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TD: Hi, my name is Tane Danger. I’m a recent graduate of the Humphrey School, and I’m one 
of the two interviewers here. 
 
NY: Hey, my name is Neal Younghans. I am also a recent graduate of the Humphrey School and 
will be interviewing. 
 
TP: I’m Tim Pawlenty, former governor of Minnesota, and, I guess, interview subject.  
 
TD: All right. So why don’t we jump in and, Neal, do you want to sort of jump in with the first 
question that we have here? 
 
NY: Yeah. So you were the first member of your family to attend college. We were told your 
mother insisted on this for you, specifically, amongst all of your siblings. What was it she and 
others saw in you that made you feel that you were something special, and when did you first 
recognize it in yourself? 
 
TP: Well, I think that question may relate to something that gets told. My mom died of ovarian 
cancer at age 50, and I think I was 15 or 16 at the time. From diagnosis to death it was only about 
six months, so her sort of medical condition deteriorated rapidly. But as my brothers and sisters 
tell the story, as she was dying, or not long before she died, they were in her hospital room—I 
wasn’t there, but they told the story to me, where my mom said, essentially—I’m asking you one 
thing, is to make sure Tim gets to college and completes college. I wasn’t there, so I don’t know 
what exactly she had in mind or saw, but it is true that my other brothers and sisters weren’t able 
to go to college or complete college. That’s not because they lacked skill; I think they just lacked 
opportunity. My dad, you know, was a truck driver for much of his career—not all of it. My 
mom was a homemaker for most of her life. But as I learned more about my mom, she was, I 
think, the valedictorian of her high school class, was a very good student, and, I think, was very 
capable, academically, in her own life, but, because of life circumstance, wasn’t able to go on to 
higher education. So she valued education very highly in her personal life, and I think she was 
hopeful that at least one of her kids would go on to college. She had that aspiration for her family 
and for me, I guess, in particular, and by then I was the only one who was, perhaps, heading 
towards college age. So I can’t explain it more than that, but it certainly inspired my brothers and 
sisters to keep an eye on me, and certainly inspired me to try to rise to that challenge. 
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TD: Well, maybe this is a good transition, though, into talking a little bit about college, because 
you’ve said in several cases that you originally were going to go to college to be a dentist, and 
that that switched at some point. You spent two college summers interning for Senator Dave 
Durenberger, and by age 28, you were elected to office, and so, you know, you were an 
ambitious young guy, and so at what point did it click for you—I feel driven to join a life of 
service, to run for office, something like that? 
 
TP: Sure—I did go to college thinking I was going to be a dentist. I thought that was the ticket. 
I’ve told the story before, but I’ll tell it again—I used to go to my dentist’s office in South Saint 
Paul, and he had parked outside, I forget the exact make and model, but it seemed to me 
something like a Buick Riviera, which you’re too young to remember, but in the day it was sort 
of this swept-back two-door coupe, and it was sort of a cool car, and so I thought, wow, this is 
really success, if you could have a Buick Riviera and be a dentist. So I thought being a dentist 
would be a good career. So I went to college earnestly thinking I would be a dentist. I was in pre-
dentistry and started taking all the pre-dentistry classes. But at some point early-on in my college 
experience I went to a student fair at Coffman Union. I remember walking through the exhibit 
hall, and I came across this table of College Republicans. I was probably center-right in my 
thinking anyhow—in fact, I’m sure I was—but the people who were running the booth were kind 
of animated and funny and engaging, and so I … For Republicans, that’s kind of unusual, but 
these folks were that. So I engaged them, and they kind of drew me into a discussion about 
College Republicans, and gave me a brochure or pamphlet or something, and I started going to a 
couple College Republican meetings, and then incrementally got more aware of how do parties 
work, what are things like the College Republicans, how does that fit into a bigger political party 
or movement. What are the opportunities to get involved. I remember volunteering to work for 
campaigns and passing out literature and the like. Little by little I thought—well this is kind of 
fun. And I liked the people that were involved. I sort of liked the issues. And then with respect to 
the internships, that was probably the next step. I remember coming home with an ad from the 
Minnesota Daily for internships. I think it was from the Minnesota Daily, for Dave 
Durenberger’s office, who was then the United States Senator, and saying to my sister—I think 
I’m going to apply for this. And she said—oh, you know, that’s for wealthy kids, people who’ve 
got connections. Somebody like you will never get that. And so I thought, wow, that’s 
discouraging. So I applied anyhow, was able to get it, and then that helped me meet some people 
in Durenberger’s world, including some people from my home town that were mentors and 
helpful along the way, and then the rest kind of unfolded from there. But in terms of the initial 
how do you get involved, how do you plug in, how do you meet some people, how do you learn 
about it, it really was bumping into some people at a College Republican table at a student 
activities fair at Coffman Union. 
 
TD: I love that as an opening story. I mean, I still wonder, though—I interned on a congressional 
campaign once, and I never thought for myself, like, oh, and now I’m going to run myself. That 
does still seem like a bit of a leap. And your first office was Eagan City Council, right? 
 
TP: Yeah. I went out, finished my undergrad, finished law school, got married, moved to Eagan, 
and a friend of mine was running for mayor. His name was Vic Ellison. He was taking on what 
he perceived to be kind of the old guard in Eagan. So Eagan was a developing city, and there was 
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sort of this lot of battles over where development was going to occur and what kind of 
development it was going to be and where it was going to go and all that kind of stuff. So he was 
right in the middle of it, and so he asked me to help with his mayoral campaign in Eagan, and I 
helped a little bit. You know, pounded in signs and passed out literature and that kind of stuff. 
Long story short, he won, and he said—hey, why don’t you be on the planning commission, 
because you can help with some of these issues. You’ve got the background, or at least the 
interest in some of these local issues. So he encouraged me to apply for the planning 
commission, and I did and got appointed by the city council to serve on the planning commission 
and served there for three years. So that was the first portal or entry point into local politics, and 
I liked it a lot. I enjoyed it, and as a result ran for city council, and then near the end of my city 
council term, redistricting was occurring for legislative seats, and a brand new vacant legislative 
seat opened in southern Eagan because of the growth and population changes there. I was like, 
wow, OK, that’s another opportunity to serve at a different level in a different way. I had already 
been six years at the municipal level, serving, so I thought serving at a state level would be some 
new issues and some new ways to serve. So that’s how it went. 
 
NY: I guess that will move us on to the next one. So you’ve written you ran that first campaign 
for city council on a bread and but ter, anti-tax policy. You were an advisor to conservative 
businessman John Grunseth in 1990 gubernatorial primary campaign against the more moderate 
Arne Carlson. In the Minnesota House you authored bills on minimum sentencing for domestic 
violence offenders, term limits for committee chairs, and advocated spending a state surplus on 
tax cuts. What was the guiding political and governing philosophy for pre-gubernatorial Tim 
Pawlenty? 
 
TP: I think the guiding philosophy, kind of simply stated, is just I was sort of your traditional 
Reagan-type conservative. I believed in smaller government, efficient government, effective 
government. I didn’t believe in government as the solution for everything, that will increase 
taxes endlessly. I didn’t agree with that. I didn’t agree with spending that was beyond reasonable 
levels and needs, and so I don’t want to over-simplify, but it was basically I saw myself, and still 
do, as a conservative.  
 
TD: If I can just ask a quick follow-up, which is, because you’ve touched on both some of your 
enjoyment of the politics of it and the policy pieces and some of the philosophy, so I’m 
wondering if you can just sort of hash that out. If there is parts of the politics that you liked more 
than the policy, or the policy you liked more, or if they really live together. 
 
TP: I honestly say I like them both. Some people who have held public office, they’re viewed as 
better campaigners and politicians. Some people are viewed as better policy people—you know, 
Hillary Clinton, for example, is viewed maybe more more interested in policy and capable in 
policy as opposed to retail politicking. I think, without being immodest, I was good at both. I 
enjoyed both, and so I think I could go out and campaign pretty well, and also engage in policy 
pretty well.  
 
NY: I guess my follow-up was how did your philosophy change, moving from, kind of, that 
smaller, local politics to House majority leader? Or evolve. 
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TP: I don’t know that it did entirely, because as majority leader we still did things, at least on 
average, directionally, you’d consider pretty conservative. So Sviggum was the—Steve 
Sviggum, my friend—was the speaker. I was the majority leader, and if you look at what we did, 
we did things like tougher criminal penalties, trying to reduce taxes, trying to keep spending in 
check, trying to keep a proper role in function and accountability for government in ways that 
would be consistent with conservative philosophy or direction. So I’m not sure there was, you 
could find isolated things that we had to compromise on, or that times change or circumstances 
change, but in general, directionally, we led, when I was majority leader and he was speaker, as 
conservatives. 
 
TD: This is something that I mentioned we might circle back to a couple times, but we talked to 
a lot of folks who knew you when you were majority leader, and they talked about you as a 
really fun guy and having a great set of relationships throughout the legislature. So I’m 
wondering if you can talk a little bit about, sort of, your approach to being the majority leader 
and a legislator in terms of relationships with other legislators, on top of, obviously, with voters 
and whatnot. 
 
