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First Interview Session (April 28, 2015): Digital File
Time	Keywords

00:00:00	Start of Interview/Interviewer’s Introduction. 

00:00:37	Question: RH’s early years in Alabama? Answer: Rogers Hollingsworth (RH) grew up in Anniston, Alabama, a small town in NE Alabama. He offered an overview of the town, its residents, and his family. 

00:04:13	[No question.] RH spoke more about his early years in Anniston, on the importance of his father in his upbringing and the “extremely” religious environment he grew up in. He said he grew up feeling that “God was always keeping score.” 

00:06:45	[No question.] RH commented that his upbringing in a racist environment was something that has followed him, though he spent the bulk of his career in one place (Madison). He spoke here too about how he and his father worked to combat the prevalent racism and poverty in his hometown. 

00:09:16	Question: Was Anniston segregated? Answer: “Absolutely.” He offered the fact that there were African American owned stores that whites could enter, but African Americans lived very much under separate but (un)equal status.

00:10:54	Question: Describe growing up in a very religious family? Answer: RH had noted earlier that his parents practiced two different religions, which led to spirited dinner table discussion about religion. This overarching theme of religion led RH, early on in his life, to realize that he would need to leave Anniston for his own betterment. When asked about his siblings, he noted that his two older sisters seemed fine growing up and living in the segregated South; his younger sister, however, showed signs of attitudes similar to RH’s attitudes about racism and segregation.

00:15:07	[No question.] RH turned his attention here to the educational system in Alabama. He said he learned more at the family dinner table than at school. His rich experience at home counteracted the fact that he graduated school with limited writing and spelling capabilities. 

00:16:52	Question: Was going to college a given for RH? Answer: Even with the limited educational system, RH knew he would go to college. He did not know, however, what he would study while there. He went to college frightened that he, like many others in Anniston, would drop out before earning a degree. When asked about going to Emory, RH offered an overview of the “remarkable decision” made that summer to attend Emory that fall. RH spoke here about being surprised by his success in college.

00:21:14	Question: Confirming Emory as in Atlanta, GA? Answer: Yes. RH talked more about Emory here, noting that its quality rose above the state schools in the area. This anecdote also reminded him of a couple of Anniston high school teachers (in the sciences) that positively affected him. He also spoke of two people of color for whom RH tried to get honorary fraternity membership. It did not happen, and he figured that between that and other stances he took that some people at Emory considered him a communist.

00:25:06	Question: Anything else about Emory? Answer: During his first two years, RH felt adequate (not great) about his grades. Nevertheless, the dean approached him about a scholarship that would let him attend Harvard for a term in his junior year. He called that period at Harvard another turning point in his life and explained why. He commented on learning from his fellow students and professors while there. 

00:28:00	Question: Graduated from Emory? Answer: He had earned a Fulbright to study aboard in Norway but that opportunity fell through. So he returned to Emory to start graduate work. Overall he thought his career arc was pointing toward Foreign Service. He earned his master’s degree quickly; he noted his thesis topic (US relations with Japan during WWI) showed his interest in the global world.  

00:30:26	Question: After master’s degree, was RH still interested in Foreign Service? Answer: “Yes.” RH transitioned the discussion to the reasons why he matriculated at the University of Chicago for his doctoral studies, including three professors who influenced him—William McNeill, Daniel J. Boorstin, and Walter Johnson—and his dissertation title (“The Whirligig of Politics”), which became one of his published works by the same title. 

00:34:40	[No question.] RH spoke here more about his time at Chicago, including more about other professors, the fellowships he earned, and his teaching at the college within UC. He called UC a “rich intellectual place” and his teaching experiences (primarily with social scientists) as important to his future work. 

00:39:02	Question: Can RH furnish more about his teaching at Chicago? Answer: RH talked here about the dichotomy between the small, informal classes he had as a graduate student and the somewhat larger classes he taught in the college of the University of Chicago.

00:41:28	Question: How was Chicago? Answer: RH lived at International House on campus. He had a car, so he did drive (taking cohorts) to the “Loop” or to Evanston on occasion. But he stayed so busy getting his Ph.D., as well as co-editing a textbook, that he regretted taking little advantage of Chicago’s cultural offerings at the time.

