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EN: Today is February 14, 1979. I’m talking with Dick Hanson of Glenwood. My name is Ed 
Nelson. 
 
Dick, could you tell me a little bit about your background. What your occupation is and things 
like that? 
 
RH: I basically have a farm background. I’ve been born and raised on a farm. I’ve lived on a 
farm, and I farmed with my father and brother through school. Since school, I had a few off and 
on jobs outside the farm that I’ve worked at. One year I worked with the legislature as a lobbyist 
for the National Farmers Organization in St. Paul. Then one year I worked as organizer for 
nearly a year in southern Minnesota organizing for the NFO. I was working on and with a 
livestock collection point in Mankato. I’ve also been in the service, you know, military service or 
Alternate Service, which I did out in California. But basically the farm has been my main 
background. 
 
Right now, after ten years out of high school, I’m going back to school at the University at 
Morris. I graduated in 1970 from a two-year program at Alexandria Tech School. But it wasn’t 
exactly what I had ended up doing. So I’m pursuing a degree at the university presently and 
farming part-time summers and that on our family farm, which is six miles south of Glenwood. 
 
EN: How will the powerline affect your farm? 
 
RH: Well, it’s one big—it’s two farms, actually—that my brother and my dad and I farm on, and 
the original powerline route that the utilities wanted went right through the center of both of our 
farms. This is what we found out in late 1974, that it was coming right through there. This was at 
the point when they were dealing with zoning, getting a permit in Pope County. The first active 
involvement I had was in the fall of 1974, when I was going around to all those other neighbors, 
like Harold Hagen and such, with petitions urging our commissioners to deny the utilities the 
permit. That was, I would guess, around October or November of 1974. 
 
EN: How did you find out about the line coming? 
 
RH: Well, there were surveyors and stuff out that would stop on the road and have their stuff 
out. They were close to the farm next door and everything. My dad stopped and asked them what 
they were doing, asked who they were. They said, “It’s none of your business,” or just would 
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refuse to answer anything. They were just totally evasive. We really didn’t know about who it 
was or what was going on. It was obvious that there was an effort to keep what was happening 
from us. 
 
Then we finally found out from one of the commissioners, who just kind of made a slip or kind 
of a joke to us that we were going to have a big powerline going right through the middle of our 
farm. That was the first that we had heard of it. 
 
Then things started to kind of rapidly happen. We found out that, you know, there was supposed 
to be some meetings or something held, and we tried to get in and, you know, find out something 
about it. 
 
EN: Do you want to talk a little bit about that process of how you found out about it? 
 
RH: Well, actually I think that so many of the decisions seemed to have been made before, you 
know. Under the old law, where they had started on this thing—before the 1973 Power Plant 
Siting Act was passed in the legislature—this had been started. The plans and actual purchase of 
stuff for this line had been done before that. So they were operating under the old laws where 
they’d have to come to each county, and each county would have to give approval. 
 
Apparently they had gotten most of the counties to approve, but when they got to Pope County 
the farmers got aware enough. They were able to catch what was happening and then apply 
enough pressure. It was through the voice of their county commissioners they registered 
opposition to this thing and all the uncertainties of it. Then with their lobbyists and whatever it 
is, the utilities went and got the law changed. So they avoided having to deal with us at this level, 
and all they had to go through was the state agency. 
 
Well, it seemed like they held a bunch of perfunctory hearings, you know. We went in and tried 
as best we could, but they had lawyers there and all kinds of so-called experts. Anytime we tried 
to say something, we were treated and looked upon as and told that we were practically fools, 
you know. They didn’t pay any attention to us. 
 
Obviously, it was just a process they were going through. There were so many lies. What they 
told us wasn’t true. It was a very difficult thing, but I think we, the people out here, just had a 
general instinct, that this thing was wrong. We tried to express it the best we could. 
 
A lot of events have occurred since then, like, you know, our testimony, which was required by 
law to be in the state record, has been deleted and taken out, important things. We seem to find 
out that a lot of the regulations, even of the new law, were never met. Things like that they were 
supposed to have public hearings and stuff on the entry point, which was never done, you know. 
So the point of entry came in—that violated state statutes—before there was to be allowed a 
certificate of need. There was supposed to be an inventory of the state. That was never done. So 
we find out that since they couldn’t get it the other way, they tried to, you know, get this thing 
through by changing the laws. Then they never even abided by the new laws. 
 
A very sincere and deliberate effort that was made by us—in spite of all the heavy odds and stuff 
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against us—to use the system. It was so disgusting. When you had people like John Tripp, for 
example, who would go on a radio station and try to explain to the public what was happening. 
He told what was happening, and he got sued, along with the radio station for $250,000, for just 
telling the truth of what was going on. With things like this here, you just kind of wondered if 
you weren’t just supposed to shut up and be quiet and just let them do whatever they wanted. 
 
I think that there was just a growing number of injustices and manipulations by the state agency, 
the state government and the large utilities. Those are the things that just turned people into 
almost anarchists. When they saw the way the whole government—I mean we went to every 
appeal. We went to the courts and to the executive and to the legislature, to two or three 
governors and legislators and stuff, and just got a deaf ear. At worse, just an arrogant thing, you 
know, this isn’t your place. 
 
I guess I would just like to say the whole system is a thing that if they don’t change it, I think 
we’ll have anarchy. It’s just one thing after the other. I think the people are—in a sense, I would 
say they’re justified in it. When you have a government that totally fails to respond to the people, 
then there’s only one thing you can do, and that’s rise up against it. I think we, you know, did it 
in our own ways. When you have 200 armed—sometimes outfitted in riot gear—state patrol 
come out by the orders of the top man in the state, the governor, it’s obvious that, you know, 
they’re trying to put you in your place, to keep you down. It’s kind of hard to think—I think if 
things like this were to have happened in Russia or any other country, that we thought was our 
enemy or against us, I mean it would be big news and everything. But when it happens here they 
seem to be able to justify it and not draw any parallels to injustices in other countries. I don’t 
know. It’s hard to say. 
 
EN: I want to ask you about this because you’re the first person I’ve talked to who at first had 
the line routed over their farm and then got it changed. First of all, was there a ‘No Powerline’ 
feeling from the beginning? 
 
RH: Well, I guess, you know, in going around—and I went around to quite a few neighbors, a 
number of which were not affected by this line—I didn’t have a single one that turned down, that 
had an unwillingness to sign the petition urging that this thing be stopped, that the 
commissioners refuse to give a permit on it. I would say that from people we went to, that had 
moved out of the Cities to get away from the bigness and the centralization and everything, there 
was a feeling that, “we didn’t come out here to have big, huge powerline come against us.” 
Actually they indicated that, you know, they felt that the trend of centralization and urbanization 
and everything like that was bad and that they wanted to see the revitalization of the rural areas 
and an effort made against this centralizing of everything. That was the feeling. 
 
Then I think the feeling, too, was that for many of these places, the farms, folks had worked on 
them for several generations. The soil to them is more than a piece of property. It’s something 
that they’ve sweat and toiled over for generations. To have something as huge as this here, and to 
have it in the manner in which they did, when they didn’t come out and talk to you and say, “Can 
we work it along the fence line? We need this.” Instead it was just coming right through the 
easiest way, the straightest angle, right through the path of least resistance. I guess it’s just a gut 
feeling that the people had, you know, that it was wrong. 
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If the cooperative, which claims it’s a true farmer owned and controlled concern, would have let 
us be a part of the whole decision-making process, if they’d have come out here and said, “Now, 
we want to plan this and do this here. What are your feelings about it?” So that we would have 
felt that we participated in it and it was our decision that was made. Now it’s going to come 
through and we’re going to make the best of it. 
 
But it wasn’t. I mean it was just totally like it was kept in the dark from us. It was just something 
that they tried to squeeze through as fast as they could before we knew anything about it. I think 
that that is something that really turned people off, too. I think people are demanding to have a 
say in things now, and not to just take things for granted. 
 
EN: Do you think, then, that there would have been a lot less trouble had, say, members of the 
local utility come out and explained to you that they felt the line was needed and this is how it’s 
routed? If they’d explained the process? Would people have reacted differently? 
 
RH: Oh, I think that they would have. It’s hard to say at what point we would have realized a lot 
of these things that had come to pass with our resistance to this thing— I think that we’re looking 
at a whole different picture as to how we want the energy supplied and who we want to control 
it. I think that the development of small cooperatives—I mean you have them in almost every 
county out here. You have Runestone, Agralite, Stearns County Electric, Traverse County, Big 
Stone, you know. You have them all there. It’s kind of a decentralized local thing. 
 
Well, this thing is something else. We can’t even go to a meeting of UPA or CPA. We’d get 
thrown out if we went there. It’s only one person out of each district that even is allowed to go in 
there and say anything, and then they’re really kind of hand-picked by—you know very little 
about that person. There is probably some good people there, but it’s such a big issue that a hard-
working farmer who may be put on this board or something just doesn’t have the resources and 
stuff to be able to deal with what’s being done there. 
 
So much of it’s just turned over to the management. So a lot is the faith of—the board gives in 
through the—what is being done by the management is right. I think this is where the biggest 
downfall was. I think that the management ought to be sued. I think the management ought to all 
be fired for, you know, the total lack of understanding of what the people feel out here. For just 
the gross misjudgment as to what the cost was going to be and as to the implications of how a big 
corporation like North American Coal can manipulate and use them and get us into the point 
where I think that we’re probably going to lose every bit of equity that we’ve built up over the 
many, many years that we had REA. It’s just going to go right down the drain, because of just 
really poor management. 
 
I don’t know if I can necessarily say I blame the directors, the farmer directors that have served 
on these things. I think so much of this was even done behind their back. We asked so many 
questions of our local directors, they don’t even seem to know what’s going on. They have to 
take by faith the information that is handed to them. And it wasn’t very clear, you know. 
 
EN: To get back to the moving of the line from—I believe it was routed south of Glenwood and 
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south of Starbuck, which would have included your land. How did it happen to get moved north 
of Lowry? How and why? 
 
RH: I think there might have been a corridor—I think it was like thirty to forty miles wide that 
they had or was picked to put the line. I guess the utility just kind of felt that, you know, we’ll 
just put it through where we want it, we’ll get our way. Then I think a few of the stipulations and 
stuff that were put into the Power Plant Siting Act said that, you know, they had to look at a few 
of these different considerations. I guess those were federal lands and state lands and wildlife 
lands. All that ended up—they were organized. They had spokesmen that knew about this, and 
they ended up refusing, you know, to have that powerline be on one inch of their land. They 
were going to protect the wildlife, the skunks and rabbits and all that there, they got high priority. 
 
So what it basically did when you took that all that into account was that all it left was the good 
farmland. That’s all that was left for it to go on. There was nowhere else for them to go. A 
couple modifications were offered, and I’m not exactly sure who offered them. One came 
through ours. Then there was also one that moved it up so that it went along an area, about a 
three-mile stretch. Then that had a whole new bunch of farmers affected. It was just a half a mile 
off of our place. It turned. Right when it came to our place it turned, and it would...I think at the 
crossroads, then it would go down. It just seemed to generate just a whole mass of new people 
getting out there protesting and calling meetings and demanding and put more pressure than ever 
on the commissioners. 
 
Then there was an advisory committee. I believe that Harold Hagen served on it and several 
other members, possibly including Commissioner of Agriculture, Jon Wefald then, and others, 
but it was a committee of several people from out in this area. They came up with a 
recommendation before the final route was picked. The recommendation was that they go down 
along Interstate 94, which was a straight thing already. It cut through and all this here. They 
looked at that as clearly the advisable thing. If there was going to be a line, that’s where it should 
go. Well, they didn’t pick that. They didn’t take their advice. It had no—it was just an advisory 
board. There was no forced recommendation there. 
 
The next I heard about it was that the line then was moved up in through Douglas County, north, 
quite a bit north of Glenwood here. Then the people up there really started organizing. I think 
that’s when Save Our Countryside was organized, and Carolyn Koudela, I believe it went 
through their farm. 
 
You know, I think they figured that these people were going to hearings and everything. By then, 
whatever hearings that were left—no matter if it was at the other corner of the state—they went 
to them. It was obvious that the hearings, wherever they were going to be, the people were going 
to really express things. Its intent, even though it isn’t the letter of the law—if the intent of the 
law was that they were going to listen to us and hear us—it was clear that there was just nobody 
that spoke in favor of it. It was just very—almost unanimous against it. I just don’t know of 
anybody who spoke in favor of it, other than the ones who were promoting it, the utilities. 
 
So I guess after all the last hearings had been held and everything that they just moved it to 
where—there were just new people affected—and that ended up coming down into Pope County. 
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All those people—some of those people were aware enough, alert enough, that this corridor was 
a wide thing, and even though that they knew the recommended line, you know, was many miles 
from them, they went to the hearings so they could be there and hear it or just express 
themselves. 
 
The community rooms or wherever that happened were filled to overflowing. They couldn’t get 
in, or if they went there, they just didn’t have time. They wouldn’t be able to be heard. So they 
really never had their voice heard, and they never really got to participate in it. So it seemed once 
that the final route was decided, was picked, then you knew who was left, where it was going to 
go, they had no say, you know. Everything was all over then. 
 
So I think that the whole process was screwed up as far as really evaluating. They played farmer 
against farmer. I know we were against it, well, questioned it, you know, when it first came. I 
didn’t say we were flatly against it right away, but we questioned it. And for those who stood up 
against it, we figured that they had the right to be heard and that it shouldn’t be rammed down 
their throat. 
 
Well then after it went off of our place, the first move, you know, there was a good number of 
people who— We stayed active and involved against it. But every place, a significant number, I 
would say, after it got immediately off their place, kind of dropped out of it. Maybe they might 
say they were against it or something. Maybe some said, “Ok, let’s have it where it is now 
because it’s not on ours and we wouldn’t want it put back.” I think there was probably the 
feeling. “We wouldn’t want to have it back.” 
 
I guess that feeling was there, but then I think finally when the thing started going up, like to 
Douglas County, up by Pope County, it was getting close to the end. I think people kind of stuck 
together. I think that we had a pretty good cross-section of all the areas that were affected—and a 
great number of areas that weren’t affected—that stood together with those final people who 
were, you know, chosen to have this monster put across them, to face the injustice, you know, 
right in their own back yard. 
 
It covers such a wide area, and it was difficult to organize. The first check we wrote out to the 
group to try to—that was organized was TOOP, Towers Out Of Pope, you know. Then there was 
Save Our Countryside and Families Are Concerned Too and KTO, Keep Towers Out. It all kind 
of developed. Then you had CURE, which became the communist plot of a group, because it 
went statewide, and then it started to be a larger group, and was starting to get it all together. I 
think they kind of feared what might happen if people, you know— It just...it jelled. It seemed to 
just jell rapidly I mean. 
 
