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JC:  Today is May 2, 2008.  I am Jim Crooks with the UNF Oral History Project, 

interviewing Dr. Pat Plumlee in the Political Science Department.  Pat let’s start 

off with your background.  Where did you grow up?  Where did you go to school?  

How did you become a political scientist?   

PP:  Okay Jim, I’d be happy to respond that.  I grew up in Texas, central and 

west Texas.  I graduated from Permian High School in Odessa in 1964, the year 

before they became the state champs that put them on the path to becoming the 

famous school that was in the book Friday Night Lights.  They had a losing 

season the year I graduated, but in the next year--‘65--they gained the state 

championship and they started this thing with Mojo that the book described. 

Friday Night Lights was all about what that term meant too.  In any case after 

high school, I went to community college for two years there in Odessa, basically 

because I had to work my way through school and it was cheaper to live at home 

and do that than it was to go off.  The last two years I went to and graduated from 

the University of Texas of Austin; that was in 1968 and of course that was at the 

height of the Vietnam War.  As a consequence, very quickly after I graduated, 

actually within a month, I was drafted.  I served two years in the United States 

Army, including a year in South Vietnam.  I was stationed at Tan Son Nhut Air 

Force Base.  I was in the Adjutant General’s office of the Military Assistance 

Command.  Before I left to go overseas, my father and I had some discussions 



about my desire to go to graduate school, although I knew my family really could 

not support me in that.  How could I pay for graduate school?  It turned out that 

as a member of the Scottish Rite Masons, my father had become aware that the 

Masons provided a fellowship for the sons and daughters of Masonic members to 

attend George Washington University.  And he said, “You should look into that.”  

He had also gotten an application form from the local secretary of the 

organization.  I didn’t think I would be very competitive in that kind of situation—I 

had never earned any scholarships.  But I filled it out dutifully and sent it in and 

then went overseas.  I didn’t really hear about anything any further during the 

year I was in Vietnam, and assumed that I had not been selected.  When I got 

back, my father asked me about going to graduate school.  He said, “Did you 

hear from the Scottish Rite”?  And I said, “Well, no I really didn’t.”  So he 

suggested I give them a call, which I did.  I called the president of the Texas 

Scottish Rite directly.  To my complete surprise he said yes, we’ve given you this 

scholarship and we were wondering when you were going to show up and claim 

it.       

PP:  So I was able to go George Washington University.  It turned out that the 

scholarship was for the School of Government and Business Administration, 

which is where their graduate public administration program was housed. I had 

actually applied to the College of Arts and Sciences, thinking the PA program 

was located in that school.  However, at GWU, the Public Administration 

department was in the School of Government and Business Administration, not in 

the Political Science Department.  I had to quickly reapply to the correct school.  



Fortunately, I was able to do so, and could then take advantage of the 

scholarship.  In retrospect, getting this scholarship and going to George 

Washington set my life on a whole new path, very different I am sure, from what I 

would have followed had I stayed in Texas.  I am very grateful to the Scottish 

Rite organization for providing me with an opportunity I would not otherwise have 

had. 

 I spent a couple of years in D.C. working on my master’s degree and also 

working for the federal government—the General Services Administration--for a 

year.  By that time I suppose I was pretty thoroughly bitten by the academic bug 

and I was again looking to go on in higher education.  I begin to consider 

seriously the possibility of an academic career, which I had been interested in 

since my undergraduate days. There were some personal issues involving my 

wife and me at the time. She wanted to go back to Texas.  So I directed my 

efforts mostly toward getting accepted in a Texas school.  I didn’t figure that it 

made that much difference–I was extremely naïve–where you actually got the 

degree.  As far as I knew, one Ph.D. was about like another. 

PP:  At any case, I wound up being accepted at Rice University, which was a 

surprise to me because Rice, as you know, is a good institution, a very 

prestigious one.  However, it was another private institution and therefore 

expensive.  At this point my wife suggested that we might go back to the well with 

the Scottish Rite and ask if they would be willing to fund my tuition at Rice.  And 

so we did and, again to my surprise, they said they would.  So I went down to 

Rice and that’s where I got my Ph.D.  I defended my dissertation in August of 



1976. But unlike UNF, Rice only has one graduation ceremony, one 

commencement ceremony a year and that’s in May, I had not quite finished my 

dissertation, so I missed getting my diploma in '76.   The actual date of my 

degree is May 1977. When I received my diploma, I was already working at my 

first academic position at Southern Methodist University in Dallas, Texas. During 

the time I was working on my doctorate, my first wife and I divorced.  I married 

my second wife, Laura, in Dallas a year or so after I began at SMU. We were in 

Dallas for seven years until I got the opportunity to come here to UNF.  In August 

of 1983, we moved to Jacksonville and I began my responsibilities as the director 

of the MPA program and a faculty member in the Department of Political Science 

and Sociology.  So I moved from the Department of Political Science at Southern 

Methodist to a Department of Political Science and Sociology at the University of 

North Florida.  And the transition was, needless to say, an interesting one.       

JC:  So your degree was political science and not public administration? 

PP:  That’s true.  I have an undergraduate degree in government. My master’s 

degree is technically Government, but it was actually given by the Public 

Administration Department at GWU.  So I consider it a degree in PA, although it 

is not an MPA.   

JC:  So that was just maybe the criteria for heading up the MPA program here? 

PP: Yeah, probably turned out to be. Well that’s one of my fields, one of my 

Ph.D. fields at Rice was public administration.  And also at SMU we had a MPA 

program and I was associated with that.  About half of the courses that I taught 

there were in the graduate program.  So I’ve had plenty of experience teaching in 



a MPA program.     

JC:  What was your emphasis in political science? 

PP:  The fields I took my doctoral examinations in were public administration, 

public policy, and American government and politics. 

JC:  What was the Department of Political Science and Sociology like when you 

arrived?  Who was chairman? 

PP:  When I came for my interview, which was in March of 1983, Steve Delue 

was the chairperson.  When I actually arrived to begin the duties of the position 

Rich Weiner had become interim chairperson, because Steve Delue had left the 

department to go to Miami University in Ohio.  There were some issues in the 

department; in fact, there were many issues in the department, as I was to find 

out.  One of them was that they had not agreed on how they were going to fill the 

Delue’s position.  So Rich had agreed to take it on an interim basis and was 

acting chairperson when I got here. 

JC:  And the department was comprised of how many political scientists?  How 

many sociologists? 

