


Review of the meeting between Dr. Don Pederson, Vice Chancellor for Finance and 
Administration, and John G. Williams, Emeritus Professor of Architecture, October 14, 
1998, regarding the history of Campus Planning, 1946-1986, with revisions, additions, 
correspondence and references to related material in The Curious and The Beautiful.

PRESIDENT LEWIS WEBSTER JONES

I came to the University of Arkansas in September 1946 to teach beginning classes 
in Architecture in the College of Engineering.  At that time the University was 
searching for a president.  Dr. Lewis Webster Jones visited the campus several times 
during the spring of 1947.  President and Mrs. Jones moved to Fayetteville in the 
fall of 1947.  He was very interested in architecture, and he was exceptionally well 
informed in the changes taking place in the arts, and especially in architecture and 
architectural education.  He served on two very important national committees 
dealing with the arts.

Before coming to the University of Arkansas, Dr. Jones had been president of 
Bennington College in Vermont, where he had supported the development of 
a strong integrated Fine Arts program, with architecture included as a central 
contributing part.  The faculty there included a number of visiting artists, including 
several leading architects, who were often in residence on campus.  Buckminster 
Fuller designed and built an early dymaxian house there and lived in it.  Many of 
the architects whose work I knew through publications, Dr. Jones knew personally, 
and he recounted wonderful stories about them.  I could hardly believe this man 
was to be the president of the University of Arkansas.

President Jones wanted to see a strong Fine Arts program develop here.  This 
implied that architecture would be transferred from the College of Engineering 
to the College of Arts and Sciences.  I fully concurred with this.  With the quiet 
support of Dean Nichols and President Jones, Architecture was transferred to the 
College of Arts and Sciences in the summer of 1948.  Dr. Jones also seemed very 
pleased in my interest in seeing the campus become a well planned, beautifully 
landscaped place with well designed buildings as a beautiful environment for 
learning and enjoyment.

I was appointed to the Campus Buildings and Grounds Committee in the fall of 
1947.  Dr. Jones often met informally with Professor Merriwether of the Law School, 
who was the Chairman of the Buildings and Grounds Committee, Mr. L.L. Browne, 
Director of Physical Plant, Mr. Herbert Thomas, Chairman of the University Board 
of Trustees, and me to discuss what he wanted to see accomplished in campus 
planning and building design.

He suggested that certain ideas of his regarding campus planning, design of 
buildings, and selection of architects might come from the Building and Grounds 
Committee as recommendations to him, which he would then carry to the Board.  
He followed an interesting procedure to accomplish many things.  He would study 
and discuss problems carefully with only a limited number of people.  He would 
then make a decision, and then guide the committee or faculty so that it seemed 
that the decision came from them.  He followed a process in which the decisions 
were his but he wanted it to seem they were arrived at by a democratic process.  As 
an example, this was the process by which Edward D. Stone was selected to design 
the Fine Arts Center in 1948, completed in 1950.



Dr. Jones was also very supportive of many of the academic programs that were 
being developed.  He was very effective in seeing that the University received 
substantial grants from the Ford Foundation, the General Education Board, and 
other foundations.  It was a special time in Arkansas and at the University.  I was 
very pleased to have had a part in it.

During the late 1940’s, President Jones established a procedure in which I was 
asked to find outstanding young designers and architects to develop architecture 
programs, and to complete preliminary designs for new campus buildings.  These 
architects were appointed as architecture faculty members, and several of them 
did their work in our design studio.  Edward Stone sent Robert Hegardt, one of 
his talented friends, to work with Dr. Robert Leflar in developing the program and 
preliminary plans for the Law School.

