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NOTE: THIS INTERVIEW WAS RESTRICTED UNTIL 2011. 

First Interview Session (October 24, 2000): Digital File

Time	Keywords
00:00:00	Start of Interview/Interviewer’s Introduction

00:00:15	Question: Talk about your childhood and family. Answer: Lee was one of 12 children from Chase City VA. Her parents knew they wanted many kids, and while her mother wanted to be a teacher, she made a “career-limiting decision” to be a mother.

00:01:24	Question: Schooling? Answer: She said that school was very important, since her parents had impressed on them the value of education and they also enjoyed it. Her mother was educated as a teacher, but she wasn’t sure about her father’s level of education. She talked about her father’s career in the sawmill industry.  

00:03:25	[no question] When people began contacting her father about employing the children in farm work, he bought a farm so that they could work for themselves, not others. They moved to the farm when she was 11, and she said they did well with tobacco and corn until they tried to plant cotton, which was difficult to harvest. She talked about getting paid to pick corn and her father’s other employees working with them on the farm.

00:06:32	Question: High School? Answer: She recalled going to a two-room elementary school, where she was affirmed as a bright school and often had study time in order to excel in her studies. She remarked about being the 5th of 12 and their relationships with teachers. 

00:09:47	[no question] She remarked about how the school was attached to the church, in which her mother and the children were active.  She thought the triangle of school-family-church was pivotal in determining her direction in life. She recounted how by the time she was 13 she needed to “be prepared to tell [her father] what I wanted to do,” for which her father’s shorthand was the question “book or boys?” Since her father strongly supported education, all but the eldest boy went to college—exception at a time when there was little federal support for it.

00:15:06	Question: How did you decide on college? Answer: Reiterating how involved her father was in their decisions, she recalled disagreeing with her father, who wanted her to attend Thyne Institute—where her mother and siblings had attended—over her choice of Virginia Union. In the end, he refused to pay for her to go to VUC and refused for her to work to go (because she was too young), until her older brother intervened and her father relented under certain conditions.  In the meantime, she’d already applied and been awarded a scholarship.

00:23:42	Question: How long were you there? Answer: He talked about how her father’s philo- sophy was that his children’s education was there responsibility and that they should finish in four years rather than try to work their way through school. 

00:25:20	[no question] She remarked about her desire to major in religion (wanting to be a teacher, counselor or pastor) and her father’s discouraging her from becoming a minister, where women were not regarded well and not allowed to preach from the pulpit. So she decided to major in religious education, where the faculty and staff at VUC became important mentors for her.

00:30:13	[no question] Discussing her experience in college, she remarked that she didn’t stress about her grades, since it came easily for her. [end side 1/begin side 2] She remem- bered announcing to her parents that she wasn’t going to college to make the honor role, but to “learn about life,” and said that since she could earn Bs without studying, she didn’t bother studying much until graduate school.

00:33:58	Question: Graduate School? Answer: She continued talking about how she didn’t know how she’d pay for graduate school, considering that there were other siblings waiting to go to college. Thus, during her senior year, on a school trip to Connecticut, she told her president about how she had a job offer but wanted to go to graduate school; he then worked out with a local seminary, Hartford Theological, in CT to allow her to go there with financial aid. 

00:41:13	[no question] At this point she realized that she would be going to be a university instructor, not a pastor, and geared her studies toward that. She went back to VUC as as a humanities instructor, counselor, director of residence halls.

00:44:20	[no question] While on VUC’s faculty, she began during the summers managing a small resort that was owned by the college. This allowed her to meet some top people from about the country and led to numerous offers from businesspeople and colleges.

00:47:32	[no question] She recounted how, when she was ready to leave VUC, she contacted the president of Spelman College, who’d offered her to become their dean of students. She then discussed how, after several years there and at Albany State, she decided to go back to graduate schoo. She returned to Hartford, but in the meantime her husband was given his dream job.

00:49:32	[no question] She talked about her doctoral program in religious education at Hartford, which she described as a rigorous program. 

00:50:39	[no question] She explained why she wrote her dissertation about suicidal behavior in college students. First, while these kinds of psychological problems often arose, it was rare for a person in the dean of students’ office who were trained to deal with them. Then, while working at Spelman, a local psychiatrist agreed to work with these kinds of cases pro bono as long as she’d conduct a case study on each one. After several referrals/case studies, the psychiatrist observed that her natural abilities confirmed his belief that she should become a psychiatrist. She didn’t want to do this, but did use her abilities to conduct this kind of research in graduate school.

00:58:21	Question: Teaching in Kansas? Answer: After getting an EdRD (which was a joint education/religious education degree) and not being able to return to her job at Albany State University, she was offered a job at Ottowa University teaching psychology and counseling, and her husband was offered a job coaching at Ottowa as well.