PP:  Okay I’ll have to think a minute about that.  Let me just say first of all the 

department itself was an interesting conglomeration of people with different 

fields, even though it was the Department of Political Science and Sociology and 

did have a political science program and a sociology program; however, it also 

had an anthropology program, although not a major,  a public administration 

program, which was a graduate program, a criminal justice program which was 

both an undergraduate  and a graduate degree program, and a social welfare 



program which was not, again, I don’t think it was a major degree program but it 

was more like a certificate program of some sort.  It was actually run in 

conjunction with, I don’t know let me scratch that, it was done here locally. Later 

on we had a social work program that was done partly in conjunction with FSU.  

But the program that was inside the department when I got here was social 

welfare.  One of the things that was interesting about the department was the 

overlap that had been worked out among the kind of courses that were taught by 

the various folks.  Just for example, Rich Weiner really considered himself a 

political sociologist.  So he might teach a course in sociology or a course in 

political science.  Tom Mongar, who I’m sure we’ll talk more about later, also I 

think at one point or another had taught a course in sociology, political sociology.  

So there were some fuzzy things going on as far as the disciplinary boundaries 

were concerned in the department.  But as I recall the political science and PA 

faculty were Rich, Jane Decker, Buford Brinley, Tom, and me--there were 

probably five core faculty in political science at that time.  Sociology and criminal 

justice were even more closely integrated than political science.  So it was really 

hard to tell who was criminal justice and who was sociology because Stan Swart, 

Chris Rasche, Eddie Collins, David Simon, and, a fellow that was on leave the 

year that I came there, and resigned the next year.   Quite frankly I don’t 

remember his name.   

JC: Steve Woods? 

PP: Steve Woods.  Yeah, that’s who it was and so that would probably be five 

there, four or five there.  And then we had Yvonne Gatz, who was running social 



welfare program.  Rona Mazur was teaching the anthropology courses.  So I 

think, I believe there were at the time as I recall, Jim I’d have to go back and 

check this, but I think about 14 faculty members in the department--something 

like that.    

JC:  Comparing particularly your political scientist colleagues with your 

colleagues at SMU, were they on a par? 

PP:  Well, that is an interesting question. I think that Rich definitely was.  He 

would have been an excellent academician at any institution.  Jane Decker too, I 

think would certainly have done well in the SMU department.  After that, you sort 

of went down the scale and I don’t want to, you know, cast negative aspersions 

on people’s professional qualifications or anything.  But you know you can rank 

who you see as to the stronger persons in the department versus those you 

might think are a little less accomplished.   I might add that I don't think that the 

SMU department was a superb department, in fact, at that time, I would say it 

was on the weaker side.  Moving from SMU to UNF was from a departmental 

perspective more of a lateral move than a step up or down.  

JC:  I guess what I’m trying to get at is you came here from SMU and you have a 

new set of colleagues.  Were they people who you respect, could respect or work 

with? 

PP:  Oh, I misunderstood your question. No intention to disparage the credentials 

of my individual colleagues.  Here’s what I’ll . . . it was different, Jim.  Let me just 

say a word or two about institutional differences because it’s really hard for me to 

separate my responses to my colleagues and to my department from the 



institutional setting. SMU was an institution in which I would say had pretensions, 

and the pretensions were not based really much on actual performance.  I think 

that they really thought they were quite wonderful.  But by any standard they 

weren’t that wonderful.  I mean they were sort of a middling university, but they 

had the notion, I suppose because they were in Dallas and were the premier 

university in Dallas that somehow made them more important.  And it was a very 

kind of a patriarchal, is that the right word?    

JC:  Materialistic? 

PP:  No, that's not quite it.  I am thinking more of snobbery and elitism--very 

hierarchical.  I could give you an example.  I was at SMU seven years.  The 

entire seven years that I was there, I was in the office of the dean of the college 

twice.  I was in the office of the provost once.  I never set foot in the office of the 

president.  It was the sort of place where you just didn’t just drop in to chat with 

higher level administrators.  I mean the dean was, you know up there on the 

mount and sort of at the right hand of the prophets and the prophets are at the 

right hand of God who was the president.  There wasn’t where you felt like you 

could just walk into an academic administrator’s office and talk to them.  And 

heaven forbid if they would come and talk to the faculty in anything other than a 

formal faculty meeting.  Also, administrative matters were kept secret.  No one 

knew what anyone’s salary was; no one knew what the raises were.  Faculty 

didn't really know how decisions were arrived at.  Things like tenure and 

promotion were done in secret.  We didn’t even know who the members of the 

tenure and promotion committee was who were voting on us.  They were all 



appointed by the dean, and it was never announced who was on the committee.  

So it was I’d have to say, I think an extreme opposite from coming to UNF in 

which all those things were very open and information was usually available.   

JC:  Is that was attracted you to UNF? 

PP:  Well no, what attracted me to UNF was, to be quite honest, I needed the 

job.  I had not gotten tenure at SMU, which obviously colors my perceptions 

about my there.  But there’s a long story behind that and it’s really not necessary 

to rehearse it here, except to say that I know on good authority that it was not a 

fair decision.  And that it was made more on a political basis that didn’t have 

much to do with me.  But had a lot to do with the aspirations of the dean and his 

responses to our department that time.  And I wound up sort of being caught in 

the middle.      

JC:  Were there other opportunities besides UNF? 

PP:  Well yeah I had been offered a position at a couple of other institutions, as a 

matter of fact.  But I had decided at that point that I was going to leave the 

academic world all together.  I was very frustrated and bitter to some extent.  And 

at that time my family was running a business back in our home town Odessa, 

Texas that was doing very well and they actually asked me to come out and join 

them.  And I thought that’s what I would do.  I just basically quit looking for 

positions that I could apply for.  But the closer it came to the end of my  last year 

at SMU, the closer I came to facing the reality of going out and actually beginning 

to  work for my family.  I became more and more dubious about that proposition.  

