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First Interview (1985)

First Interview Session (March 7, 1985): Tapes 1-3
Tape 1

00:00:00	Start of Interview, introductions

00:00:23	Background.  Upper working class family.  Thought about being a clergy man. A clergy man provoked DFs scholarly interests.  

00:03:05	Franklin and Marshall College. A secular school, but it presented a broad liberal arts education. Initial interests. Was a philosophy major at first. DF thought about taking up medicine. Discovered interest in Sociology Junior year. 

00:05:22	Sociology course with Charles Holzinger.  First notion of becoming an academic.  DF was not invited to faculty houses to get insight. The excitement of the classroom is what interested DF. DF didn’t involve himself in the personal life of classes. 

00:10:20	Question: Did Holzinger have other converts? Answer: More students graduated in typically male dominated courses. This allowed DF to read more of the heavier Sociology works. Sociology didn’t mesh with his biological science interests. At the time there was a gulf between the social and natural sciences. 

00:13:35	Question: Did philosophy help you towards your degree? Answer: At the time it did not. Importance for later interests of philosophy. DF exposed to a modern, British analytic approach of philosophy. It had little to do with social institutions. It was intellectually interesting, but it did not connect to the practical side of Sociology. 

00:15:24	[no question] Talks about the benefit of science courses. Expectations upon graduating. Sociology has different kinds of roots – logic and phenomena. Discusses work with Bob Hauser. DF’s training was more humanistic than naturalistic – that’s what drew DF to the program. DF has sought out a mixture of disciplines and perspectives. 

00:19:45	[no question] Continues to discuss DF’s interdisciplinary perspective.   

00:21:21	Question: Did you always want to mix two perspectives?  Answer: No, not at the time. DF’s vision was very dim.  DF’s vision of Sociology was equally cloudy. All DF knew was the excitement of pursuing different disciplines.  DF always saw himself as a teacher not a researcher. DF never exposed to large universities. DF’s move to a graduate career felt like a shot in the dark. 

00:23:55	[no question] Woodrow Wilson fellowship. Not accepted to Harvard. Accepted to Michigan. Reasons for choosing Michigan. Michigan was very large, very different. Chose because they accepted DF and because he had an opportunity to work over the summer. Summer job at Population Studies Center under Ronald Friedman. That’s where he worked Duncan. It was opportunistic and fortuitous. 

00:26:30	[no question] Discusses another side to academic life. The sociology he started doing. DF was initially overwhelmed. Questions were in language of technology and statistics.  Took a while to adopt the methodology of empirical sociology.

00:27:40	Question: Were you dismayed by your first experience? Answer: No, DF was overwhelmed.	

00:28:08	End of side.

Tape 1/Side 2

00:28:09	Had planned to go into social psychology but was working as a research assistant for a demographer.  The difference between the two.  Social psychology at Michigan – lab and experimental. DF discovered a wide diversity in Sociology at Michigan – Macro to Micro. 

00:33:12	Question: Were you alone in Social Psychology? Answer: DF one of few in social psychology who worked in strictly sociological environment, and only one who did anything in demography, let alone being trained as a demographer.  

00:35:54	[no question] Assignment to Duncan.  Duncan's research at the time.  

00:39:59	[no question] Discusses a new research in the early 1960s. Sewell introduced Duncan to Sewall Wright, then at Madison, who had developed the technique of path analysis. The explosive consequences of Duncan's use of path analysis in his research.  

00:43:15	[no question] DF attributes his and Robert Hauser's achievements and prominence to this explosion. Wisconsin High School Study.

00:45:01	[no question] Intellectual relationship between Sewell and Duncan.  DF and Hauser had similar relationship--reinforced each other, each had strengths and weaknesses.

00:48:55	Question: Did Bill Sewell use path analysis? Answer: No. Sewell didn't use path analysis.  The technological breakthroughs--not the refinement but the application--were Duncan's major contribution (his papers co-edited with Art Goldberger on the application of structural equation modeling to the social and economic sciences).  Duncan and Sewell an important connection of people and ideas in history of American sociology. DF speaks on Duncan’s contributions to path analysis. At the time, Duncan created an application more than a contribution. Discusses the connection between Sewell and Duncan.  

00:53:55	[no question] Continues discussing association between Duncan and Sewell. How their relationship influenced Sociology.

