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An excerpt from 

Memorial Ode 
by Alphonso G. Newcomer, read at 
Founders' Day exercises, March 9,  1894 

Upon the new world's westward seaward slope, 
Where eager eyes catch color from the dawn 
And flash back radiance of half-risen hope, 
Where life may drink at  founts still unwithdrawn 
And breathe with respiration large and free, 
A marvel springs to  meet the morning. See, 
Between the great sea's utmost inland surge 
And rising hills that shelter from the sea, 
In  a glad land whose seasons melt and merge 
One  into one and bring all wondrous things 
That sad lands wrest but from reluctant springs, 
All flower and fruitage of earth's largess, stands 
This latest wonder, as divine as they, 
Albeit the fabric of weak human hands, 

Clay shaped by kindred clay. 

The  hills deny it not: dull red and gold 
Against their vivid verdure and the blue 
O f  farther mountains rising fold o n  fold 
Enrobed in haze of heaven's diviner hue; 
The  valley takes, as one that takes his own, 
These stately splendid simple walls of stone, 
Broad for the sunlight's blessing, low to keep 
Close fellowship with earth's great heart alone: 
Mute majesty of guardian towers, and sweep 
O f  arcades gleaming afar in pillared pride, 
And beauty of binding arches multiplied. 
O h  fair, surpassing fair, however viewed! 
W e  marvel that the very stones disclose 
The  spirit of their builder's amplitude 

And manhood's deep repose. 

Ah, there is something here 
More than these outlines clear- 

Within this body some warm breath, 
Some life within this stony death. 

For faith and hope have builded here their shrine 
And wait here for a sign 

That o n  some far horizon must  appear:- 
Hope that some watcher shall descry the goal 
O f  all this cosmic travail, faith profound 
That knowledge does not  tread one ceaseless rouj 
But climbs from star to star and pole to  pole. 



Religious Studies at Stanford 
An Historical Sketch 

T 
he New York Times recently re- 
ported on the emergence of a fash- 
ionable new academic discipline 
called "counter-factual history." The 
practitioners of this new discipline 
argue that our understanding of his- 
tory could be greatly enhanced if the 
historian were to explore imagina- 
tively what might have happened in 

history had some well-known and significant fact not 
occurred. How would our modern world be different, 
for example, if Hitler had repulsed the allied invasions 
at Normandy? Or if the British fleet had not been able 
to defeat the Spanish Armada? Or if Napoleon rather 
than Wellington had been victorious at the Battle of 
Waterloo? 

In this report on the academic study of religion at 
Stanford, I am not going to play this "what if" game, 
but I must confess that the question occurred to me at 
least three times when, in preparation, I pored through 
the University Archives and suddenly found myself con- 
fronted with some unusual documents. In order to un- 
derstand the context in which this "what if" question 
could arise, we first must realize that until the 1950s 
Stanford had the reputation of being a completely sec- 
ular university, so much so, that in 1946 a visiting chap- 
lain named Merrimon Cuninggim, who was later to 
have a distinguished career in educational administra- 
tion, wrote a scathing report on the situation of religion 
at Stanford, both practical and academic. He not only 
deplored the dearth of facilities supporting student reli- 
gious life but also the lack of regular courses in the aca- 
demic study of religion except for one in comparative 
religions. Despite the intention of the founders, he 
wrote, "five thousand students in each generation are 
graduating with no knowledge of their religious her- 
itage, nor satisfying philosophy of life." And he blamed 
this situation on the fact that the administration and 
trustees had interpreted the non-sectarian clause in the 
charter in a negative and restrictive fashion rather than 
as enabling the tolerance and the flourishing of many 

religious faiths on campus. Despite its enormous op- 
portunity, Cuninggim charged, Stanford had the least 
adequate policy toward religion of any reputable uni- 
versity in the United States. 

It is against this background of aggressive secularism 
and the almost complete neglect of the academic study 
of religion that the question "what if" first arose in my 
mind. It arose when I learned that the first president of 
Stanford, David Starr Jordan, had actually offered a 
professorship in biblical literature in the original faculty 
to John R. Mott, the famous executive of the YMCA 
and zealous advocate of the Christian missionary move- 
ment at the turn of the century, the Mott who called for 
"The Evangelicalization of the World in our Genera- 
tion." What if, I asked, Stanford University had from its 
beginnings established the study of religion as an aca- 
demic discipline alongside the other disciplines instead 
of waiting, as it did, until 1951 to make its first ap- 
pointment in religious studies? And what if this disci- 
pline had been represented by a teacher in the mold of 
John R. Mott? 

The "what if" question arose again when I was 
somewhat absent-mindedly leafing through the corre- 
spondence of Dr. Elton Trueblood, who had served as 
chaplain at Stanford from 1936 to 1946. I had not ex- 
pected to find anything important in his correspon- 
dence bearing on the academic study of religion but I 
felt that I ought to at least glance through it because it 
was said that he was the first to introduce a major in re- 
ligious studies at Stanford. Imagine my surprise, then, 
when buried among the routine correspondence to and 
from the various luminaries he had invited to preach in 
the Memorial Chapel there was a tantalizing, even 
mildly shocking, letter dated February 26, 1940, from 
President Ray Lyman Wilbur to a leading Unitarian, Dr. 
Henry Wilder Foot, proposing the union of Stanford 
with the Pacific Unitarian School for the Ministry in 
Berkeley. Acknowledging that the Stanford charter for- 
bade owning a denominational seminary, Wilbur sug- 
gested that the Pacific Unitarian School consider the 
possibility of turning over its resources to Stanford un- 



der certain specifications and thus make a "small start tions without already presupposing what really hap- 
here for a School of Religion" organized "on a broad pened. And what did really happen, so far as the aca- 
education basis" as the other professional schools 

I were. 
President Wilbur's letters to Dr. Foot were probably 

only exploratory but this cannot be said of an earlier 
effort in December of 1924. At that time, a very 
wealthy donor, Charles Holbrook, divided his entire 
estate between Stanford and the Pacific School of Reli- 
gion in Berkeley. Holbrook himself was 94 and con- 
fined to a wheelchair, and so he had his daughter invite 
President Wilbur and President Schwarz of the semi- 
nary to his home in Pasadena where the daughter laid 
out a plan for them. She suggested that because the Pa- 
cific School was in financial trouble and needed to find 
a new location, and because the University wanted but 
had no graduate school of religion, Wilbur should per- 
suade his trustees to invite PSR to Stanford and 
Schwarz, in turn, should persuade his to accept Stan- 
ford's invitation. Wilbur, surprisingly, seemed confi- 
dent he could convince his board of trustees to do this 
but Schwarz was doubtful that he could do so. For two 
reasons: first, the Seminary charter required that all its 
trustees be members of "evangelical Christian 
churches," a clause that was probably unacceptable to 
Stanford; and second, the Seminary was devoted to 
training ministers and not academics, as Wilbur's pro- 
posal envisaged. Consequently, at a subsequent meet- 
ing of the faculty and trustees, Pacific School of Reli- 
gion turned the plan down, and a letter was written to 
both Stanford and Holbrook expressing appreciation 
for the offer but noting that the charter did not permit 
the arrangement." 

The "what if" question raised by all of these at- 
tempts by President Wilbur to establish a graduate 
school of religion is a two-fold one, bearing not only on 
the character of Stanford as a whole but also on the na- 
ture of religious studies in the university. As for the 
character of Stanford as a whole, we may ask, "What 
would it now be like if Stanford, like its rivals and coun- 
terparts in the East (Yale, Harvard, and Columbia), had 
possessed early in its history a prestigious non-denomi- 
national theological school alongside its other profes- 
sional schools?" And what would the undergraduate 
program in religious studies have looked like if it had 
been associated with this divinity school? Stanford, one 
might speculate, would have become a quite different 
institution than it now is and with a different ethos than 
it now has. 

But historians, as we all know, are not concerned 
with the question "what if?" but with "what really hap- 
pened?" Indeed, they cannot even ask "what if?" ques- 

demic study of religion is concerned, is that it was not 
until 19 5 I that a full-time professor in religion was em- 
ployed and not until 1973 that a department of reli- 
gious studies was fully established. This was relatively 
late so far as the history of higher education in the 
United States is concerned. One of Stanford's major ri- 
vals, Princeton, for example, had a flourishing depart- 
ment of religion in the forties and had established a 
Ph.D. program by the early fifties. 

This is not to say that there were no courses taught 
in religion at Stanford until 195 I, but they were largely 
offered under the auspices of the university chaplain. As 
early as 1907, for example, the chaplain, David Charles 
Gardner, offered a course each year in what was called 
the Department of Biblical History and Literature, and 
in 1910 he began to cross list one to three courses by 
teachers in New Testament Greek and in English Bible. 

When Gardner retired in 193 5 his practice of part- 
time teaching was continued by David Elton Trueblood, 

servedA as S T A N F O R D  I I N I W R S I T Y  A R C I I I V T I  . . 
chaplain until 1946 but 
also as professor of the 
philosophy of religion. 
Trueblood was very much 
concerned with building 
up undergraduate courses 
in religion and, as his cor- 
respondence reveals, he 
also had the dream of es- 
tablishing a non-denomi- 
national graduate school 
of religion at Stanford. By 
1937, he was able to get a 
separate section in the David Elton Trueblood 
Register entitled "Reli- 
gion" that listed four courses, one of them taught by 
himself and the other by part-time lecturers in religion. 
(One of them, incidentally, was Obert Tanner who was 
later to donate money for the establishment of a sepa- 
rate library for the Department of Philosophy.) True- 
blood also prevailed upon faculty members in other de- 
partments to teach courses in religion, and by 1941 the 
Register listed four faculty teaching a total of twenty- 
one courses: four introductory, seven intermediate, and 
nine advanced. Trueblood's program even made it pos- 
sible for those who majored in what was then called the 
School of Letters to concentrate in the field of religious 
studies if they took three mandatory courses in religion. 

