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Commentary by Clarke A. Chambers

'on the University of Minnesota qral History Project

Commentary Expressed on April 20 and 21, 1998

in Falcon Heights, Minnesota

This is Clarke Chambers. I'm doing an unusual thing. I had thought of interviewing
myself at the end of this whole oral history project, which has been going for several
years now; but, I thought if I asked myself questions and, then, answered them, it might
seem rather precious. What I am going to try to do over the next couple of days, from
a rough outline, is to talk about the project, how it originated, how it proceeded, how I
organized it, how it went forward, how it changed as it went along, and, then perhaps,
comment on some of the over all, general observations I have from conversing with
almost 130 persons who had spent their lives here at the University of Minnesota. It's
going to be a very informal little account. I hope it will assist persons when they come
to interpret the transcripts of the many interviews I've had with others.

My first comment is historical, which is appropriate for an historian. In the summer and
fall of 1984, Fred Lukermann, who was then dean of the College of Liberal Arts,
suggested that I should interview some folks in the Arts College and in Central
Administration so that that record could be on hand for historians or for anyone else
interested in higher education in the latter part of the Twentieth Century. That was my
first go at it. I began in the summer with a graduate research assistant, a young woman
in Political Science who was working on her master's degree. I had thought that she
might do research in the archives on persons whom I was going to interview on what
their careers had been and what their contributions to the university had been. As a
matter of fact, that didn't work out very well. Perhaps, it was, in some large part, my
own fault. Perhaps, I didn't train her well enough. I found that when I went to doing
research myself, with the help of staff at the University Archives, that I knew what I was
looking for. I was far more efficient and I could get what I wanted quickly and to the
point.

I think I did approximately sixteen or eighteen interviews in the summer and fall,
including one that was really very important. By chance, I was visiting my brother on
the West Coast in Oregon and Met Wilson, who was president from 1960 to 1967, was



living in retirement in Eugene, and 1 thought Mrs. Chambers and 1 would just stop off
and see if I could get an interview with him. Of course, he was delighted and I had a
very civil, interesting conversation with him in the late summer of 1984. The interviews
added up to sixteen or eighteen in all, primarily out of the Arts College because it was
the Arts College that was financing this project; although, I did interview Gerry Shepherd,
who was vice-president for Academic Administration-himself an electrical engineer-and
others as well in administrative circles. Fred Lukermann had been an assistant vice
president working with Gerry Shepherd for a number of years; so, that was a logical
extension. Then, the project pretty well lapsed. What 1 had were the tapes but no
transcripts. I came to realize from 1984 to 1990, 1992, from further inquiries and further
work of my own, that scholars were not about to listen to tapes. It's terribly inefficient.
They go on and on and one gets easily distracted, so it doesn't work very well. We had
to have transcriptions.

When I retired in the fall of 1990, Nils Hasselrno, by then president of the university and
an old colleague in the Arts College, spoke to me several times about the possibility that
I would as an historian take on the task, not only of doing interviews but of doing
research from other primary materials and my own experience at the university, and write
a sequel to James Gray's centennial history of the university, University of Minnesota:
1851-1951, which was published in 1951, with the expectation in mind that in the year
20Ot, the sesquicentennial, wouldn't it be nice to have a sequel to James Gray telling
about the University of Minnesota in the last half of the Twentieth Century? That was
tempting to some degree; but, I retired at age seventy, and in 1990, I realized that when
the writing would have to be done in the later decade of the 1990s, 1998-1999, with the
year 2000 in mind, it might just be that 1 wouldn't have the wit or the energy to sustain
a major book. It's hard work to write a book and I was skeptical of my own capacity in
the late chronological years of my own seventies. So, I held back. We had many
conversations and, then, when I was spending the winter in southern New Mexico in the
little town of Mesilla to get out of the Siberian winters here in Minnesota, we had
correspondence about the possibility of my doing at least a series of interviews with
persons whose lives had been central to the history of the University of Minnesota in the
last half of the Twentieth Century. That struck me as a much more feasible project and
one that I would enjoy taking on.

We had to worry about budget. Sara Evans, who was then chair of History, helped me
work it out and experts at the Minnesota Historical Society, including Jim Fogerty, cued
me in on procedures and what the best recording machines were for doing this work. So,
when I came back in the summer of 1994, J began the second phase-the first one having
been the summer/fall of 1986. In 1994, J picked it up again and just this winter, in
March of 1998, I completed what I think is probably my last two interviews, one with
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President Hasse1mo, who was retired last summer, and now living in his home in Tucson.
I interviewed Mr. Hasselmo for a number of hours and, then, I interviewed his wife. Pat.
I think those are probably the last ones I will do.

Let me say right off the top that Mr. Hasselmo's perception of the project-one that we
shared from the beginning-was that the history should not be a typical institutional
history. There are a lot of them and they're all very limited. I did research, when first
I started in 1984 and again when I picked it up in 1994, on the writing of institutional
history. They tend to be bureaucratic, really from the top down, looking at presidents and
organizing chapters by who was president and what buildings were created and what a
great place and what winning teams there were. There weren't very many good models
for me to go on. The University of Wisconsin has had a continuing program for many
years-they are now, I think, on volume four-but they chopped up their history into
twenty, twenty-five year periods. They started back in the origins of the mid Nineteenth
Century and, then, came forward from there. Merle Curti and Vernon Carstensen started
the project. More recently, other historians have picked it up. In that case, it was
difficult to see the forest for the trees. The stories were largely anecdotal, not without
relevance and significance but it was another kind of exercise. It was still institutional
history.

Both President Nils Hasselmo and I really wanted to avoid that as much as we could. Of
course, you have to focus on the institution. Presidents are not unimportant. Vice
presidents for Academic Affairs are not unimportant and so it goes. But, we really
wanted to get a sense of what the two of us agreed was a study of the culture of higher
education-culture, of course, in the anthropological sense-that would include modes of
governance and self-governance as an important part of culture. Politics and government
are not unimportant; but, the chief focus was intended to be on the intellectual, academic
autobiographies with persons who saw the university through its chief missions of
teaching, learning, research, publication, citizenship within the university, and outreach
to various communities within the state and the region. As it turned out, the region is
the world. One of the interesting things-I knew it but I didn't appreciate its full
extent-was the outreach of the University of Minnesota to have global influence in the
later part of the Twentieth Century. Chiefly, then, I intended to gather on tape
intellectual, academic autobiographies. Where did persons get their origin of interest?
What turned them on? What paths of education had they taken through the Ph.D.? Who
were their mentors? What support came from the family? Why had they chosen to be
a geographer or a chemical engineer? For me, at least, those parts of my interviews,
which often took twenty, twenty-five, thirty minutes ... when you start asking somebody
what they did when they were a kid and how they got excited about something in the
intellectual world, it's a very engaging enterprise indeed. A primary way into
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understanding the culture was, then, through combined autobiographies of individuals who
had played important roles at this university.

I didn't have a set skeleton or outline, but there were things that I wanted in every
interview to cover in one way or another. One certainly was a description of the
department, the college, the university when the individual being interviewed arrived here,
whenever that was. One person, at least, was here in the 1940s as a student, but others
came in the 1950s, and 1960s, and 1970s. I wanted to know what cultures did they
perceive in the department, in the discipline, in the college when they got here, systems
of incentives, systems of reward, systems of governance within the department. I was
interested also, once they came to the University of Minnesota, on the course of their
research agendas. How did they move from one area to another? One research physician,
Ivan Frantz, Jr., whom I interviewed, had moved from cancer to heart. That's a strange
leap and he explains it. How do they change? How do teaching strategies and structures
change over the years? What relative emphasis on undergraduate, graduate, and
professional education came about? Did they engage in interdisciplinary or cross
disciplinary research? How did they perceive the changing quality or motives and
dynamics of the student body whom they worked with? Then, always, I tried to move
the person being interviewed into commenting on varied forms of outreach. As it turns
out, they were very diverse. This university is entangled in the region, the state, and the
world, and the nation in diverse and very exciting ways. I was interested also in what
citizenship role individuals had played within the republic of the academy at every level.
What did they do within the department, in the college, on university-wide committees?