You had Save Our Countryside, which was a group that—it seemed to be most active in terms of 
numbers. I mean they would get checks from the local teachers group. They’d take every last 
cent they had and everything. They’d get checks from the county NFOs. They’d get checks from 
the DFL parties. They’d get donations from every group you can think of, and, you know, 
statements, resolutions of support. It was such a united community effort. It almost seems funny 
because I’ve been involved in a lot of things, and it’s hard to get support, but it just seemed like 
there was nobody that was against it, you know, what we were trying to do. 
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EN: Was the feeling at this time then to stop the powerline or to try to find the best route for it? 
 
RH: Oh, I suppose everybody had a little different reason for being against it. I think number 
one was—and now this was in a pretty early stage of the protest—like I said right around 
election time in 1974, was the first time that a lot of us heard about it, at least that I did. And it 
was probably in the year or so before that, maybe, you know, that many others had. 
 
[Richard] Nolan had just been elected a congressman in the 6th District. I remember we had a 
meeting, one of the first meetings that I heard about. I didn’t attend it, but it was covered. It was 
in Sauk Centre and Richard Nolan was there. I think he just had a feeling for the people. He 
really made an effort to get out in the district and know the people and listen to them. He talked 
about this precious farmland and the fact that there’s between three and five million acres of it 
being eaten up every year. He said that we have got to set some priorities, and that we have to 
start saving it. 
 
I think that that was probably the thing that affected most people, you know, that they know that 
wherever you see one big powerline, you see a mess more. Then there was this line that had 
already been or was starting to be built up in New York, where there was resistance that we had 
heard of. There they were talked of—whether they were actually doing it or whether they said 
they were going to do it—fencing in wide areas, hundreds of feet on each side. They were going 
to fence it up because of the size of it and the dangers that it presented. You know, people just 
were not going to allow big stretches right through the middle of their farms to be fenced off. 
 
They were just not so certain that this electricity was going to come out here to serve us. I mean 
we were being supplied with energy. We had our electricity and everything. The assumption was 
that this electricity consumption was going to increase. There were a few years that it was 
jumping like fourteen percent or something, when there were some shifts in mechanization and 
modernization, but you aren’t going to have that happening year after year after year. Once 
you’re mechanized, you’re there with a few modifications. 
 
I think Harold Hagen was one of the first people that I recall, you know, who kept trying to tell 
them that if you build something as expensive as this, that’s going to cost as much as this 
electricity’s going to cost, with something as huge as this, the people will not continue to use it, 
you know, at the increased rates. Actually they’ll probably decrease. They’ll end up using less if 
it’s going to cost them that much more. 
 
Actually then we came to find out that nationally, and even in good significance within a lot of 
the local and state areas, the electric consumption had—even though where they said it had 
increased seven percent or eight percent or whatever, it had only increased one percent or seven-
tenths of one percent, whatever it was. It was very small. The figures they were giving us were 
already out of date before, you know, when we started getting into this. I think we doubted the 
need for this here, as well as the practicality of doing it this way. 
 
EN: When did the health and safety questions enter into it? Was that an immediate response 
when—? 
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RH: I think once we started organizing into a group that got known. Then we started getting 
contacts with people who had been looking into the effects and fighting this here and we were 
reading information and stuff, and through that other areas had found out. You know, we heard 
talk about how in Russia where large lines like this here had probably been up longer than any 
other place, and where there was restrictions on, you know, the matter of minutes that people 
could work under them. We heard about effects like nerve and cell damage that it indicated were 
happening. 
 
When I talked with Governor Perpich later on, he said he had talked with officials from Russia 
who had been visiting Minnesota, some experts, and they very much verified that there were real 
problems, you know, with these large lines. That there was big question marks as to how safe 
they were. So we never had, you know, things disputed by what we felt were really good 
sources. 
 
So I think the fear of the unknown is probably a greater fear than something that you can see and 
touch. I think that probably pre-empted, you know, the feeling for the land which was very 
important and still is, but the fact that you’re going to start jeopardizing your family with these 
big unknowns. Became that’s the passion that, you know, brought people to do what they did in 
resisting this and which still is a factor in their determination to not see this line function. 
 
EN: The utilities have, I understand, made some attempts to put aside the health and safety 
concerns. I’m referring to the West Coast trip, the state health study. How do you feel about 
those things? 
 
RH: Well, there was the state health study, yes. We got copies of the big orange booklet that was 
put together. It was not really a study. What it was was just a compiling of all the information 
that there really was available. They never went in and really studied it or did anything. It was 
just a compiling of a bunch of stuff. [a literature review] But even with that, it put it clear in 
black and white that there are great, big question marks—    
 
[Tape interruption] 
 
—very much left a person eerie about the—you know, it by no means gave a clear bill of health 
for the effects that this thing would have. Actually I mean it clearly stated that you would have to 
ground things, and that you would have to not allow your children to be loaded on the bus 
underneath this thing, and that you couldn’t fuel your gas tanks. It also implied that there were 
effects that some lines that were of a smaller voltage than this here had had where people had 
some things that were quite scary happen. So I think that that, you know, probably created more 
upset feelings. For people who read that in detail, read all aspects of that, it got more people 
upset than—well, it sure didn’t diminish it. 
 
Then the trip to the West Coast was so obviously a publicity stunt, you know, just a thing to try 
to get the people to feel— But, you know, Virgil Fuchs went on that, just a last minute thing. He 
went out there, and it was a good thing. I think, that he went because they had these people 
climbing around and standing under it and everything. Virgil kind of slipped off away from the 
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group that was there and went into the station that was regulating it and talked with just one of 
the regular workers that didn’t—I don’t think he even knew who he was. He asked him a few 
questions. One of the questions he asked was, “At what rate is this being run? What percent of 
the voltage is this being run at?” And he says, “Oh, it’s about a third capacity. It’s only using 
about... We’re only running it at about a third.” And we had heard this before. This is one of the 
reasons we didn’t go out there. We heard that the month that they took the group out there was 
one of the months that had the lowest amount of electricity going through that. That line has 
never functioned at its full capacity for any period of time at all. 
 
You know, the fact that that line is really an experimental line in itself. They’re still doing 
experiments and studies and trying to see what kind of effects that has, and then the fact that I 
was from that area. It goes through the Inyo Valley, and I worked out there during my Alternate 
Service with the California Ecology Corps as a firefighter out in that area, and so I knew that 
area. It’s just a bunch of desolate—it’s a dry area. I’d say that probably ninety-five percent of 
that area, you know, that that line went over was totally desolate, rocky, you know, not 
agricultural by any means. There might have been some up in Oregon, but there again you can’t 
compare those farms to the 160-200 acre dairy family farms that you have here. Those are 
thousands of acres farms. I mean that line could go over a person’s farm, and he’d never see it 
probably from where he lives. So I think that was just an unfair comparison. 
 
I think that as consumers and members of the co-op, it was a big waste of money, and I think that 
even with that, it didn’t sell their purpose. When they came back, I think it bluffed very few 
people as to the fact that this thing was safe. I think that that, you know, in itself was just kind of 
a cheap shot or kind of a low move. I think it really degrades the intelligence that they think that 
we have, you know, out here to think that we would be satisfied and fall for something, you 
know, as obvious as that, those moves that were made. 
 
EN: Did it have an impact, for instance, getting the attention of the media? I think a lot of media 
personnel went. 
 
RH: Yes, I guess the media went. I think most of them went because it was a free trip to 
California. I think that they probably wanted to try to grab the media. I mean we had the media. 
We got them out, you know, we were telling our point. And they didn’t have much to say. So 
they had to try to drum up something to—they were being made to look as real fools—I think in 
the eyes of most people. 
 
I think there were two polls that were done before that trip was taken. The Minneapolis Tribune, 
the Minnesota Poll, which was, you know, maybe should be subject to some speculation now 
with some of the election manipulations they did, but nevertheless was considered as a pretty 
significant response from the people. They did a poll—I believe it was in January or the first of 
February asking the people of the state how they felt about this here line. And fifty-seven percent 
of the people indicated that they supported us. They supported the farmers in the protest and 
backed up their opposition to this line. Then about two months later—I believe it was two 
months or maybe even a little less—they did a follow-up poll. And our support had jumped to 
sixty-three percent. I think that, you know, it was obvious that if they were going to squelch this 
opposition that they were going to have to do a media publicity campaign and try to turn the tide. 
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So I guess this would be a part of it. I think that’s all it was. It was just a publicity stunt. 
 
EN: They haven’t done any recent polls or polls since? 
 
RH: They never followed up on another poll like that. I kind of, you know, think or wonder if 
they’ve got some pull or something with the media, like giving them a free trip to California or 
something but that they don’t do it anymore. Many of us asked, we kept waiting, you know, 
wondering why, you know, when the next poll will come out and how they’d do it. Well, there 
was a lot of tests of things that I think indicated if they would have wanted to— And I think, I 
feel that it was just kind of a deliberate effort of the powers-that-be to try to downplay, you 
know, the significance of the support that we had. 
 
At the Minnesota precinct caucuses that were held the end of February in 1978, I talked with the 
state DFL chairman. Rick Scott, and he indicated to me that anti-powerline and powerline related 
issues or resolutions were the number one item of all the issues that were brought forth 
throughout the whole state. Anti-powerline resolutions and related resolutions on what was 
happening out here came in from all the districts. There were districts from way on the other part 
of the state, and in the middle, Hennepin County, and the Second District down in Mankato area, 
as well as out in our area that showed strong support in the case for us. We went and we had, you 
know, just the opportunity of going to the state convention. 
 
I happen to be active in the DFL party. I was elected a delegate to the state convention, well, first 
our county convention. The turnout of people at Pope County’s convention, which I attended, 
was—you know, like I think there was a dozen people had been arrested protesting the 
powerline, and they were probably half the delegates that were there. It was a record number of 
people that had turned out, that had been active and been up at Lowry and been out protesting. 
 
As it grew, we went and challenged the incumbent who was considered the most popular man. 
Perpich was considered real popular as governor. We challenged his nomination by someone 
who had not been involved in politics at all, just a total new face. She was probably considered 
only, definitely considered someone to be put into nomination just to have a platform to express 
what was happening and our concerns, with the support of five delegates in Pope County. 
 
She ended up getting 206 votes at the convention, you know, seventeen percent of the total and 
support from every congressional district, from all thirty-one senatorial districts, and the total 
metro area—Minneapolis-St. Paul and the suburban area. That was an expression that, you 
know, people from all over the state would back us up and stand up. Then, you know, the follow-
up of that, of having a candidate run in the general election, like Alice [Tripp] in the primary 
election, run like Alice did, and then to receive twenty percent of the vote with nearly 100,000 
voters registering. This wasn’t, you know, because Alice had over one million dollars to put into 
her campaign, like Bob Short did. It was done with a campaign of $5,000 or less and was done, 
you know, against tremendous odds. 
 
It wasn’t done as trying to make political hay either. Alice took very many radical and 
controversial stands, and it was really principle that you were voting on, if you voted for her, 
because they tried cornering her on quite a bit of the activity that was being talked about, the 
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vandalism and the downing of powerline towers and all this, which was really played up to 
something really horrible. And, you know, she stood up and backed up what the farmers 
supported and what was happening without any qualms. 
 
I mean at one point she was quoted off the cuff—but was quoted nonetheless, and it went 
through all the papers, I think over the AP or whatever it was. It was on all the media that she 
said if she was better with her hands that she’d be out with a wrench. She’d be out there 
unbolting the towers herself, but the arthritis in her hands didn’t allow her to do it, you know. It 
wasn’t the typical type of thing that a politician would say. 
 
I think that the fact that if she would have gotten one percent of the vote or two percent of the 
vote, you know, it would have been easy to shrug off, but I don’t think that you shrug off twenty 
percent of the vote. The utilities in some of their letters to the editor that I saw and in some of 
their material said, “Well, Alice didn’t even carry the area that the powerline went through. She 
didn’t even carry the counties that it went through.” Well, I think that if Alice would have just 
campaigned in Pope County and a couple of the counties right around it, she could have carried 
them, and she’d have carried them two to one. If she’d have gotten a chance to talk to people, but 
she felt that it was probably a more important thing and used her campaign as an implement to 
educate the people throughout the state. 
 
We went from one corner of the state to the other. We went as much as we could possibly go 
with the little resources we had in the short time we had. We used the time we had to go out and 
express to the people what it was and offer them an alternative, a chance to express their 
dissatisfaction or to make a statement in support of our struggle by voting for her. It was obvious 
that we didn’t have a political machine or something, that it would have been a miracle if we 
would have won. 
 
But nonetheless, by getting as large a number of votes and percentage as we did statewide, we 
had to balance our vote off of Hennepin County and all the other counties to pull that twenty 
percent. We could have gotten one hundred percent of the vote in Pope County and still gotten 
less than one percent of the vote statewide. So we had to play that choice. We toyed with that 
throughout the campaign, how much time we should spend up in the area to really make a 
statement. But Alice got forty-four percent of the vote in Pope County. 
 
I think that’s a significant amount, that it says a lot. This is at a time when there’s backlash and 
stuff about vandalism, people having problems with destroying the utility’s property, because 
there’s a deep and abiding respect for personal property, and then it was confusing for a lot of 
people to see the property of the utilities, you know, in any different light than the property of 
their own. But for many it was the only alternative. Every avenue that there was through the 
regular processes was blocked and closed to us. This was the only way you could get any 
attention from them. It was the only way we had left to fight back. I think if you go back into 
American history, and you could look and there are many, many examples of what would make 
us look like a Sunday picnic compared to what was done there. We glorify that, we talk about 
that as being, you know, the great heroes and patriots of that time. 
 
Go ahead, if you have more questions on the campaign, otherwise I could get more into that 
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later. 
 
EN: Let’s maybe talk about that now. First of all, a little bit of background about your 
involvement with the DFL in Pope County, the state. Have you been involved a long time? 
 
RH: Yes, basically, I guess way back to my early high school years I’ve just had an interest in 
politics. I’ve been active in our county, I would say, since probably 1962. I have been involved 
with one campaign or the other for congressman or legislator, and been interested, you know, 
I’ve always generated an interest in the presidential election. I guess I can remember back in 
grade school when Kennedy—you know, different stuff, little stuff. But I’ve been active as far as 
participating in activities within the county since 1962, 1964 and 1966. Then in 1968 with the 
McCarthy campaign, I was a person that was eligible to be drafted. In 1968, I registered for the 
draft and I got involved there, kind of a dual thing. I was involved with the National Farmers 
Organization, the NFO, with its struggles in the early 1960s. 
 
In 1963, I became a member, along with our family, of the NFO. We had some really difficult 
struggles and times while trying to get recognized. Gaining the recognition of the right to use 
collective bargaining and recognition of the large processors to the fact that they would have to 
bargain with us. We had several years of militant activity that were necessary in order to get our 
recognition. Holding actions that went on for one and up to two months practically, where we 
had forces probably similar to what we have on the powerline, forces of the media and money 
and just the system the way it is. It was against us. 
 
