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Jean Howard: You telling me a little bit about when you came to Brown. What year was it? What was 
Brown like when you came? 
  
Donald Rohr: When I came to Brown, 1959, the… urge that I felt, being at Brown, was to stay away 
from university affairs. I did this as a reaction to six years in a college town, in Williamstown, where you 
could never get away from the college. And so I wanted to get away. And I did, I, I [laughs] declared… 
neutrality in everything; I didn’t go to faculty meetings; I had no committees. I was, I just did my 
teaching, and then that was what I did for Brown. I did have a very close working relationship with 
President Keeney. Barnaby Keeney, he was president at that time and he had been in the History 
Department. And, I had many conversations with him. But other than that, I didn’t really know much, and 
didn’t learn much about the university the first year I was there. The second year, I was asked to be 
chairman [laughing] of the department, so I had to learn fast. 
  
Howard: How long were you chair? 
  
Rohr: I was chair from 1960 to ‘65, then again from ‘66 to ‘68, and then again from ‘72 to ‘74. 
  
Howard: So you were chair when Brown was changing really fast. 
  
Rohr: Right. 
  
Howard: At the end of the sixties and the seventies. 
  
Rohr: Oh yeah. 
  
Howard: Did the History Department have women in it at that time? 
  
Rohr: No. Not formally. When I took over, the teaching of History I/II, which you remember was broken 
into sections, discussion sections. We had one woman, with title of “Instructor,” who taught sections of 
History one two. Two years into the course, she asked if she could not be promoted to the rank of 
assistant professor. And I said, “I don’t see why not.” And I recommended the promotion, and she 
became the first woman ever to be given a professorship, or awarded a professorship. 
  
Howard: In history. 
  
Rohr: In the History Department. 
  
Howard: And who was that? Do you remember who it was? 



 2 

  
Rohr: She’s well known today. It was Natalie Davis. 
  
Howard: I didn’t know that, that that’s where Natalie Davis had her start. 
  
Rohr: Well… Yes. She doesn’t advertise the fact. But the… I won’t go into any details about that 
particular connection. But, her husband, Chandler Davis, had gotten into trouble with the law because he 
refused to testify before a Congressional committee, not on grounds of self incrimination, but on grounds 
of free speech or some other freedom of conscious or some other… some other plea. And he was 
imprisoned for that. It was very difficult for him to get a job. He was out of prison, in the mid sixties, and 
very difficult for him to get a job. And he did, finally, he was a mathematician by profession he got a job 
at the University of Toronto. So, he moved up there and Natalie Davis resigned. There was no pressure on 
her to resign, there was no… question of, well, that’s the kind of question that usually comes up of 
promotion or this or that. She simply resigned to go with her husband to be at the University of Toronto. 
That’s what she, there she did get a big boost, and so. 
  
Howard: When was the next woman brought into History? 
  
Rohr: Next woman brought into History was the second time I was chairman… 
  
Howard: Good for you! [Laughs] 
  
Rohr: In 19—I think it was 65, thereabouts. And she was appointed Assistant Professor. And worked out 
perfectly well. She taught American History, with a specialty in business history. And she got an offer to 
go to somewhere where she would find more colleagues and be closer to her thesis advisor [5:00]. And so 
she, she again, she resigned. No one failed to promote her, and I think probably, judging by the general 
attitude of members of the department, she would’ve been promoted had she stayed, but she didn’t stay. 
One more addendum: I offered a job to a woman to teach Russian History in 1967, and she was at the 
University of Pittsburgh. And she hesitated but then decided she didn’t like the small town atmosphere of 
Providence. She’d rather stay in Pittsburgh and so she turned us down. I did at least offer three [laughs]. 
  
Howard: Yes. Was there a lot of discussion on campus in the late sixties about hiring women, especially 
after the ‘64 Civil Rights Act? Were people conscious that that was something that Brown should be 
doing? Was Brown leadership, you know, making that a priority? Or did it just happen or not happen? 
  
Rohr: This is an impression, I don’t have documentation for this opinion. I don’t think it was going on. I 
don’t think there was any… official discussion that I can think—at any level. About what Brown should 
be doing to include more women… when recruiting faculty. I don’t remember it. I think at that time, most 
people thought of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 as affecting racial policy. Clamping down on racial 
discrimination. And that, when there began to be talk about—and women involved were looking for 
inclusion in the university structure. The… most of the students involved in the other discussions were the 
African American students looking for admission. It was at two different levels. And I think, I mean this 
is hindsight, a strong administration would have, after the Civil Rights Act had been read, and, it—well, 
Napoleon said, “Law should be brief and obscure.” Well, [laughing] I think Title VII was pretty brief and 
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obscure. And strong leadership either from Washington or from individual campuses, should have 
explored the meaning of the Title VII phrase about ending discrimination against, not only race, but I 
don’t think they used the word “gender” in those days, race, sex, nationality, religion and so forth. To my 
recollection nobody did that. There should have been at least an examination of current practice, with the 
question in mind, “Is our current practice defensible, both legally and ethically?” But, I don’t remember 
any such discussion, prompted by the administration or done informally. 
  
