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CAC: This is Clarke Chambers doing an interview with Professor Peter Robinson of the 
Department of French and Italian. Mr. Robinson has been on the faculty since 1966. He has 
participated in a large number of departmental, college, university, and extra-university programs. 

Peter, it's a delight to have you here to fill in the record on the informal history of the university. 
Why don't we start with a bit of background on why the French language and literature with you, 
where you were trained, what attracted you to Minnesota, what you found when you got here, 
and then, we'll be off and running. 

PR: The reason for French language and literature is familial complicated in a sense. I was a 
State Department brat; so, I moved to France when I was thirteen. I spent all of my high school 
years in France and came to have that kind of situation in which I dearly loved two different 
countries and two very different cultures knowing that each misunderstood, profoundly, the other 
and was disquieted each by the other and wanted to do something that would help bring those 
two together. The first thought that came to mind was to be in the State Department. In those 
years, although things have changed a bit, they haven't changed significantly. In the Foreign 
Service in the United States, they look with suspicion upon anybody who knows well a country 
and actually admires and loves it; so, I knew that if I were to join the Foreign Service, there 
would be nothing for me to do in France. I would be kept probably in Australia or in the 
outback somewhere. 

CA C: [laughter] 

PR: So, that was not an option. As I went through college, I was a zoology major as an 
undergraduate and I came to the realization that to do interesting work in zoology, one really was 
dealing with cell structure down at the level of the cell. To do that, you essentially had to be 
a biochemist and I hated chemistry. I realized that one afternoon on a lovely spring day when 
I was in the organic chemistry lab distilling some foul smelling substance. I then changed and 
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thought about becoming a university professor actually, thinking that that would allow me to 
bridge the various things that I saw; so, I went on to graduate school at the University of 
Pennsylvania in Romance languages, where the Ph.D. is in Romance languages not just in one 
of them. During that time, I was asked by Dartmouth College, which was my alma mater, to go 
back and teach there; so, I did for a year, where I met a man named Peter Lock, who was 
teaching there. He and I taught there together and became fast friends. Then, I went back to 
Pennsylvania and finished up my examinations and was beginning my dissertation. 

As it turns out, the University of Minnesota had known a mass hemorrhaging in the Romance 
Languages Department. Virtually, everybody had left in the two year period prior to that. There 
was one person, essentially, left in French. His name was Armand Renaud, who worked himself 
to the bone and had himself a heart attack. During that interim, then, there was an associate dean 
for the Humanities, Dennis Hurrell from the English Department, who was doing hiring for the 
French Department. Peter Lock was hired from Dartmouth to come to Minnesota and two other 
people were hired. They were looking for other people· and Peter recommended me. This was 
in the days of the old boys' network at its height and it was a matter of who recommended 

CAC: It had about one year to go. 

PR: That's right. There was no interview, no nothing. I was offered the position here. It was 
very exciting to me because Peter was in the Nineteenth Century in prose and I was in the 
Nineteenth Century in poetry. There was no one else here. We could do with the Nineteenth 
Century in France what we wanted and that was a very exciting prospect. 

CAC: But it was Romance languages so there were Italian represented? 

PR: The department was the Department of Romance Languages; so, it was Spanish, Italian, 
French, and Portuguese in the same department. When we got here, we discovered, as young 
Turks I suppose will always discover whether correctly or incorrectly, that things were a mess 
and needed to be set aright and we set out to make things aright, which was namely to redo the 
entire beginning French sequence. The department was essentially being run by the Spanish 
contingent because all of the senior professors in French had left with the exception of Renaud, 
who had just that year returned from his heart attack. The situation in the department then was 
really very, very different, I suspect, from most departments in this university and had a very, 
very long term effect particularly on me, I think, more than on anybody else. This was not a 
department where scholarship, research, and publication was possible. Our teaching load was 
nine courses a year. 

CAC: Including introductory language as well as literature? 

PR: Everything... graduate level seminars, undergraduate literature courses, all different 
preparations, none of which, of course, I, as a beginning assistant professor . .. Actually, I 
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wasn't a beginning assistant professor; I had my dissertation to finish. I was a lecturer the first 
couple of years. This was a department where teaching was absolutely the thing that we had to 
do, where we had to spend all of our time and all of our energy. There were only, at that point 
then, five of us in French to teach some 4,000 students. That's what we spent all of our time 
doing. I remember very early on-I think it was my second year here-that this was the first time 
that I saw the state legislature breathing down our necks wondering what lazy professors did. 
We had to keep a record of the time we spent. I kept a record of the time I spent and it added 
up to ninety hours a week. 

CAC: [laughter] 

PR: I knew that no one would believe that; so, I arbitrarily cut it down to sixty-five hours a 
week and handed it in. Every moment of every day was spent trying to prepare new lectures, 
trying to prepare for these courses, trying to teach these students. We had completely redone the 
beginning language course and since I was the only junior member-Peter had been hired as an 
associate professor-after one quarter of all of us teaching, I was left with the thing for ... 

CAC: This means you were handling how many beginning students in a beginning course? 

PR: I would only have, let's say, in the 'courses that I was teaching, maybe twenty to twenty-five 
students; but, I was responsible for all the teaching assistants [TAs] teaching because we had, in 
our young Turk way, gotten rid of the coordinator. We essentially pushed him aside. Within 
about two years, we hired a coordinator and that took that off my shoulders. Peter Lock, then, 
became the assistant chair of the department and one of our chores was to do the teaching 
schedule for everybody in the department including all of the Spanish section. He and I would 
spend countless hours working out the entire teaching schedule for everybody. Then, he became 
chair of the department, at one point, and I became the assistant chair and I had to do all of that 
myself. My involvement with the university right from the beginning was essentially 
administrative. I became chair of the department nine months after my Ph.D. dissertation was 
completed, as an untenured assistant professor. Now, as one goes back in time and looks at that, 
one realizes how stupid that was; but, nonetheless that's what happened. I very quickly realized 
that this was not the way to have a productive department and a department that was going to 
have standing within the university and within the discipline. My main goal during my 
chairmanship was to lower the teaching load and to increase the faculty so that we could do that. 
We did manage to do that. We had a high of seventeen faculty in French. We lowered the 
teaching load to five courses a year. We had to do that with some legerdemain. Sometimes, we 
upped the credit module so that it didn't look like we were losing . . . 

CAC: Everyone was doing that. 

PR: Right, but we did it even more drastically. We went up to five credits per course so that 
with the various data that were going around the college comparing student credit hours within 
the department, we wouldn't fall off the face of the earth by lowering the teaching load as much 
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as we did. We also did a department split and it became a Department of French and Italian and 
a Department of Portuguese and Spanish, which was a great boon for everybody. It was 
interesting that the research on Civil Rights that was being done at the time, showed that the 
schools that had the greatest difficulty were those schools not where there was a definite majority 
of either side or of either color, let's say, but where the things were split fifty/fifty, where it was 
forty-nine/fifty-one. Then, there was no dominant force and things were difficult. That was true 
in our department. The Spanish interest was different from ours. The intellectual tradition is 
very different; so, we parted company and I think it was good for everybody. 

CAC: Do you mean in the teaching of the language or the literature that the differences would 
be? 

PR: Primarily in the literature. It's primarily in the way one approaches the literature and the 
kind of intellectual baggage and methodology that one brings to the discussion of literature. 

CAC: That opens up a curious subject. In what ways would the Spanish and Portuguese differ 
from the French and Italian in that regard? 

PR: The French complaint, which I happen to share because of my own training, would be 
that-this would hold true also for the instruction of English literature, by the way-they [the 
Spanish and Portuguese] are not nearly as rigorous as they ought to be, not nearly as analytical 
about the way words function and about the way language operates within a text. 

CAC: Why would that have been there in the study of French so early? 

PR: The French has this very, very strong tradition of what's called the explication de text, 
which is to look at the words very, very carefully, to analyze the language very, very carefully. 

CAC: Even in American graduate schools in French departments, that French tradition would 
prevail? 

PR: Oh, yes. Also, I had it as a high school student. The analysis of a text dealt with the way 
individual words were put together and their resonances against each other in the text; whereas, 
the Spanish analysis would tend more toward a much more general kind of, what might be called, 
belletristic appreciation of great works. I think the complaint about English departments that 
people in French letters would have would be similar to that thirty years ago. Certainly, my 
experience in English literature classes that I had at Dartmouth College was that they were much 
more literary appreciation than there were analysis of what was actually going on in the text. 

CAC: When Deconstruction comes along as a major force, [unclear] all of that, there was a 
natural alliance with the French language and literature? 

PR: It is a French methodology, isn't it? Deconstruction is French. 
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CAC: Sure. 

PR: It is so typically French. It is so traditionally French. 

CAC: Didn't the Spanish and Italian pick it up? 

PR: Not nearly as much. What Spanish literature has taken up and took up earlier than the 
French did-it had that advantage of it-was the recognition that literature is always ideologically 
driven and culturally, and sociologically, and politically important and placed. Whereas, the 
French tended to be so formalistic that the affinity that the French had toward the American New 
Criticism, the well-wrought [unclear], the very formalistic approaches to literature was such that 
the French came later to the recognition of the connection between the aesthetic artifact 
regardless of its being painting, or music, or whatever ... the connection of the aesthetic object 
to the time, and to the politics, and the ideology of the time. Art history and music have yet to 
make that move on the whole. The reason musicologists are so exercised about some of the 
things that certain people are doing is because they are just simply not used to the notion that 
music is, in fact, a sign of the times in which it was produced in both obvious and in very deep 
ways. 

