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STANLEY CHODOROW LECTURE,

Introduction by HELEN RANNEY
On February 25, 1998

RANNEY: —today because _ [inaudible] who is the president of the American ISF in
either Jordan or Israel. | can't remember the itinerary well enough to be sure of which country.
You will remember from the welcome letter, which outlines today's program in a little detail. We
will have two speakers, Dr. Stanley Chodorow and Bradley Westbrook. Bradley Westbrook is
the University archivist. He was formerly a special collection librarian at Columbia and at Kent
State University, has been the manuscript librarian at UCSD and the university archivist since
1993. He will share the initial part of this program with Dr. Chodorow and then we will conclude

the afternoon by showing some of the Mandeville Special Collections at UCSD.

Professor Chodorow is emeritus member of the department of history, and he was on the UCSD
faculty since 1968. With Vince as dean of the division of art and humanities and associate vice
chancellor of academic planning. In 1993 he became provost of the University of Pennsylvania.
In addition to his scholarly pursuits in medieval history, Dr. Chodorow has made many
administrative contributions in planning the growth of UCSD, shepherding the campus through
accreditation and devising plans for the libraries of the UC [University of California] system in

this era of communication and transition.

He contributed much to new developments in curriculum and the physical planning of library
facilities at Penn, and has now returned to San Diego where he's CEO of the California Virtual
Library. And with Mr. Westbrook is engaged in compiling an oral history of UCSD departments.
Dr. Chodorow's later publications are concerned with scholarly communications in libraries, but
his several books and early publications have articles on topics medieval and he is recognized

in scholarly circles as a distinguished medieval historian.

It is said that we often try to recreate relationships as we move from one phase of life or career
to another. I'm looking forward to the “medievalization” [laughter] of the founding of UCSD. A
natural expression for Stan, and | bring some thoughts to the table for it. Unlike him, | was not
present in 1968, but | came to share the feeling first expressed by King Alfonso X of Spain in the

thirteenth century, right, Stan?



27

28
29
30
31
32
33

34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41

42
43

44

45
46
47
48
49
50
51

52
53
54
55
56

CHODOROW: Correct.

RANNEY: Later quoted by Dean [Richard C.] Atkinson. “Had | been present at the creation |
would have given some useful hints for the better ordering of the universe.” [laughter] But to
return to Stan's tasks, in which department will he find Heloise and Abelard? Since he lacks the
resources of a special council, | will not recount the rumors in which he might search out that
story. [laughter] And we will bring yourself however to admit that even with their limited domain,

Heloise and Hildegarde were much more skilled administrators than the abbots of their eras.

And while | suggest avoiding specific comparisons with Abelard, you should have no difficulty
finding rigid, righteous and even arrogant St. Bernard's in the founding department. Indeed, |
can think of one department that had five or six and enough for a monastery. [laughter] There
was, to my knowledge, no figure who even remotely resembled St. Francis of Assisi, which for
closer association and generally more beneficent orientation may permita __ [inaudible]
advocation of some of the founders. Stan, we do appreciate your many contributions,
recognized and unrecognized at UCSD, some of which were recounted in __ [inaudible]

letter. | couldn't resist the opportunity to put a lighter note on this docket. The platform is yours.

CHODOROW:  Thank you. Thank you very much. And Helen, you did extremely well with the

medieval stuff.
RANNEY: | was at the end of the lines | knew.

CHODOROW: As Helen said, | got here in 1968. There are here and I've known almost all of
you for virtually all that time the founding fathers—once the founding fathers of this campus. |
was one of the founding children of this campus. | got here, | think just after sixth grade. | had a
particular view of what was happening from being a junior faculty member. And as you will
remember from those days, it didn't matter whether you were junior faculty member, you weren't
excluded by virtue of that, from the business of the campus from committees, from activities of

building the campus because there just weren't enough bodies.

We needed all the warm ones you could find. And so junior people like myself and my
colleagues who were coming in at that time were drawn into a lot of activities that we would not
otherwise, and | don't think current junior people, are drawn into in terms of campus building,
department building. In the first couple of years that | was here, for example, | served on a

committee that was searching for the founder of the political science department. That's not
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something a junior faculty member would ever have done in an ordinary, mature campus. But
that was a wonderful experience for somebody about how hard it can be to find somebody to tell
you the truth, and also what the values of the institution are as you go searching for the senior

leadership.

The background of the project I'm involved in now goes back really a long way. And I've been
fascinated by the foundations of this department for a long time. It is a historical subject and I'm
a historian. And it has been something that has been very interesting to me in part because I'm
also deeply interested and have done research in the origins of the university. That is the real
origin in the twelfth century. And here is an attempt to build a new university. It was also clear in
the early days of this campus that this was an institution that was much more guild like, that is to
say much closer in its culture to the original university than most of the institutions that | knew

about, modern universities that | knew about, which had been corporatized.

That is, they had now vast hierarchies, they had lots of Deans and vice presidents and
structures which simply didn't exist at UCSD. This was a faculty-run institution when | got here.
It was therefore as a young person a unique experience, but one which since those kinds of
institutions didn't really exist elsewhere. And my understanding by the way of the other early
campuses is that they were quite different. That is Irvine was more hierarchical than we were,
run more by its administration than its faculty, and also, they appointed from the beginning a
different kind of faculty. Different in its age structure, different in their aims and way they

organized it, and so on.

