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CAC: This is Clarke Chambers. I'm beginning what I hope will be a series of interviews with 
Kenneth Keller who occupied so many important positions at the university that I can't really 
summarize them. We'll get to all of them as we go along. It is October 23, 1995. The interview 
is being conducted in my office on the eleventh floor of the Social Science building. It is one 
of our first nasty days with thick clouds and high winds; but here we are secure, and we can talk 
together about the past, and that will be fun. 

KK: [laughter] 

CAC: Ken, I think we want to start, as I suggested, with your early educational training. How 
on earth does one get into chemical engineering? Were you turned on in your early work at 
Columbia University? One of the sub questions there is a question of mentors. It's very 
interesting to follow who has been really important not only in introducing a subject but in 
encouraging an individual. It's that range of things. If it were a kindergarten teacher, you go 
ahead and talk about her. 

KK: You ask a question that is an interesting one to start at because coming into chemical 
engineering was such a poorly thought out thing for me based upon what seemed to me to be a 
rational process but in retrospect really wasn't. When I was in high school, I was in one of New 
York's special high schools, Stuyvesant. 

CAC: Ahhh. 
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KK: Anyone who winds up in the sciences usually has come from there, or Bronx Science along 
the way, or Brooklyn Tech, the third in New York. I was there and good at science, good at 
mathematics. But in fact, I was editor of the high school newspaper and I thought what I ought 
to do is go into journalism. I spoke to my father at the time. There were two things I had a 
deep interest in. One was journalism and the other was astronomy. My father told me that 
journalists were all drunkards and astronomers were all poverty stricken . . . 

CAC: [laughter] 

KK: ... and that neither of those was an acceptable future and that the thing that I ought to do 
was to pick something that was a little different. 

CAC: What was your family background? 

KK: My father never graduated from high school. He was born in this country but like all the 
people of his generation, whether you graduated from high school or not, you had certain 
attributes. He, for example, read a lot, always read every night. 

CAC: Self-educated. 

KK: My picture of him is sitting in his arm chair in the living room of a small apartment that 
we lived in, in Brooklyn, reading, not necessarily great literature but reading. It was the constant 
look. It was not listening to the radio and it was before television. He read and he's well spoken 
to this day-he's still alive-and writes beautifully. He makes no grammatical mistakes but is not 
what you would call an educated man. He is actually, aware ... aware of public events, aware 
of the news in the world very much still. 

CAC: And your mother? 

KK: My mother is a high school graduate and still alive also ... a housewife, a woman who 
had a romantic streak to her. She loved to write poetry or doggerel which posed as poetry and 
she was constantly writing a rhyme. She was a great romantic but not a person of the world 
particularly in the sense of being involved in community things or involved in understanding 
about the world around her. 

CAC: You had siblings? 

KK: I have one brother who is four years younger than I am who is a business man, a very 
successful one. We are close in spirit. We aren't often together. We get along quite well. He 
has three sons and I have, by a flrst marriage, two sons, and, by the second marriage, a son, and 
fmally a daughter, the fust in our family in many generations, which is kind of nice. 
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CAC: Ah, bravo! I should interpose an observation that would interest you. I always knew, 
because I'm an old time Minnesotan, that so many of our students who came here, 1930 to 1970, 
were fust generation to go on for higher education; and what I've discovered in these interviews 
is how many of our professors also were the fust and, in some cases, the only person of their 
family to go on. That really came as a surprise. 

KK: I hadn't thought of it particularly; although, in the world in which I lived, lower middle 
class Jewish neighborhoods in New York City, it was common, common in two respects: 
common that your parents' generation did not go to college and common that you did. One didn't 
have to stretch very hard. The peer pressure and the current carried you through that. What you 
were used to is accepting challenges at each level; and it wasn't that you'd thought about college 
but you'd thought about achieving whatever there was to achieve at whatever the next step was; 
so, that carried you along. 

CAC: My interviews are with Minnesota kids, too, and it's the same story ... 

KK: The same story, yes. That's interesting. 

CAC: ... and from good Scandinavian families or whatever; so, I've been engaged by this. 
This is an interesting phenomenon. 

KK: It is interesting and, of course, what's interesting for us after that is thinking about the 
different experience of our children who now are born into families in which their parents are 
quite successful in the academic world; and, therefore, there isn't nearly as much of the 
opportunity that we had to provide a vicarious pleasure for our own parents-which I think we 
did ... I know we did. 

CAC: Ohhh, I bet they were proud, sure. 

KK: It worked that very way. Both my brother and I went to this special high school and we 
both went on to Columbia. 

CAC: Columbia was the natural place rather than CCNY [City College, New York]? 

KK: Columbia was if, again, you sort of were a high achiever looking to make it into the Ivy 
League or into schools that were a challenge. I only applied to Ivy League schools. 

CAC: Were you a fellowship student? 

KK: I was. I was a naval fellow. I had a naval ROTC [Reserve Officers Training Corps] 
fellowship . . . 

CAC: That helped. 
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KK: ... which made a big difference. In fact, the final choice that I made of school was based 
upon that. I, otherwise, probably would have gone to Yale but decided that I needed the help 
of the scholarship; and they had a room at the naval unit at Columbia and didn't have room at 
the naval unit at Yale. 

CAC: Good choice! 

KK: It was a good choice in the long run. 

CAC: This was the early 1950s? 

KK: This is the early 1950s. In the fall of 1952, I went to Columbia. 

CAC: But you didn't know anything about chemical engineering? You knew math and science 

KK: At that point, I had said to myself, "I like chemistry and I like mathematics. Someone has 
said that chemical engineering has something to do with chemistry and mathematics 
therefore, be a chemical engineer." I knew nothing more than just that. 

CAC: You didn't know the difference of culture between chemists and chemical engineers? 

KK: I knew nothing about the difference in culture. In thinking about this transition from high 
school to college, there were certain differences that I think were important. You mentioned the 
one ... that we were the fIrst generation of kids to go off to college. One of the consequences 
of that was we weren't particularly directed to colleges of any particular sort. My father's strong 
views about what astronomers were or what journalists were were the sum total of any kind of 
direction that your parents would give you as to what choices to make about college or what 
choices to make about majors. 

CAC: On reflection, that wasn't bad advice though. [laughter] 

KK: [laughter] I still like astronomy. The interest in going to Columbia and choosing a fIeld 
like chemical engineering . .. If I try to think back of what my earliest memory of what 
engineering might be like was, it interestingly is log, log, graph paper. It's suddenly moving 
from words to something else and it seemed quite alien to me almost immediately. It seemed 
like when I was going to make that transition, I was moving truly into a world I had no idea 
about ... what engineering was until I had that image. Now, the situation in 1952 was a very 
good one in a school like Columbia and that is that everyone went through a liberal arts program 
before they went into any kind of specialization. 

CAC: Ah! 
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KK: It was what was then called the 3-2 program. You spent three years in Columbia College 
in a liberal arts program and you then transferred to the Columbia School of Engineering and 
took two more years. At the end of the five, you had both a Bachelor of Arts degree and a 
Bachelor of Science degree, which is what you see in my resume. 

CAC: Yes. 

KK: That meant that despite the fact that I had chosen, either responsibly or irresponsibly, a 
very professional direction, chemical engineering, that I had three years of being immersed in a 
liberal arts curriculum without a major ... 

CAC: At a great university. 

KK: ... at a great place. It was for me the most important experience of my life. Those years 
were the most formative, and enriching, and broadening years; and I think formed my whole idea 
of what undergraduate education ought to be ... there. I mean that was the experience. 

CAC: Were there any particular fields or individuals who would have sparked these things? 

KK: There were a number of them that sparked them. Interestingly, the ones that were most 
important to me were English professors, two in particular. One, Quentin Anderson, was quite 
well-known as a scholar of American literature. Henry James was a particular speciality of his. 
In addition, a fellow named Andrew Schap, who would not be widely known outside of 
Columbia but who was the Shakespeare professor, was the person who by my junior year, when 
I took a year of Shakespeare, was so important and so enriching that he really did have an 
enormous effect on my notion of what liberal arts was about. You can sort of go through the 
names of people that affected you but what happens at Columbia that's most important is its core 
curriculum. It has a contemporary civilization sequence and a humanities sequence, which are 
integrated looks at western civilization and those engage you so much. They engage the class. 
There is no shying away from discussion. 

CAC: You learn horizontally from your fellow students. 

KK: You do and they insist on it. You know how they did it in those days . . . it was an 
enormous amount of reading. Before you could have a discussion, you had a quiz on the 
reading, which was nothing but a factual quiz to insure that you'd read everything. 

CAC: Fair enough. 

KK: That was then put aside and you began a discussion. The discussion was always a very 
good one. At Columbia, they taught you to be over-confident about your ideas to make sure you 
were engaged. They didn't let you stay shyly back saying, "1 don't know about this." You really 
did have to engage. It wasn't hard at Columbia. What you discovered there, too-it was another 
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thing that I think helped me when I came out to the Midwest-was that those kids who came out 
of New York City high schools, and were quite confident, and quite verbal, appeared in the flrst 
year or so to be much ahead of any of these kids who came from elsewhere-and then they 
learned. You found that there really was no distinction at all between them, other than their 
previous experience and their previous way of being. Understanding that and the special kind 
of early verbal quality of kids who grew up in Eastern schools helped in fact to understand when 
I came out here that taciturn people didn't necessarily not have thoughts. [laughter] 

CAC: [laughter] 

KK: It was a great change to make that transition. Those three years in Columbia College 
before I went into the Engineering School . . . 

CAC: You lived at home? 

KK: No, I didn't. I moved into the Columbia dorms, essentially immediately. 

CAC: So, you had a college experience? 

KK: I had a college experience. I was in a fraternity. I made friendships which exist today 
with people from allover the country who did remain my core friends for thirty, forty years. 

CAC: Did you take chemistry and other sciences those flrst three years, also? 

KK: Yes, you had to take those as well and they were okay. I had a freshman experience which 
was sobering in learning that I was not a mathematician and, then, I moved on from there. I was 
in an Honors math class and found out that Columbia Honors math classes are made for a very 
select few. It's an irrelevant story to this but it was a good learning experience. I did well at 
Columbia. I didn't do badly. I actually did well in school and carried through to then move onto 
into the Engineering School. 

CAC: But you were eager to get on to chemical engineering? 

KK: I was not particularly eager to get on to chemical engineering. I was not so terribly turned 
on by chemical engineering. I liked it and I had made this judgment that it was a practical 
direction; but, the real pleasure at that time was not in chemical engineering. The real pleasures 
were in the liberal arts courses for me. That was true through all of the years. I was, also, much 
involved in campus extra curricular things, service societies. I rowed and I was in the crew, and 
I was in a fraternity, and I was one of the leaders of the Inter-Fraternity Council. 

CAC: My god! do you row on the Hudson or in the East River? 

KK: You row primarily on the Harlem River at the north end of the East River. 
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CAC: I see. 

KK: The problem is not that you will drown but you may dissolve. [laughter] 

CAC: Right. [laughter] That [unclear] a chemist. 

KK: You also row on the Hudson. The Hudson is a tidal river and is actually much harder to 
row on. I was much involved in sort of campus things, senior societies, and everything like that. 
I behaved like a kid much engaged. 

CAC: Which you were. 

KK: I was. In engineering though, despite the fact that I wasn't particularly turned on by it, I 
was fInally by my last year turned on by one professor, Sheldon Friedlander, who was a person 
only four or fIve years older than me who had just returned as an assistant professor to Columbia 
with whom I worked on a research project as a senior. That was early in the days when that 
wasn't the usual thing. That was a terrifIc thing and that did engage me so that by the time I left, 
I left at least open to the possibility of a career in chemical engineering. Interestingly, I was also 
thinking about going back to graduate school in English literature at the time ... 

CAC: Ahhh! 

KK: ... because of the other experience. I left there and went into the navy ... 

CAC: In the meantime, you were doing all the navy ROTC work, also? 

KK: That's right. I'd gone through the whole naval experience. 

CAC: Did that include summer on the ship? 

KK: Summers on the ships. There are three summers, two of which you spend on ships and one 
of which you spend down at Little Creek, Virginia, at a marine camp and down in Corpus 
Christi, Texas, at a naval air station. Yes, that gave me a chance to travel for the fIrst time so 
that in the fIrst of those summers, I spent several weeks in Brazil. 

CAC: Oh. 

KK: We went down at a time when I had no idea where Latin America was and in the 
Caribbean and the third summer, I spent in Europe. I was in Spain and in France ... 

CAC: Join the navy and see the world! 
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KK: It wasn't a bad experience. Those were good experiences. It made a lot of sense. When 
I ftnished, I went to the navy; so now, I had a commitment of four years because in order to 
work for Admiral [Hyman George] Rickover, you had to commit to an extra year. 

CAC: Now, you didn't know you were going to do that or did you at the time you could make 
a choice when you graduated and then went into the navy from the ROTC? 

KK: You had to be interviewed to get to work for Rickover. 

CAC: You knew who he was? You knew what you were getting into? 

KK: Oh, yes, of course, absolutely ... as much as one does in one's head. It isn't until you're 
sitting in front of him being interviewed in the famous interview chair that you come to 
understand. 

CAC: So, apart from application, you had to have a personal interview? 

KK: There was a personal interview with everyone, everyone who worked for him, yes. He 
brought you down there and ... 

CAC: How many of you were there in that class? You go there in 1957 after graduating. 

KK: There were probably ftfteen or twenty of us. 

CAC: He was using all of you? 

KK: Everyone of us. 

CAC: And you were from different ... all from the sciences but not entirely from chemical 
engineering? 

KK: Absolutely, from all over ... a good group of people. The total number in the naval 
reactor's central branch at that time was probably about 100 offtcers and civilian professionals. 
It was not a very large group that was the nuclear navy . . . the design of the nuclear ships 

CAC: So Rickover had to know all the personnel there? 

KK: He knew everyone of us. Not only that but he read every letter we ever wrote. In those 
days, most of your work was done by correspondence. You commented on technical matters. 
You were directing the Westinghouse Corporation or the General Electric Corporation to do 
things as part of the development of ships. The rule was that you had to . .. There were a 
certain number of carbon copies of the letters that you had typed-of course, this is 1957-one 
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of which was pink, a pink onion skin copy and that was the admiral's copy. You had to hold 
every letter for twenty-four hours that was written. He read everything that was written and he 
commented back to you or if he didn't comment back to you, you could send it. If he did, it was 
usually a very vigorous comment. I'd been there, I think, less than a week when he accused me 
of trying to destroy nuclear power in the United States . . . [laughter] 

CAC: [laughter] 

KK: ... for something that I never did figure out. 

CAC: Were you? [laughter] 

KK: I didn't think I was and I wasn't quite sure what in this letter ... which he merely returned 
saying, "This is an idiotic letter which is going to destroy nuclear power. Change it." I wasn't 
able to tell what was wrong with the letter; so, it was a learning experience early on in working 
with him. He did know everybody in the building and he worked closely with us. We only wore 
civilian clothes because everybody had the rank of admiral. What we discovered about Rickover, 
what one discovered very quickly, was his genius was not particularly a technical genius. I think 
he was smart but that was not his genius. His genius was an organizational genius and there 
what he had managed to discover was that when he dealt, as he was, with two organizations, the 
Atomic Energy Commission which controlled all nuclear development in the United States and 
the Bureau of Ships which controlled all shipbuilding in the United States, he had two fantastic 
bureaucracies that he had to cope with. If anything had to be decided between the bureaucracy, 
a letter had to go from a person in one bureaucracy to a person in the other, which only occurred 
by letters going up the bureaucracy to the top, going across to the head of the other organization 
and going down the bureaucracy to your counterpart in the other organization. Well, what he 
did was have you fill both roles so that you a position ... you were your own counterpart. You 
had a position in the Bureau of Ships and a position in the Atomic Energy Commission. 