CAC: So, in music and art history it really is a generational division then, as well as discipline? 

PR: Yes. The way the French Department was placed in the university. .. It's interesting to 
me now in retrospect to see, at least in the last twenty-seven years . .. Whether this was true 
prior to the 1960s, I don't know. When I first came to the university, I was told that this was 
once a great university but now wasn't. That's the same message which is coming out now. I 
was told that there used to be some great departments in the Humanities and elsewhere ... 

CAC: Like English in the good old days. 

PR: ... like English in the good old days; and that the Humanities were just terrible, and that 
there was nobody in Humanities worth listening to, and that there was nobody in Humanities 
doing anything interesting. They were all bad. The only going things were the hard sciences 
and the social sciences. 

CAC: In addition, there was a sense that they didn't even know how to govern themselves. 

PR: Yes. One of the things that has fascinated me about that time and some kind of parenthesis, 
if you wish, in this interview . .. [ sigh] I came to the realization, a number of years after I was 
here, probably midway through these twenty-seven years, that one of the very interesting 
phenomena about the Humanities departments is that the majority of those departments that are 
grouped within the Humanities are departments which represent cultures different from the United 
States. Therefore, they're either representing Spain, or France, or Germany ... 

Peter Robinson Interview 5 



CAC: Except for American Studies. 

PR: Except for American Studies and except for, maybe, even parts of English departments. 
To the extent that those departments understand and emulate the cultures that they are therefore 
teaching, they are going to behave in a way that is seen to be unseemly and inappropriate in the 
American context. Now, the university has not recognized that; they just simply haven't. 

CAC: They heard it though? People like you have [unclear]? 

PR: Oh, yes. So that when French professors behave the way the French do in a CLA [College 
of Liberal Arts] assembly or something like that, that is not seen as a sign of their really having 
known their discipline well and having caught the essence of Frenchness. It is seen as a sign of 
incompetence. 

CAC: [laughter] 

PR: I think that is the particular focus of this institution and since this is the only institution 
where I have, in fact, spent time, it's the only one I know. 

CAC: We're a heartland state university. 

PR: Yes. I think that there was a question of the fact that-I want to tie that together with this 
notion that we were once great-any deviation from what was perceived to be the norm within 
other disciplines is going to be seen as a sign of ineptitude, a sign of incompetence, or a sign of 
something negative. It was only after I'd been here for time that I began to realize how poorly 
the Humanities were treated in virtually every way so that there was no possibility for getting 
grants because there was no money for them. There was no possibility to spend time doing the 
research and scholarship because we were teaching nine courses a year. We were so 
marginalized and so ghettoized that there was no way for us to break out. The perception was 
that we were bad right from the very beginning and didn't deserve any help. Then, people were 
so insular that they assumed that what was the pattern of existence within their own departments 
and their own disciplines was, in fact, the pattern of existence elsewhere. 

CAC: That would not have been present in the same degree in Pennsylvania, for example? 

PR: Oh, no. 

CAC: You were there long enough to observe that? So, the eastern universities, the large 
private and public ... ? 

PR: Oh, yes. I have a friend, for instance, who is a beginning assistant professor in music and 
musicology at Dartmouth. He's abeginning assistant professor and his salary is only $7,000 less 
than mine after I've been here twenty-seven years. He was given an outright grant of $30,000 
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to spend in any way he wanted for his first two years as a beginning assistant professor. There's 
no way that anybody can match that; whereas, here in the sciences, if a post-doctoral fellow 
comes in the sciences-it's more true in the sciences than the social sciences-he has that kind 
of level of support right from the get -go. That nurtures a kind of practice. That nurtures a 
relation to the discipline which is so different, so very, very different than what we were forced 
to do by being five of us having to try to teach all of those students. 

CAC: When one looks at associate deans, deans, vice-presidents, etcetera, most of them come 
from sciences or the social sciences and would therefore not be as sensitive to what you're talking 
about now? 

PR: There's been a very interesting shift in the culture here, I think. When I first got here, this 
was the land of opportunity at the grass roots level because the university was so 
underadministered that people weren't paying attention to lots of different things. 

CAC: You had lots of elbow room? 

PR: You had lots of elbow room to do what needed to be done without having somebody staring 
down at you. Now, two things have happened. One, because of legal consequences to previous 
actions, Rajender and all the other things, worthy as all those things are, they have created an 
enormous amount of paperwork, an enormous number of hurdles that one has to go through in 
order to hire anybody, in order to get permission to hire anybody, in order to do anything. 
Secondly, certainly I have noticed over the years that the governance of this university has shifted 
radically from a governance which was essentially at least derived from populist notions. The 
faculty met in assemblies, and actually deliberated, and actually made decisions which were then 
followed up, and enforced, and implemented by the administration. That does not take place 
anymore. The first person to begin to change that was Mr. [Fred] Lukermann and this college, 
who changed the structure of the college in such a way that there was no longer representation 
from the various constituencies of the college. The associate deanships were not associated with 
divisions anymore. 

CAC: They became functional. 

PR: They became supposedly functional and then the result of that was is that there was no 
concern that there be represented a kind of disciplinary perspective or a divisional perspective; 
so, soon, he was surrounded by people who had absolutely no connection with very important 
constituents of the college. Also, the CLA assembly was not used for making decisions by him. 
He wished to make decisions by himself-and he did. 

CAC: With the use of task forces. 

PR: That's right. If he didn't like the report of a task force or a faculty committee that reported 
to him, he just simply ignored it. Over time, the faculty got used to that, partly because the 
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burden was so great. One was having to publish under adverse circumstances essentially, a 
library that was inadequate often, and do all this governance thing, all the committee things. 
There was just too much. The faculty realized that the only way their careers were enhanced was 
through what they published, not through any other thing, that's where they began to devote their 
attention. 

CAC: How do you hold faculty in the Humanities or in the languages and literature, that being 
the case? 

PR: There is absolutely no doubt that the Humanities faculty here is worlds better than this 
university recognizes. 

CAC: So, how does the university hold them? Is it by default? 

PR: It doesn't hold them. The turnover is really quite great. It holds certain people who cannot 
move for one reason or another. 

CAC: Family. 

PR: Family. The most recent kafuffle over in the former Humanities Department, now the 
Cultural Studies in Society and Discourse, was one of those people who could leave and go 
almost anywhere didn't because of family reasons. The other person did leave. What's left is 
a group of individuals whom the university would most likely like to call deadwood. It is 
constituted by people who, perhaps, have not done what the university thinks ought to have been 
done; but, that does not mean that they are deadwood. They have proceeded in ways according 
to their own lights in some respects and some of the people are okay people who have stopped 
being productive in one way or another. Since the university is convinced that it is mediocre, 
it has stopped making judgments by itself about its own constituency. It is dependent upon the 
judgment of others who would lie outside the university and who do not have its welfare at heart 
to determine whether or not a component of itself is good or is not good. One does not find any 
administrator at this university, at the college level or at the university level, making any attempt 
at all to know the faculty, and to know what they are doing, and to know what their concerns 
are, and to know what their difficulties are. Nobody is making that attempt at the administrative 
level. 

CAC: That's not entirely new. 

PR: It's not entirely new; but, it's much more pervasive than it used to be. The associate dean 
for Humanities would meet with the new faculty in the Humanities. I think it varied from 
individual to individual who occupied those things. One of the effects that was good, I think, 
in the college was that since there was service on various committees, members of the university 
community got to know each other who would not have known each other for other reasons. 
You and met through committee work not through any other reason. There were exchanges. 
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People grew that way. There were friendships that were both intellectual and otherwise that were 
created from that. Committee work wasn't just make work. It also gave a sense of community. 
Interestingly enough, it would always be that someone would say, "You're not so bad. How 
come you can be in such a terrible department?" ... things like that 

CAC: Daughter] 

PR: That was just something that one learned to live with after awhile. The tradition had been 
in this college that whatever the division the dean came from, the associate dean, the executive 
officer came from the other division. That stopped with Mr. Lukermann. [Frank] Sorauf was 
the last person to . . . 

CAC: Who essentially had [Nils] Hasselmo. 

PR: That's right. After than, then Fred just put in anybody he wanted. That would, of course, 
never be anybody from the Humanities. 

CAC: Was it this-you used the word-sense of community that attracted you to Honors teaching 
and then administering the Honors program? 

PR: What attracted me to that was essentially three things. One, I knew, that I had been granted 
tenure at this institution because of my administrative capacities. That's the only way I had 
served this college aside from teaching which the college didn't care about-although claimed it 
did. Whenever I was asked to do something administratively, I agreed to do it because I knew, 
in some sense, lowed it to the institution. I was much more loyal to it than it ever was to me. 

CAC: David Riesman once wrote an essay about the home guard and the mercenaries. 

PR: Daughter] The situation in the French Department was very bad at that point. There were 
a number of people in the department who felt it necessary, because of their own sense of 
themselves, to make sure that everybody thought ill of everybody else. [sigh] That's not 
unusual. It was very difficult for me to deal with since I was a junior member of the department 
essentially. There were all these full professors who were gallivanting around and I was a newly 
tenured associate professor. I was asked by Sorauf and Hasselmo. I had no idea that there was 
a search committee for a director of Honors. I had no idea that I was being considered, and then, 
they asked me to do it. I said, "Okay, fine. I will do it." 

CAC: Had you taught in the program before? 

PR: No, no. 

CAC: What did you know about the program at all? 
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PR: Nothing! 

CAC: I see. 