00:44:12	Question: Could RH speak more about the co-edited book? Answer: The book, American Democracy, came to him through Daniel Boorstin. RH talked about how the other co-editor (Bell Wiley) came onboard the project, as well as a bit about the textbook writing venture. The interviewer then asked: “Was there any doubt that the dissertation would become a book?” RH said: “Never.” He earned his Ph.D. in 1960 and had a contract with University of Chicago Press to craft it into a book. It took him a couple of years to make the necessary revisions, and The Whirligig of Politics was published in 1963.

00:48:52	Question: When did RH shift from Foreign Service to academia as a career goal? Answer: While at Chicago, RH still felt a pull toward a global career, taking classes in Japanese and Chinese history. He quickly shifted toward academia. At Chicago he quickly became “hooked” on being a historian.

00:51:39	Question: Path from Chicago to UW? Answer: In 1960 RH found the job market “constrained,” and had no good job offer by May 1960. Then two offers came to him, from Yale and from the University of Illinois (UIL). He explained why he chose UIL over Yale. 

00:54:56	[No question.] He noted the “tragedy” for UIL, that they invested heavily in young faculty who generally left them. Such was the case for RH there. After four years at Illinois he received a job offer with tenure to join the history faculty at UW and accepted it. He concluded by noting that he made the right decision in choosing UIL over Yale and the right decision to come to UW.

00:57:27	End of First Interview Session

Second Interview Session (April 28, 2015): Digital File
Time	Keywords

[Interviewer’s note: Hollingsworth started the interview with his comments; therefore there is no introduction. The “essentials” of the interview are noted at the end of the recording.]  

00:00:00	[No question.] Rogers Hollingsworth (RH) started with topics from the first session he would like to discuss further. So he started with how majoring in philosophy at Emory helped him gain “liberation from religion.” 

00:01:14	[No question.] Here, RH wanted to elaborate on the “deep-thinkers” he encountered when attending school for a term at Harvard, as well as his graduate experience at the University of Chicago. He also delved more into the importance of his first job at the University of Illinois.

00:05:23	[No question.] RH talked here about something not mentioned in the first session: the year he earned a post-doctoral fellowship at the University of Pittsburgh. He mentioned the department chair at Pittsburgh (Samuel Hays) and the pros and cons of RH’s relationship with Hays during his year there. RH then returned to discussing his final year at Illinois, particularly how John Higham, who studied under Merle Curti, was instrumental in getting RH the job offer at UW.

00:08:16	[No question.] RH noted that public universities such as UW expanded rapidly in the 1960s. The history department, for example, hired five other professors in 1964. RH talked about some of his fellow new hires and about the differences, including teaching large undergraduate classes and small graduate seminars, between UW and all the other schools he had been educated or taught at. He also spent some time here on his memories of William Appleman Williams.   

00:12:31	[No question.] RH spoke of four other professors here: Phil Curtin, Alan Bogue, Mort Rothstein, and J. Willard Hurst (law school).

00:15:06	[No question.] RH mentioned the scope of history at UW. He listed the different fields of history in which excellent UW faculty taught or researched, including fields new to RH, such as social history and historical geography. RH tried early on to get to know as many of these people as possible, to ask them questions and to try to learn from them. 

00:17:42	[No question.] While RH thought life would ease as he settled into tenured faculty status, because he would primarily teach, his first year disabused him of that notion. He was quite surprised that he was appointed to teach a very narrow field of history (U.S. History 1877-1901). He taught three courses, worked on committees, and invested heavily in learning new fields of history and social science. 

00:20:26	[No question.] RH figured his greatest interactions with a colleague were with Alan Bogue; he spent time here to explain why. [Note: RH asked to take a brief break here. The recording does not pause to reflect that.]

00:21:50	Question: Can RH add to his thoughts on the first graduate seminar he taught? Answer: RH confirmed that he taught the aforementioned U.S. History as both an undergraduate course and a graduate seminar. He spoke about staying ahead of the class that first year, using an ability to skim books for applicable content. 