CAC: Ahhh. 

KK: Therefore, you were, in effect and in fact, writing to yourself and you knew what you were 
going to answer and you, therefore, didn't have to wait for the answer to come. You were quite 
sure of what the answer would be when it came; so, you saved all of the time that was involved 
in moving between two bureaucracies . . . 

CAC: [laughter] 

KK: [laughter] ... and, essentially, the writing of letters of that kind was keeping records 
straight rather than doing anything. You also could pick up the right sheet of stationery 
depending upon which point or which authority you wanted to calion; and you wrote a letter on 
Atomic Energy Commission stationery for certain things and you wrote a letter on Bureau of 
Ships stationery for other things. 
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CAC: One imagines that's a lesson that had many applications later on. 

KK: Well, not for me. 

CAC: [laughter] 

KK: The only thing, it helped very early on to see two things: to not become arrogant but to 
recognize that bureaucracies had to be dealt with, and that they could destroy things but you 
could deal with them, and you could push ahead; and it did teach a certain amount of 
aggressiveness about that early on. There was great authority that he gave to you. Despite the 
fact that he read your letters, nobody else was reading them particularly. He expected that you 
would be handling these things; so, that was a very good experience. He taught a lot of hard 
work. We worked very, very hard working for him. 

CAC: That's a good lesson, too. 

KK: Yes. It was my first exposure to an engineer who cared about other things. He would 
distribute things for us to read on the French educational system, on the history of the Byzantine 
Empire and these were required reading. You'd get the [unclear] mimeographed stuff and he'd 
say, "I expect my officers to read these things and to understand something about them." He 
transmitted that sense to the people working with him. It was certainly a very proud kind of 
existence. 

CAC: But one that would be high stress as well? 

KK: It was very high stress; that was part of it. It was also the requirement that you take 
chances; that is to say, he expected you to challenge him but sometimes, he would chop your 
head off if you did that and you weren't quite sure. You had to play the game because he did 
not accept your not challenging. At the same time, he didn't promise you that just because you 
challenged you'd be rewarded. 

CAC: Was there any person surrounding him to ease that or to orient newcomers to this whole 
process? You had to learn on your own? 

KK: You learned on your own. The only thing I can remember learning from anyone else is 
when I ftnished my interview with him, I thought he'd thrown me out of his offtce. As I walked 
away, the WAVE lieutenant said, "Congratulations!" I said, "For what? He has just told me, 
'Get the hell out!'" She said, "You didn't listen to him. He said, 'Get the hell out and come back 
on June 10th.'" 

CAC: [laughter] 
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KK: Daughter] She said, "That means, he's hired you." Most of the time, you had to figure 
it out on your own. 

CAC: Were you doing laboratory work? Were you assigned particular scientific things to 
[unclear]? 

KK: You were assigned certain technical things that you were responsible for. I was responsible 
for what are called the primary systems, the piping systems and flow systems that serve the 
reactor vessel in nuclear plants. I was originally assigned to do that for certain submarines, the 
Skate, which was our rust, one of the early submarines, and then the Skipjack, which was the 
rust attack submarine. The navy undertook to build the first land-based nuclear reactor at the 
shipping port station that serves the Duquesne Light Company. 

CAC: You were in on that, too? 

KK: I handled the primary systems for that. 

CAC: Oh, my! Oh, my! You're just a kid really. 

KK: You're a kid and you really are thrown into expecting to run this for the government. You 
were the government representative and there was, of course, somebody in the contractor's office, 
or several people, who were doing the design but there was avery, very tight level of control 
over it so that we saw every plan, every design change. Every technical detail came to our office 
to get approved. Everyone of them had to be approved. It was not a laissez faire situation. 

CAC: Part of the trick was selection of these people? A lot of people wouldn't be up to that 
kind of responsibility? 

KK: Right. It was that pressure. You expected it and he expected you to do it and that was one 
of the reasons that he kept the pressure on because he thought itself served as a sort as a kind 
of selection process; but he chose good people. 

CAC: Yes. 

KK: There was one other around here who served with me, Roger Staley. He was in at the 
same time. 

CAC: And Jimmy Carter? 

KK: Jimmy Carter ... we didn't quite overlap. He left two years before I came. Since then, 
on a couple of occasions, we've had chances to exchange Rickover stories. 
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CAC: I should think there would be a real fraternity of those who had been through this 
experience. 

KK: There is a continuous keeping contact with each other. It was a good learning time. The 
interesting thing was what happened at the end of it. As I said, when I came into this, while I 
came into it, there was no way not to be totally engaged in what I was doing. I hadn't forgotten 
that I had left my undergraduate years with a quandary. Was I going to go back to chemical 
engineering or go back to English literature? During that time, the person I mentioned to you, 
Sheldon Friedlander, as the mentor in Engineering School at Columbia, moved to 10hns Hopkins, 
which is involved [unclear] station in Washington. He and I are in contact with each other and 
he says, "Why don't you come back to graduate school part time?" What he managed to do that 
was the telling thing for me was ... My problem with chemical engineering, aside from the 
graph paper, was the idea of spending your life in the Dupont Sulfuric Acid Works or the Exxon 
Refmery. The things that chemical engineers do didn't seem aesthetically pleasant but more than 
that didn't seem important, didn't seem to matter very much. What Sheldon came to me and said 
is, "You know, there are some chemical engineers ... " This is now getting into the late 1950s 
and an enormous change takes place in chemical engineering in the mid 1950s stimulated by two 
institutions, the University of Minnesota and the University of Wisconsin ... a very important 
change. 

CAC: Ah. 

KK: Until that time, chemical engineering was the application of chemistry and mathematics to 
industrial processes, to understanding how to run chemical plants, how to run refmeries. The 
emphasis is that it is a service to industry and it's defined by those industries so that if you look 
at the names of the courses, it's separations process ... or it's distillation and fractionation. It's 
unit operations. These are terms which are meaningful in the industrial setting. But about this 
time, starting in the early 1950s, with Neal Amundson here and some others, and three guys 
named Robert Byrd, Bob Stewart, and Ed Lightfoot at Wisconsin, who were interested in the 
research but also produced an extraordinarily important book, chemical engineers discovered the 
underlying science that was important to their carrying out this service function in industry. They 
discovered that really what underlay it was something called transport phenomena, that is fluid 
mechanics, and heat transfer, and diffusion or mass transfer, thermodynamics, reactor analysis. 
A whole set of terms and courses came into being which recognized the underlying intellectual 
disciplines that fed this application. Once that happened, there was no reason to limit the 
application of those underlying analytical tools to industry. They began to say, "Heck, if we've 
got these tools, why not apply them to other things?" 

CAC: Others were seeing that as well? How did you know what was going on in Wisconsin 
and Minnesota? You're just a kid and you're working fourteen hours a day. 

KK: I don't know what's going on there but what happens is that in Wisconsin, Byrd, Stewart, 
and Lightfoot produce a book called Transport Phenomena which makes its way around the 
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country to certain people. This is a totally new way of looking at things. This is 1955 or 1956. 

KK: And you're keeping up with the field? 

CAC: No, I don't know but this adviser does know. 

CAC: Ahhh! 

KK: He comes to me and he says, "There really is a huge change going on in chemical 
engineering which I know, Ken, from what you've told me, you don't like. But I'm interested in 
looking into the medical field because I think that these . . . " 

CAC: Ah! 

KK: "... kinds of ideas that we've been playing with can be applied to the medical field but 
I don't know anything about the medical field. Why don't you come and work with me as a 
graduate student and we'll figure out something to do in medicine?" 

CAC: God! So you had that interest very early on? 

KK: Right then and there. That was the spark. 

CAC: I read your bibliography there and right away it's in the health ... 

KK: With Friedlander, immediately ... what we worked on was the transport of oxygen through 
hemoglobin solutions. So, he comes to me. 

CAC: These are [unclear]? It's a flow problem? 

KK: It's a problem of fluid flow, and mass transfer, and chemical reaction ... actually the 
combination of mass transfer and chemical reaction between oxygen and hemoglobin which is 
at the base of this. So, he says, "Come back and I will make it easy for you. If you can get a 
couple of your colleagues who are interested in graduate school in chemical engineering, we at 
Hopkins, because we're a very small department, will arrange for a different course to be offered 
in the evening every semester all the years you're in the navy so that you can begin to work 
toward a graduate degree." 

CAC: Heavens. 

KK: "We'll just schedule the graduate course in the evening that semester so you can follow in 
the course." 

CAC: Boy! that's the kind of mentor to have ... to switch things around so you can do that. 
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KK: It was marvelous. 

CAC: Oh! 

KK: It was also possible because of the school, which was an odd little school. Johns Hopkins 
was not a huge institution. 

CAC: It was possible also because you're not attached by this time or are you married by now? 

KK: Yes, I got married immediately after my undergraduate ... 

CAC: I see. You are a family, also? 

KK: Yes, but at that point, I haven't had any children; so, I can do this. I, twice a week, can 
drive up to Baltimore with two friends who are working with me in the navy. All three of us 
begin graduate school in this part time way during three of our four years in the navy. The first 
year, we didn't have time to do it but the second, third, and fourth year. By that time, we've 
taken six semester courses which is the best part of a year of graduate work and most of the 
course work, in fact, for graduate work at that time. I got married actually immediately after my 
undergraduate years. In fact, that was one of the questions that came up during the course of my 
interview with Rickover because you weren't supposed to married until you were commissioned. 
In fact, I was going to be married two days before. He said to me, "You're getting married?" 
I said, "Yes, sir!" He said, "When?" I said, "Two days after my commissioning," without 
thinking. 

CAC: [laughter] 

KK: [laughter] He, of course, thinking along entirely different lines says, "You damned stupid 
idiot! How am I supposed to know when you're being commissioned?" [laughter] 

CAC: [laughter] 

KK: We went down that route. He said, "Why are you getting married?" I said, "Well, sir, I 
think I love this woman and think I'd like to spend a life with her." He said, "You're committing 
yourself to a life of marriage and you only think it?" [laughter] 

CAC: [laughter] I can see you made an impression. I've got a dumb question. 

KK: Yes? 

CAC: It doesn't relate to all of this. If you're working on all of these systems and, finally, they 
make application on a submarine, did you have any submarine duty? Did you ever take a 
submarine trip? 
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KK: Yes, on sea trials on the ships. I was out on both the Skate and the Skipjack on their sea 
trials. 

CAC: You knew that the dean of the Graduate School, also, was a submarine person? 

KK: [Warren] Ibele? 

CAC: Yes. 

KK: I knew he was a navy guy but I didn't know he was on submarines. 

CAC: Yes, he spent his four years in the submarine corps. That was mechanical. That was 
[unclear] but it was an older kind of submarine. 

KK: Those are the old ones. The nuclear subs were marvelous; they really were. Yes, I've been 
down in nuclear submarines. 

CAC: I went down in a submarine once for about twelve hours; that was enough. I was 
teaching cryptography to a submarine crew in Guam. 

KK: Oh, really? 

CAC: So, they said, "As a special treat, we'll take you out. Submarines are being fixed up and 
we're going to have a little trial run for the day." We went out and sat in the bottom of the 
Marianas'trench. Oh god! all that water above me. I was scared! 

KK: It's a little claustrophobic. 

CAC: Ohhh! 

KK: When you go down deep, as the nuclear submarines could go, there were leaks. 

CAC: I'm sure. 

KK: So, you began to see drops coming in and that's a little nervous [unclear]. [laughter] But, 
they were quite roomy compared with the ones you were down in because they didn't have fuel 
tanks. 

CAC: As I say, that was one shot and I wouldn't attempt it again. 

KK: It was a marvelous [unclear] and experience. I really did like that. I was out in the Idaho 
desert learning how to run those things. We had replicas of the ships that were out there. 
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CAC: You had four years of that. That's a good apprenticeship. 

KK: It was a very good apprenticeship. I learned a lot in that time. We also went off to school 
during that time to learn reactor engineering, nuclear engineering. We went to Westinghouse at 
the Bettis plant in Pittsburgh. 

CAC: Even though you had this running jump, once you left the navy and filled out your four 
years service, then, you still had to go formally to graduate school and jump all the hurdles? 

KK: That's right. Absolutely, because I was not learning the kind of analytical tools that I 
needed to learn in graduate school and I was changing fields. 

CAC: I interviewed Neal Amundson and I got the idea that folks of his disposition never go into 
a laboratory. They think these things and write formulas, write equations, and all that wonderful 
stuff. 

KK: That's what he did. 

CAC: Yes. Did you have laboratory experience, too? 

KK: Absolutely. I had laboratory experience as a graduate student. I had an adviser who 
thought very differently about these issues. There were certain kinds of intelligence that we have 
in chemical engineering. Neal's is the most marvelous of the formalistic mathematical 
intelligence. Then, there are people who are the other extreme who are real empiricists. What 
they do is do very fme experiments. There's a whole middle ground of people, several of whom 
have been here at the university, who use as much mathematics as they need and a lot of physical 
intuition to fill in between experiments and a high degree of formalism. Sheldon Friedlander, 
for whom I worked, was like that. He was perfectly comfortable with the mathematics; but he 
was a person ... you could watch the logical thinking going on in which he would use only as 
much mathematics as was necessary. The thing he did most well was learn how to simplify 
mathematics and still keep it meaningful. Neal learned how to do it in the most formalistic, 
complete, and elegant way; so, his interest was not in simplification, it was complete ... 

CAC: I see. 

KK: I see. Sheldon Friedlander's was in the elegant simplification. It was fmding a way of 
looking at the mathematics and transforming it to give you insights without having to do the most 
comprehensive and exhaustive things. Then, there are people on the other end who just get the 
data and really are not trying to synthesize the ideas in the same way. I worked for him so my 
interest was his way of looking at mathematics and the experiments because as a graduate student 
in the field that I was in, you really did have to do experiments. I wouldn't want him in my lab 
when I was doing them because he could be dangerous-as Amundson would be in a laboratory. 
[laughter] 
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CAC: Ah! 

KK: That made a difference. I, then, go to Hopkins to start this new field, to really move into 
a field that people have not worked, that chemical engineers aren't working. The attraction for 
me is twofold. One, it's that this really is working at an application that seems socially important 
to me. Unlike refining oil, curing disease seems important. 

CAC: Yes. 

KK: So, that's very much a motivation for me. 

CAC: Johns Hopkins has one of the great research medical schools in the world at that time. 

KK: That's right. 

CAC: So, you study there as well and collaborate? 

KK: I was collaborating with people there. The second idea was that this field was so new that 
you could paint with broad brush strokes, that your research work was not refining somebody 
else's idea but really starting something new and that was a very attractive thing. Each step you 
took was thinking about a combination of ideas from engineering in medicine that just hadn't 
been put together before. That was extremely attractive and, ultimately, made it easy for me to 
tum my back on English; because it seemed to me that I did have something creative to offer in 
chemical engineering of this kind that I probably would not have to offer in English. I loved to 
read but I wasn't sure that I would ever be a writer; and so the weighing on the scales was which 
direction would take me in a direction that I would fmd satisfying because it allowed me to do 
something creative. 

CAC: And original. 

KK: Exactly. 

CAC: There are certain dead ends in Shakespeare. 