Howard: You would have thought, not only the national turmoil, but the nineteen seventy merger of 
Brown and Pembroke, would have brought that question more to the fore. Because now we were 
completely one university. 
  
Rohr: Was it as late as that? I didn’t— 
  
Howard: Well it was, because it was the year I graduated in 1970, that Pembroke College was officially 
abolished. So then, we, everything was supposed to be co-ed. You know, all the student organizations, the 
administration, you know. And that was a moment also to take thought about this. 
  
Rohr: Of course. 
  
Howard: Yeah. Louise brought her suit in Anthropology in ‘70—no she brought her, her, tenure case was 
‘74. And, she didn’t get it. The next year she filed a grievance with the Faculty Policy Group. And then 
that next spring, which would have been the spring of ‘75, she filed the suit. And the Consent Decree 
came forward two years later in ‘77. So there was that three year period in the seventies when all this was 
being litigated at Brown. Was—when did you become aware of the Lamphere case as something that was 
going to cause Brown trouble? 
  
Rohr: I probably became aware of it when the suit was brought. I don’t remember, was it a class-action 
suit from the beginning? [10:00] Or it developed into… 
  
Howard: No, it had to get certified as a class, and that—as a class action. And that happened, you know, 
about a year into the process. 
  
Rohr: Okay. Well then, I’m sure that I heard of it. That there was a suit being brought against 
Anthropology. And was dimly aware of it. In 73-74, I was in my last gasp as a chairman of the 
department; I had many other things on my mind, and I don’t remember asking questions or getting 
involved in any way. My general reaction to suits of that kind is that… this has to be the absolutely last 
resort. That, they may have a punitive effect, which is what the plaintiff might want. But, in terms of 
finding a place in a department, which is going to be comfortable to teach in, it is not the way to go 
[laughs]. So that, that, but I don’t, I didn’t remember anything specific, discussing anything specifically. 
Now, when it became a class action suit, I think, faculty members generally became more aware of it. 
And, I should explain: I come from a family of lawyers. Grandfather, father, uncles, cousins, brothers, 
nephews. So I hear a lot of legal talk, but I don’t, I’ve never studied law and don’t… pretend to know 
much about it. My general impression of class action suits is they are to be avoided. They lend themselves 
to all kinds of abuses, including crime. There are common law crimes that a lot of people aren’t aware of. 
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Barratry is one; champerty is another; maintenance is another. Where these laws were… became common 
law in England in the sixteenth century because there was just an epidemic of litigation, and the court, the 
judicial system was being abused. And so, for example, champerty is buying into a lawsuit. Brown sues 
Jones, and Smith supports Brown, gives him money and so forth, for a percentage of the settlement. 
That’s forbidden by law. And, I’m not saying that it happened in this case. But class action suits lend 
themselves to this kind of dubious moving into the litigation by somebody who is not really. 
  
Howard: Why do you think Brown didn’t settle this suit before it became a class action and they had to 
agree to the Consent Decree? I mean, what would make the university not settle this earlier as a matter 
that involved one faculty member, as opposed to where it got to, you know… 
  
Rohr: Yes. I can only speculate about that. And, I do know that several lawyers, I have heard, on the 
subject, said Brown, it did not want to settle, because it set a bad precedent of taking the final decision 
away from the department and the administration. The… the timing, again was ‘74? 
  
Howard: She was denied tenure in very late in the spring of ‘74. And the next spring after the faculty 
grievance committee had run its course, and the Arlene Gorton report had said there were procedural 
irregularities—they didn’t adjudicate on the merits. Procedural irregularities. And recommended a 
rehearing. She sued, before that occurred. So it was ‘75. And the class action wasn’t certified until ‘76. So 
they had a year in there, between the suit and the certification of the class, when they could have settled. 
What I’ve always wondered is did Brown actually investigate to see if there’d been discrimination. You 
know, it’s one thing to defend faculty prerogatives; it’s another to defend faculty prerogatives if the 
faculty has actually done something wrong. And, I just have not been able to be clear about whether 
Brown did due diligence on their own… 
  
Rohr: I have no knowledge. 
  