I began to really have very strong second thoughts about it. Nevertheless, I felt 



like I had agreed to do it, so I quit applying for other jobs and was just waiting for 

the inevitable.   But it turned out that in the year or so in which I had been 

applying for academic jobs, some applications got into the stream which for one 

reason or another institutions had held.  So in January and February of 1983 I 

began getting calls from different institutions asking if I was still available.  One of 

them was from the University of Miami.   Since I had never been to Florida, I said 

that I would come for an interview.  So I came and they indeed offered me a job 

there, which was both pleasing and gratifying.   But I had some concerns about 

the position because the Public Affairs department was in the College of 

Business.  The College of Business down there had gone through four deans in 

about five years.  And I just really couldn’t, didn’t really feel comfortable taking a 

chance with being in a government department that’s sort of an oddity a College 

of Business, and having a high turnover with deans, given what I’d just 

experienced at SMU.  So I turned them down, and made up my mind that I was 

going out to Odessa after all. And then one day, I guess this was in early March 

the, I got a call from Rich Weiner. He asked me if I was still interested in this 

position that I had applied for at the University of North Florida.   I didn’t really 

remember applying for a UNF position.  It was just one of many that I applied for 

the year before. And I said, “Well sure,” and he said, “We'll get back to you.”  

Then two weeks went by, and I heard nothing.  I got upset at that, because I was 

beginning to get really antsy about going back out to Odessa to work, and I didn’t 

see too much more in the way of alternate academic prospects.  So, 

uncharacteristically, I decided to be a little more aggressive and call Rich back 



after about two weeks of not hearing.  So I call him back and he said, “Oh yeah 

we’re just getting ready to go into a meeting in which we’re going to decide who 

we’re going to bring you in for an interview. Would you be interested in coming?”  

I said, “Yes.” So he called me back a day or two later and invited me to come on 

down for the interview.  And so I did.  I came out for the interview and went 

through it, then went back.  I thought I had done well.  Sure enough, within a 

week I got the call from Ed Healy, followed by a letter that offered me the 

position.  I told Ed that I would accept the position.   Ironically, that same week I 

got a call from another institution.  In this case it was the University of Arkansas 

at Little Rock which had a position for an MPA director and asked me if I would 

come for an interview.  That was really attractive to me because it was a lot 

closer to Texas, which I did not want to leave.  And I had friends in Little Rock.   

But I felt since I had already agreed to come to UNF and had a letter of offer on 

the way, I couldn’t just go off and do another interview.  I believed I was obliged 

to come here at that point.  And I didn’t want to go on another interview at that 

point, which might have further confused what was already a very stressful 

situation.  So I declined the interview, and accepted the position here.  I thought 

the terms of the agreement were pretty good.  UNF gave me a much better 

salary than I was making at SMU, and I was appointed as to associate professor, 

although without tenure.  My assignment was director of the MPA program, which 

came with some released time from teaching.  I got credit for three years toward 

tenure, so I would be eligible to apply for tenure here in my second year.  Given 

what my situation had been at SMU, UNF looked like a pretty good deal. 



JC:  This was the fall of ‘83? 

PP:  Yeah.  Yeah, I got here in August of ‘83. 

JC:  And then the freshman had not yet come? 

PP:  Nope. That was the next year. 

JC:  The following year.  What were your impressions of UNF at this time when 

you arrived? 

PP:  Ah well there were several.  These sort of unfolded over a year, so they 

weren’t necessary the very first impressions.  That first impression I had was:  

darn, it rains every day here.  And back in that time it did.  If you might recall, it 

was almost like clockwork to get a thunderstorm 3:00 or 4:00 o’ clock in the 

afternoon, nearly every afternoon in the summer.   

JC:  Monsoon season? 

PP:  Yeah.  You know coming from dry Dallas where rain was always an 

occasion, it was very strange to get everyday. I had to buy an umbrella, which I 

had never done in Dallas. SMU, if you’re unfamiliar with it, is not in downtown 

Dallas but it’s close to downtown Dallas.  It’s equivalent as if it were in Riverside. 

SMU is in a very tony section of Dallas, but also one that’s close to downtown so 

you’re in a completely metropolitan environment.  I think the very first impression 

I had of UNF was when I got up the morning of the interview and Rich and Steve 

DeLue brought me out here.  I was staying at a motel over on University, so we 

drove out along JTB to get to campus.  And we were driving and driving and 

driving and driving and driving, and all I could see were open fields with cattle 

and patches of woods.  And I actually said, “Where is this place?”  It seemed to 



me it was virtually uninhabited.  I was astounded.  I even mentioned to Laura 

before she got here that around what I considered to be a major intersection, 

which was the intersection of JTB and 115, which in Dallas would have been 

completely covered with buildings,  there was nothing but sand dunes.  And you 

could drive from here to Saint Augustine on A1A and see available beach front 

property.  I thought that Florida was like Miami--that it was wall to wall condos 

from the state line to the Keys.   I was really surprised to find how rural and 

undeveloped relatively speaking it was up here.  My impression was that Jax was 

much more rural, less urban city than I had thought it was. On the map, it looked 

like a huge city.   I didn’t consider its relatively small size a negative, just 

different, very different from Washington, Houston and Dallas, all of which were 

huge metropolitan highly urbanized areas.  Another thing that was different, and 

was odd to me, was the mixed department.  Some faculty were teaching three 

hour courses and some courses were four hour courses.  The other thing that 

you might recall I’m sure was that the Venture program had shut down 

essentially by the time I got here.  But there were still a lot of the venture courses 

in the catalog, and some of them were still being taught.  It took we a while to 

sort understand what venture courses were, and why we had people in the 

department like Jane Decker, who had a degree in political science and theatre.  

Ultimately, I came to understand that this was an interdisciplinary institution and 

that people had been hired for their interdisciplinary specializations.  This was 

different from the department at SMU, which was very traditional. You didn’t see 

much interdisciplinary action there; in fact, none.  So, it was an interesting thing 



to adjust to, to have people and colleagues and departments who not only were 

in different areas of the same discipline, but were in different disciplines all 

together.  Another thing which began to dawn on me slowly was the impact of 

having a faculty union and shared governance, which represented the notion that 

the university should be run democratically.  This was about 180 degrees 

opposite of my experience at SMU.   At UNF, the faculty had a voice and actually 

got together on a regular basis and were able to do things like address questions 

directly to the UNF president.   I was very impressed by that.  And then I guess 

the final thing, which again developed over time, and which was a negative 

aspect, was the degree of uncivil relations in the department.  Faculty in the 

department were not happy and people were often angry at each other.  As far 

as I could tell, faculty governance and a faculty union didn’t seem make people 

feel much better about their circumstances. There was a lot of bad feeling and 

pettiness, and what I considered to be questionable behavior.  Some behavior 

was nonprofessional in a lot of respects, and that was very different from my 

department at SMU which was much more professional. I mean there was a 

certain amount of idle gossip and backbiting, as there always is in an academic 

departments but my department at SMU was very collegial and professionalized 

compared to the kind of cowboy mentality that seemed to be evident at UNF.             