Much of that clutter of autobiographical detail was not always directly relevant to the
proposed university history; but, I was gathering these interviews not alone for the
history, which will be written by the year 2000, but interested also in casting as wide a
net as I could for persons interested in different disciplines. How did ecology grow out
of biology? How did molecular biology rise out of microbiology? There are all kinds
of questions that aren't always directly relevant to institutional history. But, again, I was
trying to get at the cultural heart of higher education thinking that the University of
Minnesota is not all that peculiar-although, as I discovered, it certainly is in some
ways-so that one could understand and appreciate better the trends of higher education
in these last fifty years. Perhaps, what I had in mind was the notion of Clifford Geertz,
the great cultural anthropologist, that with a weight of concrete detail and thick self
description from telling one's own life, perhaps, one could get an angle at least on these
central concerns that I had and Mr. HasseImo had shared.

In advance of every interview I did, I more than causal background research but it wasn't
definitive and it wasn't exhaustive. I went to the University Archives and dug out what
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was available there on a given individual. Frequently, there was a great deal of
interesting infonnation that I could draw on; but, I learned as I went along that it was
important also two or three weeks in advance of an interview to ask the person to be
interviewed to provide an annotated curriculum vitae of his career and education and,
then, to jot down an agenda of things that she or he felt had been important in their career
here at Minnesota. Often I was surprised. Individuals, after all, know their own careers
better than I possibly could from research in primary materials. Now, maybe others
wouldn't agree that what they did was important; but certainly, it was the case that they
knew their own lives. I discovered very quickly that by asking them to do the homework
before we sat down to have a conversation that the two of us were able not to have an
outline or a skeleton but have broad areas that we wanted to talk about. If I had them
before me, I could note ... you said that so and so was important and let's tum to that
now. I think it worked rather well. I should say also that in the University Archives, I
had the expert assistance of Penny Krosch, who is director of the University Archives,
and of Lois Hendrickson, who is A+. She was very quick in knowing where I might go
to discover what I needed.

As I went along, I learned that what the manuals of oral interviewing set forth as
appropriate procedures were not fully valid for the kind of project I was engaged in. I
was not a neutral outside observer doing lots of study and then asking a unifonn menu
of set questions. Such kinds of interviews tend to be really quite mechanical. After all,
almost without exception, the persons whom I interviewed were known to me. We had
worked on committees together. We knew each other socially. We knew each other in
informal ways at the Campus Club. There was, I think, in almost every instance, a kind
of ease and I like to think-maybe it's not always true in every case-a kind of mutual
respect. I was known to them by my reputation and work that we'd done together and
I knew them in the same way. Even if we had never met, we knew each other by
reputation. I think that provided an environment for conversation rather than questioning.
I'd been warned by the manuals, "One must not set up a conversation and suggest counter
points of view or draw on your own experience;" but, with the men and women I talked
with, to share an experience turned out to be far more effective in provoking them to push
their own perceptions to deeper and wider points.

I also learned very quickly that the real key to the success of any oral history project-I
had not appreciated it when I went into it-was to have a partner, a transcriber, A woman
who is a professional transcriber and herself an oral historian was recommended to me
by the Minnesota Historical Society: Beverly Hermes, whose name appears on every
interview that she transcribed. We met and right away hit it off. She was helpful not
only in providing accurate, grammatical transcriptions-if people used bad language, she
put it in-but she knew also when to paragraph, when to put in semicolons and she knew
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what the subject matter was. She was a constant source of support throughout it all. We
came to be really very close professional associates and friends in the course of our work
together and her encouragement was of central importance to me. It was she who
suggested that I debrief myself at the end as a way to help others understand the
transcripts that are there for study. They are all typed and in the University Archives.

It was also important early on to craft a release form, a short form and a long form so
that if one wanted to add restrictions that could be done. I haven't made a close count
but I think it's no more than four of the interviews that I did out of the 130 that the
person being interviewed said, "I would like to have this closed and used only with my
permission," which is perfectly respectable. Sometimes, it was with a very good point.
They were saying things that they didn't want the whole world to know. If a qualified
scholar asks for permission, of course, permission would be given. Almost everyone
selected the short release form.

Of the persons I interviewed-although, my focus was deliberately on teaching, learning,
research, publication, citizenship, and outreach-many faculty became administrative
officers. When they did so, I interviewed deans and assistant vice-presidents and
directors of international programs and so on. I also interviewed a number of persons
whom we know at the University of Minnesota as P&A, that is Professional and
Administrative. Librarians, for example, I interviewed a number of them and a number
of persons who are professional managers within Morrill Hall or within the Arts College
. . . persons of that sort because their contributions were central in importance also. I
should add quickly that I interviewed only one civil servant and I think that was a
mistake. If I could start again and had lots of time and lots of money, I would probably
try to spread myself out there. I did a lot of sounding out of other civil servants as to
who would really do a good job and I got a young woman who was just superb, Gladys
McKenzie. She knew the university from a point of view that few others could manage,
a highly intelligent, very articulate woman of deep commitment to the university and very
skeptical and very critical of the university, of course, as perceived by a civil servant.
I should have had more but I didn't. I also made efforts, I think more successfully here,
to interview community leaders outside the university: businessmen, engineers,
philanthropists, and persons who had known or served the university on the Minnesota
Foundation raising money for various projects at the university. I interviewed persons in
the Minnesota Orchestra, also in museums and scholarly societies outside the academy
itself. I interviewed a couple of reporters and journalists and lobbyists to get a sense of
the political environment in the state of Minnesota in these last fifty years. I haven't
counted them but fifteen or so, maybe twenty, of the persons I interviewed were not
within the university but outside the university and deeply committed to the university.
I think that helped provide a certain balance.
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Looking back, however, at the 130 persons-it may be 129~ I'm not going to count
them-that I interviewed, shortcomings become clear. There's an over representation of
persons from the College of Liberal Arts. I apologize for that and to explain it in some
part, the Arts College has been historically the largest and most central college for the
basic disciplines of any intellectual enterprise. Because it was the college I knew best
also had something to do with it, of course. I had interviews with engineers and with
some people in the Medical School but there are two major neglects that I should point
out at once. One is that I don't have enough interviews from the Health Sciences, the
Medical School, the School of Nursing, and so forth. That is explained, in some part, by
the fact that I held back from doing those interviews until I knew more about the
university. By the time, let us say 1996, 1997, that I was reasonably well-informed, the
Medical School, particularly, and the Health Sciences generally, were in utter turmoil.
I had interviews set up with several people and they seemed willing enough to talk~ but,
then, they would call up and say, "Oh! something has come up. I can't do it. Maybe we
could try it next week." We would try it next week and that wouldn't work then either.
From conversing with people around the university, it became clear to me that the furor
around reorganization, around the loss of patients in the University Hospital and clinics,
around the Dr. John Najarian episode, made it unlikely that any person in the Health
Sciences could really give me what it was I was looking for. I knew that if they were
unwilling interviewees, it was unlikely to be profitable. So, with the Medical School, I
wish I'd started interviews earlier but I did not. I have three or four people from the
Medical School but that's not enough; I should have had more.

There's no one from Intercollegiate Athletics. I must confess that that was just a personal
shortcoming, a neglect that has no source of meaning except my own lack of
understanding and enthusiasm for Intercollegiate Athletics. I wish I had or I wish
someone who knew that field better would have done it in partnership with me.~ but, we
did not and I regret that that's the case.

There are no interviews with students~ although, some of the people I interviewed had
been students at the University of Minnesota and had come onto faculty so that would be
an exception. By and large, I don't have any. I think that is explained by the fact that
we have a student body of 50,000 at any given time. How does one select students? The
process of selection would have biased the conversation at once. I could have
interviewed students of my own but that would have served no purpose. I just didn't have
the facilities or the means to try to get a random sample. How would I find out where
they were? It was just too complicated with the limited time and resources I had. So,
there are no students except those who happened to have been faculty who had been
students at the University of Minnesota in one fashion or another.
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There was also-people reading these interviews should be sensitive to it-a conscious,
if sometimes perhaps misguided, concentration on persons of long career at Minnesota;
so, there is built in a kind of generational bias. There is a disproportionate selection of
persons to be interviewed who came early on, some in the 1950s, many in the 1960s, and
some in the 1970s. I did not think that what I was interested in doing, to see the trend
and the development of higher education over fifty years, could be done by talking with
someone who had been here four, or five, or six years-maybe I should have. If I had
more time, perhaps, I would have; but, I did not. Readers of these transcripts should have
that in mind. There is a generational bias, in some case conscious and in some case
arising out of my own subjective perception of what the project was designed to do.