KK: That's right ... or at least they've been done before. So, that took me in that direction. 
Then, by the time I come to the end of my graduate work, I know I want to do this. I speak to 
my adviser, and I start applying to schools, and I say, "Where does one apply? What are the best 
schools I know from the East coast?" I get out to Wisconsin and I apply to Wisconsin; and my 
adviser, Sheldon Friedlander says, "If you're really willing to go to the Midwest, Minnesota is 
a lot more interesting school than Wisconsin. Wisconsin has captured in this famous book, Byrd, 
Stewart, and Lightfoot, what the new thinking is but the new thinking is coming from 
Minnesota." He said, "You ought to apply to Minnesota." I said, "Really? Oh, okay." I'm not 
exactly sure where it is but I look it up. It is an interesting thing. Wisconsin-Madison, is part 
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of the East coast culture. It's the western end of the East coast culture and students go there for 
undergraduate work Minnesota is beyond the fringe and it isn't nonnally thought of then; so, 
it is new to me to think in those terms at that point. I write a letter. I hear there's this guy Neal 
Amundson at Minnesota and I write a letter to Minnesota telling them that I'm interested in the 
biological area, that I want to do biomedical work It was typical of Neal and typical of this 
university that from the very first contact, everything was done perfectly here. The fIrst thing 
that happens ... I was in the middle of an experiment sitting in my lab and somebody said, 
"There's a phone call." We had a phone down the hall. He says, "Hi, this is Neal Amundson." 
Neal Amundson is a name I've seen in the literature. Neal Amundson isn't somebody who calls 
me. He said, "I got your letter here saying you might be interested in a position. We'd like you 
to come on out. We like that fIeld. We think we need somebody in a fIeld like that." That, too, 
wasn't the way things were done at other schools. It was done with a certain formality. You got 
a letter, "We are considering a set of interviews. We'll be interviewing people if you can come 
now and give a talk ... " So, this was Nealon the phone saying, "When do you think we can 
come out?" "Well, I can come out next week" I came out, gave a talk, and spoke to Neal. Neal 
said, "We've got some things set up for you here and we'd like you to spend a half hour with 
every faculty member in the department over the next couple of days and give your talk," all of 
which I did. It turned out that as I had walked out of offIces, after these days, Neal walked into 
them and debriefed each faculty member in turn. I got to the second day, the point of which 
people usually say, "Thank you very much. The committee will meet," and Neal called me into 
his offIce and said, "Well, you know, you look like our kind of guy. Everybody thinks that. 
We'd like you to come here. What salary would you want?" [laughter] I sputtered. He said, 
"We usually start people at $7200 but you've had this experience in the navy, we might give you 
a little more." I named the largest fIgure I could think of, which I think was $9000, which 
seemed to me . . . 

CAC: The dollar was worth more. 

KK: Yes. Amundson said, "That seems about right. I'll confIrm that in a letter." I said, "I'd 
like to talk to my wife about this before I make a judgment." [laughter] Sure, enough, two days, 
the letter came. It was just such an overwhelmingly positive, engaged, experience. It was a 
perfect start. 

CAC: By that time, not widely used throughout this university or any other ... Let me share 
with you what Neal ... It's on tape so you can go listen to it yourself. I said, "Neal, you had 
the best department of any at the University of Minnesota and probably the best Chemical 
Engineering Department in the country, if not the world, how did you do that?" He said, "It was 
easy. We never had a search." 

KK: He's right. 

CAC: [laughter] 
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KK: I've just described to you how it worked. 

CAC: Yes. 

KK: It worked. When he couldn't do it that way anymore, it was when he stepped aside. 

CAC: Yes. 

KK: That was only the beginning. 

CAC: He had scouts out spotting people who were really original. 

KK: He knew what he was looking for. I discovered only after the fact that long before he 
called me, he'd called several other people, not other candidates but he called people who would 
have known me and asked them long before he called up; so, he knew. He had scouts out or he 
himself was out. That's how he got [Rutherford] Aris in 1955. He met him [unclear] over. 
Then, in the late 1950s, in 1959, he picked up [John] Dahler, and [L.E.] Scriven, and [Arnold] 
Fredrickson. 

CAC: You name all the big names. You're part of it. 

KK: That's right. Then there was a gap of a couple years, and then he picked up [H. Ted] 
Davis, and then I came, and two more the year after, and that was it. That's how he put the 
department together. 

CAC: That's running against the culture to do it. 

KK: It was a marvelous thing because he ran against the culture in more ways than that. Half 
of the people I've named were not chemical engineers. 

CAC: Yes. He talked about that, too. 

KK: They were mathematicians, and chemists, and microbiologists ... 

CAC: Which, of course, he was ... a mathematician. 

KK: That's right. So, that was the unusual circumstance that led Sheldon Friedlander, my 
adviser, to say, "That's where the fascinating things are going on." 

CAC: That's a remarkable story. 
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KK: Then you came here and when you came here, you discovered a few things immediately. 
You discovered that this was a department that believed that it had made a good selection and 
believed that what it now needed to do ... 

[End of Tape 1, Side 1] 

[Tape 1, Side 2] 

CAC: We're talking about what you found when you got here. 

KK: It is about chemical engineering. Just a few years ago, I said to Amundson that I would 
never forgive him for making me think that an entire public university could follow the model 
of the Chemical Engineering Department. It was a model which is so extraordinary. This is a 
story really of Neal Amundson and a department. Neal Amundson is all of our father figures, 
the father figure to all of us who he hired. We view him in that way. There are two 
professional father figures that I have: one is Sheldon Friedlander, whom I've mentioned to you, 
and the other is Neal Amundson. Because, when you came here, you were immediately part of 
a family in which there was an extraordinary amount of camaraderie, and a very high level of 
expectation, and a very high level of support; and all of those three interacted. The first day you 
came, you were the equal of everyone else on the faculty. Amundson made sure that everything 
possible was done for you and so did your colleagues when you were a young faculty member 
with the assumption that as you grew and your national reputation grew, you would do that for 
others. That was there from the very first day. I can't tell you the number of ways in which it 
showed up. If you ever get a chance, interview Skip Scriven, who is one of the senior [unclear] 
people, and learn what happened when he was hired because when he was hired, again, 
Amundson having his tentacles out everywhere. . . He had been working for Shell Development 
on the West coast in Emeryville [California]. He and his wife drove east and had a tragic 
automobile accident in, I think, Nevada, which hospitalized his wife and actually permanently 
injured her hip at that time. She was hospitalized in some tiny little town in Nevada on his way 
to Minnesota to take a job. The long and short of it is that the next thing she knows, after a 
week, is that Neal Amundson walks into her hospital room in Nevada and says, "Hi, my name 
is Neal Amundson. We haven't met before but we've come to move you to Minnesota." He had 
gotten a 3M plane ... 

CAC: Ohhh. 

KK: ... a hospital plane, had gone out there and had her moved to Minnesota. Shirley [Mrs. 
Neal Amundson] had rented an apartment for them and had set them up so she would be cared 
for here and he'd have a place for his family. Skip Scriven will never in his life forget that. 

CAC: Of course not. 
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KK: For Skip that was the beginning of an experience. For each of us, in some way, there was 
that sense that once we belonged, we belonged. Yet, at the same time, there was this enormous 
standard of performance, the performance of teaching and the performance in research which he 
held. 

CAC: How did they measure the teaching part? 

KK: The teaching part turned out to be easy to measure because every course was team taught. 

CAC: Ahhh! I guess he said that. 

KK: Every course was team taught. We had a lecture and we divided it into recitation sections 
and, unlike the way that sometimes works, (1) every recitation section was taught by a faculty 
member and (2) every faculty member went to the main lecture and heard you. 

CAC: So, you damned well better be good. 

KK: You had to be good but you had to be good not because you were intimidated . .. In fact, 
in your fIrst year, in order for you to understand how important we viewed lectures, you weren't 
allowed to give the main lectures. Senior people taught more than junior people, unlike the 
situation in a lot of other places. You were allowed to do a recitation section so you could see 
how somebody did the course and, then, you graduated to being able to teach it. It wasn't that 
you'd teach it because senior people want to teach less. You don't get to teach in our department 
until we think you teach well. Once you're in that circumstance, then what your expectation is, 
and what happened after any lecture, anyone of the faculty could come up to and say, "I don't 
think such and such went over terrifIcally. I think maybe we either ought to do it tomorrow 
again at recitation or maybe we ought to change it the next time." It was such a matter of 
expectation that it wasn't intimidating and, yet, you knew you had to do well. Yes, you said, "I 
better do well but it isn't because I expect that somebody is not on my side. They're working 
with me and it's precisely because I respect them that I'm going to work on this, and stay up real 
late tonight, and make sure that lecture tomorrow is a very good one." The expectation was that 
you were constantly being watched and it wasn't the special formal moment of evaluation, which 
can be intimidating. It was shared. You knew that others got this and you knew that you could 
say the same thing to a senior member of the faculty; so, you developed these expectations. 

The expectation to be a good researcher was one that was accompanied by not merely the 
expectation that you'd do well but the encouragement and the friendship of helping you to do it. 
I remember an incident at the end of the fIrst year about John Dahler, who was a colleague of 
mine, also. We were at a party. We were a very social department but I think a lot of places 
in the university in those mid 1960s were much, much more social. There was a lot more 
interaction among the faculty. 

CAC: Some of the departments were drinking heavily. 
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KK: [laughter] Well, we were social and it was good. I can remember it was the end of the 
ftrst year I'd been there and I was with Dahler at a party and I was feeling very good ... I'd had 
three papers out that year . . . ftrst year . . . three papers out. I said to John, as casually as I 
could over a drink, "First year, three papers," or something to that effect. He said, "Don't worry, 
it's bound to pick up." [laughter] 

CAC: [laughter] 

KK: In that, it captured both sides of this ... the standards are damned high but you're getting 
the encouragement as you go along. 

CAC: Ken, I've got to interrupt here because I'm guessing-my guess may be wrong and you'll 
tell me-that that was not a good introduction to the culture of the whole university? 

KK: That's the point. It wasn't a good introduction and that's why I say I always blame 
Amundson for having given me a model of what I thought a university could be ... 

CAC: And it was not widely shared in this university or very many others? 

KK: ... which wasn't happening here. It wasn't a cheap model. You know it's expensive to 
teach classes like that. 

CAC: Oh, you bet. 

KK: But it was an extraordinarily good one in which people delivered. They delivered and if 
you look at the turnover in that department, it was extraordinarily low. 

CAC: If it was a good model, why wasn't it taken as a model by more departments? 

KK: [sigh] It seems to me that the building of particular cultures is a serendipitous kind of 
thing in a university. It's very hard to do. It's hard to build quality in a conscious way. It takes 
a combination of circumstances, the right people available to be hired, the right individuals there 
to make it happen at a certain time. It can't always be done in a conscious way and it's very 
difficult to change. I think that this was an extraordinary model that cannot be easily 
extrapolated. It doesn't work from department to department. It depended on many things. It 
depended very much on Neal but it depended on how lucky he was as well as how smart he was 
in who he chose to put around him ... 

CAC: It also depended upon resources that his dean provided. 

KK: ... and resources that he had available to do it so he didn't have to scrimp. We delivered 
for what it is that we were given but we were given a lot. 
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CAC: He made that very clear, yes. 

KK: He was very successful in getting support and we were successful in responding by getting 
even more outside support-but never forgetting the importance of teaching. There wasn't anyone 
in that department who didn't know that that was what we were there to do. 

CAC: Now, did this come as a shock when you become associate dean of the Graduate School, 
that this wasn't generally the rule, the model? 

KK: Yes, it was. It was a great shock to me to discover some extraordinary things, to discover, 
for example, that there were departments in which people had to schedule meetings and schedule 
lunches so that they'd have a chance to talk with each other, that they didn't fmd ways to share 
and to talk, that in fact, this was a kind of formal process superimposed upon a natural tendency 
not to do that. That was a great surprise. It was a shock to me in the Graduate School-the 
greatest shock I had-when someone came forward to say they were interested in developing a 
new course if they could either be paid extra or get some relief from their teaching to do it, that 
this was not something that they would do as a matter of course . . . a total shock to me. It ran 
so counter to my idea of how one viewed the work here. 

CAC: How would you respond to such a request then? 

KK: I was, obviously, fairly negative to it. My thought was that that is what we expect that you 
will be doing. 

CAC: Yes. 

KK: Now in recognition of the fact that not every culture was the same as ours and wanting, 
in fact, to have those develop frequently in the Graduate School, I would say, "Fine, We will try 
to do something about it." But, it was something that I didn't come to naturally. It was 
something that I was not sympathetic to. It was something I would do because there might not 
be any other course of action that would make the change that I thought needed to be made; and 
so, I gave in to it at the time. My fIrst experience with the Graduate School though was not a 
bad one because it was with that Research Committee, which was really one of the best 
committees around. It was the one that gave out research grants in the Graduate School. It was 
a happy experience and I must say working with the Medical ... 

CAC: A good learning experience to learn what was going on? 

KK: That's right. It was my first exposure to the administrative aspects of the university outside 
of Chemical Engineering and it was quite alienating in certain respects. It was terribly formal. 
There was no sense of, that I had gotten used to in Chemical Engineering, a constant striving in 
which all you had to do was try to aim people a little bit. The energy would be there to do these 
things. 
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CAC: I understand. 

KK: That wasn't the case in a lot of other parts of the university. The Chemical Engineering 
experience followed through in so many ways . . . as I said, junior faculty teaching less than 
senior faculty, senior faculty directing graduate students to junior faculty to help them to get their 
programs going. 

CAC: All the way through the vice-presidency, you're doing research often within the Medical 
School? 

KK: That's right. Of course, you see, I came here to do that. 

CAC: I understand, yes. 

KK: That's one of the things that I had come here specifically to do and, immediately, I tied up 
with a mechanical engineer, Perry Blackshear, and a surgeon, Gene Bernstein, who are already 
working in these areas together and are there to invite me to participate, as soon as I come in, 
in a wonderful multidisciplinary combination, which really does tum out to set ... 

CAC: Then, you fmd your way to Marty Dworkin as well? 

KK: Marty, I came to only later and actually came to through the Vietnam stuff. We actually 
met through Scriven ... 

CAC: Ahhh. 

KK: ... fought over Vietnam early on, and fought over Israel early on, fought over a lot of 
political things because about this time, I'm becoming active in politics in Minnesota. I got here 
in 1964 and by 1967, I was already in the faculty group on campus that had a couple of 
mathematicians in it. Who were those guys? One guy went off to the University of British 
Columbia. He was a physiologist ... Jim somebody and then, Joe Rosenzweig or Rosenstein 
in mathematics. A couple of us were this ad hoc committee. 

CAC: You weren't in the old Second Ward? 

KK: No, I wasn't in the Second Ward. I was in the Thirteenth Ward but I chaired the Thirteenth 
Ward. 

CAC: I see. The Second Ward was really an exciting place to be. What was the Thirteenth 
Ward? 

KK: The Thirteenth Ward was a very Republican Ward but it had all of these liberals. It has 
this odd mixture of university liberals, who lived down there, and intellectuals. 
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CAC: What is the Thirteenth Ward? 

KK: That's the southwest, out toward Edina, the last ward ... Lake Harriet, and south 
Minnehaha Parkway, and then out to the western end of the city. I was chairing that ward in the 
McCarthy days and an active McCarthy delegate. 

CAC: I see. I think Marty has come to feel uneasy about his association. 

KK: He went both ways on that. Yes, originally he was not on that side of things. Then, he 
came to be very strongly engaged in anti-Vietnam efforts; and, in more recent years, is shifting 
back but I think it's less out of that kind of issue than the whole issue of political correctness on 
campus, which I think has bothered him a lot. 

CAC: We may get to that later. 

KK: He and I argue about it one way or another; but we continue to be very close friends. 
You're right that later on, Marty and I say, "Hey, in addition to these other interests, there really 
are interesting problems on which we can work." I think he and I have published four or five 
papers together on various aspects ... 

CAC: I noticed that. 