THE WARD REPORT

In the early 1950’s, I was asked to find someone to develop a program and to 
prepare a preliminary design for an Animal Sciences Building.  A question regarding 
the location of this building arose, whether it should be located on campus or 
on the University Farm.  The disagreement was between people in the College of 
Agriculture and in the Office of Student Affairs, especially Ms. Jeannette Scudder, 
Dean of Women.  The problem centered around the name of one of the departments 
to be housed in the building, “Animal Husbandry,” and visions of possible practices 
this name seemed to suggest.  I was asked to find a campus planner to resolve the 
problem and prepare long range plans for campus growth.  Edward Stone helped 
me find James Ward, a very capable campus planner, who was teaching in the 
Planning and Landscape Department at Yale University.  He came here on a three 
months’ contract and worked extremely hard interviewing all the department 
heads, physical plant director, athletic director, and members of the university 
administration.  He completed a very good report for a three-phased plan for 
campus development, but with the unreasonable time constraints he was unable to 
complete the drawings to illustrate his recommendations.  I went to Mr. Carlson, 
University Treasurer, to ask that Mr. Ward’s contract be extended so that he might 
complete the drawings.  Unfortunately, this request was refused.  Jim Ward’s 
excellent work was, and is, in the form of a written report, the Ward Report, and 
many of his recommendations were lost.  Readers today might not understand what 
an excellent guide for the University this campus plan provided.  Because certain 
areas near the University were identified as areas to be acquired, a part of the 
report was held confidential until the property was obtained.  Herbert Fowler was 
employed to develop a program and a preliminary design for the Animal Sciences 
Building.

PRESIDENT JOHN T. CALDWELL

President Jones left in the early 1950’s, and Dr. John T. Caldwell followed him 
as president in 1952.  I continued to work in an advisory role with Dr. Caldwell 
regarding campus planning and building design.  At first, I was not certain that 
Dr. Caldwell had the same vision of the University campus as Dr. Jones and I had, 
but he came to share the view and was very supportive of it.  The policy of hiring 
talented young architects and planners that was established during President Jones’ 
tenure was being criticized by state architects, and sometimes with good reason, 



because once or twice the firm selected to continue the preliminary work done on 
campus was asked to reduce their architectural fee.  (See letter from me to President 
Caldwell, page 101, The Curious and The Beautiful.)

At that time, there was a great need for additional buildings.  Grants and loans 
from several federal and state agencies were becoming available.  This required a 
great deal of time in meetings with Mr. Carlson, and later with Mr. Jim Pomfret.  
Different agencies had different conditions and requirements for grants and loans.  I 
thought I had insight as to who might be the best architect for the various buildings.  
President Caldwell often asked me to attend board meetings with him to help 
explain to the Board the reasons for proposing certain architects.  Often the Board 
did not follow these recommendations, and some of the architects were complaining 
again about our attempt to set up an arrangement with Mr. Edward Stone to 
establish an office here to oversee campus work.  Mr. Stone was sincerely interested 
in the campus and in hiring our graduates.  Also, I saw this as an opportunity for 
him to be here more often, so that he might teach in our design studio.  (See letter 
from Dr. Caldwell to Jack Stephens, Fred Pickens, and Paul Sullins, dated Jan. 7, 
1958; letter from Edward Stone to Jack Stephens, dated Jan. 27, 1958; letter from 
Edward Stone to me, dated May 10, 1960, see attached.)

PRESIDENT DAVID MULLINS

Dr. Mullins replaced Dr. Caldwell as president in 1960, and I continued as 
Architectural Advisor.  I was also Chairman of the Architecture Department 
and tried to teach each afternoon.  Dr. Mullins asked me to find someone who 
would have time to take up some of the load.  The Facilities Planning Office was 
created.  I asked that it be separate and not part of Physical Plant.  Vance Cecil, 
then Director of Physical Plant, disagreed somewhat, but Dr. Mullins decided that 
the Facilities Planning Office should be separate.  It was later, when Joe Talley was 
appointed Director of Physical Plant, that the disagreement became very strong.  I 
recommended architect Bill Campbell, who became the first Director of the Facilities 
Planning Office.  Bill Campbell and I worked well together.  He was followed by 
Minor Wallace, architect and former student.  Mr. Talley seemed to become even 
more resentful regarding the separation of Facilities Planning and Physical Plant.  I 
believe that because of lack of proper communication, mistakes were made at that 
time that were not only unfortunate, but sometimes seriously compromised some 
projects on the university campus. (See final section.)

