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Raymond Whittaker (RW): Good afternoon.  

The Honorable Lawrence Curry (LC):  Good morning.   

 

RW:  I’m here with Representative Lawrence Curry, a Democrat from the 154th District, which 

encompasses portions of Montgomery and Philadelphia Counties, having served here in the 

House of Representatives from 1993 to 2012.  Sir, thank you for being here this morning.  

LC:  Happy to be here.  Thank you for the opportunity.  

RW:  Sure.  I want to begin by asking you to talk a little bit about your childhood, and early life 

growing up.  Not going back too far, but sort of, how did that transition into why you ran for 

public office.  

LC:  Well, I don’t know that early childhood did, but I think when I was in high school and later 

in college, I was a history major.  I did a paper on Philadelphia in the American Revolution and I 

was caught up with the activity of the House of Representatives, because they were forever 

battling the British bills that came through and they had a handful of Tories or, if not Tories, just 

Quakers, who were afraid they were getting too rough.  And I was on the side of, yes, you’ve got 

to do something about this British policy.  And so, I became very interested in the House and 

how it proceeded.  It was different from today, and they were pretty intent on that single issue.  

And I went through graduate school as a history major; I went for my doctorate.  And when I 

saw the House up here and some things I thought we needed to do in the area of education and in 

health care and women’s rights – a whole category – I decided to run.  I ran in 1970 against a 

really great guy, Charlie Mebus [Charles; State Representative, Montgomery County, 1965-

2 
 



1978], and I got 48 percent of the vote.  And shortly after that, Charlie became ill, and he died, 

and I ran against his replacement, who was also a very good public servant; he was a tax 

collector in Cheltenham.  But, I won that election, and of course it was in the Shapp years, so I 

was carried with that momentum; he swept in my district, and I was a beneficiary of that.  And 

then I was up here and I was able to do some of the things that I wanted to do.   

RW:  Was there anything in your early life that sort of influenced you to become a Democrat? 

LC:  No, my parents actually were moderate Republicans.  My father, when he and I started 

talking about politics, which was when I was in college, did vote Democratic.  And not just for 

me, but in the Kennedy years.  And he became somewhat disillusioned with the party and, of 

course, he was in a college faculty and so he was surrounded with colleagues who were probably 

leaning towards the Democrats.  So, I think that was an influence but I’ve never been concerned 

about being tagged, being one party or the other.  I mean, you make up tales about it.  Oh, if 

you’re a Republican, oh if you’re a Democrat, well, that never bothered me.  It was, in that time, 

you know, customary to refer to the at least liberal Democrats as being “reds,” but that didn’t 

bother me.  People knew I wasn’t.  I’m really kind of conservative.  But, so my interest goes 

back there and I waited 22 years, and there was an opening and it wouldn’t cause any division.  

Democrats weren’t sure what they were going to do for a candidate and so I offered my 

candidacy.  I have a very active wife who’s on the Democratic State Committee, everyone loves 

her, so I got her to go to meetings and recruit people and I put a group together and ran and won.  

RW:  Let’s talk about that gap in between then; you were a school professor? 

LC:  Yes.  

RW:  You sat on the council of the County Commissioner at that time as well? 
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LC:  Yes.  That’s right.  I taught American history and I edited the Valley Forge Journal, which 

was a publication of Valley Forge Historical Society and I converted that from being a newsletter 

to something of a scholarly journal that focused on patriotism.  And then I went to a variety of 

meetings, I went to West Point, Annapolis, to recruit some articles by their professors there and 

it was a kind of an exciting time.  I had an opportunity to run for County Commissioner, because 

in 1970, when I had run before for the legislature, the issue of home rule came up and I was very 

much in favor of that; the opportunity for local governments to choose home rule or an optional 

form of government.  And so, I ran on that issue, as the Inquirer said, “Out of the blue, Professor 

Lawrence Curry comes to win the Commissioner seat.”  And we tried to get a home rule charter 

in Montgomery County, now that did not work initially, I don’t know whether they’re going to 

return to that or not.  They have a good board functioning now, they did then, actually, but I 

thought it was a better form of local government.  I don’t know whether they’ll go back to that or 

not.   

RW:  It seems like you were very interested in history growing up. 

LC:  Yes.   

RW:  I think in our pre-interview talk you mentioned a little bit about the Salem March in 1965 

and how you were a little bit involved.  

LC:  Selma.  Selma March.  

RW:  Selma March, yeah.  

LC:  Yeah.  I was, even in high school, always concerned about civil rights issues.  I had a 

couple of Afro-Americans in my class and they had some brothers in the class above and they 
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had gotten, from time to time, a pretty raw deal, mostly – now this is in the [19]50s -- in the 

social events and in general.  I think that kind of prejudiced view carried over to other things.  

And I always kind of identified with them and tried to stand up for them, which they didn’t want 

or need.  They were self-contained, they were effective themselves; great athletes.  So, I had that.  

My father went to Maryville College in the summer in Tennessee and taught a choir school there.  

And we noticed, the first time, that the very last session, a luncheon on a Friday before folks 

went home, some of the Afro-American folks would fill up bags, and the waiters or waitresses at 

the college would bring them in, because they weren’t comfortable stopping any place on the 

way home, going through the deep south, or they couldn’t stop.  And that really bothered me and 

again, when I was younger, after choir practice on a Thursday, in the summer school, the folks 

that were taking music, organists and singers, choir directors, would go out and have some ice 

cream and socialize.  And I remember, I went along to one of those ice creams, I was not to be 

left out of ice cream, after all, and they sat there and sat there and sat there.  And finally, my 

father called to the head waiter and said, “We’ve been here for about 45 minutes and no one’s 

taken our order.” And they said, “We won’t serve you as long as she’s here.”   And she was an 

Afro-American from Baltimore, choir director, lovely person in her late 50s, as I recall, and my 

father turned to the others and said, “I can’t eat here.”  And he got up and walked out, I’d given 

up my ice cream, now that was a sacrifice, you know, but out we went and so I guess that was 

my first militant act and I’ve been a militant on that issue ever since.  And so, when King said to 

people, we’d like people of good will to come and join us in this march, I turned to my wife and 

said, “I have to go.”  And she was very supportive, she said, “I know you do.”   And we did all 

kinds of crazy things to prepare for it, but I went.  Yeah.   

5 
 



RW:  That’s an incredible story.  Let’s talk a little bit about, before we get into your campaigns, 

let’s talk a little bit about your district, the 154th District; Jenkintown area.   

