of issues. Nobody had any responsibility for representing the faculty senate, the local faculty senate to the faculty assembly. ‘Cause they’re different and separate bodies. And they were busy legislating, and passing things, resolutions and so on, at that level, presumably representing the faculty. And it was all separated from the system below here.

00:31:52


Well, during the disorders, a group of, I think, I’d say just conservative faculty members, I think they called themselves “Concerned Faculty for Responsible Government,” or some such title, began to have meetings and to organize themselves. They had a resolution that they wanted to put up, and I, as far as I knew, the resolution was all right. I think it was a resolution that had to do with the proper role of a faculty member in connection with disorders and demonstrations and shutting down the University, and things of this sort. It was a pretty conservative sort of a document. Ahhm, and they, by using the rules, they took, they proposed to take this to the faculty assembly, and they did not want it to go to the Madison faculty. And they were quite clear that if they’d take it to the Madison faculty they would have been defeated roundly. These were all Madison people, you see, and they wanted to take it to the faculty assembly and have the faculty assembly pass it. The assembly was a very weak organization, and they only got together once every, once or twice a year. They came from a lot of different backgrounds; they didn’t know each other’s situation and didn’t know each other, and all that sort of thing. And they were—that was pretty much of a rubber stamp outfit – it was one, you see – and two aggressive people could go into that and pass almost anything, you see. 

00:33:26


Ahh, we stopped that. I mean, when we found out about that. I say “we”—I guess I don’t want to credit anybody else – or blame anybody else - for this sort of thing. I know I was greatly offended by this, and I did everything I could to say that you cannot take something that feels, in a local situation, to another body [unclear] without giving us a crack at it. But this was, this was a very respectable body of faculty members. I think Dave Fellman was a member, Gene Cameron was a member, Steve [unclear] was a member. I guess I was chairman of the University Committee at the time, and I took advantage of my position, in that respect, to denounce this as an effort to evade the judgment of our own faculty, in order to get some kind of a thing passed, some kind of a recognition. But I think it then comes back to a sense of sort of distrusting your own faculty. I guess I felt this way about the senate. And when I say this is it’s role, it’s because they uh, they’ve taken the vote away from a lot of people, and they’ve centered it into a group that’s a little more reliable so that the other ones can forget about faculty governance and have it taken care of it. And I think it has affected this. Perhaps particularly since the legislative body, with people with conventional votes, has sort of been reduced to a position of agreeing to what has already been decided at some other level. I think the University Committee had sort of a role in this matter which I sort of disapprove of. We’ve never done it that way.

00:35:25

This faculty assembly had some characteristics that were quite unique. Their, they legislated in name of the faculty, or in the name of the faculty before there were six separate institutions. But they did not, they were not very good at telling the faculty what they were gonna legislate about. They were in the – our provisions have always been that, uh, agendas and all the documents, and all the business to come before a meeting of any kind, like a faculty meeting or a senate meeting, go to all members of the faculty because this is business being conducted in the name of all members of the faculty.  Well, the assembly did the same thing, except that they would get crowded. And I know I, as a secretary, I know the problem they got into. The people who were supposed to write these documents wouldn’t get ‘em done in time, but the agendas and all the documents at the assembly meetings were getting later and later, at a time delayed so much there was no way in which a member of the faculty could arrange to be represented the way he wanted to at one of these meetings.  And Bry Kearl was the vice chancellor for academic affairs at this time, and he was very much concerned about this. He was talking about the, uhh, I mean, basically we were concerned how to get representative government without telling the people who were being represented what’s going on [Chuckling.] And I think at one stage we, he and I and some others, raised enough fuss so that we managed to get the assembly, we managed to prevent the assembly from holding a meeting without letting the faculty know in advance what the meeting was going to be about. Now Bry was always concerned about this matter of representation, and I used to talk with him, work with him. He was one of the people who was in this matter I just spoke of, and managed to stop that sort of thing—taking a resolution about to go to our own faculty and taking some other body because you didn’t think our own faculty would buy it. And we thought [that it might?]... He was one of the people that I always thought had a very good ideas about the role of the faculty government.

00:37:53
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CWL:
Ahh, we’ve been talking about the changing, the declining role of the faculty, and I think I would also say that it was due in considerable part to a subtle change, or a number of changes in the way the faculty has just operated as a faculty. I’ve mentioned the faculty senate. Well you see in the faculty senate, what we did was substitute for the entire faculty of, oh, say 2300 or 2400 people, a group of about 230 some—232, I guess, was the last count—elected senators. So we’d substitute for the big faculty a smaller faculty. Well, at the same time, the senate now has the executive committee, that to some extent does for the senate some of the things the senate does for the faculty. That is, it - as I’ve said, tried in various ways to say – that it is acting more like a board of directors, making many of the decisions and deciding on how things should be done, and then going to the senate for some kind of a confirmation or a ratification every now and then.

DT:
Now are you talking about the University Committee?

CWL:
I’m talking about the University Committee, which is the executive committee. Now, the faculty never had an executive committee. The, when the senate was established, the idea of an executive committee was built into the legislation, and nobody knew what an executive committee did since we’d never had one. 
00:39:27


And so we continued on pretty much the way we had before, and the University Committee didn’t really act very much like an executive committee—until recent years. And I guess I would put the period in which Clara Penniman was chairman of the University Committee, which I think was ’73-’74, at the time when you sort of switched directions. It became a good deal more of an executive committee, or a director’s, took a director’s position with respect to the senate. Now this is pretty difficult to document because it, actually the change was by small degrees and small things, rather than anything very large. But as an example, depending how the senate operates these days, one time when Ted Finman, who succeeded Clara as chairman of the University Committee, ah, Ted Finman as chairman, talked over the plans for the next senate meeting with a group that always meets before the senate. Before the senate meetings, it has been our practice, when the chairman of the University Committee, the chancellor, the secretary of the faculty, the parliamentarian and sometimes others, to meet together to go over the prospective meeting. And it was not until that time, or very soon before it, that it was made known outside the University Committee circles, they had an item of business, a recommendation with respect to the organization of the academic personnel—academic personnel being the nonfaculty, nonclassified people—a bigger group than the faculty itself, of course. Now this was never organized. The faculty was always organized, the non-faculty people, not the classifiedcivil service people, but the rest of ‘em, these other 3500 people or thereabouts, including a great variety of appointees, including yourself, I should imagine.

DT: 
Yes indeed.

CWL:
Uhmm, they never were organized, and they got interested in this, and more of a demand for it. As a matter of fact, they—I think many of the people in the nonfaculty group, in this, and they’re  now called academic personnel, have more or less it was under the authority the faculty’s had because the faculty’s been organizing, and you listen to the faculty. And then here are these people, many of whom, do very much the same kind of job as the faculty members would, who aren’t organized and don’t have a chance to [words unclear] anyway. There’s been a pressure for that. And this proposal coming out of the University Committee was a recommendation to the chancellor on how you should organize ‘em, how you should pick - basically it was how they picked some kind of a governing committee. Well, when this idea surfaced, and then Ted came to this meeting, why, everybody jumped on him good. There were a lot of, everybody thought it was a bum idea, thought it was a bum idea in many respects. I forgot what the parliamentarian was hot about, or maybe—we more or less agreed on a number of things. Cyrena Pondrom was part of this, as a matter of fact, and she agreed on this one. One of the, uhmm, one of the objections we had to it was kind of a political one. When the senate was originally organized—there was considerable pressure from outside, I would say, mainly, to make this a University senate and not a faculty senate.  By a University senate, they really mean a body that could speak as a senate, that was composed mainly of faculty perhaps, but it also had other kinds of representatives. The students were always very anxious to get members in this senate ‘cause this seemed to reserve a lot of power. And the regents were always interested in this, and I’m not even sure the regents didn’t want people in their- at least at various times they talked about certainly adding students and very surely adding a lot of these people from, adding some representatives from this other group I’m speaking of—the academics. I think, after all, you’re talking about lectors and you’re talking about TAs, and you’re talking about a lot of people who are deeply involved in the education programs.  Well, this was beat back. As a matter of fact, it was beat back so successfully, we made this so strongly in the faculty senate, that they did not even permit, well, they didn’t permit deans, and now that I think about it, they didn’t permit the secretary of the faculty to be a member of the senate, see. And I recall remonstrating with the University Committee at the time, saying that I ought to be, because you ordinarily you choose your secretary from one of your own members, and all that sort of thing. And they just refused to do anything about that. So it was an exclusively a faculty senate.

00:44:34

DT:
Why did they refuse to have the secretary of the faculty a member --?
CWL:
Oh, I don’t know. It may be personalities involved and maybe other things. You see, they didn’t want—I mean, this was a time when the faculty is beginning to look with deep suspicion on anybody in the administration. And I’m a member of the administration. So was the dean. Now we’re all professors—we’ve been professors longer than most people on the University Committee, you see, and all that. But they still ruled it out.

DT: 
You’ve crossed over to the other side.
CWL:
Yeah, well, anyway. When we set up the senate, there was a big argument about making the, making this a University senate and not a…

00:45:13


[Lapse in tape]

00:45:20

CWL:
--the real point was that this was not any the business of the faculty senate, and not any business of the University Committee. The University Committee does not in any way represent the academic personnel, and we were just meddling in there, telling ‘em how to run their show, and refusing ‘em to have any role of their own, you see. And I remember Cyrena [Pondrom] was worried about that one at the time, and I thought this was, I mean, as a matter of principle, this was a very serious defect.  Well, they had some other defects in this proposal, and as I said, we jumped all over Ted when we got around the table and talking about this thing. Among other things they were gonna choose the representatives by election. Well, now election, in my judgment has gotten to be a very poor way of choosing representative, because even in the faculty where we have elections all the time, most of the people don’t know most of the people who are running for office. And they’re confronted with a ballot and some unfamiliar names, and they, oh, they may choose ‘em because of their departmental affiliation or something like that, but it isn’t a very enlightened way of choosing representatives, and you don’t win your ballots that way, necessarily. Because the majority continues to choose representatives that they think are representatives of the majority, and so you don’t really get a spread. So one of the arguments about this proposal is that it would be much better to have it appointed, or have it appointed by several different groups, so maybe the chancellor appoints some, and somebody else appoints some, and so on, so that we would get better ballots and better selection. And avoid these things. Well, we gave Ted the business on this one pretty good for quite a long time, and he shook his head and said, “What do I do?” and I and others said, “Well, you simply pull this off the agenda. You’ve sprung it on us now and didn’t tell us, but now take it off and don’t carry it any further.”  And we walked up the hall at that meeting and Ted says, “You know, I wish I’d never heard of this thing.” I mean, he was just fed up with it. Well, we got to the senate, and this was an item on the agenda, down towards the bottom.

DT:
It was still on the agenda.

CWL:
Oh yeah, yeah. You see we have to print up the agenda and send it out ahead of time so there’s no chance to do anything much about it the day of the meeting or anything like that. At that time the only thing was for the University Committee to pull it off and to say.... Uhh, but Ted was quite unhappy with the whole thing. The senate meeting went on, as usual, we worked down through the agenda. We got almost to this item, and it began to get close to 5:30. Well, one of the things the senate does is—the old faculty never did— the senate always quits on time. You can depend on the senate to quit at 5:30, or five minutes before or five minutes after. No matter what the business is. They just, uhh, and I think this is the thing. You go until you run, used up your time, and then you quit. But we got down to say 5:25 or something like that, and the next item on the agenda was this thing, this misbegotten idea of the University Committee.  And Ted Finman got up, and everybody expected him at that stage to say, “I vote to adjourn.” ‘Cause this is what you’d ordinarily do, you see about that time—you move to adjourn and anything on the agenda is carried over and what, you had another two weeks or months to work on it. We expected him to get up and vote to adjourn; instead he got up and he moved approval of this recommendation. And he presented it, explained it, said nothing at all about any opposition to it—there was no debate at all in the senate, there wasn’t a word said by anybody. Now I’ve got the tapes, you see, on this so I, sometimes I’ll go back and check on these things because you could.