00:24:07	Question: Besides the Law School professor (Hurst), did RH go outside of the history department early on to find colleagues? Answer: RH said “not initially,” except for those professors teaching or interested in social science history. Here, he noted that even though his class had a narrow regional and chronological focus, he started thinking about how to teach it through a global and comparative lens. RH also said he never feared knocking on a door at UW and asking the faculty person questions about his or her work. 

00:26:34	Question: Early graduate students? Answer: RH clarified that even though he did work with graduate students early on, none of them came to UW to work specifically with him. 

00:28:39	Question: Benefit of being here in the 1960s (time of tremendous growth)? Answer: RH called it an “extreme” benefit starting here when he did, specifically because he found so many faculty who were teaching and studying topics foreign to him. So, it gave him the opportunity to learn about them. It helped him learn much about U.S. History. 

00:30:31	Question: So, how did RH learn about other U.S. History fields here? Answer: Groups of history professors would lunch together, and RH used the opportunities to get to know about them and their work. He returned to how much Phil Curtin helped him too. He talked more about how he and his wife knew PC. He also listed others here who helped him as he “soaked up” as much about U.S. History as he could. 

00:33:26	[No question.] RH wanted to comment here on his second year at UW. It said he felt “even busier” that year. He explained why, focusing on being asked to take the lead on helping current and former graduate students find their first jobs or better ones. That year he helped “to place” - find jobs for - 70 UW Ph.Ds. 

00:36:51	Question: Does RH want to discuss UW President Fred Harvey Harrington (FHH) here? Answer: RH offered his memories of FHH here. RH talked about how the Vietnam Era helped negatively color FHH’s legacy. FHH worked to get WARF funds unlocked for social scientists and humanists, trained many graduate students (Harrington started the UW’s programs in African, Southeast Asian, and East Asian History), and mentored RH.

00:40:00	[No question.] RH continued his thoughts on FHH, focusing first on how FHH gave rise to area studies at UW, including African and Latin American. He also noted that Harrington’s attempt to expand the UW university system (adding Parkside and Green Bay to Madison and Milwaukee) helped lead to Merger, which RH felt had negative consequences for Madison. 

00:44:16	Question: RH talked about how the Vietnam Era on campus “profoundly affected” his life. He explained why. Talking about Vietnam reminded RH to comment on FHH’s creation of the Chancellor position and brief comments on FHH’s first two, Chancellor Fleming and Chancellor Sewell.

00:48:12	[No question.] RH returned to his colleague Phil Curtin and to his interest in global issues and history. PC helped RH become involved in the Social Science Research Council (SSRC) in New York City. This led RH to study nation and state building. So, RH felt the Vietnam Era on campus led him to his “profound” interest in global history. PC asked RH if he would go to Nigeria. This led him to coedit and author the work, The Politics of Nation and State Building: The American Experience. 

00:51:48	[No question.] RH continued a discussion on the SSRC, including its key players, such as Gabriel Almond, whom RH saw as a mentor. He also continued to express how he felt he needed to get away from campus during parts of the Vietnam Era to best effect change, which led to his interest in the Nigeria position. He accepted PC’s offer and went to Nigeria as part of the Rockefeller Foundation Program in Overseas University Assistance. The Nigerian experience led RH to write and edit a book on The Politics of Nation and State Building.

00:55:22	Question: Was it at this time that RH’s desire to work globally and comparatively crystallized? Answer: Due to the limited time remaining in this session, RH talked about social science history, specifically how his working relationship with Allan Bogue led RH, Bogue, and others to co-author/edit the book American Political Behavior.

00:58:21	[No question.] In this vein RH also wanted to discuss a collaboration with his wife in qualitative social science history. RH gave a paper where he used statistical analysis; a UW professor Leo Schnore roundly criticized RH (and his wife’s) work, which proved, in RH’s opinion, to be a good thing. It led him to make sure of his learning and research in a topic (in this specific case statistics) before presenting his findings. RH concluded by noting the founding of a journal on social science history, which has continued to the present. RH became disenchanted however with this pursuit. At that point RH and interviewer decided to pursue that idea in a subsequent interview.