Although contemporary scholars in religious studies 
are inclined to be deeply suspicious of programs di- 



rected by a university chaplain, a disinterested reader of 
the Register can see that the stated aim of the program, 
at least, was to conduct the study of religion "in the 
spirit of objective inquiry" and that the courses were 
"impartial in regard to sectarian differences." "The aim 
of instruction," the Register reads, is to "aid the general 
student in the double task of understanding the roots of 
our civilization and facing the problems of the modern 
world." Moreover, the types of courses offered are sur- 
prising for their diversity. There are, to be sure, the 
usual Bible courses but there are also titles like these: 
"The Roots of Modern Civilization in Ancient 
Mesopotamian Religions," "The Roots of Modern Civ- 
ilization in Ancient Egyptian Religion," "The Roots of 
Modern Civilization in Ancient Religions of Asia 
Minor," "Ancient Oriental Hieroglyphics," and "The 
Development of Hindu Thought." 

The course in Hinduism, incidentally, was taught by 
Frederick Spiegelberg, who had come to Stanford in 
1941 as one of those distinguished refugee scholars 
from Europe who so enriched American cultural life 
during and after World War 11. He was not only a 
scholar of international reputation but a "fabulous 
teacher," to use the words of one of his colleagues. His 
course in Comparative Religions, which he taught until 
1962, acquired a legendary reputation among under- 
graduates. It was one of those courses that alumni later 
look back upon as a high point in their experience at 
Stanford. 

After Trueblood's retirement in 1946, there was a se- 
ries of visiting chaplains, one of which was Merrimon 
Cuninggim, who wrote the scathing indictment of reli- 
gion at Stanford to which I have referred. But when a 
permanent chaplain was finally named to remedy the 
deficiencies of the practice of religion, he did not also 
want to assume responsibility for the teaching about re- 
ligion. Smarting from the Cuninggim Report, professor 
of English John W. Dodds and the new president, Wal- 
lace Sterling, then decided to search for someone who 
could take responsibility for religious studies. In his 
memoirs, Dodds claims that he would have liked to cre- 
ate a department of religion but that there was no 
money for such an ambitious enterpri~e.~ So the ques- 
tion then became what type of scholar to invite to the 
university and in what department to locate him or her. 
The happy solution seemed to be the Special Programs 
in Humanities that Dodds chaired and that housed 
some programs, like Pacific-Asiatic Studies and the hon- 
ors program, that did not fit in any existing department. 
Dodds also used this program to bring in distinguished 
humanists like Lewis Mumford whom he thought the 
University desperately needed. 

Through a fortuitous series of events-the Chaplain 
Robert Minto called them providential4-Dodds be- 
came acquainted with a young theologian named 
Alexander Miller who was finishing up his doctoral de- 
gree as well as serving as teaching assistant to the fa- 
mous Protestant theologian, Reinhold Niebuhr, at 
Union Theological Seminary in New York. Miller was 
looking for a temporary position before returning to his 
native homeland of New Zealand, and Dodds thought 
he was a good person to invite until a permanent deci- 
sion could be made. But as Dodds was to write in his 
memoirs, Miller made "a beautiful place for himself." 
He not only made a powerful impression on his stu- 
dents and colleagues but on the president who, after six 
weeks, personally invited Miller to stay permanently.s 

Miller had a very interesting religious and theologi- 
cal background. He had been general secretary to the 
Student Christian Movement in New Zealand, a pastor 
in East London during the war, as well as having been 
associated with the Iona Community. He was particu- 
larly concerned with the relevance of the Christian faith 
for the social, economic, and political problems of the 
West, and one of his several books was a small but in- 
fluential book on Christianity and Marxism. His theo- 
logical views were rooted in the theology of the Protes- 
tant Reformation, and he saw his role at Stanford to be 
an articulator of the Christian faith in an academic set- 
ting. He saw himself, I think it safe to say, as a theolo- 
gian to the University. 

To say this is not to say that he was an evangelist or 
an apologist or that his courses were "soft." On the 
contrary, he argued that the Protestant principle of jus- 
tification by faith meant that religious faith actually 
freed the believer to inquire honestly into any subject 
and even to doubt the orthodox formulations of faith. 
In answer to a student who asked whether she had the 
right to keep her faith at the price of intellectual in- 
tegrity, Miller replied, 

Faith which is kept at such a price is no faith at 
all. The sin that damns is hypocrisy, not athe- 
ism. . . . The situation of doubt, even of doubt 
about God, need not separate us from God. The 
really destructive atheism is not the denial of 
God; for that denial, if it is honest, keeps a man 
in the company of Job. . . . The really destruc- 
tive atheism is fear of facts. For fear of facts, 
from whatever source they come . . . is the exis- 
tential denial that the world is God's. . . . 6 

Miller was a success not only as a teacher but as a 
raiser of funds, and on his own initiative he raised 



STANFORD YEWS SERVICE 

Brown's appointment in 1962 marked 

Robert MacAfee Brown at the time of his appointment 
to the Stanford faculty in 1962. 

enough to bring in two additional young faculty: Edwin 
Good in Old Testament, who was to spend his entire ca- 
reer at Stanford, and H. J. Forstman in the history of 
Christian thought. Good came in 1956, Forstman in 
1960. But no sooner had Professor Miller enjoyed the 
satisfaction of receiving Forstman's acceptance than he 
suddenly died of a heart attack. But with both of these 
appointments of rising young scholars out of Union 
Theological Seminary in New York, Miller laid the foun- 
dations for the type of department at Stanford of which 
he dreamed, a department whose philosophy found ex- 
pression in two brochures written in the late fifties. The 
curriculum of this department, one reads, "was designed 
to provide the essential for an understanding of Biblical 
Religion and of the Christian inheritance in its basic doc- 
uments, in its history and doctrine, in its relation to con- 
temporary life, and to alternative worldviews." Another 
reads that "the curriculum is designed primarily to com- 
municate the elements of the Hebrew-Christian faith in 
their richness and variety. . . ." 

Given this conception of religious studies, it is not 
surprising that after the death of Professor Miller the 
department looked for a Christian theologian who 

the beginning of what  some might say was the 

golden decade of religious studies a t  Stanford, 

a decade of expansion and unprecedented 

popularity among the undergraduates. 

could continue the Miller tradition at Stanford. And 
once again they turned to Union Theological Seminary 
in which they had themselves been trained, and found 
their ideal embodied in Robert MacAfee Brown, the 
leading younger theologian there. Brown, like Miller, 
was a Christian theologian in the tradition of Reinhold 
Niebuhr who argued that Christian theology shows its 
superiority over other ideologies by virtue of its ability 
to cast a realistic light on the cultural, social and politi- 
cal issues of the time. Brown, like Miller, was also a very 
versatile person, known not only for his charisma as a 
teacher and talent as a theologian but also his abilities 
to write playful but sophisticated pieces for The New 
Yorker. He was also a well-known social activist. In- 
deed, the day the Board of Trustees voted favorably on 
Brown's appointment, he was languishing in a prison in 
the South, having been arrested for his participation in 
a civil rights march. 

Brown's appointment in 1962 marked the beginning 
of what some might say was the golden decade of reli- 
gious studies at Stanford, a decade of expansion and 
unprecedented popularity among the undergraduates. 
By 1968 the faculty had grown to eight full-time faculty 
and expanded its curriculum to include some offerings 
in Roman Catholic, Jewish, and even Buddhist studies. 
As part of the Humanities Special Programs, it had be- 
come possible to major in the Humanities while con- 
centrating in the field of religious studies. Moreover, in 
response to student interest, it proposed to and was 
granted permission by the Faculty Senate in 1968 to in- 
augurate a highly selective Ph.D. and M.A. program. 
We can see that the program in religious studies had 
come a long way in the decade of the sixties. 

The middle sixties may also be said to have been the 
apogee of Alexander Miller's conception of what reli- 
gious studies should be at Stanford, a program in which 
an articulate faculty trained in the country's most presti- 
gious theological schools-Yale, Harvard, Chicago, and 
Union-acquainted undergraduates with the best of the 
Christian heritage in biblical studies, theology, and 
ethics. Moreover, the program apparently enjoyed enor- 
mous success. The classes were overcrowded (Michael 
Novak had 700 students registered in his course), teach- 



ing was rigorous and sophisticated, and the faculty itself 
was highly visible and respected in the University; some 
of them, like Brown and Novak, as social activists rally- 
ing students against social injustice and protesting U.S. 
policy in Asia, others as highly effective teachers, like 
Jerry Irish and Lee Yearley, and still others, like Good 
and William Clebsch, as important academic citizens as 
well as excellent teachers and scholars. 

The middle sixties, as the New York Times reported 
on May 7 of 1966, was characterized in the United 
States generally by a resurgence of undergraduate inter- 
est in the study of religion, and new religious studies de- 
partments sprouted up all over the country, especially in 
state universities. The emergence of religion depart- 
ments in state universities was particularly important 
because it established religion as a legitimate object of 
academic inquiry in the secular university in contrast to 
just being a remnant of the religious instruction offered 
by private colleges and universities, many of which had 
been established by Christian denominations. Until 
1954, many state universities had taken the position, as 
had the University of California, that religion depart- 
ments violated the constitutionally-based principle of 
the separation of church and state. But in 1954, the 
United States Supreme Court made the common sense 
distinction between the teaching of religion, (religious 
instruction) and the academic teaching about religion. 
The latter, the Court maintained, is not a violation of 
church and state. As a result of this decision, a large 
number of state universities immediately established re- 
ligious studies programs and even departments. 