For persons interested in the selection on other grounds, gender for example . .. I think
that approximately twenty-five percent, perhaps a bit more of the persons I interviewed,
were women. That means a disproportionate number. In the 1950s and 1960s, women
did not constitute twenty-five percent of the faculty or administrative staff at the
University of Minnesota; but, I knew that the coming of women into the academy in the
1970s in great number and in the 1980s in greater number was something that should be
attended to. So many of the younger persons I interviewed were, in fact, women. Maybe
I should have had more of the younger generation; but, I did want to catch the impact of
feminism upon the development of the university in these decades.

While I'm in the confessing mood, I might say also that I underestimated the time I would
need to spend on editing transcripts. That came to be a tedious assignment: the
misspelling of names had to be corrected; identification of organizations with their proper,
accurate, full title had to be made; and dates were freq uently wrong. In these instances,
I followed the lead of my transcriber, Beverly Hermes. If a person made a mistake in
date, we left that in and, then, in brackets, we would say, "The date really was 1971, not
1965," or what have you; so, the transcript itself reflects the true spoken words. We did
not edit or change or delete or add anything except to correct spelling and correct dates
and identification of professional societies and matters of that sort. I also spent a certain
amount of time doing logs on all of the transcriptions in the expectation that if there were
a log, people could go quickly to the right page and see what subject was under
discussion. I'm not sure that that was very useful. It took a lot of my energy and I
finally wearied of it and I may not have, at the end, done a very good job on it. My
primary contribution was conversing with persons about shared values, shared experiences
in this attempt to understand the culture of higher education in the last half of the
Twentieth Century.

I say all these things not in regret or in complaint but in some part to put the record
straight and to advise future oral interviewers of the burdens they may not at first
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recognize or appreciate. I had no idea the editing would take so much time. I knew I
had to do research ahead of time. I didn't realize I'd run out of budget so quickly. I kept
budget back for the transcription because that was vital. A lot of the work, the last
several years, was done pro bono because there just wasn't the budget to cover salary.
I say that without any sense of disappointment. I was having a good time.

At this point, let me quickly add what a joy it was to me personally. The interviewing
was stimulating and exciting. It deepened my intellectual and professional relationships
with a number of persons whose careers I thought I knew rather well. But sometimes,
when the two or three hours, the hour and a half, were up, I'd think, oh! I should have
known this person better. We could have been good friends and we were just colleagues
who shared a place and a time. It was a joy also to most persons who were interviewed.
They prepared conscientiously. Everybody likes to tell their own story. There's no story
better than the narrative that one constructs of one's past. Of course, we're always
skeptical of our capacity to be self-serving. As I think back upon it though, many of
these interviews were self-critical. Many of them were not self-serving in any explicit
way. Very few people had agendas to run. They just relaxed into this conversation and
told their life, and their joys, and their frustrations, and what the 1960s were like for
them.

Let me give an illustration. I had been active myself in various social movements of the
1960s. I wasn't a leader but I was excited by civil rights, and by the ecology movement,
and by feminism. I really moved into research involving women in the past, in part
because of the 1960s. I was opposed to the Vietnam War by 1967 and 1968. I had
thought those were the excitements of the 1960s-indeed they were. But, as I interviewed
a number of people, they would begin to sit on the edge of their chair, and their eyes
would brighten, and they would lean forward, and they would begin to tell what the 1960s
meant to them. Pretty soon I began to recognize that although many shared my social
concerns, they were also excited about access to money to do what they wanted to do.
That's part of the story I want to comment on a bit later. Beginning in the late 1950s
and, then, in a rush in the 1960s and early 1970s, persons who never had access to major
research funding could get money to do what they wanted to do, to travel, to hire research
assistants, and that was exciting. It was that intellectual, career excitement that so often
came through. It made me realize how complex the 1960s were, that we did as an
institution, as other institutions of higher learning did, respond to societal needs and
pressures in the 1960s; but, my god! how the money rolled in and that was a part of the
story that I knew but I didn't realize its full dimension.

Many persons, once the machine was turned off and we shook hands and thanked each
other and talked about current affairs, would say with a certain wistfulness, "I didn't know
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anybody really cared." That struck me poignantly. I don't have it on tape. They always
said it after the tape was turned off. Certainly, it must have been an uplift to many
persons to be able to tell their stories and have it recorded for posterity. The excitement
and the pleasure of any number of persons was so very clear to me. One who had asked
me for a transcript copy for his own use---eight or ten people did-reported later that his
wife had read it with delight and surprise at all her husband had accomplished over his
years at the university. 1 got the sense from the way he was telling the story that there
was, at least, a momentary boost in demonstrative affection from the spouse on reading
his story.

1 want to tum now to certain major themes that emerged-some 1 had anticipated.
Conversations provided details, concrete anecdotes, for instances. Some 1 had at the
outset barely divined and some observations came as a surprise.

I'll begin with a few conclusions that are difficult to weigh but 1think they are valid. For
example, as a beneficiary of the G.I. Bill of Rights myself-I did my Ph.D. work at
Berkeley from 1946 to 1950-1 knew from my experience and that of many of my friends
that the revolution in post secondary education that flowed from that public investment
was perfectly enormous. As my interviews went along, that hunch was profoundly
confirmed. 1 began to see more clearly that the G.I. Bill brought a new set of persons
into the professoriate-different in class, different in ethnic heritage, different in
religion-quite substantially different from the Anglo-Northern European, patrician and,
yes, male and white faculty who had dominated the academy from the beginning of the
century or back into the Nineteenth Century, down to around 1940. The Second World
War was a real cutting point. The G.I. bill permitted persons of my generation, persons
of working-class parentage, persons whose parents came from southern and eastern
Europe, not from Scotland or England but from Italy and Poland and Yugoslavia,
Catholics and eastern European Jews. The academy had always had a number of very
distinguished Jewish professors but most of them, until the 1940s and 1950s, had been
German Jews, mostly of reformed Judaism. The sons and, then, later the daughters who
came into the academy because of the original impulse of the G.I. Bill were quite a
different sort. The G. I. Bill just burst open, undergraduate and graduate alike, the
student body and, in time, the faculty. I knew this from my own experience in history;
but, it repeated itself in so many areas, in the humanities and social sciences particularly
but in the exact sciences as well. This new generation coming into the academy in the
1950s asked different questions, sought out different bodies of evidence, devised new
theoretical insights, and proposed new hypotheses. In history it was history from the
bottom up, the so-called new social history, that I played a modest part in at the
University of Minnesota. It was this generation coming into the academy in the 1950s
and 1960s that very quickly became impatient with hierarchal and patriarchal management
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of departments and colleges. They wanted a piece of the action. I don't think it was a
matter of being politically correct. It was a matter that so many of these young
persons-young in the 1950s-came from a different class, a different ethnic background,
a different religious backgrounds and they just had to come with new perceptions and new
agendas for research and teaching. Once that was opened up, then of course, African
Americans began to come into the academy to study as graduate students in the 1960s
and 1970s. Of course, the big impulse was the coming of women, an increase not so
much in undergraduate enrollment but in professional and graduate school enrollment in
the late 1960s and at an accelerated pace in the 1970s. It started in 1945. The university
would never be the same again and, certainly, the University of Minnesota was not.

