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Jean E. Howard:  Well I wanted to ask you first about Brown when you came here from RCA. What 
was Brown like when you arrived, what kind of school was it? 
  
Maurice Glicksman: Well it was interesting. I had gone through a period of about a year at RCA trying 
to convince them to start a program of research in neuroscience. Very far different from my physics. But I 
had done a little bit of going around the country visiting laboratories at the cutting edge in neuroscience 
research. And I gave two lectures in neuroscience to the RCA laboratory staff. Well attended, about three 
hundred people showed up at the two were two lectures, each one about an hour and a quarter. And then 
after it I went to see the boss, the VP of research, and I said I want to start a laboratory in neuroscience. 
And he said to me—I remember the words pretty well. “Maurice,” he said, “RCA is very happy with what 
you’ve contributed to us over the years—I’d been there about fourteen years. And anything you want to 
do, we will support. So we will support you. And if you want to spend all of your time in neuroscience 
that would be fine, and I will give you funding and support funding for another person to work with you, 
but no more. We can’t afford it. It’s too far from the mission of the corporation, and it’s too basic research 
for”—I said, you know, the corporation is interested in communicating, and you want basic research for 
communicating, that’s it, neuroscience. Memory and learning is the subjects I was initially interested in. 
And he said, “We can’t afford it.” So I was unhappy with Brown—with RCA not Brown. 
  
And at the same time coincidentally I started getting phone calls. And this goes into your major question, 
because it talks about recruiting faculty. I got phone calls from six different universities over a period of 
eight months, each offering me a professorship. Mostly in physics, all of them were in physics— 
  
Howard: None of course were searches, these were just people who knew—they just called you up— 
  
Glicksman: No searches, I didn't know there was an opening. 
  
Howard: Right. 
  
Glicksman: Okay?  I didn’t know there was an opening— 
  
Howard: That was how it was done. 
  
Glicksman: That was the way it was done then. And including me, okay? I mean, and as I can go on to 
tell you. When I was Dean of the Faculty and Provost at Brown, I got approaches from a number of 
universities about presidency. And, you know, here’s one: I get a call from the son of a good friend who’s 
a student at the University of Rochester—“There’s a rumor around campus that you’re on the list for the 
presidency.” And I said, “Oh?” And I get a call from them saying, “You’re one of three finalists.” I didn’t 



even know that they were considering me. I knew nothing about it. And that happened at a number of 
universities. Anyway, so five universities in a row I turned down. Brown was number six. 
  
Howard: What did you see in Brown? 
  
Glicksman: I saw two things that really attracted me—three things that really attracted me. I made a visit 
to Brown. I had been on an international conference committee—organizing committee, a conference—
the previous year. All the other members of the conference committee were faculty. There was a guy from 
Harvard, a guy from Stanford, a guy from Berkeley. Nobody from Columbia—yeah, somebody from 
Columbia because I was at Columbia. And we used to meet in the various homes of these—you know for 
our meetings we didn’t do telephone meetings. And I saw the disaster that those campuses represented in 
the sixties—late sixties. Columbia was full of graffiti all over the place. Buildings were defaced. All the 
beautiful stone buildings with paint all over them. My friend who was chairman of the Physics 
Department at Harvard was in the evening news standing in front of the Physics building with what 
looked like a fire behind him, with tears running down his face because student activists had set fire to the 
building. [5:00] Stanford had armed its police after someone had been killed on the campus. Cornell— 
  
Howard: Had guns. 
  
Glicksman: They showed guns of the occupying people. So I come to Brown, and I go to classrooms 
they’re all clean. There’s no graffiti around. I hear that there’s also unhappiness at Brown over the 
African-American underrepresentation on the faculty. And what have the Brown students done? After 
holding a meeting on the campus, they marched down the hill and had a prayer meeting in the Baptist 
church [laughter] with candlelight. Okay? And I went into classes and people seemed to be attentive. And 
I read Magaziner-Maxwell report. 
  
Howard: Ah, so that would have been ‘68. 
  
Glicksman: ‘68, ‘69. 
  
Howard: And you liked that report? 
  
Glicksman: I did indeed. I thought that was so sensible, and then I heard—you know, when I got here I 
heard what the faculty had done to that report. And they had only taken part of it, because the whole 
report would have been like a fairy tale, it would have been tough. But they had taken the right part. 
  
Howard: I agree. 
  
Glicksman: And so I liked it. And the man who was approaching me—I made a mistake in giving him 
too much hubris—not hubris, too much credit. I thought he was being very nice, because he always called 
me around five thirty, six o’clock in the afternoon. So I see he didn’t want to call me on RCA time. But 
that wasn’t the reason, he didn’t think of that at all. But I knew him. And I knew three or four people, I 
had— 
  



Howard: Were these all in engineering, or were they in physics? 
  
Glicksman: No, Joe Loferski was chairman of engineering, and he was the one who called me and 
originally solicited, and said that there was an anonymous donor who’d given two and a half million 
dollars to the university—this was the campaign for the ‘70s that was supposed to raise 30 million. Never 
was formally announced, but I understand it raised about 23. 
  
Howard: This was under Heffner then. 
  
Glicksman: Yes, originally under Heffner, but it went on with Hornig. And Tom had given—Tom 
Watson had given two and a half million to build up, four—and this I liked also, that the program was 
building up four departments: History—History of Science—Comparative Literature, Physics, and 
engineering. And it was in engineering. So I had a visit from one of the physics faculty here, who came to 
visit me in Princeton—he’s not here any more he left Brown, Manuel Cardona—and he was Professor of 
Physics. And he said, “Maurice you’re a physicist, would it make it more attractive to bring you to Brown 
if physics offered you a joint appointment?” I said it’s not a requirement, I assume that this is—the way it 
was described to me I was going to be a University Professor and Professor of Engineering. So it sounds 
to me like I would have access to any department that I had a right to have access to. But it might be—
yeah I’d like to be associated with the Physics Department. So I called up Joe, and I said, “Joe, Manuel 
suggests that you ask Physics if they would join you in making an appointment. They were getting their 
own star, they got another guy who’s really a very first-rate physicist. He stayed here for about 10 years 
and then went to Chicago where he stayed. And he’d been president of the Physics Society. 
  
Anyway, so he did. And the Physics Department had a meeting. And as it was reported to me from 
someone at that meeting—at the meeting Cardona, who had proposed it to me, stood up and objected to it. 
And so Joe called me back and said, “Physics doesn’t want to join.” I later learned that Cardona had 
second thoughts because he was putting pressure on the Provost Stoltz and the president to make him a 
chaired professor. And then he thought about it and he said if there’s already a chaired professor—mine 
was a chaired professor—if there’s already a chaired professor, it will reduce the chances of his getting it. 
So he changed his mind. 
  
Howard: But that didn’t change your mind about Brown. 
  
Glicksman: It didn’t change my mind. [Laughter] [10:00] 
  
Howard: You were still happy to go to engineering. 
  
Glicksman: It wasn’t happy to go to engineering, it was happy to go to Brown. I was interested in 
Brown. Electrical Engineering needed me—I mean Electrical Engineering was not strong, not a strong 
part of engineering. Mechanical and Civil were the strong parts. Mechanical was top in the country. And I 
knew it was, but I knew a number of the people in engineering, but I knew people in Physics as well. And 
of my four Ph.D.’s—that’s all I managed before I became an administrator—three are in physics. 
  



Howard: And why did you make the switch in this period to administration? You were only here six or 
seven years before— 
  
Glicksman: Five years. 
  
Howard: Five years and then you were a dean at the graduate school. And why did you do that? 
  
Glicksman: [Pause] I had been an administrator at RCA of laboratory in Tokyo. And I’m a fairly—I 
guess I’m perceived as pretty strong in— 
  
Howard: I think so. 
  