LC:  Suburban Philadelphia, that’s right.  Cheltenham Township, Springfield Township, 

Jenkintown Borough and, as a result of the last reapportionment, a voting district in Philadelphia, 

which is kind of even in registration, it’s in northeast Philadelphia.  But I had been active in the 

community and so had my wife, and most importantly, she had a dancing school, so she had 

usually 50 or 60 kids a year, so that was a nice base.  They were never old enough to vote, but 

that was a nice thing.  But at least the parents knew who we were and the Democrats really didn’t 

have horns.  And we were able to overcome that.  I ran first for borough council and was 

successful and then I ran for County Commissioner on a reform platform, the need for a home 

rule charter, which had been passed by the Legislature here in 1970, it really kind of whetted my 

appetite.  So, when the opportunity came, I ran for the House and I won, and I’ve won since then.  

RW:  How have you seen the demographics change, or the landscape change or the issues 

change in that time?  

LC:  Well, the demographics have changed with some exodus from Philadelphia into the 

community and people kept their registration Democratic and so, Cheltenham is, of the 

townships, is Democratic.  With hard work by the Democratic committees, including 

Cheltenham, but in Springfield and Jenkintown, we put up really good candidates and eventually 

people overcame the fear of the horned Democrats and we won those elections.  And the thing is, 

they did such a good job that the electorate felt they could take a chance with him.  And Joe 

Hoeffel [Joseph M. Hoeffel, III; State Representative, Montgomery County, 1977-1984; 

Montgomery County Commissioner, 1992-1998, 2008-2011; United States Representative, 
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1999-2005] had won in Abington and had just a distinguished record and they would say, look at 

Hoeffel, he’s not that bad, so let’s take a chance on Curry.   

RW:  What was the difference then between the time you first ran and lost and the time you ran 

again in [19]92 and won; what were some of the things you did differently in those campaigns?   

LC:  Well, I think we were better organized.  The issues were clearer.  I think you can get that 

across to the electorate.  People knew me better, I was older, had some grey hair then, safer, for 

them.  And I think the organization itself, the area that I represent, had voted for John Kennedy 

in 1960.  It was the local elections, county and municipal and school board that they lost.  But we 

overcame that; I was the first Democrat to win a state office in that area, all behind Shapp, 

Milton Shapp carried that area.  And it is, I think, pretty much a safe district now for a Democrat.   

RW:  I was going to say, you mentioned earlier you won ever since.  You were never really 

seriously challenged from [19]93 to really up to the last election. 

LC:  After the first one I wasn’t.  There was an election where one fellow was very angry and 

that was a kind of uncomfortable election, but other than that, you’re right, I didn’t have much.   

RW:  What was your system behind that then?  Did you have to change what you did every 

campaign or would people just recognize you and that sort of helped? 

LC:  And were satisfied.  Of course we sent a newsletter and so they knew what was going on 

here.  And there was some, in this part of Pennsylvania, eastern Pennsylvania, there was some 

movement towards Democrats and displeasure with Republican policies.  The biggest barrier 

Democrats had to overcome was that a Democratic elected official would turn the community 
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over to or take the lead of Philadelphia.  And so people used to call it the “Green grab,” that was 

Bill Green –  

RW:  Right.   

LC:  Democratic leader in Philadelphia and that you couldn’t trust a Democrat.  So, we were 

able to overcome that; people knew that I wasn’t going to be taken in by any one political leader.  

Although, I must say, that they were very cooperative with the things I wanted to get done for 

my community.  They were supportive, so. 

RW: That was going to be next question; what type of things were you able to bring back to the 

district?  

LC:  Well, in one sense, bring back is, an award that comes from the caucus or from the 

Governor, if you’re looking up at the Governor.  So, they would put up sound barriers along 309, 

which a constituency in Springfield Township asked for because the new highway, when it 

expanded, came right into their backyards.  I stood out there once, and you couldn’t have a 

conversation; you couldn’t hear because of the trucks going by.  So, they wanted a sound barrier 

and we got that.  We did that sort of thing.  But then, also I reported to them on the legislation 

and why I was doing what I was doing and they understood that.  One of the benefits of the 

suburban communities is that people are independent.  But they read a lot, I mean they want to 

know, they want to be conversant with the issues, and I got some conservatives how were very 

critical of things I had done and it wasn’t all that easy.  But if you sat down and talked to people 

they’d understand what you were doing.   
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RW:  Talk to me a little bit about the differences of having the two offices; one here in 

Harrisburg and having a district office. What were the different functions that they served for 

you?  

LC:  Well, if you have good staff, and I have had good staff since I began in the district office, 

they can handle the requests, get forms, state forms that they need, income tax forms, they can 

answer any question.  PennDOT, that’s almost two days a week for a staff member.  And they 

did that and did it well and so that was helpful directly to the constituents.  But then again, some 

things that came up, they were supportive of, they would’ve wanted to vote that way in the end 

when they understood what the issues were.   

RW: Sure.  

LC:  And I made myself visible.  I went to the athletic events and the plays in the three high 

schools in the three municipalities.  And people became accustomed.  It wasn’t too shocking to 

see me and of course I’d lived there all my life, so that was a big help.  And my wife was, again, 

a big help.  

RW:  That’s something I don’t think is touched on enough is the amount of time and effort that’s 

put in from you, away from Harrisburg, going to all these different types of events.  Talk a little 

bit more about that and the amount of time.   

LC:  Well, Shirley, my wife, actually went with me to those events.  She enjoyed them; she’s 

very sociable, better in conversation than I am at that kind of meeting, and the folks just loved 

her.  So, that was just an important part in all those campaigns.   
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RW:  Let’s transition then and talk a little bit about your House service.  Talk a little bit about 

coming here for the first time as a freshman member in [19]92-[19]93.  

LC: Well, I wasn’t exactly sure how all things were going to operate.  The Democrats had 

control of the House and the leadership was really surprised that I had won.  They did not think I 

would win, and only one member of the leadership team said, “You don’t know that district.  It is 

changing.  And we can win it.”  And top leadership said, “You’re never going to win down there, 

never going to win down there.”  So when we won, then they opened up and they were very 

responsive to some of the things I wanted to do.  And that was, of course, helpful, to the things 

that my constituents had asked me to get done.   

RW:  You came in a little bit, as you said, a little bit later in life; you had a job as a professor 

and other things, councilman – now we see members who are much younger coming in.  

LC:  Yes.  

RW:  Did you see any types of advantages because of your work experience, coming in at such a 

later point in your life?  