01:02:05	End of Second Interview Session

Third Interview Session (May 7, 2015): Digital File
Time	Keywords

00:00:00	Start of Interview/Interviewer’s Introduction. 

00:00:25	Question: More on RH’s time at UW (1964-1969)? Answer: Rogers Hollingsworth (RH) started with a brief overview of his time on campuses other than UW-Madison in the 1950s and 1960s. He focused on his postdoc at the University of Pittsburgh under Sam Hayes, because it was there he became familiar with Lee Benson’s book and his work with the historical nature of voting. Benson and his work “tremendously” influenced RH. 

00:03:45	[No question.] RH spoke more about Benson, including Benson’s “luck” in getting a job at Columbia’s Social Science Research Council. (RH also talked briefly about the man who hired Benson.) RH and others, specifically Allan Bogue, put together a group at UW to study voting behavior, which led to the book, American Political Behavior. RH explained his role in this group and book, including how it continued to imprint on him the idea of comparative history and the importance of thinking globally. 

00:09:20	[No question.] Also during these early years, RH befriended a visiting scholar, Haakan Berggren from Uppsala University in Sweden. This led to a strong relationship between RH and others at UW and Uppsala University in Sweden. This story continued to show RH’s growing interest in social science and quantitative history. 

00:14:25	[No question.] After a brief anecdote about a seminar taught by RH, Bogue, and Benson, RH turned his thoughts to the Law and Society Association. He spoke of the importance of Law School Professor Willard Hurst in this process, including a grant from the Russell Sage Foundation that he and others secured. This allowed RH and other young professors to meet and learn. While this led to his involvement for a bit in the law school, he eventually drifted away from this Society, although he called the experience “exciting” and provided another example of a theme in his life: RH always looked for new projects to involve himself in. 

00:20:45	[No question.] RH wanted to return to a theme in the last interview: Vietnam. He noted his intellectual (not in demonstrating) involvement on campus during that time. He also returned to work done with the Social Science Research Council during this time, theorizing and writing on state/nation building. (RH also listed others at SSRC involved in this aspect of SSRC’s work.) This work led to a book, Crises in Nation and State Building. RH felt strongly about that book’s efficacy, commenting that he wished U.S. political leadership would have read and followed it before embarking into Iraq in 2003.

00:27:15	[No question.] RH talked more here about the rise of quantitative history at UW. He spoke in detail about how one worked with the UW computer center in the mid/late 1960s, which was like a night and day difference from today. He talked about the data he used to craft his findings about historical voting behavior in the U.S., findings which led to his part of the book, American Political Behavior. He also discussed a summer program on quantitative analysis at UW, noting the participation of historian C. Vann Woodard.

00:34:00	[No question.] Here, RH explained why he criticized his and others’ study of voting behavior and his book, The History of American Electoral Behavior. He also returned to a topic discussed in the last session, the Mathematics Social Science Board in History, specifically the beneficial criticism he received from UW Professor Leo Schnore on his first paper in which he used statistical analysis. RH reminded the interviewer how grateful he has become for that criticism. 

00:37:40	[No question.] RH furnished his thoughts and memories of another key person in his life during the 1960s: Robert Fogel, winner of the 1993 Nobel Memorial Prize in Economic Sciences. He offered a brief biography on Fogel and explained Fogel’s influence on him.

00:41:00	[No question.] RH talked more about statistical analysis, the Mathematics Social Science Board in History and about how he (and others) eventually became less interested in quantitative history but much more interested in pursuing comparative historical analysis. He then discussed Fogel and UW economics Professor Jeffrey Williamson before asking to take a break.

00:44:45	[No question.] RH wanted to return to his relationship with Uppsala University in Sweden. Berggren helped RH come to Sweden to lecture in various disciplines in Sweden. Here, he spoke about a lecture on geography and space and about graduate students in Sweden working independently but also in concert on Swedish migration. Seeing that led RH to work with Leon Lindberg here on a seminar and book. Overall, RH found the Swedish universities where he lectured to be impressive, albeit with small faculty numbers.