Howard: …system. 
  
Rohr: I have no knowledge of that at all [15:00]. I do know that Merton Stoltz … and I can’t remember 
now whether he was Provost or acting President, but he was both of those… 
  
Howard: Right during this period, because Hornig left in what? ‘75? Or was it 6? ‘75. 
  
Rohr: I think it’s ‘75. 
  
Howard: Right. He had the first of this suit, and then he left. And then Mert had to take it up. And then it 
was finally settled when Swearer came on board. 
  
Rohr: Right. But, I think I’ve told you this, Mert Stoltz, was a friend of mine. I’d known him when he 
was a professor of Economics. Barnaby selected him for a very high administrative appointment because 
he had a reputation for being both a shrewd judge of character and a fair minded person. And Mert had 
troubled—travelled extensively in Latin America, visiting the universities. And he came back with this 
firm, fervent conviction that politics has got to be kept out of faculty selection. That in Latin America, 



 5 

where you might get a professorship because you donated so much, or so many pesetas to an election 
campaign, that has—that can’t be allowed. And one reason for the preeminence of American higher 
education in the world is that we insisted on peer review of faculty promotions and so forth. I think he 
made that case; I’m quite sure he made that case to Judge Pettine, and maybe a little to [unclear]. 
  
Howard: Yes. I mean I think that was Brown’s position that faculty prerogative in hiring and tenure has 
to be maintained. And we have standards of excellence that we uphold, and nothing else should interfere 
with that. 
  
Rohr: Right. 
  
Howard: And of course, Louise was saying, “But, I was discriminated against because of the very kind 
of scholarship I did and teaching as I moved into doing feminist work. That this wasn’t, couldn’t be 
legible to the people who were reviewing me.” And that’s where the conflict came between what she 
would claim was new scholarship emerging, and the inability of the department to actually judge that 
fairly. I think that was the stand off. [coughs]. Why do you think Brown finally agreed to the Consent 
Decree, which of course meant much more meddling in the university business than a single settlement 
with Louise would’ve meant. Swearer did it. 
  
Rohr: Swearer did it. 
  
Howard: Do you think he just wanted to get rid of this problem? 
  
Rohr: That was a very strong willed [unclear]. He didn’t declare himself on this. And, [what] I should 
explain is that a lot of faculty members did not want him to sign onto the Consent Decree. But he 
persisted and he used his word and perhaps to his dismay it was too divisive. It was divisive…it had been 
festering too long, already. And he wanted to get it done with it. And so the… you took the… you took 
what you could get, in this case, the Consent Decree. 
  
Howard: How divisive was it on campus at that moment? What would you say, was it a fifty-fifty split—
those who opposed the Decree and those who thought it was okay? I mean… 
  
Rohr: [Sigh] I don’t know that silence meant consent or assent, in this case. There were a lot of people 
who were indifferent on the faculty. And there were those, and I… was in some sense, I was one of them, 
who resented the class action suit as a kind of smear of the entire faculty. I did not feel, I did not believe 
that I had acted in any way that violated Title VII. If anybody had wanted to charge me with that I would 
have brought counter-suit for defamation. So we did feel that we were, you know, being unfairly 
characterized as a faculty. And when the judge, Pettine, went to the length of giving discovery powers to 
the plaintiff’s attorneys, that entitles them, enables them to commandeer our confidential correspondence, 
there was quite a sizeable group of faculty—the number is sixty in my mind, or eighty, I may be way off 
on that—who refused the court order. And we just waited to see what the next move would be [20:00]. 
We understood that the attorneys wanted to get contempt citations. The judge did not give them that. He 
said, “Oh, do the best you can.” [Laughs] 
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Howard: So essentially, you didn’t have to give over your papers. 
  
Rohr: No, we did not. We resisted on that. I think probably Judge Pettine realized he’d gone a little too 
far, you know. To tell faculty members en masse they had to turn over all their correspondence—
confidential correspondence—so somebody could sniff through it and see if they found evidence of 
sexual prejudice or bigotry or something of that sort. It was… well I’ll use were, it was, and I think still 
outrageous. To take that step. And when we resisted, we succeeded [laughs]. 
  
Howard: I have heard, but have never seen, but a lot of the BDH accounts, I mean I’ve read a lot of 
accounts of this case, and people say that the correspondence in the Anthropology Department about 
Louise was very problematic. 
  
Rohr: Yes. 
  
Howard: I haven’t seen that correspondence. But that that was one of the things that scared the university 
into not wishing that correspondence to become public. 
  
Rohr: Yes. 
  
