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AP: This is the 16th of September. This is Ann Pflaum. My guest is Representative 
Lyndon Carlson, who has been a long-term representative in the Minnesota Legislature 
and he has been mentioned by many people as one of the most helpful and insightful 
observers about the university, and one of the greatest friends of the university. It's a 
pleasure to do an interview with you. Lyn, we generally begin these interviews asking a 
little bit about their own background, where they went to school, and then how they came 
to interact with the university. 

LC: By way of my personal background, I'm a native Minnesota. I grew up in 
Minneapolis; graduated from a suburban high school in 1958; attended a state 
university-Mankato State, now known I guess as Minnesota State; graduated from there 
in 1964; have a social studies major, business minor; went into teaching; taught one year 
in greater Minnesota, St. Charles School District, and thirty-three years in the 
Minneapolis Public Schools, mainly at Henry High School and Edison High School. I 
just recently retired from the school district, so being a legislator I point out that I haven't 
retired, I've just gone from two jobs to one. I always had an interest in government and 
politics. In fact, that was my core of my social studies major. I made the decision in 1972 
to run for the legisiature. I was successful in that first campaign and have been serving in 
the Minnesota House ever since. So this is my fourteenth term, just completed my 
twenty-seventh legislative session. 

AP: So if we look at that year, the president of the university was Malcolm Moos. 

LC: That's correct. 

AP: One of the great events of that year was the most major of the demonstrations that 
occurred in May, of the anti-war demonstrations. Do you remember be affected by that, 
or perhaps you were elected to the legislature at a different time of the year. You may 
have been elected in November of '72. 

LC: I was elected in November. I remember those events as an observer. I remember a 
number of years later that, when we were having a hearing, probably late seventies or 



early eighties, it was pointed out to me by some of the university people that some of the 
leaders of that period of time when there were a lot of demonstrations on the university, 
were still active. We were having a hearing on tuition, if I recall correctly, and many of 
these same student a~tivists ~ve!"e present :!t the hearing. 

AP: You got to see them. 

LC: I hadn't been directly involved during the period of the demonstrations, as a 
legislator or as a citizen. 

AP: If I remember correctly, that was a change in the balance in the House about that 
time. More Democrats came in, and the Republican hegemony was reduced. Does that 
sound right? 

LC: The political history there of the legislature ... Actually the DFL, or the Democrats, 
took control of both the senate and the House in the election of 1972. So we had a period 
of time there for the first time almost since statehood, the Minnesota House during the 
1950s had been controlled by the Democrats but the senate going back to the very early 
periods, the state had been under the control of the Republican/conservatives. We 
actually still ran in 1972 with a non-partisan ballot, although most but not all candidates 
were endorsed by one political party or the other. The neat thing about the election in 
1972 was that for the first time the Democrats controlled the governor's office with 
Wendy Anderson, who had been elected in 1970, and then the taking control of both the 
House and the senate in 1972 made it for the first time a Democratic majority in both 
branches. 

AP: How did you get to know the university? Were you always on university-related 
committees? How did that transpire in your career? 

LC: It really transpired a little bit later in my career. My first term I was a fortunate 
member of the legislature in the eyes of many in that I was appointed to the tax 
committee. In those days very few people in their first term were ever appointed to the 
tax committee. My second term, because of my long-standing interest in education, I 
asked the Speaker for a change of assignment. The Speaker at the time was Martin Sabo. 
I wanted to serve on the education committee. In both days we had both a higher ed 
policy committee and an education committee that dealt primarily with K-12. We also 
had the appropriations committee, which dealt with the funding of the higher education 
institutions as well as the Department of Education. It wasn't until the 1980 session that I 
was appointed to chair the higher ed policy committee, and then followed that in 1981 
with a change from the education committee to th~ l1ppropriations committee and became 
chair of the education division of appropriations. So I would have to say that I always had 
an interest in the university and followed issues, but became heavily involved during that 
period of the late seventies or early eighties, and have continued to be since, both with the 
university and with the other higher education institutions. 
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AP: One of the things that I'd like to ask you about because it's interesting is that the 
phenomenon of growth began to tail off at about the eighties, I would say, late seventies 
or early e!ghties. YOll had this very long post-World War II kind of dealing.wjth what 
was expected to be the almost unending baby boom growth. The Baby Boomers became 
eighteen in 1964, and it wasn't really until the seventies, I'd say, or even the eighties, that 
there was an awareness that we were perhaps not always going to have this level of 
growth as it affected higher education. I've picked this up from some reading. Is that a 
perception that you've encountered? I don't believe everything I read all the time, so I 
wanted to check this out. But I had picked up some sort of sense of a change in the 
ecology of education, in the numbers of education for the post-secondary sector. 