01:03:18	[no question] After her husband took a job at UW, she said, in 1975 she joined him here without having gotten a job. She detailed how, contemplating searching for a job, she was approached by individuals whom she had impressed and was given some good advice and contacts about how to approach the Madison job scene. While a position in the dean of students office came open, she was initially not interested in a non-faculty position; but she eventually interviewed for the job.

01:13:11	Question: Initial impression of Ginsberg? Answer: She said she found him engaging, putting people at ease immediately but still engaging with his staff and information. She was also impressed by his staff.

01:14:27	End of First Interview Session

Second Interview Session (October 31, 2000): Digital File

Time	Keywords
00:00:00	Start of Interview/Interviewer’s Introduction

00:00:16	Question: Talk about your primary responsibilities with Ginsberg. Answer: She talked about how early on she worked with faculty on basic communication skills; she also worked as an advisor and counselor in the dean of students’ office and in student advocacy.

00:04:21	Question: Suicide awareness program? Answer: She observed that the dean’s office had developed a crisis line, so part of her involvement was working at night on this.

00:05:37	Question: Colleagues in the dean’s office? Answer: She mentioned Paul Ginsberg and Roger Howard, who worked with her on some group projects; also Courteney Fetterson, Mary Rouse, Jim Churchill, Steve Saffian, and Blair Mathews. She talked about work these folks did around the campus. She talked about the great vision and tone Ginsberg was able to set for the office.

00:09:57	Question: Joe Corry? Answer: A long colleague of the dean’s staff, Corry’s office had more responsibility for the academic component of student life but had a good relationship with people in the office. She discussed the location of the Dean of Students’ office and various moves they’d made.

00:13:10	Question: Merit-based scholarships? Answer: She said that her awareness of this issue came relatively early, learning quickly about minority issues on campus, especially about the disjuncture between trying to recruit at-risk minority students and expecting retention rates to remain normal (which was unrealistic). This led her to the question of wondering why they weren’t trying to attract talented students to UW, which was answered in that no merit scholarships had been offered. 

00:19:42	[no question] Continuing to talk about the problem of not offering merit-based scholarships, she also related how, when she worked late, she met many bright minority students who got no support when they got here. She said they found themselves caught between maintaining their own academic standards and being alone, or socializing with other at-risk minority students and allowing their grades to suffer, because average performance was just expected of them. She discussed how demoralizing this was to minority students.

00:30:02	[no question] Continuing to talk about attracting talented minority students, she talked about how the conversation about scholarships was mostly about financial need. This heralded the next step that she saw needed to be taken, that scholarships needed to be offered based on merit.

00:33:33	Follow up: What was the reaction to this idea? Answer: She said some people were polite about it, but she quickly knew who would and wouldn’t be helpful. She said she “set her feet” when one of her colleagues presented her ideas at a high-level meeting, only to be met with the response that “there are no minorities worth merit scholarships.” While she wasn’t surprised by this, it strengthened her colleagues resolve, as they agreed that they just had to show people that these students existed.

00:37:34	[no question] She discussed how she thought through how to go about this process, only to have Joe Corry and Roger Howard approach her about taking over minority recruitment and retention, previously overseen by Lee Hansen. Follow up: Were you excited about this? Answer: Not at all; she didn’t lack commitment, but hadn’t been trained in this area and didn’t want to be pigeonholed just because she was a minority. 

00:39:53	[no question] Continuing to talk about her desire not to be pigeonholed into a minority-focused job, she referred to an earlier conversation she’d had with Bry Kearl (about wanting a more academic post on campus), in which she’d expressed her disappointment that a liberal campus like Madison didn’t have more minority staff in a variety of positions--in essence, Madison segregated the university by hiring minority staff but putting them in minority-focused positions. 

00:46:15	[no question] Returning to her discussion of being asked to advise the chancellor on minority recruitment, she said it didn’t come as a surprise because of her conversation with Kearl. While she declined the official post, she acquiesced to writing down some ideas about how things could be done better. When these suggestions were shared with the vice chancellor, she was again approached about heading up minority recruitment and she chronicled her subsequent refusals and the negotiations that eventually, based on her skills, led her to accept the post on the condition that she be able to do it on leave from the dean of students office.

00:55:57	[no question] She continued to talk about her negotiations with Bry Kearl, noting that other of Kearl’s staff worried about how Kearl would react in this situation. But she observed that as they worked together, their relationship became one of the most fruitful professional relationships she’d had, based on a level of mutual trust in her ability and character. She related how Kearl became more collaborative and less attacking as she worked with him, as well as her strategy for discussing issues.