PR: I went in and found a personnel situation which was difficult. A professor in the Gennan 
Department had been the director prior to me. Again, since the priority in the college is to the 
scholarly production, if you ask somebody who is a professor to be the administrative director 
of something, what happens is they hire an underling. It's the underling who actually runs it. 
This underling was running it right into the ground. This underling who was running everything 
was getting into fights with the academic director and always winning them because the academic 
director just backed down. This was a person who-this is perhaps overstating it but it's 
succinct-was essentially selling membership in the Honors division according to his friendships. 
There were people, I was discovering, who were related to the state legislature and connected as 
aides who had been admitted to the Honors division who had absolutely no business being there. 
I had to throw people out of the Honors division. I had to fire this person who was on tenure 
track. It was before the P&A [Professional and Administrative] thing; but, nonetheless, they put 
these people on tenure track. That was a mess. 

CAC: Presumably, Sorauf and Hasselmo knew this? 

PR: Yes. 

CAC: And backed you up? 

PR: They told me about it before I came in. 

CAC: I see. 

PR: That was the first thing I had to do. Then, the second thing was that this was the fust time 
that I came up against what I think is a very real problem for the university, which is that 
because of tradition, because of the state in which we are in, one cannot push intellectual quality 
without running into the accusation of elitism and favoritism. I discovered-it absolutely 
dumbfounded me-that this university offered no National Merit Scholarships to anybody. There 
was not one scholarship offered on the basis of intellectual merit. It all was financial. We had 
refused to participate in the National Merit Scholarship. 

CAC: How long had that program nationally been in place, approximately? 

PR: All of my intellectual life. It was going on when I was in high school. 

CAC: You think it was this uneasiness, this populist uneasiness, this elitism that worked against 
us? 
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PR: I think so. I think-it sounds so minute to say that-that my one real bureaucratic success 
at this university was getting the university to adopt the National Merit Scholarship program. 

CAC: It had to be done at the university not the college level? 

PR: That's correct. The way I did it was to link us to the Martin Luther King program, to link 
us to the minority fellowship program, and say, "Look, let us give scholarships for different 
things. Let us give scholarships not only for athletic prowess and not only for financial need. 
Let's give it on the basis of race and on the basis of intellectual attainment." Then, we started 
talking about recruitment of students. I said, "Here you have an institution which has the largest 
alumni body of probably any university in the country. We don't even know who they are. We 
don't follow them. We don't follow them through and soon we're going to need people to 
remember the university. We need to recruit people." That argument won the day with [CO 
Peter] Magrath; but, it took as us, ultimately, five years to institute the National Merit thing. 

CAC: Whom else could you rely upon? Was this high on Soraufs and Hasselmo's agenda? 

PR: Oh, yes. Oh, yes. 

CAC: I'm trying to think who was vice-president then. You obviously had to go through that. 

PR: [Gerry] Shepherd was the vice-president for Academic Affairs. I was dealing with Magrath. 

CAC: Directly? 

PR: Directly. 

CAC: But Sorauf ran interference for you? 

PR: I believe so. It just finally worked. What I discovered, not so much through that one but 
through other battles, was that anytime one had to go beyond a rather parochially defined 
neighborhood to get anything done, it became increasingly difficult because the balance of power 
were such that this university was assuring itself to be ungovernable the way it had set up its 
governance structure. You had a vice-president for the Health Sciences. You had an vice
president for the Agriculture. You had a vice-president for this and they all maintained their turf 
in ways that meant that if you tried to get the entire university to act in concert, it was an 
extraordinarily difficult thing to do. They cancelled each other out and that has gotten worse. 

CAC: They never really met as a cabinet. 

PR: Yes. We now have this added layer of people at the Anne Hopkins level, at the city 
provost level, that, as far as I can tell, has served no discernable good purpose whatsoever. We 
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have remained, I think, in the twenty-seven years, underadministered and become overmanaged. 

CAC: That's a good ... 

PR: What I mean by that is this: I can discern no one in the administration at any level, either 
in the college or in Morrill Hall, who is thinking twenty years down the line, who is thinking 
about what we need to be able to do, where we need to be, how we need to get there, who is 
thinking about what the demographics are going to look like, who is thinking how about shifts 
are going to be, and sometimes having to think metaphorically because one is never certain. 
They are spending their time, because they need to rationalize the time that they are spending, 
looking down the pipe, looking down the pyramid, and telling the people who are under them 
how to run their affairs. To give you an example of that, we had a directive from Anne Hopkins 
last year which said that the College of Liberal Arts had too many different majors and this made 
it inefficient and made it incoherent; and we had to cut down the number of different majors we 
had in the college. Now, our department was offering something like five different majors. We 
offered a major in French. We offered a major in Italian. We offered a major in French and 
Italian combined. We offered a major in Italian Studies and a major in French Area Studies. 
What we meant by that is that people could take French history courses. They could take French 
art history. They could do a number of different things. It served the clients, the students, 
whatever you what to call them, well. ' I, as director of Undergraduate Studies, administered all 
of them. 

CAC: Daughter] 

PR: It didn't make any difference to me. It didn't make any difference. I said, "All right, fine. 
We'll cut out the area studies majors. Those are not majors that are doing us any particular good 
because the students take their credits elsewhere; so, we cut them out. It didn't change one jot 
or tittle anything, except it made the flow chart people feel happier about less clutter. It's those 
sorts of things. Then, the Central Administration will give a directive to CLA that they want 
CLA to talk about the next ten years and its philosophical position in front of the society and the 
world for the next ten years and we have three weeks to do it. They make preposterous 
deadlines like that. Of course, then the dean pass those on to the departments. 

CAC: Sure. 

PR: The only response that the deans and the departments can do is cynical. That's all it can 
be. It can be an exercise only in deep cynicism. There's no time for the kind of reflective 
practice that one needs in order to do that. 

CAC: You find this is an accelerating process? 

PR: Yes. It's definitely an accelerating process partly because we are facing increasingly 
difficult times. [sigh] The resources are shrinking ever faster; and therefore, the sense of panic 
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or the sense of necessity to change is reaching greater frenzy at various levels . . . the need to 
be perceived by the state legislature, if you like. I think that nobody at the university thought 
[unclear] about what the effect on the university was going to be of moving from a part-time 
voluntary legislature to a full-time professional one. That has been a drastic effect. If you look 
at who the state legislators were when it was a part-time, essentially voluntary legislature, they 
were all people who graduated from this university. Now, that it is a full-time professional 
legislature, the majority of state legislators are graduates of institutions other than this one and 
it's the state university system primarily and their allegiance is very, very different. 

CAC: That opens up the legislative lobbying you did in the early 1980s. I have a note here that 
it was 1980 to 1983. How did you happen to get involved in that? Then, we'll come back to 
what you saw operating in the legislature at that time. 

PR: Again, the positions that I've been asked to take on in the college were all ones that I had 
no idea I was being considered for. The ones that I had an idea I was being considered for, I 
was never asked to do. [laughter] The search committee process was a mystery to me. I think 
that it grew out, initially, of a disgruntlement on the part of the faculty, that their voices were 
not being heard. This was when the legislature began cutting back funds. People were saying, 
"Central Administration doesn't understand our needs and we need to have our voice heard." It 
was part of the beginning of the unionization movement and all of those things. Central 
Administration, I think in a very clever way, decided to throw a bone to the faculty and have a 
faculty lobbyist. 

CAC: But, now, there were two of them? 

PR: No. 

CAC: One represented the University of Minnesota Faculty Association and another one came 
through an appointment of Morrill Hall. Is that not right? 

PR: That was only true later. 

CAC: Okay. We're talking about 1980 when you got into it, all right. 

PR: When they thought about it, they thought that what they really wanted was a grand old 
person to do it. They wanted somebody who would be some kind of figure head; so, they asked 
Al Nier to do it. 

CAC: Ahhh. 

PR: He turned them down. It was that sort of person ... the grand eminence of the university 
representing everything good about the university and all the good things it stood for. I don't say 
that ironically. 
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CAC: Oh, not in AI's case, no. [laughter] 

PR: Then, they turned to Ken Keller and he did it. 

CAC: Ahhh. 

PR: He was the first. 

CAC: Was he then acting as dean of IT [Institute of Technology]? 

PR: No. 

CAC: Just chairman of Chemical Engineering? 

PR: Yes. He did it. He was very good at it, very successful at it. Then, he became the acting 
academic vice-president; so, he couldn't continue to do it. They then formed-I don't know how 
the committee was formed-some group of people to think of somebody else to do it. In the 
early 1970s, I had been a candidate for the Minneapolis School Board, running city-wide against 
Charles Stenvig, who was running for mayor ... 

CAC: [laughter] 

PR: ... on a pro-Civil Rights, pro-busing platform and Ken Keller was involved in DFL 
[Democratic Farmer Labor 1 politics. He had known me then, and he had heard me speak, and 
he had seen me in a political arena; so, when these names came to him ... 

CAC: I'm guessing you didn't win that particular election? 

PR: Oh, no, no, I did not win that one. That was the year Charles Stenvig won. I came close, 
much closer than anybody thought I was going to. 

CAC: Bravo. 

PR: Ken had known that I had operated in a political arena, had seen me talk, and seen me do 
things there. He recommended that I be asked to do it from whatever list of names it was that 
was presented to Magrath; so, Magrath asked me to do it and I agreed. What I learned was 
that-these were things that I suppose I should have known would be true and some of them are 
certainly stereotypic-the way the vice-president for external relations maintained his power, 
maintained his leverage amongst the other vice-presidents and the like, was simply to withhold 
information since that was all he had. He had information and he could withhold it. He 
certainly was going to withhold it from me. I found that, although ostensibly I was working with 
the administration to try to persuade legislators of this and that, I was really only there as some 
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kind of token, as some kind of figurehead. I did not have access through the back doors the way 
Stan Kegler did. Stan operated in classic smoke-filled room style. He would be passing out fake 
awards to legislators. They were all so chummy with each other. They have this collection of 
filthy jokes that they would tell each other back and forth. 