Howard: And that may have contributed to the Consent Decree, along with Swearer’s desire just to get 
this behind them. 
  
Rohr: Yes, I think that’s true. I… heard a quotation from that correspondence, supposedly verbatim 
quotation, and I could see why the university would not bring this out in public. Because it would 
embarrass, it would compromise their case… It… was the judgment of at least one lawyer that the 
university had a good case. That they could, if they’d taken it all the way, to a hearing in court, that they 
quite probably would have won. But to have this as attached to that procedure was too embarrassing and 
too… compromising. The mood, certainly Howard Swearer’s was, “Let’s get it over with.” 
  
Howard: Right. Well, it, the basis for the university’s case was that we have to uphold faculty 
prerogatives in hiring and tenure, which as faculty member I really sympathize with that. When you have 
faculty members who are writing prejudicial things, it compromises peer review. Because if your judges 
are predisposed because of your gender not to take you and your work seriously, then that is very bad for 
peer review. Having not seen the correspondence, I don’t know how bad it was. But, it, I don’t know 
whether Brown would have won or lost, if that had come out. 
  
Rohr: I don’t think anybody can. 
  
Howard: No. 
  
Rohr: What might have happened, in that instance. And, as you point out, there were serious questions 
about the procedures….Of the— 
  
Howard:  Did Brown have— 
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Rohr: Of the conduct of the members of the, of the… Anthropology Department. But, let me just explain, 
it broadened out to a point where, for example, I was asked, “Did I ever, was I a member of the 
University Club?” Oh yes I was. Does that indicate that I’m prejudiced against women, because the 
University Club did not allow women members at that time? Did I ever take a job candidate, a woman job 
candidate, to the University Club for lunch? Yes I did. And that was at a time when women were not 
allowed as members, and women were not allowed to eat in the main dining room on the ground floor 
until six o’clock in the evening. [Laughs] 
  
Howard: It does seem like another world, doesn’t it? 
  
Rohr: Yes, so, we had our lunch in a perfectly fine dining room on the second floor. 
  
Howard: I see. 
  
Rohr: And it just happened, that sitting at another table ahead of us, Governor Noel, Phillip Noel, Bishop 
[unclear], Roman Catholic Bishop of Providence, [Lieutenant Governor Gary, and the Canadian 
Counselor General] were having a lunch, given by the Canadian Counselor General. I happen to know 
him, and so as he left to ta—that table party moved away [25:00], he came and shook hands with me, 
which meant that the politicians had to do the same. And the woman candidate, you know, thought she 
was in the big time. She didn’t feel embarrassed or humiliated in any way. And she took a job [laughs]. 
So, I thought that was a kind of provocative and arrogant probing into our private affairs. If I belong to a 
club, unless it’s the Ku Klux Klan, or something that’s obviously illegal, the court has no business asking 
me about that. 
  
Howard: Why were you asked about this, Don? Because you were chairperson? Is that why you were 
being, that you were, you were asked by lawyers about this? 
  
Rohr: Yes. 
  
Howard: As they were gathering information on how Brown did its daily business. 
  
Rohr: How we have may conducted ourselves in a way by taking a woman candidate to a club that 
discriminated against women, that would have discouraged her. Well as it happened, she was elated. 
And… 
  
Howard: She had good luck, though, Don. It could’ve been a different kind of experience. 
  
Rohr: It could have been. 
  
Howard: It could have been. 
  
Rohr: But, nevertheless, my membership is none of the court’s business. 
  



 8 

Howard: I didn’t actually know that they were going to talk to chairpersons all around the campus. That 
was part of what they were doing during that discovery period. 
  
Rohr: I think they were talking to everybody. 
  
Howard: Yeah. 
  
Rohr: Who… the chairman of the search committee. Didn’t have to be chairman of the department. 
  
Howard: Did Brown have good procedures for tenure and for hiring at this time? Was it codified in any 
way? 
  
Rohr: No. 
  
Howard: No. 
  
Rohr: That’s, that’s my… historical reflection. It should’ve been done and it wasn’t. And as I said before, 
this is hindsight, but there should have been some… questioning by the administration, or maybe on the 
initiative of department chairmen, just what does this law mean? And are we, and the procedures might 
have varied from one department from another. I’m sure they did. What does this law mean? And are we 
going to have to change our procedures? That was never discussed. 
  
Howard: So that should’ve happened under Heffner, right? That’s the late sixties. So it was Heffner— 
  
Rohr: When the law came into effect, 1964. Now, I have to say, I mean I sound rather critical of 
administrators of that period. But you have to keep in mind we had severe budget problems. The mood of 
the country in the late sixties, which I’m sure you would remember, was unruly, to say the least. 
  
