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Warren: This is Mame Warren. Today is February 23, 2004, and I am in Battle Creek, 

Michigan, of all places, with William C. Richardson for our second session. What a pretty place 

you've got here. 

Richardson: Isn't it beautiful? 

Warren: And I love the snow. It's just very festive. I'm going to have to turn my back to it or it 

will be very distracting. 

Richardson: You know one of the concerns I had in leaving Hopkins and coming here was that 

I hadn't been off a campus since my freshman year in college. I had thought, from time to time, 

when I'd had people make inquiries about being president of a university system like California, 

for example, where the system headquarters are in the high-rise and all the campuses are spread 

around the state and so you have no students or faculty or campus, and so I thought Kellogg 

Foundation, which I had not seen since this building was built and this whole area was 

developed, I pictured it being an office building, which didn't appeal to me at all. Then when I 

finally saw it I realized that I was, in fact, on a campus and with the Battle Creek River running 

right through the center of it. The only thing I miss compared to looking out my window at 

Garland, is the kids playing rugby down on what was the field which is now, I think-

Warren: A parking lot. 
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Richardson: Is it a parking lot? 

Warren: For now it is. 

Richardson: Okay. I had misplaced the bioengineering building. 

Warren: Oh, the Clark Hall? 

Richardson: Clark Hall. Is that over on the other side? 

Warren: It's on the edge of Garland Field. 

Richardson: Which side of the road? On the Garland side of the road? 

Warren: If you're facing Wyman Park [Drive], it's to the right and then the Hodson Building, 

which is spectacular, is tucked in a little closer between Levering and this, but it's set back from 

the field. 

Richardson: Yes. But as I looked down towards the Baltimore Museum of Art, which is the 

direction I was looking in, that whole area was a field where the kids played rugby. 

Warren: Right. Now, at least temporarily, it's a parking lot because they've taken away parking 

lots to building buildings and a parking garage. Lot's of progress going on but in the meantime 

we've [temporarily] lost Garland Field. 

Richardson: Doesn't the campus look great, though? We were back a couple months ago and 

we were again struck as we walked around at how attractive it is and how everything fits in. The 

architectural integrity is there and it harmonizes so beautifully. 

Warren: Yes. It's nicely thought through. Living through the process wasn't great when things 

were broken down. 

Richardson: No, I'm sure. 

Warren: As I mentioned to you before we started, I spent yesterday going through the transcript 

of our last meeting. I feel like we did a really good job of talking about many of the issues in 
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East Baltimore. I think this session I'd like to concentrate more on other subjects. However, there 

was one thing-and we certainly talked about everything-there was one thing that you said and 

I never followed up on that I'd like to now. You said that the financial situation was getting 

worse when you arrived even though John Lombardi's dramatic fix hadn't solved the problem; 

that it hadn't really solved the problem. I'd like to follow through on that because that's what 

was happening just before you arrived. That kind of sets the tone, I think, for what was going on. 

Let's just talk about when you arrived and what was happening. 

Richardson: Sure, or maybe even the months leading up to when I arrived because actually 

during the process-and we may have talked about this. I can't remember-but during the 

process of the board search committee talking to John Deutsch and myself as the two final 

candidates that they had for president-John Deutsch at the time being provost at MIT 

[Massachusetts Institute ofTechnology]-I'm not sure what went on with him, but in the 

conversations with me it was a series of consultations as much as anything. There was no 

withholding at all of the severity of the financial challenges facing the university, as they were 

known at that time. It turned out it was worse than they thought. We were just going into the 

recession in '90 and '91 but nobody knew that yet. No one really knew that it was going to get 

significantly worse financially. 

Even at that time, the way the conversations with the search committee would go would 

be, "Well, now, there's the Peabody problem. The legislature is moving towards passing 

legislation that if we are able to raise X amount of money and so forth and address the art 

question, then the state would come up with $32 million dollars as a match." About $15 million 

had to be raised and the art was thought to be, as I recall, about $1 7 million dollars' worth. The 

art, of course, wasn't going anywhere. It already was spread all around town. It was sort of a 
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paper transaction, but the funds that had to be raised were very real and had to be done on a very 

tight schedule. We'd talk about that and how could one go about that. If the legislation passed, 

could we really raise that much money in that short a time? 

Or we'd be talking about the APL [Applied Physics Laboratory] contract, which was a 

sole-source contract with the Navy and always had been. There were, as there were from time to 

time, pretty strong murmurings about how it really would be more appropriate to open that up for 

competitive bidding on some parts of it and not have it a sole-source contract. The vendor 

community for the defense department didn't like the fact that we had a sole-source contract. As 

you know from our earlier conversation, I had had responsibility for two of the three other Navy 

labs so I was familiar with the issue. We would get into these conversations about how could we 

approach the Navy or how could we deal with that contract in a way that strengthened our hold 

on the opportunity for a sole-source contract. 

Then from that we'd shift over to "Well, once we get through these few years of the 

transfer of funds from the medical school and engineering and the other schools that contributed, 

then how are we going to backfill in a way, not on a carry-forward way, so that we'd have a 

really reliable source of funding to meet the carry-forward obligations of the university?" It just 

was one issue after another. 

For me, I had a very good idea of the state of the university at the time. I understood the 

transfer and the fact that it was a bridge arrangement. It was not a solution. These were not 

ongoing funds. It was a lump sum spread over a period of years and declining as the years went 

by. I knew that even ifthe economy were going up and NIH [National Institutes of Health] were 

going up and NASA [National Aeronautics and Space Administration] and DOD [Department of 

Defense], which were our other two big sources of research funds, and if indirect costs held up as 

4 



they had done, then we still were not going to have enough revenue, particularly at Homewood, 

to keep things at the quality level that Hopkins had to be. 

That was a challenge in the back of my mind that we didn't address too much during 

those conversations because we were busy putting out fires. That's presumptuous. I was busy 

telling the committee how I'd put out the fire if I had responsibility for putting out the fire. It 

really wasn't, again, as we discussed earlier, until the end of that process when I said, "Well, 

let's not talk about that any more. Let's talk about where we could be and what this university 

could look like in ten or fifteen years, or five or ten years, and just assume that we'll figure out 

how to get from here to there financially." 

That was the point at which we kind of shifted gears. It got really exciting as we thought 

about the tremendous potential for the next decade of growth for Hopkins even though, at the 

time, we didn't understand how we were going deal with the financial aspects. I think that's the 

point at which the board really shifted its gears and started thinking about where we wanted to be 

in ten years and how we could get there, rather than how were we going to solve the immediate 

challenges that were very real. 

Once I was selected and it was announced in early January, I went through a six-month 

period while I was still essentially running Penn State as the executive vice president. At that 

time, the president was particularly focused on external affairs and so I had responsibility, really, 

as the chief operating officer, particularly with respect to all of the campuses and the academic 

side of things; not so much the athletics, which was more the responsibility of the vice president 

for finance and the president. 

I was sort of playing two roles. I would come down regularly and stay at Nichols House 

and spend time with the deans and with Reds Wolman and other possible candidates for provost 
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and review the searches that were going on in public health and medicine. During that period I 

began to get a better sense, particularly from the Homewood deans, of the challenge looking 

forward once they got past the medical school infusion of funds. They were aware of it. As you 

know, it had been a very wearing, wearing several years for them. Even before John Lombardi 

grabbed the bull by the horns, we had Dave VandeLinde working hard to build a new and very 

exciting college of engineering. Lloyd Armstrong had been dean of arts and sciences for long 

enough that he had had to really struggle hard to keep the quality that had always been there and 

had been the tradition of the university for so long. We were kind of in a balancing act situation 

where we were trying to figure out how we could keep the momentum going and reach a new 

vision, while at the same time worrying about filling the holes that these financial problems had 

caused during the '80s. 

When I actually got there I, by that time, had figured out that the actual problems that the 

university was facing, even before the state budget cuts came, were more severe than had 

appeared even four months before and even taking into account the $20 million. 

Warren: Were you learning those things from your conversations with the deans? 

Richardson: It was a combination of the deans, of really thorough review of the finances and, 

particularly, the bonding that had been done and the bond covenants and our debt service that 

were becoming more and more evident. Remember, in a very sort of decentralized way and one 

in which there was not a lot of harmony, a lot of obligations had piled up without there really 

being, until John Lombardi put it all together, any way of adding up the bill, so to speak. We 

knew that wonderful things were happening in terms of new buildings-the Ross Research 

Building, for example, and others-but we didn't really appreciate, I don't think anybody 

appreciated, until later that spring just before I arrived on the campus that looming before us was 
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a tremendous increase in debt service. My recollection is it was on the order, and I'd really want 

to go back and look, but on the order of about $43 million a year. 

Warren: Did the trustees? Were they [aware]? 

Richardson: No, they had no awareness that I know of. I don't think anybody had any real 

awareness of it. John Lombardi may have. I don't know. 

Warren: Gene Sunshine? 

Richardson: Gene Sunshine and John Lordan did . That was the other source of information for 

me because, particularly, Gene Sunshine and John Lordan and I hit it off right away and continue 

to keep in touch; Gene Sunshine, particularly, at Northwestern since he's not so far away. He and 

Holly [Weese] and my wife and I became friends pretty quickly. He laid it out and, having been 

treasurer of the state ofNew York, knew about big challenges like this. 

Part of the job in that first six months after I got there was not just to figure out the 

magnitude of the problem and the points along the next several years when it was going to create 

the most pressure, but to start to figure out how we were going to offset that and what kinds of 

steps were needed. There were several. 

One had to do with the growth of instructional revenue. Another had to do with growth in 

the revenue from the medical practice and a more balanced way of accounting for the fact that 

the hospital, because of the hospital commission in Maryland, got full reimbursement for 

Medicaid patients and the medical practice and the medical school did not. It was getting paid 

something like forty-five cents on the dollar. Probably by the time I left I think it was down to 

forty-three cents on the dollar for its collections. We had those kinds of revenue shortfalls that 

had to be addressed. 

Then the other was the indirect cost. We had entered into, implicitly, a bargain with the 
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federal government that we would-the federal government had stopped building buildings back 

in the '70s with large capital grants and had shifted over to using the capital part of the indirect 

cost reimbursement as the way that the federal government would pay for research facilities. I 

thought it was a very interesting and quite fair bargain to have struck. It was very market 

oriented. It was very competitive. It was very Republican, if you wi11, if you think about the 

styles of making large grants to build buildings and then, you know, they would come versus 

saying, "You build the buildings and if you' re able to attract the dollars, then you' 11 get the 

indirect cost reimbursement. You'll negotiate the rate up front and it will not be cost plus the 

way it used to be." It was a challenging kind of arrangement. 

For Hopkins, it was a terrific arrangement as long as both sides played by the rules, 

which turned out for a while not to be the case in the case of the government. Hopkins, of any 

institution that I know other than perhaps MIT, just has in its blood to be the best, to compete for 

ideas, for grants, [and] for dollars. At the time I first got there, we were number two with NIH in 

terms of research dollars and University of California San Francisco Medical Center was number 

one. Within a year and a half, I would say, we passed UCSF and became number one in NIH and 

NASA and DOD. The only one we weren't, which was much smaller of course, was NSF 

[National Science Foundation] because the engineering school wasn't as big as many others, like 

Purdue or MIT or Stanford [University]. 

We started really thinking hard about how we were going to enhance the case for 

additional indirect cost resources to cover some of this debt service, because almost all of the 

investment had been made in facilities that were going to allow us to attract substantial new 

projects. A good example of one that we went after fairly quickly was the human genome 

database, which at that time and for some years had been at Yale. It was obvious that that was 
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going to become a major operation. We had built these facilities and had just terrific facilities, 

terrific library capability with the Welch Library informatics people, and the ability therefore to 

handle large amounts of data in East Baltimore for this project. 

At the same time, we also had tremendous experience through the Hubble for handling 

enormous masses of streaming data because that's what the center was all about, the institute was 

all about, at Hopkins. It was allocating time, handling huge amounts of data coming in 

continuously twenty-four hours a day-

Warren: You're talking about the Space Telescope Science Institute? 

Richardson: Yes. And then, obviously the most important, the analysis of these data. So we had 

the capability and the experience of almost ten years of practice and thinking about it and at least 

the human resource to do it at Homewood from the Hubble and then we had this wonderful space 

and great faculty in East Baltimore. 

Yale meantime-and I use Yale just as an example of a number of universities during the 

late '70s and '80s-had not made those investments, had therefore let their physical plants get 

old, and had not kept up in terms of new space. Space really was the coin of the realm at the 

time. It wasn't just any old space. It was high-end scientific space. 

Hopkins had had the foresight under the leadership that it had. No matter how much they 

may have quarreled among themselves, it clearly had the insight that these investments had to be 

made if we were going to position ourselves to be successful in the '90s and beyond. No one had 

really, as I said, added up what the total cost was going to be but the assumption was, I'm sure, 

that we were competitive enough and the government was reliable enough that if we went out 

and got the projects, that the capital costs would be covered through the indirect cost recovery. 

Moving on a little bit, that was what made the indirect cost scandals of the early '90s, and 
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the Stanford one in particular, extremely threatening to Hopkins. 

Warren: Let's talk about what happened. 

Richardson: Well, there was very little understanding in the Congress about what this was all 

about. In particular, they didn't understand that private universities had to pay for their capital 

either through indirect cost recovery or donations; that there was no other source of revenue of 

any substance to pay for these facilities. Whereas public universities had built into their 

appropriations capital appropriations that routinely built these buildings. The worse the 

economy, the more likely they were to get funded because they provided jobs and an opportunity 

for non-carry-forward dollars that could be invested to help to stimulate the economy at a time 

when it needed stimulating. 

In some states none but in many states, the recovery by the state from the university of 

indirect cost reimbursements, which in a sense duplicated the money that had already been paid 

by the state to build the buildings, in many instances the university got to keep both. The state 

did not recover the indirect costs. The university did. Illinois would be an example and Penn 

State was another where they got to keep the entire reimbursement. By contrast the University of 

Washington, where I had been for fourteen years, had all of those dollars-indirect cost, 

everything else-go into the general fund of the state and then get appropriated back. But still 

the net effect was that we got it back, even at Washington. What I'm getting at is that the 

negotiated rates for the state institutions that we were competing with, like Berkeley or Michigan 

or UCSF, were heavily subsidized and therefore about half of what ours were. 

The Congress looking at this said, "Look at those wealthy private universities with all 

this money and all these endowments. They're charging us twice as much for the same buildings 

as the state universities are. That must be because the state universities are responsible and the 
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private universities aren't." [They] completely missed the point of the double subsidy. So we had 

a challenge of state versus private that was a significant one. 

Then we had the faculty who, because of the way the arrangement was structured, it was 

all indirect cost as a percentage of modified total direct costs. The modified was just a 

technicality, really, that had to do with some elements that were left out. Fundamentally, the 

indirect cost rate was applied to the direct costs. As an investigator, when I went out and was 

able to compete and win a three-hundred-thousand-dollar grant, if the indirect cost rate was sixty 

percent, then all of a sudden my grant turned out to be not three hundred thousand but four 

hundred and eighty thousand, if my arithmetic is right. 

There was tremendous pressure, particularly at NSF, where it became very visible and 

was paid as part of the same grant. It became very visible that I was actually giving the 

university a hundred and eighty thousand dollars out of my grant that I had earned. The 

university hadn't done anything for me except they were there and they sent me a check every 

two weeks or whatever. I didn't think of the university, particularly not the central 

administration, as anything very helpful to me. All I knew was that they shuffied a lot of paper 

and made it difficult for me to get my job done. Yet I was literally giving them a hundred and 

eighty thousand dollars that I had earned. 

So it was a contentious situation from a faculty point of view, then at a little more subtle 

level with NIH, where there were two separate pools and they didn't get blended together. At 

least with NIH, you would get your grant at the level that you submitted. The indirect cost rate 

would go to the university and it would be out of a different pool at NIH. Of course, we all know 

that these things are fungible. There may be two accounting pools but the total amount that went 

to NIH was going to be allocated out and that the more that went into indirect costs, the less was 
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going to go into the Institutes' direct budgets for allocation to the units that were making the 

grants. So there was even tension there. 

You had some very high-end people like Harold Varmus, for example, who by that time 

was a Nobel laureate and who was out in California, and Bruce Alberts. As you know, Harold 

subsequently became the director of NIH. I'm pleased to say I was on the only instance I can 

remember of the government having an actual search committee like a university's. There were 

four of us who were on it, plus a chair, and the White House, Bruce Lindsay, who was the 

President's personnel director, and the Secretary of HHS [Department of Health and Human 

Services] had a designee, Phil Lee, who was the assistant secretary for health. Those two were at 

our meetings but the agreement was that we would screen the candidates and come down to a 

short list. They didn't have to take anybody on the short list but they agreed not to take anybody 

who wasn't ultimately on the short list. Our short list was very good. Harold was number one on 

our short list and he ended up getting it. To do it, they had to establish labs for him at NIH and 

do all the things that a university would do to recruit. 

Before that all happened, Harold was one of the leaders nationally in terms of the 

scientific community. Bruce Alberts was another, who subsequently became president of the 

National Academy of Sciences. There were several others in other fields who were actively 

leading the national organizations' resistance to indirect cost with the view that this was mostly 

being siphoned off into administrative expenses, which had nothing to do with good science. 

When the Stanford thing hit-I should just note in passing that Stanford was different 

from the rest of us. Now, there were a few like Stanford but not many. [Stanford was] different 

from most of us in that they didn't have HHS as their cognizant agency for negotiating rates and 

then reviewing them and paying them. A rate that became set, then, for the whole government. 
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There were some that were under the Department of Defense and there were a couple of them 

that I think were under the Department of Energy. But the ones in the Department of Defense, of 

which Stanford was one, had a much different relationship. It was much more relaxed, much 

more friendly, I would say less crisp in terms of the nature of the relationship and the 

conclusions that were reached and maybe even the integrity of the negotiation. I'm not sure. 