Stanford was often noted in the press as an example 
of this resurgence of interest in religion among under- 
graduates. But the use of the single term "religion" in 
this connection tends to mask certain important dis- 
tinctions that must be drawn in any serious discussion 
of the nature of religious studies in the university. First 
of all, the concern at Stanford was not so much in the 
academic study of religion generally as it was in the so- 
cial and ethical issues-race and the Vietnam War- 
that Brown and others had focused on from a Christian 
perspective. In the case of Stanford, the fires of this con- 
cern were stoked even more by the appointment in 
1966 of David Napier as dean of the chapel. Napier 
was a charismatic biblical scholar from Yale Divinity 
School and like Brown a powerful critic of U.S. policy 
in Vietnam. Gifted as a preacher as well as a jazz pi- 
anist, Napier turned the chapel into what some re- 
garded as Christian theater-the introduction of jazz 
and other types of experimental worship as well as 
provocative preaching. Suddenly a jam-packed Memo- 
rial Church became the fashionable place for under- 

graduates to congregate on weekends. 
All this energy surrounding Memorial Church and 

religious studies came to the attention of Time maga- 
zine, and in the religion section of the May I, 1966, is- 
sue, its editors lavished its attention on what it called 
the Brown-Napier-Novak show at Stanford. And it de- 
scribed this show not as a growth in the academic study 
of religion but the renaissance of faith and learning at 
Stanford, a renaissance led by former professors from 
theological schools. And other newspapers, noting sim- 
ilar phenomena on other college campuses, talked 
vaguely about a "brain drain" from the seminary facul- 
ties to the universities. The universities, so to speak, 
were where religion was at in the sixties. 

Looking back from the multi-cultural standpoint of 
the nineties, it is doubtful if there can ever again be a de- 

Napier turned the chapel into what  some 

regarded as Christian theater-the introduction 

of jazz and other types of experimental 

worship as well as provocative preaching. 

Suddenly a jam-packed Memorial Church 

became the fashionable place for under- 

graduates to  congregate o n  weekends. 

partment of religious studies in a major secular univer- 
sity embodying Miller's vision of that discipline; namely, 
to make Christian faith relevant to the University. For 
one thing, the constituencies of these universities are no 
longer white, Anglo-Saxon, and Protestant, and, corre- 
spondingly, religious studies departments can no longer 
define their mission as the study of "biblical religion" or 
even as the study of the Western Christian heritage. 

But even more important than this demographic 
change was the emergence in the late sixties of a group 
of scholars in religious studies itself who were severely 
critical of this Christian theological model of religious 
studies, a model imported into the universities by faculty 
from the great Protestant divinity schools. Emerging in 
the late sixties, these scholars argued that the curricular 
model of the divinity schools is quite inappropriate for 
the universities. The divinity school was designed for the 
training of Christian ministers and its curriculum reflects 
this purpose; hence its students are trained in Bible (Old 
and New Testament), the history of Christian thought 
(Patristics, Medieval, Reformation, Modern), Christian 
ethics, the philosophy of religion, and given a course or 
two in ''non-Christian religions." 



STANtORD YtWS SEKVICC 

Clebsch was fond of 

stating an axiom: "He who 

understands only one 
JJ religion, understands none. 

By contrast, religious studies in 
the secular university should be in- 
terested in the history and develop- 
ment of the world's religions: Bud- 
dhism, Hinduism, Islam, and Ju- 
daism, to mention but a few. 
Consequently, the training of faculty 
in religious studies ought to be dif- 
ferent than the training of faculty 
for the divinity school. And al- 
though it is justified in the American 
context to give relatively more at- 
tention to the religions of the West 
than to the non-Western religions, 
nevertheless the study of these reli- 

William Clebsch, first chair of the 
Depadment of Religious Studies, 1974. 

gions ought to be primarily descriptive, comparative, 
and "phenomenological," rather than theological. Reli- 
gious studies ought to be concerned with the variety of 
religious modes of life as they manifest themselves in 
myth, ritual, ecclesiastical structure and symbolism. 

In the late sixties, the Stanford faculty of religious 
studies contained at least three scholars who were not 
altogether comfortable with the theological model: Ed- 
win Good, who had increasingly regarded his own 
scholarship in the Hebrew Bible as literary-critical 
rather than theological; Larry Berman, a medievalist 
appointed in 1967 who taught both Judaism and Islam 
and whose specialty was the Arabic translations of Aris- 
totle by Muslim scholars; and William Clebsch, who 
had come to Stanford in 1964 in the history of Chris- 
tian thought as a replacement for Jack Forstrnan, who 
had taken a position at Vanderbilt Divinity School. 

Clebsch's views were especially important because 
he was to become chairman of Humanities Special Pro- 
grams in 1968. Clebsch, like most of the others on the 
religious studies faculty, was trained in a Protestant di- 
vinity school, ordained as an Episcopalian priest, and 
took his doctorate in Church History under the super- 
vision of Wilhelm Pauck, one of the leading church his- 
torians of the time. But although Clebsch was theolog- 
ically trained, he became increasingly convinced that re- 
ligious studies ought to be considered as a discipline 
within the Humanities and not under the hegemony of 
theology. The aim of a department of religious studies, 
then, ought not to be to demonstrate the relevance of 

any religious faith or even to ac- 
quaint the student with their own 
religious heritage but, as is stated in 
a document of 1968, "to under- 
stand and appreciate the religious 
aspect of existence." 

Clebsch, as all those who knew 
him will testify, was an immensely 
energetic and even intimidating fig- 
ure. Although not opposed to social 
activism, he was opposed to inter- 
jecting social and ethical issues into 
what he regarded as the purely in- 
tellectual mission of the university 
and, hence, he was widely regarded 
as conservative. That he wore a 
"butch" haircut and a bow tie when 
many of his colleagues were sport- 
ing mutton chops and wearing 
sweaters and Levi's did not lessen 
this conservative impression. More- 
over, his concern for the integrity of 

the University as he saw it was combined with 
formidable political and administrative talents. He was 
one of the organizers of the university Senate and one of 
its earliest chairmen. It is not surprising, then, that after 
being at Stanford only three years he was made chair- 
man of the entire Humanities Special Programs and of 
the program in Religious Studies. His influence is clearly 
seen in the proposal submitted in 1969-70 for offering a 
Ph.D. in religion, a proposal that stands in sharp con- 
trast to the educational philosophy of Alexander Miller. 
The Ph.D. candidate, it was proposed, would be trained 
in four modes of humanistic scholarship: the literary- 
critical analysis of texts, historiography, the comparative 
method, and the inquiry into intellectual structure and 
coherence. The comparative method was especially irn- 
portant for Clebsch because he believed that it was es- 
pecially important, if not crucial, in the study of religion, 
and he was fond of stating an axiom: "He who under- 
stands only one religion, understands none." 

By 1972, under Clebsch's leadership, the faculty in 
Religious Studies proposed to the Committee on Un- 
dergraduate Studies that students be permitted to major 
in religious studies, in contrast to majoring in the hu- 
manities with a concentration in religion. And the cur- 
riculum of the proposed undergraduate major reflected 
this new philosophy that had been embodied in the 
Ph.D. program of 1968. At the very same Senate meet- 
ing in 1973 at which this new major was submitted for 
its approval, the provost of the University simply an- 
nounced at the end of the meeting that the religious 



studies faculty had become a department separate from 
Humanities Special Programs. 

Now anyone who knows anything about the history 
of religious studies in this country and especially about 
the controversies swirling around the creation of de- 
partments of religion in the major secular universities- 
for example, at Princeton, the University of Pennsylva- 
nia, and Berkeley-will be surprised at the apparent 
lack of controversy or even discussion surrounding the 
creation of the department at Stanford. The founding of 
departments of religious studies are inherently contro- 
versial for many reasons. First of all, many members of 
the academic professions believe that there can be no 
disinterested and objective study of religion; conse- 
quently they believe that it does not belong in the uni- 
versity. Moreover, many faculties of history, philosophy, 
and sociology believe that the study of religion impinges 
on their own academic territory. Why, they ask, should 
there be a separate department of religion rather than 
dispersing the study of religion through the several rel- 
evant departments? Programs in religious studies, yes; 
departments, no. And then, of course, there is in any 
school of arts and sciences the issue of billets or posi- 
tions. Where, nervous voices ask, are the new billets for 
the study of religion to come from if not from the tra- 
ditional departments? 

Despite the fact that these factors have led to con- 
tentious debates elsewhere, the historian of Stanford 
will search in vain for any such controversy here. In- 
deed, there appears to have been very little discussion in 
either the Advisory Board or the Senate regarding the 
establishment of the department. To speculate, there 
were probably two reasons for this. First of all, the cre- 
ation of a department simply institutionalized a pro- 
gram that was already in place, and since the new de- 
partment would not claim any new billets, there were 
no disputes over turf. But there was probably a second, 
more important reason. In 1972-73 Stanford was in po- 
litical turmoil, turmoil swirling around the Vietnam 
War but also around the complex issues raised by the 
student disruptions of the university and its functions. I 
think it safe to say that Stanford experienced more vio- 
lence and turmoil during this period than any other ma- 
jor university in the country. Buildings and offices, in- 
cluding the president's, were burned down, stink 
bombs were hurled into the library, classes were dis- 
rupted, and departmental meetings were forced to 
pause because of the sound of police helicopters over- 
head. Consequently, as the minutes of the Senate during 
this period reveal, the faculty was preoccupied with 
matters that were at the very heart of the University: 
disruption of university functions in the name of politi- 

cal action, academic freedom, the funding of research 
for the military, and the relationship of faculty to stu- 
dents. Amidst all this turmoil over these larger issues, 
the creation of a department of religious studies must 
have appeared to be a relatively minor matter. 