Howard: Those were my college years, yes. 
  
Rohr: And… the thinking that went into the effects of the Civil Rights law of 1964 was that it was 
mostly directly, almost exclusively directed to, “what are we going to do about minorities, African-
Americans?” The question… of discrimination against women came up very gradually; it’s such an 
enormous question. I mean, ten percent of the population, or twelve, for that matter, were African-
Americans, but fifty-one percent were women. How do you deal with something like this? And the word 
which I’ve often used—heard used about the university’s procedures and attitudes was they created a 
“systemic” problem. I don’t like the word systemic because it suggests organization. It was a, this, this 
attitude that men dominate and will continue to dominate higher education. It was, traditional; it didn’t 
start in the sixties, or even two hundred years ago when Brown was founded. Mostly older universities 
were founded by churches, men dominated the churches, so they dominated church institutions such as 
colleges and universities. So I think it was a traditional attitude, that this is the realm for men [30:00]. 
And, secondly, it was pervasive in the sense that not many people questioned it. It was just the way things 
were done. And when questions were raised about it, no one sat around a table anywhere devising 
strategies for the exclusion of women. 
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Howard: No, I’m sure— 
  
Rohr: It was not organized. It was not systemic in that sense. 
  
Howard: Right. 
  
Rohr: It just happened that way, and it took a while to… realize that what had been going on was no 
longer in accordance with the law. 
  
Howard: You, you got involved later when you were on the monitoring committee, right? 
  
Rohr: Yes. 
  
Howard: That was set up in ‘78. And as I read the provisions, it was going to be two people picked by 
Louise’s side, two people elected by the faculty, and one person chosen by the four of you. 
  
Rohr: Yes. 
  
Howard: And you served four terms, right? 
  
Rohr: Right. 
  
Howard: Can you tell me how that committee worked? And when were you on it? Were you on the very 
beginning or in the middle? 
  
Rohr: I was on in the middle, I would say. It was just a few years before I retired. And a phone call came. 
I hadn’t [laughs] 
  
Howard: Right, you hadn’t been— 
  
Rohr: Involved in anything. And this [unclear] said, “We’ve got four people who want you to chair this 
committee, monitoring committee.” 
  
Howard: Right. 
  
Rohr: “Will you do it?” Well, I had other fish to fry, but I said yes. And I did it. And I think it operated 
fairly well. 
  
Howard: What did it do, day to day. I know I’ve read the rules… it was supposed to be sure the goals 
and timetables were set up. It was supposed to be sure that faculty—I mean departments all had 
procedures that were fair and open. What could it do? 
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Rohr: Those, I think the establishment one of those procedures by the departments had taken place before 
I had anything to do it. When I was chairman it was, and this didn’t happen all the time because we 
weren’t hiring that much in the late seventies… I would get a proposal from the department for an 
appointment, or for a promotion. And all the documentation, letters of recommendation, interviews, all 
this material came to me. And I had to review that and then send it out to other members of the 
committee. I would give them a [unclear] first, as I recall. And then ask them if they wanted to see 
everything. And sometimes they did and sometimes they didn’t. I can remember only two cases where we 
actually said, “No, the department making this recommendation has not observed the procedures which 
were established by the Consent Decree. And we, as the monitoring committee, cannot approve this 
appointment or promotion or whatever it was.” Well Howard had made a personal appointment, or 
brought somebody to teach in Political Science, which was his field, without the agreement of the 
Political Science Department. And so that was questionable procedure under the Consent Decree, to say 
the least. The other case you asked about, do you want me to name the department? I don’t like to. 
  
Howard: Yeah. Just the department, not people. 
  
Rohr: Okay. It was the Economics Department. And… my experience since I came to Brown was that 
they… operated in their own little universe. Barnaby Keeney used to have Friday lunch with them every 
week. They had a kind of— 
  
Howard: Why was that? 
  
Rohr: …I think, I have some support for this, I think, Barnaby liked to go out to raise money with 
alumnae, and show that he had this great perception of what was happening in the American economy, 
what was likely to happen in the American economy, where you should put your money, and so forth and 
so forth. And I had, there was one alumnus I met in Detroit who belonged to the Detroit Brown Club. And 
he told me, at the time, he said, “That president of yours really knows what’s going on.” You know 
[laughs]. So he would have lunch with the Economics Department. Well that gave them a kind of almost 
status of a kitchen cabinet [35:00] 
  
Howard: Did that continue under other presidents? 
  
Rohr: No, no. 
  
Howard: Not the lunches, but the sense of this being an autonomous unit? 
  