CAC: [laughter] 

PR: It was a system upon which somebody, the likes of me, a professor French, could never 
. .. I always had to not tell people what I taught because the minute they would ask me, "What 
do you teach?" and I'd say, they'd say, "What are you doing here? Why isn't it a professor of 
political science?" I would dutifully do the rounds of the members of the Education 
Subcommittee and the like, and visit with people, and talk to them. 

CAC: For this, you were briefed by Morrill Hall? 

PR: Oh, no. They would not brief me. 

CAC: And Stan Kegler wouldn't? 

PR: No, no. 

CAC: You were entirely on your own? 

PR: I was entirely on my own. 

CAC: [laughter] 

PR: I had to ferret out everything that I did. Kegler saw me as a potential enemy, as a potential 
rival. They didn't want the faculty mucking around. The thing is that it's always true that the 
Central Administration, regardless of who it is, thinks that there are too many people at the state 
legislature, and that messages are being garbled, and therefore contradictory signs are being 
given; and they get very, very upset. It's true. I can understand why. I think it was the first 
year or the second year when the School of Veterinary Medicine had wanted to get this Raptor 
Center started. It was not a high priority in Morrill Hall. They just marched right down to the 
state legislature with their wounded birds on arm, and described what they did, and had them 
eating out of their hands the way they have everybody ... 

CAC: All the birds. [laughter] 

PR: ... all the birds. 

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

PR: ... and whose job was at stake then as to whether the Raptor Center was funded or not was 
the person doing most of the lobbying. He was, in fact, lobbying for his own salary, which I 
thought was shocking. I really was upset by that. Of course, the legislature gave it to them. 
Now, the minute the legislature does something like that, they take the money away from 
something else. These end runs . . . I can understand why they would upset Morrill HalL I 
understood that. Because I was there-Stan Kegler sometimes thought that things were in 
hand-at a committee meeting, all of a sudden, I would see something very strange happening 
in the committee meeting. Somebody had slipped some amendment in somewhere else . . . 
something like that. One night, in fact, I finally called Stan at home and said, "Look, this is 
what's happening. You better get down here and do something about it," because I knew I 
couldn't. It caught him by surprise. He pretended it didn't. He pretended he knew it; but, I 
knew it caught him by surprise because within half an hour, he was there and this was at one in 
the morning or something. One had to do these sorts of things. 

The other thing that I discovered, which upset me no end and which I was not very good at 
dealing with, was I was prepared to talk to these state legislators about the university and what 
it might mean and what intellectual life meant and all they wanted to talk about was the football 
team and the basketball team. I knew darned well that if we had had a successful football team, 
any of those years, we would have doubled our appropriation easily, hands down. The way 
things got decided over there was so haphazard and so dependent upon word of mouth or 
somebody doing something. 

The way we got the School of Music built was because a man who was as dumb as a post ... 
he was a vocational counselor at one of vo[cational] tech[nical] high schools and who for many, 
many years had been elected to the House of Representatives and was on the House of 
Representatives Appropriation Committee and was on the Education Subcommittee ... a man 
you simply couldn't talk to. I tried talking to him ten ways to Sunday but he was just so dumb, 
you couldn't do it. His son went to the university and was in the marching band and told his 
father about where they had to store all their instruments and how terrible it was. His father 
pushed through the School of Music bilL It was those sorts of things. 

CAC: And you find that is a reflection of the growing professionalism of the state legislature? 

PR: In the sense that they have no knowledge of this university lived or otherwise. They just 
experience it as some huge entity which comes bearing down on them during the session asking 
for money. 

CAC: It must be difficult to see the university. 

PR: It is. One of the things that I discovered as the director of Honors, which really amazed 
me . .. One of the things that I did do was to start a series of recruitment trips to the suburban 

Peter Robinson Interview 16 



high schools to talk to them about the college and the advantages of coming here. I had assumed 
all along that these students would know the campus and know the university. I wasn't going 
far afield. I was going to White Bear Lake. I was going to Wayzata. I was going to 
Minnetonka. I had seen for years the buses of kids coming to the Minnesota Orchestra concerts 
that we used to give here so that they were on campus. 

CAC: Sure. 

PR: Imagine my surprise and my dumbfoundedness when I discovered, after the first couple of 
visits, that not one of the students, for instance at White Bear High School, not one of the seniors 
had ever set foot on the campus of the University of Minnesota-ever! They had this vision of 
a university which is scary. It's in an urban campus. They thought they were going to get 
mugged. They thought they were going to get robbed. They had never been here. I thought I 
was going to have to talk at a very different level than what I ended up having to talk at. There 
has never been any attempt, apparently, on the part of the university, because we always had 
more students than we knew what to do with, to bring people up thinking of the university as a 
place to go and as a place to want to go. The majority of the students who go here don't actually 
want to go here. They're going here for reasons of finance. 

CAC: But, they may not want to go to St. Cloud or Mankato either. 

PR: No, they want to go to St. Thomas, or St. Kate, [Catherine], or Macalester, or Carleton, or 
St. Olaf and their parents won't pay for them to go or they can't afford it. We get the students 
whose parents don't care enough to be willing to put any financial commitment into them or who 
can't. 

CAC: Yes. 

PR: Although we are cheap by any standards, we are not cheap enough; so, our students are 
having to work more and more hours in order to come here. When you have students who work 
thirty hours a week and go to school full-time, they cannot do a good job in either one. I, for 
one, fault the faculty for that. If the faculty is asking of the students what it ought to be asking 
of the students, it should not be possible for a student to go here full-time and work thirty hours 
a week. Those two are incompatible with the kind of intellectual demand that ought to be made 
upon the full-time student. 

CAC: Excuse me. You found the same thing true of Honors students? They were working 
fifteen, twenty hours . . . two thirds of them? 

PR: Oh, yes. I would say 90 to 95 percent of our students in the College of Liberal Arts are 
working thirty hours a week or more. 

CAC: Yes. I think that has accelerated, too. 
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PR: Oh, yes, partly because the expense has accelerated. 

CAC: Sure. 

PR: More and more now, the students have to pay a larger percentage of their costs to go to 
school here. What the state hasn't thought about is, What do you do with those students whose 
parents theoretically can afford to send them to school but who refuse to do so? We don't make 
any plans in this state for giving a free education to people. Why is it that we should as a state 
give scholarship money to Macalester, or to Carleton, or to St. Olaf when all it does is lessen the 
cost. It doesn't make the cost free to them. What we should be doing is having a state university 
which is free or as close to free as we can make it. 

CAC: California held the line for a long time, perhaps, longer than any other state system. 
They've given way the last five to seven years. 

PR: I think that what we did is we tried to emulate the California system without the population 
base to do it. We wanted a state college system and a university. 

CAC: Right. 

PR: We couldn't do it. 

CAC: All these problems given, you stuck with this for three or four legislative sessions? 

PR: For three. 

CAC: You did it, in part, out of a sense of loyalty, and you were training yourself on the job, 
and it was easier the second year than the first? 

PR: It was easier the second year than the first, and I got to know the people, and I got to know 
some of the things . . . 

CAC: You thought there were some rewards doing this also? 

PR: Yes. I learned about some of the workings in Morrill Hall, how those were functioning or 
not functioning. I stopped it because I wanted to go to France and stay in France for six months; 
so, I quit. It wasn't a job that I thought ultimately was successful. I think Phil Shively, who 
came in after me, was more successful. 

CAC: He came in representing ... 

PR: He came in representing a PAC [political Action Committee]. 
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CAC: ... the Faculty Association. 

PR: That's right ... the Faculty Association. He became a kind of lobbyist for an association, 
which I wasn't. I was an undesignated ... 

CAC: I think there was still two people now. I think your position continued to be filled. I 
think there were two people representing over there. 

PR: When the elections for unionization came up, I was not allowed to represent Duluth. 

CAC: I see. 

PR: So, Tom Bacig was representing Duluth. In that sense, there were two people. I was the 
only person from the faculty on the Twin Cities campus and there was no one from Morris and 
there was no one from Crookston who was there. I went and talked to Morris and I went to 
Crookston; that was the other thing that I did do. I turned the job around and came back and 
reported to faculty members in various places about what was happening. 

CAC: Through what agencies did you report to the faculty? 

PR: By calling the various campuses and saying, "I'm coming." We'd tell people that I'm going 
to be here and I'll talk to them and through also going to . .. Various faculty members would 
have coffee open houses for candidates and I would go to those . . . all around the state, as a 
matter of fact. 

CAC: That's when the PAC came in [unclear]. 

PR: Yes, after that the PAC really got developed. Another person who was down there at the 
legislature a lot was Bob Sloan from The AAUP [American Association of University 
Professors]; so, he would go down there as an AAUP representative. There were always people 
down there. 

CAC: In my memory Bob Sloan knew as much about budget as any faculty member probably 
could. 

PR: Yes, Bob Sloan really had lots of facts. I like Bob a lot. 

CAC: He knew comparative facts, where Minnesota stood on student to staff ratios and all of 
that for the whole Big Ten. 