JC:  Tell me about their MPA program?  What size, what orientation did it have? 

PP:  Okay, at the time I got here the UNF MPA program had been without any 

leadership for about a year at least.  There had been nobody. 

JC:  Who had done it initially? 



PP: Bob Whelan.  Bob Whelan had been the very first director of the MPA 

program which when it started in ‘78.  He had gone on to New Orleans, the 

University of New Orleans.  He had left UNF the year before and the MPA 

position just sort of had lain fallow for a year an when I came in and picked up 

the threads.  it had been sort of semi-run by Steve DeLue and Rich Weiner in 

terms of getting the courses and so forth scheduled.  But there was clearly not 

much focus and the program was adrift.  And I think that the students felt like it 

was adrift too.  By the time I got here, I recall the program had about 30 or 35 

students.   A good many of the program's courses had been allocated to the 

College of Business.   I was given to understand that that was a result of the 

political negotiations that had been necessary to get the program established in 

the first place.  That they had to agree to have the some of the courses taught by 

the College of Business so that they wouldn’t have to hire many extra faculty in 

the College of Arts and Sciences.  And so the first couple of years, really about 

the first decade of the program, we had an extensive relationship with the 

College of Business in terms of them offering our courses.  I would say probably 

about half of our core courses at least, and a number of the electives as well, 

were basically handled by the College of Business.  This meant I had to depend 

on their scheduling and their personnel, and had no real input in how they made 

decisions about who was going to do what over there.   

JC:  What sort of courses did they teach? 

PP:  They taught the organization theory course, they taught the public finance 

course, they taught the personal management course and maybe a couple of 



others, but it’s been so long now that I forget.  But they did teach a number of our 

MPA core courses over there. 

JC:  You had a fair number of adjuncts, did you not? People like Dick Bowers 

and Ed Austin? 

PP: Well as far as I know, Ed Austin was not an adjunct during the time that I 

was there.  Dick Bowers was for awhile, but we didn’t have many adjuncts 

because we didn’t offer many MPA courses.  We would offer maybe three or four 

a semester.  The persons in the department that taught the MPA courses would 

have been Jane, Buford, and me for the most part.  Rich and Tom didn’t really 

teach in the MPA program on any regular basis, so for the most part the program 

kind of a three-person program, as far as faculty commitment was concerned. 

JC:  I don’t know much about what comprises a MPA but is it focused, or was 

your focus on concepts that applied to local government or state government or 

national government? 

PP:  It was generic, Jim.  I wouldn’t say it had a particular focus.  It was a core 

curriculum that touched on what you would consider to be core competencies in 

public administration.  No matter what level a person worked in government, if 

you have supervisory or management responsibilities, you have to deal with  

budgets, personnel, administration--that sort of thing.  Statistics, methods and 

some evaluation policy and analysis, and program evaluation are applicable at all 

levels of government.  But no, it didn’t have a particular focus as such.    

JC:  Did it change much over the 10 years that you ran it?  Conceptually or is it 

still pretty much a generic program?     



PP:  I was MPA director from 1983 to approximately 1989. 

JC:  Six years? 

PP:  Yeah.  And what was going on during that time of course was that the 

university was tearing itself apart.  I mean there was a great deal of tension and 

conflict in the university and a constant parade of administrative change. One of 

the consequences of this was that eventually Rich went up to be Acting Dean.  

And I became Acting Chair while he was being Acting Dean.  That was in '87.  

For a couple of years I was trying to handle the responsibilities of both chair and 

remain as the MPA director.  That didn’t work out very well.  Eventually, I passed 

the MPA directorship off to Phil Twogood.  Phil left after two years to go to the 

Florida legislature as a staff member. Henry Thomas, who arrived in 1989, then 

took the position.  He served in it until 1996, when he became chair.  Ted 

Stumm, then became the director.  I returned to the position in 2000, and am still 

serving in that role. 

JC:  Did the MPA program get accredited like MBA programs? 

PP:   Yes, but this is another long story.  One of the ambitions I had on arrival 

was that the MPA program should be nationally accredited.  When I was at SMU, 

NASPAA – The National Association of Schools and Public Affairs 

Administration- had decided that it was going to be the accrediting body for 

programs in public affairs and public administration, and had gone through 

whatever steps necessary to go through to get itself certified as the accrediting 

body.  They had accomplished that by ‘82/’83.  At SMU, the MPA Director, Jay 

Starling, who interestingly later came to Florida and last time I had heard from 



him was working in Florida state government, said we need to be in the first wave 

of accredited programs.  So we went through the experience at SMU of getting 

NASPAA accreditation.  Accreditation didn’t save the program there.  The Dean 

didn’t like the MPA program and the year after I left terminated it.  Just sort of 

arbitrarily said that’s it, we’re not doing that anymore.   But going through 

accreditation at SMU put the thought in my head this is a good thing to do. This is 

a way for small programs to get recognition.  Unfortunately, the problem I 

encountered when I got to UNF was that we didn’t meet the criteria for 

accreditation, particularly in the area of the number of faculty members.  We 

didn't have the minimum number required, and that was problem number one.  

Problem number two was that as far as I could tell no one in the administration 

was all that interested in whether we were accredited or not, given that there 

were some costs involved.  I did convince them to pay at some point the cost for 

joining NASPAA, but I got no particular support for the project of undertaking 

NASPAA accreditation during the time that McCray was here.  That accreditation 

idea picked up steam, however, when Adam Herbert took over as president in 

1989.  Adam was, during the time he was here served for one or two years as 

the President of NASPAA. 

