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The School of Science, now known as the College of Science,

was created in 1932 as a part of a reorganization of state-supported

institutions of higher learning. Before 1932, degrees in science

were granted by the University of Oregon alone while science at

the State College (Oregon State University) was confined to

instruction in service-courses taught especially for the technical

schools. Under the reorganization, major work in science was

taken from the University and given to the College. The University

resented the loss and for ten years fought to restore science.

The major arguments were that it was not a true university without

science and that pure science was stifled at Corvallis due to the

emphasis on applied science. The College countered by citing the

intent of the reorganization to create a single, great State

University of Oregon located on separate campuses with the School



of Science as a part. The College also questioned the distinction

between pure and applied science. In spite of these objections,

the University persuaded the Oregon State Board of Higher Education

in 1941 to restore to it major work in the natural sciences.

Throughout the period 1932-1942 the School of Science not only

found itself at odds with the University but also with those at the

College who viewed the primary purpose of science differently. To

the technical schools, science was to serve technology; and to the

traditional liberal arts, the purpose of science was to liberalize

the education of every student. For most of the faculty and

administration of the School of Science, science was to train

professional scientists, so it strove for the professional recogni-

tion accorded the other schools at the College. As a consequence

of a gradual recognition of its professional status, the School of

Science became more specialized and the needs of non-science majors

were increasingly ignored

In 1932 science at both the University and the College was

placed under the authority of one Dean of Science. The first dean,

Earl L. Packard, struggled for six years with the bitterness caused

by the reorganization and with the restrictions imposed by the

depression economies to build a distinguished school of science.

By 1938 when he resigned, the number of holders of the Ph.D. on the

faculty, the number of students, and the amount of money allocated

to science had increased. The trends continued into the adminis-

tration of the next dean, Francois A. Gilfillan.
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SCIENCE AT A LAND GRAI'TT COLLEGE: THE SCIENCE CONTROVERSY
IN OREGON, 1931-1942, AND THE EARLY DEVELOPMENT OF THE

COLLEGE OF SCIENCE AT OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY

I

INTRODUCTION

The origins of the idea for a College of Science (School of

Science as it was called from 1932 to 1973) can be traced to a

recommendation made as the result of a survey of Oregon higher

education conducted in 1931 by the federal government, that "A

great School of Science should be developed at Corvallis." This

recommendation was adopted by the Oregon State Board of Higher

Education one year later as part of a reorganization of the entire

system, and the School of Science began instruction at the State

College in Corvallis in the fall of 1932.

Before the establishment of the School of Science, the

University (University of Oregon, Eugene) was the only state

institution which granted degrees in science, while the College

(Oregon State College, now Oregon State University) provided

science courses as a service to the technical schools and granted

no degrees in any science discipline. The intent of the survey

was to suggest a plan to reduce duplication in the offerings of

the state institutions. It recommended the concentration of

1U.S., Office of Education, Survey of Higher Education in
Oregon, 1931, p. 49.



science work at the College where the technical schools required

certain science courses as a part of their curricula. This meant

that the University could no longer offer any degree programs in

science, and many of its science faculty, apparatus, and journals

were transferred to Corvallis. There was a natural resentment on

the part of the University over the loss of a major portion of its

curriculum, and it unceasingly sought to restore major work in

science. These efforts were ultimately successful in 1941.

The story of the first decade of the newly established School

of Science in Corvallis is intimately connected with the

University's drive to regain its science degree-granting status.

A major argument repeatedly used by University spokesmen was the

issue of ttpuret versus "applied" science. They maintained that

pure science was the proper function of the University and only

the University could provide the proper environment for its

development. They admitted that because of the technical nature

of the professional schools at Corvallis, applied science was the

proper domain of the College. However, if pure science were forced

to coexist with applied science in the new School of Science, the

University charged that pure science would suffer. Although this

argument failed initially to convince the Board, the University

continued to press its point throughout the ten-year period, and

it stimulated the College to defend itself by trying to counter

the argument by showing that pure science actually thrived in its

new home in Corvallis. It became clear that the University used

2
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the argument of pure versus applied science as a political ploy

to try to convince the public and the Board that science in the

state of Oregon was somehow deficient unless it was taught at the

University. The argument itself did little to convince anyone

that the University was right, but it did call attention to the

more substantiated arguments for the restoration of science.

As orginally organized the School of Science encompassed all

science instruction in all the state-supported institutions of

higher education, and the state-wide system was to be administered

by a single Dean and Director. This paralleled organization in

other subject areas through the system with single Deans and

Directors of, for example, Agriculture, Education, and Arts and

Letters. As the School was originally organized, then, the Dean

of Science administered not only science at the College, but also

the science that remained at the University. The underlying reason

for this administrative arrangement was to coordinate the curricula

at the College and at the University so as to keep duplication to a

minimum. However, the Dean soon realized that even though the

University and the College were devised by the Board to be two sub-

units of one great state university, each institution was deter-

mined to retain its own identity. By 1941 when science was

restored to the University, the Dean of Science had virtually no

authority, except on paper, over the science program at the

University. The inter-institutional role of all the Deans and

Directors had been eroded by 1941, but it was not until 1946 that
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the Chancellor advised their abolishment.2 Technically, then,

the School of Science for fourteen years included the science

program at the University, and for ten years it in fact offered

the only major work in science in the state system.

The School of Science was the only administrative unit

affected by the reorganization plan that had to be organized

completely from top to bottom. The other schools, which were

transferred from one campus to the other, already existed as

separate units on both campuses. Drastic budget cutbacks during

the depression coupled with declines in enrollment compounded the

problem of organization, but the School recovered and gained

steadily in enrollment and staff until the beginning of World War

II.
This paper is a study of the formation of the School of

Science at Oregon State College. Particular emphasis is on the

problems faced here in the early years and the institutional

politics surrounding the drive by the University of Oregon to

reverse the decision of the State Board to allocate all upper-

division and graduate science to the College. Except for the

statistical survey of the faculty, enrollment, and finances, which

covers the period 1931-1942, treatment of science at Corvallis

focuses on the administration of the first dean which ended in

1938. This discussion concentrates on the problems surrounding

2OSBHE, Minutes, meeting of 22 Oct. 1946.



the first dean's efforts to organize and build, the new school,

and particularly on the problems stemming from the controversy

over the role of science in the state system which formed the

background for most of the other events described. Because of

its importance, this part of the story is carried to its partial

conclusion in 1942. The complete history of the School is yet to

be written.

As for the historical work itself, the writer digested'

considerably more material, both oral and written (see Biblio-

graphy), than is formally cited in the footnotes. This material

served as a guide both to the research and to the evaluation of

the significance and character of the events described. The

selective use of this material, for which specific references are

given, and its interpretation, of course, are the considered

judgment of the writer.





1General Laws of Oregon, Special Session 1909, ch. 4.

2Hector Macphearson, Prof. Political Science, USC, 1912-25 to

William A. Jensen, Exec. Sec. OSC, and James K. Weatherford, Board
of Regents, USC, 19 May 1925, MC Files--"Survey of Higher
Education," OSUA.

3lbid.

II

ORIGINS

In 1909 the State Board of Higher Curricula was set up by the

legislature to supervise growing duplication in the two major

institutions of higher education in Oregon.1 However the Board

lacked control of the budgets, and thus lacked real authority to

deal with the problem since the College and the University each had

its own Board of Regents and maintained separate lobbies at the

state legislature. The College was generally more successful than

the University in obtaining funds. This naturally rankled the

University.2 Whenever the College requested additions to its

curricula, the University objected on the grounds that the College

would overstep the limits to its established curricular functions,

as defined by the Board of Higher Curricula. According to at least

one member of the College faculty, Hector Macphearson, the ensuing

disagreements, when reported by the press, left the public with a

negative impression of higher education.3 Macphearson was so

disillusioned from representing the College at a meeting in 1925

7



Survey, pp. 1-44.

5Oregon Voter, 2 March 1929, pp. 3-9.

6lbid.
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with the University on proposed curricula, that he resigned in

order to become a state legislator and push for the consolida-

tion of the College and the University. By 1929, many more of

the public had grown weary of the internecine biannual battles

as well as the increasing tax bite. In fact, Oregon budgeted a

higher percentage of its revenue to higher education than any

neighboring state. The taxpayers pressed for a reduction in

higher education appropriations while the institutions pressed

for more. The state legislators were caught in the middle.5

In the last hours of the 1929 Legislative session, the

legislature passed a measure which would consolidate all state-

supported institutions of higher education under one board. This

measure was known as the Bell-Sculmerich Bill, although authored

principally by Macpherson. It was approved in order to eliminate

the dispute over funding between the College and the University

and to reduce the tax burden on the taxpayer.6 There was surprise,

not only over the suddenness of the billTs passage, but over its

far-reaching implications.

All concerned are still stunned over the enactment
of the bill placing our higher educational institutions
and normal schools under one board. The new law is the
direct result of indifference of the school people to
the taxpayers of Oregon.



What brought the situation to a head at this
legislative session was the approach of university
[University of Oregon] partisans for more taxpayer
money for research, pensions, and much-needed new
buildings.

The revolt of the taxpayer, long standing, took
form in the demand for consolidation into one board.
It was as a taxpayer protective measure that the new
bill won statewide support so stout that it went
a-flying through both houses.7

The main purpose of the bill was to produce economies through

the elimination of wasteful duplication. It created the Oregon

State System of Higher Education (OSSHE) which was to be adminis-

tered by a nine-person board and an executive secretary whose

office would be maintained in Salem.8 The Board would have

complete control of all five state-supported institutions of

higher education in Oregon and would, as soon as possible, contract

for a survey of the system to be conducted by impartial, nationally

recognized professionals. The Board was then to formulate a

program of higher educational development based on the survey's

results considering the extent of curricular duplications, the

needs of the young people of Oregon, and the ability of Oregon to

pay for higher education.9

9

8Oregon Laws, 1929 session, sec. 11, ch. 251. For a complete
discussion of the events leading up to the passage of the Bell-
Sculmerich Bill see, Edwin T. Reed, "William Jasper Kerr, A
Biography," OSU Library, Corvallis, 1948, (Typewritten),
pp. 253-273.

9lbid.
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The Board held its first meeting on 28 June 1929, and the

following November requested the United States Office of Education,

Department of the Interior, to make the survey.10 Arthur J. Klein,

Chief of the Division of Collegiate and Professional Education in

the U.S. Office of Education, was given authority to act. He met

with the Board in January 1930, and agreed to head a commission to

survey higher education in Oregon. Klein selected George A. Works,

Dean of Students at the University of Chicago, and Fred J. Kelly,

Lecturer in Higher Education at the University of Chicago, as the

other two members of the commission. The commission came to Oregon

in May and worked through the summer of 1930 compiling data on

Oregon resources and answers to questionnaires returned by students

and faculties of the various institutions.1

Two men of the commission were faculty members at the Univer-

sity of Chicago and therefore were probably influenced by the

recent effort at Chicago to change the curriculum and academic

organization to provide a more general education. The College of

Liberal Arts and Sciences there had been split into four sections

with a separate dean over each. The sections were physical

sciences, biological sciences, humanities, and social sciences.

Concurrently a new program was instituted to separate the first

two years of a student1s basic liberalized education from the

10OSBHE, Minutes, meetings of 28 June 1929 and 22 Nov. 1929.

11See the introduction to Survey.
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specialization of the last two years.12 The University of Chicago

plan was not unique. Other eastern institutions such as Columbia,

Harvard, and Yale instituted programs which were in keeping with

what had become known as "the general education movement."3 So

the members of the commission had not only the University of

Chicago model in mind when it studied the situation in Oregon, but

may have been influenced as well by the philosophy of the general

education movement.

The idea of a survey of higher education with a view towards

consolidation of various state-supported institutions was not a

new idea in higher education either. Several other states had

conducted surveys in the l92O'sfor example, the states of

Arkansas in 1931 and Kansas in 1923. The surveyors themselves

were not inexperienced, Some of the same men on the Oregon survey

had headed or participated in one or more of the other state

surveys which had been made prior to l932.1

The commission surveyed Oregon by first considering its

resources and the ability of its people to pay for higher education,

'2William C. DeVane, Higher Education in Twentieth-Century
America, Cambridge: Harvard University, 1965, p. 68.

13Ibid., pp. 67-70.

Arthur J. Klein headed two surveys and aided one other to
coordinate all state-supported institutions; Fred J. Kelly headed
one survey and aided two others; George W. Works headed three
surveys and aided five others. See Walter C. Eells, Surveys of
American Higher Education, New York: Carnegie Foundation for the
Advancement of Teaching, 1937, pp. 297-304.



-5Survey, pp. 223-272.

16See the introduction to Survey.
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comparing these data to the United States as a whole and to

states of comparable population and wealth. When the commission's

focus turned to the institutions of higher learning, it relied on

information supplied it by the respective institutions in catalogs

and bulletins and in questionnaires which were completed by

students and faculty. Information such as the age, academic rank,

scholastic qualifications, years of experience, publications, and

salaries was sought from the faculty. Information such as age,

family income, distance from home, students' housing, occupa-

tional objectives, parents' occupations, and reasons for choice of

college was requested from the students.15 All the responses were

tabulated and the commissioners' recommendations formulated by the

end of the summer of 1930. Arthur J. Klein remained in Oregon in

the fall to write the report.16

At the Board meeting of 28 October-1 November 1930, Klein

presented the tentative results of the survey which were not to be

released to the public until the report could be published by the

U.S. Office of Education in April 1931. The Board members

interrupted him many times on points of clarification and curiously

seemed much more concerned with administrative policy and with

matters involving teacher education than with the major problem of
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curricular reorganization.17 Advance sheets of the survey

circulated among faculty and administration of all the state

institutions in early March 1931. On 3 April, the Board

directed President Arnold Bennett Hall of the University and

President William Jasper Kerr of the College to prepare by April

18, briefs with recommendations for implementing the proposed

changes. 18

The Survey Recommendations

From the recommendation to establish one central business

office to the recommendation of the reduction of similar curricula,

the idea of elimination of duplication between institutions spelled

the common theme and purpose of the three-hundred-page survey

report. The most drastic changes affected the curricula. They

were as follows:

First, "A great school of science" was to be developed and

headquartered at the College in Corvallis where all the profes-

sional schools which requiid science as the base of their curricula

were to remain. The sole exception was the University of Oregon

Medical School which remained in Portland still affiliated with the

University. All upper division and graduate work in science would

become the exclusive responsibility of the College.

17OSBHE, transcript of meeting, 28 Oct.-1 Nov. 1930. Steno-
graphic transcripts of all the early Board meetings may be found
in the OSBHE Archives, Eugene, Oregon.

18OSBHE, Minutes, meeting of 3 April 1931.



19Ibid., p. 49.

p. 57.
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Second, "A great school of arts, literatures, and social

sciences" was to be developed at the University in Eugene where

all the professional schools based on the use of humanities and

social science courses in their curricula were to be located.

All upper division and graduate work in the humanities and the

social sciences would become the exclusive responsibility of the

University.

Third, a Lower Division was to be created in each institution.

Its function was similar to that of a junior college in that it was

to offer as nearly as possible identical curricula for the first

two years of every student's education.

Fourth, elementary teacher training would be confined to the

normal schools and secondary teacher education divided between the

College and University on the basis of the major function of each.19

The survey based the division of curricular responsibilities

on what it believed to be a natural grouping of professional

schools, namely, those dealing with material things and the laws

of the material universe as disclosed in the natural sciences, and

those dealing with human beings and the principles governing their

actions as disclosed in the arts, literature, and the social

sciences.2° The survey then applied the groupings to the situation

in Oregon.



Essentially the university's major attention is given to
the humanities and the social sciences and to their
applications in various professions, while the major
activities of the Oregon State College are directed to
the sciences and their application in a wide range of
occupations 21

The College had built strong professional schools of Forestry,

Agriculture, Engineering, and Home Economics which relied to a

great extent on service-courses in science. The University had

developed professional schools of Art, Music, Law, and Social

Science which derived much of their curricula from humanities

courses. The survey found major areas of duplication in the

sciences and business. In order to eliminate them in accordance

with the adjudged major function of each school, the survey

recommended all upper division and graduate-level science be

established at the College because of the need for science by its

professional schools. All upper division and graduate-level

business should be developed at the University since the business

curriculum depended more heavily on humanities and social science

courses. The survey recommended the most direct but at the same

time the most drastic method of eliminating duplication in the

two areas where it found duplication mostly concentrated--science

and commerce.22

The recommendation that major work in the sciences be separated

from major work in the humanities and the social sciences stands out

15

21Ibid., p. 49.

22For a comparison of the number of hours duplicated see
Charles D. Byrne, Coordinated Control of Higher Education in Oregon,
Stanford: Stanford University, 1940, p. 62.
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as the most unique feature of the survey recommendations. The

statistical analysis of the resources of Oregon and the

character of the faculties and students may have been thorough,

and the recommendations sound, but the separation of natural

science from the humanities and social sciences was revolutionary.

The idea of a school of science separate from a school of humani-

ties within the same institution had been previously instituted

at the University of Chicago and at the University of Washington,

but the separation of the two schools on two campuses had never

been suggested before.23 In fact the recommendations were

considered "so revolutionary that they were received by the state

and by the country at large without expectation of their

acceptance . . . . " Despite the controversial nature of the

recommendation the survey was later selected by a group of

national authorities on higher education as one of the thirty out-

standing surveys of higher education.25

Contentions with the Recommendations

The 1929 law mandated the implementation of the survey's

recommendations by 1 July 1931. Unfortunately the Board had only

23William J. Cooper, Letter of Transmittal to Survey of Higher
Education in Oregon, p. vi-vii.

24Charles H. Judd, Problems of Education in the United States,
New York: McGraw-Hill, 1933, p. 202.

25w. C. Eells, Surveys of American Higher Education, p. 221.
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three months, from the time of the arrival of the survey's advance

sheets in March until July, in which to act. Furthermore an

appropriation of one-half million dollars suoplenental to the

millage income for higher education was vetoed by Governor Julius

I. Meier in order to cut the deficit budgetthat the 1931 legisla-

ture had passed. If that were not enough, the remainder of the

appropriation, $680,000, was itself the subject of a referendum

petition which, if successful, would freeze those funds until the

election of November 1932.26 The petition had been initiated some-

time in April 1931 by a group of taxpayers known as the Marion

County Taxpayers League. The Board's delay and indecisiveress on

the survey recommendations bolstered the petitioners' claim that

state funds for higher education should be reduced. The petition

succeeded in June 1931, and altogether $1,180,000 suddenly

disappeared from the budget of the State System of Higher

Education. 27

The Board now found its burden increased by the necessity of

deciding which services would be eliminated or reduced in order to

make up the loss. At the same time the Board members received

additional briefs submitted by the various institutions in response

26For more information on the politics of the Governor's veto
and the referendum see, Oregon Voter, 25 July 1931, pp. 12-13; and
11 April 1931, pp. 3-9.
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to one another's original briefs. The stress of digesting the

survey and the numerous briefs, the veto of one-half--million

dollars by the Governor, and the freeze on $680,000 until the

1932 election added an enormous burden to the nearly impossible

task of reaching a major decision which would reorganize higher

education before the July deadline.

The single most important issue affecting curricula was the

recommendation that pure science be transferred from the University

to the College and commerce be transferred from the College to the

University. The University brief submitted to the Board argued

that no institution worthy of the name university existed which did

not offer advanced work in science. The arguments further main-

tained that the proper place for pure science was in an atmosphere

separated from applied science because the motives for applied

science were material gain, and this would surely corrupt pure

science in its pursuit of truth.28 The College in response to the

University's brief argued that the new concept of the state system

was one of a complete university, including all necessary curricula

for a university, existing on separate campuses. All state-

supported schools would in effect become merely separate campuses

in the new State University of Oregon and in this new university

there would be established one School of Science headquartered at

Corvallis.

28 of 0, "Argument Against the Elimination of Upper Division
and Graduate Work in the Science Departments at the University of
Oregon," n.d., "Science, 1930-31," PA, UOA. The argument is not
signed.
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As to the effect of applied science on pure science, the

College questioned the presumed distinction between the two.

Even if such a separation could be made, both kinds of science

belonged in the same place for mutual stimulation--pure discov-

eries stimulated efforts at application which required applied

researches which in turn very often required additional basic

research. 29

In addition to the arguments, President Arnold B. Hall, of

the University, enlisted the aid of the directors of four large

private foundations in the East with whom he had made prior contact

in regard to awarding grants to various programs at the University.30

Hall was especially upset by the recommended transfer of science

from the University and asked his correspondents specifically if

they thought the survey recommendations were sound. In some cases

he received immediate responses by telegram. One of the strongest

came from Henry B. Suzzallo.

The whole scholarly trend is toward the interrelating of
arts and sciences in advanced and research work, and the
Oregon proposal to separate them sharply under different

290SC, "Supplementary Brief," pp. 99-113 in "College and
University Briefs, Submitted to Board of Higher Curricula, Oregon
City, 1928," comp. by Delmar M. Goode, vol. 2, OSU Library,
Corvallis, 1928. (Mimeographed.)

30me directors were Edmund E. Day, Director of the Rocke-
feller Foundation; Henry B. Suzzalo, Director of the Carnegie
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching; Charles R. Mann,
President of the American Council on Education; and John C.
Merriam, President of the Carnegie Institution of Washington. Each
received identical letters, an example of which is Arnold B. Hall
to John C. Merriam, 6 April 1931, "Carnegie Institution of
Washington, 1930-31," PA, UOA.



professional managements does not move toward the
future. . . . Do not know who your surveyors were
but their recommendations should, like those of a
group of educational statisticians or accountants whose
educational experience with advanced study in large
institutions such as yours, must have been very
limited. They seem to be trying to settle a dispute
by purely administrative methods that will ultimately
interfere with the very functions that are to be
performed. 31

Other respondents to Hall's query, Charles R. Mann and

John C. Merriam, believed the Oregon Survey Commission to be so

out-of-touch with the recognized trend in higher education that

they unsuccessfully32 petitioned John Cooper, the Commissioner

of the U.S. Office of Education, to intercede in the publication

of the survey and make changes as would best fit the prevailing

.philosophies in higher education.

I raise the question whether the Office of Education can
afford to publish a report that is so obviously an
ingenious compromise with the local political turmoil
instead of a report that sets up a true standard of
university service as a challenge to the manhood of
the State. I am sure that the educational fraternity
will not respect these features of this report and will
lose confidence in the Office of Education as a national
leader.
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34-ienry B. Suzzallo to A. B. Hall, Telegram, 18 April 1931,
"Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Science, 1930-31,"
PA, UOA.

32Charles R. Mann to Arnold B. Hall, 25 May 1931, "American
Council on Education, 1930-31," PA, UOA.

33Charles R. Mann to John Cooper, 4 May 1931, copy of
memorandum in, C. R. Mann to A. B. Hall, 7 May 1931, "American
Council on Education, 1930-31," PA, UOA.
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Hall even suggested in his correspondence with the same directors

of the East-Coast foundations that if science were still trans-

ferred after all the arguments were considered, he would resign.3

Later he changed his mind and felt he was the only one who could

convince the Board to leave science at the University.

I am persuaded not to resign at once even though the
transfer of pure science be made. I believe by continued
fighting and insisting upon the reopening of the case
that it will ultimately be won.35

Hall's strategy was to support the consolidation of the State

College, the University, and the three Normal Schools into the

University of Oregon on five campuses under one President. He

believed that the Board would select a President and, in turning

ver the reorganization details to the new President, would provide

just one person whom Hall could convince more easily than the nine

men on the Board.36

At the 28 May 1931, meeting the Board accepted in principle

the idea of consolidation and directed that all subsequent action

bear in mind that all five schools were to make up one large

university on different campuses. They made it clear, however,

that there would be no effort to build up one institution by

3Arnold B. Hall to John C. Merriam, 6 April 1931, "Carnegie
Institution at Washington, 1930-31," PA, UOA. For other directors
see note 30.

35Arnold B. Hall to Edmund E. Day, Director of the Rockefeller
Foundation, 17 April 1931, "Rockefeller Foundation, 1930-31," PA,
UOA.

36Arnold B. Hall to John C. Merriam, 23 April 1931, "Carnegie
Institution of Washington, 1930-31," PA, UOA.
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tearing down the other. In keeping with this policy the Board

decided that pure science would not be moved from the University

to the College and that the School of Commerce would not be moved

from the College to the University.37 The Board's appeasing of

both the University and the College had left the institutions

virtually untouched by any of the survey recommendations. The

Board made its actions public one week later and President Hall

interpreted the outcome as a victory for the University.38

At the next Board meeting on 23 June, the University's victory

seemed even more complete, for the committee assigned to investi-

gate transferring the School of Business Administration from the

University to the College, instead of conforming to the Board's

decision of the previous meeting, came up with a plan to transfer

much of the School of Commerce then at Corvallis to the School of

Business Administration at the University. At the Board meeting

President Kerr expressed his chagrin over this suggestion.

. . when I assumed that science was to remain at the
University and commerce as it is at the College, I
hadn't in mind what might or might not be done at the
University in Commerce. Why, I assumed that that was
the policy of the Board and that you would go along;
it might be for a year, it might be longer; but as the
time appeared opportune, with or without the unified
administration, then you could determine this or that

37OSBHE, Minutes, meeting of 28 May 1931.

38Arnold B. Hall to Edmund E. Day, 5 June, 1931, "Rockefeller
Foundation, 1930-31," PA, UOA.



with greater assurance that the least harm was being
done to the state or to any institution. In other
words, you are pursuing a constructive, conservative
policy.

The Board discussed Kerr's complaint and decided that it had

indeed been going too fast in making decisions which would

greatly affect each institution. The Board

resolved to reconsider all previous reallocation of
courses at all institutions under the control of the
Board, and directed that the courses as now prescribed
continue, subject to change by the Board.0

Everything curricular was to remain as it was before the survey

recommendations were released. The Board then assigned the task

of implementing the survey recommendations to the newly formed

Curricula Committee, and reiterated its dedication to the unified

administratjon.1

The Report of the Curricula Committee

Soon after the Board had appointed its Curricula Committee to

implement the survey recommendations, President Hall began to

prepare a case for maintaining upper division and graduate-level

science at the University. In a second mailing similar to the one

made to the directors of private foundations, letters which reviewed

the proposed transfer of science in Oregon were sent to over one

23

39OSBHE, stenographic transcript of meeting of 23 June 1931,
OSBHE.

0OSBHE, Minutes, meeting of 23 June 1931.

1Ibid., members were Ernest E. Lindsay, C. C. Colt, and
Cornelia M. Pierce.
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hundred scientists in the United States. These included

presidents and heads of departments of major universities, and

prominent researchers in government and in business. Two of the

more familiar were Karl T. Compton, Massachusetts Institute of

Technology, and Irving Langmuir, General Electric. The letters

contained two leading questions. First, in the estimation of the

respondent, did pure science belong at the University?42 Because

the question was posed in this way nearly all the respondents

answered affirmatively; a few refused to answer without more

intimate knowledge of the Oregon situation. Second, was the

separation of pure science from applied science a help or a

hindrance to the advancement of science? The responses were split

between those who said the two conflicted and those who said that

contact between them was desirable. Hall compiled the responses

and used the favorable ones to argue that pure science was the

natural area of the University and not the College.43

Hall employed the results of the questionnaire in the Brief

submitted by the University on 9 February 1932 to the Curricula

42The question was asked so that a negative answer would imply
that there should be no upper division or graduate science at the
University and that it all should be at the College instead. All
of the questionnaires may be found in file "Pure Science,"
President's Office Files 1922-32, PA, UOA.