Nor does there seem to have been much discussion 
or debate within the Department of Religious Studies it- 
self concerning the shift in educational philosophy from 
a theological to a humanistic model, even though it ar- 
guably represents a departure from those features that 
made the department so popular in the sixties. 

In 1975, only two years after the establishment of 
the department, Robert MacAfee Brown resigned his 
professorship to return to Union Theological Seminary 
in New York. At the time, Brown was a Protestant ob- 
server at Vatican Council I1 and increasingly interested 
in the new theological movements like Liberation The- 
ology that were transforming Catholicism and espe- 
cially its place in the Third World. He was in great de- 
mand as a speaker outside of the University, and it 
must have been clear to him that these interests and ac- 
tivities were not particularly interesting to his col- 
leagues. His resolution to leave the University was 
sealed when he learned that his younger colleague, 
Jerry Irish, had been denied tenure at  the dean's level. 
Irish, like Brown, had been trained as a Christian the- 
ologian, and also like Brown he had an extraordinary 
influence on students-he had won the Gores award 
for excellent teaching. His influence as a teacher was 
only deepened by the way in which he and his wife had 
dealt with the tragic death of their thirteen-year-old 
son while he was teaching at a Stanford overseas cam- 
pus. Indeed, in the spring that he did not receive 
tenure, graduating seniors voted Irish to be that pro- 
fessor who had had the greatest influence on their lives. 
In remarks to friends, Brown later said that he did not 
want to be a part of a university faculty that could not 
find room for a professor like Irish on its faculty. 

In 1978, Brown's position was filled by Van Harvey, 
who had previously been chairman of the Department 
of Religious Thought at the University of Pennsylvania. 
Although trained at Yale Divinity School, he was one of 
those scholars who from the beginnings of his career had 
protested against what he called "The Protestant Ethos 
in Religious S~holarship."~ Harvey believed that the aca- 
demic study of religion was aimed at the investigation 
and analysis of one of the most wide-spread phenomena 
in human culture, religion, and that this study required 
many different sorts of disciplinary methods-sociolog- 
ical, historical, philosophical-in order to understand it 
properly. But unlike Clebsch, he was not enthusiastic 
about comparative methods, a lack of enthusiasm that 



involved a small amount of tension between them. 
When Harvey succeeded Clebsch as chairman in 

1980, it seemed clear to him that the great problem of 
the department was how, with only eight to ten fac- 
ulty, to mount a successful undergraduate program 
and yet successfully compete with other graduate pro- 
grams in religious studies across the country like 
Chicago, Yale, and Harvard, which had three and four 
times the number of faculty because they were con- 
nected with divinity schools. Moreover, the successful 
competition at the graduate level was an important 
factor within the context of Stanford as well. Stanford 
had only relatively recently emerged as a great re- 
search university, and it was clear that any department 
that did not offer distinguished graduate work simply 
could not make a claim on Stanford's own resources. 
As the Bible says in another connection "to those that 
have, more will be given." 

One solution seemed to be the establishment within 
the department of what was then being fashionably 
called "pillars of excellence." What this meant con- 
cretely was that given the limitation on the number of 
billets in the department, the faculty would have to 
limit the fields of study in which a graduate student 
could concentrate to approximately three areas. More- 
over, in order to have a critical mass of faculty in those 
fields of concentration, it would be necessary to cluster 
faculty in these areas. The difficulty with this solution 
was that it limited the breadth of offerings at the un- 
dergraduate level. If, for example, the department 
chose, as it did, to concentrate at the graduate level on 
East Asian Buddhism, modern Western Christianity, 
and Jewish Studies, it would probably not be able to 
offer courses in Islam and Hinduism at the undergrad- 
uate level because it would be very unlikely that it 
could attract a distinguished specialist in those fields 
where no graduate training could be offered. After pro- 
longed discussion among the faculty and with the 
deans, the decision was to have these "pillars of excel- 
lence" at the graduate level in only three fields: West- 
ern religious thought since the Middle Ages, Jewish 
studies, and Buddhist (East Asian) studies, and to make 
no attempt at the undergraduate level to offer work in 
all of the world's major religions. This philosophy of 
education means, unfortunately, that the department 
does not have the breadth of offerings that may be 
found in large departments of religious studies in other 
universities nor can it offer a major in religious studies 
with prerequisites in general comparative studies. And 
this problem of undergraduate courses has been acer- 
bated lately by the demands upon faculty to offer 
freshman and sophomore seminars as well as to par- 

ticipate in the large mandatory freshman requirement 
in "Cultures, Ideas, and Values." 

This arrangement of the department has more or less 
persisted into the present and in this sense this sketchy 
history of the department draws to a close. One would 
like to say with Walter Cronkite, "That's the way it is," 
but to say this does not completely silence the "what 
if?" question I raised at the beginning: What if the de- 
partment had not begun with the appointment of 
Alexander Miller in 19 5 I but had in 1924 secured an 
agreement with, say, the Pacific School of Religion to 
found a non-denominational graduate school of reli- 
gion which, as Wilbur envisaged, would be organized 
on a broad educational basis as the other professional 
schools and devoted to the education of professionals in 
religious studies? 

+ + 4  
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NOTES 

I. This letter lies near another in which Elton Trueblood 
wrote to Foot saying that he is afraid the president's letter 
"spells defeat for everything I have wanted" but goes on 
to urge Dr. Foot to give the president's suggestion serious 
consideration. Dr. Foot not surprisingly replied that he 
doubted that the trustees and faculty of the Pacific School 
were willing to "commit hari-kari" for the privilege of 
joining Stanford. 

2. See Harland Hogue's Christian Seed in Western Soil: 
Pacific School of Religion through a Century. 
(Berkeley: Pacific School of Religion, 1965), chap. 7. 
Again in 1936 when Pacific School of Religion was in 
deep financial trouble, the relationship with Stanford 
was explored once more but again rejected. 

3. See Stanford Oral History Project. John W .  Dodds. Inter- 
viewed by Frederic 0. Glover and Paul R. Hanna (Stan- 
ford University Archives, 1983). 

4. Interview with Mrs. Alexander Miller. 
5 .  Ibid. 

6. Alexander Miller, The Renewal of Man (Garden City, 
N.Y., Doubleday and Co., 1956), p. 137. 

7. See Judaism, XV, 3 (1966), pp. 373-378. 



A brief and idiosyncratic history 

of journalism fellowships at Stanford 

B y  J im Bettinger 

Ted Natt knocked on the door of the 

Stanford Law School dean and introduced 

himself: "Hi. I'm one of the new profes- 

sional journalism fellows and I'd like to 

take some classes in your law school." 

It was the fall of 1966. Natt was the first of his kind 
at Stanford and like the rest of his colleagues, he was re- 
garded as a strange new beast. 

"The dean kind of looked at me and thought, 'Well, 
what in the dickens does a journalist want to do in a 
law school?' " Natt recalled. Natt explained how bet- 
ter-informed journalists could help the public under- 
stand the legal system. "And he allowed as how that 
made some sense, so he let me in." 

Natt was one of the first to explain to a Stanford 
professor what a journalist was doing on a university 
campus. But he was far from the last. Since that fall of 
1966, 623 reporters, editors, producers, photogra- 
 hers, editorial cartoonists and editorial writers have 
made their way to the Farm to study in a professional 
journalism fellowships program. 

By the time that first group of 37 Professional Jour- 
nalism Fellows-or PJFs, as they were commonly 
known-left Stanford, the basic thrust of the program 
was set, and hasn't changed much since: 

Identify promising midcareer journalists. Stake them 
to several months at Stanford and let them study any- 
thing they want. Stimulate them with provocative sem- 
inars. And send them back to work, where they will 
raise the overall level of journalism. 

Fellows audit classes rather than take them for 
credit, which lets them take full advantage of their time 
on campus. They also are free to set up independent 
study programs with individual professors. And those 
who wished can undertake archival or library research. 
The mix is entirely up to each individual fellow. 

To varying degrees, all of Stanford-its professional 

schools as well as the School of Humanities and Sci- 
ences-are open to fellows. They are forbidden from 
working professionally during their time on campus, 
and they promise to return to their news organizations 
when the fellowship is over. 

Some news organizations recoiled at the prospect of 
sending their most promising 3 o-ish reporters and edi- 
tors away for up to a year to Stanford, where they 
might get the taste for different pastures. But others 
have accepted the idea that a journalist's education 
should not end the moment he or she starts to work. 

The fellowship has been targeted at "mid-career" 
journalists-people old enough to know what they 
need, and young enough to use it through the rest of 
their career. That first class averaged 3 2 years old, with 
Natt among the youngest at 2 5 ,  and the oldest being 
43. Fellows in the 1997-98 class range from 29 to 48, 
with an average of 39. 

But why journalism fellowships in the first place? 
And why Stanford? 

Blame Jim Armsey. 