Rohr: No. No it did not continue. They were, I mean I know particular economists were upset that they, 
pardon me, that they didn’t have this easy access to the corridors of power. In any event, they… and this 
is happening I’m sure with other departments… were in a position one summer where some very 
promising young scholar in their field was travelling up and down the East Coast giving impressive talks 
and collecting offers from various departments. Everybody would say, “We have to have this fellow. He’s 
the, you know, he’s the next John Maynard Keynes,” or something I guess—“he’s towering above all 
economists of his generation.” So they did not observe the procedures. And I just remember I wrote back 
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and I said, “This isn’t a search, it’s a stampede.” And it did not conform to what the Consent Decree had 
laid down as the rule—as rules. [sigh] That was about it, I mean. 
  
Howard: Did you win? Were they allowed to make the appointment? 
  
Rohr: They had nowhere to go. If the, if the monitoring committee said no, the university would not 
override it. 
  
Howard: Did Economics have any women at that point? 
  
Rohr: They might have had one… but they were very slow. And, you have to keep this in mind, there’s 
some fields which are not overcrowded with women candidates, women scholars. I know that there was a 
woman in the Economics Department at one time before I left, but I don’t think it was at this time—
anyhow, they, they weren’t a factor… 
  
Howard: Did the, did the campus resent the monitoring committee, or was it just an accepted part of 
what it was to be at Brown by the eighties, because it lasted until ‘92. It was there for fourteen years. 
  
Rohr: Yes, yes. 
  
Howard: So how did people—did they ever talk about it as something as something they’d like to get rid 
of? Or was it just there? 
  
Rohr: I think it was just there. And I think, I think most departments wanted to get on with their business. 
They did not want to… defy the university rules or the, the procedures that the university had agreed to. 
And, why do it? I mean, you’re trying to get your candidate accepted. And if you’re told flatly it’s 
unacceptable on these grounds, you haven’t followed the procedures. … You just don’t make a point of—
I never came across a case where they appealed or did anything of the sort. 
  
Howard: Did it—do you think that the, having the Consent Decree in place changed Brown for the better 
during those years? Or was it, did it hold Brown back? 
  
Rohr: [sigh] I don’t think it held it back… I couldn’t really answer that question if, because I don’t know 
whether the fact that the Consent Decree was in place discouraged chairmen or departments other than my 
own, from appointing somebody that they would rather have. They had to go the other direction, or 
another direction, forced them to settle for… a less promising candidate. I don’t know that. 
  
Howard: How did History, how did History do and fare during this time under the Consent Decree? Do 
you think it got better? 
  
Rohr: It got better for a lot of reasons. It got better because we finally got some money. [Laughs] That 
was a big campaign of my chairmanship. They were telling us to do this and do that… Open up a course 
in Latin American History, and then it was… Asian—Asian was taught actually in Political Science, but. 
They wanted us to branch out. Middle Eastern History, this kind of history. And, my response was, “Give 



 12 

us some money.” No. You’ve got a man retiring in English History [40:00], Chester Kirby retired. You 
can replace him with somebody in Latin American History. And our answer was, “No we can’t. English 
History is too valuable.” You’ve got a department that specializes in American History and European 
History, and England is, in a sense, a bridge. And we’re not going to give it up somebody in English 
History. And they accepted that. But we were known as sticks in the mud, and troglodytes, because it 
wouldn’t branch off into all these new fields that were popular and getting attention in the sixties. And 
our position was, we will do that if you will fund us. Bringing somebody here in Latin American History, 
who, we have a marvelous collection of Latin American History before eighteen hundred. We got 
practically nothing after that date. You bring a person here to teach Latin American History, he or she 
teaches a survey course and maybe a graduate seminar. Well that isn’t really the kind of commitment that 
we want to a field. We want depth, we want to go from a survey course into more specialized and 
focused, more highly focused. 
  
Howard: And when did the money come to let you do that, to expand in a more capacious way? 
  
Rohr: It came from Mr. Watson and his so-called “Towers of Excellence.” 
  
Howard: I remember that well. 
  
Rohr: Do you remember that? 
  
Howard: I do remember towers of excellence, yes. 
  
Rohr: Yeah, that’s where we got the money. And we started, and you were asking how did the History 
Department fare during these years—it was better, yes it was better. I never thought that it was a badge of 
honor to teach only European and American, but I wanted… I’ll say this: that I have occasionally been 
asked to be an outside examiner for Honors Students for students at colleges such as Kenyon, I went, 
Swarthmore, I went two years, and so forth. And I could see what their curriculum was, and what their 
History students had accomplished. And I’m sorry to say that you came across students, bright students, 
who’d had a smattering of this, and a smattering of that, and a smattering of something else, just as 
shallow as it was broad. And this is what we wanted to avoid, and thank heavens we did. We avoided it 
and when Barrons, which… I don’t know if you know that review, there’s a magazine or a review called 
Barrons… 
  
Howard: Oh yes, okay. 
  