00:49:17


Ted talked, he says, “This is a proposition.” Then he called for a vote, and it was adopted; there wasn’t anybody opposed. Ahh, and then as a matter of fact, later on, and not that day but a week later or something like that, Ted had occasion to refer to this as being a unanimous choice of the senate, the faculty senate. And I always thought this was the kind of thing that, anybody who knew really how it went on there would take a very dim view of the what the senate was actually doing. The senate was, in this case, surely a rubber stamp on this other, this other thing, and it was a terrible, I thought it was bad example.  Ahh, the University Committee is the executive committee of the senate; it’s not the executive committee of the faculty. The faculty never has had one. I suspect that the, because the University Committee is so closely tied with the senate, it has a kind of proprietary interest in the darn thing, and I’m sure they would describe the role of the senate in different terms than I would use if I were saying how does the senate relate to the faculty. They think the, I mean, they think very largely in terms of the senate rather than in terms of the faculty, which I think is kind of symptomatic of something or other here. At one time, let’s see, this was a, this was when Ted Finman was chairman of the University Committee. He was chairman for two years, incidentally. The only person I know of who was chairman for two successive years of the University Committee.

DT:
How’d that come about?

CWL:
Well, the University Committee chooses their own chairman, and they didn’t have anybody else who wanted to be chairman. And Ted wanted to be chairman, so that’s the way it happened. The University Committee brought in a proposal, and this was a proposal that we ceased—no, I guess it was a proposal that we studied. But it was one that was sort of deemed that the idea that we perhaps ought to put something on the agenda to the members of the faculty.  Now this is a matter of principle, and we’ve done this for a long time, but you see we do not make any mailings at all to the senate itself. There’s no mailings, we don’t even have a mailing list for the senate. I expect they’ll get one now, but we don’t have mailing list so we can address things only to the senate. We send everything to the entire faculty and the senate, being members of the faculty get theirs that way. Well, the idea, of course, is that this is the business of the faculty, and the senate are the people who get together and vote on these matters, but the faculty ought to be fully informed. That means that if when we send out a mailing, and we send out, oh, 2400 copies or something like that, and sometimes these are the ones that come out in a large brown envelope and we get complaints because we use new large brown envelopes. Well, we can’t do it any other way and use the machines. Sometimes there’s a packet of documents that may be 15, 20 pages in all. So there’s a lot of paper that’s involved. And sending this around to everybody. Well, the question has come up before, and every now and then I have had, over the years, I’ve written a letter to somebody or other explaining that, well, this is the reason we think that the faculty should be informed on these things, and we realize that some people don’t read it, but at least—if we don’t send it out, nobody can. And so we, really just do it, know that [Speaker trails off.]  But, I think, Arthur Kelman brought this one into the University Committee. Some of his colleagues, and Art is in one of the sciences, thought this was a horrible waste of paper and they just hated to throw away these envelopes and all this waste paper. So they were questioning why we send this to all members of the faculty. And the University Committee came out with a proposal to set up a committee to study it. Well, this was another one of these proposals that nobody ever saw until it got printed up on the agenda, so you didn’t really have a chance to do anything about it. 

00:53:25


I had really wanted to see the University Committee—and I said, “In the first place, this is a question that been hashed over a great deal, and it was discussed when we set up the senate, and it was an understanding that all members of the faculty were supposed to be told what was going on there, and ought to have access to all this information. Because, after all, they’re privileged to come to the meetings and speak to ‘em, you see, and so on. And it was understood that we weren’t just giving everything through the senate, and have a little closed session here which they conduct in our name.  I think I also said, “Well, the legislation that provides for the senate, says that the secretary shall send to all members of the faculty…” This was part of the legislation that was in there, and it says that I “shall send to all members of the faculty.” If, if the senate had done anything at all along these lines, it could only have taken up that sentence because they surely would never say that I couldn’t send it. As a matter of fact, I told the University Committee, I said, “Look, I’m the secretary of the faculty as well as secretary of the senate, and it’s my job as secretary…I have reason in my job as the secretary of the faculty to see everybody gets it. So I’m damn well gonna continue to do it, whether you tell me otherwise or not. Because this isn’t your business; it’s mine.” Well, this proposal came to the senate, and they—this was one time when they rose up almost en masse and just overwhelmed the University Committee. They just, they voted this one down. I mean, everybody was oppos-, I mean, a great many people were opposed, and spoke very effectively. They got into the question of cost and so on. And I did not overstate the cost to the sending this out [Chuckling.] I mean, if anything I faked the costs a little bit, but many of us had felt very strongly that this should continue. And all I’d say is that this—the very fact that this comes out of the University Committee, this kind of a proposal—I think, reflects a viewpoint on their part. They really don’t, they really aren’t so sure about the rest of the faculty, but they’re, they’re very strong on the senate.

00:55:44


Well, another aspect of this: our committees, our faculty committees, our committees of the faculty—they’re not committees of the senate. There is only one committee that’s set up now as a committee of the senate, and this is a TAA negotiations committee. The senate elects a group of people to sit in on the negotiations, such as are going on now, and sooner or later to report back to the senate and tell them what the education or the academic aspects of this are, of the proposed contract, and get their approval, or something like that. I mean, it’s—this is the only committee that is created by the senate. The rest of ‘em are called “committees of the faculty.” The legislation is clear on this. Sometimes people forget. I mean, I—the University Committee is quite prone to talk about this being a senate committee; well it isn’t a senate committee, it’s a faculty committee. And I’m, I’m the kind of a person who watches this for the, in a kind of an editorial sense, and corrects it when it shows up.  Well now, these faculty committees, committees of the faculty, are chosen in a variety of ways. Some of ‘em are elected by the faculty. Some of ‘em are appointed—a great many are appointed. And the legislation will provide that “there shall be a committee” and sometimes specifies the composition and so on, and say that these people are the appointed annually by the chancellor or something like that.  So, at one stage—I think this reveals a kind of a viewpoint—at one stage, the University Committee wrote a letter. I guess this was one by Wilson [Phoebe/Thede?], when he was the chairman the year before Clara came on, recommending to the chancellor that he appoint wherever possible members of the senate to these faculty committees. Now I talked this over with the chancellor, and I had my say on it. And one of the problems when you’re appointing committees is it’s awfully hard to find the right people. And you say that we will now appoint them, make our selection from the senate, which is only a tenth the size of the faculty, means that you’re quite seriously limiting your area of choice, and so on. I mean, after all, it’s the chancellor’s job to appoint the best people he can find, and to pick those arbitrarily from a select tenth of the faculty was kind a little out of keeping.

00:58:19 


Well anyway, they asked him to do it. And then, about a year later I guess it was, the same thing surfaced in the University Committee. And at that time Ted Finman sent a letter to all members of the senate, asking him which committee they would like to, what sort of committee they would like to be a party to, to serve on. Asking them really to volunteer an interest in a particular committee, to be appointed.  And these were asking ‘em which of the appointed committees they wanted to be appointed to—which of the committees the chancellor was supposed to appoint that [Chuckling.] they wanted to be appointed to. Well, this was the same argument over again. Now, the University Committee’s argument, in part, I think, the preoccupation with the senate, was that this would make for closer ties between the committee, when it came in with this recommendation, and the senate. And I never could see any merit at all to that argument because most committees operated independently and they don’t communicate with the senate all the way through on every stage. What they do is bring in their final things, and what difference does it make if it’s somebody that’s in the senate, or somebody from outside? You aren’t a party to this.  But anyway, the University Committee had some rationale of this sort in their argument. So they sent out a letter asking people to volunteer themselves, and I needed to send a letter then to all members of the faculty [Chuckling.] asking them if they had any interest in these committees. If somebody was gonna pick up a lot of names from the senate, I was gonna have an equal—as a matter of fact…

DT: 
[Interjection] You took this on your own authority?
CWL:
Oh, yeah—sure, I did this. I suppose this, oh, this kind of thing over a period of time reflects on your relationships. As a matter of fact, it’s a dumb idea to ask broadside who wants to be on what kinds of committees. This causes you, on the whole, it causes you nothing but problems. Because the people who volunteer are people who have an axe to grind on a particular... And you—if you pick people of this sort, you do not get what we hoped to get when we had to set up a faculty committee, which is a kind of considered judgment, looking at all sides of it, and appoint your gentlemen who were together here working out some kind of a middle ground that they can recommend then to the faculty or to the senate. I use “gentlemen” in the general sense of people who were getting to-, people who, are determined to work together, you see, and that sort of thing, instead of getting their partisan members. Well, this is sort of typical. I think on the whole—yes, I mean, we didn’t ignore this idea. We, Ed Young, said to me, “Well, if a man is a member of the senate, you shouldn’t discriminate against him. If he’s the best qualified person, why, we should appoint him.” But he never, to my knowledge, really bought this idea or gave the University Committee very much encouragement on that. Well, now another aspect of the committees, and this is, I think, again, one of those things that’s difficult to [unclear], for sure. Committees of the faculty report to the faculty; they don’t report to the senate. And it’s written in all our legislation. Now there’s a technicality here. Actually, the committee’s report, and they report at meetings of the senate. Those are the only meetings that we have. But the committee report, in the traditional view that I guess I represent here, the committee report is addressed to, and directed to, andgiven to the faculty as a whole. And…

DT:
Even though it’s presented at a senate meeting?
CWL:
Even though it’s presented at a senate meeting. It’s on the grounds that this is the business of the faculty, and that any member of the faculty is entitled not only to come and speak there, but he’s certainly entitled to look at this from his own viewpoint and go to a senator and tell him how to vote, you see, this sort of thing. Well now, it’s only a technicality; it doesn’t really matter. But it’s the kind of a thing that the secretary, being in a kind of a documentary flow position here catches. If I find the faculty committee that heads this thing “report to the senate,” why, I’d change “senate” to “faculty,” and so on. And nobody’s really seemed to care very much, really I can’t see very much difference.  Though I think it’s something. University Committee quite frequently, I mean, almost always talks about reporting to the senate; they don’t talk about reporting to the faculty. Well that’s only an editorial thing, one of those matters of preference in use of the language or something, you see, that’d make a difference to just a few people. But worse: there is now a tendency for these committees of the faculty, that are supposed report to the faculty, there’s kind of tendency to think that they ought to report first to the University Committee.

01:03:59

DT: 
And where did this idea spring up?

CWL:
Well, this is a persistent idea. I can go back to these days of Cameron, when I, before my time as chairman of the University Committee, when this point was never very clear. Now you can’t ask the body itself to define its own role, that is, I shouldn’t say that. What I mean is, that when you ask the University Committee whether the committee should report to the University Committee or to somebody else first, why, the University Committee will always think, “Well, we really ought to see it first.” I think this is sort of natural.  This is an idea that has cropped up every now and then and it’s been corrected sometimes. I think I told you about the, those two committees—the Sam Mermen Committee and the Jim Crow Committee that reported. And they gave their documents to the University Committee, and the University Committee then put up its version of the recommendations, and we were fought bitterly by these committees and lost when we got to the senate. I think I mentioned that. Well anyway, this is a common thing. I would say that most—this is—the idea of reporting directly to the University Committee is contrary to tradition because every committee worth its salt insists on its own independent authority and its own judgment.

DT:
Yes, I would think this would be resisted by the committees...
CWL:
I would say that the current committee thinks that committee reports would go to the University Committee, and the University Committee should have a crack at ‘em, including the chance to see, and to talk to the committee and tell ‘em how to change it, and what think the University Committee will support and so on. I don’t think they insist on writing these reports, but they really think that they belong in this stream, and there was a time when the senate, well, when the documents that we sent out with an agenda, their reports to the committees—many of those were not even shown the University Committee, at least until the reports were solid and being typed up, and put into final form [Speaker trails off.]. I always made a point of letting the University Committee know what was being proposed, but there wasn’t in the chain of people who communicate. But this, this distinction is blurred. Well, this distinction is blurred, and it’s blurred because our committees are appointed in a great variety of ways. There are—I make some distinctions that probably nobody else worries about, or maybe they wouldn’t agree with me. But a committee that is set up by faculty legislation may provide that it be appointed by the University Committee, or by the senate chancellor or elected, I mean they may pick any one of a number of ways of selecting the members of the committee. 
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But if it’s set up by faculty legislation, I figure that’s a committee of the faculty, to report to the faculty. Now the University Committee also has the authority to appoint committees on its own. If it decides there’s a subject that’s of interest, why, they may go out and appoint a committee. And in recent years I’ve never known sometimes if they even had a committee on some of these things but they appoint some committee to make a study of grading practices or something of this sort. They appoint it on their own authority. Now, my distinction would be that that committee should report to the University Committee. The University Committee has appointed it to study a certain thing, and now they report back to the University Committee, which does what it wants to do with that kind of recommendation. So there are these lines, but I’d say the University Committee has a general feeling now that all committees should report to it. And I must say, and I’m a little sorry about this, most of the committees agree now. It has become so much the practice that, and I think probably if I were a committee chairman, I would do the same thing, you see. If you work as a committee, it’s nice to have the support of the University Committee so what you do is tell ‘em all about what you’re doing, and get their reaction to your recommendation and try to come out so they will endorse it and push it, and all that sort of thing. So they stand in the chain of decision-making authority to a considerable extent.