I guess I got a beef with the system. I think back when we as dairy farmers—we were active in 
one facet of the NFO—were dumping our milk in 1967, and then had Lyndon Johnson order a 
federal injunction against us saying that we don’t have the right, you know, that we have to sell 
our milk. We don’t have the right to not sell our milk, that we cannot say to the processor, 
“You’re not going to get our milk until you pay us a fair price.” Then in subsequent years, fine, 
you know, through courts that was thrown out, the right of him to interfere with that. But 
nevertheless him breaking our effort made me look at being involved with resistance to Lyndon 
Johnson politically, before the war issue really even became that, you know, strong. I still look 
back in my memory and see these crippled up old dairy farmers coming into the precinct 
caucuses and stuff, joining along with the long-haired, radical hippies who were also Eugene 
McCarthy people. 
 
McCarthy was, you know, he recognized the NFO. He came to our national office and was very 
much, he actually formed his campaign off of several of the things that NFO had. For example, 
NFO had a minuteman system where in a matter of a few hours we could notify every one of our 
members throughout the nation of an event of a happening. We could tell them what was going 
on, and we heard he kind of developed this organization after, you know, the way that we did. 
 
Well, that was going on and I was involved in that, and subsequently through the whole Viet 
Nam War thing with Earl Craig running for senate. I was active in his campaign. In 1972, I was 
county coordinator for McGovern. Well, when I was out in California in Inyo County and when I 
came back to Minnesota here for Pope County, I worked within the district in Area Two. Then 
I’ve been active as a delegate. The last two years in 1976 and 1978, I’ve been a delegate to the 
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state convention from Pope County. 
 
I’ve been active in, helped with Bob Bergland who ran for Congress in 1968, his first time when 
he was defeated. I was quite active in his campaign, then all five of his campaigns, every one 
since that I was very active in, and also the other candidates who have run, with Mondale and 
other campaigns. 
 
So I’ve been pretty active within the DFL, trying to make the DFL—I guess I’m considered one 
of the DFL activists trying to make the DFL work and be responsive as a populist or you might 
say radical liberal, anyway, you know, a person within the party. 
 
EN: When did the powerline issue come to be seen as a DFL issue or did it? 
 
RH: No, really at first—like I say in 1974, that’s the first time that this started to hit our activity. 
Well, in 1974 I’d worked for a candidate, Wayne Schumacher, a farmer from northern Pope 
County, who ran for the legislature and was elected. He defeated Delbert Anderson who was a 
long-time incumbent. So we had a new person in the legislature from our area here. Then the 
whole activity started mushrooming. Well, he had support from a lot of the old-line— We 
supported him very strongly and worked very strongly, feeling that, hoping that he would be 
responsive. The old-line—I guess which he was a part of—the past DFL was very strongly 
supported by him—and a part of the old REA people, the cooperative people, and stuff. They 
were, you know, the main, the only force and stuff out here that was trying to defend this huge 
powerline. 
 
Wayne Schumacher was publicly, you know, speaking in favor of this line. He was saying the 
line would have to come through, even though it was coming right through his neighbor’s back 
yard—practically his own back yard. He was probably being fed the information from, you 
know, as they do. They’ve got good lobbyists and stuff at the capitol. I mean we didn’t have 
resources or anything at this point. Well, I had the feeling and was involved for a couple years, 
and I tried to use my influence within the party to tell Wayne Schumacher that, you know, 
“You’d better get out and make a statement and stand against it and join us.” 
 
Well, he never did. I tried to express it through his campaign manager, who was Jim Gremmels, 
you know, that he’d better be aware of it, that this could be serious as far as his re-election 
campaign. They wouldn’t listen. I tried to show out in the primary—I was to the point where I 
was toying with running against him myself, and then I was indicated as disloyal and everything 
else. But there was a growing number of people who had strong concerns right within their own 
party, but we worked, nonetheless, you know, we worked for him because we figured our best 
chance was to have somebody that we could work with, you know. 
 
But it was overwhelming, the areas that were affected by this line just revolted against him. The 
vote just totally switched around where he maybe before he got seventy-five to eighty percent of 
the vote. It just switched around where he got half that. He was defeated. And with the margin he 
was defeated by there’s no doubt in my mind—anybody that I’ve talked to, that’s looked at it 
agree—that they put him out. They defeated him. 
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Delbert Anderson was coming out and listening. He was coming to the meetings and stuff. Well, 
he was effective, I think. He did what—whether you want to say it was for his own reason of 
getting it off of his own farm and Harold Hagen’s and his neighbor’s or not—he was able to use 
the things, like irrigation and crop spraying and all these things which were things they had to 
consider. And he dug that up. He dug the laws up. He found out that there was federal things and 
interstate things on one state, that they had to go by some guidelines like that. They presented it 
very well, you know. They got the big farms down in Brooten and the Bonanza Valley—they are 
big corporate farms and that—they got their forces together. We were able to move it out of that 
area and move it up, which they figured north, where there was less irrigation. And by and large 
there was, but it still went through several that had it. 
 
Well, the election came about, and the area, you know, boosted Wayne out for not making a 
stand against it. Well, then we come to 1976. Well, we had Roger Strand running for senate at 
that time, also the DFL. He was, you know, coming to meetings and stuff, and I think giving a 
different light to this—more open-mindedness anyway. 
 
You had Charlie Berg, who was the incumbent then, and was basically supported by the 
Republicans and a lot of independents, as well as Democrats. He had, you know, his picture 
would be on the front page of the utilities’ brochures and the regular newspaper showing him 
picking and eating strawberries under a line that was supposed to be this big in Canada. You 
know, really coming out and giving an indication that this line was alright and that we should, 
you know, not be that hot and bothered about it, but I guess I don’t know. Some people thought 
that he was all right that he was a voice against the ones that—but I think that also a lot of people 
ended up being very dissatisfied with him. 
 
And Roger carried the county and carried the areas where Wayne lost very heavy. With both 
being from the same party, it was obvious there was some thing different. So I would say that, I 
think that we could prove, if we looked at it, or come up with a pretty good hunch that Charlie 
Berg was also defeated the same time as Wayne Schumacher was on the issue of the powerline. 
 
So I guess that’s where it first became involved in 1976 then. And then things really multiplied 
from there. Then our next elections didn’t come until 1978. You know, we ended up—Wayne 
Schumacher, I think, had given indications that he’d like to run again. I mean he’d just been 
defeated once. And he’d like to go again. There was just no chance. I mean I don’t think that he 
could have gotten, you know, five percent of the delegates, even within his own party, to have 
supported him. 
 
Because by that time the feeling [against the powerline] was so universal, by the time that our 
county convention was held, or before even the precinct caucuses were held, practically the 
whole DFL executive from the area had been active to the point of being arrested. You had Amy 
Lee who was the associate chair of the legislative district 15A who had been arrested, and myself 
who’s been active as an officer in the county, and Dennis Rutledge who was the county DFL 
chair and several others—I could go on—who were active within the party, and had been to the 
point of standing up and being arrested to because of their strong opposition to it. 
 
So, when it came to the endorsement of our legislative race, this time around we endorsed Earl 
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Hauge, who had been arrested twice on the powerline and who had been very active, vocal 
supporter of the protest. And Glen Bennett, who was very active in it, also ran in the primary and 
for the endorsement. So we had two candidates, the only two candidates running there. We had a 
candidate, Jim Nelson, who got the endorsement and ran for the legislative race in the district 
that Gene Wenstrom had up in Grant County and Traverse County. And we had other candidates, 
like for lesser races, like sheriff and different other commissioners and stuff. 
 
I guess there was one other political thing. Darwin Anderson was a former county commissioner 
of Douglas County who ran as a director against an incumbent, I believe it was, from Runestone. 
There was political activity around that, trying to get him elected. He was elected as one of, 
really, the first candidates that were elected against a tide of being recommended or, you know, 
given the nod by the officialdom within the structure. So we went on. 
 
For all the incumbents it was just was a tough year to be a DFLer. I don’t think I said anything 
about that. Earl Hauge was not elected in the fall. Well, Delbert Anderson, a lot of people felt 
that maybe he had done something on the powerline, too. But probably not that many people, 
who really felt strong, voted, I think, for Earl Hauge as somebody who had really taken a stand 
and stood up along with the farmers. Delbert Anderson was running as a Republican, you know, 
and being a Republican landslide and everything, he had everything going for him. Earl Hauge 
came within 600 votes of defeating him out of over 13,000 cast and was within just a couple 
percent, you know. Actually looking at the rate of all the incumbent Republicans who ran, 
Delbert Anderson came closer to being defeated than anyone throughout the whole state. So I 
think there was a definite show there. 
 
I think the show with Alice’s, you know, vote, too, was another indication. I guess I had worked 
quite closely with, probably more so with Roger Strand than any other campaigns, and with 
Wayne Schumacher, and, like I say, with the McGovern campaign, Earl Craig’s and McCarthy’s 
before that. But by 1978 then I— 
 
Alice wasn’t planning on running for governor. She was no intention. It was a way that we knew 
that—I was a delegate to the state DFL convention. I had been arrested on the powerline twice. 
Amy Lee had been arrested. She was a delegate to the state convention. Nina Rutledge was going 
to be a voting delegate at the state convention. She’d been arrested. Dennis Rutledge was an 
alternate to that there. And Jim Gremmels, the county chair, strongly supported our effort, he 
was a delegate to there. And Erwin Hildebrandt, too. You know, we had people who felt very 
strongly on this, and we knew we could not go down there and rubber stamp, you know, endorse 
Rudy Perpich. 
 
We’ve seen many frivolous candidates being nominated for whatever reason there was within the 
political process. We thought that, you know, I guess a few things just come to the point where 
they just rubbed us so bad. I think the one thing that kind of— 
 
I guess I was the first one to come up with the idea of Alice running for it, because Alice was the 
leader. She was one of the most vocal and the strongest and [commanded] a great amount of 
respect. She was the first one to go to jail in our county, you know, over this thing. She had stood 
up and said a lot of things that we really liked. We’d really come to know and respect her a lot. 
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She was a Democrat. She had gone to the precinct caucuses in Stearns County. A lot of people 
think she’s from Pope County since it was the Pope County people that promoted her.  
 
The one statement that sticks in my mind is when Perpich was interviewed on a Twin Cities talk 
show, and he made the statement that, “Well, if we only had those farmers out there to deal with, 
we’d have had this thing settled a long time ago.” Referring to the fact that, you know, these 
people from the Twin Cities area had stood up to work with the non-violents and civil 
disobedients and other [unclear] here who had been a part of it. It was a dig at them. I think the 
implication of it was that we were just a bunch of ignorant people that could have been, you 
know, we could have handled them and swept under the rug easy enough, you know. I thought it 
was just a great insult to the farmers and to the intelligence of the people out here.  
 
At that point I just said, “There’s just no way, you know, that—” I’d talked with him. He had 
met with us. He had come out here and everything, but he had just then become, he might as well 
have been the spokesman for the utilities because that’s what was happening. So we thought who 
better in the times when we strongly feel that women should be equal and that—if you want to 
call it women’s liberation or whatever it was—that it was an excellent time to offer somebody 
who could articulate—and Alice is very articulate—so I said, “Alice, will you run for governor?” 
I said, “We would like to put you in for nomination. We cannot, you know, go along with 
Perpich and the way that he’s going.”  
 
You know, she was quite set back by it, but nevertheless she could see that, if we’re going to try 
to work within the system at all or do anything, you know, that we’d have to have some 
alternatives. Anyway, she thought about it for a while. It was just kind of a thing between—I had 
talked with Amy Lee and Jim Gremmels and a couple others. So I had assurance from at least 
half our delegation, two-thirds of our delegation from our county that they would support her. 
 
So after she thought about it, and probably a week or so had gone by, and that was in March, we 
had a big meeting; and all the media was up there. This was the day that Tom Simmons, county 
attorney, was up there talking to us and telling us how he was going to work for us and how you 
wanted to be fair and all this stuff; but he urged us to work through the system and work through 
the process and all this here. So this seemed like an excellent opportunity after he had given us 
this great talk about working through the system that we get up then and make the announcement 
that Alice is going to be a candidate for governor. 
 
Then the six o’clock news says Alice Tripp, you know, gubernatorial candidate across the 
bottom. We were kind of like off and running, which was kind of sputtering, you know, but 
nevertheless it started at that point. Well, the state convention didn’t come up until the first of 
June. But we had some district conventions like in April and that. So Alice went up and spoke to 
the 7th District convention up in Bemidji—one of the first ones that was held—and gave her 
speech that I think kind of had the delegates kind of spellbound. I think you could have heard a 
pin drop. It was very good. And she got a very good round of applause and good things said 
about her there. 
 
We went to the 5th District convention in Minneapolis and the 6th District convention in St. 
Cloud. That was about all that we were able to make in the short a time that we had. And, you 
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know, got surprising support. We didn’t want to make it a negative thing. So we wanted to offer 
these positive proposals. And things just seemed to really develop. Do you have any other 
specific other questions you want to ask on this? 
 
EN: Yes, okay. The decision is made. Did you consider anyone else at the time, any other 
possibilities? 
 
RH: Well, I guess we really didn’t. Alice just seemed to be the natural choice. To do something 
like that, you had to be enthused about somebody, and we were just enthused about it. We all just 
looked up to and respected her greatly. We weren’t looking at her as or trying to analyze her as a 
candidate like maybe a political analyst would and see what’s the plusses and what’s the minuses 
and everything. It was just kind of an impulsive thing, 

 
EN: What was the first step? You said you had the idea to talk to other delegates, asked Alice 
and announced it. What happened? 
 
RH: Well, since, we were doing this here, and we had several meetings in Glenwood. We had 
some over at the Cannonball, you know, the cafe. We talked about, well, we don’t want to drain 
all of our energies and put them all into the campaign, realizing what limitations there would be 
and how far we could go. But nevertheless, you know, we wanted to use this as an avenue, on a 
platform, to get our story told. So we realized politically that there are several legalities that have 
to be met with the campaign. You have to form a committee. Any expenditures have to be 
recorded, and incomes have to be reported and all this. So we got together, and I was asked to be 
the campaign manager. 
 
We needed to have somebody. I said, “If there’s anyone else, that’ll be fine.” I think there was 
other people that probably, if they were willing to do it, who could be more qualified than me 
and just more experienced in it. But I had what I felt were good credentials within the party. I’d 
worked and had been loyal and active in it. So nobody could challenge that. I think, you know, 
the fact that we could have picked somebody off the street or somebody who had been against 
the party or something, just as a move to embarrass Perpich. So I said I’d be willing to serve and 
do what I could in the campaign. So then we formed that. Patty Kakak from Douglas County, 
who had developed and become active there agreed to be the treasurer of the campaign. 
 