As Dr. Mullins’ health began to fail, he seemed to lose confidence in some of his 
decisions.  He seemed to become more and more dependent on me regarding 
decisions relating to campus building design and planning.  He often asked me to 
attend board meetings to be available if questions arose.

PRESIDENT CHARLES BISHOP

Dr. Bishop became president of the University of Arkansas in 1974.  He did not seem 
to understand or share my vision or concerns for the campus.  He terminated my 
appointment as Architectural Advisor soon after he came here, though I continued 
as Chairman of the Campus Planning and Landscape Committee.  When the 
University System was formed, Minor Wallace and the Facilities Planning Office 
were moved to Little Rock.



During the years I served as Architectural Advisor, we followed a procedure 
outlined in Memo 37 in which I acted as ad hoc advisor in preparing building 
programs with the various Use Committees for every building that was proposed 
on the Fayetteville campus from 1950 to 1975.  I reviewed every preliminary design, 
checked code compliance and working drawings, and wrote letters of approval 
or disapproval of each building.  Sometimes buildings were modified, or totally 
redesigned, or even not built, though at other times my recommendations were not 
followed.  We have buildings in which design and location seriously compromised 
the beauty of the campus.

CAMPUS PLANNING

I was involved in the campus planning, either as advisor or ex officio member, 
as Chairman of the Campus Planning and Landscape Committee during the 
development of the Ward Plan, through the Hamilton-Butt Plan, the Arnold Butt Plans 
1 and 2, and through the Edward D. Stone Jr. Plan for landscaping the area between 
Mullins Library and the Arkansas Union, and along the Senior Walks.  These plans 
included proposed building locations, as well as recommendations for acquiring 
property for increased parking and other needs.  Often the recommendations 
contained in these plans were very good, but it seemed there were always reasons 
they were not followed.  These included lack of funds, disagreement in priority, 
changes in the University administration or on the Board of Trustees, and also, 
unfortunately, a lack of vision or concern by some.

ATHLETICS

Coach John Barnhill also arrived at the University in the fall of 1946.  Although 
he came from the University of Tennessee, he and I had mutual friends, and 
we developed a friendship that lasted until his death.  He had plans for the 
development of the athletic program, but he was also interested in how those plans 
related to academics.  We talked about future facilities.  In the late 1940’s, the 
University and the Board approved the construction of a fieldhouse, later named for 
Mr. Barnhill.  The architect suggested that it be located to the south and centered 
on Razorback Stadium.  Coach Barnhill, President Jones, and the Building and 
Grounds Committee realized that if the building were built there, that it would 
block the view of the valley and hills to the south from the stadium.  The architect’s 
proposed location was changed to the present location of Barnhill Fieldhouse, 
which kept the view to the south open, and did not block the view of campus from 
Razorback Road.  It was my hope that this decision would become a permanent 
guide in considering the location of future buildings in the development of the 
athletic area.

Coach George Cole became Athletic Director when John Barnhill retired.  Although 
Barnhill’s career was cut short by illness, his plans for the Athletic Program were 
fairly well determined.  There was need to expand stadium seating.  As a former 
coach, George Cole preferred end-zone seats because he could observe the plays 
develop.  He hired a friend of his, a local architect, to design an addition to the 
stadium at the north end, where the Frank Broyles Complex is now located.

I was asked to review the plans and discovered there were two areas where sight 
lines were blocked and did not provide vision of the full field.  I reported this and 
asked that some firm specializing in stadium design check it out.  Svertrup and 



Parcel of St. Louis confirmed there were sight line problems, and the plans were 
dropped.

When Coach Frank Broyles became Athletic Director, he sought new advice.  His 
friend, Bob Woodruff, Athletic Director at Tennessee, had formed an association 
with a very good architect, Robert Church.  They proposed the upper deck on the 
west side of the stadium, as it now exists.

