
C: Today is Friday, October 21, 2005.  I am Jim Crooks interviewing Dr. Jane 
Decker, who is one of the founding professors of Political Science in 1972.  She 
stayed here until 1991.  Jane, would you please share a little background.  Who 
you are, where you came from, where you earned your degrees, and why you 
chose to come to UNF? 

 
D: I went everywhere to college for six months, but I eventually spent the last two 

years at the University of Oregon in Eugene and graduated with a major in 
Political Science and a major in theater.  Then I went straight on to graduate 
school with some hesitation.  I am old enough to know that the professors who 
gave me good grades didn’t necessarily think it was appropriate for me to go on 
and get a Ph.D.  I went to Washington University in St. Louis.  I did end up 
getting a master’s degree, but mainly just in case I didn’t finish.  There were 
plenty of people there who thought it was unlikely the women would finish.  So I 
did that.  I took a year off when I was in graduate school.  I had to convince them 
to let me go.  I meant to go to Paris because that is where my beau at the time 
was.  He was studying with Jacques Le Coc at the mime school  there, and that 
is what I wanted to do.  I had a tough time getting permission to go and take my 
fellowship until March of 1968 which is really the start of the Student Worker 
Revolt.  My theory that there might be a revolt in France, an advanced capitalist 
society which I had been espousing.  So that had some reality to it. So, I did that, 
I had that break. I did write about the 1968 Student Worker Revolt for my 
dissertation. I went back and forth a couple more times.  My Ph.D. was in 1971.   

 
 So then, I sort of had a year between actually getting the Ph.D. and 
coming here.  I did a post-doc in economics at the University of Oregon.  I lived 
with my brother and my new sister-in-law.  My brother married my best friend, 
Vera.  The real reason that I did that was because it meant that I could play in the 
repertory theater with my old theater professor for the year and still support 
myself.  I taught some at Portland State.  I worked on a couple of research 
projects in sociology at the University of Oregon in that era.  Then, I had to look 
for a job. 

 
C: How did you hear about UNF? 
 
D: That is a good question. I can’t quite remember exactly how I heard about it. 

Probably something really simple, like there was a Chronicle ad, and I was 
browsing.  It probably appealed to me because I wanted to do something 
different. It was probably the Will Ash Venture Studies, those kinds of things that 
caught my eye.  The interdisciplinary approach since I was not really deeply tied 
to my own discipline. 

 
C: So you interviewed here in the winter of 1972? 
 
D: Yes. 
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C:  Did you come here in August or September? 
 
D: August, if not before. 
 
C: What were your initial impressions? 
 
D: When did they hire you guys?  This would help me. 
 
C: Most chairs came in 1971, I came in June 1972 because the first people hired in 

history turned them down eventually, so I was a late hire. 
 
D: I didn’t meet anyone when I interviewed, except Tom [Mongar].  Of course there 

was no here, here.  You didn’t have much sense about that.  So you had to more 
or less take it on faith. The irony is because I am at the University of Washington 
now, I had two other job offers that I took semi-seriously.  One was at the 
University of Southern Oregon or Southern Oregon College, whatever it was 
called in those days, which is the home of the fairly famous Shakespearean 
Festival so I could have done both things again. But my advisers and my 
department thought that was a really bad choice professionally. The irony is that 
the other offer was at the University of Washington.  I found my potential 
colleagues in the political science department self-serving, cantankerous, 
arrogant and difficult. 

 
C: At the University of Washington? 
 
D: Yes. I am an idealist, two things that appealed more.  It wasn’t the location, that 

is for sure. I think it was the interdisciplinarity and the venture studies kinds of 
things and the perceived opportunity to teach different kinds of things in different 
ways and not be stuck teaching core sections of American government. 

 
C: What was your impression of Willard Ash, the first dean? 
 
D: At the time my impression was that he had this brilliant idea and he would 

probably do a good job leading his faculty into the future.  The other thing that 
appealed to me was that it was aimed at, which was the same reason that I left 
when I went back to the University of Washington, is that it was really committed 
to teaching non-traditional students and teaching them well and doing the 
interdisciplinary thing.  Those kinds of things. That had a real factual appeal to 
me and has all my life. 

 
C: Non-traditional students being? 
 
D: They had real jobs; they were probably working and going to school.  They were 

coming from the community college route.  They didn’t have the resources to go 
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right off to Florida State [University] or [University of] Florida or UW.  They were 
much older students. That is not true any more. 

 
C: When you arrive here and the university opened, what were your initial reactions 

of the facility? 
 
D: Well, there was no facility, of course. Barely, even when we first got here, Dale 

and I were sitting next to each other in the old place. 
 
C: Near the Arlington Expressway? 
 
D: Yes. I remember coming in early into the swamp and seeing all these lakes and 

stuff and thinking this was not too good an idea.  I remember the plane flying in 
and thinking thank heavens it’s only for a year or two because it sure is a nasty 
looking swamp out there.  I liked my greater circle of colleagues right away. 

 
C: What was your reaction to the non-traditional students? 
 
D: I liked them, too.  I was not a vastly experienced teacher at this point.  

Nowadays, I think we do a better job teaching graduate students to teach.  I 
didn’t ever teach in graduate school.  I was not a TA or anything. I didn’t have to.  
I did teach two or three classes in the interregnum when I was writing the 
dissertation.  But there certainly wasn’t any teaching of how to teach.  I 
remember that we all talked a lot about it, there was a lot of talking back and 
forth.  That was good.  I always remembered that part about it. The people were 
helpful. 

 
C: Do you remember being crowded into building one? 
 
D: Yes.  Actually, I liked that. I remember it with fondness.  We were all in building 

one.  It was almost random where our offices were. It became more random 
when people moved about. I liked that.  

 
C: It gave you a sense of collegiality.    
 
D: Yes. It also fostered, in a way, I suppose on the academic side the 

interdisciplinary, all kinds of people talking to all kinds of people. I thought that 
was good. 

 
C: What happened to that? 
 
D: Well, I imagine for a variety of reasons, but including the fact that we had 

separate headquarters.  And more geographic distance.  I think, there was more 
of people being grouped by departments. Which, interestingly enough, all the 
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years later, when the new campus was being built at McDuffy, I remembered that 
and I was on the advisement committee, and I said, don’t put the faculty with the 
department and college, keep them random, and they did.  It has made a lot of 
difference. Although there is some movement to go back, there is that push and 
pull between those kinds of things. But even so, I think, for many years, the 
foundation that was built by the founding faculty and the people who came in 
over time for the first number of years, at least until the acquisition of the Rich 
Weiners and people like that of the world, that there was enough of that cross.  I 
don’t think friendships and interests in conversations broke down at the 
disciplinary lines.  Maybe more in evidence by the time I left, but that was the 
kind of direction.  We might not have done as good a job with the newer faculty 
about focusing them into the interdisciplinary front or the collegiality front.  It 
could be that the old duffers talked about that a whole lot more, I don’t know. 

 
C: Do you remember any really significant teaching experiences in those early 

years? 
 
D: I could have looked back for some early syllabi.  I remember more experiences, 

rather than specific things that happened in what class.  It was an opportunity to 
build new and different courses, so I wasn’t teaching American government.  

 
C: Were you influenced by 1968 when you were teaching? 
 
D: Yes.  Certainly in the content. Also in the practice.  I do remember the first time, 

before I came here, when I walked into Portland State, when I was teaching a 
class there. I walked in, and I say you know the university and the educational 
experience belongs to all of us, so you have an actual equal say in deciding what 
we do in the course, so what do you all think?  They all looked at me like I was 
nuts. That was my worst mistake I ever made. Approached more subtly, you can 
let your students help shape courses.  I think the most interesting thing was that 
a lot of us, partly because we were not teaching giant lecture classes and had 
the opportunity, moved early on not just to be more innovative in the subject 
matter or the way we put things together, but to be building much more 
participatory classrooms.  Not that you guys with the syllabus approach, but not 
everybody, probably.  But that is what I remember.  Really emphasizing 
discussion, and teams and those kinds of things, which were ahead of the 
increasing movement in those kinds of teaching [methods]. 