43Hal1 marked at the top of each letter how he judged the
responses, and whether or not anything quotable had been said. At
the top of F. R. Moulton's reply Hall had penciled in "Good--
especially on II, quote 2," ibid.
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Committee entitled "The Allocation of Upper Division and Graduate

Work in Natural Science Examined in the Light of Additional Facts

Together with a Suggested Resolution Embodying the University's

Position."14 He argued that a majority of those questioned about

the proper place of pure science indicated the University as the

best place and quoted several well-known scientists who recommended

the separation of pure from applied science. The College challenged

Hall's tabulations on the grounds that a copy of the questionnaire

had not been provided. Furthermore, they reinterpreted several

of Hall's quotations and argued that they in fact supported the

establishment of both pure and applied science on the Corvallis

campus .

In the same brief the University raised the issue once more

that a "university curriculum without science would be a misnomer,"

and the College also repeated its position that within a unified

system with separate campuses, there would actually be a full

science curriculum; it would simply be concentrated on one campus.

The University argued that there were better faculty, enrollments,

and equipment in Eugene. The College replied that the strength

U of 0, "The Allocation of Upper Division and Graduate Work
in Natural Sciences Examined in the Light of Additional Facts
Together with a Suggested Resolution Embodying the University's
Position," 9 Feb 1932, "Science, 1930-32," PA, UOA.

tosc, "Notes on the University of Oregon Brief of February
9, 1932," 12 Feb. 1932, 13.62.73, OSUA. The brief is not signed.
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of the Eugene faculty and equipment would not diminish in the

move to Corvallis but would thrive at the College just as well;

furthermore, the larger Eugene enrollments were inflated because

of the previous inability of the College to set up curricula in

the sciences, having been restricted to offering service-courses.

The University argued that the pre-medical curriculum would no

longer be possible at Eugene if there were no upper-division

science courses. The College responded that the few upper-

division courses to remain in Eugene along with all the lower-

division science courses would be enough to gain entrance to the

Medical School where the bachelor's degree could be obtained after.

one or two years' additional work. According to the University,

science provided a stimulus to other University fields, especially

the social sciences and education, and its removal would limit

associations which encouraged the necessary scientific development

of disciplines in the social sciences. However, the College cited

enrollment figures to show that, in reality, social science majors

seldom enrolled in upper-division science courses. The University

conversely asserted that science majors would benefit by being able

to enroll in the arts and humanities. Again the College cited past

enrollments, this time in the arts and humanities, revealing that

science majors had enrolled mostly in lower-division courses which

would continue to be available at the College in the new Lower

Division. 46



47"Memo in re Conference on Pure
Office January 22, 1932," 13.62.73, OS

LBM Eliwood Smith to W. J. Kerr,
All of what follows concerning the 22
communication.
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The University's Brief, to which the College had responded

point by point, was in fact a report to the Curricula Committee

on matters which had not been resolved in an interinstitutional

meeting held about two weeks earlier "for the purpose of outlining

a program of attack upon the problems of curricula in the field of

Pure Science."47 What transpired at the 22 January 1932 inter-

institutional meeting with the Curricula Committee was reported

later to President Kerr of the College by his representatives,

M. Elwood Smith, Dean of the School of Basic Arts and Sciences, and

Howard P. Barss, Chairman of the Department of Botany.48

For the meeting it had been arranged that two representatives.

from each institution were to meet with E. E. Lindsay, the

Executive Secretary of the Board and Chairman of the Curricula

Committee. The representatives at the College thought that they

had understood that neither of the presidents of the institutions

would be present, but found, to their surprise, that President Hall

had come to help represent the University. Throughout the discus-

sion the College men received the impression that Linday's

opposition to duplication was not consistently applied. The

previous afternoon, in a similar interinstitutional meeting

concerning the curriculum in architecture, Lindsay had interpreted

Science Held in the Board's
UA.

25 Jan. 1932, 13.83.36, OSUA.
Jan. meeting comes from this



28

the survey recommendations strictly to disallow the claim of the

College to a degree-granting curriculum in Architectural Engineer-

ing. Lindsay said that such a curriculum was archeticture, not

engineering, and belonged exclusively at Eugene. Lindsay could

see no compromise on this matter. The next day, in the matter of

a degree-granting curriculum in science, Lindsay seemed to be more

amenable to a program which, although not in strict accord with

the survey recommendations, would eliminate duplications and be

acceptable to the local situation.

Though not specifically stated in Dean Smith's report to

President Kerr, the implication was that Lindsay seemed to be open

to the suggestion that degree-programs in science might remain at

Eugene while the College gained degree-programs in science as

well. It is possible that to get around the objection of duplica-

tion, a division of the types of science might be made with pure

science left at the University and applied science at the College.

What Dean Smith did state was his impression that the University

would not oppose the establishment of upper-division degrees in

science at the College unless they were forced to give up their

own science programs, twhen, of course, they will fight bitterly;

and they will have the support of public opinion, which will under-

stand only that the procedure seems inclined to leave as Dr. Hall

said, 'a bob-tailed University.' The University has built up

enough sentiment so they think they can influence the Board to
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to depart from the Survey with regard to this e1imination."9

Smith, however, doubted such a compromise would be accepted

because he had just as strong an argument against the transfer

of commerce as the University had against the transfer of pure

science. The parallel between Commerce for the engineers [at

the College] and science for the non-science students at the

University seems complete enough to be pretty strong for similar

action in both cases."5°

The Curricula Committee in the last weeks of February put

together all the information that had been gathered in its many

interinstitutional sessions and began to write its report.

Cornelia M. Pierce, a member of the Committee who was charged

with writing the report, told two men from the College publica-

tions office,51 who were asked by the Executive Secretary of the

Board, E. E. Lindsay, to aid her in the final draft, that when-

ever she or the other committee member submitted their ideas for

changes to the report, Lindsay found the charges rarely, if ever,

satisfactory. One of the men from the College publications office,

Edwin T. Reed, related his impressions later.

The implication seemed to be that either the Executive
Secretary had his own inflexible ideas regarding what
the report should contain or in the interval between

9Ibid.

50Ibid.

51Edwin T. Reed, Editor of Publications, OSC, and Delmar N.
Goode, Assistant Editor of Publications, OSC.



meetings he was subject to influence not in harmony
with the Committee's program.52

Although neither Reed, nor Dean Smith in his letter to Kerr,

state that Lindsay was influenced by President Hall, there is

some plausible evidence that someone in the president's office

at the College thought this. In a brief, confidential, unsigned

memorandum on "Dr E. E. Lindsay," it was stated, in part,

"Lindsay close to Hall, has great respect for him."53 Neverthe-

less, whatever influence Hall may have had over Lindsay, it

proved to play no part in the allocation of degree programs in

science by the Curricula Committee.

on 7 March 1932, the report of the Curricula Committee passed

.the Board unanimously after little discussion.5 The whole system

was finally unified on a basis very similar to the survey recommen-

dations. A School of Science would be established at Corvallis,

and the University would be able only to offer lower-division

science. A pre-medical curriculum could be offered at Eugene, but

it would lack any upper-division science unless the student trans-

ferred to the College. Under the Board's policy of unified

administration, the Committee recommended a single president and

30

52Edwin T. Reed, "William Jasper Kerr, A Biography," Corvallis,
Oregon, 1948. OSU Library, Corvallis, (Typewritten), p. 310.

53Memorancium, "Confidential-Dr. E. E. Lindsay," 12 March 1931,
B.77.7-la, OSUA.

5See the OSBHE, Minutes, 1932. All of what follows concern-
ing the Curricula Committee Report is found at the end of the
minutes volume for 1932 in a copy of the complete report.
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single deans with authority over both institutions. The deans

of the Schools and Colleges, for example, Argiculture, Social

Sciences, and Science, were to have authority over all campuses

of the State System in which there was instruction in their area,

and each was responsible only to the system's president and not to

the institutional presidents.

The Board scheduled its next meeting for 18 March, and

charged the three-month old Unified Administration Committee to

present its recommendations for the deans' positions at that time.

During the two weeks that followed the 7 March meeting, the whole

state system had no one in a position of authority except E. E.

Lindsay, who simply assumed the position of system-wide president

even though he was only the Board's Executive Secretary.

Ever since Lindsay's initial appointment as Executive Secre-

tary in 1930, he had functioned in the capacity of system-wide

president in his relations to the Board. He was present at all

meetings and a member of several Board committees. He presented

the necessary items of business to the Board for their considera-

tion and participated in many of the Board's discussions. Board

members had come to rely on Lindsay's judgment, especially in

regard to the survey recommendations and their implementation.

Cornelia Pierce, in response to an inquiry whether Lindsay had

"considerable influence with the Board or was a mere clerical

assistant," answered later that



I think Dr. Lindsay was very influential in forming the
opinions of the Board members who seldom had the advice
or help of any other person and certainly seldom read
anything. I believe he was always very influential up
to the time when they decided to junk him. I do not
think he was ever a mere clerk. I [was] quite [suspi-
cious] of him during my early days on the Board, and
somewhat resented his attitude but I came to respect
his knowledge and judgment.55

The Unified Administration Committee reported to the Board on

18 March, a different administrative hierarchy than that which the

Curricula Committee had recommended. Instead of a single system-

wide president with only the deans under him, it was now recommended

that each institution maintain its own president in addition to the

deans and the system-wide president who would be known as the

Chancellor.56 This plan was substituted for the one passed at the

last Board meeting. It restored some measure of institutional

identity by retaining the office of president for both the

University and the College, but it did not define their authority.

It was assumed that the Chancellor and the deans would be the true

authorities. The Committee, also at the 18 March meeting,

recommended persons for the deanst positions, and all were approved.

Earl L. Packard, a noted paleontologist at the University since

1916, became the first dean of the new School of Science.
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55Cornelia M. Pierce to Henry D. Sheldon (faculty, U of 0),
22 Dec. 1937. Cornelia M. Pierce Papers, OSLA. Sheldon wrote a
history of the University of Oregon, History of University of
Oregon, Portland: Binfords and Mort, 1940.

56OSBHE, Minutes, meeting of 18 March 1932.
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57Edwin T. Reed, "William Jasper Kerr, A Biography," pp.
352-365.

58Ibjd

The Selection of a Chancellor

As the Board wrangled with its new organization, it encoun-

tered difficulty in finding a man willing to assume the

responsibilities of chancellor. The Unified Administration

Committee supervised the search for a man who would be willing to

form the state system by pulling together five hitherto autonomous

institutions. Several candidates were suggested. The most'

prominent but controversial one being W. J. Kerr who had been

President of the College for the previous 25 years. Kerr had

transformed OSC from an academy-like school into a respected land-.

grant college. It was Kerr's familiarity with the system which

was stressed in arguments for him.57 However, the Board had gone

on record as favoring someone from outside Oregon who would not

have any of the stains of the sometimes bitter interinstitutional

struggles of the last 20 years.58

While the Board was struggling with the problem of personnel

and administrative consolidation, an active political campaign was

launched to force the physical consolidation of the College and

the University. An initiative petition was circulated in the

spring of 1932 to consolidate the University and the College on

one campus at Corvallis. It became known as the Zorn-Macphearson

34
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Bill and was destined to become caught up in rumors of political

deals concerning the Board's eventual selection of Kerr as

chancellor.59 The Bill itself was embroiled in controversy

from the start. Hector Macphearson, one of the prominent

supporters of the petition, related later his version of the

events of the campaign and how he became involved in it.6°

Macphearson was a former OSC faculty member and now was a

member of the legislature. He had authored the original 1929

bill establishing the Oregon State System of Higher Education.

Macphearson interpreted the Board's reinstatement of institu-

tional presidents as a sign that the Board was trying to ignore

the plan for administrative consolidation by leaving a great deal

f autonomy to the individual schools. His feelings were known to

the Marion County Taxpayers League who asked for his help in

circulating a petition to force not just an administrative, but a

physical consolidation of the institutions. Consolidation had

been Macphearson's goal for many years and he had conferred with

the League since it was outspoken in its concern for educational

59OSBHE, Minutes, meeting of 5 Sept. 1932. For a more de-
tailed account of the events surrounding Kerr's election and the
Zorn-Macphearson Bill see, J. David Cunningham's Ph.D. dissertation
at the U of 0 in progress at this time.

60Hector Macphearson, "Origin of the ZOrn-Macphearson Bill,"
n.d., Hector Macphearson Papers, Mss 1376, Oregon Historical
Society, Portland, Oregon. All of the following concerning
Macphearson's role comes from this source.



61See p. 17, above.

62Wayne L. Morse, Dean of the Law School, U of 0, made the
allegation in a speech in Nov. 1933 before the Alumni Association
in Eugene. See J. David Cunningham. Hall did resign 30 Aug. 1932,
see OSBHE, Minutes, meeting of 5 Sept. 1932.
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efficiency and had sponsored the referendum of 1931 to veto the

higher education appropriation.6'

By 4 July, the Bill had gathered more than enough signatures

to be placed on the ballot. However, the night of 4 July only a

few days before the petition, by law, had to be filed, many of

the signed petitions were surreptitiously removed from the safe

in which they had been placed. In a last minute effort, the Bill's

supporters hired people to circulate the petitions, and the

necessary number of signatures were acquired by the time of the

deadline for filing.

Clearly, the impact of the referendum would have been to

eliminate the University and turn the College into the one state

University of Oregon. The stakes were high and it would be

surprising if the College and University factions had not become

involved. It was alleged later that a group of Corvallis business-

men made a deal with some Eugene businessmen that Corvallis would

not support the Bill if the Eugene businessmen would support Kerr

for the chancellorship. In order to get President Hall out of the

way, the Eugene businessmen allegedly "double-crossed" Hall to get

him to resign, so that there would be no conflict when Kerr was

elected.62 And at least one Board member, Cornelia M. Pierce,
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thought the Board's behavior was unusual when it met to discuss

the possibility of electing Kerr since no minutes or notes were

taken for the record.63 She thought it so important that she made

her own notes on the only paper she had, her bank book. These

sketchy notes reveal the concern of the Board for appeasing the

alumni groups at both institutions, the fact that the Board had

been talking with Kerr about his selection, and the support of at

least two Eugene businessmen for Kerr to be made chancellor.6

Later, Kerr denied having ever made any deals in order to be made

chancellor. 65

The Board had difficulty in finding someone from outside

Oregon who would accept the chancellorship, but it finally managed

to interest at least one man in the job, George F. Zook. Zook had

made a previous survey of higher education in Oregon in 1923,66

and was somewhat familiar with the Oregon situation. On a visit

back to Oregon at the invitation of the Board, he made a favorable

63Cornelia M. Pierce to Henry D. Sheldon, 12 Sept. 1938,
Cornelia Marvin Pierce Papers, OSL. Sheldon was writing a history
of the University of Oregon at this time and Pierce was providing
some details of the election of Kerr to the chancellorship.

64Ibid., Cornelia Pierce quotes directly from her notes in
the letter.

65"KerrBiography," p. 430.

66ij. Department of Interior, Bureau of Education, "Report
of the Inspection of Oregon Colleges by the Specialist in Higher
Education . . . ," submitted by George F. Zook, OSU Library,
Corvallis, 1922, (Typewritten).
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impression and was tentatively offered the chancellorship.67 He

wrote the Board in August 1932 that he would accept if, and only

if, he were elected by a unanimous vote. With Kerr's supporters

on the Board, it soon became evident that a unanimous vote was

impossible. Zook was not elected, and on 5 September 1932, Kerr

was elected by a one vote margin.68

When Kerr assumed the chancellorship, he set up his office

and his residence on the University campus in Eugene as a gesture

of goodwill.69 He wished to avoid selecting presidents until he

could get things under control. For approximately one year he

was in charge of the entire system. One month after his election,

in a meeting with E. E. Lindsay, he asserted his authority and

told Lindsay to present matters to the Board only through the

Chancellor's office.7° This action stripped Lindsay of any

authority he had retained. In 1933, the legislature abolished the

office of the Executive Secretary.71

67OSBHE, Minutes, meeting of 5 Sept. 1932.

68Ibid.

69"Kerr Biography," pp. 352-365.

70Ernest E. Lindsay to Fred E. Callister (Board member), 5
Oct. 1932, OSBHEA.

71"KerrBiography," p. 364. Lindsay's three-year contract
conveniently expired on 1 July 1933, the date the legislature set
for abolition. Lindsay had become more unpopular with a majority
of the Board members, especially after his actions in the re-
organization which had caused such an uproar. The aboilshment of
his office was probably influenced by the attitude of the Board
as well as that of Chancellor Kerr.
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In September 1932, the new school year began, and the new

School of Science under E. L. Packard assumed its responsibili-

ties of science instruction and professional training in the

sciences in the Oregon State System of Higher Education. Unlike

any of the other academic units affected by the reorganization,

the School of Science had to be built anew.



III

THE EARLY YEARS

Dean Packard

If it is true that an organization takes on the character of

the man who organizes it, then an analysis of the character of

E. L. Packard is useful to understand the School of Sciencein the

beginning years. When he was asked to accept the new position of

Dean and Director of Science, Packard was 47 years old, a noted

paleontologist in the Northwest, a member of the University's

Geology faculty for sixteen years, and chairman of the University's

Research Council. He had no previous administrative experience.1

Several College faculty members remember Packard as a small and

sickly-looking man. He was shy, definitely a scholar, and did not

function well as an administrator.

In addition to the task of organizing the new school, Packard

faced other difficult problems. First, the status of the School of

Science was not equal to the other schools at the College since it

registered only juniors and seniors in science whereas 11 the other

40

1Packard was one of four men President Hall had recommended
for the position; however, Hall believed Packard's abilities would
be best utilized in directing research at the University.
Arnold B. Hall, "Administrative Position--Deans," n. d., "Admin-
istrative Positions--Deans, 1922-32," PA, UOA.
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schools registered their students for all four years. Second, the

depression forced drastic cuts in budgets and therefore reductions

in salaries and the size of the staff. Third, the academic degree-

level of the faculty had to be raised to a point which would denote

a respectable school of science. Fourth, the number of students

registering in the new school had to be increased in spite of the

precipitous drop during the first two years. And fifth, the

conflicts caused by the transfer of faculty, equipment, and.journals

from Eugene to Corvallis had to be resolved for the faculties to

cooperate in the solutions of all the other problems.

Curricular Reorganization

Before the reorganization, science at the College had been

confined to instruction in service-courses taught especially for the

professional schools. Officially there was no major work in any

scientific field. However, there was more science than would appear

since a student was able to get a good science background through

curricula in the technical schools which leaned heavily toward the

sciences. In particular, the Department of Chemical Engineering

graduated many students who had for all practical purposes received

an education in Chemistry. Linus Pauling is the best-known example.

He graduated from the College in 1922 with a degree in Chemical

Engineering and entered graduated school in Chemistry.2

2Alexander Rich and Norman Davidson, eds., Preface to Structural
Chemistry and Molecular Biology, San Francisco: W. H. Freeman
and Company., 1968.



The School of Science was organized originally into eight

departments as specified by the Board: Bacteriology, Botany,

Chemistry, Entomology, Geology, Mathematics, Physics, and Zoology.

All the departments with the exception of Geology existed at the

College prior to the organization within the School of Basic Arts

and Sciences. Although the Department of Geology was a new addition,

geological courses had been given at the College in the School of

Mines before the reorganization. The 1932 shift dissolved the

School of Mines incorporating that faculty in the newly establised

department of Geology in the School of Science. The Geology staff

and courses were transferred from Eugene minus the Geography

curriculum since apparently it was adjudged more closely related to

the humanities and social sciences than to the natural sciences.3

In 1933, a curriculum in General Science was established for

students who either did not wish to specialize in any particular

science or desired a curriculum for some specialized position, such

as a park naturalist, that required a combination of advanced courses

not offered by a single department. General Science functioned as

an ttadministrative unit't until 1937, when it was designated as a

department and given the responsibility of the Physical and Biological

Science Survey courses and ultimately a series of courses in the

history and philosophy of science.' Although a department, it had no

3See U of 0, Catalog, 1931-32, 1933-34, for change from Dept.
of Geology and Geography before 1932 to just Dept. of Geography
after 1932.

OSBHE, Biennial Report 1935-36, p. 117.
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chairman or faculty. What courses it offered were taught by

professors from other departments until 1948, when a chairman

was appointed.5

Before the school year started in September 1932, and during

the first year of operation, many conferences were held between the

science staffs of the University and the College, to work out

several details of the change not specified by the Board. The

curricula for the first two years of study were made essentially

the same at the two institutions in order to facilitate the free

transfer of students from one campus to another.6 Curricula were

developed for courses of study leading to the bachelor's degree in.

each department at the College. General survey coursin Physical

and in Biological Science were instituted to provide supplementary

science courses for science majors and to serve as an important part

of the curriculum for a degree in General Science.7 The graduate-

level curricula offerings were simplified and the number of courses

reduced with a greater allowance made for credit to be given for

independent work with the creation of the variable blanket-courses

such as Reading and Conference, Research, and Thesis. Three

objectives of the new School of Science curricula were developed:

5llenry P. Hansen, at the College in Botany since 1939, became
the first chairman of General Science. See OSC, Catalog, 1948-49.

6OSBHE, Biennial Report 1933-34, p. 126.

7lbid., p. 127.
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To provide for a broad college training for those students
having an interest in science.

To provide an adequate preparation in the major field
of science as a basis for graduate work leading to advanced
degrees or to positions in which basic science are requisites.

To provide for a broad training in supporting sciences.8

With the formation of the School of Science on the College

campus, science majors and graduate programs were formally established.

It was not until 1935, that the first three Ph.D's were granted,

and that number rose to seven Ph.D's awarded in l94l. Changing

the curricula to provide the necessary coursework for these degree

programs was one of the major tasks faced by Dean Packard. Many

upper-division courses which the University had previously offered

were added to the College curricula, and some new ideas to build

the school were implemented.

The Biological Science Survey course, patterned after the

Physical Science Survey course already instituted, was suggested by

II. P. Barss who as head of Botany believed it would serve the needs

of those students not enrolled in one of the technical schools.'0

Such students could not afford to take the introductory courses in

each of the four biological sciences in order to get a well-rounded

8ibid., P. 127. Throughout the whole period from 1932-1942 the
three objectives were recited in practically every Biennial Report,
catalog, and publication concerning the School of Science.

9See list of degrees awarded in OSC, Catalogs, 1936-37,
1942-43.

101-Ioward P. Barss to Earl L. Packard, 22 Dec. 1932,
24.1.11, OSUA.
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education in biology.11 If all biology departments cooperated in

the teaching of such a course, these students could have the benefit

of an introduction to biology in general and not be limited to just

one or two disciplines. The heads of the other biology departments

objected to such a course because they believed it to be an

unnecessary duplication of their individual survey courses, and the

student would get only a superficial exposure to each of the fields.

Furthermore, most other colleges and universities which had

instituted such a course were dissatisfied with the results and

had dropped it.'2 In spite of the objections, the course was

introduced the next year, l933_34.13

Another idea in 1933 was to split the general courses in

hemistry and Physics into three different sections, one for the

general-interest students, one for the pre-medical students and

one for science majors.1 John Fulton, Chemistry chairman, objected

that the professional and technical schools were quite satisfied

with the courses the way they were.15 He was opposed to the split,

11The four biological sciences departments were Bacteriology,
Botany, Entomology and Zoology. Each offered a basic course in its
particular field. See OSC, Catalog, 1932-33.

12Godfrey V. Copson (Chairman Bacteriology), Don C. Mote
(Chairman Entomology), Nathan Fasten (Chairman Zoology), 1 Feb. 1933,
24.1.11, OSUA.

13csc, Catalog, 1933-34, p. 90.

John Fulton to William J. Kerr, 21 April 1933, B7-c7.6,
OSBHEA.

15Ibid.
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especially if as planned, a Eugene man would have complete

charge of each of the sections. The proposal was not instituted.

The establishment of a School of Science changed the science

departments' relationships with the other schools in the College.

Science had gained an identity of its own but maintained its

primary role in providing basic science courses for the technical

majors. The technical schools responded to this shift in emphasis

of the School of Science by unilaterally offering courses which,

before the reorganization, had been taught by various science

departments. What the technical schools saw as applied science,

the School of Science often viewed as basic science and more

properly belonging to its curricula. For example in 1933, John

Fulton wrote Dean Packard protesting thatChemical Engineeringnow

offered a course, Pulp and Paper Chemistry (ChE 441), which was

still offered by the Chemistry Department as Ch 460, 461, 462.16

Fulton believed this course to be the proper domain of Chemistry

since it possessed the equipment and personnel to handle it.

Fulton protested similar duplications and in 1935 used his response

to a census of chemical research in American Universities and

Colleges, published by the National Research Council, as a means

to voice his protest.'7 He complained that "within the past few

years there has been a gradual encroachment on courses originated

and developed in the Department of Chemistry and for which for

16John Fulton to Earl L. Packard, 22 April 1933, 24.1.2, OSUA.

17Joirn Fulton to Earl L. Packard, 27 March 1935, 24.2.66, OSUA.
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19me committee members were J. Shirley Jones, Ag. Chem. and
Chemistry; Howard P. Barss, Botany and Plant Path.; and Don C.
Mote, Entomology. Earl L. Packard to J. Shirley Jones, 3 June
1933, 81.1.6, OSUA.

20j S. Jones to E. L. Packard, 26 June 1933, 81.1.6, OSUA.
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some reason no students have applied.ttl8 The implication was

that other departments such as Chemical Engineering, in offering

their own courses in applied sciences, took students away from

the Department of Chemistry.

The problem extended to the biological sciences where a

course in genetics was initiated by the School of Agriculture.

the sununer of 1933, Dean Packard appointed a temporary committee

to correlate the science curricula with the curricular needs of

the School of Agriculture.19 The committee worked out a compromise

so that the School of Agriculture could teach genetics, but accept

the courses on the fundamentals of botany and zoology instead of

the survey course in General Biological Science originally

proposed by the School of Science. Also a mathematics requirement

for freshmen in agriculture to help them with chemistry had not

proved to be of help, so it was dropped.20

Yet another case of a technical school taking on the

responsibility of teaching its own basic science courses was the

School of Engineering proposal to reduce the total hours in

mathematics formerly required in the first two years of its
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curricula. The Dean of Engineering said that the freshman work

in mathematics should be coordinated more closely with work in

the course, Engineering Problems and Physics.2' Apparently the

mathematics professors were too public in expressing their dis-

satisfaction, for two months later Dean Packard, responding to

communication received from the Dean of Engineering, informed the

Chairman of Mathematics that "Dean Dearborn has asked that the

members of the Department of Mathematics refrain from discussing

the new Mathematics requirements of the School of Engineering

before the Engineering students, since he feels that the matter is

a closed incident."22

Not only were there problems with correlating the science

curricula with those of the other schools at the College, but the

administrative and curricular division of the School of Science

into an upper division and a lower division restricted it from

the kind of control over its lower-division students and courses

which all the other schools at the College maintained. In order

to remedy the problem, Dean Packard petitioned the College adminis-

tration to give the same status to the School of Science that the

21E. L. Packard to W. E. Mime, i March 1935, 24.2.61, OSUA.
The course, Engineering Problems and Physics, was already offered
by the School of Engineering.

22E. L. Packard to W. E. Mime, 6 May 1935, 24.2.61, OSUA.
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other professional schools at the College enjoyed.23 The

arguments of the opposition to the petition illuminate the

relationship between the Lower Division and the School of Science.

They also illustrate the shift in thrust of the science programs

brought about by the organization of the School of Science which,

in part, motivated the technical schools to initiate many courses

formerly taught by the science departments at the College.

The Petition for Professional School Status

In the original recommendations of the Survey Commission, a

lower-division curriculum similar to what might be found in a

junior college was to be organized on a similar basis at each

.state institution of higher learning.2 When a student had

completed the required courses, usually at the end of the sopho-

more year, he was to receive a Junior Certificate which enabled

him to register without loss of credit in either the College or

the University for upper-division work according to his major and

the major functions of each institution. The Survey realized that

the professional and technical schools such as Agriculture or Home

Economics might not wish to organize on this basis, but it strongly

advised that such an organization be made system-wide.25

23Earl L. Packard to George W. Peavy, 26 April 1934, 24.1.4,
OSUA.