TP: Well, each of these positions was different, because city council, for example, was non-
partisan, and there was only five people on the city council, including the mayor. If you could 
have yourself as a vote and two other people, you could get something done. So I really liked 
being on the city council, because, from the time you had an idea or a challenge or a problem to 
actually getting it addressed and solved, it could be a matter of a month, which in government’s 
pretty good. So I like getting things done; I don’t like just giving speeches and talking, which is 
why Congress frustrates me endlessly. In the Minnesota legislature it’s a different function, so 
you start as a young—or I should say junior—legislator, you don’t have a lot of power. So your 
power is your ability to try to persuade other people. But as you become majority leader, you 
have a dual role. A majority leader has a dual role of both your own individual vote and position, 
but also you are speaking for the caucus. And the only way you get to be majority leader is to 
have the caucus support and the only way you can stay majority leader is to have the caucus 
support. So you’re really sort of a proxy in this dual role. Part of that dual role is being proxy for 
a group, and so we’ve got to be mindful of that. But it was a lot of fun. It was a team activity. 
People who are in politics tend to be extroverts. They tend to want to do good things, both sides 
of the aisle. They tend to mean well. And so the environment is you spend a lot of time together 
in an intense mission, common mission with a common purpose, and over time you develop, you 
see challenges and overcome them, or you experience frustrations and experience them together. 
You develop pretty good friendships, and deep friendships, and I enjoyed it thoroughly. And to 
the extent people are saying I seemed enthused by that or energized by that or had fun with it, 
that’s all true—I did.  
 
TD: One last follow-up, I promise, and we’ll keep going, is just I love what you said around it’s 
a job about convincing other people and building coalitions and things like that. And since this is 
an interview in part for the Center for Integrative Leadership, can you talk about how you 
approached being—what was your approach to being persuasive and to trying to convince 
people? Do you have any examples or things that you really …? 
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TP: Thank you for asking—it’s a great question. I’m a big believer in that different leadership 
styles can work in different contexts and for different leaders. Think about Mother Theresa and 
Bobby Knight. I mean, you couldn’t, in terms of temperament or disposition—very different, but 
very effective in their own right. So sometimes people confuse leadership with it’s the loud 
person, or it’s the person who is willing to throw chairs over or yell or give some rousing speech, 
and that can be effective for certain people in certain circumstances. But also quiet leadership, 
thoughtful leadership, leadership by example, as opposed to speeches. Leadership by behavior. 
You know, one of the most powerful examples of that I’ve ever heard of is a guy named Chuck 
Colson, who was entangled in the Nixon scandals, went to prison, but became a reformed person 
and tried to live out the last part of his life as a person of deep faith. One person who came to 
faith through him, came to faith by watching him in a really crowded, chaotic, hectic, awful 
scene in an airport in Asia, where everybody else was mad, hot, yelling, almost pushing and 
shoving, as he described it, and somebody observed Chuck Colson just being being polite and 
calm and respectful and kind. They got into a discussion with Chuck Colson about why are you 
being like this when everybody else is acting chaotic and nutty, and he told them. Anyhow, that’s 
an example of just your behavior being a form of leadership. So there’s lots of different styles, 
lots of different ways that leadership can work. In the case of majority leader, it’s a collaborative 
leadership style. You are a leader, hierarchically, but your power is derived from the good will 
and support of the people who you are leading, and if you tick them off they can throw you out. 
And that’s true in all of politics, but it’s particularly true in the position of legislative caucus 
leader, because they can call an election any moment, any day a majority of them can say we’re 
voting you out, or having a no-confidence vote. So your power—you don’t really have power 
yourself, you’re just representing distributed power, and you’d better be a good steward of that, 
treat it well, treat it responsibly, and treat the people you are leading/serving well. 
 
TD: So do you want to dive into a couple specific anecdotes, moving towards talking through 
your governorship? I think, to start at the beginning, in 2002 you initially expressed interest in 
running for governor, and then there was something of a move towards potentially running for 
Senate, and then there was a very infamous call, which you actually talk about in your book, 
from then Vice President Dick Cheney, saying, to some degree—Norm Coleman is going to run 
for Senate. We think that you should potentially run for governor. So there’s a lot packed in 
there, but I wanted to ask sort of why did you feel eventually that you were ready and prepared 
and wanted to run for governor. And if I can I want to ask specifically what did Dick Cheney 
actually say in that call? 
 
TP: Well, that part of it has been covered for many times, so I’ll be happy to go through it again, 
but it actually goes back even further than your question suggests. I ran briefly and 
unsuccessfully for governor in 1998 before I ran in 2002. So in 1998 I was running for governor, 
briefly, before Norm Coleman decided he was going to run for governor, and he ultimately did. I 
dropped out of the race, and Norm Coleman, Skip Humphrey, and Jesse Ventura ran. Jesse 
Ventura won in 1998. Of course, in that regard, the rest is history, so my initial interest in 
running for governor far precedes 2002, and I thought I could be a good governor for Minnesota 
for a number of reasons, one of which I had spent the previous, better part of a decade working 
in state issues in the legislature, including as a leader, at least as I was in the late ‘90s and 2000s, 
as majority leader. In 2002 when I was thinking about running for governor, then Norm was 
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mayor—I’m trying to think if he was still mayor of Saint Paul—my memory is failing me here 
now on which year he ended up being mayor. In any event, Norm was … 
 
TD: I don’t believe he was still at that point, yeah. 
 
TP: Norm was running for governor. 
 
TD: Correct. 
 
TP: I was, I guess, running for Senate, and it was unfolding like that. And at some point Norm, 
for a variety of reasons, decided to switch races, and it was at the encouragement of the White 
House. I initially decided to stay in the governor’s race, notwithstanding Norm’s switch to the 
governor’s race, and then I started to get a series of calls from people, starting with sort of lower 
level folks, and at one point Karl Rove got involved and called. I said, well, Karl, if the president 
feels that way, have him call me. It was, like, the night before the Cheney call, if I recall 
correctly. I remember being up in Anoka or some event, and I was speaking, and I stepped 
behind the stage, you know back room, to take the call from Karl Rove, and he was saying that 
the White House or the president feels this way, the president feels that way, and I said well 
great, have him call me, because I’d like to hear it from him directly. [Chuckles] So it was a little 
tongue in cheek, but it was semi-serious. I didn’t think anybody would call, and the next morning 
I was taking one of my daughters to the dentist, I think, and I was driving back from that. We 
were in Eagan; I remember the road and the exact location. I was in my Dodge Stratus driving, 
she was in the back seat, and the phone rings, and it was Dick Cheney. He essentially said, look, 
we’re going to support Coleman, Norm, for Senate. We’re going to throw our resources and 
efforts and team behind that, and we think it would be a good idea for you to step aside in 
deference to his candidacy. He didn’t—I’m paraphrasing, but that was essentially the message—
he didn’t say run for governor. He said if you want to run for Congress, there’s a seat open in the 
second district, which there was, it was the seat that John Kline ran for. He said—you should run 
for that, be likely to get the endorsement. It’s in your home district, etc., etc. In any event, end of 
the story is I decided not to run for Congress, and go back and run for governor.  
 
NY: If we haven’t already … or do you want to do a follow-up? 
 
TD: Well, yeah. So we do have a follow-up, which is even after Norm Coleman switched and 
you were running for governor, you were still in a very tight primary there with Brian Sullivan. 
I’m wondering about sort of why you felt like you were sort of the right person at that particular 
moment in challenging what a lot of people saw at that time as Brian Sullivan being somewhat 
the insider candidate. Obviously maybe not with everybody, since you won, but that there was a 
lot of institutional backing, potentially, for Brian Sullivan. 
 
TP: That was a huge factor, in fact, I think, one of the reasons Norm maybe switched races, 
because he had fallen behind in the delegate count against Brian Sullivan. Brian Sullivan had a 
lot of resources, his own personal resources as well as what I call other well-resourced donor 
types. And by all accounts he was ahead in the delegate count versus Norm, and way ahead of 
me in terms of the initial delegate counting in the race for governor. So it gave me great pause to 
whether I should even enter that race, not because I didn’t want to be governor, because I really 
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questioned whether he had started so much earlier, had access to so many resources, had no 
voting record, or didn’t have to govern or compromise, so he could come to the marketplace of 
politics looking like an unblemished, uncompromising candidate, which is always helpful. You 
don’t have to defend a record, ‘cause then you don’t spend your time on the defensive. You can 
kind of be the fresh face and voice on the trail. And he had a big head start. If I recall, I didn’t 
announce my campaign until September of 2001, and I think Brian Sullivan had been 
campaigning for many months before that. So your question is a good one, which is did I think I 
could defeat him, and the answer is not necessarily. I thought it was going to be somewhat of a 
long shot. So I entered the race thinking this may not go well for me, but I’m going to give it a 
shot. 
 
TD: So flesh that out for us. I mean, put yourself … talk us through sort of how did you come 
from behind, then, I guess. What was it? 
 
TP: A main theme is in Minnesota, even in the Republican Party, you can be Republican even 
though it’s Democrat state, on average, but you also have to present a level of authentic 
pragmatism, a connection to people in Minnesota. People in Minnesota like populists, they like 
people who are connected to them; they don’t necessarily like severely doctrinaire people. And 
my assessment of that race was that Brian hadn’t been in politics before … he had perhaps not 
much experience in campaigning. He had a certain style that I thought might not be the most 
appealing, either for the delegates or for the state as a whole, and so I saw a potential opportunity 
there. That was my hope, or at least our thought. And I thought I could bring more to the table, in 
that regard, both in terms of policy accomplishments, ability to lead, ability to motivate and 
inspire, and I thought I could gain some advantage with that in mind. 
 
NY: I think we’re going to change gears a little bit, but you spent your entire political career, 
prior to being governor in a legislative capacity. How was your background as a legislator good 
prep for becoming governor? 
 