There may have been some post-negotiation adjustments that were more common in a situation 

like Stanford's than might have been true, say, at Hopkins. I'm not absolutely sure of that but I 

think so. 

Whatever the case, what we know is that a disaffected member of the team at Stanford 

for whatever reason-I don't even recall what it was that caused him to blow the whistle, so to 

speak-came up with a whole set of claims that Stanford was overcharging the government, 

which is not hard to claim for most places because very few people understood indirect cost. 

They didn't really know how the allocations were made or where they went or why they went. It 

wasn't hard to come up with a list of things that sounded pretty sensational, for example, the 

yacht at Stanford. 

The yacht at Stanford was some boat that had been donated-not very big, I don't 

think-that had ended up in its maintenance being, that amount of work being, put into a cost 

pool that itself some fraction of went into the indirect cost pool that the government paid for. It 

was a trivial amount of money. It wasn't anyone's intention. Yet it became "Federal Government 

Pays for Yacht at Stanford." The same is true for the flowers in the president's house and the 

president's house itself, for that matter. All of these things got piled in and you can make a pretty 

good story. It's sort oflike the $750 hammer or whatever it was. 

If that wasn't bad enough, you've got this misunderstanding in the Congress of what this 
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is all about; suspicion of private universities; [and] a cognizant agency that's playing it a little 

looser than was true for HHS, which was pretty tough. Then on top of all of that, it turns out that 

the new director of the National Institutes of Health back in that earlier period was Bernadine 

Healey who, when she was at Hopkins, had been the associate dean. She had been in the office 

of the president's science advisor as deputy during an earlier period of the Reagan administration 

where she was charged with coming up with a solution to this indirect cost problem, which she 

characterized as being sort of out-of-control costs. 

She came up with a whole set of formulae and approaches-this was in the early '80s-

which would have been very damaging to universities. But she had come from a place that had a 

lot of research money and she knew how to do it, she thought, and so she pushed really hard. 

Finally the universities had to rally the vice president, who was George H.W. Bush at the time, to 

put a stop to it because it was going to be too damaging. The one, actually as it turns out, good 

element out of her efforts that came out of it was to put a cap on the amount of administrative 

costs that could be related to indirect costs. All the rest, as it turned out essentially, were costs 

that went into capital projects. You could only be reimbursed if the universities were successful 

in attracting the research dollars. 

She was really burned by the universities in that early-'80s period and angry about it 

because she'd worked hard to try to come up with a new system. Now here she was back in the 

National Institutes of Health as the director while all of this was going on. She had a director's 

advisory committee and she and a man named Coosiroh [phonetic], who was the inspector 

general at the time of Health and Human Services, got together and, along with others, started 

really putting together some draconian answers to this problem of indirect cost. 

We have, in the administration, somebody who had had experience with this and some 
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solutions in mind that would have been quite damaging; a Congress that was suspicious to begin 

with; and then the hearings that representative chairman John Dingell ran as the chairman of the 

oversight investigations subcommittee of the commerce committee in the House. He ended up 

running these hearings in which Don Kennedy, who was president of Stanford and had been the 

FDA [Food and Drug Administration] commissioner, very capable guy, [and a] very good 

testifier-I've actually been on a panel testifying with him before a committee and he's 

outstanding-but for whatever reason that day, with the klieg lights on and the heat turned up 

and taking on Dingell almost head-on, his stance was [that] there was nothing wrong with this, 

this was entirely legal, it was entirely appropriate, and so on, which was exactly the opposite of 

what might have diffused the situation. I'm sure that there were many advisors and a lot of good 

reasons for doing it the way he did it. But the way it came across was that not only are they 

misbehaving, but they're arrogant as well. 

Warren: And this is the person from Stanford? 

Richardson: The president of Stanford, a very seasoned person. [He] had been FDA 

commissioner, a wonderful guy, and a wonderful scientist, and is still. I mean this was a little 

blip in a wonderful career. But it was just like running around a gasoline tank farm with a torch. 

It was just waiting for something to blow up. Chairman Dingell had the power, because they 

were in the majority, to really do a lot of damage to universities. It was a really incendiary 

situation. 

What we had done, in the meantime, was we had gotten our own faculty together because 

we also had some leaders of these national organizations on the Hopkins faculty. We had brought 

them right into the center of our policy deliberations on how to deal with indirect costs, right into 

the most private meetings in the president's office and in Gene Sunshine's office, because we 
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wanted them to see what the reality of this was and where this money went. The fact that the 

administrative costs were capped meant that it wasn't going into more paper shuffiing or 

extravagant expenditures by the administration. That had already been dealt with some years 

before. 

Further, Hopkins, unlike most universities, had made an early decision before I got there 

that anything that would look bad on the front page of The Washington Post or The [Baltimore] 

Sun wasn't going in that pool. As a consequence, the president's house wasn't counted [and] 

entertaining wasn't counted. There were a whole array of things that were permitted under law 

which we simply ruled out as not being appropriate and that we didn't want to even tangle with. 

That helped a lot because the next thing that Mr. Dingell did was to order up, through the 

inspector general of HHS, a series of audits of all the major universities, in depth, in terms of 

exactly what dollars had gone where and what were legitimate and what weren't. 

Hopkins at that time, and it's probably still true, was the largest recipient of indirect cost 

funds in the country. That was, of course, our major source of funding for these buildings that we 

were talking about a few minutes ago. To the degree that we were able to recruit the dollars and 

that NIH was growing, we were going to be able pay back the gap in the $43 million-a-year debt 

service that we had to carry. 

So, in they came [and] turned the place upside down. In the end on what, as I recall, was 

a base of something like $63 million a year of indirect cost dollars that came to the university, 

not counting APL, they found thirty thousand dollars that was inappropriately classified. We 

immediately bored down into that to see what that was. 

What it turned out to be was that in Garland Hall there were accounts for administrative 

support services and supplies. There was also an account for entertainment. It was towards the 
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end of the fiscal year and the account for supplies had been used up but there was still plenty of 

money left in this other account. So some person, an administrative secretarial person in the 

central administration, had just assigned thirty thousand dollars of entertainment expense--I'm 

sorry. The entertainment expense account was used up. It was the supplies account that was left. 

[Some person] applied it to the supplies account because there was money left in there. As a 

consequence in this pool of office supplies, one little fraction of which ended up going to be 

assigned to indirect costs, were these entertainment expenses. Turned out to be Dick Longaker' s 

retirement party or part of it, just ironically. 

When they discovered that and we looked at it, we realized immediately that it had been a 

clerical error and we knew exactly why. I think we were even able to talk to the person who had 

done it, a person who had no more idea of what indirect costs were than the man in the moon. 

We immediately wrote out a check and paid it and that was that, we thought. 

Except then Mr. Dingell continued his hearings and he had the inspector general in front 

of him. The inspector general went through the list, went past Hopkins, noted that they found 

thirty thousand dollars, and went on. The chairman said, "Thirty thousand dollars? They've got 

the largest indirect cost recovery of any university in the country. How could they only have 

thirty thousand dollars? I assume the investigation is continuing?" The investigation had been 

over for several weeks. Mr. Coosiroh [phonetic] said, "Yes, of course it's continuing. We're 

going to be going back there on Monday," or something to that effect, and back they came and 

went through the whole thing again. They found nothing more but it was really a scary time. 

The most important underlying element of this politically, from my point of view, was 

that the kind of scientist that Hopkins had recruited successfully and the kind of projects, like the 

human genome database, could not have been brought to Hopkins had it not been for high-
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quality space that was funded essentially by indirect costs. The P-3 labs and all the rest were 

very, very expensive. We were able, by bringing the senior scientists into the circle and showing 

them how the money was applied, to get them to realize that if we didn't have indirect cost 

recovery, there wouldn't be any labs or any new construction or the addition, let's say, of a 

cancer research center or of a chemistry building at Homewood and the many things that have 

been built since that time. They started to say to their colleagues, "You know these monies are 

essential to us. We can't do our work without this space and without these facilities." 

The whole tide turned among the leadership of these various scientific associations. They 

started talking to each other about how they were going to shortchange themselves in the long 

run if they continued to complain about indirect costs because with the cap on the administrative 

part, everything above that was going directly in to support their own work. 

Warren: Obviously, Johns Hopkins was only one among many universities who was being 

affected by these hearings. Was there any talk among the various universities? 

Richardson: Let me come back to that in a minute. I want to finish the thought about why it 

mattered that the scientists had the view that they did. Here's what it was. The Congress had 

known very little. The people they had listened to were, by and large, not the universities 

because they didn't trust them, especially not the private ones because they were charging twice 

as much. But they did listen to the scientists. The scientists in testimony, much to the shock of 

the members of these congressional committees, when asked about these out-of-control indirect 

costs would say, "Well, I beg to differ. These indirect costs are going into supporting the very 

facilities, labs, and related underlying support that we need in order just to do our work." It's 

hard to say that a Congress can tum on a dime, but the attitude in Congress changed noticeably 

when the-
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Warren: They thought the scientists would be their allies. 

Richardson: Exactly, and had been for years. All of a sudden, the scientists are saying, "Now 

wait, you've got it wrong." 

To your next question which is, What about the rest of the universities? There were only 

two universities that were at extremely high risk. They were Hopkins and MIT. Our finances 

were structured very similarly in terms of the proportion of dollars that we got from research 

funding. Ours was, at the time that I was there, was about a billion dollars a year and MIT's, I 

think, was similar. 

Other universities that did a lot of research also did a huge amount of teaching, had large 

undergraduate student bodies, [and] had lots and lots of other activities going on, including 

athletics and just a whole array of things. Therefore, while they had a substantial amount of 

dependency on research funding and indirect cost as a part of that, as a proportion of the total 

university's budget, it wasn't all that great. 

Just to take a striking contrast, if you a look at Princeton, they did lots of research, had 

very good science--even more so today than then-and they collected indirect costs, but I mean 

it was nothing compared to, for example, the stream of income from endowment, donations, 

student fees, tuition, and things like that. Even places like Chicago or Columbia, the proportion 

of the total university's budget was just not as great. Columbia was closer to Hopkins than it 

would have been to some of the others, certainly than to Princeton. The reason that the two of us, 

Chuck Vest and myself, ended up leading this effort I would say certainly among the private 

universities along with a couple of others was because we had so much at stake. 

For example, there was a very credible element in the Penny-Kasich budget act in the 

House back around 1992, let's say. Penny was from Minnesota and Kasich was from Ohio. In 
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fact, he was from Columbus and was the congressman for Ohio State University. Their provision 

would have capped indirect costs at fifty percent of total direct costs regardless of merit. I mean 

it just would have put a cap on it. 

The implications for Hopkins for that would have been that when that passed and became 

effective, which would have been almost immediately, we would have immediately lost $26 

million a year in revenue with no offsetting reduction in costs. That money was all devoted to 

paying off the bondholders. The bonds were there and were going to be paid. As president if 

there was one thing I knew, that no matter what else happened we'd be paying our bonds. 

Warren: I need to turn the tape. 

Richardson: Okay. 

[Begin tape I side 2] 

Richardson: It was really a frightening thought that you could lose. I watched the vote on this 

bill and it could easily have passed. It was fairly close. If this bill had passed the thought that, 

virtually overnight, we could lose $26 million a year of otherwise unrestricted dollars, all of 

which were dedicated to the bondholders, was a frightening thought. We would have to have 

figured out where to extract that kind of money. Remember, the Lombardi arrangement for arts 

and sciences was $20 million over about six years. Here we were talking about $26 million per 

year out of the university's hide. It was really a stunning thought. 

We worked really hard in beating that and eventually, within a matter of weeks actually, 

getting into the speaker's office because by this time we had shifted gears. Congressman [Newt] 

Gingrich had become the speaker of the House. It didn't change the tempo of things particularly 

or the attitudes right away, but eventually we were able to get the message into the speaker's 

office that this program of reimbursing universities on a competitive basis, on a pre-negotiated 
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rate, capping administrative costs, and using this as a way of investing in research facilities for 

only those who could be most successful in the competition-and therefore only went to the best 

of the investigators and the institutions-had been a Reagan idea. It was a Republican idea to 

shift from, if I can put it this way, the old socialist scheme of giving big grants to build buildings 

to a system where you put the risk on the institution to build the building. Then they only got 

paid if they were successful in competing for the grants. That actually was a pretty persuasive 

argument. They could see the logic of it. 

Then the next step was to say-and here are people, Republicans, if you will, in the 

House, talking about putting caps after the institutions have made the investment. They're out 

competing, as you envisioned. They're winning the grants. They've built the buildings. The 

bonds are in place. And now someone's coming along in the government and saying, "Well, 

sorry about all that. We're now going to put a cap on you. The more successful you have been, 

the more heavily is the cap going to fall on the rest of the institution," as in Hopkins' case. We 

were pretty motivated to get that message across. 

Warren: Who is "we?" 

Richardson: The private institutions were very much on board. All of their govemment-

relations people and so on were working on this through the AAU [Association of American 

Universities]. 

But there were a handful of people that were used to doing this sort of thing for various 

reasons, myself being one and Chuck Vest being another; Chuck because he had been provost at 

the University of Michigan, which was a big public university with a lot ofresearch, and me 

because I had been vice provost for research at the University of Washington, which among 

public universities was the largest research university in the country [and] still is. We had 
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experience. We had a huge amount at stake. We also had the connections because we'd been 

cultivating the Congress and the administration for a long, long time. I would say that probably 

he and I were the ones that were the most actively engaged, but we had a big group of presidents 

who were part of this. 

I'm smiling because I had forgotten some of this. For example, Benno Schmidt at Yale 

and Bill Bowen at Princeton and, gosh, we had Vanderbilt. Stanford was too radioactive so they 

couldn't be very helpful. Then lesser support from places like Chicago and so on, Harvard. 

A little sidelight along the way was that Hopkins renegotiation came up for its rate. We 

needed actually more rather than less even though we were already up around sixty-two percent 

or something, which was at the higher end. This was where the $43 million that I talked about at 

the very beginning comes in. We simply had to have more indirect cost recovery to account for 

the fact that new buildings had come online that had to be paid for. 

It turns out that when you do this negotiation you're not allowed to involve any political 

pressure at all in the negotiating process for what will be the final rate. It also turns out that after 

your rate expires but before you've negotiated the new rate, there's a period of time when an 

interim rate is set. That's set administratively, not by the negotiating team. They have to go back 

to their bosses in Washington-in our case in the Humphrey Building, which was where HHS 

was headquartered-and get a provisional rate, as it was called. 

What we knew was-and I had been at this now for quite a long time-that the 

provisional rate became the floor for what would be the final rate. If you could get a really good 

provisional rate, then at least you were working up towards what you ultimately wanted and 

didn't have to worry too much about falling below that. 

As you know, we had a very good Congressional delegation from Maryland. By now we 
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had a Republican administration [sic, Congress] and we had a couple of members, three 

members actually, of the House. They were very savvy and experienced. One, Helen Bentley, 

who was just tough as nails, grew up as a reporter on the docks and became the highest-ranking 

woman in the Reagan administration as maritime administrator. But Helen was now in the House 

and so we went to Helen. 

We laid all this out and explained to her, as I said earlier, the way this fit into the 

Republican way of doing things. She couldn't abide bureaucrats. We explained to her how this 

provisional rate was all tangled up with these bureaucrats in the Humphrey Building. We'd done 

the calculations and we needed, I think it was, a sixty-three percent provisional rate in order to 

manage to get along. These people were just stonewalling us. So Helen Bentley told one of her 

aides to get the car. They were going down to the Humphrey Building. They went down to the 

Humphrey Building and she got the assistant secretary who was in charge of overseeing this and 

some other operations, a young fellow, and said basically, "If you want any future in the 

Republican Party you'd better get this fixed. And I mean today." 

The next morning the negotiators came in, just as straight-faced as ever, and said, "We've 

been reviewing all the paperwork and all of your proposals for the provisional rate and we think 

that the amount you're proposing seems like a fair rate." We breathed a sigh of relief. The rate 

ended up, I think, at something like sixty-eight or sixty-six, but we knew at least that it wasn't 

going to be lower than let's say sixty-three, if that's what the number was. 

Just the picture of Helen Bentley going down and leaning over the desk, she in her 

seventies probably by then and he in his thirties, wanting to have a future in the Republican 

Party, it makes me smile whenever I think about it. Now if it had been negotiation on the actual 

rate, that wouldn't have been permitted at all. That was a totally hermetically sealed, arm's-
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length negotiation. So that was one little amusing element along the way. 

Out of all this came a clear view by the privates of what we needed. The other element 

that I started with was, in addition to the scientists, we had the publics to be concerned about. I 

called up Gordon Gee, who was president of Ohio State, whom I had known when he was head 

of the University of West Virginia and I was at Penn State. We'd seen a lot of each other. He's 

now the president of Vanderbilt, the one that just did away with the athletic department, as you 

may remember. 

I called up Gordon Gee and I said," Gordon, I want to come out and see you." He said, 

"Well, all right, but do you really need to come out?" I said, "Yes, I really do. It's that 

important." Literally the next day or the day after, I got on the plane down at BWI, flew to 

Columbus, went to his office, and sat down. Then I said, "Gordon, there's something that's really 

dangerous that could be happening. You know the difference between publics and privates and 

the rates on indirect costs. Ohio State's a big and important university with a lot ofresearch and 

a medical school. There are a few of the publics that are beginning to say, 'Well, maybe it 

wouldn't be so bad if they capped the rates and these privates weren't quite so successful in 

getting these grants, because every grant they don't get, we do."' It was really a very perverse 

situation. 