00:51:15	[No question.] From Sweden, RH (and his wife) traveled to Nigeria as part of a Rockefeller Foundation Program. (RH went into much greater detail here than during his discussion of this topic in the previous interview.) After discussing how he got to Nigeria and where he lived (Ibadan), RH talked about his work on nation/state building while in Nigeria, work that influenced the book, Nation and State Building in America. RH also described the living conditions in Ibadan, which he compared to living in the last ten centuries of history all at one time. 

00:56:25	[No question.] It was living in such precarious conditions and seeing its effect on the population’s health that led RH to shift his research interest to health care. He talked here about how this work led to three books on health care and how his colleague Bob Fogel also became interested in studying health care. RH could not overstate how much his time in Nigeria influenced him and his research and writing.

00:59:05	[No question.] RH returned to his continued work in Nigeria on nation/state building, focusing here on the political corruption he encountered while in Nigeria and what he wrote on that topic. 

01:00:25	[No question.] RH offered some context on colonialism in Africa to explain why West Africa countries, such as Nigeria, developed differently than other African countries. RH thought this difference led him to develop good professional relationships with many Nigerian professionals. 

01:02:35	[No question.] Since the Rockefeller Foundation bankrolled his time in Nigeria, RH could tour other universities in Nigeria. These travels reinforced his desire to start researching and writing on health care. He spoke here on how the Rockefeller Foundation worked on the problem of getting people to change long-time dietary ideas and on how he tried to answer the question, “what is the impact of modern medicine on society? This led him to work on a book addressing the question, State Intervention in Medical Care, together with Jerald Hage and Robert Hanneman, which won the Charles H. Levine Prize. He concluded by reiterating how his Nigerian time struck such a powerful cord with him and by commenting on his and his wife’s living conditions while in Nigeria.

01:07:44	End of Third Interview Session

Fourth Interview Session (May 19, 2015): Digital File
Time	Keywords

00:00:00	Start of Interview/Interviewer’s Introduction. 

00:00:20	Question: Where would Rogers Hollingsworth (RH) like to start? Answer: RH reminded the interviewer that he felt his education started when he started working at UW - after he had received tenure. He also noted some “negative reactions” he has felt towards UW and how he has tried to turn them into positives. He talked about his first negative reaction, which arose by teaching the U.S. History (1877-1901) class. This type of class, for RH, left undergraduates unprepared to think like a historian would. He explained how he (and some others) during their time on the curriculum committee tried to make changes. He also noted here that even though he never was able to change the curriculum he was given flexibility to teach his own types of courses over the years.

00:07:20	[No question.] RH continued on with his “education” at UW; it led him to drift toward social science methods and toward comparative history. He explained why. This also led him to learn more about statistics and to writing about topics on which he never had formal classroom training. 

00:11:25	[No question.] RH also became “problem oriented” in his research and writing. He spoke here about ways to approach a problem in organizations, institutions, and countries. He offered an example of his work: comparing Sweden and the U.S. in terms of labor unions and other forms of collective labor action.

00:15:55	[No question.] RH briefly talked about his work on the UW campus with the Institute for Research on Poverty and about his time in Nigeria to shift his focus to one particular long-term research/writing interest of his: health care. He spoke here, in depth, about aspects of his and his wife’s research and writing in health care, specifically U.S. hospitals, that led to the book, Controversy about American Hospitals. 

00:22:35	[No question.] Even though RH could never change how the history department taught undergraduates, he taught “to his own tune.” He explained what he meant by that statement, including his teaching style, his openness to meet with his students, his seminar course, and his testing methods. 

00:27:45	[No question.] He spoke more here about his teaching methods, specifically how he gave the option to his students to “revise and resubmit” a previous exam, instead of taking a different one. He thought that equated more to what they would experience in the world as they became professionals. 

00:30:00	[No question.] RH talked more here about his teaching, including why some may have considered his teaching “deviant,” how some of his classes included far more non-history majors, and why he looked to team teaching with non-history faculty.

00:33:40	[No question.] RH focused on one graduate course team teaching experience with UW political science professor Leon Lindberg in which they taught the class on Saturday mornings and where the end result became the book, Governance of the American Economy. He offered more specifics about that course and then compared it to another collaboration in which he worked with other distinguished academics from around the world. This collaboration also produced a publication, Governance in Capitalist Economies. 