And Santa Cruz, well who knows? [laughter] But Santa Cruz actually in many respects was like
UCSD, but not nearly so successful. | mean, it has become successful because UC campuses
become successful over time. But in its earlier days, although it had some of the same
characteristics, such as the college system and so on and the interdisciplinary emphasis that
UCSD had, it was a very different place. So, | was interested in the history of this institution very
early. And then | had the misfortune of being on the committee that technically, | suppose,
oversaw the last history, published history of UCSD that by Nancy Anderson. [An Improbable

Venture: A History of the University of California, San Diego]

And | was dean at the time and she didn't interview me, or wasn't interested in what | knew
about the place, but she wasn't interested in what most of you knew about the place. And | saw

that manuscript in several versions. | will be frank and tell you that | urged it not to publish it. It is
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a godawful piece of history and wrong in many respects. But wrong not just because it gets
certain things wrong, but just because it has no conception of what was actually going on here.
It became clear to me at that time, reading that manuscript and watching it move toward
publication so called, that what was missing there and what was really interesting about UCSD's
history was its intellectual history. And so, when | came back from Penn and was on leave and
not yet engaged in this virtual university stuff, | wasn't really directly — | was thinking about doing

some work on the history of the university.

I knew UCSD was something of interest and then Jim [James R.] Arnold called. And Jim had
made arrangements with Keith Brueckner and Jim to sit down in the library with Brad and talk
about the origins of their two departments [chemistry and physics, respectively]. And Jim called
me and asked me if | would come along as a kind of historian to keep them honest so to speak.
It wasn't that they needed to be kept honest, but that there were questions. What were the
questions a historian would be interested in? You know, “I'm a chemist, he's a physicist, we
don't do this for a living, you do, would you do this?” It was an opportunity that was just exactly

at the right moment.

So, | went to that, and once | did it, it was more fun than | could have imagined it was gonna be.
It was terrific and we'll talk a little bit about the kinds of things that reveal. Brad and | decided
that we would undertake a real project and start to interview founders and early members,
because not in every case of course. David Bonner for example is not with us, Stefan
Warschawski [mathematics] is no longer with us, but there are people who were here early
enough who help us to understand what the origins of departments are. And that's the way the
project got started and it's nowhere near complete. And in fact, one of the things I'll ask at the
end is for suggestions about who to talk to since we can't talk to everybody. [addressing an

audience member] Yeah?

AUDIENCE: Do you have any idea why that given the qualms we've had about that history,
why do you think that actually—

CHODOROW: It was a lot of investment in it. [laughs] We'll put it that way. | mean that's—
RANNEY: Did they get any of the investment back?
CHODOROW: | doubt it. How many of you bought that book? | mean a few people —

AUDIENCE: [inaudible]
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CHODOROW: - yeah, right. Bought it to tear?
AUDIENCE: Do you want to ask me what I did with it?

CHODOROW: Yeah, right. But no, they didn't get it back. It was just lost money. The building
blocks of this project really consist of three components as | see it. One is the interviews that we
have started to do, which give us the human recollection, the living recollection of what was
going on in those days, and I'll come back and tell you how we approached that. A second are
records that are in the library in the archives and the records that are most, the ones of course
that would be most interesting are the CAP's [Committee on Academic Personnel] records, but

we're not gonna touch those for the obvious reasons.

Those are records that are very much like the penitentiary records in the Vatican. They're just
allowing very special vetted people to get into the fourteenth century penitentiary records. Those
people have been gone long enough, almost. [audience laughs] And our CAP records are like
that. So, I'm not gonna live long enough to see the ones that pertain to the early years of this
campus. But the other two committees that are really critical are the graduate council and the
CEP [Committee on Educational Policy], which did all the programmatic work of levels of our

programs. And those are not easy to come by.

So, if anybody in this room has old records from those years, the early years, and the years
we're covering are basically from 1960, the earliest years of the campus, through about 1975.
Because by that time most of the departments are formed. And they're not complete. They're
not mature. But they are formed. And so that's the first period that we are concentrating on. And
we would love to get those records. And they obviously exist, or they may exist in the senate
office. But getting something out of the senate office turns out to be like getting something out of
the penitentiary. So, if any of you have those records in your files, we would love them. Records

then are the second.

Then the third thing that's important and will be important for research in developing anything
like a narrative of the intellectual history of this institution, are the histories of disciplines. Where
the disciplines have been, especially since World War Il over time, and there are many such
books now being written and articles being written that is research foundation to set a
background and a context for the recollections of the founding members of the campus, about

what they were trying to do.
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So, let me tell you what we ask our faculty interviewees. We start by asking them to try to
remember what their vision was. What was the intellectual vision that they started with when
they were recruited and what were the context of the recruitment? Very often the way in which
they were recruited, the conversations they had with Roger Revelle and with the other early

members of the community from Scripps helped form their own vision, what they could do here.

So, the first stage then is a memory of the vision, their intellectual vision, and its relationship to
where their disciplines were at the time. What was happening in their disciplines in the late '50s
that they were either reacting against or trying to seize for positive purposes, to take in a certain
direction. And so, we try to get people to remember what their intellectual program was and how

they felt it related to their colleagues in their own fields across the country or around the world.

And then to reflect finally on how early recruitments, the first recruitments affected those visions.
Because many of those recruitments succeeded and many of them failed. And who came in
those early days made a big difference as to what the actual shape of the department would be.
We did one other thing, and we'll follow this up with a good deal of research, we interviewed Mel
[Melvin J.] Voigt and Andy [Andrew] Wright about the origins and development of the library. I'll

tell you about that separately.