So when we filed it, we called it Alice Tripp for Governor, a People’s Campaign—that was the 
title of it—with me as campaign manager and Patty Kakak as treasurer. So we had made the 
formal thing and sent that in, you know, and sent that notice in. So in the DFL state news—it was 
put in there that, Alice Tripp was a candidate, you know for the governor, DFL nomination as 
well as Perpich and that. 
 
So we, at that point started. Most of the 1,200 delegates to the state DFL convention had been 
chosen then, I guess, had been elected. So, we wanted to make the first step of educating them, 
letting them know what Alice’s campaign was about, and then see if there was any willingness 
amongst any of them to join with us and express support or, you know, concern for what was 
happening to us out here. So, we worked for a while then in developing or drafting a letter that 
we would be sending to the delegates trying to explain what we were all about. 
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I guess we had quite a few things that rapidly happened. Right after we’d announced this thing, 
Alice and her husband John, had planned a vacation, and they went out to, I believe it was, 
Denver to see their daughter and possibly out to the state of Washington—Seattle—to see their 
son who’s a doctor out there. So some of this was going on, while Alice was there. When she 
came back, then, we had, you know, gotten the dates of the district conventions and that. The 
first thing she went to was this 7th District convention, Bemidji, which she spoke. Then we went 
down—it was a week after that—to Minneapolis and spoke at the Leamington at the 5th District 
convention. 
 
There we met members of the Farmer Labor Association, the newly initiated group that was part 
of the revitalization of the old 1920s and 1930s Farmer Labor Party. There was a Farmers Labor 
Alliance back then, which was kind of the organizational voice of the candidates who ran for the 
political Party. So these people down there that formed this group had ran a candidate for the 5th 
District endorsement for Congress for the seat that Fraser was giving up. And his name was Tom 
O’Connell. He had gotten, I think he came in second place, and there was several ballots that 
were done, but he had a block of votes that with his block switched over and gave Martin Sabo 
the endorsement, but a very surprising and significant block of votes were shown. This group 
had passed a resolution that was very concerned with many issues. The tenants’ rights with this 
Cedar-Riverside thing, with eviction and stuff. They had passed—being with the Farmer Labor 
Association—they were very concerned about farmers and had passed strong support resolutions 
which had came up out of their strongest districts within the congressional boundaries in favor of 
our struggle on the powerline and the anti-powerline resolutions. 
 
So they talked with Alice before and after the convention there and said they were very much 
interested in her nomination and about the issues, and asked if we could set up a meeting. So I 
think in just a matter of a couple weeks after that we went down and met, and Alice was screened 
before their full meeting group. She received the endorsement of the Farmer Labor Association 
over and above Perpich. Now this was on some issues—it was the powerline they felt that he 
was—they were concerned there, but Alice is a strong feminist candidate and speaks very 
strongly for women’s issues. Perpich had done a few things where they didn’t feel that, you 
know, that he had stood up for justice on that front. But Alice was screened on a great number of 
issues because the group and the people that were involved were involved in a great number of 
so-called populist issues or whatever issues of the day. They were very, very impressed by her 
and offered to work for her and to have her be a candidate. So that kind of developed. And that 
was good. So we could put down on our letter that we sent that she was endorsed by the Farmer 
Labor Association, what we sent to the delegates. Then by this time we’re getting that letter 
ready, and then we sent it out to all the delegates and alternates, about 2,500 or so. 
 
We then got ready to prepare for the state convention. So we figured we’d have to have a couple, 
have somebody to put her in nomination and have nominating speeches be given. Well, Jim 
Gremmels was serving as a state director on the executive board of the DFL and had been 
elected in the last convention and was re-elected again this year by the full state convention. He 
offered to put her name in nomination. So he put her name in nomination. 
 
Dr. Paul Wellstone from Carlton College [in Northfield] was a political science professor there 
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who came to know Alice. He gave a seconding speech, which was very, very [well received.] 
Many people that I’ve talked to, that were around, said that it was the best speech that was given 
of all the speeches at the whole convention that weekend. Then Karen Clark, a feminist, activist 
in the gay rights movement, from St. Paul gave a seconding speech for Alice, pointing out the 
feminist stands and stuff, you know. 
 
Then Alice got up and spoke— Wrote little bits about it, but it was— It just seemed 
circumstances were bad for, you know— There was the whole Fraser fight and the battle for him 
to get the nomination. It took several ballots and everything. That seemed to kind of take away 
from what we were trying to, maybe do in a sense. But nevertheless at this point, you know, and 
Alice had gone before the nominating committee. It was obvious with those people there, though 
many people said very good things about her, and they seemed to get really a very strong hand of 
applause when she was done and make good statements about her. Obviously they recommended 
the incumbent to be re-nominated and endorsed. 
 
So we didn’t know what we had. There were a few people that had come up from other, like with 
the Farmer Labor Association, and they had probably what they figured were thirty votes or so. 
Not, you know, knowing that everybody was independent to vote, but they figured that they 
would come over to them and that there were others. So when the vote came after the speeches 
and that were given, and the vote came, Alice had gotten votes. They were impressed either with 
her or with the speech or they had received a letter—many of them said they received a letter—
and they were impressed with the concerns and issues and depth that Alice had taken in her 
concerns. 
 
So she received votes from all eight congressional districts. She received 207 votes out of about 
1,200 votes that were cast which came to about seventeen percent. I remember asking, you 
know, what she thought she’d get before the votes had been taken, and she said ten or twenty 
votes, you know. She didn’t think that she’d get any more than that there. She thought she could 
count on the ones from Pope County, but then she, you know, it wasn’t a thing where she was 
expecting to get any significant number at all. 
 
So as the newspapers reported—when Perpich’s vote was announced and when Alice’s vote total 
was announced, the applause for Alice was much stronger than for any of the other candidates. I 
know there were other candidates like Ronnie Brooks, who had been fired by Perpich, had got 
some votes. And Warren Spannaus had gotten some votes. A whole bunch of different ones were 
given votes, too. I think even though Alice got seventeen percent, I think Perpich got only about 
seventy-five percent of the vote because there was probably eight percent or so that voted for 
other people too. 
 
So anyway it was something that very much encouraged the people who just thought that all 
Democrats were a bunch of Wendy Anderson political hacks. To see that it wasn’t just five 
delegates from Pope County—it actually ended up all six delegates from Pope County voted for 
Alice—it was a unanimous vote. We had Cook County as well, all six delegates there voted for 
her. Cass County, we got all the votes from Cass County. She got all seven votes from Meeker 
County. There might have been one or two others where she, you know, the total, when the votes 
were cast. First Karen Clark came up and said, “Well, our district voted,” and it was before the 
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tally was announced. She said, “It went thirteen for you, Alice, and two for Perpich and one for 
Spannaus,” you know. That was right in the heart of the Minneapolis or the St. Paul district. And 
Stevens County, four out of the six delegates there voted for her. Those were different areas. But 
she got strong support. 
 
We tried to tally the votes up, but we didn’t get an actual breakdown. We got the total of all of 
them. But Alice got, you know, 48.3 votes in the 5th District which is just Minneapolis, which 
came out to 34.8 percent of the vote within there. A lot of times we as farmers and rural area 
people are told, well, all the city people are against us. We’re just a small percent and everything. 
We don’t have a chance. But we showed that we had strong support, you know, within the Twin 
Cities area also, which was encouraging to us that they were concerned, too. 
 
I think it should have been an indicator, to the incumbent that there was dissatisfaction with the 
way things were being handled. So, we didn’t know what we were— As I had mentioned, I was 
involved in the Earl Craig campaign in 1970. He ran against the institution of Hubert Humphrey 
kind of as a protest candidate in a similar way, you know, over the war issues and Humphrey’s 
not taking a clear stand against the war and that. He ran against him and received about the same 
percent of votes, about twenty percent, I guess, at the convention. Then he ran again in the 
primary against him and received about twenty percent of the vote. I thought it was a very 
effective thing. I was for him, you know, all the way. I thought, eventually Humphrey, before the 
general election then came around to the concerns that Earl had expressed, and I think made a 
commitment enough so that that block of votes, a significant portion, probably voted for 
Humphrey and allowed him to be elected. He didn’t win by that margin, twenty percent of his 
vote. He could not have afforded to lose. I think fifty-six percent was about what he had. He 
recognized that. He was enough of a politician to know that. We were hoping for the same, that 
we would get some concessions and some commitments from Perpich, you know, by doing this. 
 
The platform was very important, even with all the hassles with the delegates and everything. 
We didn’t get to the platform on the powerline during the regular convention, but there was some 
indication, some of it had been passed on a few other issues. So then central committee acted on 
the platform. We passed a very strong platform, as far as it relates to the powerline. We actually 
put the party on record in support of a moratorium—a halting of the construction—and a 
rescinding of the certificate of need for this transmission line and power plant. As a matter of 
fact, the wording was that we support and encourage and give support for the non-violent 
resistance and civil disobedience that is being used by the farmers in their struggle against it. So 
it was not only, you know, a statement for wanting a re-evaluation of the whole thing by pulling 
the certificate of need out, but it was an encouragement for the struggle for the farmers. And this 
was adopted as the official platform of the party. 
 
So at that point we were looking at, is Perpich going to support the platform? Is he going to run 
on the platform of the party that endorsed him? Or where is he at? We inquired. We never heard 
a word. He never made a statement. There was one article that we saw that he had been quoted in 
a northern paper that lambasted him, that said that he had been asked a question about the 
powerline, about what he’d do. Well, he said if he was to look back on it now, he would move it 
further north. And that was the solution. That was all that we heard. Well, that infuriated them. 
We knew that was no answer. But that was all that we ever heard from him. 
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So I had consulted, I had talked with Rick Scott, the chair, and I asked him. I said, “Is the 
governor supporting the party— Is he running on the platform?” The first time I asked him, he 
said, “Well, I can’t tell you. I don’t know. I will talk to him and see and I’ll get back to you.” 
Well, I never got back to him. I ran into him again, and I asked him, you know, “Is the governor 
running on the platform? Is Perpich supporting the platform of the party?” He just put his head 
down and didn’t answer, you know. It was obvious that we had another candidate who was not 
living up to the wishes that the delegates had. 
 
So, it had developed before that time, that the momentum of Alice receiving over 200 votes, and 
significance that people throughout all parts of the state were behind us, and that the people were 
very enthused. The activists, political people within the powerline struggle, encouraged this to go 
right on, and then take them on. Many wanted to file petitions and put her on the general ballot 
and run her as an independent. Well, you couldn’t do that by state law. We could have 
challenged the law and everything, but it would have tied us up in court. But we’re thinking of, 
you know, just running her as a third or a fourth party candidate. Well, I wouldn’t have, I wasn’t 
necessarily for that, you know. I was for leaving the option open and running in the primary, and 
we had that opportunity. 
 
So this decision, to be real honest about it, was made [without me,] I wasn’t consulted. The first I 
heard about that she was—this was shortly after the convention, I guess, middle of June or so—I 
get a call from Alice, and she’s meeting with some of the neighbors who were encouraging her to 
run. She has Dr. Paul Wellstone down there, you know, at her house, and she asked me who I 
would think that she would want to have as the lieutenant governor running mate. She would 
have to file as a team. And I said, “Well, I think Wellstone was very articulate and everything. 
He spoke very well. And there’s other people, too, that you could consider.” Well, we wanted to 
kind of have a balance, I guess, in the state and start looking a little more political now. Well, he 
considered it, and a good friend of his who had also been active to a certain degree with the 
powerline, a Dr. Mike Casper who’s the head of the physics department at Carlton College, who 
has done studies on the science courts and stuff and spoke and appeared at hearings for us and 
that, he’d been active politically down in that area, he agreed to be a running mate. So then we 
had a team. 
 
Then things just kind of developed. There was the whole thing about whether we wanted to, you 
know, what kind of campaign we wanted to do and everything. So we got together shortly after 
that. I guess I realized that we needed to have a full-time person working as campaign manager, 
somebody who really could make this thing go. I couldn’t make that commitment because I was 
planning on going to school during the summer session. Well, as it turned out I didn’t go to 
school, but I ended up having an obligation on our farm because one of the fulltime people that 
my dad was counting on for helping, quit on our farm. So I was needed pretty desperately out 
there to get things going. 
 
So I guess I said I’ll be more than willing to stay on as campaign manager to make it, you know, 
give it whatever legitimacy we could offer, you know, as being somebody active within the 
party. But I said I didn’t know whether I could, how much I could do and how, if they could find 
somebody else, that’s fine. Well, nobody else tended to come. It’s a difficult thing challenging 
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the incumbent within the party. If anything you’re looking for political gains and brownie points 
within the party so— Well, as it developed, I became more and more, you know, seeing that we 
really needed to get the thing going and that. So about the last, I’d say month and a half, might 
have been close to two months, I worked progressively more and more full-time. I guess the last 
six weeks, I worked just full-time and went nearly every day, and weekends and stuff, and 
worked just full-time on the campaign. We went criss-cross the state, all over, to many, many 
functions, parades, fairs and radio station, TV stations. We held press conferences. 
 
I don’t know if you have other questions directly about the campaign, maybe you could get to 
that. 
 
EN: Yes, I do. I wanted to ask you a question. You mentioned earlier a theme that was chosen, 
Alice Tripp, People’s Candidate? 
 
RH: Alice Tripp for Governor, a People’s Campaign, yes. 
 
EN: Why that phrase? 
 
RH: Well, I think that came from some of our early meetings with a lot of people who were 
active in the powerline protest, who hadn’t been active in campaigns or anything, and they really 
wanted to say that this is a people’s campaign. This is something that isn’t being sponsored by 
some special interest group, some political machine or anything. It was going to be very obvious 
that, you know. We were looking at slogans and all kinds of stuff, and lots of different things. 
Some kind of funding came up. But we felt that we had to put a title on it, to file for an official 
campaign. So we wanted that, if nothing more than that, to say something. So her checks that we 
got at the bank were going to say that, so when anybody received it, it was just kind of a— It was 
something we knew was going to be—People’s Campaign we would totally be that. We 
wouldn’t be backed by the unions or big business or political machines or anything. So, it was 
just a statement of what we knew we would have to be. 
 
EN: You mentioned that she was questioned in front of the Farmer Labor Association about 
other issues. Were you thinking of other issues at this time or were you trying to broaden the 
campaign from a powerline issue? 
 