DT:
It seems to give an awful lot of influence to the University Committee.

CWL:
Now, to do justice to the people, I find it difficult to [Chuckling.] do justice to people, in a certain sense, about this. I would say that the current University Committee doesn’t really know what it’s doing, and that is, what it’s doing with respect to traditional ways of doing things.  The great fault of the University Committee is they had no continuity. And this thing that took place more than a year-and-a-half ago, they don’t know anything about. So they don’t know what they’re doing is so much differently than the way we’ve always done it. And they don’t make any effort to come around and find out how it was done, or really be very interested in how it was done. While, what they’re doing seems perfectly reasonable. And they’re... but the—I think I told you earlier, there’s a kind of a chronic infection you pick up when you’re a member of the University Committee. You’re told all the time that you’re the all-powerful and influential University Committee, and you sort of believe that you ought to be in on everything. And after a while, you get to this sort of [Speaker trails off.] Well now, other things that have happened to the faculty, there’s a, I think, that rather serious situation involving the faculty rules and regulations. I mentioned this the other day. Originally, these were the laws and regulations. 

01:09:46
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00:00:00
LS:
--Donna Taylor, and this is Laura Smail. The date is May 4th, 1978.

CWL:
May 3.

00:00:12

LS:
[Unclear.] We’re going to be talking largely about the building program. 

CWL:
I think you started last time, Laura, by asking me what it meant, what a letter meant, that I wrote to Bill Sewell, probably in 1968. I was then a member of the University Committee, and I’d been appointed to the Campus Planning Committee as the University Committee representative. And, uh…uh, [Noise here; words unclear.] So I wrote Bill a letter and told him I thought it was a bad kind of a set-up. And that’s what I think you must have run across in the archives.

LS:
It was, yes, and it was very interesting to me. And I would like to come to that, but I guess I’d like to ask you, first, what your views have been of the campus planning and building program in general, from the time you arrived here until you started getting involved? Just as a faculty member, you must have had opinions about it.

CWL:
Well, I hate to disappoint you but I suppose I didn’t know anything at all about it, or never thought very much about it. I mean, we were always aware of things going on around the campus that presumably were the result of planning, and I’m sure there must have been some newspaper comment or other comment about the Campus Planning Committee and so on. But, as far as a notion of what they did, or how it was set, or anything like that, I don’t suppose I had any idea at all. 
00:01:46


I got into it mostly when I got on the University Committee, and at that time there was a representative of the University Committee, and there still is, on the Campus Planning Committee. And I was one of the six members, and they appointed [pause] Gene Cameron -- no, I guess, Jim Villemont -- at that time appointed me as the representative, University Committee representative on the Campus Planning Committee. That’s the first time I’d been to a meeting, known anything about it, or anything.

00:02:14

LS:
Had you had any reaction to all the buildings that were going up? Had you thought, that’s too many, or in the wrong place, or [Speaker trails off.]?

CWL:
Well, yes. I guess I, uh -- see, I came here a long time ago, when there was really more open space on the campus. When there was, uhm -- when it deserved much more the feeling that it was one of the most beautiful campuses, you know, because we had these nice wide slopes with the oak trees and nice things. What they were doing was to, uhm, every place there was a vacant spot, why they would cut down the trees and put up a building. And it always seemed to me [pause] that instead of filling up all the blank spaces on the campus first before you move out, it would have been better to move out, spread out first and try to keep some of the open spaces. And I guess I didn’t -- except for that kind of an emotional reaction to it, off-hand, uninformed judgment about it -- I didn’t know anything much about it.  I’d been here as a student, and I knew where a lot of these open slopes were, and places where you went out and sat and studied, or had picnics, all kinds of things on campus. Those were kind of gr-, those were beginning to go, about the time I got here. And continued to. So I had that kind of reaction. But, no, I wouldn’t say anything else.

LS:
I think a lot of people felt that way.

00:03:33

CWL:
Well this was ’68, of course, and we -- while we’d done some of the building -- we hadn’t gotten into, I don’t believe at the time, we’d gotten into the [pause], it’s the Humanities, I don’t believe the Humanities Building was up at that time, was it?

LS: 
Well, no, it -- they started to break ground for that in ’64, I think it was. 

CWL: 
Oh, did they?

LS:
Or ’62. So that was [Speaker trails off.]

CWL: 
Well, I had some reactions to the Humanities Building, as soon as they did that.

LS: 
What was that?

CWL: 
Well, the uhm, I knew about it first because I guess at the time I was President of the Faculty Credit Union. And we had an office there, and we had to get out of it. So we were pretty much involved with this kind of moving. And then they opened up that space, leveled it, and then for a long time didn’t do anything. And then they started to build this building, about which we had no particular [pause] notion. We didn’t know anything about the plans. And it seemed to take forever and ever and ever, to get it beyond the stage where it looked, didn’t look like -- it looked like Grand Coulee Dam or something, you know [Trails off.]. There wasn’t any building there, it was just chunks of concrete for a long time. So [pause] so we made quite, we made a lot of pretty snide remarks about that kind of building on the campus.

LS: 
I guess it was completed in 1968, that’s what I have down here, so [Trails off.]

CWL:
So it was there. So we’ve gone through that. Well, I remember having very doubtful [pause] impressions of the whole thing from that period. It did take a long time to do it. And I think there was a lot of talk at the time about the cost overruns and the delays, and this kind of thing. So it didn’t seem like the best project that we’d ever done on the campus. And, of course, we’d not done the Vi-, the other one, Vilas Hall, at all, at that stage. That came along, and that’s [Trails off.] So there was quite a little building after this. Or it was just getting started.

LS: 
Yes, there’s a great chunk in there [words unclear].

CWL:
Yeah, that’s right [words unclear]. Very, very massive [pause] sort of an operation.

00:05:59

LS:
So you were asked to be on the Campus Planning Committee, and that was the first you’d been -- you’d thought about then?

CWL:
I suppose so, yes. I wasn’t even [Trails off.]

LS:
Did you just come up in the University Committee?

CWL:
No. I’d say the University Committee is, to my knowledge -- very seldom talked about anything that was being done in the Campus Planning Committee. I mean, this was another big area of things to worry about, and the University Committee never was saddled with that one, except for having a representative. When I got appointed to do the job, being pretty new at it, I was full of enthusiasm, and I was determined to get in there, and I mean, I wanted to learn all about it, and all that sort of stuff. And I found it very frustrating. My letter to Sewell, I think -- I can’t remember what the letter was -- but I probably hit on two things, perhaps only one. But as a member of the Campus Planning Committee, making these momentous decisions, you know, casting these important ballots on major University projects and so on, I was very upset because I never had any information.  What would happen, [pause] you’d go to a Campus Planning meeting, and at that time they would hand around a packet of documents. And sometimes there was a lot of, I’m sure there was a lot of information, sometimes maybe all of the information you’d want would be in the documents. But you really had no chance to handle it. You’d come in and sit down, they’d hand this to you, and then they’d start the program. They’d pick up the first item and you’d, you were always, always behind. If you read anything in the documents, it was to the extent of not listening to the guy who was talking about it, you see. And that seemed to me a terribly bad way to handle it because it did not permit anybody to do any homework. Once, I think -- I can’t remember whether it was before or after this, this letter -- that I made the, that I tried to call in advance to the secretary, who was Robert, hmm, [Interviewer provides the name.] Fox, yeah. And ask him what these different items were, you see. We’d get a notice of an agenda with no information. I’d ask him what they were about. But basically I didn’t feel that we, the Committee was being provided with the kind of information enough in advance so they could do anything about learning anything, or asking questions, or anything of that sort. So that’d be one thing I was upset about. 

00:08:37


Now the other one, there’s a matter of committee structure. I’m not sure I got on this one at the time because I, it was something I got interested in later. It became a little more of a hobby when I got mixed up with appointing committees. But this was a group of representatives and making essentially top-level decisions for the campus as a whole, and they were passing for the most part on matters of planning and construction. And Jim Edsall, who was the Director of Planning and Construction, dominated the meetings pretty much. They were presided over -- no, I wouldn’t say “dominated” -- that’s probably not right. When I first went, I think it was Bob [Atwell?] who was acting as Chairman. And [pause] I think after Atwell left, probably Kurt Wendt, Dean Wendt, took over this job.

LS:
That’s one of the things I wanted to ask [words unclear].

CWL:
And I wouldn’t say that -- excuse me, the Director of Planning and Construction, [Interviewer supplies name] Jim Edsall -- I wouldn’t say, no, he didn’t dominate it, but he would be Item 3 on a proposed building. And Jim would know about it. He’d get up and present what was going on. And he would say, “This is the question.” And he’d say, “This is what we want you to vote on.” And he’d talk while you were trying to thumb through these pages. And he’d answer questions if asked, but at some stage when things kind of quieted down or slowed down, Jim would say, “Well, I move approval.” And then you’d vote, and [pause] I felt this was wrong in an organizational sense. In the first place, I thought what the Committee was really doing was providing policy that Jim Edsall was supposed to be following. Instead -- he was a member on this Board, not just as a resource of the Committee – but, I mean, he was a regular member. He’d be making motions and all this kind of stuff. And I had the feeling, and carried it out in some respects in other committees later on, that, in that case, Jim ought to be on there as a consultant, and he ought to play essentially the role he had been playing, but he should not be voting on his own programs. So I may have said something of that sort.

00:11:09


These, most of the questions that would come to the Campus Planning Committee, of course, had been worked over very thoroughly and worked on, I suppose, primarily through Planning and Construction. With those people. But, I mean, there were a lot of people that worked on ‘em, and that had gone through the problems, and had made some of the decisions and so on. What came out, and what got voted on, was sort of a, the finished product here. “This is, we’ve made all these decisions, and now this is the only one we want to know: Shall we go ahead or not?”

LS:
Yes. So you really haven’t had much chance to decide what the effect, problems you were gonna get to vote on.

CWL: 
Oh, no. No. Now that isn’t unique to our Campus Planning Committee. That’s unique to all kinds of planning, at the federal level and state level, and so on. Because the agency that is charged with the responsibility for doing the work, and so on, does most of the planning ahead of time, and in the process of planning, makes a lot of decisions. So they don’t come into, hardly any place would be coming, as they might have come into Campus Planning Committee and say, “Well, should we do this kind of a building? Or should we build that one?” “Or should we put it at that end of campus, or this end of the campus?” All those decisions have been made. And I don’t know how you get away from that. But you, your choices in the Campus Planning Committee were voting for or against it. Not a choice between alternatives, which must exist at some stage in the planning operation.

00:12:37

LS:
Now what about your fellow members? How many -- you were new, when you started -- how many others were new? I, Bock was on the Committee, and [Trails off.]

CWL:
Well, the composition of the Committee, part of it was dictated, their ex officio members from other places. This was all incorporated in the laws and regulations.

LS:
Well, I know the regents in 1965 had established what the membership should be.

CWL:
Yeah, that’s right.

LS:
And two of them were to be appointed by the University Committee. Two, and two by the Administrative Committee. Does that? [Trails off.]

CWL:
By the -- that’s Administrative Council probably.

LS:
Yes. Yes. That’s it.

CWL: 
They were probably two deans.

LS: 
Well that, I guess that would account for Balk [Bock?] and Epstein in with [word unclear]. And Pound went sometimes.