 I think he was somewhat embarrassed by the fact that our program was not a 

NASPAA accredited program.  So he said this was going to be one of our 

priorities.  Well good, but that didn’t necessarily give us what we needed; 

because the sudden interest in accreditation coincided with a new budgetary 

crisis.  This was the one that went basically from about ’89 to ’91 or ’92.    We 



didn’t hire, we didn’t get raises and that sort of thing.  So I’m sure Adam Herbert 

had other things on his mind.  So it wasn’t until about I guess ’93 or ’94 that we 

began looking at this seriously again and making the argument that we really 

needed to get this done.  And I think he was supportive.   The way we did it was 

we divorced ourselves from the College of Business, and over time got all of 

those College of Business courses out of our curriculum.  We began hiring more 

faculty members, because by that time we had broken off from sociology had 

become a separate department.  We became the Department of Political Science 

and Public Administration in 1991.  I was named Chair of that department, 

moving over from the position I was occupying as interim chair of the old Political 

Science and Sociology Department.  On the MPA side, my job was (a) to hire a 

faculty and (b) to get that faculty directed toward doing what we needed to do to 

get accreditation.  There were again some challenges.  It took us a while, but we 

were pretty well ready by ‘96/’97 and did go for accreditation.  We did a program 

review in ’97, had the site visit, and got the program accredited in ’98.  Ted 

Stumm, who had taken over as MPA Director was the leader on that project.  So 

you might say it took darn near 15 years from the time I got here with the notion 

that we should be accredited until the time we actually got accredited. That’s how 

long it took.  But I think the more relevant part of that would be the period from 

about 1990 to 1998 when we were a department, and we had support from the 

administration for getting the necessary faculty in place.  But it still took eight 

years to do it; but we did do it.    So we have been accredited for eight years.  We 

went through reaccredidation last year and were found in compliance with the 



national standards.  So we’ve now been nationally accredited twice. I think that 

we’ve got that issue nailed down.  The university has since taken the position 

that if a program can be accredited, if there’s a national accrediting body,  then 

the university will support a program trying to earn that accreditation.   While I 

can’t say they were overwhelmingly supportive in this last round,   I suppose they 

were supportive enough for us to get it done.    

JC:  When you first came here, Jane Decker was running the Institute for Local 

Government.  Is that what it was called?  

PP:  Yes, she was the director.  It was called the Center for Local Government.  

JC:  Center for Local Government.  She left a couple of years and apparently it 

was quite a thriving operation in terms of training? 

PP:  Yes it was.  

JC:  Of municipal employees? 

PP:  She actually didn’t leave until ’90.  She left in 1990. 

JC:  Okay.  So she ran it through the ’80’s? 

PP:  Yeah. Very successfully.  Jane worked hard to establish local government 

connections, and these were very beneficial in terms of creating support for the 

Center's training and applied research efforts.  We had a lot of fun working on 

those activities during the 80's, in spite of the turmoil at the university. 

JC:  What happened to it after she left? 

PP:  Well after Jane left, the next person in line for Center director, in terms of 

interest, background and seniority was Gary Matson. So he was appointed to 

direct it.  He lasted a year.  Again I don’t want to say anything negative about 



Gary, but apparently he just didn’t quite have the personality for or interest in 

dealing with folks here at the local level.  Or maybe it was his managerial style.   

I’m not quite sure what it was, but the Center just imploded.  Basically, I think 

what he tried to do was make it much more academic.  Jane’s orientation was try 

to pitch it down to the level of the folks who were here and their level of 

experience and interest, which were of at the good ole boy sort.  Gary tried to 

elevate it and brought in these national speakers of very high academic rank.  

They had very good academic credentials but they tended to deliver theoretical 

papers, like they were at an academic conference.  And you know the local guys 

weren’t interested in hearing that stuff.  

 So that didn’t work out very well.   The next person to take the position was Jim 

Seroka.  He had arrived in '90 or '91, and soon took over the Center. Another 

interesting set of experiences ensued.  Jim’s  strong suit was Eastern European 

studies, and he was able to funnel quite a bit of grant work through the Center for 

Local Government, because the war in the Balkans that was going on at that 

time.  

When Jane was directing the Center for Local Government, it was partially 

but substantially funded by an entity called the Institute of Government.  This was 

set up by the State of Florida and directed by a fellow by the name of Scott Daly, 

who apparently had extremely good relations with the legislature.   The mission 

of the Institute of Government was to support local campus units in providing 

training and research support for local governments.   And they provided some 

tens of thousands of dollars of support, usually in the form of salary dollars for 



staff,  for the local centers.  Jane got along pretty well with Scott because she did 

the things that he wanted to have done, which was to emphasize training and 

facilitation for local government.  She was good at that sort of applied mission, 

and built  a good reputation and credibility with the local government.  The only 

thing that really was a problem between Scott and Jane was that Scott wanted all 

the local affiliates to be known as the Institute of Government.  Jane for a variety 

of reasons resisted that.  But when Seroka got here he was less resistant to the 

change, and said okay we’ll change it to the Institute of Government.  So, the 

Center for Local Government became the Institute of Government at the 

University of North Florida, and was more clearly identified as an affiliate of the  

state Institute of Government.  So that’s where the transition occurred.   

To very briefly summarize this period, Jim was another sort of 

controversial person who didn’t necessarily make friends wherever he went.  And 

he eventually came to an irreconcilable disagreement with Scott Daly over the 

employment policies of the center here at UNF.  Finally Scott Daly came over 

here personal and told  the A&S Dean--Lou Radonovich--that he was  going to 

withdraw the state subsidy money if Seroka wasn’t removed as the director of the 

center.  This put the Dean Radonovich into a bit of a quandary because he 

recognized that Seroka was one of the few faculty members in A&S at that time 

who had been consistently getting grants.  And obviously that was very important 

in an institution in which not many grants are gotten. So he didn’t want to you 

know kill the goose that laid the golden egg, but he didn't want to give up the 

money from Scott Daley either.  So his compromise was that there would be a 



new center created; this would be like the Florida Center for Policy, I think was 

what it was called. Seroka would run the new center, and the Institute of 

Government would then go over to another faculty member and would continue 

to be funded by the Institute of Government.  Terry Bowen, who had arrived at 

the department in early 90s was appointed director.  This was the situation for a 

couple more years.  We had two parallel centers running out of department 

space, without adequate room for either, much less both.  Eventually, the 

Institute of Government office moved over to the University Center, while the 

Center for Policy worked out of a converted conference room in Building 11.  I 

was chairperson through all of this, and had to deal with a lot of unpleasant 

circumstances.   Eventually, unfortunately Scott Daly became seriously ill and 

passed away.  After his demise, the Institute of Government was given to Florida 

State University, and no longer functioned as an independent unit of the state.  

Florida State took on the attitude of why are we supporting all of these local 

chapters?  We need to spend the money here.  And so they cut some, including 

the UNF center.  And so it was defunded. 

JC:  And went away? 