RH: This was the problem, well, a challenging problem— We didn’t know whether we wanted 
to make it just, you know— How should I say it? Solely a protest campaign, a protest vote. I 
think that people would just turn you off, because a governor is a very important position. The 
Democratic Party was the majority party to that point. And somebody running for that 
nomination—we were still at that point just running for the nomination to be the official 
candidate on the November ballot. We would have to show concerns for other issues, other than 
the immediate powerline situation. So we looked at the concerns that were presented, and— 
 
[Tape interruption] 
 
—this was being, done about the, you know amongst the aged people and amongst the Blacks 
and the women and people who are involved in the struggle for, you know, protection for the gay 
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rights, for the protection of their work—and many other and broader issues that stemmed out 
from the powerline, related to alternate energy and monopolization and centralization of our 
power and utilities. 
 
And the fact that women, I think that women just played a tremendous role in our whole 
powerline struggle. The leadership was taken by, you know, several women. Gloria Woida was a 
leader. Alice Tripp was a leader. In different ways they were maybe very different people, but 
they took leadership roles. You had many women that spoke up, who were very articulate and 
were good representatives for us. They participated fully on many cases, they carried a heavier 
load than, you know, because of the— They carried on a struggle with things that their husbands 
as farmers full-time couldn’t do. So I guess I consider myself a strong feminist supporter and 
think equal rights for women [is important], so did all of us who initially had talked with her and 
that. I think that was a thing that gave us that much more admiration for Alice. 
 
So these issues just kind of fell in place. Alice just seemed to be really with the pulse of the 
people and responsive to these issues. She was willing to learn on other ones that people were 
very concerned about when she met with them. So, the Farmer Labor Association had many task 
forces and stuff and really ended up having these six press conferences throughout the state that 
we held where we were issuing the stands that we had on, you know, where we stood on the 
significant issues of the day. 
 
One of them was on the powerline, but the other five were on a broad range of issues, like 
concerns for the laboring persons on Labor Day. We had a press conference on that. Concerns 
about runaway corporations. Concerns about utility rates and stuff for people on fixed incomes 
and others. Women’s issues. A good number of other issues which we— So we tried to broaden 
our campaign. 
 
I guess we were always toying with how much emphasis we’re going to put on the powerline. I 
think we practically always brought that in as the thing that brought us into it, obviously because 
it was, and as the main concern of our thing because we felt that, you know, the governor was 
not responding. The whole government was not responding, that people needed to find out what 
was happening. So many things happened where we know if we would have wanted to play 
politically, we could have backed away. We could have disassociated ourselves with the so-
called vandalism that was going on—which they put as violence and stuff—and disassociate 
ourselves with the arrests and other things like this. But we didn’t, you know. This whole 
struggle, we were in it, and it was a united thing. 
 
So, the powerline issue, wherever we went, we were the anti-powerline, you know, protest 
candidates and this here. But I think a lot of people respected us and stuff for that, but respected 
us more and came around to supporting us because we stood up for and considered these other 
issues. We went before the American Agricultural Movement in the farm, in a strike movement. 
And Alice met with the gay rights activists and the committees in the Cities and met with 
feminist leaders. She met with union—rank and file union people—meetings with them—and 
met with several other kinds of groups who also felt that we needed somebody, you know, that 
would speak up, that they weren’t being listened to. I think that to be taken seriously, to really 
offer yourself, we found out that you had to be willing to kind of sell yourself as a candidate that 
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would be capable of being governor. We thought Alice could be. 
 
I think there were probably a number of people who maybe are kind of sexist and stuff that 
would say maybe a woman wouldn’t have it or maybe you had to have more political experience. 
That was probably running against us, you know, to be [taken as] a candidate seriously. But I 
think that we did that as best we could, you know. We never diminished the power line issue, but 
we also dealt with whatever other issues that were brought forth, and did a program on what we 
thought were the basic concerns for the state. So in that sense it legitimized our candidacy for 
those who said that we can’t vote for somebody, you know, just on one issue. 
 
EN: Two issues that I can think of that seemed to be important in the campaign are the abortion 
issue and taxes. Did you take positions on those? 
 
RH: The abortion issue, you know, Alice comes from Stearns County. They’re really are a 
strong county as far as fighting the women’s right to choose an abortion. It’s a very anti-abortion 
area. Many of the people who have stood hand-in-hand, arm-in-arm with Alice on this thing felt 
that way. She knew that. But Alice personally had a feminist viewpoint of the thing. She felt that 
it should be up to the individual woman’s choice, that she should have that freedom, and that it 
should not be, you know, dictated to her by any group. So she took that stand on that issue, you 
know, and no doubt got support because of that. 
 
I think at the convention that was registered, because Perpich had gone along with the push to cut 
off the right for a poor woman to have an abortion, even though wealthy women could have it 
because they could afford it. This was blatant discrimination. We felt as long as the constitution 
guaranteed that that was a right, you know, that they should not be denied just because they were 
poor. In many, many cases that’s the people who needed it most and wanted it. But Alice took a 
stand that way on that, which was the stand of the party. The party had adopted the platform in 
supporting that there. Perpich did not respond to that. 
 
As far as taxes, we were approached, I forget by who. But I think from several different angles—
that the Proposition 13 attitude, the mood was, it was definitely there. That had already happened 
before our campaign and the primary. They said if you come out and make a stand, you know, 
for cutting out all these taxes and doing all this here, we’ll probably come in with money for you. 
We’ll help you. We’ll bring an organizer in. Well I think the person who had direct contact with 
Jarvis, you know, had tried to contact us in this here. 
 
They were willing to do something similar to what Bob Short did. Bob Short really used that as 
an issue, that and the abortion issue, those two issues. We came along the other side. We went 
with the opposite view that he did on the abortion issue. We went the opposite way. We didn’t 
necessarily go for the opposite way, but we did not go out and try to exploit the tax issue. We felt 
that we were for progressive tax. We were for a fair tax. We felt that, you know, with the 
limitation, the direction on that, we didn’t, you know, necessarily go along with what—even 
though a lot of the people probably who supported us and stuff—they felt that this was a revolt 
also against the system the way it was. 
 
I think in California, it’s a very different thing. The property taxes were enormous. An enormous 
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percent goes to the schools and that was coming out of property tax, where in Minnesota a great 
portion of it comes from, you know, the income tax. And I think Alice would have been 
responsive to that cord, if it would have been a protest for unfair property taxes for the 
homeowners and stuff, who were, you know, strapped with that burden. But we had the 
Minnesota Taxpayers Association and other groups really revolt, and this all was way ahead of 
California as far as standing up and demanding that some justice be done. So that issue was 
probably kind of defused here. 
 
But I think what Bob Short was doing was really trying to exploit an issue and just try to, you 
know, say we’re going to do things that I don’t think really could have been done without 
severely—you know. That’s disputable. But we didn’t get into that because I think if we would 
have done that— That was an issue that probably could have pre-empted the concern for the 
powerline. 
 
So we basically, you know, said that we supported a progressive thing. As far as taxes go, we 
supported only ones that talked about a severance tax for the corporations that were threatening 
to leave the state, like Minnesota Mining [3M] or whatever it would be. If they, you know, 
threatened to pull out because the wage earners were asking too much, were taxed too much, we 
would have a severance tax, that they would have to pay for whatever disruption that they would 
do. When they pull out, because when something starts from nothing or from very little, then it 
becomes huge and wealthy and worth multiple millions of dollars, and then to say they’re going 
to pull out just because, you know, they don’t get their way. They’ve taken that wealth out of our 
state, the people that work and slave—to allow them, they shouldn’t be able to just get up and 
go. It’s something probably that’s going to come in the future. Alice was one of the first ones to 
talk about it. 
 
I think that’s an issue about the taxes as far as women go, especially the farm women who work 
all their life equally hand-in-hand and then don’t get any consideration whatsoever when it 
comes to inheritance. It had to do with many other things where she spoke out and tried to, you 
know, advise change on that. But it just wasn’t the thing to do, like Proposition 13, which ended 
up really probably hurting the poor and the people who are forced onto welfare, you know, either 
through sickness or health or some problem, unemployed and that. Where it would hit them the 
worst and would probably advantage, you know, the people who have great amounts of wealth 
and stuff and big property to cut it. It comes down to the old trickle down theory again. If you 
believe in that, you know, give the wealthy a big tax break and maybe they’ll spend a little bit so 
that some trickles down and that. I guess you’d have to go along with it. But I don’t believe in 
that. I don’t think Alice does either. 
 
EN: You mentioned that people offered campaign money and support. Would it have made a 
difference had you had that extra campaign money and support? 
 
RH: I think that if Alice would have been more willing to play it, if she had been a more 
political person, if she would have wanted to join on that bandwagon. For example, we were 
approached at several different stages of the game by the anti-abortion people, so called pro-life. 
They would have—no doubt in my mind—because Perpich wasn’t—even though he had made 
some concessions, he wasn’t what they wanted, and they would have been more than happy if 
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Alice would have come out and supported them, you know, taken their stand on totally 
restricting abortion. They would have gone behind her. If she’d have played the same type of 
campaign that Bob Short did against Don Fraser, we would have had support, overwhelming 
support on that from them. There were people that were pushing us to do that. 
 
But it was very much against Alice’s principles and against the principles of the people who 
from the early beginning had supported her. She was not about to do that. I guess right now I 
think that she might have pulled an upset and done the same thing as Bob Short did to Don 
Fraser by exploiting those emotional issues. I think that might have well happened, but that 
wasn’t what it was all about. You know if we would have wanted to play that, Alice would have 
been in politics long before that. She was not the typical politician by any means. 
 
EN: You mentioned earlier about the DFL platform as it was adopted with the anti-powerline 
resolution. What about the other candidates? I’m speaking of Bob Short and Wendell Anderson, 
Let’s start with them. Did they—? 
 
RH: Well Wendell Anderson, of course, was just hated about as much as someone like Hitler 
would be, as far as within the group. I mean he had virtually—I mean at least Perpich talked with 
us. Again Anderson just locked his door on us, literally, when we went down to try to see him 
during different stages, and then just left it a holy mess and played politics with it and tried to 
avoid the issue and everything and then took off to Washington and got away from the issue. He 
didn’t face it at all. I think even if he—whatever he’d have said, I don’t think anybody would 
have believed him anyway, if he just said he was for us. It was obvious that he was very much 
[against us.] 
 
John Connolly, again, was more a political person and had a lot more money than Alice, you 
know, to run in his campaign. He ran on some quite controversial, radical stands. He carried 
Pope County. He beat Wendell Anderson in Pope County. I think, you know, that says 
something about what kind of support Wendell Anderson had. Connolly was out. He came out 
to—toward [unclear], he came up to Lowry. He expressed support, you know, for our concerns 
on the powerline and wasn’t ashamed to be part of that. And I think it showed. He did well, you 
know, in this area. I think that a lot of people who also supported Connolly, also supported Alice. 
It was, you know, a part of the Farmer Labor Association that eventually did support Connolly 
over Wendell Anderson, too. 
 
Bob Short, his people— We basically saw a lot of Republicans, a lot of people wearing Al Quie 
pins and stuff, and then wearing Bob Short things. We saw them when we went to county fairs 
all over the state. There was a Bob Short booth at every fair, and not a one that I went to was 
anybody sitting behind it. He had bought it. He put all his brochures and everything. It was 
obvious that money was no problem. Here’s Bob Short stuff all over the place. It was something 
that was done by money. I saw a lack of people. 
 
Well, we were just the opposite. We had people. That was all we had, with very little money. I 
guess he was, we probably figured, I don’t know. It’s hard to say. He never approached us. We 
never approached him. I guess what I kind of saw, kind of felt was that the Wendy Anderson 
people and the Bob Short people were kind of working together. A lot of the Bob Short and 
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Anderson people were old, were the establishment people and Bob Short is enough of the 
establishment. Fraser was really kind of anti-establishment. He has been politically all the time. I 
think that the support, that a lot of the support that supported Wendell Anderson also supported 
Bob Short even though they probably played that low key. 
 
When the polls showed Don Fraser winning by seventy-seven to twenty-two percent and all that, 
Wendy Anderson was hanging on the coattails of Don Fraser wherever he went. Really trying to 
get a little of that publicity, hoping that support rubbed off on him. Well then things went on, and 
with the smear type of campaign that Bob Short used against Don Fraser. It became more and 
more you know, obvious that Fraser was becoming less popular with the people. Then it just 
seemed to us that, it looked like the same type of people were working for Wendy Anderson and 
that. It was very against the principles. I mean so many of the things like I say, the abortion issue 
and the tax issue and all that, Alice and Bob Short were miles and miles apart. 
 
Other candidates I don’t recall. Rick Nolan was quite supportive of us. Most of our people 
supported him. Gene Wenstrom up here was, you know, full of concern and stuff. He said that he 
supported the platform and would support the platform and take a stand and would support a 
moratorium on the powerline by trying to get funds cut off at Washington if he got elected and 
did surprisingly. He did quite well considering the conservative tide. He came within a couple 
percent of winning, you know, in the district that was probably going 2 to 1 Republican. So for 
the statewide candidate. So he did well, too. And I think it might have indicated he carried Pope 
County. 
 
EN: Was the powerline an issue in that campaign? 
 
RH: I think so. We weren’t getting satisfactory results from [Arlan] Strangeland we felt. As a 
matter of fact, there was an issue where the Indians’ land was going to be taken by eminent 
domain. They were going to give the utilities the power of eminent domain to go out and 
condemn the Indian land. Strangeland was a co-author of that bill. He was one of the main 
spokesmen, as a matter of fact, for trying to get that. That just turned us off completely. We 
called him Arlan Steal-land in our powerline newsletter for wanting to steal the land from the 
Indians. 
 
So I think it was kind of clear, even though there were some of the people who were active in 
leadership roles within the protest movement who supported Strangeland, just because Bob 
Bergland and the Democrats and all of them were against us, and they just figured through 
association Wenstrom would, you know, one of the same, so it was difficult. The partisan thing 
is kind of hard unless you have someone really clear, someone like Earl Hauge who had been 
arrested or somebody like George [Hoium], a farmer who ran for sheriff who had been, you 
know, arrested and that. When it come to, well, I guess that was the general election, we had 
three candidates on the ballot in the general election who had been arrested, and that was George 
who ran for sheriff and Earl Hauge for legislature, and Brian Coyle for United States Senate, he 
was running as an independent. 
 
EN: How about the sheriff’s race? We haven’t talked about that. 
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RH: Well, we had three candidates in the primary, one who had been through very—the 
incumbent who we were trying to oust, you know, express our dissatisfaction with. Another law 
enforcement person from the smaller towns, Cyrus and Villard. He’s the third chief-of-police or 
whatever a security person is, Ray Novitis, and he just seemed to have a— Well, there were 
some people who were dissatisfied with the incumbent who voted for him, seeing he was an 
alternative. 
 