00:39:05	Question: Can RH speak more about the collaboration that led to Governance in Capitalist Economies? Answer: RH opined on why he felt the collaboration with the graduate students went better than the one with his fellow academics. RH also noted here the reasons he felt that graduate students (and some faculty) choose not to take risks. 

00:43:55	[No question.] RH wanted to answer a question on the program’s faculty interview outline regarding outside research grants. RH listed the varied groups that gave him outside funding, noting that his efforts there probably allowed him to spend more time on “academic leave,” meaning he earned his salary through his granting efforts. He also furnished his thoughts on why he received funding for proposals in what for him were new fields of inquiry.

00:47:45	[No question.] RH offered an overview about the story behind getting his largest grant, in terms of funding, from the NSF. He spoke here about the effort behind his first application for a NSF grant, which was not funded initially.

00:50:40	[No question.] RH then spent basically the next year revising the same grant, including getting a different grant. Once again the NSF chose not to fund it, but the NSF eventually funded the proposal; RH explained a major reason they finally accepted it. After offering a brief anecdote about a much, much easier proposal he found funding for, RH concluded his thoughts about grant funding by returning to the thought that scholars should take risks, particularly if they want outside funding.

00:56:55	[No question.] RH returned to his thoughts on teaching by talking about trying to find help for a project where he initially had no funding. His daughter, then at Columbia University/Barnard College, told him about how Columbia found internships for undergraduates. RH went to UW-Madison’s internship program’s undergraduate advisor and asked if he could create an internship and find six straight-A undergraduate students to work with him. The advisor found six such students, and RH called this aspect of his teaching his most exciting and rewarding teaching experience.

00:59:55	[No question.] RH concluded this interview talking about publishing and its importance to one’s career. He used this as a segue to discuss two organizations that he help found or build, one for social science and the other in socio-economics. Both organizations now have long-running and prominent journals. RH felt proud of his work for both of these organizations and their journals.

01:05:00	End of Fourth Interview Session

Fifth Interview Session (May 21, 2015): Digital File
Time	Keywords

00:00:00	Start of Interview/Interviewer’s Introduction. 

00:00:30	Question: Discuss pre-emeritus research/writing? Answer: Before discussing his research, Rogers Hollingsworth (RH) wanted to express his “indebtedness” to his wife, Ellen Jane Hollingsworth for her work researching, editing, and co-authoring several published monographs and articles.

00:01:50	[No question.] RH talked here about the books, A Political Economy of Medicine and State Intervention in Medical Care, both the research and writing behind them. Most of this section focused on the State Invention book, including its initial idea and co-authors and the finished products and the co-authors that remained.

00:06:35	[No question.] RH continued to discuss State Intervention, including its thesis, the international award it won, and how it made him more interested in innovation. The study of different kinds of innovation became his research subject for most of the period of his being professor emeritus.

00:09:45	[No question.] On the topic of innovation, RH described the beginnings of his current research on innovation in regard to research organizations and major discoveries in the biomedical sciences. He talked here about how he and the others involved in the project chose the four countries to compare (France, Germany, United States, and Great Britain) and about how they decided what constituted a major biomedical discovery.

00:12:55	[No question.] Since RH kept saying “we” in regards to this project, he listed his collaborators, including one that “disappointed” him; RH explained why. He also noted here other factors they used to determine a major discovery and the fact the scientific community seemed to accept their criteria. At least, it has received little or no criticism. 

00:17:35	[No question.] RH continued discussion of his current research/writing. He talked about archival research and some “early mistakes” in coding which institution(s) two scientists (Lederberg and Bloch) did the work for what became their major discovery. 

00:21:45	Question: Why was doing interviews with scientists important for RH’s research? Answer: RH spoke more about the research involved in his innovation at research organizations projects, citing Rockefeller University (and its archives) as an exemplar. RH then offered some reasoning why he moved to conducting interviews as another facet of his research. 