I said, "We need to do something about it. You, of all people, can play a leadership role 

here within NASULGC [National Association of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges] 

particularly. You're a key·leader in this. Help me figure out a way both to get your own 

congressman and the representatives from some of these other states that have state universities 

to understand why there's a differential and how, as research universities, we've got to stick 

together. Because the day will come when state universities need help from the privates, and it 
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will be there if we don't let ourselves split apart." 

He got it almost immediately. He got on the phone. Peter McGrath was the head of 

NASULGC at the time, as he still is. I would say that within a matter of a couple weeks we had 

developed a pact among some of the major private university presidents and the major public 

university presidents that we were not going to allow this issue to split us apart and cause the 

publics to go for the easy dunk shot of getting more money into their research coffers. That held 

up during this whole period. 

Eventually what came out of it was, we had at the very beginning taken off the table a 

series of things that Hopkins didn't do anyway, like the president's house and entertaining and 

stuff like that. We urged the White House, through the science advisor's office, and OMB 

[Office of Management and Budget] to put on the table rulemaking that eliminated these as 

permissible categories, so that stuff that was causing the noise, like out at Stanford, had already 

been dealt with. That was a good story that we could tell the Congress. 

Then we came up with a set of principles of what would be appropriate guidelines for 

reimbursement. They were very straightforward. They made sense. If you followed them, you'd 

eliminate any of the abuses that we'd had before but you would encourage investment in 

research infrastructure. 

All of this sounds like a long story, but I think the whole thing only lasted about eighteen 

months from start to finish. Within that eighteen months, with Hopkins in the vulnerable position 

that it was in, we ran the risk ofliterally being driven, if not out of business, into a totally 

different class of university than we had always been. It was one of these really unusual periods 

of time when it's almost as though you're invaded and you just need to rally and put all your 

energies into securing your borders and then go on from there. 
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Warren: Did you know this was coming? 

Richardson: Oh, no, absolutely. It came out of nowhere. It was just one of those things, politics 

usually is, where the forces all sort of came together in the perfect storm and we were right there. 

You said earlier, "Weren't there others?" and, of course, there were. The reason that Hopkins 

played a more prominent role than most was we were close to Washington, we knew the 

scientific community really well, I had a lot of experience in dealing with the federal 

government, I understood indirect costs having been vice provost for research at Washington, 

and I liked doing that sort of thing. Chuck Vest, I think, sort of felt the same way. I would never 

wish it on anybody but in retrospect it was quite an interesting challenge. It was almost as much 

of a challenge as raising money for the Peabody. 

Warren: Well, that's where I wanted to go next. That's exactly where I wanted to go next 

because, from what I understand, the reality was that was going down the tubes. 

Richardson: It was. The thing that was so unusual about the Peabody was that a huge amount 

of money had been invested in it during the [Steve] Muller years to keep it at a first-rate 

standing. 

Warren: What did you know about the Peabody before you came? 

Richardson: I just knew that it was a wonderful conservatory. I knew that there were two or 

three others that I knew better, but I knew of the Peabody. I didn't understand its rich history, its 

connection and linking the South to the North, and George Peabody's early role in philanthropy 

in the United States and Britain, for that matter. Those were all things that I learned later. 

What I knew was that investments over many years, adding up to about $20 million as I 

recall, had been made to not just keep the Peabody at a high standard but to invest in it and 

expand the facilities. A lot had been done. It wasn't as though we were trying to save a tattered 
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remnant of a once great conservatory. We were trying to save a first-rate, contemporary element 

in the cultural life of the city and in the academic life of the university. 

To me it was very important and, personally, it was an important symbol. Already, before 

I got there, there had been thought given to whether or not Hopkins should just be a technology 

university with a medical school, engineering, public health, and so on, and not carry the weight 

of a true university. Fortunately, wise heads prevailed and the answer was "No. This is going to 

be the great university it always has been." In some ways I thought of the Peabody in that same 

context. To have a real jewel as part of the university would be something to make any alumnus 

or citizen or president proud. 

To have it maintained in its first-rate condition as it had been, albeit with more 

investment needed, was an important factor. But there was no question that the economics of it 

were just going downhill so fast that, without the state funding and then very careful 

management and husbanding of those resources over the next several decades, it could very well 

end up being closed. At the same time, there people within the university and in the board of 

trustees who thought it should be closed. It had been a burden for too long, the university 

couldn't afford it, and it ought to just shut it down. 

When the legislation was passed to create the matching funds of $32 million for 

endowment, which was absolutely critical, [and] when all we needed to do, so to speak, was to 

raise $15 million, of which some amount had to be raised by January lst-$5 million I think.-

and the rest within a year, it was a daunting task but not overwhelming. Then the art was already 

there. It just seemed to me that it wouldn't be right to shut it down. I mean that would be the easy 

thing to do. People would say, "Can you have a great university without a conservatory?" Well, 

yes. Lots of great universities do. My view was, great universities with conservatories are pretty 
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rare and I want to make sure Hopkins continues to be one. I felt very strongly-it was sort of an 

internal gut feel I had-that this would be a bad thing to let this go. 

Actually, that occupied a lot of the first few months I was there. We had to raise the 

money in a hurry and I worked a lot. It was a great way for my wife and I to get engaged in the 

community of Peabody supporters early and fast and also to shore up the legislative support for 

this bill and the appropriations. Each year they had to appropriate the money to implement the 

bill, so it was not a one-year project. It really was a five-year project. 

Warren: You must gotten to know the folks in Annapolis pretty quickly and pretty well . 

Richardson: Oh, I did. I did. I was down there within the week. I was before the higher 

education commission in less than a week, I think about my third day, ifl remember. I may be 

off a little bit but I was down in Annapolis very quickly. 

It was an interesting contrast in style. The way I worked in the legislative arena, and also 

with the administrations at the state and federal level, was to get a lot of help and support from 

senior staff to pull together the information and the arguments, but then to go down myself, 

individually, not even with the federal-relations person or the state-relations person. [I would] 

just go in and sit down with the speaker or the chairman of the appropriations committee or 

higher education appropriations, whoever it might be, and just get into a conversation about what 

their experiences had been with Hopkins, in this case, and what their view of it was. What were 

some of the strengths and the things that really turned them on? What were some of the things 

that annoyed them? Being in a room alone, they were willing to talk a lot about both what they 

loved about it and what they didn't. Out of that, then, you could craft both a personal relationship 

and a set of arguments that would be far more persuasive than if you went in with an entourage. 

So I did that with the Peabody. 
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I remember we got about halfway through the summer, maybe two-thirds of the way 

through the summer. The combination of the money we had raised plus our ability to commit the 

balance from Hopkins endowment with the understanding that it would be paid off as we 

collected more money-that was more a timing issue. I think we had to have a certain amount, as 

I remember, by September 1st-the first job was to persuade key members of the board that we 

should do that. Some were very open to it and enthusiastic about it and others just didn't think 

we should do it at all, thought we should just shut it right down. 

Once we got through that narrow pass, if you will, and came out of the other side, it was 

clear we were going to do this, that is, commit the university's endowment as a pledge against 

future pledges and collections for the Peabody. Then I was able to sit down with the governor. I 

approached the governor the same way I would a legislator. I just went by myself and sat down 

with him and spent about an hour or so going through the merits of it, why it was important, and 

how it was we were going about it. That we were, in fact, going to make it and therefore needed 

his support to make sure that the legislature continued to come through with the appropriations in 

the years ahead. 

I think the governor was a little disappointed at that point. I think it had been designed in 

such a way that it would have been a challenge to have met the challenge. I suspect that there 

were many who had their eyes on the $32 million and other ways of deploying it for other 

purposes. I have no idea what the governor's view on it was but I remember that first time that 

we talked. It was not with great enthusiasm that he learned that we were, in fact, going to make it 

and were going to send the bill for the $32 million, so to speak. But as we went on and got to 

know each other better and better over the next five years, we came to really understand each 

other pretty well, I think. 
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Warren: We're talking Schaefer. 

Richardson: [William] Don[ald] Schaefer, yes. 

Warren: A Baltimorean. I would think he would want to see the Peabody survive. 

Richardson: He did, of course. Naturally he would. But, remember, this was during a recession; 

there were lots of uses for the $32 million. He never said so directly but you could tell that he 

was not overly enthused. 

But he got enthused. As time went on he got more and more enthused to the point that by 

1995 he was just so enthusiastic about Hopkins as what we started calling the state-related 

university-in addition to being an internationally recognized high-powered university and a 

research leader in the country-he began to see it as the state's university, in addition, of course, 

to the University of Maryland. 

I remember having breakfast with him down in Annapolis one time. Just to sort of catch 

up we'd have periodic breakfasts. I went over with him all that we were doing. This was in about 

'93 or '94. Oh, I know what I was doing. I was trying to get back the twenty-five percent that he 

had cut from the formula that we received in state appropriations for the university. 

When he had cut them in the first place, I had come out immediately and publicly in the 

press, as it turned out, and said that naturally he had to make this cut. That he was up against a 

very tough budget situation because of the sudden falloff in revenues because of the recession. If 

people were going to be taking hits, that Hopkins expected to take at least its fair share of the hit. 

Essentially, our sympathies went out to the governor, not to ourselves. He was the one that had to 

make this tough decision. He was so appreciative he called me up and he said, "Bill, I've never 

had somebody say something like that about me. I want you to know that when the money comes 

back, you'll be the first one to get it." So we were down having breakfast that morning about that 
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and to get that all lined up. 

Then I went through with him that during that whole recession we were growing the 

university, I think, at about a thousand jobs a year when everybody else was laying off and 

companies were leaving the state and so on. It might have been five hundred a year. I can't 

remember but it was a lot for a recession period. I pointed out to him they were all being paid for 

by out-of-state [dollars], because these were all either tuition or research dollars or out-of-state 

dollars that were coming into Maryland. He said, "You know, if you were a business, I'd pay for 

all your infrastructure and give you a tax rebate," and he meant it. 

Warren: One thing that Ross mentioned to me that he said was one of the shrewdest things and 

most delightful things that you did was a party that you would give at the end of the summer. 

Tell me about those. 

Richardson: Oh, they were fun. In fact, Nancy and I think about all the things we did at 

Hopkins, of which there were so many we loved. A day didn't go by there wasn't some 

wonderful thing that happened, as well as three not-so-wonderful things. 

Anyway, the legislature spent so much time together and then they'd go out of session. 

They're out of session for about three months, at least they were at the time, and they kind of 

miss each other. So we decided to give a thank-you party to them for their support during the 

year. The way we designed it was, again, there was no horde of staff and others around the house 

and nobody was allowed to engage in any work or lobbying or anything like that. 

We had a handful of people that were there, including Beth Garraway, who ran MICUA 

[Maryland Independent Colleges and Universities Association] for so many years, and our 

representative and Gene Sunshine and one or two others. That was it. Then members of the 

house and the senate, Republicans and Democrats, informally, bring your wives. We just had a 
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cookout outside. The sole purpose of it was for people to have fun. They just loved it. They 

didn't come to see Nancy and me. They came to see each other and they came from all over the 

state to be there. 

It's the same principle as going in alone and spending some time with these members and 

not with an entourage. It just became a wonderful informal kind of way of establishing a bond, 

so that when your back was up against the wall and you really did need something, or if you 

could do something for them, you knew each other. It really was fun and we went into it that 

way. We went into it with no agenda, just smiles on our faces. We had everybody from the 

minority leader in the house, who was one of the tougher birds in the general assembly, to the 

most avuncular enthusiasts, like the president of the senate. It was just a great group of people. 

Warren: Would this take place at Nichols House? 

Richardson: No. We didn't do anything at Nichols House, actually. We had a house on 

Lambeth Road in Guilford that we had bought ourselves and which was a wonderful house for 

entertaining. It was big and had three big rooms with great flow and then French doors that 

opened out onto a patio and pool and a big backyard. We were lucky to find it. Our feeling 

always had been, from having been in institutional settings, that using the institutional 

president's house certainly had its advantages but it had the drawback of being the university's 

house and not your house. We always felt when we had people over we wanted them to come to 

our house and not to the institutional house. 

I used Nichols House quite a lot for receptions, campus events, and dinners before 

lectures. I had open houses for students every month or two. Any student was invited to come 

from, I've forgotten, I think it was two to six-no, four to six, I think-on a Thursday afternoon. 

There were eats and drink and the kind of thing that attracts students. Sometimes there'd be 
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twelve of them there and sometimes there'd be thirty of them there. There were always the ones 

who were coming because they wanted to tell you something that they wouldn't otherwise have 

had a chance to do. It was always fun to find out what they were thinking. 

The best part of it was that when I would run into a student on the campus who had 

complained about something I would say, ''Now, remind me again of your name. We must have 

met at the last open house, because I imagine you were there to tell me about it, but I can't 

remember your name." And he'd say, "Oh, I didn't get to that." I'd say, "Oh. Well, you've got to 

come to the open houses. That's the chance to really talk about these things." He'd say, "Oh, 

okay, I'll be at the next one." It was kind of handy. 

Warren: That sounds like fun. I think that's a great idea. 

Richardson: It works. The other thing we did at the house was we always had the residence hall 

advisors up before the students arrived. We had the student body leadership and all the 

organizers of arrival day there on another evening. It was an easy walk. It was only about four or 

five blocks from the residence halls. They would come and they'd swim and have hot dogs and 

spend the evening [as] the days were long. We enjoyed that a lot. 

The other thing I used to love to do was to put on just really informal dinners that I would 

cook. I don't know if Hopkins still has it but we had, I can't even remember what it was called, 

but it was where students signed up, and faculty and staff and others put up things that they 

would offer, opera tickets or flying. Does that ring a bell? 

Warren: I don't know. I know of other schools where that happens. 

Richardson: Yes. Well, Hopkins had had a long tradition of it. I can't remember what it was 

called. It will pop into my mind. The kids would line up from four in the morning to get in line to 

get their first choice of what they wanted of all the offerings. Mine was a dinner for twenty 
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students, [a] lamb dinner that I would cook. I like to cook, period, and I like cooking butterfly 

lamb for students especially and, honestly, enough au gratin potatoes to feed an army and lots 

and lots of salad. The kids just loved tromping up. It was an easy walk, it was fun to have them 

there, and they could come and go as they saw fit. 

The only bad thing that happened in that context was that the food editor from the student 

newspaper came, unbeknownst to me, for one of these dinners. We were running a little late and, 

just before the dinner, I was putting the salad together. I did it a little early and put the dressing 

on a little early. My wife said to me, "If you do that, it's going to be too soggy when they eat it." 

I said, "Yes, I know. I shouldn't do that but I've just got so much to do all at once that I'm going 

to do it anyway. You know, they're kids. Who will know the difference?" Wouldn't you know 

that we got the review and it was very nice about the setting, it very complimentary of the food, 

but I only got four and a half stars. The reason I got four and a half stars was because the salad 

was soggy. 

Warren: You'll listen to your wife next time. 

Richardson: That's right. 

Warren: That's a great story. I can't believe that they actually did a review your dinner party. 

Richardson: Oh, they did. They did in the News-Letter, yes. 

Warren: I must say, though, I've gone to restaurants because of their recommendations and 

they are usually pretty accurate. 

Richardson: Well, they had this one nailed. 

Warren: Let's see. Let's talk about someone I know who mentioned your name a lot is Morris 

Offit, but I'll bet you have some memories ofMorris. 

Richardson: Morris Offit and I were as close as any two people could be from the first time we 
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met, which was down at Mercantile Bankshares in the boardroom when he was chairing the 

search committee and I met that search committee for the first time, until all the way through the 

process of the struggle in the committee over should it be Deutsch or should it be Richardson. He 

kept me involved and informed and just made sure that I knew that he cared a lot and so on. 

He was doing that because, as you remember from our earlier conversation, Penn State 

was in exactly the same process at the same time. The agreement at Penn State informally-the 

presumption, not the agreement-was that I would succeed what would have been my 

predecessor who had hired me to come and, if things worked out, to stay as president. It was 

going on literally in the same weeks and they were at about the same stage. Morris knew that but 

Morris couldn't offer me the job until the committee had decided between Deutsch and me. 

In the meantime about the third week in December or so, or second week, there'd been 

this big Baltimore Sun newspaper article about the two of us and how we were the finalists. 

They'd interviewed people at our campuses. It was just one of those unfortunate things that you 

wish wouldn't happen but it did. So that just put all the more pressure on and had Morris on the 

phone even more. Although, actually, the article was kind of interesting because it was not real 

complimentary of the provost at MIT and was of me, and so that just made it a little more 

awkward. Not that those things reflect anything on the reality but it was just unfortunate, I 

thought. 

Anyway, Morris and I within just that series of meetings that I was describing earlier-

problem solving, how would you tackle this, how would you tackle that, and so on-and then the 

final meeting where I sort of shifted gears and said, "Let's talk about not how we' re going to 

solve today's problems but where could Hopkins be in five or ten or fifteen years," then we 

really got into a great discussion. So Morris and I, I would say right from the beginning, had a 
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really clear idea that we were in this to make Hopkins really great in five, ten, or fifteen years. 

That was why we were there. We were not there to solve the Peabody problem or the indirect 

cost problem or whatever it might have been. 

It just happened that my presidency and his period as chairman of the board overlapped. 

We started on the same day in our respective roles. We had very similar views of where the 

university should go. We were equally committed to building the international capability of the 

university. We were both interested in making sure that it was viewed as importantly and with as 

much admiration as it deserved, considering what he and I knew was actually there. We were 

always sort of in the shadow, of being viewed as being in the shadow, especially around New 

York, of other universities where people had gone. Both of us were passionate about Hopkins. 

He always had been and we both still are. We had a really common bond. 