TP: Well, it just immerses you in state issues, and so you tend to be … experience and 
familiarity in subject matter mastery or at least competence is helpful to any job. And so if 
you’re going to do a job, it’s helpful to actually know what you’re doing. [Chuckles] And being 
able to identify the issues, manage them, address them, and hopefully resolve them, based in 
part—not only—but in part on experience. And experience is helpful in most professions, and 
that’s true in public policy as well. It gives you context, it gives you history, gives you 
knowledge, it gives you data, gives you information, gives you perspective, gives you 
experience. So I think all of that is to the good. One good thing about the Minnesota legislature is 
it’s part-time, and so you can still have a career outside of the legislature. So I had other things I 
had done in my life, too, that were part of, hopefully, my skill set and experiences, and that 
included being a lawyer. A chunk of that time I was a criminal prosecutor, although a municipal 
prosecutor, not huge murder cases. I was doing the misdemeanors and gross misdemeanor kind 
of stuff—still important. And then I did a bunch of litigation in a variety of contexts, but 
including representing school districts, so I learned a lot about school funding and school labor 
relations and education law and legal issues surrounding education. Did a lot of business issues, 
so I learned a lot about business contracting and business practices that had gone awry. So I did 
that. I also had some experience, briefly, in a technology start-up business that I joined, and that 
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was interesting and fun. So I don’t think you’d want your life experience be just a legislator, 
because that’s probably too limiting. But it’s one thing that can be helpful in terms of making 
sure you actually know what you’re talking about when it comes to state issues and state 
policies. There’s a big difference between being in the legislature, though, and being an 
executive leader. In the legislature you come and push a button yes or no. And unless you’re the 
speaker or majority leader or committee chair, you’re mostly just giving speeches and sitting in 
hearings and being part of a process. If you’re an executive, in governor, you have to have a 
vision, you have to articulate the vision, you have to assemble and motivate a big team, your 
administration. You have to lead and manage an enormous enterprise, depending on how you 
count it—you know, 30-to-50 thousand state employees, 28 direct reports and divisions. You 
have to manage crisis like bridges falling and National Guard and reservists going to war and 
budget deficits and tornados and floods—and you’re in charge. There’s a big difference between 
executive vision casting leadership, communicating and decision making and merely being a 
legislator or member of Congress, which is more of a process job. It’s more of a—I’m part of a 
process, and at the end all I need to do is vote. And you don’t have a lot of responsibility for the 
original plan or the implementation or the execution of the plan or the management of the plan. 
 
TD: So you pre-empted my follow-up a little bit, but it was sort of the flip side of that. I mean, 
you talked about how being a legislator prepared you in some ways. But you also talk in your 
book, you have a line that says—there’s no handbook to when you show up at the governor’s 
residence that says here’s how to be a governor. So I am wondering if you can talk a little bit 
about that learning curve for yourself and what you learned and how you learned how to fit into 
that role a little bit for yourself. 
 
TP: There’s no perfect mix, but if you think about it, there’s a reason why people who’ve only 
been in the private sector sometimes struggle when they try to run for public office, or when 
they’re in public office, because they’re used to the way things run in the private sector, and 
that’s understandably different than in the public sector. So private sector experience is 
informative and instructive and helpful, but it’s not a complete preparation for public office. On 
the other hand if all you’ve done your whole life is be a political activist or a legislator, for the 
reasons I mentioned earlier, it’s mostly giving speeches and being part of a process without 
owning the plan, without owning the implementation or execution of the plan and the 
management of the plan and the outcomes. That would be, if you’re only a legislator, only an 
activist, that would be an incomplete tool kit for an executive position, whether it be president, 
governor, or something else. So the ideal would be you have to be able to blend those two things 
in one person and one experience, before they got to the executive position, but it rarely works 
that way. And so, for most people, you’re missing some elements of one or both of those things, 
or other things you’ve just got to learn on the job. For me I think I was pretty well prepared, 
because my private training as a lawyer, litigator, prosecutor, gave me the skills to be able to 
marshal large amounts of information, distill it down, sequence it, argue it, hopefully in a 
persuasive way. My experience in being involved in representing places like school districts and 
businesses gave me a glimpse into sort of enterprise challenges and management. My time in 
business was helpful in that regard as well. And then my time in the legislature and in local 
office gave me an immersion in public policy and issues that were relevant to being governor. So 
I think it’s as good as a set of experiences as you could get for somebody who wanted to be 
governor. 
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TD: Were there any times where you did feel like—oh, wow, this is brand new; I haven’t done 
something … and if so, who does a governor call and say—help me talk through this. 
 
NY: Did you call other governors to … 
 
TP: There are things—keep in mind, once you get your administration stood up, you get a lot of 
help. So we had 28 or so direct reports, and there’s no way you can micro-manage all of them, so 
you got to find good people and put them in charge of these departments and divisions and trust 
that they’re going to do their job and do it well. It doesn’t always work that way, but on the 
whole, that’s the secret sauce. But there are all sorts of resources available. There’s a National 
Governor’s Association, which exists in part to give governors best practices from each other, to 
provide research regarding current and historical approaches to issues and challenges. They give 
you training regarding how to set up your office, how to avoid trouble, how to manage crisis, all 
that kind of stuff. So there are resources available, but if you’re a governor and you’re in the 
middle of a crisis and you’re calling the National Governor’s Association because you don’t 
know what the heck you’re doing, and you hope they’ll give you some help, you’re probably 
somebody who shouldn’t be in that job to begin with. 
 
TD: Fair enough. So this is a little bit tougher, but I think it’s important to ask. So you won both 
in 2002 and you won reelection in 2006. Those were tough, tight races in both cases, so I’m 
wondering if the fact that those were tight races—in 2002 you won with 44 percent of the vote, 
in 2006 with 46.7 percent of the vote—did winning with a plurality versus the majority of votes 
and by a percentage point or more only affect how you approached your work as governor. Did 
that sort of shape or frame how you entered the job in either case.  
 
TP: Well, I think your question conflates a few concepts. One is tight races versus less than a 
majority of margin victory. So those are two different things. So as to the less than a majority—
when you have a three-way race, and the third party candidate gets a significant amount of vote, 
of course you’re going to get less than 50 percent, as Bill Clinton did when Ross Perot ran, as 
most people do when there’s a third party that gets anything north of 10, 15 percent, you’re 
going to have the winner, in all likelihood, be less than 50 percent. So if you adjust for the fact 
that there’s a third party, that’s not an aberrational outcome. And then you’ve got to also look at, 
well, where would those third party votes have gone, and what did the third party movement 
represent. Of course, as people look, particularly retrospectively, at election results—it’s like 
post-modern art; people can look at it—you and I will look at that picture here on the wall by 
Robert Kilbride, and you see different things. If I said, well, interpret that for me, the three of us 
might have a different answer, and there’s no right or wrong answer, ‘cause you can’t prove or 
disprove it, unless you talk to the author, I suppose. But the point is, as to the less than 50 percent 
vote, it didn’t really concern me. A lot of people say, well, you didn’t get a majority. Well, I won 
by seven or eight points over Roger Moe, who is a legend in Minnesota, and a good guy, by the 
way—just we have different political views—by seven or eight points. In political terms, that’s a 
big margin, especially for a Republican, especially in a deep blue state like Minnesota. So was I 
somehow hesitant because of the 2002 election results? No, I don’t think so. Two thousand six is 
a different situation. It was an absolute wipe-out for Republicans nationally, and almost a total 
wipe-out in Minnesota. I won by one point, but every other … I was the only, last standing 
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statewide Republican in the state, and it was a horrible year for Republicans nationwide of near 
historic proportions. So the fact that I won at all was a miracle, I think, a near-miracle. So that 
was a tough race, and different than your other question, which was how do you deal with a 
closer margin. But I think your ultimate question is did any of that affect how I governed, and I 
think the answer to that is generally not. But I also became increasingly mindful of what kind of 
state Minnesota is and the fact that times and circumstances are changing. So I have my values 
and I have my principles, and they are generally conservative, but times and circumstances 
change. If a party’s going to be relevant—I think this is going to be one of the big questions for 
the Republican Party for this November—is, you know, the country’s changed and the party 
hasn’t. [Chuckles] How many elections in a row do you want to lose before you decide to offer a 
different product or have a different approach? So there’s going to be some soul searching in the 
Republican Party going forward. But for me this is a blue state. It maybe was purplish when 
Norm and I were in office, but the fact of the matter is that if you look at, on the data, setting 
aside political rhetoric, it’s at least a light blue state, has the longest unbroken streak of voting 
for president of any state in the nation, including Hawaii, California, Vermont, Massachusetts, 
Illinois. And if you’re going to try to be competitive here and win as a Republican, you’ve got to 
offer more than just—hey, I’m a Republican and here’s the Republican script. You’ve got to 
offer something in terms of leadership, in terms of personality, in terms of innovativeness—
something that engages you with the Minnesota public beyond just—I’m the typical Republican. 
But I governed … I’m sorry, I’m going on and on about something. But the point is you asked 
whether the margin of the election or the plurality nature of the elections altered my course as 
governor in terms of our plans for what we wanted to do, the answer was no. Two thousand two I 
ran, in my first term I got almost everything done I campaigned on. We’ll talk later about some 
of the regrets about the touch-down spike, end-zone spike that you talked about. So I did check 
the box, really, on my first term. And in 2006, particularly after the Republicans were so 
unpopular in 2006, and the nature of Minnesota, not because of the election results, I really did 
try to think about how could I work on a more bipartisan basis. But it wasn’t because of the 
election results, it was because of the fact that I had a Democrat House and Senate, and I had no 
choice, also, but to try to be more bipartisan. It didn’t ultimately work very well, but we tried.  
 