He was kind of a law and order person and had gotten into conflict. He’d been out on the 
powerline thing, being a part of arresting us and stuff like this. He’d been out there, too, and 
obviously was looked upon as the other side. Lots of people thought that he’d be worse than 
Emmons. I think Emmons, the incumbent, would have ended up being between him and Novitis. 
They would have worked for Emmons to not to have Novitis in. He was considered bad news. 
So, we had a three-way race. Novitis spent probably a hundred dollars for every one dollar 
Emmons spent. You know, he spent an enormous amount of money on the campaign. He ran as a 
write-in candidate in the general election. So it was a three-way race in the general election. 
 
In the primary there was possibly a three or four-way race. Anyway, the two runners-up, the 
closest candidates were George Hoium and our incumbent, Ira Emmons. So, it was a different 
thing. There was powerline people who supported us in the effort that felt that Ira Emmons was 
just put in a difficult situation and who felt that he did only what he had to do to keep his job or 
whatever it was. So a lot of things that really dissatisfied them probably got the people to run a 
candidate against him. It was some of the things that were just happening, more lately at the end 
after the, in the spring and late summer of 1978. That was a time at which a lot of people didn’t 
even know there was a protest going on anymore, but things were happening like with Centurion 
and these guards and all this stuff. 
 
Emmons was called upon to do something about it, and he just stood by and did nothing. These 
people just got furious when they saw their neighbors being assaulted and property being, you 
know, damaged. Then the sheriff come out and said, “There’s nothing I can do” or “they’ll get 
me if I do anything,” or coming out and seeing things that were done where the, you know, 
farmers and their wives and stuff were knocked to the ground and assaulted right in front of his 
eyes and just standing there and saying, “It’s a civil matter. There’s nothing I can do. If they 
want to sue, go ahead. I’m not going to...” But if we would even put our toe an inch onto the, you 
know, where they were or do anything to them, there was no problem with them arresting us. So 
he was, we felt, not being, you know, equal and fair in his job. 
 
So, but it was something that I think we got— In the general election George Hoium, he was just 
a dairy farmer, he had no experience and everything. It was another difficult thing, like with 
Alice, you know, to say who qualifies for what and this. There was, maybe, I shouldn’t even say 
it, but there was some feeling amongst people, who worked very strongly on the powerline 
protest, who just didn’t feel that George Hoium was a capable candidate and just could not vote 
for him, you know, as a candidate for sheriff. So, I do not think that that was a clear thing. 
 
I think Earl Hauge’s was probably a clearer test of the thing. He carried Pope County. He carried 
Pope County by about 600 votes, I believe. Hoium lost Pope County probably by about 1,600. So 
there was probably a thousand people or so that didn’t feel maybe that he was quite—well, 
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maybe we just honestly didn’t know what was happening, and then maybe they still had 
sympathy and support for Emmons, who in the beginning was telling the utilities and stuff that, 
you know, “I’m not going to go out and arrest all those people” or saying that “if you want to 
arrest them, you’d better call in the National Guard” and all this. There was a great amount of 
pressure put on him. For a good portion of the time he, you know, looked to be one of us. We 
looked upon him— He warned them. He said, “If you don’t deal with this thing—” that “you can 
put the towers up, but the towers will come down.” He was the first one to say that. There were 
headlines in the Minneapolis Tribune—the towers will come down—and it was from a story with 
Ira Emmons. So, people still remembered that. So it wasn’t any clear test there. It was from more 
of the people who were directly involved and felt that they wanted to offer somebody that they 
could feel strongly about. 
 
EN: Are you familiar at all with the Republican Party in the county? Was the powerline involved 
there? 
 
RH: Well, I don’t know. I heard Republican candidates say that, you know, or activists say that 
Rudy Boshwitz supported a moratorium on the powerline. I heard Republicans say that Dave 
Durenberger said that he supported a moratorium on the powerline. I guess the negative feelings 
towards the incumbents were mostly towards some, if not all, Democrats, Perpich, Wendy 
Anderson on down, that anything was better than what we had, you know. 
 
But I confronted Boshwitz with it, and I confronted Dave Durenberger, too. I talked personally to 
both and I couldn’t get a commitment out of them to really support that. They were coming to 
the assumption that—I got the impression that it wasn’t anything they could do anything about or 
that they’d want to make a— Boshwitz did say that he basically supported—I showed him our 
platform of the DFL Party. You know, he told me he’d support that. 
 
But I don’t know. I guess nobody’s gotten in touch—we’ve talked about getting back in touch 
with him to see if he could do something in Washington. Maybe he might. He sure got support. I 
mean look at his vote. He got eighty, up to close to ninety percent of the vote against Wendy 
Anderson. Well, not in the county as a whole, but in, you know, in the county he carried it by 
over 2 to 1, maybe 3 to 1. In the districts where the powerline was, the votes that were for 
Wendy were very few and far between. 
 
I guess there was some—I’m just not that well acquainted with the Republicans to know what 
they offered. There wasn’t anybody specifically who came out, openly and everything. I would 
say that Dave Fjoslien was considered the Republican incumbent from Brandon and Douglas 
County area was considered by a lot of people to be close. I mean he’d been out in the field and 
out in the front a long tine. I guess of all the Republicans, I looked to him as one who— 
 
Then Quie, I guess, was considered, once it came to the final choice between him and Perpich, it 
was overwhelming. The whole length of the powerline area just went overwhelming for Quie 
over Perpich. That wasn’t necessarily a thing where they thought Quie was himself a real 
protestor, you know, more a move to throw the incumbents out. It was a whole lot of Democrats 
that voted him out because we had Earl Hauge, a Democrat, carrying our county. We had Gene 
Wenstrom, a Democrat, carrying our county. Then you come to Wendell Anderson and Rudy 
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Perpich, and they were losing it 2 and 3 to 1. So it was obvious, I think that it came out to be—I 
think those 100,000 votes—and that’s about what Alice got—and that was about the margin that 
Perpich lost by. I think that you could almost correlate the thing directly. 
 
Then he never responded. Right after election he or his campaign never responded or asked Alice 
for her support or tried to approach us and say, you know, he just ignored us. When you do 
that—Alice was asked, I think, how she was going to vote in the election, what was she going to 
do? Was she going to vote for Perpich or support Quie or whatever? She said what she was going 
to advise or what she was advised by former activists, by someone in the party—I won’t say who 
it was—but said that, “Use your constitutional right to abstain.” And that’s what she told—  
 
[Tape interruption] 
 
EN: —the campaign plan? And how did you plan your strategy? 
 
RH: Well, once we decided to file for the primary—we had to go down and file—we went 
through the thing where we were going to file by petitions and ended up with two different 
petition forms that were wrong. They didn’t seem to be too eager, Joan Growe’s office, to 
provide us with, you know, information or the logistics on how to go about that. You could file 
by petition in lieu of a filing fee. You could save your hundred dollar filing fee by doing it. We 
kind of thought that would be a good thing, but we just weren’t quite logistically able to go 
around and do that. We, I think, got over a thousand signatures, but we were supposed to have 
two thousand. It was kind of a tough thing. That was right at the beginning. 
 
We sat down and had some strategy sessions, and we wanted to make our campaign different 
from normal politicians, make it something different, something catchy. We wanted to 
emphasize certain things—one big thing being alternative energy. So in announcing our 
campaign, when we filed, we had a press conference on the day we filed. Then on the steps to the 
state capitol, or in front of them, in the back of Alice’s Ford pick-up, we announced that, you 
know, we were going to be criss-crossing state for the campaign. We had a can of ethanol that 
we were going to mix with our gas and said that we were going to be using gasohol. We were 
going to power our pick-up by gasohol, an alternative energy source. We had a solar panel, just a 
small solar panel, which we connected to our loud speaker, it powered the loud speaker and 
powered something else. It powered our tape recorder, which we had some campaign songs and 
stuff on. That was showing the actuality of solar energy being the thing of now. Then we, you 
know, talked about the different, you know, alternative things, the wind power and that. But that 
was kind of a—we thought this was an attraction. 
 
We had a few other things that we had, too, that we did, but those were the two main things. We 
had our slogan on the back of our campaign truck. It was a sign that says, “Our Truck Powered 
By Gasohol. Our Loudspeaker Powered by Sun. Our Campaign Powered by People.” And this 
was kind of a thing that would, you know, catch the eyes of the people that we came to for 
support as Alice went out to different towns. They would snap pictures of us to put in the paper, 
and it was kind of—  
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When we were in the parades, it was effective, we’d had banners on the pick-up and that. We 
were in parades and out in the rural areas and even in the Cities, we would be in parades, like one 
off shoot of the Aquatennial, that parade we were in, different ones like this. 
 
We announced the campaign, you know, like I say, the day we filed and answered questions of 
reporters and that and tried to give a focus of how we were going to go about it. We came up 
with—we had six major press conferences in strategically located areas of the state, one being 
Mankato, one being Alexandria, one being Duluth, one in St. Paul and one or two in Minneapolis 
where we talked on different issues. We made a, I guess, real effort. Our big things were county 
fairs and local newspaper and local radio stations. We got a great amount of coverage and 
support—not necessarily support—but we were given time and coverage within the local 
newspapers. We would stop at a newspaper office or we would stop at a local radio station and in 
several cases the TV stations, too. 
 
They would do a story on us, like Alexandria, Mankato, Duluth and that. So we did cover most 
media that covered, I think, all of the state, you know, covered our campaign. It wasn’t easy to in 
a short one or two sentence campaign slogan, you know, say what we were all about. There were 
serious depth issues that needed to be discussed. So we looked forward to answering questions 
and expressing it in more detail, in the lengthy manner, which it took to really express what was 
happening. So the newspapers were good about this here. The smaller newspapers covered us 
well. 
 
The Minneapolis Tribune never bothered to attend a single one of our press conferences and did 
very little, if any, coverage of our campaign. They did one story, which ended up, well, we 
thought rather ridiculous, but then, you know. They came out right on the eve of election and 
blasted our whole powerline struggle. They said it was a struggle, was a thing where a bunch of 
greedy farmers, who had gotten some coal rights in Iowa— We had gotten them through a 
lawyer that early in the protest movement we had hired, because he was the cheapest one that we 
could find. He had tried to pull some tax shenanigans. See, rather than paying him a fee, he got 
people to pay him by buying royalties in his corporation that was supposed to have had 
speculations on some coal rights or something in there which, you know, I assume then he 
wouldn’t have to pay a fee or income tax on it. But it would be just as an investment or 
something that he lived off of. He used that, and in a sense probably believed that would be a 
way of decentralizing it. You know, that he would use railroads and trains and stuff and bring 
coal out into—rather than centralized— But it was not the reason people were protesting. And it 
wasn’t why Alice Tripp was about it. 
 
The whole tenure of the article was that the Tripps and the Fuchs, et cetera, were protesting the 
powerline so that they could cash in on their coal investments, which were not investments, not 
in the sense of what you could call something an investment. We were just—it was the only way 
that the lawyer would accept his fee, you know. It ended up that the Tripps never have ever even 
received a formal stock or any kind of indication that they own anything, you know, in anything. 
It was done at a point where there was no time for people to really get to the other side of the 
story until the primary election was over. And it was really bad. 
 
At one point, we thought that, you know, when we looked at it, we felt that, man, they were 
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probably, maybe the people were hearing us, and we were getting the message out, and maybe 
they were a bit worried and that they had to come up and use something like this to make sure 
that we didn’t, you know, do an upset or something. And it hurt us. It hurt us real bad because 
there was a lot of people who supported us very much because they felt that coal and all this was 
the dirty thing and that, you know, that they were very much for alternatives, clean energies and 
stuff like that even if the implication in itself was, you know, was so difficult to try to combat. 
But the people who knew Alice, and knew these people, knew how ridiculous the whole thing 
was, but for a lot of people, most people really didn’t know. We weren’t able to get out, without 
the kind of money we would have needed to tell the story, you know, in the detail that we 
needed. So that hurt us. 
 
Getting back to the other ways that our campaign went. We had brochures, which we handed out 
at these fairs and parades and stuff we were in. We did some mailing, but that was just limited to 
some special groups that we thought would likely maybe send a few dollars to us. We also hoped 
that they would spread the word amongst the groups that they were involved in about Alice’s 
campaign. 
 
Oh, I guess it was an exciting campaign. Just as the days came closer [to the end of] the 
campaign, the last month I would say particularly, we were just going around with Alice and 
Patty Kakak, the treasurer, came around and played the guitar. We had a song. Alice had a 
campaign song. It was written by a supporter of hers from the Cities. It had three verses along 
with the chorus that Patty and I and Alice would sing different places. We’d sing it on TV 
stations. Several radio stations let us, you know, do it. It was kind of a neat thing. We did it at 
fairs as kind of an attraction, and the parades and stuff that we went through. 
 
I guess for me—well, I guess that’s getting away from the technicalities, but—I really got to 
have a growing admiration and respect for Alice as a person, and her intelligence and the depth 
and concern that she was able to relate to people throughout the whole state. It was a real 
growing experience, I think, for all of us, and every ward that can’t be measured in dollars and 
cents. 
 
EN: As you traveled to county fairs in different parts of the state, did people recognize you? 
Were they aware that she was campaigning? 
 
RH: Well, yes, I guess lots of county fairs just are long, hot days. People just go there, you 
know. We got basically a good response from people. Lots of inquisitive people, who if they had 
the time, we could talk to them about it, were quite surprised about the way things were, you 
know. We had kind of a difficulty because, in certain ways we didn’t have booths and stuff there 
and all that, but we tried to be by grandstands or go through the areas to meet the people and that. 
 
I guess John Tripp, Alice’s husband, who went with us several times, he really kind of enjoyed 
that because he’d talk with people, and even if it took a half hour or whatever it was, he really 
enjoyed the one-on-one thing. He would talk to a lot of people and he enjoyed going around 
handing brochures out. A lot of times what we’d do was maybe put Alice’s brochure onto the 
windshield, like other candidates were doing, you know. Out in the parking lots, because people 
come, and we hoped the people would pick them up and then read them when they got home 
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when they have more time and that. 
 
Like I say, I think the newspapers, as a matter of fact, every place that we came the newspapers 
were willing to listen to us and they wrote stories. I think a lot of people read them. I think it 
means something that, you know, that Alice Tripp would come to Luverne, Minnesota or to 
Elbow Lake, Minnesota or to Grand Marais or to St. Peter or to any of these here towns. Any we 
went to, just any number of them. We tried to hit many of the small towns, but, you know, you 
cover such a small percent of the population that you can’t— We covered, I think, somewhere—
I don’t know if we were counting—thirty some counties or something that we went to. I guess if 
I started listing them, it was some number. 
 
I mean take the distance, [unclear] I remember being on Fergus Falls radio and maybe in the 
newspaper there. We were up in Duluth. We went up as far as Grand Marais. I think we hit a 
couple other towns way up in Cook County, the farthest county there. We were way down in the 
opposite corner down in Luverne and a couple other of the smaller towns there. Then quite a 
swing that we made through southern, and quite a bit in central Minnesota. Pretty much all the 
towns in the powerline area—Litchfield, Paynesville, Glenwood, Alexandria, Sauk Centre, St. 
Cloud and all those. 
 