James W. Armsey was a program officer for the 
Ford Foundation, and when the Foundation had a big 
chunk of money to spend in the mid-sixties, Armsey 
wanted to spend some of it on journalism programs. 
He'd been a journalism major in college, and he 
thought that better journalism could be good for the 
public. He devised a series of grants, including $I .2 mil- 
lion for the Columbia Journalism Review, $1.2 million 
to refinance the Nieman Fellowships at Harvard, 
$7oo,ooo to set up seminars for journalists in the 
South, $75o,ooo to the American Political Science As- 
sociation and $ I. I million to start an Urban Journalism 
Program at Northwestern. 

Armsey wanted these grants to have a western U.S. 
presence as well. So he called his old friend Lyle Nelson 
at Stanford. 

Nelson, a native of Oregon and graduate of the Uni- 
versity of Oregon, had worked more than 20 years in 
educational institutions: the University of Oregon, the 
Educational TV and Radio Center in Ann Arbor, San 



Francisco State and the University of Michigan, where 
he was a journalism professor and administrator, even- 
tually becoming vice president. In 1961, he moved to 
Stanford as director of university relations. 

Armsey had known Nelson since the late 1940s, and 
he was familiar with the pioneering research of Stan- 
ford communication professor Wilbur Schramm. So he 
called Nelson, told him about the series of journalism 
grants the Ford Foundation was making and said, 
"Okay, what would you like to do at Stanford?" And 
the next thing anyone knew, Stanford had a $975,000 
three-year grant to start a journalism fellowship pro- 
gram, and Ted Natt was knocking on the door of the 
dean of the law school. 

When Natt and his colleagues arrived on cam- 
pus in the fall of 1966, they were greeted by a couple of 
experienced, well-known newspaper journalists. Herbert 
Brucker, the director, was a former president of the Amer- 
ican Society of Newspaper Editors who had recently re- 
tired as editor of the Providence ]ournal; Julius Duscha 
(pronounced "doo-shay") had been a national political 
reporter for the Washington Post. 

The fellows were to be on campus for either one aca- 
demic quarter or two, receiving a stipend of $1,700 per 
quarter (about $8,500 in 1997 dollars). Of the 37, 30 
came from newspapers, three from wire services, three 
from broadcasting and one from a magazine. 

By design, the one-quarter/two-quarter format con- 
trasted with the full academic year that Nieman Fellows 
spent at Harvard. Stanford Communication Professor 
Emeritus Chilton R. (Chip) Bush had surveyed publish- 
ers and editors and found they liked the shorter terms. 
Three to six months was less disruptive for employers, 
according to Stanford's application to the Ford Foun- 
dation, "and they would be more likely to release their 
best men for such a time." 

One-quarter fellowships didn't work very well-it 
was simply too short a time for a reporter or editor to 
switch gears-and after the first year, one-quarter fel- 
lows were rare. 

Besides the classes, the fellows were treated to semi- 
nars organized by Brucker and Duscha. Once, recalled 
Natt, fellows traveled to Sacramento, "where we met 
this kind of odd duck who was the brand-new gover- 
nor, named Ronald Reagan." Other seminars that first 
year featured British historian Arnold Toynbee (on his 
78th birthday), civil rights activist Mark Lane, Stanford 
student body president David Harris, community orga- 
nizer Saul Alinsky and Los Angeles Times publisher 
Otis Chandler. 

"All this," wrote Noel Lieberman, a member of the 

first class, "engendered a rare animal, a happy, con- 
tented newspaperman whose discussions ran the gamut 
of human experience with a conspicuous absence of 
complaints." 

Stanford's first journalism fellows left with batteries 
recharged, ready to resume their careers. Of the 33 fel- 
lows from that class whose whereabouts are known 
(two have died and the program has lost contact with 
two others), 27 either are working as journalists or re- 
tired. Nine are working for the same news organization, 
and four others retired from that news organization. 
Two teach journalism; only four have left the field. 

By 1969, the leadership of the program had 
changed. Julius Duscha, missing Washington, returned 

Journalists attend "The American Presidency in a 
Year of Decision" conference sponsored by Stanford's 
Professional Journalism Fellowships program in 1968. 

to the capital and the Washington Journalism Center in 
early I 9 68. Herb Brucker, his three-year commitment 
done, returned to the East Coast. Nelson replaced 
Brucker and Harry Press, a long-time San Francisco 
journalist who had recently come to Stanford, replaced 
Duscha. 

Press was a Stanford grad (Class of '39, B.A. in jour- 
nalism). Starting as a reporter at the San Francisco 
News in 1946, he survived the shrinking S.F. newspaper 
field: The News merged with the Call-Bulletin to be- 
come the News-Call Bulletin and then in 1965, the 
News-Call Bulletin was folded into the Examiner. 
When Stanford beckoned in 1966, with an offer to be- 
come the founding editor of the Stanford Observer, 
Press agreed. 

The division of responsibility between Nelson and 
Press was clear: "We laughingly said, 'We're Mr. Inside 
and Mr. Outside,"' Nelson recalled in a 1996 interview. 
"And I was the outside. It was my job to raise the money. 
Harry was inside. It was his job to run the programs, 
chiefly because he could run them." With some minor 
changes, this arrangement continued for the next 16 
years, until Nelson retired in 1985. (He died in 1997.) 



Nelson got the Ford Foundation to make a second 
$I million grant-a matching grant, meaning that Stan- 
ford would have to raise $I million itself. Nelson was 
an effective fund-raiser, and he set himself to work. 
Over the next few years he got grants from Gannett 
Newspaper Foundation (now the Freedom Forum), 
Times-Mirror, Time Inc., the Washington Post, the 
Thomas More Storke Foundation, the Providence 
Journal and the American Petroleum Institute. The 
grant that put the program over the top was from the 
Knight Foundation. 

Press, meanwhile, ran the program on a day-to-day 
and week-to-week basis. The job was (and remains) a 
combination of camp counselor, concierge, herd dog 
and father confessor: Fellows always need advice on 
what classes to take, which professors to seek out, 
where to get a clutch repaired, where their careers 
should go and when they should arrive for the softball 
game. "Ask Harry" was the answer to all these ques- 
tions. 

Most fellows met Press when they were interviewed 
for their fellowship. Because it was cheaper than bring- 
ing 3 5 or 40 candidates to Stanford for interviews, Press 
traveled around the U.S., meeting applicants in various 
central cities. Seeking to set applicants at ease-"they 
were stressed out, they were nervous, they were under 
tremendous pressure, trying to win a fellowship"- 
Press eschewed any office setting. If at all possible, he 
tried to meet outdoors-in a park, by a pool, even in a 
rooftop garden. 

Sometimes there were glitches. Tom Mulvoy, now a 
managing editor of the Boston Globe, remembers being 
interviewed by Press on Boston Common in the spring 
of 1982. At one point Mulvoy told Press that 300 years 
earlier there had been three hills nearby: "The area was 
called Trimountain then, which is how we have come to 
call this thoroughfare Tremont Street. Beacon Hill, 
where the Bulfinch State House sits, is the last vestige of 
Trimountain." 

At which point a derelict at the other end of the park 
bench took over the interview. "That stuff about the 
hills is nothing," he said in a raspy voice. "In those 
days, the harbor waters reached not five feet from 
where you guys are sitting, and the settlers fished off the 
piers that were right at the edge of the Common. Great 
history here, all around us." 

During the early 1970s journalists from outside the 
U.S. became a regular presence in the program. The first 
class had three Canadian journalists, and the first fel- 
lows from outside North American came in 1968-69: 
Zika Bogdanovic of Yugoslavia, sponsored by the Insti- 
tute for International Education, and Ana Lena 

Thorsell of Sweden, sponsored by the Association of 
Swedish Authors and Journalists. There was no provi- 
sion in the Ford Foundation grant for them, so they 
were accepted into the program as "associate profes- 
sional journalism fellows," and had to find their own 
funding. Beginning in 1970-71, there have been inter- 
national journalism fellows at Stanford every year. 

International fellows have come from more than 40 
countries (some of which, such as the Soviet Union and 
the German Democratic Republic, no longer exist). 
Nelson, who spent more time than Press on the inter- 
national fellows, had a particular interest in countries 
where the press was struggling to get free, and in the 
late 1970s and early 1980s, that often meant Poland, 
which has sent I 2 fellows to Stanford. Nelson also had 
a keen interest in China, and beginning with Zaihan 
Guan in the spring of 1980, seven Chinese journalists 
have been fellows at Stanford. 

For the U.S. fellows, the perspective of international 
fellows is the single most unanticipated benefit of the 
program. "It helped richen the dialogue about journal- 
ism, so that we weren't always thinking in a U.S. frame- 
work," said Jon Funabiki, a 1985 fellow from the San 
Diego Union. The U.S. journalists often arrive for the 
fellowship still scarred by the ambition, the battles over 
turf and the cynicism that often wrench newsrooms. 
Then they would hear Joanna Szczesna describe hiding 
stories for her Polish underground newspaper in her 
son's diapers. Or they would hear from Rodrigo Carpio 
of Guatemala, or Carlos Chamorro of Nicaragua, each 
of whose father was assassinated because of his jour- 
nalism. 

As the program established itself at Stanford, 
a pair of top officials of the National Endowment for 
the Humanities in Washington were kicking around 
ways to broaden NEH's impact. Perhaps, thought 
James Blessing and Guinevere Grieste, director and 
deputy director of the fellowships division, a program 
aimed at younger professionals might work. 

"Our first thought was of journalists, because jour- 
nalists give to the general public their knowledge of 
what is happening in the world," Grieste said. "And in 
the early seventies, coming out of the late sixties, we 
thought that the knowledge and the insight provided by 
the humanities were more urgently needed than ever." 