NY: I was going to say I’m just curious how did your leadership style change from 2002 to, I 
guess, 2007 when you had a Senate and House that were DFL? 
 
TP: We had a lot of ... early-on we had a House that was Republican. I was the governor. We 
had a Democrat Senate, but we were able to get most things done that we wanted. Then the 
legislature flipped, and they weren’t going to give me anything of consequence, and I tried to just 
say look, there are just some things they’re just not going to do, and they know there’s some 
things I’m just not going to do, so let’s try to identify those things that are within the range of the 
possible. And we were able to do some things along those lines that didn’t fundamentally violate 
everybody’s philosophical or partisan tripwires that we could get done. And so that was what we 
tried to focus on. 
 
NY: So in your very first state of the state address you talked about clogged freeways, schools in 
crisis, soaring healthcare costs, environmental issues and overflowing prisons, and the most 
pressing problem, as you described it, a historic budget deficit. It looks like in your first state of 
the state you focused on school accountability … 
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TD: In your final. 
 
NY: …yeah, oh, excuse me—in your final state of the state address you focused on school 
accountability, healthcare costs, and reforming the state budgeting process. How did your view 
of what was possible for you and state government to achieve change over your eight years as 
governor? 
 
TP: Politics changed over time, too, so my view of it was on the things that people … sorry, 
there’s a beeping in the background … I’m not sure it really changed, my view of it didn’t 
change—it’s just the legislature changed and politics generally changed. Over the arc of time, 
particularly over the last 20 years, partisanship has gotten more and more intense. The candidates 
from the respective parties have gotten more and more polarized. Words like compromise, 
pragmatism, centrism, moderate—those are all now, in terms of the parties and certain interest 
groups, viewed as words of weakness. If you’re viewed as a moderate or a pragmatist or a 
centrist, you know, the party types think you’re a sell-out. That you’re a Democrat or Republican 
in name only. You’ll never get endorsed again. The fact of the matter is, particularly at the 
congressional level, as has been documented, most of these seats are so slanted one way or the 
other, in terms of their political demographics, that most people aren’t really worried in Congress 
about losing in the general election. They’re really worried about losing a primary within their 
own party, so they’re increasingly watching their further right flank or their further left flank. So 
I noted over time, even while I was governor—it’s gotten even worse since I left office—that the 
parties are putting forth candidates that are just further and further polarized in a militant way, 
and their ability or willingness to find any degree of compromise on anything absent a legal 
deadline or a crisis is extremely limited. We saw some of that even at the end of my term. So my 
view of it changed because of that. 
 
TD: Can you talk a little bit about how you did, if there is any specific examples of things that 
you saw or issues that you worked on that moved with those politics, that you had one view or 
approach of it when you first became governor, and then like the politics on this or politics 
generally is changing which is making this harder. 
 
TP: Yeah. Well, you know, I spent a lot of time over the years on education reform, I think you 
mentioned in your question. That was mentioned probably in all of my state of the state in 
various ways. I have a deep personal interest in the topic. I have a strong view about the role of 
education in people’s lives and how our society, both in Minnesota and nationally, it’s just not 
acceptable to have ten-to-thirty percent of our population under-educated or under-skilled in 
ways that don’t allow them to meaningfully connect to the economy of today and tomorrow. And 
we have a system, notwithstanding Minnesota being relatively one the best in the country, that is 
failing a lot of kids. And so I wanted to reform it, and at first I would say there was some 
openness to that, and we were able to get some things done. And then when certain groups, I 
would say including the teacher unions, came forcefully down on reforms later on, there was just 
no ability to move Democrats, and even some Republicans on these issues. I mean, they would 
not allow changes to what I perceived to be the status quo, they perceived to be a sacrosanct 
system in its current form, and it just got harder. So my view of that got more and more 
frustrated, more and more animated, and I started to talk about it in ways that I knew weren’t 
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going to yield a legislative result, but I wasn’t going to relent on at least using the bully pulpit to 
try to publicly address the issue, to try to raise awareness, and at the very least try to shame some 
people into action. 
 
TD: One other follow-up on this, and I hesitate a little to get into the sort of branding of a 
governor, but I think that that’s part of the job. I mean, you’re a public figure and there’s a lot 
that has been written about some of the policy pushes that you made on things like sustainable 
energy programs in Minnesota and on education reform and even on some transportation things. 
And here we are sitting in 2016 and those are not necessarily things that we hear a lot from 
Republican candidates for office in Minnesota very often right now. So I’m wondering, in 
thinking about your own sort of persona and brand and what you were representing as a 
statewide elected official in Minnesota, how much did the politics change sort of your … what 
you wanted to talk about or what you did talk about publicly in those ways, and how much did 
you feel almost, as they say, in that gilded cage, to some degree … 
 
TP: [Chuckles] Gilded cage! 
 
TD: … of the governorship. 
 
TP: I think a lot of times people confuse change because of … circumstance with change, 
because of some diabolical or mastermind political plan, and a lot of times it’s just coincidence 
disguised as, looks like it’s some big plan. For example, in the energy area, if you dial the clock 
back 10 years, 15 years, the country was talking about peak oil, running out of oil, running out of 
natural gas, that we had to, on an almost emergency basis, move towards different energy 
sources, and here was a huge push towards renewable energy, including by me. And I still think 
we should move towards renewable energy where appropriate and where it makes economic 
sense for a whole bunch of reasons, with those caveats. However, a big intervening event 
happened, and whether you like it or not, fracking and shale oil and shale gas emerged onto the 
scene in a way that revealed through this new technology, it changed the entire energy outlook of 
the United States of America to the point where we now have a very large supply of oil, a very 
large supply of natural gas in ways that nobody imagined or understood even 10 years ago. So 
Republicans initially were sort of hesitantly being attracted towards certain renewable energy 
approaches, setting aside climate change for a minute, but now they’re like—wow, we have 
boundless, it seems, or very, very ample supplies of gas and oil, and so why are we doing things 
that may not make economic sense in the near term when we have, for example, natural gas in 
ample supply. So that development changed some of the appetite, for at least Republicans, to be 
embracing what they perceived to be government mandated, government subsidized renewable 
energy sources. So they backed off, they backed off it. 
 
TD: We have a couple of other specific policy things. And I want to frame these, to some 
degree, in a historic context. So both in thinking about some of the work that you did on 
healthcare and thinking about some of the, frankly, controversial things around a fee on 
cigarettes, and things like that. It seems both at the time and even today and in your book and 
other places how those were talked about was very important. Was it—I even hesitate to—was it 
a tax or a fee or, you know, is it …? 
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TP: My answer to that is everybody can have their opinion on it, but it was actually litigated by a 
court of law, and the court determined it to be a fee. So it’s interesting politically, but for those at 
least hyper-technical listeners or readers of the transcript, we have a litigated outcome of the 
question. 
 
TD: But I guess the question, though, then is—why does it matter? Why do you care what, if …? 
 
TP: The context again matters. So we had the first government shutdown in 150 years of the 
state. We were, I don’t know, 9 or 12 days into it. There was this, at the time, a seeming hysteria 
around the shutdown, although six months later not many people remembered or cared. 
[Chuckles] But in that moment it seemed like, and, in fact, it was for a lot of people a very 
troubling circumstance, so we had to find a way out of it. We had to find a compromise. It was 
between me and the Democrats, and that was the point of compromise. The compromise was 
we’d call it a fee, because I did at least want to have some ability to say it wasn’t a tax and didn’t 
raise taxes, although it certainly added revenues to the state’s coffers, and they wanted more 
revenue. So it was a good old fashioned political compromise where everybody had to take a 
little hit and a little heat, and I did for this reason. 
 
TD: Can we actually spend a minute talking about that historic shutdown, which at the time, as 
you said, seemed extremely historic, and perhaps in retrospect wasn’t as much [Unclear]. 
 
TP: Well, for the citizens who were impacted, if you didn’t get your service during the 
shutdown, it was a big deal. But in terms of the broader public, the press gets all cranked up, and 
the interest groups get all cranked up about those things, but if you ask people now do you 
remember the government shutdown from whatever it was—2005 or ’06, most people will be 
like what are you talking about. 
 
TD: You just said in a previous question about sometimes we confuse coincidence with grand 
political schemes or whatnot. I mean, can you talk us through how we got to that shutdown and 
whether sort of coming to that point was a strategy or was it a coming together of just bad 
circumstances? 
 
TP: There’s a lot of behind the scenes stories I could tell you that … 
 
TD: Please do! 
 
TP: [Chuckles] … but one element of that—it certainly wasn’t all of it is—again, we’ll talk 
about this later—because I steamrolled, and said so, the legislature early in my first term, they 
went through some leadership changes, so Senator John Hottinger, who is a good guy, who was 
the Senate leader when I first became governor, he was viewed as having capitulated to me 
early-on. So he got removed or resigned from his Senate caucus, and if I recall correctly, they 
brought in Senator Dean Johnson, and Dean is a good guy, but he was reported to have kind of 
ceremonial powers but not actual decision making powers, and there was a troika of Senator 
Larry Pogemiller, Senator Linda Berglin, and one other senator that I’m not remembering, and a 
lot of tumult in their caucus around how and if they could ever again compromise with me, 
because that’s how Hottinger got thrown out, or resigned. He was viewed as having been too 
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accommodating to me, so Dean got into that position on the notion that he was going to be 
tougher and power and decision making was going to be distributed within their caucus. And as 
the clock ticked down towards that shutdown, I thought I had an understanding with Dean about 
an extension of another few days or a week that we would be able to keep the lights on, with a 
kind of a continuing resolution. That’s not what we’d call it, but it would buy some time and 
avoid the shutdown while we could work out something further. And that flipped on me late, and 
he said that’s something he could do, and then it turned out he went the other way on short 
notice, and kind of precipitously, so I think part of it may have been just a miscommunication 
between he and I, or a misunderstanding. But nonetheless, the broader point was we had just 
very significant differences between me and the Democrats on stuff that neither one of us wanted 
to budge on, and it was a showdown. They didn’t want to budge, I didn’t want to budge, and as 
result we missed the deadline for getting the budget set, and the government was partially shut 
down. So, I mean, I wish I had a more interesting explanation for you, other than there were just 
profound differences that didn’t resolve in time.  
 