LC:  Well, let me say on behalf of the new ones, they are young and active and I’m really 

excited by them and it really is an infusion of energy into the House and that’s a good thing.  On 

my part, I kind of knew what was coming before it came because I’d seen that happen before.  I 

knew some of the arguments that the opposition would make and I would be prepared to respond 

to that.  On the other hand, I had a lot of friends on the other side of the aisle, coming from being 

a County Commissioner, where there were all Republicans.   

RW: Right.  
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LC:  It was not hard for me to work with them and some of them were really, really very good 

people, and made a significant contribution as my predecessor had.  And so it was a very 

comfortable time for me.  

RW:  Did you have anyone that you knew already that was here?  Did you have anyone, I guess 

the question is; did you have anyone that was a mentor to you or a friend right off the bat that 

you were able to go to and ask questions of?  

LC:  No, and with those Republicans I kind of steered away from questioning them but Ray 

Bunt [Raymond; State Representative, Montgomery County, 1983-2006], of course, was in 

county government and he liked to say, “That was my boss.”  But of course he has a couple years 

on me, being here in service.   

RW:  Right.  

LC:  But we kind of joked about that.  And some of the others and I got very close to Jess Stairs 

[State Representative, Fayette and Westmoreland Counties, 1977-2008], Chairman of the 

Education Committee, I wanted to be on that, and he was very helpful. And then succeeding him 

and on the committee at the time was Jim Roebuck [James R., Jr.; State Representative, 

Philadelphia County, 1985-present] and he is really a great legislator and understands education 

issues and where we’re going, so he was a big help from the beginning.  He and Jess Stairs on 

that committee, and then, of course, you would talk to members after caucus and at that time, 

Allen Kukovich [State Representative, Westmoreland County, 1977-1996; State Senator, 1997-

2004] and some others would tell me what was, what this intent would be or what would 

happened if we passed the legislation or if we didn’t pass the legislation.  And so they, in a sense, 

they were mentors.  
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RW:  What have you seen, in terms of the relationships between members and between parties, 

during this time?  How has that changed?  

LC:  I think there is a real camaraderie.  I think you know, when it’s verboten, actually, to be 

personal on the floor, and we have one or two members who make ideological arguments and 

make inferences about other members from those ideological arguments, and that’s unfortunate.  

And I’ve seen their colleagues on the other side kind of go [sigh], and hope it will be over soon.  

And you don’t hold that against anyone else or generalize it as being a Republican thing, you’ve 

got to be on your guard, but the respect up there, I think maybe constituents would be frightened 

to hear that, that respect is so great that it’s kind of go along to get along.  It isn’t that way at all 

and I stood for a number of issues that weren’t immediately popular, and I had to go back in 

again and again to get them over.  But the members accepted that and understood it.   

RW:  Well, you mentioned about being on the Education Committee, which you were.  Could 

you talk a little more about some of your committee work and some of the other committees you 

were on?  

LC:  Well, Local Government seemed to be a natural one.  I came up here and some of the 

leaders thought that was the case.  I had been a County Commissioner.  I had been a borough 

councilman.  I had run once for the Legislature.  I taught government.  So, I got on the Local 

Government Committee and I met with my Cheltenham commissioners and, not so much, but I 

did meet with the Springfield Township commissioners and Jenkintown Borough.  And so, I had 

some input, direct input, from them, from the field, if you will, to the debates on how legislation 

would impact borough government, how it would impact township government or the 

community, generally, and of course the school districts.  And I did meet with them and I was on 
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the Education Committee.  So, I found that to be really very helpful and I, for the most part, felt I 

was really representing my district, or at least the consensus of those who were elected to do 

those jobs in the community.  They were very, all of them, thoughtful people and it was a 

community service for them, and they gave me good advice and accurate description of what 

they saw the problems as being.  And one, which I got on very early and never got resolved, that 

is the reliance on the real estate property tax.   

RW:  Right.   

LC:  It kills my district, a relatively affluent community, but people on fixed income are just hurt 

by it and we have to do more than we’re doing.  I put in several proposals, we talked about the 

issue, everyone finds the property tax to be a popular target, but we don’t do anything about it.  

And we really need to do that; we really need to do that.   

RW:  You were subcommittee chairman for a number of years on a lot of different –  

LC:  In Education, yes.  And Local Government I was Chair of the Boroughs Committee, 

because I had just come from being a borough councilman and I went to the statewide meetings 

of the Boroughs Association, so I knew what boroughs were looking at.  My little borough of 

5,000 was different than many of them, and their needs weren’t terribly great, they wanted to 

keep taxes down but they weren’t financially strapped; they could do the things they needed to 

do.  And they were responsive.  The township, same thing.  And they brought in really legitimate 

concerns as to what they’d like to be able to do in terms of trash disposal and police and security.   

RW:  Sure.  
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LC:  We are immediately adjacent to Philadelphia, so some questions about how we can relieve 

any of the crime, should it extend into the suburbs.  But they were very helpful to me in what 

they needed and they police chiefs were.  So, it was really a very rewarding time for me, 

personally, to get that input and to be able to relay it.  It didn’t always turn out up here the way I 

wanted it.   

RW:  Right.  Sure.  

LC:  But I had the input, and we got some things on line, and some things did change.   

RW:  Later on, in this last term, you were Chair of the Aging and Older Adult Services 

Committee.  

LC:  Yes.  

RW:  Talk about the difference in being a Chairman of a committee. 

LC:  Well, there you have to keep after members.  Now, it’s a Chairmanship that is shared.  

Hennessey [Timothy; State Representative, Chester County, 1993-present] is the Republican 

Chair, so there are co-chairs.  And I would like to go in the community and talk to senior 

citizens, take the committee with me.  I’m not free to go out on my own now.  He and I have a 

wonderful working relationship.  He bends over backwards to be helpful to me and to get good 

airing for all the issues, and he’s loyal to his party but he is very, very open.  And so, I wasn’t 

going to do anything that would kind of challenge him or put him in a corner or, “I have to have 

this meeting with just Democrats.”  And so, that didn’t happen.  But we’ve done some things and 

gotten them through and I think improved the situation for older folks.  The only thing we failed 

on, I think, is getting some relief for the real estate property tax.  It’s driving folks in my 
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community, a reasonably affluent community, to go elsewhere.  And we just have got to focus on 

that; somehow find a way to adequately fund the schools but not at the expense of hurting 

homeowners.  

RW: Talk a little bit then about the role of seniority and how that plays into everything that goes 

on up here at the House and that led to be you becoming a Chairman.  