He was such a seasoned person and so wise. He also had been struggling with these same 

issues at Hopkins before I ever got there, the $20 million and Lombardi and what to do about the 

fact that the place was being pulled in different directions by the various deans, who did not get 

along. 

I think one of the things he saw in me, perhaps maybe just from our conversations, was a 

management style that's just the opposite. I've always believed in helping leaders, like deans, 

help each other. Once you get them focused on each other's problems, it strengthens their ability 

to solve their own problems and it lessens the amount of energy they expend thinking that 

somebody else has got the long end of the stick, which almost always no one does. The 

perception always is that I've got the short end of the stick. Very few people recognize that 

everybody's got the short end of the stick. When you start working together as a team, then you 

start to realize that. But you can't just take hostile people and put them into a room and have that 
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happen. 

I was fortunate to be able to appoint the deans of medicine and public health right at the 

very beginning. Those were two Hopkins people and Reds [Wolman], of course, as the provost, 

so we started the process of creating a team. Probably by the time I had been there four years I 

had, I think, had the opportunity to appoint a new person in every school except for Stanley 

Gabor in-is it professional studies it's called now? 

Warren: The School of Professional Studies. 

Richardson: I thought it was Continuing Studies then, and who'd want to replace Stanley 

Gabor? 

We had new people. When you have new people coming on, a senior team member has 

been at it for three years, let's say, and so it allows you to do some things that you just can't do 

once things get sort of ossified. I was very fortunate in that way. 

There were two elements to this. One was I got the deans, again working through Gene 

Sunshine and Joe Cooper, who became provost, and others, to really start thinking about each 

other's problems. Maybe one year it would be the library. What were we going to do to help the 

library when a new person arrived? What were we going to do about the Navy contract in APL 

and how were we going to bring APL and the rest of the university closer together? How were 

we going to extend ourselves down into Howard and Montgomery County and into Washington, 

DC, and what relationship would that have with SAIS [School of Advanced International 

Studies]? And particularly, how were we going to deal with some of the financial problems that 

each of these schools was faced with? We could forecast those out and see that they were 

looming to different degrees in different schools. 

Once they started worrying about each other's problems and other people were worrying 
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about theirs, it really created, I thought, just a terrific and quite different environment and a much 

nicer place to work. Nobody worked any less hard or suffered any less in terms of trying to 

figure out how to make it happen, but there was that camaraderie. I thought that was very 

important. 

The other element that was kind of interesting to me was a much broader, longer-term 

view of what the finances of the university looked like. We had a slide that we showed the board 

every year-this was something that Morris and I and Gene Sunshine worked on-in which we 

would show this coming year in balance, because it needed to be and how we were going to do 

it, but then we'd show the trend lines for revenues and expenses for the schools and then 

combining them for years two, three, four, and five . This started way back in 1990. 

Warren: I need to put in another tape. 

Richardson: Okay. 

[Begin tape 2 side 1] 

Warren: Today is February 23, 2004. This is tape two with Bill Richardson. Let's just continue. 

Richardson: Okay. We were talking about the overall budgeting for the university and the 

board of trustees. 

The first year that we did this, in 1990, we showed them the next year in balance and how 

we were going to do that, some of which was with this infusion of funds from all the other 

schools into arts and sciences. Then we showed the out years, the next four years, and you could 

see that the budget hole, the deficit, just got bigger and bigger and bigger as you went out. At 

first, the trustees would look at that and it would make them very uneasy. They'd see that this 

year was in balance but that next year wasn't and it got worse as time went along. 

I told them that we were deliberately showing them this slide not so that they would 
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think, in fact, the university was going to have a deficit in year two, three, four, or five, but what 

it was that we had to do, as an administration and as deans, between now and next year to make 

sure that there wasn't a deficit next year. Then we'd show the projection of what it was we 

intended to do and, roughly speaking, how we were going to do it. 

Now all the while, weaving in and out, were potential disasters Jike indirect costs that we 

talked about earlier. But putting that aside, we'd show what our negotiation was going to be, how 

we expected to get a provisional rate and then a permanent rate, and so forth, and how we were 

going to increase the Navy contracts, what we were going to do at NASA, what our intentions 

were with respect to the human genome database, those kinds of things, and also what we were 

going to do with instructional revenue, which we were trying to grow by growing adult part-time 

graduate programs. By the time I'd left the university, on a head count basis, slightly more than 

haJfthe total enrollment were adult part-time graduate students. That made a tremendous 

difference in terms of our ability to grow instructional revenue at marginal cost lower than the 

marginal revenue. 

The next year we would show them what this year's budget was going to be and then the 

next five years with these deficits building up in the next five years, but we'd show them on the 

same slide with what we had said last year this year was going to look like if we did our job and 

then the out years. The third year we showed them what we said in 1990 [that] 1993 should look 

like if we were doing our job-and it did. 

So each year that I was there-and I don't know if it was continued, probably not, 

because times got a lot easier, I think. As the economy grew, the federal budget grew, and N1H 

resources increased so much, I suspect that things shifted gears a little bit-it was very 

reassuring to the board to know that we had problems out in the future but that we could handle 

39 



them and that, in fact, we had a track record, now building up to five years, of handling them. It 

was a very useful device that I don't think if we didn't have all the deans on board and working 

together to solve these problems, in aggregate, we could have pulled off. 

The other thing that we had going for us as we went through those years, of course, was a 

campaign that we kicked off the silent phase-not counting the Peabody part-probably in about 

'91. 

By the time we got to '92 or so, as I remember, we had decided that while we really 

wanted to do a billion-dollar campaign that we thought, in light of the times, that we better make 

it $900 million because the legislature was still giving us three-quarters of the appropriation that 

was in the formula and the next year I got back the other quarter. We didn't want to give them 

the feeling down there that here's Hopkins just about to vacuum up a billion dollars, so why 

should we give them anything. Our strategy on that, which seems to have worked, was to call it a 

$900-million campaign. 

As you know, it ended up at a billion six or so. In fact I wouldn't have left, even as 

attractive as coming to the Kellogg Foundation was and has turned out to be, ifl hadn't known 

that we were going to go over that billion dollars and, essentially, that the back of the campaign 

had been broken-that we were over the hump-I wouldn't have left. But it was. By that time 

we knew that the issue wasn't were we going to make the campaign goal, the issue was how far 

over the campaign goal were we going to go and how quickly were we going to start the next 

campaign. 

Already the university had committed campaign after campaign to build up that 

development staff. We had Rip Haley, who was terrific. He retired and we recruited Bob 

Lindgren. I would say [that] probably Bob Lindgren, if he's not the best in the United States, 
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he's certainly one of the top two or three senior development officers in the country. [He] had 

tremendous experience when he got to us and has done a fabulous job since. 

Mike Bloomberg had been the chairman of the development committee. He hadn't 

wanted to do that. I was still at Penn State when I flew down to New York to recruit Mike. We 

went out to dinner and I said, "We really need you to be the campaign committee chair." He said, 

"Well, I don't know all that much about East Baltimore." I said, "No, but you'll learn it really 

quickly. We really need you to do it." And so he agreed to do it. He did that for the first number 

of years and continued to; then in addition, of course, became vice chair of the board and then 

chair of the board. He was a tremendous force. 

Morris [Offit] was just absolutely indefatigable and we had a group of other trustees who 

were just completely devoted to the university, most of them alums, and a number of them not, 

but uniformly devoted, and a great staff 

Warren: Who else? Who was really important to you? 

Richardson: Oh, there were so many it would be hard to know where to start. In terms of the 

campaign energy, I would say that Morris, Mike Bloomberg, Baldy [Furlong Baldwin] over at 

the medical center, Chip Mason, and Bud Meyerhoff. [tape interruption] 

I did. They're still friends. I was just back. Bill Brody invited us back for dinner with the 

board just a couple months ago. We were going to be in Baltimore and he knew about it and said, 

"Could you come over and join us for dinner?" which we did, or at least for a visit if not the 

whole dinner. I was just amazed. First of all, nine years later, to have your successor call you up 

and say "I hear you're going to be in town. We've got the board here for dinner. Can you come?'' 

is pretty remarkable and says a lot about Bill Brody. 

I felt all during the time that he was at Hopkins I had asked him to chair the university-
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wide strategic planning activity before he went to Minnesota. I would loved to have made him 

provost but it wouldn't have worked to have two health sciences-oriented people in those two 

roles. 

Anyway he and Wendy, just from my perspective, have caused me to feel so much a part 

of the university and so at home; as though I'd never left, practically. There was a friendship 

there. I walked into that room and looked around and saw so many people, you know, Wendell 

French [and] a number of people who were not on the board at the time that I was there but were 

clearly going to be on the board. I mean they were in the alumni association or active in one 

group, Second Decade Society, and so on and now are on the board. 

Chip Mason, I would say, and Ran [phonetic] were friends almost from day one. We just 

hit it off He's certainly been a tremendous and important supporter. There was an article done in 

Baltimore magazine on either us or me, I can't remember, in which several people were quoted, 

including Chip Mason. It always amused me. I still think about it. This was probably in '91 or 

something when we were working on all these debt issues and indirect costs and all that stuff He 

said, "It's sort oflike watching a duck. He looks very calm when you look at him from the top, 

but you know that underneath the water he's just paddling furiously." 

Warren: That's a really interesting metaphor. 

Richardson: I thought it was a great insight. There are so many others [like] Lenox Baker [and] 

Jerry Barondess. Gosh, I think of all the people that I still am in touch with or see from time to 

time and think of as friends. It's really unusual, I think, and it says a lot about what Hopkins is 

like. I have met a number of Hopkins people out here. There's just an affinity. There's something 

about just the character and the quality and the humanity of the institution that I'm sure goes all 

the way back and is still very much a part of it. 
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Warren: There are two directions I want to go. We're going to go one and then come back to 

the other but I wanted to go both ways right now, though. 

Richardson: While we're on the campaign, do you want to do the Krieger gift? 

Warren: Okay, let's go there. That's one of them. 

Richardson: The Krieger gift was wonderful because Zan Krieger was such a wonderful 

supporter of Nancy's and mine. We always enjoyed having him over. He was somebody who I 

knew had the capability of giving the largest unrestricted endowment gift to arts and sciences in 

the history of American higher education, which he ultimately did. But when I first sat down-

we had known each other for a while, a couple years, and had seen a lot of each other-and had 

dinner with him, and talked about the earliest stages of the campaign, and where we were hoping 

to head with it and so forth, he said, "You know, Bill, I've already given $12 million to the 

university. I think that's enough. I'm not planning on giving any more. I've got a lot of other 

interests, Jewish philanthropies of one sort or another, and other philanthropic interests. I just 

think that's enough." 

I said, "Well, Zan, I think that $12 million is wonderful, a fabulous amount, and if you 

stopped right now you'd be one of the major donors in the history of the university. But almost 

all, except for the Krieger Mind/Brain Institute, almost all of that money has gone into the 

medical school and largely to fund chairs in various areas that people are concerned about 

because they may end up needing care in that area. That's sort of a phase of giving that, I think, 

really is wonderful for the university and makes a lot of sense. It gives you good recognition as 

well. 

"I was just thinking about a totally different subject, a completely different tack in my 

mind. What I was thinking about was not you, now, at this stage of your life, being generous to 
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the medical school. What I was thinking about was how you got started in the first place and 

were able to build the capacity to do what you're doing now." He said, "What do you mean?" 

I said, "Well, you came to Hopkins as a freshman in 1924 into arts and sciences." He 

said, "That's right." I said, "Then you went on to Harvard law school. Do you think there was 

any connection between the two?" "Oh, a connection," he said. "I would never have been able to 

go to Harvard law school ifl hadn't been an undergraduate here." I said, "Well, what was it 

about the experience?" and he started naming faculty members in arts and sciences. I said, "All 

of whom really were, at that time, being supported by the endowment in arts and sciences, which 

was why Hopkins was able to have this kind of excellence at that time. 

"Of course, there were wealthy families who sent their kids"--their sons, I think I said, 

which it was at the time--"to Hopkins and I imagine that that would have been a big plus for 

you." He said, "Oh, no. My family couldn't afford to send me to Hopkins. I had to come on a 

scholarship. I wouldn't have been able to come here if it hadn't been for that." I said, "I suppose 

out of the endowment?" "Well, yes," he said, "out of the endowment." He hadn't thought about 

it but he imagined that was right. 

I said, "What I'm hearing you say is that there were two stages of your life. One was 

when you were getting started where Hopkins meant everything to you in terms of your future 

success at Harvard law school and then on into business and so on, and then another stage of 

your life, which you've already now addressed, which is your love for the medical school and for 

the Mind/Brain Institute." Well, he said he guessed that was right. He hadn't really thought about 

it that way. 

I said, "What I'm trying to do is figure out how we can get the unrestricted arts and 

sciences endowment to a level, in real dollars, that it was when you were at Hopkins between 
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1924 and 1928 because it's fallen behind some." He said, "How much do you think it's fallen 

behind?" I said, "I think it's fallen behind about $150 million in today's dollars. I've sort of run 

the numbers and saw what it was then, looked at what it is today, and the gap in today's dollars 

seems to be at a $150 million. 

"Frankly what I'm looking for is someone who's benefited from arts and sciences, who 

loves Homewood, loves Hopkins, and who wants to see it as great for students coming into this 

university in 2024 as it was in 1924. I wouldn't ask anybody to give the whole amount. What I 

really need is matching money because that's the most powerful money there is. IfI could get 

somebody to give matching money on a one-to-one basis, I'll bet you I could raise the other $75 

million." 

He said, "Are you asking me to give you $75 million for an unrestricted endowment in 

arts and sciences?" I said, "That's right. That's what I'm hoping for because I think it would just 

so fit everything that Hopkins has meant to you." He said, "Well, let me think about it. Let's 

have dinner again in a couple weeks." 

He went off and thought about it and talked to his friend and advisor and just wonderful 

guy, Bob Hiller. He came back a little bit later-I can't remember, two or three weeks later-and 

we had dinner and he said, "You know, I've been thinking about what you said when we had 

dinner the last time about the unrestricted endowment. I think you' re right. I think that is where 

we should put the money. But I've run the numbers and I don't know what index or deflator you 

used, but I think you're off in your calculation." I said, "In what way?" He said, "I don't think 

it's as big a gap as you think. The way I run the numbers and look at it, I think that it's about 

$100 million short." I said, "Are you saying to me that you'd be willing to give $50 million on a 

challenge basis?" He said, "Yes, I would." 
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Warren: You are very, very good. 

Richardson: It was just wonderful because he was so thrilled at the thought. Then from there 

we went into the public announcement and it was the largest gift of unrestricted endowment to an 

arts and sciences school in the United States in history. 

Then he went on from there, and this just goes to show you how the ripple effects seem to 

work. He went on from there and started proselytizing for giving away your money while you're 

alive and can see the benefit that accrues to people as a result of it. I know that Michael 

Bloomberg said to me a number of times that he and Zan would have lunch together or would 

spend time together, and Zan really got the message across to Michael. Michael enthusiastically, 

I'm sure, received the idea that Zan was promoting, which was "Do it now. Don't do it later. And 

don't do it in a testamentary gift when you aren't around to find out who it's helping and what 

good it's doing." I think that probably had a big impact not just on Mike Bloomberg, who had 

already been very, very generous, but on so many others, including Morris and Champ Sheridan 

with the library. 

Warren: Let's talk about what was your role in that. 

Richardson: First of all, Champ and Debbie [Sheridan] were just as wonderful as people could 

be. They were smart, successful, generous, kind, [and] caring. In fact, my guess would be that 

when we left that it probably hurt more for the Sheridans. That was one of the hard things about 

leaving. You're leaving and people think of it as somehow you're leaving them. I think that 

Champ and Debbie-I know, in fact, from what they said in a very kind, loving way-that they 

felt that way and it was hard, although we've seen them since, of course. 

That was a case, actually, where we knew where Champ's interest was. We knew that he 

was not as engaged in the university for a number of years as he later became again. We knew he 

46 



loved the library. He chaired the advisory board of the library and, of course, his own business 

was publishing. The means were there because of this ownership of the company and an ESOP 

[Employee Stock Ownership Plan] that they had that allowed for them to be able to make these 

contributions and, in a way I never quite understood, that balanced off other employees' 

ownership of the company. I can't remember just how it worked. 

I do remember that we were thinking that a $10 million gift would be a marvelous gift for 

that library. It needed lots to bring it up to speed. We also knew-and when I say "we," it really 

was Morris and Mike Bloomberg and myself who talked a lot about this-that what we really 

needed was $20 million for our lead gift. We didn't know whether or not Champ and Debbie 

would want to do that, but we hoped they would. 

I remember Michael flew down to Pennsylvania where they live. We drove up and we 

met near wherever it was Michael landed. Then we drove together and spent a Saturday morning 

with the Sheridans. We talked about what it would take and why it would take that much and 

asked them if they would consider a $20-million gift. They said "Yes," they would. 

[Interruption] 

I've always loved fundraising; I've loved it since I was a teenager. My dad was very 

engaged with the church as treasurer and senior warden, raising money, and always into some 

big project. It was our hundredth anniversary of the church when I was seventeen and there was a 

big mansion near the church, which he thought would be just great for church offices, meeting 

rooms, and the youth center. It became known as Centennial House and he went out to raise the 

money. He had me come back from Choate, where I was in school, to talk to the congregation as 

a youth about the importance of this. I don't know; it was just something I loved doing. 

When I got into college, I was president of the fraternity. It was in a building that was 
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owned by the college and they wanted to take it back, and so we had to build a new fraternity 

house. I told the alumni brothers that we needed to raise I've forgotten how much it was, but a 

lot of money. They said [that] they didn't really see how we were going to do that because 

people were spread all over the country and so on. I said, "Here's a way that I was thinking we 

could do it. What ifl took a summer off between my junior and senior years"-I'djust been 

elected president-" and just got in my car and drove around the United States and saw every 

brother of means that we know of anywhere in the United States. All I'll ask in return is for you 

to pay for the cost of the gas and motels and so on; no pay or anything like that. I'll do it as a 

volunteer but I just need some help financing the cost of the trip." 