Glicksman: You can corroborate that. I mean Lilli also corroborated that, Lilli Hornig. [Laughter] 
  
Howard: Yes. [Laughter] 
  
Glicksman: And so that I don’t take—the other thing I do, which is not that great, is that I don’t take 
fools lightly—don’t suffer fools lightly. I had a fool for a boss, when I was at RCA in Tokyo. And it 
became very hard for me to do the job. He was very late in responding to my requests for approval, 
holding up a lot of things. I finally settled that by giving him a ten-day notice, that if I didn’t hear from 
him in 10 days I assumed it was approved. And he refused to allow me to make an appointment of a guy I 
thought who I needed. And he didn’t understand the way the Japanese system worked. And I remember I 
came back to Princeton and his office and sat down and he said, “Maurice I don’t care how much blood 
you share—you bleed on the carpet—you're not going to appoint this guy because I put a memos 
disapproving it, and I’ll never go back on a memo I wrote.” Which was a stupid thing to say. And so three 
months later his boss was in my office in Tokyo and said, “Can you still get this guy?” And I said, 
“Perhaps.” He said, “Well go ahead. I’ve visited a number of the laboratories and I understand the system, 
and he’s perfectly well qualified.” See, he was going through the Japanese system of doctorate, which is 
like the European system. You do all of your lab work, and your coursework, and then you go to work 
and you do research for eight to 10 years. And at the end of the time you have a dossier of published work 
and you present that to a committee of faculty, and they give you a degree. [Laughter] And he was about 
seven years out, he was close to that point, he had a very nice body of work. But he didn’t have the Ph.D. 
yet. 
  
Howard: But you were willing to take him anyway. 
  
Glicksman: Anyway, so go back to the management thing, when I was in Japan I was approached by a 
west coast organization offering me a job to run a laboratory on the west coast. It would have been a 
difficult job because I would be running two laboratories, two different locations. They provided 
transportation; I would have a chauffeur-driven helicopter. It was seventy miles apart around Los 
Angeles. I turned down not because the man who tried to hire me—who was the CEO of the company—
wasn’t a nice guy, but he was also very fair, and he set me up for lunch with all the VPs and I decided 
when I was through that lunch, I would never want to work with these guys, because if I turned my back I 
would have a knife sticking in it. 



  
Howard: So Brown offered a different kind of administrative… 
  
Glicksman: A different kind—well no, RCA when I was coming back to Princeton to the labs after 
Tokyo, RCA offered me an upper-level administrative position. They offered to make me head of one of 
the product divisions—Product Operations. I would have a factory to run, and a product to provide, and 
within [15:00] six months I would be a corporate VP, if I was successful. What I didn’t realize at that time 
was that was the way they were training people to run their research. They put them through the 
corporation—corporate world—so they get a feel for business and the business problems, and then they 
feel confident to let them head research because they temper the research enough with knowledge of 
corporate needs—for profits and so on. But I didn’t want—I turned it down. And instead of that I had a 
letter signed by 23 members of the staff at RCA’s laboratory, Sarnoff Center, and Princeton asking me to 
come be their manager—their head. We called it “General Research Group”—they had the best 
researchers in the laboratory. And being head of that didn’t mean anything—I mean I didn’t have to do 
much management because they did their own work. So I could continue my own research, and so on, and 
so that’s what I did. So I had decided at that point I wasn’t going to be a manager, but I didn’t really 
realize that. 
  
So that when the head at RCA appointed a new lab director inside of RCA—the lab was broken up into 
about four labs, each of them having maybe 50, 60 people. He appointed a guy I thought was not that 
competent, and certainly not as capable as I. so I went to see him and I said, “Bill, why did you 
make…I’ll use the name Norman—make Norman head of the laboratory, when you could have 
approached me?” He said, “We could? The word is you turned down administration. You turned down 
administration so we’ve taken you off the list.” 
  
Howard: Did you know, really, what you wanted at that point? 
  
Glicksman: No. 
  
Howard: Did you know that you wanted administration? 
  
Glicksman: No. 
  
Howard: No. 
  
Glicksman: No, I didn’t. No, people told me—I had been talking about wanting to be the president of a 
company, and things like that. And—but I saw when these academic jobs came, one after the other. There 
was one that was a semi-administration—one university wanted me to be chairman of their Physics 
Department. 
  
Howard: When you came to Brown, you thought you were going to be a researcher and a teacher. 
  
Glicksman: I was going to be a researcher and teacher, and not an administrator. 
  



Howard: Right. 
  
Glicksman: And then, the first year I had this contact with administration. 1969, ‘70. It’s going to go on a 
long time if you— 
  
Howard: We’ll get to Lamphere really soon [laughter] 
  
Glicksman: Okay. In ’69, ‘70, we had Kent—we had a killing in Ohio. And there was an emergency 
meeting of the faculty, held at Sayles Hall. You graduated in ‘70? 
  
Howard: I did, I was there. 
  
Glicksman: You were there. 
  
Howard: I was probably in Sayles Hall. 
  
Glicksman: And I was there too, okay? So I was there in Sayles Hall, and there was a large number of 
students outside because they only had room for a couple hundred in Sayles Hall. And Schmidt made his 
motion to remove all research from the university, because that’s cooperating with the Vietnam War. And 
Mert was running the meeting, and Mert did a nice job running that meeting. And he deflected that—to 
table that while they considered another motion, which was to set up a committee, which was to decide if 
the research was uh— 
  
Howard: Helping the war. 
  
Glicksman: Helping the war. And they asked me to serve on that committee. 
  
Howard: So that was when you stared getting involved with administration. 
  
Glicksman: I got involved— 
  
Howard: At that— 
  
Glicksman: First thing I did on that committee was I went to the administration, and said we have to look 
at all of the approved—that is, operating—contracts. There were about 500. And I said, “You may want 
to redact sensitive information—like salaries of faculty and things like that.” So they did. So there were 
two very proactive students who were on the committee. And we turned over those 500 documents to the 
students. We said, “You go through them, and you find any signs in any of those documents.” They went 
through about half. It took them a long time—it’s a long time reading those, I used to read them, I know. 
And they couldn’t find anything [20:00]. But, mean time, that got me into—I guess you’d call academic 
politics. And they asked me to serve on the FPG, and I was on the graduate council, and I got to know 
the—I’m going to give you an answer in a minute. And I got to know the administration and I was 
appalled at the low quality of the senior administration at Brown. I’m not going to speak about Mert, or 
Don, I like Don very much. I liked him as a person, he was a failure in a number of respects. I can tell you 



a story, which is not in the bi—the numbers story is not in the biography because I said at the beginning, I 
took out things which were negative. 
  
Howard: The bad stories, right. 
  
Glicksman: The Bad stories. And at that time there was a man named Paul Maeder. 
  
Howard: Right, I remember Paul Maeder. 
  
Glicksman: And Paul Maeder had been head of Engineering. And he was—I don’t know what he was, he 
had some kind of title, but he didn’t have a position. He’d been the chairman of the committee to take the 
Maxwell-Magaziner Report and turned it into the documentation, which really set up the new curriculum. 
So he really made a major contribution. And so I was talking to Paul—I was on the FPG at the time—I 
was talking to Paul and I said to him—and he said to me, “We’re looking for a Vice President of 
Operations.” I said, “Paul, you know it’d be nice to—” I didn’t say improve the quality of the 
administration, but I [laughter]—I had enough sense not to do that. I said, “It’d be nice to think of 
bringing in someone in his 50s who has had senior administration experience in corporation, and know 
how to operate—run things—and is not looking to be the president.” And so he’d have a good—maybe 
good five to 10 years of good experience. And he said, “That’s a great idea.” 
  
So I made calls around the country. I got three people. I lined up three people from three different 
organizations—not RCA. I didn’t go back, I wouldn’t do that. I considered that a conflict of interest. And 
then I came to Paul and I said, “Paul, I’ve got three names to put on your list for—” He said, “Job’s been 
filled.” I said, “Oh? Who?” He said, “Me.” 
  