24See p. l4, above.

25Survey, p. 51.
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The technical schools, particularly at the College, objected

to losing, in effect, the first two years of their curricula.

They argued that in order to graduate, a technical major needed

all four years to complete the necessary professional and technical

courses. If the Lower Division were instituted as proposed, it

would mean that there could be no technical and professional

courses during the first two years and their majors would need

five years to complete the required curricula for a degree.26

Such an organization threatened to deprive the freshmen and sopho-

more student who knew what profession he wanted to pursue of direct

contact with those professors in his field. It would, they

claimed, discourage a young student who found that he was not able

to begin his professional education immediately upon entering

college but instead had to complete a series of courses providing

him a liberal education.27 However, the need for just such a

liberalizing influence on every student was one of the key features

of the Morrill Act of 1862 establishing the land-grant institutions

and a specific thrust of the survey recommendations.28

26c, letters from Deans of Technical Schools protesting the
proposed lower division, April 1931, NC-files, 'tM. Eliwood Smith,"
OSUA.

27Ibid

28See William J. Kerr, "The Spirit of the Land-Grant Institu-
tions," Burlington, Vt.: Free Press, 1931, for a general discus-
sion of the need for a liberalizing influence.



Dovetailing with and continuing the work of the
high school, courses of a general character must be
available in all the arts and sciences on whatever
campus students are expected to pursue non-professional
work beyond the high school. Every college student
needs these broad contacts with liberalizing studies no
matter what his professional career is to be. More and
more the professional schools are becoming upper division
schools requiring two years of general college work for
admission. A well marked line between the lower and
upper divisions in most four year college curricula is
being increasingly recognized in American higher
education.29

Nevertheless in 1931, in a joint agreement between the

presidents of the University and the College approved by the Board

of Higher Education, the professional and technical schools won

exception from reorganization regarding the separation of upper

and lower division.30 The agreement cited the nationally stan-

dardized curricula of the technical schools which precluded their

division. No such organization had been approved or accepted in

any other four-year technical school. In the final recommendations

of the Board's Curricula Committee, adopted in 1932, the technical

and professional schools were allowed to register and program their

students for all four years as had been done previously. The

School of Science, however, was not considered a professional

school; and under the reorganization it comprised one-half of the

29Survey, p. 50.

30Presidents of the State University and the State College,
27 May "Joint Statement to the State Board of Higher Education,"
1931, p. 24, in OSC, "Statements and Briefs on Survey Recommenda-
tions," vol. 2, OSU Library, Corvallis, (Mimeographed).
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liberal arts and sciences within the state system. Thus it

could register only those students with Junior Certificates. In

order to acquire the same privileges as the professional schools,

Dean Packard launched a long-term drive to gain for the School of

Science professional-school status.

In April 1934, Dean Packard petitioned the College adminis-

tration to present before the Board of Higher Education, through

the Chancellor, a proposal to allow the School of Science to

register students in the first two years of their education. These

students registered in the Lower Division, which together with the

School of Science, comprised the liberal arts and sciences at

Corvallis. Figure 3 shows the division of the arts and sciences

in the University and the College. In support of his recommenda-

tion Packard argued that,

The School of Science is now organized as a major
school and should have the same status and administrative
autonomy enjoyed by the other major schools of the campus.
Administrative recognition of this principle would enable
the School of Science

To advise students interested in Science throughout
their entire college course.

To develop a espirit [sic] de corps among science
students.

To work out curricula with greater freedom as regards
science prerequisites. 31

Packard here cited another argument which had been used by the

3Earl L. Packard to George W. Peavy, 26 April 1934, 24.1.4,
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technical schools. There were prerequisites which needed to be

taken in the first two years, but if a student did take these

courses while registered in the Lower Division, the Lower Division

requirements could not be completed until the end of the junior

year, leaving only one year for the student to be registered in

the School of Science. Administratively, another important

supporting reason was "to obtain full credit for the science

student enrollment, thus placing the School of Science on a true

basis in comparative statistics relating to enrollments and
COStS.t132 In comparison to the other schools the official enroll-

ment of the School of Science was small due to its inability to

count future majors while they were Lower Division students.

In anticipation of objection to the proposal, Packard

reiterated the School's policy in regard to non-science courses

which in application allowed the student to be exposed to the

liberalizing influences of the humanities and the social sciences.

No student was required to take more than 90 credit-hours in

Science out of the 192 necessary for a degree. This policy

allowed the science student freedom to elect whatever courses he

desired, thus permitting the possibility of a well-rounded

education as well as an adequate training in science.33

President Peavy approved Packard's recoiuiuendation and



submitted the petition to Chancellor Kerr.3' Peavy agreed with

Packard's main argument that the School of Science should be on

an "equal-footing" with the other schools at the College.

Chancellor Kerr responded saying that the matter was worthy of

consideration but not in the near future.35 Kerr believed that

the idea of a broad liberalizing education for all students in

their first two years, without the pressure of having to declare

a major, was an important attitude to encourage in the colleges and

universities of the l920s and l930s.36 The junior college concept,

as embodied in the Lower Division at Corvallis, rested on science

as one of its cornerstones, and the proposal would go against the

educational trends to establish junior colleges as part of

university curricula and as separate institutions as well.

Although Kerr did not state it, his opposition to the proposal is

probably more evident from the position taken by one of his

former associates at the College. E. T. Reed, Director of the

Division of Information and formerly one of Kerr's associates at

the College before reorganization, offered his analysis of the

main issue,

. . which is a question of whether we reduce the
State College to a technical institution only, or
retain all the technical advantages of a school of

55

3George W. Peavy to William J. Kerr, 14 May 1934, 13.24.53,
OSUA.

35William J. Kerr to George W. Peavy, 25 May 1934, 13.24.53,
OSUA.

36Ibid
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of science by keeping it an upper division school and
at the same time take advantage of its broad possibili-
ties for enriching the life of the institution by
preserving its character as a transferred segment--and
that a very large one--of the College of Liberal Arts
and Sciences. Obviously, too, Dean Packard's
recommendation involves changing the character of our
present Lower Division. Instead of a division consti-
tuting the first two years of a complete college of
liberal arts and sciences, which we now have, we should
have merely a haven for the undecided or for those
whose destination is some other institution.

If we do not improve our opportunity to occupy
one-half of the field of liberal education through the
School of Science and the Lower Division, the University
will have a plausible claim for restoring science as an
essential factor in general higher education.37

The University could claim that a true school of liberal arts and

sciences was not being maintained if the proposed separation of

the humanities from the sciences at the College were approved.

The University would then have an argument for the restoration of

science in order that the liberal arts and sciences would be

properly coordinated. Reed postulated that the approval of Dean

Packard's recommendation would wreck any progress made toward the

junior-college ideal in Oregon by robbing from the Lcwer Division

half of its function in providing a liberal education in the first

two years of a student's higher education. In Reed's eyes, the

School of Science, organized as a senior college, found its primary

purpose in continuing a liberal education and not in training for

a profession.

56

37Edwin T. Reed to George W. Peavy, 1 May 1934, 13.24.53,



It is this broad function of fostering general
scholarship--which Dean Packard and his staff are so
abundantly able to do--that the new set-up established
at the College for the first time. It is a function,
I believe, that is indispensable to preserving the
parity of higher education between the two institutions
in Oregon. It goes a step further than the life-long
principle so earnestly striven for by Dr. Kerr (and so
grudgingly granted); namely, that supplementary liberal
training should not be denied the technical student.
It gives us an equal share, in fact, in the great
American heritage of a complete general education. If

we renounce it, or neglect it, we sell our birthright
for a mess of pottage.38

These were strong words, and no action was taken on the proposal.

Packard, however, did not allow the issue to die.

About six months later, plans for a School of Science get-

together for all faculty, science majors, and lower division

students interested in science was announced at a College faculty

meeting. The next night after the faculty meeting, at what was

called "the adjourned faculty meeting," President Peavy encouraged

the faculty "to go ahead with plans to make the School of Science

a more aggressive and unified organization."39 Enough time had

passed since the reorganization to make it seem as though the

allocations between the institutions had stabilized. There was no

reason not to build a great School of Science. In the spirit of

provoking the interest of the other schools and building the morale

in the School of Science, Dean Packard called the get-together the

"Sciomix," the first and, as it turned out, the last of many such

38Ibid.

3osc Barometer, 4 Dec. 1934.
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0OSC Barometer, 8 Jan. 1935. The Sciomix took place on
15 Jan. 1935.

1See p. 33, above.

2See p.116, below.

3See p. 63, below.

Earl L. Packard to George W. Peavy, 16 Sept. 1935, 24.1.4,
OSUA.

5OSBHE, Minutes, meeting of 2 Sept. 1935.
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projected annual events. In an interview with a Barometer

reporter, Packard said the purpose of the occasion was to

develop an "espirit de corps" among the students and faculty to

further the work of the School of Science.0

The actual planning and organization of the Sciomix had been

assigned to Godfrey V. Copson, chairman of the Bacteriology Depart-

ment,' who seems to have become a close advisor to Packard.

Copson supported Packard's proposal for professional-school status

even after the latter's resignation in l938.2 Copson may have

been behind Packard's original proposal but whether he was or not,

Copson was doggedly persistent on the matter.3 In the meantime

Packard had not given up either.

Packard made a second attempt with his proposal in September

l935.' Kerr in the meantime had been succeeded by Chancellor

Frederick M. Hunter, who had assumed office on 1 September l935,

and Packard's timing was possibly deliberate. This time Packard

framed the proposal in the form of a resolution in order to be
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more easily considered by the Board, and for added emphasis he

obtained the signatures of all the science department chairmen as

well. Substantially the same proposal as the previous year came

before President Peavy. More emphasis was placed on the school's

"liberal" requirements which, should students register in science

all four years, did not restrict their opportunities to elect non-

science courses. An even more liberal policy of required courses

existed for those students selecting the General Science major in

which the number of required upper-division courses was substan-

tially lower.

Kerr was gone, but Reed was not. In response to this second

attempt, Reed compiled a somewhat lengthy and detailed argument

against Dean Packard's proposal.'6 His "Couinient on a Petition of

the School of Science" quotes the petition passage-by-passage down

the left side of each page with his arguments against each passage

on the right. Most of his argument again concerned the original

intent of the Board in providing a liberal education, and the

possibility that such a change in the School's status would provoke

a compelling argument from the University to restore science to its

major curricula.

The administration's response was to call a special meeting

of the Administrative Council on 3 December 1935, to discuss "The

46Edwin T. Reed, "Comment on a Petition of the School of
Science," Sept. 1935, 13.24.53, OSUA.



47William A. Jensen to All Department Heads, 26 Nov. 1935,
24.1.4, OSUA.

48George W. Peavy, "Memorandum of Understanding, Lower
Division Science," 16 Dec. 1935, 24.1.4, OSUA.

49George W. Peavy to Earl L. Packard, 22 Sept. 1937, 24.1.4,
OSUA.
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method of handling Lower Division students interested in

science."47 Although Packard's proposal was not forwarded to

the Chancellor for consideration, the discussion produced a

small concession for the School's proposal. Beginning with the

winter term 1936, lower-division students interested in science,

although still registering in the Lower Division, would be

assigned faculty advisors in whatever science field they desig-

nated at registration.48 The purpose of this change was to keep

the School of Science informed as to which students were interested

in what science and also to allow the student to become acquainted

with the science faculty. Again the matter of professional school

status was tabled, only to be brought up again.

A further concession was made before the fall term 1937, when

President Peavy approved the conditional admittance of science

students to the School of Science who had not completed a Junior

Certificate but had completed two years' work.49 This was to

remedy the problem of students having to wait to register in the

School of Science until completion of all the Lower Division

requirements. It meant that the student would have a better chance

of becoming acquainted with his own chosen field, and the faculty
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would have more time in which to evaluate his performance and

provide him guidance in whatever activity his observed talents

indicated. Despite the latest concession, Copson was still not

satisfied. He wanted nothing less than full professional status.

In October 1937, in a memo to now Chancellor-Emeritus Kerr

requesting Kerr's opinion on the situation of science at the

College, Copson bluntly told what he believed was needed to

remedy it.

The School of Science is obliged to maintain a
lot of expensive equipment and must have a large budget
to maintain itself adequately. It is very difficult to
obtain money without showing an enrollment comparable to
the other schools. The School of Science cannot count
in its school the Lower Division Student who indicates
a science preference. Mr. Goode5° says we can, but we
are simply "kidding ourselves"--they are still registered
in Lower Division and counted there--we can't count them
twice.

The School of Science is under fire, and the
University is determined to get science there. The
Chancellor is reputed to have promised them this. The
whole matter of science at the University has been post-
poned for later consideration. This matter will come
again about the first of the year. Before this matter
comes up we must establish ourselves in numbers,
organization, accomplishments, and support of the other
schools of the campus.

It is not a question of an "ideal state," it is a
question of a bitter struggle for our "place in the sun's
as far as the system is concerned. We have no one
fighting our battles, not even on our own campus because
we have not yet become a vital force in the minds of the
other deans. The President is for us, but he succumbs to

50Delmar M. Goode was Assistant Editor of Publications, OSC.



the wiles of Dean Smith51 and Mr. Goode, both of whom
are pathological optimists, idealists, and confirmed
liberal arts men who donut believe in "fighting fire
with fire."52

At the College, E. T. Reed, probably with the assistance of Delmar

M. Goode who was the College curricular authority, answered

Copson's view of the situation.53

Reed and Goode began with a plea for perspective on the origin

of the relationship between the School of Science and the Lower

Division: "The former liberal arts college of the University was

divided between the two institutions, the lower division work being

duplicated at both, the upper division work being centered on a

nonduplicating basis partly at one institution and partly at the

other."5 The College, then, possessed one-half of the function

of what was, before the reorganization, the College of Liberal Arts

and Sciences at the University. Because of this link between the

School of Science and the Lower Division the two should work

together to build their faculty and student morale and not try to
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51Dean Smith was M. Eliwood Smith, Dean of the Lower Division,
OS SHE.

52Godfrey V. Copson, "The Present Situation of the School of
Science at OSC," Oct. 1937, 13.82.Series 8, OSUA. At the top of
this copy is written, "To Mr. Reed, Mr. Goode, for your informa-
tion, G.V.C."

53Some Comment on Professor Copson's 'Memorandum to Dr. Kerr,"
6 Oct. 1937, l3.82.Series 8, OSUA. The comment is unsigned, but is
a direct response to Copson's memo addressed to Reed and Goode. It

can only be surmised that Reed was assisted by Goode since Goode
had been specifically mentioned by Copson.

5Ibid.
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separate their functions. The biggest mistake the College could

make would be to separate the two and open the way for the

University to bring up the whole matter of the allocation of pure

science since the University's argument that the proper develop-

ment of pure science demanded a liberal environment would be

boosted by such an action isolating the liberal arts from the

sciences. Again the proposal died.

Nothing more was heard of the proposal for four years until

Copson, several days after the University did in fact regain upper

division and graduate science, again revived the recommendation

for professional-school status in a letter to Acting President and.

Dean of Science Francois A. Gilfillan.55 Gilfillan had taken over

after Packard resigned in 1938, and recently, as a member of the

Administrative Council, had assumed the duties of the presidency

after Frank L. Ballard's resignation. There is no evidence of any

response from Gilfillan. Copson, as Acting Dean of Science, tried

the proposal again six months later.56 Gilfillan did reply this

time but felt it improper, as Acting President, to consider the

matter.57 He placed the letter in the files so that the new

president, when he assumed office, could consider the situation.

55codfrey V. Copson to Francois A. Gilfillan, 7 Nov. 1941,
13.24.53, OSUA.

56Godfrey V. Copson to Francois A. Gilfillan, 23 July 1942,
13.24.53, OSUA.

57Francois A. Gilfillan to Godfrey V. Copson, 4 Aug. 1942,
13.24.53, OSUA.
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More than ten years of attempts to obtain the right to

register freshmen and sophomore students in the School of Science

rather than in the Lower Division had passed before Packard's

basic proposal was approved for the 1944-45 school year. In the

1944-45 OSC Catalog under "Requirements for Admission and Gradua-

tion" in the School of Science, all students interested in science

as freshmen were required to register in the Lower Division and

could register in the School of Science only upon completion of

the Junior Certificate or provisionally on the completion of two

years in the Lower Division while still working toward the Junior

Certificate.58 In the 1945-46 catalog the statement about required

registration in the Lower Division was omitted, but a requirement

of the Junior Certificate for graduation still remained.59 The

Junior Certificate requirement disappeared in the 1952-53 catalog.60

Oddly, no evidence was found to document the changes which lay

behind the impersonal statements in the specific regulations.

The argument against the granting of professional school

status to the School of Science was that the College had to up-

hold the integration of liberal arts and sciences on the lower-

division level since it was the only unit of the State System to

which major work in science had been allocated. After 1941 when

580SC, Catalog 1944-45, p. 138.

590SC, Catalog 1945-46, p. 136.

600SC, Catalog 1952-53, p. 151.
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the University was again allowed to offer major work in science,

the argument against professional-school status was obsolete.

Depression Cutbacks

It was a difficult task to set up a new School of Science

during the depression. To equip and staff such a new organization

required more money than the legislature was willing to appropriate.

In fact appropriations had been cut drastically in 1931 and 1932,61

which forced the School of Science to be organized with a staff

that was smaller than desired and equipment less than adequate to

provide the level of science instruction that had been suggested

by the survey recommendations.

In 1932, as a part of the cuts made by the state government,

salaries were reduced by 15% for the lower-paid faculty and by 25%

for the department chairmen and full professors. This cut can be

seen in the comparison of the salary data for 1931-32 and 1932_33.62

There was a sudden sinking of the whole salary structure by as much

as $500 for professors and $200 for instructors from an average

$3000 to $2500. It was not until 1937 that all salaries were

restored to pre-1929 levels.

With increasing enrollment throughout the period 1932-1942,

the cramped facilities and inadequate, worn-out equipment were

61See p. 17, above.

62See Appendix A for graphs of these data.
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stretched further. Each biennium the School of Science report

contained a statement noting the need for additional space and

new equipment while at the same time citing all the successes and

and accomplishments of the School despite its handicaps.63

In the Biennial Report of 1939-40, it was stated that $600,000

was needed for new equipment to bring the various departments up

to the level of other Pacific Coast institutions.64 Some help

came in 1938 when the plans for a new chemistry building were

finally approved by the Public Works Administration.65 The

Chemistry Building, now Gilbert Hall, was finished in 1939 and

from the cramped quarters in Science Hall, now Education Hall,

Chemistry moved into its new home along with Chemical Engineering

and Argicultural Chemistry.66

By 1942 Geology, Mathematics, and Physics had been provided

enlarged and remodeled facilities but not the biological sciences.

The departments of Bacteriology, Botany, Entomology, and Zoology

shared the space in Agriculture Hall not used by the School of

Agriculture, "in rooms only half large enough, with obsolete and

63OSBHE, Biennial Report 1937-38, p. 117.

64OSBHE, Biennial Report 1939-40, p. 122.

65OSBHE, Minutes, meeting of 13 Sept. 1938.

66For the letters pertaining to the building of Gilbert Hall,
refer to 24.1.1, OSUA. There had been some question before the
final plans were approved as to whether or not Chemical Engineering
and Agricultural Chemistry would share space with Chemistry in the
new building. It seems that the Schools of Engineering and Agri-
culture wanted to maintain more local control over their respective
departments and objected to the sharing of space.
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worn-out plumbing and electrical facilities of 1909, never

adapted for their particular type of laboratory work."67 In

order to eliminate this crowding it was suggested that the school

limit registration or hold evening classes;68 but World War II

alleviated the problem temporarily by drawing students from the

campus and putting them to war.

Building a Faculty

Most of the people who staffed the new School of Science had

taught at the College before the reorganization. Of the forty-one

faculty members in 1931-32, thirty-six were retained, two people

were hired, and thirteen University faculty were transferred from

Eugene to make up the fifty-one members of the 1932-33 staff of the

School of Science. All the transferred faculty possessed doctorates

but seemingly were not accorded any preferential treatment in salary

or rank.69

The average age of the whole faculty remained fairly constant.

Between 1937 and 1942 the mean and median varied between 45 and 4770

There were few differences among departments except for Entomology

and Geology. They maintained the same staff from 1932-1942, thus

the average age increased every year.

67OSBHE, Biennial Report 1939-40, p. 121.

68Ibjd

69See Appendix A for graphs of salary data ( p. 180 , below).

705ee Appendix C for age data ( p. 194 , below).



Figure 5. Science Departmental Chairmen in 1934--left to right, Earl L. Packard, Dean of Science

and Geology; .John Fulton, Chemistry; Nathan Fasten, Zoology; Willibald Weniger, Physics;

Botany; Wjlliam E. Mime, Mathematics; Godfrey V. Copson, Bacteriology; and Don C. Mote,

Source: 111036, OSUA.

Charles E. Owens,
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Chemistry sustained the largest enrollments and the largest

staff and budgets. Entomology had the smallest department in

terms of the number of faculty, budgets, and enrollment.71 General

Science is excluded since it had no full-time faculty assigned to

it until after the war.

One of the most significant and most evident of changes in

the faculty was the steadily increasing number of Ph.D.'s on the

staff. Before the reorganization the number of Ph.D.'s in science

was low at 34% of the faculty, but with the transfer of the Eugene

faculty in 1932, the number jumped to 54% and steadily increased

with each subsequent year. Clearly the reorganization brought a

dramatic change in the professional appearance of science at the

College. In Figure 5 a comparison between the proportion of

Ph.D.'s in each department shows Geology the only department where

all the staff had completed the doctorate. Mathematics and

Bacteriology were noticeably low through the ten year period due

to the fact that many of their faculty had been retained from the

pre-reorganization period and had not subsequently furthered their

education.

The preponderance of full professors over any other academic

rank shows how "top-heavy" the ranks were.72 This situation pre-

vailed for the entire period although the numbers of associate

71See Appendix B for enrollment data, Appendix C for faculty
data, and Appendix D for budget data.

72See Appendix A in order to compare the number of faculty
in each academic rank (pp.180-187 , below).
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professors and assistant professors increased while the number of

full professors decreased. In 1932 there were twenty-two full

professors as opposed to five associate professors and twelve

assistant professors. In 1941 there were eighteen full professors,

fourteen associate professors, and eleven assistant professors.

There was a sizable financial as well as prestigious reward

for obtaining full professorship. The difference between the

highest paid professor and the lowest paid instructor averaged to

about $2,500for each year in the period 1932-1942 and, considering

that the average maximum salary was $4,000, this represents a spread

of 280% from bottom to top. There was little correlation between

associate professorst ranks and salaries. Wl-ien compared to the

salaries of assistant professors some individual associate professors

made less than an assistant professor in their own department. One

notable example was the salaries for Physics and Zoology for

194O-41. When in 1937 all faculty who had suffered salary

reductions in 1932 were restored to their original level, all those

faculty who had been hired in the intervening years did not enjoy a

comparable raise. This may have contributed in part to the discre-

pancies between academic rank and salary.

The professional and social activities of the faculty were

varied. A chapter of Sigma Xi was organized in 1933, but it was

not chartered until 1936 because of the reluctance of the national

73See Appendix A, pp. 180-187, below).
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Sigma Xi organization to grant a charter to a second group of

Oregon scientists.7 The University had held a Sigma Xi charter

before the reorganization, but due to the loss of its science

program there was some doubt as to whether they could retain it.75

During the time that the University held the only charter, joint

meetings were held once each year between the College and the

University groups.76

In addition to formal organizations, there were informal

groups as well. In 1941 Acting Associate Dean of Science Godfrey

V. Copson called the faculty's attention to an informal group of

young faculty who had suggested matters that needed to be discussed.

at the next School of Science staff meeting.77 One suggestion

called for full faculty discussion of matters that vitally affected

all the faculty so that the administration would have some idea of

the consensus of opinion of the faculty and could be assured that

policies had their support. A second suggestion called on the

administration to develop a way for complaints, protests, and

constructive criticism to be aired since the young faculty felt

that they had much of value to offer in the way of enthusiasm and

ideas. Third, more frequent faculty meetings would result in closer

7Wi11iam E. Milne, Chairman of Mathematics, OSC, 1932-56, to
Earl L. Packard, 31 Dec. 1935, 24.3.80, OSUA.

O. F. Stafford to Henry B. Ward, 19 Oct. 1932, 24.3.81, OSUA.

76See 24.3.81, OSUA, for records of Sigma Xi at OSC.

77Godfrey V. Copson to Faculty Members of the School of
Science, 24 Nov. 1941, MC Files--"Reorganization," OSUA.
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80Ibid
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understanding and greater cooperation among the various depart-

ments. Last, the usual decision-making process was criticized.

"It is entirely foreign to the method and spirit of science for

decisions to be reached by small groups and then decreed as

mandates for the majority."78 The Dean of Science, F. A.

Gilfillan, dubbed the group the "Young Men in a Hurry."79

The young men had met together since some time in 1939 to

discuss ways of bringing about changes in the way the College, and

particularly the School of Science functioned. Many of them had

been hired on their first teaching job after receiving the

doctorate and had come to the College as instructors. They were,

in their youth, impatient to see the changes made. They pressed

for higher salaries, faster promotions, and smaller teaching loads.

Then instructor and member of the group Ernst J. Dornfeld, later to

become Professor and Chairman of Zoology, said that the Young Men

in a Hurry, coming from eastern universities with higher standards,

wanted to bring the College up to the standards of the institutions

where they had been trained. Their proposals included everything

from higher salaries and a more democratic method of decision-

making to such comparatively small matters as discontinuing the

usual college-wide practice of dismissing classes whenever the

football team won a game.80 Ironically, just as these younger



members of the faculty began to bring about these changes in the

character of the school, the demands of World War II service

removed many of them from the campus.

Student Enrollments

It cannot be said that the depression alone was responsible

for the precipitous decline in student enrollments between 1931-32

and 1932-33--students' uncertainty over how the reorganization

would affect the College caused some of the difference.81 The

drop in College enrollment continued for the first two years after

the reorganization, and the situation in science paralleled the

College-wide decline.82 From 1933 through 1941 enrollment climbed

spectacularly--more than doubling in less than a decade.

Chemistry's enrollment (70 in 1941) was the largest every year from

1932-1942. General Science showed relatively large increases each

year after being organized as a department in 1935; and Bacteriology,

Physics, and Mathematics traded the dubious distinction of having

the smallest enrollments throughout the period.

The financial outlay in each department in cost per student

credit-hour shows Entomology was by far the most expensive. This

was probably due to the highly specialized nature of its work--few

courses which attracted few students other than those majoring in

Entomology. General Science, on the other hand drawing on students

79

81OSBHE, Biennial Report 1933-34, p. 40.

825ee Appendix B for data on enrollments (pp. 188-192, below).



from all departments into its science survey courses, required

less cost per student credit-hour because of its larger enroll-

ments and the lower costs of required supplies and facilities.

Generally all the costs per student credit-hour increased in

1933-34 due to the second year of declining enrollment. As the

students began to return in greater numbers in 1934, the costs

went down accordingly. In 1937 there was a general increase in

cost due to the raising of the faculty's salaries back to the

pre-1932 levels.83

Faculty Conflicts

E. L. Packard had a personal stake in how he built the new

school. He found himself often at odds with his faculty especially

when, in the beginning, he attempted to reorganize the science

departments at Corvallis and institute men from Eugene as depart-

mental heads. Packard was inexperienced with administrative chores

such as staff and budget proposals and apparently made specific

staff changes and budget cuts in the science departments on the

Corvallis campus in compliance with the orders of the Executive

Secretary of the Board, E. E. Lindsay.84 Lindsay's plan for the

newly organized School of Science was to replace each of three

department heads with a Eugene man. A good account of what

80

83See appendix D for cost per student credit-hour data
( p. 197 , below).