Because one of the things that's clear about this campus is that its seriousness of purpose from
the earlier days was just remarkable. And it was reflected in the fact that for example we didn't
develop major league sports programs. We aim to develop major league libraries. We didn't
build a faculty club. | can tell you that because | got stuck with the job in 1982/1983 when | was
chair of the senate. We put the money into laboratories and into academic facilities, and
particularly into the library. It was a practice here from the early days of using the library as a
place for, one way of putting it is to launder money. It was getting money across that July 1st
boundary that exists in fiscal year by investing extra money in the library and then being able to

recover some of it at least.

But a lot of that investment in the library stuck. It was not all taken back. It wasn’t merely a
laundering of the money. And that was going on into at least into the '80s. And it meant that our
library developed more quickly than any of the other new libraries in the system. So, we've
looked at that as well. Now let me give you an idea, just a background idea of some of the

things that are revealed by these interviews because they're very, very interesting.
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And also, Herb [Herbert F. York] is here, and we talked to Herb twice about the perspective he
had sitting as Chancellor, recruiting founders and dealing with the founders who we inherited
when he got here. These are obviously people as you well know, very strong personalities,
strong vision and trying to recruit their faculty and Herb had to play a major role in a lot of that,
and of course the medical school is a major undertaking, which started under Herb and so that's

another feature of this.

Starting with the first interviews, Keith and Jim revealed very different approaches to the
foundation of their departments. In the case of Jim, he had come out of the laboratory in working
on Carbon-14 dating and he had accumulated in his early career a number of colleagues who
had spread out, but some of them had come to Scripps and already had Scripps by the time he

was recruited.

And what he revealed as he talked about the early days was not that he was attempting to
develop a department that had a particular strike, but rather that he was gathering together or
taking advantage of the situation here in San Diego to gathered together a group of chemists
who he knew to be terrific and with whom he had worked in one way or another, sometimes at a
distance, sometimes in the same lab over a long period of time. So, he was using this
opportunity to bring together a group of chemists who were in those early days just

phenomenal. Who he knew from his scientific career fairly well.

Keith took a very different point of view. Keith took what might be a more formulaic — not
formulaic, but formalistic approach, at least this is what he reports. Again, you want to test this
against not only other recollections but also get some records against the histories of the
institution. What he said was that he did an analysis of what kind of physics could be done well
here given that we weren't about to build a cyclotron or any other very large-scale apparatus
which would draw people here to do what was being done around the country at that time in the

best departments, which was high energy physics.

And what he said his strategy was, was to build in certain areas like what is now called
condensed matter physics. That and plasma, that were things that he could attract people here
to do, really first-rate people, and that would give this department a shape and a distinction
without having to rely on what was the dominant area of physics in a lot of the best departments

in the country. He took an approach that he was a man of 35 at the time. And that's another
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thing that's quite striking is that a lot of the founders were not the grand old men of their

professions.

They were young, just entering middle age. Let me tell you, in the middle ages 35 is the
beginning of adulthood. [laughter] These people were just turning to be adults. He was a person
who had obviously made in his early career an effort to know the really good physicists in this
country. He knew the field. He's one of those young people who mapped it in his mind and
understood it, or felt he did, and he was taking advantage of that in trying to recruit the right kind

of physics department to this other department.

One of the things we heard, and this was something that gives you another perspective on the
department, unfortunately the earliest leadership of the economics department is not here, but
Herb reported on his conversations with Seymour Harris, who was the founding chair. And it
gives you just a completely different view of how a department might have gotten started. In
Seymour's case, he was a policy wonk. He was a creature of that Boston to Washington

corridor, which | got to know quite well in Philadelphia.

And there is a kind of person who sees — it may not be the Hudson River, which is the size of
the Pacific Ocean [audience laughs], but it's not far west of there that the world ends and Terra
Incognita begins. And Seymour was one of those. He arrived here on the West Coast thinking
that it would be impossible to found what he would regard as a great department of economics,
which would be one filled with people who are interested in policy issues like himself. And
instead would have to settle for building a department, which was theoretical. Just exactly at the

moment when theory economics was beginning to rise to prominence.

Not that Seymour understood that necessarily. But on the other hand, he had good judgment.
He knew good ones when he saw them. So that even if it was in his view not the department he
would have founded, when he did it, he did it well. So, what you're getting is you interview
people, these very different approaches, sometimes accidental as in that case. Sometimes very
purposeful. But purposeful in different ways. Obviously, Dave [David M.] Bonner, who we
interviewed Jon [Jonathan S.] Singer about the beginnings of biology, one of the first to hear,

and what's striking about that is as Jon said he came from chemistry. He wasn't a biologist.

He said he thought he could tell the difference between the rat and a rabbit [laughter]. But that
was of course the point. We used to make a joke, those of us not in biology, who were on this

campus a long time, that if a candidate for the biology department saw one of those things they
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call a squirrel around here, the ground squirrels, run across the path and noticed that it was a
squirrel, he was obviously not suited for this department. [audience laughs] And in effect, what

Jon was recognizing was admitting was that that was the case.

But what was striking about what he said, was that Bonner's vision, which was something |
didn't understand, and | don't think many people outside the department understood, was not
that molecular biology was the only kind of biology worth doing, but that molecular biology was a
revolutionary approach to all of biology. And it wasn't that you wouldn't end up doing ecology or
plant biology or virology or all the other forms of biology, which in other places it'd have been
separate departments. In some cases, you have five or six or seven departments of biology in

some of the larger institutions.