KK: ... again, of bringing together engineering concepts but really it's the analytical concepts. 
It's the way of looking at issues, and analyzing them in engineering terms, and [unclear] science. 
The biological sciences always interested me. The early days were driven by the fact that at 
about the time that I came here specifically to do work in the medical area, as opposed to the 
biological area, and engaged with Gene Bernstein and Perry Blackshear, at precisely that time, 
something happens in Washington and that is the artificial heart program gets started. 

CAC: Ahhh! 

KK: That becomes the catalyst money that allows our interaction to occur; so, in fact, it's likely 
that that would not have occurred if it weren't for this outside development, this development in 
Washington, about a certain kind of funding. It was that funding which allowed that 
multidisciplinary work to occur in the late 1960s and made it possible. 

CAC: Can you explain in simple terms that a lay person can understand ... what's involved in 
this kind of cross-disciplinary research where two or three people are involved? I ask that 
because, you know, historians are very lonely ... we talk to other people but our work is very 
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KK: Multidisciplinary work is the most creative work in science and it is the most difficult. Let 
me point out what the contributions would be of three individuals like this and what the 
difficulties would be. 

CAC: That's what I want. 

KK: The contributions are . .. We start out with a heart surgeon who knows that there are 
problems with the heart that sometimes require that you have a replacement organ or a part of 
an organ that needs to be replaced but he doesn't know much about how to design anything. The 
mechanical engineer is a person who designs mechanical things. If the surgeon was looking at 
things, the surgeon would say, "I've got this heart. It looks like a heart. Build me something 
that looks like a heart." The mechanical engineer is smarter than. He says, "I'm not going to 
build you something that looks like that. I'm going to build you something that does that." So, 
what the mechanical engineer says is, "You have to tell me all about the functions that it has and 
I will build you a device that does those functions." So, if you say to me, "It's pump and it's a 
pump with four chambers." Why does it have to have four chambers? Is that important or is 
that secondary? I notice that it's a reciprocating pump. Is that part important or is it only 
important that the bloods flows. So, you begin to ask sets of questions. You say, "What is it 
about this thing that are the important functions because I can't do things . . . just because it 
looks like heart doesn't mean it will work like that. I need to build a device which I can 
miniaturize, which I can put a power supply on, which will do what you want it to do but it's not 
going to look like that." The mechanical engineer brings his design expertise to the problem. 
Meanwhile, he's got to build it out of some material and blood, it turns out, is a very fragile 
fluid, and it turns out that every time any of those components of blood contact any kind of 
synthetic surface . . . 

CAC: Ohhh. 

KK: ... it either damages the surface or it damages the blood. They say, "We need a chemical 
engineer who can tell us about how fast proteins get to that surface, and what happens to proteins 
when they get to the surface, and why do red blood cells get destroyed just because they've 
touched the surface of this foreign material? How is it that clotting occurs? How can I stop 
clotting from occurring?" So, now, there's a whole set of problems that the chemical engineer 
has to be involved in that involve diffusion and chemical reaction; so, we have diffusion and 
chemical reaction and the chemical engineers who also make materials. We have designers in 
mechanical engineers, and we have a surgeon who knows the problems. Then, they begin to 
learn to talk to each other, and pretty soon the engineers get uppity, and they say, "Wait a 
minute, how do you know you know what the problem is, Mr. Surgeon? If you don't know about 
fluid mechanics, how can you tell what's going wrong or right? For example, it turns out we're 
interested in arteriosclerosis and it looks to us like arteriosclerosis isn't what you think it is. It's 
a different disease that has to do with the flow patterns as things go around bends. You don't 
know about separation of flows, and eddying, and turbulence but we do know about that. You're 
not asking the right questions." 
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CAC: Ohhh. 

KK: So, all of a sudden when that multidisciplinary group begins to-it starts out by the 
assumption that the surgeon knows the question and the engineer finds the answer-work 
together, you fmd all three have to ask the questions together because you can't do it properly 
. . . They each bring a different piece of it. 

CAC: That sounds like a long complicated conversation and you're doing these articles three, 
or four, or five a year? 

KK: We start out but if you notice, we keep working together; and in fact, this collaboration 
started in about 1965 and I don't think we published the first paper unti11967. We met together 
every week for lunch. Every week, we sat together. Every week, we talked. We learned each 
other's language. I started writing a course on fluid mechanics for physicians, and it helped them 
to understand these issues. And they helped me. I took a sabbatical in 1972. Bernstein has 
moved to San Diego and I go down there, and take a sabbatical in his labs, and have his surgical 
residents teach me gross anatomy. We go through a gross anatomy course together. I work 
learning to carve on animals, and open up hearts, and nurse cows through the night; so, there's 
a sharing in both directions that goes on and that iL something that takes years. It doesn't 
happen overnight. It is a long conversation and each part of it gets better and better. If you 
watch the development of the field, not just my involvement, or Bernstein's, or Blackshear's 
involvement, but what's happened to biomedical engineering, you now find engineers writing 
articles that are much more sophisticated in their biology, that now have cell biology and 
molecular biology in them that they're able to do. If you go back to the early days, on our side, 
we were fairly naive. We didn't know as much and so that's why the conversation in the 
multidisciplinary work takes . . . 

CAC: In the meantime, this is going in some centers? 

KK: It's going on around the country. There's a group developing. The three of us were part 
of an organization which still exists called the American Society for Artificial Internal Organs, 
which brought together very inventive surgeons and scholarly engineers who wanted to do 
analysis and builders like Blackshear. Actually, all three of us were presidents of that national 
organization at one time. 

CAC: Ken, you see that I'm sitting on the edge of my chair. This is an engaging story. Why 
the hell would you want to be associate dean of the Graduate School? 

KK: That's an interesting tale that comes along at that point. 

CAC: Because it is at this exciting moment that you begin to do this kind of work.? 
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KK: Something else has happened along the way. I told you I become involved in politics, and 
I'd been very active in the community, and I chair a bunch of city conventions, and I do all this 
stuff. People obviously must know who I am. 

CAC: Oh, sure. 

KK: I'm still plying the field on the campus. 

CAC: I understand. 

KK: Then, in 1973, late 1973 or maybe early 1974, literally out of the blue, I get a call from 
May Brodbeck. I'd never met May Brodbeck. I had heard her teach in Chemical Engineering. 
She has a very loud voice and she taught freshman Philosophy courses. 

CAC: Of course, she was Philosophy of Science, also? 

KK: Right. But I didn't know her from that. She just calls and she says, "I'm May Brodbeck, 
and I need an associate dean, and some people tell me that you would be a good associate dean, 
and that you might be a good administrator. But, you probably haven't done any administration 
up till now?" I said, "That's right." She said, "You may not even know whether you want to 
do it?" I said, "That's right. My career is going pretty well." 

CAC: But you're intellectually engaged. 

KK: I'm totally engaged. She says, "I've got a deal for you and the deal is I can make this a 
part time job, half time. You don't have to give up anything in Chemical Engineering. You can 
keep doing your research. You can do this half time and you'll fmd out whether you like doing 
these kinds of things. There's really no cost to you. You'll make a little extra money. You'll 
come over here, and do a few of these things that I need done, and that's a good way for you to 
fmd it out." That, I think about and, obviously, there's something in my own head which likes 
to deal with people. I wouldn't have been involved with politics and I wouldn't have been 
involved with some other things. I think by that time, I was already teaching some Honors 
courses in CLA [College of Liberal Arts] because I liked it; so, this idea of dealing with this 
sounds like an interesting proposition if I don't have to give anything up. So, I go and take it 
as a third time or half time position-it must have been a half time position-and don't give up 
anything in Chemical Engineering. The only thing that happens that is a problem is that May 
then leaves to go down to become vice-president of the University of Iowa after I'd been it for 
three or four months. Then, I'm stuck becoming acting dean of the Graduate School. But, I 
become acting dean of the Graduate School and that was not out of choice. In other words, the 
choice I made was a half time position that allowed me to keep doing everything else. Then, 
I get engaged as acting dean of the Graduate School and I do that for most of the year, 1974-
1975 ... I think all of that year, as I remember. 
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CAC: Yes, that's right ... acting dean, 1974-1975, yes. 

KK: Then, Warren Ibele gets selected as dean and I go back to Chemical Engineering. 

CAC: Were you a candidate for becoming dean at that time? 

KK: I was. I was a reluctant candidate but I was clearly enough of a candidate that I was 
shocked when I wasn't picked; although, it wasn't something that I was going at with great verve. 
I wasn't picked; and so, I go back to Chemical Engineering at that time. But now I've been 
exposed, in a sense. More people knew my name because I had some long university experience. 
I go back to the faculty and things are actually go swimmingly well at that point. Then, a couple 
of other engagements occur. It's in that period-I have to look up when it is in that period-that 
I get elected to the Consultative Committee. You know, it's name recognition. 

CAC: Yes. 

KK: Now, I've got name recognition. I get elected to the Consultative Committee and, then, the 
decision gets made, somewhere around 1977 maybe, that there ought to be a faculty rep at the 
legislature; and since I've been doing a lot in DFL politics, I accept that as a role. So, now, I 
have the Consultative Committee ... rather public. I have this role as faculty rep and, then, we 
have this startling problem in late 1977 when Aris is offered a chair at Princeton. Amundson 
stepped aside about 1975 or 1976, !think, and in the way of that department, Aris was crowned. 
It isn't a vote. It was Rutherford, you're clearly the next most important person here, you have 
to do this; so, he takes it and he hates it. Really, that's not his life at all. Along comes this offer 
of a chair at Princeton and all of us get terribly alarmed. I, at this point, have enough interest 
and influence around the campus and I say, "We've got to figure out some way that we're going 
to keep Aris." What can you do to keep Aris when he's been offered a chair at Princeton? It 
turned out there were two or three things you could do ... one, Aris is another one of these guys 
who really had interests that go far beyond Chemical Engineering ... 

CAC: Oh! yes, you bet. 

KK: ... and I negotiate with Henry Koffler, then our vice-president, to relieve him half time 
from Chemical Engineering responsibilities and make him a university professor allowing him 
to teach Paleography and teaching all these other things so that he now has a much greater range 
at Minnesota than he could have anywhere else. I said, "He's going to contribute to this 
university. This is going to be the best investment you've ever made. Just give him some money 
and let him teach these courses. He'll do terrifically." And the second thing is on discussion 
with Aris, I said, "If you stay, we promise to fire you as chairman of the department. You don't 
have to be head of the department." That takes and it turns out that, as a consequence, Aris 
decides to stay and is relieved of the headship of the Department of Chemical Engineering. 
Proving again that no good deed will go unpunished, the faculty in Chemical Engineering turned 
to me and said, "Y ou've got to head the department. Clearly, you were dean once and you can 
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do this kind of thing. You take over." So, in 1978, I become head of the Chemical Engineering 
Department as well. 

CAC: I'm going to back up to the Graduate thing just briefly. 

KK: Yes, all right. 

CAC: When you come in as associate dean and acting dean, you learn quickly how things are 
done, and what the routine is, and what the intellectual challenges are that you suggested there 
are because you learn what research is being done elsewhere and how it can be promoted, 
etcetera. Is there any notion, is there any historical memory, institutional memory in the office 
of [Theodore] Blegen, of Guy Stanton Ford? 

KK: There is very much a sense of both Blegen and Ford. Their names are there. There are 
people who overlapped who remember working for them. There are people like Hertha 
Jorgensen who ... 

CAC: Is there a sense of what Guy Stanton Ford's contribution had been because it was what 
Neal Amundson did for Chemical Engineering. As an historian I think that's true. 

KK: I've skipped over it because we haven't started talking about it but there was certainly a 
sense of why the Graduate School existed and why certain people made it the intellectual center 
of the institution, made it the place that carried forward a notion of quality and of research, and 
of taking this Land-Grant institution and creating, if not an oasis, a source of high quality and 
high standard. The purpose of the Graduate School was, in fact, to be the guardian of that. 
There was very much a sense that that was true of Blegen, of Ford, even of Bryce Crawford. 
He's almost concurrent with me and I know him a little bit better. Certainly, these early 
individuals, at a time when the academic vice-presidency was a very weak position in this 
institution . . . 

CAC: Ah! right. 

KK: ... the dean of the Graduate School was the beacon. That was the place where you 
preserved this. 

CAC: This is not a reflection ... 1995? You understood it and appreciated these things at the 
time? 

KK: Absolutely, absolutely. I understood that entirely. Remember, my first introduction to the 
Graduate School is as an associate dean running the Research Committee . . . 

CAC: Yes, I understand. 
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KK: ... which has a reputation at that time of the place that reaches out, and finds quality 
across the university, and identifies, and helps, and promotes it. There is this dichotomy in the 
Graduate School that has always persisted, its bureaucracy on the one side and its importance in 
a large Land-Grant institution of preserving that quality of the research function, which can so 
easily be subsumed by other needs around the institution. I understood that and felt it right from 
the beginning that that was [unclear]. 

CAC: That's remarkable. Did you learn it from May? 

KK: May was certainly part of it and May was probably the most important part of it. 

CAC: How else do you get socialized? 

KK: I think May was the most important part of it for me and I think that, aside from that 
... no, I'd have to say that May was really the person who helped me to understand that better 
than any other. There were people who I thought were important but they were important in 
different ways. Frank Boddy was important in a different way. 

CAC: You always have to have a chief of staff. Jack Darley and Frank Boddy, for example, 
did a lot of ... 

KK: Right, [unclear]. They kept the rest of it going. 

CAC: They kept the damned place going. 

KK: No, I understood it from May probably more than anyone because I had that respect for 
Mayas representing that. I had a sense that there was the Guy Stanton Ford lecture and it 
captured for me ... it was the thing the Graduate School did every year. What was its purpose? 

CAC: I chaired that committee for a couple years. 

KK: It was of course, precisely to keep in mind the intellectual high point of the institution, and 
to reward it in some way. Yes, right from the beginning, I felt that at the Graduate SchooL 

CAC: The year I was chairman, we brought back [B.F.] Skinner ... 

KK: Is that right? 

CAC: ... which speaks to the points that you're making. 

KK: Yes. Amundson lived in Skinner's house. I think it was after you were there, while I was 
in the deanship, they tried to ... who is the Chilean poet, the [unclear] poet, I can't think of his 
name but he had died two years before and the committee wanted to invite him. [laughter]. In 
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trying to puzzle back, it was not Bryce . . . I wasn't really close to Bryce. I knew Bryce as a 
chemistry colleague and I knew Bryce as having a certain style but it wasn't the same thing with 
Bryce. Bryce was a more political person. If Neal was talking honestly about the relationship 
between Crawford, and [Gerry] Shepherd, and Amundson, that was a tense relationship. They 
were, in some respects, all ambitious and in competition with each other. 

CAC: I get a sense that Amundson was counting on [Athelstan] Spilhaus to protect him and 
front for him in that situation. 

KK: Yes, I think he was and Spilhaus was terrific at it; he did a good job for him. Crawford 
really had ambitions to want to, I think, be president of the university and before that the vice
president. When Shepherd was selected as vice-president, I think Crawford was put out by that; 
and, therefore, his role as dean of the Graduate School was a little bit of a sinecure in the way 
he treated it. It wasn't so much pushing on the intellectual center. Everyone at the Graduate 
School ... the best view of the Graduate School was that raison d'etre was the preservation of 
quality in units around the institution. Even the bureaucrats there felt that that was their purpose. 
They may not have been doing it as well. 

CAC: I'm guessing there's a larger sense of that there than in the academic vice-president's office 
as an historic . . . 

KK: Historically, it's probably true. I'm trying to think back to [Malcolm] Willey. I didn't know 
him but he was apparently a very weak vice-president. 

CAC: [Bill] Middlebrook was really ... 

KK: Middlebrook ran the show at that time. 

CAC: I think that's agreed. 