PP: No, it hung on for a couple more years.  By that time, Adam Herbert who had 

gone from being University President to being Chancellor of the system had lost 

his job due to the elimination of the State University System and the Board of 

Governors and the Chancellor’s Office, but he wound up with a very comfortable 

position out of it.  He was named director of a new Florida Center for Public and 

International Policy. This was initially well-funded and was set up over in the 



Auchter Building, where Adam rented quite a bit of plush office space.  It lasted 

about two years until Adam left to go to the University of  

JC:  Indiana 

PP:  Right Indiana.  That left the Florida Center hanging.  UNF administration 

divided its funding out among several different centers. The Institute of 

Government got some of it but also got a new name.  It became the Florida 

Center for Public and International Policy, and Henry Thomas ran it after Terry 

Bowen got killed in a vehicle accident.  It functioned under that title for about two 

years. Unfortunately, the successor Florida Center was never able to generate 

any significant external funding.  Once Herbert left, the state withdrew the 

funding.  It was funded internally by the university for a couple of years. Then 

apparently the administration took a careful look and said, well you know they’re 

running in the red, no money is coming in for doing this, and we don’t really need 

to be supporting this.  So, the funding was stopped, and the Center lost all of its 

staff and its space.  It still exists in name, and Henry Thomas is still listed in the 

catalog as the Director of the Florida Center for International and Public Policy 

but there is no institutional place for it.  There’s no office.  There’s no staff.  If it 

were me, I would just take it off the books and be done with it.  But, in truth I don't 

think anyone cares enough about to go to the trouble.  

JC:  This is a program that your wife worked for? 

PP:  Yeah that’s true. She worked for that center.. 

JC:  And what happened to Seroka center? 

PP:  It disappeared when he left UNF.  He left after the new chairperson was 



appointed in 1996.  I served as chairperson from 1991 to 1996 and had 

supported Jim's operation through all of these changes I have been describing. I 

supported him for the same reason Dean Radonovich supported him--he brought 

in grants, which helped support the department.  After 1996, I think that Jim saw 

that he wasn’t going to make much headway in the department with having an 

independent center, and he wasn't going to be chosen as chairperson of the 

department.  So he found another job.  He became the director of the Auburn 

University equivalent of the Institute of Government.  I’m not sure the exact title; it 

was a step up because the Auburn unit serves the whole state of Alabama.  

JC:  I really appreciate this digression because the centers had a convoluted 

history and I didn’t understand it and I know in ‘70’s and ‘80’s, it was one of the 

college's most substantial community oriented efforts.   

PP:  No question. 

JC:  And but then again, it was trying to under Henry in the years when Laura 

worked for it and was building again but didn’t having the funding resources to 

make a go of it.     

PP:  Well, that is related to the skills of the person who runs it.  I mean in a local 

environment you really got to have good relations with the local power structure.  

And I think Jane Decker did that.  Jane had an interesting personality and was 

the sort of person who was very engaging at different levels and knew how to 

adjust her approach to make people comfortable and to find ways in which they 

could become supportive.  And I think that’s a real skill and she practiced it.  I 

don’t think that anyone who was in that position after her who had that skill to any 



particular degree.   My wife, who worked for the Florida Center for a couple of 

years, does have it, and had worked for the City of Jacksonville.  She had a lot of 

good contacts, but was never able to get the Center tied back into the city 

government.   And it shows in that there really wasn't much support.  Another 

factor was that in the Godbold administration, which was the one that Jane had 

the best relationships with,  was also interested in and committed to the activities 

of the Center for Local Government.  Subsequent administrations, like the 

Hazouri administration were somewhat interested,  but less so.  After the Hazouri 

administration, we had change of parties in city government.   I suspect, although 

can't prove, that the Republicans who came in weren’t interested in having much 

to do with initiatives that belonged to Democratic mayors.  That’s somewhat 

speculative but it really went down hill at that point.  I mean that relationship 

between the city and the Center.    

JC:  Probably a combination of who at that time was running the institute, Seroka 

or whoever and combined with the Austin administration.  Though it’s interesting 

Lex Hester was Chief Administrator Officer and he’s been under Tanzler when 

Jane first began it but that’s another story.  Ah tell me about the experiences as 

chair or can you say that without too many x-rated words? 

PP:  The fact that you asked that question for those who will be hearing this--if 

anyone ever does--will probably never quite understand the situation.  But we did 

have a very conflicted department.  We had particularly Professor Tom Mongar, 

who was semi-legendary here at UNF for his ability to be a thorn in the side of, at 

one time or another, of virtually everyone in administration, and many in the 



faculty as well.  I won’t go into speculations about Tom’s psychology, but let’s just 

say that behaviorally he was an extremely combative individual who tended to 

look for the worst in everything.  He seemed to be constantly suspicious that 

almost any administrative decision or administrative initiative was somehow 

aimed at undoing him or forcing him out of his job.  And consequentially he would 

respond quite aggressively.  His combativeness and suspicions made it very 

difficult to get things done in the department.   He was constantly lobbying and 

proselytizing his fellow faculty members to present a united front against the 

administration; whoever the administration happened to be. He also had an 

unpleasant talent for character assassination. 

JC:  Well let me interrupt and ask, you had some strong solid people in the 

department like Rich for a while, and Jane and yourself and others, was there no 

way to isolate the disruptive member? 

PP:  Well he was isolated to some extent, because people didn't much care for 

him, and it was risky to work with him, because he was likely to turn on you. The 

way that I survived the years of being chair with him in the department was that 

he more or less gave up on making any inroads in the department.  The newer 

faculty,who did not share the history or the culture of the "old UNF," by and large 

avoided him.  So, he made most of his efforts at the college or the university 

level. 

JC:  Particularly with the union? 

PP:  Yeah, yeah.  He was union president for several years during the time I was 

chair. We  had surprisingly normal relations.  One year was pretty bad, but 



surprisingly normal relations with him after I became chair because he apparently 

realized that in department at that time he simply had no support; consequently, 

it was very difficult for him to get people going.  Earlier in the time that I was here, 

before I became chair in the ‘80’s, there were people who were in the department 

that because of their own fears or in pursuit of their own agendas found it useful 

to align with Tom, or to use Tom as a stalking horse. They were trying to get 

certain agendas achieved but either didn't want to take responsibility or were just 

not very effective.   If they could persuade Tom that he had some interest in the 

matter, or was in some way threatened by it, the effect was like pulling the pin on 

a hand grenade, throwing it into a room and closing the door.  You could get him 

going and he would just go in and wreck the place.  People figured out they could 

use him in certain ways, and they would. 

JC:  And there’s no way or there was no justification for challenging his tenure. 

PP:  No way. 

JC:  That’s kind of a difficult issue in terms of a university with a tenure system.  If 

a faculty member is so disruptive are there grounds for firing?   