It wasn't that you wouldn't do those things, but that you would approach them, you would inform
them with molecular biology, that that was going to become a unifying principle. And he also
recognized the point that's very important and that | have noticed as an outsider, and that is that
a lot of the people who ended up in our biology department and then eventually in other biology
departments across the country were not trained in biology. They were trained in physics, at

least up to perhaps a master's level at the least.

And in chemistry, biochemistry and so on. So, he was creating a department which at the
beginning at least looked like a specialized department. A small — a sliver of contemporary
biology. And what most of us would have said looking at that department in the years following
was that his strategy was to focus very, very narrowly on a particular area of biology, which

would become very famous very quickly, and that's what we were about.

We were about becoming famous and major center in something very quickly. And that was
what his strategy was, but it wasn't. Not according to Jon anyway. That the strategy, in fact, was
to build a department which would eventually inform all of biology. It's interesting because it
gave me a perspective on something that was happening at Penn, where the dean of the

medical school there, Helen certainly knows —
RANNEY: Bill.

CHODOROW:  Bill Kelley. Neutron Bill as he's called. Bill Kelley's scientific program, and it
amazes people that he actually has one, but he does, and he's quite passionately devoted to it.

His scientific program, the medical school was to form every department in every field with
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genetics — with molecular genetics and gene therapy, ultimately. And his recruitments are doing
that. But in his case, he is working with a panoply of departments that already exist in their
traditional department after all. Penn’s Medical School is the first one that was founded in this

country.

It goes back to the eighteenth century. It is a definition of a mature institution. And in order to
carry out what he's trying to do, he has to plant people in the different departments who are
united by basically molecular biology. Whereas here, without anything on the ground, they were
able to do it in a very different way — in a unified way. But the intent, which was important, and
which will give us a way of approaching the department in the long run and its history, it was to
develop a department which looked like a biology department but had this one unifying
approach which has become an effective unifying approach in biology, period, in the last 40

years.

And Jon at least though, and | agree with him from my own reading, that in 1958/1959/1960,
when Bonner was thinking this way and when he was able to come here, having been a

maverick at Yale and coming here as a leader, that in those years that was a really visionary
approach to biology. It looks obvious now. It was not obvious then since the double helix was

1953. And so, it wasn't that old and it wasn't so clear at that point what was going to happen.

Looking at some of the other departments, one of the things | was of course interested in was
history and my own department. And | got to UCSD | guess four years after the first historians
got here, the senior people. And what was interesting in that, and again it chose a different

approach. In this case, John Galbraith was in a way the visionary who wanted to hire the first
chair. And he eventually as able to appoint — history was a particularly hard field to bring here

because without a library you can't be a historian.

It was hard to imagine — when | came here for example as a junior faculty member, I'll never
forget this, Mel — | got a letter from Mel, which he'll never remember, asking me what journals |
wanted. | was a 25-year-old. | knew all about this stuff. So, | said 122 journal titles. Essential
[laughter] journal titles. You got a lot of energy when you're 25, and not much judgment. And so,
he lost it. But the point is that it was very hard to imagine coming here as a historian to a place

where you're gonna be able to do your work.

You could teach here, but your work was gonna be elsewhere. And | spent most of my time, my

library time at Berkeley and UCLA and when | wasn’t going to the Vatican. And my colleagues
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were very similar in whatever the big collections were. So that it was hard to attract historians
here. They did attract a very distinguished world-class historian, Geoffrey Barraclough. But
Geoffrey was a man who never stayed anywhere very long. When | told my mentor that Geoff
Barraclough was at UCSD he said probably not by the time you get here. And that was exactly

right. [laughter] He was gone when | got here.

He was here for two or three years and he was gone. And he also was not, although he was
intellectually in discipline a great leader, he wasn't an institution person and builder. So that he
didn't actually | don't think ever served as chair. Instead, an associate professor started this
chair, that was Gabe Jackson, and we interviewed Gabe. And one of the interesting things that
was striking about that department in the early days was that unlike the other departments,
which recruited people from the major research universities around the country, the history
department first eight or so senior people were all from school colleges. They were all liberal

arts college people.

Knox College, St. John's College, Smith College — we went big time when we went for
Dartmouth. Those are the kinds of places that our first historians came from. Cornell College in
lowa — these were very good historians, by the way. But they had no professional experience of
a major research university. And the department that | joined was a small college department.
And that department of history had to go through a revolution in the early '70s to turn itself into a
university department, a research-oriented department. And one consequence of that was that

virtually every single one of the senior faculty who had founded the department left.

They didn't just get up and leave, but they left one by one over a period of about four years. And
so, following the history of that department could be very interesting. And he asked somebody
else to do it because | was too much involved. But it gives you again an idea of some of the
variety of the departments. Two of the people, founders we interviewed are here — Leonard
Newark in linguistics, and | listened to the interview, | was telling him, just in the last couple of
days in preparation for this, and it's a wonderful interview because there's a whole interview of

linguistics into the '60s.

And in his case, and he'll correct me if I'm wrong, but in his case a revolution had taken place in
the late '50s led by Chomsky, which had essentially worn out in linguistics by '61 or '62. It was
essentially recognized by then, not by everybody obviously, but recognized that Chomsky had

transformed the discipline. And what Leonard thought to do as a beginning was to try to recruit
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those people to go after Chomsky, who was at MIT. Problem was that Chomsky and a
psychologist named George Miller, who George Mandler was also interested in, and we're

gonna interview George, by the way, next month.