00:54:36 	End of Side

Tape 2/Side 1

00:54:37	Question: What about the Marxist tradition? Answer: It contributed to American chauvinism. There was a resentment of the domination by American Sociologists like Bob and DF. Because it was a dominant method, it was applied by nearly everyone initially. To prove sociologist knew how to do empirical science. Criticisms of the tradition.  Resentment of American chauvinism, of domination of social stratification research by American empirical sociologists.  Other traditions: Marxist, historical.    

00:59:06	Question: Will you discuss Duncan’s personality? Answer: Mostly he was inscrutable. He was a private man. Duncan was welcoming to his graduate students. Duncan invited openness and discussion. DF saw him as a father figure – intellectually. Duncan was remote. DF sensed Duncan’s time was a commodity and students shouldn’t waste his time with frivolous questions. Some students were chastised for wasting his time. Duncan was a man of careful craft – quick to find mistakes and humiliated by his own mistakes. DF found himself easily embarrassed by his mistakes. An atmosphere of electricity. Duncan was a man of enormous intelligence. DF found the relationship complex. 

01:03:44	[no question] Contrast with Bill Sewell. Approachability compared to Duncan and Bill Sewell. DF did consider Duncan a mentor. Duncan took few students under his guidance. Duncan sensed DF’s limitations. 

01:05:12	Question: What were your limitations? Answer: DF had little confidence in quantitative analysis. Duncan immediately gave him a task to learn how to sort information/data. DF found himself marveling at Duncan’s sensitivity. Duncan was quick to point out DF’s errors. DF both appreciated and resented Duncan’s mentorship. 

01:08:33	Question: How do you model yourself as a mentor? Answer: DF models himself less as Duncan. DF found it to be an uncomfortable relationship. Duncan did praise DF by invitation DF to be a co-author of the book DF had worked on with him. DF’s role was to be a student. DF felt honored at the time. 

01:11:45	[no question] Duncan's help to DF in getting him employment.  Duncan and Sewell the chief influences on DF's academic career. Discusses all of the mentors he’s had. 

01:15:42	Question: What made Duncan change his direction? Answer: Duncan has always pursued psycho-sociological questions. Duncan has always presented different faces in his career. Duncan's varied interests include human ecology, nuclear warfare, social mobility, public attitudes. 

01:18:03	[no question] His training at Chicago as student of William Ogburn and study of
		social change.  The comment by someone that Duncan has spent his life repaying
		debts. Social psychology side is genuine and has deep roots.  Hasn't single
		mindedly pursued a single phenomenon.

01:21:05	Question: Is Duncan worth talking about this much? Answer: Yes for the history of ideas in Sociology. Duncan's position in the field.  Has never been active in ASA.  Academic life has to include commingling with people.  Duncan has done little of it.  Influence is through ideas; one of top five sociologists in past thirty years.

01:24:05	End of side.

Tape 2/Side 2

01:24:06	[no question] Sewell's knack of recognizing a good idea, and of seeing who could best work on it.  Duncan more widely cited, and has worked in more diverse areas. 

01:27:00	Question: What about your dissertation? Answer: DF's dissertation.  He describes it.  

01:31:17	Question: Did this topic excite you? Answer: DF learned to become excited about it.  Drove himself to finish it.  

01:33:04	[no question] Wasn't involved in the anti-war movement because of his involvement in his work. Discusses the campus climate during the war. 

01:36:32	Question: Do you feel like your work was relevant? Answer: DF’s work was important. DF was devoted.	Extraordinarily committed to it; wanted to finish before he left. While Detroit was burning, DF found devotion. 

01:37:33	Question: Were you only invited to study at Princeton? Answer: Job available at UW but Bob Hauser got it. Duncan in England. DF interviewed at Chicago and Princeton. Got an immediate offer at Princeton. Had to decide quickly. Accepted.  

01:40:14	[no question] Attached to Office of Population Research. The Princeton department's inflated sense of self. Campus in tumult that year. Consequences for teaching and faculty relations. Loss of self-confidence.  

01:43:52	[no question] DF discusses his inexperience as a teacher. A struggle for DF to learn to teach. DF did not teach as a graduate student. DF taught at seminars but never had to design a course. Sociology was very popular at the time. The students didn’t expect DF’s teaching style. DF being ignored and talked down by his students. 

01:46:24	Question: Did you have anyone to talk to? Answer: Not really. No one had the same academic background as DF. Senior faculty was aloof – besides one faculty member. DF felt he didn’t receive much assistance. 