And I did. I drove sixteen thousand miles that summer. I mostly slept with brothers and 

their families. It didn't cost a lot. Once in a while, in the middle of Texas or somewhere, I'd end 

up at a motel. I went down [to] the South, all the way across Texas, up the West Coast, and back 

across the midsection of the country. We raised the money we needed and that was more fun. 

People just are so excited once they've done [it]. It was like Zan Krieger or Champ or Michael 

Bloomberg now, with all the things that he's done, and Morris. There's nothing more thrilling. 

It's really infectious, I find, and I still love to do it. 

In Michigan we have something called the Connect Michigan Alliance, which is the first 

time in the United States that a state agency, which is the community service agency, and then 

the nonprofit association Campus Compact and the community volunteer centers, which are 

three statewide organizations, have merged. The three private nonprofits have merged into one 

and then combined with the state agency. They can't legally completely combine but they've 

combined functionally. They're all in the same place, operating the same programs with the same 

back office. 
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In order to make that work we talked the last governor, John Engler, into recommending 

an appropriation of $10 million on a challenge basis. Ifwe could raise $10 million privately, then 

the state would put up dollar for dollar the $10 million of state money. It had to be done by 

December 3 1, 2003. I became co-chair of the campaign about three years ago with a woman 

named Julie Fisher Cummings, who's Max Fisher's daughter, and then Michele Engler, the 

governor's wife, who was the chair of the community service commission. We had one for the 

corporate sector, which was Michele Engler, one for the family and private sector, which was 

Julie Cummings, and then me for the foundation part, which was about seventy percent of the 

total. 

It gave me a chance, sort of as a sidelight to my full-time job, to get around the state with 

others that are connected to all these people, just the way it was when I was twenty-one years old 

or whatever, and to call on these people and to explain how exciting this idea was and how much 

it was going to mean to volunteers and community service all across Michigan forever, sort of in 

recognition of George Romney's having launched this in this direction decades ago. It was more 

fun. 

We got all the big foundations to put up more money than they ever would have expected 

to and small foundations to put up two or three times what they would have expected to. We 

came down to the end and we were still six hundred thousand dollars short in the last three 

weeks. It was important because the Gresge gift of a million was contingent on, as theirs always 

are, completing the campaign or else we would have lost the whole million dollars. We had a 

hundred thousand from Dow-Coming, which was contingent on our successfully completing the 

campaign. Then there was the state match, which we wouldn't have gotten, so the leverage on 

the last six hundred thousand was huge. 
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Instead of going back to the usual suspects, which was what would be a natural thing to 

do, we went to some new donors, Comcast for example, which had expanded in the state. We 

laid out what this was all about in terms of the public-private collaboration. They stepped right 

up to the plate. They said [that] they'd never heard of anything like that; that was exactly the 

kind of thing they liked to fund. They made their first major grant in Michigan. I ended up seeing 

Brian Roberts, who's the CEO of Comcast, a few weeks later and he was talking about it. He 

was excited about it. I told him about the leverage and he said, "Boy, maybe we should bring 

those people into headquarters and see if they can leverage." 

I think that the people at Hopkins really got it in terms of "This isn't drudgery. This isn't 

something you do grudgingly." First of all, you love the place. Secondly, you love each other and 

working with each other. Third, it's just about as energizing an activity as you can engage in. 

Starting with Zan all the way through to the wonderful conclusion of the campaign, to me, it's 

just been like the icing on the cake. 

Warren: No too long ago I did an interview with Paula Einaudi. 

Richardson: Yes, isn't she terrific? 

Warren: She was saying very similar things. She said, "My mother raised me to never talk 

about money and here I was a development officer. But when I realized I was asking people to 

support something that they really were passionate about, it was easy." 

Richardson: Yes. Not only that but she's a Smith graduate, so she's got both things going for 

her. 

Warren: Oh, she's got everything going for her. That brings us to the School of Nursing, which 

had a huge challenge to build their wonderful new building. 

Richardson: Oh, well, how about building a nursing school? Remember, the reincarnation of 
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the nursing school is only twenty years old roughly. 

Warren: Not even that. 

Richardson: Not even that. 

Warren: Well, yes, just about. 

Richardson: Just about. See how quiet I was, not to contradict you? Normally, I would have 

said, "Yes, it's twenty years old." 

Warren: I didn't know that they're going to have the twentieth anniversary of the first 

graduating class in 2006. 

Richardson: Something like that, roughly speaking. Anyway, we had Dean [Carol] Gray, who 

was the right person for the time. She pulled those faculty together, laid out what I thought were 

some pretty innovative programs, was able to work effectively with most of the people that had 

to collaborate with the school and, within the confines of their old space, did a really good job. 

But it was clear, when she was ready to retire, that we needed somebody that had the 

academic credentials that would go with Hopkins and the energy to fundraise, build a building, 

and really be a model for those students and faculty, especially the graduate students. We looked 

high and low because there are a limited number of people who would feel comfortable at 

Hopkins working with the rest of the medical center as a dean. As you know, it's a very bright, 

aggressive group of people. 

We got a good scientist [with a] very good track record [and] certainly with no problem 

at all in standing up to other people; perhaps, in some instances, more standing up than the 

system could handle. She was like so many others appointed that I really enjoyed. She was just 

constantly wanting to jump the traces. She just had so much energy and was so driven to get 

things done. 
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The best example of this is Al Sommer who's, to my way of thinking, just the kind of 

person you want to put in a job like that_ He's taken a place with a wonderful history and built it 

into a place for the twenty-first century, not just figuratively but literally, and done it by building 

enormous support for a discipline that most people never even thought about fifteen years ago 

and almost all by force of personality and brains_ I was looking for the same thing in a dean of 

nursmg. 

We got the energy and the enthusiasm. We had the wonderful support of the Pinkards. I 

always felt that that was really the lynchpin of the success of getting that building. 

Warren: The Pinkard family? 

Richardson: The Pinkard family. 

Warren: Tell me what you mean. 

Richardson: There was a deep and abiding commitment to nursing. I don't even recall why, but 

there was_ As the years went by and it was clear that we needed new space, it seemed to me that 

they sort of stepped forward, in their quiet but very potent way, and said, "This is something we 

want to take on." Then when Walter died, which was fairly far along in this thinking process, I 

thought the natural thing would have been to name the building for the family if you were going 

to name the building_ What is it named? Do you know how it's named? 

Warren: The Anne M. Pinkard Building. 

Richardson: Yes. 

Warren: The word Merrick didn't appear. 

Richardson: No, but the original idea always was to name it after Nan. I said to Wally 

[Pinkard] after his dad died, "Do you think it would mean more to your mother if we named it 

for your dad?" I had no idea whether they talked about it or whether she would have even 
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thought that was appropriate or whether he would have thought it was appropriate as he reflected 

on it. But at the time that I proposed it, he just thought it was a great idea and it got him 

energized. It was just like turning things on their head, because everybody assumed it was going 

to be named for Nan. But what if she would have rather had it named for Walter or what if Wally 

had? It was just one of those things you just sort of drop in and see where it goes. I'd forgotten 

how it had turned out. Obviously it didn't go, but it energized the whole movement once again. 

Warren: Well, the nurses were pretty excited to have it named for a woman. 

Richardson: Yes, there are a lot of reasons why you'd want to do that. I didn't follow nursing 

all that closely after that except to know that I had thought, all along, that the present dean is 

truly one of the great stars of that faculty. 

Warren: Martha Hill? 

Richardson: Yes. It was Martha Hill who was involved in the recruitment of her predecessor 

because she was an obvious candidate as well. But Martha was the president of the American 

Heart Association at about the time and I think just didn't want to go there but in the end agreed 

to. 

Warren: Are you implying there were issues about Sue Donaldson? 

Richardson: There weren't issues when I was there except that she was a bit abrasive with her 

colleagues, which bothered them. 

Warren: Her colleagues? 

Richardson: In the medical school. Now I never had a problem but then, in fairness, I only 

worked with her for, what, a year or two, I think. She probably came in '94. During the time that 

I knew her she was doing all the vigorous, energetic, collaborative things, especially with the 

hospital, that I was hoping would happen. I wasn't hearing too much concern expressed by the 
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others in the medical center and I don't know how they could. I mean, after all, you had Mike 

Johns and Al Sommer. Who could complain? 

Warren: Were you closely involved in raising money for the nursing building? 

Richardson: No, I wasn't. I think it was just getting launched. I think the fundraising for it was 

just getting launched. There was a model of it, which I liked a lot, probably in my last year. 

Warren: It's very handsome. 

Richardson: Yes, I thought so from the model. I haven't seen it. 

Warren: It works. 

Richardson: Good. 

Warren: It works very well. Go down and take a look at it. It's really pretty terrific. 

Richardson: Yes. 

Warren: A while ago you mentioned that the Brodys invited you to join them for a dinner 

meeting with the trustees. 

Richardson: Right. 

Warren: Let's go way back to the beginning. Did anything like that happen with Steve Muller? 

Did you have any relationship like that with Steve Muller? 

Richardson: I can't tell you why this is but in the five years I was there, except on the train 

platform a few times as he was going down to Washington because he had an office at SAIS and 

maybe [at] one or two official events, I never saw him. It wasn't because I didn't want to see 

him. I always interpreted it as we had a very positive experience during the transition and my 

inauguration. It was very positive. In fact, it was a great inauguration. I really enjoyed it. Have 

you ever seen the tape of that? 

Warren: No. 
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Richardson: You might enjoy it. We had more fun. We had Cardinal Keeler, the governor, 

Steve, the students, and Morris, of course, presided. It was just a great occasion. Usually those 

things are kind of boring. The whole faculty stood up and applauded at the end. It was really 

stunning. Dick Johns was the faculty representative. It was neat. I haven't seen it for years but I 

remember the occasion and then I remember watching the tape a couple times afterwards. It was 

quite late because of the tradition. It was in February after I'd been there for more than six 

months. 

The only objection to it that I ever heard was, in my address, I spent about half the time 

talking about finances and about half the time talking about the academic vision. That was just 

absolutely, as far as I was concerned, an appropriate reflection of the time that we were in and 

the faculty needed to understand that. 

Steve said to me [that] any question I had, anytime that I wanted to call him and ask him 

a question to feel free to. I did a couple times that first summer because we were handing things 

off to one another. [He was] very cordial and helpful. I think he might have come in once. 

I think that he's-I mean I don't know this. I've never asked. I've seen him since, of 

course, at things like when we had the gala for the wrap-up of the campaign and the like and 

we've always had a cordial relationship. [We] did way back. Going back to the beginning of our 

conversation last time, I first met Steve back in the mid '70s when I came as a site visitor to 

Hopkins. But I think he's said to himself, "I've had my run. We've gone through all of this 

turmoil and we've come out of it okay. Now somebody's going to take it over and make sure that 

it works and I'm not going to get in his way. In fact, I'm going to keep out of his way." 

I'm not sure about this but I think he said to me that Milton Eisenhower had said to him, 

once he took over, that he was moving and going to just keep out of sight because that was the 
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best thing he could do for Steve. I think Steve said the same thing to me. And he was right. 

Not that I would have minded it because my predecessor here for the first five years 

stayed on the board. He wasn't in the building but he came to board meetings. He and I-we 

don't live far from each other-have over the years become good friends. He's always been 

extremely supportive of me and I've always been admiring of him and so that's worked out well. 

But then there wasn't any trouble to speak of; a little scuffie with the person who thought he 

should be his predecessor [sic, successor] but that's another matter. 

Here in Steve's case I truly think he was actively engaged in what he wanted to do. He 

was with Jill [McGovern]. Margy [Muller] was sick with her emphysema and that went on 

painfully for a long time. I just think he wanted to stay out of sight and do something else. 

The amazing thing was I didn't see him around town either. When we'd go to the annual 

gala at the symphony or to events or to the ballgame or when the Queen came and watched her 

first extraordinarily boring first three innings of an Orioles game. It was so embarrassing. I mean 

here she was, first baseball game she'd ever seen, and the first three innings nothing happened. 

Somebody walked. A couple of guys struck out. Finally after three innings she left. But we had a 

nice dinner together. I hadn't seen her since she'd come to the University of Washington, so that 

was kind of fun. But anyway, I didn't see Steve at any of these things so I can only conclude that 

he really did intend and did, in fact, decide to just give me all the running room I could possibly 

want. 

It was helpful because we did a lot of tough things during those five years, both from a 

budgetary point of view and then, on the positive side, sort of heavy lifting in the legislature and 

the campaign. My view of it was that it was a period-and back to Morris Offit. I could never 

have done this if it hadn't been for the close, almost brotherhood I felt with Morris Offit because 
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he understood everything I was talking about. He had the deep history on lots of stuff I didn't. 

We talked every week. We made a point of talking every week. 

Warren: I want to hear about that. Let me flip this tape over. 

[Begin tape 2 side 2] 

Richardson: First we would talk sporadically but always productively. It didn't take us very 

long to figure out that the best time for each of us, given the lives that we both led, was Sunday 

night at about nine o'clock. I don't think we missed very many. We tried to talk every Sunday 

night. Sometimes we'd talk for ten minutes and sometimes we'd talk for an hour about issues 

that were going on, things that he had run into or that people were asking him about, [or] stuff 

that I wanted to do. I always laid out for him directions I wanted to head in. 

Warren: Is it typical to have a board chairman that actively involved? 

Richardson: I don't think it's uncommon. I think it varies a lot by the personality of the board 

chairman and how willing he is to really pay attention and how willing the president is to really 

take advantage of the opportunity to have somebody to bounce ideas off of 

You've got to remember, too, that it was a very special time. These were not the days 

where you were expanding and building new buildings and adding new things. We did all that 

but I mean it was not an expansive era. It was a "Let's make sure that we come out of this much 

stronger than we went in," while at the same time rebuilding what was a very shaky financial 

base. Morris understood that very well and so it was just hugely helpful to have somebody to 

work these things through with. 

The other thing we talked a lot about was the relationship between the hospital and the 

university. He was able to talk to board members in the hospital at the same time I was so we 

were saying the same thing. We were also sharing information. 
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For example on the Barbara Hill suit, that was just so dysfunctional from the point of 

view of the university. It was not in the interest of the university. I told him it wasn't in the 

interest of the university. [I] told Baldy [Furlong Baldwin] it wasn't in the interest of the 

university. I needed to have Morris understand why it wasn't in the interest of the university. 

There would just be one example. Now they went ahead and did it anyway much to everybody's 

embarrassment. Nonetheless, there you are. [ sotto voce] I won't go there. 

Morris needed to understand why I was talcing such a strong stand. I needed to talk 

through it with him because we were dealing with all of the people that I had to see everyday and 

tell them not to do what they were doing and try to get Estelle Fishbein to explain to their general 

counsel why they shouldn't be doing what they were doing. 

Warren: How did you get yourself ready for those phone calls? 

Richardson: I didn't. 

Warren: It was just what you were doing all week? 

Richardson: Yes, sure. It was whatever. I would usually make a mental note if something came 

up that I wanted to mention to Morris. I never had anything written down. I would just make a 

mental note that this is something Morris ought to know about or an issue was coming up. 

There's nothing worse as a board chair than being blindsided, especially if you're as engaged as 

he was in the whole university and caring as much about it as he did. He was a very engaged 

university trustee, vice chair, and then chair. It took that willingness to be engaged, on the one 

hand, and I was somebody who liked engaging people in that way to make sure that we had not 

just a solid alliance, but there wasn't a crack between us in terms of our view on any issue. The 

stuff we were doing, you couldn't afford to be split by deans, the hospital, politicians, alumni, or 

anybody. 
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A lot of stuff we were getting done, for example the Peabody, once I explained to Morris 

why I wanted to do what we were going to do-and in that case, that was a heavy enough 

decision that I actually went up to Maine where he was on vacation and sat down with him and 

told him what I wanted to do. The whole point of going to Maine wasn't to go to Maine. It was 

to reinforce with him the idea that this is a big enough issue for me that I'm coming to Maine to 

talk to you about it. He understood that. Morris was just extraordinarily insightful. He knew why 

I was sitting in that Adirondack chair talking to him about it. 

Warren: It's the same reason I'm sitting in this chair in Battle Creek, Michigan. You're very 

important. 

Richardson: I had two or three heavy-duty trustees who were just adamantly opposed to doing 

anything for the Peabody and who certainly weren't wanting to pledge the good faith and credit 

of the university for this campaign. I had one of them, I won't get into who, when I told him how 

we were going to do it literally rise up out of his chair and say, "You can't do that." I said, "Yes, 

we can and we're going to." Well, you can't do that unless you've already spent a little time with 

Morris to make sure that when the phone gets picked up, which it will be ten seconds after 

you're out of the door, that Morris's answer is the same. 

Warren: Morris was just coming into the chairmanship the same time you came onboard. 

Richardson: The same day; we started the same day. He'd been vice chair. 

Warren: So he must have had some close relationship with Steve Muller. 

Richardson: Well, he certainly knew him well. Sure. I never inquired about what went on 

before me because I didn't want to know, to tell you the truth. I presume that Morris was 

integrally involved in the transition. The guy who was chair at the time was not as engaged. I 

mean Steve wasn't particularly engaged and didn't want to be with the chair. He was off doing 
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his own thing. They'd go six weeks at a time without talking to each other. 

Warren: We talked last time about a few key people but did you inherit many people on your 

staff from Steve Muller? Were any of them particularly helpful or a particular problem? 