There was a community of people in Boston who were really very close friends and worked
together, collaborators, and none of them would come without any of the others. And the one
who was the key to the whole thing was Roman Jakobson. And so, Leonard went through the
story of trying to recruit Roman Jakobson and this was one of those — well, I'll just say it. This
was a case in which there was an attempt at what we might call affirmative nepotism and it
failed. And when it failed the whole thing collapsed. And so, none of those senior leaders, those

really great leaders, would come.

And the result was that he built the department instead based on the best graduate students of
all those people. [laughter] So that instead of building in effect from the top down in terms of age
and stature, which is what all our departments were doing, following the principle of Roger that
he had established, built from the top down, senior people who hired the junior people, senior
people who established the graduate program, and then when there are enough people there,

meaning you've hired a bunch of kids like me, you then build an undergraduate program, so on.

In the case of linguistics, it ended up going to the best graduate schools, the best faculty in the
country and seeking their best graduate students and building a young department instead of
the old one. But, in a revolutionary situation, which is what you are in, if you didn't get the three
or four or five senior people who were part of the revolution you were better off not getting
anybody else. So, the strategy actually was the only one in which one who could take
advantage of this revolution. The other thing that was bound up with that department foundation

was language teaching.

Because as many of you may know, UCSD was one of the early, not the earliest, but one of the
early institutions in which language teaching was taken out of the hands of literature with the
complicity of the literature department being found in about the same time. That is, they didn't

want to be a language teaching department. They wanted to be a literary studies department.

And the linguistics department was going to take on, and one of the reasons Leonard came was
that he was recognized as a person who knew a lot about, had been involved in language
teaching, and the development of the language program, UCSD language program was it had

been a part, was bound up with the foundation of linguistics, which became a department which
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did this gigantic service for the campus, which was theoretically based. It was based on

linguistic theory.

But it was in fact an on the ground service to the institution at the same time it was developing a
revolutionary core of linguists who were doing and have done very important work, and whose
teaching was mostly in the linguistics at the graduate level, since very few students,
undergraduates, take linguistics courses. Not that they take courses, but they don't take the

major. They don't become — they don't have a clue what it is for one thing.

The difference between that and literature, which was based on a real theory that Roy Pearce
had during the 1950s had formulated a theory which broke down the traditional notion that
literature is really a part of a culture, and therefore it should be tied to its language instruction
and tied to national history, the old nineteenth century ideal, which we still are stuck with. If you
look at most campuses you'll find that literature departments look like nineteenth century
Europe. They are German and French and Italian and Spanish and so on. They're nation states

and they behave like nation states.

The problem is that they don't have any students anymore. So, they're nation states without
armies and they are really in trouble. Really in very deep trouble. And 40 years, 50 years before
its time, basically Roy Pearce envisioned a department which would break all that down and
which would really be a department of comparative literature by definition, and in which there
would be in fact a discipline called literary studies which would unite all those people, and which

did unite them.

And one of the consequences of that, and | can talk about it as having been their dean for 11
years and having therefore had arguments with them about this for a decade, | was one of their
projects. They had to teach me what they were up to so | wouldn't do any real damage to them
as a dean. The big advantage, and | saw this when | went to Penn and | saw it in other UC
campuses of this format was, first of all people talked to one another who usually didn't, and

they very often collaborated in ways they never did elsewhere.

But also, the duplication of courses and program in most campuses which have individual, and
sometimes 10 or 11 individual departments of literature is staggering. There are 10 or 11 theory
courses in those places, and they are basically duplicates of one another, fiercely defendant as
being independent and different from one another. But if you're an outsider, you look at them,

they look the same to you as an outsider.
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Here, all of that's unified. And because it's unified and because all of the stakeholders are
present in a single department, the result is that the theory courses are contested early, what
should be in them, how they should be structured, what role they play is dealt with by the entire
range of people in literary studies and the result is a much better course. It's not only more
efficient, it's also more effective. And this is an institution, this is a department which has been

known, well known as a center for literary theory for a long time.

The other person was Joe [Joseph R. Gusfield]. We talked to Joe about sociology and Joe,
again he'll correct me if I'm wrong, was dealing with a discipline which had taken a turn to the
numerical and the scientific and was badly divided between people who were qualitative in their
approach to sociology and people who were quantitative, and therefore at one level he came
with the intention of creating a coherent qualitative department. But there was something else
that came through in the interview that was very powerful and very interesting to listen to, and

that is Joe was deeply concerned about bringing intellectuals here.

He was looking not just for persons who had written good books and articles in qualitative
sociology, but people who he had come to know over the years as having very broad intellectual
interests and having real intellectual character. You didn't hear that very much from other
founders at UCSD. Most of us, most of the founders were really interested in the professional
characteristics and performance of the people that we were hiring, and they were interested as
for example Mel [Melford E.] Spiro was, in developing a particular kind of department, a specific

kind of department.

But beyond that therefore he wanted people who did that kind of work and did it well, but this
other value, the intellectual community value you might say, was missing at least from their
rhetoric if not from their intentions. It's not that people were not — we're all professional
intellectuals, but that's not usually what we as faculty call intellectuals. The fact that we do
intellectual work doesn't make us intellectuals. We have a higher definition, a broader definition
of what an intellectual is. And it's in Joe's department that that was a positive, conscious value

that was applied in the appointment.