Howard: He liked the idea, but he didn’t really get the— 
  
Glicksman: Anyway, so when—and then I had these real run-ins with the Dean of the Graduate School, 
Mike Brennan. I was on the Graduate council, and Mike was the dean of the Graduate School. He was an 
economist. And we had brought in the notion of graduate fellowships that were only for the best qualified 
candidates, campus-wide. And there was a faculty committee that chose them from the various 
disciplines, that would have their recommendations from the departments were vetted there. And they 
would rank order the fellows. And the fellowships would be given to those people. Now, we never saw—
the Graduate Council had to approve the fellowships. And we never saw the records of the people—what 
Mike gave us were the number that were going to various departments. So I went to the Graduate Council 
meeting where we voted that, and I looked at the numbers. And it was number zero for engineering. So I 
went back to Engineering, and I called up the Engineering graduate advisor, and I said, “You didn’t get 
any of your guys—you didn’t have any good quality people for the Brown fellowships.” He said, “We’re 
getting two.” I said, “What?! I just voted zero.” He said, “No, no we’re getting two.” This is Friday 
afternoon—he said, “Letters’ll come over Monday morning.” I said, “Okay.” I couldn’t believe that the 
dean of the Graduate School had lied to us. 
  
Howard: What had happened? 
  



Glicksman: So—I’ll finish the story very quickly. So Monday I see the letters. And sure enough there are 
letters signed by the dean, offering fellowships to two candidates from engineering. So I called up Mike. I 
said, “Mike can I come see you?” He said, “Sure.” So I went over to see him. I said, “Mike, what’re you 
doing here?” I said, “How could you ask the Graduate Council to approve a false list?” I mean, that 
violates any precepts I had about integrity. And he said, “I had a problem.” I said, “What kind of 
problem?” He says, “Well, engineering didn’t have anybody on the original list coming to the faculty. But 
Engineering came and appealed to the president and to the provost [25:00]. And they told me that we 
should give two fellowships to Engineering, because Engineering’s graduate program would suffer 
grievously if they had no fellows. So I said, “Why didn’t you tell that to the Graduate Council?!” He said, 
“Because I didn’t think they would support me. And then I would—” He’d have to probably resign. He’d 
been told something by his boss—okay? And so he did that. 
  
So I called a meeting of the Graduate Council. I don’t let go of these things. I call a meeting of the 
Graduate Council, and the meeting was fully attended. That meant all of the ex officio voting members, all 
the administrators were there. A whole bunch of administrators: the deans, the provost—And by one vote, 
a motion of lack of confidence in him failed. But he went to Wesleyan. And then Don Hornig had a 
committee, and the committee recommended to Don—a search committee for a Dean of the Graduate 
School to replace Mike. And they appointed me. So Don at the same time— 
  
Howard: What year was this? 
  
Glicksman: This was 1973, ‘74. 
  
Howard: Okay, so you were Graduate Dean the year that Louise was denied tenure. Because she was 
denied tenure by her department in the spring of seventy-four. So you must have just been made— 
  
Glicksman: So it was after—it was handled by the administration before I became Dean of the Graduate 
School, because I don’t remember voting on it. Those things came to the President’s Council. 
  
Howard: Which you would have been on. 
  
Glicksman: I would have been on. But, in December of ‘75—’74-5—yeah December ‘75. Jackie 
Mattfeld left. And Don asked me to be acting Dean of the Faculty. He had already changed the 
authorities, and the provost no longer had authority over the academic budget. It was in the hands of the 
dean of the Faculty and Academic Affairs. And so I told him—I told Don—you’re putting me in an awful 
position. I’m both Dean of the Graduate School and acting Dean of the Faculty. And the Dean of the 
Graduate School’s budget comes through the Dean of the Faculty, so there’s a conflict of interest. And he 
shrugged and said, “Do the best you can.” So I—but, when I became Dean, acting Dean of the Faculty, I 
went to see Mert Stoltz. And I said, “I hear there’s a problem with Louise Lamphere—with the 
Anthropology Department. Could I look at her file?” And I felt I had the authority, since I was now Dean 
of the Faculty. 
  
Howard: Exactly. So this was spring of ‘75. That was just when she was deciding to bring the suit. 
  



Glicksman: Well, I think—no it was after it had been class action, when was that? 
  
Howard: That was seventy… 
  
Glicksman: So it may be later then. 
  
Howard: ‘76, I think. 
  
Glicksman: I wasn’t spring of ‘75, no, no. This was spring of ‘76. 
  
Howard: Certifies a class action in the spring of ‘76. 
  
Glicksman: Yeah, that’s right—it was spring of ‘76. Because I became acting Dean of the Faculty 
December of ‘75. So the spring of ‘76. So I go to see Mert, and I look through the file. And I go back to 
see Mert. I say, “Mert, why did you guys accept the recommendation?” I said, “This file has some 
outstanding letters from some of the top anthropologists in the world. Names that are known to a jury. 
Names that are known to people, not just academic names. Now you may tell me that they always write 
good letters, and I think that’s probably true. But it would never pass muster to an outside group.” He 
said, “It’s too late, it’s being certified class action.” 
  
Howard: Do you think that they— 
  
Glicksman: So I asked him— 
  
Howard: —didn’t really look at that file? 
  
Glicksman: Wait a minute. Yes, I looked at the file. So I asked— 
  
Howard: Do you think, before you looked at it, had Brown really scrutinized that file and decided— 
  
Glicksman: I don’t know, I don’t know. I don’t know who did. But I can tell you then—I turned—I 
didn’t leave Mert at that point. I said, “Then why did the department turn her down?” I said, “Why did 
they turn her down?” This case—I’d say that she’s stronger than a number of the people who have tenure 
in the department now. And he said—he told me a story, which I don’t know, I don’t know if it’s true or 
not. But he told me the following story. And I don’t, you know, I’m not assuming that Mert ever told a 
lie, but you never can tell. 
  
Howard: [Laughter] 
  
Glicksman: He said, “Anthropology had [30:00] a bastard faculty member—a son-of-a-bitch faculty 
member—three, four years ago, who was very strong, very good. He came up for tenure, and the 
department didn’t want him. They felt that he would tear the department apart if he was permanently in 
the department—they wanted to get him out of there. And so they turned him down for tenure. And he 
threatened them. He said, “If you ever promote somebody who is not demonstrably stronger than I am, 



I’m going to sue you.” And he says they were cowed. That’s the story he told me. And I don’t know if it’s 
true or not. I can tell you that Anthropology is not like English. English may have its machinations and so 
on—Anthropology has it in spades, all around the country. And I had a later deal with Anthropology—
not related to the Lamphere case, but indicating something—the fall—this is when I was Provost. I had 
anonymous letter signed by two people—who didn’t identify themselves—who said they had been 
graduate students in Anthropology, and the department had treated them badly because they were women. 
And because—and they were older women. 
  
Howard: Post-suit? This was after she’d filed her suit? 
  
Glicksman: After the Consent Decree. And so I—my approach in getting complaints is the following. I 
will try to reach the person to identify the person, because I don’t feel that anyone should be charged with 
a complaint that’s anonymous. That doesn’t mean I don’t investigate anonymous—I’ll tell you what I do 
about anonymous. So, what I first do is I call—I get a hold—I do whatever I can to find out who wrote 
the letter. In this case, the individuals refused to allow themselves to be identified, but I knew who they 
were because of the letter’s content told me what their background was, and I could look up the record to 
see who had been in the department, and the log was there, so I knew who they were. But they were 
anonymous and they insisted on being anonymous. So in anonymous cases, I investigate myself. So I 
interviewed every faculty member, every graduate student, and a number of undergraduates in the 
departments, asking what’s going on in the department. And what I gathered is the following. These two 
women were not advanced age, but mature age, 50. And they had had some careers of various kinds, they 
were interested launching a new career at an advanced age. And so they were older. And the male faculty 
in the department said, “Oh, they’re a bunch of housewives playing, they’re not serious academics.” And 
they treated them that way. And I brought in the faculty, and I harangued them about it. And I told them 
that anybody that you accept as a graduate student, you treat as a graduate student. Not treat as a 
dilettante. And they were being treated as dilettantes and they resented that, and properly. 
  
Howard: So, in your view there was still— 
  
Glicksman: Oh yes. 
  
Howard: —kinds of discrimination going on? 
  
