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CAC: I'm interviewing this afternoon, Wally Hilke, in his law offices in Lindquist and Vennum
in the IDS Tower. It is August 2, a warm summer afternoon. I think, with that for the record,
we're ready to go.

As I suggested, Mr. Hilke, I find it very useful, having in mind persons who will be listening to
these tapes, to have a little personal autobiography of the person. How far back you wish to go,
I don't know . . . but things that are relevant to the career that you came into; and I guess that
means your interest in the Arts College, why you came to Minnesota, why you went to law
school, that experience generally and then we'll be off and running.

WH: That sounds great and I want to condition this entire interview on one point and that is,
the way I was raised, teachers, and when you get to college, professors are the most important
in your environment and I will not have you calling me Mr. Hilke, Professor Chambers ...

CAC: All right.

WH: .,. because I have difficulty even today calling my mentors at the university by their first
names ...

CAC: [laughter]

WH: .,. because I have so much respect for them. I think that drove many of the things I did
in university governance ... that I have a great deal of respect for people who devote their lives
to the enterprise of the university, to the many enterprises.

CAC: Bravo!
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WH: I started off at the university with it being a great disappointment for me. I went to Henry
Sibley High School in West St. Paul and I was lucky enough to have extraordinarily talented
friends. The members of my peer group went to Yale, and the University of Chicago, and
Stanford for college. I wanted very much to go to the University of Chicago but my parents had
both attended the University of Minnesota. They told me it was (1) too expensive and (2) that
I couldn't get a better education there than I could get at the University of Minnesota. Of course,
being very sure of myself, I disagreed with them strenuously and I was crushed. To top it off,
I started off my time at the university living at home, which ...

CAC: Many students do.

WH: Many do. At the university most do ...

CAe: Yes.

WH: ... being a commuter campus, at the Twin Cities campus anyway. So, it was a double
disappointment for me that I wasn't having the adventure of going to a university that I
considered to be truly great and I wasn't having the adventure of joining fully in student life.
I started off as a double major in Psychology and Political Science and soon found my home in
Political Science. As a matter fact, although I was a major-called myself a major-in
Psychology, I don't think I ended up taking a single Psychology class.

CAC: What year did you enter as a freshman?

WH: I entered in 1976.

CAC: Okay.

WH: I was in the Bicentennial Class of 1976, graduating from high school. I immediately fell
in love with Political Science. I call myself a double major in Political Science and Philosophy;
although, I was one class short of my major in Philosophy. I really thrived in Political Science
and I really discovered that I was much less talented in Philosophy than I thought. I did fme
grade-wise but I never seemed to really hit it off well with any of the Philosophy professors.
I don't know whether that's a tribute to me or not but I was a fan of ...

CAC: It's probably a reflection of the fact that they were largely the philosophy of science and
logic. They were very much schooled . . .

RH: They were. The Philosophy Department was not at its height when I was a student at the
university, at least according to what I had heard. Although, I wasn't that interested in
metaphysics, I really was interested in the philosophy of social sciences that Professor [Michael]
Root taught and in the philosophy of religion that Jasper Hopkins taught. In my view, Hopkins
is the fmest lecturer on campus.
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,------ -------

CAC: Ah, good.

------ --- - --

RH: He's a wonderful man. I was quite interested in that and devoted to my studies the fIrst
couple years in college, devoted to the other diversions that college students have. I slowly
began getting with some friends in the Honors Program, which was really my savior at the
university. I loved the Honors Program. In an industrial-sized campus, I found a lot of personal
contacts and a lot of personal attention in the Honors Department, which was a tremendous plus
for me.

CAC: So, your initial disappointment was overcome as you went along and found these smaller
communities?

WH: It was, and I found it intellectually challenging, and I thought I was getting a great
education at the Twin Cities campus.

CAC: I hope you told your parents that.

WH: I may have mentioned it to them grudgingly. No, they didn't need my assurance but I told
them that I thought I did fme. The disappointment wore off gradually.

I became involved. My fIrst involvement in anything remotely political was in the Undergraduate
Political Science Association or UPSA as we called it. I crawled up the rank of offIcers there.
My very best friend was Paul Rasmussen who remains a close friend. Paul just became the
youngest elected judge in the state of Minnesota up in Clearwater County. His home town is
Bagley. We were classmates. Paul and I worked closely together in UPSA and we were in
many Honors seminars and colloquia and in the Department of Political Science together. Paul,
after being president of UPSA . .. This was at a time when student government had an
unusually low reputation. It's never had a high reputation on campus but the central student
government had a very, very low reputation and it was constantly at war with the Daily, which
during much of my involvement didn't deign to give much credit or attention to student
government at all, other than to take some shots at it. It really got into a battle with student
government at that point in time. My buddy Paul Rasmussen decided to run for student body
president. We put together a campaign and got Paul elected. It was against a radical progressive
student, and I won't remember her name, but Paul did very well by campaigning heavily in the
Greek system, which is just a primary turnout in a general election.

CAC: Sure.

WH: You look to the voters you can mobilize and that was the Greeks. We got Paul elected.
When Paul was elected, I swore I wouldn't get involved in student government. I had the same
view of it that the Daily did, that they were largely ineffective, completely contemptible, and
really not worth wasting one's time on. But after a couple months of writing speeches for Paul
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--------------------------------------- - -- - -

and hanging out with him in the student government offices, I became interested in the position
of student lobbyist for the students on all of the campuses.

CAC: You mean a lobbyist for the legislature?

WH: Yes, over at the state legislature. The University Student Senate had virtually no separate
existence from the University Senate as a whole. However, the one position they did maintain
outside of the University Senate organization was the State Lobby Advisory Committee, which
consisted of student representatives from each of the campuses of the university. They got
together, they hired a lobbyist, and sent that lobbyist over to the state capitol to advocate student
interests. The position was supported partially by Stan Kegler's office-Stan Kegler then being
the vice-president for External Relations- ...

CAC: Sure, and chief lobbyist for the university?

WH: Exactly ... and half by a budget that was drawn up somehow by contributions from the
student governments on the then five campuses of the university. I ended up doing that for three
years, for my fifth through seventh year of college at that point. During those three years, I was
on the Board of Student Publications, which published the Minnesota Daily. I ended up being
president of that board. I was on a number of committees around the university and very active
in several different capacities there.

CAC: But you chose the lobbyist position to strive for because it offered the opportunity for
influence on issues that concerned you?

WH: Mostly because I was interested in government and politics, not so much in being elected
to anything but I had always been smitten with the legislature. I had been a page over at the
legislature for sometime during high school.

CAC: Ah.

WH: I had been active in a couple of legislative campaigns over time and I had always been
fascinated with what happened over in St. Paul.

CAC: It's an inquiring mind at work here or maybe a learning experience?

WH: Yes, a learning experience. It seemed like a big adventure to me and I was really
interested in ...

CAC: And it was? Did it tum out that way?

WH: Well, it was . .. Things have changed at the university over time in terms of how the
legislative program operates. When Stan Kegler and George Robb together ran our lobbying
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effort in St. Paul, it was quite streamlined. They didn't want anybody tinkering around with it.
This was at a time when we had few women in the legislature, had really an old boys' club over
there, and where the control of the legislature was vested in very few offices over there. The
leadership really ran the legislature. They really dictated to the budget committees how much
money they were going to have for higher education; so, you only had to influence a limited
number of individuals and the governor and you could get the money you wanted.

CAC: And that at the margin because the major body of the appropriation was already set?

WH: That's right. That's exactly right. I'm not sure how successful our lobbying efforts were
during those days.

CAC: You were doing this solo? I mean the only student?

WH: The Twin Cities campus also had a student that it hired on its own to send over; so, there
were two students and delegations would come from the various campuses, primarily from the
Duluth campus because they had some pull with [Iron] Range legislators and Duluth legislators.
Over all though, to go back to my main point, when I was a student lobbyist, although the office
of External Relations partially funded my position, they didn't want anything to do with me.
They really didn't want students mucking around with the appropriations process or being
involved in their lobbying efforts.

CAC: Does Stan Kegler keep you informed though?

WH: No.

CAC: Okay.

WH: Rarely. I would get some information from Stan's office but only reluctantly.

CAC: So where did you get our information? These are very technical questions of
understanding the university budget.

WH: That's right. We would get it in a variety of ways. We would get access to reports but
not so often through Stan's office. I remember it was like pulling teeth to try to get a copy of
the university budget from Stan.

CAC: [laughter]

WH: I had a battle with him one year-and this is the budget that's proposed to the
governor-with his office complaining that they had so few copies printed up and so few spares
available. Well, of course, they had plenty of copies and they were just playing games with us.
The agenda of the students was quite different from the agenda of the university as a whole.
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During the three years I was lobbying, we were on the cusp of a transformation in the way higher
education was funded from students' perspective. We went from being a low tuition, moderate
level [mancial aid state to being a moderate level tuition, moderate level [mancial aid state. This
was under one of [Rudy] Perpich's administrations. Perpich saw an opportunity to pull a lot of
money out of student pocketbooks, deposit some of it into [mancial aid programs, and reallocate
the rest of it, in effect, to other state programs. The extra money really didn't stay within the
university. Some of it did but really it was a way, in a tight budget year, to charge students
more.

CAC: Was that clear to you at the time?

WH: Yes, it was quite clear.

CAC: Okay.

WH: It was quite clear that we had this transformation. The philosophy for years and years in
the state of Minnesota had been that the only guaranteed way to provide high access to higher
education is to have low tuition levels and that way just about anybody who really wants to go
to a public institution of higher education can cob together enough funds from various sources
to make a go of it. That philosophy changed ... thinking that parents could probably provide
much support than they actually were; so, that for the families who could afford it, the state
shouldn't provided so large a subsidy by having low tuition. We went from tuition paying on
average about a third of instructional costs for undergraduate students to it going up to about 50
percent; and I think it's higher now for lower division students in the College of Liberal Arts
because it's so cheap to educate them. They have so many large courses and service courses.
That was the main issue during my three years as a lobbyist. We dealt with the same set of
issues that students all over the country were dealing with for state level legislation, like truth
in testing, trying to get the college board to reveal all of the biases that were inherent in their
tests. The College Board administers all of the standardized testing programs around the country
... LSAT [Law School Admission Test], GMAT [Graduate Management Admissions Test]

CAC: Does it involve security of student records? Was that at issue?

WH: That wasn't an issue at that time. The privacy concern wasn't there. Rather, it was the
whole issue of whether there aren't racial or gender biases built into tests. The College Board
had done a number of internal studies, which it was unwilling to release to college students and
to states. We had one hearing on one bill in my three years and that went nowhere. The College
Board brought in an army of lobbyists and threatened to stop administering the test in Minnesota
if we were to pass a law forcing disclosure because that was really the only .. , We couldn't
compel them to release the results unless they were doing business in the state, in effect. We
dealt with a number of other issues, specific issues on [mancial aid . . .
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CAC: On that issue, for example, Morrill Hall itself had no strong position?

WH: No.

CAC: And you picked yours up from student groups elsewhere in the country, I'm guessing?

WH: Right. That's exactly right and it was an issue of some concern to the student groups that
I worked with, the student governments on the various campuses. It was a progressive issue that
sort of took on a life of its own. I don't think there was anyone in Minnesota. We didn't have
a list of students who felt that they had somehow been wronged by the College Board. It was
more of a philosophical issue from the student governments.

CAC: Well, most of the student issues of that sort had faded in the early 1970s, by the time you
came along in the mid 1970s?

WH: This is one that sort of had a life of its own. I was joined in lobbying efforts by
representatives from the state university system. They had a pretty active lobbying group from
time to time.

CAC: You learned to have access to which legislators ... which ones were informed and
sensitive to an issue like that?