And so, as you go through and interview these founders and the other early members you begin
to get a picture of the different ways in which these would approach. Every one of them seeking
to create departments which would become extremely good very fast, and which would be

dominated by a group of senior faculty who were already established when they got here, and
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this is true except for Leonard who tried it but he couldn't make it happen. These departments
would be dominated by the senior group which would give them an intellectual and professional

character as a foundation stone upon which the future of the department would depend.

And within that general approach, every department's really very different in the way they
approach this, in the language they actually made the recruitments in their vision in relation to
their discipline. | want to talk of course to Sol [Stanford S.] Penner, Paul Libby, to Sandy
[Sanford A.] Lakoff and Marty [Martin M.] Shapiro, who were the founding members, the first two
members of the political science department. And | would invite you to suggest people that |
should talk to. Send me an email or a note, a snail mail note and even handwrite it. I'm a

paleographer, | can read—

[END OF PART ONE, BEGIN PART TWO]

CHODOROW: And if we didn't build a great library, it was hopeless, we were
never going to build a great campus. And the appointment of Mel [Melvin] Voigt was a critical
element. In fact, he was one of the first appointments. He was here, just told me got here in
November of 1960, which was the month in which the campus— that regents actually approved
the campus. Because there were already graduate students here, who would have been in big

trouble if they hadn't done it.

But nonetheless, he was here at the beginning. And he had support from the campus, from
Herb [Herbert F. York] who was the chancellor, who had just come in as chancellor at that point,
that was exemplary and really far more | think than most of the other beginning librarians had.
But there was something he did that made a huge difference in the early development of the

library that was just clever as can be. There were three libraries that had to be built.

First of all, there wasn't a very clear definition of how you start a library. If you're starting from
more or less scratch, of course there was a Scripps library. But the Scripps library was quite
specialized, and you had to develop a library for a general teaching and research program. The
first step was, and this was something that Mel himself was involved in, was defining what a
base library of a research university looks like? How do you get it started, the 75,000-volume

sort of teaching collection and so on? How do you start to develop this notion?

But beyond that, how do you compete with the other two libraries that were being founded in

more or less the same time? And what Mel came up with was a project in which they convinced
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453  the regents, and through the regents | suppose, legislature, that UCSD should become the
454  organizer of an effort to build all three libraries. So, you create three base libraries, which will be
455  essentially equivalent to one another. You'd by three of everything. But it would be done here.

456  Be done through here.

457  What that meant to us wasn't that we got more books, although | suspect we did get more
458  books, Mel, if you'd ever admit it. [laughter] But that we got the entire apparatus. One of the
459  things you learn when you start to work on libraries — in my other life I've been involved in
460 libraries and I'm chair of the board of the Council and Library Information Resources in

461  Washington. And one of the things I've learned over the years is that a library is not just its
462  books. A library is its staff. It's the ability to process the books, to manage the collections, to

463 build the collections. That's critical.

464  And what this project did was to give UCSD a first-class staff and apparatus for building our
465 collections, which at the beginning built three collections, but then was ours. And I think that
466  made a huge difference in the quality of the personnel and of their experience in building our
467 library over the other libraries aside from the kind of support that the campus gave the library.

468 That was critical.

469  The people, and again, it was a case of leadership and building a staff, and in this case

470  professional librarians, who could take us to a level that was beyond the level that the other

471  campuses were going to achieve. And in fact, in this case, however they're doing in their

472  departments, and some of the departments at Irvine and Santa Cruz are really quite terrific, their
473 libraries are nowhere compared to UCSD's. Nowhere. So that early advantage has really paid
474  off big time.

475  Brad has been helping me, and I'm going to ask him to say something about the way our

476  collection of materials and to add anything he wants to add to what | have said. So, it's not a

477  matter of showing you this stuff that's in the library. You have to go there. But as an archivist

478 and so on, we are trying to collect faculty papers and have had quite a lot of success in doing

479  that, and Brad is the principal there.

480 WESTBROOK: Let me segue from what Stan just said about the library overall. Perhaps a

481 really good measure —

482 RANNEY: We're all getting old. You'll have to speak up.
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WESTBROOK: [I'll try. Perhaps a really good measure of the success of the library overall is
its special collections library. In the 30 or 35 years that it's been in existence, it has built
renowned collections, internationally renowned collections in three or four, maybe a half a
dozen areas, and they happen to be contemporary experimental American poetry, Melanesian
anthropology, twentieth century science and technology, Spanish Civil War history and Pacific

voyages. And those are fairly lofty collections, | think you'll agree.

One of the other places that we've been putting a lot of our energy, however, is in documenting
the history of this university which | think we'll all agree will be a wonderful story 50, 100 years
from now if it's not one already. And some of the things that we're trying to capture to get that
history is the administrative records, the various administrator, such as the chancellor, vice
chancellors, a few deans, a few department chairs. Campus publications on a very select basis,
not every publication, but certainly the central ones so it captures the cultural and social history

of the university.

And finally, most important | think as a building block are research papers of the university's
faculty, partly because those document in a very low level the administrative history of the
university. Those collections include lots of departmental memos, document decision-making
process at a very low level, how a program came to be born, why a program went out of
existence for instance. They also have documentation for the larger greater issues affecting the

campus. Things that start to show up in Academic Senate.