CWL:
Well, you see, everybody has an alternate. No, I wouldn’t say that. [Speaker reverses himself.] In the original legislation, to complicate it, some of the members had alternates, and some did not. Now, technically this means that if you don’t go, and you have a legal alternate, he can go and vote. But if you don’t have one designated as an alternate, if he doesn’t go, he doesn’t vote. There’s no vote in that spot. I mean, it’s just a plain vacancy.

LS:
Did you have an alternate?

CWL:
 That must have been the University Committee, must have been the alternate. I mean, the University Committee appointed two people, who must have been the alternates. We wouldn’t have sent two [pause] members of the University Committee.

LS:
Well, I don’t think they had to be members of the University Committee. But I think they were appointed by the University Committee.

CWL: 
I don’t recall that. I simply don’t know about it.

LS:
I see. Okay.

CWL:
Now, the deans [pause] were kind of long-term members, in the sense that you’d have the -- Dean Pound was on there for quite a long time. I don’t remember about Leon Epstein but what you do, you’d have a dean on there for five years, and another dean on there also for five years, but kind of overlapping. So when you appointed, when you designated a new dean, why you would pick somebody, probably somebody new, that hadn’t been on the Committee, probably somebody, if you could, who had some of the building. Now Epstein would have been on there because of all this building they were doin' in Letters & Science. And the deans would have alternates. So actually you had four deans, maybe only two of them voting at any one time, but you had a sort of a loop of four deans that you could call on.

LS: 
Well, then, yes. Well, Van Potter was one, and he was presumably one of the appointed members then. Do you remember him?

CWL: Yes, I know Van, and I can’t remember who he was appointed by.

LS:
But, do you remember him being on the Committee? ‘Cause he might have been on after you; I’m not quite sure. He was going to meetings in 1970.

CWL:
I can’t remember.

00:15:39

LS:
Anyway, did any of these other people feel the way you did?

CWL: 
Never heard ‘em talk about it. I mean, this was a group that comes together from all over the campus. They sit down in a room and have a meeting, and then they get up and go. And your chances of talking to anybody else on the Committee about anything were -- unless you made the effort -- you just didn’t do it.

LS:
You wouldn’t have called up and say [sic], “How do you feel about the [words unclear]”?

CWL: 
No; no. No, I just, I was just full of  [pause] ambitions once, so I sat down and wrote a letter to Bill Sewell. I mean, that’s the way I did it. I think, though, I have a guess, that most people [pause] would not have had my, the -- what I was developing is kind of a sense of procedure and organization for an answering questions, for making decisions for the University -- that is, I’m pretty strong on having a structure, a recognized structure, and certain kinds of rules. I mean, it’s a question, if you’re gonna have a meeting, just a discussion group, or are you gonna conduct it under Robert’s Rules? I mean, I think that Robert’s Rules give you a little better way of coming to an orderly, rational sort of a decision.

LS:
And this Committee wasn’t operating under Robert’s Rules?

CWL: 
Well, I think it was run fairly -- well, I think it was run inefficiently. I think it was run efficiently [Speaker reverses himself.], I mean, they had an agenda and they went through the business -- they didn’t fool around or anything like that -- but they were not concerned about these things of structure that I would say [word unclear] by having Jim Edsall on as a voting member. I guess, somehow I got focused on that kind of early, and had that as kind of a hobby for quite a long time, and I don’t imagine most people worry about things like this.

LS:
He did eventually, you know, move from [Trails off.]

CWL:
Yeah, we changed it. 
00:17:33


Yeah, this was changed. That was fairly recently though; that was when…

LS:
[Interjecting] That was just a couple of years ago.

CWL:
Kurt Wendt really had come to the end of quite a long tenure as the Acting Chairman. Now, technically, the Chancellor is the Chairman, or was Chairman, and then he had an alternate. And let’s see, what is, what, anyway, we had different kinds of names for these, but basically the Chairman was -- the Chancellor was there as the Chairman except he never went. And it was always his alternate who conducted the meeting. 
00:18:04


But it was supposed to be [pause] a Committee that’s advisory to the Chancellor. I mean, he’s supposed to be presiding -- and it’s a cabinet sort of an operation in which you’re discussing these things with him and coming to some kinds of decisions. 
00;18:21


But when Kurt finished this, we had been talking for quite a long time about the organization of the Committee and the -- nothing much had been done -- by revising the rules and so on, so Kurt took this over, and he worked out a structure for this Committee that was somewhat different [Trails off.]

LS:
The Planning Committee.

CWL: 
Of the Planning Committee.

LS:
When you say “we” -- because you weren’t on the Planning Committee then…

CWL: 
No, I was talking about the -- well, the University Committee and the Secretary of the Faculty, and the Chancellor, and a few people of this sort, sort of in the group, talk about committee organizations and so on. Kurt was always aware of this, and I’ve had many discussions with Kurt about what was going on in the Campus Planning Committee, and how we could set it up differently and write the legislation differently and so on. And so that’s one of the reasons, and when Kurt revised, we got -- came up with another proposal -- he made some substantial changes: took out, I think, that’s when the Director of Planning and Construction was taken off as a regular member and became a consultant.
00:19:29


 We also re-organized it in part because the Faculty Senate had been revising these regulations, and had indicated -- well, they had defined a faculty committee as a committee that has a majority of faculty members on it. And they did not count faculty members with administrative appointments. So, there was a problem of how you’re gonna get enough faculty members on this to make it a faculty committee. I used to argue that this wasn’t a faculty committee anyway. This is a committee that was set up to advise the Chancellor, and this was not a responsibility of the faculty but of the Chancellor really to get the kind of a structure he wanted for making it, you see. But they did revise it with the idea of getting more legitimate faculty members on it.

LS:
Now, who felt that this should be more -- because apparently [Trails off.]

CWL:
Both.

LS:
In Fleming’s time somebody -- they, oh, I guess it was, the man was just retired, Dave Fellman. He suggested there should be more faculty involved in campus planning, and Fleming said, well, he didn’t think that this should be. 

CWL: 
Yeah. Well, he wanted to know who pushes on those things. Well, who pushes on those things are faculty people who don’t have administrative appointments basically.
00:21:00


 I mean, this was one of the big hobbies that the University Committees has had. They wanted to convert everything into a faculty operation.
LS:
Have they always felt that way, or is that something recent?

CWL: 
Recent. Recent. They got very, very aggressive, I would say, [at] about Clara Penniman's, in about Clara Penniman’s era. That’s when they started to rewrite, and they changed these, revised what had been University laws and regulations, and they called ‘em “faculty rules and regulations.”

LS:
Now, this is something you were talking about in [Trails off.]

CWL: 
In the other [word unclear]. 
00:21:36


And what this did, among one of the other things, this raised the question of when do you really have a faculty committee? And when we were talking about some of these committees, I argued very strongly that this did not deserve to be listed as a faculty committee and come under the rules of a faculty committee, because it was not. It was basically an administrative [Trails off.]

LS:
Do you mean it was not, or couldn’t be? Was your point that [Trails off.]

CWL: 
It had not been previously. It’d been ambiguous. I mean, Campus Planning Committee, well nobody ever asked the question, “Is this a faculty committee, or is it an administrative committee?” and so on; they just operated. These are the people on it, and just operated. We never raised the issue until you get very aggressive about what is the faculty’s business and what isn’t. And then the faculty wants to be in on everything, and the administrators, why, I suppose, Fleming would say to Dave Felman, “Well, this is really an administrative job. I like to have faculty on it,” so they tell me, but I [pause] they’re not making the decision; I am. [Unclear who is speaking and where the quotation marks should be in the preceding statement.]
00:22:37


 So this was sort of -- but this effort to get more faculty people on there -- I think was one of the things that Kurt was working on. And he did it in various ways, by, well I think he now has representatives of each of the divisions, and he has ex officio members from some of the other committees, and so on, so that you build up the number of faculty members who do not have administrative appointments. And that’s good.

00:23:05

LS:
That’s interesting. I’ll -- that’d be a question to talk to him about, as to whether he was doing this because the faculty wanted it, or whether he thought it was a good idea himself.

CWL:
I don’t know. I think the best way to do this -- Kurt is an old-time faculty member; he knows all about this. I mean, he’s been a dean more than a faculty member, at least in recent times. And, but, he’s worked with the faculty structure and all that, so I think he’s comfortable with it, the way Ed young was. But I honestly think that when he was Chairman, both with his engineering know-how and the kind of an interest he took in all these things, why, I would think [it] probably occurred to him that the decisions that came out of the Campus Planning Committee might just as well have been made by Kurt Wendt and three or four other selected people who really had the savvy and the know-how, and the judgment, on these matters. And the other, in going to the faculty, in a sense is running through a gauntlet, trying to persuade them to do the things that you know they ought to do [sic].  I don’t know that Kurt would ever think of it that way, but [pause] I used to talk with him on things; I’d say to him, “Now, how about this question?” And he’d tell me what his views were, and I’d say, “Well, should we do it, or not?” You know, and so, I mean, then he’d tell me. I thought he was pretty good most of the time. Very good at handling meetings.

LS: 
Yes, everybody says that.

CWL:
Kept the business going. If not, cut anybody off.

LS: 
Even though he wasn’t Chairman? I mean, because, uh, Atwell seems to have been [Trails off.]

CWL: 
Atwell was Chairman, yeah. For, but not for such a long time. 
00:24:48


You see, I -- this was probably in 1967. I was on the Campus Planning Committee as a University Committee representative. Or was it the year before ’67?

LS: 
You were kind of [leading] in ’68 and ’69, and I think you had a term in ’70.

CWL: 
Oh, yes. Well, I was the University Committee representative one year, part of one year anyway. Then when I became Chairman of the University Committee, I did not go; I got somebody else to go. 

LS:
Oh, I see. [Cross-talking here.] 

CWL:
So I didn’t go at all when I was, when I’m not in that. Then when I became Secretary of the Faculty the following year, then the Secretary was a member, I think the Secretary was actually listed as a member of the University Committee.

LS:
Yes, he was. That was one of the ones named by the regents.

CWL: 
So I went as that kind of a member.

00:25:34

LS:
And did you go regularly?

CWL: 
Oh, yes, I went regularly. I think I went regularly for several years. But sometimes I would send Doug Dales, who was the Assistant Secretary of the Faculty, particularly after I lost interest in it [pause] and did not think I was accomplishing anything by spending those long, long hours in those meetings, why sometimes Doug would go. Some of the meetings were really more interesting than others.

LS:
I could see that, from looking at the minutes.

CWL: 
Yeah, sure; that’s right.

00:26:06

LS:
Well, just, uh, there were a number of issues that were, there were just the four in that, late fifties, sixties [Trails off.]. I don’t know: Which ones would you pick up [words unclear]? Do you remember some of the things that were [pause] concerning the Committee?

CWL:
Well, concerning the Committee, and how it functions and so on, one of ‘em that sticks in my mind is Union South. This was [pause] a messy one, in a procedural sense. I don’t know how long we could talk about an addition to the Union facility, a separate building but part of the Union structure. But that’d probably been in the mills, mill, for a long time. We came in with a proposal, and the proposal was pretty well developed by a building committee -- I’m sorry, I can’t remember the name of the chairman of this -- but he came in, and he talked to the Campus Planning Committee. This is what they wanted to do, and they had, by that time they had an architect working on it, so they had the architectural, conceptual drawings, and they knew where the location was. They knew quite a lot about it. And we were getting to the point where, you not only quit just doing your planning, you actually start to do something and finish working drawings and things like that. I mean, you were getting to the point where we had to make a commitment. So you had this group, that were coming in, telling us what to do. And this was a plan that they’d developed and so on. And then you had Porter Butts coming in as a representative of the Union trustees, and he was all against it. And this was one of those meetings where you, [pause] kind of a simple-minded member coming to the meeting, and you hear some people saying, “Well, this is the way we ought to do it,” and here’s somebody else saying, “You can’t!” [Phone is ringing in background; interviewee asks to be excused.]  I think, I thought this was a horrible example of something because you didn’t know who to believe. Now, I think some of the explanation of this really was in terms of the personalities. I mean, I’m not sure how much of this was Porter’s idea but, after all, he was there as a representative, you see, of the group that’s supposed to be the trustees of the Union. And people were raising money, and the people got all kinds of important interests in this blame thing, and coming in and opposing this plan that had been offered did not seem to me the right thing to do if you were asking people to vote for it.