A related comment . . . I wish that I could go back and re-interview some of the
respondents because it wasn't until I was half way into the project in 1994 and 1995 that
I began to realize how many of the persons I was interviewing were the first of their
family ever to go beyond high school, and in many cases, the only person in their family
ever to go beyond high school. That raised questions. I couldn't go back and ask all
these people over again one question: what members of your family had gone on to
higher education? It just had to fall out. Near the end of my project, I did go back and
look at a lot of them and I discovered about a third, maybe thirty-five or forty percent,
never talked about this at all because I hadn't been sensitive to it early enough. But, of
those who did mention-volunteer-that information, about sixty percent of the persons
I interviewed, of all sorts and disciplines, were the first ever in their family to go beyond
high school and, often, they remained the only member of their family to do so. Now,
here is a circumstance that certainly changed the nature of higher education, and teaching,
and research. Here was social mobility with a vengeance. One can only speculate at
sources of ambition, at factors of personality and circumstances that led them on, and
what the consequences were for their teaching and research. Did it make a difference that
John Brandl in the Humphrey Institute and Public Administration was the first and only
person of his family, a large Polish family on a hard scrabble farm in Steams County,
Minnesota, to go St. John's University? What difference did it make to his career that he
was from that background? He was a sport. Why him? Why not somebody else? I
don't know. It is, to me, impressive, the very large number of persons who broke out of
family tradition. I think it was the encouragement of the expectation of going on that
came in 1945, 1950, and 1960; but, certainly more than that. Some people broke out;
many people did not. If I were reading these transcripts de novo, which some will be
doing, I would certainly keep my eye on that.

Certainly, there were different styles of research and teaching. I think the trend toward
democratization in department and university governance beginning in the 1960s relates
not only to the different class, and ethnic, and religious backgrounds but also to the fact
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that these persons are rebels. They're breaking out. They're doing something different.
They weren't going to sit around and let the management of the university proceed as it
had for so many decades. They were in a take-over mode from the traditional faculty,
which was conservative, patrician, patriarchal, hierarchical. They would have none of it.
Now, it's also true that social trends, generally, in the American counter culture of the
1960s provided a hospitable environment for a revolution in academic style and structures.
These factors were generational. They were class, ethnic, and soon gender. These forces
were at work. The fathers and grandfathers were pushed aside by the youngsters-the
youngsters who were more diverse, more radical, more spontaneous, more innovative,
more populist, and certainly less deferential. One sees in the mid 1960s a very sudden
change, partly it's counter culture, partly it's the fact that another generation is coming
into influence. There was a quick change.

I think it took place in two or three years in dress codes. When I think of 1950 and 1951
at the University of Minnesota and many other places, a faculty person had a costume and
was dressed in a tweed jacket, and slacks, and shirt, and tie. Very soon, it was slacks and
sweaters and no tie at all. The informality in dress met informality in teacher/student
relations, as well, and in the relations among faculty. Again, I know from my own
experience-I've heard other people say it-that in 1951 when I came, junior faculty
addressed their senior colleagues as "Professor" so and so or at least "Mister" so and
so-rarely, "Miss" or "Mrs." because there weren't many women in the faculty, at that
time; but, by 1965, almost everyone was on a first name basis of familiarity. Students
called their instructors by first names, frequently not invariably. It depended upon
discipline frequently. Systems of traditional deference surely were subverted. There are
lot of little signs in the interviews that that was, indeed, the case.

Another subjective observation. .. Persisting throughout the last half of the Twentieth
Century and longer than that-I really am talking about higher education at a large public
research university-was the centrality of the discipline intellectually and the department
politically in the life of the university. Often it took really extravagant forms of near
autonomy of the department in policy matters. Oh, it's true that one needed new staff.
The enlargement of the staff in the 1960s and the early 1970s was really spectacular. The
money had to come from the dean and he might have an advisory committee or he might
just be responding to departmental chairs; but, the definition of new positions, the search
for persons to fill them remained largely, I would even say overwhelmingly, a
departmental affair. In many of the interviews that notion will be manifest. Part of the
democratization of departments in the late 1960s, especially in CLA, was insistence on
the process of election to positions as chairs rather than selection by the dean after
consultation with select senior faculty. Once the chairs owed their position to secret
ballot, they had a kind of base of power or influence not dependant upon the dean's
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pleasure. I think that the democratization, then, of the late 1960s and 1970s contributed
to an acceleration in the tendency toward the autonomy of the department in deciding
matters of curriculum, personnel, budget, criteria for promotion, and so on. Of course,
there were college standards and university standards; but, in one case after another in
these interviews, the authority of the department is something and the chairs, unlike the
former heads who were appointed by the deans, were responsive to their whole faculty
and that made a difference in the governance and in the intellectual environment.

Countering this tendency-very unevenly across the university-were efforts in the 1960s
and particularly in the early 1970s to create interdisciplinary or cross-disciplinary
curricula. Minnesota had pioneered in Humanities and General Studies in the late 1930s
and 1940s. American Studies, a premier department program at the University of
Minnesota, was founded in 1944 as a general education program. Liberal education,
general education was there. In the 1960s, I think, in large part in response to student
demands and needs and expressions, there was a great deal of pedagogical transformation
that brought about various kinds of experimentation, Cross-Disciplinary Studies in CLA,
perhaps, most notably but in University College, University Without Walls, individually
designed majors, Experimental College ... one can go on and you'll catch them in the
interviews. There was that experimentation across departmental lines in the 1960s at an
accelerated pace. It had been there at Minnesota since the 1940s at least and, perhaps,
with General College back into the 1930s; but, many of these programs fell victim to
fiscal retrenchment in the 1970s-1'11 come to that later-and to the fatigue of professors
who had been in the forefront of innovation. It took very heroic dedication to participate
in these cross-disciplinary programs For the most part-again, the interviews will talk
about this-colleagues, chairs, deans rarely rewarded these contributions with merit pay.
It was after school was out that those energies had to be invested and, in time,
participants tended to drop out. They returned to their own disciplinary projects for
research and for teaching. After all, it is true the departments had courses they felt they
had to cover. Individual faculty could be released for extra department programs only at
a sacrifice to core programs which were considered because of the departmental and
disciplinary focus of higher education to be of first, major, importance. Furthermore,
cross-disciplinary work tended to run against the powerful force of disciplinary
specialization and subspecialization. I'm going to return to that theme-at least I have it
on my outline for later-which I think led to a fragmentation. Let me postpone that for
a moment.

Still on the issue of departmental autonomy ... I should mention the extremes to which
that ran in the Health Sciences. One can trace this down in primary materials.
Somewhere around the figure of thirty departments in the Medical School, maybe it was
thirty-four, separate departments within the Medical School, each department with a
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head-they were never democratized-a head whose power arose primarily from control
over government grants, especially from the National Institutes of Health. These
departments were fiefdoms. The heads were often very distinguished surgeons and
specialists of national and international reputation-properly so. They were innovators of
organ transplant, for example. The Medical School in the 1950s, 1960s, 1970s was
innovative in so many ways. The level of medical technology certainly increased to the
benefit of patients and to society and community generally. But, with the university,
these heads enjoyed really unchallenged and unsupervised control over hiring, firing,
salary, access to lab space, access to office space, access to research assistants, and on
and on and on. To me, it is clear hearing, less from the Medical School-as I say, I only
have several interviews there-from persons who saw this working on the Judicial
Committee, for example, in the university that procedures and personnel in the Medical
School were not subject to due processes commonly in place in most other nooks of this
sprawling university. Procedures were often arbitrary and, from the point of view of
those who suffered, unfair, of course. Deans of the Medical School, vice-presidents for
Health Sciences were largely powerless to oversee personnel and dedication of research
grants. Dean Robert Howard, in the mid 1960s, 1963, 1964, in the Medical School,
sought to persuade Central Administration and the university president, Met Wilson, to
empower executive officers above the departmental level; but, Met Wilson wouldn't touch
it, if my perceptions are even approximately accurate. After all, the Health Sciences had
enormous political and community support. The surgeons were the heroes in the
community and had sources of support in the legislature, sources of support throughout
the state-which is understandable; this is not a matter to fault them-which made it
extraordinarily difficult for Central Administration to get a handle. Subsequent
presidents-if my reading is correct; sometimes one has to read between the lines or
between the spoken words-kept hands off as well from Malcolm Moos, C. Peter
Magrath, right on through until the legal crisis came in the mid 1990s out of the Najarian
affair. Persons interested in this subject can, of course, investigate in many places, not
so much with the oral interviews but in primary materials that are widely available for
anyone seriously interested. I have no heart and not enough detailed information to
untangle that complex set of events. My comments are intended rather and merely to
illustrate the persisting centrality of departments or disciplines in all affairs: personnel,
budget, outreach, teaching, research, the whole mission of the University of Minnesota.