PP:  Well that’s, when you have a union in the picture. It becomes much more 

difficult because you can’t fire someone just on the grounds that you don’t like 

them. You have to have specific misdeeds.  There does need to be protection 

from arbitrary administrative actions. 

JC:  Right. 

PP:  You have to have specific things that someone has done that are clearly 

enunciated somewhere as being unacceptable.  But Tom was always careful to 



not do things that would documentable in terms of meeting the criteria for 

dismissal. His stuff was always along the line of protecting academic freedom; 

which as you know is notoriously mushy.  It is always difficult, however, to get 

other faculty members to agree to discipline a faculty member if the situation can 

be presented as one with implications for academic freedom, because we all 

value that protection.  We’re all afraid that administrative power could be used 

against us.  Tom was clever and was careful for the most part to keep things in 

the context of academic freedom or questions about whether the rules were 

explicit, and that sort of thing.  So it was very difficult.  I tried once or twice to 

write negative faculty evaluations for him, and that turned out to be more trouble 

than it was worth.  I can assure you. And you know after a while the position of 

the university all the way from the top down was we’re just going to have to put 

up with this guy because there’s no real way to get him out of here.  And ah I’m 

sure if he had ever miscued they probably would have found a way, but Tom was 

careful in that respect because his position was they’re always out to get me; so 

I’m always going to cover myself and not do something that would put them in a 

position where somebody can remove me from the job.  Obviously, it was in his 

interest to serve as union president, which gave him some authority on matters of 

conditions of work, and provided additional protection.  Any action against him 

could be represented as an attempt to undermine the union. 

JC:  When did he retire?  Do you know? 

PP:  He retired right after we moved over to building 10; that would have been in 

1998. He was ill for a while, and there was a period of about two years in which 



he went off to become state faculty union president.  That didn’t last too long.  I 

think he got leave for a year. He became ill in this time, had some medical leave.  

Anyway, he was out for about two years and never really came back.  I would 

say he left the department in pr in '96 or '97 as a real functioning member . He 

retired,  I believe in ’98  or '99, but he really wasn’t a factor in the department 

much after the time I stepped down from being chair.  I think that basically he 

was pretty much out of the picture by the next year.  We moved over to building 

10 from building 11 in 1998 and we never had an office for him in our new 

building. 

JC:  When would you say that the department settled down? 

PP:  Ah it began settling substantially after I left being chair.  And I would say the 

turning point came about the time that we moved over to building 10; which again 

was in ’98.  By that time we had had several resignations; Seroka was gone and 

Tom Mongar was gone. Gary Matson was gone and a couple of others that also 

created some problems for us in the ‘90’s with one thing or another. And getting 

a new physical location really helped a lot.  It helped everybody’s morale to be in 

building 10, because it was much nicer than what we had in building 11.  And the 

collegial aspects of the department jelled a lot more in that setting than it had 

seemed to in the other building.  We also got away from the remainder of the 

sociology department, which helped to foster a real separation. 

JC:  Physical separation? 

PP:  Yeah, between those departments, they begin to have their own 

identification a little more clearly.  Because as long as we were still basically in 



the same place we had been it seemed like that there were times the department 

really hadn’t split.  Now I date the era of good feelings from 1998. 

JC:  So the last ten years have been pretty good for you? 

PP:  Yeah.  It’s been excellent.  I don't want this to be taken as being some sort 

of attack on the character of various colleagues. But, it would be a falsehood to 

talk about the period from '83 to '98 without reporting the reality of how much 

time and energy were devoted to dealing with the issues involving these 

individuals.  Obviously, they would all have their version of the events of these 

days, but no one who was not here can really appreciate what it was like.  Most 

of the "old guys"--the faculty members who were here in '83 when I arrived--are 

gone from the institution now. The struggles of that time are just quaint, and I am 

sure not very interesting, stories to the many new faculty we have.  But for those 

of us who had to live through them, there was a great deal of unpleasantness.   

JC:  Over the period of 25 years that you’ve been here, have there been 

conceptual changes within the disciplines of political science or public 

administration?  One thing that comes to my mind is I don’t know if you ever 

taught peace studies before you came here? 

PP:  No.  

JC:  Are there other ways that the discipline has changed in terms of classroom 

education and students. 

PP:  Well, obviously one major change that’s that took place in the ‘90’s was the 

emergence of the Internet.  And here at UNF, a huge change was  the 

emergence of electronic mail and other technologies.  We have Blackboard.  You 



might recall that there were a couple of years it which it was uncertain as to what 

the university courseware was going to be before we settled in the late ‘90’s on 

Blackboard.  This has made a huge difference I think in terms of the way that 

faculty operate in the classroom and in terms of the sort of resources that are 

easily available to students.  The ‘90’s were interesting in this respect because 

the university was engaged in making the transition from the old main frame 

days, and grappling with all of the new demands for technology.  I was very 

interested in the Internet by 1994, and one was one of the first faculty here in 

tarts and sciences to set up my own web page.   You had to do all the coding 

yourself.  We really hadn’t gotten to the situation where there was much help 

from the computer people in doing that.  As a matter of fact I might just add that 

in passing that it wasn’t until 1989 that the university decided that each faculty 

member would receive a desktop computer.  Prior to that time if you had a 

computer, it was either your own personal computer, or one that you might have 

bought from a grant, or you were an administrator.  The university itself did not 

allocate funding for individual personal computers in offices for faculty members.  

We did not get that until 1989, which is when they made the decision to go 

ahead. 

JC:  How much later would that would that have then been at some other 

universities? 

PP:  Probably anywhere from three to five years. 

JC:  So the early ‘80’s was when personal computers came out and I know Len 

Lipkin in his interview talked about the frustration of not being able to, math 



professors not being able to get personal computers.   

PP:  Yeah I had one.  I bought my own.  I got my first one in the spring of 1983 

and I brought it here with me.   I was the only one in the department with the ah 

exception of Joque Soskis who had bought a couple through a grant.   After I had 

been here a year or so, Jane Decker bought for the Center for Local Government 

an IBM 286--cutting edge technology at the time.  It cost $10,000! 

JC:  Oh 

PP:  A color monitor and you know probably it had 512K of RAM and a 20-

megabyte hard disk.  We could hardly believe our luck.  When Jane got it she 

told me, “Well I’ve got it.   Now you need to show me how to use it.” <Laughter>   

I had a Commodore 64, but an IBM 286 was in another realm.  I had no idea how 

to make an IBM do anything.   I’ll never forget when we got Word Perfect.  Jane 

asked, “What kind of word processor should we get?” I said, “I’ve heard about 

this one called Word Perfect that’s supposed to be really good.”  So she spent 

$395 for a copy of it. 