LC: Of course, when I was mentioning earlier that I had served on the education 
committee during much of the 1970s on the K-12 policy committee, we became very 
aware at that point in time of the declining enrollment in the K-12 system. The 
conventional wisdom was then that that decline would be hitting a little later, of course, 
higher education as well. There were projections by the Higher Education Coordinating 
Board [HECB] at the time that we would have major declines in the number of students 
involved in higher education. That series of reports and presentations by HECB was hotly 
debated in the higher education community because we would hear from the systems 
each year that those HECB forecasts were wrong. There was another trend that was 
beginning to take place, even though there were fewer high school graduates to draw 
upon. We had more and more non-traditional students starting to enroll in our higher 
education institutions. So what was often happening was that HECB would testify to the 
potential decline, and in fact was actually talking about closing campuses and a number 
of things. The chancellors of the different systems and the president of the university 
would say that that wasn't what their experience was in that given year, that previous 
biennium. We did have tremendous growth for quite a period of time among the non
traditional students. There were some dynamics with that, and I'm talking now higher 
education generally. Very often those non-traditional students \:</crc more part time. They 
also brought some other issues to the table. For example, their need for and the pressures, 
if you will, and I don't mean that negatiVely, that they would put on support personnel-
advisers, counselors, registration personnel, and so on-were as great as a full-time 
student and yet they were often carrying a lighter credit load. The other trend that 
somewhat related there is that we would get testimony about the length of time that 
students were in school in terms of completing a four-year degree. I can remember when 
I first became chair in the early eighties, I think it was fairly typical that the leadership at 
the university and the other four-year institutions would say it takes the average student 
about five years to complete a degree, and a few years later they were talking about it 
taking not simply five but five to six ye~rs. So there were a number of dynamics there 
that were taking place as well as the decline in K-12, for the change in the face, if you 
will, of the students with older students coming in. 
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AP: Then I believe there was another problem that affected the higher education system, 
which was that the economy of the state wasn't as robust as it once had been. 

LC: Very true. What I sometimes call the Quie Yf':::Irs is wh{'n th(lt rf':~l1y hit for the first 
time in a major way, where it wasn't simply a question of perhaps having a smaller 
increase than what the systems would have liked, but we were actually engaged in a 
situation where we were cutting the appropriations to higher education. That period we're 
talking about, I think there were six or seven special sessions during that period of the 
early eighties. The state budget would begin to unravel almost immediately after we 
would pass a temporary fix, if you will, on the budget. I'm still a believer, by the way, 
looking back at that period, that had the governor been more willing to address some of 
those fiscal problems earlier in ways that he ultimately did but had done it during one of 
those early special sessions or even the first one, a lot of the pain and a lot of the 
gyrations that higher education and the university went through would have been greatly 
relieved. What I'm referring to was that generally the way we end of resolving issues was 
a three-legged stool-one third of the problem was solved with cuts, one third with shifts 
in payments, and the other one-third through modest tax increases in the end. Had there 
perhaps been some modest tax increases very early, we could have protected our 
investment in education better than we did, but the governor was unwilling to do that 
during the early period. 

AP: You have had a chance to work with a number of the presidents. Would you be 
willing to share your impressions of their personalities? I'm thinking of when you first 
came in it would have been Moos, then it would have been Magrath, and then it would 
have been Keller, etc. 

LC: I think I'll pass on Malcolm Moos. The reason that I'll pass on that was that I was at 
that point in time a new legislator and wasn't as directly involved with the university as I 
would have been later. The first president that I really worked closely with would have 
been C. Peter Magrath. I heard a number of::.10lies, if you will, about Malcolm Moos, and 
I had the opportunity to meet him, but I would say my first-hand experiences were very, 
very limited. Maybe we could begin with ... 