 
C: Did you come out of the tradition in your education as a sort of a professor as 

lecturer to a mass of students? 
 
D: Generally speaking.  At least until I got to graduate school. I had some small 

classes as an undergraduate, but in general there was no question who was in 
charge. 
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C: Did you conscientiously shift this emphasis from what you had to what you would 

do with students? 
 
D: Probably, but  in doing it I was also copying models that you might find in, for 

example, theater classes. Although they can lecture as well as the best of them. I 
was also copying some of my own graduate seminars where people really talked 
and exchanged ideas, where a lot of the faculty, not all of them, in my graduate 
school experience, many of them in sociology because people were treated more 
like equals and participating in it.  In that way Washington University’s political 
science and sociology departments probably had a major impact on me.  And 
probably so did the 1960s stuff, which overlapped those kinds of things. 

 
C: It would have been a little bit easier with upper-level courses because you didn’t 

have to teach the American government to freshman and first year students. 
 
D: Or most importantly, you didn’t have to teach it to 300.  If I had gone to UW I 

probably would have.  It has improved, but there is a lot of big lecture classes 
going on at UW.   

 
C: Did you also teach public administration from the beginning? 
 
D: No.  I was interested in public policy classes, but Dan Devine was the first one 

who taught public administration. We didn’t have but a course or two.  Tom 
[Mongar] was very interested in admin and public policy, especially on the public 
policy side. First of all, I was much more a Europeanist, international, although [I 
had] my interest in local and urban kinds of things.  It wasn’t until I started 
working with some of the community work here. Do you remember that we 
created this Jacksonville Neighborhood Center, you probably don’t remember. 

 
C: No. 
 
D: We created an organization called the Jacksonville Neighborhood Center which 

we sponsored.  We had a downtown presence. Right now, I can’t remember 
where. 

 
C: The University or the Neighborhood Center? 
 
D: The Neighborhood Center had a downtown presence, but it was sponsored by 

the University. It was co-sponsored in some way by some federal something or 
other. We were trying to build, at first we were trying to help UNF, and it must 
have been in cooperation with the predecessors to the Community Development 
Block Grant and the Joyce Bizots of the world and all those kinds of people. 
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C: Dick Bowers.  Do you remember him? 
 
D: It could have very well been Dick Bowers before he was director of city HUD that 

was the player that helped get this going. I was always interested in things that 
were urban, except I was more interested in things that were European.  So I 
would have to think, but someone should know exactly how it happened.  But 
there I was along with some other colleagues. 

 
C: That Neighborhood Center, I assume you had the neighborhood improvement 

mechanism. 
 
D: In the same area of the neighborhood improvement mechanism. 
 
C: Joyce Bizot involved in that. 
 
D: Yes. 
 
C: Did that Neighborhood Center lead into the Center for Local Government? 
 
D: Only in a round about way.  It was when I was doing the Jacksonville 

neighborhood thing, and it was the first time I was working with Mary Brumbaugh.  
There was this really interesting guy who was the director of it, whose name [I 
can’t remember].  He was the on-going director. Dale will remember.  Energetic, 
African-American, highly educated, and married to this woman, whose name 
Dale will also remember, and I can’t remember.  Who when she came to visit us 
in Paris, for a remarkably self-sufficient neighborhood activist couldn’t get herself 
to the bus stop.  We did all kinds of projects.  It was kind of facilitating.  I am sure 
it was federal money, like facilitating neighborhood development, helping and 
organizing conferences and activities.  Actually, the director turned out not to be 
as great as we had thought he might be.  There was also a clash with one of the 
provosts. 

 
C: There was no provost, so one of the vice presidents? 
 
D: Yes, one of the vice presidents.  It was a major clash. 
 
C: Without necessarily naming the vice president, what was the clash about? 
 
D: It might had been about resources and money, and direction, who got to make 

decisions and those kinds of things which would have irked me.  Whether we 
were doing things appropriately and such.  It was annoying enough that I had my 
friend the lawyer come to see. 

 
C: Do you remember what year you began the Venture Theater?  How did that get 
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started? 
 
D: It was about the third year.  I would have to go look at the poster. 
 
C: What prompted that?  Obviously a spin-off of the Will Ash Venture Program. 
 
D: Well, I got to do some, teach some things connected to theater, that was part of 

it.  It was probably the Venture Theater, to be honest, began as a one-[course] 
offer, we didn’t necessarily sit down and decide that we were going to found a 
new theater that would march forward into the future for years and be a major 
culture force.  Part of it had to do with the increasing interests of many of my 
colleagues in just doing more public events.  So, we began to have our first 
poets, musicians, and those kind of things, to have more kinds of events. I had 
taught a couple of courses connected to theater.  There were a lot of people who 
were interested and a lot of people who were talented and we somehow got the 
idea that we would put on a play and celebrate the opening of what was then the 
building nine auditorium, by putting on this play in there because we were getting 
the new building.  It was going to be an event associated with all of that.  I picked 
one of my favorite plays, that seemed do-able.   

 
C: Which was? 
 
D: Friedrich Durrenmatt’s The Visit. 
 
C: What other faculty were involved at the very beginning? 
 
D: Almost everyone I knew got roped into doing something–being in it, working on 

the crew or the staff, or running the lights or other kinds of things. 
 
C: Were you a one-person majordomo, or did you have someone who worked 

closely with you on that? 
 
D: I always had an assistant of some sort, that was probably Mary Brumbaugh, at 

that particular moment in time.  In the years that followed the first production, 
other people directed plays, particularly some of the students did. We usually just 
did, it was seen as kind of a community building and an opportunity for students 
and community to participate.  You probably remember the part about how the 
auditorium and building nine wasn’t ready, so Tom Carpenter finally agreed to 
rent a big circus tent which we put up in the parking lot and that is where we did 
the play The Visit actually. It was probably highly reminiscent of my own, sort of, 
Paris and mime experiences.  It had that kind of an element to you, but it also 
had the right political theme for the era. 

 
C: A little bit of street theater, too. 



UNF 9, Decker, Page 8 
 
 
D: Yes. 
 
C: I am drawing a conclusion here that A) there was an absence of cultural things 

on campus; and B) there was an absence of sense of academic community, 
students and faculty, and the Venture Theater served both purposes.  Would that 
be a fair statement? 

 
D: I think that the sense of community both with the faculty and students had been 

building over some period of time.  I think that all these things that we did might 
have strengthened it, [but] I think what was missing was connections to the 
external communities, to any broader groups.  I think that kind of comraderie and 
stuff was already building and people were doing things.  The Venture Theater 
thing -- we are different people, we had all these different poets, speakers, 
musicians, and trying to do other kinds of things, which I do think it good that 
different parts of the university came together around real things to do. I think 
that was a help.  There was also a fairly active social life, if you will recall.  A lot 
of the faculty getting together, but it was also across lines, that has always stuck 
in mind, it wasn’t just a departmentalized version. 

 
C: Was there much other stuff going on besides the Venture Theater, do you 

remember? 
 
D: I couldn’t tell you exactly what, but I do remember that Dick Bizot was always 

bringing in musicians that over-lapped with this era, and we were getting poets 
and writers, and.... 

 
C: Bob Loftin and SawMill Slough. 
 
D: Bob Loftin had just about started that.  Other kinds of things like that. 
 
C: The students were only here for roughly two years, which is a lot less than most 

universities.  How long did the Venture Theater last?  Three or four years? 
 
D: I could figure out the answer to that question, if I had a little bit more time to 

figure it out. 
 