The Twin Cities, the TV stations seemed to cover our thing. Channel 9, KMSP you know, set up 
a time where Alice came in and did a thing as a candidate, a special on the candidate. WCCO 
and Channel 5, KSTP and Channel 11, they came to our press conferences and stuff. So for all 
the people who got that media, I think the Twin Cities media was covered quite well. We went to 
a lot of the local, small community newspapers that are around. For example, in the cooperative 
movement, they have their own newspaper and some, I don’t know the names of them right now, 
but some of the inner city newspapers, community papers, small ones did stories and stuff, and 
they’d [unclear] with them. So that was important. The radio stations, we did have good, you 
know, interviews and time there. People on there would play that. And that was important. 
 
I guess we had to look at the limitations we had, limited funds and the public service type of 
things that we could use, and we did. I think that we were received quite well. I mean we don’t 
have any major complaints as far as we were treated, other than that the, like I said, the main 
newspaper, the Minneapolis Tribune. 
 
EN: From the press conferences or meetings with the press did you get a sense of how they 
viewed her candidacy from their questions? What were they questioning? Are you involved with 
the powerline or—? 
 
RH: Well, you know, there was kind of renewed interest right about the time that we started 
really actively campaigning the last month and a half, two months before the primary. Well, from 
the time we filed until the time we, in July into the September primary. I guess that was after the 
downing of  the powerline towers. Several of those towers were downed. It was thought of as 
some ghastly act, you know, that— They always wanted to get onto that. 
 
There would be other things that would be going on, too. I guess there weren’t too many arrests, 
you know, from the time that she was campaigning. There were a couple. They were anxious 
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about that, but I guess they were curious. I think the fact that she was a woman was something 
that they were curious about that. They asked questions about other issues eventually, you know, 
and we’d direct them to that. That was good. And I guess they talked about her as being a serious 
candidate and about what percent of the vote she expected to get and what, you know, and all 
this. I guess that’s what I recall most. 
 
EN: How did other politicians in the area view her candidacy? Was there an effort to identify 
themselves with her or to shy away from her? 
 
RH: I would say it was probably mostly to kind of shy away from her. Although we were 
respected. I don’t think there was any really negative, you know, it was just— The campaign, I 
think, was so above board and clean and honest and everything, I don’t think anybody could 
really criticize it on that ground. There were some differences of opinion, obviously, as there are 
in any campaigns, but, well, of course Perpich, you know, wouldn’t debate us. The ones who 
were probably real serious contenders, they, you know, worried that they might rock the boat too 
much or something if they aligned with us. There were a good number of candidates who really 
gave encouragement and support. I mean some major candidates for Congress and that, you 
know, just really gave us encouragement, as far as what we were doing, not necessarily thinking 
we were going to go too far. 
 
One reporter did ask, in pressing Rudy Perpich as to what significance Alice’s campaign had and 
what percent of the vote he’d expect her to get or what she, how he looked upon her. He finally 
answered her, at least this is what he told Alice, that he didn’t expect her to get more than five 
percent, if even that, of the vote. If she got five percent, that would be, you know, but probably 
not even expecting that much, but, if any, that would be about it. So, I think even his own view 
of that, and I think the newspaper reports and from a lot of people—after the results of the 
primary and her getting twenty percent of the vote, you know, they talked about a very 
impressive showing, or surprising, a strong 100,000 votes for her, you know, which was given. 
 
If it wouldn’t have been—there, again, like at the convention with the hassle over Fraser’s 
several ballot endorsements—Fraser losing or the recount or would there be a recount or 
whatever it was—just kind of, if everybody would have won with comfortable margins, then 
what it was—so they could have looked at, you know, this farm woman who had no political 
experience or anything and was out, you know, there against the so-called popular governor of 
the state mustering that much of a block. I think they should have looked at it more seriously. 
 
Some did, I guess, but to us, we just felt that by having some of the media, but particularly the 
utilities coming out throughout the summer and that and saying things like, “Well, it was just a 
handful of protestors left. The protest was all over.” Saying that the people didn’t support, you 
know, the people were—had turned against us and all this. Alice taking the strong radical stand 
that she did, you know, militant, is maybe mild-looking as it was—against, you know, this line. 
But to have 100,000 people come out and say, “We’re standing with her,” made this fact—Yet 
they would admit that maybe there’s maybe a hard core throughout this powerline of 300 farmers 
who are, you know, against it, but it basically got down to that it was only about a dozen or so, or 
just a handful. They did that, you know. 
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People probably believed it, because farmers were busy in their fields with their crops, spring 
work and then the harvesting and all that there, and we couldn’t turn up 500 or 1,000 people all 
day long or during that time, you know, into Lowry. I don’t know. Many different things. There 
were things like the misfortune of having this here shooting incident happen. A few other things 
kind of diminished, you know, us, making us unable to turn crowds out and stuff. You have ups 
and downs in anything. We had down periods, too, you know, slack periods. You just couldn’t 
keep the momentum when it was so strong for such a long time there. We knew that it just 
couldn’t stay forever. But I don’t know. 
 
We felt it was a big victory, you know, to get where we did because we thought when Alice was 
pinned down—it was tough to pin her down—talking about pinning Perpich down—about what 
percent of the vote—and she felt that ten percent of the vote, if she could muster ten percent of 
the vote, that would be a significant, that would say something. 
 
I think it would be important, too, as to how, you know, how it was distributed. If she was to get, 
you know, a few thousand votes out here, where it would be considered that she would get it, and 
the rest of the state just really ignored her or anything, it would be bad, but if you look at, you 
know, the results and the stuff, she had—you can look at the counties, like getting 19,458 votes 
in Hennepin County, you know. That’s several thousand votes that she got, and I think it’s 
having the broad thing, you know, that was important. 
 
I just guess, after the general election when Perpich lost and the staff, I mean he was talking, 
making a statement, I think a week before the election, that he was expecting to win by fifty-
eight percent. Then turning around and losing that thing, I think, if they want to be honest and 
there was some—whether it was from Perpich, specifically—I think it was, but at least it might 
have been from his staff—that, talking about that he didn’t handle the powerline thing right or 
that that was the thing that might have done him in. 
 
You know, I think they did kind of concede. It’s tough to kind of admit, when you’ve made a 
mistake or something like that, but he could have, you know, done it differently, and he didn’t. I 
think that even though that wasn’t any campaigning on Alice’s part for Al Quie, I would say that 
a large portion of dissatisfaction was registered just by running against him. So it’s difficult to 
prove, but I think, you know, that it’s quite clear when you look at the areas where he did the 
strongest in that, areas traditionally going Democrat, but not going that way, then it’s clear there 
was some reason. They admitted it. I mean it was too obvious not to see that there was 
significant change in the voting patterns and the whole powerline was— 
 
EN: Was Governor Perpich a campaign issue, his handling of the powerline or his ability to be 
governor? 
 
RH: In the general election you mean between him and Quie? 
 
EN: I guess I’m referring to your campaign. 
 
RH: Oh. Yes, I guess that’s so. We were running as candidates seeking the DFL, Democratic 
nomination. Alice had no problems. Actually we had a very strong, very positive, progressive 
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platform. The party was way ahead of the leaders and stuff on human rights, civil rights, 
alternative energy, redistribution of, you know, wealth and stuff, so on, it was very good. Alice 
was proud to run for the party, and stand, and run on the platform. This is the challenge that we 
put to Perpich: Are you running on the platform? Are you supporting the platform? He never did 
respond to it. He never did. 
 
I’m not condemning him as being the only person. I’m afraid too many of our politicians, we let 
them, you know, get the nomination, whatever way they manipulate it, and good, hard-working 
people try to express themselves through a platform, and they ignore it. A clear example in my 
mind right now is Jimmy Carter. I think he has deceived us and lied to us and everything. I really 
felt that he made a clear commitment on cutting military spending from five to seven billion 
dollars. He’s added ten to twelve billion to it every year since he’s got in. He made a clear 
commitment to the family farm, you know, to put the support prices to guarantee the farmers the 
cost of production. He clearly stated that several times. He’s just turned right around and refused 
to raise the wheat support even a penny. Then he just is saying that we’ve got to cut money there. 
We can’t spend any there. You know. Just dump it on. He’s backed out on commitments that I 
think were clear, you know, in the platform, that he said that he could fully accept and support. 
 
I think we have to hold our politicians accountable to them. I think this is what we were trying to 
hopefully do. I think Humphrey, as many disagreements as a lot of us have with him, still kept an 
ear to the people. Like with Earl Craig in 1970, when there was significant enough people, you 
know, within his own party who were willing say that we’re going to support a Black professor 
who, is running, you know, against Humphrey, someone who has little known at all, probably 
very similar to Alice, not known at all. Yet he’s coming out and, you know, probably the 
disadvantages that he had, yet was able to say, okay, there is obviously a reason to be concerned. 
If he’d have only gotten two or three percent it could have been different, too. He responded to 
those concerns and did change. 
 
But we didn’t have that happen. I think if it would have happened, I think he could have won. I 
think Perpich would have been governor today if he would have really come out and said, “My 
gosh, that’s twenty percent of 100,000 votes. Those people, there must be something bothering 
them, and I’m going to try my best to respond to it.” He never did. As a result I think it’s clear 
what happened. 
 
EN: Looking back at the campaign, and perhaps you’ve mentioned these things, but how about 
turning points, key incidents that happened? 
 
RH: Well, I guess the— 
 
Tape interruption] 
 
—eventually, you know, seek her as candidate, then the response—I think a key was the Farmer 
Labor Association. That there was a group within the Twin Cities areas, with some support 
outside that was willing to associate and help us with the campaign. I think the state convention 
was very big turning point where—I mean if she’d have gotten 15 or 20 votes, or maybe even, 
you know, four or five percent, it would have been difficult to be considered, you know, after 
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that, but the fact that she got nearly twenty percent of the vote there, over 200 votes, said 
something, you know, and from a broad area. 
 
Again, I think that a significant negative factor was that Perpich just didn’t respond to the 
platform, he didn’t respond to those concerns. He gave us no alternative, those of us who wanted 
to make the party responsive. I guess the mood of the people, there was kind of a—we felt this 
mood. I think in many ways Bob Short, you know, was striking on a dissatisfaction with the 
governor, with the establishment. It was an anti-establishment, anti-bureaucratic thing that he 
did. We were feeling that, too. We didn’t, of course, have the money to be on radio and 
everything, to tell all the people how this here was, and we didn’t seem to grasp, you know, the 
newspapers’ attention, [we didn’t have] a significant media picking us up and telling it either. I 
don’t know. 
 
As a turning point, I guess that wouldn’t be a real turning point. It just kind of grew. I think we 
felt that, you know, maybe if we had more time, then we’d have done better. Maybe if events 
wouldn’t have—maybe the downing of the towers, might not have—you know, if Alice wouldn’t 
have had to have been confronted with that, maybe if we would have looked, she would have 
had—but I guess if there wasn’t any other than, I would say, which nobody can measure for sure, 
but it could have been very significant. 
 
The one thing is that Minneapolis Tribune article which was quoted and all the radio and TV 
stations and everything on top of that there. The Tripp name was right on top, you know, they 
put that on the top, even though others were more involved and had more of an issue. It was to 
the point where our enthusiasm, wherever we went, and the people, you know, and the support 
we had from such a broad area, bunch of people, if there is a force and a power-to-be that has 
influence, certainly they’d have influence with the main media. If they did, certainly a story like 
this here would be, you know, dynamite for them to destroy any credibility that Alice had built 
up. I think that is a thing that’s hard to measure, but would probably be a turning point in the 
wrong direction for our campaign. 
 
So in spite of that, we, many people had expectations of— We had people who were political 
analysts for a long time, who, as we were getting closer to this here, were feeling the pulse and 
everything and were figuring thirty percent or better—maybe thirty-five percent—and that would 
have been tremendous That would have been significant. Then this thing came out after that. I 
think that that could have been—I mean John Connolly wasn’t it any more, you know, he had 
many things going against him being a lawyer, being a millionaire and all that, but if he would 
still pull thirty-five percent. Alice might have been able to do that, too. So I guess I think it was 
very significant, and yet I think that what we did get, you know, still is not to be diminished at all 
because of that. 
 
EN: On that event, the reporting on the Iowa coal thing, had the media known about it a long 
tine, and where did they find out about it? 
 
RH: Well, the media, the media knew about it. I think they had—where they had picked up on 
this I don’t know whether it was from Norton Hatley, the lawyer who was, you know, put up this 
or not. But we do know that the media knew about this a long time in advance of the primary. 
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Probably two months or so because they were out and talked with Alice and talked with John, the 
Minneapolis Tribune people about it, you know, and they tried to— But I guess we probably 
knew that something was going to come out, and we were kind of prepared for some kind of 
reporting of it, but we felt it, you know, should have been out a lot sooner and everything. Then 
we figured since they didn’t report anything on it that they saw how ridiculous it was, you know, 
how insignificant it was as far as in relation to the whole powerline protest. 
 
Then to have it just come out, just less than a week before the campaign, right on the eve of the 
campaign, it was just too obvious that it was politically done. I don’t know. We made an 
announcement that we were going to file a complaint with the Minnesota Press Council, and take 
the newspaper, the Tribune, to task on it. But then we found out that you lose all your rights to 
sue them and everything else if you go before the Press Council. So if you go before the Press 
Council, you know, you have got to sign certain agreements that you won’t sue them. We were 
to the point where we didn’t know what we were going to do. But we held a press conference 
challenging that just a day or so after it came out. But none of the media showed up, you know. 
So they’re kind of in there, too. Nobody showed up. We couldn’t get—we issued press releases. 
We went and delivered it to all the major media. They wouldn’t even answer it. So, you know, 
you just wonder if they’re just all in collusion, too. 
 
If it’s a thing that you’ve got one media that is so powerful as that, that, you know, it intimidates 
the others from even responding, I mean a politician has the right to respond to a charge or an 
allegation, and then for them to just zero you off at that, you wonder if a lot of the others didn’t 
also have something, you know, pressuring them to be a part of this here. It was rough. 
 
EN: One more question on the campaign, and it’s sort of a two part question. Would you try it 
again? Would you run Alice for a campaign again, and, if so, would you do things differently? 
 
RH: Yes, I think that I have no regrets. Alice and everybody seems to be very enthused about 
what we did. I guess Alice was asked once, if she thought that with more money, that it might 
have been different. But you know, that’s a difficult thing, too. You don’t know what that might 
have done. People might just have reacted differently. They might have, you know, you’d have 
just been countered with a lot more. Perpich spent probably, I don’t know, fifteen hundred or a 
thousand dollars, whatever, but he might have spent a lot more to counter it. It might have just 
gone that way. I’m not sure that we could have done much more, to be honest about it. 
 