As a footnote to that but still to the same point, and quickly, there are comments scattered
throughout the interviews by persons who had served at various times on the university's
Judicial Committee, which is a grievance committee of sorts to oversee that procedures
in personnel follow regular procedures. One will find there comments on the
disproportionate number of due process cases arising from arbitrary procedures in the
Medical School-procedures perceived to be arbitrary, in any case~ver a long period of
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time. It measures, in some part what others can see when they read some of these
interviews, the enonnous-I'll say more than chasm-grand canyon stretching along
Washington Avenue with the Medical School, the Health Sciences, to the south of
Washington Avenue and the rest of us, to the north. It was a major division and the
Medical School and the Health Sciences, generally, were more autonomous because they
had outside financial sources of influence. They didn't have to depend upon some dean,
or vice-president, or president. Well, I'm not writing the history. Someone else, happily,
is doing that. These commentaries are just general reflections on my experience as I
listened to the 130 persons I interviewed.

Let me switch for awhile to what I have come to see as a breaking of the story, 1950 to
1998, into logical, chronological eras. After all, historians have but one logic and that
is chrono-Iogic. Things happen in sequence. Historians, forever, have to be engaged in
defining eras, defining segments of time in which there was a certain style, a certain set
of values, a certain tendency, a certain direction in teaching and research. It may be that
scholars, other than myself, five or ten or twenty years from now who, I hope, will be
reading these transcripts, will see things differently. After all, we don't know how things
will turn out. I'm talking from the perspective of 1998. We don't know what's going to
happen in 2005 or 2010. It seems to me, from my perspective here in 1998, that the story
falls logically into three large parts, with lags and overlaps, of course. Chronologies are
never precise. One can say that Met Wilson came as president of the university in 1960
and resigned in 1967. That's the Wilson Era; but, history isn't defined alone by
presidencies. So, I want to suggest what these three eras were to me as I reflect on the
interviews and on my own experience.

One can start with James Morrill's Administration which ran from 1945 to 1960. The
early years, 1945, 1950, 1951 were dominated by heroic efforts and patchwork strategies
to accommodate the flood of new students that came with the G.1. Bill. James Gray ends
his centennial history in 1951, just at that moment. I see the years 1950, 1951, up to
1956 or 1956, still the Morrill years, as years of relative stability and consolidation;
although, McCarthyism was de-stabilizing even in Minnesota. We had our Oppenheimer
Case and we had our Wiggins Case in philosophy, the first involving security issues in
nuclear physics and the second, the denial of tenure to a black member of the Department
of Philosophy. There were issues that the AAUP, American Association of University
Professors, had to take up. But, for the most part, if one looks at it, the university was
on top of things in 1945,1950,1955. I think it makes a pretty clear era. The G.I. Bill
had created an expectation that increasing proportions and numbers of high school
graduates would enroll in institutions of higher education. Those figures can be checked
out easily.
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Then, I think relatively suddenly-although, at the time, you never see things quite as
clearly-there was a major shift in financial resources following the 1957 launching of
Sputnik. That was a dramatic event. In the midst of the Cold War, it stirred up enormous
anxiety in society and, therefore, in the community and, therefore, in the university about
the security of the nation, and science, and America's role as a global power. Following
Sputnik in 1957, we didn't have to wait for President John F. Kennedy; although, things
were accelerated with the creation of the National Aeronautic and Space Administration,
NASA. Even before then, grants from the federal government began to rise-the National
Defense Education Act, NDEA; the Department of Defense itself; the National Institutes
of Health; and, then, in the 1960s, the National Institute of Mental Health; the National
Endowment for the Humanities; the National Endowment for the Arts; Fulbright
fellowships in the social science fields and health; and international programs from
Rockefeller and Ford-and the money really began to roll in and 1957 is a point of
change. We didn't see it at once; but, in the late 1950s and early 1960s and then at an
accelerated pace in the 1960s and early 1970s, access of the academy to outside support,
the proportion of financial support coming from legislative appropriations decreased.
They might increase in absolute numbers but as a proportion of the total costs of doing
business at the university, they began to decrease exactly at that point. The Languages
get a big boost from the National Defense Education Act. It goes on and on. I'm not
going to recite all the materials.

It introduces what I think is the second major era which stretches from the late 1950s into
the mid 1970s, twenty years, let us say. I should add to that observation that this was
within the growth of the national economy, which doubled the standard of living of the
American citizen, measured in real terms, from 1945 to 1975. Real income, real per
citizen income, real standards of living doubled between 1945 and 1975. Real economic
growth created an enormous social surplus. Although, there was competition for that
surplus, higher education was certainly high on the priority lists, often because education
was seen as a way to advance the American cause in the Cold War and as a global
power. So, the money comes in and the money transforms almost every discipline in the
university. Persons can engage now in research that they didn't have the money to engage
in in earlier decades. That, it seems to me, is the second major era, roughly from
1957-retrenchments begin in 1971-up until 1975, 1976. Monies continue. I'm talking
about trends. The trends, to me, are rather clear. The gold begins to fade in the 1970s.
I became chairman in May 1971. The first call ] had from the dean was to retrench the
department's budget, I forget, by three percent or something like that.

There are other things that happened in the early to mid 1970s. One was political. The
state legislature in the early 1970s, for the first time in decades, came under control of
the Democratic Farmer Labor Party. The legislature itself was reapportioned and made
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itself professional. I mean by that that state legislators got higher salaries, membership
became almost a full time career, and legislators were assigned full time regular staff.
This meant that legislators had the means now to analyze, on their own, very complex
budgets proposed by the university. For decades, the university had depended on the
goodwill of powerful senior outstate Republican senators to carry the university's budget.
That advantage was lost. It's also true in the 1970s that there was an increased demand
of health, welfare, corrections, prisons, all of which competed with higher education for
state funds. It is also in the 1970s-there's no precise date but it comes in the early
1970s-that state government set a goal of an institution of post secondary education
within thirty or thirty-five miles of every high school in the state. Now, that was an
ambitious project. The community colleges, vocational/technical colleges, state university
campuses all competed for funds and each one of those institutions enjoyed the support
of local legislators and state senators. The University of Minnesota-Duluth did well; but,
Twin Cities legislators proved not to be protectors of the Twin Cities' campus in the same
degree. Bemidji, Winona, Mankato, St. Cloud-run down the list-and all those junior
colleges, community colleges, vo-tech colleges, and the state university campuses all had
loyal supporters and the University of Minnesota Twin Cities' campus came not to be the
only game in the state.

It was also in the early 1970s, 1973, 1974, that inflation began to set in-no fault of the
university but just national and international trends. The embargo on oil that came, I
think in 1974, sent a shiver of inflation through the entire country. That meant that
salaries lagged in 1975, 1980, 1981; whereas, the relative economic position of the faculty
had been a favorable one, increasingly favorable, from the late 1950s to the early to mid
1970s when the reverse was the case. When retrenchments came for all of these reasons,
then, the bidding became different and the mood of the university became different. The
money just did not go as far and money was being cut back, relatively speaking. Again,
if you look at absolute funds, of course, the National Institutes of Health continued to be
a major source of income for the Health Sciences. Relatively speaking, retrenchment sets
in. We didn't know it right away; but, it's certainly there.
It's also true-let this be a defining part of the middle period as I see it, 1957 to 1975,
plus or minus-the emergence in the 1960s of all kinds of societal issues: environment,
civil rights, feminism, urban problems, housing, poverty, youth counter culture, anti-war
movement, and so on. It is in the late 1960s and early 1970s that the university responds
with Experimental College, with Living Learning Center, with Afro-American Studies,
with Chicano Studies, with American Indian Studies, and, in time, with Women's Studies.
They all come in the late 1960s and early 1970s and in response to societal pressures, at
that time-but also the money is there still. That's still part of the second phase.
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Then, you see, in the mid 1970s, there comes retrenchment, there comes a cut back, there
comes a competition for funds, there comes a legislature reapportioned and far more
sensitive to local institutions than to the University of Minnesota. It seems to me that all
of these things add up so that a third era, as I see it, begins in the mid 1970s and extends
still to the present time. This is an era characterized by retrenchment and reallocation of
funds, by the necessity to plan, and by what President Kenneth Keller came to call in the
mid 1980s a Commitment to Focus and Mr. Hasselmo's University 2000. They are all
responding to the changed conditions in the third era from 1975 to 1995, let us say. ['m
speculating here. With the passage of time, when we know how things come out, it may
be that that periodization won't work; but, from the point of view of this one person, and
from many interviews, and from the research I had to do as background for these
interviews, it seems to me that that makes reasonable sense. This is a rather elaborate
chronological scheme and maybe others will see it differently.