WH: On an issue like that, no one was. Actually, I was not the lead lobbyist. It was the one
for the Twin Cities Student Assembly who was the lead lobbyist on the truth in testing issue.
I was more focused on the financial issues at that time.

CAC: Okay.

WH: The legislators we dealt with were the legislators everyone was dealing with: Gene
Merriam in the Senate and in the House, it was Carlson who was chair of the appropriations
division for higher education most of the time I was involved.

CAC: These legislators took seriously a student?

WH: Some of them did. A number of them took the issues seriously. We also played into the
hands of many of them. We became one of a list of witnesses that would support the positions
they were taking on their own; so, we were able to use each other, in effect. For example, one
issue when I ran for the position of student regent, there was strong opposition to my candidacy
from within Morrill Hall. President [peter] Magrath was strongly opposed. Ken Keller, who was
then vice-president for Academic Affairs was strongly opposed.

CAC: How would they express that for heavens sakes? I mean, you were a student.
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WH: 1"m getting ahead of myself but it ties back into my lobbying days. Lyle French, who was
then vice-president for Health Sciences, was bitterly opposed to my candidacy. The reason for
that, one of the many reasons, was that in the first year I was lobbying, the university hospital
bonding bill was up before the legislature. They wanted a huge hospital and there were many
legislators who were quite skeptical about the consultant's report that said that would be
economically viable in Minnesota. Looking back today, it seems that we escaped great folly by
not building a larger hospital. The university has trouble filling up the beds that it has. The
whole trend in health care obviously is to decrease the number of patient days in hospitals.

CAC: That was hard to guess then.

WH: Yes, I don't claim any impressions back then. I had no idea that that trend would come.

CAC: Right.

WH: But what I did know is that the study didn't look very strong and that the only
discretionary income the university really has is tuition dollars. It's the only thing it really can
control. Even then, DRG's, Diagnostic Related Groups that control the amount of money you
could get for separate medical procedures and patient days, were starting to be implemented by
the federal government. It was clear that the University Hospital faced increasing competition;
so, it couldn't arbitrarily increase its rate for procedures or for hospital costs that are passed along
to patients. Our basis for opposition was that we were afraid if it was a failure, it would have
tremendous negative impact on the educational enterprise within the university, both from the
tuition point of view and funding available, soft dollars that might be available for educational
programs, teaching programs.

CAC: Did you have any sense at that time of the power of the autonomous nature of the
Medical School relative to other segments at the university? Did this politically become aware
to you?

WH: I had a sense of the power of Lyle French. I learned much more later on about the
autonomy that the whole Health Sciences enterprise had. I witnessed a lot of that during my
lobbying days and part of that autonomy was fueled by the federal programs for the expansion
of teaching hospitals across the United States. It's hard to imagine today but there was this
shortage of doctors in the late 1970s and early 1980s and the federal government was giving
brick and mortar grants, matching grants of two to one, three to one . . . I think even like nine
or ten to one . . .

CAC: Yes.

WH: ... to build new facilities. Of course, as we realize now today, new facilities aren't always
a good thing because you have to heat them, and maintain them, and fill them with faculty; and
sometimes they can be a burden, which may be the case today for our sprawling Health Sciences
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enterprise. That was an issue that we lobbied hard on. We lobbied hard but unsuccessfully on
this switch from a low tuition philosophy to a moderate tuition philosophy. That's a fight that
I carried on through my time as a member of the Board of Regents, trying to keep the university
accessible to students through having low tuition. I didn't have much success as a regent with
that issue. It's something that you read about in the paper today yet.

CAC: Sure. You were a very busy young man. This was, I should think, an all consuming
enterprise for three or four months of the winter and early spring and, yet, you were taking and
doing very well at your course work. How did you manage that?

WH: It's easy when you spread your undergraduate career over seven years.

CAC: I see, okay.

WH: I started in my fifth year of college being a lobbyist; so, really although I was enrolled full
time most years . .. I ended up amassing . .. I forget how many credits I had a graduation but
I was enrolled throughout. Lobbying was almost a full time job.

CAC: It must have been.

WH: I had various other jobs along the way to support my lobbying habit. I became something
of a legislative junky.

There were a couple of other elements to my background that I should cover that are relevant
to my understanding of university governance.

CAC: But now, you didn't tie this in to credit work with Charles Walcott, for example, or others
in the university in Political Science?

WH: No. I did an internship with Professor [Robert] Eyestone. Is Eyestone still in the Political
Science Department?

CAC: No, he's gone.

WH: I did an internship with Professor Eyestone through a program over at the city council,
worked with Mark Kaplan who had been a high school teacher of mine and an influence on me
in politics. I still work with Mark on various projects. He's now an investment banker, retired
city councilman.

CAC: But this was non-credit learning?

WH: That's right. That's exactly right, which is good because I'm not sure that I learned my
lessons well enough to deserve much credit. The legislature was a real whirlwind. Much of the
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appropriation's work was controlled by a small core of staff people over at the legislature who
worked up the numbers and had the ear of the committee chair. Stan Kegler diagnosed that
situation correctly and worked very well with those staff people but none of them are there any
longer.

CAC: From our side, persons like George Robb were doing the staff work on the university side.

WH: That's exactly right. My major influences in terms of my views of university governance
came from two people. The first was Frank Sorauf, who was the former dean of the College of
Liberal Arts, now a regents professor at the university. Is he a regents professor emeritus now?

CAC: No, no.

WH: He's still a regents professor ... ?

CAC: Yes.

WH: ... but he's part time?

CAC: Well, he's kind of phasing.

WH: Yes.

CAC: Yes.

WH: I was Frank's research assistant for a few years and we would have conversations. He
knew I was active in various aspects of university governance and we'd have conversations about
the lay of the land, who was good, who wasn't good in terms of just sheer quality.

CAC: He was not bashful in sharing that with you?

WH: No, and Frank has very mature views. His views are well formed and thoughtful. I
wouldn't use the term rigid. I won't use the term rigid but he knows what he thinks about
subjects.

CAC: He's a very secure person.

WH: Yes. [laughter] That's exactly right. The other huge influence is John Turner.

CAC: Ah.
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WH: He was a great friend of mine and a wonderful man. I sat on a couple of Political Science
Department committees with John. One of them was the Academic and Disciplinary Review
Committee. We reviewed academic crimes that may have been committed by undergraduates.

CAC: Yes.

WH: The second was the Undergraduate Works Committee in which we worked on a revision
of the entire curriculum, a structure for that. Obviously, students weren't involved in telling
faculty members what they ought to do ...

CAC: Sure.

WH: ... but looking at the whole undergraduate experience. I learned a tremendous amount,
not only about the university, but how to be effective in committees with John. On the
Disciplinary Committee, at our fIrst meeting, John-who has probably not lost more than a
handful of votes in all of his years in university governance ... John works very hard to be on
the right side-ended up on the wrong side of an issue. I argued very strongly for one side and
he argued strongly for the other and my side prevailed. That is the last vote we took in that
committee over the course of two years. [laughter] John worked to get us to a consensus on
every subsequent decision.

CAC: Right. But Mr. Turner lost some higher up.

WH: Yes, I know he did but he's won a lot of battles as well.

CAC: You bet.

WH: He's very careful and he works very hard. One of the most important lessons I learned
from those two and one of the strongest influences they had on me, was the overwhelming
signifIcance of quality and overall excellence to the university. If those two stand for anything,
it's that we ought to have the best faculty we can get; we ought to design what we're doing at
the university to keep good faculty; we ought to be about quality here.

CAC: How about your course work in Political Science?

WH: I focused primarily in American government and areas related to that. I enjoyed it a great
deal. I enjoyed Mulford Q. Sibley. He was a wonderful teacher. Frank was a good teacher.
Turner was a very, very good teacher. I had a very good experience.

CAC: Good. You found this kind of work-coming back to the legislature-more rewarding and
more challenging and a better learning experience than being president of the student
publications?
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WH: Absolutely.

CAC: Or the other things that you did on campus?

WH: Absolutely. I ran some later campaigns for student body president for friends of mine.
Over the years, I elected five or six student body presidents and we formed a little political
committee-the name of it will come to me-a little political organization that was sort of a party
on campus for several years. It was quite successful.

CAC: You were also a representative to the Advisory Committee to the Higher Education
Coordinating Board [HECB]?

WH: That was an odd position.

CAC: What kind of a caper was that?

WH: I did sit on that group but they did not do an awful lot. Clyde Engle, at that time, was the
head of the Higher Education Coordinating Board and he wanted some input. At that time, they
were resisting a movement to have a student member of that board as the university had come
to have a student regent. Their answer to that was to have an Advisory Committee to put
themselves in a position, I think, to argue that they were in touch with student views. The
Higher Education Coordinating Board, although it's semi-independent, really at that time was
working hard to support the governor's position to switch to having, again, the higher level of
tuition and more financial aid . . .

CAC: Not only for the university but for the state system as well?

WH: Exactly ... statewide; although, it had a more profound impact at the university because
the instructional costs were higher at the university. When you increased the percentage ...

CAC: I understand.

WH: ... that you pay of instructional costs that meant a much larger dollar increase for students
at the "V."

CAC: But HECB controlled the agenda for the Advisory Committee?

WH: They controlled the agenda. I don't think we ended up giving many reports, if any, to the
board. I think Clyde wanted to be able to say that he was in touch with students and I wouldn't
go so far as to say that their only objective was to coopt us but certainly that is a practical
outcome of the process. That was a factor.
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CAC: As a lobbyist of the legislature, in that position you had more elbow room of your own,
declaring your own agenda, for example?

WH: Oh much more. Absolutely. Your point is well taken that HECB really did control the
agenda for that group.

CAC: You don't have any insight, a sense of the role of HECB in influencing internal policy
at the University of Minnesota?

WH: I have limited insight to that and my view of that is that the university, during most of the
years I've been involved, has kept HECB at arm's length. HECB has so little political influence
compared to the university-at least it has for many of these years-that if the university wants
a program, technically HECB has to approve it but I don't think they've ever vetoed any program
the university wanted to develop. HECB is the agency which should have been telling the state
that we don't need a campus any longer within thirty or thirty-five miles of every geographic
point in Minnesota and so that we need to close down campuses. HECB could have taken a role,
and appropriately should have taken a role, to tell the universities in the state that they need to
consolidate and coordinate their curricula and their programs; and they've never been able to do
that. I think that's the strongest ...

CAC: Because of the influence of local politics in Greater Minnesota?

WH: Because they don't have any clout at the legislature, because no one at the legislature
would do what HECB said when it comes to academic coordination or planning.

CAC: But now they are going to coordinate the community colleges, the vo-techs, and the state
university system.

WH: That's right. That's a huge development.

CAC: Boy!

WH: It will be interesting to see if they're successful in articulating their programs with the
universities . . . anymore successful than they've been in the past. I know that we've been
moving gradually in that direction for years.

CAC: This covers a good number of the things that you were active in as a student. Say
something about the process by which you became a student regent. You were the second, I
believe?

WH: Yes. Mike Unger was my predecessor. Mike had been a student lobbyist before me.

CAC: I see.
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WH: He was the lobbyist who is responsible for creating the position of student regent.
Immediately after the position was created-I don't know if you'll be interviewing Mike-George
Latimer resigned from the Board of Regents to run for mayor of St. Paul-he was successful.
There was a vacancy in the Fourth Congressional District spot; so, Mike was immediately
appointed to the board. He served for the two years remaining in Latimer's term, or perhaps, one
year and a fraction ... ran for one of the at-large positions because the legislature didn't want
to tell one of the eight congressional districts that their designated regent was going to be a
student.

CAC: Okay.

WH: He was elected and told students, those of us active in student government, for about a
year and a half before the election-and I was elected in May of 1983-going back to 1981, 1982,
Mike was telling folks that he was not going to run for reelection.

CAC: He was going to graduate among other things?