KK: That's was what you had. Now, I think Shepherd was stronger in this respect but earlier 
on, the quality had to come from the Graduate . .. Shepherd is a very eclectic guy but I think 
he was associated more with Engineering, perhaps. 

CAC: He comes to have a deep interest in the arts, as you know. 

KK: Of course, he does. That's right. Of course, later on, I became very close to Gerry when 
we were working on a lot of projects and I found myself much more at one with Gerry than 
... of course, I didn't know Ford and I didn't know Blegen; I only knew of them. There's no 
question that early on, I understand that role of the Graduate School. 

CAC: Yes. That's remarkable but you're a quick study. But it was there and I think probably 
that office had more of the institutional stuff in it than a lot of other offices. If you think of, later 
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on, the churning through the academic vice-presidents, it's hard to maintain a continuity of 
tradition. 

KK: They really did have that churning and they were caught up in the politics of the institution. 
The only reason I even puzzle over it is that if I-maybe we'll get to it at some point-think of 
all of the positions that I might have held in the institution, the administrative one that was most 
satisfying to me was academic vice-president. That was one that had, it seemed to me, the 
greatest possibilities for change and for influencing the quality of the institution. 

CAC: Even if it was occupied by persons who carried with them the ideology of the Graduate 
School ... the philosophy? 

KK: That's right. I think that's true, yes. That could be, yes. 

CAC: Ken and I have been going more than an hour and forty-five minutes, nearly two hours, 
and that's probably enough for this session. We're now well introduced and when we come back 
together again, we have lots to cover. I'm really grateful that you can fmd these times on 
Mondays to do it. 

[End of Tape 1, Side 2] 

[Tape 2, Side 1 - November 6, 1995] 

CAC: It was two weeks ago that we fmished a very rich tape and now we're picking up the 
conversation. Let me begin with the observation, not a question, that after you left the deanship 
of the Graduate School, you then back to Chemical Engineering as chair. 

KK: Not as chair right away. I was just returning to the faculty for about three years before I 
became chair. 

CAC: Okay. Why don't we say something about that then? 

KK: It was, in a sense, that I had tasted a little bit of Central Administration and I returned to 
the department to, actually, what turned out to be probably, my most productive years in 
scholarship. 

CAC: Ah! 

KK: It culminated, in fact, in 1980 with my getting a national award for scholarship in the area 
of biomedical engineering from the American Institute of Chemical Engineers. During that time, 
it's also clear that I started to reach out beyond the university. I'd become involved in a number 
of different kinds of activities-that came about not necessarily in a connected way-in the sense 
that each was stimulated differently. Duke University asked if I'd serve on their Board of 
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Visitors for the Engineering SchooL I had an acquaintance of mine in New York at the time who 
had become president of an organization called the American Council for Emigres in the 
Professions. They had a program on Soviet emigre scholars that was growing at that time and 
she asked if I would serve on the board. It was another interesting and stimulating engagement 
that I got involved in and found interesting to do. In a sense, what was happening is that I found 
whenever these kinds of opportunities came along, I was interested in them. I thought there was 
something interesting and more to do even though I was fmding my own research work at the 
time to be very, very satisfying; nevertheless . . . 

CAC: You're too catholic in your taste. 

KK: ... it wasn't enough. There was always something that I found that much more interesting 
to become involved with; so, I was becoming involved in other ways and I suspect in a way that 
was preparing me for what followed. When I came to 198o-we'll have to come back to 1980 
because that was when I took the vice-presidency-seeing that 1980 was something of a 
watershed; that is, I had to make a determination about what I really wanted to do in the long 
run with my own career. These events leading up to it, which had to do with boards I was 
getting involved in and other things, I'm sure were setting the stage for what would be a major 
decision at that time. The headship of the department comes along. 

CAC: Let me interrupt a minute. Some of these engagements you had were professional, 
national, international? 

KK: Yes. 

CAC: Some, however, were community? 

KK: That's right. 

CAC: Can you say something about ... ? 

KK: All of those things seemed in my mind to connect. It really ties back to the fact that I had 
gotten involved in politics in the late 1960s. I was interested in the larger issues of the 
community and the society. At the time, of course, it was the Vietnam era and that was the great 
stimulus; but, it was not the first involvement for me in that and I think it was part of a pattern. 
In fact, if you go to back-it doesn't appear in my CV -to when I was a graduate student at Johns 
Hopkins, I was a member of SDS [Students for a Democratic Society]. 

CAC: [laughter] 

KK: SDS had not an international political focus. What it had at the time was an interest in the 
Civil Rights Movement. It was through SDS that I got involved in tutoring in the inter-city 
schools. 
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CAC: Heavens. 

KK: I had already at Hopkins in the early 1960s worked in east Baltimore tutoring kids in the 
summer in AME [African Methodist Episcopal] churches in mathematics and in science. When 
I came here, in this same period, I became involved in TCOIC. I was there two or three nights 
a week. 

CAC: Say for the listeners what TCOIC is. 

KK: Twin Cities Opportunities Industrialization Commission which was, again, a volunteer, se1f
help organization operating over in the near north side. Actually, we operated down on 
Marquette A venue in a bank building that was lent to the organization. There were several 
people in Chemical Engineering, Aris, myself, Scriven, Davis, all of whom tutored there. We 
tutored kids who were trying to get high school equivalency degrees; so, I was involved in the 
community, and I was involved in the DFL party, and I was involved in a lot of these things as 
part of this community life. One of the things that you know, as well as anyone, Clarke, is how 
easy that is to have happen in this community, that Minneapolis, and St. Paul, that Minnesota is 
a place that invites that, encourages it, that nurtures it in any number of ways. It was one of the 
things that I found exciting about this community in those early years of being here. I fmd 
myself getting more involved in community activities. It must have been in the early 1970s that 
I ran the legislative campaign for somebody in the Thirteenth Ward, writing position papers, 
being out doing all that stuff, knocking door to door with Vern Ruttan for years. We were doing 
door to door politicking in those years. 

CAC: You were in the same ward? 

KK: That's right, we were both in the Thirteenth Ward and we were both the workers-there 
were others, of course, too. My involvement with the community was fairly substantial at that 
time and I found the same interest nationally. If you go back to what interested me when I was 
younger and the things that I talked about last time, I never wanted to be confmed within 
engineering. It always seemed to me to be important to relate that to other things, to think more 
broadly about the university. I know in these late 1970s, the years we're talking about, whenever 
I did think of administration, it was always clear that the only kind of administration that would 
interest me was one that covered all of the dimension of the university. I never wanted to be a 
dean of the Institute of Technology [IT], which seemed to me to be administering science rather 
than doing it. I'd rather do it than administer it. The challenge, when it came later, was to think 
much more broadly about the institution and that was fascinating. I, then, became involved in 
these other activities. I met people in the community. I got involved in the art world; although, 
I wasn't at that time on the Walker Art Board. I was, subsequently, on the Center Board. I just 
became involved and I liked all of that; so, I'd put time into it. I'll tell you another thing that 
you've probably forgot. The Chemical Engineering Department was another stimulus to this 
because of the nature of the department. They pushed this kind of involvement. It ought to be 
in the record somewhere, and would not otherwise be, that in that late 1960s, the department was 
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a sponsor of the Firehouse Theater. As a department, it was listed as the Department of 
Chemical Engineering in the patrons' list of the old Firehouse Theater. 

CAC: Whose money were you using for that? 

KK: Our own personal money! [laughter] 

CAC: Personal money, that's all right then. Not the taxpayers' ... ? 

KK: No. A number of us made contributions in the name of the department at that time; so, 
it was always a department that pushed these kinds of broader involvements. 

CAC: Do you remember that wonderful thing the Firehouse Theater did on Vietnam. It's two 
words that are the same . . . and they had nudity on the stage for the ftrst time. 

KK: Yes, I can't remember the name of it. 

CAC: God! I remember just being swept out by that thing. 

KK: I do remember it very clearly. 

CAC: They did so much experimental work there. 

KK: They worked very closely with Cafe LeMama in New York and Marlin Hodgekiss, I think 
his name was, who ran it. We became much involved in it; so, there was a whole pattern which 
led to this kind of involvement more broadly than a professional involvement. I think it came 
out of the department. It came out of the nature of the Twin Cities. It came out of my own 
interests. All of those things played on the same [unclear]. 

CAC: It must have come out, also, of a very good metabolism? I don't know how you carried 
all of these things. 

KK: When I fmally come to being ... That was another thing that happened in that period of 
time that I don't think appears in any explicit way on a CV and that is that because I had been 
in the Graduate School, my name was also much better known around the campus than it had 
been earlier. That meant that when things came along that depended on some kind of name 
recognition or other opportunities. .. That's how I got involved in the Senate Consultative 
Committee, I'm quite sure. I got elected to the Senate Consultative Committee in those years 
because people knew my name and they knew my name because of the years ... 

CAC: They knew your name and what you'd done. 
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KK: Right. So, I became engaged in that and it was that connection which led into the faculty 
representative position. 

CAC: All right. Let's talk about that in a minute. I'm going to ask you a question that I've 
asked everybody who served on that. I'll tell you, the quality of that committee, I have 
concluded for whatever it's worth, varied enormously from one year to another depending upon 
who was president and vice-president and depending upon who was elected to that committee. 

KK: Sure. 

CAC: Did it work when you were there? Sometimes, people say, "Oh, hell, we just sat around 
and listened to people and nothing ever came of it." 

KK: I think it worked in the years that I served on it. I think that was one of the reasons why 
I got involved, subsequently, in the faculty rep position because the committee itself had been 
a fairly powerful voice during what was then, remember, the early days of real planning. It was 
in the late 1970s that we began to get serious about a process which has now taken twenty years 
and has had its ups and downs; but, it was quite clear that in the later years of [peter] Magrath's 
presidency-actually, it's the middle years of Magrath's presidency because Henry Koffler had 
arrived on the scene with a notion of planning and more quantitative [unclear] than I think would 
necessarily work today-he was receptive. He was a very clear headed guy. He tried to do some 
things. He did engage the Consultative Committee and the Consultative Committee had a fair 
representation of people of stature at that time, of people who were academics rather than faculty 
politicians; and I think that helped in those years to make it a serious effort. It was working 
collaboratively with the idea of planning, of [unclear] the future. 

CAC: And worked more with the vice-president than with the president? 

KK: Much more with the vice-president than with the president. 

CAC: And the vice-president for Finance? 

KK: The vice-president for Finance was there, yes. It was the vice-president for Finance and 
the vice-president for Academic Affairs that we spent most of our time with . . . 

CAC: Okay. 

KK: ... considerably less with the president. We'd see him and we'd meet with him but that 
wasn't the main working session at the time. I think it worked in those years. 

CAC: And with staff in Morrill Hall like David Berg, for example? 
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KK: Yes, that's when I got to know Chet Gregor and David Berg very welL It was, indeed, 
working with them very closely. I think: there were some good years of faculty governance at 
that time. I was happy with them. I think it did work. Subsequently, I worked for a lot of years 
with the Consultative Committee and I happen to share your view that there were good years and 
bad years. 

CAC: It seems to be far more chancy than other institutional operations that I've heard about. 

KK: It's because of the way we choose people for it. I started out saying that my name was 
known because I'd been in the Graduate School. There are lots of reasons why people's names 
are known. It isn't necessarily related to what they can bring to the job, what they can bring to 
that position. I think: sometimes we've had good ones and sometimes bad ones. I followed Betty 
Robinette as chair of the committee. I can't remember who followed me but I thought it was 
somebody who was pretty good. There were some strong years. Then, we had a retrenchment; 
so, the planning arose out of necessity. We found ourselves faced with a serious retrenchment 
that required that the Consultative Committee essentially be up front in trying to figure out a way 
of doing it sensibly. That certainly was my early introduction to that. We spent hours and hours 
going over the Central Administrative data working with Chet Gregor, working with Berg, 
working, I think with Don Brown at the time, and Henry Koffler. Those were working sessions 
and I think good ones for all of us. 

CAC: It's along in there, in mid Koffler if my historical sense is correct, that the vice-president's 
office in times of shrinking resources begins, if not to insist, to recommend strongly that 
whatever monies were available for faculty increase should be primarily on merit and on no other 
ground. 

KK: They did. That, in fact, the Consultative Committee supported that. My recollection is that 
we supported it. I'd have to go back and look at the record to make sure that that ... 

CAC: Whoever is listening to this will go to the record. 

KK: Good. But my recollection is we did support it, and it was the beginning, and it was 
another reason why it was effective. We were willing to take some strong positions that quality 
was an important thing and that you needed to encourage it and to stimulate it. It's at that time 
that we also begin to think: about this notion of doing more at the legislature because, after all, 
the reason for giving increases on a merit basis was, at least in part, to help people outside the 
institution understand that we were, in fact, being responsible. 

CAC: Sure. 

KK: Part of that was then to tum around and to sell the need for more resources connected to 
the fact that we were using those resources responsibly and we needed to make both cases. 
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CAC: Was there any sense at that time of the unintended consequence of that within many 
departments when basic budgets suffered a kind of distortion, when the breadth between the 
lowest paid full professor and the highest paid begin to widen? 

KK: I think that our focus was less on that, Clarke, than on the positive side of using this as a 
way of retaining good people, of operating in a system that, in fact, would encourage quality. 
I think people were aware of the fact that it was leading to a kind of loss of congeniality. 
Subsequently, I had some very bad interactions in my own department that grew out of that; but 
I don't think that's what our focus was so much. I don't think we were thinking on that; although, 
that was clearly the counter argument being made to going in this direction ... that it would lead 
to that kind of change. 

CAC: Or it's one of those things that is an unintended consequence ... that you don't really see 
it clearly until it begins to happen, and it is incremental from year to year, and people don't see 
these things clearly. 

KK: I think it wasn't so much a question of not seeing it clearly as not feeling it clearly. 

CAC: Ahhh. 

KK: Finally, when you confronted the consequences of that, which in principle you thought was 
correct-some people ought to be paid more than others because they were contributing 
more-you had to confront the morale situation that went with it, the personal issues that came 
with that, the fact that these were friends of yours and colleagues of yours who were not getting 
the raises that others were getting, who were, in a sense, being hurt, emotionally hurt not just 
fmancially. 

CAC: I suspect those things all fell at the departmental level and didn't bubble up very clearly? 

KK: I think we heard about them. It wasn't all one way, remember. I think the Faculty 
Consultative Committee, particularly, was in touch with people, they were aware ... 

CAC: At their best, they are. 

KK: ... of what was going on and I think did well. Some of us had been involved in a lot of 
other cases that would sensitize us to this whole issue. It was while I was dean of the Graduate 
School that I got much involved in the cause celebre for Mischa Penn on the campus and was 
one of those pushing on our colleague Frank Sorauf to tenure Mischa at a time when that wasn't 
too popular. I know I felt sensitive to the fact that we sometimes were narrow in our judgments 
of people and what their contributions were on the campus. 

CAC: Service on that then led you to activity as a lobbyist at the state legislature representing 
the faculty? 
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KK: Yes, remember that position didn't exist before; and as we thought about this issue of 
retrenchment, when we were going through this retrenchment in the late 1970s, the issue was 
how can we behave responsibly internally and, then, how can we tum that if not tum it to 
advantage at least make clearer the need for more resources at the legislature at a time when we 
were in a very frustrating situation. It's interesting that the decision to go to a faculty lobbyist 
was really a joint decision of the administration and the faculty. Stan Kegler was a great 
supporter of this idea. He thought he needed help and he thought that a voice other than the 
voice of the administration at the legislature could be very helpful, that faculty still, in the large, 
retain credibility where administration didn't have it. We pushed on our side for much the same 
reason but also for the idea that if there were choices to be made in where resources went, we 
wanted them to go to the academic part of the enterprise and not go elsewhere; so, it made sense 
to create this position, which was, in fact, supported fmancially by the administration. I wasn't 
paid extra but part of my salary got picked up by the administration for this role. 