It is now Tuesday, April 21, 1998. I'm recording this in my apartment in a faculty
retirement condominium in Falcon Heights.

My last comments were in regard to the problem of establishing chronological eras for
any history, including the history of higher education at the University of Minnesota in
this instance. I was suggesting, as I see it from the perspective of 1998, that 1945 to
1957 was an era of consolidation, of vast expansion with the G.I. Bill. Enrollments held
back a bit in the early 1950's but, then, begin to regain momentum as the national
community, the state community came to see that post secondary education was the new
level of entry into significant careers and lives in the United States.

Then, I suggested that a dramatic breaking point-things change slowly in any large
institution, a sprawling institution such as a university-began in 1957. There was an era
of eighteen to twenty years of rapid expansion, expansion of faculty, expansion of student
body, expansion of graduate students particularly, enlargement of the availability of
research funds from private and public foundations, particularly those related to defense.
This was an outgrowth, at least in some major part, of the psychology of the Cold War,
which became so acute in the 1950s and 1960s, and the competition for technological
advance between the Soviet Union and the United States. It was what quite a few of my
interviewees referred to as a "golden age" or a "golden era." It was a color selected for
the color of money, which is green, I grant you. Growth of faculty, growth of support
staff, and the growth of specialization is a consequence. Now, specialization didn't come
from money. Money was the facilitator. Funds for research, funds for outreach, and
funds for travel certainly made possible specialization; but, the trend toward specialization
in all intellectual disciplines-not only at Minnesota; this is a national and international
phenomenon-had internal dynamics, of course: the advances in the sciences, in rocketry,
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in computer science. Everybody had to start getting into the game beginning in the 1960s
but at an accelerated pace later. The computer opened up all kinds of facilitating
possibilities. Everybody was in on the game. I may have reported in my earlier
interview regarding my own career within the Department of History that I think we went
from a faculty of around eighteen or nineteen, in 1951 when I came here, to a faculty of
forty-five or forty-six, depending upon how joint appointments are counted, by the mid
1970s. That's a two and a half times rate of growth in faculty. When we added faculty,
it was in new specializations-to the health of the department and to the health of both
graduate and undergraduate education. We added, for example, persons in Third World
History: the subcontinent of India, China, Japan, Africa, Latin America. These were very
high priorities. Persons also with new kinds of methodological specialities, the new social
history, women's history, came to be up front. These were the areas that we trained in.
It's more difficult to sustain collegiality with a department of forty-five persons of diverse
methods, interests, eras, parts of the nation, parts of the world in which history is being
written and taught than it is when the faculty is more coherent and more focused on
traditional areas, which we understand in history, at least, was northern Europe and
American expansion. We used to give a course called "The Expansion of Europe
Overseas," beginning with Columbus and going down through the new empires of the late
Nineteenth and early Twentieth Centuries. In the 1960s, we renamed that course "The
World and the West." It was a small undergraduate course team taught always by
someone from American or European History on the one hand and someone from the so
called third world, an Africanist, an Asian expert, or Latin Americanist. Specialization
was facilitated. There were dynamics internal to every discipline really pushing the
envelope on all of these.

Then, for a variety of factors that I touched upon, in the mid 1970s, that begins to shift,
slowly at first. The first retrenchments are very slow; but, there is a changed climate in
absolute numbers. I want to make this clear. Scholars, of course, will go to primary
documents. Don't depend upon the spoken work and the memory. I know that the
primary documents would show that in absolute numbers the medical sciences, for
example, continued to do very well for a long time; but, relatively speaking, retrenchment
set in at every point. The competition for funds in the 1970s became very acute.
Inflation cut into the real worth of salaries for the professoriate and for supporting staff
in every department. It was quite a changed environment. Retrenchment then, in the
early to mid 1970s, required-although, it wasn't said so forcefully and explicitly, at
first-long-range planning. I get a sense-I have been unable to interview President
Magrath who was here from 1973 to 1984; he was here ten years-that he was really
reluctant to set it forth, one, two, three, that long-range was essential. But, at the college
level, at departmental levels, at the level of Morrill Hall, certainly when Mr. Keller
became vice-president for Academic Administration, the necessity for long-range
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planning, for retrenchment and reassignment and reallocation of funds was there. When
Mr. Keller moved from the vice-presidency to the presidency and was asked by Governor
Rudy Perpich and others, "For god's sake, do something about focusing the university,"
he had Commitment to Focus ready to write. All the groundwork, all the preliminary
memoranda were there. Now, he had to pull it together and he did it in six weeks,
something like that. It could be done quickly because the groundwork had been done and
Mr. Keller was part of that process in the graduate office and the vice-president's office.
He had the support and backup staff from different colleges and from Central
Administration to move very, very quickly. Long-range planning just had to evolve out
of these conditions. Retrenchment and reallocation and long-range planning are certainly
marks of what I see as the third major era since the Second World War, dating from the
mid 1970s down to the present. Now, that doesn't mean that things didn't change within
the era-i:>f course they did. I think we can see, with the passage of time, that it was
rather a clearly new era.

The latter years of what I see as the third era were also characterized by what I and
others who have been interviewed would refer to as the corporatization of the university,
a trend that was evident nationally. Again, Minnesota was not entirely peculiar. One
sees it in the acceleration of technology transfer, for example, in engineering, in the
medical sciences, the health sciences, in management, and in computer science. There
were spin-offs from research being done in these colleges, these units, and a growing
partnership with business or the corporate community and specific research agendas
internal to the university. There is some debate and a careful reading of the transcripts
of the interviews will show that it's not a simple matter at all. Some people feared that
this growing partnership between the university and the community was a logical
outgrowth of the Land-Grant mission going way back to the origins of the university in
1851, where the Land-Grant mission was to do research and teaching that would promote
the social and economic well-being of the state and, certainly, there was a payoff in these
closer relationships. Others saw that some agendas, at least, were modified. Where the
money was, one went. That is not shocking. It's not corruption; but, it is part of a subtle
process. The capital drive in the mid 1980s, raised $350 million to $360 million, the
largest sum ever gathered-it is claimed and I suspect it's true-in a capital fund drive by
any public university in the history of higher education in the United States of America.
Most of it was invested in endowed chairs and most of those endowed chairs were in
areas likely to have a direct pay-off: Health Sciences, Engineering, Law, Management,
Biological Genetics, Agronomy, and the like. The university came to be defended and
seen as the engine that drove the economy of the state and in a substantial degree, that
was true. There were real spin-offs of technology and innovation in management and in
related areas that did, indeed, contribute to the prosperity of the state and of the region
of the Upper Midwest. Relatively few of the endowed chairs were in the humanities,
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social science, or liberal arts, generally. Of course, there are some exceptions and Mr.
Keller and Mr. Hasselmo later tried to set aside undesignated grants for the liberal arts
and for general education; but, it's clear that funds were invested where there would be
seem to be payoff and people on the outside who were putting up the monies, a million
dollars at a shot, plus or minus, were, indeed, enthusiastic about having a research chair,
a person who would also do a lot of teaching, particularly at the graduate level but
undergraduate as well, in areas that were of concern to the donor. There's no bribery or
corruption involved in this; but, certainly there's a subtle subversion, as I see it-again,
you will find arguments in the interviews from both sides---of basic disciplines in the
liberal arts, including the non-applied basic sciences. It seems to me that the initiation
of a plan of Incentives for Managed Growth reflects this tendency to use marketplace
systems in the academy where they will not be fully appropriate. I would warn the reader
of my own apparent and obvious commitment precisely to the areas that I see neglected
and passed by. But, it's not only my perception; many of the persons I interviewed saw
it from their own point of view, roughly in that way. I remember as a teacher of
Twentieth Century American Political and Social History, in the early days, I had large
classes of sophomores and juniors, really large classes. When we got to the 1920s, one
could always draw a laugh from sophomores by quoting Calvin Coolidge's great
aphorism, "The business of America is business." In the 1950s and 1960s, that was seen
as obvious and comic if told in the right way. It was a truism; but, sometimes, truisms
partake of objective truth. I think that what Mr. Coolidge said was right at the heart of
a long-run American value system, that the business of American has, indeed, been
business-for better or worse. I'm saying it as an objective fact.