Blessing and Grieste envisioned a program that 
would send journalists to a resource-rich university for 
a broad variety of courses: "And we did want some 
kind of core study of the humanities, where they'd all 
come together and learn from each other's experi- 
ences. " 



She and Blessing explored journalism programs at 
Stanford and several other universities. "Lyle under- 
stood what we wanted, and he was pretty close to do- 
ing it already," Grieste said. Stanford, one of several 
universities invited to submit proposals, asked for 
$215,798 to bring 12 U.S. journalists to campus for the 
1973-74 academic year. Stanford's proposal was ap- 
proved. (So was a similar proposal at the University of 
Michigan.) 

National Endowment for the Humanities funding 
stabilized the program. It put fellows on campus for a 
full academic year, instead of the two quarters that had 
been typical. After years of fluctuating numbers-as 
many as 3 7, as few as I 2-the number of fellows settled 
at 18 to 20. 

NEH funding brought one new element to the pro- 
gram-a regular seminar, revolving around a single hu- 
manities theme, taught by either one professor or a 
team. It had mixed success over the years that it was 
taught. Some fellows liked the coherence and discipline, 
while others, particularly if they didn't hit it off with the 
professor, found the seminars onerous. 

Grieste said NEH kept close tabs on the program 
and was pleased with the way its money was spent. "At 
Stanford, it was so successful, so quickly, and so out- 
standingly, that we were stunned." (Not everyone was 
so impressed: T h e  National Enquirer reported breath- 
lessly, "$soo,ooo of Taxpayers' Money is Being Wasted 
to Send Newsmen Back to School!") 

The longer the program was on campus, the more it 
became familiar to professors-and the more professors 
came to value the presence of fellows in their classes. 
Professors reported that the fellows' combination of 
real-world experience, maturity and straightforward in- 
terest in the subject matter (since they were getting nei- 
ther grade nor credit) often heightened the quality of 
the class. Sometimes professors drew directly on the 
journalism background of the fellows. Political Science 
Professor Condoleezza Rice, now provost, had fellows 
act as reporters during a classroom political crisis sim- 
ulation, and Law Professor Marc Franklin often would 
call on fellows in his media law class to explain the 
journalistic perspective on such issues as whether crime 
victims should be named. 

History professor Barton Bernstein says the presence 
of fellows has often increased the quality of his teach- 
ing: "You always have present older, more knowledge- 
able people, who aren't necessarily smarter, but are cer- 
tainly more mature and worldly, sitting there as a check 
and constraint," he said. "So there's a nice intellectual- 
standard check on faculty." 

Gerald Gunther, an emeritus law professor, was per- 

suaded by the contribution of fellows in his late-1970s 
classes to argue for modifying law school admission 
standards, in order to put a higher value on the non- 
academic experiences of applicants. 

Other faculty have used fellows directly in their re- 
search. English Professor Diane Middlebrook realized 
she needed investigative journalism skills for her biog- 
raphy of Billy Tipton, a woman who had lived most of 
her adult life as a man. "Fortunately," she told a biog- 
raphers' conference, "I also knew that a whole cadre of 
[investigative reporters] was hanging out not far from 
my office at Stanford University." She spoke to a Knight 
Fellowships seminar and turned it into a brainstorming 
session. 

Not all professors welcomed fellows with open 
arms. The Graduate School of Business, with a general 
prohibition on auditors, was mostly off limits. Some 
professors, particularly those teaching undergraduate 
seminars, found fellows too prone to dominating dis- 
cussions. And some found the fellows unprepared for 
the rigor of the courses they taught. 

By the early 1980s, with Ronald Reagan in the 
White House and William Bennett the new director of 
the National Endowment for the Humanities, the "hu- 
manities for the professions" program was on the way 
out. The 1982-83 academic year was slated to be the 
end. But Lyle Nelson had been assiduously raising the 
fellowship's endowment fund. 

One potential source Nelson was eyeing was the 
Knight Foundation, named for John S. Knight, co- 
founder of Knight Newspapers. Nelson had known Lee 
Hills, chairman of Knight-Ridder Newspapers and a 
trustee of the foundation, since the late 195os, when 
Hills was executive editor of the Detroit Free Press. 
Nelson had been cultivating the foundation, getting 
grants in the $50,000 range. He hoped a larger grant 
for the Professional Journalism Fellowships endowment 
might be possible. 

John Knight died on June 16, 198 I. His will left the 
bulk of his estate to the Knight Foundation; by the time 
the estate was settled in 1986, the foundation's assets 
were more than $400 million, the 20th largest in the na- 
tion. 

Nelson was in Washington when he heard about 
Knight's death (coincidentally, he'd been in Hills' of- 
fice the day before, talking about the fellowships pro- 
gram and the Knight Foundation). He recalled asking 
himself, What do we have to do now? "And so I sat 
right down there and I borrowed a typewriter from 
somebody's office, sat down there and wrote out a 
preliminary proposal." Nelson always said that Hills 



was key to the grant. 
That draft became a formal proposal to the Knight 

Foundation for a $4 million grant. Among the points in 
that proposal were two that Nelson had emphasized 
from the start: Knight-Ridder Newspapers had sent 
more fellows to Stanford than any other newspaper 
chain. And because Stanford's Professional Journalism 
Fellowships program already had a $3. j-million-plus 
endowment, a IZnight Foundation grant would in effect 
double its contribution, producing an endowment of 
nearly $8 million. In May of 1982, the Knight Founda- 
tion Board of Trustees approved the proposal. Stan- 
ford's Professional Journalism Fellowships were about 
to become the John S. Knight Fellowships. 

The academic year 1984-85, the first year of 
the Knight Fellowships, was Lyle Nelson's last year be- 
fore a year of sabbatical leave and then retirement. In 
February, James V. Risser was named to succeed Nel- 
son. Risser was one of the Stanford journalism fellow- 
ship success stories-a fellow from the Des Moines 
Register Washington bureau in 1973-74, he had be- 
come bureau chief and won two Pulitzer Prizes in the 
five years after his fellowship. 

"The message that I got from people on the search 
committee . . . reinforced by Lyle Nelson," Risser said, . . 

"was that there was a great interest now, with a secure 
endowment, of trying to make this the premiere fellow- 
ship program in the nation." This would mean intensi- 
fied efforts to attract the best applicants-a larger 
stipend (from $I 8,000 in the last year of NEH funding, 
the stipend has increased to $45,000 a year), more ad- 
vertising of the fellowship, and regular attendance at 
the annual meetings of the American Society of News- 
paper Editors, the National Association of Black Jour- 
- - 

nalists, Investigative Reporters and Editors and similar 
journalism organizations. 

Instead of traveling around the country to interview 
prospective fellows, the program now brings about 3 j 
semifinalists to Stanford to be interviewed by a com- 
mittee of staff members and former fellows. Among 

Journalism fellows in 1975 in a seminar with Professor 
of Philosophy Philip Rhinelander, far right. From left, 
Wiktor Osiatynski, Kultura, Warsaw; Susan Nelson, 
Chicago Tribune Magazine; Richard Schneider, Rocky 
Mountain News; James Savage, Miami Herald; Harry 
Press, assistant director, Professional Journalism Fellow- 
ships; Howard Lett, WJDX, Jackson Mississippi; John 
Hollahan, WWVT TV, Morgantown, West Virginia; 
Joseph Karimi, Daily Nation, Nairobi, Kenya; and 
William MacKaye, Washington Post. 

other benefits, this allows the program to show off 
Stanford to applicants. 

Risser, Press (who retired in 1989) and deputy direc- 
tor Jim Bettinger took several steps to increase the visi- 
bility of the fellowships program on campus, too. Fel- 
lows speak in classes, dorms and other forums. Risser, 
University President Donald Kennedy and GSB Dean 
Robert Jaedicke hammered out an agreement that al- 
lowed a limited number of Knight Fellows to audit GSB 
classes. Beginning in r 98 8, the Knight Fellowships have 
sponsored an annual lecture by a prominent journalist. 

The program continues on a sound financial footing, 
and the endowment has grown to $38 million as of 
May 1998. 

So have the Knight Fellowships become the premiere 
program in the country? "I think it's clearly the equal of 
any other journalism fellowship program in the coun- 
try," Risser said. "Whether it's the best is hard to mea- 
sure and even sort of self-serving to say, but the fact that 
we generally get the greatest number of applicants 
among the three general fellowships certainly says some- 
thing about how it's regarded within the business." 

Although some aspects of the program have 
changed since the mid-sixties, the value to journalists 
has remained much the same. 

Sometimes the benefit has been direct and practical. 
When Jose Ferrer was writing about Watergate for 
Time magazine, he drew on an evidence class he'd taken 
while a fellow in 1968: "I got out my old textbooks and 

See JOURNALISM FELLOWSHIPS, page 17 



Stanford Through the Cen tury  
t......................................... 

1 0 0  Y E A R S  A G O  ( 1 8 9 8 )  

In May, men who volunteered for 
the Spanish-American War got a rous- 
ing send-off as they left for encamp- 
ment in San Francisco. Of thirty-eight 
sent to the Philippines, two-a faculty 
member and a student-were killed in 
action. The conflict stimulated Presi- 
dent David Starr Jordan's interest in 
the causes and effects of war, and led 
to his later mission promoting world 
peace. In his memoirs, Jordan wrote 
that Jane Stanford suggested he take a 
leadership role in some great reform, 
such as world peace. His motivation 
came from within, he said, but the 
suggestion revealed Mrs. Stanford's 
attitude about social reform. 

A survey showed that, on average, 
students' hometowns were 1,050 miles 
from campus. Relatively few came 
from San Francisco, choosing instead 
to attend the University of California. 
Stanford, on the other hand, attracted 
many from Southern California. 

