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THE IMAGE OF GEORGIA TECH: 1960
President Harrison reports on the Institute
and its problems and accomplishments over a
period of twelve eventful and exciting months

THE SWEET SMILE OF SUCCESS
Miss Helen T w i g g s , one of the best recruiters
in Tech's history, has good reason to smile
as she views her new athletes' dining hall

THE TALE OF TWO REUNION CLASSES
The moods and g r o w t h of the members of the
classes of 1 9 3 5 and 1 9 5 5 in an article by
Georgia Tech sociologist Nahum Z. Medalia

A THIS ONE is for the perseverance and

dignity of the human spirit. It is written
as a lesson in faith—a condensed 20th
Century version of the "Story of Job."
It is also written as a reminder that
coaching football is a great deal more
than taking the best boys and making a
football team out of them. Too often in
this age of hurry, the young coaches dislike the idea of really coaching. They
prefer to scream "hardnose" and when
a man doesn't obey them, they just mark
him off the list.
If this were the way that it was at
Georgia Tech, Charles Hugh "Chick"
Graning would have been marked off
the list long ago. A few members of
the Tech coaching staff of the past
couple of years had already given up
on him.
But, some coaches (among them R. E.
Dodd, Tonto Coleman, and Charles
Tate) maintained their faith and on
September 17, they received their just
rewards.
*
*
*
A CHICK GRANING, a product of Nat-

chez, Mississippi, was one of the most
heralded backs in the South when he
came to Tech from Baylor Prep of
Chattanooga. In his freshman year, he
played very little because of injuries. The
next year, he was held out of action,
again because of injuries. Coming up to
his first year on the varsity, he had still
to show that he could play college ball.
Then the biggest test hit him. A few
weeks before the practice sessions started
last fall, Chick and his wife of three
months were involved in a terrible automobile accident. His wife was killed, and
Chick was injured.
He came back to Tech trying to forget himself in contact. But his leg, injured in the accident, couldn't stand the
gaff. The week prior to the SMU game,
he seemed to be running well again. But
when he went into the game, the leg
flaired up, and after five minutes he was
pulled out with a temperature of 102.
Back to the hospital he went to brood
some more.
Later in the season he played some.
He made a good run against Auburn to
set up Tech's score, and threw the pass
that put the team ahead of Tulane. But
he made bad plays in several games and
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seemed to lack confidence. He was still
brooding and his schoolwork was going
from bad to worse. There were those
among the critics who figured that he
would never play for Tech and told
Coach Dodd this fact.
*
*
*
A INSTEAD, the Tall Gray Fox started
after the boy trying to bring him out of
what was obviously shock. First, he got
after his studies, and Chick, caught in
a new crossfire, had a bad spring practice. His. teammates were now mumbling
that he had lost his drive and was running short on courage. Yet, Dodd stayed
with him. "He'll find himself," Dodd
said. "We need him too much,, and he
needs us even more."
Chick started out this fall's sessions
just where he left off in the spring. When
the week before the Kentucky opener
came, he was way down the list of halfbacks. Dodd called him in ten days before the Kentucky game and had a talk
with him. What the coach said to the
halfback has not been disclosed to LIS
or to anyone. But, it worked.
That afternoon, those of us who had
stood by Chick Graning received the
first inkling that the wait wasn't in vain.
In the opening game, Winingder started. On the first play that Chick carried
the ball, he was unceremoniously dumped for a yard loss. That was the last
time they dumped him. The next time
he carried he went 11 yards to set up a
scoring chance. Then after a fullback
drive, Chick roared over the right side,
knocked down three Wildcats and scored
standing up. On the next Tech drive,
Graning went 14 yards to set up another
one, and then leaped high in the air to
take the scoring pass from Stanley Gann.
In the final period, Graning made a
five-yard run for Tech's final touchdown,
and on the way he stomped over Kentucky's ail-American halfback, Calvin
Bird. When the smoke had cleared,
Chick Graning had scored 18 points and
carried six times for a net of 40 yards.
*
*
*
A I F CHICK never has another day like
this one, he has at least paid his debt to
those who refused to panic at his test.
This is considerably more than a number
of people have accomplished in their
lifetime. ^ _
kJajUa^J,
Tech Alumnus
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your Board of Trustees
has selected seven outstanding Tech alumni to serve
as the National Advisory Board to the National Alumni
Association. This is one way in which we can honor
alumni who have made exceptional contributions to
Georgia Tech and also establish a group of men who
can advise the Trustees on matters of importance to the
vast number of Tech alumni outside the State of
Georgia.
Elected to this honor for 1960-61 were Robert
Gregg, '05, consultant to the University of Florida at
Gainesville; Thomas F. Faires, '28, of Thomas F.
Faires & Associates, Architects, of Memphis, Tennessee; Charles N. Witmer, '30, president of Ross &
Witmer, Inc., of Charlotte, North Carolina; J. Ferrell
Nicholl, '27, vice president of Chicopee Mills, Inc., of
New York City; Judge W. Bearden, '27, president of
Judge W. Bearden Co. of Detroit; Eugene D. Drummond, '21, Architect and Engineer, of Jackson, Mississippi; and Joe P. Byrd, III, '38, assistant area manager
of Parkersburg Rig & Reel Co., of Denver, Colorado.
These men will serve you for a full year, and are
available to help you with your problems concerning
Georgia Tech and the National Alumni Association.
The National Advisory Board will be honored during the Annual Meeting of the National Alumni Association to be held during Homecoming on October 22
at 10:00 A.M. The meeting will be held in the Wilby
Room of Tech's Price Gilbert Memorial Library. I
hope that you will be able to attend this meeting as
well as all of the events of the Homecoming Weekend.
This year, Homecoming has been lengthened to three
days to allow for the first Alumni Institute, one of our
most important projects.

F

OR THE PAST THREE YEARS,

Thank you for a wonderful year

This will be my last column as president of the
Georgia Tech National Alumni Association. This year
has been a rare treat for me. I have enjoyed every
minute as your president and shall never forget the
honor you have given me. The increased awareness of
the great service that Tech alumni are giving the Institute through the National Alumni Association and
the Georgia Tech Foundation has just been one of the
rewards of this job. It has been a pleasure.

TECH ALUMNUS

THE IMAGE OF GEORGIA TECH:

"Most of our publics seem to regard Tech more with awe
than with understanding, To me, the understanding
is much more important than the awe."
BY EDWIN D. HARRISON, PRESIDENT
GEORGIA INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY
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the proper image of any large
organization into the minds of the people who
make up its various publics is at its best a
delicate task. In the case of a university, this problem is magnified by the number and diversity of its
publics.
Take the case of Georgia Tech. Here, we have
a large, nationally-known, tax-supported, technological institution located in the heart of a metropolitan area. Its pubUes include students, faculty,
alumni, taxpayers, parents, state officials, the Legislature, the governing body (in our case the Board
of Regents of the University System), the City of
Atlanta, the scientific public, the athletic public,
industry, foundations, the national general public,
and others too numerous to mention.
Each of these publics has a slightly different
image of Georgia Tech. The students and faculty
see it as it affects their day-to-day existence . . .
the alumni like to think of it as it was when they
were students . . . the taxpayer looks at it as a
custodian of his money and his hopes. Every one of
these publics view the institution from a relatively
selfish standpoint, just as you and I do.
But, in the short time that I have worked on
this campus, I have acquired the feeling that few
of these publics see the real image of Georgia Tech.
Most of them seem to regard it more with awe than
with understanding. Admittedly, a large number
of corporations and even some universities envy us
this position—it is almost the ideal "corporate
image" of Madison Avenue fame. Yet, with a taxsupported institution, the understanding, at least
to me, is much more important than the awe.
This report, then, is dedicated to creating among
our publics, a better understanding of the image of
Georgia Tech in the year: 1960.
Georgia Tech is unique—it is the only institution of higher learning in the entire Southeast devoting its entire energies to teaching and research
activities in the technological areas of engineering,
science, architecture, and management.
Although the nation as a whole suffers an acute
scarcity of capable, educated talent in these areas,
Georgia now ranks—because of Tech—as one of
the few states with an actual surplus of such talent.
This fact alone has been an attractive feature in

P
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applications. It has become increasingly clear that
the three major functions of an institution of higher
learning
cannot be separated or operated as isolated
the location of new industries and the relocation of
older industries within our borders. On this basis units.
It must be recognized that the major function of
alone, the Institute can claim a substantial part of
the
institution is teaching and that the means of
the credit for the added wealth in this State brought
about by the transition of a basic agricultural identifying and rewarding superior faculty performance is a matter of supreme importance. Some
economy into a predominately industrial one.
Georgia Tech's Engineering Experiment Station of the factors to be considered in rendering a just
—far and away the largest research organization decision with regard to promotions and salary inof its type associated with a Southern university— creases have traditionally been classroom teaching
is a steadily growing asset to the growth of this new ability, supervision of graduate study, research,
economy. Its research efforts have developed new publications activities, public and community servproducts and even new industries. Its Industrial ice activities, consultative practice with industry
Development Branch has helped bring new in- and the government, service to professional sociedustries into Georgia as well as helped relocate old ties, student counselling, committee service within
the institution, the possession of advanced degrees,
industries where they will be more effective.
The Institute's faculty and staff—acting as con- personal attributes, and others. None of these are
sultants—have provided a source of talented, high- trivial criteria and within the limits of judgment
ly capable advisers to both industry and commerce. are considered each year in making recommendaThose of us who are close to the Institute recog- tions for promotions and salary increases. We feel
nize that this service to Georgia will grow signifi- that our institution is blessed with a good faculty.
cantly in the years immediately ahead. We want our And, we will continue to make efforts to maintain
publics to know this fact also. For, now, more than and improve it within the means available to us.
ever, adequate support of Georgia Tech is a sound At the same time we urge every teacher to evaluate
investment in the future of this State. It is certainly his own performance critically and to continue to
one of the most positive means of enabling Georgia strive for the best performance of which he is
to hold her own as the Empire State in the economic capable.
The necessity for bringing together for presentagrowth of the South, America's greatest potential
tion
to students, the scientific achievements brought
growth area.
about by research and the means by which these
The Educational Triad
achievements can be effectively applied to engiTech's continual study of the parallel growth neering, management, and architecture require
of teaching, research, and graduate study has been careful and continuous thought on the part of our
made necessary by the accelerating pace of scien- faculty and administration.
tific advances and the rapidity of their technological
The tendency of newer developments to tran-
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The first two branches of the educational triad are concerned with teaching the undergraduate and graduate student.

scend the usual boundaries between academic disciplines poses a problem for both the teaching and
the research functions of the institution. Both interdisciplinary course work and interdisciplinary
research are growing factors in modern technological education. The complexities of design involved
in the most modern equipment demand both a
broad fundamental knowledge and also a high degree of competence in many narrow technically
specialized fields.
Our undergraduate programs are under constant
scrutiny and change in order to satisfy the first of
these requirements, while the nature of the second
requires an increasing emphasis on graduate study
and reserach. This is not a matter of choice on our
part but a recognition of an existing fact, a growing
trend. Our institution has acquired recognized
stature in its undergraduate offerings, but it is vital,
especially for a technological school, to bring capable graduate students to its campus in order that
the large proportion of good faculty members who
are interested in research and graduate instruction
can guide and develop the creative activities of
these students. These activities contribute primarily
to the expansion of knowledge and to the proficiency of the graduate student and his professor
in teaching graduate and undergraduate students,
but they also contribute to the teaching programs
through the employment and training of both graduate and undergraduate students. I believe that a
strengthening of the graduate program and the research efforts can only add to our great strength:
the undergraduate program.
The Teaching Salary Problem