Glicksman: Well that’s a kind of discrimination, yeah. 
  
Howard: It is. 
  
Glicksman: Yeah. If it had been men who’d had a career, would it have happened? I don’t know. I don’t 
know if it was gender or age-related. But it was discrimination. 
  
Howard: Exactly, of one kind or another. 
  
Glicksman: [Laughter] That’s right. And— 
  



Howard: Why do you— 
  
Glicksman: So Anthropology is—anyway that—so I was trying to answer the question about why I went 
into administration. And I went into administration—at the same time as Hornig asked me to be Dean, 
Engineering faculty asked me to be chairman of Engineering. So I had two choices at that point. And I 
decided that I could have more of an impact at Brown as Dean than as head of Engineering. So I chose the 
Dean, and I helped Don in his real troubles. 
  
He had made—as you told me—he had made a big mistake. He had two problems—at least two 
problems. A man of high integrity, and very bright. One problem was that he was not a good 
administrator. The kind of quality of admini—[indistinguishable]. And his first mistake he made—and he 
admitted that later—was that when Mert Stoltz—when he became President [35:00], Mert Stoltz offered 
to resign as Provost. And Mert had been a candidate for the presidency. And he did not accept Mert’s 
resignation. The result was that he lost contact, because Mert ran the departments and didn’t 
communicate. Mert was famous for his—I think was famous—for his reports to the faculty on the Budget 
Committee, which had been set up, a faculty committee. The committee met 10 times, and it made its 
report to the president. That was the full report—two sentences. 
  
Howard: So, do you think that when Brown first saw Louise’s case come up—this would be ‘74 and 
‘75—they should have settled then before it ever got to a class action? 
  
Glicksman: Yeah. 
  
Howard: Do you know why they didn’t settle it? Why didn’t they just settle it— 
  
Glicksman: I don’t know. 
  
Howard: —as an individual person. 
  
Glicksman: I don’t know, I just told you. I think it wasn’t settled because there was a tendency in all 
universities—you’ve probably have in Columbia—to be very skittish about taking the position against the 
department. We did it—I did it a number of times. I had a case—I’ve told Mark about it, Mark Schlissel 
about it briefly. I had a case where there was—I’ll tell you for posterity I guess—the department. It was 
one of the good science departments, I won’t mention the name. And they brought up this guy for tenure, 
and it was in the tenure committee—Committee on Faculty Employment—Confrat we called it. And the 
recommendation of the department was unanimous. And I spoke to the committee and I said, “I looked 
through the dossier and I am unimpressed by this dossier.” And that I could not vote for it. And one of the 
members of Confrat, who was a fine member of one of the science departments—not the same 
department. said, “This departments is one of the—one of our very good science departments. And at that, 
they say it’s unanimous, they must be—they must know this guy really well and that he has really good 
potential.” And so, Comfrat voted—split vote because I had spoke against it—split vote, but they voted to 
approve it. It went to the president, voted by marg—So I spoke to Howard. This was when Swearer was 
president. I spoke to Howard, and I said, “I think that you should reject this, because I think he’s not 
strong enough.” Well now, every appointment to tenure we make, I said—this was my theory—should be 



apparently stronger than current faculty. Otherwise you don’t get an improvement in the department, 
because you’re going to make some mistake in some cases anyway. But if you hold very high standards 
for tenure, you’re going to see improvement. And I felt Brown needed to improve its departments, and 
this one was good, but it—And I have a story to tell about this department, related to Lamphere. And 
Howard wouldn’t accept my recommendation. He said, “It’s unanimous from the department.” Wait a 
minute—“Unanimous from the department, and Confrat supports it strongly. I can’t go against that,” he 
said. So, two weeks later I’m talking to this colleague of mine who’s on Confrat from another science 
department, and he said, “Maurice,” you know, he said, “I talked to a friend of mine in Chemistry.” I’m 
sorry I slipped [Laughter]. And he said, “The vote—the debate in Chemistry was very heated. And the 
vote was very close.” He said it was a very close vote. And then the chairman said to the faculty, “This 
close vote may not impress Confrat. So I would entertain a motion to make it unanimous.” 
  
Howard: Right. Departments should never be allowed to do that. 
  
Glicksman: No, they should not be. 
  
Howard: No, the straw vote over the real vote— 
  
Glicksman: But nothing I could do about that department. I did have a case of a department that violated 
standards; it was in the humanities. And there was a candidate up for tenure, and she had a good case, and 
the department voted in favor of it. And I looked at it, and it looked strong. I get a phone call from a 
professor in that discipline at Princeton University. He apologized—I had never met him—for getting in 
touch with me, but he says he’d gotten my name from the directory [40:00]. And he wanted to know—
because he had been one of the people asked for a letter on her— and he wanted to know if I had seen this 
letter, if the letter was part of the dossier. And I said, “I don’t remember that.” So I went and got the 
dossier, and it was not there. 
  
Howard: Right, so departments do do bad things, right? 
  
Glicksman: Huh? 
  
Howard: Departments sometimes do do bad things. And you— 
  
Glicksman: Well, they did that to the department. It wasn’t the department; it was the tenure committee. 
  
Howard: Right, that took—yeah. 
  
Glicksman: And the letter was a critical letter. And—but we hadn’t acted on this yet. So, I got the letter 
and I added it to the dossier. And I sent it back to the department. And the department voted on it, and 
positively. Came to Confrat and it was approved. But, I told the department, we’re going to bar you from 
tenure appointments for the next five years. 
  
Howard: They couldn’t bring anyone up for five years. 
  



Glicksman: That’s right. 
  
Howard: Could we talk about the Consent Decree, which was the part the Louise story that you were— 
  
Glicksman: Right, I think it was a good thing for Brown. 
  
Howard: The Consent Decree. 
  
Glicksman: The Consent— 
  
Howard: Why? 
  
Glicksman: Not the Decree itself, but the conditions of it. The major one, which I think has helped 
academia generally because it spread, is the requirement of a real search. Because, as I told you about my 
own coming here, and other people coming, there used to be a buddy system. And [pause]—it still goes 
on, though [laughter]. Anyway, but the buddy system has meant a difference, and I’ll give you one 
example. We had an outstanding faculty member in our Chemistry Department, his name was Julian 
Gibbs. Son or grandson of the famous Gibbs, one of the top scientists in America in the late nineteenth 
century, Willis Gibbs. And Julian was attracted away by Amherst to be its president. So the Chemistry 
Department wanted to replace him. They came to Howard and me, and they wanted to get us to approve 
an appointment of tenure—senior appointment. And the story they told is—there was this Columbia 
professor in chemistry who had come to give a lecture the previous week, and at dinner afterwards they 
talked to him. They told him about Julian’s leaving. He was in the field they wanted—a theoretical 
chemist, a theoretical physical chemist—and would he be interested in Brown? And he showed a lot of 
interest. And they said, he is one of the best in the world. Tops. And if we can get him, we won’t have a 
loss, we’ll actually be better than with Julian. And so we really want that opportunity to get this. So 
Howard and I agreed to let them make a senior search. The argument— 
  
Howard: Open search, though, open search. 
  
Glicksman: Open search. Senior, but open. That’s the Consent Decree, okay? At the end of the open 
search, they had six finalists they wanted to interview. Number six was Columbia, number one was a guy 
at Illinois, and they interviewed him and they kept that was the ranking one, two, three, four, five, six. 
And they came to me, and they wanted to make an offer to the guy in Illinois, a high offer. I said, yes but 
he’s very good. And Illinois thought he was very good, because not only did they give him a huge 
increase in salary, but they also gave him a quarter of a million dollars in funds to support his research. 
He’s computational—using computers to do computational chemistry. And he turned us down, he stayed 
at Illinois. So I thought the department would come back and offer for two. No. Department come back 
and said, “We like your original idea, we’re going to go for a junior search.” And in that junior search—
junior search turned out to be very fine person, who’s now a full professor, very good contributor to 
Chemistry. 
  
Howard: So in retrospect, the procedures— 
  



Glicksman: There’s an example of the goodness—the good things that come out of it. 
  