00:25:40	[No question.] So, at one point RH submitted a manuscript on this research topic to Cambridge University Press. Even after the reviews (all positive) came back, RH pulled the manuscript; he explained why. Basically, he needed more data (interviews with scientists), he felt, to really get at the reasons why some organizations innovated better than others.

00:28:15	[No question.] RH turned here to his ideas of “high cognitive complexity” as a way to understand major discovery innovation on the individual level. He also stated that most, if not all, innovators (at least in biomedical research) “internalized multiple cultures.” He explained what he meant for both terms as well as individual scientists who fit the “internalize multiple cultures” argument.

00:33:20	Question: Is RH saying that these innovators were “outsiders” and collaborators? Answer: RH elaborated on why he found these innovators to be outsiders in certain categories. He then focused on one innovator, Gerald Edelman, particularly how an interview RH conducted with him led RH to become a fellow at the Neurosciences Institute in La Jolla, CA. 

00:37:50	[No question.] RH continued to discuss how his professional relationship with Edelman opened doors for him to other scientists and organizations in the U.S. and Britain. 

00:40:10	[No question.] RH spoke here about why Rockefeller University was, through RH’s findings, the leading organization in terms of major discoveries in the basic biomedical sciences. He compared Rockefeller to UW-Madison, offering some reasons why UW-Madison’s complexity has led to its decline, in terms of innovation in the basic biomedical sciences.

00:45:35	[No question.] RH continued to explain Rockefeller’s success, focusing on two variables: communication and integration. He then compared Rockefeller with UW-Madison, noting that Madison did include scientists, such as Temin, Khorana, and Lederberg, who made major discoveries while on campus. He noted that he conducted at least one interview with all three of those Nobel Prize winners. 

00:50:30	 [No question.] RH said his data demonstrate that if a large organization such as the University of Wisconsin is to have multiple major discoveries, it must have small research institutes within it; its large size and bureaucracy are not compatible with major discoveries. He also noted here that his research and interviews showed that most of these scientists who innovated had shown creativity in their avocations, such as music, woodworking, etc.

00:54:10	Question: What book did the creativity in avocations theme come from? Answer: RH gave the book’s title (Major Discoveries, Creativity, and the Dynamics of Science) Follow-up: The interviewer then asked RH about why he chose the countries he has chosen for his final research on innovation, and not other countries such as Russia or Japan? RH offered his reasoning. 

00:58:10	Question: RH talked briefly about places, such as Nature, where he has been published. He then talked about the idea of scientific hegemony (SH); he explained what that meant. He then explained how since the late 1700s SH has shifted from France to Germany to Great Britain to the U.S. 

01:03:10	[No question.] He continued here on his idea of scientific hegemony by talking about Great Britain, specifically his interviews with Andrew Huxley, which led to RH’s research at Trinity College Cambridge. He then spoke briefly about the shift in scientific hegemony from Britain to the U.S. He concluded here that in France, Germany, and Great Britain, no scientist knew that scientific hegemony was shifting from their country to the next in line. 

01:07:35	Question: Legacy? Answer: RH reflected on what he hoped people would recall when thinking of him, including his ability to communicate across fields, his ability to research and write with others, and his way of using terms/ideas from other disciplines to apply to his work. He offered an example for each of the last two ideas.

01:12:15	[No question.] RH spoke here about his legacy, including ideas such as multi-level analysis, learning from natural scientists, and presenting colloquia at universities on both sides of the Atlantic. He elaborated on the gratification he received from being invited to speak at other schools and being asked by scientists to co-author papers. He concluded here with a final hope of his: the creation of several small research institutes within large research universities/facilities, with the further idea that these institutes would meet in community, like for lunch, to learn from each other.

01:16:45	[No question.] RH noted that the interviewer wanted to know why he retired from UW-Madison in 2000. He offered two primary reasons: first, outside work had affected his university citizenship. His outside research took too much time away from his being a proper university citizen. Second, he wanted to move away from teaching (at least in the classroom setting) to focus more on his research/writing. While this led to less financial security, it gave him greater intellectual freedom; he felt his best work has come after he became professor emeritus at UW-Madison. He now directs a small research organization within UW-Madison. 

01:20:07	End of Fifth Interview Session

End of Oral History #1421
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