PR: Yes. I think what Phil was able to do was to develop some very specific proposals for 
research recovery monies, for things like that, and he was able to propose to individual state 
legislators, perhaps,even the wording of amendments, and the wording of bills, and things like 
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that; so, I think he was more successful than I was at it. I don't discern any success at all from 
the people who have followed him. It's sheer tokenism ... partly because, again, one of the 
things which I think the university as an institution didn't pay much mind to was that during the 
years that I was the legislative lobbyist, a demographic or a financial shift-I'm not quite sure 
how to call it-occurred in the state, which was namely that up until those years that I was there, 
the largest item in the state budget was for education. It was then superseded by the social 
welfare budget. If you're going to say to legislator X, "Y ou either fund the College of Liberal 
Arts or the nursing home or the Medicaid ... " what are they going to do? They were between 
a rock and a hard place and they chose the commiseration route. 

CAC: Sure. 

PR: Nobody has ever been able to redress that balance. The social welfare budget is higher 
now, substantially. 

CAC: Especially if one adds health, Medicaid is [unclear]. 

PR: That's right. When the federal government divests itself of anything its going to do, that 
burden becomes higher and higher. We are the place where the legislature gets money for some 
of the social welfare programs, which 'are either mandated by the federal government or wants 
to do. 

CAC: Well, the 1980s work. This is what Mr. [President Ronald] Reagan had in mind and it 
worked [unclear]. 

PR: I think that's true. I think the other thing that worked, worked only in the near term-I think 
it's going to backfire drastically in the long term-is that everybody is suspicious of every other 
institution or organization and thinks that it is lazy, thinks that it is corrupt, thinks that it is 
poisonous; and therefore, the university cannot go to the legislature and be believed on its own 
word. It has to go to the legislature and prove. The problem is, What do you prove? We do 
not have a product that we can say works. We have to talk in terms of faith and the future, 
etcetera. 

CAC: This means that anecdotes of mismanagement then carry an unusually large weight. 

PR: That's right. 

CAC: It seems to be the whole story. 

PR: That's right. We do a very good job of that anecdote ourselves, by the way. I don't think 
that one can find a group of people who talks worse about the university than the faculty. This 
is not an institution which, as a group, the faculty likes or the faculty is loyal to. It's partly 
because we have been so Balkanized and administration has not, in fact, dealt with the problems, 
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the very, very difficult ones, such as for instance, salary inequities across the university according 
to discipline. The argument that is always advanced is the argument of market, which is specious 
as all get out because the university or universities are in a monopoly situation for any number 
of different markets. If you take French letters, for instance, it's not a matter of there being any 
market outside of universities for a French professor. What you end up [unclear] say, "Really 
bright people know that they can't earn a living that way" and so, they go do something else. 
That's how the market functions there. 

CAC: But with engineering, agri-business [unclear]. 

PR: There are other things that they can do. I think one of the difficulties that has occurred in 
the university, primarily through the professional schools-at least that's the way I see it-is that 
because we tie ourselves to this notion of market, we say, "We cannot attract the kind of person 
we want without paying these huge salaries." The kind of person that is attracted is a different 
kind of animal. Somebody who is attracted to these huge salaries is also somebody who is 
attracted to the idea of making a lot of money. Not only are they thinking up new ideas, not 
only are they, let's say, inventing these things but they are then patenting these things, and then 
they're going out and manufacturing these things. That connection between the faculty and the 
entrepreneur never used to exist and I think ought not exist. 

CAC: It's a connection, a relationship that the university has gone out of its way to foster. 

PR: If I'm correct on this-I have it somewhat by hearsay so I'm not absolutely certain that this 
correct-the history of the private practice compensation plan in the Medical School is instructive 
in this regard, if it is true as I have heard it, which is namely that Owen Wangensteen, the grand 
old man of that Surgery Department, resisted the private practice plan and said, "We ought not 
do it because our business is in the creation of new knowledge and the dissemination of the 
knowledge. It is not in the business of making money." There were two other people in the 
Surgery Department that wanted the private practice monies and they are the ones who forced 
it through. 

CAC: You'd find the same thing in Computer Science, for example. 

PR: Right. I think that what is not understood by whoever it is who makes these decisions is 
that there a kind of physician, there is a kind of doctor, who is interested in doing research for 
its own sake and not for making a pile of money and that person is going to be valuable to the 
university. The person who is interested in doing that research because it will earn them 
$500,000 is a different animal than that and, yet, that's the person they go to-and all across the 
university. The kind of entrepreneurial faculty that the institution has acclaimed and fostered 
leads to a kind of academic community which is very different from the one I had imagined as 
a young person and very different from the one I would want to be in. 
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CAC: Another person whom I've interviewed recently has suggested that the professionalization 
of the legislature-something he commented on also-that one takes it as a career and the strength 
of the professional schools, because they have a product, are related phenomena. 

PR: I would relate it farther back than that. I think that it was a bad mistake forty, fifty years 
ago to so truncate the admonition to the youth that they should go to college to get a good job. 
The argument becomes truncated in the way that, if you go to college, you wi111earn a vocation 
which will give you a good job. That leads to the proliferation of vocational programs, schools 
of business, schools of veterinary medicine, those things which have a definite profession behind 
them. What is lost is the notion of, if you wish, the old arguments of the flexibility of the mind, 
the possibility of the mind to change, those kinds of things. 

CAC: The liberal arts fail in having a constituency. 

PR: That's right. It's because we have made the easy'argument that you should go to college 
to get a good job. While that argument may be true, it's not that you go to college in order to 
learn that skill which is going to get you the good job. So many of our students now in the 
liberal arts, in CLA, are here for the wrong reasons. 

CAC: How do you change a culture?' 

PR: Ummm. 

CAC: Yes. Let's back up a bit because I do want to, before we recess, get you to talk 
something about your experience on the Judicial Committee. For many years, that was another 
major internal commitment. 

PR: The Senate Judicial Committee, I think, is instructive for what it shows and for what it 
doesn't show. The Judicial Committee is a place where the failures of university life take place 
and play out. It is where-to use a term I don't like but which is an accurate term-the 
management of people has fallen down and there has been the inability to come to some kind 
of agreement, some kind of working agreement, and, therefore, complaints are filed and 
grievances aired. 

CAC: It's within a society that's increasingly litigious. 

PR: That's true. What I discovered through the Senate Judicial Committee is that there is an 
indifference on the part of the university administration to do anything about what is 
demonstrated in the Judicial Committee. It was very evident to me very soon after I became a 
member of that committee that individuals simply cannot win in a situation like that. No side 
wins. The defense doesn't win and the complainant doesn't win. The best thing that could 
happen is that it could point out a failure of an institutional problem that the institution could 
then move to correct and prevent it from happening to somebody else. What I discovered was 
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that the institution simply did not move to correct generic problems or systemic problems. They 
just simply acted on individual cases or did not act on them, however things would come. The 
vast majority of cases that came to us came to us through the Medical School. It was very clear 
that the Medical School was being run in a way that was not conducive to democratic procedures 
which we thought were operating in the university. 

CAC: Professor X would bring what kind of a charge then? 

PR: Professor X would bring a charge that because the head of the department did not like 
Professor X, the head of the department had unilaterally cut down their lab space by one half. 

CA C: It really is due process? 

PR: Oh, yes, absolute due process. Those heads of departments were, in fact, also the heads of 
private practices; and they could visit their revenge or their dislike of a colleague by removing 
them from the private practice. That had the net effect of removing them from department 
enterprises and all the rest of it. 

CAC: Access to research money? 

PR: That's right. We would get those kinds of complaints. I remember one case ... it was just 
absurd. The solution to it was so simple and Magrath didn't do it. We had a case in the College 
of Education where a woman came up for tenure and her recently divorced, former husband was 
a full professor in that department and he voted on her tenure claiming that he was fulfilling his 
responsibilities as a tenured faculty member to do that ... 

CAC: [laughter] 

PR: ... and vitiated the entire case. The solution is simple. The Board of Regents simply says, 
"A husband or former spouse may not vote in the tenure thing." Did the Board of Regents do 
that? No! They never took that to them. 

CAC: It's the whole issue of recusement [unclear]. 

PR: That's right. We took all that time to hear that case, which was so patently obvious. 

CAC: The chair of the Judicial Committee presumably would carry the sense of these? It 
would have to be reviewed by Morrill Hall? 

PR: That's right. 

CAC: Would the chair, in addition, point out the generic or systemic problem? 
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PR: Oh, yes. This is what we would do. We would try to get them to realize ... 

CAC: As a group, as a committee, you all recognized ... ? 

PR: Oh, yes. It was so Balkanized in the way the thing was set up because you would have 
individual panels that would hear individual cases; so, the entire committee never heard all of 
one case. 

CAC: But, you sat as a plenary session to talk about them? 

PR: We would but only in very vague terms. Then, I think it was more the chair of the 
committee than the committee itself that would then go and see the president and say, "Look, this 
is what's here." At least, that's what I did. I was very quickly not asked to stay on as chair of 
the Senate Judicial Committee. One of my successors was chair of that committee for something 
like ten years. I could-this is a person I quite like and 'am fond of-not understand how, if that 
person was really doing his job as I conceived of the job, Morrill Hall could stand to have that 
person there for all those years. One really needed to be a thorn. One really needed to prod, and 
to push, and to say, "Look, you must not stay." It was so clear to me, ten years ago, the 
problems in the Medical School. They were so patently obvious from what was coming through 
the Judicial Committee that had they paid attention then, had they started to do something then, 
we wouldn't be quite as much in the mess as we are. 