AP: Absolutely. Please do. 

LC: First of all, I have to say that virtually every president that I've worked with from the 
university has really, I think, provided excellent leadership and had been really good to 
work with. I don't have a lot of negatives about anyone of them, or really any negatives. 
C. Peter McGraw was one that, my recollection was that he would visit with legislators; 
he was willing to come over to St. Paul and spend time not only before .the committees 
but would visit at least with key legislators one on one. Stan Kegler in those days was his 
vice president for institutional relations and was probably almost always, when I met with 
e. Peter, present at those meetings. Part of the style ore. Peter Magrath was to visit and 
make the presentations about the university initiatives, but clearly once he would do that, 
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it was Stan Kegler who would then do the day-by-day lobbying. One thing that I think 
comes to mind was-and maybe this is a bit of a negative-C. Peter did have a bit of a 
reputation in terms of some of the appropriations requests, passing a lot of those requests 
through to the legislature and ha~'ing the legislat1..1Ye mflke 50me 0f the tougher decisions, 
if you will, that sometimes there was a feeling that perhaps some of those decisions or 
prioritization of some of the issues probably should have been done back at the 
administrative or Board of Regents level. Whether that was an accurate perception or not, 
it's a bit hard to say, but that was the feeling at least on the part of some of the legislators. 
But I do want to underscore, I think he did represent the university very well in St. Paul, 
and I think that history that is written should probably mainly reflect. 

AP: Is there a particular example that you could give of the priorities that you felt the 
legislature had to deal with that maybe the administration or the regents might have ... 
Does anything come to mind? 

LC: Probably the best example that might come to mind during that period would have 
been the capital requests, where typically the presentation would have been, this is the 
number one priority for this department, this is the number one priority for another 
department, this is the number one priority for the coordinate campuses, and legislators 
would kind of say among themselves, "Gee, it looks like everything is a number one 
priority," where we felt there should have been a decision made by the administration, by 
the Board of Regents to look at what the university'S number one priority, number two 
priority, and so on, would be. The key there is that, of course, the requests were always 
greater than what we could response to in any given legislative session. It wasn't that the 
requests weren't needed, but we always would have a discussion then about what the 
number one and two priorities would be. Quite frankly, that was then handled later 
informally. When you would talk, let's say, to Dr. Kegler one on one and say, "Okay, this 
is how much we've got to work with. How does the university want to prioritize these 
items?" Then it would be done informally. So we would kind of find out, if you will, in 
the end, but that was often not the way it was presented during the earliest periods. We 
kind of felt it was something that should have been done earlier and in a clearer way. 

AP: Did this practice of being more up front about priorities change over time? Did it 
occur later on at some point in a more acceptable form? 

LC: That was one of the things that came about with Ken Keller and with those that 
followed, where it became clearer earlier what the university's priorities and rankings 
would be. I think maybe that was one of the things that came out of the Commitment to 
Focus era with Ken Keller. Legislators would often talk in very similar terms that were 
used when Commitment to Focus came forward, about the. need for. the llniversity to 
focus and prioritize. I remember a fellow representative Dick Welsh ... I'm not totally 
sure but what he didn't use phrases very similar to what Ken Keller ultimately used, and 
with his title of his paper and so on that came out, Commitment to Focus. 
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AP: One of the things in looking back on the Keller years that I had forgotten and I 
wanted to check this with your memory, was that there were some rocky times over the 
Campbell Committee report, which had the suggestions of closing the veterinary school, 
the dentist~, school, and mortuary '3cier..~e, I thi!1k. But then as the year progressed, and 
the administration presented its real Commitment to Focus plan-the Campbell 
Committee report as you know was a committee report, not an official university 
policy-along about February of 1988, I found quotations from legislators, and I think 
you're among them, who said that they were really quite satisfied with the way 
Commitment to Focus had been unfolding. Is that an accurate reflection of the way you 
thought about it then? 

LC: The reason I'm hesitating, I'm trying to recreate that in my mind. Until you just 
mentioned it, I had forgotten all about the Campbell report. 