Rohr: Which sometimes discusses institutions of higher learning, they singled out the History 
Department at Brown for standing its ground, and not diversifying into superficiality. And, we were one 
of the “Towers of Excellence” [Laughs] 
  
Howard: How many women were in the Tower by the time it was built? [Laughs] 
  
Rohr: … 
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Howard: I didn’t ever— 
  
Rohr: Oh. 
  
Howard: I never had a woman teach me History when I was an undergraduate here, though I took a lot of 
History courses. But that was in the sixties. 
  
Rohr: Well, I would say, when the Tower was identified as a Tower, it had three women. You ha… I 
think, I’m sure you understand that the number of women available for high-level positions or 
appointments in the sixties was not very large. 
  
Howard: No, it wasn’t, I know that, yeah. 
  
Rohr: And so what you had to do was scout around—well, even not even scout around, just accept 
applications from younger women who were working in a specialty which you wanted to fill. And that’s 
what we did. And we hired before I left, I think there were four or five. One had... one or two had just 
been promoted to tenure. So it was mostly a younger group. But they’ve stayed as far as I know. They’re 
still there, most of them, and have become “Pillars of Excellence” so… [45:00] [Laughs] 
  
Howard: Who was, who among your, in your view, were the good leaders at Brown during the time you 
were here? Who gave the place real leadership? 
  
Rohr: … Well. I came when Barnaby Keeney was in his…see he became president in the mid-fifties. So 
he had been president for several years. He gave leadership. Before that, of course, he was building on 
the… momentum that had been created by President Wriston. Brown was in pretty bad condition in ‘37 
when Wriston took over. Then Wriston had to deal with the war years, which disrupted higher education 
in many ways. But Wriston, I met him once or twice but he was never president while I was here, had the 
reputation of being an absolute monarch. And Barnaby was an enlightened despot. He’d listen to you. 
[Laughs] … Beyond that, …once he went, well, Merton Stoltz sort of held the place together. First as 
Provost, and then two terms as acting President. Held the place together. But there was a, I think, and you 
could … disagree with this, there was a kind of a cession of, of leadership to undergraduates. I’m thinking 
of the Ira Magaziner era, when initiatives came from them, and the university reacted to it one way or 
another. Let’s see what else… You know, Barnaby Keeney, for example, he used to have articles 
published at Harvard or The Atlantic or something like that about American higher education. He had a 
broad vision. He was largely responsible for the establishment of the foundation, or the … what is it in 
Washington for the humanities? The … 
  
Howard: National Endowment for the Humanities. 
  
Rohr: National Endowment for the Humanities. He was a person who thought very hard about what you 
could do not only with a university, but influence the government. And I think he had the ear of Claiborne 
Pell, for a time. And there was a great deal of leadership. But I think really that there, that there was, first 
of all, this surrender of initiatives to the students. There were the budget problems, which practically, well 
totally almost distracted. 
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Howard: That even involves the Lamphere case, because Anthropology insists that during the time she 
came up, they were being told that they were going to have to hold back on their hiring projects. And they 
argued that they had to hold that line that she occupied for somebody of a higher quality. That the tenure 
standards in their developing field were rising. And that the budget crisis got implicated in the whole 
conversation, at least on Anthropology’s side, about Lamphere. 
  
Rohr: Yes. Well the budget crisis has, one of its major disadvantages, the absorption of the president’s 
time in fundraising. That I don’t think we got any great direction from Howard Swearer; he was spending 
all his time on the road. Students didn’t know who he was. 
  
Howard: That left things, that has happened in higher education in general. And of course that means 
academics are now handled largely by a Provost. And if you don’t have a good Provost now, your 
academic side of the house is pretty much adrift. 
  
Rohr: Yeah. 
  
Howard: And I guess that it was Stoltz and Glicksman together who had to step into that role when the 
president… became more and more absorbed. 
  