Howard: The procedures that were put in place— 
  
Glicksman: The procedures were important— 
  
Howard: —were a good thing because they improved the quality of the faculty. 
  
Glicksman: Right. 
  
Howard: They resisted, though, Maurice? Did people on the campus faculty— 
  
Glicksman: People still. I think people still try to go get around things. You know, it’s—if you find it, 
you try to keep that from happening, but people still—Did they resist it? I think that they—Brown is built 
of strong faculty in part because it’s been very selective [45:00] at the junior level, and has nurtured the 
junior people. I turned down Jack Neusner. You know that name, Neusner? 
  
Howard: I do very well. 
  
Glicksman: Well, you do well, well. I turned him down when he—I had a big problem with him because 
he wanted to make a department of Judaic Studies, and I—so I used the process, and we have a 
committee, and I thought I would have the ideal committee to make a proper discussion. I called Jerry 
Pelikan. You know Jaroslav Pelikan? 
  
Howard: Mhmm, Yale— 
  
Glicksman: Hmm? 
  
Howard: Yale, right? 
  
Glicksman: It’s Yale, right, I call Jerry. And I said to him, “Would you be willing to chair this committee 
to review a proposal?” Because although Jerry’s field is Christianity, it’s early Christianity and so it 
covers the same area that Jack does in Judaism—the Talmudic area. And he knew Jack very well, knew 
Jack well, and he agreed. But he called me back two days later. He said, “Maurice I’m going to be busy 
with this massive—” this stuff that came out. This series of volumes that he’s published in the last 15 
years. And he says, “If I do this, I know that I’ll be spending my time the next two years responding to 
Jack’s criticisms publicly, and I can’t afford it.” So he pulled back, and I then went to Jim Laney. You 
know that name? 
  
Howard: No. 
  
Glicksman: Jim Laney had been Dean of the School of Theology at Yale, and he became President of 
Emory. And I went to him because he had the background, but also because he owed me a favor. He had 
asked me to serve on a committee advising him on what to do with a hundred million dollars—that was a 



lot of fun [laughter]. And so I had, I had served on the committee. And we were well fed, but that was it, 
you know, so he owed me a favor. So I called Jim up and he agreed to do it. I don’t know whether he was 
in the—no, he wasn’t in Korea yet. I think he was sort of in between Emory and Korea. You know he 
went and became ambassador after he left the president job. But Laney came, and I made a mistake in 
doing that, because I should know better. And I got to know better. Presidents learn that they have to be 
compromisers, so he compromised. And so the committee ended up not giving me a recommendation, but 
giving me a soft recommendation. I could do anything I wanted, so I rejected it. 
  
Howard: Rejected the committee, yes. 
  
Glicksman: I rejected the proposal. And I told—And rejecting it Jack has used against me off and on, on 
the basis that the leadership in the current faculty that would be running this department are not well set to 
nurture junior faculty, which is important in a department. And he—nurturing, he says, doesn’t belong in 
a university [laughter]. 
  
Howard: It does. When you were Provost and the Consent Decree was in force—it was in force for 
fourteen years—did people in the administration, i.e. the president and you, did you talk about this very 
much? Or did it just become something that was happening? Did you have to answer to the trustees all the 
time about the Consent Decree? How much time did this take? 
  
Glicksman: No, they didn’t—I didn’t have anything, I didn’t have—Trustees, there were a couple of 
trustees who were, I thought were, improperly handling their role as trustees by calling me up. I think 
they should go to the president, and they shouldn’t be dealing—trying to influence the provost. But this 
trus— 
  
Howard: Calling you about the Consent Decree? 
  
Glicksman: No. 
  
Howard: No, about other things. 
  
Glicksman: Other things. The one who did it a couple times was Tom Watson. And he had his views 
about some department, some areas. And I told him—he wanted to know why the hell we had an MAT 
program, and I said, “It’s because we have very good students in it. And teaching is very important in the 
country.” And so I—he said thank you [laughter]. And he wanted to know why we had a Ph.D. program 
in Slavic Languages, because Princeton had just closed theirs. And I said, “Because we have a couple of 
the best people in the field.” But that kind of thing. No, I didn’t get any—I don’t recall any—in regard to 
the Consent Decree— 
  
Howard: Did it bother Howard that the university had this Consent Decree while he was President? 
  
Glicksman: I did get some public criticism. 
  
Howard: Oh, from whom? 



  
Glicksman: [Pause] Editor of an academic magazine [50:00]. It was when we were looking for a Wilbour 
Professor. You know the Wilbour Professors? 
  
Howard: I don’t. 
  
Glicksman: In—right after World War Two, Brown got a major gift from a man named Wilbour who 
had a bent for Egyptology. And he gave us an endowment for Egyptology. Brown has the only 
Department of Egyptology in the country. Now it’s changed, it’s added some other things to its name. 
And I explored trying to expand that. And we had a professor of Egyptology whom—when I became 
Dean of the Faculty, I asked all the departments essentially to give me information about what they’re 
going on in the department. So I wanted them to give me a list of the courses being taught, and so on. And 
Egyptology sent me a list of six courses that were being taught each year in Egyptology. So I sent it to the 
registrar and said, “What’s the enrollment?” And I discovered that the sum of the enrollment in those six 
courses was zero. But they were on the books. And no wonder because the professor spent November and 
December at the British Museum, and January, February, and March in the Western Desert digging. And 
he’s good, he’s a good Egyptologist. So I had a meeting with him, and I said to him, “You really want to 
do research and you don’t want to teach.” I discovered how he had managed this six course thing—I don’t 
have to go into that. And the end result was he resigned—of our discussion. And he decided to move to 
England and work out of the British Museum. And so we made a search, and international search, to find 
a Wilbour Professor. The only Department of Egyptology, fully endowed—it’s like putting a pot of gold 
in an Egyptologist’s lap. So the top Egyptologists in the country all applied. It was a full, open search—it 
was after the Consent Decree, ok. 
  
Howard: Any women? 
  
Glicksman: Hmm? 
  
Howard: Did any women come forward for that search? 
  
Glicksman: Our top candidate was a woman at Chicago. And she was an associate professor, here was 
the chair we were offering, ok? And I went after them. I was leading the search, because the department is 
only one person. And I—in fact I visited her in Chicago, and talked with her. She had a problem, a spouse 
problem. She had a husband who was an anthropologist, but worked in classical anthropology. There are 
very few jobs like that. And he was having some—Chicago area had a lot more, and I couldn’t find 
anything in the east. And she was in the Oriental Institute in Chicago. She was an associate professor, and 
the chairman of the Oriental Institute who was a chaired professor at Chicago was one of the candidates! 
And we’d turned him down for a junior person in his department. Well, somebody in Chicago recognized 
that there was something odd about this, and in response to our offer they promoted her to full Professor, 
and made real good efforts to place her husband, gave her a large increase in salary. And I worked on her 
for a month and she turned us down. But one result was an editorial in the—I don’t know what 
magazine—Archaeology Magazine, the academic magazine—that said, “Brown clearly is favoring 
women over men because of the Consent Decree.” Imagine that. 
  



Howard: So people did know around the country that we were under this Consent Decree. 
  
Glicksman: Oh sure. And I got sued for the Consent Decree, you know. 
  
Howard: By whom? 
  
Glicksman: By Rolf Winkes. 
  
Howard: I don’t know that name. 
  
Glicksman: Rolf Winkes—I can tell you a number of things about suits. Brown got the Consent—this is 
well after the Consent Decree. Winkes is a—now retired—was a professor in Martha Joukowsky’s 
Institute. She was not a faculty member at that point—she may have been a faculty member. She was 
adjunct, because she was still doing her work in Turkey and in Jordan. And she was doing her 
habilitation, which is the European system, at Paris. Anyway, he was in that department. And they had 
had a woman [55:00] come up for tenure named Catherine Zerner—Cathy Zerner. Zerner? I think the 
name is Zerner. And she had been promoted to tenure. The department had approved—this was in Art 
History. So it was in the Department of Art. So he had a joint appointment, so did she, in old world. She 
worked in more modern, he worked in Roman period, Rolf Winkes. Cathy works in Renaissance period in 
Art History. And Cathy had been promoted to Associate Professor with tenure. And she had at that point 
also gotten, I think a fellowship, at the Institute for Advanced Study at Princeton. And so she spent that 
next year on leave, which she could have after six years. And she was at Princeton. During that time, she 
wasn’t here, she was living at Princeton. Northwestern came after her, and offered her a senior position. 
Art History, but at a very high salary. A salary which was as high as any associate professor at Brown at 
the time. And she passed that offer on to the chairman of the department, who was a man named Champa, 
Kermit Champa. I don’t know if you know that name. 
  