Campus Planner Arnold Butt, Dean of Architecture at the University of Florida, 
had prepared a campus plan with a Mr. Hamilton who had worked with President 
Mullins at Auburn.  They were commissioned to prepare a campus plan for the 
University of Arkansas some time shortly after Dr. Mullins became president.  Later, 
Arnold Butt returned to prepare at least one more plan.  These were far-reaching 
plans, but for the most part were not implemented because of lack of funds and/or 
opposition by in-state architects and planners to plans that had been prepared by 
out-of-state architects and planners.

Arnold Butt, Bob Church, and the committee agreed on the location of the HPER 
Building, and although by the time Bud Walton was built I was no longer involved 
in campus plans, I think it is also very well located.  I am disappointed with the 
decision to located the Indoor Practice Facility where it is, because it blocks the view 
down the valley from the lower levels on the west side of the stadium, and it also 
blocks the view of the campus from certain sections of Razorback Road.  I can think 
of other possible locations that might have been considered.

In several instances, different planners came up with the same recommendations, 
as an example, to widen, improve, and extend Gregg Avenue from Dickson Street 
to North Street.  This was a reoccurring recommendation from James Ward’s plan, 
through the Hamilton-Butt Plan and the Arnold Butt Plan, to the present Sasaki-Scott 
Smith Plan.  This could have been done easily and very inexpensively in the early 
years.  Arnold Butt also recommended that the university acquire large parcels 
of vacant land south of North Street and to the west of the proposed extension of 
Gregg Avenue.  Another was recognition of the beauty of the areas seen from the 
university campus, and to keep these views was also mentioned as special to this 
campus.

During the years in which I was involved, I always considered the open area 
between Old Main and Arkansas Avenue as one of the very special and unique parts 
of the campus, and I hope it can be kept open.  I also considered the area between 
the Mullins Library and the Arkansas Union special, and I disagree that the 
addition to the Union is located there.

I also believe that the Senior Walks are special, and I support the idea that the 
Senior Walks and the area between them should be pedestrian without service 
drives or other vehicular traffic crossing these walks.

I suggest the Edward D. Stone Jr.’s plan for planting along the Senior Walks be 
reviewed, and the trees be planted as shown in the plans.

Recently, I heard that a second-level deck had been proposed as a part of the east 
side of Razorback Stadium, and even more recently I heard that permanent seating 
is being planned for the south end of the stadium.  I hope these two options are 



carefully studied.  I continue to believe the view to the south is a special part of 
university football.  I am pleased that the Physical Plant and others have planted 
trees along Razorback Road and throughout the area, as well as on campus.

RECENT CAMPUS BUILDINGS

I have been retired now for fourteen years, but I continue to be interested in the 
campus.  In spite of the fact that the campus landscape is developing well, and a 
couple of the campus buildings have been restored or remodeled, it seems to me 
that campus has lost more than it has gained.  This is because some of the buildings 
should not have been located where they are, and also because the individual 
design of some of the new buildings does not fit or blend well into the overall visual 
quality of the campus.  These buildings do not seem to contribute to architectural 
unity on campus.  This lack of unity has been questioned before in university-wide 
accrediting reports.  Present-day attitudes allow more personal and less discipline 
in several areas of our society and culture, but architectural unity on campus 
should be a long-standing concern, and not discounted because of superficial and 
temporary changes in style and fashion in architecture.

In a principle described as essential in his essay on campus planning, Lewis 
Mumford, a very knowledgeable and distinguished architectural critic stated:

Individual buildings should never be conceived as isolated units, they should 
always be conceived and executed as parts of a whole.  Individual buildings 
should be conceived and modified in terms of the whole—a certain discipline, 
a certain restraint; even a certain sacrifice of private tastes and preferences is 
necessary to achieve a harmony both practical and aesthetic.

RECOMMENDATIONS

I suggest that a procedure and policy be set up at the University of Arkansas, 
Fayetteville, as outlined in my letter to Dan Ferritor and Gerry Bomotti, September 
15, 1992.