WH: He had graduated from Law School and he was a law clerk to Judge Diana Murphy, who
was a federal district court judge in Minneapolis. Now, there were a few likely candidates for
student regent. There was one student who had been very active in Duluth ... I'll remember his
name in a moment. There was my friend Paul Rasmussen who I mentioned earlier, who had
been a student body president and was a law student. There was Bruce Thorp, who had been
elected student body president two consecutive years and was quite active and popular on the
Twin Cities campus.

CAC: And Kathy Watson?

WH: Kathy Watson ran. Chris-whose last name I don't remember-ran. There were a couple
of other folks who ran for it. Tom Stauber is the student who was real active on the Duluth
campus and Tony Kinkel was active on the Duluth campus, who is now a state legislator from
Park Rapids. He was also very interested in running. From my work with the various campuses,
I had good friends on the Duluth campus; and even though they felt that the student regent
position should be passed around to various campuses, they agreed to support me. Students from
Waseca and Crookston supported me. Students from Morris supported me and I had the student
body president and other friends on the Twin Cities campus supporting me; so, I had a lot of
support on campus and obviously, I had been over at the legislature ...

CAC: Sure, you knew your way around.

WH: Right ... and had a lot of visibility over there. Well, to everyone's surprise, Mike Unger
said he wanted to run for a second term as student regent. I met with Mike at Stub and Herb's
and he told me of his intentions. I suggested that he run for the legislature and I would help him
get elected to that. He suggested that ! do that. We went off and ran our campaigns.
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CAC: There's no consideration of eligibility. I thought one had to be an active student to be a
student regent.

WH: A student or have graduated within the past five years.

CAC: Ah! Okay.

WH: So, he technically could have served as the student regent for thirteen years, counting two
tenns plus his year from Latimer's tenn. The reason why Mike ran-this is all hearsay-was the
internal politics of the board. At that time, Wenda Moore was chainnan of the Board of Regents,
or was to be chainnan ... I'm not sure which.

CAC: I think was to be because her position was challenged when she first ran.

WH: Right. Did she have just one tenn or did she have two tenns as chair?

CAC: Yes.

WH: I think she was chair at the time and she was very close to Mike. Mike was part of the
faction that was supporting Wenda and she really had Peter Magrath's ear. She wanted Mike
reelected because she was counting on his vote and this is surmise on my part. As I understand
it, she talked to President Magrath and President Magrath sat down with Mike and said, "Mike,
you're a wonderful regent. We need you to run for reelection because it's important to the board
to have a quality person in your position." Mike ran. He was close to the Siebens at that time.
Tex Sieben and Harry Sieben were very influential in the legislature. Tex was then speaker of
the House of Representatives. He had friends on the other side of the aisle. His local state
senator, Dick Cohen, and a number of others were very interested in Mike's candidacy; so, I had
two campaigns to run. One campaign was to convince the legislature that the student regent
ought to be a student and the second campaign was to urge them to select me from among the
various students.

Regents are selected, or then were, by two different routes. Those who were representing
congressional districts were endorsed by a joint meeting of all of the legislators from both parties
that had part or all of their district in the given congressional district. At-large regents were
nominated to the joint House and Senate by a joint committee meeting of members of the two
education committees. We came together, all the candidates, before the joint meeting of the
House Education and the Senate Education Committee. I had a couple of legislators who were
championing my cause on the Republican side and, actually, although I'm a lifelong Democrat,
I have a number of friends who are Republican. The way I ended up winning is I had almost
unanimous support among Republicans; so, for a couple of years, everyone was convinced I was
Republican, everyone within the university community. Some prominent Republicans were
ribbing Democrats saying that they had snuck in a Republican to the Board of Regents at a time
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when the Democrats really dominated both houses at the legislature. I had a couple of good
friends ... John Rose, now deceased, from Roseville, who was a wonderful legislator ...

CAC: He was.

WH: ... was helping me out and a couple of young legislators, one of them from Duluth and
one from the Waseca area ... the names of whom escape me just now. They're both short-lived
legislators, both served one or two terms. We went to seven ballots, four or seven. I think it
was seven. Mike was convinced that he had it wrapped up when we walked into the room, when
we all made a little pitch, and I won after seven ballots, to everyone's surprise. Then I was
subsequently elected with three or four dissenting votes at the joint meeting of the House and
Senate. Of the 201 legislators, I think I received 187 votes, or so.

CAC: Did you really know what you were getting in for?

WH: I had no idea. I had no idea. I had not attended a single regents meeting at the time I was
elected to the board. I had sat through a small portion of a couple committee meetings but I had
never sat through an entire meeting and probably I had sat in the room for less than two hours.

CAC: It was clear you had political skills to have reached that point.

WH: I had some skills but I was not prepared for ...

CAC: The substantive issues?

WH: Well, no. I'll tell you, I knew the substantive issues of the university far better than any
member of the Board of Regents. I knew the legislative requests backwards and forwards.

CAC: Bravo!

WH: I had read every report in detail. I knew the facts.

CAC: [laughter]

WH: I knew the positions better than many of the vice-presidents knew them and that was a
huge advantage to me. I took great pride in ...

CAC: You did your homework.

WH: .,. not only doing the homework but understanding the homework. With all due respect
to my colleagues, we would receive some months six inches of material.

CAC: Yes, I was staggered when I did some research last week in the docket.
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WH: Oh, the docket of materials ... the docket of materials you may have reviewed may not
have contained ...

CAC: I'm sure.

WH: ... all of the additional materials and reports that we received. So really, what most
regents had to rely on was executive summaries written in a whirl that were provided to the
board in connection with all of the matters that came before the Board of Regents. Most of the
issues that we addressed were pretty much teed up for us by the administration. We could vote
it up. We could vote it down. But the majority of the board-except on the most fundamental
philosophical and the most skeletal structural issues-didn't have enough information to propose
meaningful alternatives or really to make persuasive or cogent demand that the administration
itself put forth other alternatives. On several occasions we would say to the administration, "This
budget is no good. We don't want tuition to increase so much. Come back to us with
alternatives." They'd throw up their hands and say, "Oh, well, this is a product of an exhaustive
planning process. We don't know where to find money. If you have suggestions, we'll try to
incorporate them into the budget." They would come back a month later, the responsible
administrators, and say, "We really can't do anything with this."

CAC: Now, you're describing a condition that would be true of many boards. Staff has to do
the work. They're there all week long and all day long and they have an advantage that a
sometime ... even with persons like yourself who were doing their homework very thoroughly
... there is no way you can beat staff in most boards?

WH: That's absolutely true and nor should you be trying to beat the staff.

CAC: Yes.

WH: However, the quality of the decisions ... Let me step back again.

CAC: Okay.

WH: People come to the Board of Regents with all sorts of backgrounds. Few of them have
a deep knowledge of academic issues, academic philosophy. Most regents build their philosophy
of higher education while they're on the board. They don't come with strongly held views.

CAC: Or from their own experience in higher education sometimes?

WH: Sometimes but that's limited for many of them. Once you get beyond the notion that the
Land-Grant mission is a good thing, that higher education is good ... like the quote on the statue
in the opening scene of the film Animal House . ..

CAC: Right.
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WH: ... the philosophical statement is that "Education is good" or "Knowledge is good," some
such thing.

CAC: Okay.

WH: This isn't a flaw in regents because you can pick folks from within the university
community, or that have a strong background in academics, to balance all of the legitimate
interests that constituencies throughout Minnesota have in the university. It should be broadly
based, at least in my view. People shouldn't come with highly articulated agendas for the
university. They should be statesman-like. They should try to be thoughtful. They ...

[End of Tape 1, Side 1]

[Tape I, Side 2]

WH: '" to have an understanding of the minutia of the university and more importantly to folks
who have an understanding of the modem history of higher education in this state, who have an
understanding of who controls the resources inside the university and outside the university, and
folks who have a general notion of what the enterprise of higher education and of a university
is really about. All of those backgrounds help, all of those perspectives help.

CAC: And one expects that after four, or five, or six years, the regent is more acquainted with
the basic issues that you suggest?

WH: Absolutely.

CAC: But then they're played out with specific concrete proposals that you have to fit into an
overall understanding of how higher education functions or what its goals should be?

WH: That's right. When I was on the board, we had what, by major public university standards,
would be considered a very activist board. Critiques would say a meddling board.

CAC: For the whole period?

WH: Yes. Yes, for the whole period. We had more statesmen when I first came on the board
. . . regents like Bill Dosland, like Vern Long . . . Bill Dosland having been a claimed
Republican legislator and Vern Long having been a longtime legislator as well and farmer. But
we had a board that dove into a lot of details.

CAC: How do you account for that? Taking a long sweep of fifty years for example, there are
times of a very assertive board and my sense as an historian is that frequently it was when the
Central Administration was under risk that the board became more assertive and more active.
That's a question, not a declaration.
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WH: I can't speak to the broader perspective. I think there are probably various reasons why
boards get into administrative detail. One of the productive initiatives that was undertaken by
the board when I was on it was when Chuck McGuiggan was chainnan of the board. Chuck and
I disagreed on almost everything. He was, if we establish a scale of one to ten on folks who
were interested in administrative detail, Chuck is off the charts.

CAC: I see.

WH: He's very, very interested in what the administration was doing about particular programs,
very interested in particularized complaints about how the university wasn't doing a good job at
this or that.

CAC: As chainnan he met frequently with the president then to discuss his agenda?

WH: Traditionally, the chairman and the vice-chair have an agenda planning session with the
president and the secretary of the Board of Regents.

CAC: But they must meet informally frequently?

WH: Well, depending on the relationship between the president and the chainnan. I think for
periods ... for example, Ken Keller did less of that. For periods, Peter Magrath did a lot of that.
I did not work with [Nils] Hasselmo enough to know how much of that he did.

CAC: Okay.

WH: One of Chuck McGuiggan's initiatives was to have us get together with the regents from
the other Big Ten universities and we did that on two occasions ...

CAC: Heavens!

WH: ... to compare notes. They were aghast at the level of detail that we got into in our
meetings. It was the most enlightening experience.

CAC: The chair of the board was amused by this or dismayed?

WH: No, he thought they didn't know what they were doing. Regent McGuiggan thought they
didn't know what they were doing. We had little sessions when we got together, discussion
groups . . . we'd break out and I led one on planning on one occasion. The regents from the
other universities had no idea that boards might get involved in strategic planning for their
universities. This included regents from the state of Michigan where regents are elected on a
state-wide ballot. You would think that would create some mandate for them to direct the
operation of the university but at that time, they had that wonderful President Shapiro. I think
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they probably gladly subscribed to whatever Shapiro suggested to them. He built a wonderful
university.

CAC: Now, did a lot of the real work go on in subcommittees? I mean, what is the purpose of
the Committee of the Whole when you met?

WH: The Board of Regents had four standing committees that were slightly reconfigured during
the six years I sat on the board. One committee always dealt with faculty, staff, and student
affairs. One committee always dealt with the Physical Plant of the university, physical planning
issues. One always dealt with finances of the university and a fourth dealt with academic affairs.
We had the four committees meet on a Thursday of every month and on the following Friday.
The first session was the Committee of the Whole. The Commitee of the Whole functioned to
discuss in depth issues before the Board of Regents. Those issues generally percolated up
through the committee system; although, if they were of the highest level of significance ... for
example, discussions relating to the Commitment to Focus would have been discussed almost
entirely before the Committee of the Whole. The university's budget and biennial request would
be presented and discussed at the Committee of the Whole; although, that might also have been
discussed at the Finance Committee. There's some duplication on those matters. Then, the Board
of regents meeting, the actual regents meeting, was more of a formal occasion. We would confer
honors. We would pretty much rubber stamp decisions that we had made at the Committee of
the Whole meetings. That's basically how the structure operated at that time.

CAC: As a student, and by much the youngest member of the Board of Regents, were you well
received by the board? Perhaps, you earned your authority by doing your homework?