01:50:02	[no question] DF talks about leaving campus. The Princeton Solution. At midyear called Duncan saying he had to get out. Two weeks later had job offer from Glenn Fuguitt. Thinks would have been much more collegial support here during protest period.

01:51:41	End of side.

Tape 3/Side 1

01:51:42	[no question] More on Princeton. 

01:52:40	Question: Did most of the students have Ivy League backgrounds? Answer: It depends. The faculty was unyielding. Inability to make smart political compromises, defuse tense situations. Many of sociology faculty had joint appointment, off campus often.  Marion Levy.

01:57:44	End of session.


Second Interview (1985)

Second Interview Session (March 20, 1985): Tapes 3-5

00:00:00	Start of Interview, introductions

00:00:15	[no question] More on Princeton. Affiliation with Office of Population Research at Princeton was valuable.  Reacquaintance with Larry Bumpass.  (Had gotten data for dissertation from LB.)  LB not on faculty.  Came to UW six months before DF.  The reassembly of graduate student friends at UW.  Jim Sweet, Hauser, Bumpass.  Became a colony here. 

00:03:30	The Michigan connection.  Winsborough of same lineage.  Plans to collaborate with Bumpass had not materialized as of time DF came here, so took up with Hauser. 

00:06:04	[no question] Rural sociology department. Sewell had nursed academic side of department.  Acquired national recognition.  

00:09:45	Question: Did you feel you were coming in the back door? Answer: DF never thought about that. DF relieved to be here, get a second chance. DF was happy to get to UW and get out of Princeton. Had to teach elementary rural sociology. Good teaching experience. Confirmed his earlier belief he would like teaching. 

00:12:45	[no question] Developed research tie with Archie Haller--on Michigan high school students but main tie was with Bob Hauser.  The background.  The American Fertility Studies, GAF I, II, III.  A precedent for calling their project OCG II.  Had talked as graduate students about repeating the study.  The conversation with Hauser and Karl Taeuber.  Karl Taeuber's father, Conrad Taeuber had asked if study of census data could be done at UW.  

00:15:50	[no question] Continues talking about census study. The "social indicators movement" underway; use of large scale national surveys as basis for policy decisions. 

00:19:15	[no question] The committee formed in mid-1960s to monitor effects of new space program; headed by Raymond Bower.  Realization of lack of studies of public records.  The second NAS committee. Interest in use of social indicators.  

00:23:23	[no question] Presence of Poverty Institute here a factor.  Harold Watts' view of poverty research.  Supported OCG study.  

00:25:00	End of side.

Tape 3/Side 2

00:25:01	[no question] New program at NSF, the RAN program.  Cowhig's (a Duncan associate) help.  Largest amount ever given to a social science project.  

00:28:27	Question: Why you and Hauser? Answer: The circumstances that favored Hauser and DF. Hauser and DF had a lot of energy and didn’t make commitments to other projects. A number of battles to fight. 

00:32:00	Duncan among others was sent the draft of the proposed questionnaire. RH and DF wanted to get data others could use also. Duncan very helpful. Kept them honest to principle of replication. Difficulty of replicating a study. 

00:36:30	[no question] Problems at the Census Bureau.  Their new way of doing the Current Population Survey--a mail back procedure.  

00:38:55	[no question] Bureau was losing cohort of science administrators dating from before WWII.  Leaving under pressure from Nixon administration.  Replacements were functionaries, less experienced.  RH and DF had to get information from old hands on how initial work had been done. 

00:41:43	[no question] Dealing with the Office of Management and Budget.  Opposition to question about religion.  Reflects how social sciences were being shaped by policy considerations. 

00:44:30	[no question] Bureau showed high degree of professionalism, making it possible to achieve the objectives they had set out to achieve in the study.  Body of data has been used very widely outside of UW.  Delay in writing up results due to delay in receiving accurate data tape from Bureau.

00:46:06	Question: When did it come in? Answer: About 18 months. No problem in handling data; most of what they were doing had been done for first study.  Tested new analytic techniques on the old data while waiting for new. 

00:49:23	[no question] Discussion of fact that book received less attention than expected: one, articles already published; two, Jencks' second book just out, much splashier; three, shift of interest in social stratification research, new methodology being used--"new structuralism".  Discusses new structuralism.

00:53:20	End of side.