LC:  Well, I guess I was in line for a Chairmanship just about, I think maybe even a term before 

I became Chairman; that is, I was eligible.  What is different is you have to keep in touch with 

members of the committee now, it’s another constituency, and make sure that their ideas have a 

fair airing and that we get things done for them to benefit their communities and their 

populations.  So, that’s a little different than just having an idea and getting it set into the 

proposed legislation and then arguing for it.  You have to do a little bit more and you’re 

broadened by the needs of the constituency that you’re serving.  

RW:  Do you belong to any informal type of caucuses here?  

LC:  Well, the Democratic Caucus.  Philadelphia County meets regularly.   

RW:  Is that the delegation?  

LC:  Yeah.  Some of my colleagues are annoyed; I have one voting district and I have a vote in 

the Philadelphia Caucus, where they’ve got this 60, 70 thousand people and I’ve got 

considerably less than that, maybe seven or eight thousand.  But other than that, I’ve always been 

close to the city.  I went to University of Pennsylvania in Philadelphia.  I taught at the University 

of the Arts in Philadelphia.  My wife and I are members of the art museum; we have tickets to 

the orchestra.  So, it’s a great cultural center, and my dad had grown up in Philadelphia and he 
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too had gone to Penn.  So, I’m kind of linked in with that relationship to the city.  And there 

never, in my experience, has been any effort, by any city politician, to scoop out the suburbs.  

And so, that is really a non-issue.  It was successful in the [19]50s in scaring people, particularly 

when there were an effort of some municipalities to absorb others.  And that happened in my 

own county.  I mean, some boroughs didn’t like townships trying to take them over.   

RW:  Sure.   

LC:  It was never a terribly critical issue, as I saw it.  

RW:  Well then, let’s dive in and talk a little bit about your legislation and some of the big issues 

you worked on; I’ll leave that up to you.  What are some of the ones that come to your mind right 

off the bat?  

LC:  Well, of course one role that I had to play was to support legislation, and recognize that I’m 

not the only legislator here; others have good ideas, and many of them are ideas worth throwing 

yourself into, and I have done that.  I go out in my district and explain what the issue is and have 

been willing to go to different parts of the state and talk about that; environmental concerns and 

health concerns and education concerns.  I guess the first really dramatic legislation I got through 

that had some opposition, if you can believe this, was that a new mother should be given 48 

hours before she’s turned out.  We had situations here where insurance companies would pay up 

through delivery and then out she goes.  And that, I mean, that was just wrong.  And doctors and 

obstetricians particularly, but other doctors, said it’s too early and she’s got to have some time, 

you’ve got to look after that infant.  So, I said well, you know, is 48 hours reasonable?  

Particularly if there’s going to be a bed shortage?   And the cost.  And they said no, that 48 hours 

for someone that has a serious delivery problem, is okay.  But the decision should be made not 
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by you guys in Harrisburg, but by the patient, if she’s up to it, and her doctor.  And so I 

introduced the bill and we call it the Mother and Infant Bill and made 48 hours if it was not a 

normal delivery and a day, 24 hours if it was just a regular delivery.  So, there was time to do all 

the necessary examinations of the child before it left the hospital.  Now, some mothers, 

particularly in my community, would have gone to see a pediatrician with their baby and make 

sure it was well right away.  That wasn’t true, generally, across the state; in rural areas or in 

some urban areas, they just didn’t feel comfortable going and they found it very difficult to go 

after they had just delivered, to be riding a taxi or a bus downtown to see a doctor.  So we said, 

look, let’s make absolutely sure that both mother and the new infant are able to go home, are 

well, and can keep some kind of schedule in seeing their doctor, because wellness is critical.  

And I wrote a whole piece of legislation on that.  It didn’t fare very well the first time it came up 

and I argued until I was blue in the face; I couldn’t figure out what they had against all of these 

mothers, but I think some insurance interests were concerned about the cost.  We finally got by 

that and a bill came up, I think the attitudes had changed on the other side, because I made it an 

agenda item to visit each member and say, “Look, you can’t vote against this; it’s just common 

sense.”  So, a bill came up and I was able to introduce an amendment and the essence of the 

48/24 hours got into that bill, no opposition to it.  And it got through the Senate, so it became 

law.  And that was an accomplishment and it’s something that – I had to work on that.  I had to 

talk to members; I had to learn the system, go and talk to members politely and argue with them.  

But that, itself, was rewarding to hear their responses. So, that was the Mother and Infant Bill 

and that’s probably the number one, I think the number one accomplishment.  We had some 

incidents, actually.  Abington Hospital is just a short distance from me and I’ve been very, and 

my wife has been very active on the boards of city hospitals, so we were aware of their concern 
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about this because hospitals are saying, “We’ve got to get them out, we’ve got to get them out.  

This is no resort, you know?”  They had the treatment, they have what they need, and sometimes 

it was a little too fast.  And I’m afraid it was a little too fast for the poor people in the intercity.  

But we overcame that.   

RW:  That would seem to be a trend for you, legislatively, because you also passed a SIDS 

Education and Prevention Act, which is largely popular topic now.  

LC:  Yes.  

RW:  It’s getting a lot of billing in the news and the media.  And also, I know we talked about a 

chemical bill in terms of toys and children.  

LC:  Yeah, plastic.   

RW:  Plastic, yeah.  

LC:  Yeah, they put BPA in plastic to make it, well, the water bottles, to make them clear and to 

make them so you can hold them.  The problem was that if you heated the milk bottle for an 

infant, the BPA would leech into the milk.  And that had the potential of causing real problems.  

It’d attack the endocrine system and could lead to later medical complications.  So, across the 

street from me in Jenkintown was a wonderful pediatrician who taught at Temple, her husband 

was a doctor as well, and she said, “You know, we’ve really got to do something about these 

kids.”  So, I introduced this bill and she thought it covered the waterfront, so we pushed it hard a 

couple terms, but we got that recognition for it and so that was – I’m pleased with.  
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RW:  You also, going back to your interest in history, you sponsored a lot of resolutions dealing 

with historical events, historical people; why did you see fit to sponsor resolutions that recognize 

those type of events?   