There is a problem, however, that could seriously and permanently damage 
the overall visual quality of the campus; there is a serious need for more 
diligent efforts to maintain architectural unity on campus.  While there 
are recent examples of re-establishing architectural excellence such as the 
renovation of Old Main, there are other recent buildings in which the design 
seems to be an unnecessary departure both in geometry and color (an example 
is the Student Services Building).  Certainly at this point the geometric form 
can’t be altered, but surely the color of the “Dryvit” surface could more nearly 
match similar types of surfaces on surrounding buildings.  I find no really 
convincing reasons inside the building for introducing a new angular geometry 
into the campus context.

When an architectural firm is selected by the university, it should be clearly 
understood by the architect that each building is a part of a larger context, and 
while each building should be carefully designed to meet its own individual 
requirements, it should also be designed to contribute to architectural unity 
of the campus.  Each architect should be asked to explain how this will be 
accomplished from the preliminary design phase through the entire process.  



The design should be reviewed to assure that the building will contribute to 
architectural unity of the campus.  Also, there should be a knowledgeable 
university representative who insists on this and sees it through.

I know of instances in the past in which committees representing academic 
accrediting agencies have seriously questioned this problem of the overall 
quality of planning and design on campus; but I believe there is an even 
more important reason for the university to be concerned.  I believe that a 
university has an obligation to teach by example as well as in the classroom, 
the laboratory and the design studio—that the extent to which an institution 
practices what it teaches can be taken as a measure of its integrity—or lack of 
it.

As a teacher of architecture, I would like to see the campus become a beautiful 
environment for teaching and learning; a well planned campus beautifully 
landscaped, with well designed buildings.  Coming to the university to study 
is the first opportunity many students have to see and experience a beautiful 
place.  If they are denied that experience, they are being cheated and 
shortchanged.

Perhaps the advantages of an office similar to the Facilities Planning Office might 
be carefully reviewed.  If Physical Plant and Facilities Planning would agree to 
communicate and work in respectful and supportive manner of each other, I believe 
this would be the most productive procedure for the University of Arkansas.

SOME OF THE MISTAKES THAT WERE BECAUSE OF LACK OF 
COMMUNICATION OR MISUNDERSTANDINGS

Brough Commons:

The Cromwell firm was employed to design Brough Commons.  They employed 
Ernie Jacks to be the project architect.  It was designed as a two-stage building, 
with only the second floor enclosed in the first phase of the construction.  The 
drawings for the second phase showed a 24” to 30” step-down from the outside 
grade to the proposed first-floor slab.  In the first-phase construction, a 10” to 12” 
thick flat slab served as the roof, and a similar slab served as the second floor.  
These were smooth, solid slabs with space for drain lines and other utilities to 
be carried down in chases just under the second-floor slab.  The 24” to 30” step-
down to the first-floor slab was to provide adequate height for the drain and other 
mechanical equipment to be hidden below the first-floor ceiling.  Since this was a 
lift-slab building, there might have been a thin temporary slab to assure a smooth 
slab bottom for the second floor.  A flat grade-level slab was installed which did not 
provide the necessary step-down in areas that required higher ceilings.  Later, this 
oversight became difficult and expensive to work with.

The area between Mullins Library and the Arkansas Union:

During the construction of the HPER Building, this prominent area of campus 
was used to store soil from the excavation for the HPER Building.  The weight of 
the soil combined with that of the dump trucks compacted the soil on the plaza.  
Finally the soil was removed, but the earth under it was compact and did not receive 
proper treatment to absorb water.  The areas between the walks and the central 



paved area were to receive pecan shells to provide a proper mulch which would also 
accommodate foot traffic.  Pine-bark chips were substituted for pecan shells, which 
of course floated to the catch basins during the first heavy rain.  The central raised 
beds were intended to be planted with small flowering trees, but gum trees were 
substituted, and the raised beds with foundations are too restrictive in size to allow 
proper growth of the gum tree.  I have mentioned the substitution of pin oak trees 
for willow oaks along either side of the Senior Walks.  There is a major difference in 
the canopy that would have been typical of willow oaks as compared to pin oaks.

I remember other recommendations that seemed to me to be well thought-out, but 
for some reason they were not followed or carried out.

John Williams




