WH: Well, I think I earned some respect among my colleagues but I defmitely had to earn it.
As I mentioned earlier, when I was elected to the board, there was strong opposition from key
members of Central Administration. A faculty friend of mine was in Ken Keller's office at the
moment he was notified that I had been elected and he threw up his hands and said, "This is the
worst thing that's ever happened to the University of Minnesota.. "

CAC: [laughter]

WH: Ken and I later became allies; so, I think his view of me probably changed over time.
Magrath was quite unhappy and his allies on the board were quite unhappy. To go back to your
early question about the different levels that regents operate at, whether they become more
meddlesome, to use the negative term, with administrations in distress than they do at other
times. I think clearly when an administration is weak or faltering that the regents will assert
more authority; just as in any power relationship if a vacuum is created, folks will assert more
authority. The classic example being when Elmer Andersen ran the university, in effect ...

CAC: [unclear] Moos?
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WH: Yes. I don't know how long the period was but for some extended period.

CAC: [unclear] Magrath?

WH: I don't think it was out of weakness. I think Peter ran his administration to some extent
by appeasement. He deliberately drew regents into detail to give them a sense of ownership and
sort of a proprietary sense over what was happening within the university. He tried to keep them
focused on smaller issues. One of the standing [unclear] among members of student government
my last year before I became a regent was that . .. There's a group known as student
representatives to the Board of Regents. These are students who are a elected for a one-year
term and sit as non-voting members of the various committees of the board. Every Thursday,
noontime, preceding the regents meeting ... the committees generally just met in the afternoon
of the Thursday preceding the regents meeting but the two-day meetings were always kicked off
with a luncheon, generally in the Dale Shepherd room in Coffman Union up in the Campus Club.
The student reps to the Board of Regents were milling around after one luncheon and one of the
Central Administrators said, "Oh, my god! the regents are all over at Morrill Hall and there's no
one with them" ...

CAC: [laughter]

WH: ... meaning that the general policy of the administration was to always have an
administrator . . .

CAC: Yes, yes.

WH: ... escorting the members of the board during their two-day meetings, hopefully, to avoid
any dissention.

CAC: A little chaperoning [unclear].

WH: Exactly. That was really Peter Magrath's style. I think he invited that and, ultimately, it
was a report from a consultant, whose name I forget. He had been an administrator at the
University of Wisconsin. Perhaps, you remember his name? He came in, did an evaluation,
helping the board do its evaluation of Peter's presidency, and came back with the alarming report
that the faculty did not have confidence in President Magrath.

CAC: And this surprised the members of the board?

WH: There were a number of regents ready to see President Magrath move on. There was a
sense that his administration . . .

CAC: For what clusters of reasons, from their point of view?
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WH: I think they sensed that the university was not moving forward. There was a sense of
urgency that the university had to take control of its situation, figure out what resources it had.
Magrath came in as a real golden-haired boy. He was one of the youngest presidents of any
major university in the country, coming out of the SUNY system, was it?

CAC: Yes.

WH: The State University System in New York. He did very well early in his presidency, was
much liked around the state but over time, he wasn't moving the university anywhere. During
the 1970s, to accommodate the baby boom, the university got lots of additional resources but not
nearly enough to cover the actual costs of providing quality instruction to the additional students
it was accepting. As the baby boom started to recede, just like the tide receding, all of these
things became apparent that were happening at the university. We were starting to lose money
that was tuition driven. We realized that we had built a lot of programs and a lot of programs

CAC: A lot of the programs and faculty had been tenured in?

WH: That's exactly right and we lowered our standards. For many years, virtually everyone who
was up for tenure was accepted. I have tremendous respect for the faculty but we have a lot of
faculty ...

CAC: Was it noticeable being a member of the Board of Regents that that was happening?
Because, finally, you have to approve or not approve. That's a rubber stamp?

WH: Yes, it's absolutely a rubber stamp.

CAC: But you felt uneasy ... some regents felt uneasy?

WH: No. The regents were not made aware of that problem until the mid to late 19808.

CAC: Now, on their own initiative, they couldn't see it?

WH: Not at all.

CAC: All right.

WH: Really, from resumes, there's no way to judge ...

CAC: Oh, sure.

WH: ... the quality of a faculty member's work.
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CAC: That's really micro management.

WH: That's exactly right and it would have been viewed with such horror. I can't imagine the
outcry that would have been received by regents really trying to dig into a tenure file and second
guess especially a yes recommendation, an approval recommendation, from a dean.

CAC: There's a real issue of academic freedom, among other things.

WH: Exactly. The suspicion would immediately be that there was something political about it.
However, that phenomenon was invisible to the Board of Regents. Those of us who had friends
in the faculty were hearing rumors of that and, really, we had much the opposite concern. The
concern that was presented to the board was that our best faculty members were being bought
away, not leaving because of any concern about the university.

CAC: Well, many were. That was empirically the case?

WH: It was a legitimate phenomenon. A couple of universities, most notably the Texas system
through the oil boom, had a lot of extra money which the University of Texas used to endow
something like 100 professorships and to fund some additional professorships-smart use of one
time funds. We had this sort of spiral of competition where folks were bidding each other for
hot academic areas. That was a legitimate phenomenon. But that's really the only insight,
collective insight, that the board had into the quality of our faculty during this period. Every ten
years, the rating of graduate programs and undergraduate programs comes out and during that
time, there was some real erosion.

CAC: [unclear] downward drift in many places?

WH: Yes. I don't think that in and of itself created a sense of urgency for the board because
the administration under Magrath seemed complacent at the end. When we learned that the
president didn't have the support of the faculty, Peter immediately started looking for
opportunities. One came up much more quickly than he expected and he accepted it. He left.

CAC: Do you have any idea how that opportunity was created for him?

WH: I think that our consultant had let it be known that Peter was available.

CAC: Do you think Peter was surprised by this response of the outside consultant?

WH: He was bitterly disappointed, I think, but he had an amazing run at the university. In the
modem era, university presidents~ur consultants have told us-seldom last for ten years. The
average tenure is three or four years, I think. So, while it takes students longer and longer to
graduate, the life expectancy for presidencies is . . .
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CAC: Was that report for regents eyes only?

WH: I think at that time it was. I don't know if it's been destroyed or what's been done with
it but I think the word has been generally spread around campus that Peter knew the right ...

CAC: There was a report that was reported on in various Morrill Hall publications, in Forum
and others, that was more guarded.

WH: Yes, well, it's tough for me to sort out what was reported and what wasn't at this point in
time.

CAC: Sure. Right.

WH: I think it became apparent to many members of the board that a president cannot survive
without strong support from the faculty. There was some resistance to it and some didn't want
him to leave but I think the vast majority of the board felt he just had to go. The feelings were
extremely strong for those who felt he had to go.

CAC: Does that make for discomfort within a board where so many things are done by
consensus? I mean, you have a long agenda. Most of them are not controversial at all.

WH: We had a board of factions for all of the six years I was a regent.

CAC: Hmmm. Factions along political, philosophical, personal lines?

WH: The board was dominated by Democrats. The position of regents should not be a partisan
position. Some viewed it as a partisan position. There were those who felt that if a majority of
the regents were Democrats, then a Republican should never be the chairman of the board, for
example.

CAC: I see.

WH: The chairman, when I was fIrst on the board ... Wenda was for the very first meeting or
for a very brief time. Lauris Krenik was elected then, who was a Republican and fascinating
because it was a coalition of Democrats and Republicans who elected Lauris to the board. Then,
Chuck McGuiggan and then, David Lebedoff was the chairman for the last two years.

CAC: That's a high turnover?

WH: Traditionally, chairmen served for just two years.

CAC: Okay.
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WH: You have a lot of talented people, many of whom are politically adroit and many of whom
would like to be chairman of the board; so, that was typical that you would serve for vice
chairman and then you're automatically elected to become chairman of the board. That's why
in the two years after I served on the board, it was shocking to many close observers that Mary
Shertler was not elected to be chairman, having served as vice-chair. Chuck Casey was elected
instead.

CAC: Share with posterity how a young person like yourself, however well-informed, with an
overload of agendas-I just jotted some down ... you can't read my handwriting but there are
about sixty items that I could list for the six years that you were there-how on earth did you
decide which of those issues were really important to you and then how to go about achieving
some progress on them?

WH: The most important issues were obvious because they were brought to the board. You
didn't have to go out and seek them.

CAC: Obvious to all regents?

WH: Oh, the major issues. For example, do we adopt the plan called Commitment to Focus?

CAC: Okay.

WH: What do we do about the proposed closing of the School of Veterinary Medicine or the
School of Nursing?

CAC: Ah.

WH: Who should be president? And there's no more important decision that a board makes than
who should be president of the university. In looking back, the board, in operating by factions,
had fairly clear lines my entire time I was there. There were some issues that cut across those
factions. The most fundamental issues concerning the university were driven by those factions.
Let me give you a couple of examples. The presidency of Ken Keller ... was he elected by
seven votes or eight votes?

CAC: You're [unclear] close.

WH: Yes, it may have been a bare majority. In any event, as ...

CAC: Excuse me. I suspect in part because an earlier resolution in the fall had declared him
ineligible?

WH: Well, you sound like a member of the women's faculty group who brought the law suit to
challenge the election.
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CAC: But there was a resolution?

WH: There was a resolution and I would have to look at the text. My view of the resolution
at that time and today was that Ken said that he would not be an active candidate.

CAC: Okay.

WH: There were several regents who did not care for Ken Keller, were bitterly opposed to Ken,
and not as any sort of comprise, but really catching the rest of us off guard, made him pledge
not to be a candidate for president and that may have been incorporated in a resolution. Of
course, resolutions can be revoked at any time at the board's discretion.

CAC: Sure.

WH: Ken did not become an active candidate for the position. He didn't lobby me but it became
apparent during his interim presidency, as the Committee to Focus emerged. .. At the invitation
of Governor Perpich, as a matter of fact . . .

CAC: Yes.

WH: ... he wanted to hear something more about serious academic planning.

CAC: And the invitation of Gus Donhowe who was then the Economic Advisor to Mr. Perpich?

WH: That's right. They wanted the university to become more select. The history before that
is-you should really interview David Lebedoff to get the whole story on this-David was invited
to, I believe . .. Rudy Perpich right after he was elected saw David Lebedoff at a party and
said, "David, what should I do to straighten out this mess we have in higher education?" David
recommended appointing a committee of senior statesmen to view the system and come up with
some hard hitting recommendations ... folks who as their last statesman-like gift of leadership
to the state would say, "Here are the tough decisions. We're willing to stake our political
reputations and spend our amassed political capital on passing them." If I remember correctly,
Elmer Andersen was appointed chairman of that committee. The committee failed in this regard.
They didn't come back recommending the closing of campuses or consolidating of programs.

CAC: I see.

WH: That prompted the governor and Gus Donhowe to come back to the university and say,
"You're the flagship system in the state; provide some leadership. Tell us what we ought to be
doing here." Hence, Commitment to Focus was born. It wasn't that much different from the
plans that had lain gathering dust in Peter Magrath's drawers ...

CAC: Ahhh.
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WH: ... and plans that you were involved in, in developing.

CAC: Sure.

WH: The solutions have never been hard to see at the university. It's the implementation and
funding of them that's always the problem.

CAC: Ahhh.

WH: But Ken thought that he had a unique opportunity, which he did, to put a dramatic plan
in place and to demonstrate some real leadership. Ken was not a consensus builder. He was a
leader and a visionary for the university, I think it's fair to say-arrogant along with that to a fault
and to his downfall ultimately.

CAC: I think so.

WH: But he was a visionary in the true sense of the word. He had a perfectly clear vision of
what the university should look like and he was willing to make some changes to it, and look
at some numbers, and take into account some but very few of the political realities of the state.