Rohr: Well what Maurice… Right, I worked very closely with Maurice for several years. And, he 
brought a great many desirable qualities to his position. He was a [50:00] Dean of the Faculty, and then I 
think Provost, something like that. But what he, one of the major things that he brought was establishing 
more business-like procedures. His background was not in academics before he came to Brown, as you 
undoubtedly know, 
  
Howard: He was at RCA 
  
Rohr: He was a research scientist. And things had been done in a very business-like fashion, where he 
came from. I mean he saw this sort of easy-going university [laughs]. You don’t… you don’t call up a 
department chairman every year and ask for an evaluation. You discuss that a bit when you have your 
budget cut, for instance, but it, it got to a point, before I retired in 1986, where every time you tried to get 
an administrative office, “Sorry, he’s in conference.” Well what are they conferring about? They were 
conferring about each other’s merits, as administrators [laughs] 
  
Howard: That’s right. Well, the Consent Decree said that there had to be a faculty review of every 
faculty member, I think, perpetually. It got more bureaucratic. 
  
Rohr: Yeah. 
  
Howard: It got more bureaucratic. 
  
Rohr: That was inevitable, I think. I think. 
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Howard: Do you think that the—in terms of the impact of this suit at Brown, do you think that eventually 
women would have been hired, say by the nineties anyway, and so the suit was unnecessary, or did it 
really, was it really necessary for this kind of laid-back university to change its ways around hiring, for 
something like this to happen? 
  
Rohr: Well, …[sigh] I think probably it might happened, it would have happened slowly. There wouldn’t 
have been much conscious attention to the whole question of fairness in hiring. You just assumed that you 
were people of integrity, that you would try to get the best person you could. And what did that mean? 
When I first became chairman, it meant you got out on the phone with chairman, or secretaries, of maybe 
five or six outstanding departments for the production of PhDs in History. And you perhaps interviewed 
their suggestions, you follow their suggestions, or somebody got on the phone and said, “I got a really hot 
property” You know? You didn’t look around. 
  
Howard: It really worked that way. 
  
Rohr: It did work that way. Of course. And to tell you the truth, you could expand the number, it would 
be different for different disciplines, but the number of departments in the United States today, that is 
producing first rate people in any given field, it would be about ten or twelve. There aren’t that many 
first-rate graduate schools. And those are the kind of graduate schools you would contact when you were 
hiring. Now, today you can’t do that. You gotta advertise. And maybe… you can locate, you know, some 
flower that might blush unseen, or waste its fragrance on the desert air, or whatever. You might 
[laughing] you might find somebody like that. But there wasn’t much chance—and I did this long enough 
to know that a lot of the broad, broad, broadest canvassing that we did for candidates, we’d still end up 
with candidates from graduate schools that we would have contacted on our own. 
  
Howard: Well somewhere along the line, they found women. Because by the middle eighties there were 
many many more at Brown than there had been in, say, even the mid-seventies. Most hired at the junior 
level, most were coming up from below because graduate students, schools had been accepting them 
more. 
  
Rohr: Well, you have to take into account also the fact that the population of university students, college 
students, grew enormously. 
  
Howard: Grew tremendously. 
  
Rohr: In... at that period, so you had [55:00], you had more people to choose from. And I don’t know 
exactly, because I’ve never looked into this, but, my impression would be that the number, the proportion 
of women students grew during this period. 
  
Howard: Oh it did. After the merger, at, at even at Brown, it became a much bigger part of the total 
student body, percentage-wise than before. And I remember in the seventies, our aspirations changed so 
much. The generation before us of women were going to continue to be nurses and school teachers. It was 
my generation that graduated in ‘70 and a little beyond that began going to law school and med school 



 16 

and university professors instead of grammar school teachers. And so there was a big, there was a change 
in aspiration in the seventies, too. 
  
Rohr: Yeah, sure. 
  
Howard: That was pretty amazing. Do you have anything else you’d like to say about any of this case? 
Its aftermath? How Brown took it? 
  
Rohr: [Laughs] I think, in the long run, it took it rather philosophically. I mean when, it’s not a, in fact I 
think it is usual for laws that are vague to be made more precise by the courts. And in effect, that’s what 
happened. This wording of Title VII in the Civil Rights Act, was spelled out by, what does that mean we 
have to do? We didn’t know from reading the law alone. You had to spell it out or, with, and you know 
you didn’t have to, but it was one way to have it spelled out and specified by getting a court involved. So 
I think in that sense, it was a positive. 
  
Howard: So the only other thing that could have happened was if Brown had been led by somebody’s 
who would have done this outside the court before this suit was brought up—that was the other 
alternative? 
  
Rohr: That’s the alternative, but it didn’t happen… 
  
Howard: Didn’t happen 
  
Rohr: For a number of circumstances which I think we’ve been over. 
  
Howard:  Yep. 
  
Rohr: And I don’t know that it happened at other institutions. 
  
[End of Interview] 
 