That being the case, the success the university derived from the expansion of the late
1950s, 1960s, 1970s, encouraged academic entrepreneurship; that is, promotion and high
salaries tended to go to those who were successful, successful in gathering research funds,
in creating new fields, new centers, implementing them. I did it myself with the Social
Welfare History Archives. Some fields were expanding and hot. Others were stable,
declining, or cool. I see a certain paradox, a certain tension. I find it ironic and, perhaps,
even comic that in the Arts College, at least, but generally the professoriate as I know it
and you will hear it on many of the interviews, is kind of left liberal. It's not to say that
it's politically correct. It just means that many of us, particularly in the social sciences
and the humanities, have been traditionally, for many years, for many generations,
basically critical of a business society, of competition, of endeavor, of the costs of a cut
throat competitive kind of society, the free-booting, classical market forces of supply and
demand. Many of those you will read were critical of the larger environment of
American values, American principles, American ideals. But, the joke comes that
increasingly, merit for promotion or for salary increase was defined, not alone but in
some major part, by criteria chiefly of the marketplace: articles and books published,
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numbers of enrolled students in graduate seminars and undergraduate courses, numbers
of graduate candidates advancing through the Ph.D. under the guidance of a given
individual, the placement of such Ph.D.s in prestigious colleges and universities
throughout the country, the number of citations that other scholars made to one's own
work. These were measurable kinds of criteria and they matched the marketplace. Other
factors in many departments came into consideration; but, I think such kinds of statistics
were really easier to judge as meritorious than the inherent quality of a person's work:
teaching, published research, outreach, citizenship, and the like. At salary time, in May
and June, when every department has to, by its own procedures, say what kind of raises
will be given and what promotions are to be recommended, certainly, the first and
heaviest weight went to published research, reputation. The second-it was difficult to
evaluate; we got student evaluations and the insistence upon it in the 1960s and 1970s but
that's pretty slippery data-went to teaching. How was one really to measure the success
of teaching? By enrollments? Maybe the person was an easy grader. That always came
up. He has lots of students because the grades are easy. A third and far lesser weight
was on citizenship within the academic republic and outreach to the community. These
varied, of course, from discipline to discipline; but, by and large, we disdained-many of
us-the competitiveness of free-booting economic structures. I think one would find that,
generally, a close analysis of salary schedules would exhibit a widening distance between
the least paid and, therefore, least honored and the best paid and, therefore, most honored
persons in a given discipline. That bore on what I had mentioned earlier as one of my
subjective observations of these interviews, a problem associated with a loss of
collegiality within a department, a discipline, or from college to college. In some places
a star system emerged. When the star was marketable, he-many of them were he,
still---could take research funding and graduate students and a reputation to another
university at a better price. The competition existed then, particularly in times of
expansion in the 1960s and 1970s, in that fashion. I think this had consequences for
faculty morale, especially when inflation ate so deeply into real income, beginning in the
mid 1970s and extending for seven, eight, nine years. Monies for salary increase fell far
below the rate of inflation and it created in many different nooks and crannies of the
university a kind of internal tension.

In many other interviews, there was also a clear affirmation of the positive consequences.
Of course, people want a better, higher quality university. The stars, presumably, would
add to that. One is interested in maintaining and advancing the quality and national
reputation of academic programs and, of course, we were eager to do that. We all wanted
to be ranked higher. I don't know of a department that didn't pray for a better
reputational position in the recurring, every five years or so, national surveys of graduate
programs. Quite understandably, Chemical Engineering, for example, one of the most
distinguished departments, maintained its quality over all those years. Professor Neal
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Amundson and Professor Keller were able to maintain the quality of that program and it
was seen to be on the positive side. That was a department that was bringing honor to
the University of Minnesota. I don't think that should be denigrated. I'm suggesting it
was dicey. There was tension within this. There was also spectacular advances in all
different kinds of fields, in genetics, in engineering, and within the Arts College in
economics, geography, and psychology, for example. It worked. They were great
departments and they attracted good graduate students. It's always fun working with
better graduate students. If I were to write it, which happily I am not, my history would
have to address the tension-I shant say contradiction because we both wanted quality and
saw what some of the negative consequences were of this intensely competitive kind of
academic environment. Each discipline, each department did it differently~ but, I have
no doubt at all, as I listened to so many colleagues, that specialization had its pluses and
minuses-from a societal point of view, perhaps more pluses than minuses.

For example, rather early on I was made aware of this when I interviewed Maynard
Reynolds of the College of Education. He was brought here in the early 1950s and
introduced a specialization of Special Education. Now, that reached out into the public
school system, K-12, throughout the state and throughout the region and, eventually,
throughout the nation as well. The College of Education added more staff with more
money, more graduate students, more assistants. Special Education, which had been one
at the most, perhaps one and a half persons in 1950, became a large parish within the
province of the College of Education~ so, the College of Education expanded. Its mission
with retrenchment carne less to be the training of teachers for K-12 and more for
specialized training for the management of school systems and for such things as Special
Education. I think when one looked at Maynard Reynolds' interview, one sees that
increasingly he-the same thing is parellely true in other disciplines-began to associate
his own work primarily with other persons interested in special education in the region
and in the nation and less with many of his colleagues who were not of his own interest
in special education. I picked that up with a lot of persons who made their chief
identification with the discipline within the University of Minnesota but more importantly
in the professional associations and in international groups. That's where one got
intellectual sustenance and one got excitement and one got recognition. It was a heady
enterprise that was advancing and, as always in history, there are minuses and pluses.
The golden years accelerated that tendency and in the 1980s and 1990s, the deepening of
the partnership with the business and corporate world built upon that situation.

I don't want to end on that note. I want to say something about a clutter of little things,
of major importance, but I'm not going to comment upon them at such length. One
observation that began to jump out at me-I hadn't planned it at first and I wish I had
anticipated it sooner-is that these intellectual academic autobiographies often included
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accounts of persons, teachers, parents, neighbors, uncles and aunts, whatever, who played
crucial roles in encouraging young men and young women to continue their education.
I'm talking about the mentoring process, persons who open up the challenge and
excitement of intellectual inquiry in a given field, on the one hand, and care about the
young person and their progress and their success, on the other. I think of the interview
with Warren Ibele, dean of the Graduate School, member of the faculty of Mechanical
Engineering. He was from a working-class family in New Orleans. I think it's in the
seventh or eighth grade that he had a teacher in mechanical drawing who saw drawing
as both a way of precision and making mechanics function more efficiently but also the
aesthetic beauty of the process. That teacher spotted this kid in eighth grade as a real
comer and supported him all the way through his education-l don't mean with
money-and was there to mentor in a very important way on to Tulane, in this instance.
There are lots of those stories and I began to wonder and speculate about the degree to
which faculty persons-men and women who had had successful mentoring in their youth
or in college or in graduate school or from family or from neighbors-carried that
experience of mentoring over into their own career. Did they mentor others? Did they
consciously realize how important that is? I don't know. If I were going to write the
history, I would try to figure it out. Older persons who stayed in touch, wrote letters,
made contacts, sometimes lent money, sometimes a room in a house. Comments of this
sort, I did not solicit at first. Once in awhile I would say, "Was there someone in your
early history that turned you on?" Usually there were. I'm not sure-I don't know how
one would find out-whether that experience of having been well-mentored oneself
contributed to making one's own career to include a conscious effort to mentor the work
of undergraduate and graduate students---or junior faculty, for that matter.