CAC: These are persons not lacking in intelligence and political skills. Why do you think that 
what you say occurred? 

PR: One, inertia and two, the Balkanization. You say this to the president, whoever the 
president may be, the president sends it to the vice-president for Health Sciences, and Lord, 
knows what happens to it then. There is, in fact, no responsibility. 

CAC: When you speak of Balkanization, you're speaking of the feudal structure of the modern 
university and the autonomy that most of these schools, particularly [unclear] sources of money? 

PR: That's right. I think that particularly our administrative structure leads to the facilitation of 
that by splitting Agriculture and splitting the Medical School and it also happened earlier on. 
I think you were privy to, or least more knowledgeable about, how the sciences went over to the 
Institute of Technology when [Athelstan] Spilhaus was the dean there saying that he could get 
the money. That left the College of Science, Letters, and the Arts totally fragmented. That led 
to, I think, the decision of History to become a Social Science instead of remaining a Humanities, 
which it has always been and Philosophy the same. People went where they saw political clout. 
I don't think the college ever really recovered from that. 

CAC: This happens in 1963 when Met [Meredith] Wilson, who probably was as shrewd as any 
president we've had, was the chief? 
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PR: Yes. It happened three years before I got here. We have Biology spread all over this 
university. We have the sciences in the Institute of Technology and we don't give a fig for 
symbolism, for instance. I think it is important ... I think it is vitally important to understand 
if you look at the axis, the central design axis, the architecture of the university, when you have 
the auditorium at one end, and the student union at the other end, and you have the library on 
that axis, and that has now moved to the periphery, and you've moved the English Department 
off of that axis, and the Mathematics Department onto it ... those are not idle gestures. Those 
are simply not idle. You can argue that it's because the Mathematics Department needed more 
room. Nonetheless, you now have the axis of this university that has no library and no English 
Department. I think that says something. 

CAC: And the School of Social Work is in St. Paul. 

PR: I didn't even know that still existed. Didn't they move the School of Social Work to 
Duluth? 

CAC: They started one and it failed ... it dropped, disappeared. From time to time, you've 
talked this afternoon about the difficulty of creating a culture of community. You didn't find that 
in Honors; although, part of, I'm sure, your mission was to create a community for the students 
who were in the Honors program? Right? 

PR: Yes. 

CAC: How does one go about that? How did you go about it in the Honors Program? 

PR: By trying to house in the Honors program also courses and things that we would teach in 
teams, that we would teach together, sort of using a kind of cross-disciplinary studies model as 
well sometimes. I think the difficulty with the notion of community lies in ways that it is 
virtually impossible to change. [sigh] First of all, we are a commuter campus. The minute that 
we recognize that fact, we recognize that the students do not associate this campus with ongoing 
kinds of intellectual exchanges. They come to this campus to be in class and then they disappear 
from the classroom; so, nothing goes on of an intellectual or even a social nature outside of the 
classroom. We've lost an enormous amount of time that residential colleges have to create that 
community within the student body. Since, they're working all those hours, one can't even ask 
of them that are there. Secondarily, perhaps because of the size of the institution, perhaps for 
other factors, the faculty realizes full well that individual faculty members' success in their 
discipline and in their career depends upon their interaction with people within their discipline 
off this campus around the world, around the country, talking with like-minded people, doing 
similar kinds of research with each other . . . even for their success on this campus because the 
best way to enhance their salary is to get job offers from elsewhere. When it comes for 
promotion, when it comes to tenure, the thing that is most telling in all of those reports are the 
outside letters written by people who don't give a fig about this institution. There is nothing, 
nothing built in to this institution to assure or to gain the loyalty and the affection of the people 

Peter Robinson InterVIew 25 



who work in it. Everything is geared, in fact, to counter that. There is a certain generation of 
people, a certain kind of person who is a Minnesotan-whether they're from Blue Earth or 
not-and who has real affection for this state, real affection for this institution and, in spite of 
having an institution that may be indifferent, has lived here, and lived out their life, and done it 
loyally. 

CAC: You're describing yourself in some degree there, too. 

PR: That may be in the sense that this is the place where I put an enormous amount of energy 
and it's the only place. 

CAC: Therefore, you and I are more disappointed when things don't live up to our expectations. 

PR: Sure. This is where I wanted to find the community. I didn't care if somebody was doing 
something in Los Angeles or somebody else was doing something here. I wanted to know what 
my colleagues were doing, and to work on that, and share with that. 

CAC: I think the world is a community of scholars and that is an old fashioned concept difficult 
to maintain. 

PR: With various kinds of means of transportation and the like, the community of scholars has 
come to mean actually the community of those people working on Nineteenth Century French 
poetry wherever they are in the world and those are the people you get together with and those 
are the people you talk to. 

CAC: And correspond with. 

PR: Yes. The corollary to that is that everybody else in the university says that because they 
spend so much time within their more narrowly defined research interests, they know nothing 
about and, therefore, cannot understand the work of any of their colleagues or the quality of mind 
of their colleagues that goes into it and they abrogate all sense of judgment and all sense of, what 
used to be called, collegiality and the all the rest of it. 

CAC: Let me share with you a comment that a colleague made on tape recently and that was 
the availability in many fields, including the Social Sciences and the Humanities to some degree, 
to research monies that came, for the first time, in a major way in the 1960s, 1963 to 1968, and 
that there grew up even in those places, the Humanities and the broadly-based Social Sciences, 
a need to specialize because you had the research money, you had to have TAs, you had to have 
RAs [Research Assistants], you had to have persons close to field with whom you could talk. 
The comment was about the College of Education. When this person came, the College of 
Education met as a faculty as though it were a department and after the 1960s-he attributes this 
primarily to the access of funds, for the first time, in a major way-the departments were the 
place that one associated. That was the community. They were often fragmented and small. 
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The mission of the College of Education generally broke down. It couldn't be sustained. I think 
that you're saying some of the same things. 

PR: I'm saying that plus something else, which is that I've recently had great fun going through 
Lumina into the worldwide catalog of available scholarship on various things. I was working 
with [Charles] Baudelaire and discovered since Baudelaire's death-Baudelaire really wrote one 
major book of poetry ... 120 some odd poems-there have been over 2,550 books written about 
him and since 1987 alone, some 500. 

CAC: These are books not articles? 

PR: No, these are not articles. These are books. You look at the exponential increase in output 
and you realize that that is the product not of there being so many things to say of interest about 
that work but because of the pressures upon the various professions that something must be said 
in order for them to be counted. So, the publish or perish thing becomes then its own self
perpetuating system; whereby, there are things written that ought not be written, that just simply 
were just as well not written. Then, they have to be taken into account by all the next group. 

CAC: To work with your graduate students, you can't even keep up with Baudelaire then? And 
that's just one poet. 

PR: That's right. We were talking, before we started the tapes, about the enormous shift in 
what's happened in, say, literature departments. I don't think its import has really hit home as 
much to my colleagues as it ought to. I was trained in the New Criticism. I was trained as a 
formalist. I was trained into saying, "Look, it doesn't matter what was going on around the 
writing of this poem. I'm only interested in this text. I'm only interested in its formalist aspects. 
Boy, I can show you what a wonderfully wrought aesthetic object it is." We now no longer 
believe that. We believe that literature is best understood as a phenomenon, as an echo, as an 
indication of what was happening sociologically, socially, politically, ideologically, historically 
... all of those things. Now, the minute we believe that then, we have got to be trained not only 
in certain, let us say, aesthetic criteria, not only in certain linguistic criteria, not just in the history 
of the language and the like; but, we have got to know history. We've got to know sociology. 
We've have to know anthropology. We have to know an enormous amount of stuff. What has 
happened, at the moment, is that we are substituting for that knowledge base a methodology. 

CAC: Ah. 

PR: We don't have to know this as long as we know this theory about what literature does and 
if we apply this theory. Where it's particular telling, I think-particularly upsetting-is in the 
spread of French departments in teaching Franco-phone literature. The assumption is that 
because we have been trained to read French, we can read a novel written in Senegal in French. 
I was saying to my colleagues-not so much here but in other universities; I was at a conference 
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at Madison just last month dealing with this notion of Franco-phone literature-"How is it that 
you can say that because you've been trained in French letters, you can, in fact, read a Senegalese 
novel written in French? What does it mean to do that? How imperial a gesture is that? How 
colonial a gesture is that? What does it mean for somebody who is a black Senegalese to write 
in French? Do you know anything about Senegalese society? How do you know that what they 
say in this novel takes place at this particular event is not the figment of the imagination of the 
author or is actually a social practice? If you don't know that, how do you know how to interpret 
it?" "They don't ask those questions," they say. "It's written in French, therefore, we can teach 
it." 

CAC: In our own society, we all have a certain familiarity and access to the subculture that 
... Rabbit, Run, John Updike. There, we're not so aware. We know his characters, don't we? 

PR: Yes, but also we consider ourselves Americans and therefore we consider ourselves ... 
What does it mean for an American to read Eighteenth Century British prose? 

CAC: Yes. 

PR: Do they have to know anything about Eighteenth Century society? We would all say, now, 
"Yes." 

CAC: You're also suggesting-it would be interesting to clarify this-that those of us who have 
seen what you are talking about now, have come to emphasize method and theory rather than the 
doing of the kind of analysis that reaches out to all of these holistic ... 

PR: Let me put an umbrella over that a bit. If I were going to wax spiritually metaphoric and 
philosophical about where we are . . . 

CAC: You're invited to do that. 