LS:
Now this was not the Union South; it had to do with the third floor, isn’t that right?

CWL:
I can’t remember. No, I thought it was the Union South. 

LS:
[Interjecting.] The whole thing. I mean…

CWL:
I thought it was part of, I thought it was involving the concept, or something like that. Some of the general plans. I’m not sure about that. You’re gonna have to look that one up.

LS:
I thought it had to do with adding, whether they’d add the floor but maybe not. [Cross-talking here.] The point will be the same, I guess.

CWL: 
Well, I don’t remember the facts, and so my comments probably are a little irrelevant in some ways, on that respect. I, but I thought this was the kind of thing that you should have cleaned up, this kind of a disagreement, before you brought the thing to this uninstructed Campus Planning Committee to vote on it. Or, in the presentation you say, “There’s opposing views on this; now we’ve got to balance these out.” And so, you had everybody, you had the administration [Trails off.]

00:29:38
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00:29:42
CWL: 
Porter came in and he raised some questions that’d bothered me about the whole thing, and then he indicated that he would -- the group he represented were opposed to it -- and I did not feel that I was in a position either to vote for it or to vote against it [sic]. I mean, one’s just as bad as the other. But I thought this was something that should have been handled better before we got into the Campus [Trails off.]

LS:
Yes. You don’t often have a yes or no confrontation within that kind of committee.

CWL:
No, no. I think ordinarily, if anything, it was usually too smooth, that is, you’d come in here and you’d have a presentation: “This is what we want to do,” and sound as though everybody’s, they’ve got all the problems ironed out, and here’s the thing, and we hope, all we want is your vote “yes” signatures sort of thing [sic]. But, we didn’t have it on that one.

LS:
And Porter lost, I gather.

CWL:
Well, yes. And I guess, from what I sort of picked up, he probably deserved to lose. I’m not sure that he was, his, he was on the right side of that particular issue. And besides that becomes one of those issues after a while, you judge it more in terms of whether the Union actually works or not. And apparently it’s doing very well. So it must have been right. But that was not a good one. 

00:31:02


Now, I can’t remember the other issues. The Campus Planning Committee played some kind of a role, and I expect this would have been back in 1965 or something like that, when we all this concern about starting up a new campus. Growth of the campus, this kind of thing. [Cross-talking here.] Yeah. Now, I do not know exactly what their role was in this one. And I cannot represent -- I’ve not, didn’t pay much attention to that. That was the University Committee that was more prominent in presenting this kind of mission to the faculty. But in expanding the campus, the Campus Planning Committee has always had quite a large role. I don’t know what they did with planning the new hospital and some of those things, but those were things that you hear about [Cross-talking here.] This was a major undertaking.

00:32:01

LS:
One of the problems with the library at that time, the library addition that, I guess, the Physical Sciences Library. That was being discussed -- which should come first, which one has priority in this project. And it was bitter, but the meeting [sic]. And you were there, I know. Do you remember that one?

CWL:
No, not really. I don’t really remember any questions involving the priorities, the building priorities, although I -- it sticks in my mind that, yes, this is one of the things that went through the Campus Planning Committee because building priorities were sort of built up. Within the College, here are the different kinds of projects they want in Agriculture, they’d want maybe an Animal Husbandry building, and they’d want a Social Sciences building and all these. Within the College you would somehow come up with some kind of a priority system, and these all had to be put together. And I think they were all put together, and at one stage [pause] accepted formally by the Campus Planning Committee as the building priorities for the campus. I suppose for a year at a time. So I think there was a document that was acted on by the Campus Planning Committee in which you had the building priorities for the whole campus. 
00:33:31


And I don’t recall any very -- I may have missed the important things that went on in the Committee, though -- but I don’t recall any great arguments over the priorities in which these things were gonna be listed [on], at least in the Campus Planning Committee.

LS:
I see. It was a question -- I guess the Memorial Library had been first, and the Engineering, the Physical Sciences Library, had been put seventh, and there was a good deal of discussion.

CWL:
I don’t recall that, no. What you do: you have a group like this, and somebody comes in to make a representation to them, and if it was very effective in presenting the case [sic], why, that swayed ‘em in their decision. So if possible, that you got somebody from Engineering or something, who’d come in there and change his priorities. The, I think the library committees had usually been in favor of, the ones that I had anything to do with, that would be way back in those days, were always pretty strong for the Central Library, the Memorial Library, the -- yes, the Central Library, that sort of facility, rather than these separate colleges.

LS:
[words unclear] thought that the Engineering College had gotten all of this other building first, and since this library, it was all done on this priority list, and then when it got all the others, then it was ready to go to [words unclear].

CWL:
And Lou was probably right. I think the Engineering people have, on the whole, done pretty well on the Campus Planning Committee. I mean, after all, they were planners and engineers. And they’re probably better at presenting their cases, and maybe they’ve got better cases for all I know [Trails off.] So Lou was, Lou may have been right in that?

LS:
Yes [words unclear] Well, what about the parking? That goes on interminably, of course.

00:35:30


 But just around this time there was a question of, for instance, whether Observatory Drive should be closed. Do remember that? It’s true. And then, the quest-, some people wanted more parking space. And apparently they still weren’t charging fees for parking, in parking lots on campus.

CWL:
Well, I think probably the Central -- and as I recall it, it sticks in my mind Atwell was one of these people -- that the Administration and some of the, probably planning and construction and so on, really saw the solution to the campus transportation problem was getting’ rid of the automobiles. So they were talking about closing off Bascom Hill. And I do remember discussions of this sort, quite impassioned. We didn’t do it. So I guess we must have [Trails off.]

LS: 
Do you remember why you didn’t? I haven’t been able to find [Cross-talking here.] I’ve gotten to the point where they decided to close it off temporarily.

CWL:
That’s right.

LS:
Helen White had been completed, and they were ready to open it, but they said, “Let’s at least wait until the regents have had a meeting [words unclear].” 

CWL:
Well, one of the reasons they didn’t -- now that’s quite an artery of traffic. People there want to get out the other end of campus, and that’s they’d do it. And we are not making it any easier to use University Avenue and using these other things, at that time. 
00:37:02


I remember one of things, questions, that came up there. When they built the Helen White building, it crowded the old layout of that road up over the hill, and it was always a miserable way to get up the hill, and made it necessary to make some much sharper turns. We were at the same time talking about taking buses over it. It’s one of the question’s, of whether even the buses could get over there with they way it’d been laid out because what you’d done is increased the grade and sharpened the corners on this thing very much. But that apparently worked out all right. Somebody’d done some figuring. I remember asking that of Kurt Wendt, and the Campus Planning Committee.

LS:
What? Asking them?

CWL:
Asking them whether this had been, really been worked out, so we knew it was feasible to still continue to add road up through there after having built the building out where it was.

LS: 
What was your own view about it?

CWL:
I didn’t know. I just knew it was a bad road to begin with. But the curves didn’t used to be as abrupt as they are now. And they were not compacted so much, so that you, so that the grade actually was not as steep.

LS:
Well, I meant your own view as to whether it should be closed or not.

CWL:
Oh. [pause] I don’t recall. I don’t think I was in favor of closing it.

00:38:26

LS:
Do you remember how you felt about parking space on campus? It was a very [words unclear]. Well, I know the faculty had a committee for advising the Campus Planning Committee, and then there was the Traffic Committee. And apparently these two were pretty much at loggerheads.

CWL:
Well [pause], I suppose, since I’ve always had a car, and always wanted to park on the campus, and so I’ve always been in favor of having parking places for faculty members. I always thought it was silly to charge ‘em, but now, I mean, this is such an old, out-of-date idea that I kind of hate to mention it. But I know for a long time, I thought you should not charge faculty members. You see, we went on one where these, the parking was supposed to pay for itself. Well, I thought this was [pause] not very much different from asking a man to pay rent on his office at the University. I mean, there were certain things the University provided for, you know, for its people, like parking and offices and that sort of thing. So, on all that issue, I suppose I was what you’d call a conservative on this. I didn’t want ‘em to charge anything, and I wanted them to provide it. 

00:39:42


What we have done, and I think we continue to do it, is accentuate our old parking problems because the way you, what you do is, do your building by tearing up a parking lot and putting a building on it. A building that requires more parking at the same time as your cutting it down. And so it got steadily worse, and I guess I -- if asked, at any one stage, I would have said as a matter of principle you ought to provide the parking as part of your plans at providing a building rather than taking it out of the pool of existing space.

LS:
Yes. Well, that was it; that was one of the proposals. Because [words unclear]

CWL:
Yes. Yes, and they kind of, they went through some kinds of motion, but they never seemed to carry it out in any meaningful sense, because we just continued to go in this direction as far as I can tell. We, well like you say, this is not unique to the University; this is what happens when you build up, when you build higher, more buildings and higher, and greater capacity to concentrate things, and you lose things like the open parking lots.

00:40:57


Now there was a great deal of talk about ramps. And this was in part separate from buildings but it was also related to buildings. So when we’re talking about Vilas Hall, I think there was a big discussion on whether there was gonna be a ramp on the corner over there, across the street, and all that sort of thing. I don’t know what happened to that.

LS: 
Yes, I’ve seen references to that too.

CWL:
This was one of the big issues [Cross-talking.] And this University Square development in there, parking was part of this [word unclear]. But I don’t know what ever happened to the idea of ramps because we’re paying for pretty expensive parking when you park it all just on the lower level, and on high-price planning and so on. [Benefit?] [sic]but I guess I would never have been in favor of solving a parking and automobile problem by just banishing ‘em from the campus. It seemed to me pretty unreasonable.

LS:
[Words unclear] in that direction for a while, I know, somewhat earlier. I guess it didn’t go through. I think that was one of Lela Jacobon’s efforts.

CWL: 
I think that’s right. 
00:42:14


Now, we never, as the University, had enough control over all of the elements that enter in this sort of thing. We never had any control over city transportation. You want people to [Trails off.]

LS: 
I was hoping you would talk about that.

CWL: 
If you want people to leave their cars home, you’ve gotta give ‘em some way to get down to the University. I mean, if you want to do -- I mean, if you don’t leave ‘em a place to end up down there, why, you’ve gotta get ‘em, and this involves some kind of adequate city bus transportation [sic]. We’re still workin’ at that one. If the city had shown [pause] what seems to me its present interest in public transportation back in those days, it might have done more on the campus in terms of cutting back transportation. But there wasn’t much evidence of it in those days.

LS: 
But they hadn’t thought of that; that’s an interesting point. Because if people can’t get into the campus except by car, then you have to have some place to put the cars.

CWL:
It’s real. I think. I think it’s still very, pretty important.

00:43:26

LS:
Were you aware of the State, of  its -- the effect of its policy at all on the Campus Planning Committee [words unclear?]

CWL:
Yeah. The State Building Commission was always considered to be an obstacle to everything the University wanted to do. And I suppose that was the way it was presented to us, because these would be people who would be trying to develop plans for the University, with one eye on the State Building Commission. And this is the way it really oughtta be done fellahs, but they won’t okay it, and they will do some of these things. I don’t know that I could give you any specifics on this, but this State Building Commission always passed on these things. 
00:44:12


We had a member of the State, we had a State member on the Campus Planning Committee.

LS:
 That’s right: the engineer.

CWL:
Yeah. And this was partly because he had, as far as I know -- yes, he used to come some -- but as far as I know, this was an effort to sort of bridge that gap between one body deciding and another one second-guessing it. The State Building Commission had a lot of other things on its mind too. We would get, we’d come up with the building priorities list, and so on, but that wasn’t the way we, that wasn’t the same as saying we had an okay to do it. We always had to get an okay in terms of proving these proposals, you see, and that came from outside. Vote the money and I think the State Building Commission had to okay them as projects. I do not remember, at this stage, things where they said “no” to something we badly wanted to do or gave us some idea that we had rejected before and all that. But it’s a different group.