At long last the American college professor is
October, 1960

moving toward a competitive economic status.
Competition among colleges for the services of the
better professors has driven salaries upward until
the professor's relative financial position today has
been raised to one-half of what it was in 1908. Top
professors at that time received $5,000 per year.
Today, they would have to receive $19,000 annually to be as well off.
Many others join me in rejoicing at the return
toward the type of society in which those of talent
and ability are rewarded in proportion to their contributions. However, the difficulties presented by
this trend are reflected in every comparative salary
study I have made in which Georgia Tech's position is compared with other institutions, many of
which do not enjoy prestige equal to that of Tech.
Although salaries have improved considerably
over the last twenty years, we are confronted with
a current dilemma which is well described in the
following statement taken from the report of Dr.
J. W. Mason, Dean of the Engineering College:
" . . . A recently published study by a committee
of the American Association of University Professors gives salaries of 39 selected institutions in this
country in comparison to their salaries in 1939-40.
These institutions are identified by type but not by
name. The group includes two institutes of technology, four southern universities, and five small
liberal arts colleges. The groups having the lowest
salary scales were the five small colleges and the
four southern universities. In 1939-40, the Georgia
Tech salary scale was such as to place us below
every single one of the 39 schools listed in the
study. In 1959-60, making use of our salary scale
without supplements (Georgia Tech Foundation
(Continued on page 10)
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The final branch of the triad is research. The problem here
is to coordinate research with the teaching program.

The Institute inaugurated a program several
years ago of increasing year by year the entrance
salary supplements), we are still below every one requirements for students entering certain fields.
of the 39 institutions. When the supplements are At the same time, curricular revisions were undertaken into account, Georgia Tech is no longer at taken which have raised the level of instruction
the very bottom but moves up to a position where and required performance. This has been an essenwe are comparable to the average of the lowest tial step toward enabling the institution to continue
group. In spite of the seeming progress we have offering a quality educational program in the techmade in twenty years, we have barely succeeded in nological fields.
When the new entrance requirement plan was
holding our position among the lowest paid instituundertaken, a separate program was put into effect
tions . . . "
which required a higher average grade for the sucThere is nothing I can add to this statement.
cessful completion of each year's work and also for
The Tuition Quandary
graduation. The purpose of this program was to
reduce
the number of cases in which a student
The cost to the student of attending a college in
Georgia is not low. It is not my wish to add to the would remain in school for several years although
burden of these students, but at the same time can- his academic performance would be such as to predor requires that I point out that only a small part clude his ever being able to graduate. The net
of the cost is directly concerned with his classroom effect has been a more difficult program of study
work. The current fees at Georgia Tech and its and a requirement for higher standards of performSouthern Technical Institute are the highest in the ance.
On top of this, it seems apparent that some
University System, except for the Medical College.
Nevertheless, it is my recommendation that a flat areas of the faculty have also stiffened the grading
increase in fees be made throughout the entire pattern. As a result, students in increasing numbers
University System. The magnitude of the increase are voluntarily withdrawing from the institution
should be determined by the extent to which the and still more have progressed to the junior and
state can provide adequate support. I see no alter- senior year but do not meet the requirements for
native that would provide for an adequate salary promotion or graduation.
structure and would remove the strangling limitaIn recognition of this problem, discussions have
tions on operations.
been held on numerous occasions with the various
department heads in an effort to rectify it. The
The Problems of Change
problem will be pursued further during the coming
The necessity for making curricular revisions in year and efforts undertaken to correct it. This parall of our programs has been mentioned many times ticular problem is not unique to Georgia Tech. We
in previous annual reports. By nature, the progress have learned that a number of top-quality technological schools are facing the identical pattern of
must be gradual, but it is continuing.
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academic difficulties and are also struggling with
its solution.
Although the number of students placed on some
kind of academic warning basis has increased and
the number who voluntarily withdraw has also increased, I wish to emphasize the fact that the actual
overall grade averages have improved slightly compared to those for the preceding year. The tabulation below shows the grade averages for all undergraduate men students by quarters for the 1958-59
and 1959-60 academic years. The data indicate a
heartening trend and one which it is hoped will
continue. Grade averages are computed using a
weight of 4 for A, 3 for B, 2 for C, and 1 for D.
Quarter
Fall
Winter
Spring
Average

1958-59
2.137
2.180
2.249
2.204

1959-60
2.131
2.238
2.350
2.235

Counselling Must be Strengthened

One of the greatest needs of the institution is an
expanded program of counselling and guidance of
students, both by the professional counselling personnel and by members of the faculty. Some efforts
have been made toward the strengthening of this
activity, and it is our hope that additional progress
will be made during the coming year. The pressures of the academic demands, general unfamiliarity with the motives for certain course requirements, and methods of study are areas in which
faculty guidance can prove particularly helpful.
Bootstrap Efforts

It would be a simple matter to fill an annual
report with illustrations of needs for additional
financial assistance. The point is simply that every
October, 1960

dollar available must be spent for those needs
which are most urgent, and that waste, duplication
of effort, and inefficiency must be eliminated. It is
to this end that the Institute has asked a committee
of outstanding businessmen who serve on the Board
of Trustees of the Georgia Tech Foundation to
study our business operations and advise us concerning the means by which they may be improved.
The support which has come to Tech through
available state tax funds and under the direction of
the Board of Regents is greatly appreciated and
has been highly effective in maintaining our "status
quo." On the other hand, the Institute has, at the
same time, been active in obtaining funds from
other sources to augment and supplement the Regents' annual allotment. The Alumni Roll Call
Drive, a solicitation of alumni for gifts for our
salary supplementation program and other contingencies has resulted in a substantial amount of
support, and, during 1959-60, contributions to the
Georgia Tech Foundation amounted to approximately $196,000. Figures comparing the percentages of contributions from known alumni of Georgia Tech and other institutions are not yet available for the 1959-60 year. However, in the preceding
year, 42.1 per cent of the known Tech alumni contributed. This was the second highest contribution
rate for tax-supported institutions in the entire nation, and was exceeded only by the women's division of Rutgers University. It was the third
straight year that Tech alumni have ranked in the
first three nationally in giving.
During the last year corporate and foundation
gifts totalling approximately $108,000 were received. The bulk of these gifts came through the
Joint Tech-Georgia Development Fund efforts.
11
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Gifts and grants directly to the institution for
fellowships, scholarships, educational and general
purposes, restricted grants, unrestricted grants,
trust funds, and departmental gifts amounted to a
grand total of $817,000, including the contribution
to the salary supplementation program made by
the Georgia Tech Foundation.
The first grants to the institution from the National Science Foundation were received during
1952-53 and amounted to $12,500. This source of
funds has continued and now totals $285,651. Of
this, $87,010 represents the grants assigned during
the 1959-60 year. Additional grants by the National Science Foundation have been made to the
Engineering Experiment Station, one of the most
significant being a grant of $750,000 made toward
the construction cost of the Nuclear Reactor FaIt is felt that Georgia Tech will have to continue
its efforts to seek outside financial assistance to
supplement existing sources of support in order that
it can fulfill its mission of providing educational
advantages in the technical areas to Georgia citizens, and providing the research assistance necessary for the continued economic growth of the state.

the Georgia Institute of Technology from the state.
Table 1. State of Georgia's Financial Support
of Georgia Tech, 1950-1960

Year
1950-51
. .
1951-52
. .
1952-53
. .
1953-54
. .
1954-55
. .
1955-56
. .
1956-57
. .
1957-58
. .
1958-59
. .
1959-60
. .
1960-61 (est) .

Cumulative
Enrollment
Full-time
Day Students
. .
5,174
. . 4,308
. .
4,601
. .
5,243
. .
5,762
. .
6,282
. .
6,711
. .
6,852
. .
6,419
. .
6,719
. . 6,650

State
Funds
for
Operation
$1,007,000
1,560,000
1,810,000
1,658,880
1,688,000
1,706,500
2,040,000
2,390,000
2,888,000
3,264,500
3,567,000

State
Contribution
per
Student
$195
362
393
316
293
272
304
352
453
486
536

It has been pointed out earlier that financial
support remains one of the most critical areas in
the successful operation of the institution. The
salary picture has been outlined, and the increasing
costs of higher education are well known. At Georgia Tech, the high percentage of our teaching and
research personnel who are also in critical demand
by industry remain the largest single factor affecting our ability to attract and hold competent faculty members.
Institutional Needs
It is inconceivable to consider operating a qualThe greatest needs of the moment are improved ity technical and scientific institution with only
physical facilities for many departments, offices, those personnel whom industry is not willing to
and activities of the institution; a continuing cur- employ. It is precisely for this reason that the Georriculum revision along the lines already initiated; gia Tech National Alumni Association and the
a continuation of the effort to associate more close- Georgia Tech Foundation undertook its fund-raisly the research and the academic progams; increased ing effort to implement the very successful salary
operational funds from all sources; improved stu- supplementation program. The Foundation has apdent counselling; the addition of a limited number proved an expenditure of approximately $149,000
of outstanding faculty members; and the inaugura- for this purpose during the next academic year.
tion of a campus physical growth plan by a profes- As Dean Mason has pointed out, it is this source
sional team who have experience and ability. Most alone which has kept Tech from remaining at the
of these needs have been or will be elaborated on bottom of the salary ladder. In all likelihood the
later in this report. It is obvious that some of these problem of adequate salaries will remain the most
are the responsibility of the Institute alone, but critical for some years to come, since the competiothers require the attention and assistance of the tion for better faculty will become keener each
year for at least the next decade.
Board of Regents.
Operational funds for the library, expenditures
Financial Support
for equipment, maintenance of the physical plant,
Table 1 shows the financial support received by and other areas have suffered through the necessi12
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ty—a real one—of assigning the major portion of
the increased available funds to salaries.
The peculiar nature of a technological school
requires the operation of laboratories of an extensive nature. Greater space is necessary than would
be the case if academic and sponsored research
were not an integral part of the total educational
service. The existence of a laboratory—the purchase of equipment and its operation and maintenance—is not only a function of the total number
of students involved but also is dependent on the
nature of the course offering and the quality of the
educational product. It is for this reason that once
such laboratories are established it is possible to
increase the enrollment to some extent in a particular discipline with the addition only of faculty and
the necessary office space and services. The total
cost per student is thus reduced, and the capital
investment in equipment yields a correspondingly
better return to the Institute and to the state.
In a similar vein, the operation of the evening
school, the short course and conference program,
and the industrial education program is such as to
be essentially self-supporting.
A conscientious effort is being made to return
to the state the greatest benefits for the dollar
invested in Georgia Tech.