PR: '" about where is the human race at the moment. .. I think one of the reasons 
universities are in such difficulty is if we go back over the long history of universities, it seems 
to me that universities primarily had the charge and the responsibility to the societies in which 
they were located, to be the archivists of that society, to be the society's memory. We were 
trained primarily to remember, trained to go back into the past and preserve that which is worthy 
of preservation. We added in the Twentieth Century this notion of the production of new 
knowledge. Now, the production of new knowledge is, in fact, inimicable to the preservation of 
the old. The two do not go hand in hand. They do not fit well. If one thinks about the really 
great ideas that have driven the last 200 years or the last two centuries, let's say, of those ideas, 
I would say that they are Marx, that they are Darwin, that they are Freud, and that they are 
Einstein, primarily. That the entire Twentieth Century has lived off the ideas of the Nineteenth 
Century and that those ideas have reached their end. We don't know what's going to replace 
them. We have little glimmers. We have little notions, which are very perturbing in a sense. 
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What does a biologist do with a notion of a jumping gene? If genes can change their place at 
will ... my god! it's sort of quantum mechanics, which is the only physics theory of faith that 
I know. Marx ... we've mined that as far as it's going to get mined, I think. 

CAC: [unclear] associated with the fall of the socialist empires. 

PR: Yes, and all of those things. We are at a point now where we don't even know what to 
preserve because we're on some cusp. The old ideas no longer get us very far because they've 
taken us so far. 

CAC: That being the case, then we turn to theory and method? 

PR: That's right. We turn to theory and method and we say, "Language doesn't do this anymore. 
It does this, this, and this." Interestingly enough, I think one of the reasons why the ... 

CAC: But then, why don't we illustrate it. At least we could do that. Some good scholars 
obviously do that. I find that the best work in history with these new ideas came five, ten, 
fifteen years ago and now with this kind of a switch, that the best historians are not doing 
history. 

PR: They're doing what? 

CAC: They're doing theory about how one would do history if you started doing it. That's a 
pretty bold generalization. A lot of us are still crafts persons. 

PR: Right. This is where I think the Humanities were ahead of the other disciplines and why 
they were so maligned. We started fighting with each other twenty-five years ago over what it 
was we were doing, and what it meant to do what we were doing, and what all those ideas might 
mean. Now, my god! think of the furor over all that cold fusion stuff. Think of what's 
happening in science and social science now about methodology, about what we're doing. People 
are only beginning to come to grips with [Werner] Heisenberg in the sciences. 

CAC: But you find no tendency toward a synthesis of method? 

PR: Not yet. I think it's too early. I think it's much too early. 

CAC: You're describing a situation that may take ... the question will be changed by the time 
we get a synthesis on this one? 

PR: I don't know that the question will be changed. Anybody who has a small knowledge of 
history sees moments like this at other times. What strikes me as characterizing these moments 
is their extraordinary violence. The PC [politically Correct] business is mild compared to where 
we're going to be, I think. If we have no sense of how to know let alone what to know for some 
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period of time, surely that is a moment of great opportunity and it's a moment of great danger. 
Millennial changes seem to be partly involved in that. I'm speaking sort of oddly. These ideas 
have just simply been extremely rich but ... 

[End of Tape 1, Side 2] 

[Tape 2, Side 1] 

CAC: ... billion and the disparity between the developing world, or whatever you want to call 
it politely, and the rest of the world, the northern hemisphere, grows worse all the time. Within 
our own culture, the North Atlantic community, the chasms are growing wider. If one adds 
demography and economic class to the catastrophe you're talking about, it's not an easy 
assignment for universities and for scholars to understand and manage at all. 

PR: No, it's not at all. I think we will probably be one of those generations that is forgotten. 
We are a transitional age. 

CAC: Ah, but those are the ages that people study later ... much later. 

PR: That's right. Oh, yes ... for the-seeds of the turmoil. 

CAC: If, indeed, there is anybody around to do that exercise. 

PR: When I think that understanding how the mind works, understanding how the brain is put 
together ... if there is any science which is dismally ignorant, it is neurology. We simply don't 
know how that functions. We're beginning to know that. 

CAC: So, we fiddle with it, don't we? 

PR: We sure do. 

CAC: The last twenty years the discovery of psychotropic pharmacology has just revolutionized 
... has pulled the rug on part of Freud, surely. 

PR: Sure. There's hardly a psychiatrist in the United States today that uses psychoanalysis as 
a means of therapy. 

CAC: They give out pills. 

PR: Yes. They do, indeed. 

CAC: With very serious side effects. 
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PR: Indeed, that is also true. 

CAC: But there is no Prozac for the academic world. 

PR: If I also reminisce about administrators and administration in this university, one of the 
things that has fascinated me is that, over the years on the whole, I think it is safe to say that the 
administrators who have been chosen at the college and at the university level have proved to 
be disappointing, almost universally, to the faculty. Yet, they were chosen by faculty. So, what 
is it that faculty members do on search committee for administrators that is so wrong? Why is 
it? What is it that people are looking for that they get it so wrong? 

CAC: Maybe it's the people who come forward, who make themselves available. 

PR: But, I don't think so. People can be drafted. It is true that people who seek out those 
things sometimes we are suspect of. I think it is more that we ourselves as a faculty do not 
understand what it is to be a good administrator. We think that it takes the same thing that it 
takes to be a good scholar to be a good administrator. I think that is dead wrong. One of the 
things that it takes to be a very good scholar, let's say in your own field, is a kind of dedication 
to that particular field and to its particular way of seeing the truth in things that leads you down 
its path. Whereas, an administrator, it strikes me, is somebody who has to have a kind of 
openness to so many different things, a capacity to judge the quality of others, a capacity to help 
others move along, to foster the work of others. If you think of some of the very, very great 
scholars, the really very great ones are generalists of an extraordinary kind. 

CAC: You bet .. on the next level. 

PR: They are so few in number that we can't count them. What the faculty committee asks for 
is a CV that looks like this person is really an absolute hotshot scholar. If that were true, this 
person wouldn't be looking for that job that they are being under consideration for, in the first 
place. The CVs are mendacious in a certain way. They are calculated to attract in a certain way 
and we fall for it every single time. 

CAC: We fall for it because we helped to create it. 

PR: Right. We have but ourselves to blame in some ... 

CAC: Even taking your top scholars and setting them aside, the A- and not the A + scholars, 
don't become deans for the most part or presidents either. I'm not thinking only of Minnesota 
but the country around. They have to have qualities of handling different constituencies of 
raising money, of meeting with the legislature, etcetera, etcetera. 

PR: Certainly what we ask of the university president is something that nobody who is really 
an academic would ever want to do. What this university president has to do is ... 
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CAC: What every university president has to do. 

PR: Yes... so far different from that. 

CAC: At another level though to be a dean, a conscientious dean ... it's the same kind of 
burden, isn't it . .. except that don't have to raise money initially? 

PR: That's right. That would be ... 

CAC: The chief differentiation. 

PR: Right. If the dean of the College of Liberal Arts . .. In the present instance, we don't have 
a dean who knows what the liberal arts are. It's not her fault. She just never was trained that 
way. An audiologist ... what is an audiologist doing . .. If the person has breadth and thinks 
they can understand it; but, this particular dean does not like the interdisciplinary. The 
interdisciplinary is messy. It's fuzzy. You can't put your finger on it. Yet, it is precisely in the 
interdisciplinary, perhaps, that the new disciplines are going to arise, the new ways of organizing, 
which doesn't mean that we throw out all the other ones either. 

CAC: I was very active for three or four years in a cross-disciplinary caper, which had really 
astounding success measured in small ways. We could not sustain it past four or five years 
because the monies were not there to make it possible for persons who were interested in that 
kind of an enterprise to commit themselves for three or four years. The goodwill ran out at three 
or four years . . . persons we could depend upon. 

PR: Sure. It was bound to because it was dependent upon precisely goodwill. It had no rewards 
except its own satisfaction for having done it. 

CAC: I suppose now that we're on this subject, we should come back to pragmatics again in way 
of illustration and that is the whole process of retrenchment and reallocation, which, as a chair 
person, you surely had. I forget when you were a chair person. 

PR: Two different times . . . 

CAC: You had to face it both times? 

PR: ... from 1978 to 1981 and from 1971 to 1974. 

CAC: I was chair 1971 to 1976 and the first real retrenchment came in 1971. Since then, we've 
changed the name of it. It came to be called Committment to Focus, which was really a 
retrenchment and reallocation strategy. 
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PR: Yes and no. I would see it as that's what it ended up being. The virtue of the 
Committment to Focus I think was-this was something that couldn't be voiced too readily to the 
faculty because then it would become known to the outside as well-that it was a last gasp effort 
to get the legislature to give us more money. You could see the handwriting was going to be 
that we were going to lose money. Since the way of funding the university was on student credit 
hours, the attempt was to try to get the legislature to trade off funding on student credit hours 
and fund on some other basis and the basis was going to quality. So, the Committment to Focus 
plan was, in fact, a political plan to keep us from getting cut more. I think it succeeded for 
awhile. It ended up being a retrenchment and a reallocation plan partly because it ... 

CAC: That's the way you held quality. 