C: Maybe as we talk along, it will come to you.  Who funded the Venture Theater? 
 
D: That was always a source of contestation, of course, but a significant amount of it 

came from the student activities, but there was always the politics of figuring that 
part out.  Some of it probably came from central funds, of course, people who 
worked on it, worked for free. We were technically a low budget operation. 
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C: Did you have the sense of strong support from the administration? 
 
D: Yes. Especially after the first night of the The Visit.  Tom Carpenter was so 

pleased with himself that he couldn’t stand it. 
 
C: Good. 
 
D: Also there were a lot of major players who helped make these things possible.  

Like the Jack Funkhousers of the world.  I mean there was a major amount of 
assistance from staff as well as administrators.  Andrew Farkas loved it. 

 
C: Why did it end? 
 
D: Probably because we ran out of money. We were running out of resources.  Part 

of it because there wasn’t anywhere to do it.  That is why I am trying to think 
about the timing–between the new deans, outgoing provost, and other things that 
were happening at that time.  I will think about it and get back to you.  We only 
did a few major productions. To my memory, Twelfth Night was the last major 
production with which I was involved.  That would have been approximately, that 
is where I met my husband so you would think that I could remember, about 
1977. Some of the students and other people continued doing things after I 
wasn’t really so involved anymore.  Eventually the literature department hired 
differently.  It may had to do with money and politics.  When did Afesa come? 

 
C: That wasn’t until the 1990s. 
 
D: So, it wasn’t Afesa, but it could have been with whoever else was the dean in the 

late 1970s. 
 
C: Willard Ash was the dean.  Jack Humphries replaced him. 
 
D: It would have been after Ash left. 
 
C: I think Peter Salus..... 
 
D: It might have been a Peter Salus moment.  There were politics about it, 

especially in terms of financial support. I do remember personally thinking, but I 
did have a reason for backing off, that it occurred to me that I wasn’t going to 
become a full professor by putting on theater productions.  It wasn’t clear that the 
university was going to be that expansive in its position, or indeed it was going to 
be necessarily easy to be a full professor by conducting theater, since that wasn’t 
in the department.  It was also about that time, though I would have to check my 
calendars – part of it was personal – that I was offered as the managing director, 
not the artistic director at my old school at the University of Oregon.  Then I 
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decided not to go, so all of those things were starting to come together at about 
that moment in time. 

 
C: When did you get involved with the Center for Local Government?  Were you a 

founder of that? 
 
D: Yes. I would be the founder of that. 
 
C: This reflects a shift to public administration? 
 
D: Well, by now I was already interested in public policy and those kinds of things, 

but we started the public..... 
 
C: Neighborhood thing? 
 
D: Yes, but I think by then the master’s in public administration was coming on 

board. But my real interest was always local government, one of my fields was 
urban.  I could not say that I was really interested in public administration, but 
doing it was interesting.  When you meet people who really do it, it was 
interesting.  I would never have pictured myself as ever teaching it or anything 
like that in advance, although I was interested in public policy.  I think it was in a 
moment in which the type one center at Tallahassee was expanding, and I think 
several people were aware of this, including people who couldn’t themselves 
respond, like Lowell Salter with his small business group.  People like that knew 
about these kinds of funds, and I somehow knew about it too.   

 
C: So the Center was kind of an off-shoot of the statewide program centered in 

Tallahassee? 
 
D: Well, we couldn’t have existed in the beginning without funding from the state by 

the institute.  We could have had the Center for Local Government, just growing 
out of the neighborhood. Joyce Jones might also remember this, especially on 
the financial side, where the money came from.  It did have to do with the 
opportunity for funding coming together at a particular moment in time. 

 
C: Any idea what year that might have been?  It’s not important, I can look that up. 

Early 1980s maybe? 
 
D: Yes. 
 
C: Were you involved in governance here?  Others have talked about Tom Mongar 

rewriting the General Assembly into the Faculty Association.  Did you play a part 
in that too? 
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D: No, I didn’t play an initial part.  I never had a leadership office in the faculty 

government kinds of organizations.  I was keen on faculty government, but I was 
a loudmouth at the meeting as a member of many, many committees.  It was 
interesting, but I was never an officer.   

 
C: Were you involved in establishing the union? 
 
D: Yes. 
 
C: Would you like to share about that? 
 
D: Of course, those stories have become somewhat apocryphal, by now you can 

think of all kinds of reasons, but one shouldn’t probably even admit it.  As you 
know, we had some bright moments in the administration.  They weren’t 
necessarily enlightened particularly after the departure of the original pair, who 
weren’t enlightened either, but at least they were kinder and gentlemanly in that 
good old sort of southern way.  They were supportive of their faculty and 
paternalistic about it.  But once they left, there were no Ash, Lassiter, no Tom 
Carpenter; I thought that was all pretty bizarre.  Roy had already arranged for the 
places I would go to look at apartments and which insurance agents I would 
contact. There were problems there, but that was mostly of that southern 
gentleman stuff.  Like the messages that we couldn’t wear jeans if we were 
women.  We couldn’t date students, but they didn’t send it to the women because 
they knew the women wouldn’t do that anyway. So, of course, I do remember 
that there were several of us that wore our jeans and took our favorite students to 
some gathering, but I can’t remember what it was. But, nonetheless, looking back 
on it, it was benign in a way, just terribly old-fashioned and southern. But as we 
started to get new generations of presidents and vice presidents and deans..... 

 
C: This is sort of when John Minahan came. 
 
D: Minahan was the name that I was trying to think of with the problem on the 

Neighborhood Center.  So there was definitely a top-down [thing], despite all the 
collegiality and democratic behavior at the faculty level, it struck any number of 
us the kind of “we will take care of it, don’t worry about rights and benefits,” in the 
hands of the new generation was less tolerable than in the hands of the former 
generation. Of course, there was statewide activity going on about it.  So, we 
were hearing from other people in other places. 

 
C: My memory, though, is that the union was formed before Carpenter and Lassiter 

left. Because Carpenter hated it and prohibited chairs from being members of the 
union. 

 
D: I had forgotten that it happened before they left. I bet they were really annoyed 
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with us.  But it was towards the end of when they were leaving. I am sure it had 
to do with that kind of a shift happening.  Also, we were all people who came out 
of the 1960s. Also, we were all people who were aware of the political viewpoints 
and activism of some of the teachers unions and some of the famous teachers 
unions, and various other kinds of things like that. So our political sentiments in a 
larger sense would have been with labor, and we would have thought that in 
general, the teachers unions were making a move in the right direction, and we 
would have come out of an era in which we saw university administrations as 
part of the problem not part of the solution.  So in that sense we would be 
connected to a lot of that 1960s stuff, especially for someone who is looking at 
UF.  I forgot Carpenter was still here. See how you remake history? because I 
didn’t want to think that I had annoyed Tom Carpenter, but I did, I am sure.  Part 
of it was just like organizing anything.  It was kind of like organizing for a 
demonstration or something, I don’t know what.  I don’t remember who didn’t 
help organize it; well, of course there were lots of people who didn’t. 

 
C: Were there any key people that you remember? 
 
D: The first meeting was at the Boathouse, and we had a let’s form a union, and 

they were playing music and stuff like that. I think it was Eric [Brumbaugh], Dick 
Bizot, Bill Slaughter.  It was Allen [Tilley], who had been hired by then. Steve 
DeLue, he wasn’t chair yet.  He came from a labor union background.  His family 
was from a labor union background.  We didn’t have Rich Weiner yet, or he 
would have done it.  It was one or two of the science guys. 

 
C: Ray Bowman or Jay Huebner. 
 