Enrollment

The cumulative enrollment for the 1959-60
academic year was 6,719. This represents a slight
drop of 54 from the previous year. There was a
drop of 145 in junior and senior enrollment, but
this was offset in part by a gain of 69 freshmen and
57 graduate students. The fact that the freshman
enrollment showed an increase is very heartening
in the light of national trends which show increases
in college enrollments as a whole but decreases in
the technical fields. It is felt that Georgia Tech's
prestige has enabled us to continue to attract the
better students. The overall decrease was anticipated and mentioned in last year's annual report.
It is believed that another small increase may
occur next year followed by a series of increases
which will grow in size until restricted by the capacity of the institution.
October, 1960

Progress—Faculty

The slight reduction in enrollment again made
possible small decreases in the teaching loads. This
encouraging factor made possible an increase in the
amount of departmental research undertaken during the year. It is important that this progress be
continued to assure faculty improvement as well as
to insure continued reaccreditation of our engineering programs by the Engineers' Council for Professional Development.
The substantial increases in salaries that were
made for the 1959-60 academic year lowered the
number of losses of key faculty members through
resignation, and through the salary supplementation program our replacements were such as to
show a net gain in quality, as indicated earlier.
However, it is too much to ask that the alumni,
business, and industry carry so much of the load
in the matter of financing salary increases. The
University System, of which Georgia Tech is a part,
needs additional financial support from the State
if it is to continue to grow and meet the challenges
which will be brought on by the increased college
population in the next decade.
A Year of Growth

Taken in its overall image, the past year was a
good one for Georgia Tech. The research program
continued its increased cooperation with the teaching program while reaching a new high in total
research, 27 per cent greater than in any previous
year. A new school, Applied Biology, was added to
the General College. The graduate school continued its growth. Two new buildings—the Classroom Building and the Joseph Brown Whitehead
Memorial Infirmary—were completed and occupied. Other construction including the new EE
Building continued on schedule. And, generally,
the Institute gained ground in its programs.
But few highlights meant as much to the faculty
and administration as did the fact that the number
of contributors and total contributions to our Roll
Call continued to climb. This support of our alumni
along with the contributions of industry and business through the Georgia Tech Foundation and the
Tech-Georgia Development Fund means more now
than it ever has in the history of Georgia Tech.
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In the Kentucky game, sophomore quarterback Stan Gann (12) rolls out in right-hand
picture and gets ready to throw to end Tax
Anderson. In the picture above, defensive
quarterback Walter Howard kicks up dirt as
he starts on his longest run of the day.
Photographs by Bill Williams

TWO WINS AND THEN A TRAGEDY
I N UNGRATEFUL FRIEND and a prodigal son brought Coach
jf\ Bobby Dodd his first 1960 defeat as Florida edged the
Jackets, 18-17 in Gainesville. Prior to the Florida game
Tech had won an easy opener against Kentucky, 23-13, and
a squeaker with Rice, 16-13.
The Kentucky game at Grant Field was only 8:14 old
when Tech went ahead on Tommy Wells' field goal from
24 yards out. In the second quarter, Tech drove 66 yards
for a touchdown with Chick Graning bowling over tacklers
on his 7-yard dash for the score. Wells added one and it
was 10-0. Later in the same quarter, Tech repeated the
drive to make it 16-0 with Graning taking a Gann pass for
the score. Wells missed the point. In the third period, Tech
drove 81 yards with Graning going the final five again. This
time Wells was true and the lead was 23-0. Kentucky came
back on the strong arm of sophomore passer Jerry Woolum
to score twice and the final was 23-13.
The Rice game was a different story. Tech started out
on that rainy night in Houston with an opening drive that
led to a 36 yard field goal by Wells to make it 3-0. On the
next kickoff, Rice fumbled and Tech had another chance.
Again they were stalled and Wells came in to boot one 24
yards and it was 6-0. Rice came back with a perfect version
of the old Kingsport pass to make it 7-6, Rice. A few
minutes later, Billy Shaw blocked a Rice punt, and Larry
Stallings fell on it for Tech's only touchdown of the evening
and it was 13-7. Before the half ended, Tech recovered
14

another fumble and after a play or two, Wells came in and
toed one 40 yards against the wind for the 16-7 lead. In
the final quarter, Rice scored again after a great goal line
stand by the Jackets and was stopped on what looked like
the clincher on a great interception by Tech captain,
Gerald Burch. The final score was 16-13.
Ray Graves, Dodd's long-time assistant and great personal friend, and Dodd's own son, Bobby Jr., combined
with an elusive mite named Larry Libertore to edge the
Jackets 18-17 in one of the all-time thrillers of a wild series.
Tech led 7-0 on a second-quarter scoring pass from Gann to
Taz Anderson and Wells' point. Florida tied it in the same
period with a short drive set up by a Graning fumble. With
eight seconds left on the clock at the half, Wells made it 10-7
with his fifth field goal of the season from 40 yards. Florida
came back in the third period with a 42-yard kick by Cash
to tie it again. The Jackets turned right around and drove
73 yards in six plays to go ahead 17-10. Williamson
scored after setting it up with a 44 yard dash with a Gann
pass. With 8:35 left the Gators started on an 85-yard drive
that ended 32 seconds before the final gun with a fourth
down score on a 4-yard pitch from Libertore to Infante.
Key play in the drive was a 33-yard pass from Dodd, Jr. on
third down when the Gators needed long yardage. Graves
decided to go for two, and the boys from Gainesville pulled
it out on another neat Libertore fake and throw. It was a
heart-stopping ending to a rough afternoon.
TECH ALUMNUS

THE SWEET SMILE OF SUCCESS
in the success of Georgia Tech's athletic recruiting program over the past 12 years is the quiet, smiling lady pictured on this
page. Her name is Miss Helen Twiggs and she is a dietician by trade. This
year, Miss Twiggs received a small portion of the reward coming to her for
her important service to Georgia Tech. Her athletes' dining hall was completely redecorated and refurnished. Even piped-in music was*added to help her
boys eat heartily (although, anyone who has ever eaten at her dining table
will be puzzled at why anything has to be added to make eating easier). Anyway, here in a photograph by Bill Diehl, Jr. is Miss Twiggs and her smile at
the very first meal in the new dining hall with her boys in the background.
O N E OF THE PRIME FACTORS

by N. Z. Medalia, Social Sciences Department, Associate Professor

THE TALE OF TWO REUNION CLASSES
A Georgia Tech Sociologist reports on the moods and growth
of the members of the 1960 reunion classes of 1935 and 1955
Art by John S. McKenzie

may differ as to whether or not we
live in an age of affluence or anxiety, or both. But, they
will surely agree that ours is a self-conscious society, whose
members, bereft of the traditional props of static culture
and lifelong propinquity, look more and more to polls and
surveys to tell them what others are like and how they
themselves are doing. Members of two reunion classes at
Georgia Tech: '35 and '55, were reminded forcefully of
this when they received a letter from Dean Griffin in January asking them to fill out a detailed questionnaire about
themselves.
Through cooperation of the National Alumni Association, and the graduates themselves, this letter and the four
that followed secured a very gratifying response—81% or
477 of the graduates who actually received questionnaires
returned them in useable form by June 20th. Specifically
78% or 187 of the '35 graduates contacted, and 8 3 %
(290) of the '55 sample responded to the survey. Twelve
per cent and 4% respectively of the classes' living graduates could not be contacted because of insufficient
addresses.
With one exception known to us, no alumni study which
has. employed a questionnaire of comparable length (12%
pages), has achieved better than a 70% response from
those contacted (Harvard, polling a narrowly selected and
highly articulate group, its Ph.D. recipients from 1950 to
'54, secured a 94% return). We are encouraged, therefore,
to believe that this study bases itself on as great a proportion of college graduates at the Bachelor level as can
be induced to reply to a questionnaire of this length by
any means short of a written summons. We are encouraged
furthermore to believe that from the survey data on hand
it should be possible to construct an accurate picture of
certain aspects of the life and thought of men who graduated from Tech in 1935 and 1955. And, by extension, a
reasonable likeness (blurred perhaps at the edges) can be
created of similar aspects of the life and thought of Tech
graduates in the pre-World War II and post-World War
II decades: 1930-1940, 1950-1960. In this preliminary
report, we are presenting a simple breakdown of the responses of the men in the two classes to the survey, section
by section, with a maximum of finding and a minimum of
conclusion.
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PERSONAL AND BACKGROUND VARIABLES

ASONABLE MEN

This section sketches something of the personal characteristics and family history of these two generations of Tech
graduates, attempting to answer such questions as: How
old were they at college graduation? When did they marry
—if they did? What was their parents' education, and
occupation of their fathers? And, what social trends emerge
from a comparison of '35 and '55 in these respects?
Age
Tech has been no exception to the general trend of U. S.
colleges to enroll students at increasingly older age levels.
Although approximately 50% in each class graduated at
ages 22 to 23, only 12% of the '35 class had reached age
24 or over at graduation, by contrast to a third of the '55
graduates. The ages of '55 at graduation average to a year
and a half more than do those of '35 (23.6 years compared to 21.9). The present age range of '55 graduates is
between 25 and 41—a span of 16 years, compared to one
of ten years only between '35's youngest who is 44 today,
and oldest, who is 54. These figures indicate that much
current discussion of undergraduate "conservatism" or
"docility" may refer not so much to a general shift in the
values of American youth as it does to a shift in their age
at college attendance. If today's undergraduate is more
"conservative" or "conforming" than his predecessor of 25
or 30 years ago, we should remember that he is also older.
The factors responsible for this shift in age composition
of the undergraduate population are well known (mainly
military service, increased opportunities for part-time study,
and increased use of college work as a means of job advancement). However, certain types of undergraduates
provide exceptions to the secular trend towards increased
age during college attendance. In the Class of '55 for
example, those men whose fathers had attended college
were younger on the average, than those whose fathers had
not. Fifty-nine (59) per cent of the men with collegeeducated fathers (some college, or college graduate or
beyond) were 22 or less at graduation from Georgia Tech;
while 62% of the men whose fathers had not attended
college were 23 or over at graduation. Fifty-three (53) per
cent of the younger men came from families with collegeeducated fathers, by contrast to only a third of the men who
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were 23 or over at graduation. This pattern of age distribution can be understood if we assume that the father's education correlates positively, in a general way, with family
income; and if we also assume that the father's education
is positively associated with differences in expectation of
length of education for his son.
Parents' Education and Occupation

Figures on these variables offer conflicting evidence on
the question of whether the socioeconomic bracket from
which college students are recruited has become wider in
the past two decades. Almost exactly the same proportion
of '35 and '55 Tech men had fathers with some or more
college education (42% of '35, 4 3 % of '55). On the other
hand, the fathers of nearly twice as many men in 1955
came from blue-collar families ( 1 3 % as compared to 7 % ) .
If we compare the education of the fathers of these men
with that of their mothers, we find that for both the classes,
about 40% of the graduates came from families where the
mother and the father both had the same level of formal
education.
itctl Status

As the average age of undergraduates has been going up
in recent years, the median age at first marriage has been
going down. The intersection of these trends for the men
of '55 results in a college class over a third ( 3 5 % ) of
whose members were married while they attended Georgia
Tech. In the class of 1935, this was true of only 3 % .
(Nationwide in 1957 about 29% of all male college students
were married, according to a Census Bureau report.)