CAC: Well, he had after all, been in the Graduate School as associate dean. He'd been a
legislative lobbyist for ...

WH: For the faculty.

CAC: He had been chairman of the Senate Consultative Committee. He'd been working toward
this for five or six years ... very well informed.

WH: He had been vice-president for Academic Affairs.

CAC: Yes.

WH: Yes, Ken had a perfectly clear vision of what he wanted to do. We also had this huge
planning process that Peter Magrath had put into place that lasted for about two years during the
last two years of his presidency. These massive reports on changing programs and such ...
there's a lot of momentum going within the university. Commitment to Focus wasn't made out
of whole cloth.

CAC: Yes. Why do you think that Magrath was unwilling to then move that agenda?

WH: He was a very cautious man and I don't know that he had the political strength within the
university and over at the capitol to move the program forward. I'm very fond of Peter Magrath;
although, I don't keep up with him. He's a very nice man. In his own ways, he was not sensitive
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to the concerns of the legislature. For example-just as I think it's Alan Page for a time wore
a purse, a man's purse-Peter Magrath would wear his purse over to the legislature. There were
probably a half a dozen cutting edge urban legislators who thought that that was fetching. For
the most part, however, we had legislators mocking Peter behind his back.

CAC: Yes.

WH: He did not make a great impression over at the legislature and he didn't have anything that
he could deliver back on campus to earn the trust of faculty members to go out on a limb in a
planning process. I think near the end of his tenure, there was no confidence that he could
deliver anything to reward the university departments, faculty, colleges for making the tough
decisions. That's the problem that Nils Hasselrno is running into today, that it's fme to ask
people to sacrifice but you have to have something tangible that you're sacrificing for, some
reward that's achievable. I think the legislature has been real uncooperative in that. But it
appeared for a time for Ken Keller that they would be cooperative, that they would deliver
something, that he could strike a deal with Rudy Perpich, and that Rudy Perpich would use his
political muscle to get something valuable for the University of Minnesota, that the university
could decrease it's size yet retain some of the funds that normally follow student head counts,
that he might be able to convince the legislature to cut out some programs, that it enjoyed a lot
of political support. We had so much baggage when I joined the board from the 1960s and
1970s, from pork barrel politics over at the legislature. We had something-I'm sure you
recall-entitled Legislative Specials.

CAC: Oh, sure.

WH: It was a laundry list of special projects that were favored by this strong lobbying group
or this legislator ...

CAC: They all had constituencies.

WH: ... and each of them had their own constituency. For example, for years, we had
something that was funded at, I don't know, like $167,000 a year called the Fire Special, which
was supported by volunteer fire departments all over Minnesota. It was a program to bring them
into the university through the Extension Service to give them some sort of advanced fue
training. Every time we discussed taking that Fire Special money and reallocating it to a higher
priority program, we would be flooded with letters from volunteer fue fighters. My god! who
doesn't love people who sacrifice their lives on a volunteer basis to save members of their
community and their possessions? They would write letters to legislators and they'd copy the
Board of Regents; and we wouldn't cut it or we'd try to cut it and ask the appropriations
committees and divisions to give us the money anyway because we had a better use for it and
they would say, "No!"

CAC: If we cut it, it's gone?
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WH: We also had a ray of hope, a separate window of opportunity, from David Lilly's elegant
idea to take the money from-and what was it from ... ?

CAC: All kinds of little endowments ... that one?

WH: No. It was from a huge fund that the University of Minnesota received the proceeds from
on an annual basis. David Lilly persuaded the legislature to give us the corpus of that to endow
professorships.

CAC: Okay.

WH: The money was used for what? ... I don't recall the purpose ... but these funds became
the heart of the Minnesota Campaign through which we raised over $360 million dollars, the
university did, a fabulous and lasting contribution to the university. But we had so many things
going that caused the faculty to be optimistic and Ken was able to gain a lot of momentum.
However, he always had, on a monthly basis, the problem of factions on the Board of Regents.
He had the month to month support of only seven of twelve regents. That meant, if he lost one
vote on any given issue, he could lose a significant part of his program. The large majority of
the board approved fundamental aspects of Commitment to Focus. However, Ken Keller, was
forced to break his program into naturally small and distorted parts to get regents to subscribe
to this principle or that principle; and it really slowed down the implementation, or the design
in the first instance, and then the initial implementation of the program and the reallocation
process.

CAC: Do you have in mind the proposition that came from the so-called Campbell Committee
on Dentistry and Vet[erinary] Medicine?

WH: Yes. There are so many different straws that you can say broke the administration. Some
regents and observers will tell you that it was the renovation of Eastcliff. Others will tell you
that immediately after the renovation of Eastcliff, it was the expensive office furniture that the
president selected for his office suite.

CAC: Well, certainly there was a lot of publicity on those two issues in the Star Tribune.

WH: Right. Some will tell you it was the residual effect of Ken's battling legislators from the
Eighth Congressional District for years, and years, and years, giving them the opportunity with
Eastcliff, and the office furniture, and some other matters . . .

CAC: What was the nature of that contest?

WH: Ken was, going back, a visionary. He was very rigid, arrogant in the sense that once he
was convinced he was right, he didn't listen much to other people's views. He felt that under no
conditions the University of Minnesota's Duluth [UM-D] campus should receive increased
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funding, should have expanded graduate programs, should develop into a larger regional
university; and he was constantly battling the folks from the Eighth Congressional District who
were always nipping at him but once they had some more serious material to work with, they
were able to do a lot of damage to the administration over at the legislature.

My view is that there a couple of key things that led to Ken's downfall. One of those things is
that he didn't have strong support on the Board of Regents; so, he was doing things by half steps.
His administration became increasingly secretive. For example, at no early point in the planning
process did Ken consult with leaders of the board to ask them if it would fly in Minnesota to
close the School of Dentistry, to close the School of Veterinary Medicine. Regents do two things
for a public university. One thing they do is they provide ultimate guidance as to where the
university is going to go. The other thing is they can serve as a resource for an administration.
If you have a politically sophisticated board ... Some boards can raise money. Other boards
can tell you how to go about raising money from public funds and private funds. Others can tell
you which way the wind is blowing in Minnesota.

CAC: Sure.

WH: Ken did not have those instincts.

CAC: Or they can provide cover?

WH: Exactly. That's exactly correct. Ken didn't have those instincts on his own, those political
instincts. He had a lot of experience over at the legislature-you're absolutely correct-but he
didn't have great instincts as to what's going to fly politically. He could make brilliant and
persuasive statements but, ultimately, you have to garner support for major programs. Ken didn't
have those skills on his own. When he had Rudy Perpich as a strong ally, he was in pretty good
shape. But even the governor started to distance himself from Ken as his problems emerged and
the university's problems emerged ... there's a lack of leadership from the governor's office.
The board takes some responsibility for Ken's downfall. We'll talk about that in a minute if you
like. The fundamental problem Ken had is he didn't have strong support on the Board of
Regents; and so, he wasn't able to move forward with his programs. He always had folks sniping
at him from within the university and he became increasingly secretive because he had to
formulate strategies for dealing with the board rather than working cooperatively with the board
to formulate the best strategy for the university.

CAC: What role was David Lilly playing in that political kind of situation?

WH: David was a conspirator with Ken is my view. He drew him more into closer negotiations,
I think.

CAC: David had such good contacts with the metropolitan community, in any case.
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WH: He had great contacts but David Lilly-a brilliant architect of the Minnesota Campaign and
who deserves a lot of credit for many good things he did-is far from being a populist. I don't
think he understood legislators from rural Minnesota. I don't think he cared for a lot of politics.

CAC: He had the same liabilities that Mr. Keller had?

WH: That's right. David was Ken's only strong adviser. Roger Benjamin, who's a friend of
mine was the vice-president for Academic Affairs and Roger did not play devil's advocate with
Ken. He did not provide a strong counter balance to Ken nor did another of Ken's close advisers,
Rick Heydinger. Rick was a real fan of Ken's and, I think, had basically the same vision. It was
Rick, I believe, who drafted the Commitment to Focus document; so, he had a great deal of pride

CAC: Many faculty would have been of that camp?

WH: Dh, absolutely. We were in a transitional period then with Stan Kegler leaving the vice
presidency and not seeing eye to eye with Ken on many matters. I believe he left during Ken's
administration ... I think I've got that right.

CAC: Well, we'll check it out.

WH: Stan was not providing strong counter balance to Ken. We had various vice-presidents for
Finance around the David Lilly was new. He did fine in the position but they came together and
what, ultimately, crashed the administration was the disclosure that Central Administration had
put together a reserve fund.

CAC: Yes.

WH: I had an interesting role in that, I think. The university bookstores have always been
enormously profitable-I think at a scandalous level. Rather than selling books for the lowest
possible price to students, they've always had lots of surplus profits to spend on buying the band
uniforms, those sorts of things. Mr. [James L.] Duffy, who ran the bookstores for years, is a
very good administrator and he was given some leeway by Central Administration. A proposal
came up to spend monies for various charitable causes, if you will, within the university. I was
always a great critic of that when I was involved in student government. My feeling was always
that we should sell books in Quonset huts. Students spent two hours a quarter in the bookstore.
We should have bare bones facilities. We should sell them books at the lowest possible price
and let students save their dollars for better purposes ... like beer at the Improper Fraction-now
closed, for future historians. David Lilly came to the board with a proposal for an expensive
renovation of the West Bank bookstore; it's the Smith Hall Book Store, I believe. I spoke at a
meeting strongly in opposition to it and he asked to meet with me privately. We sat down with
Clint Hewitt who is in charge of the Physical Plant at the university and they said, "Wally, you
should look at the big picture here because we're in the process of gathering all sorts of resources
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from around the university from little reserve funds." For example, they've never done an
amortization schedule in our parking facilities to see how much gross profit they have to make
and set aside for future rebuilding and maintenance of their facilities . . . likewise with the
dormitories, the food services, the bookstores, and other revenue generating areas of the
university. At that time, my argument had been, We have so many programs that need funds.
We need better advising. We need many services for undergraduates that we've never had dollars
for; so, rather than spend money on a new and improved bookstore, let's spend money on those
sorts of services. If it needs bricks and mortar, that's fme. If we just spread it out over time to
make it 0100 funds, or soft money, that's great. He said, "Don't worry about coming up with
money for our high priorities because we've got this reserve fund here." I said, "Well, listen
David, I don't want the administration to spend a penny of that money until it brings it forward
to the Board of Regents so that we can apply it to the priorities of the university." And he said,
"All right." It turned out that they went ahead and spent a lot of that money and that's what
crashed the administration.

CAC: Because there were enough regents to be skeptical of that maneuver?

WH: No, it crashed the administration for a couple of reasons. First of all, for several biennia,
we had gone to the legislature during times of state fiscal crisis and said, "We can't cut anymore.
We've cut everything we can. There's no fat at the university ... nothing." So, we lost
credibility with the legislature. We are still paying for that loss of credibility. That's what
prompted our legislative auditor, Jim Nobles, to conduct his audits of the university. They said,
"My god! where else does the university have hidden resources? What other secrets are there
out there?" I'm convinced that it's led to the series of investigative reports that have put the
faculty crosswise of the metropolitan newspapers. From that point on, really from Eastcliff on,
it was a race to the bottom at the university but nobody had thought to look at the fundamental
fmances of the university. Then that was blown open. For years, there was a shadow cast over
the super computer center. They wouldn't release their fmancial reports, and the press was so
suspicious, and the Board of Regents was suspicious because we weren't getting financial reports.
The legislative auditor went in and just gave them a clean bill of health, if I understand that
correctly, in the past month or two. The whole state's, and I really mean the whole state's,
perception of the university changed from a presumption of a well-managed but challenged
institution to a poorly managed institution without integrity that we love because we sent our
sons and daughters there but we really don't trust the administration. We don't think they need
more resources. That is, I think, at the root of the financial problems that the university has now
over at the legislature. We spent our trust ... through the factors that caused the downfall with
the Keller Administration and we will pay for many more years to regain that.