D: Yes.  Dale [Clifford], of course, at least on the social front, organizing kind of 

thing.  It could have been like Carole DeMort, but I don’t think so.  It wasn’t too 
much different from the usual group, that might have been bringing in the poetry 
or putting on the Venture Theater or supporting Tom rewriting things.  And the 
movement was happening in the state. I don’t think that we thought at the time, 
or at least most of us thought at the time that it was primarily about wages and 
that sort of think, wages and benefits.  I think most of us thought at the time that it 
was about faculty authority. 

 
C: I remember also thinking it was about sabbaticals.  The state system had no 

sabbaticals. That was one of the neat consequences. 
 
D: But I am not sure that it was one of the immediate causes, except in that general 

sense that the Florida system seemed to be way behind, so sabbaticals could 
have been available in other state systems in terms of the kind of protections and 
rights that faculty had. I think that we might have also been frightened or worried 
about control, that maybe the Faculty Association wouldn’t be strong enough to 
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retain control or with things like promotion and tenure. 
 
C: Go back to the Center for Local Government for a minute. What kinds of things 

did you do to reach out to the Jacksonville city officials and others? 
 
D: Well, we did two types of work. [We did] professional development kinds of 

projects, which in principal, I suppose in some ways wouldn’t have been too 
different from what the Center for Small Businesses would have done.  We also 
brought in a lot of research contracts and grants – that was the part that was 
totally not related to the center in Tallahassee.  So we did a lot of contract 
research.  I actually got, and so did many other people, any number of significant 
publications. I tried to be discerning, especially when there was other people, 
and, well, sometimes, the work that we did only had a practical application. 

 
C: Can you remember an example? 
 
D: Sure.  One of the projects that we did that was probably– well, some of the things 

that I published, I published with Sally Coltrin and others and they had more to do 
with the methods of doing these things.  Bob Whelan came to them, he started 
being a major player especially in these research projects.  He made a difference 
to everything. He would have been a big union guy. Two of the big research 
projects were we got a grant for the development from somebody in Seattle, plus 
some federal money, plus some state money and the suspicion or the feeling 
was by whoever it was, the Dick Bowers type of the era, that Jacksonville wasn’t 
receiving its appropriate amount of Community Development Block Grant 
[CDBG] funds which was originated by population, and so we did a giant 
household survey of all the appropriate zip codes and so forth and so on.  I knew 
exactly who lived in what and then we would make the entire picture out of it.  
The city won the day, and we got a bunch more CDBG funding. I remember that 
one in particular as a big project. 

 
C: In doing the studies and.... 
 
D: We did household interviews. 
 
C: To find out what kind of information?  Census type? 
 
D: Yes, census data seemed to us to be inaccurate about the numbers of people of 

particular ages and races and income categories living in, predominantly, the 
Springfield and north side neighborhoods.  I think there were five or six different 
neighborhoods that were surveyed. Moncrief I think was one of them.  It really 
changed the picture, by about 20 to 25 percent more entitlement. I could not tell 
you the formulas now without going back. 
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C: I just wondered if there were copies of this in our libraries still available to 

preserve historical backgrounds. 
 
D: Probably.  There may be something in political science, I could ask Pat if they 

have them.  I am sure that I have some in a crate somewhere, if I look, I will send 
them.  I am sure anything that was on the old computer would not be of any use.  
Certainly copies were sent to the administration and various other kinds of 
places. The department had them for a long time.  I will ask at the Center, but 
that has been so discombobulated.  There are two other big projects that 
involved research.  The last one that I ever participated in and it had to do with, 
and it hurts to say, it was such a humongous project, it had to do with saving the 
manatees. There were all these suspicions that is was the recreational boating 
that was causing all the problems.  But nobody knew what the patterns of 
recreational boating were, where people came and went and all those kinds of 
things.  So over an entire year and a half– the last summer was finished as I was 
departing–we had all these teams of people out in boats. 

 
C: I remember that. 
 
D: See.  They were actually tracking the patterns of the boats and when they came 

in and out of the docks and all of that kind of thing.  That was fun, and we felt that 
we were doing something that was useful.  

 
C: Was it the boats that were killing the manatees or was it something else?  Did 

you find out? 
 
D: I can’t say that we found out.  I don’t know what the Department of Natural 

Resources [found.] We wouldn’t see them, except by accident.  What we were 
really doing was mapping the patterns of boat traffic in and out and then 
overlaying them on what was already known.  We didn’t have to find out when 
the manatees were there.  That was data that the Department of Natural 
Resources had about where the manatees lived and hung out.   

 
 Probably the research we did that had the biggest impact on my actual 
publishing career was with the Jacksonville Electric Authority [JEA].  We did a lot 
on it.  We also did a lot of training for them. It was most closely connected with 
stuff I still do at the University of Washington.  It was really in two [parts]; 
customer satisfaction surveys; and in-house employee surveys about work 
performance and those kinds of things.  Those fed into, it was the era of Royce 
Lyles and Jim Steal were leading an effort of a productivity improvement program 
that actually made them famous. So we did a lot of research, and we did a 
modest amount of comparative research with other utilities. But the only one that 
I can remember that was adequately funded was Florida Power and Light.  We 
did a lot of those.  There was also a lot of smaller scale things, for Clay County 
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and other various kinds of research things.  A lot of it I wouldn’t have even been 
on because a lot of faculty participated and a lot of different colleges and 
departments and those kinds of things.  We also did a lot of professional 
development, of which the signature program was the Government Fellows 
Program. 

 
C: What was that about? 
 
D: You probably secretly remember, right? 
 
C: Yes. 
 
D: The idea was that the city of Jacksonville and the authorities of the JEA and 

eventually, it involved Clay County and some others, JTA as well as JEA, which 
was separate from the city.... 

 
[End of Tape 1, Side A; Beginning of Tape 1, Side B] 
 
D: So the Center for Local Government, the candidates were nominated by whoever 

was their mayor or the head of the agency, and they had to be seen as players.  
In most cases, they managed to accurately communicate, they should be the 
ones with an eye to the future, who will win, who will bring new tricks; but 
sometimes we got sent the old boys, anyway. 

 
C: So you worked with Lex Hester on this?  Or was he gone by this time? 
 
D: He lectured sometimes for it, but he wasn’t there when we started. He might 

have been there when we first started the idea. 
 
C: Lex left here about 1975. 
 
D: No, he wasn’t.  I think that he came back and visited us from time to time.  

Because the first one was a success, it continued to be a success and be 
prestigious and those kinds of things.  We interviewed all the candidates. It went 
on over the course of the year.  It’s not unlike some of those leadership programs 
that have been developed in other ways, but it predates [them].  It was more skill-
based kinds of projects included.  Like really learning a lot about strategic 
planning, or really learning a lot about human resource management, or different 
kinds of things. But there was also some more theoretical or intellectual 
background of which that wouldn’t have been naturally exposed.  Some readings 
and talking about issues that had to do with public administration, public 
governance, politics, whatever was the latest management organization theory 
kind of things.  So it was a mix of reading and talking and also learning of real 
things and talking about them and being involved in different kinds of projects.  It 
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became sort of, well, you could almost not have been there, by the time, the 
comradery and the connections built up, in some ways they could have just 
carried on just fine by themselves, thank you very much. 

 
C: Any race relations or diversity covered? 
 
D: I don’t think that there was anything that we would have called diversity in those 

days.  There were things about what would probably be called race relations, in 
the human resources things. We had some special days on special topics, and 
some special people reading things sometimes.  Also about women, those kinds 
of issues were there. But, I am not sure the words “diversity training” have been 
invented at the time. 

 
C: You mentioned earlier some connection with Lowell Salter and a small business 

enterprise.  Can you elaborate on that? 
 
D: Partly it was because we lived next door.  He was really helpful and charming.  