LC:  Well, as a historian, I guess I felt obliged to do it.  But, I think it was good to recognize 

those events and I have to tell you that when I was off the floor in the summer, I’d gather my 

family together and we would travel to some of those historic places and this last summer we 

went to really spend some time looking at the French and Indian War sites.   I explained this to 

my kids, of course, Gettysburg is a big attraction, and just below Gettysburg, I don’t want to be 

disloyal to Pennsylvania, but just below Gettysburg is Antietam.  So, for a little change, we did 

Antietam this last summer.  And all of the kids have enjoyed that.  And they have some sense, I 

hope, they have some sense of importance of history.  Oh, wouldn’t that be awful?  If a historian 

had kids come up and say, “Oh, well that’s bunk,” or whatever.  No, I don’t think that will 

happen; they’ve shown a real interest.  Well, I know my children have.  And my grandchildren, 

I’m working on them now.   

RW:  Good.  Is there any legislation that you’re leaving here at the end of your term that you 

would like to see maybe passed in the future?   

LC:  Yeah, yeah.  Some better environmental control of the dust and waste that comes as a result 

of fracking.  I have a bill in, and then we got in some difficulty, wasn’t sure that bill was going to 

move.  I think the session broke and went back, Greg Vitali [Gregory; State Representative, 

Delaware County, 1993-present] had a similar bill on water.  And so very early, I asked him and 

he agreed, so I amended his bill and stuck my air concerns in there.  But, people from the 

northeast that have complained that doctors talk about conditions coming as a result of inhaling 
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some of these terrible, well, some of these chemicals, potent chemicals, and leading to other 

conditions, maybe not immediately, but later on, doing some damage.  So, I thought we ought to 

be absolutely sure we had some safe guards to keep clean air and extend the Clean Air Act to 

guarding against fracking dust.  Besides that, currents flow from the northeast to the south, so 

what comes out of the upper Pocono area comes to my town, so it really is a concern for my 

constituents.  

RW:  A whole state issue. 

LC:  Yeah, it is.  It really is.  

RW:  Well, talk a little bit then the frustration level of being a Representative and not seeing 

something like that passed, whether it’s because of other amendments or the rules process or 

things like that.   

LC:  Well, initially I think you gnaw your teeth.  But after a while, you talk to some on the other 

side who are possibly moveable or you can get to on another route about the impact of the 

conditions or recruit some professionals – doctors, nurses - to share with them the concerns.  And 

if you do that, you build a network of folks who are going to be supportive of causing some 

change there and in this case, cleaning the air.  So, that’s a way to proceed.  I was secure with the 

folks in my own district, but I had to reach out beyond that and get others, and I think in the end 

they saw that the advantage.  But everyone’s for clean air.  The trouble is you don’t see this stuff.   

RW:  Right.  

LC:  And you know, you breathe it.  You don’t know what you’re breathing in.  You might 

know the exhaust from a truck in front of you, if you’re waiting in a traffic jam, but you don’t 
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see this, and you don’t smell this, and you don’t taste this, so it’s not there.  Well, it is there, and 

it’s causing some problems.  And so, I think we have to recruit our environmental agency, and I 

think they’re aware of this, to look very closely at adding fracking dust to the clean air concerns.  

RW:  What role does the media have in this and the press?  What type of influence do they have 

on an issue like that? 

LC:  Well, I don’t know if they have much influence.  They are essential to educating the public, 

and just getting that information out is worthwhile.  Some of it isn’t terribly dramatic.  I think I 

had some advisors that say that’s not sexy enough.  It had nothing to do with sex but, you know, 

it isn’t dramatic enough.  And it’s a study or something most people weren’t familiar with.  We 

don’t see this threat to human health, we don’t taste it.  But you have to keep after it, you have to 

keep talking. The media has been, I think, on this now there’s been enough concern in the 

communities where there’s fracking going on or that’s impacted by the fracking.  People are 

beginning to catch on.  And hopefully in time, their members will become advocates.  

RW:  How about your personal relationship with the media?  Even in your area, how did they 

cover what you did here in Harrisburg? 

LC:  Well, I have the Philadelphia Inquirer, and as I understand it, it’s reasonable.  They have 

their hands full with Philadelphia.  And then after they deal with all the Reps in Philadelphia and 

all of the City Hall issues in Philadelphia, they’ve got to pick from 20-some legislators out there 

who are all – I mean, Greg Vitali’s out there, and Josh Shapiro’s [Joshua; State Representative, 

Montgomery County, 2005-2012] out there.  Neighbors, all doing good things.  So I mean we, 

the five or six of us, could convert the Philadelphia Inquirer into the Suburban Inquirer.  

RW:  Sure.  
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LC:  But the Philadelphia Reps are doing important things too.  And what Philadelphia does 

really impacts on larger elections.  And so, it is difficult to crack that media market.  The local 

papers are really primarily concerned with who’s graduating from high school and where they’re 

going and what the prom is going to be and the local football and basketball scores, accidents, 

obituaries, that sort of thing.  And it’s pretty hard to get a substantive issue in there.  I mean, 

even if you give a speech some place to a group, they don’t have reporters to go out and cover it.  

You give them a release, if you’re lucky, they’ll print it or question you about it, but it’s tough to 

crack that suburban media.   

RW:  How about with the institution of different types of media for you to work with; social 

media, websites, telephones, Blackberries, computers?  

LC:  Yeah, the websites, yeah, yeah.  Well, the computers and emails are revolutionary and a 

great help.  They came a little later to the issues that I was pushing to recruit them and to utilize 

them, but I’ve utilized them.  I mean, when I talk about the concerns about BPA, there’s a 

network of scientists across the country that is really, genuinely concerned about this.  Why take 

the time to write a letter while they get emails that this is happening and how do you respond to 

this and what is your reaction to a particular problem?  And boy, that’s invaluable.  And they 

email back and respond and so it certainly reduces the time you have of getting your arguments 

together and it is a big help.  

RW:  Talk a little bit about a historical question for the historian; talk about Philadelphia’s 

presence in the state of Pennsylvania and its role and how people view it and how has that 

changed?  
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LC:  Well, I think it’s changed.  People see it as a cultural mecca.  I mean, you’ve got the 

orchestra and ballet, a lot of choral groups who are filled by suburbanites who stay in after they 

work.  My father conducted a couple of them, a matinee musical and oratorio group.  So, in that 

sense, it continues to draw people in and then there’s a great interest for kids and some adults, of 

which I am one, to go to the zoo, or to go in to the art museum, to some of their shows, or just to 

get caught up with what’s there, reminded what’s there.  So it is, in that sense – it’s a medical 

mecca.  I mean, we’ve got five medical schools, we have great hospitals.  So people are drawn to 

that.  They had a great shopping center, now they’ve moved out to the malls in the suburbs, a 

little less crowded, and easier to drive to.  So that has, I think, adversely affected the city, its 

economy, and the stores that are there.  And then of course those stores had branches out in the 

suburbs, and so, you could get what you used to get going into the city by going just around the 

corner.  So that changed, the malls have impacted the city.   But it’s still an exciting place and 

certainly the historical area.  And people work to do things to attract suburbanites and the 

Chamber of Commerce works very diligently in bringing in to the new convention center, 

bringing in people from all around, and they are generally satisfied with what they get in 

Philadelphia; good hotels, good restaurants, a chance for the wives to go shopping, for kids to 

see historical things or go to the zoo.  I’d like to say athletic events, I’m a little tender about that 

today, after yesterday, but they do have that, if you are lucky enough to get a day when they’re 

playing.  So, it is really still a very exciting place to be and work.  