84George W. Peavy, President, OSC, 1934-40, to Frederick M.
Hunter, Chancellor, OSSHE, 1935-47, 7 June 1938, B6-s3.2, OSBHEA.



81

transpired is that of John Fulton, then Head of Chemistry at the

College. According to Fulton, three department heads were called

to Packard's office in Eugene in April 1931, and told that a man

from the University would be made department head over each and

there was nothing any of them could do about it--not even President

Kerr had the authority to have the Dean's orders changed.85 The

department heads complained to Kerr who told them not to press the

matter but wait until Packard's unilateral actions would overtake

him.86 Indeed at the 18 April meeting, the Board passed resolutions

presented by the Curricula Committee and the Unified Administration

Committee limiting the authority of the Deans in matters affecting.

budget or personnel such that "the Deans and Directors be required

Lo submit their recommendations through their respective President

whose approval must first be obtained."87 There was no discussion.

Obviously Packard would not get Kerr's approval for the staff

changes, so the College science department heads were reinstated.

But the damage had been done. A considerable spirit of ill-feeling

had been created between the original Corvallis faculty and the

Eugene men who were transferred from the University. Packard on the

85John Fulton, Chairman of Chemistry, USC, 1907-40, to George
W. Peavy, 27 July 1936, 13.24.53b, OSUA.

86Francois A. Gilfillan, then Chairman and Professor of
Practical Pharmacy, later Dean of Science, OSC, 1927-1961. Inter-
view. 29 Jan. 1975.

87OSBHE, Minutes, meeting of 18 April 1932.



other hand had been humiliatingly by-passed in the chain of

command. Subsequently he made budget changes and personnel

shifts without consulting the department heads. Again these men

complained to Kerr who advised them

against [doingj anything that would impress Dr. Packard
that they were trying to overturn his budget or protest
against his recoiiiuiendatjons or assignment; rather, in
their attitude, they should assume that he has tried
to do the best he could under the circumstances . .

since they had first been listed for demotion as heads of
the departments, at this late hour, for them to begin to
question the assignment of certain people to the different
departments or the assignment of work to the members of
the staff, and all that sort of thing, it might impress
the Dean unfavorably, he getting the idea that their
attitude is belligerent and not cooperative and helpful.
While they keep in mind, of course, their prerogatives
as heads of the departments, they must not forget the
prerogatives of the Dean of the new school.88

There was one man from Corvallis, however, who was not among

those Packard tried to demote, and perhaps due to the absence of

bitterness after the reorganization, he offered his advice on the

administration of the new school. And Packard received it in a good

spirit. This man was Howard P. Barss, the chairman of Botany, who

seems to have acted unofficially as Packard's assistant dean.

Barss was made chairman of the important Curriculum and Schedule

Committee, and represented Packard when he was out of town, at least

82

88William J. Kerr, "Conference with Dr. Fasten, Dr. Weniger,
Professor Fulton," 4 May 1932, 13.83.36, OSUA. Fasten was Chairman
of Zoology, 1921-44; Weniger was Chairman of Physics, 1920-52;
Fulton was Chairman of Chemistry, 1907-40.
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at one meeting with the administration.89 Of all the early

extant correspondence of Dean Packard, Barss's letters are the

most numerous, perhaps because Barss was a voluminous letter

writer. Some of the letters, however, directly concern the admin-

istration of the School of Science, and from the content it is

clear that Barss had more than a casual interest and influence.90

In December 1932, Barss asked Packard for some clarification

of the authority of department heads--whether or not as head of

Botany at the College, he had any authority over Botany at the

University. Packard interpreted the Board's policy of unified

administration such that the heads of the science departments in

Corvallis did have authority over those at Eugene.91 The initial

test came when requests for service courses from the Eugene faculty

89Howard P. Barss to Earl IL. Packard, 17 June 1933, 24.1.11,
OSUA. The meeting concerned class scheduling and Barss later
related to Packard that he had made several suggestions which the
administration considered.

90When Barss resigned in 1934 to go to work for the Office of
Experiment Stations in Washington, D.C., at a somewhat better salary,
he made several noteworthy suggestions for the improvement of the
state system. One suggestion was for the graduate school to make use
of the government researchers in agriculture by obtaining for each a
one-term leave of absence every two years in order to conduct a
graduate class (Howard P. Barss to Willibald Weniger, 8 Feb. 1934,
24.1.11, OSUA). He also urged coordination of research activities
between the University and College in order to make best use of the
allocation of activities already instituted (Howard P. Barss to
William J. Kerr and George W. Peavy, 8 Feb. 1934, 24.1.11, OSUA).

91Earl L. Packard to Howard P. Barss, 5 April 1933, 24.1.11,
OSUA. There is no record of Barss' letter to Packard.
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were rejected by the Corvallis department heads.92 The Eugene

faculty immediately appealed to their, the University's, Executive

Secretary. He informed Chancellor Kerr that only an individual on

the University campus could consider requests from the science

faculty there, and Dean Packard would have to appoint someone at

Eugene who would consult with the Executive Secretary and Packard

on the matter of curricular offerings at Eugene.93

Orin F. Stafford, a professor in Chemistry at the University

since 1902, assumed the additional responsibilities of representa-

tive of the Dean of Science at the University. Although no official

appointment was found, letters from Stafford apprising Packard of

the budget and personnel changes at the University are numerous, and

he had previously been deligated the authority by Packard to sign

requisitions for the transfer of equipment.9 The representative

of the Dean on the University campus had the combined authority of

the individual department chairmen in Corvallis over science at the

University. Thus a small degree of autonomy was returned to the

University. The Eugene science faculty was hardly satisfied.

They desired more and more autonomy and, as soon as possible, the

restoration of upper division and graduate science. The pressure

for such action increased year by year, and the bitterness grew

92Memorandum to William J. Kerr from Earl M. Pallett, 18 May
1933, "Dr. W. J. Kerr, Chancellor OSSHE, 1932-33." PA, UOA.

93Ibid.

91To Whom It May Concern from Earl L. Packard, 9 July 1932,
24.1.8, OSUA.
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between the two faculties making Dean Packard's job even more

difficult.95

Furthermore, Packard found it necessary to mediate in many

cases between the transferred Eugene faculty and the original

Corvallis faculty. Altogether twelve Eugene' science faculty had

been moved to Corvallis including Dean Packard.96 The adjustment

of the new men was often a difficult one. At the beginning of the

fall term in 1932, the staff from the experiment station honored

the twelve at a banquet. William A. Jensen, the College's

Executive Secretary, welcomend them on behalf of the institution

and confidently declared, "In a word, pure science is added to

applied science. The former has been recognized as the special

field of the University, the latter has been conceded to belong to

the College as the land-grant institution of Oregon."97 Two

different groups of men were thrown together. The Eugene men

95See p. 115, below.

96Eugene faculty moved to Corvallis: William P. Boynton,
Physics; Albert E. Caswell, physics; Leo Friedman, chemistry;
Edwin T. Ilodge, geology; Adolf H. Kunz, chemistry; Edward H.
McAlister, mathematics; William E. Milne, mathematics; Arthur R.
Moore, zoology; EarlL. Packard, geology and dean; Ethil I. Sanborn,
botany; William D. Wilkinson, geology; Roger J. Williams, chemistry.
In Jan. 1933 Rosalind Wulzen joined the College staff from the
University in zoology.

97William A. Jensen, report on speech before the Experiment
Station staff, 4 Oct. 1932 in Edwin T. Reed, "Pure Science,"
Oregon State Monthly, vol. 12, #4:6-7 Nov. 1932.
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dealing mainly with research in pure science were expected to fit

in with the applied-science types in Corvallis and they both were

expected to cooperate in the building of a great School of Science.

Not all were as confident as Jensen. Some of the Eugene

transfers were afraid that pure science would be assimilated and

its importance diminished by a College administration whose avowed

purpose in science was in technical applications and in service-

instruction for its professional schools. In addition to this

concern, the new men found themselves suddenly placed in an institu-

tion which operated under a different administrative philosophy.

The former Eugene faculty had become accustomed to relatively

democratic practices of administration and were naturally somewhat

resentful of the autocratic habits of the College. In addition,

some felt, with some justification, that they were superior in

training and even ability to their immediate superiors in the

College departments. These generalizations are, in part, evidenced

by the complaints of one transferred faculty member, Adolf H. Kunz,

in regard to the practices of the College.

There seems to be a definite objection to any constructive
change [at OSCI and since all matters of policy, instruc-
tional and administrative, are entirely in the hands of
the highest ranking staff members (mainly deans, directors
and heads of departments) there is no opportunity to even
express an opinion.98

Furthermore Kunz questioned the competency of his new Chemistry

chairman, John Fulton. Claiming to speak f or his colleagues, he

98Adolf H. Kunz, then Chemistry, OSC, transferred from Eugene
in 1932, to H. G. Townsend, 12 Oct. 1933, A. H. Kunz Papers, OC, UOA.



99Ibid.

1005ee lists of faculty in U of 0, Catalog and OSC, Catalog for
years 1934-35 and 1935-36.

101See p. 81, above.

1020rin F. Stafford, Prof. Chemistry, U of 0, 1902-42, to

Clarence V. Boyer, Pres. U of 0, 1934-37, 9 Aug 1935, "A. R. Moore,
l935_36,t PA, UOA.
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added, 'tAll have the feeling that the ideals of the School of

Science in a real university are being submerged in the old

ideals of a technical school."99 When an opening in Chemistry

became available at Eugene this man requested to be transferred,

and, along with a colleague in Physics, Albert E. Caswell, both

returned to the University.00

Personnel problems in the Chemistry department were not unique

in the School of Science. The former head of Biology at the'

University, Arthur R. Moore, was initially scheduled to move to

Corvallis first as head of Zoology,101 then as a regular faculty

member in the Department of Zoology. At the beginning of the fall

term in 1932 he decided to spend a year in Japan. This provoked

considerable confusion for his responsibilities had to be redistri-

buted among existing faculty as hiring any extra help was out of the

question due to the stringent budget brought about by the depres-

ion.'02 When he returned the next year he made an attempt to teach

classes in Corvallis while maintaining his research lab in Eugene.

The arrangement was highly unsatisfactory both for the College and

the professor because of his repeated tardiness and absence from his



10 3lbid.

-01Clarence V. Boyer to Frederick M. Hunter, 4 April 1936,
24.1.12, OSUA.

'°5lbid.

-06Earl L. Packard to Clarence V. Boyer, 8 April 1936, 24.1.12,
OS UA.

107See p. 81, above.
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classes in Corvallis. Again he arranged a year's study in Japan,

but the next year the Corvallis head of Zoology did not want him

back.103 Although there was no biology position for him at Eugene,

his friends, including Dean Packard, tried to create a position for

him at the University in Psychology.° In 1936, the University

President requested of the Chancellor that an upper-division

physiology course offered exclusively at Corvallis be changed to an

upper-division psychology course so that it could be offered at the

University and the former biology head be given a position in

Psychology in order to teach it.105 Dean Packard and the College

President approved, as did the Chancellor.106

Most of the problems between the College faculty and the trans-

ferred faculty from Eugene were generated in Chemistry which had

acquired the services of three Eugene men. The head of Chemistry,

John Fulton, had been relieved of the chairmanship in Packard's

original plans but was subsequently reinstated.107 Fulton, however,

sensed a move on the part of Packard and his Eugene "buddies" to

take over the department, if not overtly, then covertly. Fulton's

feelings were based on a proposal by the Dean to split Chemistry
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into three divisions of General and Analytical Chemistry, Physical

Chemistry, and Organic and Biochemistry.108 Fulton was certain in

his own mind that Packard would appoint a Eugene man heading each:

"It is our opinion that this is a decided and avowed intention of

discrediting the College instructors in favor of those from the

University, and is a hold-over from last year."109 Fulton naturally

opposed any change which favored the Eugene men and even sought the

dismissal of one on a charge of insubordination when he had ini-

tially refused to accept his schedule at the beginning of the

year.11° Fulton had gone first to Packard who accused him of being

biased, then he appealed to Chancellor Kerr;1 but the Eugene man

in question was not dismissed and remained to torment the aging

Fulton.'12 Of the three Eugene faculty moved in Chemistry, one

returned to Eugene after two years, one resigned after disagree-

ments over research facilities seven years later,'13 and the other

108For a copy of Packard's proposal, see John Fulton to
William J. Kerr, 21 April 1933, B7-c7.6, OSBHEA.

'°9lbid.

'10Ibid.

11Ibid.

2Fu1ton brought formal charges of insubordination against
Friedman in 1938. President Peavy believed Fulton but allowed
Friedman to remain. C. W. Peavy to Leo Friedman, 6 May 1938,
24.2.79, OSUA.

113Roger J. Williams had obtained a research grant from the
Rockefeller Foundation for investigating pantothenic acid. There
was considerable disagreement between Williams and Fulton over the
use of the Chemistry department facilities for his research which in
part led to Williams' resignation in 1938. See 13.24.53b, OSUA.
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outlasted Fulton's attacks.

The problems encountered in Chemistry resulted from the

attitude of its department chairman who never seemed to forget

that he nearly lost his job to a Eugene man and was determined

to see that none of the Eugene men had any great success or

authority. Fulton seems to have been careful, however, to follow

Kerr's initial advice to keep clear of Dean Packard.1 Concerning

the idea of splitting the department into three sub-divisions,

Fulton wrote Kerr, "The proposal shows such an intimate knowledge

that we are not inclined to ascribe the suggestion to our Dean

II115 The proposal was not approved, but as a compromise, a

proposal was made to divide the department into four committees

according to administrative duties rather than curricular functions.

The committees were Equipment and Supplies, with Fulton as chairman,

Undergraduate Instruction, Graduate Study and Research, and Place-

ment and External Relations.116 The chairmanship of Graduate Study

and Research was the only chair given to a Eugene man, Roger J.

Williams.

The relations between the transferred faculty and the original

faculty gradually improved as most came to accept the situation,

and the few who could not accept it either transferred back to

Eugene or resigned. By 1942, when science was restored to the

p. 82, above.

USJohn Fulton to William J. Kerr, 21 April 1933, B7-c7.6,
OSBHEA.

116Earl L. Packard to John Fulton, 2 June 1933, 24.1.2, USDA.
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University, eight of the original twelve transferred Eugene

faculty remained. Of the eight, two held emeritus positions. Of

the four who left, three returned to the University and the other

resigned for a better position.117 Indicative of the extent of the

problem, faculty relations were the subject of a talk before the

Triad Club, an organization inclusive of most of the College faculty,

by H. P. Barss before he left the College in 1934. Barss stressed

the promotion of good fellowship relations between the faculities

of the University of Oregon and the Oregon State College.118

President Peavy addressed the faculty on the same subject in a

meeting on 31 January 1934.119 However, the bitterness remaining

from the years of accusations before the reorganization and from the

shakeup itself left scars too deep to be healed completely except

with the passage of time and the restoration of science to the

University.

117Emeritus: William P. Boynton, E. H. McAlister. Returned
to Eugene: Adolf H. Kunz, Albert E. Caswell, Arthur R. Moore.
Resigned: Roger J. Williams.

118William E. Lawrence, Assoc. Prof. Botany, USC, and Chair-
man Program Committee Triad Club, to Earl L. Packard, 3 Feb 1934,
24.1.9, OSUA.

1 19Ibid.



Equipment Conflicts

Aside from personnel problems, Dean Packard encountered

problems involving transferred equipment. The University resented

the loss of much of the equipment necessary to carry on the level

of research previously established there. In 1935, there were

reports concerning the "gutting" of the University of its valuable

science equipment. To this charge Dean Packard responded that

I feel that the transfers of equipment have not
crippled the Science Department of the University to do
work which they are permitted to do, in fact, if any
criticism can be made, it would be that not enough
equipment was transferred to meet the needs of Paleon-
tology and possibly other courses. The transfers were
made at the time when I had a personal interest as Dean
and Director in building Science at both institutions
and I used my best judgement in utilizing equipment
and men where they were most needed.12°

As a result of an argument over the transfer of some micro-

scopes back to the University in 1934, the policy to be followed

in the transfers was changed. Instead of transfers in title from

one institution to the other, equipment was to be loaned for a

specified period of time. In a letter representing the University's

position on this policy, 0. F. Stafford, Packard's official repre-

sentative at Eugene, mentioned that if the University were at some

future time able to offer upper-division science again, a policy of

prohibiting transfers would make it difficult to set up a good

'20Earl L. Packard to William A. Jensen, 4 March 1935,
13.24.52, OSUA.
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science program since the University would not be able to

retrieve the equipment it had already transferred to the College.121

However, Stafford soon was forced to concur in the new policy.

The head of Physics, shortly after Packard had declared the policy

of no more transfers, made a trip to Eugene and moved a large

electromagnet to Corvallis. He later made application to Packard

for the authorization, but the University would only agree to a

loan of the equipment for a specified time period.122 The final

resolution of the conflict over equipment came only with the

restoration of science to Eugene in 1942 when much of the equipment

remained at Corvallis. However, the case of library materials was

different.

In 1932, eighty-six sets of science journals owned by the

University and worth $17,208.88 were moved to the library at

Corvallis.'23 Significantly, all the documents mentioning the move

called the action a "deposit" and not a "transfer." The College

librarian did not mark the books as belonging to the College, and

the University never pulled their cards from the shelf-list in

Eugene. The transfer of material from one library to another came

1210rin F. Stafford to Clarence V. Boyer, 30 Oct. 1934,
"Science, School of, 1933-34," PA, UOA.

122Orin F. Stafford to Clarence V. Boyer, 16 Jan. 1935,
"Science, School of, l933_34,TI PA, UOA.

'23William H. Carlson, "The Transfer of Certain University of
Oregon Science Journals to Oregon State College in 1932--a History
and Analysis, and Some Recommendations, May 14, 1945," OSU Library,
Corvallis. (Typewritten.)
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to a halt in 1933 with the University's refusal to allow their

set of Beilstein, a science encyclopedia, to be moved. Packard

had approved the College librarian's request, but Stafford at the

University complained that he had taken out a personal loan to

purchase the set and waited many years before the sum had been

refunded to him.2 The College would just have to procure its

own set. The Beilstein set was not transferred.

The final resolution of the University's claim to the books

transferred in 1932 was made by the Board in 1946.125 The Board

resolved that a division of the journals be made, based on an

agreement jointly submitted by the Directors of both libraries in

question and approved by both presidents. The agreement provided

for the return of about one-half of the books and journals to

Eugene based on the needs of the science program which had been

restored in 1941.

In spite of all the problems that Packard faced in organizing

and administering the School of Science for the first six years,

there were noticeable improvements. Conflicts between the faculty

transferred from Eugene and the original Corvallis faculty gradually

faded. Student enrollments increased after the first two years of

121Orin F. Stafford to Earl L. Packard, 24 Oct. 1933, 24.1.6,
OSUA.

125
H. Carison, "Final Signed Agreement, on the return of

certain of the transferred science journals of 1932 to the Univer-
sity Library, October 9, 1946," OSU Library, Corvallis.
(Typewritten.)
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decline. The professional appearance of the faculty improved and

promotions in academic rank became more frequent as the older

professors retired. Salaries improved and new staff were hired as

more money was made available to science when the economics of the

depression eased. And the competence of thecurriculum, enlarged

and improved in 1932, was demonstrated as it guided more and more

degree candidates to the completion of degrees through the Ph.D.

But by 1942, not all the problems had been solved, and there

were new ones. The Young Men in a Hurry sought to raise the stan-

dards of the College from a "cow-college" to a university, just as

Packard had earlier fought to improve professional quality through

his drive for professional-school status for the School of Science.

However, this idea of professionalism had its consequences. As

science at the College reoriented itself after 1932 to the training

of scientists, rather than technologists, the technical schools for-

mulated their own courses in applied science which drew students

away from the School of Science. The narrowing of focus due to

professionalization started the trend to ignore non-majors and the

idea of a liberal education which indirectly added fuel to the

argument in regard to the return of science to the University.

Thus there were many problems, old and new, some continuing to

the present, and though Packard resigned suddenly in 1938, a

casualty of the rivalry between the University of Oregon and the

Oregon State College, he had done much to organize and improve the

School of Science.



IV

RESTORATION OF SCIENCE TO THE UNIVERSITY

Before 1937

The history of the School of Science at Oregon State University

is inextricably intertwined with the events and personnel of the

science program at the University of Oregon. what was intended as

the great School of Science for the whole state system was built

by moving from Eugene the degree programs in science to upgrade

what was then a service, non-degree-granting program at Corvallis.

Wishing to eliminate unnecessary duplication, the Board had reduced

the departments of science at the University from university status

to that of a junior college. The Eugene faculty, including some

of the former faculty who were transferred to Corvallis, was

understandably upset over losing the program in pure science; and

for the ten years after the 1932 reorganization, pressed for its

restoration. The accusations by the men from Eugene and the

subsequent defense by the Corvallis men of the School of Science

provide an interesting insight into the distrust and bickering

which unfortunately occupied the effort and energies of both

faculties at a time when they might have been better applied to

the building of a truly great School of Science.

There was a different attitude toward science on the Corvallis

campus from that at Eugene. Science at the College before the

reorganization consisted solely in service-courses for the

96
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technical schools, whereas the University offered a full degree-

granting program in the liberal arts and sciences. With the re-

organization which transferred science from the University, the

newly created School of Science had not only new obligations to

teach science as an integral part of a liberal education, but also

retained its responsibilities to the technical schools to provide

basic science education and, in some cases, to teach courses in

applied science designed specifically for the technical schOols.

A fundamental argument voiced by the University in opposition

to the reorganization, and one which surfaced repeatedly in its

efforts to regain its lost curricula, was that pure science would

suffer in an atmosphere which emphasized application. Support for

'this view came from an unexpected quarter, the College itself. The

prospect of suddenly becoming the major center for teaching and

research in science in the entire state was viewed by many of the

science faculty in Corvallis with some ambivalence. Illustrative

of this is a statement of the chairman of the Physics Department.

The policy of the department has been that its primary
function is to teach the service courses demanded by the
different technical schools. The development of pure
science is welcomed, but it is felt that it should come
as a process of natural growth, and not in such a manner
that it will interfere with and be a detriment to the
services rendered the technical schools.'

As if to emphasize his position, this same physics chairman two

years later supported a resolution to the State Board, unanimously

1Willibald Weniger, Report to President Kerr, n.d., Mc-files,
"Reorganization--Science," OSUA.
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passed by the Oregon Chapter of the American Association of Physics

Teachers, to restore major work in pure science to the University.2

It was actions like this which were seized by those at Eugene in

their efforts to restore science because the Eugene men interpreted

this attitude of accountability to the technical schools as an

indication that the College would not oppose any science restoration.

This attitude of the Physics Department Head was echoed by

the President, George W. Peavy. One of the transfers reported to

his former colleagues in Eugene the gist of a speech by Peavy to

the science faculty on 21 February 1934.

Yesterday Peavy addressed the science faculty at the
College and stressed the fact that the College is primarily
a technological institution and as such the first task
of the science departments is to help solve the practical
problems of the industries and agriculture of the state
of Oregon. That is what the state expects of the College.
Pure science and research are all right in their place
but that is not our [College's] task.

While realizing that pure science of today may be
the applied science of tomorrow, he feels that it is his
duty to emphasize the app1ied aspect of science in terms
of service to the state and its industry. He went on to
say that those people of the faculty in pure science would
not be neglected.

We interpret Peavy's speech to mean that he feels
that the College has a special work to do in "applied
science"--the term was his own--and therefore would have
no objection to return of pure science to the University.
He may not want to start things but would be in a receptive
attitude.

2Albert E. Caswell, 27 May 1938, Eugene, Oregon, signed copy
of resolution to restore science to the University passed by Oregon
Chapter American Association of Physics Teachers, 19 May 1934,
"Science Reorganization, 1937-38", PA, UOA.

3This letter is unsigned, but its tone suggests that some of
the former Eugene faculty moved to the Corvallis campus may
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The report continued with some speculation on the attitude

of the recently appointed University President Clarence V. Boyer

as to whether he would press for the restoration of science that

year or not. "We think the time is propitious, and wonder how

the science men on the campus [Eugene] react. Also, whether some

of you can sound out Boyer, or would Boyer like some one to sound

Peavy out , and if so whomV' Whether or not these soundings

were made is not known, but individual Board members were contacted

by the University's President.

In July 1934, President Boyer sounded out a Board member who

proved sympathetic to the University's desire to restore science.

In a letter to Charles A. Brand, a new appointee to the Board,

Boyer named the restoration of pure science as one of the major

obstacles to hurdle before unification of the state system could

have a chance to work.5 Brand was a member of the Board's

Curricula Committee, and although he was in favor of pure science

returning to the University, he believed from talks he had with

Chancellor Kerr that it was not the time to consider any reallo-

cation of functions.

have written it. Two men who returned to Eugene at their
own request at the end of 1934 may have been most responsible.
These men were Adolf H. Kunz, Chemistry, and Albert E. Caswell,
Physics. 22 Feb. 1934, "Science, School of, 1933-34," PA, UOA.

Ibid.

5Clarence V. Boyer to Charles A. Brand, 2 July 1934,
"Board of Higher Education, l93334," PA, UOA.



The Board could never defend its actions if it should
make changes on the basis of trades. . . . It is my
personal opinion that upper division work in science
should remain at Corvallis and also be given at Eugene,
though not in duplication, and with the major interest
of each institution indicated in the courses--a slant
toward applied science in one and toward pure science
in the other. I am told that President Peavy has
expressed this same view with regard to science at
the College.6

The University's supporters, encouraged by such seemingly

favorable attitudes, marshalled forces for their first big push

for restoration. The officers and directors of the University

of Oregon Federation, a group composed of the Mom's and Dad's

Associations and the Alumni Association, presented a petition for

the establishment of a major School of Science to Boyer to

transmit through the Chancellor to the Board for their consider-

ation.7 The petition cited the American Association of Physics

Teacher's resolution for restoration passed that spring and argued

that a university without science was not a true university and

that student enrollment in science had decreased out of proportion

to the non-science departments. Furthermore, it was alleged that

the programs in basic science of the technical schools at Corvallis

had not been strengthened as was prophesied because no more

science was required of technical majors since the formation of
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6Charles A. Brand to Mrs. W. R. Miller and Dr. J. C. Harrison
(Leaders of an organization to defeat the 20-mill tax limitation
measure on the Nov. 1934 ballot), 11 Nov. 1934, Cornelia N. Pierce
Papers, OSL. For Peavy's comment as reported to the faculty at
Eugene, see p. 98, above.

7University of Oregon Federation to the Members of the State
Board of Higher Education, 13 July 1934, "Chancellor's Office,
1933-34," PA, UOA.
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the School of Science than was required before--in fact Agriculture

had even decreased its science requirements by one-third.8

Unfortunately for the University men, 1934-35 was an election

year and a legislative session year. As any move which might draw

the attention of the legislators to the higter education issue

might also lead to further budget reductions or even a new reor-

ganization of the state system, no official action was taken by

the Board on the issue of science restoration.9 The University

men realized the force to win would need to be larger and

better-timed.

Chancellor Kerr was perceived as a major obstacle to the

University's efforts, and his removal from office was seen as a

hecessity not only by the University science faculty, but by the

University as a whole. In response to an inquiry of the national

president of Sigma Xi, which was considering revocation of the

University's club charter, 0. F. Stafford, the representative of

the Dean of Science at Eugene wrote,

I need scarcely say that every effort is being made
to have the Board restore science work fully to this
campus. At the moment action is delayed pending a change
in the office of the Chancellor. This official, I should
explain, is the man who was for 25 years president of the
College and who is more than any one else responsible for

9No direct statement has been found which makes this point.
However, in a chronological list seemingly authored by President
Erb reasons are stated for delaying consideration of the science
issue. In each legislative year,"patience and delay"are urged
by the Chancellor. "Delays in Settlement of the Science Issue,"
n. d., "Science, Return of, 1941-42," PA, UOA.



the unholy relationships which existed between the two
institutions. There is the hope that he will retire,
or be retired, within a short time. Following this
change we believe that the wrong done us here will be
rectified. 10

As was his election to the Chancellorship,11 Kerr's subsequent

retirement was tinged with suspicion and provoked such bitter argu-

ments between his supporters and detractors that Kerr had to make

public denials of the charges leveled against him.'2 The University

saw Kerr as their bete noire and the cause of everything wrong at

the University. Dean of the Law School, Wayne Morse, later U. S.