He knew a lot about some kinds of things that work, but he was more helpful with 
the neighborhood thing. He was helpful, and this related to when he often came 
to things.  He never failed to show up, of course, he never failed to show up at 
the Venture Theater productions either.  He often knew people who could help.  
We tried to use a mix of people who were practitioners and academics.  I think 
our most popular training sessions incorporated things like diversity, women, 
different kinds of people because they would be about communication or about 
team building.  We had a couple of genius trainers in those kinds of arenas that 
everybody just completely adored that didn’t come from us. We also used a fair 
number of people from the College of Business and other kinds of people. And it 
built because they would come back to the alumni things.  Then the last year or 
two there was a group, we would have this executive fellows program which was 
for graduates of the others.  Adam Herbert was very keen on that. 

 
C: How would you assess the impact of the Center for Local Government in terms of 

the university serving the community? Would you say that it had a major impact 
on the local government, moderate impact? 

 
D: I don’t think that anything we could do would have a major impact in the positive 

on the overall politics and government in the city of Jacksonville.  It probably had 
a major impact on a whole generation of the top leaders and several different 
groups of them.  Through them, I think that a number of things changed in the 
city in terms of management practices and organization.  I think things did 
change, but they brought those changes back to where they were.  Many times 
they were applauded for it; sometimes they weren’t.  If I were to think about the 
places that I think were the most positively effected, but it was because of the 
people there and the people who came to us who were trying to be effective. It 
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would have been the Sheriff’s Department, JEA, JTA, and the mayor’s office 
itself in some ways.  You know, for some people it had a negative impact on their 
career in the long run.  I don’t think it helped Laura D’Alisera one iota in getting 
along with the good ole boys at the Department of Recreation.  But it did build 
her contacts with other people.  I am not sure, some parts of the city government 
would not have been really immediately responsive. Over time, my guess is, 
especially the second and third generation people, those people would have 
moved up and a lot of things that they would have remembered would have 
made a difference. 

 
C: So you would estimate that it had a fairly substantial impact indirectly on, 

particularly the agencies you mentioned? 
 
D: Probably substantial or moderately substantial on some because of them.  

Because the two things came together, and I think that it had a generally 
affirmative affect.  You get the Jake Godbolds of the world thinking it is a good 
thing or at least publically saying it is a good thing.  They liked the idea of it. So, 
at least, in selling the idea of it, who knows what kind of indirect benefits may 
have come from it. 

 
C: Let’s shift.  Were you ever an administrator or department chair? 
 
D: Not here. I might have officially had an administrator title on the payroll when I 

was the Director of the Center for Local Government, at least in the last years. I 
think I probably did. 

 
C: Were there important committees that you remember being involved in terms of 

shaping policy? 
 
D: Policy, huh.  Of course those aren’t the sorts of things that stick in my mind. 
 
C: What sticks in your mind? 
 
D: Well, two things, I just did it recently again at UW. Those dreadful things of 

having to reform the curriculum, I think I was on every one of those.  And 
distributions–not that the subject isn’t worth it. I think I did a lot of that.  It was the 
only place that you could land up having nasty fights with people who were your 
best friends who you are used to drinking beer with, if you know what I mean. 
And also land up in the same place, anyway.   

 
C: Do you remember any curriculum fights in particular? 
 
D: One about going to lower division, I remember particularly that I thought it was 

pathetic, and I was practically holier-than-thou that we were deteriorating into 
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who gets how many courses for their department and FTE.  I remember just 
being furious that it deteriorated from what would be good for our students kind of 
approach.  I have just led an effort at UW that I was pretty clear that, well, let’s 
just bypass that and said everybody is going to be worried about the FTEs and 
who gets how many of the new lines.  I remember being particularly upset about 
that committee or that kind of thing happening.  A lot of the endless sort of issues 
in my department.  I think that what everybody probably remembers most about 
me on committees would be serving on promotion and tenure.  Which was 
towards the end of my time. 

 
C: Would you like to elaborate on that? 
 
D: I don’t know, people who served [on the committee with me], like Bill Slaughter 

said that when he became chair he tried to do what I did. I wouldn’t necessarily 
want to comment on record about the particular cases.  I would say that, 
although not alone, even when I was not chair, I was a major force in insisting the 
committee not just pass through people who came from other colleges.  
Particularly not if they had not had enthusiastic support from their previous units.  
And that have the committee read and look at everything very, very carefully.  
Whoever had come just before me, and I can’t remember, had started that trend.  
It was becoming increasingly a subject of concern especially about promoting full 
professors.  

 
C: Did standards change in the almost twenty years you were here for promotion? 
 
D: I am not sure how much they officially changed.   
 
C: Unofficially?  Informally? 
 
D: Of course, I would not have been privy to the conversations before I was 

promoted myself. I think in general the campus, and the other new campuses, 
were some of the earliest examples in the state of the dilemmas of what are we  
going to do about criteria for promotion and tenure. Many discussions like that 
were had.  I was most concerned that it was a faculty decision.  I think they 
changed. 

 
C: In what direction? 
 
D: Well, I know for example, I said something the other day to Dale about Eddie 

Collins, and she said, oh, no, he’s never been promoted. I said, you mean that  
he’s never made full [professor].  She said, he never made associate [professor].  
I had completely forgotten that we had this radical idea about giving tenure to 
assistant professors.  I think that is still a potentially enlightened idea.  The 
modern day equivalent of it is, like at the University of Washington and some 
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places, they just have long-serving senior lecturers. They don’t do that with their 
assistant professors.  They have people who have, essentially, job security. 
That’s good. I can still see some advantages to that sort of thing.  I don’t think we 
did anybody any favors by having tenure for assistant professors because it isn’t 
the way the world works.  As time went by, I understand better why [there are] 
the dilemmas about tenure and promotion and all those things.  Especially as 
one gets to be more senior oneself, I think there’s a responsibility both to be 
inventive and creative where we are and do the right thing, and not to hamstring 
the future of faculty members so that they couldn’t move to other places. As I 
became older, I realized that probably you couldn’t assume that everybody was 
going to live out their entire career and that was an important thing to think about. 
I think the thing that I am proudest about, not me in particular but of all of us on 
that theme, was that we really insisted, well, I cannot say that we all did, but 
especially the leadership did, that teaching should be an extremely important part 
of tenure and promotion.  And important all the way up the line, not just 
something like it was at many places where you had to do okay, and maybe have 
some good teaching evaluations. I still think that, but I took that attitude with me 
when I went to [UW].  That is the one thing that I took away but that matter the 
most with how I interacted when I ended up with two full professors and all junior 
faculty working for me. Of course, both of the two full professors and I were so far 
to the left of the faculty in terms of our generation, at faculty gatherings and stuff.  
They were always telling me no, no, now is the moment you are supposed to 
say, over our dead bodies.  I think that was important here. I also think I took 
away the lesson, even though I worried about it in my own personal case–though 
it didn’t end up having a negative impact on my promotion–of having a broader 
definition of scholarship, not just in terms of what kinds of things people do, but 
also more interdisciplinary scholarship.  We’re doing more different things, that 
people didn’t necessary have to just publish their two books in a narrow field, or 
those kinds of things.  I think we were pretty good about that.  I nonetheless think 
we didn’t find the adequate means to encourage quality as well as the public 
quantity in research and scholarship in the faculty on the whole.  I think some of 
them did it, but I think we have to have any number of cases where they didn’t do 
it, and I think we promoted some people who maybe we shouldn’t have.  But by 
the time I was on the committee, of course, they had tightened up an awful lot 
about the full professorship thing.  I think a lot of people, not just some of the 
people that you and I know personally, got caught in that.  Nowadays in our 
senior positions, we would do everything we could to help faculty.  When I got to 
UW, I thought good enough to go and good enough to stay.  I am not sure 
whether we would have to insist on narrow field scholarship, but I think that we 
needed to enable more actual significant scholarship. 