CAC: What did you do from day to day for three months? That's a good initiation for you. 

KK: I was over there most days. I was doing the lobbyist thing. 

CAC: How did you know to whom to go to? 

KK: Stan Kegler gave me a lot of help. 

CAC: Okay. 

KK: On my own, I met people because I went through testifying at committees. Through the 
committee testifying, I got to know people and then I had my own earlier involvement with 
politics in the Twin Cities; so, I certainly knew Twin Cities legislators. I started with those and 
then had to move out. What's interesting to me, to think about it today after having spent a lot 
of years at the legislature, is what glory days they were. Everybody believed me. [laughter] 

CAC: [laughter] 

KK: Subsequently, I came there and was looked at with great suspicion. 

CAC: Account for that. 

KK: I was the pure innocent. I was the faculty member who had no ax to grind. I could come 
there ... 

CAC: It was changing your function, your title? 

KK: Exactly, exactly. It was the change in the function. It was a very effective role to come 
over there and play and to talk about the faculty. It isn't that is was not without its difficulties 
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in the sense that not everybody believed that faculty were the most wonderful people in the 
world; but I did fmd, for the most part, that we had great credibility with the legislature. We 
played the political side as well. We argued that there were votes, that there are a lot of faculty 
and that they are voters and we argued the pragmatics of the university and the economic 
development that it brought to the state in all of those ways. I was able to just argue from the 
point of view of what the faculty do and what the needs are. I think we had a great deal of 
credibility. It really did help. We were called on to answer questions when the legislators didn't 
want to hear from the administration, if they sort of wanted to hear directly from faculty on some 
thing. It worked well and we continued it, of course. 

CAC: Some of the persons I've interviewed who had an experience or observed the working of 
the legislature have suggested that in the 1970s still the decisions about the overall university 
budget were manageable at the margin. There's an assumption that a basic block was there. 

KK: Yes. 

CAC: In time, that assumption of the block's existence begins to be subverted? 

KK: There's no question about it. These were not times of serious long term contraction. We 
had gone through a retrenchment, I believe it was in 1977, which led to the creation of this 
position; but when I was there, there wasn't a serious attack going on on the university. In fact, 
what I was over there generally doing was arguing for half a dozen specific issues rather than 
the large issue of the budget. It was picking on a number of things that were particularly 
important. It was helping legislators to understand the issue of faculty accountability. It was 
helping them to understand the role that faculty played. It was talking about some of the 
research we do at the institution. Those were the things we were working on. Remember, in 
those days, we didn't have a student lobbyist; so, I started out being the only non-administration 
lobbyist. 

CAC: There were administrative lobbyists also from Agriculture and from the Health Sciences? 

KK: Yes, exactly. 

CAC: How did you relate to them? 

KK: Only sort of politely. 

CAC: There was no grand strategy of caucusing on ... 

KK: There were moments of tactical conferring that occurred late in the game where Stan 
Kegler would call all of us together and ask who would be willing to take one or another job on; 
but those weren't strategic because they weren't early enough on when you were really shaping 
the large budget. They were later when we were dealing with, how is it finally going to come 
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out at the end and could we edge it up a couple percent? In fact, that was a very important issue 
because the way the legislative process worked to a great extent was that whether you called the 
session successful or unsuccessful depended on the last two days and what was going on in the 
conference committees all night when Stan was there with sandwiches and coffee for everybody. 
Those last minute decisions were frequently the difference between real success and not great 
success. 

CAC: Did you have a sense of the growing competition, as I see it, for funds from the state 
universities and the community colleges? 

KK: Not so much at that time. I think this was still early enough on that we were the best 
player. Through the 1980s, of course, that changed a lot. 

CAC: We will come back to that later. 

KK: Yes, we will. 

CAC: But that is a major theme, isn't it? 

KK: Absolutely. Of course, it was one of the major reasons why Commitment to Focus was 
so important. Committee to Focus was an attempt to change that from a competitive to a 
cooperative relationship and to, essentially, co-opt them by making it clear that we didn't feel we 
needed to be in competition with them for students or funds. 

CAC: Others have commented that it was in the 1970s that the DFL comes into a natural 
majorityship and that before that you could always rely on distinguished Republican senators and 
that the university could call [unclear]. 

KK: Johnson, yes, that's right. 

CAC: This is accurate, too? 

KK: Yes. 

CAC: By the time you're here, the DFL is ... and they're more anarchic than the old 
Republican . . . ? 

KK: Right, but they were more closely connected to the faculty, which was another good reason 
for bringing the faculty in. That was a more natural connection and my own connection had 
been with the DFL so that it was a little easier from that respect; although, I was hardly what 
you would think of as a kind of center of the DFL and while it worked in the Twin Cities, it 
didn't work very well outside of the Twin Cities. But, in those early days, I even could get along 
with the Duluth delegation. [laughter] 
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CAC: [laughter] 

KK: Those were an interesting couple of years. I'm chairman of the Senate Consultative 
Committee, faculty representative, and that's about the time that I also become chair of the 
Chemical Engineering Department. 

CAC: Ah! That's why I talked about metabolism earlier. 

KK: That was a lot of stuff. 

CAC: You must have a good physical system. 

KK: I was not just energetic ... I remember those years ... that I enjoyed it thoroughly. I 
really do remember those. 

CAC: When you're on a high, they are enjoyable. 

KK: Yes, they were years when each day was full and it seemed that you could do all of that. 
Of course, the legislative session was only two or three months and they didn't do much between 
sessions. During those sessions, I was down there pretty much every day. It was driven a lot 
by hearings but also just the visits from place to place. I say once again, my greatest recollection 
of it is acceptance of the role by the legislators, acceptance in a positive way, a sense that they 
believed what I was saying at the time. Whether it manifested itself in huge appropriations, I'm 
not willing to say but it was useful. I think Stan thought it was useful to have in those days. 
It worked out, and it also allowed me to go back to the role in the Senate Consultative 
Committee, and I think it helped there in that part. 

CAC: Let's turn briefly then ... you were chair for two years, 1978 to 1980. 

KK: [laughter] Minor ... that's right, I was a minor blip in the ... 

CAC: Say something about that because with Neal Amundson, it gains this international 
reputation and by god! it's 1995 and it's still there. How can a department do that? 

KK: It is a department that had so many things going for it, perhaps, serendipitously. It's a long 
story that really ought to be written separately. 

CAC: Okay. Would you have time to write things separately, Ken? 

KK: A lot of us have talked about doing it. 

CAC: Someone should, you and Gus Aris, before it gets too late. 
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KK: Aris, Scriven, myself are people who could and should do it and we talk a lot about doing 
it. You have to understand the sense this department had of family and cohesion. I'll give you 
a couple of examples and it may extend the time beyond what we want to talk about but it's 
important to know. First of all, we went through agony when Amundson stepped aside. That 
was a terrible time for us. Nobody wanted that to happen. Amundson, himself, felt it was the 
end because it was a university he no longer understood. It was a university that had a kind of 
formalistic accountability for procedures rather than outcomes that he found very unpleasant. He 
just didn't want . . . 

CAC: Yes, he's testified to that. 

KK: He said, "I could run that if the accountability was outcome," that is, you had a good 
department, that's great. But when it was how did you do this? Did you form a committee? Did 
you take a vote? ... process issues, which are important to the modern university; but that's why 
he was not a figure of the modern university. He depended greatly on quality. What did he do 
with that authority? What he did was pick people, the best people he could find and from the 
first day that you were in the department, you were equal to anyone else in the department 
. .. if anything, you were more important because you had to be nurtured for the first years. 
Your opinion counted; so, there was this sense of community in how we did things. One of the 
clear things that you leamed from the beginning was that in the first years people did everything 
for you and there was a time in which you took over that responsibility. One of the 
responsibilities was worrying about the department in the next generation so that it was as 
important for you to be nurturing the new people as it was for them to have nurtured you. The 
entire thrust of that department was always future looking just as the entire thrust was that 
teaching was as important as research and there was no one without the other. You couldn't 
come into that department if you were not a good teacher and you couldn't stay if you weren't 
going to put effort into it. So, there were certain ways of thinking about it and certain ways of 
thinking about the role of chair because the role of chair in that respect was an obligation; that 
is to say, you delegated a lot of authority to the chair but the chair really was responsible for 
making a certain number of things go and we were all really equal in authority in some ways. 
What happens at that point? Amundson keeps coming to us and saying, "I'm going to quit." 
And we all say, "You can't quit." He says, "You've got to grow up and live without me. I can't 
do this forever." 

CAC: [laughter] 

KK: We say, "You can't do that." Finally, he says, "No, I'm doing it." He resigns. Of course, 
we all go into mourning. We say, "What shall we do? Let's get the person we most respect in 
the department to do this and that's Gus Aris." By general acclamation, because that's the only 
way things got done, Gus becomes head of the department, which doesn't suit him and he hates 
it. 

CAC: And he's not very good at it. 

Kenneth Keller Interview 44 



KK: It's just not his kind of thing. He is the scholar and, of course, we never thought about 
what it took to be that. At that time, we're also having great difficulty with Amundson because 
Amundson, as part of resigning, has banished himself to a closet in another building. 

CAC: He talks about that, way up there! 

KK: Yes! He did this to himself. 

CAC: I know that. 

KK: Nobody sent him there. That's where he sends himself. 

CAC: He knows that. 

KK: Yes. Off he went to this closet to live the life of a monk; so, we start going to him with 
every issue. He said, "Don't come to me anymore. I'm not the department head." So, we don't 
come to him. He says, "Oh, sure, you don't need me for these decisions." [laughter] It was 
terribly unhappy. Added to that was the fact that we had Gus, who was most unhappy about this 
because who is a person of greater conscience and greater sensitivity than Gus? Gus starts 
getting courted by Princeton for a chair and Gus says, "I think I'm going to go." I, meanwhile, 
have returned from the Graduate School, and am in the department, and am horrified at this 
possibility. Now, we might lose Amundson and Aris; so, I took the lead on figuring out how 
can we keep Aris? The first thing that becomes clear is we can keep him if we promise to fire 
him as department head because that's the first thing he wants. The second thing is, we realize 
that this is a fellow who wants to make eclectic contributions to the university. 

CAC: Yes. 

KK: So, we negotiate with Henry Koffler to release him half time to become a university 
professor so that he's freed of all of this. 

CAC: That must have been an invented title? 

KK: Of course. It didn't exist before. All of that gets worked out; so, Aris agrees to stay and 
the department, then, says, "Then, the only person to do the job is Keller," because I'd taken the 
lead on this and I'd been in the Graduate School. Again, it was one of these things by 
acclamation; although, interestingly it was preceded by various private visits from senior faculty, 
like Scriven. I remember the conversation when he came to see me. He said, "Now, are you 
serious about this job? Is this a job you intend to stay at for awhile or are you going to want 
to leave after ten or fifteen years?" [laughter] 

CAC: [laughter] 
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KK: So, you take the blood oath with Skip and I moved into the headship. I was not doing 
badly as head and there were changes and I think things were going well. What happened with 
me then was that 1980 came along and there's a search for an academic vice-president. 

CAC: We'll get to that in just a minute, Ken. Say something about the relationship of faculty 
to support staff, both clerical and in the laboratories, etcetera. 

KK: This family was one in which the same kind of sense of peer relationship existed as much 
with the support staff in that department as ever it did within the faculty. Our support staff was 
beginning to grow at that time and as it grew, we insisted on inclusion in the same sort of way. 
It was one of the fIrst departments where the women came in jeans if they wanted to come in 
jeans. We even began in those early days to have males as secretarial people and clerical people. 
They were always on a fIrst name basis with the staff and it was always a shared kind of thing 
as well. Not only was there the question of respect for people who came in and real care 
because there was always care about people but there was a sense of mutual support between the 
staff. There was never a question of staff assigned to one faculty member. There was a primary 
assignment perhaps; but everybody moved back and forth. There was always a sense that faculty 
would be as helpful to the staff, in whatever way, whether it was duplicating something or any 
other way, as staff were to the faculty. There was, from the very beginning, whenever we had 
social events in the department, the inclusion of the staff in those things. 

CAC: By staff you mean also the backup staff in the laboratories as well as the clerical? 

KK: I'm talking about the people in the storeroom, the people in the shop which a department 
like ours always had, the people in the department who were clerical help. I even include the 
people on the custodial staff who were part of the building and we felt part of the department. 
They were included in all of these things. 

CAC: Did you get a wider perspective as you become vice-president, president ... do you have 
a sense of how widespread this kind of morale and process was within the university, sprawling 
as we are? 

KK: My sense was that it wasn't widespread within the university. There was never that sense, 
when I walked into a different offIce, of spirit and ownership. I think that the people who were 
on the support staff in the Chemical Engineering Department felt just as central to the department 
as a senior faculty and that doesn't mean that the senior faculty were not idiosyncratic, or not 
problematical . . . 

CAC: Of course. 

KK: ... and diffIcult; but, they viewed it as a difficult member of the family that they had to 
deal with rather than someone who could behave in a disrespectful way. I think that there was 
never that lack of respect. It went back to Amundson's role with ... We still talk about the fact 
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that our department under Amundson for years was run by three people. Ruth Nelson ran the 
office, and Vern Nelson ran the supply room, and John Attelock ran the shop. 

CAC: [laughter] 

KK: Those three names are as important in the departmental history as any of the facility names. 
As the department expanded and we couldn't do it with one Ruth Nelson, and one Vern Nelson, 
and one John Attelock, we still kept the same idea that these were all people who felt the same. 
The person who came in at that time to run the support staff was Marsha Riebe who stayed with 
me as an assistant then for . . . 

CAC: Went along with you? 

KK: She went along with me everywhere I went and tried very hard in each of those places to 
create the same atmosphere. It didn't always work because there were formalities in other places. 
I didn't have the sense that others had the same relationship. 

CAC: Well, culture exists not only on a grand level but at a mezzanine level, let us say, which 
is the department. 

KK: Yes. 

CAC: This culture would vary enormously from one department to another. 

KK: I think there's no question that it did. It varied enormously. 

CAC: In any large institution. 

KK: It's true. There were other things that I think enter into it as well, interestingly. We had 
a building. It was our building. 

CAC: Ahhh. 

KK: There were no other departments in that building; so, it wasn't a kind of an apartment in 
a shared tenement, or something of that sort. It was something in which we had a physical space 
that was very clearly defmed. 

CAC: And it was better organized than the Social Science Tower. 

KK: The Social Science Tower is very alienating. 

CAC: Oh! it's just dreadful. It's a doughnut. 
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KK: It separates people one from another. Everything we ever tried to do was to put those 
things together in one way or another-that's continued. I must say. The staff today. which is 
much larger-we've got a lot of faculty-is just as devoted and just as much a part of it. We had 
this big celebration. the right of passage of a department chair. on Friday night ... Ted Davis 
leaving. All the staff were invited. Most of them were there. I think the turn out of staff on 
a percentage basis was the same as the turn out of faculty. It was probably around 90 percent 
that were out for a dinner on an evening on a Friday. [They] were not sitting by themselves but 
were sitting at tables with the faculty. There were dozens of tables and there were as many staff 
sitting at a table as there were faculty. It was not this kind of unstated separation that can occur. 
It was exactly what one would expect. 

CAC: I'm sure there are some sadder stories ahead; so. let's cherish this one right now. 

KK: That's a very good one. There are sad ones but they are not unbalanced. 

CAC: That's a nice thing to share because among other things I had suggested informally is that 
I'm trying to record the informal culture of a large research institution. It does happen in the 
provinces and it's important to get the variety. 