Howard: I do know that name, yep. 
  
Glicksman: And Champa, Champa was one always finagling, always trying to do things. He also sued 
us, sued me. That suit he dropped, but that was a different matter, not—it was related to gender as well, 
but I’ll get to that. But anyway, so I said to Kermit, “What do you recommend?” He says, “Well if we can 
match it, it would be great.” And I said, “I’m willing to do that, I don’t want to see Cathy leave.” At that 
point we had no other women in the Art Department. We got a couple of women in Art, but not in Art 
History. And so I authorized him to match the Northwester offer, and Cathy turned down the 
Northwestern offer. But then, of course, Kermit in his willingness to do anything he could to stoke up 
enmity with the administration, sent a note around to the faculty in the department telling them about this, 
not giving the number but saying as a result Cathy is now one of the highest-paid associate professors. So 
here’s Rolf Winkes, who was promoted to Associate Professor three of four years earlier, and feeling that 
he’s not being paid enough. So he decides to approach and say, “I want my salary raised. Match Cathy 
Zerner’s. I’m four years more senior than her because I got tenure four years ago.” And unfortunately, I 
mean, the details of all of that came out in court. He decided—he was on the FPG—decided he couldn’t 
use the internal process because he felt it was a conflict because he was involved because he was a 



member of the FPG. So he sued me and the University for discrimination. Gender discrimination, sex 
discrimination against him. 
  
Howard: Reverse discrimination. 
  
Glicksman: Reverse discrimination. And it went before a federal district court judge, and the judge ruled 
in his favor. 
  
Howard: Really? 
  
Glicksman: The trial was pretty sad for him, because he had to admit that although he had the manuscript 
for a book that he had given to the tenure committee four years earlier, he had never published. He had 
not been able to find a publisher. His work was semi-valuable. You know, the court doesn’t evaluate the 
way academics evaluate. We appealed. The appeals court overturned the judge one hundred percent. They 
said the judge—because the judge ruled the following way. He said, “Brown is under a Consent Decree to 
hire and retain women faculty. And therefore, they must have discriminated against him in order to make 
sure to hold this woman faculty.” And the appeals court said, “But he had no facts for this. This was his 
supposition. [1:00:00] And a decision—certainly a guilty decision—must depend on facts.” So they 
overturned it completely, including giving Brown the court cost. 
  
Howard: That’s nice. 
  
Glicksman: And Rolf Winkes paid that out of his salary over a number of years. 
  
Howard: Were there any other reverse-discrimination suits that were kicked up by the Consent Decree? 
  
Glicksman: That’s the only one I remember. There were—you see, in the Consent Decree there was a 
panel that was impelled—a temporary panel—to review the class, the class suits. And they made 
recommendations as to which members of the class had a case, and which didn’t. And their results were 
actionable—that is, if the person involved didn’t like her results, she could go to court. And one of those 
who went to court was Pat Russian. I don’t know if you know that name. 
  
Howard: I do, she’s the one who got 30,000 dollars in the settlement, right? 
  
Glicksman: Well I don’t know. No, she wanted to be a tenure track faculty member. 
  
Howard: I know, she didn’t get that. 
  
Glicksman: She didn’t get that. 
  
Howard: She got a small money grant. 
  
Glicksman: She got settlement, yeah. So she sued, and I remember a deposition was taken on that suit of 
me—deposition of me. And the lawyer was a man named Jordan Stanzler, and Pat was there. And I was 



there, and my attorney was there in my office. And so we sit around the table, and Jordan starts out by 
saying, “Let’s start out by identifying it—do you know Professor Russian here?” And I said to him, 
“Professor Russian?” I said, “I didn’t know that Pat had been given a professorial title.” He said, “Oh, I 
thought that all faculty were called professors as an honor.” And I said, “Not if they don’t have 
‘professor’ in their title.” She was a lecturer. I said, “She’s a lecturer, and I don’t think she’s changed.” 
He said, “Oh, okay.” He says, “Okay, now in case of Dr. Russian.” And I turned to Pat and I said, “Oh, 
Pat, have you gotten your Ph.D. recently?” She said, “No.” I think that did not sit well with Mr. Stanzler. 
I mean this whole thing. And she didn’t—all the cases that went to trial were either withdrawn or 
dismissed. So that the panels’ decisions were actually the final decisions. And that included—and we 
gave tenure to Louise. Now, you may or may not know about the problem we had with Louise. 
  
Howard: I don’t know what you would—I’m sure you had many problems, but— 
  
Glicksman: No, no, no, no. This is a problem— 
  
[Pause to switch over track] 
  
Glicksman: I don’t know Louise socially. I’ve been in her company a couple of times, I don’t really 
know her. But we had word—Howard and I got word—that she’s spending a lot of time in New 
Mexico—I think it was New Mexico, at the University of New Mexico. And I think it was a romantic 
involvement, I think there was some romantic involvement. But that was aside, that wasn’t our business. 
But we heard that she had an appointment in New Mexico. So we inquired, and we discovered that she 
was a professor at the University of New Mexico while she was a full-time professor at Brown. 
  
Howard: Was this after the suit? When did you discover this? 
  
Glicksman: Oh yeah, yeah. Well after it was all settled. 
  
Howard: Interesting, so that was mid ‘80s or something? 
  
Glicksman: I would have been— 
  
Howard: Early ‘80s? 
  
Glicksman: Early ‘80s, late ‘70s, early ‘80s. Maybe ‘79, ‘80, somewhere in that time. 
  
Howard: Because her research had turned to American Indians, and so New Mexico makes a kind of 
sense. 
  
Glicksman: Well, yeah. We knew that she was spending time there. We didn’t know that she had an 
appointment there. 
  
Howard: Right. A tenure track appointment? A tenured appointment? 
  



Glicksman: A tenured appointment. 
  
Howard: She was holding tenure at two places. 
  
Glicksman: That’s right. So Howard was the one—we decided that Howard should call her and speak to 
her about it. And he did, and I think she decided, eventually she decided to resign from Brown. But I 
don’t know whether she first resigned from New Mexico, or Brown, but we told her it was improper for 
her to hold two tenured positions, same place. 
  
[Phone rings. There is an interruption while this is dealt with.] 
  
[1:05:16] 
  
Glicksman: So that was disappointment, that she didn’t realize that or recognize that. But she apparently 
didn’t. But, you know, since then she’s given a chair to the university, and— 
  
Howard: I know, and been very gracious about Brown. 
  
Glicksman: Oh yeah. I think we ended up—First place, I think anthropology is a hell of a discipline to be 
in. Although there’s some very good and very sound anthropologists, we’ve hooked into in the last couple 
decades that are good here. I mean, Doug Anderson was a fine guy, a good anthropologist. But we had 
visitors through here that had a trail of bad feelings all across the country at every department he’d been 
in. And- 
  
Howard: It seemed very small when Louise came through. That seemed to be part of the problem that 
they had just broken off from sociology, and there were only, I think, three people in the department or 
something like that when she was— 
  
Glicksman: Three of four, yeah. 
  
Howard: Right. And Leis will say—Leis has said that he felt that the financial crunch meant that he was 
going to get no more lines in Anthropology. That he’d been told that. And so, he felt he had to hold every 
appointment to an extremely high standard. And that was one of his reasons for not approving Louise. 
  
Glicksman: He doesn’t support what Stoltz said. 
  
Howard: What do you mean, what did Stoltz say? 
  