 
C: Let me keep moving on a little bit. As you reflect upon your eighteen years here, 

what were you most proud about in terms of your contribution to the development 
of UNF?  What have you looked at and said, gee, I feel really good about doing 
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this, this or this? 
 
D: Well, probably some of the things that we talked about. Especially the theater 

program, the Center for Local Government, and building those connections not 
just with the internal boards but with the external constituencies.  The other thing 
that I feel good about being part of along with many, many other people would 
have been building a foundation that crossed disciplinary lines of friendship and 
collegiality.  

 
C: Were there any major changes that you saw over those years that affected the 

institution? 
 
D: Well, yes, as it got bigger and acquired new personnel, some of them were 

problematic at the top. It became more like other places, I suppose. Much more 
heavily bureaucratized and much more heavily regulated.  There are some 
signature things that I think happened.  As near as I can tell from where I am 
now, the fact that the governance  is not effective. Now how much that had to do 
with what, I am not so sure.  I can’t say how that plays out in ordinary life. Maybe 
that’s not at the university level, maybe inside colleges and departments, there 
are enormous amounts of faculty governance, and they’re all assiduously 
hanging onto the right things and doing those kinds of things.  I’m certainly aware 
of it at a college level. 

 
C: Was it still there when you left in 1990? 
 
D: It was fading.  But it was there more at the Faculty Association level.  I think 

especially in some of those kinds of committee kinds of things.  It was certainly 
there in some of the strong collegiate departments–history, literature, those kinds 
of things..  My own program was a complete mess, of course–or, programs.  The 
whole department was a complete mess. There was no reason to stay in there. 

 
C: In a couple of sentences, could you describe your department while you were 

there? 
 
D: Over time or at the end? 
 
C: How it began and what happened to it? 
 
D: Of course, I might not have all the steps right and it was just the other day I was 

remembering getting them in.  It started off as a little political science department 
with three faculty persons and Tom Mongar. It gradually acquired more political 
science people.  In the meantime, there was the sociology department which 
started out with the guy that lasted only six months, before he went nuts or 
something: Carroll Simms.  But eventually, our two departments got put together.  
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That was somebody’s idea of administrative efficiency.  It didn’t turn out to be a 
good idea.  Thinking about it in retrospect, thinking about organizational culture 
because political science, despite the leader, had good rapport and worked pretty 
well collegially and the other side of the house didn’t.  So that started to create 
different tensions.  Some of those working well together changed, and the 
criminal justice folks, and it was just too much of a mess, too many people, too 
many prima donnas.  There were too many people who were suspicious of each 
other all the time.  At least two people who massively suffered from paranoia.  So 
it didn’t turn out to be a collegial, pleasant place, even though I remained fond of 
many of my colleagues, but I didn’t enjoy going to a department meeting. 

 
C: And instead of getting a raise, you got to full professor from the administration at 

some point....? 
 
D: I couldn’t tell you exactly when that happened.  It was in the late 1980s. 
 
C: Institutionally, you know, we have had presidents Carpenter, Robinson, McCray, 

and Herbert while you were here.  Do you have any particular reflections or 
experiences working with any of those four? 

 
D: Well, we were small enough that you kind of knew everybody.  I knew Adam 

Herbert the least, well, as a faculty member because he was barely here when I 
left.  But I had known him previously because his field was public policy and 
public administration.  So we met in other contexts. He is probably the best 
president we ever had, maybe.  But since I wasn’t here, it is hard to say that.  He 
was the best president for the moment in time in which he was situated.  I don’t 
know why I think that, but it just was a good match.  I know there were other 
people who didn’t think that was true.   

 
 I think that McCray was a bad choice.  It is hard to say about Andy 
Robinson. It’s possible if times had been different, he would have turned into a 
fabulous president. I think he was an okay president.  The best thing about him 
was that he really committed to the University of North Florida.  I think he had 
strengths and weaknesses, and I remember we all thought he had strengths and 
weaknesses, and we probably gave him a worse time than we should have over 
some of those things.  I kind of liked Curt McCray personally but I am not sure he 
was a very effective president.  He was the president in an era when we should 
have been making much more success in connections in the community and 
doing all kinds of things and growing in ways that I don’t think that we did. 

 
C: Can you give me an example of that? 
 
D: I think that we should have been much more focused on our broader community 

and on recruiting students in different kinds of ways and connecting with 
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governments, people and population and becoming much more of a leader in the 
region.  Intellectually, politically, in subtle ways, in terms of ideas, I think that we 
could have done more. I don’t think he had enough imagination or experience to 
do those kinds of things.  But I liked him; there isn’t any ill-will or anything like 
that.   

 
 I remember liking Tom Carpenter, too, although he was haughty.  That 
coincides with when one was at one’s youngest and most radical, so who knows.  
He was gracious, I don’t think that we really necessarily had a really bad 
president. 

 
C: How about vice presidency?  Lassiter, Minahan, Merwin, Bardo, Ken Martin, who 

came at the end of your stay. 
 
D: Well, Lassiter has improved with the passage of time in the memory, of course, 

as a Vice President for Academic Affairs.  At the time, I found that southern 
paternalism just loudly annoying.  But in retrospect, he did a lot of very good 
work.  Worked with a good administrator and he worked well with people.  I think 
that he mostly worked well with the deans.  I was way too far down the totem 
pole to really know for sure about how people, Parrish or Will or those people got 
along with him.  I imagine there were some contest between [some people]. 

 
C: Particularly about resources.  More important, to the extent that you had 

experiences? 
 
D: I remember him being paternalistic and arrogant.  Remember the story about 

how he wasn’t oriented towards faculty governance, although he felt that he was 
oriented towards faculty benefits.  He was not a modern man in terms of his 
attitude towards women and stuff like that.  He mellowed, but at the same time 
he told us.  He told all the guys that they couldn’t date their secretaries, but he 
didn’t tell us.  It was one thing after another like that.  The way he thought that we 
should dress. The things that we should do. He was much more formal. 

 
C: What about the others Minahan, Merwin, Bardo and Martin? Did you have any 

particular working relationships with any of those? 
 
D: I distinctly did not have a good working relationship with Minahan.  I think it was 

connected with these sad stories about my external activities.  I think he was an 
entirely self-serving ambitious.  My feelings about him were negative, in general.  
I had negative experiences with him.  I was deeply aware of other people’s 
negative experiences.  I think that he was always just passing through.  I don’t 
think that he got too much of the appropriate kinds of experiences that would 
have fit with our culture.  In all fairness to him, it was very hard to walk into the 
culture that we had developed, which is intermarried with, more of a paternal feel, 
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it would have been a difficult setting.  He was ill prepared, he was arrogant.  I 
really didn’t like him. 

 
C: Well what about Bill Merwin? 
 
D: We all liked Bill. He had certain behavioral traits which from the women faculty’s 

point of view weren’t ideal. But not necessarily that we personally participated in. 
 
C: Did you work with him at all? 
 
D: Yes.  There was never any trouble working with him. 
 
C: What about John Bardo? 
 
D: On things like tenure and promotion and things like that.  I thought, some of that 

though, I would say would be like elevating your Faculty Association president to 
be at the academic peak. There was somebody who had came up the ranks with 
the right bearings.  I don’t know how much it means, I don’t know what I would 
say about that. I thought he was another unfortunate choice.  I don’t think that he 
was very able to do his job.  Who was his associate?  I can’t remember that. 

 
C: Was Gary Fane there? 
 