CAC: Then, one just barely begins to come out of it and you get another such incident with the
Medical School?

WH: Oh, absolutely. But I see that as being part of the legacy ...
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CAC: I understand that.

WH: ... of the skepticism of the media and even with an individual as widely respected and
trusted as Nils Hasselmo . .. I think the public and the legislature genuinely likes Nils but in
a patronizing way, they say, "Yes, we think you're honest ... "

[End of Tape 1, Side 2]

[Tape 2, Side 1]

CAC: '" commenting on the crisis that did come in the early/mid years of the Keller
Administration and the difficulties that flowed from that for the university generally and with the
public, with the legislature, with the local press, and with the regents.

WH: Right. The truism certainly applies here that you gather many more headlines with
negative news and the impression on the public lingers much longer with negative news than it
does with positive news. I still serve on some committees at the university. I'm on the all
University Honors Commitee ...

CAC: I see. Good.

WH: .. , this year, for example and I've been active in the CLA [College of Liberal Arts]
Alumni Society. I'm surprised when I meet with faculty at how upset they are with the
Minneapolis Star Tribune, in particular ... the St. Paul paper as well; although, the animosity
there doesn't seem as great. The Star Tribune has really made a habit out of going aggressively
after negative stories concerning the university.

CAC: Most recently Women's Studies?

WH: Right. They sent an investigative journalist ...

CAC: And emolled her in class.

WH: ... and emolled her in a class to observe whether there was true substance! Now, to those
of us who are alarmed by the political correctness movement on campus, I think there are a lot
of us quietly cheering in the background, it seems, at that particular article. But the fact of the
matter is that the season has been open on the university ever since Ken's demise. The switch
in the press was quite dramatic. The press were among the greatest champions of Commitment
to Focus and its early stages. The Pioneer Press loved it. The Star Tribune loved it.. Papers
from around the state cheered it on-and papers that you wouldn't consider to be cheering it on.
Then, when things started to fall apart, perhaps, some editorial boards felt they had been duped,
felt they had been suckered in by something that was too good to be true but they quickly
reversed themselves. There is also a fascinating-I'm not the best observer of the media-race
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to the bottom when things started to unravel in the Keller Administration because the story on
Eastcliff was broken by the Minnesota Daily.

CAC: naughter] I had forgotten that.

WH: Both of the big city newspapers were terribly embarrassed that they had been scooped by
the Daily on the most sensational story at the university in years. Then, they were assigning two
reporters at a time, three reporters at a time, to do an investigative work on the university asking
for copies of fmancial records that had never been scrutinized by the media-and that continues.
A lot of the reporting truly is unfair. That's changed the university's relationship with the media.
It's not just that we're getting negative press, it's that we're not getting the positive press that the
university needs to maintain its reputation in the state and to enhance its reputation.

CAC: I have a sense, to join this conversation, that Mel George from St. Olaf may have been
taken aboard in part to overcome precisely the problem that you're suggesting now.

WH: I hope it works. There's a highly combative relationship between the Twin Cities'
newspapers and the university and it's reflected in the court records here in Minnesota. I, for
years, and years, and years, have fought for openness at the university. As a student, I thought
the university had to be open about its affairs. I think it's always been a mistake for us to be
secretive about the Medical School. If the university had broken the stories about compensation
itself, it would have played much better. What the university should have done is come out with
press releases on stories, complaining that its faculty aren't paid enough because they aren't
earning as much as folks in private practice and we can't maintain the quality of faculty members
we want. That's the positive spin to put on high salaries in the Medical School. Instead, it's
broken by reporters who complain-literally for those considering this in ten years who may now
read it or whenever this will be heard-in stories saying, "Can you believe that these faculty
members were spending money from their own private clinic?"-and at the time of the updated
history of the university is written, we may not have clinics any longer in the way that we have
them now-"that they're spending clinic funds on personal expenses?" Well, that happens in
every medical clinic in Minnesota. I do some legal work representing medical clinics and, of
course, clinics are advised by their accountants-as all professionals are-to live through their
businesses to the extent they are able to do that. These are things that no one would bat an eye
at in private practice but the cast that's put on it by the media is terrible.

Just as the federal government has a Freedom of Information Act, Minnesota has a Minnesota
Data Practices Act which makes most information that's not personnel related a part of the public
record that's accessible to any citizen or newspaper in Minnesota. The Data Practices Act says
that some personnel information is public, for example, the disciplinary records of faculty
members who've been disciplined by the University of Minnesota. I was recently involved in
the lawsuit involving the Star Tribune's efforts to obtain information concerning a professor of
Child Development, Barry GarfInkle. The university sanctioned Professor GarfInkle by docking
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him three months pay, prohibiting him from accepting privately sponsored grants for a period of
a year or a year and a half, requiring him to submit all of his scholarly work to a colleague for
screening for a period of a year, and requiring him to do the academic equivalent of writing "1
will not do this again," on a blackboard a thousand times by requiring him to write an article on
ethical standards in privately sponsored research! The university did all that to Barry GarfInkle
and then, told the Star Tribune in correspondence that he had not been disciplined in order to
avoid ...

CAC: I understand.

WH: ... republishing information to the Star Tribune under the Data Practices Act. Of course,
the university lost that lawsuit and was badly embarrassed; so, this relationship of distrust has
grown, I think, out of the demise of the Keller Administration and the university has not yet
gotten it right.

CAC: They're still in a defensive mode?

WH: They're in a defensive posture ... it's more than defensive; it's combative.

CAC: Yes.

WH: Some would say that in the case of Barry GarfInkle . .. The university, before Barry
GarfInkle, had a research director in his lab by the name of Michelle Rene who turned him in
to the federal government for various research violations, or perceived research violations; so,
it was after the university, through its general consul office, had told the Star Tribune that he had
been disciplined that it came out that these disciplinary acts had taken place; and they were
forced to turn over all the relevant fIles. So the university, some could say, has gotten to a
posture of really cutting corners in dealing with the media. I don't see the relationship improving
for quite some time and I don't see the university making major overtures, going to the media
and saying, "Let's come clean. Let's start over again because we're important to the state. We
need your support and we don't want to be combative." They just can't seem to get around that
and I think that's a huge problem for the university.

CAC: It's the kind of problem that the Board of Regents would have a hard time addressing?

WH: No, I think the Board of Regents' job is to . .. The board right now is very astute
politically. We've got a number of folks with excellent political instincts, excellent connections
on the board; and if they aren't talking to the president, they ought to be talking to the president
about this media problem, and urging him to address it, and using their resources to try to solve
it. There are more newspapers in the state than the two in St. Paul and Minneapolis; and
although, those papers are read statewide, people also read their local newspapers and there's a
lot of good work that can be done by regents from every region of the state to help the
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relationship between the university and the press. The press in particular, electronic media, have
never been able to get their arms around the university because it's ...

CAC: It's too complex?

WH: .,. exactly, the stories are way too complex and they require resources that they don't
have.

CAC: If we could go back a little bit to the Board of Regents on which you served ... you
spoke earlier of various factions.

WH: Yes.

CAC: It would be interesting to know what issues were divisive.

WH: David Lebedoff was chairman of the Board of Regents for about the last year of Ken
Keller's presidency. I remember that Ken was gone during the summer of 1988 ... am I correct
in that? I think he left in 1988. I don't remember when he was elected.

CAC: It would have been the spring of 1987 and he was serving as acting in the fall of 1986.

WH: Okay.

CAC: He wasn't there very long.

WH: No, it seems like much longer. Time travels slowly when you're under fIre, I think. Ken
was burdened, rightly or wrongly, by having a very diffIcult board to deal with. I believe five
of the regents consistently voted against whatever Ken wanted, or needed a great deal of cajoling,
or needed resolutions designed specifIcally for them.

CAC: On what grounds?

WH: On a number of grounds. Part of it was a personality conflict, plain and simple. Part of
it was that there was a disagreement about the proper mission of the university. Several regents
felt that the Land-Grant mission of the university truly mandated that we make ourselves
accessible to all comers and even if we can't make a spot available for every student in the state
who wants to attend the university, we certainly should not move in the opposite direction.
Those regents who were philosophically in that camp would include, I think: Mary Schertler,
Wenda Moore, Stan Sahlstrom, Wendy Anderson, and Dave Roe. On the other side, we had a
number of regents who bought into the philosophy of Commitment to Focus thinking that the
university has to marshall its resources wisely, prioritize its programs, and that we serve the state
best by doing a very good or excellent job of whatever we tackle.
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CAC: Which was Keller's rhetorical position?

WH: Which was the theme. I haven't stated it very eloquently but, really, we should decide
what we want to do and do a great job.

CAC: You bet. You bet.

WH: The regents that stood on that side were: Lebedoff who was the leader of that group, both
the rhetorical leader and political leader, I think, Peg Craig, Chuck Casey, Elton Kuederer, Wally
Hilke, Irv Goldfine ... I'm missing one regent.

CAC: I can't help you there. I didn't memorize them. That's coming pretty close.

WH: I will think of that regent in a moment. Even the seven regents who fairly consistently
supported President Keller, provided the real core support for him, couldn't be counted on for
every issue. The regent from Duluth has always been in a difficult position.

CAC: Sure.

WH: Politics in the Eighth Congressional District are not the same as politics in the rest of the
state and whoever is elected regent from that portion of the state comes to Minneapolis with
different expectations from his or her constituents and with different political obligations and a
different agenda.

CAC: And that's not an inappropriate situation?

WH: I don't think it's inappropriate but it means that as Commitment to Focus played out for
UM-D, there was some appeasement to be done. One of the things that bogged down the
Commitment to Focus at the board level was having several different agendas come into play.
The core group of support for the program and for President Keller was not large enough to
move it through very briskly and anything that moves through slowly picks up a lot of iunk along
the way. If we had been able to move more quickly and with greater unanimity, we could have
provided a stronger front to the outside world. With everything that happened, I don't know that
Ken Keller could have survived in any case but he may not have felt he had to do some of the
things ... for example, secretly create the reserve fund, which obviously he couldn't have kept
a secret forever.

CAC: Not for very long.

WH: In any event, I don't think he needed to do that and, of course, there was just some
foolishness in there. For example, Ken made a grant from the reserve fund to the Department
of Chemical Engineering, his home department. Why?
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CAC: Yes.

WH: A foolish thing to do but Ken went ahead and did it.

CAC: The factions are really two with people drifting on different concrete issues ...

WH: That's right.

CAC: ... which would be understandable on any board?

WH: That's exactly right. Some members, and I don't want to get too personal on this ...

CAC: No.

WH: '" but some members of the faction opposing Ken were extraordinarily bitter over his
election. We had reason to believe, some of us on the board, that some members of that faction
may have been leaking information to the press, negative information, about the president, and
about the administration, and about the university in general. They were willing to be openly
divisive and critical of the president. That's not improper-regents have a duty to the public and
a duty to the university-but there are different ways of conducting yourself, and airing
disagreements, and voicing concerns; and it was extremely negative, often acrimonious, and I
think it really fatigued Ken Keller.

CAC: Sure.

WH: That's one of the reasons why he ...

CAC: It must have fatigued members of the board?

WH: Oh, it did.

CAC: There's a psychological drain as you're describing it. It runs many ways.

WH: That's right. At times, board meetings could be quite unpleasant and there was a lot of
suspicion that the president was consulting with some regents, and not consulting with other
regents, and playing favorites, and doing this and that, which became another source of
divisiveness on the board.

CAC: Maybe I should interpose a very naive question here. The Board of Regents sees each
other socially? They talk about university affairs informally? What is the relationship within
the board?