Senator, in October 1933, assailed Kerr publicly and called for his

resignation.13 The attacks may have moved Kerr to announce his

desire to resign whenever the Board could find a suitable replace-

nient, although both he and the Board maintained that Kerr himself

had never considered remaining long as chancellor. He retired in

the summer of 1935 when Frederick M. Hunter, then Chancellor of the

University of Denver, accepted the Board's offer to become the

second Chancellor of the State System. A new administration meant

a chance to begin the restoration drive anew, and the first action

was a subtle proposal to regain a science program.
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10Orin F. Stafford to Edward Ellery, National President Sigma
Xi, 25 May 1935, "Science, School of, 1933-34," PA, UOA.

See p. 38, above.

12"KerrBiography," p. 430.

13A chain of events followed which are related in J. David
Cunningham's dissertation.
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In January 1936, proponents for restoration submitted to the

University faculty a proposal to change the academic organization

with an eye to restoring science. A resolution for re-establishing

the Liberal Arts College at the University was referred to a faculty

committee which curiously excluded the science faculty. The

committee reported,

The building up of science, which unavoidably involved
some duplication, would attract less attention as a com-
ponent part of a liberal arts college than as a competing
school of science.

The logic of events has, however, undermined the
strategy of this move. Information supplied to the Com-
mittee makes it clear that the decision on science or any
other curricular change tainted with the suspicion of
duplication, must wait for a more convenient season. The
President has made it clear to the Committee, that the
return of science must be passed as a separate issue,
largely on its basic merits and the principles of sound
educational policy. 14

A college of liberal arts without science would offer liberal

arts in name only, and it seemed unlikely that any duplication would

be authorized in the near future even though the University faculty

did not wish to duplicate the School of Science as such, but set

up major work in science as an integral part of a liberal arts

program. Keeping in mind that the formation of a liberal arts

college hinged on the restoration of science, the committee submitted

a resolution to the Academic Council to create the college with, "a

14Committee on Liberal Arts Resolution, James H. Gilbert, Dean
of Scoial Sciences, chairman, Tentative Report, 24 Feb. 1936,
"Committees, Academic Council, Orin F. Stafford, Chairman, 1935-
36," PA, UOA.
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16Minutes of the University Academic Council, 24 Feb. 1936,
"Committees, Academic Council, Orin F. Stafford, Chairman, 1935-
36," Pa, UOA.

17University of Oregon, Science Restoration Committee, "A
Request that the Oregon State Board of Higher Education Authorize
Work With All Degree Granting Privilege in Upper Division and
Graduate Science at the University of Oregon," n.d., NC-files,
"Reorganization," OSUA.
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coordinated program of major work in arts and letters, social

science, and natural science."15 The Council in turn recoimiiended

that the whole matter be dropped for the present on account of the

anticipated strong objection to any duplication.'6

The Norris Brief, 1937-1940

Efforts were renewed in the fall of 1936 and several of the

Eugene science faculty formed an informal group which became known

as the Science Restoration Committee. Two of its members. Adolf

H. Kunz and Albert E. Caswell, had been transferred to Corvallis

in 1932 but had since returned to Eugene. The three other committee

members had been retained at Eugene through the 1932 reorganization.

One of these was Will V. Norris, Physics, who chaired the committee

and whose name was attached to the report of the committee--the

Norris Brief.17

The report, or request, called for the return of all work in

pure science taken from the University in 1932. The argument was

based on five main points which repeated many of the arguments made

earlier.



An institution of higher education without pure
science is not a university.

The Survey Commission is alone in the opinion
that a university can exist without pure science.

The loss of advanced work in pure science at the
University has been a distinct loss to the state of
Oregon since it has not been accompanied by a corres-
ponding gain at the College.

The restoration of advanced science would not
create a precedent since other survey recommendations
have been disregarded or modified.

The cost of providing advanced work in pure science
will be no greater than the cost or adequately providing
lower division instruction only.18

The report made it clear that there was no desire to take the

School of Science from the College--everything would be left as it

was. The University only desired to teach pure science. Applied

science would remain the proper domain of the College.

The Brief originated outside any official organization within

the University. After the tabling of the Liberal Arts College

proposal to help restore science, the science men pressed their own

case. Official consideration of the Brief first appeared in

January 1937, in the minutes of the Advisory Council, an influential

group of advisors to the president. In March 1937, a resolution to

restore science was submitted to President Boyer who sent it to

Chancellor Hunter in April.19 The Chancellor recognized the legit-

imacy of the University's appeal, but "could see nothing but
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18Ibid

19U of 0, Advisory Council Minutes, 1936-37, "Advisory
Council, 1936-37," PA, UOA.
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disaster" in presenting the resolution to the Board since it

involved such a major change in Board policy and entailed rein-

stating considerable duplication. If the matter of duplication

were publicized, it could mean a public reaction that would damage

what progress had been made in unifying the State System of Higher

Education. 20

Curiously, at the time the resolution was sent to Hunter, he

had no knowledge of the existence of the Norris Brief. It was only

by way of an address made by Wayne Morse in May 1937, in New York

City to a University alumni group on the topic of science restora-

tion that Hunter found out about the Brief and requested copies.21

Morse had corresponded with Kunz earlier expressing his concern for

festoration and his desire to be kept informed, so Kunz had sent

him a copy of the Brief. Morse thought he had found an issue to

ride; but Chancellor Hunter thought otherwise.

The contentions which you make in your address are practi-
cally identical with those in the brief. I am much
impressed with their soundness. There seems to be a great
possibility of realizing this very necessary reorganiza-
tion of the curricula of the University if a public clash
on the problem can be avoided until the interinstitutional
machinery of the System can be set in operation in a great
program of study looking toward the meeting of a number of
very grave problems . . . . Accordingly, will you be good
enough to refrain from public utterances on this subject until
these suggestions can be matured and actively undertaken?22

20Clarence V. Boyer to Advisory Council, 4 May 1937,
"Advisory Council, l936_37,t PA, UOA.

21Adolf H. Kunz to E. Palmer Hoyt, managing editor Oregonian,
30 Oct. 1937, A. H. Kunz Papers, OC, UOA.

22Frederick M. Hunter to Wayne L. Morse, 14 May 1937,
"Chancellor Frederick M. Hunter, 1936-37," PA, UOA.
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Suggestions to solve the grave problems mentioned by Hunter were

to be developed and considered by a new committee formed by him

the previous year--the Interinstitutional Curriculum Committee.23

The committee membership consisted of three men from the University,

three from the College, one from the Medical' School, and one repre-

senting the three normal schools.2

In May 1937, this committee tried to solve the problem

concerning science restoration by way of a compromise between the

College and the University.25 The recommendation was that both

College and University should offer bachelor's and master's degrees

in General Studies. This would mean that the College could grant

degrees in non-specialized Arts and Letters and Social Sciences,

and the University could grant degrees in General Science fields;

however, no new specialized majors at either institution could be

developed.

Hunter submitted this recommendation to the College and

University administrations in a joint meeting with the hope of

"enlisting full support for a cooperative plan of procedure."26

The University approved the General Studies plan, but the College,

23The formation of the Interinstjtutjonal Curriculum Committee
was supported by the Board at the meeting of 27 Jan. 1936.

2L+OSBHE, Minutes, meeting of 27 Jan. 1936.

25George I. Rebec, Dean of Graduate Division, OSSHE, 1932-44,
to Chancellor Hunter, "Report of Interinstitutional Curriculum
Committee," 24 May 1937, 13.l0.13b, OSUA.

26Hunter mentions his plans for this meeting which took place
26 Mar. 1937 in F. M. Hunter to Wayne L. Morse, 14 May 1937,
"Chancellor Frederick M. Hunter,,,l936-37," PA, UOA.
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although agreeing with the spirit of the recommendation in making

the College a more complete institution, objected to the proposal.

The position of the Administrative Council of the College was that

this action would launch the two institutions into a program of

expansion and duplication which would alienate public confidence

and support. The College felt that the System should stick to the

recommendations of the 1931 survey.27

Now that Hunter's attempt at compromise had not succeeded, the

University took its case directly to the Board. In the fall of

1937, copies of the Norris Brief were given to several, if not all,

Board members but not through the proper channels.28 The Board

members on the Curricula Committee had read the Brief and had

discussed it with President Boyer sometime before November 1937,

but the proper channel for discussions with and submitting material

to the Board was through the Chancellor.29 Boyer, in an attempt to

legitimize this breech of policy, obtained in November the

Chancellor's permission to mail a copy of the Brief to each Board

member even though many members had already read it. In a cover

27George W. Peavy to Frederick M. Hunter, 29 Nay 1937,
13.lO.l3b, OSUA.

28Adolf H. Kunz to E. Palmer Hoyt, 30 Oct. 1937, A. H. Kunz
Papers, OC, UOA.

29Clarence V. Boyer to Charles A. Brand, Board member, 21
Oct. 1937, "Board of Higher Education--General Correspondence,
1937-38," PA, UOA.
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letter for the Brief, Boyer referred to his previously announced

resignation and attacked the decaying state of pure science in

Oregon since 1932.

The attached brief shows convincingly that during the
period which has elapsed since 1932 pure science has been
steadily on the wane in Oregon. The University has lost
but the College has not gained. Whether it is that pure
science does not thrive in the atmosphere of the applied
sciences, or whether some other cause explains the event,
nevertheless, it is certain that students have steadily
ceased to major in pure science in the State System of
Higher Education in Oregon. 30

Perhaps as a direct result of this very statement which came

into the hands of the administration of the College, Dean Packard

appointed a committee to study the status of science at the College

and make a report. The School of Science Functions Committee as it

was known presented its report in May 1938.31 The report defended

the place of pure science at the College and refuted the argument

that pure science was not thriving or that students were ceasing

to major in pure science at the College. The Committee answered

Boyer: "The implication that pure science would thrive better in

an environment detached from contact with schools of applied science

30Clarence V. Boyer to Willard L. Marks, Herman Oliver, E. C.
Pease, Fred E. Callister, Beatrice Sackett, Charles A. Brand, E. C.
Sammons, Robert W. Ruhi, W. E. Pearson (Board members), 2 Nov. 1937,
13.lO.14b, OSUA. Boyer states in this letter that he first obtained
the permission of the Chancellor before sending the Norris Brief.

310SC, School of Science, Functions Committee, "The Functions
and Present Status of Science at Oregon State College," OSU
Library, Corvallis, 1938. (Mimeographed.), p. 2.
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is a mere dogmatic assertion substantiated by neither fact nor

logic."32 However, such a serious charge by President Boyer

naturally evoked the desire of the Board for a full exposition

of the facts. So, one Board member requested from President

Boyer that additional information be submitted, and in response

Boyer asked Norris and the Science Restoration Committee to compile

a supplement to the original Brief consisting of more specific

information regarding the effects of the proposed restoration.33

In December, Boyer mailed this supplement to each Board member.

The University must have felt the situation looked very favorable

after Board member Brand stated to W. V. Norris that the matter

"had been discussed in some detail by the Curricula Committee."34

When the College learned of the irregular manner of the

transmittal of the Norris Brief to the Board without any notice

or copy sent to the College, the College Administrative Council

protested to the Chancellor and requested copies of all corres-

pondence be sent to them.35 Hunter complied with their request,

33This supplement consisted of two parts. One was a listing
of courses needed, enrollments, budget changes, etc., known as
"Factors Affected by the Restoration of Science," 29 Nov. 1937,
l3.lO.l3b, OSUA. The other supplement was a commentary on these
factors known as the "Stafford Memo," n.d., 13.l0.l3b, OSUA.

34Wil1 V. Norris to Clarence V. Boyer, 15 Nov. 1937, "Science
Reorganization, 1937-38," PA, UOA.

350SC, Administrative Council to Chancellor Hunter, 11 Dec.
1937, l3.10.l4b, OSUA.
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but made it clear that the Norris Brief had never officially

been considered by the Board and such a proposal would not be

considered in the future unless he had first apprised both the

College and the University of the nature of his recommendations.36

One month later Boyer wrote President Beavy at the College

that he was sorry that he had provoked such a sensitive issue and

did not realize he had done anything improper.37 As for copies

of the Norris Brief, Boyer assumed, he wrote, that Peavy had seen

a copy the previous spring when the Interinstitutional Curriculum

Committee had been considering its curricula proposals. Peavy

answered Boyer in his characteristically flamboyant style.

Far be it from me, old timer, to question your
motive in sending out these science briefs. I assume
them to be as pure as the driven snow. At the same time
I think you will admit, when everything is considered,
that I had some occasion for mental agitation . .

We get, by grapevine, that you have written a letter to
the members of the Board in which it is alleged that
pure science is dying a slow death in the uncultured
atmosphere of the College. This didn't improve the
situation at all! This, and a whole lot more. All of
which demonstrates beyond the shadow of a doubt that
you did poke your index finger into a mighty sensitive
spot.

After all this fitful fever comes the Chancellor,
exuding oleaginous saccharinities, as is the habit of
chancellors, letting it be known that we are needlessly
hot and bothered; that you were merely demonstrating the
scientific principle that internal pressure requires a
safety valve; that a blow-off is better than a blow-up.
So now all is sweet and lovely while the proverbial

36Frederick N. Hunter to OSC Administrative Council, 28 Dec.
1937, l3.lO.14b, OSUA.

37Clarence V. Boyer to George W. Peavy, 13 Jan. 1938,
"Science Reorganization, 1937-38," PA, UOA.



goose honks at the customary elevation. Once more we
can squat about the totem pole, smoking the pipe of
peace while we await Old Faithful's next eruption.38

When Boyer left the University presidency in early 1938,

the Board sat on "Old Faithful" probably in order not to aggra-

vate the public and risk budget cutbacks or new reorganization.

The situation was further complicated by the coming of a new

president at Eugene, Donald M. Erb.

Erb had been a member of the University faculty in the l92Os

and had taught economics at Stanford since leaving Eugene. He was

well-acquainted with the faculty and the situation regarding

science. In agreeing to accept the position he had been impressed

by the sympathetic attitude of the Chancellor and several of the

oard members on the restoration matter.39 The Eugene faculty had

faith in Erb to lead the University in building its spirit and

restoring it to be a real university.40

An interesting look at how one Eugene man viewed the situation

is demonstrated in a letter from an old faculty friend to Erb

shortly after his inauguration. One part compared Boyer's fumble

of the science issue to Erb's promise of success.

38George W. Peavy to Clarence V. Boyer, 19 Jan. 1938,
"Science Reorganization, 1937-38," PA, UOA.

39Donald M. Erb to Adolf H. Kunz, 9 Dec. 1937, A. H. Kunz
Papers, OC, UOA.

40Leavitt 0. Wright, Prof. of Romance Languages, to Donald
M. Erb, 11 Feb. 1938, "Arts and Letters, College of, C. V. Boyer,
Dean 1937-38," PA, UOA.
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As for Boyer, he never should have taken the job. Wayne
[Morsej thinks I am mistaken in saying that he had the
job wished on him against his will, but that he was
playing for it, and aiming for it a year or so before
hand. Anyway, he has proven a miserable failure from
all points of view. And Wayne said today that Boyer
is not content to go out quietly, but is messing up the
science matter in the fond hope of going out in a blaze
of glory. He is a small man in a big job, and he simply
can't see or act proportionally. Frankly, I think that
your capacities have never been tested to the full, and
that you have (thank goodness with due humility)
inherent qualities of judgement, of keenness of insight
of all-consuming common sense, of buoyancy of spirit,
so that you will succeed where others have wavered or
fai1ed.1

Ultimately Erb did succeed in restoring science, but not until

1941 after several years of frustrated attempts and consequent ill-

feelings between the University and the College. The coup achieved

with the Norris Brief, in surreptitiously submitting the University

position to the Board without benefit of a College rebuttal coupled

with Boyer's attack on the quality of science at the College, must

have been a blow to the morale of the science faculty at Corvallis.

Had the School of Science developed into a "great School of

Science" as specified in the survey report? Indefatigable Delmar

M. Goode, then Editor of Publications at the College, answered the

query in an invited address to the science faculty on 13 April

1938, entitled "A Great School of Science Should be Developed at

Corvallis. "2

''Ibid.

2Delmar M. Goode, "A Great School of Science Should be
Developed at Corvallis," 13 April 1938, 13.lO.14b, OSUA.

113



114

Goode, after reiterating his stand on the role of science

as part of the liberal arts and sciences and defending the non-

professional status of the School of Science as a necessary part

of the liberal arts and sciences at the College,43 proceeded to

outline the progress of the School as an impression made on an

outsider, or so he dubbed himself. Some of the difficulties

faced by the School had been the depression and subsequent budget

cut-backs, the necessity to create a completely new administrative

organization, misunderstanding of a School of Science in a land-

grant institution which is only one part of a state-wide university,

and the lack of cooperation of those people who had resisted the

change originally. In spite of these handicaps, Goode believed,

the School of Science could now boast of a larger enrollment in

science than the enrollment in science at the University before

the reorganization. There was an enrollment of 392 at the Univer-

sity in 1931-32 and in 1937-38 there was an enrollment of 449 at

the College. Goode concluded in encouraging the science faculty

to keep building a great School of Science.44

It is doubtful whether Goode's speech had much real effect

in raising the spirits of the science faculty. Some action

rather than words needed to be taken soon. Dean Packard, unfor-

tunately, guilty or not, could be blamed most easily for the

43See pp. 49-66, above. )or Goode's position see p. 62.

44Goode, "A Great School . . .
."
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School of Science's problems, and President Peavy in early June

1938, indicated that he was recommending that Packard be relieved

of his duties as Dean of the School of Science but remain at the

College as the Chairman of Geology, Director of General Research,

and Director of the Marine Biology InstituteS. Peavy explained

to the Chancellor that,

With one exception,5 and that qualified, the
heads of departments in the School of Science feel that
Dean Packard lacks the administrative ability necessary
for the organization and promotion of a great school of
science on this campus.

Department heads feel there is a distinct lack
of leadership in furthering the work of the School in the
State and with other schools in the College.

It was freely admitted that Dean Packard came to the
College from the University when feelings of antagonism
were intense. He was wholly without administrative
experience. He dismissed, as he states, upon orders from
his superiors, several heads of departments and substituted
for them University men. While this administrative error
was later corrected by Dr. Kerr, yet a feeling of deep
resentment persisted. Naturally this did not make for
harmony and cooperation, human nature being what it is.
It was made clear to Packard, however, that this was in
no way a determining factor in bringing me to my decision.
It was made absolutely clear that the lack of confidence
in the leadership of the Dean of the School, as expressed
by department heads, was the principal consideration lead-
ing me to recommend to the Chancellor the indicated change.6

At first Packard objected, but later agreed to submit his resigna-

tion as Dean while remaining Chairman of Geology, Director of

5mere is no evidence of who the exception was, but it
probably was W. E. Mime who was the only former Eugene faculty
man who was also a departmental chairman and who may have been
sympathetic toward Packard.

6George W. Peavy to Frederick M. Hunter, 7 June 1938,
B 6-s3.2, OSBHEA.
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General Research, and Director of the Marine Biology Institute.7

On 8 June 1938, Packard resigned as the first Dean of the School

of Science.8

Packard's successor had been recommended to Peavy by several

of the department heads before Packard was ssked to resign.9 Due

to the lack of funds to hire an outsider, a Dean had to be

selected from the College faculty. The man believed best for the

job was Francois A. Gilfillan. Gilfillan, at the College

continually since 1927, had had to assume many of the responsibi-

lities of the Dean of Pharmacy at the College. He was chosen

because of his out-going personality and broad knowledge and

interests. Gilfillan's appointment boosted the science faculty's

spirits as they stated in a letter several months later recommend-

ing his appointment be made permanent.50 Another measure of

Gilfillan's success as Dean of Science can be seen by his lengthy

tenure as Dean; he retired in 1961.

Something else that may have encouraged the College's science

faculty was that the Board failed to take any official action on

the proposal in University's Norris Brief. The College managed

to prepare a belated reply to the Norris Brief, but it was not

7Ibid.

8Earl L. Packard to Frederick M. Hunter and George W. Peavy,
8 June 1938, B 6-s3.2, OSBHEA.

49G. W. Peavy to F. M. Hunter, 7 June 1938, B 6-s3.2, OSBHEA.

50Science Department Heads to George W. Peavy, 25 March 1939,
E. L. Packard Personnel File, OSUA.
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until in May 1938, six months after they had learned of the Brief.

Although it was not circulated to Board members at that time; it

was held for the future when the University would undoubtedly

revive its drive for restoration.5'

The College reply consisted of selected, quotations from the

Norris Brief which were then refuted with reference to the Board's

minutes and biennial reports and the Survey Report of 1931. The

position the College took was consistent with the position taken

in the original briefs on the survey recommendations before the

reorganization. One major point, naturally, was the original

intent of the Board to create one great university for the entire

state with different functions allocated to the various campuses.

Another common theme of the reply, was that the College lost just

as much as the University in the reorganization--namely the entire

School of Commerce. The College still accepted without protest

the actions of the Board and did not seek to restore Commerce even

though the College was not a complete land-grant institution with-

out commerce any more than the University was complete without

science. The College took what it was given and made the most of

it while the University never seemed satisfied.52 The College was

merely arguing to maintain the status quo.

5'osc, "Reply to Certain Specific Statements in the 'Request'
of the University of Oregon for 'All Degree Granting Privileges in
Upper Division and Graduate Science,'" 23 May 1938, 13.77.6, OSUA.

lb Id
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Indeed the University was not satisfied with several things

it was forced to share with the College. One was the science

equipment transferred to Corvallis in the early years of the

reorganization. Another was the severed connection with the

Medical School which had become an independent unit in the State

System after the reorganization. Yet another dissatisfaction

involved the assumption of authority by the newly created School

of Science over the University-established Marine Biology Station,

Coos Bay, Oregon. Each of these were thorns in the side of the

University, and its reaction to each illustrates how the University

moved on as many fronts as possible in order to crack the Board's

reluctance to consider the science restoration.

In 1935, the official wording in the matter of "transfers"

of equipment had been revised to that of "loans" of equipment for

any additional apparatus either institution wished to borrow from

the other. The College retained ownership of all equipment

previously transferred to it.53 In 1939, Will V. Norris, co-author

of the Norris Brief and professor in the University Physics depart-

ment, requested the return of an inductometer which was needed for

his advanced general physics 1ab.5 No requisition with the

signatures of the two institutional presidents could be found for

53See p. 93, above.

5'Donald M. Erb to Willibald Weniger, 1 Feb. 1939, "Lower
Division Service Dept., 1938-39," PA, UOA.
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it at the University, so it was assumed this apparatus had only

been loaned. President Erb wrote the Chairman of Physics at

Corvallis who referred the matter to President Peavy. Peavy

found the duly-signed requisition and made a point that equipment

transferred at the time of the reorganization was permanently

transferred. Peavy also must have suspected a hidden motive in

the request because he wrote in at the bottom of the typed

letter answering Erb's request, "Tell Norris to think up something

else."55 Norris had been prominent in the drive to restore science

to the University, and Peavy suspected him of keeping things

unsettled in anticipation of future action on the issue of science

restoration.

The University was also dissatisfied with the manner in which

the Marine Biology Station at Coos Bay, Oregon had been taken over

by Packard in the name of the School of Science and in the way men

from Corvallis were given responsibility for phases of the research

there. The feud between the College and University over the station

began with Packard's authorization from the Board in 1934, to orga-

nize the station into the Marine Biology Institute.56 Individual

University faculty first established the station in connection with

summer sessions in 1925, 1926, and 1927 and representatives of the

55George W. Peavy to Donald M. Erb, 7 Feb. 1939, "Lower
Division Service Depts., 1938-39," PA, UOA.

56Memorandum to Chancellor Hunter from Charles D. Byrne, Sec.
to the Board, 4 June 1938, "Institute Marine Biology, 1937-38,"
PA, UOA.
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University campaigned to have the government give some of its

land at Coos Bay to the University solely for instructional and

research purposes.57 The U.S. Congress deeded the land to the

University in 1931.58 As late as 1933, the activity at Coos Bay

was primarily in the hands of University faculty.59

When Packard took over, however, the situation changed. The

University felt as though it had been robbed. Packard's idea was

to operate the institute on an interinstitutional basis; however,

some at the University speculated that he really had no such

intention. One Eugene man who had been instrumental in organizing

the work of the first summer session spoke in 1936 before the

Eugene Round Table, a local group of business and professional

men, on the topic of the functions of such an institute. He voiced

the basis for the University objection to the College having any-

thing to do with the institute--the expected conflict between pure

scientists from Eugene and applied scientists from Corvallis.60

57E. L. Packard and W. A. Jensen, Report to Chancellor Hunter
on the Marine Biology Institute, 25 Oct. 1936, "Institute of Marine
Biology of the State System of Higher Education, 1936-37," PA, UOA.

58Earl M. Pallett Memorandum to Mrs. Hull, Sec. to Chancellor
Kerr, 9 Oct. 1935, "Chancellor, 1935-36," PA, UOA.

59Harry B. Yocum, Prof. of Zoology--U of 0, to Clarence V.
Boyer, 17 Jan. 1936, "Oregon Marine Biological Station, 1935-36,"
PA, UOA. All of what follows concerning the Marine Institute comes
from this communication.

60Harry B. Yocum, "The Functions of a Biological Station in
Oregon," 10 July 1936, "Institute of Marine Biology of the State
System of Higher Education, 1936-37," PA, UOA.
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Yet another point of contention between the University and

the College involved the relationship of the Medical School to

the two institutions. Prior to the reorganization, the Medical

School was administratively an arm of the University of Oregon.

The University president had authority over the Medical School

and degrees were granted through the University of Oregon.61

After 1932, the University still granted M.D. degrees; but it also

gave master's and doctor's degrees in courses of study in medical

sciences such as anatomy or physiology pursued at the Medical

School in Portland by students who were not working toward a

degree related to one of the medical professions. This practice

had raised objection from the College which argued that it was the

nly proper institution in Oregon to grant degrees in science and

such non-medical degrees would have to be granted by the College

even though the work was done at the Medical School.62 Although

only one or two of these degrees were given each year, the College

felt it had to object on the principle that it was the only school

which was supposed to be able to grant degrees in the sciences.

In 1938, Chancellor Hunter ruled essentially in favor of the

College--that all advanced degrees to non-medical majors were to

be given through the College and all medical degrees through the

61Donald M. Erb to Frederick M. Hunter, 27 Dec. 1939,
"Chancellor, 1939-40," PA, UOA.

62"Medical School and Science, A Factual Compilation for
President Ballard," July 1940, 13.60.5, OSUA. All of what follows
concerning the Medical School is taken from this report.
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University. One year later University partisans at the Medical

School circulated a memorandum to members of the State Systemvs

General Graduate Council which challenged Hunter's ruling and

sought to allow the University to grant the non-medical degrees.

The College opposed this move by the Univeraity so the University's

proposal was amended to read that a student would be able to choose

from either institution the one from which he wished to receive his

degree. At the same time, the University proposed a pre-medical

curriculum for the Eugene campus in which its students would be

able to get a degree in pre-medicine and not be forced to take all

the non-science courses necessary to get a degree in one of the

humanities or social sciences.63 The College interpreted this move

a way for the University to get a hidden science major, so after

the University won the approval of the Interinstitutional Curriculum

Committee, the College composed a minority report to be presented

to the Chancellor. Chancellor Hunter delayed any recomrnendtions to

the Board concerning the Medical School issue until March 1941,

when he basically reaffirmed his earlier ruling on the non-medical

degrees and did not recommend the establishment of a pre-medical

curriculum at the University.6 However, the pre-medical curricular

63Nost pre-med students at the University in fact received
their degrees in German for the ten years that science was not a
major area of study at the University, ibid.