And finally, they look outward to the development of disciplines. So not only do they document
the history for us, but also the history of the various disciplines that this university has been
supporting. And with this oral history project, which owes a lot to James Arnold actually — Dr.
Arnold instigated this about three years ago when he came to me and asked me to assist with
just preparing his own oral history. And as you can see from the handout that | gave you, there's
one instance where Dr. Chodorow assisted as the Interlochen tour, but there were two earlier

episodes capturing different phases of Dr. Arnold's life.

We are planning to do several more of these interviews one on one with UCSD faculty about
recruitment, about the early academic foundations, but also to start maybe looking at certain
themes or intertwining of themes. One of the themes that I've been discussing with Dr. Arnold is

the co-development of the university in late twentieth century science and La Jolla and how
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those two things started to come together in the late '50s and '60s, and it's an idea that he would

like to pursue very much.

That's about all | have to say about these tapes, except to say finally they are being transcribed.
The transcription process will probably be complete by June and they'll be available for reading
in the Special Collections library. They are available right now for listening if anybody is

interested.
CHODOROW:  The floor is open.

MALE 1: |remember looking at the original history of the campus that you mentioned at the
beginning. | immediately put it aside as untruth. In your recounting of some of the research
you’ve done so far, | envision a real problem. How do you avoid this work becoming a puff piece

for the university? See, that's the problem —
CHODOROW: A puff-piece.

MALE 1: —all the stories you told were heartwarming. Where's the bad news? [laughter] |
mean there's got to be some in the history of this campus. See, without mentioning any specific

departments, something that — I'm sorry, Brad?
WESTBROOK: Brad.

MALE 1: That Brad mentioned about university publications, the UCSD Times, which gets
delivered in the faculty and staff mailboxes, used to be an interesting paper. They'd publish
articles by faculty members, controversial, interesting, which bode letters to the editor. And the
university calendar was a separate ______ [inaudible]. Now they're combined. And you read the

UCSD Times, it's puff pieces.
CHODOROW: Right.

MALE 1: There's nothing interesting to read in there except those of your friends getting

honored. So that's part of the corporatization. How does that get avoided?

CHODOROW: Some of it's avoided by being honest and — not necessarily honest, but bold.
And taking risks when you're trying to write this stuff. Some of the negative history, the
controversies, the anger, the failures of the system and the individual departments are revealed

in things like program reviews that have been done over the years and have to be studied
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carefully. And in the responses of departments to program reviews, and that's why graduate

council records are important.

And some, it is actually is in these interviews. | just didn't choose to bring it out, all of it. The
other thing | think is that the study of the development of the disciplines will — during the period
when these departments were being formed, before or during these departments. Will was
beginning to reveal the strains that took place as a result of choices that were made here that

were not regarded in the field as good choices. And that's another.

You may find in some cases that folks on the campus got along pretty well. Pretty well. But they
didn't get along with other members of their own discipline. They were taking risks or they were
taking a position, and you'd find that in several departments. You'd find it in anthropology for
example, but not just in anthropology. You also will find, and | happen to know it because for a
while | was dean of everything except for engineering. Remember, by the way, the first deans,
modern deans — there must have been people called deans early on and there was always a
dean of graduate studies. But the first disciplinary deans were in 1982, is it right? Yeah, and that

was engineering.

And then once engineering was formed as a—and that's a major transition that | haven't dealt
with yet, and it's going to be very important, because remember that the early departments were
founded as flight science departments. We weren't going to do engineering at UCSD and then
we moved in the traditional way. And the foundation of the division of engineering and now the
School of Engineering was a major piece of that. But once that happened then it was a clamor
by everybody else, we need a dean too, and | got to be that person for a while. For two years |

was dean of everything else. [laughter]

And for linguistics. So, | know for example that there was controversy in linguistics between
what would you call them, religions? Churches? And they need to be explored. The other thing
that needs to be explored is that UCSD started in very special circumstances, partly because
there were deals made with central administration that allowed the campus to do things that
made the campus different than the other campuses. But over time they had to regress to the
mean, both in the salary structure and the support dollars and so on. And there's a lot of strain
that | experienced myself, but that is also in the records as that process took place, which was

mostly in the later '70s, in the second half of the '70s and on.
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And by the way, most of us who were here early on, you and especially those of you who taught
undergraduates, will remember that the students in the late '60s and up to around '73 or '74
were unbelievable. They were absolutely — they were pioneers as undergraduates. They were
bright as hell. They were brighter than — and | remember from the middle '70s on, there was a

seat change in our undergraduate population.
MALE 1: They still are unbelievable, but for different reasons.

CHODOROW: For different [laughter] — yeah. And so that's another thing. | remember going
through myself personally, this stage where | went away for a year and a half. | came back and
the student body was different and | spent two years not only being angry that | had to teach

these idiots, but revealing that | was angry, which made my teaching just terrible. | had two bad
years before | finally said to myself, this is the student body I've got. I've got to teach them. I've
got to figure out how I'm going to teach them. They're different from the ones | had earlier. And

that was — those transitions also have to be —

MALE 2: Stan, as I'm listening to your excellent and wonderful nostalgic remarks, thoughts of
inclusion and exclusion came to me. For example, linguistics was not only undergoing a
revolution, it was revolutionizing the humanities and social sciences. But who had the vision to
see that? Because in many ways one would have thought that linguistics was something of a
marginal department to begin a university with. But somebody must have had the vision to

understand its importance.

Also, I'd never heard much discussion until you and | and Herb and Mark were involved in that

committee to try and start a law school. Was law school ever talked about in the early days?