younger undergraduates are less likely to be married than
older. We also find that regardless of age at college graduation, men whose fathers attended college are less likely
to be married as undergraduates than are men whose
fathers' education was complete at high school. This is
consistent with findings of other studies which indicate that
age at first marriage varies directly with parents' socioeconomic status.
How cohesive or durable are the marriages of men in
these two classes? How do they compare in this respect
with the marriages of college graduates generally? In 1947
Havemann and West fofcnd that of their national sample of
male college graduates who had ever been married, 5.8%
were divorced one or more times. The Tech ever-married
graduates in 1955 and 1935 make a slightly better record
than this, with only 5.2% divorced. Comparing the two
classes with each other we find that 4% of the '55 grads
who married and 7% of the '35 alumni have been divorced
one or more times. Does this indicate that the pattern of
earlier family formation among the men of '55 carries with
it the penalty of a relatively higher rate of divorce? If we
consider that the modal length of marriage for the '35 class
is 20 years, while for the '55 class it is less than five years,
this inference would seem warranted. However, divorce is
not equally likely in each year of marriage. Sociologists
have found that the probabilities of divorce rise sharply
for the first three years of marriage and decline gradually
after the fourth (about two-thirds of all divorces come before the tenth year of marriage). In view of this, the divorce
rate of the '55 class would not seem as yet to indicate that
their families are less cohesive than those of the class of '35.
Children

Although the '35 alumnus is apt to have been married
four times as long as that of 1955 (20 years compared to
5) he has less than twice the number of children on the
average. Thus the 250 married men in our sample class of
1955 report a total of 367 children, or 1.4 per couple. The
181 married men of 1935 report a total of 446 children or
2.4 per couple.
OCCUPATIONS

The class of '55 was 35% married by graduation.
Another fifth of the class of 1955 married less than a year
after graduation, which indicates that a majority ( 5 4 % )
of that class were either married or were engaged to be
married while still in college. By contrast, 84% of the class
of 1935 entered into matrimony one year or more after
graduation. We should note nevertheless that all but 3 %
of the class of '35 did eventually marry while 13% of '55
have thus far resisted their classmates' rush to the altar. As
with the trend towards increased age at college attendance,
the tendency towards marriage as an undergraduate does
not affect all undergraduates uniformly. We find, for
example, that regardless of the level of parents' education,
October, 1960

As seen by most of its graduates and certainly by the
public at large, Georgia Tech's primary educational mission
is to prepare men for definite careers in science or engineering applications to industry. One of the main purposes
of this survey was, in fact, to find out how many Tech graduates do actually engage in engineering work, for any
indication this might give as to the rate of transfer out of
the engineering profession in this country would have obvious bearing on questions of national productivity and defense. In keeping, however, with the preliminary nature
of this report we will present mainly findings, rather than
conclusions, on this subject.
A comprehensive survey of the alumni of Stevens Institute of Technology from 1902 to 1952 disclosed that 82%
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TALE OF TWO CLASSES—continued
were currently (as of 1954) in engineering work. The
actual percentages ranged from 96 of the class of '37 to
65 of the class of '07. All of the classes from '37 on reported more than 80% engaged in engineering work, and
all of the classes prior to 1937 reported 78% or less ("A
Report on Engineering Careers" Stevens Indicator, October, 1954, p. 8—quoted in Blank, D, and Stigler, G. "The
Demand and Supply of Scientific Personnel," National
Bureau of Economic Research, Inc., New York, 1957,
Appendix G, p. 189).
An even higher proportion of Purdue University engineering graduates from the 1911 to the 1956 classes (88%)
was found to be engaged in engineering work. (LeBold,
W. K. et al., "A Study of the Purdue University Engineering Graduate." Purdue University, 1960, p. 32-34). In fact,
according to the authors of the Purdue study: "At the time
of retirement 8 1 % of the older alumni were engaged in
engineering functions."
The trouble with these findings, of course, lies in the
terms "engineering work" or "engineering functions." Because these terms are used in practice so broadly as to
render them virtually meaningless, we will present our findings on the employment of Georgia Tech graduates in four
different ways: First, as a percentage of working time
currently spent by graduates in technical versus non-technical functions; second, as the value of engineering courses
to the graduate in his present employment; third, as occupational self-designation, reported separately for graduates
with engineering versus non-engineering degrees. These
first three indices are presented below without comment.
However, our fourth index of the extent to which Tech
graduates are employed as engineers does call for some
comment. This is the response of 1935 graduates to the
question "Have you the qualifications for listing in Who's
Who in Engineering?" (These qualifications were listed
immediately below the question as "at least ten years active
practice of engineering—five or more in charge of important engineering work; or teacher of engineering subjects in
accredited colleges for at least ten years, five or more in
charge of a major engineering course.") In response to this
question 37% or 69 of the graduates in the class of '35 said
"yes;" 4 3 % "no," while 20% did not reply. These figures
indicate that the number of Tech graduates actually listed
in Who's Who in Engineering (lOGsn 1954), may fall short
of the number who merit this recognition.
How Much Do They Earn?

Here again, figures speak louder than words. Comparing
all the '55 graduates with those of '35 we find that it pays
to be an older Tech graduate. Two-thirds of the more recent class earned between five and eight thousand dollars
in 1959, whereas two-thirds of the class of '35 earned
eleven thousand dollars or more in that same year. Over
20

Table I—Technical Versus
Functions

Non-Technical

Note: Graduates were asked to list the percentage of
their working time which they spent on various functions, defined below as in the question. This table
shows the percentage of graduates in each class who
listed a given function as one which occupied 40%
or more of their time. Since a few graduates listed
two functions as occupying 40% or more of their
time each, the percentages add up to slightly more
than 100%.
Question: If you work or have worked as an engineer, scientist
or architect, about what percentage of your working time do
you spend on the following functions?
% '35
% '55
Engineering Aide
3
5
Construction
4
6
Production/Operation
3
8
Maintenance
1
3
Design/Development
13
23
Research/Teaching
3
5
Sales/Application
12
11
Technical Management
16
10
Non-Engineering Functions
18
8
No function over 40%
7
9
No Response
22
18

Table II—Value of Engineering

Courses

Question: What is the value to you in your current work, of
the courses in engineering science that you took as an undergraduate?
„,
„,
-,
M

%

These courses are vital to me
in my present work . . .
These courses help me, but I
could do my work successfully without having taken
them
What I learned in these courses
has little relation, direct or
indirect, to my present work

%

'35

'55

42

%

%

'35 E*

'55 E*

40

53

56

26

32

32

33

17

13

15

12

What I learned from these
courses handicaps me in my
present work

0

0

0

0

I did not take any engineering courses

15

12

0

0

*These two columns are the % responses of the engineering
graduates of these two classes while the first two columns
refer to al! graduates.

Table III—Present

Employment

Employment

'35
Eng.

Areas

Sales
Architect
High School Teacher .
College Teacher
. .
Engineer
Eng. Manager . . .
Non-Eng. Manager
.
Scientist
M.D., Lawyer, Minister
Other Professional
(CPA, Metallurgist,
military, etc.)
No response
. . .

'35
Non-Eng.

'55
Eng.

'55
Non-Eng.

10%
0%
.8%
1.4%
23%
32%
23%
2%
2%
4%

13%
13%
2%
0%
5%
9%
46%
0%
3%
9%

7%
0%
0%
2%
61%
11%
3%
3%
0%
11%

25%
10%
2%
1%
15%
2%
17%
0%
2%
25%

.8%

0%

2%

1%
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a fifth of the Class of 1935 made twenty thousand or more
in 1959 compared to only 3 % of the recent graduates.
Does it also pay to have taken an engineering rather than
a non-engineering degree (IM or Architecture) at Tech?
Here unfortunately the data do not permit us to draw such
clearcut conclusions. For the more recent graduates, an
engineering degree has paid off, so far. Thirty-four per
cent of the engineering degree recipients report an income
of eight thousand dollars or more in 1959 compared to
only 12% of the non-engineering majors.
However, the picture changes somewhat when we focus
on the class of 1935. Where the income distribution of the
non-engineering graduates of '55 is highly concentrated, that
of the non-engineers of 1935 is widely dispersed. Eight of
these non-engineers, class of '35 ( 1 5 % ) earned less than
eight thousand dollars in 1959 compared to only four ( 3 % )
of the engineering grads of '55. On the other hand, 29%
of the non-engineers earned $20,000 or over compared to
only 16% of the engineering majors. Pending results of
more refined analysis, we firmly resist the temptation to conclude anything from these figures.

Do They Work for Large or Small Companies?

Graduates of 1955 tend to work for companies which
employ over one thousand persons ( 5 3 % of those responding) while graduates of 1935 tend to work for companies of
less than one thousand employees (54% of those responding).
W h e r e Do They Live and W o r k N o w ?

Every society must find ways to retain persons who can
be expected to exercise special skills or knowledge. In the
South, this concern is particularly pressing because Southern states, relative to those in other sections of the country,
already have fewer persons with college and post-graduate
training per capita. Thus, the answer to the question: "To
what extent do the graduates of Georgia Tech tend to work
in the South after commencement?" is important.

How Did They Get Their First Job?

Depending on one's philosophy of life we present here
a boost for the organizational ethic, expressed by the Georgia Tech Placement Service or a knock for the ethic of
individual initiative expressed by the Tech graduate himself. Fifty-two (52) per cent of the '35 graduates got their
first job after graduation through their own initiative, compared to 29% in 1955. On the other hand, 42% of the
recent graduates and only 6% of the earlier obtained their
first jobs through Tech placement services. The importance
of individual initiative increases precipitously for both
classes, when their members try to secure subsequent positions; while that of the Placement Office declines.
How M a n y Employers?

Casual readers of the employment sections of daily newspapers might easily conclude that graduates of engineering
colleges are perpetually being lured into new positions that
offer more growth, more sunshine or more pay. The figures
below seem to show that Tech graduates have been able
to resist these temptations, or else have found what they
are looking for where they are. We asked the men in our
survey "how many employers have you had since graduation? (Include yourself as an employer, if self-employed;
but don't count temporary military services as separate employment.)" In these terms, men in the class of 1935 report
that during their 25 years of work since college they have
had an average of 3.2 employers and men in the recent class
reported an average of 1.6. Nearly a fifth ( 1 9 % ) of '35,
and over half (51%) of '55 are still working for the company they started with after graduation, by contrast to only
a third ( 3 4 % ) of Harvard Business School graduates .five
years after commencement (1949).
October, 1960

Over 72% of the alumni of the two classes live in South.

Overall the figures are encouraging, for they show that
72.5% or nearly three-quarters of the graduates in both
classes are now living in Southern states. On closer examination, however, we find that a net loss to the South of
about 13.5% has occurred in the classes of 1935 and 1955.
This is the percentage difference between the proportion
of men who said that before coming to Tech their home was
in the South, (86% of '35 and '55), and the 72.5% in
each class who are now living and working there. The
Northeastern and Far Western states have been the big
gainers in this interregional shuffle, attracting 4 % and 7%
respectively more Tech graduates than originally lived in
those regions before coming to college in Atlanta.
H o w Frequently H a v e They Moved?