64OSBHE, Chancellor, "Preliminary Report on the Relationship
of the Medical School to the Institutions of the Oregon State
System of Higher Education," 25 March 1941, 13.60.5, OSUA.
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proposal was not the only scheme devised by the University to

get science degrees "under the door."

One plan involved the use of a bequest which was intended for

a memorial fund at the Medical School to be applied ostensibly to

fund the restoration of science at the University without increase

in cost to the State.65 Another stratagem suggested by W. V.

Norris to President Erb was a crimnology institute.66 The need

for such a facility was a result of the high crime rate during the

depression years and the Federal Bureau of Investigation's position

that science was a useful tool in crime detection. Not only would

such an institute need to provide science, but also psychology,

sociology, and law. The University seemed the logical place to

organize a criminology institute except for the lack of upper

division science. Unfortunately for Norris and the University,

the restoration of course-work needed to grant degrees in crimi-

nology was too "politically hot" within the Board, as President

Erb surmised, for it to receive any consideration in the near

future.67 The University was well aware of the implications of

65Albert E. Caswell, Physics, U of 0, Edgar E. DeCou, Mathe-
matics, U of 0, and Orin F. Stafford, Rep. Dean of Science, U of 0,
9 Nov. 1939, "Relation of Medical School to University, 1939-40 and
1940-41," PA, UOA.

66Charles P. Pray, Supt. State Police, to Donald M. Erb,
23 April 1938, "Institute of Criminology, 1937-38," PA, UOA.

67Donald M. Erb to Charles P. Pray, 31 May 1938, "Institute
of Criminology, 1937-38," PA, UOA.
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acquiring the institute. 0. F. Stafford, so-called representa-

tive of the Dean of Science in Eugene, speculated on the advantages.

Such an arrangement would possibly give us the
face-saving formula which we are seeking whereby science
courses could be restored without a row.

The existence of these course& upon our campus
would make it possible to outline courses of study for
the two types of students who normally would wish to
graduate with science degrees. One of these classes
comprising the students really interested in science from
the teaching and research point of view should be graduated
in our present College of Arts and Letters with an A.B.
degree merely by including enough foreign language in
their academic experience to meet the major requirements
of that school.

The second class of students would comprise those
who would be looking forward to careers in industry. It

would be an easy matter to set up courses for these
students whereby we could graduate them either in the
School of Business Administration or in the School of
Social Science . .

The problem of graduating students therefore could
be solved in these ways and for these reasons the authori-
zation of this institute of criminology would greatly
benefit our science situation.68

In April 1939, Norris began pushing again. This time he

reviewed the actions in the drive to restore science to President

Erb and added some new information on duplication of courses; his

data had come from comparing the catalogs of the College and the

University. Norris discovered that the total term-hours of liberal

arts courses, other than science, offered at the College was 411

hours in lower division and 108 hours in upper division while the

total of science courses offered at the University was 293 hours

68Orin F. Stafford to Donald M. Erb, 27 May 1939, "Institute
of Criminology, 1937-38," PA, UOA.
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in lower division and only 60 hours in upper division. As for

professional-school courses in journalism and physical education

offered at the College for which the major was only offered at the

University, Norris found 236 hours in lower division and 188 hours

in upper division. Duplication in professio.nal-school courses at

the University amounted to only 25 hours in lower division and 9

hours in upper division, and all of those were in Home Economics.

Norris believed he had found compelling evidence to support

the University's claim that the College duplicated more courses

than the University and that the lower-division curricular

offerings on both campuses were not on an equal basis. He

enumerated the College's arguments against restoration and

oncluded that,

The opposition of the College to our request for major
Science work is fundamentally due to their long-standing
dog-in-the-manger attitude. As long as the University
does not have major work in Science, they can and do use
the fact to the detriment of the University. Positively,
this means that as long as they are the institution that
does give major work in Science they are able to gloat in
an atmosphere of superiority on this one point. The
State Board of Higher Education has the undodgable
responsibility to enunciate a policy in regard to this
matter and then to make the different institutions behave
decently according to that policy and without jeopardy
to the proper educational program of the System. As it
is, the State Board seems to be inclined to dodge even a
mention of this crucial matter because they are afraid
of the uproar and political pressure which the College
would immediately and shamelessly generate, whereas the
Board seems not in the least afraid of the trouble that
the University might cause due to the refusal of the
University's just demands.69

69Will V. Norris to Donald M. Erb, 28 April 1939, "Science
Reorganization, 1939-40," PA, UOA.
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In a way Norris was right about the College's ability to

exert political pressure on the Board. The College through its

extension offices and men throughout the state seemed to possess

a potential to create any uproar it desired, quickly and efficiently.

The only recourse for the University was the element of surprise in

presenting the science restoration matter to the Board when the

University felt that it had a chance to win. But for the next

few years, the situation looked unfavorable to the University, so

it officially did nothing while all the time maintaining a constant

pressure on individual Board members.

President Erb remained in close contact with the Board members

and made sure all were aware of the University's desires. Whenever

new members were appointed by the Governor, Erb sent a copy of the

Norris Brief even though he recognized the impropriety involved.

Erb explained to a newly appointed Board member that

When you were down here at Homecoming time, I believe
you said that you had never seen a copy of the brief in
support of the return of science which was submitted to
the members of the Board two years ago by President Boyer
from the Science faculty with the approval of the
Chancellor. I enclose a copy of that brief for your
edification. At the time that copies went to the Board
members, the College group hit the ceiling, I believe, and
the Chancellor has stated since that he never should have
permitted the brief's submission. Therefore, I may be rash
in sending this to you, but I know that you will keep the
matter confidential and I certainly feel that you are
entitled to all of the information which is available.
After all, it is only right that you should have as much of
the background as possible on this extremely important
issue so that you may be able to consider the merits of the
case. 70

70Donald M. Erb to Edgar W. Smith, Board member, 27 Nov. 1939,
"Board of Higher Education, 1939-40," PA, UOA.
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After the appearance of the Norris Brief in 1937, there is

evidence that the College kept a careful watch for any sign

from the University that it was attempting to restore science

without authorization from the Board. For example, the College

formally objected to the science degree given through the Medical

School;71 and the watch assumed other forms which, at times,

bordered on the ludicrous. For instance, in December 1939, Dean

Gilfillan wrote the Head of Mathematics at the University question-

ing whether or not they were training mathematics majors there.

Gilfillan had seen an article in the Emerald reporting on a

seminar given by students at the University on advanced topics in

mathematics, and wondered if this was in any way connected with

the training for a major in Mathematics.72 The Mathematics Head

answered that these students were merely interested in mathematics

and were pursuing other majors.73 They had become interested in

the advanced topics in a logic course. Indeed, how could the

University offer a major in Mathematics if it had no upper

division courses? Naturally the President of the University did

not waste this opportunity to illustrate the over-sensitiveness

on the part of the College. President Erb sent a copy of

71See p. 122, above.

72Francois A. Gilfillan to Andrew F. Moursund, Prof.
Mathematics, U of 0, 8 Dec. 1939, "Chancellor Hunter, Frederick
M., 1939-40," PA, UOA.

73A. F. Moursund to F. A. Gilfillan, 15 Dec. 1939,
"Chancellor Hunter, Frederick M., 1939-40," PA, UOA.
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Gilfillan's letter and the Mathematics Head's reply to

Chancellor Hunter "as a pat illustration of the sort of thing

we are up against."74

On another occasion the College responded to a speech on the

science issue made by Erb to a University alumni group in Portland

in April 1940. Erb defended his action by saying that he had

assurances that what he was to say would not be reported.75

Nevertheless, the newspapers emphasized Erb's discussion of the

science restoration issue. President Peavy, who was retiring in

the spring of 1940, blasted Erb for reopening old wounds and

agitating the public, but Erb denied any intention of causing such.

an uproar, and hoped, he said, that he and President-elect Ballard

ou1d discuss their common problems and come to some constructive

results.

Chancellor Hunter had the same cooperation in mind and at the

same time was beginning to make his move to iron out all the bases

for disagreements and infighting between the University and the

College. On 30 April 1940, Hunter presented a "Memorandum on

Unsolved Issues" which listed irritants that stood in the way of

74Donald M. Erb to Frederick M. Hunter, 19 Dec. 1939,
"Chancellor, 1939-40," PA, UOA.

75Donald M. Erb to Frank L. Ballard, Pres.-elect, OSC, 26
April 1940, "Institutions of Higher Education, OSC-George W. Peavy
President, 1939-40," PA, UOA. All of what follows in regard to
Erb's speech comes from this communication.
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the realization of true unification in the State System.76 One

of these, naturally, was the issue of science restoration.

Hunter hoped to strike some compromise that would be agreeable to

the two institutions and, at first, hoped to be able to get the

two to cooperate in solving the issue on their own. But he soon

realized that distrust was ingrained in the institutional attitudes

of each toward the other. On presenting his memorandum to the

College, objection was raised at any mention of science restora-

tion, and the College even presented Hunter with a list of its

own "irritants "'

Not only were the Chancellor, the College, and the University

frustrated, but the legislature was itself concerned at the course

the unification plans had taken. During the 1939 legislative

session, the House Ways and Means Committee submitted the following

questions to the Chancellor:

What effect has the unification plan had upon the quality
of education afforded to Oregon youth by the several
institutions of the System and how does this compare with
the best-recognized standards in other states and
institutions? Along what lines should these institutions
develop to achieve an educational result of finest quality?78

76Frederick M. Hunter, "Memorandum on Unsolved Issues,"
30 April 1940, 13.11.l5b, OSUA.

770SC, Administrative Council to Frederick M. Hunter, "Answer
to Hunter's 'Memorandum on Unsolved Issues,'" 14 June 1940,
MC-files, "Reorganization," OSUA.

78lnterinstitutional Curriculum Committee, "Self Survey,"
8 July 1940, MC-files, "Reorganization, School of Science,"
0 SUA.



131

The Chancellor referred the questions to the Interinstitutional

Curriculum Committee which reported in July 1940. After survey-

ing the history of the unification and comparing Oregon's

higher educational system with that in other states, the committee

presented two views of the ways the institutions should develop.

One point of view was the University's which recommended restora-

tion of science. The other was naturally the College's point to

maintain the system as originally conceived in 1932. The report

basically supported the system as it was but left the matter of

science restoration to be decided on its own merits.

By 1941, Erb had become stronger in his pronouncements on

the issue.79 Another glimmer of hope was the appointment of a man

to the Board in 1940, who soon proved to be an unquestionable

University partisan.

The Groesbeck Proposal

R. C. Groesbeck was a lawyer from Grants Pass, Oregon.

Although inexperienced in educational policy, he had nevertheless

a fixed set of ideas on what he considered to be the true function

of the College as a technical school. Groesbeck proposed, although

never formally to the Board, that the College be transformed into

a purely technical school patterned after the better-known

institutes of technology like MIT. As a result of such a reorgani-

zation pure science would be restored to the University and applied

79See p. 146, below.
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science left at the College. Croesbeck's proposal brought the

issue into the open and forced the diversion of the College's

attention to defending its own curricula rather than checking

the University on any of its attempts. Groesbeck visualized

his proposal for curricular adjustments as a solution to the

irritants between the College and the University. He accused

the Board of ignoring the situation by tending to mere adminis-

trative details.8° According to Groesbeck, approval of his

recommendations not only would bring peace among the state

institutions of higher education but also would benefit each

institution. The University by regaining pure science would

become a complete university, and the College by revamping and

ipgrading its technical curricula would fill the growing need for

technical training in an increasingly mechanized age.

Specifically, Groesbeck proposed to

Expand the curriculum of the College to embrace
extended courses in technology (industrial arts), aero-
nautics, radio, naval architecture, industrial engineer-
ing; strengthen present courses along mechanical and
engineering lines, all to the end that the College can,
in time, become the outstanding agricultural and tech-
nical school of the northwest, to take a position in
that field comparable to that of the University of
Oregon Medical School in its field.

Eliminate from the College and merge with similar
departments of the University the present duplication
courses in journalism, education, secretarial science,
nursing, and such upper division courses as are not
directly applicable to any function of the College under
its proposed definition.

80R. C. Groesbeck, "Higher Education in Oregon," 1 Oct. 1940,
13.84.1, OSUA.



3. If (2) above is effected, the deficiency at the
University as to courses in pure science will be
remedied. The University would strengthen its
courses in Business Administration, Education
(secondary) and nursing by the merger of similar
courses from the College.8'

In several instances Groesbeck suggested that pure science at the

College did not fit with the applied science there. By cutting

such pure-science courses from the College's curricula the funds

and staff necessary to offer the newly enlarged technical

curricula would be provided. He believed that the College's

efforts were being dissipated by the inclusion of a fraction of

liberal arts (pure science) which was outside the major technical

emphasis of the College.

Groesbeck's proposal seems to have been a compromise between

the College and the University disguised in Groesbeck's own words

as a "major expansion and definition of purpose."82 Groesbeck

may have believed that he could avert objection by the College to

the restoration of pure science to the University since he proposed

an expanded program at the College in the technical curricula, but

the College demurred, responding with a statement on how the

proposal would adversely affect the College. Its main objection

to the proposal was the the University was giving up nothing while

the College would lose three major areas of its curriculum and up

81 Id.

82Ibid.
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to 1300 students.83 There were no specific recommendations

on how the College's curricula in technical instruction would be

expanded as Groesbeck proposed; only the proposed "amputations"

from the College were listed.

In October, Groesbeck launched a drive.to get public

approval of his proposal. He made numerous talks before various

business and social groups throughout the state while College

officials kept close tabs on what he said through eye-witness

accounts and newspaper artic1es.8 Some reports said he was a

convincing speaker, others dubbed him revolutionary. He left no

doubt with his audience that he opposed Hunter's policies and the

Board's reliance on Hunter's judgment.85 On 16 November 1940,

roesbeck visited the College campus, met the staff, and explained

his ideas in a question and answer session.

From the transcript of the meeting, the tone portrays Groesbeck

as "Daniel" against the College Administrative Council as "the

830sC, "What the Groesbeck Proposal Would Do to Oregon State
College," Oct. 1940, 13.84.1, OSUA.

84Several reports on Croesbeck's activities in Oct. 1940 can
be found in l3.8.5a, OSUA.

851n a letter sometime later his comtempt for Hunter was shown
when, in writing to Erb, Groesbeck referred to the Chancellor as
"Major Hoople," the name of a grandiloquent character in a popular
cartoon strip of the time. R. C. Groesbeck to Donald M. Erb,
23 Oct. 1941, "Science, Return of, 1941-42," PA, UOA.



135

lions." Every council member opposed the recommendations and

sought to embarrass Groesbeck. Being the true lawyer, he

managed to turn the tables on the group several times and to

become the inquisitor instead.86 In the discussion former Dean

of Science Packard, now Chairman of Geology,, defended the place

of pure science in conjunction with applied science at the College.

He lauded the professional and academic associations between the

pure scientists and the technical specialists as mutually stimu-

lating to each other. Packard also stressed the advantage of

science being in an environment where most of the staff were

"science minded" and the opportunity existed for the science

departments and technical schools to share equipment at consider-

able savings to the people of Oregon. On the other hand duplica-

tion of such equipment on different campuses would be the case

if pure science were restored to the University. He also stated

that it would be very difficult if not impossible to make the

distinction between which science was pure and which was applied.

Groesbeck questioned Packard and Gilfillan.

Groesbeck: As I gather from your remarks you would say
there is no directly pure science?

Packard: I would not maintain that, no. I say that a
research program may be pure science now but
it is so indefinitely related to applied
science.

Groesbeck: Such courses as you have of pure science
could not be separated.

86Transcript of a meeting between the College Administrative
Council and R. C. Groesbeck, 16 Nov. 1940, 13.8.5a, OSUA.
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Gilfillan:

Groesbeck:

Gilfillan:

Groesbeck:

Gilfillan:

Groesbeck:

Gilfillan:

Groesbeck:

Gilfillan:

87Ibid.

Pure science is particularly classified
with the humanities.

Never.

How can you have a complete university?

In a complete university the two are close
together.

Suppose that is impractical because of the
40-mile gap. It has proved impossible for
these exchanges.

If the science is here, here is where it
belongs.

Having in mind the claims of the University,
what would you suggest so far as science is
concerned?

The only claim was not in service of the
state, not to help the students, but to
make the university a complete university,
not to services to the state of Oregon, but
on institutional prestige.

Is that a college of liberal arts or
humanities without science?

Yes, a college--87

The College definitely held a conception of its function quite

different from what Groesbeck visualized for it. The College

officials believed that if Groesbeck's proposal were accepted,

the College would lose the status it had as a college and would

become nothing more than a training school.
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Packard: I would hate to take the responsibility.



Hunter's Proposal

Chancellor Hunter, in the meantime, was working again for

a compromise. In February 1941, in a confidential report to

the Board he reiterated the problems that were unsolved and

presented obstacles to the program of unification.88 Two of

the major ones concerned the science issue. One was the restora-

tion to the University of the privilege of granting degrees in

science and the other issue was the relationship of the Medical

School to the University and the College.

The problem of the Medical School's relationship had

surfaced once more when R. C. Groesbeck, at the 28 January 1941

hoard meeting, proposed a resolution which would allow all degrees

earned at the Medical School to be granted by the University.89

The matter was referred to Hunter who asked that any resolution

he (Hunter) might recommend would have to await a complete study

of the situation. By the time of the June 10 Board meeting

Hunter was ready to propose his solution to the Finance Committee

which had charge of the Medical School.9° In the Finance

Committee's report on Hunter's proposals the Chancellor's ruling

of 7 April 1938 on the Medical School relationship was
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88Frederick M. Hunter, "Unsolved Problems in the Program of
Unification," 7 Feb. 1941, B9-cl.3, OSBHEA.

89OSBHE, Minutes, meeting of 28 Jan. 1941.

90OSBHE, "Report of Finance Committee to the Board on
Medical School kelationships," 10 June 1941, 13.10.143, OSUA.
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incorporated.91 The ruling had restricted the University to

granting master's and doctor's degrees only to individuals who

would be pursuing a medically-related career and designated the

College as the degree-granting institution for other individuals

with different career goals. However, since that time in at

least once instance the Board had made an exception and allowed

the University to grant degrees to individuals who desired it

regardless of their career goals.92 The College had protested

this policy, and it was hoped that this new Board ruling would

further clarify the Medical School relationship even though the

Board had permitted the University to give degrees to eight

individuals in non-medical programs that spring.93

With the ultimate restoration of science to the University

in October 1941, the particular matter of granting science degrees

through the Medical School was solved since the University could

grant its own science degrees. However, disagreement over the

quality of pre-medical programs replaced the degree-granting issue

in the mid-l94Os when each school competed for the pre-medical

students by verbally degrading the other's program.9

The other unsolved issue in February 1941 had been that of

the restoration of science to the University. At the meeting in

See p. 122, above.

92OSBHE, Minutes, meeting of 13 June 1939.

93OSBHE, Minutes, meeting of 10 June 1941.

9Dona1d M. Erb to Frederick M. Hunter, 18 May 1942,
"Chancellor Hunter, 1941-42," PA, UOA.
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96OSBHE, Minutes, meeting of 10 June 1941.
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February the University had proposed several upper-division

courses in science for which the Board's Curricula Committee

recommended disapproval.95 The Board followed the Committee's

recommendations but referred the whole matter again to the

Chancellor to work out a solution. It was t the June Board

meeting that Hunter finally placed the matter of upper-division

science at the University on the path of resolution. The

Chancellor proposed that his office be directed to present to

the Board at the 28 October 1941 meeting a plan designed to

further integrate the curricula of the various institutions while

complying with the Board's original allocation of functions and

policy to eliminate duplication. The Board unanimously approved

ihe resolution.96 Hunter stated in that resolution that the state

system had weathered substantial budget cut-backs and had eliminated

considerable duplication since its creation and had, at the same

time, found it necessary to inaugurate changes in the original

unified structure. The program of unification was not complete

and modifications needed to be made in the curricular structure

due to the years of change in the surrounding conditions and the

press of national defense needs.

On this last point of national defense it was no coincidence

that the same suggestion had been made by W. V. Norris in a letter
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to President Erb the month before. Norris had stressed the

critical need for the University to be able to teach upper-

division and graduate science and conduct scientific research in

order to train men in the interests of defense.97 The University

without science would be needlessly hampered in the defense effort.

Erb transmitted Norris's letter to Hunter.98 At the June Board

meeting the University obtained the approval of the Board to

offer a course in Advanced Meteorology on the grounds that it was

a critical need for defense training. However, the original

course numbers requested for it, 470 and 471, were changed to

270 and 271 after a protest from the College.99

Before Hunter requested the Board to direct him to revamp

the curricula, he sounded out the attitude of Governor Sprague on

the subject of science restoration. Hunter sent Sprague a copy

of the confidential report of February to the Board on unsolved

problems and felt that some comment by the Governor would be

helpful.100 Hunter perceived that the time was near when the

Board would pursue a more definitive policy in regard to inter-

institutional relationships. He summarized, for the benefit of

97Will V. Norris to Donald N. Erb, 8 May 1941, "Chancellor
Hunter, Frederick M., 1940-41," PA, UOA.

98D. M. Erb to F. M. Hunter, 9 May 1941, "Chancellor Hunter,
Frederick M., 1940-41," PA, UOA.

99OSBHE, Minutes, meeting of 10 June 1941.

100Frederick M. Hunter to Governor Charles A. Sprague,
27 May 1941, B9-cl.3, OSBHEA.



the Governor, the situation as he had seen it develop.

Over a period of some years I have approached
this matter on several occasions. These date back as
early as May, 1937. Since that time, on four or five
different occasions, I have submitted memoranda to
the Board looking toward the permanent healing of
the breach between the College and the University, if
possible. In my judgment, the Board has been very
wise in its very careful consideration of these
suggestions, and is avoiding any step which might lead
to an undoing of the gains accomplished by
unification. 101

Governor Sprague responded and warned Hunter of a "tight

budget" which would be "staring him in the face" if he proposed

any curricular changes which would increase cost.°2 As for the

restoration of science, Sprague believed that originally the

survey report was wrong when it took science from the University.

fie had expressed to the Board President his agreement with the

restoration "whenever the Board felt the time was ripe and the

costs could be assumed."103

Sprague's position on the restoration of science was not new.

In the fall of 1932 as editor of the Salem Statesman he had written

an editorial which dubbed the new plan for higher education that

transplanted curricula from one institution to the other as the
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B9-cl.3, OSBHEA.

103Ibid.



"Frankenst System of Higher Education."1° The removal of

science from the University was particularly unfortunate.

Sprague cited well-known arguments against the transfer.

The effect of removing upper division science from the
university is to cripple the institution as a real
university. A school of arts and letters is a refined
seminary. The scientific atmosphere and attitude are
quite vital to any well developed college or university
of liberal training. Pure science, on the other hand
is something vastly different in tone and atmosphere
from applied science such as is developed at a technical
institution. To remove upper division sciences from the
university seems to us to strike a serious blow at the
very life of the institution.105

The University had not wasted what little advantage it might gain

in using Sprague's 1932 editorial in the drive for restoration.

In 1939 after Sprague had been inaugurated as Governor, a copy of

his editorial was sent to President Erb with the hope that it

"might be used to some advantage with the Board."°6

The arguments for restoration had grown since the first

appearance of the Norris Brief, and the increasing need for

scientifically educated men to build the country's defenses added

a new dimension to the contentions. Yet another event a few days

before the June Board meeting supported the University's drive.

The national Sigma Xi organization, in its first such action,

revoked the University's charter on the grounds that there was not
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104Charles A. Sprague, editor, Salem Statesman, 31 Aug. 1932.
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3-06Albert E. Caswell to Donald M. Erb, 19 Aug. 1939,
"Science Reorganization, 1939-40," PA, UOA.



107Edward Ellery, national Pres. Sigma Xi, to Kenneth S.
Ghent, U of 0 Pres. Sigma Xi, 3 June 1941, Chancel1or Hunter,
Frederick M., l940-4l,' PA, UOA.

108See p. 77, above.
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a full science program at the University.107 The action had

been feared since 1932,108 but the University had managed to

hold it off with the possibility that in the future science would

be restored. The national Sigma Xi decided finally that it could

wait no longer, and it hoped that this drastic action might goad

the Board into the realization that a full science program needed

to be offered at the University.'09 However, there was no official

recognition of the action recorded in the Board's minutes.

After Hunter had proposed that he be directed to come up with

recommendations to integrate further the curricula and the Board

directed him to report on 28 October, it was hard not to foresee

that major changes would be proposed at that meeting, and one of

the changes would be some form of science restoration to the

University. R. C. Groesbeck, at least, was going to be sure that

the University's position was heard at that Board meeting in

October. Shortly after the June meeting he wrote Erb advising him

that curricular adjustments were certain to be made and if Erb

had any difficulty in getting Hunter to consider adequately the

University's recommendations, then Erb should send those recommen-

dations directly to Groesbeck who would see that they received
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adequate consideration by the Board with or without Hunter's

approval.110 Ironically, or diabolically, depending on inter-

pretation, just two months later Groesbeck castigated Hunter for

seeking the advice of the presidents and deans on how the

curricula could be improved. He went on to say that the institu-

tions would appreciate discipline and decisive action by Hunter

in pushing through whatever measures he felt were best without

taking the advice of the institutional officials who were biased

in their judgment on the issue.'1'

Hunter had sought the advice of the institutional officials

in early August in the form of a question on the ways and means

by which the function of each Dean and Director in the system could

be made to contribute to the purpose set forth in the resolution

passed at the June meeting to integrate further the curricula.

Dean of Science F. A. Gilfillan answered Hunter's request, and in

his recommendation listed the three functions of sciencein the

State System over which he theoretically had authority.U2 First,

the greater bulk of science instruction was in the service courses

for the other professional schools, especially at Corvallis where

110R. C. Groesbeck to Donald M. Erb, 12 June 1941, "Board of
Higher Education-General 1940-41," PA, UOA.

'11R. C. Groesbeck to Frederick M. Hunter, 12 Aug. 1941,
l3.10.14d, OSUA.

U2Francois A. Gilfillan to Frederick M. Hunter, 25 Aug. 1941,
13.10.14d, OSUA.
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the technical schools were concentrated. The second function

of science instruction was for its cultural or general informa-

tion value in such courses as the science survey where no

previous training in science was necessary. The second, or

"consumers" science as Cilfillan called it, was in the most need

of development since many science teachers could see little value

in unspecialized, non-intensive instruction; but students were

reluctant to devote their time to the usual, concentrated, intro-

ductory science course. The third function of science instruction

was in the training of. scientists. It was the most expensive and,

although desirable as a part of the science instruction on each

campus in the state system, it could not under the present

insufficiency of funds be justifiably offered at any other institu-

tion than the College. Gilfillan then made three major recominenda-

tions. One was to allow more freedom in the introduction of

service courses in science for the other programs at any institution

in the system. Another proposal was to develop more fully non-

specialized science instruction dubbed "consumer" courses in science.

The third emphasized the meager facilities and funding for science

and asked for an increase in funds so that science in Oregon could

come up to the level of that in her neighboring states. Because

of this need for more money and better facilities, Gilfillan

closed by opposing any duplication of science that would create an

even greater need for funds when the outlook for any increases
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appeared slim.''3

President Erb answered the objection of decreasing funds

by assuring the State Board that he would restore science-degree

programs only in those areas where there was adequate staff and

facilities, and as more money became available in the future he

could allow more degree programs. Even if all the science programs

were to be restored to degree-granting status, Erb believed it

could be done for an additional $lO,OOO.h1

In early September 1941, Erb outlined to Chancellor Hunter

his expectations of the outcome of the October Board meeting.