Tape 4/Side 1

00:53:21	[no question] Jencks' approach.  Further discussion of new structuralism.  Criticisms of their book from this view.  

00:56:55	Question: Were you aware of this new approach? Answer: We couldn’t do much about criticism. Couldn't speak to the theory in their book since had no data.  Eventually new structuralism not as promising as seemed.  But may be a reason there hasn't been an OCG III.  

00:59:30 	Question: You weren’t concerned about being old fashioned? Answer: No. The failure of the book to gather attention that caused DF to reflect on intellectual practices. 

01:00:40	Question: How they worked together? Answer: DF and RH worked well together.  RH at Center for Advanced Study, Stanford, during final year.  So had to spend a lot of his time working on the book.  The separation caused delay, inconvenience.  But generally an easy process--getting the book written.  Had written up preliminary studies in a book in 1977, Process of stratification.  They were an efficient combination.

01:04:15 	Question: Any competition? Answer: We never talked about it. In honesty, DF felt some competition. Some but not major. 

01:07:08	Question: Value of computing resources at Center for Demography? Answer: Couldn't have been done at Princeton.  Partly a question of hardware; partly having a staff with technical know-how.  Winsborough and Sweet responsible for that.  Unparalleled resources.

01:09:45	[no question] Not much new structuralism at UW, with exception of Eric Wright whose work would be approved by new structuralists.  UW is home of status attainment tradition. 

01:11:55	[no question] The composition of the faculty here.  The lineage of Duncan.  A congenial setting for a school of thought to emerge--though perhaps school too strong a word.  Michigan dissolved, or might have been the center instead of UW.  Duncan to Arizona.  Others left.  

01:14:58	[no question] Social-psych program came apart.  Just now Michigan beginning to revive.  The Michigan cohort was hired here as a cohort.  Some of the Michigan social psych people came here.  

01:17:20	[no question] Adds to the collegial environment.  Unique in degree of respect and goodwill among colleagues.  Contrast to Chicago and Berkeley.  DF thinks due to fact that people have known each other a long time and share fundamental intellectual points of view.  

01:19:40	[no question] People who have played a role in integrating department. And the prestige of the social stratification research done here.  Sewell played a role in integration. 


01:23:48	[no question] Russ Middleton also played a role in integration. DF began discussing relationship with colleagues. 

01:24:40	End of side.

Tape 4/Side 2

01:24:41	[no question] Discussing having known some of his colleagues for a long time.  Might this be a reason to leave?  Discusses.  

01:26:45	Question: the consequences of adopting the mail system on the computer? Answer: Taught DF about human communication. See Winsborough interview.  DF's comments similar re how a written response looks.  There people with a link to the institute.

01:31:55	[no question] DF continues to discuss communication in the department. DF senses there is more communication than ever before. May decrease or increase positive sentiments between colleagues. 

01:32:44	Question: Where do you have lunch? Answer: If there is a group with a regular practice. DF often runs along the lake path with Michigan colleagues. The department has a monthly Chairman’s table – faculty-only lunch. There is a speaker who talks about research. Colleagues sit next to others they don’t know. There were professional musicians – sometimes faculty – performing. Faculty does do this so much anymore. There were lots of ways to stay in touch and integrate with people. 

01:37:29	Question: Why didn’t you go to Harvard? Answer: There were a variety of reasons. DF did seriously consider going to Harvard. DF discusses Harvard’s initial offer. DF decided to go, but certain things didn’t materialize – money to start a new program, likely alliances between DF and others outside of Sociology Department, the family agenda: what DF’s wife wanted to do. DF “unpacked his bags” and decided to stay. DF still questions what he wants professionally. 

01:41:53	[no question] Rural Sociology. DF was surprised by the students. Princeton students were very bright and spoiled – stuck up. DF found UW students to be very caught up with their work – on the same level as Princeton students. UW students were more committed and serious than Princeton students. Even among the freshmen. The best of the students at UW were the same as the best of the students at Princeton. DF was excited to discover this. DF received a favorable response from students. 

01:44:17	[no question] Department of Rural Sociology, as a faculty, had two faculties. One faculty given extension work, the other given instruction tasks. Department struggling with dual identity. Practically speaking, there was some tension in the Department. Creative transformation of extension outreach function. 

01:47:45	[no question] DF asked to Chair the department in 1974. A positive experience for DF. His research program was in high demand. Goal was to build up academic side of department.  It was a period of integrating people. Enjoyed administration. Liked joining people and ideas.   