According to the U. S. census, college graduates rank
next to fruit-pickers and other unskilled agricultural laborers as the most migratory group in our population. Among
our subjects, one-third of Tech '35 have lived for at least
6 months in four or more states since graduation; 30% in
two or three; and 38% have always lived in the same state
or in only one other. In the class of '55, 50% have made
none or only one move, interstatewise; 40% have lived in
two to three different states; only 7% have thus far lived
in four or more (note: Moves while on temporary military
service were not included).
Continued
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CLASSES—continued
MORALE

Crucial to the stability of our society is the degree to
which its educated members feel overall satisfaction or dissatisfaction concerning their life chances within it. In extreme cases revolutions have been triggered by disgruntled
or underemployed intellectuals. Perhaps more common is
the opposite expression of dissatisfaction or frustration:
apathy, and disinclination to undertake responsibilities—
the "beat" syndrome in short. Rather than attempt in this
report to conclude to what extent Tech graduates are
"beat," off-beat, or bent on political rather than technological revolution, we present here the results of three measures of morale taken from our survey, leaving the reader
free with some exceptions to draw his own conclusions.
Table IV—Job Satisfaction
Question:

Considering its challenge and use of your talents,

are you satisfied with your present

position?

% '35
Extremely
Highly

satisfied

satisfied

Moderately
Not

very

satisfied
well satisfied

No response
Question:

Considering

salary,

% '55

30

20

30

36

34

32

6

9

—

3

opportunity

for

promotion,

working conditions, a n d job security, are you satisfied

with

your present position?
% '35
Extremely
Highly

satisfied

satisfied

Moderately
Not
No

very

satisfied
well

satisfied

response

% '55

27

19

33

36

35

31

5

12

—

2

Table V—Social Mobility
Question: Would you say that you are as successful as your
father, occupationally speaking?
% '35

% '55

50

48

Yes; about as successful
Not quite so successful

34
8

24
11

Not nearly so successful
Can't say
No response

4
4
—

6
10
1

Yes; in fact,

more

successful

. . .

The next index consists of five questions designed to tap
a respondent's overall feelings of pessimism or despair.
From their responses to these questions it appears that the
only approach to pessimism in which Tech graduates permit themselves to indulge concerns the motives of other
people—politicians especially. Such pessimism, however,
calls for caution rather than despair. These graduates firmly
disagree with the "sufficient under the day" philosophy expressed by one of the items. They firmly believe that the
future will offer an improvement over the past: that things
in general as distinct perhaps from persons will grow better
and better with the years.
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The Reck of today doesn't drink his whiskey clear.
Morale as Community Participation

In his social life, the Tech graduate is a gregarious fellow, not averse to having an occasional drink, particularly
if it is a cocktail or highball. He does not in general like
to drink his whiskey clear. With regard to national politics
he tends to list himself as an independent. As he grows
towards middle age, he is apt to devote an increasing share
of his time to community activities. These conclusions,
startling or otherwise, emerged from graduates' answers to
questions in this section.
B. S. AND BEYOND

There is a persistent rumor to the effect that the alumni
of engineering colleges include substantial numbers of doctors, lawyers, ministers, etc. We find this a substantially
false rumor, at least for the two classes at Georgia Tech
that we surveyed. Thirty-one men out of our 50% sample
of the class of '55 have Master's degrees (including the
Bachelor of Architecture degree) and these are all with one
exception M.S. degrees. One man in a Master of Business
Administration; another a Ph.D. Among the graduates of
'35, we find a somewhat greater diversity of postgraduate
education, but the numbers involved still remain very small.
Five men ( 3 % ) are Masters of Science. One man is an
M.A. and one an M.B.A. There is one M.D. and five men
have LL.B. degrees. None of the class of '35 reported that
they have attained the Ph.D. In general, continuing formal
education beyond the Bachelor degree is more characteristic
of the recent than of the earlier Tech graduate. Eleven
(11) per cent of '55 compared with 8% of '35 already
have advanced degrees; and 10% of '55 are working toward
a graduate degree at present.
Another evidence of interest in acquiring systematic
knowledge beyond the time of college commencement is
that of attendance in so-called "continuing education"
courses. The answers to the question, "If you have taken
any continuing education courses in the last five years, in
what subjects were they?" revealed differences between the
two classes in both extent of attendance and type of continuing education courses attended, within the last five years.
Scientific or engineering courses attracted the largest number of 1955 graduates; personnel management and business
administration the largest number of the class of 1935.
TECH
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given by the graduates, the following frequencies of response to these three questions appear:

REFLECTIONS ON GEORGIA TECH AND
TECHNOLOGICAL EDUCATION

To find out why the men we surveyed selected Georgia
Tech for their college education, we asked the graduates to
answer the naive query, "As best you can remember, how
did you happen to go to Georgia Tech?" This type of question may well fail to measure the absolute incidence of any
particular motive among a group of people. Nevertheless
it is calculated to get at the relative salience of particular
classes of motives, assuming that the salient motives are the
ones a respondent writes down.
In terms of relative salience then, the following table
presents the reasons which graduates of 1935 and 1955
gave for coming to Tech, with the reasons classified by
the writer:

Table VII-The
Question:

Institute, Likes

W h a t did you like most about Georgia Tech?*
% '35

Miscellaneous

(mostly

Some specific w o r k
Pride

in

flip)

.

.

.

school
.

.

.

.

activities

Student fellowship
High quality
High

of

academic

instruction
standards

.

.

and

.

.

18

8.5

9

9

9

3

3

11

16

34

31

16

14

24

27

serious

spirit
Developed character, interests, abilities
No

% '55

8

or course

Convenience and economy
Outside

.

response

5

3

16.5

11.7

*Percentages total to over 100 because of multiple responses.

Table VI—College Selection
Question:

Motivation

Table Vlll-The

Institute,

Dislikes

H o w did you happen to go to Georgia Tech?
Question:

% '35
Miscellaneous

What

did you dislike

6

8

26

30

Miscellaneous

A l w a y s planned to go

TO

11

Nothing

Attracted by specific aspect of curriculum
Convenience, economy, scholarship aid
Influence of some specific person
Desire to study engineering or architecture

12
30
27

11
32
22

Some specific aspect of curriculum
Atmosphere

16

14

Administrative

2
7

1
7

10

(if

specifically

written)

5

.

.

8

11

8

12

failings
.

.

.

.

instruction

W o r k load
No

October, 1960

response

Table IX—Changes in
Question:

13

20

extra-curricular

Poor or inadequate facilities
Poor

Tech?

% '55

.

of school

Some specific aspect of

Georgia

.

life

How do these two generations of graduates feel about
their college today? How loyal are they to Tech? What do
they like and dislike about Tech, in retrospect? What would
they do differently if they had it all to do over again? And
in the first place, would they do it again? Most of the men
in '35 and '55 would choose Georgia Tech again if they
could start over as an undergraduate. It is interesting to
observe that the percentage in both classes who answered
"yes, definitely," and "yes, probably" ( 8 8 % ) is exactly
the same as the percentage of all Cal Tech graduates who
said "yes" to a very similar question in a 1952 survey
(Weir, John R., "The Cal Tech Alumni"). It is 7% more
than the respondents to Havemann and West's national
survey of college graduates in 1947, who answered positively to this question. On the other hand, the percentage
at Tech who answered "yes, definitely" is about 5 % less
than the percentage of Ph.D. recipients in natural sciences
from Harvard between 1950 and 1954 who gave this
response.
Further information concerning these graduates' attitudes
toward Tech today comes from their answer to three more
questions designed to indicate relative salience of response:
1) What did you like most about Georgia Tech when you
were there? 2) What did you dislike most about Georgia
Tech when you were there? 3) What would you do differently if you could plan your college program over again?
In terms of the categories to which we assigned the answers

about

% '35

School's excellent general reputation

Interest in science, m a t h , mechanics
No response

most

% '55

8

4

3

11

16

15

8

19

6

13

21

14

Attitude

W h a t would you do differently?
% '35

% '55

Take more humanities—social science or
business courses as electives
Take more
electives

pure

science

. . .

courses

18

16

7

10

7

11

5

4

7

5

as

Take engineering major (either different
from one already
of Commerce or
Take
or

taken; or
IM

non-engineering
liberal arts)

major)
major

instead
. . .
business

Take a graduate degree in engineering
or

physical

science

Take graduate degree in non-engineering, or non-physical science
Study

harder,

participate

. . .

outside

less

4

5

9
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Participate outside more

4

7

Take

3

—

co-op

program

Other (for ex., specialize in one course)

24

25

No

20

18

response

Another question which bears on these graduates' attitudes toward Tech reads "Do you remember any particular
courses at Tech that you are especially glad you attended?"
Although the graduates in 1935 have been out of college
five times as long as those in 1955, their memory of courses
which they liked is quantitatively at any rate, better than that
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TALE OF TWO CLASSES—continued
of men in the more recent class. In both 1935 and 1955
about 29% did not list any course as one which they were
especially glad they attended. Sixty-three (63) per cent of
1935 and 66% of 1955, listed one or two. However, 8%
of the earlier graduates put down three or more courses,
compared to 4% of the more recent graduates.
Finally, we asked what these graduates thought should
be the basic purpose of the four-year Bachelor of Science
program in an institute of technology and what primary
educational objective they thought Georgia Tech was actually seeking to achieve when they were students.
In answer to the first question, 39% of the earlier graduates and 35% of the recent ones say the basic objective
of a technological education should be occupationally specific: "To teach knowledge and skills necessary to prepare
men for a definite career in science or engineering applications to industry." Almost half ( 4 9 % ) of the men in both
classes feel the basic objective should be occupationally
general: "To train students to analyze and think logically,
so they can engage in any career that serves their fellow
men." Twelve (12) per cent of '35 and 17% of '55 believe the basic purpose of the four-year Bachelor of Science
program in an institute of technology should be personal
and intellectual growth: "Development of the student's total
personality by challenging his curiosity and knowledge of
self, nature and society." In answer to the second question,
however, almost three-fourths of the graduates of both
classes believe that, when they were students, Georgia Tech
gave top priority to the vocationally specific goal. Only
19% of the '35 and 14% of '55 feel that Tech stressed the
objective of general occupational preparation.
So much for brute fact. What do these figures add up to
concerning the image of Tech in the minds of these two
generations of graduates? Laying aside tables and percentages and glancing for a moment at the ceiling, a picture
emerges.
In 1935 Tech was less than half as large as it was in
1955: 284 men received degrees at commencement in June
of 1935, compared to 726 in 1955. Nineteen hundred and
thirty-five was the last year in which a man could graduate
from Tech in General Science, and General Science was the
haven for over 50 refugees of the School of Commerce,
moved in 1934 from Tech to Athens. Financially and physically, Tech was a poorer and shabbier place—the decrepitude of the Old Shop was perhaps-<more standard than singular. But the Tech of 1935 was also a school with teachers
who are still vivid a quarter of a century later to its graduates (men such as Count Gibson in Geology, or D. M.
Smith in Calculus) and a school whose administration
seems to its graduates today to have had the human touch.
Although an unprejudiced observer would probably say that
Tech looked physically more like a factory in 1935 than it
did twenty years later, fewer graduates of '35 than of '55
evidently thought it was one.
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Only time can tell whether differences in the images of
Tech which are held by the classes of '35 and '55 are due
to a difference in the functional relationship of student to
institution in these two periods, or to some common factor
in the remembrance of things past, that will cause Tech to
appear to the men of 1955 on their 25th reunion much as
it does today to the graduates of 1935. And yet certain
features of Tech's character as an institution remain constant as they are perceived by the two generations of graduates whom we surveyed. We asked the men in both classes:
what did you like most about Georgia Tech when you were
there? A third in each class said it was the fellowship they
found (in most cases fellowship among students), making
this the largest single category of response. The next largest
number from each class (25% of 1935, 2 7 % of the '55
graduates) said that they liked Tech's high academic standards and serious spirit: the challenge and toughness of the
courses, the absence of academic snobbery; the presence of
a professional atmosphere with education dominant.
About three-quarters of the men in both classes think
that when they were students Tech's primary objective
seemed to be "to prepare men for a definite career in science
or engineering applications to industry." Less than a fifth
said that the Tech they knew was in business primarily "to
train students to analyze and think logically so they could
engage in any career that serves their fellow man," despite
the fact that almost half the graduates in both classes felt
that this should be the goal of a B.S. curriculum in an institute of technology.
Finally, by and large, the alumni of '35 and '55 feel pride
in their institution. They feel that it has an excellent reputation for giving technological training and that it is a good
place to learn to work. They also feel that it was handed
little on a silver platter yet that it has always managed to
make the most of its resources.
Not every graduate, of course, shares these sentiments.
One member of '35 writes: "It is my opinion that the academic standards at Tech are dangerously low (in certain
departments). (One sport) is much too big! Tech should be
five years with the extra year dedicated to a general education."
By contrast, another graduate of 1935 says flatly: "Georgia Tech is the best school in the world—and I have never
been backed down on this statement. You guys had better
keep it that way!"
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Tfje-lnstitu
Regents approve building plan
THE