TD: I think that that’s an entirely fair answer, but could you talk a little bit about during the 
actual shutdown, sort of? Because that is very much … and, again, this is an interview partially 
about leadership in different crisis moments. That’s definitely a challenging moment for a 
governor, I have to imagine, to be in the midst of a shutdown, and you have a lot of pressure 
from a lot of different angles, and so sort of how were you …? 
 
TP: Yeah, it was enormous pressure, so it was all sorts of meetings, and the press was aghast, 
and there was lawsuits being filed over getting the courts to reinstate certain services. There were 
… the attorney general, Mike Hatch, was involved in those lawsuits, although, of course, he was 
preparing to run against me in 2006, so the state’s lawyer and ultimately my lawyer was actually 
my political opponent, which was an interesting position and dynamic to be in. There’s people in 
the legislature having very strong opinions about keep it shut down or get it back open 
tomorrow. Compromise, don’t compromise. All sorts of stuff. And by the way, I had to try to 
manage kind of emergency services that were still functioning while this was all going on. A lot 
of people talking about, oh, your political career is over. This for sure means he’s going to get 
beat in 2006. This is epic, cataclysmic—all these kinds of words and rhetoric. To answer your 
question, it was a lot of swirl, a lot of high profile tension, but we got it resolved. And like I said, 
in the worst year for Republicans in a long time, in 2006, I got re-elected. And, frankly, six 
months after the shutdown, with modest exceptions, not that many people won’t even remember 
there was a shutdown. So it all seemed very dramatic at the time, but didn’t turn out to really be 
that big of a deal. 
 
TD: What did you learn from that, I guess. If you were to go back and if you could pick up the 
phone and call Governor Pawlenty when the shutdown was first starting, what advice would you 
give yourself? 
 
TP: I think … I’d have to say this with a little bit of a footnote to it. I think I would have let the 
shutdown run a little longer, because the emergency services got restarted. And the thing you 
have to watch out for that the public won’t tolerate, because they really didn’t notice. Again, 
there were some people who needed services, and we had to be careful about that, because 
there’s a lot of vulnerable people that you can’t just leave out. But for folks who weren’t in that 
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category, most Minnesotans weren’t affected by the shutdown. Just like with the bus strike, over 
time I think they would have said—you know what? Most of the government’s shut down and 
we don’t even notice. So the sentiment sort of turned in favor of the governor. Now the bus 
strike, the bus shutdown, we thought traffic was going to be terrible; it actually got better. And so 
the public was like we don’t even—again, not the bus riding public, but the public—especially 
when they learned about what we were fighting over, which was huge pensions and healthcare 
benefits for bus drivers that the public didn’t get, they were on our side. I think I would have let 
that shutdown run a little longer and let the vise tighten even more. I think I would have perhaps 
gotten a better deal out of it in terms of what we were trying to accomplish. However, that being 
said, schools start in August, and the public will tolerate certain things being shut off for awhile, 
but one thing they won’t tolerate is not having the schools open in the fall, and most schools start 
getting their staff back and the buildings cleaned and their operations and plans in place in 
August, so [Unclear] talk big about letting the shutdown run, the fact of the matter is if it starts in 
June and you got to have sort of things in place in July so that the schools can get fired up in 
August, you really don’t have that long of a window, no matter what you think. 
 
TD: Since we’ve talked about it twice, maybe we should jump ahead to Question 10, and ask 
about … 
 
NY: Yeah. So you had a reputation as a majority leader of being fun, engaged legislator, even a 
prankster at times. As governor you had a penchant for mixing pop culture references in your 
speeches and connecting with working class voters in an earnest way. At the same time, many 
have pointed to some of the public interactions with members of the legislature, particularly the 
DFL, as being counterproductive. At your press conference after the 2003 legislative session 
where you declared—I got everything I wanted—which many DFLers took as an unnecessary 
spike of the football in the end zone that then soured them on working with you in the future. 
Leadership is inherently intertwined with personality, and what elements of your own personality 
do you feel aided you as a governor, and which made the job more difficult? 
 
TP: Well when I was majority leader—[you know, get a] different job, for the reasons we talked 
about earlier, and I was younger, and it was fun, and you could … you didn’t own the outcomes 
and you didn’t own the execution, the implementation and the management, and you were 
representing your district and  your caucus. When you’re governor you’re representing the whole 
state. You have responsibilities not just for the rhetoric but also for backing it up and for 
management, implementation, and the outcome. So they’re different roles, so I think in terms of 
any differences stylistically between when I was majority leader and governor, part of it was 
probably just change in responsibility. You had a decade or two of maturity and age and wisdom 
and approach, and then fundamentally different job. It’s a very different job, so you can be a 
little more flip when you’re a partisan majority leader than when you’re a governor and 
executive and leader for the whole state. And then the second part of your question related to 
what? 
 
NY: What [Unclear] what elements of your personality do you feel like aided you as a governor? 
 
TP: I don’t know. You’ve got to be self-aware about your personality. I think I try to be 
optimistic, I try to be friendly, I try to be fair, but that shouldn’t be confused about not being 



16 
 

tough, and so sometimes people say, well, he was jovial when he was majority leader, but then 
when he was governor he negotiated too hard. If you want to get stuff done if you’re governor, 
you got to negotiate hard. So there’s probably some people saying look, he was this jovial, joke 
telling smart aleck when he was in the legislature, now he got to be governor and he was serious 
and tough. There’s probably some truth to that. Different job, different circumstance, different 
responsibility, different set of goals and outcomes. I do think, in terms of the rhetoric, one of the 
lessons I learned in all of this is, you know, I overstated a few things early-on that came back to 
be counterproductive later. So when I got most of what I wanted after being elected in 2002, I 
made some comments about I got most of what I wanted. I can’t remember what else I said, but 
anyhow the Democrats took offense at that, significant offense, and maybe rightfully so. They 
remembered it, and some of them were still around even eight years later. In fact, just to give you 
an example of this, when I was negotiating the end of the session in 2010, one of the legislative 
leaders—this person and I were in my office alone. We were trying to put the finishing touches 
on the deal, and he said—this isn’t 2003. I remember that. And he said—we’re never doing that 
again; you’re never getting away with that again. He was still, six or seven years later, grinding 
on what I said back in 2003, to the point where it bothered him so much that it infected our 
discussions and negotiations in 2010. So, if I had to do that over again, I think I would have been 
even more reserved, or more restrained in those comments, because it was counterproductive to 
what I was trying to get done, which is to negotiate outcomes with the legislature in ways that 
were good for the state and what I wanted to get done. So it goes back to your earlier question—
why were you a little more reserved as governor. One of the reasons is when you’re governor 
your words have more consequences than when you’re a member of the legislature. 
 
NY: So did you adjust your leadership style after that 2003 press conference? 
 
TP: Well, we tried, we tried, but the reality of it is when the legislature flipped to Democrat and 
I was Republican, and you had the onset of extreme political polarization in Minnesota and 
nationally, it just got very difficult. So we definitely tried, and the takeaway was let’s not pretend 
they’re going to change on their fundamental positions. Let’s not pretend I’m going to change on 
my fundamental positions, but let’s focus on those things, whether it’s energy, whether it’s at 
least incremental education reform, whether it’s public safety reform, that are within the range of 
the doable. And that’s what we did, and we got a lot done in that regard. You can get things done 
in the fundamental category, but it’s going to take almost more political alignment by one party 
or one political sentiment, or it’s going to take a crisis or a legal deadline or a change in the 
political environment. 
 
NY: I guess did you try to manage your relationships with legislators a little differently after that 
event, or …? 
 
TP: No, it was pretty steady. We courted legislators, had them over to the residence, had them 
over for breakfast, had them over for lunch. Went out to events together, had meetings with 
them, called them. So you can talk to somebody all day long, but they’re not going to flip their 
position on an issue like guns or abortion or taxes in certain cases. So there’s one thing to 
maintain good relations, and we tried to do that. And once we learned that their feelings were 
hurt about some of those comments, we tried to rebuild that as best we could, but it didn’t mean 
they were going to change their position on something that either party considered core.  
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TD: Another follow-up on this—in talking to again folks who worked with you when they were 
in the legislature while you were governor, actually more than one of them told us that you had a 
good memory yourself for remembering people who worked with you and, you know, trying 
to—I don’t know exactly what the right word is—be fair or generous with people, whichever 
party, if it felt like they were a good player and they were working with you. And so, I’m 
wondering a little bit about if you have any, again thinking about this as a leadership question, 
advice for folks in how to foster and maintain those personal relationships that are both public 
and to some degree behind the scenes? 
 