Richardson: I inherited almost all of them and kept them all except for a couple. Lombardi left 

because he didn't get the presidency, I assume, and therefore went to Florida. I don't know that 

for a fact but I presume that's the case. So there was a provost position to fill and that's when I 

put Reds [Wolman] in and then subsequently brought in Joe Cooper. Interestingly enough, there 

were several candidates for that job, at least four or five of whom ended up in their next move as 

presidents of either Ivy League schools or their equivalent around the country. They were really 

a good, good list of people. 

That was an example, now, of where Morris would be really helpful. I tried to recruit 

Judith Rodin at one point when she was still at Yale and, obviously, before she'd gone to Penn. 

He got Mike Armstrong and they went out and took her and her husband out to golf She was 

married to a guy who had an export business in Connecticut and didn't want to move or 

otherwise she would have come. At the drop of a hat, he would do anything for you to help the 

cause. He has the same sort of development orientation that I do in terms of, if you really want 

something, you get on the plane and go out and see Gordon Gee and sit down with him. You 

don't talk to him on the phone or see him at the next meeting. If you really want something, you 

go out and talk to him. And it works. That was the kind of person Morris was. 

I inherited some great people. Gene Sunshine [was] just as good as they come and still is. 

[He's] doing it for Northwestern now, where he and Holly were both alums. [He's] just a 

fabulous guy. John Lordan is a very different sort of person but extremely valuable to us because 

he had been the senior person at OMB [Office of Management and Budget] responsible for 
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indirect costs during the years that he was in the government. He was able to advise us all along 

of how the sausage actually got made. He was also the one responsible for dealing with the 

negotiators from the government. [He was] very, very good and [is] now off, I think, in the 

equivalent of Gene's position at a university in New York. 

Estelle Fishbein has got to be the best general counsel. I have worked with probably the 

three best general counsels in higher education, but Estelle Fishbein certainly was one of my 

favorite people of all time and one of the most able people of all time. Well, you know, she had 

to be. To have been a 1955 Yale graduate as a woman was about as rare as it got. 

The extraordinary thing about her was she was able to set up the women's network and 

do preventive law on a whole range of issues, and then tum around and be absolutely devastating 

as a litigator in a federal case in West Virginia and just wipe them out, or [in] an administrative. 

case as happened to us, in fact, in some of these reimbursements down in Washington. She 

would have the witness so nervous that they, literally, would be perspiring and would have to 

drink a Coke or something because she'd have them so terrified. If you can imagine, I mean, 

somebody as wonderful and sweet as Estelle. 

Warren: No, I can't. 

Richardson: Well, it's something. It's really something. I've never known anybody who could 

both do just really expert internal law, everything from business law to human resources to 

dealing with intellectual property and the hospital and so on, on the one hand and then go into 

court. Except for bond counsel, we had almost no external legal costs. The only place I've ever 

been like that. The two before that, at Penn State and then the guy at Washington, Jim Wilson, 

who had argued a Baake-like case before the Supreme Court, were equally spectacular. But 

Estelle was really special. So she was there. 
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There was a fellow who was in charge-I can't remember his name-of sort of minority 

affairs as best I can remember. From what I can tell, his main job was to go around-he had 

quite a budget, I remember-and sort of take people places, to the ballgame or the symphony or 

whatever. 

Warren: Is that Jakie Hall? 

Richardson: Could have been. I don't even remember. 

Warren: I've never met him. 

Richardson: Basically what he did from what I could tell-and this is just my own after-the-

fact assessment. I don't know whether or not it's true-but my impression was that his job was 

to keep a lid on everything. If there were people who were disturbed or troubled, to somehow 

soothe them and smooth them and get them over here on the margin. 

It didn't take very long to figure out-it's so short a time that I can't remember. It might 

have even happened before I took the job-that that wasn't the way I wanted to operate. rd had 

a lot of experience dealing with both gender and race and ethnicity issues in universities and I 

knew that that was not the way you did it. The way you do it is by opening it up and taking on 

the Black Student Union's concerns as though they were your own. [You] figure out where you 

agree and where you don't, and then talk through where you don't. 

If you have really hard-driving, outspoken, high-profile individuals as we did in Kobi 

Little, who was the head of the Black Student Union in about 1994 I think it was, then you sat 

down in an open forum for as long as you had to until you had the issues resolved or people got 

tired of it, as happened in that case where a number of the black student leaders came to me and 

said, "You've got to stop him from pushing this thing. We've already resolved all these issues 

and he keeps pushing this, the things that aren't going to happen." 
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Warren: Was that when there was a problem about an exhibit at the library? 

Richardson: No, that was another time. I said, "Well, I can't do anything about it. You're the 

student leaders. You do it." They said, "Well, we can't do that to a brother." I said, "Yes, you 

can and I'll tell you how. Next time we have a big open forum"-these are like fishbowl 

arrangements with maybe two hundred students there. Kobi Little would say things to me like he 

couldn't believe that someone with only a high school education, meaning himself, could know 

more about the university than somebody with a PhD. I mean it really made his brothers cringe. 

Anyway I said to them, "All you have to do is next time he says something that you know 

is a dead issue or that shouldn't be pushed, just get up and say you disagree and see what 

happens." And so they did and it was the last open meeting we had. He just melted away and 

took on something else. He's now working in one of the congressional offices. [He's a] very 

bright guy. I just was so hoping-and I hope it's turned out this way-that he would sort of get 

past this set of issues and into something that I view, anyway, as more constructive. Not because 

what he raised in the first place wasn't worth raising-it was-but we dealt with most of it and it 

was time to move on. He was so bright and so able but just driven. 

That was an interesting episode because, after that, I'll tell you something that I just 

thought was-are you allowed to have fun in these interviews? 

Warren: Absolutely. 

Richardson: I'll tell you. It was the final meeting and sort of settlement, if you will, of the 

seventeen demands [as] they were called. There were actually seventeen issues, fifteen of which 

I agreed with. Things like carding black kids when they walked into the gym but not carding 

white kids; stuff like that. We dealt with all of that. 

The two that we didn't deal with had to do with creating a black studies department 
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because I don't go for departments. I believe in programs and a lot of fluidity within the 

academic setting, but not departments. The reason they wanted the department was to teach the 

white kids about blacks, which is very understandable. We weren't going to do that. 

The other one was we were not going to divest of our holdings in South Africa. I mean 

we were almost at the point where elections were being held. Because of my earlier life at Penn 

State when I spent a lot of time over in South Africa, I knew a number of the ANC people in 

South Africa. Now I know them quite well. I have them on my staff. I knew Desmond Tutu well 

from the '80s. I made sure that I was right. They said, "Of course not. You're supposed to be 

investing in South Africa, not divesting." I had them write me a letter on ANC letterhead and I 

sent it over to them. I don't know what they ever thought of it but the whole thing settled down. 

The Black Student Union went back into its regular activities and everybody went home. 

Then about, I don't know, it couldn't have been more than a month later, we had our 

homecoming weekend or alumni weekend in the spring where, at least at that time, it was a 

custom for the older alums to have breakfast with the president. [There were] a couple hundred 

of them at least, maybe two hundred and fifty. Of course, older meant like sixty-five and up 

probably. I don't know what the cutoff was but they didn't look young. By definition, they were 

all white and all male because we didn't integrate until '55, I think it was, and women in, I think, 

'71. So it was a pretty traditional-looking group. 

I gave the Hopkins-on-the-move talk that I often gave and then opened it up for 

questions, which I always did. Nancy was with me that morning. When I opened it up for 

questions, this older fellow in the back was just sitting on the edge of his chair. He said, "I've got 

a question for you, Dr. Richardson. I'll tell you what my question is. Do we now operate on a 

quota system here at Hopkins? I've read about how you've settled all these matters with the 
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black students." He assumed I must have given in to a quota system, which never actually was 

on the table but that was what was in his mind. 

I said, "As a matter of fact, we do," and about two hundred and fifty mouths dropped 

open. I said, "Would you like me to describe to you how it works?" He said "I certainly would" 

just like that. He was just really hot. I said, "First of a11, before I say anything, let me say we 

would never admit a student to Hopkins who we didn't think could get through. That's a sine qua 

non. But once you move beyond that, then we do have quotas. There's no denying it." They were 

all sitting on the edges of their chairs. 

"First of all," I said, "one that isn't too controversial is that every year we try to recruit 

two potential all-American midfielders. We do that year after year and I've got no trouble with 

that at all." "Well, no, you wouldn't get trouble with that," they all said. I said, "But one that's a 

little more controversial is every year we go out and recruit a potential all-American goalie, 

because as long as I'm president of this university, we are never, ever going to the final four with 

a walk-on goalie. We're just not going to do it." They said, "No, you don't want a walk-on 

goalie. You've got to recruit a goalie." So that was fine." 

I said, "Those are pretty straightforward given our tradition and our history. But I'll tell 

you what's a little more challenging is the Peabody Conservatory. Strings, no problem. We have 

strings coming out our ears. But the woodwinds are a real challenge. To have a conservatory, 

you have to have an orchestra. To have an orchestra, you have to have a woodwind section and 

so you have to fill each of those chairs every year. You're drawing from a pretty thin base, 

frankly. Remember, they've got to be able to get through school. But we do and that's one of our 

priorities and part of the quota system. 

"Then the other things, I guess, are probably things you're familiar with. We do limit the 
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number of students that we admit who show any signs of wanting to go on to medical school. If 

we didn't, we'd be overwhelmed with students who are going to medical school and that does 

not make for a good student mix in terms of range of interests. Therefore, we do try to have a 

decent balance in terms of academic interests across the various parts of arts and sciences and 

engineering. 

"Then, of course, we interested in geographic diversity. We want the students to have 

experiences with others that come from different parts of the country. Of course, [there's] 

gender. We want to make sure we have a good mix of men and women and, of course, racial and 

ethnic backgrounds so that people can learn from each other. [It's] just what you'd want for your 

university; to have an undergraduate student body that can learn from each other but that also 

[can] satisfy some needs of balance that we have within the university and who can win the 

national championship. Is that responsive to your question?" He said, "Well, I guess so." 

Warren: I'll bet when you got to the woodwinds, that just killed them. 

Richardson: They had never thought of that as a quota. Of course, what they were thinking of a 

quota didn't exist. Naturally, we recruited for diversity like every other place but we never 

thought of it as a quota. Nancy on the way home said, "Have you ever had that question before 

or did you just make that up?" I said, ''No, I just made it up." It was fun. 

Warren: Well, I can tell you, the board made the right decision when they picked you. 

You've mentioned the role of provost before. I'm really interested in the whole concept 

of the provost. When I came to Hopkins, it was the first time I'd been in a place that had a 

provost and so the whole concept was new to me. From what I understand, they do different 

things at different places. 

Richardson: That's putting it charitably. They do the same thing at most places but they didn't 
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at Hopkins. 

Warren: Okay. Well, now see to me, Hopkins is my standard. That's become my definition. 

Help me to understand. What's the role of a provost? 

Richardson: At a big AAU research university-let me just speak to those because that's the 

only kind, except for college, I've [uncJear]-the provost is essentially, at least, the chief 

academic officer who is responsible, on behalf of the president, for the deans reporting to him or 

her; doing the academic development, budgets, recruiting, [and] planning; and then just 

managing the academic enterprise. 

At some places, like at Penn State, the provost role was combined with executive vice 

president, which beyond that then gave me, for example, responsibility for development of all 

physical facilities, making all capital decisions with a committee and obviously the approval of 

the president, chairing the budget committee, and chairing the weekly executive committee of 

the university. But that was a combined role. My principal role as provost was all the deans and 

all the other campuses reported in to me as the senior academic officer, or that plus sometimes, 

as in my case at Penn State. 

When I came to Hopkins there hadn't been much of a history of a provost because, really, 

Hopkins had grown up more as a very high-end, research-oriented, liberal arts and sciences 

enterprise with some engineering on the Homewood campus. I don't know the history well 

enough but my impression would be that, probably, the president working with the deans would 

have been sufficient. But when Steve [Muller] came from Cornell, he came as provost and so 

they obviously were beginning to fill in that hole then. Maybe it had existed before; I don't 

know. I do know that Dick Longaker, when he came along, had a different perspective on it and 

played a different role. When John Lombardi came, I imagine his role was more like the 
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traditional one of being the person to whom the deans were supposed to report. 

At Hopkins where it's so diverse-not so much anymore, probably. It wasn't by the time 

I left. It was much more cohesive. But when I came it was very atomized and decentralized to the 

point where the central administration was funded by a tax on the colleges rather than the other 

way around. At Penn State, for example, all the money came in to me and then it went out and so 

any budget adjustments or any reserves or anything like that went in that direction. This was the 

other way around. 

Warren: It took me a long time to get that. 

Richardson: Yes. 

Warren: I couldn't think of what [unclear]. 

Richardson: But we struck more ofa balance. Well, it's a really good model because it just 

energizes. As long as you have ways of keeping everybody in the stable together, it works really 

well. But you've got to have the right people and the right model of collaboration and you have 

to have control over, for example, development centrally and some other things centrally to make 

it work. 

Then John Lombardi played his role. I think it was more as chief academic officer and 

budget officer, in a very high-level sense, for trying to get these problems solved that Steve was 

not tackling as directly as John did and as the board wanted John to do. 

When I went looking for a provost, the dilemma always is, is the person going to have the 

health sciences reporting to him because the health sciences want to report to the president, if 

they report to anybody, but certainly not to the provost. At a place like Hopkins, which is a little 

bit lopsided in terms of the scale of things in the size of Homewood versus the size of East 

Baltimore, APL, SAIS down in Washington, and Peabody, it's just a little different arrangement. 
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I viewed the provost as the person that I could count on to develop some of the curricular 

change that went on in a number of the units but not the medical school, which I did myself. I 

don't mean the curricular change but we encouraged that. Cathy D' Angelis was the associate 

dean. She drove that under Mike John's leadership and with my encouragement and support. So I 

did the medical school and, to the degree possible in terms of chairing the academic councils, I 

tried to do arts and sciences until it got impossible because of all the other stuff that was going 

on. Then Joe did more of that and that was combined, as you know, with engineering. 

All the other ones, their daily interaction was more with Joe or with Steve McClain or 

Paula Burger. It was more daily reporting relationships and working collaboratively with Gene 

Sunshine to work out the budgets and finances and academic programs and things like that. It 

was always a little bit more of a senior staff role at Hopkins than it was a direct line operating 

role, which it is at most places. 

Joe Cooper was an interesting guy. He was the best recruiter of deans I have ever seen 

anywhere. He could put a committee together. He could manage the committee. He could spot 

talent. He could recruit talent. By the time we were finished, as I said earlier, we had replaced all 

but one dean. I would give eighty percent of the credit for the quality of those deans, not 

counting-I appointed Mike and Al before Joe got there, but everyone after that I'd give Joe 

eighty percent of the credit for finding the best people there were. 

Warren: And now his successor is Steve Knapp-or did you find Steve Knapp? 

Richardson: He found Steve Knapp as part of his search for dean of arts and sciences. Then I 

talked to Steve Knapp and I knew within thirty seconds-and this is not in person even. This was 

on the telephone-that Steve Knapp was a natural. You could just tell. He was chairman of the 

English department at Berkeley at the time. We got him out and I talked to him. He moved right 
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in [and] knew exactly what to do. He became provost after I left so I don't know about that part, 

but I assume he's doing fine. 

Warren: Oh, he's great. 

Richardson: Yes. Maybe three or four times in a career you come across somebody you can 

truly say is a natural and he's one. 

Warren: He knew my name before I knew who he was. I was really amazed when I found out 

who he was, but he knew exactly who I was and what I was doing. He seems to be in touch with 

everything. 

Richardson: That's good. I'm not surprised. 

Warren: He's on top of everything. Good guy. Not because he knows my name. 

Paul Wolfowitz. 

Richardson: Yes. 

Warren: An interesting person. He has come to be very well known. 

Richardson: Terrific dean, I thought. People don't realize the academic credentials he brings to 

the job from his Yale graduate training, doctorate, his faculty role, and in and out of government 

a lot. By the time we recruited him, he was coming out of the state department, I think. I'm 

pretty sure I'm right that he'd been ambassador to Indonesia and then had come back and headed 

up the policy operation of the state department, which was-it's either this or the other way 

around-essentially the people that are supposed to think about how defense would look at the 

world. Either that or he was over in the defense department and responsible for the part of the 

defense department that's supposed think the way the state department does. I think it was that 

way. I can't remember. 

Whatever it was, when George Packard was ready to retire-George was a wonderful 
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guy and did a great job-then Morris and I looked over the field. We got to know Paul a little bit 

and we really went to work on Paul. It was hard work, heavy lifting, because Goldman Sachs 

really wanted him and there was a lot of money to be made. On the other hand, we had a great 

school that he could be leader of and never be more than a mile and a half away from where the 

action was and just available. He really had a hard time thinking it through. But in thinking it 

through, I think, his conclusion was he'd give up the money in order to be close to where the 

action was and it worked. 

He would probably have liked to have been defense secretary and I think, under normal 

circumstances, might have been. At the same time, under normal circumstances, if Donald 

Rumsfeld had stepped down I would have thought that Paul would have been a likely person to 

become Secretary of Defense. I think that the Iraq situation has thrown everything into a 

different orbit. I think he's linked so tightly with Rummy [Secretary of Defense Donald 

Rumsfeld] that might not work. But, who am I to say? I know them both pretty well. 

Warren: Well, they may call you up and ask your opinion one of these days. Were you 

involved in bringing Jim Neal? 

Richardson: A little bit. I'm trying to remember how much. When did he come? I knew Jim 

Neal really well because he had been the associate director of libraries at Penn State when I was 

provost there. 

Warren: Oh, that's right. He came in '95 . 

Richardson: Okay. 