01:50:58	[no question] Encounters with Glenn Pound.  His power.  His network.  He taught DF a great deal.  Used to have DF come and talk to him in his office.  Was good to department. 

01:53:33	End of side.

Tape 5/Side 1

01:53:34	[no question] Continuing re Glenn Pound.  How he in effect trained DF.

01:55:35	Question: Did Pound train anyone else? Answer: DF not sure. Shares thoughts on Pound. Disagreements with Pound. 

01:59:00	Question: Was the business over chairman a result of dual school? Answer: No. Pound needed insight – advice on what he ought to do. DF not the only person Pound asked for help. Also talked to DF about his research. Pound was a good teacher.  

02:01:45	[no question] More on attitude to administrating. DF sees himself moving towards administrative work. DF likes having his feet planted in different places for now. 

02:06:45	[no question] Finishes thoughts on years in rural sociology.

02:07:02	Question: Where was your department? Answer: Physical location during rural sociology period--Ag Hall, WARF building.  Support rural sociology department gave to DF.  

02:09:36	Question: How much did you have to do with other departments? Answer: There was little contact with genetics and biochemistry. DF did have contact with other chairman in ag departments. Got to know Hector DeLuca. 

02:11:13	Question: Did you have something in common with Jim Crow? Answer: Yes. DF did not use those contacts to build a social base. It was a matter of style. A good to know people casually, though. 

02:12:44	Question: Did you get along alright? Answer: Yes. DF never had difficulty in being able to talk to biologists, chemists, etc. Their attitude to social sciences. As a class, DF sensed a tolerance for rural sociology. DF felt a cordial respect – especially at the individual level. 

02:14:29	[no question] Contact with sociology department. There was a lack of symmetry. DF led steering committee meetings. Getting space – had to fight for. Increasing amount of time spent in sociology department. 

02:17:35	[no question] Had joint appointment. Discussions with rural sociology people about space and time sharing with sociology. 

02:19:04	[no question] Glenn Fuguitt's statement re ingredients of a UW rural sociologist when DF was hired. 

02:20:41	[no question] Decision to move over to sociology. (Offer from Columbia.)  Glenn Pound's retirement a factor.

02:24:53	End of side.

Third Interview (1985)

Third Interview Session (March 27, 1985): Tapes 5-

Tape 5/Side 2 

00:00:00	Start of Interview, introductions

00:00:24	[no question] Year at Center for Advanced Study, Stanford, 1978-79.  How the appointment is made. Criteria. 

00:03:23	[no question] Psychology dominant discipline. A few non-academics included. 

00:04:35	[no question] Preston Cutler, manager of center. DF discusses Preston’s character. Cactus garden. His record of occupants of the study rooms over the years.

00:07:55	[no question] DF at a good point in his career for a year at the center. Was planning a shift in subject matter reflecting former interest in social psychology--achievement motives, intellectual abilities of children.  Luck that Gardner Lindsay, director of center, had assembled a group of 8 to 12 fellows mostly in psychology to study aging.  Members of the group.

00:10:03	Matilda Wright Riley, Paul Balthus, James Biern, John and Bea Whiting, Margaret Clark were in the group.  Groups are formed to help director get funding (effect of Reagan administration funding cuts).  The group met once a week.  He developed important ties with members.  Also was asked to join an SSRC committee.  Describes its mission.  Impact on DF.

00:15:19	[no question] DF asked to write position paper for NSF for science policy document.  Was published in several places.  DF had had a much more conventional concern--socialization of families and children when he went to the center.  

00:18:32	[no question] Had never thought about old people, thought the subject not intellectually interesting.  Now had a question: the connection between aging and development?  Multi- disciplinary--takes in evolution, population genetics.  Also required more empirical research.

00:20:50	Question: Did your previous work give you a basis for new work? Answer: Yes. Spent part of year explaining meaning of social class.  His lecture on lifespan research and lifespan conceptions.  Static conception of social stratification among many of psychologists at center.  

00:24:00	[no question] DF making an important contribution.  Matilda Riley's area.  DF had read the Rileys' textbook in college.

00:26:41	[no question] Paul Balthus had greatest influence.  They ran together at noon hour.  Their common ground.  Balthus's agenda.

00:29:10	End of side.

Tape 6/Side 1

00:29:11	[no question] Balthus's research.  Common interest in areas of adult development.  DF's definition of intelligence; the domain of intelligence.  