Glicksman: Stoltz said that because of this person earlier who had been turned down—probably when 
they were part of sociology— 
  
Howard: Right. Oh yes, that’s—yes. No, he doesn’t ever mention that in the stuff that I have read and 
listened to. His story has more to do with her teaching, “not theoretically sophisticated,” and the 
department was trying to grow and get better, and they were going to have so few lines they thought they 



had to up their tenure standards. And so even though the year before a man had gotten tenure in that 
department with similar credentials, that they felt that they had to up the ante. Those are the various things 
that Leis now says. He may have said other things at different times. 
  
Glicksman: I never discussed it with Phil. So the only real discussion I had was the one with Mert Stoltz. 
I didn’t go back, I didn’t go back to the department afterward. I had a meeting with the department over 
these two women later, but that—we didn’t bring Louise into that. I didn’t want to do that. There is—you 
know, there was this feeling throughout academia that Brown had cow-towed to women. That we were 
out to add women faculty, and— 
  
Howard: How did you feel that? What—did people say things to you at meetings? 
  
Glicksman: I knew differently. I didn’t care what they— 
  
Howard: But they’d say this to you at Provost meetings and things? 
  
Glicksman: No. Provost meetings is an interesting question. I was on a committee of provosts that was 
set up by the American Council in Education. I was the Ivy League member, and I was chairman of that 
committee for a period of time. No, we started being very careful about having these kinds of things. We 
had a group called [pause] The Dwarfs. 
  
Howard: Who are the Dwarves? 
  
Glicksman: Harvard, Princeton, Yale, Brown, Columbia, Cornell, [pause] Chicago, Berkeley, Stanford, 
[pause] Penn and Dartmouth were left out from the Ivy. There were ten, so I missed one. They were 
Deans of the Faculty basically. And we would meet two or three times a year. And Yale got very worried 
about these meetings over Taft-Hartley. They didn’t—because we used to exchange information. And so 
the Yale guy who came to a meeting and he said, “I can’t talk. The lawyers at Yale told me not to say 
anything about—”[1:10:00] Because we would exchange—we wouldn’t exchange information that would 
compromise us, but we would give data on numbers of graduate students, and areas of undergraduates. 
We would give—on compensation we didn’t exchange information there. The only compensation—there 
were compensation studies, they were probably done—I don’t know what they were done off of. Once 
every four or five years I got a call from a administrator at Princeton’s Institute for Advanced Study, and 
he had only one question: “What is the 95th percentile of your faculty, professor, salaries.” And so the first 
time I got the call I said, “Why?” He said, “That’s what we set the professors at the Institute’s salaries at.” 
  
Howard: Yeah, pretty good. Did you ever exchange information on race and gender composition of 
faculty? That wasn’t a topic discussed? Can we go to— 
  
Glicksman: I did some studies of age in faculty. 
  
Howard: Yep and rate—for retirement— 
  



Glicksman: And it helped me get a million bucks from Mellon for a retirement program. That was 
amusing. I did some studies—demographic studies—of age distribution at Brown. And I didn’t have data 
for all of America, but I had data for Brown, and I noticed a demographic bump, which meant that we 
would not have retirements in the late ‘70s and ‘80s. And I was concerned then about jobs for new 
Ph.D.s. And I would regularly go once or twice a year to Mellon, looking for money—for humanities 
because they only support the humanities. And one time I was there I said. “ I heard from you guys—I 
heard from a friend of mine that you guys are contemplating providing funding to help ease people into 
retirement, so that faculty will retire.” Because the law had been passed—federal law had made it 
essentially illegal to force retirement for faculty at an age. It’s age discrimination. And he agrees, he said 
yes. And he said, “We might consider Brown for one of our 500,000 grants. And we’re going to give the 
million grants probably to Princeton, Harvard and Yale.” So he said, “If you want to write a proposal, 
fine.” So I wrote a proposal. And the proposal was not for 500,000. I asked for a million. And I sent the 
proposal to Mellon. I get a call two weeks later from the guy at Mellon. “I have a favor to ask of you. We 
liked your proposal. Princeton has been having trouble getting us a viable proposal.” 
  
Howard: [Laughter] 
  
Glicksman: “Could I share your proposal with Princeton, so they get an idea of what a viable proposal 
is.” [Laugher] 
  
Howard: That’s lovely. 
  
Glicksman: So I said sure. And so they didn’t give me the million dollars, they gave me 950,000. 
  
Howard: All right, that’s pretty good— 
  
Glicksman: And not only did they give my 950,000, they gave it to me in cash up front—for a ten-year 
program. So we invested it and in the end we had about two million dollars out of that grant. 
  
Howard: I have two things more that I want to ask you about. And one is vacating the Consent Decree. 
Were you around in 1988? Were you still Provost— 
  
Glicksman: Yes. 
  
Howard: —in ‘88? So you were there when Brown first tried to vacate the Consent Decree. 
  
Glicksman: Yep. That was done mostly by the president. 
  
Howard: And why was it done? Why did they try unilaterally—sort of—to do it at that point? 
  
Glicksman: Didn’t like it. Didn’t like—no didn’t like—it isn’t the substance that’s the fact of—didn’t 
like to have the university under a fe—and the story I heard was that a number of trustees felt that this 
was not an appropriate thing for an academic institution to have to work under a Consent Decree. A court-
determined— 



  
Howard: And Howard felt that way too? 
  
Glicksman: Yeah. And it was one of the last things he wanted to get done. And he was tired of 
presidency. And he may have already been sick at that point, I don’t know. But we had—in that summer 
before he left we—In the summers we used to spend a couple of days on personal planning for the next 
year. And so we talked together [1:15:00] a couple days, and he told me about his tiredness with the 
presidency, and he also told me—I’d rather tell you a couple things that—one thing that was not very 
good about Brown. And one thing that was. And he told me also that the chancellor and members of the 
Corporation had asked him to approach me to see if I was willing to be a candidate for the presidency. 
And I told them no. I did not want to be President. I’d seen enough of the presidency; I did not want to be 
President anymore. I had thought I wanted to be President, but I—it’s— 
  
Howard: Passed [laughter] 
  
Glicksman: It wasn’t good for me, it wouldn’t be good for the institution. Although—I turned down one 
rather arrogantly. I told the Chairman of the Board who offered me the position that if I were to come in 
10 years, I think the institution would be the kind of institution I would be proud to be President of, but it 
isn’t now. And it’s interesting that 10 years after that, the man they did choose to be President of that 
institution invited me to come and be a member of a visiting committee for the institution. And I 
discovered that, in fact, Tad had done what I would have done in the 10 years, but I probably realized that 
there’s a lot of compromising you have to do that I would not be happy doing. And I wouldn’t get a lot—I 
shouldn't get a lot of people angry with me. Anyway, the bad thing was in 1976. [Pause] I was Dean of 
the Faculty. 
  
Howard: But not yet Provost. That was the year you were— 
  
Glicksman: Mert Stoltz was Provost. 
  
Howard: Okay. That was the year you were doing double duty. Graduate Dean, and— 
  
Glicksman: No, but then we got a dean of the Graduate School. So I was Dean of the Faculty and 
Academic Affairs. And in 1977—and Hornig had announced his resignation. I was told years later that 
there’d been a Corporation committee that had been meeting with him regularly to making sure that he 
did what they wanted him to do, which was to get the budget in order so that the next president would 
have—would not have the deficit. And he had three years for that purpose, and they met pretty frequently. 
Anyway, and I was actually being approached by a couple universities to consider presidency. And I 
rejected them because I felt that the ship was not yet steering very well, although we’d gotten a lot of the 
problems done. But now we’d got other problems, with maintenance and such as a means—because we—
of the belt-tightening. And I didn’t want to leave Brown. So I turned them away. And then the chancellor 
called me, and said, “Maurice, the committee, the Corporation—members of the committee—” This is 
when there was a—you know that search. You weren’t on the committee—when did you join—? 
  
Howard: I was on the board ’75 to ’82. 



  
Glicksman: Okay, so you were there. Okay. 
  