00:45:24

LS:
Well, somebody in the Administration commented that he thought the Campus Planning Committee were being irresponsible in the late sixties because it couldn’t, in fact, it’s decisions weren’t going to be final; they were always going to be acted upon by the State, and in relationship to the other campuses. So that what they would do was merely give anybody’s request for a building, instead of passing on them first, [words unclear] knowing.

CWL:
Well, I’m not sure about that. I do suppose that any time that you [pause] have reason to think that your decisions are really only gonna be -- well, they may be listened to but they won’t necessarily be honored -- why, you probably get a little less responsible in some of the kinds of kinds of, you don’t agonize over the decision too much. You say, well, we did ‘em both, because you don’t know which one’s they’re gonna [words unclear].

LS:
Sure, yeah, and you also don’t create too much hard feeling on campus, since you can give everybody [Cross-talking.]

CWL:
So that could be. We’ve got, well, you see, we got hooks on two ways on this because when we began to get that first merger under Fred Harrington, when we began to have these other campuses. And the question of build here, or to build two new campuses, for gosh sakes. You see, this was [pause] this complicated our decision-making on campus. About all we could do was present our own views and hope that we got something like a fair share.
00:46:56

LS:
How did you did you feel about that?

CWL: 
The merger?

LS: 
You, yourself, and well, the other people you talked to, just the fact that it was, here in Madison you’re going to have to, uh, that if there will be two rival and separate campuses?

CWL: 
[Speaker inhales deeply.] Well, I cannot tell you. I mean, you can imagine a lot of things after the fact that may not have been pertinent at the time. I don’t know that anybody had any very great [pause] doubts about this; they may have. I don’t think that people took Milwaukee very seriously, because Milwaukee wasn’t much of a school when they first started that thing out, you know. I mean, there was never any question where the University of Wisconsin was; it was here in Madison. And then, you got these ideas about Kenosha and Green Bay. Well, we didn’t really know what was goin’ on but we knew that they didn’t have any students there yet, and they weren’t offering courses, and they weren’t doing this and that. So you didn’t really take it as too, as any very real competitors except that people who were following the budgets and building construction and so on were quite aware that a lot of the money was being diverted.

LS:
Yeah, which, I should think [Cross-talking here.]

CWL:
So we didn’t know about that. But I guess I would have to say: I don’t recall at this time being very greatly exercised over it. I mean, in the same way that I was exercised later about this second merger, the second bigger merger [word unclear] system. And the, aware of the impact of that on our [purses?].

LS: 
You mean, that was more of a concern? Were they aware [Trails off.]

CWL: 
I was more concerned about it the second go-round than I was the first time. It was a [pause] more extreme, of course, in the sense that we were more diluted by more different institutions and somewhat more competitive institutions, with their own ideas and some of those things. But [pause] no, I don’t know. I expect, though, this was one of the big things in the Campus Planning Committee. Because when you get up to building priorities, it comes out of, a document comes out of Madison, of the Madison Campus Planning Committee, and then you find out later what happened to this when it went on to somebody else. And this would be [pause] I suppose, the equivalent of the system at that time would make some decisions about the Madison’s needs as against Kenosha’s, and then the Building Commission and everybody else’d get in the act. Whereas, sometimes it was not very recognizable, what you came up with [sic] [word unclear].
LS:
Yes. I think it’s true. 
00:49:49


You know, it’s funny we’re talking about this -- there’s a Campus Planning Committee that’s all affected by the things that were going on, and the, you know, the protest movement. There’s never a [sheet?] about it in the minutes.

CWL: 
No. The Campus Planning Committee was, and probably is, about as professionally pure an organization as we have in the [pause], they knew their job and they stuck to their job, which was planning buildings and planning sidewalks, and doing something about bicycles and things like that, without being diverted on statements on the war in Vietnam or anything of the sort. So this could have [Trails off.]

00:50:36

LS:
 [Words unclear] And would the plans be affected? Would they, I know there was one discussion whether they should have kiosks on campus, and they said, “Well, we better be careful what we do with that; we really don’t want to offend anybody.” But, that’s a very slight thing.

CWL: 
Well, I think it entered into the mall, the lower campus mall, that’s now the State Street Mall sort of thing, but on the campus then. I think that these discussions, I think that the campus disorders had something to do with that [pause] because [Cross-talking.] Well, I think that most people, compared to most people, why provide a staging area for more riots, you see. This is where, you know what I mean [sic].

LS:
And so they wanted to approach it then [word unclear] first?

CWL: 
Well, I don’t know, Laura. I’d say you’re reckless when you talk about “they” or what other people did. So I’m -- but I know this occurred to me, and I know it’s occurred to other people. Why provide a better place for ‘em to have riots? Because when they have a riot, then they march in one direction or another and break things up. And, so, I think this probably entered into it. 
00:51:46


The kiosks, I remember this. We had a few run-ins with environmentalists, whatever they were called in those days. But people who wanted to preserve natural, some of the natural amenities [pause] as you did for the people who wanted developments, you know, up in, the early discussions over preserving, was it Muir Knoll? I mean, they had the Bascom Hill Woods and those things. There was quite a little of that, which I think had -- that had some of the elements of the protests in it. But I don’t remember anything in the Campus Planning Committee in those disorderly years being very directly reflective of what was going on outside.

LS:
Well, I would imagine that I, one slight example would be apparently the Legislature was not very fond of Memorial Library and called it “The Hippie Library” because the hippies used to assemble in the mall. And there was fear that they would reject the Memorial Library addition because of this. They didn’t, in fact. But that was the sort of thing that was [Trails off.]

CWL: 
I don’t know whether this was taken very seriously by [sic]. ‘Course, we were all concerned about what was happening to everything in the University, in the sense that whatever the University wanted was being threatened by the disorders, and anything we wanted from the Legislature in the way of money or authorization or anything, was, could be affected by it. But I don’t remember this as being [words unclear]...

00:53:32
 
Now, there were, was a proposal [pause] that I think was decided in part on this basis, which was kind of an anti-student thing. There was talk of a big, some kind of a big recreational facility near the dorms.

LS: 
Yes [words unclear].

CWL:
Jim [Bowers?] was the chairman of the committee that was working on this, and this was not at a time when anybody was prepared to give the students anything. And that may have had, that may have been a decisive factor, of  course. I don’t know how we’d have come out anyway in the priorities and the competition for funding, these funds. So I’m not sure that it was lost because of that, but I think this was a factor. We didn’t talk too much about doing things for the students in those days.

LS:
Yes, I imagine not. With the Legislature to cope with. 
00:54:33


Could you [word unclear] about the, some of the people on the Committee, and you spoke of Atwell when you were talking earlier, what sort of a person he was, and how effective he was [Trails off.]
CWL:
Well, I was always very much impressed by Bob Atwell. He presided at these meetings, he -- I mean, he had a good personality, a good presence, a little sense of humor and this kind of thing. He was a [word unclear]. He always seemed to know, he always seemed to be very savvy about what the issues were and the facts, and all these things in these programs. And I guess I thought he was a good chairman. Now, I strongly suspect he had his own ideas about how these things should’ve been done and so on. So he probably -- many of the proposals that came into the Campus Planning Committee may have had quite an imprint of his own judgment on ‘em. That wouldn’t show up, you see. But, I thought he was good. On the whole, I think they had pretty good chairmen, of anything I’ve known in the Campus Planning Committee. These are knowledgeable and able men. And able to rise to the demands of that particular job.

00:55:58

LS:
Was Jim Cleary ever, did you encounter him at all?

CWL:
Yeah, I knew Jim. I worked quite closely with Jim earlier back in these – well, let’s see, I was on the University Committee, and Jim was the Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs. And he was taking most of the brunt of dealings with the faculty, and the faculty meetings and things like that. So we worked very closely on that sort of thing. I was sorry to see him go.

LS:
Was he on the faculty before he started doing this?

CWL:
Yes, I think he had been. I think way back he had been on the faculty. His spe-, and I expect this would have been -- it sticks in my mind he was in English but maybe not. [Cross-talking here.] But worked, I guess he had a faculty position. I think junior faculty; I don’t think he was, had ever acquired a professorship or anything like that. But he had been on the faculty and had done his work on parliamentary procedure. This had been done as part of his professional faculty sort of business. So he came in with that kind of qualifications [sic]. But he had long ago, I think, converted to a, you know, hundred percent administrator and so on. So [Trails off.]

LS:
Yes. You know, I see these men, Atwell, and Englen is another one, and they seem to be up there in the Administration, and they correspond with each other. 

CWL: 
[Interjecting.] Yeah, everybody does.

LS:
And it’s hard to see how they -- I mean, they’re not chancellors, and they’re not faculty – but they’re sort of, this is the background, and yet they seemed to have quite a lot of power.

CWL:
Well that’s true now, Laura. And the Administration you put together of people that you put in charge of different elements, areas of business. And if you have a strong administra-,  if you have kind of a strong administrative team, these are the guys who put their heads together on all kinds of things. For -- everything involves money, you see. Everything involves academic matters and appointments, and so on and so you do have a lot of this. And if you really want to know what’s going on in the University, there’s about three or four offices, or people, that you could follow around and listen to for a week or so, and you’d hear all this. Other than the Chancellor; other than the Chancellor. I mean, he’s one of ‘em, but I mean, there are key men in these administrations, and they get involved in all kinds of things.

LS:
Well, it certainly when you look through the file, if that’s when you see the very close and day-to-day correspondence among them.

CWL:
You want to close this off for a minute and decide where we’re going?

00:59:01
End of Tape 5, Side 2

Tape 6, Side 1

00:00:03
LS:
We talked about WARF.

CWL:
Okay. This is about WARF, and what I was saying was, I didn’t really know very much about it except that I had the impression, as being, in being in Economics, for a long time there’s all this money that WARF is collecting and passing off this part of research and projects around the University. None of it was going to Social Sciences. And I think this must have been true because really there was quite a [pause] there was a period for which we began to get some kind of concessions through the Graduate School, access to some of the WARF money. And this was considered quite an achievement. Beyond that I don’t know about what [Speaker trails off].

LS:
But when would you say—do you remember when that started?

CWL:
I think when Bryant Kearl was, uhm, Bryant Kearl was in the Graduate School as an associate dean. And I think he must have been fairly effective, because he was working on this, among other things. And I guess I could not tell you when that was, but it was probably the middle sixties or something like that. I don’t think we were, we had much of a chance with this WARF money, and we were always kind of jealous, and snippy about that kind of an operation. 

00:01:21

LS:
I’m just laughing because it is true: that’s what all the social scientists and humanists say, but just Monday I was talking to John [Woods?], and he seemed to feel that there was always some [words unclear].

CWL:
Well, that’s John’s feelings [Cross- talking and laughter here.] He was a graduate student [Trails off].

LS:
Yes. But I was [word unclear].

CWL: 
Laura, you can find these University administrators, they’re all into, uh, really I’m quite sure that they give adequate thought to some feeling other than their own, and so on, and you feel as though you were talking to an [absolutely?] [sic] stranger on ‘em.

LS:
Well, so that’s what I thought, because I, after all, again, this is a problem to face. 

CWL:
We have not had, since I’ve been around, any dean of the Graduate School who really was in, a social scientist [sic]. We’ve had some social scientists among the social deans, but you never feel that you really had very much clout in the Graduate School. And they also had pretty good access to WARF money.

LS:
[Unintelligible cross-talking]

CWL:
Uh, I don’t know: sometime you might make an effort to get some opinions around, as to whether people in Social Sciences really feel that they have very much access to the sources of funding in graduate school. I’m sure they do now, and [Trails off]

LS:
You mean not just [word unclear] but any funding.

CWL:
Well, it’s a different, it’s a, [pause] the Graduate School has been characterized by a kind of professional elitism, or something of the sort. And they, [pause] I guess there’s some kinds of things that wouldn’t even bother to go graduate school, because you figure you wouldn’t haven’t had the smallest chance to get any support from the Graduate School for something you thought you had to do as a [pleasure?]. But I don’t know how much this actually affected, [pause] how much this [words unclear]. The Graduate School, I mean this was one of those cases where you could properly say, well, we, in passing on requests, why we’ve given equal treatment to all these fields. But they didn’t tell you all of the requests they started out to begin with. 

LS:
[Cross-talking]

CWL:
They say, “Oh, there’s no chance,” so they don’t put in any request. So I, beyond that, on WARF, I don’t know.