AP: That occurred in the spring, and everyone sort of disavowed that immediately. 

LC: Really, I guess, to use some current type terminology, that never really developed 
legs per se. 

AP: Right. 

LC: There was a lot of controversy, obviously, when that came out, and you had the 
different constituencies rallying to support their initiative or their programs. Going back 
to what I think then is your question with Commitment to Focus, I think what some of us 
were saying that we liked about the plan was that if you go back to the experience that I 
was talking about with the years with C. Peter McGraw, Commitment was Focus was 
acknowledging the university did need to prioritize and focus on their concerns better 
than what they had been. In fact, the phrase that was frequently used by some was that 
the university can't be all things to all people and do as good a job as we felt that the 
university should do and could do in certain areas if they prioritized a bit more, because 
there were always limited resources. The idea of prioritizing was, I think, generally well 
received in the legislature. 

AP: What was interesting to me about that timing of this coming to peaceful acceptance 
with Commitment to Focus in about February of 1988 is that within weeks Keller had 
resigned but it was not over Commitment to Focus as I think a lot of people think, that 
the Commitment to Focus was the precipitating factor. Rather, it seems to have been the 
reserves. 

LC: I think that's accurate that it was probably the reserves and a series of events kind of 
centering around that. I wouldn't say that Commitment to Focus brought about his demise 
in the eyes at least to the legislature. I think the general thrust, like I say, the prioritizing 
of programs and the reallocation and so on was well received in the legislature. That 
didn't mean that legislators or a given legislator liked every aspect of Commitment to 
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Focus. I was troubled. I guess I'm a typical Minnesotan in many respects. The access 
question, you know, open access and the right of virtually any high school graduate to 
attend the university, knowing that there are obviously programmatic needs and 
exceptions perhap~ ta that, but to at least have the opportunity to apply and attenn, for mp. 
personally, with Commitment to Focus, that was probably the most troubling part of it, 
with the controlled enrollment and what have you. But if you can step back and separate 
yourself from a given issue, the overall thrust of prioritizing, I think virtually all of us 
were very receptive to. 

AP: One of the things we had heard in other interviews on the question of access was 
somehow a miscommunication in the sense that one of the realities apparently underneath 
Commitment to Focus was that the enrollments were going to be going down and that 
you could retain the quality of the institution's funding if you kept the funding stable and 
didn't have the funding reduced with the declining enrollment. I think that one of the 
things that appears to have happened is that the message didn't get out as clearly that the 
enrollment was going to decline naturally demographically, and people began to panic 
that their children were going to be turned away. I think as one looks at is, it was really 
less of a reality than when you saw the big number of declines, lots of those were just 
natural popUlation change. 

LC: That's true, although the university at that same period of time was changing the 
entrance requirements as well. The preparation, there was that component, too, as the 
state universities did a little bit later. 

AP: Those were, interestingly enough, requirements on the K-12 system of how many 
years of English, how many years of math, to be eligible to enter the university. So part 
of it, it's interesting when you look back over time and dissect what was actually done, 
we've seen the sense of great tragedy on the access issue not quite ever being understood 
publicly. It had an element of fear in it that perhaps it might not have had if it had been 
told in a different way. 

LC: That's maybe true. There are different issues on the access side of it. Probably one of 
the hotter discussions, if you will, during that period was northeastern Minnesota relative 
to the U of M. There had been a general policy statewide that, with the exception of the 
Twin Cities area, you didn't have a community college in close proximity or in the same 
community that you had a four-year institution. For example, in Mankato you had 
Mankato State and you didn't have a community college there. Part of the argument was, 
then, that those four-year institutions would be open access institutions for their region. 
Then it wouldn't necessitate the starting of a community college. With the U of M, with 
the people in Duluth, I think it's fair tn ~~y, wanting to retain their enrollment [end of side 
1] 

LC: ... at that point in time in Duluth. In fact, one of the things that came about as a 
result of some of those changes in university policy is that a community college center to 
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meet some of that demand was opened in the city of Duluth. In fact, a very hot debate 
that we had in the legislature a few years later was whether or not that center should be 
elevated to a full-blown community college. So there were some issues of access and 
what have you, is the point I was making. But when Y0l] brin£- l1p the question of funding, 
we can't forget that part of the goal of the Keller administration and the Commitment to 
Focus was to increase the standing nationally of the University of Minnesota. So he was 
arguing if they could keep that money that normally would go away with the declining 
enrollment, that that would increase the funding per student and would allow the 
university to :xxx along with their other reallocations and prioritizing of programs to 
rank in the top five among the public colleges and universities I think was the goal, if I 
recall correctly nationally among the research universities. 