Another item. .. Many of the respondents-if pressed, all of them, I'm sure-pointed to
the University of Minnesota's location, situation, and mission as not being unique perhaps
in the country, but certainly very different from prevailing models throughout the country.
The University of Minnesota, the Twin Cities campus-that's what I'm talking about
chiefly now-was the only Big Ten university with a full range of collegiate and
professional schools in one location. That site, in the metro center of the state, with two
cities and lots of suburbs and seven counties, has direct and immediate access to state
government, to the capitol in St. Paul just a bus ride away, to all kinds of cultural
institutions, orchestras, choruses, theaters, museums, art institutes, historical societies,
scientific museums, to business and technological communities within the state and metro
area. When one thinks of other places in the Big Ten and, then, extended to state
universities generally ... Illinois, Champaign-Urbana was in a cornfield far from
Springfield, the state capitol, and far from Chicago, where the money and the prestige and
the cultured institutions were. Michigan and Michigan State were divided. Iowa and
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Iowa State were divided. Indiana University was remote from centers of commerce and
culture. Minnesota's advantage must be considered almost unique in the nation in that
regard. Many people spoke of this, not necessarily in the general terms that I'm
suggesting now. When one thinks of the creation of the Center of Urban and Regional
Affairs in the late 1960s to outreach to different constituencies within the metropolitan
area with the concern of poverty, and housing, and race relations, and crime, etcetera, we
had our laboratory right at the back door. The same thing was true of engineers. Look
at the success of Medtronics, a corporation in medical technology. They were a close
partnership with research scholars at the University of Minnesota Health Sciences. Again,
I want to italicize that the University of Minnesota had the whole range in one Twin
Cities campus: the Law School, the Medical School, the School of Engineering, the
School of Agriculture, Forestry, and Home Economics, etcetera, etcetera. Everywhere the
whole range of offerings, undergraduate, graduate and professional, were here in one
location. This is not to comment in any way negatively on the liberal arts program at
Morris, which is extraordinarily successful, or the branch of the university in Duluth,
which has been and still is an enormously important part of the university system, or the
work done at Crookston in the experimental farms and agricultural education generally;
but, it is to say that Ann Arbor, and Champaign-Urbana, and Madison, and Iowa City,
and Purdue, and Ohio State ... none had the location, the connections, the networking
that the University of Minnesota did and none had a cluster or professional and basic
disciplined programs as the university did. It made an enormous difference in the history
the last fifty years.

Another item, different in degree, perhaps, if not in kind, is the force that many have
commented on in the interviews of the active participation in university affairs, of
philanthropic families, agencies, and institutions. Community leaders cared about the
health of the university. They were willing and eager to help out. The Dayton Company
and the Dayton Foundation, for example, had inaugurated, the Five-Percent Club, half of
a tithe, in which five-percent of a corporation's profits for the year would be invested in
philanthropic affairs. That spread throughout the Twin Cities and throughout the state of
Minnesota-it spread nationally, as well. I get from many who were close to this the
enthusiasm, the depth of commitment of community leaders. They wanted the university
to succeed and they could be called upon not only for funds through the University
Minnesota Foundation but they could be called upon for advice and counsel. The chief
executive officer of Medtronics played a major role in the reorganization of the Health
Sciences in the Hasselmo Administration, pro bono. These people just came in and
worked and worked and worked to achieve these ends.

Item ... the outreach of the university in the world. I knew it was the case; but, the
extent of it, I must confess, I had not fully appreciated. The attraction of the University
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of Minnesota . .. Again, many other universities were doing this; it was not unique to
Minnesota. The expansion of graduate and professional training for students from the
Pacific Rim, for example, from the Peoples Republic of China, from Taiwan, from Japan,
from India, all around the world meant an enormous number of students getting their
degrees, their professional certification here at the University of Minnesota in increasing
numbers as we advance through the years. Student exchanges, at another level, chiefly
undergraduate . .. The Student Project for Amity Among Nations, SPAN-which started
I think in 1947 with a very distinguished and imaginative person in the School of
Journalism, Mitchell Charnley, and, then, picked up by Professor Theofanis Stavrou of
the Department of History-sent groups of fifteen or twenty undergraduate students to do
research projects in the summer all around the world: Africa, Europe, Asia, Latin
America, Mexico. That program under its directors demanded at least a basic facility
with the language where the work was being done. Now, that's not true of the overseas
programs of many colleges and universities. One goes to France and maybe picks up a
little French language when there for six weeks in the summer; but, if one were going to
study in Greece, or in Nigeria, or in the Philippines, or whatever the case might be, it was
required that a fundamental working knowledge of the language was essential before the
student could go. That's a remarkable program of outreach. It's a dramatic story of
global connections of a land-locked university. It has both sides: students coming here
from everywhere in the world and the university going to the world with research projects
in Morocco, in the Philippines, in India, in South Korea. It is a fantastic story. There
are many parts of that are told in these interviews.

A parallel story is the outreach of the university to the metropolitan area and the state,
by Agricultural Extension, of course, but in music, theater, the arts, in Afro-American
Studies, in Chicano Studies, American Indian Studies, and Women's Studies. The
outreach to the immediate community was vigorous and important. That is another part
of the impact of the Land-Grant mission, the impact of the university. When the Guthrie
Theatre came here, the fellowships were set up in the Studio Theater Program here at the
University of Minnesota and out of that fellowship program came, in time, over fifteen
or twenty years, the expansion of small theaters throughout the Twin Cities area. I can't
recite all of them; but, if I were reading these interviews and doing research in other
kinds of primary materials, I would certainly want to focus on those developments, as
well.

I didn't intend to put on tape a comprehensive, in-depth set of observations and
comments. I wished, merely, to describe a bit of the history of the project, what its
objectives were, how I went about it, what mistakes I made, where the strengths were.
I hope readers of the transcript will know what a real rewarding experience it was for me.
lt is also the case that I was asked by President Hasselmo to chair a university committee
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to find someone who could do the sesquicentennial history for 2000, 2001. That was a
difficult assignment. It wasn't easy to find persons who were qualified, available, eager
to commit themselves to this kind of a project; but, a year or so ago, the committee
interviewed and was able to accept the partnership of Stanford Lehmberg, a Tudor Stuart
historian in the Department of History, and Ann Pflaum, associate dean of the University
College here at the university and herself a Ph.D. in History from the University of
Minnesota. They have been working and are working furiously and intelligently now on
research and writing, which will result in, in the year 2000 probably, a sequel volume to
James Gray's centennial account. Other scholars have already begun to use segments of
the transcribed interviews for their own special studies. People from other colleges and
universities who come here to study the origins of Women's Studies, for example, have
used the eight or ten interviews I have dealing with that. So, things are underway. It is
my hope and my expectation that the body of transcribed interviews will provide an
important research base for anyone interested in higher education at the University of
Minnesota the last half of century and for this project, this contracted-for history of the
University of Minnesota.

My expectation and my hope and prayer is also that these interviews will provide a
reservoir of commentary on the lives and careers of persons who committed themselves
to the University of Minnesota the last half century in many, many different ways and
that scholars from many places, from many disciplines, with many interests, with many
different points of view and questions to be answered will find these interviews, in some
way, useful as beginning points. Now, as an historian, I know and scholars in every field
certainly must understand the relative unreliability of objective fact in the spoken word.
We remain skeptical of all sources of primary material in writing history; but, I think
particularly does that apply to oral history. There is a bias not only of the person being
interviewed but it is my bias, as well. I hope that these comments have alerted readers
of the transcripts to the ways, not often intended, that my own subjective impressions
entered into the creation of this reservoir of spoken words.

My closing note is that it was a joyful and rewarding experience for me and for many
persons whom I interviewed-no question about that-but, in approaching any kind of
primary material, readers have to begin with an initial kind of skepticism, not cynicism
but a skepticism. It won't do to listen or read these transcripts alone. There's an
enormous body, a flow of paper, tons of paper created by a bureaucratic institution such
as the University of Minnesota and that material has to be consulted. The oral histories
have another purpose and I think a very good one. Let that be my final note that it was
a rewarding experience for me and I'm sure for the university and those persons whom
I interviewed; but, that body of material has to be approached with a certain kind of
healthy skepticism in understanding very, very complex careers, very complex
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developments within each discipline and within the university at large. There are also
comments on the management and administration, the political side of the university, and
that, as it should be, was not the chief focus, the intended focus, of the interviews; but,
invariably, inevitably, one had to be concerned with governance of the department, of
the college, of the university. Persons wished to comment on their participation in
department, college, and university affairs. Many went on to administrative positions and
those were not unimportant. They were very important. My interviews were not
designed to tell stories of presidents and deans-although, those issues entered into the
conversations-but to try to capture the broad culture of higher education at the University
of Minnesota the last half century. If that goal is even approximately reached, I will be
delighted. Other people will have to make that judgment-on which note, I sign off.

[End of the Commentary]
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