Warren: That's why I'm asking whether or not you were involved. 

Richardson: Well, ifl wasn't directly involved I certainly was encouraging it because I knew 

he was just a terrific guy. He had worked for another terrific woman who was the director of 
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libraries at Penn State who got recruited by Harvard to run the Harvard libraries and the Widner. 

I think Jim then may have become the director oflibraries at Penn State. I'm not sure. Or he 

may, by that time, have gone to Indiana. 

Warren: He went to Indiana. 

Richardson: I think by then he'd gone to Indiana. Yes. So ifl wasn't involved, I was certainly 

cheering it on. He'd probably be appalled that I don't remember, but I just feel like I've known 

him for so long that ifl wasn't involved, I should have been. 

Warren: He would not be appalled. 

Richardson: But he knows what a [unclear]. 

Warren: He's a very real person. He knows we all have a lot of things on our minds. 

Richardson: It's amazing that all this was between nine and fourteen years ago, isn't it? 

Extraordinary. 

Warren: Your presence is still very much felt . That's why I'm here. 

Richardson: Oh, that's nice. 

Warren: People still talk about you with great fondness. One of the things that you told me 

about-wait, I don't want to go there yet. You mentioned a while ago, and I have this certainly 

on my list, that you picked Bill Brody out to chair the Committee for the 21st Century, and 

Martha Hill too. 

Richardson: Yes. 

Warren: Tell me what that committee was supposed to do and why you thought Brody would 

be good for it. 

Richardson: The reason that I thought the committee was important was that I wanted 

academic renewal and curricular development and, where appropriate, a reallocation of resources 
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across the whole university in every unit and across the units. Not in the sense of the budget 

crisis business but rather I just thought after the university had been through the years of 

turbulence, budget problems and crises, and all of that sort of stuff, it just seemed to me that 

people need to redirect their attention to what is was we were there for, which was to figure out 

where we ought to be in a few years, [which] I mentioned earlier, how we were going to get 

there, and what it was going to take to get there. Joe Cooper worked closely with that and Paula 

Burger too, when she came. It just seemed to me that it was the right time for the university to do 

that and to have that as sort of almost a set of both images of the future and guidelines to get 

there. To some degree it worked out that way in some areas and in some it was tougher to do. 

The reason for Bill Brody was twofold. One was I couldn't make him provost. I was 

disappointed in that and so I thought I'd make him the next best thing, in my mind, which was 

the person who was going to change the university by his leadership of that committee. 

Warren: How could you know Bill well enough to have this reading on him? 

Richardson: Well, we'd been together in some meetings and I'd talked to him and gotten to 

know him through the faculty. I know he was on the academic council of the medical school so I 

saw him regularly. First of all, I was just impressed with him. Secondly, he ran a good 

Department of Radiology. Third, his training in electrical engineering at Stanford meant that he 

could work either at Homewood or in East Baltimore. And I liked him. I thought he was 

somebody I could work easily with and enjoy it. I would say of all of those things, it was mostly 

because I couldn't make him provost. 

Warren: When I was doing my homework, looking at Hopkins before I came, I was searching 

around the Web site and I discovered this report of the Committee of the 21st Century. I said, 

"Brody, now how do I know that name? Haven't I seen that somewhere else?" 
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Richardson: Did you read it? 

Warren: Yes. 

Richardson: How does it read? It's been so long I don't even remember. 

Warren: I didn't understand it all that well back then but it was part of my learning. 

Richardson: Did it make sense? 

Warren: Oh, yes. 

Richardson: Good. Do you think it's still posted? 

Warren: That I don't know. I'm sure. Oh, those kinds of things stay on the Web site for a long 

time. 

Richardson: I'll go looking for it. Yes, I'd like to see that. 

Warren: It's a good Web site. There's a lot of history there. I use it a great deal in my work. It's 

very handy at eleven o'clock at night when I get ready to look something up and not have to go 

into the archives. 

When we met last time, one of the things that you mentioned to me that I hadn't known 

was that John Kastor's book [Governance of Teaching Hospitals: Turmoil at Penn and Hopkins] 

had come out. I thank you indeed. I've been reading it. 

Richardson: Isn't it good? 

Warren: Well, to me, it's as interesting for what isn't there as what is there. 

Richardson: Well, remember how he did it. He wrote the book and then everybody got to edit 

out anything they didn't want and argue with him about it. 

Warren: Yes. Did you do some of it? 

Richardson: I didn't have to because I didn't say anything in the first place that I wanted out. 

Warren: I was very [surprised] looking at just some things that I know to be pretty major 
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factors that seem not to be mentioned at all. 

Richardson: Yes, and he was looking at it from sort of a medical center perspective too. Some 

of the things he didn't get were the bigger context within which all this was taking place. On the 

other hand, I thought-I didn't read the whole thing word for word, but as I looked through it I 

thought that he captured quite a lot of how we got from here to there in terms of the need for a 

combined enterprise under one leader, which was the whole point of the thing as far as I was 

concerned. 

I had thought that from the time that I had first gone to the university and talked to Bob 

Heyssel and talked to Baldy and Morris Offit and so forth. I didn't know how we were going to 

get from here to there but this was before Jim Block had come on. 

Warren: People block the name Block a lot. It's very interesting. 

Richardson: Yes, not surprising. Anyway, given where he was coming from and what his 

interest was in both the Penn and the Hopkins situations, it would be a different perspective, I 

think, than you or I would have. 

The other thing he [Kastor] missed or was very light on, from what I could see, was the 

dynamic of the board and the interlocking boards and the role that individuals played. 

Warren: Let me flip the tape over. 

Richardson: Okay. 

[Begin tape 3 side 1] 

Warren: This is Mame Warren. Today is February 23, 2004. I'm in Battle Creek, Michigan, 

with Bill Richardson and this is tape three of our second session. 

Now, I don't know Ron Sauder. 

Richardson: Ron Sauder was the director of communications. [He was] very nice [and], at that 

75 



time, a relatively young man. He was the one that had come up to Penn State and handled all the 

press stuff and then the announcement and all that and he seemed very capable. So I asked Ron 

and he was very capable. He came in and he lasted about a year. I just don't think he could 

handle the stress and the pace and the brutality of all that was going on. 

Warren: This was as your administrative assistant? 

Richardson: Yes. Executive assistant it was because Holly [Weese] was the administrative 

assistant. So then he went and did something else. I can't remember what but I think back into 

writing. Just within the last year I've heard of what he's doing. I just can't remember what it is. 

He might be down in the health sciences. 

Warren: Could be. I just haven't connected with everyone but that doesn't mean he's not there. 

Richardson: Then along came Ross [Jones] who just loved the idea. He had been doing other 

board stuff and things like that, but this put him right back to where he was at the heart of the 

action and I think he enjoyed it. He and I got along really well and had a very high level of trust. 

Warren: So you two clicked? 

Richardson: Yes, I thought so. 

Warren: It's hard not to click with Ross. 

Richardson: Yes, I know. 

Warren: I don't think I'd want to know somebody who didn't get along with Ross Jones. 

Richardson: I know just what you mean. 

Warren: I don't think I'd want to know that person. 

Richardson: Yes. 

Warren: He's a real bellwether. 

Richardson: Yes, he really is. 
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Warren: Hmm, that's interesting. I've never thought of it that way. 

Richardson: No, I hadn't either but you're right. 

Warren: If I've got to give a tribute to Ross in some situation I think that's what I'll say. 

Richardson: I was glad to get him, yes. 

Warren: When we took our break we were talking about what John Kastor hadn't talked about 

in his book. 

Richardson: Oh, and I was just thinking he probably hadn't had access to, and therefore hadn't 

talked about, all of the efforts that were happening at the board level in both the hospital and the 

university to get to a common goal. I think most of us knew where we had to end up. When 

George Bunting succeeded Baldy, George certainly knew where we had to end up. But the 

question was, How do you get there with the big boulders that were in the way? Morris knew. I 

can't remember. Wasn't it Kastor who commented on how I had Morris in my pocket or 

something like that? 

Warren: I haven't seen that. 

Richardson: Well, I saw that somewhere where he complained that Morris was just hopelessly 

under my influence or something like that. 

Warren: Hmm, interesting. 

Richardson: Which, of course, is preposterous. We were under each other's influence. We 

could see clear as a bell what needed to be done. We knew it had to be done and George was 

committed to getting it done. We just could not move past that set of forces that was at work, 

which is why I said-I think I said last time when we were together-that it seemed to me that 

while it wasn't the reason for leaving-the reason for leaving was the attraction to the Kellogg 

Foundation-but it certainly was an opportune thing to do for Hopkins. However much people 
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might have been disappointed or might have wished I'd stayed, the truth of the matter is that 

while they might have lost something they also gained something. It was the only way to break 

the impasse. Baldy was convinced it was a power struggle, which it never was from my point of 

view. It was just a matter of making the thing work during complex times. I certainly didn't want 

to run it. 

When I announced I was leaving, within a couple months we had a search committee 

formed. I was invited to come spend time with the search committee, which I did, and we talked 

about a whole range of issues. I realized then, I made the point, that you had to have a president 

who was able to have a free and open running field to get done what needed to be done in East 

Baltimore. You could not bring somebody in and put him into the situation where the board 

couldn't get it done and the people involved couldn't get it done for a variety ofreasons. 

I realized then that I don't think I'd really thought much about it, to tell you the truth. I 

certainly didn't give it any thought when I was making the decision to come here. This was sort 

of a post-resurrection phenomenon for me as I looked back and saw what had happened. I 

suddenly realized that this might be the thing that would break the logjam because they wouldn't 

be able to recruit a president. No good person would come as president unless this thing were 

resolved. 

Warren: Some people have suggested that having Dan Nathans in there as the interim was a 

very helpful thing to have somebody from medicine come in and sort of allow things to happen 

as they needed to happen. 

Richardson: I don't know. I made a point of staying away for the first year or two because I 

just didn't want to really know. 

Warren: I guess Kastor did say, he did talk about you and Mike Johns being close and that 
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there was some alliance there but I don't think he talked about you and Morris Offit. That was 

one of the things I thought he missed, that he didn't seem to know that you and Morris were 

close. 

Richardson: That's interesting. I definitely saw that somewhere. 

Warren: Maybe I missed it. I may not have read every single footnote. It was interesting how 

that book was organized. 

Richardson: Yes. 

Warren: Talk about that later. [unclear] go and talk to the people at the Press [unclear] see the 

book organized this way or disorganized. I was still very, very struck by what wasn't there and I 

did some [unclear] on your case. Do you think it's because people knew it was for publication 

that they were very careful what they said? 

Richardson: Oh, sure. Well, not only for publication but for legal reasons. You had to be really 

careful what you said in there. Consider who were the people involved and who we're talking 

about and what they did to Barbara Hill for a lot less. You'll notice that my wording is 

something to the effect that "It was my understanding that" or "From what I could observe, it 

seemed to me that." 

Warren: Oh, yes. It came through loud and clear that people were being extremely careful. I 

guess in many ways Kastor has done a good deed to have gotten at least that much out and that 

much of an understanding. 

Richardson: I think so and close enough to the action. 

Warren: Yes, but the story is so much more. 

Richardson: Oh, yes. 

Warren: Oh, well. 
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Richardson: Also, it was a lot more balanced than I thought it should have been if the truth 

were going to be told, but we discussed that before. And I gather, incidentally, that Jim [Block], 

from what I heard, just went through sentence by sentence and just edited everything that was in 

there that had anything to do with him agonizingly. You can be sure he was scrubbing it really 

thoroughly. I don't think I had to change a word in mine. 

Warren: Did he give you only what you had written or you had sent, or did he show you what 

other people said about you and your role? 

Richardson: I can't remember. I know he gave you back what you said and it was probably in 

the context of what other people said. 

Warren: That's what I try to do. I can't imagine that you'd wind up with anything worthwhile 

if you allow everybody to edit everything. 

Richardson: It's probably disproportionate. Some people would care to edit a lot more than 

others. The person who would be the most threatened would do the most editing, I would think. 

Warren: Indeed. One of the people who comes through loud and clear as an important player, 

and indeed he winds up being an important player, was Bob Heyssel. 

Richardson: I understood that he came back and helped because when I was there--

Warren: [unclear] 

Richardson: As a consultant. When I was there we decided to do that. Before I left, we had 

decided to ask Bob to come back. In fact, he came back to one of our Hopkins board meetings, 

executive committee meetings. 

Warren: And you knew him pretty well before he left? 

Richardson: Yes, I liked him a lot. 

Warren: So he came back as a consultant. 
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Richardson: Yes. 

Warren: I'm curious to know, had perspective changed him? What was his perception at that 

point? 

Richardson: I don't know because it was such a brief overlap. He came back in the fall or in the 

spring, maybe, of '95. It was something like that. But it was some time when I was, essentially, 

commuting here for board meetings and shifting gears a little bit. He must have come back in 

like the spring of '95 or something because I only remember one meeting with him with the 

executive committee. But he was much more involved than that over the next couple of years. 

Warren: Yes, I was fascinated to learn that and just how much his point of view seemed to have 

shifted the balance to help solve the problem. 

Richardson: Yes. 

Warren: Even though he wasn't a major player. 

Richardson: Right. But he was always a very insightful, bright, forward-looking, [and] 

impressive person. Even though you could get into a scuffle with him, and a lot of people did, it 

didn't alter the fact that he was. He wasn't only bright, but with integrity. There are a lot of 

people who are bright just looking out for themselves. They'll say anything that they think will 

sell on a given day. But he really had a lot of integrity, I thought. 

Warren: Yes. He seemed to [unclear], certainly what people have said about him as well as 

whether you agreed with him or not, the respect came through loud and clear from everybody. 

I did double check and, indeed, you did leave before Mike Johns left. You thought it was 

the other way around when we talked last time. 

Richardson: I didn't mean to because I would have remembered his going away party and I 

don't. I think I knew that he had to leave and I knew that Block had to leave and they had to 

81 



clean house and start over. 

Warren: I wondered did you have any conversations with Mike Johns about his feeling 

abandoned [unclear]? 

Richardson: I don't think so. I don't remember to tell you the truth, Mame. He was quite a stoic 

fellow. Kastor observed that too, that Mike was not about to jump into this fray that Kastor was 

chronicling. I think Mike was that way most of the time. He just knew better. 

He's doing really well now too. I just talked to him the other day. He just is so happy and 

he's doing such a good job down there. It was really nice that, for him, it worked out really well . 

Obviously for me it worked out spectacularly. I don't know what Jim Block is doing these days. 

Warren: Consulting in Baltimore. 

Richardson: Is he? 

Warren: I'm interested in your decision to leave. What was the reaction of Morris Offit when 

you told him? 

Richardson: Morris Offit took the high road instantly. You know he's a fighter and if he'd 

wanted to, he could have gone off in a different direction, but he didn't. I thought a lot about how 

to make that separation work. I went up to talk to him. I asked Ross to come up, which he did. I 

talked to Morris first but I wanted Ross to be there. I can't remember why, whether it was to 

work things out because I hadn't told Ross what I was going for. I think it was to handle 

whatever needed to be done, whatever fallout there was, announcements, how to do it, or how to 

tell the board; that kind of stuff that he's so good at. I told Morris what I was going to do. I had 

told the people here. 

First of all, when all this started, I had no intention of even thinking about it. I had sent 

them a nice letter. I had been involved with the foundation for thirty years. I had sent them the 
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nice letter with three or four very good recommendations of people. Then they came back and 

said [that] no, they wanted to talk to me. 

I said, "Well, I can't do that. First of all, I sent you good names of good people. I've got a 

job that I love and I'm not going anywhere." A phenomenal woman who was chairman of the 

search committee who's just outstanding-she's still on my board-she said, "Well, we just 

want to talk to you. There aren't any commitments or anything." I said, "I can't even do that. To 

tell you truth, I couldn't even think of something like that in the shower." I mean you can't be an 

effective president of a big university and be thinking in terms of doing something else, unless 

you're really going to go and do it. She said, "Well, it would really help to talk to you." 

I said, "I don't even have time for this." This was in November, I think, of '94. She said, 

"What is your schedule in the next couple weeks?" I told her what I was doing. This was on the 

road. I was talking to her on some pay phone or something. She said, "Now go back to 

December 6. I think you said you were finishing up your CSX board meeting at the Greenbriar 

and you didn't have to be at the National Academy of Sciences until the next morning at seven." 

I said, "That's right." "Oh," she said, "great. That's just great." You have to know this woman to 

hear her saying it. [She's a] big-hair, dynamic, Berkeley, Harvard MBA, phenomenal, [and] 

striking woman. She just practically came through the phone. She said, "Nancy's going to be 

with you?" I said, "That's right." She said, "That's just perfect. 

"What we'll do is, we'll charter from out of state so no one could ever trace it to 

Michigan and we'll pick you up at the Greenbriar at the airport at three o'clock. What's your 

mother's maiden name?" I told her. She said, "Fine. We'll put it in that name. Then we'll pick 

you up, have you out here, we'll have dinner, somebody can show Nancy around, and I 

guarantee we'll have you back at National before eleven o'clock. You can go to the hotel. You'll 
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be at the National Academy of Sciences by tomorrow morning." 

It's the same principle as going up to Maine. I thought, first of all, if they're sophisticated 

enough to know that it really does have to be airtight and that if even a peep were ever to leak 

out, I'd deny that I'd ever even heard of the Kellogg Foundation, which I would have 

figuratively, and [if] they were so willing to do it right that they were going to go through all this 

business, I figured, "Well, it's the least I can do. I was a Kellogg fellow. I've gotten grants over 

the years. I ran a Kellogg-funded program in the early '70s. I mean it's the least I can do." That 

was sort of my rationale for doing it. We really had no intention of doing anything. 