7 5  Y E A R S  A G O  ( 1 9 2 3 )  

Students debated a proposed 
amendment to their constitution that 
would restrict automobile use to up- 
perclassmen. Many community mem- 
bers were irritated by the upsurge in 
cars crowding the campus. Dean of 
Men George Culver favored the pro- 
posal, saying cars were a potent threat 
to democracy. They also wasted stu- 
dents' time and allowed easy access to 
liquor, he said. Several alumni pointed 
out that student interests had been 
more campus-focused before automo- 
biles made it so easy to get away. Ath- 
letic coaches noted that two football 
stars brought expensive motorcars to 
campus and proceeded to flunk out. 
The prohibition should apply only to 
freshmen, the student newspaper edi- 
torialized, but freshmen said it should 
apply to all students. In the end, the 
amendment was defeated 721 to 476. 

5 0  Y E A R S  A G O  ( 1 9 4 8 )  

After four years of faculty study, 
the Board of Trustees approved a ma- 
jor reorganization of Stanford's four 
nonprofessional schools. A faculty of 
Humanities and Sciences was formed 
from the Schools of Biological Sci- 
ences, Humanities, Physical Sciences, 
and Social Sciences. In addition, du- 
ties of the dean of graduate studies 
were broadened to include responsi- 
bility for developing and coordinating 
all graduate study and research. The 
object was to strengthen both under- 
graduate and graduate instruction by 
simplifying academic organization 
and increasing coordination and stim- 

ulation of graduate study and re- 
search University-wide. 

Excavations behind the Bookstore 
[the current Career Planning and 
Placement Center] revealed the 
roadbed of the Peninsular Railway 
Co., enabling students to see what re- 
mained of the line for the red trolley 
cars that connected the Quad with 
Palo Alto from 1909 to 1929. In the 
early days, many a freshman arrived 
on campus by riding the "Toonerville 
Trolley7' from the train station 
through the arboretum to Encina Hall. 
Encina Roughs often crowded on the 
trolley's roof, and enjoyed soaping the 
tracks and watching as the helpless 
motorman tried to avoid skidding. 

2 5  Y E A R S  A G O  ( 1 9 7 3 )  

President Richard W. Lyman an- 
nounced that the planned new engi- 
neering center would be named after 
Frederick E. Terman, vice president 
and provost emeritus. Principal 
donors were Mr. and Mrs. William 
R. Hewlett and Mr. and Mrs. David 
Packard. Hewlett and Packard had 

Jing Lyman inaugurates the Band Shack demolition 
with a two-handed champagne toss. 
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studied under Terman in the 1930s~ 
and he provided much of the inspira- 
tion and encouragement that led 
them to found Hewlett-Packard Co. 
in 1939. 

In April, after moving to the old 
power plant on Galvez Street, the In- 
comparable Leland Stanford Junior 
University Marching Band staged a 
bring-your-own-sledgehammer party 
to demolish its former headquarters. 
With the administration's blessing, 
engraved invitations produced zoo 
guests. The party started with First 
Lady Jing Lyman throwing a bottle of 
champagne into the doomed struc- 
ture. The band's cannon then sounded 
and President Lyman delivered the 
first blow with his red-ribboned 
sledgehammer. The Band Shack was 
surprisingly strong, but eventually 
musicians, alumni, and friends 
knocked down the wooden structure. 
Later that night, a mysterious fire 
eliminated the need for a bulldozer. 
The structure had been built 75 years 
earlier as a men's dining hall-the 
University Inn, later called Stanford 
Inn-when the business office closed 
Encina Hall's dining room. Originally 
located near the old Main Library, in 
the early 1920s it was turned over to 
ROTC and moved to a spot east of 
Encina Gym, not far from the stables 
for horses that pulled ROTC's ar- 
tillery caissons. After a couple of 
decades, it was given to the band. 

Ten women were elected to the 5 3 - 
member Faculty Senate, the first time 
since the representative body was 
formed in 1968 that the senate had 
more than two women members. 

Fraternities were in trouble again: 
Delta Tau Delta was suspended for up 
to two years for throwing rocks and 
bottles at nearby houses, setting a fire, 
and shooting pellet guns at cars. Phi 
Delta Theta was censured following a 
party involving topless dancers. 

looked up the underlined entries and found the examples I used in my 
story." Sometimes the fellowship has sparked a new interest. Bob Boyd, of 
the Knight-Ridder Washington bureau, took the kind of science classes he 
hadn't taken in college when he was a fellow in 1980-81. In the years since 
he's developed that as a specialty. 

Fellows have gone on to win journalism's major prizes. Besides Risser, 
other fellows who have won Pulitzers after their year at Stanford are Ross 
Anderson, Peter Carey, Glenn Frankel, James McGee, Michael Toner and 
Eileen Welsome. 

But often the benefit is less direct. Sheila Stainback, a fellow in 1982-83, 
said her year made her "a born-again journalist. The time I was able to 
spend reading, researching and studying reconnected me to the passion I 
once had for covering the news as a young reporter." 

The majority of fellows have stayed in the profession. Of the 557 for- 
mer fellows whose whereabouts are known, according to program records, 
more than 80 percent are either working as journalists, teaching journalism 
or retired. Nearly 40 percent are still with the same news organizations. 

And almost all, if questioned, say the fellowship is still useful to them. 
"It gave me considerable depth of knowledge in some areas that I had not 
had before," says Natt, more than 30 years after he knocked on the law 
school dean's door. "I still find I'm using some things I learned in water law, 
of all things, to this day. 

"I think it helps reinforce the importance of quality in the news content 
part of what we do." 

J im Bettinger is deputy director of  the Knight Fellowships. H e  is a former 
city editor at  the Riverside Press-Enterprise and the San Jose Mercury 
News, and was a Professional Journalism Fellow a t  Stanford in  1982-83. 
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A Founders' Day Tribute 
to Jane Lathrop Stanford 

The following text is excerpted from 
Founders' Day remarks delivered by 
Alberta Siegel, professor emerita of 
psychiatry and past president of the 
Stanford Historical Society. 

rom the time her son was a 
teenager, Mrs. Stanford began 
devoting efforts to charitable 

works, becoming in time a well- 
known philanthropist. Characteris- 
tically, she included her son in her 
account of the awakening of her 
charitable impulses. In an interview 
with a newspaper reporter in 1892, 
long after her son had died and a 
year before her husband's death, she 
told how she had become involved 
in supporting a preschool in San 
Francisco. She had been sending 
money to the school, and she was in- 
vited to visit. She made that visit in 
1882, bringing along Leland Jr., 
then 14 years old. 

I had lived all my life up to that 
time entirely for my own pleasures, 
but the experience o f  that day and 
the joy expressed by the children 
over the insignificant gifts I had 
brought them [she had distributed 
candy, fruit, and toys] opened my  
eyes to a phase of life that I did not 
realize existed, and I thank God 1 
have never closed them since. . . . 
When we came out my boy said 
"Mamma, I think that is the best 
thing you ever did in your life." My 
whole life changed from that hour. 

With the stated approval of her 
son, Mrs. Stanford charged ahead. 
She established and maintained six 
free kindergartens in San Francisco 
where 
tween 
ceived 
suppol 
Menlo 

I 8 

over 600 needy children be- 
the ages of two and seven re- 
their instruction. She also 

-ted a free kindergarten in 
Park and one at Mayfield, 

FOUNDERS' DAY OBSERVED AND NOTED 

The Stanford community paid tribute to the University's founders, 

Jane and Leland Stanford, on Sunday, April 5, 1998. 4 Rabbi 

Patricia Karlin-Neumann opened the ceremonies under grey skies, and 

Professor Emerita Alberta Siegel delivered remarks to a group of more 

than a hundred students, faculty and staff gathered at the Stanford 

Family Mausoleum. + After the laying o f  the wreath, the group pro- 

cessed to Memorial Church, where President Gerhard Casper, Dean 

of the Chapel Robert Gregg, junior Marian Hammond and engineer- 

ing-economic systems graduate student N. Duru Ahanotu spoke. The 

texts of two of the speeches are published in this issue of Sandstone & 

Tile. 4 Lunch on the Quad with entertainment by the Stanford Jazz 

Band concluded the celebration of Founders' Day. 

each with more than thirty children walked with him regularly to visit 
in attendance. the orphanage, situated some dis- 

4 tance outside the city. Gunther 
Nagel, one of her biographers, spec- 

Jane Stanford's father Dyer ulates that "Those trips might well 
Lathrop had been a founder of the have stirred in the heart of the child 
Albany [N.Y.] Orphan Asylum. some deep feeling which in later 
From her early years, she had years would bring both comfort 

S T A N W R D  UNIVERSITY ARC JITVFS 

Miss Lily Ransom with students a t  the Stanford Free Kindergarten. Mayfield, 1887. 



and hope to many a homeless 
waif." When there were no longer 

Founders' Day 1998 - 
Lathrops occupying the family 
home in Albany, Mrs. Stanford con- 
verted it into a memorial to her 
family by establishing a "day nurs- 
ery" for "half orphans" (a Victorian 
term referring to a child that today 
would be called a child in a single- 
parent household). This arrange- 
ment continued until after Mrs. 
Stanford's death, under the auspices 
of her father's charity, the Albany 
Orphan Asylum. 