TP: There’s always going to be, and sadly, increased partisanship in these days. You know, if I 
had to do it over again, especially now, I think I would try to be more pragmatic about some of 
these things. But you can only be pragmatic if you’ve got a willing pragmatic partner to actually 
get something done. In that regard, personal relationships are important. I was the beneficiary of 
knowing most of these people when I served in the legislature with them, so I brought that 
forward into the governorship. And having existing good will and good relationships, at least 
with some legislators, was a great base or starting point. And then you could work with people. 
Jim Metzen, for example, from my home town of South Saint Paul, the president of the Senate, 
longtime Democrat, kind of a traditional Democrat, but had a pragmatic streak in him—we 
worked together with him on a lot of stuff. I appointed Democrats into my administration and my 
cabinet. Coincidentally, his brother Dave Metzen, who became my commissioner of higher 
education. The minority leader of the Minnesota House, a Democrat, when I was majority leader, 
Tom Pugh, somebody I did a ton of stuff with. In fact, I ended up appointing him to the Public 
Utilities Commission after he left the legislature. And the list goes on, so I had a lot of good 
relationships, and that can help kind of arrange meetings, it can help start the meetings and 
discussions on good will, and it can even get you part way down the road to a deal, but doesn’t 
carry the day by itself.  
 
TD: So we have a couple other very big moments that we definitely want to make sure we ask 
about. One—Neal, do you want to ask about, where was it, our Number 9 question there?  
 
NY: Which one, the …? 
 
TD: The crucible moment, yeah. 
 
NY: Actually I like the way you framed it up [Unclear]. 
 
TD: All right, all right. So we have a question about generally sort of a crucible moment where 
you felt most tested as a leader and a time as governor. We asked both some journalists and 
some, again, legislative leaders from your time about this, and they all said the moment for them 
that they will remember is following the 35W Bridge collapse and that. And so, wanting to give 
you sort of the leeway to talk about whatever crucible moment you want, I will say a lot of 
people pointed to that as really a hallmark of how they will think of you and remember you, and 
I am wondering if you can say a little bit about even just talking through to begin with, setting 
the context for that. Where were we as a state, what were you thinking about, and then talking 
through how you approached that situation. 



18 
 

 
TP: Well, I’ll talk about that and maybe one other crucible moment as well. But as to the bridge 
collapse, it was a terrible tragedy. People lost their lives and people were injured, and so it was a 
terrific, horrific tragedy of historic proportions, and so we should start with the fact that, you 
know, incredibly serious matter. It’s also a case study in crisis and crisis management and crisis 
response, and so there are certain lessons that kind of stand the test of time about how as a leader 
you deal with crisis, one of which is make sure you got stable facts and make sure you got stable 
information before you make any pronouncements. But at the same time in the media world that 
we live in today, you can’t wait very long to make pronouncements, because if you’re the leader, 
people expect to hear from you. They want to make sure that there’s a plan and response and it’s 
being handled appropriately and led appropriately. So we had finished the legislative session, it 
was a time where it looked like things might be calm for a while. I was running on Summit 
Avenue near the governor’s residence and the trooper car pulled up alongside me. I was in my 
running gear, and they said—a bridge collapsed. And I said—well, what do you mean? What 
bridge? And they said—the 35W Bridge, going across Minneapolis. I’m like—you’ve got to be 
kidding me! And I jumped in the car and we sped back to the governor’s residence and tried to 
start collecting information initially from the news, we were watching it on the news, but then as 
we assembled our cabinet members that were responsible for this and then started putting 
together our initial response plans, it was unclear what was happening. Initially there was rumors 
that it might have been a terrorist accident. There was rumors that it may have been a bomb. 
There were rumors that other things may have happened, and so we were trying to just gather the 
basic facts and then make sure the emergency response was full and appropriate and effective. 
There’s a lot of different elements to it. But I think it was that night I did a press conference with 
Mayor Rybak and some other people, got asked about it. Unfortunately, or just coincidentally, 
our commissioner of transportation was in China, so I was dealing with a deputy or subordinate 
in the Department of Transportation. I said, look, I’m going to go do this press conference—I 
need to know, were there any previous problems with that bridge, any previous repairs—call me 
back. And so the message initially was, no, there’s no serious problems with the bridge 
previously. So I made comments to that effect at the press conference, that there was no 
indication there were previous problems with the bridge. That wasn’t accurate—there was lots of 
previous problems with the bridge. Not relating directly to this issue, but overall. So that’s just a 
lesson in making sure you’ve got stable facts, and if you don’t have them you should say we’ve 
got to look into that or move forward. Beyond that, it was just try to maintain and project to 
people a sense of caring for the loss and the tragedy, and try to provide comfort to those who 
were impacted by it directly and indirectly. That meant personal visits and communications with 
the families who were impacted, and trying to keep them fully informed and the like. And then 
more broadly to the public, showing that, yes, it is a tragedy, but we’re responding. We are going 
to be transparent with information and we’re going to have a team effort in getting this addressed 
as quickly as possible. A few other things stood out in that. One is immediately, almost 
immediately, members of the press started to say, right away, this was the result of lack of 
maintenance on the bridge or budget cuts that affected the bridge. And it turned out to be 
incorrect. So for weeks and months you had to endure this notion that people were publicly 
accusing us of being derelict with respect to the maintenance of the bridge. As it turns out the 
National Transportation Safety Board later, I think a year or more later, definitively concluded 
that the bridge fell because of an original design flaw dating back to the 1960s. And ironically, 
even though they were accusing us of not putting maintenance money into the bridge, the bridge 
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was under construction when it fell. Any sort of corrections to this fatal flaw in the plate would 
have been modest, economically, and certainly less than the construction that was going on on 
the bridge, even at the time it fell. So the bridge was being resurfaced in part, lighting was being 
redone, the rails were being redone, and there was a storm of construction crews putting an 
enormous amount of weight, equipment and sand, and, of course, traffic right over this critical 
design flaw in the bridge, dating back to the 1960s. And over the years the bridge got built out 
and added, both in width and weight in ways that were never in the original design. So in any 
event, the net of it is my response to the bridge I hope was viewed as effective and appropriate 
for the circumstance. It was a tragic circumstance, but it, for me, underscored the need to just 
make sure you got a good team, that you are timely in your response, that you are accurate in 
your response, that you are transparent in your response, and then sometimes you just got to 
weather the critics until the facts come out. And the facts always do eventually come out, but for 
a long time there was this sort of accusations that we didn’t maintain the bridge because of 
budget cuts, and that isn’t what happened; that isn’t why it fell. 
 
TD: To that point, there was a brief window right after the bridge collapsed where the word was 
that you came out and said—I would be open to supporting a gas tax increase potentially. And 
then that was rolled back very quickly after that. So is that another case of the facts were not 
clear at the first part, and you changed because of changing facts, or … I guess I’m asking you to 
just sort of explain sort of how that transition happened relatively quickly. 
 
TP: Yeah, I think I made comments along the effect of, look, we’ll do whatever it takes to try to 
address these issues going forward. Of course, as I just mentioned, the facts later ruled out this, 
and had nothing to do with the maintenance budget, had to do with the design flaw dating back 
to the 1960s, early 1960s. Specifically, the bridge was designed to have plates of certain 
thickness, and they installed plates that were less than the design called for, and significantly 
less. So it didn’t relate to the current day incremental changes in the Department of 
Transportation’s budget, and again, once we got the full facts, we were putting more money into 
the bridge in construction and improvements on the day it fell and the time that it fell than it 
would have cost to change out all the plates, if we had known that that was the problem. And so, 
nobody suggested that was the problem. In any event, the issue around the gas tax increase—
obviously for Minnesota and for the country our infrastructure’s behind. You can’t fix it unless 
you find more revenues. You have then and now political gridlock over a gas tax increase. The 
Republicans weren’t going to go for it for the most part. There were a few that did, but not many. 
The Democrats were mostly in favor of it, although not all of them. I changed in openness to 
saying, look, I’ll try any option when I realized a) that isn’t why the bridge fell, but also b) it 
wasn’t something I felt I could get done. Now they ended up passing it in the legislature and I 
vetoed it, but it got overridden and put into law anyhow. 
 
TD: Well, this is actually a fascinating thing that I’m glad you brought up, because we talked to 
two different reporters who covered you, and one of them said when that veto override 
happened, you were at a National Governors Association meeting when word of that override 
initially came, and he remembers—and you can correct this if it’s not true—that you heard about 
this and you were sort of like, well, that’s sort of what happens. The legislature is the legislature. 
The other reporter we talked to talked about a press conference you had when you came back to 
Minnesota, being very adamant and forceful about this was the wrong thing to do; we should not 
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have increased the gas tax and whatnot. So I am wondering, I mean, when that did happen, what 
was your initial reaction? Were you outraged, or were you this is the way the politics works? 
 
TP: I think it was the way politics works. And so we vetoed the bill, we expressed our views on 
it repeatedly, so there wasn’t any confusion over where I stood, I didn’t think. But when the 
legislature overrides your veto, then that’s the law. It’s like a Supreme Court decision—you may 
or may not agree with it, but it becomes the law, and you got to respect it. 
 
NY: You mentioned another crucible moment—can you talk about that? 
 
TP: Well, there are a lot of crucible moments, another just kind of series of events. I governed in 
a very different time, in the sense that when I came into office there was a big recession. It sort 
of improved for little while and then there was a humongous, historic recession at the end. So 
there was the budget deficits, I know we’re going to talk about that. But also what was going on 
was two wars. I didn’t anticipate being a wartime governor and what that meant. I was proud to 
help lead our National Guard and support it during those times, and our members of the military 
overall and their families during those times. And it was an enormous part of my governorship. 
We had large numbers of Minnesotans in the guard and the reserves and the active military 
deploying. As they left, they left behind families who were struggling in many ways, and so we 
put a lot of time and energy and task and, hopefully, policy commitments to serving, better 
serving, recognizing and serving members of the military and their families. So it was a crucible 
moment in the sense that that was something that emerged that wasn’t fully in focus back in the 
late ‘90s or early 2000s, became sort of a more important cause as those wars ramped up in Iraq 
and Afghanistan, and I was really proud to do what I could to lend voice to their needs and their 
cause and to try to help them. I think we rose to the occasion; my whole administration did in a 
big way. 
 