AP: Is there any other insight on the Commitment to Focus and the resignation of Keller 
that we perhaps have not talked about that you think we should ... 

LC: We didn't really talk much about Keller the person. 

AP: Let's do that. What was your impression of him? 

LC: Excellent. Very bright, very strong believer in the university and its mission. In a 
sense there were kind of two Ken Kellers that I kind of recall. When I would meet with 
him one on one, I described him basically as low key. You could just have really a good 
conversation with him. When he would come before the committees, there was 
something about the dynamic there where he would become more, I think I'll use the term 
"formal." I think the warmth of the person that would come through when you would be 
meeting with him one on one didn't necessarily come through when he was before a 
legislative committee in a more formal setting. Just a side observation; I don't know that 
that impacted that much on policy, but clearly there were two Ken Kellers in that sense, 
in my view. I think one of the unfortunate things was that he got caught up in the whole 
issue of the reserves, and of course that ended up being his undoing. But I think in terms 
of his educational leadership, and had those events not happened relative to Eastcliff, 
which I guess in part generated much of the early concerns about management and 
expenditures, and that coupled with later what was perceived as the secret reserves, really 
were most unfortunate because I think he would have truly been just an outstanding 
president had that not happened. I don't know if that was the direction you wanted me to 
go. 

AP: I didn't have any premeditated thought. I just wanted to give you a chance. Lots of 
people have commented on that very obvious and troubling time, and so you were such 
an important observer that I wanted to give you a chance. 

LC: I think one of the big mistakes when that reserve was not more public ... I know I 
understood the need for and the value of a reserve, and I think most legislators would 
have. If you look back at however that decision was made internally to not be more 
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forthright about the university having those reserves, if their fear was that somehow that 
money would have been at risk or that the university would have gotten less from the 
legislature, I don't think was founded. I think we understand the need for reserves. We 
have state reserves. In fact, I would view it the other way, that if a campus or a system 
didn't have reserves, that probably would have put them at greater risk and would have 
raised more questions about management in at least my mind than having reserves. I 
served, interestingly enough, after Dr. Sauer took over as interim or acting president, on a 
blue ribbon commission dealing with the question of reserves. Interestingly enough, Arne 
Carlson at the time was state auditor and I was there representing the House or maybe the 
legislature generally. He was state auditor at that point. There was broad consensus 
within that group, and there were others in the business community and so on that the 
university should have a reserve and it should be minimally about five percent, which 
was very close to the amount that Ken Keller had in the reserve. So it was kind of the 
secrecy of it, the lack of knowledge about it that created the problem. The other important 
thing about that period of time, those of us on the committee recognized the importance 
of the university, and in spite of the controversy we were developing a supplementary 
appropriations bill. I had talked with the committee members, and we were prepared to 
provide a supplementary budget to the university, so we didn't react negatively in the 
sense that somehow we weren't going to address the university's needs or provide a 
supplementary budget. I think that's important to kind of understand from the legislative 
perspective. The university, however, right after Sauer became the acting president, 
withdrew their request for a supplementary budget. But we certainly, for whatever events 
had taken place, did not want to harm the university or, the way I would put it at the time, 
the way I did was yes, there was this controversy at the president's level, but the faculty 
was continuing to teach and do their research and the university was doing its outreach 
and we had to keep in mind the importance of the university and not get so caught up in 
the controversy that we do something that would hurt the university long term. The other 
interesting thing is that those of us that were probably working closest with the 
university-Gene Waldorf, chair of senate of the Education Division of Senate Finance, 
and myself.-we never called for the resignation of the president of the university, or Ken 
Keller. There was, if I recall correctly, one legislator who did-Mike Jaros from 
Duluth-but those of us who were working most closely-the appropriations division 
members, myself.-we didn't go down that road. 