KK: We do have to do the history of the department because the department is. perhaps. sui 
generis. I once said to Amundson that I would never forgive him for giving me the illusion that 
you could run an entire public research university on the model of the Department of Chemical 
Engineering and I mean that in a lot of ways. I think we were lucky-much was due to him-but 
we also had size where communication helped us to establish our own culture. Then. we did 
things which might not in the long run be good for the whole institution. I think part of the 
things that held us together was a sense of differentness from the rest of the institution. a sense 
that we will do this in spite of the institution. That might have been good for us in certain 
respects. I'm not sure it was particularly good for the institution to have departments that viewed 
themselves as so different. Now. I have to say that the individuals in the Department of 
Chemical Engineering have always contributed to the institution at large ... 

CAC: Yes. 

KK: ... but for us to fmd our culture by defming ourselves as different from the institution. I'm 
not sure is necessarily a healthy thing to have done. It might have been necessary; but not 
necessarily healthy. How all of that culture developed and extraordinarily how it's been 
maintained through two generations really does need to be told as a story. 

CAC: I hope you do. Are we ready for the vice-presidency? 

KK: Sure. 

[End of Tape 2. Side 1] 
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[Tape 2, Side 2] 

CAC: So, now it's 1980. Say something about the search process. This is strange ... 

KK: That's what I'm thinking about. You know the search process for the vice-president ... 
I had really had little to do with it. I had, obviously, been on the Consultative Committee. I'd 
now moved away. I think: I either had fInished my term or I was in the last year of it in which 
you're kind of in an emeritus role. I'm chair of the department, head of the department. I'm busy 
with research and who calls up one day but Fred Lukermann. Fred is chairing the search 
committee for the position of academic vice-president. What I'm trying to remember, and can't 
at the moment fIgure out, is why I knew Fred well. I don't remember what our earlier 
associations were ... probably, when I was on the Consultative Committee. I think he had 
already left the vice-president's offIce; so, I don't know why I would have been working directly 
with him; but for some reason I know Fred, not really well. We weren't personal friends but 
enough that we knew each other and we'd worked with each other. Maybe, I'll fIgure out or 
someone else will fIgure out how we came to know each other. He calls and says, "Look, the 
faculty is very concerned that we get somebody into this position who has credibility as a 
member of the faculty and you're the person; so, you really have to become a candidate for this." 
He makes a hard press on this, that everybody thinks this, and that we want to push for you. 
This isn't, we want you to be a candidate. It's we want to push for you. We think: you're the 
right person to do this. You know, what strikes me, Clarke, is I must have been a candidate for 
a different vice-presidency the year before, the role that Bob Stein took or . . . 

CAC: Ah, and that Nils [Hasselmo] had before that? 

KK: ... not that ... that Nils had, and I think at the time, I must have somehow been involved 
as a candidate. I know I was involved as a candidate and it must have been before this because 
it wouldn't have been after it. There were four of us who were fmalists for that position. Bob 
Stein was leaving it. 

CAC: That's kind of chief of staff really? 

KK: It was a chief of staff position and I think, there was a big issue over it because all four 
of us were white males and it was in the early stages of saying, "Couldn't we do any better than 
that?" Nils was selected for that; so, it's a time I also get to know Nils. Now, I go back; so, it 
isn't that this is totally out of the blue. Somehow my name had emerged before and, then, hadn't 
gone forward; although, I had agreed to stand for that position. Then, this comes along and Fred 
says, "We really have to put a push on. This is a position that needs an academic and it has to 
be you." It could have been that it was even before I became department head ... that that 
earlier search that fIlled Nils' position for the vice-president for Administration took place. In 
any event, that's a real decision point for me. I can remember the terms of the decision. It was 
right now, you're doing very well and you like the department headship. You've promised people 
ten or fIfteen years. Your research has never been going better. In ten years, you might want 
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to be an administrator at a university; but. in ten years there isn't anybody that's going to 
particularly want you as an administrator ... 

CAC: How old are you in 1980? 

KK: I'm forty-five. I really did say that if you seriously want to be high up in the 
administration of a university someday. the sacrifice you have to make is to choose to do it 
earlier than you would otherwise have liked. that there isn't time to finish your academic career 
and when you're tired of being an academic decide that now you're going to turn your attention 
to some sort of administrative sinecure. 

CAC: Of course. 

KK: It's a serious decision that says this is the point at which you make the decision even 
though it is for you a serious sacrifice in the sense that you are going to feel the loss. What 
you're going to choose is not going to be. even if you're selected. an unalloyed. happy 
circumstance. You're going to lose something. You'll try to teach for awhile. In fact. I did. 
It doesn't work. It was a clear decision. at that point. in my mind that said because I do 
want-harking back to community experiences. harking back to the Graduate School. harking 
back to the things that interested me beyond Chemical Engineering-these the rest of your life. 
if you think that one of the things you want to deal with is a broader range of academic issues. 
if you want to deal with people more. this is the time you have make the change. I. at that time. 
really decide that and recognize that it is a sacrifice-nobody is making me make this 
sacrifice-for an outcome that I want. 

CAC: Yes. 

KK: So. I do this. In fact. I don't remember it as difficult getting the job. I don't remember it 
as difficult. 

CAC: You aren't aware of other candidates for the position or who was [unclear]? 

KK: I don't remember who else was going for it. I just don't remember it being a hard fight for 
the position. It sort of seemed to go very easily. 

CAC: Were you interviewed? 

KK: I was interviewed by the committee. I was interviewed by a number of committees and 
a number of groups; but. you see. by this time. these are all my friends. I've been on the 
Consultative Committee. and I'd been working with Central Administration. and I'd been a 
lobbyist. The issue was more. would the regents accept an insider who was identified with the 
faculty than it was anything else. The difficulty was not the search process. It was the end. 
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Peter Magrath was being pushed at that time by a lot of these same groups to say, "Get us a 
faculty person in this position." That's my recollection of it. So, I just don't remember this as 
a long or difficult. .. My role in becoming president was extraordinarily traumatic but not in 
becoming academic vice-president. Perhaps, that's one of the reasons I liked the job so much is 
that that was the transition in which the strongest feeling I had was that all of this tremendous 
support from the faculty in all parts of the institution . .. I had taught Honors courses in CLA 
and so I was known in CLA. I'd worked with the Medical School and I was very well known 
to the Medical School. Obviously, the people in IT trusted me. I was coming into this in the 
happiest possible way. I'd known Magrath. I had a good working relationship with him. I knew 
his weaknesses. I thought I knew some of his strengths. It was a big mixture. In fact, my 
recollection of it was figuring out how could I get Magrath to delegate enough authority to make 
this a job I wanted. 

CAC: Could you share-I don't want to press you beyond what you want to share-how you 
perceived what your relationship with Magrath would be ... what his strengths and what some 
of his weaknesses were? You had to negotiate with him for the definition of your job, I'm sure. 

KK: I got to know Peter much better in the subsequent years; so, in a sense what I tell you now 
is going to be at least a little colored by what I learned of him later. Peter was very, very 
process oriented, was very bright; but, he had made much too early a decision to become an 
administrator before he had developed a credible reputation as a scholar. He couldn't stay on one 
subject very long at all. He, therefore, didn't have a deep sense of academic values. He was 
fair-minded. He was democratic. He liked process in a certain way. The worst thing I have to 
say about him-I'll say it because I don't see another way around it-is that he was superficial in 
a lot of ways. 

CAC: But he worked hard. 

KK: He worked very hard at it and he cared about things. I found him to be a good human 
being whom I really genuinely learned to like even better in the years we worked together. I 
found him utterly trustworthy in his relationships with me ... 

CAC: That's important. 

KK: ... as I think I was toward him. He was willing to trust me and he never did anything that 
I thought was behind my back, or something to undercut me, or something to let me take the heat 
where that was inappropriate. I felt I could work with Peter, that Peter was malleable, that he 
was willing to delegate authority if things got done, that his interest was in making the institution 
go; but, he didn't have a lot of deep thoughts about what that entailed. He cared about planning. 
It was Peter Magrath who pushed the idea of planning even though I don't think he had a strong 
sense of what's its content ought to be. He was a survivor. His first line of battle was the 
regents. His view of the presidency was managing a relationship with the regents. That was 
really Peter's view and it was an everyday thing. It's interesting to think about it, Clarke ... 
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CAC: That's what you learned after you were in office? 

KK: I knew it by this time because I'd worked closely with him as chairman of the Consultative 
Committee; but I learned more afterward. I'm sure what I've done is added to some of the things 
learned afterward. I knew that he worked with the regents and that was foremost in his mind. 
I think what I came to understand later is how that came to be and what value it served. It really 
came to be because of somebody for whom I have the utmost respect and that is, Elmer 
Andersen. Now, how did it come to be because of Elmer Andersen? Well, in the waning days 
of the [Malcolm] Moos presidency, when Moos was really ineffectual, Elmer Andersen took over 
running the university; Elmer Andersen was defacto president. Peter Magrath comes on to the 
scene, chosen as number three or number four candidate in that process, and says, "How am I 
going to get this change from the chairman of the board being the president of a university? The 
way I'm going to do it is co-opt him. I'm going to work so closely with those regents everyday 
that ultimately I'm going to do my thing; because that's where I'm spending my time and there's 
no way that (1) I don't know what they want done and can't sort of run to keep a little ahead of 
them and (2) can't just co-opt them by being with them everyday." There wasn't a day that went 
by that Peter wasn't on the phone, certainly, with the chair and, probably, with a half a dozen 
other regents. In the course of a week, there's no question that he spoke to every regent, every 
week. 

CAC: This meant that if they had special agendas of their own, that he had to be sensitive to 
those? 

KK: Every minute. He was extraordinarily politically astute on that issue. Remember, that's 
exacerbated by the fact that he doesn't have a strong center of his own about these things. 

CAC: Yes. 

KK: He actually felt much more comfortable with regents than he did with faculty. He didn't 
feel really comfortable with faculty. It was not what he knew best. He hadn't come from a lot 
of strong universities. He had the potential to be a very good political scientist; he could have 
been and early on was. He rose meteorically to full professor at good schools and, then, moves 
into this other thing. 

The negotiation I had with Peter was, "Peter, I know what you want. I know that I have a strong 
faculty view. I'm willing to move this planning process. I'm willing to really work hard within 
these ... 

CAC: Planning was a major focus of this? 

KK: Absolutely, in his mind and in mine ... that that was it. Clearly being sensitive and able 
to deal with the legislature was important to him. Henry wasn't very good at that. Henry just 
seemed European to them. That doesn't say much for our legislators. 
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CAC: [unclear] trouble in Arizona? 

KK: Yes, well, he said odd things. He went to the legislature one day and was questioned on 
the value of a sabbatical. He said, "It helps the faculty to build their intellectual inventory." 
Jesus Christ! this is the state of Minnesota ... 

CAC: [laughter] 

KK: ... and you go to the legislature and tell a bunch of people there that their faculty are 
building their intellectual inventory . .. [laughter] You don't get a very good response. Then, 
he would tell them how he was planning the way he was [unclear] as if he were dealing with 
microbial culture and it didn't sell; so, I think Peter wanted somebody who had demonstrated 
some understanding of politics, and who had credibility with faculty, and who would be a kind 
of chief operating officer. What I said is that that was what the position needed to be. It had 
to be clear that the number two person at the institution was the academic vice-president, not the 
Finance vice-president; and I had to feel and he had to feel that he was delegating authority to 
me. In fact, all of the structures we created during that vice-presidency emphasized that. We 
created something called the budget executive. Rather than leaving budgeting to Finance, 
budgeting was an aggregate of the vice-president for Health Sciences, the vice-president for 
Academic Affairs, and the vice-president for Finance with the Academic Affairs person chairing 
it. That was something that was a creation of mine. We called it the budget executive and they 
made all of the budgetary decisions. 

CAC: Not the deputy vice-president for Agriculture, etcetera? 

KK: He was not in the group. 

CAC: Okay. 

KK: He had his own way with the legislature so that didn't mean he was without power; but, 
he was not in that group. Peter bought in on all of that. 

CAC: To what degree did Mr. Magrath know that there was an inchoate and growing sense of 
discomfort on the part of the faculty constituency? As I understand, it was a major thing that 
led to his going to Missouri. 

KK: Yes. I think he was aware of it when he brought me in and that it was the first step-I 
have to think about this- . .. I think that at the time that he brought me in-if you remember 
the events that preceded it-the regents reviewed the presidency and the insiders knew that that 
was not a good review; that is, he did not come out happily. The way the review became public 
is it really blamed it all on Henry Koffler and in a sense, Henry Koffler took the fall ... 

CAC: He was long gone by then. 
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KK: No, this was about the time that he was leaving. Remember, I inherit Henry's position. 

CAC: Okay. I see, I'm thinking of the review of 1984, 1985. 

KK: No, I'm talking about the flrst review. 

CAC: Okay. 

KK: This is the flrst review, 1979. Peter's review ... gets a weak review. Things aren't going 
well. There's a lot of muddiness. The planning really is not good. There's nothing crisp about 
the administration and the problem is assumed to be Henry Koffler. I think it's known at that 
time by the regents that the problem may be Henry, in that Henry has not compensated 
adequately for Peter; but, the fact that he needed to compensate for Peter is in itself a problem. 
They say, "Oof! what shall we do? Let's reappointment Peter and let's get a better person in, a 
different kind of person in as an academic vice-president." So, Henry goes and I come in with 
Peter thinking that he has to correct a problem in Academic Affairs to save himself; and the deal 
is he's going to delegate a lot of authority to that position and expect the person in that job to 
begin to set priorities, to carry forward a planning process, to manage the university, and to keep 
the credibility of the faculty in the academic part of the institution. Peter really sees the 
academic vice-presidency as an extraordinarily important crutch for him in continuing his 
presidency. 

CAC: And he wants to stay here? 

KK: He wants to stay here. Yes, he was not looking anywhere else at that time as far as I 
know. I can't recall that he was looking anywhere else. Where else would he have thought of 
at that time? 

CAC: I'm asking a mean leading question. He's evading making decisions on some things that 
he knows are there, like Eastcliff [unclear]? 

KK: Oh, god! yes. Yes, he wasn't going to do things like Eastcliff ... 

CAC: Or deal with intercollegiate athletics? 

KK: He wasn't going to deal with athletics. I told you, he dealt with the regents and he didn't 
want to make tough decisions. 

CAC: Those are two tough ones, at least. 

KK: Very tough ones. In fact, to his credit, he backed me on a lot of things; but, if he saw that 
they were going to be political problems for him, he vetoed them. He said, "We're not going to 
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do that. We're not going in that direction. That's not what I want to do./I Athletics was not in 
my bailiwick ... 

CAC: Of course. 

KK: ... and he did what he needed to do there. On Eastcliff, he kind of hedges. He doesn't 
make important decisions about fund raising; he doesn't really get deeply involved in fund 
raising. He's treading water a little bit at that time. 

CAC: But what's to keep him from ... I can understand why he'd want to fmesse Eastcliff and 
intercollegiate athletics but raising money by the early 1980s is clearly something that has to 
have a high priority. 

KK: Peter understands that but Peter's orientation ... 

CAC: It's not politically inept, dangerous to do that? 

KK: No, it's not politically inept but he's not very effective with the private sector people. He 
doesn't come across . . . 

CAC: So, the Minnesota Foundation can't get off the ground? 

KK: Peter doesn't have a set of interests that help him to mix in that. 

CAC: I see. 