TD: And part of that was you took trips to visit troops overseas. I am wondering if you can talk a 
little bit about why that was important and what you took out of those trips.  
 
TP: During my time as governor I was in Iraq five times. I was in Afghanistan three times, and 
then Bosnia and Croatia and a few other places, visiting troops. Kuwait, and I think a few others 
as well. What we were trying to do is to say—we remember you, just because you’re here and 
your families are back there. Just on behalf of the state as your governor, I am here to say thank 
you. We haven’t forgotten, we remember, and we appreciate you. And by the way, tell me how 
things are going and what’s making you either happy or frustrated so that I can try to learn from 
that and take that back in terms of Minnesota policy or leadership, or for that matter, try to feed 
that into the administration. And I had a chance on a number of occasions after those trips to 
brief federal officials as well, including President Bush in the Oval Office, after at least one of 
the trips, on what we saw, what we learned, and what we heard. So there was a value, I think, 
both to saying thank you, we appreciate you, we haven’t forgot you, what can we do to help you? 
And then also trying to turn that into action and results back in Minnesota and beyond. But a big 
part of it was just also making sure the state, both in terms of our public policies and our 
collective mindset understood what was going on and using the platform of the governorship to 
elevate this discussion into let’s make sure we do things to appreciate it, not with words, but with 
action. So my wife started the Beyond the Yellow Ribbon campaign and efforts in Minnesota. 
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We advanced and passed numerous pieces of legislation that would further support and help 
members of the guard and the reserve and the military and the veterans, and they deserve it. 
 
TD: Since we brought up the budget question, let’s just dive into that briefly, because it is a 
thing that comes up a lot, and as we said at the beginning of this oral history, this is sort of a 
chance for you to have the history told in your own words. I mean, one of the comparisons that’s 
made often, you talk about you came in during a very difficult recession, you inherited a $4.5 
billion budget deficit, which you colorfully framed as the Incredible Hulk of budget deficits. But 
eight years later you called the $6.2 billion budget deficit that was there when you were leaving 
as governor a work of fiction. You talked about that budget deficit that you were leaving behind 
different somehow. So I am wondering if you can talk us through why was the budget deficit you 
inherited different than the one that was left when you left office. 
 
TP: Well, one reference relates to the size of the deficit, and the other reference relates to the 
fact that deficits aren’t really deficits in Minnesota—they’re projected deficits. So Minnesota and 
49 of the 50 states can’t run deficits. We’re legally prohibited from running a deficit, so the 
books have to be balanced by constitution and by law at the end of each two-year budget cycle. 
So when I left office in 2011—I left in January 2011—the two-year budget cycle that ended that 
summer, the summer of 2011, ended in the black. So my governorship and everybody else’s 
governorship didn’t run budget deficits in fact and in reality—because you can’t. And we didn’t. 
In fact I left the governorship with the last two year budget cycle that I oversaw with a surplus. It 
was in the black in the summer of 2011. What these deficits refer to then are the government’s 
projections for the books for the two years after that. And how that works is the State 
Department of Finance, now Management and Budget, comes up with a calculation on what they 
project spending and revenues to be in the two years beyond the two years that you’re in. And 
part of that includes projections about economic performance at a macro level and part of it 
includes projections on spending. And some of that spending, by the way, is spending that’s 
assumed to increase on autopilot. So when I talked about the deficits being big, using the 
Incredible Hulk, that had to do with the size of the deficit and the magnitude, and both of the two 
that you reference, of course, were very big. But in terms of being fictions, what I mean is they 
assume levels of spending that I would have never supported. So the idea that we had a projected 
deficit and I would have just accepted all the spending baked into those projections is a fiction in 
the sense that I didn’t support that. I would have fought to change that. You know, Arne Carlson 
complains that Rudy Perpich left him a big deficit when he came into office in 1990. When I got 
into office, Ventura left me a deficit, the projected deficit. When I left office, Dayton inherited a 
deficit. So there’s been no governor that didn’t inherit a deficit. [Chuckles] Carlson inherited a 
deficit, Ventura inherited—no, I guess Ventura did not, so Ventura would be the exception. I 
inherited a deficit from Ventura, and Dayton inherited a deficit from me. But it’s not technically 
true in the sense that in none of those cases were the books actually out of balance in the two 
years in which the governor left office. It was the projections for the two years beyond that. And 
governors and the legislature have a lot to say whether those projections can or should be altered. 
And in that regard, we would have fought to change it, and we would have resolved it one way 
or another and had a balanced two years just like the law requires, and just like has happened 
every two years in Minnesota history. So it’s a projection; i.e., somebody’s idea of what should 
happen. I know fiction maybe is too strong of a word, but it’s merely a projection. 
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TD: Just to follow up, because you talked earlier in the interview about your commitment to 
education, which did show up over and over, but a big part of that final budget deficit that people 
talk about was the education funding shift, the K-12 funding shift. So I’m wondering if you can, 
again, help us sort of reconcile some of that. 
 
TP: In the analysis it’s everybody shifted. So Perpich shifted, Carlson shifted, Dayton shifted, 
we shifted, so there’s this schedule of payments to school districts which represents a big part of 
the cash flow of the state of Minnesota. And I forget the exact percentages, but basically it goes 
something like this. And this is just the hypothetical numbers. You pay 70 percent of what’s due 
for the schools’ allotments in, call it May, and the remaining 30 percent gets paid in the fall. And 
those two payments straddle a fiscal year, not a biennium. What that allows you to do, then, is to 
delay payments to schools and have part of it, or a bigger part of it count in one fiscal period as 
compared to another. So what governors have done when the state has been in fiscal trouble is, 
say OK, instead of paying 70-30 like I just described, we’ll pay 65-35. It doesn’t mean the 
schools don’t get their money. They just get a portion of it a little later than they would have 
received it. And it’s a tool or device that I think almost every governor who’s been in a deficit or 
fiscal challenge has used, and we did, too. And, by the way, didn’t use it as much as some 
Democrats have used it, so it’s not big news that a governor used the school shift to get through 
tough financial times, including, by the way, the current governor. 
 
TD: So we have just a couple of questions left—want to be respectful of time—so do you want 
to do Number 11 here? 
 
NY: Yeah. So you were a finalist for John McCain’s VP in 2008, and you, of course, ran for 
president yourself in 2012. Many people we talked to said that as your national ambitions grew 
you became more careful as a governor and potentially held back from doing some things in the 
state that might have not played well on a national stage. Is there any element of truth to those 
impressions, that the possibility of being a VP or presidential candidate changed how you 
approached being a governor? 
 
TP: I think the implication of that question and some of the statements that have been made—
I’ve talked to some people who have made similar statements—is, look, had you not been 
interested in national office you would have been more like Arne Carlson, and you would have 
compromised and been centrist and moderate and done some stuff that would have been pleasing 
to Democrats. [Chuckles] And maybe to the state more broadly. But it belies the fact that if you 
look at my record, with some exceptions on compromise or things that I personally believe in, 
it’s been pretty consistent. As mentioned earlier, I ran for city council on the fact that we were 
going to have a smaller government and reduced taxes or reasonable taxes in Eagan. I have a 
record in the Minnesota legislature that was pretty conservative. I was a majority leader and we 
did things in a [priority] level that were conservative. I was a blue state governor that did things 
that were directionally conservative. So the premise is but for those last 12 months when he was 
interested in running for national office, he would have been a different governor. That sort of 
belies the twenty years preceding that, in which I was directionally the same. So I think it’s a 
misleading premise to the question. I think to be an effective governor, though, you do have to 
find compromise, particularly when your legislature in whole or in part is of the opposite party. I 
think if I had to do it over again, notwithstanding what I said earlier about the shutdown, I would 
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have worked even harder to try to find some common ground. It’s really tough to do in a divided 
government in polarized times, but it’s incumbent upon the leader, the ultimate leader, the 
executive to lead those efforts. Doesn’t mean he or she is the only one who can do it, but I think I 
would have tried to do more of that. But I don’t think it’s fair to say but for the fact I ran for 
national office I somehow would have become an independent or a Republican who was 
compromising all the time from Republican principles.  
 
TD: To dig in on this just a little bit, I mean, this is not a, as you yourself said, you have talked 
to other folks who have had this impression that perhaps there were things that you might have 
wanted to do as governor that you held back on. So one of the folks we talked to talked 
specifically—and this may seem a very trivial thing—about doing a trip to the arctic with Will 
Steger that didn’t end up happening, and partially because, their reading of it was, this is putting 
sort of climate change and what not on a big forefront image for a governor that might look 
different in Minnesota than it does nationally. And the last thing I’ll just say on this is we met 
with a reporter from the Star Tribune who actually wrote a piece sort of getting the report card of 
your governorship on your last few days. There’s a host of people who said versions of—Tim 
Pawlenty was an amazing ideas guy, and there were times when I wished he would have stuck 
through it more. So I’m wondering, I mean, that impression is out there, and there’s both sort of 
legislative or specific instances, but there were also some sort of showmanship pieces, I guess, 
with the Will Steger and whatnot. 
 