RW:  Politically, there’s this view, maybe, from here in Harrisburg, or statewide, that everything 

gets funneled toward Philadelphia – money, fiscally?  Do you agree with that?  Is that something 

that you’ve seen happen?   
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LC:  There is a great need in Philadelphia.  And I had these percentages down clearly, but it was 

like, 55-60 percent of the population [below] the poverty line.  And there isn’t a wealth to put 

into the schools the way they need to and the programs that they need to.  So I had, before I was 

a legislator, recognized that if there was going to be money, it needs to go to the city.  It’s crazy 

not to do that.  It’s immoral not to do it.  And we all in the suburbs take advantage of safe streets 

of the city, good jobs, good stores, the cultural events.  So we don’t pay a cultural tax; it’s been 

talked about, we don’t pay it.  But there is a use of the city that suburbanites make.  It is truly a 

region and some elected officials that, Ed Rendell [Philadelphia Mayor, 1992-1999; Governor of 

Pennsylvania, 2003-2011] perhaps is the best example, but there are others, many others, have 

tried to bring people in, and talk about the importance of the city.  And Rendell was a great 

advocate – excuse me – and I think that the fear of a political takeover has kind of calmed down.  

The Green Grab idea is gone.  You have suburban Democrats now that nobody would even think 

of accusing of doing that.  And the suburbs have their own problems anyway that they have to 

work out, so I think that’s calmed down a little.  That I represent part of the city or that I work on 

city issues is not a problem for me.  You can’t do it to the neglect of your community.  You’ve 

got to be involved, you’ve got to be seen, you’ve got to be part of that community.  But that 

doesn’t keep you from supporting Philadelphia programs up here.   

RW:  You mentioned Governor Ed Rendell and other governors; how do you work as a 

legislator with the other offices, whether the Senate, or the executive level?  How do you work 

with them interchangeably to get an issue that you want resolved?   

LC:  Yes.  Go and talk to them, talk to your own Senator, and talk to the Governor about the 

importance of this particular piece of legislation.  Or others who might be interested in it and 

weren’t quite ready to introduce something, and recruit them to help carry the ball.  So, you’ve 
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got to be active, you’ve got to move around, you’ve got to go and talk to them.  Ed Rendell was, 

of course, very responsive to that sort of thing.  So was Bob Casey, the one time I was with him, 

he was responsive to that.  

RW:  How about working in the majority versus the minority?  You were in both; what are some 

of the differences you noticed? 

LC:  Well, as you might suspect, the majority is enjoyable and the minority can be painful.  

Now, I think Pennsylvania’s been blessed or at least on the committees that I serve on, that that 

partisan bias has not – I mean, Jess Stairs, who was chairman of the Education Committee, was 

concerned at least 98 percent with education issues, and so he was responsive to things.  And the 

same with Local Government and with some of the other committees, certainly the 

environmental committee.  But it’s always there as a possibility to raise objections or an 

obstruction to legislation you want to get through.  So, you have to be aware that it can come up, 

but I don’t think it’s the threat that it used to be and it doesn’t scare suburban Democrats.   

RW:  How about in terms of reforms?  There’s been, more recently, a move toward reforming 

some of the House rules and things that have gone on in the House.  What have you noticed with 

some of the reforms?  Have they been working or do you see more to come?   

LC:  Yeah, I think they have and I’m supportive of some of the things that they want to 

accomplish.  I think there were ways to beat the old system and get around that.  Took a lot more 

work; it wasn’t automatic.  I probably had to involve the press to get public attention to that.  It 

wasn’t automatic.  It’s never automatic.  But we did set up a system that creates a routine that is 

supposed to be more open and bipartisan, and I think so far that’s been the case.   

RW:  You see that, then, being the future trend, more of that?  Or do you see a scale-back after?  

25 
 



LC:  Oh, it’ll be a future trend for a while until the federal government cuts back on some funds 

and you can tie that to a Republican or Democrat, Republican probably.  Or that the federal 

Congress, the Senate or the House, pass bills that put the states in a bind, and then that 

cooperation tends to break down and partisanship is born anew.  And that partisanship is 

something we all know, we all know how to use, and it shoots right through the House.   

RW:  I guess the trick to that then is compromise?   

LC:  Oh, absolutely.  

RW:  How do you bring that about with such partisanship?   

LC:  You have to, well, you’ve got to recruit some people on the other side to help you.  But 

partisanship is a problem; it is absolutely a problem and, I mean, I said to my constituents when I 

campaigned, you know, when I walk on the floor, the other 202 don’t stand up and say “Oh boy, 

he’s here, now we’re going to do it.”  You’re going to work on that.  You’ve got to persuade 

them that it’s right.  You’ve got to persuade everyone that it’s right in their district; it’s the right 

thing to do.  And that takes a lot of work and not a lot of publicity, unless down to the end 

you’ve got to make something public.  But, you really need to use reason and try to talk the thing 

through.   

RW:  Well, then historically, is the process to cumbersome?  Is there anything you would change 

to make it different?   