There were a lot of other things going on, and just the type of people who we were appealing to, 
in a sense, were not the political type, where they’re disgruntled and all. You have a small 
percent that turn out in the primary, and if you could bring ballots to people and stuff, you know, 
people who were in there for political favors and that, and they— We had so many people who 
said, “You know, we just love Alice. We think she’s really good. We really—but we’ve got to go 
with the incumbent. We’ve got to— You know, he’s the most electable. We’ve got to— You 
know, we’re going to have a tough challenge with the Republicans with Quie and that. And 
we’ve got to stick with him.” 
 
So, I think that there was some allegations that Alice, some of the vote that she got was 
Republicans who crossed over and just voted, they voted for Bob Short, and then they voted for 
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her just to embarrass Perpich. Even though some of that, I can say that probably some of that 
went on. I just honestly feel that it was a very small percent. I would feel that whatever percent 
that was probably was more than offset by those people that I’m talking about who said that they 
supported Alice and really thought, but had to go with Perpich because he was a more electable 
candidate, that they had to give him a strong show of support. So, I think from talking with 
people who counted ballots and sitting and listening to the ballots that were being counted, you 
have people who just voted for Bob Short and voted for no other candidates. Those I think were 
the Republicans or those who just came out and just— 
 
I was looking in the Stearns County election results and other counties. There are equal—where 
there was like a significant drop-off of like, oh, I would say as much as twenty percent or better 
of the amount of people who voted in the senate race, the Fraser-Short race, that voted in the 
governor race. I would think that those people who just voted in that came out and just voted in 
that race and did that and didn’t deal with the others. 
 
We were pretty clear, the pro-life people, you know, anti-abortionists were, they knew their 
people, and they had their message out. And Alice was the opposite of Bob Short. So they knew. 
There was no misunderstanding that she could be related with him on that issue. So I think that 
for them to say that, I think, is a gross mistake. And I think the general election proved it true, 
that there was a great amount of Democrats. I mean Spannaus won. Joan Growe won. And [Jim] 
Lord won. And the four incumbent or four DFL districts won in Congress again. So it was 
specific personal, dissatisfaction with him, and a great number of Democrats. At the state 
convention they said, you know, they turned out to vote, and they turned against us. I think that’s 
what happened. 
 
EN: I wanted to ask you before the end of the interview some questions now about your role in 
the confrontations, your personal role, or—I shouldn’t say confrontations—in the controversy? 
You mentioned at the beginning of the interview that you had worked getting petitions signed, 
getting people involved. How do you see yourself in the whole controversy? What perspective or 
what function did you serve? 
 
RH: Well, I tried to be active and involved. I took a quarter off of school at the university to, you 
know, work full-time through the winter in the thing. There was a time when we had all the suits, 
where the utilities were suing us for half a million and a quarter million, just millions of dollars 
and all that there, that was a period where people were a bit scared and hesitant. Then we had a 
group of, I guess, maybe twenty or so of us that were going around, trying to stop surveying and 
everything in spite of that. Then we realized or we felt what we needed were greater numbers, 
and that’s what we would have to do. So, I conducted a few meetings and Dennis Rutledge and 
Gloria Woida and a few others. You know, I said, “We’re going to make an effort to show that 
we’ve got support out here.” We said, “We had the one meeting where we had that twenty 
some,” and we said, “Okay, let’s try to double this, and we’ll try to double it whatever meeting 
we have until we can really fill the hall, you know.” So we doubled it to 50, and then the next 
time we had 250, and soon we were having 500 and up to 1,000, you know, that came out. I felt I 
had a part in that. 
 
Alice was the first, you know, was with the first group, one of the first groups that was arrested 
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and that was important. But then when the highway patrol came out— She was arrested by the 
county sheriffs. When the highway patrol came out, there was a skepticism about being arrested. 
There was controversy over that. I was with what we called the Rutledge Eight. I was one of the 
eight that was arrested. That was the first one. 
 
That was the thing that resulted in a day or two after that that the county attorney resigned. He 
was refusing to prosecute us. C. David Nelson resigned. You had a whole list of things that just 
seemed to multiply. Then I think it was a step where we had such a broad category of people 
being arrested. A doctor’s wife, you know, Besk, a teacher, a former minister, farmers, you 
know, students. You know it was a really kind of a neat coalition, said a lot. Then going to jail 
and refusing to pay the bail and going on a fast. All these things to try to focus attention, and do 
it in a sincere manner. Then the newsletter is an important thing, trying to be a part of that. I have 
gone out since and tried to keep the thing going. 
 
Then I think through the campaign, I think that would probably be my single, biggest 
contribution was to be a part of that, because it really showed. If we wouldn’t have done that, 
they could have said, “Well, it’s always just been a handful of troublemakers out there. That’s 
all.” And I think we proved it. We have, you know, a base of support. There are people who 
could support a radical alternative and ask for a change in the way things are. I guess that I 
consider myself as reasonably as, you know, last—  
 
I guess it would be two months ago now in December when I was at the State Central 
Committee. I served on the State Central Committee of the DFL. At a meeting in Duluth I got up 
and spoke. But I said, you know, “When they were talking about the powerline and not listening 
to the farmers and wanting that to go through,” I said, “I’ve been a powerline protestor, and I 
continue to be a part of the powerline protest.” Warren Spannaus was just sitting a couple chairs 
from me, looking up at me, and the whole, you know, convention and all the officials there, and, 
I said that, “You know, you want to take the farmer out of the Democratic Farmer Labor Party. I 
think you’d better do that if you don’t start listening to the farmers.” People in Minneapolis and 
other parts stood up, too, and said, “You don’t realize that Perpich lost because of the powerline 
thing.” I mean all that there. It was a self-criticism, too. I mean even Fraser got up and said, “Our 
party has been arrogant. You people have been unresponsive. We’ve got to face that reality and 
try to, you know, change the political process.” 
 
In a way, at times I could become more of an anarchist or, you know, or really get the feeling, 
but you have to fight with, you know, and try to make the system improve and change. I guess 
that’ s probably been my role. I said to this one person, “Sometimes I just so furious with the 
whole system, I just want to tear the whole thing down.” So, I was talking with, I guess it was, 
George Crocker and he was saying, “I’m really puzzled.” He said, “You know, some of us were 
out of the system completely. And there are others that are fully in it.” Then he said, “You’re 
kind of where you’ve got one foot in and one foot out or you kind of hop in and hop out and 
that’s all right, too. That’s good because, you know, you can contribute that way, too. You can 
show how if the system isn’t working, then you’ve got grounds.” So I guess that’s my role. 
 
I think that there’s times when civil disobedience is necessary, and it can be a very useful tool, 
and I think that, you know, now, with the recent developments of today, having all the cases 
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dropped, that thing would probably show people that if they feel there is an injustice, they can 
stand up against it and not automatically be a criminal. Then we’ve had, I don’t know, thirty-
three some charges brought before court. I think eighty percent or better of them have been 
vindicated and acquitted. So, you know, that fear of somebody who’s been handcuffed or going 
to jail or something like that, that that makes them an evil person I think is—you can put a new 
perspective on it. I feel I have respected very deeply Martin Luther King and others who have 
used non-violent civil disobedience. I feel really glad that I can find a case that I can show that, 
you know, standing up against what you feel is an injustice and doing it in a manner alternative 
to a violent way. I think makes me feel good and hopefully it can be an example for the future. 
There’s always going to be injustice, I think, and you have to be ready to stand up against it. 
 
EN: Your fast drew some attention. How did that come about? 
 
RH: Well, you know, it just kind of seemed the natural thing to do. When you got into jail, you 
know, you were, you know— I’d just read so much about other people. Cesar Chavez is another 
person that I really respect. I just did it. It just kind of developed. I was released the day after I 
brought up it up. I spent a little over a day in jail. Then it was the thing—Well, you’re going to 
end your fast now, aren’t you?—You know, when I was interviewed by the TV station, and I 
said, “Well, I’m...” I just felt that I could do something more. I was just wondering if I’d really 
[made a difference,] if I were arrested and going to jail had caused any attention. So I said, 
“Well, I am going to continue to fast until I get a response. Until Perpich makes a response to the 
concerns that these people have out here.” I felt then that that would put— 
 
His office was contacted. Telegrams were put in there. Ronnie Brooks—I talked with her 
personally. She and all the aides, they refused—they claim they never told Perpich about it. Or 
well, you know, first they claimed that they would tell him, and then he wasn’t— Anyway, he 
called me up. This on—Wednesday I was arrested, and he called me up on Monday and said he 
didn’t know about it until he read about it in the morning paper on Monday. Well, wherever the 
breakdown was or anything there, I don’t know. I think that maybe there was pressure. We 
wanted to set up a science court and meet with the people and everything. They sent telegrams 
saying that they refused to meet with him until he responded to, you know, my fast and that. So 
maybe—I think that pressure was there. I don’t know. That’s sort of like passing the buck 
probably. 
 
But I talked with him. I had a meeting with him in his office a month or so afterwards and then 
met him personally. You know, he said to me that he very much respected, you know, this here. 
He talked about his marches and demonstrations of protest, and his respect for the anti-war 
movement, to be a part of it. He could see it, too. He was just pulled between two different 
things, and kind of felt that we would go away, wished we’d go away. We didn’t. So, he was in a 
bad situation, I guess, wrong time. 
 
EN: When you talked to him over the phone that time, what did he say? 
 
RH: Well, he was saying that, you know, he was doing— What should I say? I can’t recall right 
off-hand. I guess I had gotten infuriated by an article that was done in the Minneapolis Tribune. 
It had just come out, just before it. It was just a whole list of—just showed a total lack of 
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understanding in all his responses to the questions that this reporter had asked. So I just kind of 
went through that whole thing when I talked to him. I said, “Now you say this.” I said, “This is 
completely wrong. This is not the way it is.” He said, “Okay.” I said, “It’s this here.” On 
everything he had to admit he didn’t have anything to back it up what he was saying. 
 
So I asked him two things. I said there was an adjoining article that said the towers will fall. 
Roberta Walden, an editor, was interviewing [Sheriff] Ira Emmons who said that, you know, you 
can maybe bring these troops out and do all this and put those towers up, but unless you deal 
with these people and stuff, the towers will come down. So I said it was a very excellent thing, 
and it was said by a law enforcement person. It probably had little more legitimacy than someone 
else. So I asked, “Will you promise to read that?” And then I said, “You have made several 
commitments to me that you will not allow this powerline, if there are health hazards to 
function,” and that you will, you know, and several other things. I said, “Would you, you know, 
put that in writing and send that to me?” I really feel—and I expressed quite a bit of things. I 
can’t remember it all right now, but several things that I think that he expressed to me that 
showed that he was indicating some sincerity in wanting to do something. 
 
But when he listened to me—I heard this from Bob, that whoever gets to see him last usually 
convinces him, you know. He can sound real good and then somebody else gets to him, and then 
he, you know, changes his mind and all that. Well, I felt, you know, that maybe, I’d gotten 
through where it was, you know, he was somewhat—and he said, “I’m drafting the letter right 
now to send, to you, you know, and I’ll get these—what I committed myself to do, and that it 
really shows that I am, you know, concerned with and that.” I never got the letter. It never came, 
never came. Then about a month and a half later when I met with him, and then I said, “You 
know…” then he realized, you know, that I was the one who he’d called. Then he just referred, 
“Well, yeah, I’ve been meaning to, you know, to get that letter to you.” 
 
Well, you know, he said he was sitting there and writing the letter when I was talking to him. 
And he never did. And still hadn’t, you know. So I guess that might have been something that he 
might have felt—during the whole campaign, me being campaign manager and everything, that 
if he would have come out and really blasted Alice or something, you know, if he would have 
wanted to or tried to throw a low blow, and he didn’t, you know, he just tried to ignore us away. 
I could have come back with—I didn’t. I never, you know, I don’t think I ever said it any place, 
but it was something that I felt that, you know. I mean he made a promise and he didn’t live up 
to it. I mean who am I to, you know, that it’s of any importance anyway probably, but it was just 
one thing that might have been in the back of his mind. I know sometimes you say you’re going 
to do things, and you never get around to it or something. It seems it can bother you for a long 
time. Maybe that might have been one of the things. I would have—  
 
The reason that I wanted it was just so that I could, you know, if I quoted him wrong—and I 
tried, the day after at Lowry, to explain what he had said and everything, and, well, it’s that day 
that...there were nineteen more people that were arrested. That was the news. [unclear] the 
governor. 
 
The governor had said—the whole, you know, interview with Ira Emmons that night on WCCO 
TV was that the people just don’t seem to care anything about the law. I think we have anarchy 
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out here, he said. “I think we have anarchy in Pope County.” It was so... There was so much 
happening and everything. It would have been good, I think, to have had something in black and 
white, something that, you know, that there was to show. It was difficult because I knew that 
there were a lot of Republican people who were really condemning. I mean, there were all kinds 
of artwork and stuff that we had at Lowry, you know, the different people’s feelings. But there 
was one or Rudy Perpich, you know, it had a swastika, and a mustache like Hitler on him, you 
know. That’s what the people that—some people felt that way. 
 
I didn’t feel necessarily that way. I felt he was being manipulated. I didn’t think that he was evil 
and all that. But, you know, it was difficult for me to say different when the only thing you’d be 
greeted by is, you know, 200 state troopers out there with clubs and mace and all kinds of stuff. 
It grew kind of, I don’t know, uglier as it went on. At first we greeted them with cookies and hot 
chocolate and coffee and stuff like that—and flowers. And then it just, you know, came to the 
point where you had to take a stand, and they were on the side of the powers-to-be, and we were 
out there doing what we thought we could. 
 
EN: There’s so many things that we could talk about, but just to sum it up, is there any thing or 
incident that you remember or comments or whatever that you’d like to make at the end of the 
tape? 
 
RH: Oh golly, I guess—there were so many things. 
 
I’ve had a lot of experiences, different involvements and stuff, but it’s certainly been the 
highlight of everything. I think it’s been a personal fulfillment, and then the satisfaction, and a 
tremendous growing and a broadening experience for me as a person. I think there’s no doubt 
that this thing has affected the community and the people and put a whole new perspective on it. 
I think this has been a very positive thing for the future on any, you know, thing that people will 
be faced with, and they’ll have the courage to stand up against things and join together and work 
together. I think that’s very important. I think the social and political awareness has been lifted 
greatly by this experience and just the many things that happened. I think farmers, two or three 
carloads going out to Sioux Falls, South Dakota for a rally for Russell Means who sits in the 
state penitentiary, you know, on a drummed up charge, the concern for the Indians’ land and 
their rights, you know, just the concern for our neighbors, showing that we’re willing to do it is 
just a fulfillment that is really great. 
 
EN: Thank you, Dick. Minn
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