BOARD O F REGENTS of the University

System approved, September 17, a new
$12,500,000 construction program encompassing 12 major projects at ten of the
State's colleges.
Included in the program were Tech's new
$2,500,000 Chemical and Ceramic Engineering Building and Georgia's $3,000,000
sports coliseum and $1,600,000 pharmacy
building. At the same meeting, the Regents
gave approval for the awarding of a
$3,076,500 contract for the construction of
Tech's new nuclear research reactor. Winning bidder on the reactor was Blount
Brothers Construction Co. of Montgomery,
Alabama.
The reactor—largest of its type in t h e
South and the second of its scope at an
American university—will go under construction during early November. Completion is expected in less than two years.
The reactor will be primarily financed
through a $2,500,000 grant from the State
in 1956 and a $750,000 National Science
Foundation grant last year.
Financing of the other buildings will be
through a bond sale scheduled to be completed by the end of the 1960-61 fiscal year.
Tech gets n e w N I H
GEORGIA

TECH'S

research grants
Engineering

Experiment

Station h a s received new and extended
grants totaling $63,848 from the National
Institutes of Health for important bacteria
studies, President Edwin D . Harrisojy announced. M r . Thomas W. Kethley, Dr.
Robert H. Fetner, and Dr. Nancy J. Williams-Walls will be the project directors
for these studies.
Mr. Thomas W. Kethley will shoot
"Staphylococcus aureus," an infectious bacteria, into a simulated operating room in
Georgia Tech's Aerobiology Laboratory.
"Staph," the nickname given to this hospital offender, may enter a patient's body
during an operation simply by settling on
the open area after being transported by
26

air. Because "Staph" is a usually congenial
companion of all humans, finding a home
on their skin, in their noses, or maybe in
their intestines, their entering a hospital
room is inevitable. Thus, when a doctor or
surgical assistant sneezes or. even breathes,
the bacteria are sprayed in the moving air
and perhaps onto the patient. T h e weakened patient cannot defend himself against
the onslaught and infection, causing possible convalescence for six months or more.
Ventilating air will therefore be studied.
And, an optimum ventilation process in
which bacteria transported is at a minimum will be sought. Various ducts, an
atomizer, and samplers are some of the
apparatus in the completely sealed operating room of galvanized sheet metal.
Mr. Kethley is also working on another
project with D r . Robert H. Fetner concerning the effect of x-rays on air-borne
bacteria. Available information indicates
that extremely large doses of x-radiation
are required to kill bacteria. But, it is difficult to determine whether direct radiation
effects or indirect effects have caused the
bacteria deaths. This experiment will evaluate the indirect effects of irradiation
products of water in the material in which
the bacteria live. By changing the humidity, the water content of airborne cells can
easily be changed under varying conditions
of oxygen concentration. Thus, the interrelationship of these two effects may be observed.
Information which can be obtained from
these systematic studies of x-rays on airborne bacteria n o t only is valuable in
furthering the knowledge of effects of radiation on bacteria, but also will add basic
information about radiation damage in
general.
Dr. Nancy J. Williams-Walls will investigate the protective action of catalase when
bacteria are exposed to cesium-137 gamma
and x-radiation. Catalase, an oxidizing organic substance, will be incorporated in the
suspending medium or material in which
the bacteria live.
The role of catalase in the protection of
bacteria from deadly effects of irradiation
could have implications with regard to higher animals. Catalase acts significantly in

the functioning of the metabolism, and
therefore its presence may offer protection
from irradiation.
Basketball tickets available

THIS YEAR'S basketball ticket applications
were sent only to previous purchasers and
alumni in the Greater Atlanta area, according t o Athletic Business Manager Bob
Eskew. The applications went out October
15, and your alumni priority deadline is
November 15. If you want tickets to Tech
games, write Eskew at the Athletic Association. Prices this year—chair seats, $2.50 per
game, $30 per season ticket; bench seats,
$1.50 per game, $18 per season ticket. All
seats will be reserved,
1960-1961 Basketball Schedule

SITE

DATE

OPPONENT

Dec.
Dec.
Dec.
Dec.
Dec.
Dec.
Dec.
Jan.
Jan.
Jan.
Jan.
Jan.
Jan.
Jan.
Jan.
Jan.
Feb.
Feb.
Feb.
Feb.
Feb.
Feb.
Feb.
Mar.

Georgia
Atlanta
Furman
Atlanta
Sou. Methodist
Atlanta
Blue Grass
Louisville
N. Carolina
Stated-Raleigh
Duke
:
Atlanta
Gator Bowl
—Jacksonville
South Carolina
Atlanta
* Kentucky
Lexington
Georgia
Athens
*Mississippi
Oxford
*Mississippi
State..StarkvHie
*Vanderbilt
Atlanta
Auburn
Auburn
*Tennessee
Knoxville
^Kentucky
Atlanta
* Alabama
Atlanta
* Auburn
Atlanta
*La. State
Baton Rouge
*Tulane
New Orleans
*Tennessee
Atlanta
* Georgia
Atlanta
*Florida
Atlanta
*Vanderbilt
Nashville

1
3
9
12 & 13
17
19
29 & 30
3
7
11
14
16
21
24
28
30
4
7
11
13
21
25
27
4

OF GAME

*Game counts towards SEC Championship.
1960-61 faculty promotions announced

THIS YEAR'S faculty promotions were announced in September by Dr. Paul Weber.
TECH A L U M N U S

Three promotions were made on the administrative level. Mr. William J. Proctor,
Professor of Industrial Management, was
appointed Associate Director of the School
of Industrial Management. Dr. Homer V.
Grubb, Professor and Acting Director of
the School of Chemical Engineering, was
made Director of the School of Chemical
Engineering; and Dr. Kenneth G. Picha,
Professor of Mechanical Engineering, was
named Associate Director of the School of
Mechanical Engineering.
Instructional promotions were awarded
to twenty members of the faculty. From
Professor to Regents' Professor: Dr. Joseph
P. Vidosic, Mechanical Engineering. From
Associate Professor to Professor: Mr. Albert E. Cannon, Applied Biology; Dr.
Charles W. Gorton, Mechanical Engineering: Dr. F. Kenneth Hurd, Electrical Engineering; Mr. Richard Wilson, Architecture.
From Assistant Professor to Associate Professor: Dr. R. Martin Ahrens, Physics; Mr.
Arthur Frank Beckum, Architecture; Dr.
William A. Flinn, Industrial Management;
Mr. Paul T. Hutchison, Electrical Engineering; Dr. James M. Osborn, Mathematics;
Dr. Donald J. Royer, Chemistry; Dr. Aleksandar B. Vesic, Civil Engineering; and Dr.
Louis J. Zahn, Modern Languages. From
Instructor to Assistant Professor: Mr. Bobby F. Barfield, Mechanical Engineering;
Mr. James Gough, Jr., Modern Languages;
Mr. John W. Jayne, Mathematics; Mr. Lynwood A. Johnson, Industrial Engineering;
Mr. George D. May, Civil Engineering; Mr.
William S. Shepard, Mechanical Engineering: and Mr. Jack R. Walker, Industrial
F'ngineering.
The following promotions in the Engineering Experiment Station were also announced: From Research Associate Professor to Research Professor: Dr. Edwin J.
Scheibner, Physics; and Mr. Thomas W.
Kethley, Applied Biology. From Research
Assistant Professor to Research Associate
Professor: D r . David W. Martin, Physics.
From Special Research Scientist to Associate Professor: Dr. Don S. Harmer, Physics. From Assistant Research Physicist to
Research Physicist: Mr. Richard C. Johnson. From Research Assistant to Assistant

COLUMBUS, OHIO — A new Georgia Tech
Research Economist: Mr. Robert S. JohnClub was organized in Columbus on July
son. From Research Assistant to Assistant
25. During the first meeting, the following
Research Engineer: Mr. Mack D. Bowen,
Mr. Jack B. Chastain, Mr. Alton P. Col- officers were elected to lead the club in its
charter year: Howard Stemm, president; Bill
cord, Mr. Lee H. Knight, Mr. James D.
McGrew, vice president; and Bob Bickel,
McGee, and Mr. Walter M. Rogers, Jr.
secretary-treasurer. Other business at the
first meeting included appointing a memberOld Football Programs needed
ship committee (Bob Burnette, Bill Peteet,
T H E T E C H LIBRARY is trying to assemble a
and Bill McGrew) and a program commitcomplete collection of Georgia Tech foottee (Bob Carlson, Howard Stemm, and
ball programs for its archives. Tech's diJohn T u r n e r ) . The club will meet again in
rector of libraries, Mrs. Dorothy Crosland,
mid-October.
needs your help on this project. If you happen to have any Tech football programs
from 1951 back to the earliest days of the HOUSTON, TEXAS—The South Texas Georgia
Tecll Club held an all-day "open house" at
game, please send them to Mrs. Crosland at
the Shamrock Hotel on Saturday, Septemthe Price Gilbert Memorial Library, Georber 24. T h e occasion, of course, was to
gia Tech, Atlanta 13.
make all Tech alumni welcome who were in
The library is also setting up the defunct
Houston to attend the Tech-Rice game, first
Yellow Jacket archive and needs the followin the history of the two schools.
ing issues of Tech's late-lamented humor
magazine. If you have any issues of this
TAMPA, FLORIDA—On September 9, a giant
magazine from 1956 back to 1921, please
rally of Tech alumni was sponsored in
send them to Mrs. Crosland also.
Tampa by the Florida West Coast Georgia
The library would also like to have any
Tech Club. Despite a great deal of comissues of the old Georgia Tech, a publicapetition from Hurricane Donna who arrived
tion that was the forerunner of The Yellow
the same evening, the meeting attracted over
Jacket and issues of The Alumnus
from
125 alumni. The Tech speaking team of
1923 through 1939.
President Edwin D . Harrison, Athletic Director Bobby Dodd and Foundation President Bill Wardlaw carried out a fine program, abbreviated somewhat by the fact
that they had to catch the last plane out of
ATTENTION LYNCHBURG ALUMNI All LynchTampa that evening before Donna grounded
burg alumni who would like to attend the
airline travel in the area.
Tech-Duke game on October 29 in a charLocal leaders who organized the program
tered bus are urged to contact Charley Redincluded J. W. Conner, Jr. of Tampa, and
ding, 1004 New Hampshire Avenue, LynchWeyman Willingham of St. Petersburg.
burg, Virginia. Naturally, wives are included.