01:01:21	[no question] Continuing to talk about Bry Kearl’s strategy of discussing issues with her, she talked about his incredible talents as a writer, administrator and thinker, someone who developed a strong commitment few people knew about. She quipped about how she’d “converted” Kearl.

01:05:37	[no question] She observed how when she tried to create a merit-based scholarship, she met with the response that it should be need-based instead. Follow up: Did you ever get discouraged? Answer: Not really; as an optimist, she always thought that UW could change. 

01:07:54	[no question] She talked about how she viewed the changes they were making as “the right thing.” The only way to change the prejudicial atmosphere was to bring in minority students who were capable of being role models for all students (not just other minorities). So while the moves UW made might not have been politically astute, they changed the perception that UW was a prejudicial institution.

01:14:14	Follow up: How did you sell Kearl on it? Answer: She recounted how, by putting it in writing (through several drafts) and framing it in terms of institutional racism, she was able to revise it (including trying to find state funding) and get Joe Corry on board. She suggested finding private funding, relying on well-informed white people to contribute toward it, since few minorities would have the connection to UW to expect such contributions.

01:19:14	[no question] She continued talking about how they sold Kearl on the idea of merit based scholarships, noting that Corry simply asked Kearl to allow them to try the idea out for a couple years. Kearl approved and got Chancellor Shain’s approval, but observed that their real challenge had just begun; that they would need to sell Wallace Douma (Dir. of Financial Aid) and other minority staff. 

01:22:15	[no question] She discussed their strategy going forward. Kearl believed that an institutional commitment (from the UW Foundation) needed to be forthcoming to show the seriousness to donors. They also sent an open letter to faculty asking for contributions, which prompted some angry responses, but overall positive feedback. 

01:25:03	[no question] She recounted developing an advisory committee, and the important contribution of Foundation staff, who struggled initially because they’d never raised money for scholarships before. 

01:26:30	[no question] She discussed hiring a part-time fundraiser (Marion Brown), who was housed in the Foundation but worked with Lee. She described Brown as “a fish in water,” since Brown had many contacts across campus—her success in this position led the Foundation to keep her on full time even after the project.

01:30:29	[no question] Another element of the success of the fundraising was Shain’s intervention to make around $80,000 available to the program in order to facilitate fundraising, since the scholarships would already be available.

01:32:12	Question: Alumni groups? Answer: She said they worked with people they could contact on their own, networking in order to reach out to minority alumni, and getting valuable information about them in the long run.

01:35:28	Question: Opposition? Answer: Lee talked about how committed people became to providing access to at-risk populations, so there was a clear focus on need-based assistance. She said their strategy was on target in this regard, but the financial aid people didn’t fully understand that this segment of the population wasn’t prepared for the college environment in the way other segments would be.

01:43:12	End of Second Interview Session

Third Interview Session (February 2, 2001): Digital File

Time	Keywords
00:00:00	Start of Interview/Interviewer’s Introduction

00:00:54	Question: The name of the program? Answer: Lee discussed how after getting approval, they tried to decide what name to use for the scholarship, with some resistance to “dean’s” because it was already in existence and “chancellor’s,” even though that was the name often used at other institutions. She chose this name to clarify that the top administration approved the program and that it would be a prestigious award. She talked about quickly dropping “achievement” from the title.

00:05:23	Question: Initial recruitment? Answer: She recalled that in the first year, they did some of the things they’d continued since—sending letters to recruitment and guidance counselors and developing contact lists from alumni.

00:08:02	[no question] Continuing to talk about early classes of chancellors scholars, she discussed the role of the faculty committee on the academic affairs of minority and disadvantaged students, to which she’d been staffed when she started her role under Kearl. Once she got that committee on board, she reviewed how they sent a letter to all faculty soliciting support.

00:10:34	Question: Faculty mentoring? Answer: Before explaining mentorship, she noted the qualifications of students who are accepted for the scholarship, applications being reviewed by faculty and representing the very top percentage of all high-schoolers. She emphasized how the program only wanted to admit as many as they could support (initially 6), balanced by gender and underrepresented groups. 

00:14:23	[no question] Continuing to talk about faculty mentoring, she observed that it was important to support these students in greater ways than was normal for minority students. So they decided to include faculty/staff mentorship as a component, emphasizing with faculty in the program developing friendships with students, which meant not pairing students with faculty in their major. 

00:18:03	[no question] She quipped about the “coup” of getting Kearl to serve as a mentor. At first reluctant, Kearl went on to keep in contact with the student throughout her career as a grad student at UW and her professional career. Other faculty/staff mentors were equally committed as Kearl

00:20:25	Follow up: Difficulty recruiting mentors? Answer: She said she’d never had any difficulty with this. She observed that John Wiley, current chancellor, had been a mentor since he was a faculty member; many faculty asked to be paired again after the first experience.