AP: It's interesting because a couple of people counseled Ken to hold tight, and I think 
he chose the course of resignation. As I understand it, it was a decision he reached on his 
own. Is what you're saying suggesting that he might not have needed to have taken such a 
severe view? 

LC: Well, there would probably be two levels of that kind of discllssion . .I've always 
point out that on questions of who leads a school district or a university or one of our 
systems, that that's the governing board's decision in terms of who they hire and who'd 
they like to see in a leadership role. I don't think key players in the legislature were 
prepared to call for his resignation, but there were other players, of course. That would be 
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what his relationship was at that point in time with the Board of Regents, what his 
relationship would be with the faculty and so on. But I clearly think that had he chosen to 
remain, if that would have been a controversial decision it wouldn't have been the 
legislature that would have heen thinking he should have, as an institution or a group. 
Now there obviously may have been some individuals that would have, but when he was 
making the decision, of course he had to keep in mind his relationship with the 
legislature, the Board of Regents, the faculty, and it would be difficult for me to know 
what he felt relative to each of those three entities and the public at large. 

AP: Anything else you want to say on Keller or the Keller era before we maybe move on 
to Sauer, Hasselmo and Yudof? 

LC: I would just say that had those unfortunate events not taken place, we would have 
probably had truly an outstanding president. It's just one of those things that you look 
back at; you truly feel it was unfortunate that all that happened because I think he would 
have been a positive influence on the university long term. 

AP: Do you want to say anything about the brief Sauer administration? 

LC: I think he was a good choice for the time. He certainly came in and was able to kind 
of reestablish I would say whatever relationships may have been lost as a result of the 
controversy among legislators that were key to the university. He was a known quantity 
being that he had been to the vice president of the university. We had dealt with him in 
agricultural issues and many of the university specials, so he was a known quantity and I 
think was a good choice at that point in time as was shown, I think, by his reception at the 
legislature. He was well received. His tenure was relatively short, of course. I think it 
would just simply a good choice at that point in time when we needed to have a period 
where things would be leveled out and the university getting a chance to kind of regroup 
and to come forward again with their initiatives before the legislature. 

AP: That, then, leads us into the Hasselmo years, which of course were 1989 to 1997. 

LC: Maybe starting with him personally, I think Nils Hasselmo Was very well liked by 
people who worked with him in the legislature. I felt that he did an excellent job as 
president. Also, a bit like Dr. Sauer, he would be one that you would have to say was an 
excellent choice for president in that he knew Minnesota. He had been for many years at 
the university and had been a vice president. Many of us in the legislature had worked 
with him and knew him. I think those were important relative to Nils Hasselmo as well as 
Dr. Sauer that you needed someone that could, like I say, give the university that chance 
to regroup and to begin to move forward after coming off that period of controversy. The 
one thing about Dr. Hasselmo that I recall, I think literally his first day as president he 
was testifying before the legislature. He laid down many of his goals in a very general 
way, but I was quite impressed with first day on the job he was testifying before the 
education division of appropriations. Of course, he knew the university; I assume he had 
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been well briefed and so on, but with his history he was able to just get off to a very good 
start. One of the things that I'm a bit disappointed with, if you will, is that when he was 
leaving office there seemed to be this wave of criticism. I never felt that it was really 
justified. He 'vas d0ing a number of things to improve educationrtl opportunities for 
students, and somehow all those very positive initiatives during the Hasselmo years were 
kind of forgotten in that last year or so when the controversy broke out between some of 
the Board of Regents-certainly not all-and what some of their desires were. I felt that, 
like I mentioned earlier, that all the people that have served as president have been good 
people and good educational leaders. I certainly would rank Nils Hasselmo very high in 
that regard. 

AP: Then of course we come to Mark Yudof. 