TP: Well, it leads us to the things you would consider major public policy initiatives. I think 
what I did and advocated for during my time as governor was consistent with my two decades of 
public leadership and service before that, with some exceptions, allowing for the need to 
compromise and find common ground. On these other points, maybe either newer ideas or trips 
or maybe more ceremonial duties, two things I think happened. On the specific example that you 
mentioned, climate change, the debate about all of that got very controversial. The climate’s 
obviously changing. I believe some of it is caused by man-made behavior, you know. What to do 
about all that in a way that’s appropriate and reasonable is something we should have further 
discussion on. But it got to be very controversial. And secondly, Will, I think, wanted me to go 
to the arctic. That’s no small matter from a scheduling—I know it seems like a small thing to say 
this, but when you’re governor, you’ve got a state to run. At the time it may be just not because 
of the issue, but because of how do you say to the people—I’m running the state; by the way, 
I’m also ramping up to run for national office, and I’ve got 10 days to go trekking in the arctic. 
So there was a practical consideration, not that that was dispositive, but there was also a practical 
… to the extent people said he didn’t further dive into the climate change debate because it got to 
be controversial and there wasn’t consensus. I needed to focus on things where I could get things 
done and where there could be consensus, and that became not one of them. 
 
TD: And so just to put a button on this whole part of the history is can you say definitively that 
there really wasn’t anything where you felt—if I could go back, if I could erase … you know, if I 
had run for governor when I was 75 and was a much older man and I had no future ambitions, I 
would have done x, y, or z? 
 
TP: Well, I’ve got a bunch of ideas, both then and now, that I’d love to pursue. But time and 
circumstance doesn’t allow you to pursue them all, and, of course, if you’re going to be an 
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effective leader you can’t chase 20 things at a time. You’ve got to pick the two or three that 
matter most to you and to the people you’re serving and try to drive them up the field. Because if 
you try to drive ten things up the field, the debate gets diluted. People’s attention and focus gets 
diluted, and you become less [affected] as a leader. So by focusing on the things I focused on 
doesn’t mean the other things weren’t important, it just means I had to choose what were the top 
limited number of things that I could keep the public’s focus on, my focus on, and also have a 
chance to get done. And so that probably explains it more than I happened to also be running for 
national office. If I had to go back in a time machine, or could go back in a time machine? Yeah, 
I got 40, 50 other ideas I’d love to pursue in that position. [Chuckles] And, again, circumstances 
and times change. The country’s changing, and our culture’s changing, demographics are 
changing. Politics, hopefully, will change for the better, and I think that opens up all kinds of 
new and interesting possibilities. Technology is opening up new ideas and possibilities. When 
you think about being able to scale certain services, certain education programs, what technology 
could do to services, how technology could level the playing field for financial information, 
people’s empowerment, and to learn and interact in ways—I mean, it’s exciting. But what was 
true in 2002 is, in some ways, different than 2016. So I’m going on, but I’ll just say yeah—do I 
wish I could have pursued some more things or different things? Of course. But you can’t chase 
them all, at least in one moment in time. 
 
TD: That’s a wonderful segue into sort of the last piece we want to touch, which is both looking 
back in to looking forward to some degree. We are recording this in 2016. You were last elected, 
as you pointed out, in 2006, and you won statewide in 2006. You were the last Republican 
elected statewide in Minnesota when you won reelection in 2006. And so my question is—is that 
something because you are extremely special and amazing? Is it something about that the party 
has changed, or is it something about, as you have sort of hinted, that the politics have changed, 
or some combination of all of those? 
 
TP: Well, it’s not because I’m amazing, that’s for sure. Elections are a stew of things, and it 
includes what’s the macro political environment at the time. It includes what are the prevailing 
issues of the time, and do they tend to lean center right or center left. It certainly includes the 
political demographics of the state or place where the election is being held, does probably 
involve some of the candidates and their campaigns’ effectiveness and ability to draw support. 
And 2002 was a different time. I mean, Bush was in office, Republicans were seemingly on the 
rise nationally. He was still popular, at least reasonably popular at the time, even in a place like 
Minnesota, and it allowed for somebody like me, a Republican, to have a shot in a state that’s 
pretty tough for Republicans. So it was a different time, a different circumstance in 2006, we 
talked about earlier. But it was an awful year for Republicans. I luckily survived, barely, but 
luckily survived as the last standing statewide Republican in Minnesota. I think a few things. 
One is the state is center left. It just is. And so the Democrats have a call it three-to-five point, 
built-in advantage just because of the political demographics of the state, so to overcome that 
you have to have an unusually good year, an unusually good circumstance, an unusually good set 
of issues, an unusually good candidate, some percolating crisis or scandal or something that will 
reshuffle the normal dynamics to give the Republican a better advance. Maybe a resource 
advantage, something. And in 2002 and 2006, you can make your own assessment as to how all 
of that applies, but I think those are some of the variables that go into whether a campaign is 
going to be successful or not. I worry, frankly, for the Republican Party in Minnesota. You 
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know, most people in the state and in the country have two basic things in mind. One is keep us 
safe, and two is give us economic opportunity in the form of, for most people, it’s help me keep 
my job or help me get a better job, and all of that [implies] in terms of the economy and support 
and preparation. There’s a lot of other issues, but those are two of the core issues. And the 
party’s been out of step. You can’t continue to lose every election cycle and then say we’ll keep 
doing the same stuff and offering the same solutions and expect it will change. And so I think the 
Republican Party in Minnesota and nationally is going to have to do some real soul searching 
about where it heads next and embrace the fact that the country’s changing. Embrace that as a 
strength and as an opportunity rather than trying to rewind the clock to a bygone era that we’re 
not going back to. 
 
TD: I could ask a thousand follow-up questions about that, [All chuckle] but … I will ask just 
one in terms of, and you started to talk a little bit about this, but play political consultant for a 
moment and tell us a little bit about what you would like to see, sort of, going forward. And you 
could talk about Republicans, but, I mean generally, you’ve talked about that politics isn’t 
working the way, maybe, it should, or that it’s more partisan and bitter than it could be, but how 
do we, in your eyes, start to change some of that? 
 
TP: I think the “we” in your question is really important, because if you look at what’s 
happened, for most people, they’ll show up and vote in November, but they, for whatever reason, 
have decided to sort of outsource their decision making early-on in the candidate selection 
process and endorsement process, and primary process to pretty small percentages on the right 
and the left of the parties to choose the candidates. If you’re one of those candidates, you don’t 
get through that party process unless you’re a pretty strong adherent to the scripts of the parties. 
And once you’re in office now, particularly at the national level, in Congress if you violate the 
script very often, you know, the interest groups from the right or the left come and take you out. I 
mean, look what happened to Eric Cantor, majority leader of the U.S. House. He was viewed by 
the Republican Party as too moderate or establishment, and somebody came and took him out—
from the right. So I think if people want to see a different outcome in politics, we need to get 
more people involved earlier in the process. And you can’t just say we’ll trust a small number of 
people on the right or the left to decide. You look at Iowa, for example. Iowa’s the Super Bowl 
of presidential politics. That’s the state of about five million people. The world is focused on 
Iowa and the caucuses for a period of time around who’s going to finish first or second there and 
potentially be on their way to the White House. But on average 140,000 people show up for the 
Iowa caucuses, Republicans, and so if you’ve got a six-, seven-, eight-way race, you can just get 
30,000 people to support you and you’re good to go, at least out of Iowa. And that’s probably not 
the best representation of that state as a whole. We’ve got to try to find ways to make it easier for 
people to get involved so we have a better representation of the population as a whole, not just 
what I’d call the activists on the right and the left.  
 
TD: All right, so, and being respectful of the time, I will just ask our final, final question, which 
is just—is there anything that we didn’t ask you about that you really wish that we had, that 
you’re going to walk out of here and be like why didn’t those guys ask me about x? 
 
TP: No, I don’t think there’s any unanswered question. I would also just say in closing, the 
structures that are in place in the state and nationally are incredibly brilliant and resilient, and 
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founding fathers, both at the state and national level did an amazing job at structuring this in a 
way that it certainly isn’t dummy-proof, but the system is elegant in the way that it ensures 
outcomes being within a range of balance and appropriateness—over time. In any one moment it 
could look knee jerk or reflexive, but on balance, over time, it works. So I’d note that. And then 
the people of Minnesota, if you look at the state of Minnesota in terms of civic engagement, 
charitable giving, volunteerism, education levels, per capita incomes, arts and culture, 
philanthropy, corporate presence, corporate involvement, innovation, invention, diversity of 
economy, increasing diversity in our culture—I mean this is an incredibly resilient and strong 
state, probably not because of any governor, but because of the people here and sort of the 
culture, and I mean that in a positive way here. It is dynamic, it’s evolving, it’s changing, it’s 
increasingly diverse, it’s increasingly open. It’s innovative, it’s educated, it’s successful, it’s 
artistic—it’s a fantastic state, and, frankly, governors can play a role, a big role, in kind of tilting 
it this way or that way, but at core, the state is great because of what I just described, not because 
some person sat in a chair for four years a few blocks from here. 
 
TD: Well, I think that is a wonderful note to end on, so thank you so much, Governor Pawlenty. 
 
TP: I feel bad about my comment about the shutdown, being, letting it run longer. That was 
probably too flip—another example of me being too flip. I think if I could do that over again, if I 
could just add to that answer and say really the lesson is I should have worked harder and tried to 
find a solution earlier rather than running the clock out, that was probably the more responsible 
and better answer. So I’d like to add that. 
 
TD: Yes, absolutely. Noted. 
 
TP: All right. 
 
TD: All right, fantastic—thank you. 
 
NY: Thank you so much. 
 
TP: Yeah, you’re welcome. 
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