Wally Hilke Intervtew 39



,------ - - -- -- - - - - --- --

WH: There are plenty of social occasions for members of the board to get together. Many
regents become fast friends during their time on the board.

CAC: It's a shared experience.

WH: It certainly is. Many are friends or political allies before they even come to the Board of
Regents.

CAC: But none would really have known you well?

WH: No one knew me. I was a complete unknown when I joined the board. For example,
Wendy Anderson and Dave Roe are political allies going back ...

CAC: Of course.

WH: ... dozens of years. Wendy was governor and Dave Roe, as head of the AFL-CIO
[American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations], worked hand in hand
to pass progressive labor legislation when Wendy was governor. They acted together frequently
on the board. Regents were friends often within their factions on the board.

CAC: Substantive issues are discussed informally?

WH: Sure. As the crisis increased, I think, there were more phone calls going in between
members of the board.

CAC: Were you cut in frequently yourself as the very youngest member?

WH: Regents who I was not aligned with never called me. I had to initiate almost all of those
conversations. Within a year or two after I joined the board, I became very close friends with
David Lebedoff, who remains a great friend of mine to this day. People assumed that I would
vote David's way on any issue, that I was in his pocket; although, David had supported Mike
Unger for student regent. I didn't know David before I joined the board. People often expressed
surprise when I said anything critical of David's positions or if I voted against positions that he
was advocating. I was cut into the loop indirectly through conversations with folks who were
closer to the center of the board but on a board of twelve, with lots of key votes coming up, I
felt I had a chance to be influential because one out of twelve is significant.

CAC: And you still had the advantage of knowing the system better than some others?

WH: Yes, I think I understood, for example, the budgeting process within the university and the
political dynamics of the colleges and the departments much better than anyone else on the board.
However, that did not give me much of a tangible advantage in most decisions that came to the
board.
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The University of Minnesota's got a unique payroll system-to my knowledge has had for
decades-where for student employees, it pays its student employees, the hourly workers, the
hourly equivalent of the salaries that they pay their regular civil servants. They don't give them
benefits but it's a handsome rate of pay compared to many other institutions in the country. One
issue that I battled Ken Keller on, one of the few issues I was opposite of him on, was he wanted
to reduce those wages dramatically to bring them more in line with what other universities pay.

CAC: Even though the overall savings would not have been enormous?

WH: No, they would have been quite significant.

CAC: Oh, I see. That would be a temptation then.

WH: I remember calculating that the annual savings from Keller's proposal would have been
more than the annual distributable proceeds from Curt Carlson's gift of $25 million to the
Minnesota Campaign. The rule of thumb we always used was 6 percent. You could distribute
6 percent.

CAC: Yes.

WH: So, that would put it at over $1.5 million a year that would have been freed up.

CAC: That's substantial.

WH: However, at a time when dollars were short for students, which I still think they are, I felt
that it would be inappropriate to take dollars [unclear]. What's the alternative for a student if
they have to work to make a certain amount of money? It means they are working more hours.
In that case, my knowledge of the university system was a real advantage in lobbying my
colleagues for that.

CAC: Athletic events on campus?

WH: One of the few issues Mary Schertler and I ever agreed on-other than the fact that tuition
was too high-was we were two of twelve regents who voted to preserve Memorial Stadium.
That issue was clearly my greatest failure as a regent. I lobbied very hard and I ...

CAC: That's one of the few issues that fmds its way into the archives, you'll be amused to know.

WH: Ah, that's very interesting. That's a shame. I think it's a decision that everyone realized
was a mistake and many of my colleagues who voted to keep the Gopher football team off the
campus now admit that it was a tremendous mistake. I was very unhappy with the administration
and the way they proceeded in that and I tried not to criticize them in public but rather address
my procedural criticisms to them privately.
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This is what happened as I see it. The destruction of Memorial Stadium really occurred in
several phases. First, the Gophers were moved down to the Metrodome when it first opened for,
I think, as a five-year experiment, a limited experiment. That was before I was on the Board of
Regents. Then, we decided to enter into an extended contract. That was the second decision.
The fmal decision was the decision to build the new Aquatic Center within the stadium because,
of course, you need a full hundred yards to play football and the new Aquatic Center stretches
out to the thirty-yard line. The way the administration proceeded was this. They had been in
a drawn out process, too, and this was under both Keller and [Richard] Sauer. The
administration had been bidding, as part of some sort of games-I don/t know if it was Goodwill
Games or whatever that were held here in the Twin Cities, or the National Sports Festival-for
some funds to build an expanded Aquatic Center. They had several different design alternatives
that would have fit the footprint of the Aquatic Center. It did not have to be, for example,
adjacent to where all the gyms and the basketball courts are. It didn/t have to be adjacent to the
building with the existing pools, even though there was space there to do it to the side but the
administration came to the Board of Regents with a single recommendation saying, "This is the
footprint we want and it means that we have to build right out on to the playing field." We
asked them to come up with an alternative design and they said, "Oh, no, there isn/t possibly
enough time left." They delayed long enough in coming to the Board of Regents so that there
was no alternative and they said, "We/llieave part of the stadium out" but it made absolutely no
difference because once the new Aquatic Center was erected, it sounded the death knell for the
stadium.

Years before, in the first vote for the Gophers to enter into an extended contract, I think it was
the beginning of Ken/s presidency and Lou Holtz was head coach for the Gophers and he came
and gave a passionate speech. I had done some background research. There was a substantial
Save Memorial Stadium movement at that time with some unsavory characters involved.
Because I felt it ought to be saved, I was still involved. The Athletic Department came up with
an estimate of what it would cost just to build a state of the art media booth, a press facility atop
the stadium. It was an enormous amount. I poked around a little bit on my own and talked to
a private architectural firm and it turned out that what they were proposing would be much nicer
than anything at any professional stadium in the country.

CAC: [laughter]

WH: Really, their budget was several times what it needed to be for it. The numbers were
consistently inflated and they hired an expert to give them the opinion that they wanted. I
thought it was a real act, in my work on the board, one of the few real acts of deceit and I don/t
know by whom, whether it was by the folks in physical planning ...

CAC: Things get lost in bureaucracy, you know that.

WH: Well or it could have been done by the Athletic Department but someone clearly
conveyed If you're an architect, what you try to do is deliver the best building for the lowest
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possible cost and clearly that had not been done in putting together the numbers for Memorial
Stadium, clearly that had not been done. The board was denied the opportunity to debate the
merits with the best information available ...

CAC: I understand.

WH: ... which is a tragedy and a breach of trust. It's my most bitter memory of being on the
board. You get into fights from time to time with various colleagues when you're debating issues
that go to the heart of the institution, heart of its mission, and really you're in the business of
allocating resources that belong to the people of Minnesota.

CAe: Yes.

WH: They are important decisions and people feel passionately about them.

CAC: In the meantime, you're doing all this and going through Law School?

WH: Yes.

CAC: The law is a jealous mistress, as I was taught early in my life.

WH: Well, ... ask my wife.

CAC: Yes.

WH: My wife is a trial lawyer, too; so, we're both involved with jealous mistresses. Fortunately,
I was enrolled in the university's Law School where attendance is not mandatory. My claim to
fame is that I think I graduated with the highest grade point average per hour studied in the
history of the University of Minnesota Law School.

CAC: [laughter]

WH: It turns out that I have a talent that does not translate into being a good lawyer, does not
translate into anything else in life that's valuable or remunerative or anything else positive and
that is, I have a knack for taking Law School exams; so, I was able to do very good in Law
School while conserving my time for other endeavors like Law League football, and Law League
basketball, and playing with my friends, and getting to know my wife, who was my classmate
in Law School, and also doing regents stuff ... and that with the blind grading system-I have
to throw that in. We have a blind grading system in Law School which is probably fortunate
because I did no favors for the Law School. I always thought they had plenty of money because
Dean [Robert A.] Stein is such an effective fund raiser. It's a fascinating experience going from
being an undergrad in the College of Liberal Arts, even in the moderately pampered Honors
Program, to going into Law School. It really affected my view of the university and the services
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that we're providing to undergrads . You would think that after making it into Law School, which
means that you have to be at least somewhat successful as an undergraduate and have been able
to figure out some other institution, you have to understand how colleges work, and how you cut
through the red tape, and how you fill out the forms, and all of that ...

CAC: How you [unclear]?

WH: Exactly ... you'd think that law students would need less pampering than undergraduates
who are just coming out of high school and really have been sheltered from many adult
responsibilities, but it's just the opposite. The Law School has the resources to hold law students
by the hand and take them through every process. Registration is a breeze. Orientation is
wonderful. There's limitless advising. The ratios are such so that there's always plenty of faculty
support.

CAC: And a good faculty?

WH: Faculty is wonderful . . . not consistently good teachers but their focus is on teaching
rather than research. The research burden is much less.

CAC: Would that be true of other law schools?

WH: Yes. Our faculty publishes well but it's not much by other standards and it's much easier
to get published. How many journals are there in your field that are widely recognized?

CAC: Four or five.

WH: Every Law School has a Law Review and who's judging whether your work deserves to
be published? ... third year law students. You know, it's not an editorial board ...

CAC: Were you on the review board?

WH: Yes, I was on the Law Review [Board], which was less work than [unclear] ...

CAC: I understand.

WH: ... for me anyway. I'm the least distinguished alumni of the Law Review. I did the least
on Law Review that anyone has done in the hundred year history of the Minnesota Law Review
but the perspective I gained from being in Law School is that the mechanics of being a
student-not the actual enterprise but all of the overlay-can either be dreadful or it can be
pleasant and at the Law School with friendly secretaries, with helpful advisers, with faculty
members that were genuinely interested in the student body, and ...

CAC: And with a fme library [unclear]?
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WH: Oh, a beautiful physical plant. It was a wonderful experience. It would have been nice
as an undergrad to have a study carrell somewhere at the university where you could lock up
your books, for example. Is that an expensive resource? Well, we don't have the space for it;
so, we literally can't do it ... or to get a free locker, those sorts of things. How much does the
university make from locker rentals a year? Who knows? It could be $1 million but I don't
think it's very much and I think it's probably an expensive program to administer. Should you
have that on a commuting campus? Of course, you should have. Everyone should have a locker
on campus! High school's give students their lockers. But the university doesn't provide these
fundamental amenities that would make the student experience so much more pleasant.

CAC: Were you intellectually challenged by the Law School?

WH: Yes. I'll tell you, over a period of three weeks, when you're trying to assimilate a
semester's, not a quarter's, worth of material for five courses, that's intellectually challenging.

CAC: But that's a challenge you set for yourself.

WH: Yes, it is. It is very challenging and it's rewarding. I did not care for the Socratic dialog
which is used ...

CAC: Is that still used extensively in the classroom?

WH: Yes, yes.

CAC: That's because lawyers were reared to that mode?

WH: There is some history to it. The Case book method and the Socratic method, I think, was
developed-I'm not a historian of this-around the tum of the century. Articles were published
by Harvard Law School which developed the methodology for it. It adds needless stress to
studying law.

CAC: But the case system is ...

WH: The case system is a good system and, yes, there's some discipline and rigor that you get
from Socratic dialog but there are better ways, I think, to do that.

CAC: Did you yourself know what specialty in law you wanted to emerge into?

WH: I thought I wanted to be a trial lawyer, which is what I'm doing. Within that, I now do
securities litigation. I represent shareholders in closely held corporations. I represent investors.

CAC: Litigation is not a favored speciality for many lawyers?
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WH: It's very stressful. I think that's what discourages people. From what I'm told and what
I see, it's much more combative today than it was twenty years ago.

CAC: But your training in Law School did, in fact, give you the weapons, the tools, to be a
good litigator . . . or is this your personal disposition?

WH: Well, I felt in Law School that my personality was best suited to being a litigator. I don't
know if I'm right or wrong because I haven't tried to practice in any other area but it's
challenging in a lot of respects. The way law is taught at the University of Minnesota and the
way it's taught at most major law schools ... very few practical skills are taught.