Howard: No, ‘74 to ’81, sorry. 
  
Glicksman: Okay. There was a joint committee—a search committee, at that time. And Charlie called me 
and he said, “We, the Corporation, want an outside person to replace Hornig. But we also don't want to 
have a lot of fuss over an inside person, and if you are willing to be an inside person, candidate, there 
would be no other one. No one else will come up. So that would be helpful if you’d do that.” And I said, 
“Well, that’s not honest. You want me to be a candidate, but I’m not a candidate.” He said, “It’ll be 
secret, no one will know about this.” [Pause] I didn’t really have anybody to help on this score, because 
Hornig was on his way out—was going. And Stoltz was, you know, off on the side because he’d been put 
aside two years earlier. But he kept his Provost office and title [1:20:00]. And so I agreed. And of course 
it wasn’t followed through. I got an invitation from Vern—Vern Alden, who was running the search at 
that point, he was Chairman of the committee—to come to his office, and I met with members of the 
committee in Boston. And on the committee were two active students, who had been actively pushing to 
get rid of the Graduate School the year earlier. And I had rebutted that, you know, with my interview with 
the BDH—in the BAM. And that, of course, that led to something that I really treasure, which was a note 
from Henry Wriston, saying, “Right on.” 
  
Howard: Well, you saved the Graduate School, you really did. It was on the way out. 
  
Glicksman: That’s what they thought, and I think it would have been a disaster for Brown. 
  
Howard: It would. 
  
Glicksman: And I felt that way, and so I stopped it that way. But anyway, they were on the committee. 
And so they went through, they asked questions like I was a legitimate candidate, and I answered 
questions. Told them what I thought Brown needed, and so on. I went back and the next morning, 
headlines Brown Daily Herald: “Glicksman Interviewed”—it was supposed to have been secret. 
“Glicksman Interviewed for Presidency, but Not Really a Candidate.” And that was like stabbing me in 
the back. And I felt that— 
  
Howard: I take it that Charlie didn’t mean for this to happen? 
  
Glicksman: People think that if they make these confidential, people will do it. And, I mean it’s what 
Mark Schlissel’s finding out in his current case on campus. And then this person opens up the letter’s 
file—ridiculous—because they disagree strongly with the result. But there’s too much of this “the end 
justifies the means.” And integrity is more important that any of these things. And I felt I was—I really 
should have left Brown at that point. I was really so upset. But I felt too much taken to Brown, so I didn’t. 
  
Howard: Do you think that if there’d never been the Lamphere suit, that Brown by the nineties would 
have gotten to exactly the same spot— 
  



Glicksman: No. 
  
Howard: —in terms of women— 
  
Glicksman: No. 
  
Howard: —in terms of procedures? 
  
Glicksman: No. 
  
Howard: You really think the suit was necessary? 
  
Glicksman: Well, the result of the suit: the Consent Decree. The suit—I mean if the suit had been 
litigated and lost or won it would have been a different situation. But what happened in the Consent 
Decree was basically—was put in what I consider a rational set of procedures that were a good model for 
universities to follow. And I think that Brown has benefited—and other universities—I think institution 
benefits from open searches. 
  
Howard: I do too. 
  
Glicksman: Open and fair searches, they’ve got to be fair as well. You’ve got to do a fair job evaluating. 
You know [laughter] my daughter—one of my daughters—is an outstanding scientist, researcher. She’s a 
neuroscientist. And she went to—did her undergraduate work at Brown. She is brilliant, but she is not a 
test-taker. So when she ended at Brown she was a B plus. She didn’t think that would get her into the 
graduate programs she wanted to go to. But she had been working with Brown’s faculty, okay? And 
Brown’s faculty in neuroscience as an undergraduate—and this is why the graduate school is so 
important. And it’s going on now—my granddaughter just graduated last—in ‘13 from Brown. She’s now 
at Cornell Medical School in Manhattan, and she had a great experience. Interestingly enough she wanted 
to make Phi Bete. She did. And she did an honors thesis, and she also was Sigma Xi. And magna. She got 
all the honors. 
  
Anyway, my daughter was counseled by these people—by the faculty—to get a year’s experience in 
research. And they said, “Why don’t you go to Europe?” And they gave her 12 programs in Europe they 
thought were high quality, and she wrote to twelve universities. All 12 wrote her back accepting her. Two 
of them offered money [1:25:00]—Gottingen and Zurich—the institute [inaudible] in Zurich. She went to 
Zurich. As a result of that year—and the following year she came back to Brown and work in the 
laboratories, as assistant to one of the faculty here, while applying to graduate school, taking the GRE 
over again, not doing any better on the GRE. She published six papers. So she got into—the only program 
she wanted to get into that didn’t take her was Stanford’s. And the Stanford professor wrote to her and 
said, “We’d love to take you, but we’re worried that you won’t be able to handle our courses. And when 
you get your Ph.D. come be a postdoc with me.” She didn’t. But she graduated in—it’s a long story, but 
let me finish it quickly, what I was getting at. She got a Ph.D. at WashU in St. Louis—at the Medical 
School, but she got a Ph.D. not an M.D. And she won a four-year postdoctoral fellowship. And she went 
two years in Arizona, two years in Washington. And then she went looking for jobs, and also she had a 



husband, and a baby. And when she went to academics, they looked at her with a—I mean, she was 
pregnant one time. And they said to her—this is still going on. They said to her, “Are you sure you’re 
going to have enough time?” 
  
Howard: That’s amazing. Even now. 
  
Glicksman: Oh yeah. Well, this is not now, this is 15 years ago. 
  
Howard: Still. Still. 
  
Glicksman: That’s right. Anyway, so she went to industry, and she did very well in industry. And her 
husband was an entrepreneur; he wanted her to go to start-ups. She went to a start-up at Cambridge. The 
last one she went to, she was at two other places. And apparently she—in spite of the fact she was 
working in industry with start-ups and so on, she was developing very important research. And the start-
up went under, bellied-up. Called “Descartes.” Good name. And so I said, “Marcy, what are you going to 
do?” Okay. She said, “Don’t worry dad, I’ll get on the phone and I’ll check my networks.” [Laughter] 
Still going on, see? So where is she now? 
  
Background voice: Coffee or anything? 
  
Howard: No, I think we’re just about done. So thank you. 
  
Background voice: It may be a good time for a drink. 
  
[Laughter] 
  
Glicksman: Yeah, anyway, she’s a Harvard now. She—she has a tenure—not tenure—she’s not in the 
tenure track, she’s in the Medical School. 
  
Howard: Right. Research scientist. 
  
Glicksman: Right. Well, she is a professor. Assistant Professor in Neurology. In a huge Neurology 
Department. But she runs a research center. And the—she’s an expert in testing for drugs. “High-speed 
throughput,” they call it. This is testing for genetic characteristics for drugs. And she’s going around the 
world giving talks 
  
Howard: that must be very nice, to have— 
  
Glicksman: But you see, she got on the network. And she had a couple job offers within a week. 
  
Howard: Well people still use networks, they do. But I don’t think it’s so often that jobs are just handed 
on anymore. 
  
Glicksman: Networks could be supplemental, but they shouldn’t be the thing. 



  
Howard: Primary, they shouldn’t be primary. 
  
Glicksman: That’s right, that’s right. The job she took was advertised. 
  
Howard: See, exactly. 
  
Glicksman: Harvard advertised. All these schools are now doing what we’d been doing. And I think the 
Lamphere case had an impact on that. 
  
Howard: I’m sure. I think it did too. But we won’t know for certain. Thank you— 
  
Glicksman: the story I gave you about the Chemistry Department and how they discovered their number 
one person that they would have offered the job to was number six on the list when they got finished. 
  
Howard: It’s always surprising. When you think you know who your candidate is, you do an open search 
and it changes. Yep, over and over. Thank you Maurice, very much. 
  
Glicksman: You get what you wanted? 
  
Howard: I did. I got just what I wanted. And a lot of other stories too, which I loved. 
  
Glicksman: [Laughter] 
  
[End of Interview] 
  
  
 
 