After stating that the transcending item to be considered was the

science issue, Erb continued,

There is no issue facing you and the Board at the
October meeting which is in the same class with this one.
Any others that may be in your minds are unimportant
compared with this one. There is no other educational
issue confronting the System which is as vitally
compelling as this one. This one must be settled clearly,
unequivocally, positively, and according to what every
unbiased observer knows to be the merits of the case, or
not one of us can be sure of the consequences. Certainly
I am going to refuse to be held accountable for any events
which might follow a compromise or a partial or an
ambiguous or an erroneous settlement.

Which leads me to say that I will expect some such
announcement as this, tilt is recommended that, beginning
with the academic year 1942-1943, the University of Oregon
is authorized to grant the A.B., the B.S., the M.A., the

'13Ibid

114Donald M. Erb, "Catechism on the Science Issue,t' 28 Aug.
1941, "Science, Return of, 1941-42," PA, UOA.



M.S., and the Ph.D. degrees in the departments of
mathematics, chemistry, physics, zoology, geology,
and botany." I would expect this to be moved,
seconded and passed by the members of the Board
without quibble or amendment.115

The possible significance of the Chancellor's upcoming

recommendations to the Board inOctober were obvious, and

President Ballard requested the Chancellor to submit to each

Board member a copy of the brief prepared by the College in 1938

analyzing the University's Norris Brief.116 The College's

analysis had never been circulated to the Board because Hunter

had assured the College at that time that the matter would not

come up for consideration. The College had considered it

unfortunate that its point of view was not presented to the

Board to consider at the same time as the Norris Brief, so the

analysis was updated and mimeographed in 1941 and President Ballard

composed a cover letter which opposed any restoration of science

unless the Board decided to scrap its policy of non-duplication.

If the policy were changed then the Board would be opening the

door for the College to make itself a complete institution. On

the same day that the College's analysis was sent to him, Hunter

sent to the College and the University as he had promised, a
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preliminary outline of his report to the Board.117

Hunter proposed what was clearly a compromise between the

College and the University. Under his proposal the University

would be granted the authority to offer undergraduate degree

programs in only three science areas--chemistry, physics, and

biology (or mathematics). The College would acquire the authority

to offer undergraduate degree programs in economics, history, and

English. The Dean of the College of Social Science at the

University objected to the terms. Neither part of the compromise

was acceptable.

The suggestion . . . fails to provide for the
restoration of science majors in full at the University,
and it wrongly conceives of the curricular need at the
College. The program is open to the additional objection
that it is too obviously a barter transaction in which
three unsatisfactory majors in science at the University
are exchanged for an equal number of unsatisfactory majors
in social science and English at the College. It involves
extended duplication without adequately meeting the need
at either institution. The functions of College and
University should be rightly conceived and properly
differentiated. A real university with a complete liberal
arts college, including unrestricted majors in science,
and a great technical school with an adequate number of
auxiliary and foundation courses and an opportunity for
cultural training and equipment for citizenship at the
State College should be the objective. Nothing can be
gained by creating two hybrid institutions with functions
poorly defined and courses undifferentiated.11



''9Donald M. Erb to Frederick M. Hunter, 19 Sept. 1941,
B9-cl.3, OSBHEA.

1201bjd

121Unsigned Memorandum, 25 Sept. 1941, 13.1O.13a, OSUA.

149

For the October meeting, the University wanted to be

prepared on all fronts to restore science, so the opposition's

arguments had to be known. Erb wrote Hunter requesting that he

be filled in on what the College's position on the Chancellor's

proposal was and what arguments were used in discussing it.'19

Evidently Hunter replied to Erb's request two weeks later since

he had penned in at the bottom of Erb's letter, "Replied in

person."120 The College's main objection, of course, was not

new--that duplication in any allocated field would be unnecessarily

costly and would counter the Board's original policy of eliminating

duplication. But where arguments alone might not prove effective

with the Board, personal contacts with the Board members would

surely help.

On 24 September 1941, Dean Gilfillan visited Board member

R. E. Kleinsorge at his office in Silverton.21 They discussed

the two alternatives before the Board. One to reject any further

duplication, thus maintaining the unified program, or to complete

both institutions by allowing each considerable duplication.

Kleinsorge expressed himself as a supporter of the unified program

and believed that the Board had not taken a firm enough stand in
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dealing with the institutions. He felt that if a faculty

member felt he could not support the unified program, then he

should resign. Gilfillan pointed out the undeniable needs of

the science program at the College and its lower standing in

relation to the institutions in neighboring states. He indicated

his belief that duplication of upper-division science would hold

back the development of science in Oregon because of the additional

programs which would require funds in addition to the already

under-funded programs at the College. Gilfillan stated that he

hoped the Board would decide the matter "on the basis of real

educational needs of the state, rather than upon political

expediencey."122 However, Kleinsorge made no commitment.

The task of opposing the University had fallen to Dean

Gilfillan who by virtue of his position on the Administrative

Council had become the spokesman for the College in 1940 when F. L.

Ballard became ill shortly after his assumption of the office.

Ballard had partially recovered by the summer of 1941 so that he

believed he could take over the responsibilities of the office

once more. However, he again became ill in August and realized

he would have to resign. Gilfjllan was asked to become acting

president while the Board searched for a man outside the State

System. The College was thus placed in a difficult position.

It had no permanent head to fight the battle against the

University in its restoration drive. Nevertheless, the University



123Donald M. Erb to Francois A. Gilfillan, 13 Oct. 1941,
"Chancellor Hunter, Frederick M., 1941-42," PA, TJOA.
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considered Gilfillan as the true spokesman for the College,

and did not refrain from criticizing Gilfillan's public

statements.

When Gilfillan spoke to the Oregon State Dad's banquet in

early October and told them about the upcoming battle between

the College and the University over the School of Science,

President Erb, after reading news dispatches from the College,

objected to the impression he got from the reports that Gilfillan

had said the University was suggesting the transfer of the School

of Science and the abandonment of the State System.'23 Erb, in

requesting the restoration of science, said that he did not want

to transfer the School of Science, but merely add upper-division

and graduate science to the University curricula. Furthermore,

in supporting this proposal he had never suggested the abandonment

of the State System.

Erb opposed the Chancellor's recommendations for the 28

October meeting because the compromise proposal of three science

programs for the University and three liberal arts programs for

the College appeared to be a trade-off. Each change in curriculum

should be presented and argued on its own merits and not slipped

in under the cover of a compromise. Erb stated an alternate

solution to Hunter's proposal.



The only educationally proper solution of this whole
curricular problem is to recognize the fact that we
should have one university at Eugene with a complete
liberal arts foundation, including the sciences, and
one state college at Corvallis, with its existing
professional schools, recognizing that state colleges
as a rule, in fact almost without exception, are not
allowed to aspire to be universities. In comparison
with other state colleges, Oregon State College right
now, without a single addition, has a complement of
degree-granting schools which is quite the usual
thing for state colleges. The addition of majors at
the State College in such subjects as history,
economics and English would immediately create the
beginning of a second university supported by state
funds in Oregon and would be the most obvious possible
violation of the basic principles of the State System
of Higher Education. It is generally agreed, and you
have been among the most clear enunciators of the
point, that the conception of the State System of
Higher Education as the university of the State of
Oregon was long since abandoned. But since that
abandonment, the development of the University of
Oregon as the university of the System has not been
promoted. Now to partially promote the University
as the university of the System would result in
confusion and conflicting ambition and duplication
without a shred of educational justification.124

Ironically the University incorporated the arguments that

the College had been using against restoration. For many years

the College had cited non-duplication as the policy of the Board

against enlarging the University's science curricula. Now the

University used the same point, but to support their own position.

Only the Board could decide who was right. The suspense heightened

and the uneasiness at the College as to the outcome of the 28

October meeting grew. If science were duplicated it would mean
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124Donald M. Erb, "Statement of President of University of
Oregon Regarding Curricular Changes Proposed by Chancellor
Hunter," 14 Oct. 1941, "Science, Return of, 1941-42," PA, UOA.
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the meager funds for science would be divided into more and

smaller budgets. The new Acting Dean of Science, G. V. Copson,

cited the critical needs of the various departments of the

College and made an interesting suggestion.

If the Board of Higher Education, after. looking into
the record of the School of Science at O.S.C. is not
satisfied that this campus is the place for science
in all its phases, pure and applied, it would be far
better to move it to Eugene and develop the "Great
School of Science" there. The day that science is
duplicated in the System of Higher Education in Oregon---
that day will seal the doom of a Great School of Science
in Oregon! The state cannot support one school
adequately now, how can it ever support two? Major and
graduate work in science are exceedingly expensive in
equipment, time, and library facilities, and they call
for highly trained instructors. We can lure students
here and train them indifferently, and turn them loose
if that is the goal, but they will be no credit to us
and of very little value to the state. No one who had
in his heart the ideal of thorough preparation of
students in science to cope with the problems of today
would think of duplicating the work on a second campus,
when it is impossible to provide adequately for it on
one. Let us have one school of science in Oregon
either at O.S.C. or the University of Oregon and
perhaps some day our dream of a "Great School of Science"
will be fulfilled.125

In a letter accompanying his remarks, Copson informed

Gilfillan that he was the only department head who took this

position. All the others considered his suggestion treasonous,

but he defended his view: "I feel however that the influence of

the members of the School of Science will not be very great except

as an absolutely unselfish desire on their part to see this great

125Godfrey V. Copson to Francois A. Gilfillan, 16 Oct. 1941,
13.lO.14c, OSUA.
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school of science develop!"126

It is doubtful that any of the science faculty in Corvallis

had any influence with the Board over its actions on science

restoration. The signals were clear that at the upcoming Board

meeting the University would have some science restored. The

only question remaining was whether such a restoration would be

part of the Chancellor's compromise or whether the University

would press for full restoration after rejecting the Chancellor's

proposal. There was no choice for Erb who had already voiced to

Hunter his objections and his determination to restore a full

science program. Board member Groesbeck knew of Erb's desire and

sided with him since his appointment to the Board. A few days

before the Board meeting he wrote Erb asking him to frame a

resolution which would restore science in the manner that Erb

deemed effective.127 Erb composed and sent to Groesbeck such a

resolution calling for authorization for the University to offer

major undergraduate and graduate instruction in all the sciences,

and to designate the Universityas the only state-supported higher

educational institution of university rank. 128

'26Ibid

127R. C. Groesbeck to Donald M. Erb, 23 Oct. 1941, "Science,
Return of, 1941-42," PA, UOA.

128Donald M. Erb to R. C. Groesbeck, 25 Oct. 1941, "Science,
Return of, 1941-42," PA, UOA.
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The stage was set for the Chancellor and the institutional

officers to present their discussions of the Chancellor's

proposal. As was customary, the Board's Curricula Committee met

the day before the full Board meeting to consider Hunter's

proposal.129 Hunter had changed his recommendations by adding

mathematics to the other three science areas to be restored to

the University with the hope that the further compromise might

be more acceptable to the University.30 However, neither the

College nor the University representatives favored the amended

proposal. The University feLt that the recommendations

still did not go far enough,131 and the College argued that the

approval of the proposal would bring about more bitterness

between the institutions since funds that would go to the

University to build the science program were needed desperately

at the College.132 Then President Erb in a logical non sequitur

proposed that since neither institution favored the proposal, the

129OSBHE, "Notes on meeting of the Committee on Curricula,
27 Oct. 1941, Ashland, Oregon," OSBHEA.

130Frederjck M. Hunter, "Further Integration of the Adminis-
trative and Curricular Structure of the Unified Program," 28 Oct.
1941, l3.59.la, OSUA.

131Donald M. Erb, "Statement to the State Board of Higher
Education on the Chancellor's Recommendations for Curricular
Changes," 28 Oct. 1941, "Science, Return of, 1941-42," PA, UOA.

132OSC, "Analysis of the Chancellor's Report," submitted by
E. T. Reed to F. H. Gilfillan, 19 Nov. 1941, l3.lO.14c, OSUA.
This was a belated response since the College claimed that it did
not have sufficient time to prepare one before 28 Oct.



133See p. 154, above.

1340SB11E, "Notes on Curricula Committee Meeting, 27 Oct.
1941," OSBHEA.
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restoration of all six sciences was the only measure that

would bring about harmony. After the institutional officers

withdrew from the meeting, C. A. Brand, a member of the

Curricula Committee, presented a prepared statement signed by

himself and the other two members, R. C. Groesbeck and R. W. Ruhl,

recommending, as an alternative to the Chancellor's recommendations,

that all six science majors be restored to the University. The

statement was very similar to the one Erb had sent to Groesbeck

earlier.133 Discussion of the matter was postponed until the full

Board meeting the next day.134

On that Tuesday, 28 October 1941, the Presidents read their

statements on the Chancellor's proposal again, there was discussion

by the Board, and the motion was made to approve the proposal. The

motion lost and another was made to make the vote a unanimous

disapproval. The new motion carried, and C. A. Brand presented

the Curricula Committee's recommendation to restore all science

to the University and moved its adoption. A roll call vote was

requested and the vote taken. By a vote of six to two with one

member absent the motion carried. Beatrice Walton Sackett and

Willard M. Marks voted against the proposal. Kleinsorge voted for

the proposal. The Board then made the vote unanimous and

President Erb graciously thanked the members for their sincere
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consideration. The College had been skunked. Acting President

Gilfillan explained his consternation at the Board's quick and

decisive action.

I scarcely feel prepared to speak for the State College,
for the State College does not yet know that this was to
come before the Board. Personally, I wish to congratulate
Dr. Erb on the consummation of the goal he has been working
toward so conscientiously and so straightforwardly. We
appreciate his feeling. I still believe that this is not
to the best advantage of the State of Oregon. Perhaps I
stand alone in that belief. I am not speaking for the
State College. . . . Regarding the action of the Board
in approving the recommendation of the Curricula Committee,
I wish to mention three facts:

The State College 1937-38 Brief on the University
Request for Science Majors was withheld at that time
because the Chancellor reported that the matter would not
then be taken up for consideration and decision.

On September 6, 1941, however, the State College asked
the Chancellor to present the College Brief, since it
appeared that the "unsolved issues" might involve
consideration of the University request.

The Chancellor's report in pursuance of the June
resolution, filed in complete form last Thursday, con-
tained no recommendation on the University request but
instead made a recommendation for specific majors at
both institutions. The authorities of the State College
prepared an official reply, which has been presented at this
meeting of the Board. I wish to make clear that the State
College, therefore, had no knowledge that a recommendation
regarding the University request would be on the agenda of
this meeting of the Board.135

The right to grant degrees in science was restored to the

University at a critical time for the College. Its president had

resigned less than two months earlier after a long illness and the

135Transcript of 28 Oct. 1941 Board meeting, OSBHEA.
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responsibilities of the job had been given to Gilfillan as

acting president.136 Gilfillan undertook the presidential

duties in addition to those as Dean of Science and to complicate

Gilfillan's problems further, the Executive Secretary of the

College, W. A. Jensen, had been ill and took a leave of absence.137

Thus the combination of Gilfillants inexperience in presidential

affairs plus his double responsibilities as Dean of Science and

President of the College placed the College at a disadvantage in

opposing the University. Thisfactor may have played some part

in the University's success at this critical juncture.

It is doubtful, however, that the existence or absence of

these administrative difficulties would have affected the ultimate

utcome. College officials were amply warned that the science

issue would be discussed at the October meeting, and they perhaps

suspected the Board might restore some science to the University.

There is no indication, however, that they had any advance warning

that President Erb intended to push for the restoration of the

full program. Nor is there any hint that Gilfillen knew of the

resolution passed by the curricula committee the day before the

October meeting to support, in effect, the University's demands.

'36See p. 150, above.

37Jensen asked for a six-month leave of absence beginning
1 Oct. 1941 because of a long-standing illness. The Board approved.
OSBHE, Minutes, meeting of 9 Sept. 1941.



The final action of the Board came as a complete surprise to

the College. It seems that the restoration of science was an

idea whose time had finally come.

Restoration Repercussions

Science was restored to the University after an absence of

ten years. The first rumblings of an immediate response to this

restoration was the call for restoration of commerce and a major

in mining engineering to the College. If the Board's policy on

curricular allocations had been altered, then the College had a

right to these restorations. The matter of reinstating commerce

courses became a statewide contested issue between University and

College supporters. Mining engineering was not as vigorously

opposed and was restored to the College by the Board in January

1942.138 The commerce question was not so easily settled.

Presidents Erb and Gilfillan were invited to write their

respective institutional positions on the issue of the recent

science restoration for the 7 December 1941 "Northwest News

Magazine" of the Sunday Oregonian. A full page was devoted to

the issue with each president's statement on either side of the

page and a commentary on the events of the reorganization and the

recent science restoration in the center. At the top of the page

was a color cartoon depicting Santa Claus placing a box marked
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Oregon State Board of Higher Education 1941
sitting left to right, E. C. Sammons, Beatrice Walton Sackett,
Willard L.Marks, Robert W. Ruhi, E. C. Croesbeck.
standing left to right, Mac Hoke, C. A. Brand,
R. E. Kielusorge, Edgar W. Smith.

Frederick M. Hunter
Chancellor, 1935-1946

Figure 10. Source: P25-2005 and #253, OSUA.



139R. C. Groesbeck, Speech before the Portland City Club,
28 Nov. 1941, 13.lO.14c, OSUA.

161

"science" into a stocking marked "U of 0" and another box

marked "commerce" is evidently waiting in his bag to be placed

in the other stocking hanging on the mantel marked "OSC." Both

Erb and Gilfillan expressed their opinions based on the arguments

each had made for and against the science restoration before

the October Board meeting. However, after 10:00 a.m. of that

Sunday morning, 7 December 1941, not many people were as

interested in the issues in higher education as they were in the

early-morning events at Pearl Harbor. With the United States

declaration of war the next day, the story of institutional rivalry

was displaced from the position it had held in the public mind.

Nevertheless, the College carried on with its drive to restore

commerce while the University continued to oppose the move, and

R. C. Groesbeck once more entered the fray.

Groesbeck had spoken to the Portland City Club on 28 November

concerning the restoration of science to the University. He

attacked the College for its obstinate opposition to the restora-

tion and for its subsequent request for the restoration of commerce

without real justification, and he renewed his call for establish-

ing OSC as a great school of technology.139 When Groesbeck's

speech was reported to the College, Cilfillan wrote a letter to

the Portland City Club defending the College's position and

attacking Groesbeck's attitude toward the College.



It is grossly unfair to Oregon State College to say
or imply that it has opposed the University in its
campaign for Science majors. . . . The persistent
University effort, which was at variance with the
adopted Board policy of non-duplication of major work,
placed Oregon State College in the seemingly false
position of opposing the University when in reality it
was merely defending its own assigned field and support-
ing the policy established by the Board. . . . So long
as the State of Oregon maintained the unified plan of
curricular offerings, where each institution was not
allowed to be complete in itself, Oregon State College
at no time asked for a single course in violation of
this policy, even though it was well recognized that
its offerings are far below those of practically every
separate land-grant college in the United States.'4°

Copies of the letter were given to the Portland City Club members,

and on 2 January 1942, E. C. Sammons, another member of the Board

of Higher Education who had voted for the restoration of science,

spoke before the Club defending the College and answering some

of Groesbeck's charges.141 The points of Sammons' speech

paralleled the arguments made by the College since the College had

provided him with certain facts and figures bearing on the request

for commerce. In fact there had been several telephone conversa-

tions between Gilfillan and Sammons concerning the College's

position. 142
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3 Dec. 1941, l3.lO.5b, OSUA.

C. Groesbeck, Speech, 28 Nov. 1941, l3.lO.l4c, OSUA.

142Transcripts of phone calls between Gilfillan and Sammons
may be found in l3.lO.14c, OSUA.
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On 28 April 1942, after considerable discussion, the

Board approved course-work for a major in "business and technology,"

which was an euphemism for "commerce" better suited to the major

function of the College.13 Later the Board found it necessary

to clarify its intention of not creating a school of commerce,

but only major course-work.1

Soon after the restoration of science, the University

submitted its list of proposed science courses to the Inter-

institutional Curriculum Committee. The Committee's chairman,

Olaf Larsell, Dean of the Graduate School and Professor of Anatomy

at the Medical School, objected to many of the proposed coursed

on the grounds that they infringed upon the function of the

College. Courses at the University were to be pure in emphasis.

Larsell cited such courses as Economic Geology, Advanced Meteoro-

logy, Botany, and Genetics as ones which were applied in nature

and should only be offered at the College. A. E. Caswell, one

of the original transfers from Eugene who had returned to the

University, answered Larsell's objection that many of the proposed

courses were applied in nature.

We are unwilling to concede that this is true of any of
the courses, let alone many. In general the distinction
between courses in pure science as distinguished from
applied is clear cut. It depends upon whether the
emphasis is upon the science itself or upon its applica-
tions in agriculture, business, and industry. For



example, Astrophysics is certainly pure science,
whereas Geophysics as commonly taught is "closely
allied to the applied field."15

And in defending the specific course-offering of Economic Geology

as pure science, the University's geology staff listed the

theoretical topics to be offered in such a course.

It is clearly evident that all of these subjects are
strictly in the field of pure science and although
applied science schools touch on them, these schools
seldom do them justice. In the case in question,
students from the State College theoretically should
be sent to the University to be given the purely
scientific phases of economic geology and then the
applied phases could be added at the College. This is
not practical, of course, and it is necessary that the
College briefly touch on theoretical phases and then
stress the applied phases. In the case of the University
the reverse is true. The very slight amount of duplica-
tion that this entails is not worth considering, unless
one were looking for hairs to split, and going to
totally impractical limits to find them. 16

This exchange of ideas on pure and applied science is

significant in showing that the University's argument was ad hoc

and political and not based on any deep, philosophic base. After

science was restored to the University, it changed its tone on

the relationship between the two. Before, the argument had been
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26 Nov. 1941 letter, "Lower Division and Service Departments,
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that pure should always be separated from applied and that pure

would be corrupted by applied. After the restoration when the

course lists were made up, the University must have realized

suddenly that applied and pure could never be separated. Each

was necessary for the other's development, assuming one could

make the distinction in the first place. The University conceded

that it would be offering some applied science courses but it

preferred to look at them as pure. The change of attitude

suggests that the original contention of separation of pure and

applied used to restore science depended on the Universityt s basic

desire to offer a full science program and not on any immutable

truths. The University pressed its case for the return of

science over a nine-year period, and finally succeeded.
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V

SUNHARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The College of Science was organized as the School of Science

in 1932 by the newly created Oregon State Bqard of Higher Education

under recommendation of a survey of higher education in Oregon

conducted in 1931. The survey had been made pursuant to a 1929

law which created the Board of Higher Education in order toelim-

mate costly duplications in curricula between the University of

Oregon at Eugene and Oregon State College at Corvallis. Science

and business were the two areas of the most duplication, so the

survey formulated a plan to separate major curricular functions

between the two institutions. All upper-division and graduate-

level courses in humanities and social sciences were allocated to

Eugene and all upper-division and graduate-level courses in science

were allocated to Corvallis. The enactment of these recommendations

required the transfer of the School of Commerce at Corvallis to

Eugene and all upper-division and graduate-level science from the

Liberal Arts and Sciences College at Eugene to Corvallis.

A number of science faculty as well as equipment and journals

were transferred to Corvallis. The University, already disgruntled

over the College's seemingly favored status in the eyes of the

legislature, was embittered even more toward the College. The

University argued against the loss of science even after the

Board's decision on allocations. It maintained that pure science

was the proper domain of the University while the overt emphasis
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on applied science at the College had created an atmosphere which

would stifle pure science. Throughout the ten-year period, the

University's attacks on the quality of pure science at the College

were punctuated with the idea that pure science belonged exclusively

at the University. This argument pervaded ll discussions of the

science matter and was largely a way of getting around the objection

to duplication of science curricula at the two institutions. The

University maintained that the kind of science it would nurture

would be more theoretically oriented and would not duplicate,

in total, any similar science course at the College. The course

content might be the same, but the atmosphere would be somehow

different.

The College answered the attacks made on the quality of its

science program and opposed the University in its drive to restore

science mainly on the grounds of avoiding duplication. However,

in recent interviews,1 individual College faculty when asked about

whether or not they felt that the University had a legitimate

claim to science, said that they were in favor of the University

having science. The question presents itself, why did the College

oppose the restoration of science to the University? Why did the

College stick to the idea that as much duplication was to be

avoided as possible; and why did they not press for the restoration

of commerce before the University got science back? Did the old

institutional rivalries have anything to do with the College's

1See Bibliography pp. 177-179 , below.
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opposition to science restoration and the University's subsequent

opposition to the restoration of commerce to the College?

In part, the answers to these questions lie not so much in

the interinstitutional rivalry as in the differing characters of

two institutions. Briefly, the view of the administration of the

University of Oregon at Eugene was democratic. Its faculty had

input into the major decisions which confronted it and refused to

accept decisions from above which, in their estimate, degraded the

University. The administration of the Oregon State College, on

the other hand, was traditionally autocratic. Its faculty, with

the exception of department chairmen and deans, had little voice

in policy-making and therefore tended to accept whatever decisions

were imposed upon them.

These differences can be seen in the way the two administrations

reacted to the 1932 reorganization. The University resented the

loss of science as much as the College resented the loss of

commerce. But unlike the College, the University began a campaign

to restore what it had lost while the College, once the decision

had been made, believed that it should conform to the policies of

the Board even though it might not agree with those policies.

Certainly the College did not agree with the Board's action taking

away commerce in 1932, but neither did it campaign to reverse that

action. Before 28 October 1941, the College could not have proposed

the restoration of commerce without going against what it thought

was the policy of the Board to avoid duplication. After the

restoration of science to the University, however, the College's
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proposal to restore commerce indicat that the College believed

the Board had changed its policy and would now consider duplication

of curricula.

The restoration of science to the University appears to have

had little if any effect on the College. Budgets for science at

the College were not reduced in order to support science at the

University. The point can be made that perhaps science at the

College would have received more money over the years following

1941 if there had not been a full science program at Eugene as

well. However, it is highly doubtful that any institution the

size of the University of Oregon would not have developed a full

science program, especially after the dramatic growth in the

funding of science following World War II.

The School of Science not only had to contend with the

University's drive to restore science, but it had to deal with

differing opinions of its purpose within the College. There were

several views as to what this purpose was. The administration of

the School of Science saw its main purpose in the education and

training of scientists. Those at the College in the Lower Division,

who were oriented toward the traditional view of a liberal education,

viewed the School of Science as one part of the liberal arts and

sciences with its main purpose to help provide a liberal education

for all students at the College. Yet another vantage was the

purpose for the School as seen by the technical schools which

felt that science was the handmaiden of technology and should

provide service-courses with the proper technical slant.
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Purposes clashed with the technical schools over the School's

gaining its own identity by training scientists rather than solely

providing technologists with service work. The technical schools

began to teach more of their own courses which, in one way, hurt

the School since it was dependent on sizeab],.e enrollments of

technical-school students. The aims of the School of Science also

clashed with those supporting science as part of the liberal arts

program. As science attained a professional status, there was less

concern for science as a part of the liberal arts curricula.

Dean Gilfillan recognized the trend in 1941 when he called for

the development of "consumers' courses" because of the tendency

for science faculty to slight the more general needs

bf non-majors. The resolution of many of these conflicts as well

as the conflict between the University and the College still is

not yet complete.

There is ample proof of growth in many areas for the School

of Science over the period 1932-1942. The professionalization of

the School was fairly rapid over the period 1932-1942 when many

newly trained men joined the staff creating at times strain

between those of the "old-guard" and the "Young Men in a Hurry."