LC: The new one on the block, although he's been there long enough now where we're 
getting a good picture of his leadership. My biggest concern is that somehow we might 
lose him and he goes back to Texas, so I hope we have another mild winter. He choked a 
little bit when he first came in about Minnesota winters and so on. I think he's off to just a 
very good start. He has been very successful with his presentations to the legislature. 
Clearly he's kept the tradition started by Ken Keller and followed by Nils Hasselmo in 
keeping the university's requests and priorities in order, if you will, so that the legislature 
clearly understands what their goals and objectives are. I think I have to credit Ken 
Keller, as I mentioned earlier, with doing that, but certainly Nils Hasselmo and Mark 
Yudof are doing the same. And of course he's had a lot of success with the capital 
investment requests. I was just at the university the other day, and you can't hardly get 
around campus. I don't know how anybody can find anything right now with all of the 
construction and so on that's taking place. Very warm personality ... I haven't run across 
anybody that doesn't like Mark Yudof. In that regard he's much like Nils Hasselmo. I 
think, in dealing with the legislature, I don't think that there was anyone that just wasn't 
very positive in their feelings about either man. 

AP: You've also been credited with building good relationships and being an effective 
steward. The health sciences have singled you out particularly as a crucial person in 
helping the state build the facilities in the health sciences, which as we all know are 
extremely costly, extremely complicated. Do you want to say anything about your 
relationships with that particular sector of the university? 

LC: Maybe to touch a bit on the why. I think Minnesota has been very fortunate in that 
we have truly been an international leader in that field or in many of the fields related to 
the health sciences. I felt it was, for a whole variety of reasons, a good sound investment 
on the part of the state of Minnesota to invest and respond to the university requests so 
that we would remain a leader and keep the edge, if you will-the competitive edge
that we have had for so many years. There are other areas in the university as well that 
are truly national and international leaders, and I think my response probably in those 
fields would be much the same, that it pays to invest in that research, that it pays to build 
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on your strengths. When we talk about the health sciences, I guess what I'm saying is that 
that was one of the truly strong areas of the university. 

AP: I knew also agriclllture of course is a very strong area Are there other !1eople that 
you'd like to comment on in this oral history? 

LC: We've talked a lot about the presidents, and one of the things that I've pointed out is 
that the most important decision that the Board of Regents makes is the selection of a 
president. Probably the most important decision that the president, in tum, makes is the 
selection of the cabinet. I think that the university has been blessed with a lot of very 
good people being part of that team. One person that immediately comes to mind that I 
mentioned earlier was the role of Dr. Kegler. I have to footnote that probably when I 
begin to comment about some of the other leaders at the university, obviously the 
assignment that they have and the contact the legislators would have with a given vice 
president or dean would vary greatly. I think Dr. Kegler was just an excellent government 
relations person for the university. He had that unique ability to use humor in tight 
situations. He knew and understood the university and virtually every detail. He was a 
person that did an awful lot for the university and really for a period there clearly was the 
spokesperson for the university. I was always left with the impression that when we were 
making tough decisions and we would request input from the university that when he 
would come forward and speak for the university that truly he had the authority to do 
that. As much as anything, he had a style about him that was very beneficial to the 
university among the legislators, and that style was one of blending knowledge and 
humor and being one who was always there. My recollection was that I don't think he 
hardly ever missed a hearing even if the hearing might have been on other parts of higher 
education that maybe the university wasn't that directly involved in. I think he felt that it 
was valuable to have knowledge of all of the discussions and would be present at 
virtually every hearing. 

AP: Do you want to talk about some of the more recent institutional relations staff as 
well? 

LC: That's what I was saying. I think the presidents have been good in getting a good 
team around them. The current representative is Donna Peterson, and I think she 
represents the university very well. I think Richard Heydinger who predated her in his 
work with the legislature ... It was actually when he took over from Stan Kegler, he 
planned to have a person other than himself represent the university, so he made those 
comments more long term. He said, however, the first session or two he would playa role 
very similar to that of Stan Kegler so that he would learn that part of the job before he 
hired a lobbyist, ifyQU will, to do the day-by-day lobbying. I was concerned when he said 
that at the time because I was kind of using the Stan Kegler model, if you will. Very often 
when we would meet with the chancellors of the other systems, for example, Stan Kegler 
would represent the university, and I thought it was important that the person doing that 
be a part of the cabinet and be either the president, or in the absence of the president 
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somebody like Stan Kegler, a vice president clearly with the authority to represent the 
university in those kinds of discussions. I wasn't sure how someone who was strictly 
government relations/lobbyist would function in that role. I do have to say it has worked 
well. Some of my concerns and fears wpre proh<thly unfounded_ 

AP: Donna Peterson would have been the first in that new configuration, is that right? 