LC:  I don’t know off the top of my head what change make it less cumbersome that wouldn’t 

bring on more problems than we now have.  Reforms have often done that; you get a good 

reform bill and it causes more problems because you didn’t look ahead to what the consequences 
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would be.  I think greater communication between the two sides would be very helpful.  At some 

risk, I’ve got to tell you that the city of Philadelphia, recognizing the anti-urban feeling among 

rural legislators coming from the 19th century – it’s a long, long story in Pennsylvania – but even 

as recently as the 20th century, that they decided to bring people into the city.  And they had a 

summer session that was just social.  They had experts come in to talk about particular issues that 

were complicated but bring that expertise to the attention of the members, and the place to do 

that was to congregate in Philadelphia, and these were worthwhile programs.  And then have an 

active program where wives would come, or husbands, to a dinner and maybe a social event, go 

to a play or concert, but you bring them together.  And some of those edges started to rub off; life 

became smoother.  I remember going to a meeting up in, I guess, I’m not exactly sure about this, 

but I think it was around 19th or 20th and Chestnut Street, and a legislator from Lebanon County, 

Republican, who had gone to that meeting and when we were ready to leave we had a dinner, 

everyone was going to a dinner at a hotel downtown, and I said, “Come on, let’s walk, there’s no 

good transportation.”  He said, “You can’t walk in Philadelphia. You can’t walk on these streets, 

your life’s at risk.”  “Come on, follow me.  I do it all the time.”  So, we walked down Chestnut 

Street and he was looking at the shops and the stores and he said, “I need to get a suit like that 

sometime.”  And it was all gone.  That myth was all gone.  Those events were helpful, because 

we saw each other in different settings; on a river cruise, at a show, at dinner, and sometimes 

with our wives.  And you could overcome that partisanship; it disappeared.  You treated 

someone else is just another human being who is trying to solve some of the same problems that 

you are.   

RW:  Right.   
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LC:  And they were wonderful.  But concern about taxpayers paying for a dinner for legislators 

at a conference, not in Harrisburg, not deliberating, it just blew up.  And I said to some of them 

for a while, until I realized I was cutting my neck, I said to them, you know, this is really useful 

and it’s really important, because they get to treat each other as human beings and they have 

some of the same concerns and they begin to mesh and people begin to say, you know, “That’s 

not such a bad idea.”  You don’t use the session to really browbeat them and try to hammer home 

your issue, lobby them hard on a vote, but you just talk generally about it, and it worked well.  

And my good friend from Lebanon County walked the streets of Philadelphia and never got 

mugged.  He was delighted.  We had a wonderful time, a good place to be.  We need to do more 

of that.  But you have to explain to the reformers and to others that we’re not stealing money for 

no purpose by having the state pay for a dinner.   

RW:  In talking about some of your legislation, we mentioned the SIDS Prevention Act and 

things like that you’ve done in the area of healthcare; another area is hemophilia.  

LC:  Right.  

RW:  Would you like to discuss some of the things about your position with that?  

LC:  Well, there is a very active group of parents in my district and in southeastern Montgomery 

County and they wanted to have some kind of relief for hemophilia and some attention paid to it.  

We held some hearings on that and we finally got some legislation introduced that said we 

should use the health centers across the state, we don’t have to build a new gigantic hospital.  

Research is being done in some of the hospitals with great success.  But the care and treatment of 

these people if they have what they call a “bleed” while they’re traveling, they need instant relief 

or you’ve got a really serious problem.  So, they recommended that we try to create, in these 
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health centers, a way to provide relief and what they call “factors.”  A factor is what you give 

somebody to stop that bleeding, have them available.  Now, not anybody can do it, but we might 

not be able to have expert hematologists at these places, but at least know how to apply the factor 

and buy some time to get that real serious treatment.  Well, the insurance industry was concerned 

about it because it’s a terribly expensive project – not mine – but it was a terribly expensive 

project to deal with hemophilia, but we got it through the committee in the House and I got some 

support for the legislation from the Insurance Committee, which was really the big help in 

moving it along and so we brought it to the floor, and it passed.  Recognizing the need for these 

centers across the state and, I’m sorry to say, like so much, it kind of rested in the Senate and is 

slumbering over there.  Somebody will have to wake it up and shake it up and get it going again, 

but at least I put some time into getting that through and I must say that the people in the 

committee and in the House were very supportive and helpful.  

RW:  Well, another issue that came up that caused some discussion was academic freedom.   

LC:  Right.   

RW:  Would you care to discuss some of that?  

LC:  And that really took a good deal of time.  One of the Representatives from central 

Pennsylvania had heard and read some of the work of a fellow by the name of David Horowitz, 

who believed that there was a kind of infiltration of left wing or Democratic thinking imposed on 

students, and that their papers were graded on that basis and not on whatever evidence was 

needed to answer the question.  And so, he made some really outrageous charges about the 

faculties in our schools, and when the resolution came before the House, I talked to Jim 

Roebuck, who was Chairman of the Education Committee, and we decided that the Higher 
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Ed[ucation] Subcommittee ought to hold hearings on this and see what was happening, and the 

Representative had said that he had hundreds and hundreds of letters from students complaining 

about their treatment in classes.  So, I said, you know, we really do need to look at this.  So, we 

held hearings.  Not one letter came forward.  I was interviewed with Gib Armstrong [Gibson E.; 

State Senator, 1985-2008; State Representative, Lancaster County, 1977-1984], who was the 

sponsor of the resolution on a local TV show, and I pleaded with him to show us a letter, no 

names, no one’s going to get in trouble, just tell us what the complaint is.  Not one letter.  And 

so, we proceeded that maybe this was being constructed by interests that wanted to attack higher 

ed[ucation].  And we had hearings across the state, heard from both sides.  It was very hard to 

recruit someone to support the resolution, and we had one of the students who felt he was, at 

Temple, who felt he was punished for having fought in Vietnam.  That’s what was alleged.  But 

in fact, in cross examination, it’s true that he did disagree with the way in which the United 

States conducted foreign policy, but he did not see that as any conspiracy in higher education.  

So, the resolution that we finally passed, we sent over to the Senate and it died down.  As a 

matter of fact, this rather prominent figure, David Horowitz, has kind of passed on by and we 

don’t hear the same kind of charges.  I guess locally there may be some but that issue has passed, 

but for a number of weeks, months probably, academic freedom was central.  I was traveling to 

these campuses trying to find out what had happened and if there was any possibility of truth 

here, and we didn’t find any.  And the report that the House passed said that the House passed a 

resolution on academic freedom and said we found no evidence of this.   

RW:  You shared a lot of great moments along the way, but do you have a fondest memory or 

something that you will take with you from your experience here as a member?   
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LC:  I’ll tell you what I say, that I will take with me, and certainly many people enjoy hearing 

this; I went to a guest of a firm up here, I can’t really think who had a box at the Phillies game - 

this was, well, you’ll see, a number of years ago, eight years ago or more – and so we watched 

the game and there was on the floor, where the boxes are, a store where you can buy Phillies 

paraphernalia, and so I said to my wife, “I’m going down and pick something up for Jeff,” my 

son; “I’ll be back in a few minutes.”  And as I walked down the aisle to this, the governor was 

coming up, because he knew that there were House members here, and he wanted to say hello to 

everyone; it wasn’t a partisan meeting.  And I said, “Governor, how are you?”  He says, “Hi, 

Matt,” because I was for months I was here taken to be Matt Ryan [Matthew J.; State 

Representative, Delaware County, 1963-2003; Speaker of the House, 1981-1982, 1995-2003] .  