00:32:48	[no question] Relation to wisdom.  A neglected area for sociology.  DF's contribution to the group Riley's concerns at a more macro end of the spectrum, DF's at the micro end.

00:35:30	[no question] Long term relationships that developed that year--Martin Seligman, James Friese, Victor Fuchs.  

00:37:26	[no question] The social life of the center.  (Problems for academic spouses at the center.)  

00:40:14	[no question] Continuing cohesion of center group.  Importance in DF's life.

00:41:48	[no question] Return to Madison.   Contrast to the incentives he'd had in his research up to now.  The year at Stanford reminded him of his interest in broad intellectual issues and their interconnection. 

00:45:15	[no question] Resolve on return to develop same quality of work across disciplines as had experienced at center.  Little of that sort of thing on campus.  Loss of two major developmental psychologists in late 1960s--Mavis Heatherington, Ross Park, and not replaced.  Wanted to develop a group to discuss developmental problems.  Institute on Aging a potential vehicle but dominated by School for Social Work and social welfare a major concern.

00:48:08	[no question] DF asked to be director. Martin Loeb resigning due illness.  DF on Bock's committee on the future of the institute.  Then was asked to be director.  A chance to try and recreate something akin to what he had experienced at Stanford.  His conditions--funds for visitors, summer salaries for research, new research emphases.  

00:52:40	[no question] Later got new state money to make appointments in developmental psychology.  Success of institute in bringing together campus faculty interested in development.  

00:54:40	[no question] Realizes the dream Loeb had.  Loeb's great breadth of interests.  

00:56:25	[no question] The invitation to Loeb to give lecture in Frontiers of Aging series.  His reading the paper from a wheel chair; his death two days later.

00:58:55	[no question] DF’s current academic life was developed by year at the Center. 

00:59:37	End of side.

Tape 6/Side 2

00:59:38	DF sees development of institute as equally important to writing and teaching. An effort to establish new grounds; it was a crusade. 

01:02:20	[no question] The difficulty of getting people to give the time.  The loyal core band. The shot in the arm when people like Balthus, Caleb Finch came to lecture and give seminars.  

01:04:20	Question: Did the biologists stick with you? Answer: Yes. When Finch came, biologists realized the institute was not just for social work. DF did some reading in biology; learned some from the SSRC committee. Proud that his chapter in forthcoming book coming out of the center group is in the biology section. 

01:06:37	[no question] Because biology of aging an exciting arena now, so a high priority for DF to involve biomedical scientists.  Graduate School agreed.  Jerry Robinson, regional primate center, made assistant director.  DF works with Medical School dean and others to get them to hire people with a link to the institute.

01:08:45	[no question] Pre-Nobel people on campus doing work related to aging, e.g. Hector DeLuca.  They don't participate in the institute.  But institute might, for instance, support a postdoc in DeLuca's lab. DF has to be realistic about goals.

01:11:40	Question: Same caliber? Answer: Not at all the intellectual caliber of Stanford group, but improving. The costs. DF feeling tired. Has had to neglect some of own interests. 

01:15:05	[no question] Has to decide whether it's worth it, whether to turn the directorship over to someone else or stay on at cost to own writing and teaching.  

01:17:00	[no question]Question is what do you do well, where do you make the greatest impact.  

01:18:10	Question: Was your 1983 paper "Biography, Society, and History." a success? Answer: His paper, Grew out of two SSRC meetings.

01:22:32	Question: Discuss your current research.  Answer: NIMH project following school kids to adulthood.  Describes.  Designing the study.  

01:26:15	[no question] Madison a possible site for data collection.  Some of DF's questions about aging will be answered. 

01:28:04	End of side.

Tape 7/Side 1

01:28:05	[no question] Second project will be a study of people in a retirement community in Pennsylvania.  Describes.  Experiments as well in mathematical modelling and data collection.  Both projects are collaborative.

01:31:57	Question: Did your early work inspire your current work? Answer: Discussing relationship of current interests to earlier research.  The element of opportunity in a graduate student's career.  

01:36:18	[no question] Discusses latent interests. DF wanted qualitative change. DF still very engrossed in subject of aging but expects may want to move into another subject eventually.  Now still new.  Once a field starts developing, people move into it.  DF likes the idea of ground breaking, and then moving on after others have started moving in. 

01:40:42	End of interview.
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