Tne- Clubs

ATLANTA,

GEORGIA—The

Greater

October, 1960

Homer V . Grubb

WEST

POINT,

GEORGIA — T h e

Kenneth G. Picha

West

Point

Georgia Tech Club's summer meeting was
a combination golfing and dinner meeting.
Guests from Atlanta, and LaGrange attended the meeting and played in the golf
match won by the host team. Guests present included Claude Petty, A. B. Edge, Dr.
Allan Topp, W. John Ridley, Louis Woodruff, Howard Ector and George Griffin.
New officers elected at the meeting were
Fred Cook, president; Robert Uhl, vice
president; and William Rosselle, Jr., secretary-treasurer.

A new face in the news, America's communications balloon
Echo is photographed by Dr.
J. Quitman Williams of Physics.

in wwws
William J. Proctor

Atlanta

Georgia Tech Club held its annual "Football Jamboree" meeting on September 22.
Master of ceremonies for the evening was
Texas Tonto Coleman, Tech's assistant athletic director. Covering the 1960 Jackets for
the meeting were Coach Jack Griffin (the
offense), Coach Marvin Mass (the defense),
and Coach Jim Carlen (the freshman t e a m ) .
A good crowd was on hand to hear all
about the prospects for the rest of the
year. Club President James P. "Polly" Poole
presided over the business meeting.

'1A
lames F. Whitehead, Jr., was elected
I™ president of the Day-Bright Lighting,
Inc. in June as the company joined forces
with the Emerson Electric Company in St.
Louis, Missouri.
'1fi
Belton S. Thompson died August 10.
•"
He was owner and operator of Columbus Motor Company and the B. S.
Thompson Company, both in Whiteville,
North Carolina. He is survived by his widow
and four daughters.
'Ofl
William M. Tanner, EE, retired Au"** gust 1 as operations manager of
Western Union Telegraph Company in
Nashville. He had been with the company
for 40 years. Mr. Tanner lives at 440 Lynwood Boulevard, Nashville, Tennessee.
'00
Frank McNeel, retired marble com^^
pany executive, died August 25.
Prior to his retirement, he was vice president of McNeel Marble Company in Marietta, Georgia. Since his retirement he operated the Kennesaw House where the
Andrews Raiders stayed in 1862. He installed a museum stocked with relics of the
Civil War, as well as those of pre-historic
times. Mr. McNeel is survived by his wife,
daughter, brother, Morgan McNeel, Jr.,
'19, and two sisters.
'00
Walter M. Mitchell, TE, has been
" * ' elected a director of Scientific-Atlanta, Inc. Mr. Mitchell is vice president
and director of the Draper Corporation.
'0C
Frank K. Shaw, general manager of
^** the Atlanta Chamber of Commerce,
retired this past summer.
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' O C Melvin H. Boots, Arch, is assistant
^™ bridge engineer with the Mississippi
State Highway Department.
Sam R. Clement, TE, has been assigned
to Monsanto Chemical Company's newly
formed Agricultural Chemicals Division at
St. Louis, Missouri. He is responsible for
major accounts in his new position. He was
formerly director of customer relations, Inorganic Chemical Division.
Thomas Finley Matthews, ME, died August 12. An employee of Tennessee Coal &
Iron for 34 years, he was foreman of the
shop boilers maintenance division at the
time of his death. His widow lives at 1519
44th St., Belview Heights, Birmingham,
Alabama.
'OQ
William
Henry
Richardson,
TE,
^"» chairman of the board of Palmetto
Loom and Reed Company, Inc., Greenville,
South Carolina, was fatally injured in an
automobile collision near Spartanburg in
September. His widow lives at 102 Woodland Way, Greenville, South Carolina.
'01
Holly W. Sphar, EE, has been elected
*"
vice president in charge of planning
and commercial development for the Consolidated Coal Company in New York City.
Kenneth C. Thomas, Vice President in
charge, of engineering and manufacturing,
has been elected a director of Armco Drainage in Middletown, Ohio. He has been with
the company since 1926.
'00
Morris T. Reeves, EE, an official
*^
with the Georgia Power Company,
died in an Atlanta hospital July 24. He had
been with the company for 26 years. He is
survived by his widow and two daughters.
Royal Terrell, Com., controller with National Manufacture & Stores Corporation in
Atlanta, has been named treasurer of the
corporation.
'fM
Eugene M. Johnson, CE, is chief en*"
gineer with the Mississippi State
Highway Department.
Robert T. Mashburn, Ch.E., presented a
jointly-authored technical paper during the

14th Alkaline Pulping Conference sponsored
by the Technical Association of the Pulp &
Paper Industry. He is manager of Hercules
Powder Company's Kalamazoo Service Laboratory in Parchment, Michigan.
James H. Suddeth of Summerville, South
Carolina was killed by lightning in early
September. N o further information was
available at this writing.
' O C Major Frank
**" EE, attended
Science Seminar at
recently. He lives
Owosso, Michigan.

D. Griesinger, USAR,
the U. S. Army Nuclear
Oak Ridge, Tennessee
at 1105 West Oliver,

' 0 1 James B. Ramage, IM, has been pro**'
moted to Agency Manager in the
Atlanta office of the Equitable Life Assurance Society of the United States. He was
district manager prior to this appointment.
Mr. Ramage has been with the company
since 1937. His business address is 739 West
Peachtree, Atlanta, Georgia.
' O Q Edward H. Mattingly, IM, has been
***» named president of the Atlanta Life
Underwriters Association. He is with the
Guardian Life Insurance Company of
America.
'41
John H. Batson, CE, is chief design
" '
engineer with the Mississippi State
Highway Department.
George S. Mauney, EE, has been transferred by TVA from the Johnsonville Steam
Plant to the Colbert Steam Plant in the
Muscle Shoals area. His new home address
is 704 Dearborn Street, Muscle Shoals. Alabama.
' A 9 James P- Poole, IM, president of the
™ ~ Estate and Pension Planning Company, 46 Fifth Street, N.E., Atlanta, has
been named secretary of the American Society of Chartered Life Underwriters.
M E LCDR Frank H. Gurry, USN, EE, is
•~
commanding officer of the Aurora
(Illinois) Naval Reserve Division. He lives
at 136 Westlawn Avenue, Aurora, Illinois.

Born to: Mr. and Mrs. George T. Smith,
Jr. a son, James Bradford, August 29.
IJ |

Gordon M. Harrington, EE, is an
associate professor of psychology at
Coe College, Cedar Rapids, Iowa.
1J

Born to: Mr. and Mrs. Patrick F.
Henry, IE, a son, August 23. Mr.
Henry is an attorney. His business address
is C & S National Bank Building, Atlanta 3,
Georgia.
Leonard Murrans, EE, has been named
southern sales manager for the Square D
Company in Atlanta. He was transferred
here from Charlotte where he had served
as manager since 1957.
G. W. "Bill" Clark, CE, died of lung
cancer August 1. His widow, son
and daughter live in Perry, Florida.
Engaged: Justin Fuller, IM, to Miss Joyce
Thomas. The wedding will take place November 23. Mr. Fuller is working on his
doctorate in history at the University of
North Carolina.
Edward M. Peck, IM, has been named
manager of sheet and plate sales with Alcoa
Aluminum Company in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.
f J|

/ . B. Goldman, IM, is now manager
of the Nashville office of Union Central Life Insurance Company. His business
address is 732 Stahlman Building, Nashville,
Tennessee.
Married: Louis Franklin McDonald, IM,
to Miss Elizabeth Williams, October 15. Mr.
McDonald is a deputy assistant attorney
general of the State of Georgia.
Dr. William M. Postman, Chem., is now
with the Fibers Division of Dow Chemical
in Williamsburg, Virginia. Prior to joining
Dow, Bill was on the faculty of the School
of Textile Engineering at Georgia Tech.
William Raymond Tooke, Jr., Ch.E., and
his family have returned to Atlanta after
five years in Wilmington, Delaware. Their
address is 1162 Villa Drive, N.E., Atlanta,
Georgia.
»Cf]

James H. Murphy,
IM, has been
awarded the professional designation
of Chartered Property Casualty Underwriter by the American Institute for Property and Liability Underwriters, Inc. in
Birmingham, Alabama.
Floyd E. Williams, CE, has been appointed an engineering specialist in the engineering department of Monsanto Chemical
Company's Inorganic Chemicals Division at
St. Louis, Missouri.
James Hal Armstrong, ME, received
his Ph.D. in Theoretical and Applied
Mechanics from Iowa State University in
August.
Born to: Mr. and Mrs. Everett L. Martin,
IM. a daughter. Cindy Ann. Mr. Martin is
personnel director for Southern Airways,
Inc. They live at 3006 Remington Street,
East Point, Georgia.
»C 0

Truman H. Bimesderjer,
IE, has
been appointed manager, Hagerstown
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Plant Planning with Mack Trucks, Inc. He
lives at 621 North Washington Avenue,
Dunellen, New Jersey.
Captain Max J. Hoyer, USA, IE, recently
participated in a mission to the Congo
where he assisted in the evacuation of endangered personnel. He is with the U. S.
Army Signal Service Battalion in Heidelberg, Germany.
James F. Watson, IM, is now with Datafax Corporation, an electronic data processing firm in Atlanta.
I M
Born to: Mr. and Mrs. William B.
U T Bryan, Jr., IM, a daughter, Rebecca
Lane, September 12. Mr. Bryan is sales
engineer with American Air Filter Company, 1430 West Peachtree, Atlanta 9, Georgia.
Born to: Mr. and Mrs. Robert M. Hill,
EE, a daughter, Dorothy Jean, July 23.
Mr. Hill is a design engineer with Lockheed Aircraft in Marietta, Georgia.
Nat C. Hughs, Jr., IE, is now with Shands
& Baker, Inc., as customer sales manager.
His new home address is 2131 Chandler
Avenue, Fort Myers Villas, Fort Myers,
Florida.
Born to: Mr. and Mrs. Jack Gruss,
Arch, a daughter, Marian Bea, June
30. Mr. Gruss received his MS in Architecture in June from the Catholic University
and is now working with Cohen, Haft and
Associates. Their home address is 2710 Emmet Road, Silver Spring, Maryland.
Engaged: John Scott Newman,
IM, to
Miss Nancy Key. The wedding will take
place November 19. Mr. Newman is with
the Citizens & Southern National Bank in
Atlanta.
Monty E. Thome, IE, has been named
real estate representative for Shell Oil
Company in Miami. His home address is
9700 SW 163rd Street, Miami, Florida.
Hugh E. White, EE, and his wife recently
returned from a five year stay in London
where he attended the Imperial College of
Science & Technology under a Fulbright
grant.