CAC: I see.

WH: You really aren't equipped to practice law when you graduate. The William Mitchell
School of Law has got a much stronger emphasis on practical legal skills, legal writing, legal
research. They have classes on client counselling, which would be a wonderful course to have
because it's an important thing. Nowhere in life are you taught how to deal with your colleagues
effectively, at least at the University of Minnesota you aren't. I've served on the Alumni
Advisory Committee to the CLA placement office, recently ... the Career Development Office,
it's called but they do little more than placement. At least at the University of Minnesota, you
aren't taught those skills. You aren't taught how to deal with customers or clients.

CAC: It's only recently that professors in the making are taught anything about teaching.
They're thrown in the classroom as a TA [teaching assistant] and that's it.

WH: It's amazing.

CAC: Our department has made a real investment in that the last ten or twelve years but that's
not the usual model.

WH: It's surprising to me that that hasn't happened for a couple of reasons. First of all, teaching
is obviously stressful to a lot of faculty members and being taught systematic ways to put
together good lesson plans, how to deal with difficult students, how to conjure up useful
materials for presentation to class, the importance of using visuals for student retention, how to
engender strong discussions in class. It all makes the job better. It's not just better for the
students but I would think it would make it so much more enjoyable for faculty because not
everyone has the gift and like so many things in life, the qualifications that get you there, don't
necessarily make you good once you get there.

CAC: Yes. I suppose another model would be the clinical practice of medicine and field
placements in social work . . . a lot of hands on experience.
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WH: Absolutely. In the practice of law, those who do well in law school often don't make very
good lawyers because it's a broader set of skills that you need.

CAC: We're kind of meandering now. Do you have any ultimate thoughts about your
experience at the university as a student, as an activist, as a regent? Yours is a very rare case.
There aren't many who have this opportunity.

WH: No, and I'm very lucky to have had it. I've consistently held that I'm the luckiest person
I know. From a personal perspective, it was incredibly rewarding, an opportunity to be put into
a position of such responsibility, to have a vote, to have a say on some of the most important
decisions that have been made in the modern history of the university-Who will be president
during a difficult time?-and to live to look back and wonder ... and to have many decades,
hopefully, to look back and wonder if we made the right decisions in the various presidents.

If I have a big picture view of the university, it's that it has two sets of problems. It has external
problems that we've gone over with the legislature in a state that prizes higher education, and
prizes the quality of its elementary and secondary education, and spends a lot of money on it;
but can't prioritize what the state itself wants to do with its educational systems. It's trying to
feed too many mouths in tenns of too many campuses, too many institutions, too many programs.
It's bought too many frills and too many options without sticking to the basics and being very
good at what it ought to be good at through its public institutions.

CAC: Which is why Commitment to Focus is truly seductive?

WH: That's right. That's the real appeal but the problem is that you have to bring the legislature
along with you. If you don't convince the legislature that you're doing the right thing, if the
legislature won't say, "We're going to reward the institutions that make the tough decisions," then
you really can't do much with a program like Commitment to Focus. We could have been
spending the past half dozen years fighting for higher faculty salaries but we spent our political
resources elsewhere; so now the university is faced with disgruntled faculty who see programs
going nowhere, who see ...

CAC: Do you talk with faculty much, I mean, since you left?

WH: Yes, yes.

CAC: You do?

WH: ... the reallocation of resources going nowhere productively. We know we're losing
productivity because faculty aren't happy and aren't satisfied. We know we're losing faculty
. . . and not our best; so, we're diluting our resources. I don't think our worst faculty are going
elsewhere, are getting great job opportunities elsewhere, and we're losing the opportunity to get
great faculty. I don't mean to sound so pessimistic but I think by trying to do the right thing and
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by trying to be tough within itself, the university has not played the political game and we've lost
some opportunities to get more resources by trying to be faithful to the state, and to the
legislature, and to the commitments we made to try to do a better job of managing ourself.

The second key ... not only have we had problems over at the legislature but the university has
sort of been whipsawed as I imagine some others have been. Our faculty thrived, I think, during
the 1970s and early 1980s by being entrepreneurial. There was lots of fresh money coming into
the university. There was lots of money coming in from federal programs especially, state
programs ...

CAC: Which begin to fall off beginning in the mid 1970s and more rapidly thereafter?

WH: Right. That had a couple of implications-you're a better judge of this than I am- ...

[End of Tape 2, Side 1]

[Tape 2, Side 2]

WH: For the generation of leadership at the university that you represent, I think that there were
enough opportunities in terms of resources coming from outside the university that those who
wanted to be involved in governance through the University Senate or through administration
could do so for the best reasons, and with the best intentions, and with an eye towards building
a wonderful university.

CAC: And with some success?

WH: And with some great success. We built wonderful departments at the university-that's the
inclusive we, hoping to associate myself with all of those wonderful things that happened. Now,
we're in more of a zero sum game and we're in more of closed society. Ironically, Roger
Benjamin did a lot of work in Japan and Korea on open versus closed societies with resources
and the allocation of resources in scarce situations. The university does not yet have a culture,
a politcal culture, a social culture, of successfully dealing with zero sum situations. People don't
understand how to disagree about resources, I think, and do it without leaving hard feelings and
balance successfully the competing needs within the university. I don't know if anyone has got
a successful culture for doing that but the leadership that's growing up through the university
now, the folks who are entrepreneurial, are now eyeing other people's resources as much as
they're eyeing resources, fresh money, that might be coming into the university. So, I think we're
going to have a very different face to the institutions within the university in another five or ten
years, or maybe fifteen, as the next generation comes up that's learned very different lessons.
It used to be you could be very successful, you could build a good program, without raiding
somebody else's hen house and that will rarely be the case.
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CAC: It's also a national phenomenon that would be present at Stanford, Princeton, Rutgers,
Brown, and Indiana, Michigan, lllinois, Wisconsin, Minnesota of the faculty, therefore,
increasingly identifying with their own discipline nationally and seeking rewards, not financial
rewards but the rewards of career in that fashion and not exhibiting, manifesting, the same kind
of loyalty to their own instituition whatever it might have been. David Reisman wrote a piece
once in the 1970s, I think, dividing faculty into home guard and mercenaries; and it's my sense
at Minnesota from 1945 to 1975, something of that sort, that the home guard were among our
very best. The commitment that senior persons made to the welfare of the university, and
therefore to the welfare of their own programs in part, was really exceptional. I think that's less
true now.

WH: States have not yet begun-this is getting philosophical perhaps beyond my powers of
observation-really gone back to examine the fundamental reasons why they want to support
Land-Grant universities and state universities both. I would be wary of prompting such an
examination because I think the values aren't there to support the level of commitment that the
state has made to the university, even now. If you poll Minnesotans, few of them are going to
say that they want to support the academic investigation of political science, or of history, or of
sociology, or heaven forbid, women's studies. I think the basic public support for those sorts of
programs isn't there and if it's not articulated, it's probably somehow reflected in the reaction
we're getting from the legislature that everybody wants to have a fme university to send their kids
to but I think the support for graduate programs, which is top internally on the university's
priority list, is extraordinarily low. We have this basic disjuncture where the public wants
undergraduate programs ... so few natives go to our graduate programs ...

CAC: They want high-tech?

WH: That's right. They want things that have a quick pay back. Exactly.

CAC: We're still talking about taconite. I tell you, that's ancient history ... I mean to build a
rationale upon.

WH: Dh, I know.

CAC: I'm sure when you were a regent, we still talked about [unclear].

WH: What do you mean? We talk about it today and I'm part of the legislative network,
alumni, who volunteer to contact legislators at opportune moments to press programs and we've
got a newsletter. Everytime we talk about the university's contribution to the state, it's ...
remember taconite. I suppose somewhere in there, there's a tantalizing notion that there may be
another taconite around the comer that will bring . . .

CAC: I learned that in northwest Minnesota, it's sunflowers.
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WH: [laughter] It's sunflowers. It's salmon raised in old oar pits. At our north central
Experiment Station in Grand Rapids, it's developing fruit-like strains of fruit like strawberries and
raspberries as cash crops, varieties that can grow that far north in the rocky, low quality soil,
boggy soil. We11 continue to make contributions. I don't think we'll ever have the same impact
as that.

CAC: The Arts College is celebrating, this coming academic year, its 125th.

WH: What's the name for that? It's the centennial for the lOOth ... do you know what the
name is?

CAC: Oh, I see. I have no idea. I'm co-chair. I'll have to ask that.

WH: Oh, are you co-chair?

CAC: Yes. Have you got some inspirations for us?

WH: I don't know. I'm think I'm still immediate past president of the CLA Alumni Society
Board.

CAC: Gladys Brooks and I are chair.

WH: We need to do something wonderful for the college. I don't know what it's to be.

CAC: I had suggested, and I think it's going to go forward, that we take the opportunity of
asking four, five, or six people of different dispositions, different disciplines, from the Arts
College, to prepare a short sennon on the state of the Liberal Arts-1994, the mission of the
Liberal Arts, reflections on the Liberal Arts-1994 ... to do it in community settings, not only
in St. Paul/Minneapolis but in Greater Minnesota as well and to keep my colleagues brief
enough-which is not easy-so that there can be a community person who would respond by
having had a typed copy of their remarks. So, really there are two essays, one by a person
reflecting political perspectives within the Arts College on the Liberal Arts, not to talk about his
own research or her own discipline but to talk about the Liberal Arts. I don't think this is going
to cure a large number of things but it does constitute an attempt to reach out to these
communities. We hope to do it in places like Mankato, and Hibbing, and Rochester, as well as
the Twin Cities.

WH: How are you identifying your audience?

CAC: It's primarily through the Alumni Association and we hope to select community persons
... whether they're newspaper editors or distinguished professional persons locally, or perhaps,
a regent from a given area who would respond to the brief statement; so that we can have two
statements and some discussion but an occasion to celebrate as well. I don't think that's going
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to change the whole direction of the university, but I tell you, it's something that hasn't been done
for a long, long time. I'm very curious to know how that will work.

WH: The university doesn't really talk to the people of Minnesota ... some of our arms do but
most of the units don't communicate.

CAC: The schools that have constituencies do.

WH: Right.

CAC: The Law School does. The Medical School does. The agonomists do.

WH: Yes. Extension is an exception and every school has ...

CAC: But they don't have [unclear]. Extension doesn't have any constituency. That's just a blob
of lots of folks.

WH: Well, I would disagree with you on that. I think the people of rural Minnesota ... I don't
know the last time you've seen a list of the programs that Extension ...

CAC: Oh, okay.

WH: ... but I mean a constituency among the populous of Minnesota. My view of the college
has always been that people's fIrst loyalty is to . .. If you're a Liberal Arts alum, you're rust
loyalty is to the university. Your second loyalty, to the extent you have it, is to your department
and few people identify with the college itself because it's so big, so amorphous.

CAC: It used to be historically that the college was the university.

WH: Right.

CAC: Everything else was built upon it ... basic disciplines.

WH: Right and that's changed.

CAC: You bet it has.

WH: Yes.

CAC: That's part of that long run change and it's difficult for any Board of Regents or any
president really to address that.

WH: That's right.
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CAC: My friend, that was a nice conversation. I'm very grateful for your candor, and for your
insights, and for your willingness to spend valuable lawyers time for posterity.

WH: It's a treat for me.

CAC: Daughter]

WH: It's really a treat for me. I've got two little kids at home and I have little time to reflect
upon my years on the board; so, this is wonderful. It's almost like going to a board meeting.

CAC: It was very useful reflection.

WH: Thanks.

CAC: It's the kind of infonnal networking comments that I had hoped we would get.

WH: Great.

[End of Tape 2, Side 2]

[End of the Interview]
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