LS:
Well, it’s quite true. I, for instance, with Harrington, more or less [city sit-downs?] and [words unclear], don’t you find [Cross-talking]

CWL:
I think so. I didn’t sit [word unclear] I think you’d pick somebody with some real clout. See, Harrington and the [Festge?] administration, Harrington was [words unclear] vice-president. He was pretty, I’m sure, [pause] other people thought that he wasn’t even around much, and so [vote?] Social Sciences [word unclear] pretty strong system, pretty strong [Trails off.] But he would be in a position, he, [he’d?] make ‘em listen to him. I don’t think WARF intended to. I mean, I think they were, they had rules, and they operated by their own. And that’s the [words unclear] was ever [word unclear]. But I don’t know. That’s something, you better ask somebody who’s really studied the WARF support.

LS:
Yes, but is it, it’s interesting [because?] you describe [words unclear]

CWL:
Yeah, sure.

LS:
Especially when [words unclear] just got started up [words unclear] his statement [words unclear]

CWL: 
Well, you asked me [words unclear] earlier in the week, and you asked John Woods, who’s been somethin’ different, and he, you [Cross-talking and laughing.]
Well, you ask Bob Bock and he probably would tell you that they’d give you some treatment [words unclear], and I think they do now in the sense, do a lot more for Social Sciences. But at certain points, in certain areas of Social Sciences. I think it’s get a little far afield. 
00:05:38


We had developed, in the University,  in the past, oh, since 1960 or so, we’d developed a segment of faculty members, particularly researchers, who are very fearful of, uhm, getting money, from grants and this kind of thing. I mean this is something that takes a good deal of experience, and it takes a certain kind of a person, and uh, but the kinds of people who know how to put up the right kind of project requests and so on [word unclear]. And I think, on the whole, they’re pretty happy with the Graduate School allocation of resources.

00:06:21

LS:
[words unclear] must be the same way with building requests. That there was a [fourth?] attempt evidently, that really depends upon whether a person in a department is willing to build the effort to develop it. If there is a chance [words unclear] of building it. If there isn’t such a person, and if the dean doesn’t speak up on behalf of that department, then nothing happens. [Cross-talking here.] choose grants [words unclear].

CWL: 
We’re talking about my present department right now. You’re talking about a [renewal?], and I think we’ve been very badly treated, and just as you’ve done a very good job for us.  So [words unclear] I don’t think that I, or that you as the dean would have been very interested in pitching this thing.

LS:
Well, are you short of space even now?

CWL:
Oh, terrible. Terrible. When I moved out there, as a person I was a bit unknown and a person with a lot of years [words unclear] get on the University and so on, you should have seen the place they offered me as an office; it was [words unclear] closet. But, I mean, I wouldn’t move in there. I mean, there was these things, couldn’t move in [sic].

LS:
This is Ag Hall?

CWL:
That’s in Ag Hall. I was there, I started in four or five different buildings now. I was in Ag Hall; Agricultural Economics was started in five different buildings.  They can’t get [words unclear] these days.

LS:
[words unclear] That means it merged traffic, they’d finally gotten [words unclear] but it isn’t, that’s not [word unclear] then.

CWL:
We’ve had [pause], we talked about this mournfully every now and then. 
00:07:48


There was a time, I can’t tell you when, but I suppose it would have been in, certainly not much after the early sixties, [pause] there was on the building priorities list, top one, in the College of Agriculture and still fairly high – third or fourth – in the campus report or something like that, and nowhere at all in the building commission list. Well, a building for, Agricultural Social Sciences. Which was generally in Ag Economics, Rural Sociology. And that was top of the list for a couple years. And then it simply disappeared. They never got anything.

00:08:38

LS:
But is, are they gonna do anything about it? No?

CWL:
Well, we’re trying to, Ag Economics, at the moment is trying to get a building given to us, a Lorch Street building that’s gonna be vacant. I think it’s part of the hospital complex. And we’re trying to get this assigned to Ag Economics, and I think there’s representation. I mean, even today, I think there’s some kind of a meeting where [pause] I don’t know what is, what committee was involved with the, making the representation of how badly we needed it/// But there’s certainly a general feeling that this is gonna go to the Math Research Center or somebody else anyway [words unclear]. But I don’t really think, I don’t expect to see it myself; I truly don’t. I don’t know how much longer I’m gonna be a professor of Ag Economics. I don’t think I, I don’t expect to see a change in this facility in the next two,  three or four years [Trails off.]

LS:
I think you [should?] see it, and I’m surprised that there isn’t more complain about it. 

CWL:
Well, you said yourself that, how these things, how things you can get listened to [sic] depend on the, how well you represent it, and the type of a clout that you had behind it, and the support, and so I don’t know. I, uh, I don’t think we’ve been in a very good position on that score. [pause] So, do you want to stop this, and ask now whether we got anything else we want to talk about?

00:10:24

LS:
Well, the recent Library Committee, we, you were talking about, you were talking the Lou Kaplan’s Chairmanship and [words unclear]. Yes, you might [pause] revisit [Trails off.]

CWL:
Well, what I remember about this, it was in a sense something like the Campus Planning Committee. This was a committee that was a elected rather than, partly elected as properly members, and partly according to the deans, I think. I think the proposition of the Campus, of the Library, Committee was, partly elected, partly appointed by the Chancellor, or a dean appointed by the Chancellor. Plus the Director of Libraries. And it was, when I got on the Committee, I was starting to think, feel that it was very much of a rubber stamp operation. That you’d have these proposals presented by the Director of Libraries, you’d sort of talk about ‘em a little bit, then we’d end up and do what he said -- which worked for him and [words unclear] independent. [Background noise here.] And part of it was [pause] just the way it was handled in the word way [sic]. I think we would call the meetings of the Campus Planning, of the library committees, and we would [words unclear] he was the Chairman, and he had a, somebody else who sat in the chair for him when I was [word unclear.]   
00:11:51


And so, I led what was considered, well, I’m sure it was a highly unsuccessful effort to recapture this committee as an operation. Either I, I remember talking to my other members, trying to get, trying to settle on a chairman who had enough qualities to run the show himself, and to do this thing. We never got very far.

LS:
You said you did get another chairman but you [Trails off.]

CWL:
Yeah, we got Verner, we got Verner Suomi. And Verner’s a bright man, and able and all that sort of stuff. And he had enough prestige to do it and all that, but he was so busy doing his meteorological work and so on, that he wasn’t around much, I would say. We elected, we never did get to him either. So it didn’t really amount to very much. This was not a [pause] revolt that got very far.
00:12:45

LS:
Then was it merely that you objected to being a rubber stamp, or did you really feel that there were things that should be, in regard to libraries, that weren’t being done? Or decisions that you didn’t really approve of?

CWL:
Well, I guess again I was thinking in terms of the way the processes you go through, the procedures you go through in arriving at a decision. Many of these would be made pretty much for us by, I mean, [Lou?] would have considered all these, and he would present it, and add a viewpoint, and he’d dismiss the other views pretty much. I suppose it was probably a matter of personality. He, but we were arguing about certain kinds of issues. One I suppose was a perennial issue: Was it Central Library or these branch libraries? It comes up in all kinds of ways. I came from Agriculture. But we had a very fine library. I mean, in the sense, in a functional sense. It was a library that, it was quick service and we were entirely sympathetic with his aims and so on. And [pause] a lot of things he wanted to do, he was unable to do, the librarian out there, because he couldn’t get the money from Lou. Lou would, Lou did have the purse strings. And the question of whether all of his requests for new books had to go through Lou’s office, receive the okay, then turned down, or what-not, and things of that sort.  Now this kind of issue kept coming up. I don’t know what the merits of it are. We, we’d [plumb?] the merits of a big university like this one, and diverse. I mean, we’d do some of both, and it isn’t consistent. So we leaned both ways. But Lou was always on one side of those issues. And [pause] as a, over at the College of Agriculture faculty [sic] and interested in the College, and as a sometime member of the Campus Library Committee, I didn’t want the Campus Library Committee to take action that was in a sense represent a view I wasn’t satisfied with [words unclear]. I don’t know how true that was, but other colleges [pause] -- ‘course we’ve got a very nice building up, Steenbock Library -- and I don’t know how the other parts of [words unclear].   And then Engineering’s got a library. L&S never got into this kind of an act though. The College library [Cross-talking here]. They had the old library, it was in this part of the L&S library.
00:1527

LS:
Well now, Lou mentioned an incident in which he thought the Library Committee could have performed and didn’t. And I don’t know whether you were on it at the time. Either [Englen?], I guess it was Englen, suggested to him that the departmental libraries ought to be closed down. And he discussed this with the Library Committee. I guess the Library Committee voted unanimously but in fact they were just, that’s not all, but a good many of them. Do you remember this?

CWL:
To close down [Trails off]?

LS:
The departmental libraries, the little libraries, you know, in the – Geology, Geography and [Speaker trails off.]

CWL:
Well,

LS:
[Interrupting.] Yeah, let me finish the story because then, when this was announced, there was a furor, and Atwell immediately asked, you know, [some money?], immediately said, “No, it’s all right; we won’t close down the departmental libraries.” So you said you’re the Library Committee, and he, had voted on this more or less because it had been suggested [words unclear]. And then their decision was overridden, and he thought that the Committee should have been angry about this [words unclear].

CWL:
Well, one of the murky things with this kind of a question, Laura, is the question of what kind of libraries are you talking about? I think there’re probably some departmental libraries that are really very fine libraries. Complete libraries. There are some departmental libraries that were just a collection of books on some shelves somewhere in the departmental office. And the question of whether the University, as a whole, out of the University money, should provide money to buy books that get put on the shelves in the departmental library, where they’re for the personal convenience of the people in the department but nobody else, you see, no access [sic]. I think this came up quite regularly. 
00:17:35


And I guess I, well, I’ve been kind of strong for the smaller libraries scattered around, I think of as good working libraries. I guess I had sort of rejected the idea that I to get a certain book, would have to go accommodate to some library rules set up by some department, you know, their own private library sort of thing. Now this is not -- I’m not sure about the geology and geography library. They have quite a good site.

LS:
I’m not sure what libraries were involved. It’s just the idea was that the Library Committee had voted something, and then suddenly had overridden it. 

CWL:
Well, we may talk, we may be talking about, we’re really talking different ideas of what a departmental library is.

LS:
Yes, it’s a very particular list, and you don’t remember that?

CWL:
No, I don’t remember the list. No.

LS:
Was George Mosse on the committee review on it?

CWL:
I think, it seems to me that he may have been, but I don’t recall. [Cross-talking here.] Does History have a library? They must have a library.

LS:
No. They don’t/
CWL: 
Well, Agricultural Economics has a library. A Taylor Hibbard Library, which is furnished entirely by contributions. And it’s not a general-purpose, working library. I mean, even in the field, it’s in a kind of a select group, by some journals [sic], and if you can [elect?] them. But I don’t think the question of using University money for it has ever come up. That may have been what you’re talking about. [pause] 

00:19:18


We’d been talking, the two of us, about, [pause] the, what I think is a growing -- no, the issue of where faculty authority ends and administrative authority picks up. I think we’re getting, this is becoming a more acute issue, we’re gonna have to face up to it. When, under the University Committee, several years ago, we first started this process of revising the University [pause] laws and regulations, and gave it to me with faculty rules and regulations, and how it fell out of the University Committee. They redrafted this, essentially without any administrative input. I talked to Ed Young about these things, and said that sooner or later we’re gonna have to decide where the faculty authority ends. And they’re driving us into this thing by asserting the right to write the laws and regulations of the University, you see. And I used some examples, and some of these are coming up. One of the examples I used was, in the faculty rules and regulations, produced by the administration and the University Committee under Clara Penniman, there was this, she would have been in the regent ruled for years and years, saying that the chairman of the department is appointed by the dean, with a preferential ballot by the members of the committee, and the members of the departmental executive committee [sic]. And my argument was then, again, talking about procedures and so on. My argument was, now if you recognize that it’s your right to, it’s the right of the faculty to adopt legislation like this, then you also have to recognize that they have a prior right to amend it. So what if they come along and take this rule that you’ve lived by and amend it by saying, well, the departmental faculty is gonna elect its chairman. There’s a difference, you see, between having the dean appoint what is, after all, an administrative officer with the advice of members of the faculty, and another one that had the faculty elected. 