PR: That's the way you held quality and also you had to prove your bona fides. What worries 
me about the U-2000 is that the U-2000 is precisely the same gambit without nearly the detail 
that had been in the Committment to Focus and, unfortunately, without any money from the 
legislature up front to start with, which is what Committment to Focus had. I've been hearing 
the top administrators of the university saying, "If the state legislature doesn't give us this money, 
we're going to have to do it ourselves." That either means that they have no understanding of 
what that plan actually ought to look like or it means that they're being profoundly hypocritical. 
I'm afraid it's the former rather than the latter. If we are going to try to be different things to 
different constituencies, if we're going to try to be two different ways as opposed to just one as 
in Committment to Focus, that needs a massive infusion of money, just a massive infusion. 
Otherwise, what's going to happen and what worries me is that so often I've seen us as a 
university embark on something with a lick and a promise and because we've done it that way, 
see it fail. There is no way that U-2000 can succeed remotely in anybody's mind without a 
massive infusion of money. If that's not forthcoming, we have got to say to the outside world, 
"Okay, we're not going to do it." Because the minute we pretend to do it and not actually do it 
and the minute we say we've done it or we've started on it and it shows itself because of lack of 
support, for lack of funding to be a failure, we will have perpetuated that notion of a university 
that doesn't know what it's doing. 

CAC: This is one of the reasons that universities the country around did as Minnesota did in the 
mid 1960s ... create Minnesota Foundation in an attempt to increase private endowments to take 
up that slack. It's a fierce race. 

PR: But, partly that's an accounting problem, a bookkeeping problem. I think one of the other 
things we've done-it's beyond me why we do it . .. The one institution which seems to have, 
at the moment, not been so severely wounded by a crisis of faith and the like is the business 
community and why that should be, God only knows. American businesses have run themselves 
into the ground in the last fifteen years and, yet, everybody is touting business as though it 
knows what its doing. We import as a vice-president for Finance a person who has absolutely 
no connection to the intellectual life, no connection to the university, a person who sold melons 
and cabbages for most of his life and he thinks that the university ought to operate that way. The 
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decisions, as far as I can tell, for reallocation now are being made along financial operation lines; 
so, the College Liberal Arts recently lost some $800,000 in academic instructional monies. We 
got back some $400,000 of that to the college in infrastructure, janitorial services and the like. 
Morrill Hall has the gall, the hypocrisy, the stupidity-I don't know what the word is-to say, 
"Look, you didn't lose that much money. We gave it back to you in reallocation." As though 
there is no difference between instructional academic monies and janitorial monies ... they're 
somehow interchangeable. Mind you, the university needs to maintain its infrastructure; but, the 
minute one says that that is a reallocation which is a meaningful intellectual enterprise and touts 
that as such ... That goes hand in hand with this idea that's being floated and has been floated 
so persistently that I'm terrified that it's going to be implemented, that departments are going to 
be charged for the space that they occupy, and that you're going to have to pay for that space, 
and you're going to have to generate the money that's going to allow you pay for that space. You 
can bet that they're not going to give us an initial budget in order to do that. That makes no 
sense. It makes absolutely no sense at all ... the accounting methods that they use. We have 
full-time maintenance people and we pay them a salary and, yet, our department, my department 
has never been able to afford to have them come in and renovate a room and change a room 
because the price that the department is charged is so high. Yet, those people are paid whether 
they're doing a job or not. They're sitting on their duffs if they're doing that job. That's a kind 
of accounting shell game that makes absolutely no sense. 

CAC: [unclear1 Audiovisual has to pay. 

PR: Right, Audiovisual is the same thing. That's what they're going to be doing with classroom 
space. That's what they're going to be doing with lab space. Those departments that can 
generate an enormous amount of grant money or something like that, the overhead rake-off is 
going to be higher for that and the people in Morrill Hall think that that's cost efficient. 

CAC: I wish there were another way to resolve our conversation this afternoon. 

PR: Than that? [laughter] 

CAC: Yes. [laughter] Can you think of some ... ? 

PR: I am an optimist in this regard: I think that the human race somehow has a capacity for 
averting disaster that defies all imagination and all logic. We have not run to the end of ideas. 
When new ideas come along, they raise great controversy. They raise a hue and a cry. I'm very 
much a believer in Thomas Kuhn's notion of revolutions of scientific thought. 

CAC: Sure. These things move sideways when crises come up. 

PR: I think that we are poised for, in fact, a renewal, a very vigorous renewal of many different 
things that will come along. We don't know what they are. We are terrified by a situation which 
no longer seems familiar. Nothing fits. Nothing seems to go and, yet, if we have faith that these 

Peter Robinson Interview 34 



institutions, whether they be government or whether they be community or whether they be 
university, have served well over time and will continue to serve well ... if we hold our breath 
for that, we'll be okay. 

CAC: Let me move it to a more mundane level-this, I think, may close us out-that is the 
teaching of foreign language. It seems to me there's been an enormous change. I find now, for 
example, that some of my colleagues in history are being asked to give courses in French, or 
German, or Swedish, or what have you. It seems to me this is a way to learn a language, not 
thinking about literature and all these theories, just really to gain that basic skill. 

PR: I think the difficulty that we've always had, say, as a language and literature department is 
that most people consider that our function and our duty is to teach the language; whereas, we 
consider that our function and our duty is to give access to a culture through that language than 
that the language needs to be attained. 

CAC: Sure. 

PR: If you go back over the college's history of its relation to the language requirement, it 
moved through periods of cynicism, namely the route to language requirement, which served 
nobody any useful purpose, to periods 'of much more sensible ways of dealing with it, which is 
saying that they ought to have the rudiments, the primary use of that language, down in high 
school and come to college with at least one. 

CAC: Hasn't that happened the last [unclear] years? 

PR: Oh, yes, it has. 

CAC: It's happened because we changed our ... 

PR: Entrance requirements, right. 

CAC: So, we did behave in a wise way? 

PR: That's right, in a very wise way. Now we're saying ... cultural diversity and all the rest 
of that is suggesting that, yes, it's very interesting ... teaching the same history course in French 
or teaching it in English is a different experience. It actually is. 

CAC: Sure. 

PR: People who have the capacity to use, say, French in other departments and who are willing 
to do it and want to do it-it's no easy task ... 

CAC: It's not easy to find the students who are up to it. 
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PR: That's right. By all means, we should in fact do that and the student will benefit greatly 
from that in lots of different ways. What does that mean for a French major? What is a French 
major? Under our old rubric of French Area Studies, this is an ideal thing to do for him; but, 
our expertise, our knowledge is in literature essentially and the culture of France and the students 
that are in our department will get that mostly. I'm thinking of inventing a new major. We will 
solve the Anne Hopkins problem by having one major with different tracks on it. That's what 
we're going to do. Then, we'll just reinstitute the Area Studies one. 

CAC: Excuse me. With advanced juniors and seniors with a French major, can you teach a 
French literature course in French? 

PR: Yes, we do all the time. All our 3000-level courses are ... 

CAC: That's been true for ... ? 

PR: Forever. Always. 

CAC: I see. That's not been a shift? 

PR: Oh, no. 

CAC: It's only your service to the other departments? 

PR: What has been a shift is under the route two language requirement, we had to invent a 
number courses that we taught in English, which we now no longer teach. All our courses are 
taught in French. All the discussion is in French. All the papers that the students write are in 
French. Sometimes, that works and, sometimes, it doesn't. Sometimes, the students simply aren't 
up to it. The difficulty that we're having now is that we're having so many people transfer into 
the college and their beginning French was elsewhere and it hasn't been adequate. Nonetheless, 
I think the International Studies initiative in the university is very promising. I think it's one of 
the very few signs that I've seen of something good happening. There are some people in this 
department who speak absolutely superb French. 

CAC: How many of your students get a chance to live in French speaking territories? 

PR: A good number. The problem is that we can't require it for financial reasons. 

CAC: But on their own, do you have a substantial group? 

PR: Oh, yes. The International Student Study Center has just lots of students passing through 
and we have them in Franco-phone countries as well as in France. There are programs that are 
much less expensive and more expensive. We probably have thirty students a year overseas. 
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CAC: Out of how many majors? 

PR: One hundred. 

CAC: That's very substantial. 

PR: They are not all people who are majoring in ... there are fashions amongst majors as you 
know well and the most fashionable in this current four to five year period is International 
Relations [IR]. It has something like 300 majors and it's a serious major. It's a very serious 
major; so, they have a language requirement which goes beyond the college's language 
requirement. Some of the difficulty that we have here is that we have a number of students in 
our Advance Conversation and Composition courses who can't do the work and it's partly my 
hypothesis that they were students who did not know they were going to be International 
Relations majors, took what French they needed for the college requirement, then stopped talking 
French, later came back to become IR majors and, all of a sudden now, have to get back into 
these courses. It used to be French and Journalism was the big combination. Then, it became 
French and Business. Now, it's French and International Relations. 

CAC: [laughter] 

PR: These things move. The students have very definite international perspectives and, 
unfortunately, very, very naive ones. They have absolutely no conception of how good 
linguistically the Europeans are. The young undergraduate student here thinks that learning 
French is going to be a ticket for their getting a position in Europe and when you inform them 
that ... 

CAC: You better have Dutch, and German, and Italian, too. 

PR: There are about five languages that people know and that there are certainly three that they 
know well ... that knowing two is just not enough, they're a little abashed by that. 

CAC: The oceans are still broad. 

PR: They are. 

CAC: My friend, that was an engaging conversation and very revealing. 

PR: Of what, we're none too sure. [laughter] 

CAC: Fine insights. I'm having a better time doing this than if I had to think that three years 
from now I had to make sense of it all. 

PR: [laughter] 
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CAC: Do you have any final thoughts? We can always come back. 

PR: No. 

[End of Tape 2, Side I] 

[End of the Interview] 

Transcribed by: 

Hermes Transcribing and Research Service 
12617 Fairgreen Avenue, Apple Valley, MN 55124 
(612) 953-0730 
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