D: Maybe it was Gary.  He needed a lot of help, anyway.  I didn’t think that he was 

very gracious.  I don’t think he had the leadership qualities.  Part of it was, when 
you think about it, you wouldn’t think that a person had to be necessarily a 
fabulous administrator at that level, and I see it even more from the vantage point 
of where I am now.  The provost or the chief academic officer wouldn’t have to be 
a fabulous administrator, but they do have to be a fabulous general 
organizational leader with good values and sense of vision and commitment to 
the institution.  That’s probably the thing that distinguishes them, and it probably 
distinguishes some of the presidential people too.  People like Tom and Andy, for 
sure, and probably Adam, were committed to the institution and all those kinds of 
things. There was just a core of goodness there.  I am not so sure about Adam 
since he didn’t come from us.  That was surely true of Roy and Merwin. I think it 
is easy to not hire good provosts – by now, I’ve seen that in other settings as 
well–or chief academic officers.  I think that the university would have been much 
better served if they had highly talented and the successful deans who are 
interested and seriously considering not going to the outside for their chief 
academic officer.  Especially if they are going to the outside for their presidents 
and some of their deans.  It’s increasingly popular is going to the outside for the 
deans, especially for things like business schools.  I also think it makes a 
difference, like in many of our years, we didn’t necessarily have highly talented, 
experienced, successful deans. So the problems compound themselves.  If you 
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have a Peter Salus at the same time you have a John Minahan it is not the best 
combination. 

 
C: Let’s talk about the deans for a minute. Ash, Humphries, Salus, Healy, Weiner, 

Adams–do any of those stand out positively for you? 
 
D: Ash, of course, even though I didn’t always agree with him, and we would often 

have fights about things, but that was young turk/old turk kinds of stuff.  There is 
no doubt about his tremendous, positive impact on the university and the college.  
If I had been a department chair, I might not have thought he was so fabulous.   
Looking now, I don’t know how I would have thought about it at the time.  He was 
too much of a controller, I would think, from a department chair’s point of view 
now. But, of course, some of us had chairs who needed controlling. Although he 
wasn’t very good about doing anything about it.  I thought Jack Humphries was a 
walked-on water sort of person. [He] was academic and all those kinds of things.  
In many ways, he was highly qualified, but he was never going to be a strong 
leader. He worked to be one of the great old guys around here, or maybe it was 
really hard to follow in Will Ash’s footsteps. Maybe it was different in the 
department.  We thought of him at the time as under-qualified for the job.  And 
we were probably unkind. 

 
C: You said that administrators should not be too nice a person. Jack Humphries did 

not fit that bill. 
 
D: Yes, I think he did.  Especially because I don’t remember that he had anything 

like useful deputies.   
 
C: He had no deputies. 
 
D: I think, although you have probably talked to people who have more vivid 

memories than myself, including yourself of course, but I think Peter Salus was 
dreadful in many, many ways.  He might not have been dreadful as a faculty 
member, but I think he wasn’t a good administrator.  I don’t think he was 
equitable.  That was a very bad choice that we made.  

 
C: What about Ed Healy? 
 
D: Ed might have had some of the same issues in a way as Jack Humphries to say 

that he was a very nice man too.  I thought that he was fabulous.  I really liked 
him.  I think that maybe the time in which he was dean it worked out very well.  
For one thing, he wasn’t Peter Salus, but for another, the institution was more 
stable, and older and those kinds of things. Now, he wasn’t a visionary, like you 
said, he’s not someone who was going to do any new and creative kinds of 
things. He had his fuddy-duddy moments. I think he was a good administrator.  I 
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think he probably more than anybody else enabled chairs to do quality work. 
Looking as a non-chair, and trusted his senior faculty and those kinds of things.  
He built up that kind of notion.  I think he did more to contribute to the idea of 
actual administrative and collegial leadership at the college level.  I think we 
could credit Ed with that.  He might not credit himself, but I think the chairs at the 
time at which the chairs council both formally and informally. I think he served the 
faculty very well. I think he was a plus.  I think Rich continued that.  I think the 
Rich thing is a fluke, of course.  I forget exactly how we got Rich.  He didn’t come 
from an administrative background. 

 
C: He had been bumped upstairs, and I think Merwin picked Rich.   
 
D: I can’t remember quite how we did that. Of course, Rich, has gone on to be.... we 

witnessed the birth of a great dean. Of course, when he left us, he still has been 
a great dean ever since.  We just talked during the hurricane trying to find Bob 
Whelan. He was the most inclined to be entrepreneurial, although he wouldn’t 
use the word entrepreneurial, of having one good idea after another about things 
to do differently or to expand, not just in-house, but to connect with the 
community and those kinds of things.  He would have been, although it would 
have seemed odd to people at the time, he would have been good  on the 
external side as well as the internal side. I didn’t know Afesa all that well.  We 
didn’t get along very well. 

 
C: An important question, and you may be able to answer it better than most, how 

did this institution treat women? 
 
D: Well, I am sure that it did better than Florida International University or Florida.  I 

think that there were people who were conscientious about treating women fairly 
and well in time.  From the start, it was definitely born in a paternalism, but a kind 
one.  When I moved away from the South, I really came to appreciate a lot more 
those kinds of things. When I was here, I had ample opportunity to observe many 
of my male colleagues who came from more radical academic left and the new 
ways of things, in the 1960s generation where their behavior towards women 
hadn’t particularly improved, either in their personal lives or in their professional 
lives.  

 
C: There are exactly four ways of looking at this.  One was how you and your 

colleagues interacted; the second is how the administration interacted; third is 
how you saw men and women students responding to you; and the fourth is 
equal opportunity. 

 
D: I don’t think there was equal opportunity.  Indeed, we organized on the salary 

front.  I don’t know how many of us there were at that point in time.  We won 
when the state opened up the possibility and got our salary.  There was no 
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question that we were hired unequally. I mean, Bill still has to buy all our dinners 
out because he got paid $1,000 more when we started than I did.  It was that 
plus interest. We were not hired in an equitable way and neither were the women 
who came soon after us.  There is just no question about it.  People did not take 
it seriously. I was literally told things like, well, you will only probably be here until 
you get married and have a family.  Or, yeah, you have different needs for life 
insurance–part of the company even told men what they needed for life 
insurance– than if you were a man. So it was pretty dreadful.  There was the 
famous story, that none of us got over which was when we were invited to join 
the wives club. By Louise Ash, which I believe we actually gave in and did, 
probably because your wife made us. She had to go, we had to go. [laughter] So 
there were all those weird kinds of things. I think in terms of the students, that the 
university might have been more pioneering on that front. In some ways, even 
having as few women as we had in and the guys who were more oriented in that 
life, and having as many women in the classroom–I mean, teaching– as we had.  
We had a lot of women in the classroom. That might have been particularly the 
case in upper division.   We also had a lot of guys coming back from the war, 
who had learned to think about things differently. The other issue besides what 
happened to the women, is what the people were gay whether they were male or 
female, it wasn’t an open subject of conversation here.  There were some issues 
of those kinds of things.  Even that began to creep into the conversations in 
classes sometimes.  I think although the women, we got together, to cooperate, 
but a lot of them–immediate male colleagues–were wonderful and supportive.  
As it turned out, I was joking, but so were their wives.  A lot of our male 
colleagues were married to women who were accomplished independents.  As 
our social circles widened, there were lots of people who had a major influence 
on it. In the long run, I am sure we had a big impact on the community in that 
way.  

 
C: Particularly, I remember opening up, listening to older women in class, who had 

come back to school, and were looking for careers and needed that support. 
 
D: I remember that as a major thing too.  I remember when I first moved to UW as 

having older women in the class, of course, a new generation of older women, 
but still enough time that they wouldn’t have been to school in the first place.  

 
C: Again looking back over your eighteen years, what was missing from this 

university?  I am going to ask two questions.  What was our biggest 
accomplishments, and what were we missing?  What did we miss the boat on in 
terms of poor decisions or just not making decisions at all? Talk in terms of 
library, extra curricular activities, cultural activities, student opportunities, physical 
facilities, things like the women’s center. 

 
D: In general, what was missing? 
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C: Yes, were there any gaps? You came from Oregon and Washington universities 

and then on to Seattle.  You have been at major universities, what is missing 
here besides football? 