KK: He was not well thought of in that group. He was much more comfortable with the regents 
and much more comfortable with the legislative crowd than he was with the sort of Twin Cities 
movers and shakers in the private sector. That just wasn't his thing. He wasn't involved with 
the Walker Art Center crowd or he wasn't involved with our friends in sort of DFL politics on 
the sort of left side of politics, the intellectual circles of the Twin Cities. He's not involved with 
the business community and doesn't really enjoy them very much, doesn't entertain them, just 
doesn't enjoy them a lot. He doesn't have a base to go to this kind of big thing. Then, there isn't 
really a history of public universities doing this kind of fund raising. 

CAC: There are a lot of things that have not been done by 1985. 

KK: Right. So, there's this whole accumulation and the fact is that what's even worse by that 
time, Clarke, is that we now have had seven years of planning and no plan. We've been going 
since 1978. 

CAC: We've been doing retrenchment and reallocation every two years. 
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KK: That's right but not with any sense of vision of a future, not with any sense of what this 
institution ought to be like. What we do each two years is deal with a set of political constraints 
and say, "How are we going to deal with these political constraints and how are we going to do 
it with minimum upset along the way?" In a sense, nothing has moved even though there's been 
a lot of movement. We have gone through those years with Peter not wanting to make big 
moves. 

CAC: Yes. 

KK: He's just trying to figure out how can I get to the next year and I think with Peter, to a 
great extent, it was how can I get to the next week on this thing. 

CAC: Who were the V.P.s [vice-presidents] for Finance when you were there to work with? 

KK: We went through ... 

CAC: There's a rotation there. 

KK: Yes, there's a rotation there. It starts out with Don Brown but he's not there very long. 
I think he leaves about the time I come in. We bring in Fred Bowen and Fred is there for a 
couple of years. Let's see does Fred last ... I guess much of the years that I was vice-president. 
Who was it in addition to Fred? i guess Fred was there for several of those years as the vice
president. Fred is a government money type; although, he's doing very well now as a fmance 
vice-president of Rockefeller University and he went to Brown from Minnesota. Fred has come 
from a government background not from a business background and not from a fmance 
background. He's good. I could work closely with him. He's okay but he's oriented more in the 
direction of how do you control the government bureaucracy in budgetary terms than in how do 
you use budget to fulfill goals. That's a very different attitude. That's how do I take the 
Department of State and make it slightly more efficient in budgetary terms than it is how do I 
invest in a corporation and make it accomplish the kinds of things I want to happen. Fred's 
strengths are in trying to cut down and cut through the bureaucracy. I'm trying to think of who 
else ... We still have Clint Johnson as Fred's deputy at that time and he sort of goes back to 
the old days. Then, we have a woman, whose name I've forgotten, who Fred hires who doesn't 
know a lot about running a university; so, things are still in the hands of [unclear]. 

CAC: I'm guessing there's a permanent undersecretary ship in Morrill Hall. There are four, or 
five, or seven people and they must have found this frustrating? I'm thinking of Dave Berg, for 
example. 

KK: They did. Interestingly, the one they related to ultimately was me; so, Dave, I think, he 
would say so, felt. .. Remember at this time, I've created something called the budget 
executive. This is now the institutional organization that does all of the budgetary planning. It's 
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got Lyle French and Lyle wants to be there so that I don't run off with the goodies; so, he's there 
to protect Health Sciences. 

CAC: Fair enough. 

KK: Lyle never was the all university guy. Once the Health Sciences is taken care of, he's 
perfectly happy to take of the rest of the university. Fred, who is new at the institution-this is 
maybe in 1982, as I remember-defers to me to a certain extent; but, also is running his own 
shop and doing a pretty good job at it. He depends upon Chet Grygar. Chet Grygar is an 
important as Dave Berg in all of this. You really have to see Grygar as the bean counter and 
Dave Berg as the public administration type, the guy who has the data. It's those two who are 
the important deputies. 

CAC: I've not interviewed Chet Grygar. I should do that. 

KK: If you can get him to say much. Chet is a really close to the chest sort of guy. He might 
want to now. 

CAC: One of the best interviews I've had is with Dave Berg. 

KK: Dave has terrific institutional memory. 

CAC: Yes. 

KK: Absolutely. I like Dave. As I said, we worked very closely together. Dave has, over the 
years, become a little cynical but he was always a little cynical and maybe it was not ... 

CAC: It was probably healthy. 

KK: That's right! Maybe, it was not unreasonable to be ... to see whether there was some 
order to it. I think one of the reasons he and I got along is that I was trying to think of how we 
could have an orderly approach to this rather than a lot of ad hocery. How could we use data 
and how could we move it. Of course, as you know, some of it worked and some of it didn't. 
From 1980 to 1985, what worked was that I think we made some sound decisions that were at 
least consistent with academic priorities. What didn't work is we never got the big plan. We 
never put it together into a big thing. There were fights. You were always fighting Agriculture 
and Bill Hueg was always screaming. But over it all was Peter and Peter was concerned with 
the process. Peter was concerned, as I said, with the next week, and the next month, and the 
next year; and so, Peter goes through and then things get really bad about 1984. 

CAC: What was your sense of the relative degree-you speak of Lyle French and his taking care 
of his own province, which is perfectly legitimate-in 1980 to 1985 of the autonomy of the 
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Health Sciences-I'm going to use another word that other people have used-their 
unaccountability to the university at large? 

KK: I was seriously concerned with it. 

CAC: What does that mean? What particulars did you have to learn as vice-president that they 
were a law unto themselves? That's not my word but I've heard it from so many people. 

KK: Right. There are at least three ways in which that was true and I'm comfortable . .. Let 
me begin with what may be the least obvious and that was the intellectual. The Health Sciences 
were not a serious part of the institution's academic enterprise, particularly for myself having 
done a lot of . . . 

CAC: You enriched it. 

KK: ... research work over there. I felt that the basic sciences were not fulfilling a good role 
with respect to the university. The notions of teaching were not the kind that we would share. 
Teaching was an incidental over there, not properly considered. Where there was a possibility 
of multidisciplinary cooperation, they were really seldom there and able to take part. At the fust 
level, I was very concerned about that, to which I would add the second level, which was faculty 
tenure and faculty choice. They were operating so independently on who it was who got tenure 
and on what basis that I felt that there was a serious issue of academic quality in who was being 
appointed. They protected their own in that second respect as well. There was not nearly the 
oversight there should have been either through the Graduate School because they resisted it or 
through the academic vice-president's office because they also resisted that. 

CAC: They had tenure appointees on soft monies, for example? 

KK: A lot. Although, there were some limitations, they had that a lot. It was much, much 
worse in the School of Public Health than anywhere else. The School of Public Health has less 
than 20 percent hard money. It showed more in their program than anywhere else in the 
institution because when you are in that circumstance, your program is driven by your funding 
sources. You have no choice. 

CAC: Sure, sure. 

KK: So, what you taught, and what you studied, and what you did was entirely determined by 
factors outside of the control of the institution. That has continued to be the case in Pubic 
Health. Medicine is a little bit better in that the basic sciences has a large fraction of its support 
coming from hard money ... not in the clinical departments but in the basic science departments. 
They have some oddities. They have eleven-month appointments. That's part of the reason they 
have this problem of not having enough hard money. If they only had nine-month appointments, 
their hard money would cover a large fraction of it and they would be as much at risk as 
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anybody else on summer support. Then, the third thing is money and it is the question of the 
private practice plan, it is the question of where power is. The greatest problem that arises from 
that is not so much that they have money but who has money because the power in the Medical 
School resides with the clinical chiefs and the department heads because that's where money is 
generated. It doesn't reside in the dean's office. 

CAC: The deanship, no. 

KK: It doesn't reside even in the Health Science vice-presidenfs office. You have the shots 
being called at the wrong place; so quite aside from whether people are earning too much-when 
I became president, I looked into that ... it was sort a of funny thing; they were earning a lot 
but not more than I would have thought but t was not out of proportion to medical schools-but 
it was where the power and the money were. The fact that that's where the money was meant 
we couldn't really resolve the other two issues, of the integration of academic program or a 
proper review of faculty tenure. We didn't have any tools for changing that because we didn't 
control the money and where it came from. 

CAC: The latter point ... I've heard from a certain number of people who were chairs or very 
active in the Senate Judicial Committee who have reported as early as the 1960s, and then in the 
1970s, and still in the 1980s that a disproportionate number of their cases were coming from the 
Health Sciences because of a lack of process in hiring, promoting, merit, and so forth. 

KK: Yes, [unclear] very careful. 

CAC: I don't know how widely known that was. 

KK: They had these crazy authoritarian chairs. It wasn't even a lack of process; it was just 
dumb arrogant people doing silly things. Family Practice was a horror. We were always filled 
with cases from the Family Practice Department. 

CAC: As vice-president you were aware of that part of it? 

KK: Oh, god! yes. Sure. 

CAC: But lacked the tools to bring order out of that? 

KK: Yes. That was where Lyle made sure, and Neal Vanselow after that, that they kept the 
barrier high, that you couldn't get into that and while what I got ultimately was veto power over 
tenure decisions-as the academic vice-president, I did have that-I couldn't make good things 
happen. I couldn't make academic programs work better than they did. I couldn't get them to 
collaborate and cooperate more with the College of Biological Sciences, which was an obvious 
thing to do. We had created these two colleges that were redundant in some ways. 
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CAC: Yes. 

KK: We had two mediocre departments of Biochemistry instead of one very good one. It was 
true in other areas as well. We created this difficulty and we couldn't get the Medical School 
to be part of it. It was a little better under Vanselow but not a lot better. They just retained their 
separateness. I worried less about the clinical departments, Clarke. It was the basic science 
departments that concerned me mostly at that time. Clinical departments are odd ducks. They 
are basically operations that have apprenticeships for new doctors, and they operate a hospital, 
and they're in clinical practice, and their research is not frequently serious. 

CAC: I hadn't realized how deep the canyon was on Washington Avenue until I did some 
interviewing on both sides. 

KK: And what their attitudes are, how they view it. It was very deep. Interestingly, even for 
me and I knew my way around the medical sciences as well as anybody on this side of 
Washington Avenue or on our side of Washington Avenue because I, obviously, worked very 
closely with them. I shared grants with them. 

CAC: Absolutely, yes. 

KK: My labs were there. I did know a lot about that. When you come to think of the role
you said it was natural that Lyle French took the position he did-there was such a difference if 
you think of the Central Administration. The role of the academic vice-president is the role of 
dealing with the whole institution and trying to direct, and guide, and help it to achieve. That 
is not the role of the Health Sciences vice-president. The role of the Health Sciences vice
president is to lobby for the Health Sciences upward into the institution. 

CAC: And the same for Mr. Hueg in Agriculture. 

KK: That's right. So, you have one central officer who can't lobby with anyone. There's nobody 
for him to lobby with. [laughter] 

CAC: [laughter] 

KK: The job of that officer is to try to set priorities and to get the system to work. 

CAC: How aware of the things we're talking about now is Mr. Magrath? 

KK: He knew it but his job was to ... 

CA C : [unclear] 
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KK: ... in view, was not to solve that but to try to ease my problem and to, essentially, 
arbitrate among us in some way. But how? Arbitrate with full knowledge of the capacity of Bill 
Hueg to call up the farmers all over the state- . . . 

CAC: Sure. 

KK: I ain't going interfere with that-and the importance of the medical community; so, he has 
those and part of his game is how far can I cajole those people to give in to Keller. That's 
essentially what Peter takes as his role. Yes. 

CAC: A place that didn't have that built in constituency to resist central concerns was the 
library. There were troubles also in the library at this time, not of your making. 

KK: There were tough ones then. 

CAC: Could you say something about how your office perceived that? 

KK: Yes. 

CAC: I have a certain number of witnesses again who say, "Oh, boy, they didn't address that." 
That had to be addressed earlier on and more crisply. You know that? 

KK: Sure. There were two kinds of issues that we had to deal with. We all saw the library as 
important and we all saw the need to build its budgets. One of the things actually we were able 
to do is to build budgets. 

CAC: I think it did, yes. 

KK: Then, there was the whole leadership question. 

CAC: Yes. 

KK: We had Eldred. 

CAC: This is Eldred Smith. 

KK: Eldred Smith as a librarian, as a person understanding that system, was probably better than 
anyone I've ever met ... extremely smart. 

CAC: I think that's agreed. 

KK: Yes. He was so terrible in his ability to deal with people at the same time. So, here we've 
got a guy, at a time when we're trying to reshape things, who's just bad with people but very 
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brilliant about how things ought to be reshaped. The question as what to do about that. It was 
exacerbated by another problem; and that is, there was an area in which I agreed with Eldred; 
although, I would have done things differently. I think that this institution has, and many 
institutions have made, the mistake of treating librarians in the same way as we do faculty. What 
I mean by that is not that they are not the intellectual equal . . . but developing a kind of ersatz 
standard for faculty position in the library rather than recognizing the intellectual and professional 
importance of librarians as librarians including whatever it takes, including tenure. 

CAC: Yes. 

KK: I was with him on the issue of moving away from faculty status for librarians on the basis 
that that meant that I had a bunch of assistant professors who were demeaned into being called 
assistant professors with tenure for life rather than being called legitimate senior librarians with 
dignity and with respect on the basis . .. This comes to that word again because here, I think, 
it really does apply. They were not given respect on the basis of their own professionalism. 
They were given this silly notion that they were assistant professors and commanded more 
respect as assistant professors than they did as professional librarians. 

CAC: Although, they didn't function in a teaching or scholarly way as the rest of the academy 
did? 

KK: No, so what they did was hand in things, a bibliography they'd put together and said, "This 
is my research." I said, "But that's not research." I had cases of people coming up for tenure 
and I said, "But you haven't done any research." I can remember one person saying to me, "I'd 
be happy to do research. What shall I do it on?" [laughter] "That's part of the point we're 
facing here." 

CAC: [laughter] 

KK: "That isn't the way it gets done." I kept hoping that Eldred would learn some charm and 
deal with it; and on the other side, he had some toughies to deal with. He had Audrey [Grosch], 
the archivist ... 

CAC: She died. 

KK: She died just a few years ago ... Audrey Grosch, also a woman who could be very good 
in her field, but tough. 

CAC: You knew what her hobby was? 

KK: Yes, she was a sharpshooter ... scared the hell out of me. 

CAC: National championships. 
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KK: Yes. I knew these people well. Then, of course, the one who really had it in for me for 
ages, probably still does ... I can't think of her name. She ran the archives, too. What is her 
name? 

CAC: My friend Andrea Hinding. 

KK: Yes. 

CAC: She was out of my archives, sir. 

KK: Yes. Andrea and I used to be close social friends when she was living with Lou Toth. We 
were friends back in the old days and, then, it all fell apart over Eldred. She's never forgiven 
me for Eldred and, probably, I should have acted earlier on Eldred, I think, Clarke. He just 
couldn't do the job. 

CAC: Within an academic setting, how do you deal with a problem like that? 

KK: I had to get rid of him. I had to say, "Eldred, you're not doing the job. In your position, 
I need both an intellectual librarian and an administrator who can deal with people." I let two 
things go too far. One was my honest admiration of his intellectual capacity and the rightness 
of what he wanted to create in the library. 

CAC: Ah. 

KK: The other was my sympathy, my empathy, with the difficulty he had with dealing with 
people who couldn't accept these changes. That allowed me to give him more latitude than I 
should have in carrying this out. I should have said, "Eldred, you're not doing it. I'd like you 
to be able to do it. I've backed you up because you're doing things I think are important; but if 
you can't do them, you can't do them." That was a mistake. 

CAC: I might add to the record-seeing this is a conversation as well as an interview-that in 
all the committees I chaired and worked on and so forth, the only time that I was in my own 
judgment an utter failure was the second round as chairman of the Senate Library Committee 
with Eldred Smith. I just wasn't up to that. 

KK: Yes. 

[End of Tape 2, Side 2] 
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