00:22:53	Follow up:	Other key people? Answer: She mentioned Peg Geisler in Academic Services, Wally Douma in Financial Aid, and Martha Taylor at UW Foundation were instrumental in getting the program running. Jim Churchill, Tom Shick, Richard Ralston and others were also helpful in recruiting Marion Brown. Still others were involved in the first selection committee.

00:27:11	Follow up: Staff support? Answer: She observed that initially Brown was half-time, and reviewed how UW Foundation was impressed with her work and hired her, which increased the minority profile of the Foundation. She mentioned that at the Foundation, Tim Rowley was also instrumental in supporting the program early on.

00:32:57	Question: Six students for 3 years? At what point did you know it would succeed? Answer: She said from the very beginning she knew it would be okay, and as Shain and others gave gifts it affirmed the value of the program.

00:34:48	Follow up: Increase in students? Answer: After 3 years, they began increasing the numbers of students admitted, though she and Bernie Cohen would have “interesting conversations” about how to bring in more students vs. building the program’s endowment. It was important to show progress toward the goal of 25 admittances annually, a total cohort of 100, and an endowment of $2 million. She said she was surprised how long it took to get to $2 million.

00:37:11	[no question] She recounted how, as the program was successful, other institutional funds began to be recognized to support the scholarships. In 1988, then, the chancellor’s scholarship program also absorbed the dean’s scholarship program. 

00:39:20	[no question] Then in the tenth year of the program, she recalled, David Ward ap- proached her about the success of the program and what he could do to expand it. She talked about how Ward committed to remit scholars out-of-state tuitions, increase the cohort to 100, and help cover their operational expenses for 4 years so that they could build the endowment. This 4-year commitment was renewed for another 4 years.

00:43:39	Question: Shalala? Answer: She said that it was easy for Shalala to get on board with the chancellor’s scholars program.

00:45:58	[no question] She talked about how the program components had changed over the years—she discussed orientation, meetings with her, annual picnics for mentors and scholars, the “CS buddies” program which paired a new scholar with a continuing scholar, the “Scholars sharing Knowledge” program.

00:54:41	[no question] Upon learning about funds available from the state for honors programs, she decided to request some of those funds as well to provide cultural enrichment experiences. She recalled the looks of wonder on students’ faces when they went to a Broadway production or major concert.

00:57:51	[no question] She overviewed the program again, noting that she tried to see each scholar individually each semester. Follow up: Are the groups cohesive? Answer: She said it was easy to develop a strong unit early on, to the point that she told the anecdote about one young man who was NOT part of the program, but with whom she developed a close friendship and who later contributed significant funds to endow the scholarship fund.

01:02:13	[no question] She discussed how in some ways this program replicates the very best part of a small liberal arts college environment, and how other segments of the campus population wish they could be a part of a similar experience and tried to replicate what the chancellor’s scholars did. She talked about the “learning communities” initiatives as well as academic units trying to do similar things.

01:07:04	[no question] Continuing to talk about how the chancellor’s scholar program had changed the atmosphere for minority undergraduates on campus, she recalled at a retention conference on campus at which a former scholar observed that it was Lee’s attentiveness that kept her on track.

01:11:18	Follow up: Role models? Answer: Yes; she’d always conceived of the scholars’ program as a way of setting role models for the whole campus. She talked about the visibility of the program on campus, talking about how in monthly meetings they have a mixer so that each student feels comfortable in the whole group. She remarked that Chancellor Ward enjoyed meeting with the chancellor scholars more than any other group on campus.

01:17:20	[no question] She talked about how as the program grew it was harder to keep the cohesive atmosphere of the early groups. She discussed breaking the larger group into class groups, which she expected to engage in community work—she used the examples of collecting soup labels and soda can tops for various projects. She felt that this had resulted in a giving back to the scholarship by former scholars, including one who’s considering endowing multiple scholarships.

01:22:24	Question: Your named endowment? Answer: She talked about how, at the 15th anniversary of the program, she was presented with an endowed scholarship in her name from former scholars. She discussed clues in the weeks preceding the event that were curious, but how she didn’t have any idea what was happening.

01:34:57	Question: Future of the program? Answer: She said that as an institution, they would want to increase the size of the program, though the challenge was raising funds because they had difficulty competing with other institutions who offered better packages. She said that success would also necessitate hiring more staff, since she’d maintained the program all these years by herself. She talked about some of the responsibilities she’s taken over that are labor intensive.

01:42:01	End of Third Interview Session

End of Oral History #552
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