CHODOROW: In the very early days, | don't know. Herb, do you know? | don't think so. |

don't think so.

HERB: No, as far as | know what you're talking about is the first instance in which we
seriously were involved. And part of the inspiration was the new political science department

that we wanted to expand its intellectual activities in that direction. Shapiro—

CHODOROW:  Martin Shapiro in particular, but also Sandy [Sanford A. Lakoff] was in

political theories.

MALE 3: Think about the linguistics department that early—

STANLEY CHODOROW LECTURE, Introduction by HELEN RANNEY February 25, 1998



600
601
602

603

604

605

606
607

608

609
610
611
612
613

614

615
616
617
618
619
620
621
622
623

624
625
626
627

MALE 4: | want to make a comment, Herb, that the comment you just made about law was
brought up very clearly and was agreed not to be raised at the time we were trying to get med

school off the ground.

HERB: Well, that may also be. It's hard to remember that kind of negative. [laughter]
WESTBROOK: No, that's a question though that you may want to explore.
CHODOROW:  That’s right.

MALE 4: |recall Revelle talking in early '60s or even before that about whether it made sense

to consider law school and the conclusion was it was not needed in the beginning thing.
HERB: Well we came to that same conclusion after a much more thorough study. [laughter]

CHODOROW:  One of the things that is part of what we are finding and [inaudible comment]
had said earlier, in the very early days of the campus, which is what we have been focusing on,
there's a euphoria here of building and of collegiality and so on, that will break down. So, as you
pursue the story into the '70s, there's a good deal of breakdown and that's when you start to get

the difficult times.
RANNEY: And that's the same time the students began to change.

CHODOROW: And that's when the students began to change among other things. That's
right. One of the things that's interesting is there's been a lot of work recently on what the
characteristics of a highly productive organization are. And the theorists who are mostly
economists and political scientist types and management types in places like Wharton, seem to
think that institutions are most productive in terms of whatever their business is, that is in our
case it would have been producing articles and books and so on, that they're most productive
when they are relatively small and in which there are very few or very low walls, internal walls,
dividing people from one another. As interdisciplinary, multidisciplinary units who tend to be

most productive.

So, one of the things that it'd be interesting to study is whether in fact over as this institution
grew and as the walls around departments began to rise, which was inevitable — because also,
of course as you get more and more people in any given discipline, their tendency is to spend

your time talking to one another and not to talk to all these other guys. There's only so many
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hours in a day and to the degree which that affected the character of the work, the amount of

the work that was being done, and that's hard to judge.

But it's something | would certainly want to look at. And the degree to which that image that we
all had when we first got here, | mean we were just coming onto the campus. Urey Hall was not
very old in 1968. | guess it was open in '64. And so, the upper campus, the general campus was
a brand-new place, that there's still memory of that time when everybody was down in Scripps,
and in which people were sort of cheek by jowl and were talking to one another all the time. And
the students were talking to them all the time. And that experience lasted, the glow of that
experience lasted a long time. The question is, what difference did it make? Did it ever really

make a difference? Was it a more productive period?

You also have to factor in the age. The fact is that if you're 35, you've got a lot of energy and
you can do a lot of things, which at 55 or 65 you're probably doing less most of the time. Until
you retire. Then you can do more than anything else you ever did before. But that is, you have
to factor in that energy and level as well in making these assessments. But it'll be interesting to
see whether these modern theories of organization, such as they are, really can be tested in

any way in this history. Yeah?

MALE 5: There was this initial orientation towards graduate institutions, small classes, and

that began to attenuate, and that's certainly part of this regression you speak of.

CHODOROW:  When I first got here we were told that we would have 60 percent graduate

students. It didn't take many years to realize how unlikely that was going to be.
WESTBROOK: | don't think we ever exceeded 15 percent.

CHODOROW: That's right. You knew it because | remember doing those calculations also

as a vice, that's right.
RANNEY: | think we're coming [inaudible comment]

CHODOROW:  As we come to a close—? As | say, just one more thing and that is if you
have ideas about people we should be talking to and ideas about areas we really want to cover,
| wish you would send them to me or to Brad in the Special Collections — Brad Westbrook and

we will follow up. This is something we'd like to build a record, which is both an oral record and
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eventually a paper record of this place so that when | finally do retire | can actually get to work

on this. [laughter]
MALE 6: What's the way of communicating with you?

CHODOROW:  The best way of communicating with me | think is care of Special Collections
in the library. In the Geisel library.

RANNEY: You're learning about
CHODOROW: ['ll also give you my email.

RANNEY: When you're done reading about the campus as it's come along, don't read

Anderson, read [inaudible comment].

CHODOROW:  Well, you know one of the things | haven't done yet, and I've been told |

should do it in a will, is to talk to the spouses.
RANNEY: Those were the [Inaudible comment] [crosstalk] people they were recruiting.

CHODOROW: And the spouses, because they played such a large role in the early days in

particular in recruitments. My email, by the way, is—that's the other way of getting hold of me.
RANNEY: Your email's like [inaudible comment].

CHODOROW: My email is my—

RANNEY: We're all in the same Eudora [email system].

CHODOROW: [laughs] That's right.

RANNEY: I think we should draw it as a little after [inaudible] schedule. I'd thank Stan very

much, welcome him home and thank you. [audience applauds]

CHODOROW: Thank you. It's good to be home. Twenty-nine degrees in Philadelphia.
[laughter]

[END OF PART TWO, END OF INTERVIEW]
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