'55

' C O Married: Frank Eugene Allison, ME,
UO to Miss Joanne Paul, October 1. Mr.
Allison is with the Carrier Corporation in
Atlanta.
Engaged: Donald Joseph Blake, IM, to
Miss Mary Jane Huber. The wedding will
take place October 22. Mr. Blake is with
the Preston Rose Comnany in Atlanta.
Married: Henry Allen Strickland,
Jr.,
Ch.E, to Miss Virginia Bowe, July 9. Mr.
Strickland is with DuPont's Savannah River
plant.
IC"1 Ira Charak, ME, has been appointed
J I assistant nuclear engineer in the Laboratory's Reactor Engineering Division at
Argonne National Laboratory, Argonne, Illinois. His home address is 1219 Homestead
Road, LaGrange Park, Illinois.
Steven H. Fuller, Jr., CerE, has been
appointed district sales manager for Detroit
and vicinity with Glasrock Products, Inc.
David W. Jeffrey, Ch.E, has been promoted to assistant chemical research engi-

tJocestntljeNews
Robert L. Adams, '39,
has been named the new
general manager of the
Mallory Electronics Division of P. R. Mallory
& Co., Inc. A former executive for Bendix Radio
Division in Baltimore,
Adams has his office in
Indianapolis, Indiana.

Robert L. Rod, '42, was
featured in an article on
"The Egghead Millionaires" in the September
issue of Fortune. Rod,
head of Acoustica Associates of Los Angeles,
started the company in
1954 with $500 and an
idea. His stock is now
worth over $3,400,000.
J. W. Castleberry, '49,
has been named sales
manager of Johnson &
Johnson's Central Hospital Division in St. Louis
and will be in charge of
sales in nine states. He
joined the company in
1958 and moves from
Nashville where he was
in sales engineering.

Charles P. Moreton, '50,
has been appointed the
manager, gas contracts,
for Texas Gas Transmission Corp. in Houston,
Texas. He joined Texas
Gas in 1953 and has
served recently as supervisor, gas contracts in
Houston, Texas.

Capt. W. E. Dean, '52
has been nominated as
the official candidate for
I the Jaycees "Ten Out' standing Young Men of
the Year" award by the
Air Force Ballistic Missile Division. He is executive officer for the
Titan Directorate.

James R. Poppe, '55, unveiled the first details of
a new electronic concept that reduces telegraph and data transmission costs 60% in a
technical paper presented at the IRE's national
symposium in Washington. He is with GE in
Lynchburg, Virginia.
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NEWS BY CLASSES-confinued
neer in the Baytown, Texas Research and
Development Division of Humble Oil and
Refining Company. He lives at 1514 Edison
Street in Baytown.
Born to: Lt. and Mrs. Robert G. Marbut,
Jr., IE, a son, Robert, Jr., May 5. Lt.
Marbut is a maintenance officer at Hunter
Air Force Base. They live at 113 Juniper
Circle, Windsor Forest, Savannah, Georgia.
Born to: Mr. and Mrs. W. F. 7'alley, IE,
a daughter, Sarah Lynn, July 23. Mr. Talley
is with Wolvering Tube Company. They
live at 917 Edgewood Street, S.W., Decatur,
Alabama.
Born t o : Mr. and Mrs. Norman
Wells,
EE, a daughter, Jennifer Norma, March 31.
Mr. Wells is an engineer with the Martin
Company. They live at 2924 Marathon
Avenue, Orlando, Florida.
Thomas G. Whatley, IE, was recently
separated from the Air Force and is now
junior industrial engineer with American
Enka Corporation. His home address is 25
Forestdale Drive, Asheville, North Carolina.
' C O Married: Albert Lamar Bailes, Jr.,
00
IE, to Miss Rosemary Fort, October
1. Mr. Bailes is vice president of Linley
Lumber Company in Walhalla, South Carolina.
Married: Roy Warner Blanton, Jr., ME,
to Miss Estelle Maloy, September 10. Mr.
Blanton is working on his doctorate at
Georgia Tech and is a member of the Mechanical Engineering staff here.
Engaged: Oscar Lawrence Comer, IM, to
Miss Jane Little. The wedding will take
place October 29. Mr. Comer is with the
Lithonia (Georgia) Lighting Company in
Conyers, Georgia as assistant to the general
manager.
Lt. William R. Hauenstein, USAR, IE, attended the U. S. Army Nuclear Science
Seminar at Oak Ridge, Tennessee in July.
He is a member of the 3251st R & D Unit,
an Army Reserve organization in Atlanta.
Lt. Hauenstein lives at 2542 Ridgewood
Terrace, N.W., Atlanta, Georgia.
Married: William Ewell Jameson,
Jr.,
Arch, to Miss Antoinette Puckett, October
8. Mr. Jameson is an architectural draftsman with Branch & Swayze in Atlanta.
Married: Gregory Hazen Klein. EE, to
Miss Penrynn Griffith, October 1. Mr. Klein
is with Arnold Engineering Development
Center in Tullahoma, Tennessee.
Herbert H. Rogers, CE, has been appointed chief, Water Resources Development Section, in the Atlanta office of the
U. S. Public Health Service.
Married: John Chappell Summers,
Jr.,
Ch.E, to Miss Judith Catherine Williams,
September 10 in Savannah, Georgia.
Born to: Mr. and Mrs. Peter Weisenberg,
IE, a daughter, Arigl, July 16. Mr. Weisenberg is on the Manufacturing Training Program with General Electric. His address is
3907 Lewis Avenue, Apartment 4, Erie,
Pennsylvania.
Born to: Mr. and Mrs. K. Maurice Willis,
TE, a son, William Maurice. They live at
6733 Boy Blue Road, Jacksonville 10.
30
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Married: Davis F. S. Galloway, III,
J 3
ME, to Miss Suzanne Jones June 18.
Engaged: William Jerry Garrett, TE, to
Miss Ellen Harvey. The wedding will take
place in November. Mr. Garrett is employed by Fieldcrest Mills, Inc. in Leaksville, North Carolina.
James C. Harden, USMC, IM, graduated
in September from the Naval Reserve Officers Training Course at the Marine Corps
School, Quantico, Virginia.
Lt. Charles D. Jones, USA, CE, has been
assigned to the 169th Engineer Battalion at
Fort Stewart, Georgia.
Born to:, Mr. and Mrs. Walter Terrell
"Terry" Randall, Jr., IM, a son, Walter,
Jr., September 9. They live at 106 Church
Street, Columbia, Kentucky.
Engaged: Lester Thomas Simerville, TE,
to Miss Sharon Smoot. The wedding will
take place October 21. They will live in
Wilmington, Delaware where Mr. Simerville will be with DuPont.
Robert Thomas Walters, AE, was killed
in late July in an automobile accident. He
was with Aero, Inc. at Tullahoma, Tennessee.
Married: Ensign Hal Wightman,
III,
USN, ME, to Miss Judith Winston Houchins, August 6 in Richmond, Virginia.
' R f l Born to: Mr. and Mrs. Charles J.
HU Craddock, ChE, a daughter, August
23. They live at 529 Dudding Avenue, Hurricane, West Virginia.
Married: Paul Michael Daly, EE, to Miss
Reba Joyce Lockridge, October 15. Mr.
Daly is with Sperry Gyroscope Company in
Great Neck, New York.
Born to: Lt. and Mrs. Charles H. Griffin, Jr., USA, ME, a son, Michael David,
August 10. Lt. Griffin is stationed at Huntsville, Alabama. Their mailing address is
3913 Thomas Road, S.W., Huntsville, Alabama.
James Rodney Holt, EE, is a trainee in
the engineering division at Cummins Engine Company, Inc., Columbus, Indiana. He
lives at 1951 McKinley Avenue, Columbus,
Indiana.
Married: Frederick Karl Hube, AE, to
Miss Margaret Lee Meadows. Mr. Hube is
an aeronautical research engineer at Redstone Arsenal in Huntsville, Alabama.
Married: Joseph Taylor McClelland,
Jr.,
IM, to Miss Amelia Dalton, October 8. Mr.
McClelland is employed by S. S. Kresge in
Miami, Florida.
Born to: Mr. and Mrs. Robert H. McDonough, IE, a daughter, Mary Liza. July
5. Mr. McDonough is in the Engineering
Department of Phelps Dodge Copper Corporation. They live at 63 Fortfield Avenue,
Yonkers 2, New York.
Married: Edward G. Rodgers, IE, lo Miss
Norma Clot, August 13. Mr. Rodgers is
with R. J. Reynolds Tobacco Company.
They live at 801 East Polo Road, WinslonSalem, North Carolina.
Married: Robert David Shults, Eli. to
Miss Beverly Joan Norris, June 18. They
live at 55 Lafayette Drive, N.E., Atlanta,
Georgia.
Married: Robert R. Swank, Jr., Chi:, to
Miss Sandra Y. Morgan, August 28. Mr.
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Swank received his masters degree in
nuclear engineering from MIT and is working on his doctorate in the same field.
Married: Walter Bernard Thompson, IM,
to Miss Doris Ruth Jacobs, September 3.
Mr. Thompson is working on his masters in
economics at Texas Christian University in
Ft. Worth, Texas.
/./. Arthur W. Vogan, USAF, AE, has
been assigned as project officer, NASA
AGENA-B, Air Force Space Boosters,
Space Programs, at the Air Force Ballistic
Missile Division. He lives at 819 South
Judith Avenue, Hawthorne, California.
Charles Omar Wilson, Jr., Chem, has
been appointed spectro-chemist in the Metallurgical Department at Armco Steel Corporation, Ashland, Kentucky. His home address is 1245 Long Street, Ashland, Kentucky.
Married: James Earl Batch, ME, to
Miss Myra Alice Prosser. The wedding took place in early October.
Engaged: Albert F. Bellingrath, 111, IE,
to Miss Anne Freeman. The wedding will
take place November 19. Mr. Bellingrath
is an industrial engineer at Warner Robins
Air Force Base, Georgia.
Married: Donald Barry Brim, Math, to
Miss Barbara Boyd, September 10.
Married: Glenn Edwin Brooks, Jr., IM,
to Miss Judy Edinger, September 10.
Married: John Charles Cattaneo, IM, to
Miss Mary Louise Dodson, September 17.
Mr. Cattaneo is with Minneapolis Honeywell.
Married: Lt. Grey Hodges, USMC, IM,
to Miss Genie Morrison, September 17. Lt.
Hodges is stationed at Quantico, Virginia.
They live at 211 White Oak Road, Fredericksburg. Virginia.
Married: George Thomas Weathers, Jr.,
F.E. to Miss Mary Loretta Alexander, June
1 2 in Atlanta.
Honorary: Kendall Weisiger, humanitarian, educational and civic leader, died September 18 in an Atlanta hospital. A retired
Southern Bell executive, he was known as
the dean of the Rotary Educational Foundation of Atlanta which he helped found in
1922. The services of this organization
were later made available to foreign students. In 1957 the Federal Republic of
Germany awarded him the Order of Merit.
His widow lives at 206 East 17th Street,
N . I . , Atlanta, Georgia.

the Next Issue
A combined November-December issue will be coming your way around
the first week of December. In it will
be a special report on the First Alumni Institute, a Homecoming picture
story, a research story, and all of the
other features found in a regular issue
of the Georgia Tech Alumnus.
October, 1960
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