RW:  Oh, yeah.  I can see a little bit of the resemblance.   

LC:  And when I, well, and the Harrisburg Patriot put in a story with our pictures on the front 

page and made a lot of it, and I would walk through here sometimes late at night and people 

would say “Mister Speaker.”  So, I’ve gotten a lot of fun telling that story.  And I later told 

Governor Rendell it was me, and don’t forget Larry out in the suburbs, which you always look 

away from.  But, that was a fun time.   

RW:  Something else I failed to bring up earlier, when we were talking about your legislation, 

but I think this is a good spot for you to talk about it now is the situation regarding the eastern 

box turtle; you had a great story about that and I wanted you to share that.   

LC:  Happy to do that.  I went to a school in Cheltenham as I often do, to all of the schools, to 

talk a little bit about the legislative process in as simplified a way as I could, and when I finished, 

I asked if there were any questions and a little girl in the back said, “Can you do something to 
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save the turtle?”  And I said, “Well, we don’t ordinarily get into that.  Do you mean to go out 

into the field and try to find it?”  “No,” she said, “We just had a program,” in a biology class 

before I went on and they had been studying that this animal might become extinct.  And I said, 

“Well, I don’t know that I could get legislation through.  I’m not sure how I would approach it.  

But I certainly can pass and get a resolution up at least, to expose the fact this turtle is extinct and 

there’s some things we can do to help.”  I mean, highways go through their habitat and they’re 

getting killed.  And sometimes they’re captive of individuals who want to take a turtle home and 

they’re taken out of their own environment.  So, I’ll do it.  Well, we introduced that resolution.  I 

had friends on my side who said don’t do it, it will stay with you forever; any time you stand up 

to debate another issue, they’ll refer to you as the turtle legislator.  Don’t do it.  And I said, well, 

you know, I don’t do it that often, I don’t speak that often on the floor, and I’m committed to 

letting this kid see how this works, and I don’t think it’s a bad idea, myself.  But it may not 

happen, but we’ll introduce at least the resolution.  So we did and lo-and-behold, the Speaker’s 

Office cooperated.  The day the class came up to Harrisburg for a tour, this bill came up, and one 

of my colleagues introduced an amendment that it would not be the eastern box turtle it would be 

rattlesnake, because –  

RW:  For state reptile.  

LC:  Yeah, for state reptile.  And so, he didn’t win that vote, but the kids were so dismayed and I 

said to the teacher, and she agreed, and so I went back and I talked to them that this is the 

process.  I mean, he has an interest in that.  He is certainly entitled to promote that interest.  I’m 

defending your interests, my constituents’ interests, my interests, and I’m entitled to do that.  

And so, what we’ve got to do is find a way either to compromise it and we did have several, by 

the way, discussions about a compromise, and try to have both.  They can, by another 
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classification, as a state reptile.  But the kids finally saw how the process worked, how a bill in 

their judgment a good bill, could be amended to what they didn’t want and they were 

downhearted, but when I said, “We’re going to try and change this,” they picked up and they saw 

the process.  You’ve got to stand up, it’s not just about talking back and forth, sometimes you’ve 

got to fight, you’ve got to argue.   And that was really worthwhile.  It was a good experience for 

them, experience for me, but a good experience for them to see the process working.  And 

unfortunately, you know, there were long debates or discussions or hassles that would kind of be 

beyond them.  But this was right on point, and I was delighted that that happened.   

RW: Well, conversely then, do you have any regrets?   

LC:  Well, I’ll tell you what, speaking of regrets; I meant for this interview [inaudible] wear a 

necktie that that classroom teacher gave me which has turtles on it.   

RW:  Ah, there you go.  

LC:  But, my wife picked my tie for today and so this is what I came out with and it is a kid’s 

tie, so I passed that test, but it wasn’t the turtle tie.  But those kids were really into that issue.  

And every once in a while now, they’re ninth grade, ninth or tenth grade, they talk about the 

legislature and you still having to fight with that guy?   

RW:  So, it has followed you a little bit.   

LC:  Oh yeah, it has.  Oh yeah, yeah. 

RW:  What lessons, as being a House member, have you learned over your time here?   

LC:  To respect the opposition.  I think I came in realizing that, but to respect them and then try 

to work with them to get something through that’s important to your constituents.  In a way, to 
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be willing to share the light they have to throw on the subject and try very hard to enlighten 

them, and to avoid bitterness and partisanship.   

RW:  What type of advice, then, would you give to someone who may want to run for public 

office someday?   

LC:  Be yourself and study the issues that come before you.  You don’t have to worry about 

foreign affairs unless the state’s going to launch into some kind of program.  Be yourself.  Be 

honest with yourself, be honest to your constituents, and study the issues so you understand what 

the options might be that run against you and that support you.  And to use a, I think, a wise 

politician’s advice; be quiet and carry a big stick.  Big stick is the truth as you perceive it and the 

evidence that you can add to support that truth, but not go off on the partisan rambling, as much 

fun as that might be.  There’s a time for that, if you have to let loose.   

RW:  Now that you’re retiring, do you plan to stay active in politics, going forward?   

LC:  Well, to the extent that they’ll have me, I mean, you know, I’ve been around for a while.  

There may be some people who just want to see that pass on altogether, I don’t know.  I’m a 

committee person, I’ve worked my district, so I’ll continue – I have to because my wife’s the 

chairman of the committee, so I’ll do that.  I’m certainly interested in some issues and seeing that 

they’re done.  I may try to, somehow, tie in with those organizations on the environment or 

women’s rights, and see if there are things I could do to be helpful, at least advise them as to 

what they’re going to run into, what they can expect.   

RW:  And lastly, how would you like your term as a state representative to be remembered?  
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LC:  My term?  Well, I hope, you know, we didn’t bring the world to an end or stop anything.  

But I studied issues and tried to make it a better place and I think I’m remembered for having 

looked into some genuine human concerns and tried to work on them with an educated point of 

view and a documented point of view that would be fine.   

RW:  Well, good, I think that would be a good place to stop.  I appreciate you coming in and 

talking with us today.   

LC:  Not at all. It was a pleasure.   

RW:  Thank you.   
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