 
D: Well, it depends on whether it is missing, or just missed, or just missing.  There 

were a lot of things that weren’t here.  I think that at the time that I left, I wouldn’t 
say that there were things that were significantly missing in terms of the original 
vision of being a primarily upper division institution serving transfer students and 
those kinds of things.  By the time that I left, it wasn’t adequate for a four-year 
university. 

 
C: What was not adequate? 
 
D: It was just beginning to get things like student life functions.  It made all the world 

of difference because it didn’t have enough student life or activities.  It may not 
have had enough of a student culture, it most certainly didn’t for the older either; 
it is probably a theme that continued.  Most of those students weren’t here 
enough to participate in that culture, except in their smaller groups, like if they 
were in the business thing, theater, or something else.  If there was anything that 
was missing, in the time I was here, it would have been a lively student life.  

 
C: I think that we always have to compare ourselves not only where we are now 

from where we were thirty years ago, but how do we compare with other 
institutions? Did UNF have any distinction compared with Central Florida, FIU, 
FAMU or West Florida? 

 
D: I would think that a major thing is that it still doesn’t have, but should have, I think 

it needs to have more [student activity], but I don’t know the truth of the matter, 
but certainly at the time that I left, and I guess that it is true to a certain extent.  I 
don’t think that it is a community center; it isn’t far reaching.  It wasn’t when I left, 
although there had been individuals engaged, and I don’t know if has to do with 
the location decision or has to do with continuing mobile leadership.  If I was to 
point to a weakness that transcended the president, at least up until Adam 
Herbert, and then he left, which was not so responsible either. I think he might 
have done it.  I think it would be that– that is what the leadership should do, raise 
money and build strong community relations and enable other people to do that.  
And if you can’t do that, to at least take what other people are doing and make 
something of it.  I say it is student life and regional leadership.  We may be doing 
it now, I think some believe in it.  You would think that the current president 
would be moving in the right direction.  Integrating of the intellectual life, like you 
do, a lot of individual faculty members in their personal life and community life 
overlap, but the university as an institution didn’t manage it. 
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C: I would agree. What individuals stand out for you here at the university during 

your time here?  Anybody that you think that either as a scholar or teacher or 
overall human being stand out? 

 
D: I knew you were going to ask that question, of course, because one or two other 

people said that you asked that question.   It depends on what you mean by 
stand out.  I hate to equivocate, but there are so many.  It is easier to think of the 
ones that stand out in the negative, but those who stand out in the positive, it is 
almost hard to enumerate.  If we were going to have a party with all of our close 
friends and associates, I couldn’t eliminate anybody. 

 
[End of Side B, Tape 1; Beginning of Tape 2, Side A] 
 

I think that a lot of the faculty, especially of the founding faculty, not necessarily 
literally founding, but at least thinking about the moment that I left, really stood 
out in an overall way.  In terms of the commitment to the institution, their 
leadership abilities, they had grown into their teaching, and their personalities. 
We all knew each other so well. It is hard to say who had the most dynamic 
personality, or the most dynamic impact. There were lots of different characters. 

 
C: How would you compare faculty here with faculty in Seattle? Not the big campus 

so much as the other campus’. 
 
D: It is not unlike my experience at my campus because, again, it was a smaller 

faculty, so many people, especially those who were hired in the first five years 
had been hardworking and committed and talented.  Those people I might 
particularly remember.  I would have a tough time, [but] I could probably rattle off 
a bunch of you and the people who aren’t here, who left, probably the two that I 
think of all the time, whose departure had the most impact, who might have done 
things quite differently would be Rich Weiner and Steve DeLue.  If they had 
stayed, things might have been quite different in my part of the world.  But they 
would have gone up in the faculty leadership roles in important kinds of ways.  I 
think if there is a strength, from what I know, that’s stronger in your newer 
generation of faculty, than in us, it probably is on the research and scholarship 
front.  I think that if you are looking to build an institution, where you have some 
people who are international stars or leaders in their field, or giant grant getters, 
those kinds of things.  It is not that I don’t think that many of us had that potential, 
but only a few of us did it. Some of us have done it after we have retired. We 
were so busy doing everything else– not that I think everybody needs to, but we 
didn’t have the super scientists in our group.  We did have some people with 
world-class fame, but they arrived with world-class fame. People like Bill Brown, 
and Gerson Yessin. 

 
C: Who were two or three of the most colorful characters that you came across or 
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remember from your years here? 
 
D: Jack Funkhouser. 
 
C: Explain why. 
 
D: He was just so dynamic, and he was everywhere.  He did everything, he helped 

everybody, he knew everything about everything.  He told everybody everything 
he thought. He also made people mad sometimes.  He was also tireless.  He 
would work on anything and everything.  I think he was one of the major people.  
He was not only a colorful character, but he made everything from classrooms to 
the whole system work.  In terms of a standout sort of personality, he would 
probably be one of them.  At that the next level, I think of all of you. I think of a 
couple of the bad guys, but that’s not what you want. 

 
C: When you say bad guys, there are different definitions of bad. 
 
D: Okay, there’s Tom Mongar.  He was definitely one of the dominant personalities 

from the minute I got here until the minute I left.  He clearly had a major impact 
on the institution.   

 
C: How would you describe Tom? 
 
D: Highly energetic, controlling, typically highly committed, obsessively committed to 

what he was doing. Extreme. 
 
C: Extreme meaning what? 
 
D: He tended to extremes in his views. In later years, although I wouldn’t want to 

say for the record, he might not have done all that well.  He was dynamic, 
committed, easily able to switch his enthusiasms.     

 
C: You are actually the third person who has identified Tom as one of the 

unforgettable characters. 
 
D: I suppose a lot of the old timers would mention Dean Ash too. But he didn’t have 

that much of a character; he was just unforgettable. But he didn’t have that much 
character.  One could say that if we were actually, if we were talking in the 
negative, one could say that about one of the deans we talked about too. On the 
character point.  On the more positive side, it is easier to think there are just so 
many people. Jack Funkhouser was wonderful. I think that in terms of the impact, 
not that there was not necessarily other people around, or as wonderful as I 
remember, there were some other people.  Like, Bill Brown, who had a major 
impact in many ways, not just because he was African-American although that 
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played in at certain times.  Like, remember when we were told that we had to 
wear our suits and ties to graduation–of course, they didn’t tell the women how to 
dress. He went in his robes.  He was a good, instinctive faculty leader who 
served us, in that sense, in setting a model. I think he and Gerson were probably 
the only people of that kind of national stature that made a difference to the 
campus.  I think that he was always willing to be outspoken, and he was always 
willing to be the one who spoke if he had to, to whatever power there was.  In 
that sense, he wasn’t as loud about it as Jack, but he would stand out.  Some of 
my current colleagues are also willing to do that, it is just hard to sort out the 
differences between the Bill Slaughter and an Allen Tilley, those kinds of people.  

 
C: Have I left anything out that you have thought about before coming today? 
 
D: Probably, but not that I can remember.  After all, we are on side three. 
 
C: The time is no problem in terms of length. 
 
D: I am interested in what you are asking people about where your thinking the 

institution is going in the future. 
 
C: Do you want to speculate on that? 
 
D: No, but I would like to know what other people had to say. I really think that a lot 

of newer institutions, including the one I have been teaching at, although it is not 
the same as this, I think that they sometimes miss their moments, in retrospect. I 
guess in a way it is a comment backwards, if there is not the right kind of 
adequate leadership at the right time.  The Adam Herbert moment was probably 
the last possible moment, and he was political that he might not have done it 
anyway.  In terms of being unique and special in certain ways to the community 
and the students, to be different, not just another college or university. 

 
C: [noise interruption] Thank you very much. 
 
D: You are welcome. 
 
[End of Interview] 