The development of the Sthool of Science over this decade of the

depression and prior to World War II is not unusual in comparison

to other developments of the time. Cut-backs in the early

depression years were the general rule with gradual improvements

until 1941. Science was becoming more a part of the life of



every person; thus the need for more scientifically trained men

and women was greater and enrollments increased. And with the

passing of World War II, science assumed a preeminent place in

the affairs of society and the College of Science enjoyed

favorable conditions for its development into the largest

instructional unit today at Oregon State University.
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APPENDIX A

SCHOOL OF SCIENCE SALARIES 1931-1942
FULL-TIXE FACULTY

Key to Symbols

yN} a faculty person

N academic rank
O = instructor
1 = assistant professor
2 = associate professor
3 = professor

i = number of years of service
in the state system

x = highest degree held
b = bachelors
m masters
d = doctors

y = special designator
= chairman

t = transferred from
University in 1932

I = dean of science

Abbreviations
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All salaries are given on the basis of ten months' service.

Departmental chairmen, primarily, were paid for twelve months.

For those faculty with joint appointments in the School of

Agriculture or the Experiment Station, the School of Science

Ba: Bacteriology Ge: Geology
Bo: Botany Ma: Mathematics
Ch: Chemistry Ph: Physics
En: Entomology Zo: Zoology
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paid only part of the salary which is indicated here. The salaries

drop in 1932-33 due to reductions in state revenues during the

depression, but all salaries are restored by 1937-38 to pre-

1932 levels. What is most significant is the large spread between

department chairmen and instructors who received, at the extreme,

twice as much as an instructor.

Source of data: Personnel files in the Oregon State University
Archives and budgets on file in the Office of the Dean of the
College of Science, Oregon State University.
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APPENDIX B

ENROLLMENTS 1932-42

Enrollment dropped college-wide by more than one-thousand

students in the first two years. In science the enrollment

dropped as well, but increased steadily until 1941 when the

presage of World War II drew more and more young men into the

armed services. During the growth years, the Lower Division

Liberal Arts grew faster than the Lower Division Sciences.

The largest department in enrollment was Chemistry.

Source of data: Oregon State Board of Higher Education,
Biennial Reports and the files of the Office of the Dean of the
College of Science.
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APPENDIX C

SCHOOL OF SCIENCE FACULTIES 1931-1942

The ages of some members of the faculty were not available

so the averages are of those which were available. The department

of General Science does not appear here since it had no faculty

assigned to it full-time until after 1942. The steady increase

in ages and years of service for faculty with the masters and

the bachelors degrees is due to the fact that most new faculty

were hired who had the Ph.D. There were four women on the faculty

throughout the period 1932-1942--two in Botany and two in Zoology.

Source of data: Personnel files in the Oregon State University
Archives and from the catalogs of Oregon State College from
1931-1942.
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APPENDIX D

SCHOOL OF SCIENCE EXPENDITURES AND COSTS 1932-1942

The largest department in expenditures is Chemistry while

the smallest is General Science. Chemistry had the largest

enrollments and therefore a large staff to pay. While General

Science also had a large enrollment, it had no full-time staff

and its instruction in the survey courses required little

expenditure.

Source of data: The Biennial Reports of the Oregon State Board
of Higher Education for 1932-1942 and the files of the Office of
the Dean of the College of Science.
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APPENDIX E

ROSTER OF SCHOOL OF SCIENCE FACULTY 1931-1942

The roster includes all faculty of the rank of instructor

and above. The first lines below the name list degrees earned,

and the second lines list professional experience.

Source of data: Oregon State University, Catalogs, 1931-1976,
and Personnel Files, Oregon State University Archives.
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Allison, Ira Shimmin. Geology, 1928-1965.
AB (1917), Hanover College; PhD (1924), Minnesota.
Ninn. (1920-28); OSU, Prof. (1928-65), Emeritus.

Anderson, William Ballantyne. Physics, 1914-1939.
BS (1901), MS (1903), PhD (1906), Wisconsin.
Iowa S. (1905-14); OSU, Prof. (1914-39), Emeritus.

Atwood, Winf red McKenzie. Botany, 1913-1950.
AB (1907), AN (1910), Cornell Coil.; MS (1911), PhD (1913),

Chicago.

OSU, Inst. (1913-15), Assoc. Prof. (1915-25), Prof. (1925-50),
Emeritus.

Barss, Howard Phillips. Botany and Plant Pathology, 1912-1934.
AB (1907), Rochester; SM (1909), Harvard.
OSU, Assoc. Prof. (1912-15), Prof. and Chrmn. (1915-34).

Beard, Harry Lynden. Mathematics, 1905-1946.
BS (1899), OSU; MA (1929), Cal.
OSU, Inst. (1905-18), Asst. Prof. (1918-46), Emeritus.

Beaty, Edward Benjamin. Mathematics, 1908-1947.
BS (1903), OSU; MA (1917), Cal.
OSU, Inst. (1908-12), Asst. Prof. (1912-15), Assoc. Prof.

(1915-27), Prof. (1927-48), Emeritus.

Boilen, Walter Beno. Bacteriology and Ag. Exp. Sta., 1929-1965.
BS (1921), MS (1922), OSU; PhD (1924), Iowa S.
OSU, Asst. Prof. (1929-37), Assoc. Prof. (1937-48), Prof.

(1948-65), Emeritus.

Boynton, William Pingry. Physics, 1932-1937.
AB (1890), AM (1893), Dartmouth; PhD (1897), Clark; Sc.D.

(1937), U of 0.

S. Cal. (1890-93); Cal. (1897-1901); Dean & Prof. Call Coll.
(1901-03); U of 0 (1903-32), Dept. Head (1906-32);
OSU, Prof. (1932-37), Emeritus.

Brady, James Joseph. Physics, 1937-1973.
BA (1927), Reed; MA (1928), Indiana; PhD (1931), Cal.
St. Louis (1932-37); OSU, Asst. Prof. (1937-39), Assoc. Prof.

(1939-46), Prof. (1946-73), Emeritus.

Butts, Joseph Shirey. Chemistry, 1939-1961.
BS (1926), Florida; MS (1928), Fordham; PhD (1933), S. Cal.
Mass. State (1928-29); S. Cal. (1929-39); OSU, Prof.(l939-6l).

Caldwell, William Elmer. Chemistry, 1930-1968.
Met E (1924), Montana Sch. Mines; BS (1928), PhD (1930),

Wisconsin.

Wis. (1929); OSU, Asst. Prof. (1930-39), Assoc. Prof.
(l939-4, Prof. (1947-68), Emeritus.
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Callaway, Edward Cleveland. Chemistry, 1929-1947.
201

BS (1909), MS (1911), MS (1931), OSU.
N. Pacific Coil. (1918-27); Dean Pharmacy, Des Moines U.

(1927-29); OSU, Inst. (1929-47).

Caswell, Albert Edward. Physics, 1932-1934.
AB (1908), PhD (1911), Stanford.
Purdue (1911-13); National Res. Fellow, Princeton (1919-20);

U of 0, Inst. (1913-15), Asst. Prof. (1915-17), Prof.
(1917-32, 1934-49); OSU, Prof. (1932-34).

Chamberlin Willard Joseph. Entomology, 1916-1955.
BS (1915), MS (1921), OSU; PhD (1930), Stanford.
OSU, Inst. (1916-21), Asst. Prof. (1921-28), Assoc. Prof.

(1928-55), Emeritus.

Charlton, David Berry. Bacteriology, 1929-1931, 1934-1937.
BA (1925), Brit. Col; MS (1929), Cornell; PhD (1933), Iowa S.
Nebraska (1931-32); OSU, Inst. (1929-31, 34-37).

Christensen, Bert Einar. Chemistry, 1931-1971.
BS (1927), Wash. State; PhD (1931), Wash. U.
OSU, Inst. (1931-34), Asst. Prof. (1934-41), Assoc. Prof.

(1941-43), Prof. (1943-71), Emeritus.

Copson, Godfrey Vernon. Bacteriology and Ag. Exp. Sta., 1915-1949.
BS (1911), MS (1913), OSU.
OSU, Asst. Prof. (1915-18), Prof. & Chrmn. (1918-49),

Emeritus.

Dixon, Belva Pierce. Mathematics, 1922-1932.
BS (1922), OSU.
OSU, Inst. (1922-32).

Dornfeld, Ernst John. Zoology, 1938-1976.
BS (1933), Marquette; NA (1935), PhD (1937), Wisconsin.
Wis. (1935-37); Oklahoma (1937-38); OSU, Inst. (1938-42),

Asst. Prof. (1942-45), Assoc. Prof. (1945-50), Prof.
(1950-51), Prof.and Chrmn. (1952-76).

Durham, George Stone. Chemistry, 1940-41.
BA (1935), Reed; PhD (1939), NYU.
OSU, Inst. (1940-41).

Fasten, Nathan. Zoology, 1920-1945.
BS (1910), Coll. of N. Y. City; PhD (1914), Wisc.
Biology Head, Marchall Coil. (1910-1911); Wisc. (1911-14);

Wash. U. (1914-20); OSU, Assoc. Prof. (1920-21), Prof.
& Chrmn. (1921-45).
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Ferguson, James William. Chemistry, 1936-1942.
AB (1929), Miami; AM (1931), Oberlin; PhD (1934), Michigan.
OSU, Inst. (1936-39), Asst. Prof. (1939-42).

Friedman, Leo. Chemistry, 1932-1953.
BS (1925), Maine; PhD (1928), Wisconsin.
U of 0 (1928-32); OSU, Asst. Prof. (1932-43), Assoc. Prof.

(1943-45), Prof. (1945-53).

Fulton, John. Chemistry, 1893-1895, 1899-1940.
BS (1892), MS (1900), OSU.
OSU, Inst. (1893-95), Asst. Prof. (1899), Prof. (1901-40),

Chrmn. (1907-40), Emeritus.

Garman, John Clifton. Physics, 1923-1966.
BS (1922), OSU; PhM (1933), Wisconsin.
OSU, Inst. (1923-34), Asst. Prof. (1934-50), Assoc. Prof.

(1950-66), Emeritus.

Gilbert, Earl C. Chemistry, 1917-1960.
BS (1916), MS (1917), Hiram Col.; PhD (1922), Chicago.
Guggenheim, Copenhagan & U of Berlin, (1928-29); OSU, Inst.

(1917-21), Asst. Prof. (1922-25), Assoc, Prof. (1925-30),
Prof. (1930-60), Chrmn. (1940-60), Emeritus.

Gilfillan, Francois Archibald. Chemistry, 1918, 1922-1925, 1927-1961.
BS (1918), PhG (1918), PhC (1920), OSU; PhD (1921), Yale.
Florida (1925-27); OSU, Inst. (1918), Asst Prof. (1922-25),

Assoc. Prof. (1927-30), Prof. (1930-61), Dean (1938-61),
Emeritus.

Gilkey, Helen Margaret. Botany, 1907-1911, 1918-1951.
BS (1907), MS (1911), OSU; PhD (1915), Cal.
Cal. (1915-16); OSU, Asst. (1907-09), Inst. (1909-11),

Asst. Prof. (1918-27); Assoc. Prof. (1927-46), Prof.
(1946-51), Emeritus.

Gordon, Kenneth Llewellyn. Zoology, 1927-1969.
AB (1923), Colorado Coil.; MA (1925), Missouri; PhD (1936),

Cornell.

OSU Inst. (1927-29), Asst. Prof. (1929-40), Assoc. Prof.
(1940-45), Chrmn. (1945-52), Prof. (1945-69), Emeritus.

Grobstein, C1iord. Zoology, 1940-1945.
BS (1936), Coil of NY City; MA (1938), PhD (1940), Cal. at L. A.;
OSU, Inst. (1940-45).

Gross, Noel Harden. Bacteriology, 1937-1939.
BS (1935), MA (1937), OSU.
OSU, Inst. (1937-39).



203
Hammer, Preston Clarence. Mathematics, 1940-1948.

AB (1934), Kalamazoo Coll.; AN (1935), Mich.; PhD (1938), Ohio
OSU, Inst. (1940-42), Asst. Prof. (1942-46), Assoc. Prof.

(1946-48).

Hansen, Edith Lida. Zoology, 1929-1938.
BS (1928), MA (1929), Northwestern.
OSU, Inst. (1929-38).

Hansen, Henry Paul. Botany and General Science, 1939-1972.
PhB (1930), PhN (1931), Wisconsin; PhD'(1937), Wash. U.
Wyoming (1937-38); Wash. U., R. A. (1938-39); OSU, Inst.

(1939-42), Asst. Prof. (1942-45), Assoc. Prof. (1945-47),
Prof. (1947-72), Chrmn. Gen. Sci. (1947-62), Dean Grad. Sch.
((1949-72), Emeritus.

Harrold, Orville Goodwin. Mathematics, 1937-1941.
AB (1931), MA (1932), PhD (1936), Stanford.
Stanford (1933-37); OSU, Inst. (1937-41).

Hatch, Alden Bruce. Botany, 1932-1937.
BSF (1928), Idaho; MF (1929), Yale; PhD (1934), Harvard.
Res. Fell., Royal Acad. of Forestry, Stockholm (1929-30);

Asst. Silviculturist U. S. F. S. (1931-32); OSU, R. A.,
Arnold Arboretum (1932-35), Inst. (1935-37).

Hegarty, Charles Paul. Bacteriology, l938--1941..
BS (1934), PhD (1938), Cornell.

Wisc. (1935); Cornell (1935-38); OSU, Inst. (1938-41).

Hodge, Edwin Thomas. Geology, 1932-1952.
BA (1913), MA (1914), Minn.; PhD (1916), Columbia.
Cutting Traveling Fellowship, Columbia (1915-16); U of B. C.

(1917-20); U of 0, Prof. (1920-32); OSU, Prof. (1932-52).

Hoel, Paul Gerhard. Mathematics, 1937-1940.
AB (1926), Luther Coll.; MA (1929), PhD (1935), Minn.
Minn. (1932-35); Rose Polytechnic Inst. (1934-37); OSU,

Inst. (1937-38); Asst. Prof. (1938-40).

Huffman, Eugene Harvey. Chemistry, 1929-1934.
AB (1927), Colorado; MS (1929), Wash. U.
OSU, Inst. (1929-34).

Johnson, Charles Leslie. Mathematics, 1895-1941.
BS (1892), OSU.

OSU, Inst. (1895-1905), Asst Prof. (1905-07), Prof. (1907-41),
Chrmn. (1907-32).

Jones, J. Shirley. Chemistry and Ag. Chem., 1919-1946.
BS (1903), Cal.; NSA (1914), Cornell.
Chemist, Idaho (1906-18); Idaho U. (1908-18), Dir. Idaho

Exp. Sta. (1914-18); OSu, Prof.(l919-46), Emeritus.



Jordan, Jacob. Physics, 1920, 1926-1934.
AB (1914), AN (1919), Indiana.
OSU, Assoc. Prof. (1920, 1926-34).

Kirkham, William John. Mathematics, 1929-1968.
AB (1927), AN (1928), PhD (1935), Indiana.
OSU, Inst. (1929-36), Asst. Prof. (1936-46), Assoc. Prof.

(1946-62), Prof. (1962-68), Emeritus.

Kunz, Adolf Henry. Chemistry, 1932-1934.
AB (1923), William Jewell; MS (1926), PhD (1928), Iowa.
Natl. Res. Fell., CIT (1928-29); U of 0, Asst. Prof. (1930-32,
1934-1956); OSU, Asst. Prof. (1932-34).

Lawrence, William Evans. Botany, 1910-1947.
BS (1904), Eariham Coll.
Mich. S. (1906-09), Okla. A & M (1909-10); OSU, Inst. (1910-15),

Asst. Prof. (1915-20), Assoc. Prof. (1920-47).

Lund, Walter Thomas. Botany, 1937-1969.
BS (1930), MS (1932), Osu.
OSU, Inst. (1937-69), Emeritus.

Majors, Forest Harmon. Chemistry, 1936-1938.
BS (1931), MS (1933), OSU.
OSU, Inst. (1936-38).

Marker, Albert Washington. Physics, 1920-1932.
BA (1904), North Central Coll.; MA (1916), Illinois.
OSU, Inst (1920-32).

McAlister, Edward Hiram. Mathematics, 1932-1937.
AB (1890), AM (1893), ScD (1937), U of 0.
U of 0 (1895-1902), Dean of Coll. Eng. (1902-15), Chrmn. Nech.

& Astronomy (1915-32); OSU, Prof. (1932-37), Emeritus.

Mehlig, Joseph Parke. Chemistry, 1920-1950.
BS (1908); MS (1910), PhD (1931), Purdue.
OSU, Inst. (1920-24), Asst. Prof. (1924-34), Assoc. Prof.

(1934-47), Prof. (1947-50), Emeritus.

Milne, William Edmund. Mathematics, 1932-1955.
AB (1912), Whitman; AN (1913), PhD (1915), Harvard.
Bowdoin (1915-18); U of 0 (1919-34); OSU, Prof. & Chruin.

(1932-55), Emeritus.

Moore, Arthur Russell. Zoology, 1932-1935.
BA (1904), Neb.; PhD (1911), Cal.
Lecturer, Woods Hole (1916-19); Guest, Naples Zoological Sta.

(1923); AAAS, Naples (1925); Lec., Hopkins Mar. Sta.,
Stanford (1926); Cal. (1911-13); Bryn Mawr (1913-16);
Rutgers (1916-26); U of 0, Prof. (1926-32, 1934-48).
Visting Prof., Tohoku Imp. U., Japan (1933-34); OSU, Prof.
(1932-35).
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Morgan, Fred Buckner. Physics, 1930-1932, 1934-1951.

BPed (1910), Kirksville S. Normal Sch.; AB (1915), BS (1915),
Missouri; MS (1930), Pittsburgh.

Uof 0, (1921-1930), Inst. (1932-34); OSU, Asst..Prof. (1930-32,
1934-49), Assoc. Prof. (1949-51), Emeritus.

Morris, James Madison. Physics, 1928-1932.
BS (1928), osu.
OSU, Inst. (1928-32).

Mote, Don Carlos. Entomology and Ag.Ex. Sta., 1923-1952.
BS (1911), MS (1912), PhD (1928), Ohio S.
Parasitologist (1912-19), Ohio Ex. Sta.; State Ent. (1919-23),

Arizona; OSU, Assoc. Ent. (1923-24), Asst and Acting Head
(1924-25), Prof. and Ent. in charge (1925-52), Emeritus.

Osborn, John Lynn. Zoology, 1934-47.
PhC (1915), Mich;AB (1922), Kansas; AN (1923), Neb; PhD (1939),

Wash. U.
Neb. (1922-23); OSU, Asst. Prof. (1934-45), Assoc. Prof.

(1945-47), Emeritus.

Osborn, Robert Ambrose. Chemistry, 1926-1932.
BS (1921), Ohio Northern; MS (1922), PhD (1924), Ohio S.
OSU, Asst. Prof. (1926-32).

Owens, Charles Elmer. Botany and Ag. Ex. Sta., 1912-1947.
AB (1910), AN (1911), Indiana; PhD (1934), Wisc.
OSU, Inst. (1912-16), Asst. Prof. (1916-20), Assoc. Prof.

(1920-30), Prof. (1930-47), Chruin. (193.4-47), Emeritus.

Packard, Earl Leroy. Geology, 1934-1950.
AB (1911), MA (1912), Wash. U.

;
Ph D (1915), Cal.

Wash. U. (1915-16), Mississippi A & M (1917-18); U of 0,
(1916-32), Chrmn. (1930-32); OSU, Prof. & Chruin. (1932-50),

Dean of Science (1932-38), Emeritus.

Pease, Charles S. Chemistry, 1925-1960.
BS (1918), Denison U.; PhD (1928), Ohio S.
Ohio S. (1919-25); OSU, Inst. (1925-30), Asst. Prof. (1930-40),

Assoc. Prof. (1940-46), Prof. (1946-60), Emeritus.

Powell, Garland Marie. Botany, 1932-1941.
BS 1928), MS (1937), OSU.
OSU, Inst. (1937-41).

Protter, Murray Harold. Mathematics, 1939-1941.
BA (1937), MA (1938), Mich.
Mich. (1937-38); Brown (1938-39); OSU, Inst. (1939-41).
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Reid, William Curtis. Physics, 1937-1942; Visual Instruction, 1942-1972.

BA (1929), Willamette; MS (1932), NYU.
OSU, Inst. (1937-42), Asst. Prof. (1942-45), Assoc. Prof.

(1945-51), Prof. (1951-72), Emeritus.

Robinson, Cowin Cook. Chemistry, 1926-1937.
AB (1924), Sterling Coil.; AN (1925), Kansas.
OSU, Inst. (1926-37).

Rogers, Donald Philip. Botany, 1936-1941.
BA (1929), Oberlin; PhD (1935), Iowa.
Natl. Res. Fell., Harvard (1935-36); OSU Inst. (1936-41).

Roof, Jack Giyndon. Chemistry, 1938-1946.
BA (1934), MA (1935), Cal. at LA; PhD (1938), Wisc.
OSU, Inst. (1938-42), Asst Prof. (1942-46).

Roth, Lewis Franklin. Botany, 1940-present
BA (1936), Miami; PhD (1940), Wisc.
OSU, Inst. (1940-46), Asst Prof. (1946-47), Assoc. Prof.

(1947-58), Prof. (1958- ).

Rudert, Frank Joseph. Bacteriology, 1940.
AB (1937, PhD (1940), Cornell.
Cornell (1937-40); OSU, Inst. (1940-41).

Ruppel, Henry George. Chemistry, 1949-1934.
BA (1920), Montana.
OSU, Inst. (1929-34).

Sanborn, Ethel Ida. Botany, 1932-1948.
BS (1903), S. Dakota St.; BA (1904), MA (1907), S. Dakota U.;

PhD (1928), Stanford.
U of 0, (1914-32); OSU, Asst. Prof. (1932-33), Assoc. Prof.

(1933-48), Emeritus.

Scheffe, Henry. Mathematics, 1937-1942.
BA (1931), MA (1933), PhD (1935), U of Wisc.
Wisc. (1931-37); Reed (1939-40); OSU, Inst. (1937-42).

Scullen, Herman Austin. Entomology, 1921-1953.
BA (1910), MA (1927), U of 0; PhD (1934), Iowa S.
Iowa S. (1912-18); OSU, Inst. (1921-22), Asst. Prof. (1922-29),

Assoc. Prof. (1929-47), Prof. (1947-53), Emeritus.

Simmons, Joseph Ellsworth. Bacteriology and Ag. Ex. Sta., 1919-1952.
BS (1916), MS (1918), Wisc.
Ontario Ag. (1916); Wisc. (1916-17); OSU, Inst. (1919-20),

Asst. Prof. (1920-26), Assoc. Prof. (1926-38), Prof. (1938-52).



Sipe, Frank Perry. Botany, 1930-1932.
BS (1916), BS (1918), Missouri; MS (1923), Iowa St.
Uof 0, Asst. Prof. (1932-58); OSU, Asst. Prof. (1930-32).

Smith, Charles Bassel. Mathematics, 1939-1941.
BSE (1934), MS (1936), Florida; PhD (1939), Wisc.
OSU, Inst. (1939-41).

Smith, Frank Herschel. Botany, 1936-1971.
BS (1929), Arkansas; MS (1930), Wash. St.; PhD (1932), Wisc.
St. Lawrence (1935-36); OSU, Inst. (1936-40), Asst. Prof.

(1940-47), Assoc. Prof. (1947-55), Prof. (1955-1971),
Emeritus.

Sobczyk, Andrew. Mathematics, 1939-1946.
BA (1935), MA (1936), Minn.; PhD (1939), Princeton.
Princeton (1936-39); OSU, Inst. (1939-43), Assoc. Prof.

(1943-45), Prof. (1946).

Staples, Lloyd William. Geology, 1936-1937.
AB (1929), Columbia; MS (1930), Mich.; PhD (1935), Stanford.
Mich. Coil, of Mining & Tech. (1931-33); OSU, Inst. (1936-37).

Tartar, Nicholas. Mathematics, 1904-1932.
BS (1907), OSu.

OSU, Inst. (1904-09), Asst. Prof. (1909-29), Assoc. Prof.
(1929-32), Emeritus.

Taylor, Alfred. Zoology, 1935-1941.
BA (1932), U of 0; MA (1934), PhD (1935), OSU.
OSU, Inst. (1935-41).

Van Groos, John Albert. Mathematics, 1919-1943.
BS (1899), OSU; MS (1903), Yale.
OSU, Inst. (1919-22), Asst. Prof. (1922-39) Assoc. Prof.

(1939-43), Emeritus.

Varner, William Roy. Physics, 1929-1933. 1934-1960.
BS (1912), MS (1932), PhD (1939), OSU; EE (1914), Westinghouse.
U of 0 (1933-34); OSU, Inst. (1929-33, 1934-36), Asst. Prof.

(1936-42), Assoc. Prof. (1942-51), Prof. (1951-60), Emeritus.

Vinyard, Harold Roth. Physics, 1938-1969.
BS (1924), MS (1928), OSU; PhD (1938), Penn. State.
OSU, Inst. (1938-42), Asst Prof. (1942-49), Assoc Prof.

(1949-69), Emeritus.

Ware, Glen Chase. Chemistry, 1928-1942.
BS (1918), MS (1928), Kansas State.
OSU, Inst. (1928-42), Asst. Prof. (1942).

Weese, Ralph Stevens. Mathematics, 1929-1932.
AB (1929), Michigan.
OSU, Inst. (1929-32).
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Williams, George Alfred. Mathematics, 1920-1960.
AB (1918), Illkiois; AN (1926), Cal.

OSU, Inst. (1920-27), Asst. Prof. (1927-39), Assoc. Prof.
(1939-43), Prof. (1943-60).

Williams, Roger John. Chemistry, 1932-1939.
BS (1914), U of Redlands; MS (1918),, PhD (1919), Chicago.
U of 0, Asst. Prof. (1920-21), Assoc. Prof. (1921-27), Prof.

(1928-31); OSU, Prof. (1932-39).

208
Weier, Thomas Elliot. Botany, 1934-1937.

AB (1926), Hope Coil.; PhD (1929), Michigan.
CRB Fellow, U of Louvain (1920-30); NRC Fellow, Cornell

(1930-31); St. Lawrence U. (1931-32); Conn. Coll. (1932-33);
OSU, Inst. (1934-37).

Weniger, Willibald. Physics, 1908-1951.
BA (1905), MA (1906), PhD (1908), Wisconsin.
OSU, Inst. (1908-09), Asst. Prof. (1909-10), Prof.(1910-14,

1920-51), Chrmn. (1920-1949), Emeritus.

West, Lloyd Ellis. Chemistry, 1938-1945.
AB (1929), Doane Coll.; MS (1930), Florida; PhD (1939),

Washington.

N. Dakota St. (1930-35); OSU, Inst. (1938-41), Asst. Prof.
(1941-45).

Wightman, Kathryn Louise. Mathematics, 1929-1932.
BS (1929), OSu.
OSU, Inst. (1929-32).

Wilkinson, William Donald. Geology, 1932-1969.
BA (1923), PhD (1932), U of 0.
U of 0 (1930-32); OSU, Inst. (1932-33), Asst. Prof. (1933-41),

Assoc. Prof. (1941-47), Prof. (1947-69), Chrmn. (1960-69).

Wulzen, Rosalind. Zoology, 1933-1948.
BS (1904), MS (1910), PhD (1914), Cal.
Dept. Head, Mills (1909-13); Cal. (1914-28); U of 0 (1928-34);

OSU, Asst. Prof. (1933-41), Assoc. Prof. (1941-45), Prof.
(1945-48), Emeritus.

Yunker, Edwin Arthur. Physics, 1925-1968.
AB (1924), Cal.; PhM (1930), Wisc.; PhD (1939), Stanford.
OSU, Inst. (1925-33), Asst. Prof. (1933-39), Assoc. Prof.

(1939-42), Prof. (1942-68), Chrnin. (1951-65), Emeritus.