LC: Yes, that's right. Where she is, instead of the vice president being there on a day-by
day basis, if you will, during the legislative session, she does that where Stan Kegler 
would have been the one who would have done that, and in the rare instance when he 
wasn't there a fellow named George Robb would have been present, who we kind of 
joked was Stan's sidekick. But he was assistant to the vice president, or whatever his title 
was, and played a very important role. I think there was one year it was a fairly short 
session. and Stan Kegler was on sabbatical. George Robb, then, was the one that played 
that role. But I think Donna Peterson has represented the university well. My concern was 
more wanting to make sure that when we were having discussions across systems that we 
would have someone that could clearly on major policy issues be understood as the 
spokesperson for the university, and that was always our understanding with Stan Kegler. 
So when Heydinger started talking about that reconfiguration, that was one of the 
concerns that I had. But, like I say, I have to say that it's worked out all right. There have 
been many others. We mentioned one at the very beginning of the conversation who 
represented the university very well, and that was Dave Berg. He just had an excellent 
style about him where he was just always very short and concise and provided you with 
all kinds of good factual information, and also served the university well before the 
legislature. 

AP: If there are other legislators that I might interview, who would you suggest that 
would be a counterpoint to yourself in the sense of perhaps the opposite political party 
but also a long perspective? 

LC: We've had some amazing changes. When I first became chair, that was probably the 
most senior committee in the legislature. In recent years there have been a lot of 
changeover. There's a fellow Republican, so when you say on the other side of the aisle, 
was a long-time member of the committee. I don't know really what his position on some 
of the issues that we've been talking about would have been, but he was in the legislature 
twenty-some years and spent most of his time on that committee. It was a fellow named 
Wendell Erickson. I don't know if he would give you a different perspective on some of 
those issues. 

AD. It's just nice as a courtesy to. .. Was he a House memb~r or a senate member? 

LC: He was a House member. 

AP: What about from the senate? 
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LC: During much of my time, Gene Waldorf would have been the ... You see, they've 
always had a DFL chair over there in my tenure because they had taken over in '72. [end 
of tape 1, side 2] 

LC: Not chair as long as I was because he switched from higher ed to K-12, but he might 
bring you an interesting perspective because he lobbied for the U for a while. The more I 
think about it, I think he ... I forgot about him for a moment. 

AP: What's his first name? I always worry about finding a Minnesota named Nelson. 

LC: Tom Nelson. He's currently the superintendent, the last time I ran across him, of 
schools out in Bethel. Out of the two, I would contact him maybe before XXX both from 
the standpoint that he could also from a historical perspective, he worked with many of 
these people as a university employee representing the university, and predated Donna 
Peterson-I forgot about that. He also had been the chair of the senate finance committee. 

AP: That's a terrific help. Thank you very kindly. I appreciate the interview. I always at 
this point ask people is there anything that I didn't ask you that you would like to 
comment on? 

LC: I think we covered things quite well. The one thing that I think the university has 
been successful in doing through the years, some committee members would sometimes 
come in as new members and be somewhat skeptical of the amount of funding and so on 
for the university, especially when they would look at the funding per student compared 
to some of the other systems. The university has historically just done an excellent job, I 
think, of education members, and of course that's the role of a president and the people 
who work for the president that interact with the legislature in making sure that 
committee members understand the mission of the university. Sometimes people 
typically come in and they are aware of the educational mission but they are not as mvarc 
of the research and outreach mission of the university. I think once people really 
understand the role of the university and its unique mission, they understand why the 
appropriation levels and so on are higher, and in my view, perhaps should be higher than 
they are if we really are going to remain competitive. But that's been a major role of the 
people involved is to educate us as citizens on that mission and the very important role 
that the university plays. 

AP: That's perhaps an optimistic and positive note to end on. I thank you very kindly for 
your time. 

LC: Very good. Have a good day. 

[end of interview] 
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