00:21:37


Now you may come out the same sort of way, but in many cases we haven’t. And they found themselves, it’s one of those cases where the department could not solve its own problems, and so they put somebody else in for ‘em. I mean, they’d deliberately put somebody else in the run-up, And this was, they put Ed Young in there as Chairman of the Economics Department, on that basis. So he knew all about this thing. He [word unclear] done with it.  But now, guess what they’ve got in the current revision of these rules and regulations? A thing that says, “the chairman of the department shall be elected by the departmental faculty.” That’s in there. Now, I don’t expect that any faculty group is going to amend that. ‘Cause you know, I mean, you ask a faculty group whether you thought they ought to decide these things, and they’ll always say, Yes. But it is now, it’s now in there. It’s in the draft they’re talking about or something -- I don’t know what the current status is [words unclear] -- but this is just exactly what I’m talking about. Now, this becomes a pretty serious thing. If you are a dean, you damn well want to appoint your own administrative officers [Trails off.]

LS:
Yeah. And have a head-on collision.

CWL:
Yeah, well, and this is increasing -- yeah, that you could say -- we’re on that kind of a course, and nobody’s, there’s so much signs of backing away from it [sic]. Now I don’t know: I have sort of quit getting excited about these things ‘n now, but I suspect you’d go through the current revision, which is yet to be passed because they’re workin’ on it at this moment, and find more cases of this sort where what was formally considered a prerogative of the administration is now being written into the faculty rules as being a prerogative of the faculty [sic]. So then you come to the question, Who’s gonna -- who? -- are you gonna? [Cross-talking.]

LS:
Yes. Who’s going to decide which is [Trails off.]

CWL:
So Irv Shain’s gonna have to deal with that one. 
LS:
That’s very interesting; I’m glad you mentioned that. I think, Dave Cronin mentions that. I, whether the intention was his own chairmanship. I remember he said he had a run-in with Leon Epstein, as to whether the dean had approved it after, or after that was [public?] [words unclear] isn’t the only example. But this, what’s been happening is that the faculty, ninety-nine percent of the time, does choose its chairman, and the dean [Cross-talking here.] But this way, the dean made the rule, which is quite different.

CWL:
Well, what the faculty’s done in most cases is choose a chairman by having a preferential ballot and agreeing that he’s the guy we want and next thing we’ll run the dean appoints [sic]. It’s quite a different thing to have the dean in a position where he has to accept what the department elects or take extraordinary measures. So this is like, well, we’ve got some other issues, and when the dean has held up somebody’s promotion, somebody’s, the department will recommend that so-and-so be promoted to attend a position or something like that, and the dean says, “No, you can’t do it.” And then, for his own reasons, holds it up and it didn’t go any further.  I think the current legislation says that the dean has to send these things forward; he has to ask the advice of the divisional committees and so on. All of which may come out counter to what the dean wants to do. And I don’t know what you’ll end up with.

00:25:14

LS: 
Do you think the Faculty Union [pause] people or cause had something to do with this [words unclear] decision?

CWL:
I don’t know.

LS:
Whether there truly is some effort to give the faculty more control over things than they’ve had.

CWL: 
It’s just, to me, at the very worst time because now we are, suddenly the faculty becomes the minority group in a whole bunch of University employees, or they’re outnumbered by the academic employees and all this kind of thing -- all of which are feeling their oats too. It may be something like that; it may be a desire to assert your authority at a time when people are saying, “Well, you don’t have any authority,” and we’ve got to go in for collective bargaining. [Cross-talking.] And maybe it’s something like that. And I don’t know.  I think you can explain some of these, you don’t have to go too far to explain some of these things. Besides, anyway, you’ve got a bunch of people in there now, and they don’t know what you used to do. I mean, they -- most faculty groups, and this is true of committees -- they are, the personnel, it depends on the individuals who happen to be members of the committee, and that changes so rapidly that what the committee does in one year, they do something quite different from what they did three years before [sic]. And this you don’t carry over.

LS:
[words unclear] really one of the most interesting things I find [is?] that it [Cross-talking.]

CWL:
Yeah. We don’t know. So I think we can do, I think we’re probably doing the thing now out of sheer ignorance of what the issues were, or what’s been done before, or why it’s been done before, and that sort of thing.

00:27:00

LS:
You know, this makes me think that I would like to ask you about -- your experience during the TA strike, whether you had any at all – beforehand whether you had TAs... do What you have to say about it. You didn’t?

CWL:
I did not use TAs in my own teaching or anything like that. I was not involved in the TA negotiations or anything [Trails off.]. I sat in on some of the other meetings and had some, I said in some earlier tapes. The University Committee had some discussions with some of the people who turned out to leaders, and…

LS:
[Interrupting.] That’s right: you did. You did tell [Trails off.]

CWL:
Some, some way back when, before we, before it took any shape or [words unclear]. We never understood them; they never understood us. So it was sort of a stand-off.

LS:
But as, as a member of the Ag E kind of province, you didn’t know any?

CWL:
No. In Agriculture, they don’t use teaching assoc-, assistants.

LS:
No. I thought there might be some, though.

CWL:
Oh, maybe some, yeah. So. But basically the teaching’s done there by a professor.

LS:
Yeah. You know, you were saying something, said some things the other day. I’d have to talk about the L&S or the undergraduate campus. If you reacted to that, and here you got through saying that -- Didn’t you say the Ag campus also has undergraduates and [Cross-talking.]

CWL:
Yeah. Well, at this stage of my life, I think the way the College of Agriculture has worked, has always, if you were this teaching program and so on, is the University expects, and not, and it’s not at all like they do in L&S [sic]. [Cross-talking.] Yeah. Yeah. This is something where basically the professors have a built-in job that consists not only of teaching but of research and public service, and so on.  So they, basically they, their functions cover, their appointments cover, all of these things, and teaching is only part of it. So you get a very close relationship between teaching and what you’re doing in research, which is, I think, one of the ways to, the things that distinguish teaching in a good university. You’ve got people who are really working on things and teaching at the same time. There’s a strong belief that the professors do the teaching. And the professors correct the papers and this kind of thing. Now, you can say this is inefficient and so on, but that’s the way you get students and professors together. To have ‘em nice ‘n involved in this sort of thing. In the College of Agriculture, students can talk to professors. They see ‘em, and they interact with ‘em all the time. In L&S they never do.

00:29:39
End of Tape 6, Side 1
Tape 6, Side 2
00:29:41

CWL: 
Agriculture Economics attracts students from all over campus. I like it that way: some people from Agriculture but some from all over the campus, and there’re quite different backgrounds.

LS:
What’s the course?

CWL: 
It’s a course in Land Economics. And it’s kind of general interest and it’s a survey course, and it appeals to people who are interested in environment and all kinds of things. So I get a lot of different kinds. The thing that always amuses me, that I get so many people from L&S, so many students from L&S who come in and want me to write ‘em letters of recommendation. And these are juniors and seniors, and I’m apparently the first professor that ever talked to any of ‘em. I mean, this is literally true. I mean, the, well, I can’t think of any other reason they’d come around to me because I don’t know ‘em. I mean, I had ‘em in class and so on, but they don’t have this kind of an association. It’s sort of normal in the College of Agriculture. That’s the way it oughtta be. 

00:30:35


We got into big arguments about, uh, let’s see, at some stage [pause] I think there’s even [words unclear] a question of faculty legislation, where -- and I think maybe I scotched this one -- but there was some talk about designating, about the requirements for designating office hours, something like that. In the College of Agriculture, as far as I know, this traditionally, we never designated office hours for seeing students, ‘cause you’re there all the time. You’re supposed to be there all the time, and if students want to see you, why, they ought to be able to see you. [words unclear] matter for their convenience and so on. And you do not say that the only time I’ll talk to students is at ten o’clock on Tuesdays and Thursdays, and the rest of the time, well.

LS:
This really works, does it? I mean truly [Cross-talking.]

CWL:
Surely. Sure. I think so. I don’t know, I mean, we’ve always done it this way. And I keep wondering about the kids who’ve got classes at ten o’clock on Tuesdays and Thursdays, and they want to see somebody but that’s the only time he has off, sorry. I don’t know how they get to ‘em. Sometimes I’m difficult to find but at least I make it, I see the students and I tell ‘em often in class: “If you want to see me, why, come around after class,” and they make the appointment. And I’ve always got somebody out at the office who’ll make an appointment to tell me that somebody’s coming into the office, so this, we never had office hours.

LS:
And did students come in, this year?

CWL:
Oh, they come in more sometimes of years than others. Sometimes in the semester, you know, they come in mostly when they’re concerned about exams and grades and how I apply [words unclear] toward the end of the semester, and things of that sort. And I’ll quite a few who come in and ask me about writing the recommendations for jobs they want, and uhm. So I get quite a few. I don’t know about, maybe in L&S, maybe they have too many. Maybe it’s, I don’t, in my class, I do not consult the students on things like papers, you know. If you assign papers have to talk to each one about papers, that’s a different sort of thing. I don’t, I mean, that kind of traffic. 

00:32:57


Well, we’ve always done the same thing in advising. I don’t know a reason, whether I’m describing the procedure accurately or not, but, we designate in departments, two or three, a handful of people who advise freshmen, people coming in fresh from the College. And they advise, they have quite a load of advising professional needs, You sort ‘em sort by, oh, by departments and that sort of thing. But when they get to the stage where they’re ready to choose majors, you know the ones that are really following Economics and so on, why then this advising by our own faculty. And not by an advisory service, or anything like that. Now I’m not sure that the quality of advising is any better, but at least it’s a little more directly, direct involvement of faculty and students, which is a little more of that notion that the University consists of, you know, the log or the student on one end, and the professor on the other end, and talking to each other [sic].

00:34:11

LS:
Well, I know there has been a lot of concern from the L&S faculty, TA’s and some students [words unclear].  Some professors say they’re there and students don’t come and see them. That’s another [Trails off.]

CWL:
Well, I think this is possibly true. I don’t complain when students don’t come in to see me, but if I had to, if I were dependent on students to keep me occupied, why, I would probably be upset by it. I had TA’s for a couple of years, and I’ve quit using ‘em. I had one good TA, and I had one that wasn’t good. I mean, in the sense of what they knew about the job and his interests and his personality and all that sort of stuff. But both of ‘em, I felt, stood between me and the students. And I felt isolated. I mean, the important thing, you walk into a room and lecture to seventy-five students, see all those faces around, not having the vaguest idea about who they are, or what their backgrounds are or anything like that [sic].  Another thing, to have to get involved in teaching these, in correcting their papers, know who they are, learn what they can do and what they can’t do. And learn ‘em by, learn [pause] their faces by name and things like that. And it’s a much more satisfying thing when you do [Trails off].

LS:
And you are doing that now?

CWL:
I’m doing that now.

LS:
Well, that’s great.

CWL:
Well, it’s the only way I feel comfortable with. Otherwise, I feel as though I’m [pause] well, I don’t think I’m doin’ [pause] I mean, that’s the way that I think I’ve had my impact on students in current practice, this kind of thing. That’s one of the things I wanted to do, I [pause] want to see that I’ve done something for ‘em, along the way.

00:36:07
LS:
Well, what’s your research in?

CWL:
At the moment, I don’t have any research going. I mean, I’m [Trails off.]

LS:
 Just generally.

CWL:
See, I just quit. I just quit one job, and now I’m gonna go over and do something. I’ve been busy teaching for the, for this semester. I’m [pause] oh, my general areas of interest in research are public finance, public records, land records, title procedures, this kind of thing. And I’ve had a few interests in some of the foreign countries and undeveloped areas and so on.

LS:
[words unclear] Have you been to [Trails off.]

CWL:
I’ve been to a couple, and as a consultant on their land programs, that’s kind of where my field is [Trails off..] I kind of like that.

LS:
Can’t classify it. [words unclear] [pause]Yes.

CWL:
I think we got [it] out, don’t you, Laura?

LS:
Probably. Is it time?

00:37:09
End of Tape 6, Side 2. End of Interview. 
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