In 1899, Mrs. Stanford be- 
queathed the Stanford house in 
Sacramento, which had served as the 
"governor's mansion" during Le- 
land Stanford's term as governor 
and was the birthplace of Leland Jr., 
to the local Roman Catholic diocese, 
with an endowment to support them 
in caring for "poor destitute children 
from the age of six weeks to eight 
years." I call your attention to the 
fact that again her emphasis was on 
the very young child. Although the 
Sacramento orphanage never ob- 
served the age limits she had pre- 
scribed, it did take care of homeless 
and destitute children until 193 6, 
and then became a residential treat- 
ment center for adolescent girls. 

Mrs. Stanford died in 1905, at 
the age of 77. About then the term 
"child welfare" was beginning to be 
used to describe efforts such as 
those she had been supporting. Not 
until a decade after her death was 
there any significant formal research 
in this field. One observer estimates 
that in 1918 there were exactly five 
people engaged in research in child 
development in America. By 1930, 
there were 600. This transformation 
occurred in part because money was 
poured into the field, money that 
came from philanthropic women. 

Careers at Stanford: 
From Horses to Humans 

(with acknowledgments to Norman E. Tutorow's 
Leland Stanford: Man of Many Careers) 

This is the text of the Founders' Day address 
delivered by Dean of the Chapel Robert Gregg. 

I 
have wondered about Jane Stanford's reaction to her husband's pur- 
chase, in July of 1870, of his first race horse. Something in her por- 
traits and in vestiges of her purposeful piety, expressed on the walls of 
this building, causes me to question how playful she was. But I did 
read this week of the final social gathering in her honor before she re- 

tired in preparation for giving birth to Leland, Jr. Apparently in the shuf- 
fling of furniture on a raised outdoor porch, she and her rocking chair went 
over the edge, and when her husband and other concerned people ran down 
to where the very pregnant Jane had toppled, they found her laughing-a 
bush had broken her fall. But how indulgent was she of her husband's pas- 
sion for the ponies? It was a consuming one. 

During the twenty years before Stanford University opened, this place 
was building a national reputation in the world of sport. It was all Leland 
Stanford's doing. In 1891, the New York Herald referred to him as "the mas- 
ter mind of Palo Alto."' His activities on the farm for the two decades before 
students came on the scene brought him notice and fame-in horse racing 
circles. Beginning with the chancy purchase of "Electioneer," who was to be 
progenitor of most of the trotting horses born, raised and trained as trotters 
at Palo Alto Farm, Leland Stanford established a stable that by I 889 was the 
"largest and best-equipped trotting farm in the worldm-with "775 horses 
[and with] eight trainers handling seventy-one colts in training."' 

How good were the horses? One, a filly trotter named "Sunol," set a 
world record of 2:08 114 for the standard mile race. When she accomplished 
this, as a five-year-old, she still held the records for two-, three-, and four- 
 ear-olds. There were a dozen more world champion trotters produced by 
this farm; their names were well known to all who read the sports pages: 
"Wildflower," "Arion," "Palo Alto," "Manzanita," "Hinda Rose." Some 
luck may have been involved in Leland Stanford's success as racehorse 



breeder, but there was not much accident. Stanford 
loved horses. He studied them, held theories about them, 
conducted experiments to test his theories, joined en- 
thusiastically in all the activities of the stables, and knew 
well those who worked there. And he talked horses- 
easily, often, with vigor and with strong viewpoint. He 
had made himself an expert. Mrs. Stanford must have 
gone along with all of this over those two decades, per- 
haps with an enthusiasm of her own kind. Little Leland 
had a horse at the stable with the provocative name of 
"Cheatem"! I know no more about that. [Editor's note: 
see caption, below.] What's clear is that ponies-fine 
horses, rather-were an important part of the Stanford 
family's life here on the Palo Alto Farm, a place destined 
to become a training site of a very different kind. 

The "object" of the university, according to lan- 
guage of the "Founding Grant," is to "qualify its stu- 

dents for personal success and direct usefulness in life." 
Success and usefulness . . . personal success and direct 
usefulness. When reminded of that language, it is al- 
ways tempting to associate it with Mr. Stanford, a 
"man of many careers," as the subtitle of Norman 
Tutorow's biography types him. "Career" is a much 
used word hereabouts. If pursuit of a career, or even ca- 
reerism (with whatever connotations that term holds) 
causes some of us, some of the time, to wonder if there 
may not be other values to precede these, we're think- 
ing against the grain of this school's origins and tradi- 
tion. Practical, socially useful careers, and learning to 
enable same are deep-writ in Stanford University's de- 
sign and history. 

Two days ago someone told me, admiringly, of Stan- 
ford graduates of three years ago who've married, and 
now have applied to graduate schools-at Harvard and 

STANrORII UNIVERSITY ARCHIVtS 

Leland Stanford Jr. poses with his horse on the grounds of 
the Palo Alto Stock Fawn, 1882. Writing on the back of the 
photograph identifies the horse as "Cheatam," a slight 
vam'ation on the name as cited in Norman Tutorow's 
source, the San Francisco Examiner, June 22, 1893. That 
article also identifies the sire, Mohawk Chief, and the dam, 

Fleta, and the horse's age, sixteen years. Palo Alto Stock 
Farm records list Mohawk Chiefs geldings and include an 
entry for a grey gelding named "Cheatham Mohawk," 
born 1877, whose dam was Fleta. Although Leland Stan- 
ford Jr. is not listed as the owner, there is no record of the 
horse being sold. 



at Berkeley; both were admit- FoundeYS' Day 199 8 ins. He believed they could be 
ted to both. Good career plan- taught to trot early, and he 
ning and options-sweet proved to be correct. A yearling 
dilemma! So go the good sce- was given to a trainer, and 
narios. Last year at this time, I graduated to a five-rule regi- 
met for a conversation with men: ( I )  no jogging (a waste of 
two dozen seniors who wanted time); ( 2 )  the amount of work 
to discuss their anxious mo- expected of a horse was deter- 
ments about their futures-it mined entirely by that horse's 
was the time of job search and condition. Rules three and four 
waiting for news of admission were even more unorthodox: 
for further study. The conversation was mostly tense. (3) the "brush" method dictated that trainees be run at 
So much was at stake in terms of prospects: would the full speed for shorter runs, not for long distances; and 
wider world find them to be people of "personal suc- (4) do not over-extend any horse. Leland Stanford's ra- 
ces~?"  Of "direct usefulness?" When I asked them to tionale is preserved: 
tell me what they saw as the worst case scenario-it 
came back to me in a chorus: ". . . returning home, job- 
less, to live with mom and dad." I gently but clearly let 
them know that this was not the worst case scenario for 
them alone! What has happened to them? Some are 
prospering. For some it's "too close to call." A few are 
definitely suspended in early post-graduate limbo. 
Things will probably get better. 

What is Founders' Day for, if not to see whether 
there is wisdom to be gained from our patrons? What 
can we learn from Leland Stanford about vocation and 
education? I return to my initial theme. A primary 
meaning of the word "career" (as we see in the French 
carriitre, and the Italian carriera) is "race course." From 
that noun follows the verbal form: to "gallop at full 
speed." The other, to us more usual, meanings, "course 
of life" or "course of employment," are derivative. Ca- 
reer is about the race track. The first two careers at Palo 
Alto Farm, soon to be Stanford University, were one- 
mile and three-quarter-mile banked circuits-run daily 
by prize trotting horses. From Norman Tutorow's book 
about Mr. Stanford I learned that this man had a fully 
developed scheme for producing and training-up very 
successful and useful horses. It was known as the "Palo 
Alto systemn-and it won for its inventor the plaudit of 
"master mind." Brood mares were given extraordinary 
attention-made comfortable in roomy stalls with spe- 
cial foods. Attendants provided for them and their 
foals. No shouting or cursing or scolding was allowed 
in the stable areas. An employee who struck a horse 
was summarily fired. The barn area was as serene, 
we're led to believe, as Memorial Church. Training of 
colts began immediately after birth, with paddock prac- 
tice, good stall accommodation, weaning at five 
months, in pairs, so as to combat lonesomeness. Stan- 
ford the innovator built a "kindergarten" track and 
loosed the colts on it, with trainers to keep them mov- 

I believe in the supreme effort but I do not be- 
lieve in keeping that up until the horse is ex- 
hausted. Let them go to the limit of their speed 
but do not let them go so far that they will be- 
come exhausted. That principle is the foundation 
upon which the Palo Alto system is based, and I 
ascribe the greater part of my success in the trot- 
ting world to it. 

(Do I need to alert you now to parabolic possibili- 
ties?) Rule five: after a horse had acquired his [or her] 
full speed, its distance was to be increased gradually to 
that which was expected for races.3 

There was another key to Stanford's success-one 
with implications for the university in his future: he chose 
the right people for jobs, and gave them a great deal of 
freedom to do what they had been hired to do. Charles 
Marvin was his chief trainer of horses-to Leland 
Stanford probably no less important an appointee than 
the chief of the new school, David Starr Jordan. But the 
emphasis on freedom clearly carried over into the ways 
the Stanfords imagined the lives of students. Himself a 
successful man made stronger by a number of unsuc- 
cessful career starts, Stanford was independent, and en- 
couraged the same in others. He "objected to conven- 
tional wisdomm4-not only about training colts but 
also about educating young people. So he opposed rote 
learning, insisting that "degree requirements and tradi- 
tional sequences of courses were to take secondary 
place to practical, useful individual development. " All 
curricular design and organization was to serve the stu- 
dent, at the pace of his or her embrace of full speed, and 
not to the point of exhaustion. One thing was to be 
moderated, checked, restrained in no way at all: the 
absolute freedom of inquiry for teachers and students. 
(I should not miss the chance to say that the Stanfords' 
wisdom on this point surpasses that of some people I 