I came out and I was really impressed with the board, where they'd been and where they 

wanted to go. It all just fit. What I hadn't fully appreciated was, it wasn't just being CEO of the 

Kellogg Foundation. It was also chairing the Kellogg Trust, which has the $3.6 billion in it and 

owns a third of the Kellogg Company and therefore serving on the board and the executive 

committee and now the finance committee of the Kellogg Company board. It was a big job and 

an exciting job. 

I loved the grant-making part and thinking through how to be strategic about that. The 

foundation was trying to shift gears from general grant making into a strategic set of initiatives. I 

wanted to bring policy into the foundation, which I have now done very pervasively and 

successfully but which they weren't doing much of, and from the ground up. That part was 

exciting. The trust was also very exciting and the company was interesting. I was already on a 

couple corporate boards but not as intimately involved in a big company as that. That really 

made it pretty appetizing. I said, "Let me think about it and you think about it and we'll talk." 

She said, "We'll talk tomorrow,'' so I said, "Okay." 

She called me the next day back at home at 211 Lambeth Road. We were having a 
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function so I said, "Can I call you back?" She said, "Sure, that would be fine." So I did at about 

eleven o'clock at night and we agreed that it was something that we all wanted to do, just like 

that. I knew that I couldn't say anything to anybody. This was still maybe the 10th of December, 

let's say, or 8th of December. I said, "Here's what we can do. Not a peep of this can get out or I'll 

deny I ever heard of you. We have to have the agreement completely nailed down before there's 

any announcement. Everybody has to have signed up"; not literally, but agreed to the deal. 

I said, "What I'll do is, I'll mail you my contract with Hopkins and you figure out what to 

do about it. All I ask is that I don't want to lose money in the deal. I just want to stay even. I 

don't need a big increase or anything like that." As it was, I was, just as Bill is, one of the better-

paid presidents. I said, "There are some things in there that you're going to have to deal with. For 

example, in my contract I have a car and a driver. That is necessary and appropriate for me in 

Baltimore and Washington and on the East Coast and with the campuses and all that, but it 

would be totally inappropriate in Battle Creek, Michigan. We just need to figure out some other 

way of dealing with that." There were a few other things [but] I can't even remember what. 

There were some things they couldn't do anything about, like having to leave the School of 

Public Health faculty and things like that. 

They took that on. They went through and they came back with a proposal of all the 

things that could be adjusted, all the things that would be up that would be increased as a result, 

deferred comp, and all that sort of stuff that they would just assume. Within a relatively short 

time, a couple of weeks-considering it was Christmas time and all the lawyers were off in the 

Virgin Islands-they managed to get it all worked out. I hired a law firm in Richmond whose 

CEO I knew because I didn't want anyone in the Baltimore area to know anything about this. 

They handled the negotiations. 
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Then we just decided that we would go down for Christmas to Williamsburg, stay at the 

Williamsburg Inn, and spend five or six days, which we did and it was just wonderful, while 

these people were all scurrying around and trying to get the thing settled. By about the 28th of 

December they had a deal that was fine with us and was fine with the foundation. I think it was 

around the 28th that I took the train up, after I got back from Williamsburg, to see Morris. 

[I] told him that I had made the decision that this was what I was going to do and that it 

was because of the long history I'd had with it, that it was very attractive, and that there literally 

wasn't another job-and this is true. There was not another job, not a cabinet post ifthat had 

ever been a consideration or, he said, "How about another foundation? The Ford Foundation is 

open right now." I said, "No, nothing. No other job that I can think of that I would take instead of 

the presidency at Hopkins, but this one is just too good to pass up." It was the second-biggest 

foundation in the country. [I'd had a] long association with it. It did just the kind of things that I 

care about in terms of our programming and in the style that I like, except for the policy work 

that needed to be developed. I said, "It's just the right thing for me to do. The timing is terrible. I 

would much rather this had come along three years from now. It would have made a lot more 

sense in terms of my staying here for eight years instead of five." He said, "Well, you can't do 

anything about timing." I said, "That's sort of the way I looked at it." 

He said, "I'm going to have to think about how to talk to the board about it, but when I 

think about all that you've done in the last five years for this university, all that you've 

contributed, and the hours and energy you've put into it, I can't quarrel with you. I don't like it 

and I'd like to do something about it, but I can't do anything about it." I said, "I think that's 

right. The decision's made and I think what we want to do now is just think of what's best for 

Hopkins." 
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What he did do was, he called together a special meeting of the board and he explained 

what was going to happen. He said, "I don't want you to be angry about it or to feel negative 

towards Bill about it"-I can't remember his exact words but basically that-"because what I 

want you to realize is that we have gotten ten years of service from Bill in five years." I thought, 

"What a classy way to put it." It's just like him. 

Warren: That's what he said to me. 

Richardson: Is that right? 

Warren: Yes. He said, "He put in eighteen-hour days. You can't ask for anything more than 

that." 

Richardson: But it was also a sad time for us because we'd become very good friends. We still 

talk to each other and see each other and so on. It was announced here on the 3rd of January. I 

started coming out for board meetings that January. [It's] hard to believe I'm in my tenth year of 

board meetings. 

Warren: Something happened in 1995 that I don't know had ever happened before. They gave 

you an honorary degree as you left. I don't think that's ever happened at Hopkins. 

Richardson: Oh, I've never heard of such a thing. I was up there on that platform [and,] well, a 

couple of things happened but that was the most stunning one. I was up on that platform and I'm 

in charge of honorary degrees. 

Warren: You didn't know this would happen? 

Richardson: Oh, hardly. We had four honorees and I had it all figured out. One of them was the 

commencement speaker and I knew the other three. Whoever it was that hands them over-I 

can't remember who the marshal was. I was standing in the middle giving out these honorary 

degrees and Morris was there-this guy walked over with a fifth one and I thought, "Holy 
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smokes, what is going on here? I am losing it." I mean I couldn't even imagine who it was. I was 

afraid to open it for fear that it would be somebody I'd never even heard of It was like being in 

another world. But he didn't hand it to me, he handed it to Morris. Morris read it, gave it to me, 

and it really was stunning. It really was. 

The citation that goes with it, which I've read a number of times since then and is on the 

wall at home, captures in the most perfect way what that five years was like and why the fit was 

right. Bill Brody has said to me, I can't tell you how many times, how much he personally 

recognizes that he couldn't be doing what he's doing today if it hadn't been for that five-year 

period and how much he appreciates it. I've heard him say [it] in public a number oftimes. 

Again, that's the sort of thing you don't do it after a year or two. Most successors, they just sort 

of move on, but I really appreciated it. 

The other thing they did was they had a going-away party down at the Stouffer's [Hotel], 

I think, and there were about five hundred and fifty people there. There were two things that they 

had that I'd not seen before. One was, at every table, there was a blue book, like a test book, and 

they had everybody at the table write the answer to why it was that they were glad I'd been there 

or something like that. So I've got, from all five hundred of these people, these blue books. Then 

they bound them in a leather binder. I didn't get it for months so somebody did it really 

thoughtfully. They bound them together so now I can open up that book, as I do about once a 

year, and see Barbara Mikulski or Bill Keeler or whoever it might be and what they were 

thinking at the time, or people I had forgotten about, Al Decker and so on. That was a nice thing 

to do. 

Then the other thing they did was, they had microphones around and they had about ten 

people that they asked to speak. They had, I remember, Paul Sarbanes, Barbara Mikulski, Bill 

88 



Keeler, a couple of trustees-the governor was not there that night-probably Walter 

Sondheim-I've forgotten-[ and] Kurt Schmoke probably. But it was just a really nice way to 

do it. It wasn't big and stuffy and formal and so on. 

Gene Sunshine put on a slide show that was just fabulous that had all these different 

poses. Paula Burger's husband played the body and then they put my head on it. I was 

underneath fixing the car or I was up doing this. But in every picture, whatever I was doing, I 

had on my suit and tie. It was great. Then they gave us this beautiful big Boehm blue jay, which 

we have at home which is probably this big and spectacular, just as a reminder. In fact, the whole 

leaving was just a very warm, positive experience, not just from the university as a whole but 

from all of its parts. 

Warren: Well, that publication they put together, [unclear]. 

Richardson: Oh, wasn't that something, that they sent out with the Hopkins magazine? Elise 

Hancock wrote that, I think. 

Warren: She did. 

Richardson: Yes. 

Warren: I thought that was very fitting. The tone throughout that was very warm and engaging. 

Richardson: It was and I was astounded that she was able to gather that much information 

about those five years as she did. I thought that showed real skill. 

Warren: Oh, well, Elise is an editor supreme. 

Richardson: It was impressive. 

Warren: The magazines she used to do were quite terrific. 

Richardson: Terrific, yes. 

Warren: They were a great guidepost to me working on the book. 
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Richardson: I'll bet. Sure. 

Warren: What haven't we talked about that we should have talked about? 

Richardson: Let's see. I'm just keeping an eye on things because I have a reception and dinner 

that I've got to get to. 

One thing that we haven't talked about, which was kind of a wonderful experience for us, 

was that Nancy and I had spent a lot of time working together at Washington, in addition to her 

volunteer activities and so on, on university-related things. Then when we got to Penn State from 

1984 to '90, just by the nature of the university, we got deeply involved together with things. 

Because we had twenty-three campuses, I had a plane and pilots and so on and we flew all 

around. With that many campuses, it seemed like there was one having a tenth or a twentieth or a 

thirtieth anniversary every three months, which there was. There were alumni awards and all 

kinds of things going on at the medical center down in Hershey and Washington alumni events, 

not to mention football and bowl games and things like that. So we just spent a lot of time 

together, which we had not done before, because we had these distances to travel in the plane. 

You'd think it would be kind of a drag to go to lunch and come back a hundred and fifty miles 

away, but it turned out to be a treat. It was like getting to spend the middle of the day with your 

wife. We really liked that. 

We had in Bryce and Jennell [phonetic] Jordan just phenomenal role models, as we had 

had with Bill Gerberding and his wife Ruth at Washington. [They were] just spectacular role 

models in terms of how to be a really effective president in terms of both inside and, in the 

context I'm talking about it now, outside. We watched them bring people into the university. We 

watched them bring people into their lives and to make people feel part of a family and a 

community, not just donors and alumni but students and faculty, new faculty for example. 
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And so, when we got to Hopkins, we were both pretty good at this sort of thing. There are 

just some things you do because you know how to do it and you're good at it, and there are some 

things you're good because you practice and learn and make mistakes. And then there are some 

things that are just little tricks of the trade. 

For example, most places have a president's dinner. We did at the Peabody Library at 

Hopkins. We did it regularly in Old Main at Penn State and so on. In Washington, they did it at 

the faculty club. Bill Gerberding, he was the president of the University of Washington when I 

was in the central administration, said to me one night walking out from a president's 

reception-he was standing over by the door and after a number of people had come over and 

shaken hands and left and we were the last people there, he said, "When you become president, 

remember that if people come to a president's reception or a president's dinner, you don't want 

them going home and saying to their wife in the car, 'You know, that was a president's dinner 

and I never even saw the president. The only way to avoid that is to stand in the place where they 

can't get out without shaking your hand, or at the very least deliberately not shaking your hand, 

and seeing you.'" 

I use that to this day, not just in a formal role but in almost any situation. We had a joint 

dinner for the board of directors of the company and the trustees of the foundation last Thursday 

night. At the end of the dinner, I was standing near the door. Not so close that you look like 

you're the pastor shaking everybody's hand, but close enough so that people can't get out 

without saying goodnight. 

Anyway, we got to Hopkins and Hopkins had not had a spouse for, I think I figured it 

was something like fifty-three years. Helen Eisenhower had died at Penn State. In fact, I was the 

official Penn State representative at his internment because he was buried next to her up at Penn 
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State. The president was off in California or somewhere so I was there as the university's 

representative, never dreaming I'd end up following the same path he had. So when he came 

there was no spouse and that was in, what, '56 or something like that? 

Warren: Yes, '57. 

Richardson: We got there in '90 so that would have been thirty-three years, I guess. I can't 

remember. Who was before Milton? 

Warren: It was Lowell Reed. 

Richardson: Lowell Reed, okay. Well, I don't know about Lowell Reed but I know that there 

was no Nichols House because that was built for Milton. Anyway Margy [Muller], of course, 

was adamant about being banking commissioner and first at the bank and then bank 

commissioner and not having anything to do with any Hopkins functions, and didn't. 

And so along we came, not just sort of prepared to do this but assuming that that was an 

integral part of the job and something we loved doing. It went with development. It went with 

good faculty relations. We had the associate deans over one time. They'd never even met each 

other, all these associate deans of the different colleges. We had a block party for our neighbors 

because we'd caused so much traffic congestion. We thought it would be a nice thing to do. They 

liked that so much they ended up rotating it around and they're still going on, as far as I know. 

This was a whole new element for the university and people just loved it. It was another 

reason why we bought the house on Lambeth Road instead of Nichols House. We wanted this to 

be something very warm and homey; they were coming to our home. We started having dinners 

as soon as we got there and we had them back-to-back because Nancy doesn't like to waste 

flowers. We'd have twenty-four people, I think it was, per evening because we had a big dining 

room table and another big table in the sunroom. We were lucky to have inherited furniture from 
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our ancestors, especially the dining room table which is huge. [It's] one piece of mahogany too. 

Putting that aside, [we'd have] twenty-four people. We'd learn the list ahead of time 

[and] know who was coming. It was unlike being introduced to town by having to go to a 

reception where it was sort of guess-or-by-golly in terms of who was who. You knew who they 

were. You've learned them, they came in the door two at a time, and you knew where they were 

sitting. I don't know how many of those we had but we must have had fifteen or twenty of them. 

We'd already met by the end of the first summer, or into the fall, about four hundred people on 

our terms. 

It was just electric, the impact that that had on the university and the community and the 

board. It was just a whole different concept for people and they just loved it. That got us a huge 

amount of mileage in terms of everything from the Peabody to the governor and to the 

delegation. Then we sort of wrapped it up with the first of those events for the legislature. That 

was kind of nice to be able to bring a new dimension that I couldn't even imagine a university 

functioning without it. Hopkins just welcomed Nancy. Nancy felt so much a part of that 

university so fast. It was a lot harder for her to leave than for me, actually. 

I have one funny little story the very first time we did it, the first night. You know Ruth 

Beebe? Well, Ruth Beebe started by doing this with Nancy. That's where Ruth Beebe got into 

this, doing it with Nancy. The first night I think it was, in fact, the first couple to come to the 

door were not on the list of names that we had learned and whose backgrounds we had learned. I 

mean, what could you do? Nancy introduced me to them. I took them into the living room and 

Nancy quickly ran back in the kitchen and said to Ruth Beebe, "Who are these people? They're 

not on the list." 

It turned out they were on the next night's list. They'd gotten their nights mixed up. Well, 
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there was nothing you could do about it. The caterer ran home and got a couple more chairs and 

we set up the dining room table so that Mac Mathias, who was there that night [and] who was 

sitting on Nancy's right, was practically falling off the end of the table. It was just preposterous 

but you couldn't let on in any way. The worst of it was that, afterwards, you couldn't tell 

anybody. I couldn't even telJ HolJy Sunshine because it's the sort of story that would have just 

traveled. These people would have heard about it and then it would have been embarrassing for 

them, so we couldn't do that. 

Finally, about four years later, I saw Mac at the Saudi embassy. I said, "Mac, do you 

remember the first time we met at our house?" He said, "Yes, I remember. It was at dinner." I 

said, "Yes. Did you notice anything unusual about it?" "Well," he said, "nothing other than the 

fact that I was practically falling off the end of the table you had so many people at the table." I 

said, "That's it." I explained to him why and he just howled. 

Warren: Oh, that's hysterical. 

Richardson: That's a dimension that it's nice to see reinstated and Wendy now doing the same. 

Warren: Oh, Wendy is wonderful. She's very gracious, too. 

Richardson: Now, what are your plans for tonight and travel and all of that? Where are you 

headed? 

Warren: I'm headed back to Detroit to get on a plane in the morning. 

Richardson: Okay. Are you staying at the airport? 

Warren: Yes. 

Richardson: At the Westin? 

Warren: No, I'm at the Hampton Inn. 

Richardson: Okay. There's also, for future reference if you ever come through Detroit metro 
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again, there's a Westin that's not too expensive that's part of--you know that long concourse 

that has the monorail running overhead? 

Warren: No. No, see, I know nothing. This is the first time I've ever been to Detroit. 

Richardson: But didn't you fly into Detroit? 

Warren: Yes, and then I went out and got on a shuttle and went and got a car and here I am. 

Richardson: What did you fly on? 

Warren: On Southwest. 

Richardson: Oh, okay. That's the difference because you flew in to the old terminal. If you'd 

flown in to the new terminal, which is a real long one that's got a monorail overhead and all that, 

right literally off of the concourse, you just walk through a door and into the lobby of the Westin 

Hotel. 

Warren: Oh, that's nice. 

Richardson: Isn't it? They've got a security set up there so you can get back in and they've got 

e-ticket dispensers in the lobby of the hotel. It's just fabulous. 

Warren: [unclear] 

Richardson: Yes, and it's a nice hotel too. What I do now is, [for example,] I'm meeting 

someone who's going to be in Seattle and flying back to Washington. I didn't want to go to 

Washington and she couldn't do it beforehand, so I said, "Why don't you, instead of flying 

nonstop, fly through Detroit"--she' s flying Northwest--"and I will drive over the night before." 

Then I stay at the hotel and she'll fly in and stay at the hotel and we'll have our meeting in the 

morning. Then I drive home and she goes on to Washington. I've done that three or four times 

now and it really works well. 

Warren: Great plan. 
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Richardson: Ifwe had been thinking, we could have done that ourselves. 

[End of interview] 
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