 We installed it, but I had no idea how to make it function correctly.  We couldn't 

make changes to spacing or indentations, and it was so embarrassing because I 

had no idea.  Finally, after messing with it for a while,  I discovered that Word 

Perfect had something called hidden codes, and if you turned them on you could 

see what all the formatting codes were, and you could eliminate or change them 

and so forth.  And that was a revelation.  We spent three to four weeks messing 

around with documents we could never get formatted because we could never 

get the misplaced codes out.  Ah so that’s how naïve we were.    



JC:  What prompted the university to finally provide computers for faculty? 

PP:  It was faculty pressure; faculty and chairs pressure.  We began complaining 

long and loud.  Actually, what happened first, at least in the College of Arts and 

Science, was that Dean Ed Healy was finally persuaded in 1986 that each 

department should have a computer.  So in 1986 our department got a computer 

which was used primarily by the secretary for word processing.  When I became 

interim chair in the fall of ’87, I didn’t have one in my office.   I actually bought 

one that November on my own dime.    It was the first IBM type computer that I 

had.  I thought I needed it to be able to work with the university systems.   And 

there was still a nearly two years before the administration decided they would 

buy computers for all the faculty.  We got ours in late fall of '89.  I remember 

trying to get them installed over the Christmas break, because I wanted the 

faculty to be able to use them. Some did, however, most did not.   

JC:  You also served on the university technology committee? 

PP:  Yeah I did that for several years. 

JC:  This was during the ‘90’s?   

PP:  During the ‘80’s. 

JC:  During the ‘80’s? 

PP:  More in the ‘80’s than the ‘90’s.  Actually I served most of the ‘80’s.  Rich 

Weiner appointed me to it.  When Rich was interim dean, from 1987 to 1989, I 

suppose that I was the person he could trust to represent the college.  So I got 

named as the college representative on the technology committee or whatever it 

was or called at that time.  And when Afesa Adams replaced Rich, she just 



continued the appointment.  And I think I stayed pretty much in that position.  

Eventually I got elected by the Faculty Association to the technology committee.  

So I had a lot to do in those days when some of these decisions; worked for Ken 

Martin a lot because he at that time was head of the computer sciences. 

JC:  Yeah.   

PP:  Part of the university, whatever they called it back in those days. 

JC:  The Division of Computer Science.  

PP:  Yeah.   

JC:   Once you left the department chairmanship where did your professional 

focus; what direction did it go? 

PP:  Well I had begun during the time I was chair to develop an interest in 

Darwinian approaches to human behavior.  I was essentially educating myself in 

that area.  I spent a lot of time talking to Sam Kimball who had a shared interest 

in Darwinian ideas. Eventually,  I was ready to offer a couple of courses. I offered 

a course called "Politics and the Life Sciences" in the Honors program for a 

couple of years, then developed a course called "Evolution, Society and Policy" 

for the department.  That course is still being offered.   I would say the interest in 

Darwinism is probably the main new direction for me because really anything, 

anything else that I teach these days or was pretty much stuff that I was involved  

in the ‘80’s.  That’s the only kind of new area that I’ve added over this time.  It’s 

taken longer to begin making inroads that I would have anticipated back in the 

early ‘90’s but it’s becoming more and more evident in many of the academic 

disciplines that Darwinian approaches are becoming quite pronounced in the 



social sciences now. I believe this is just the beginning. 

JC:  Explain what you mean by Darwinian approach? 

PP: This is the application of the Darwinian evolutionary model as an approach to 

understanding human behavior. There are a number of different names that have 

been applied to this effort.  Back in the ‘70’s it was called sociobiology.  Later it 

became human behavioral ecology, evolutionary psychology and any number of 

other terms, but basically it’s the notion that human behavior has an important 

genetic component.  The simplest version is that human behaviors are 

importantly influenced by genetic factors; not determined but influenced by 

genetic factors; in contrast to the long standing assumption in social sciences 

that all behavior is determined environmentally.  Sociobiology sort of moved 

upward from looking at animal studies to looking at humans.  No one cared much 

about it when it looked at how ants behaved.  But when E.O. Wilson and others 

began to apply the same kind of models to human behavior, it became very 

controversial.  But really sociobiology is innocent and naïve of any particular 

political agenda.  What it claims is that species behave the way they do because 

of their evolutionary history and development.  The evolutionary history of a 

species is in some important senses encoded into their genes.  These genes 

express themselves in the construction of an organism's neural system, which 

then mediates the organism's morphology and behavior.  The controversial 

aspect is that this same mechanism works to shape human behavior. Humans in 

the Darwinian viewpoint got here the same way every other species got here, 

through the process of natural selection. That process is universal, so humans 



are not exempt from the constraints of our particular evolutionary history.  Ah and 

so that’s what that is about.  What’s evolution about? What’s natural selection 

about?  The answer is natural selection is about survival and reproduction, so 

humans ultimately behave in ways that on average benefit the chances for 

members of our society to survive and reproduce, that is, to achieve fitness in the 

Darwinian sense.     

JC:  Survival of the fittest? 

PP:  Well most Darwinians will run the other way when they hear that.  There’s a 

sense in which that’s correct but there’s also a sense in which it’s incorrect.  

There’s a sense that people normally understand it, but Darwinists reject.  What 

survival of the fittest is really a term applied more to the ideas of Social Darwin 

than it is in terms of scientific Darwinism. 

JC:  Oh really? 

PP:  Neo-scientific, neo-Darwinianism.  Let me try that again, neo-Darwinism.    

JC:  But you say survival of the? 

PP:  Well fittest would mean. . . 

JC:  No.  Put aside the fittest word and what you were saying? 

PP:  Survival and reproduction.  The engine of natural selection is reproduction.  

So in the Darwinian view, or as I tell my students when you get in the Darwinian 

box, what you have to do is to view behavior as essentially being related to 

enhancing the chances for reproduction.   Richard Dawkins his argument about 

"selfish" genes is about the competition amongst genes to reproduce 

themselves.  It’s not a conscious competition, but it’s the way natural selection 



works. The genes that manage to create phenotypes that are more successful at 

reproduction are more likely to get themselves reproduced.  So over time what 

drives the whole mechanism of life is the genetic imperative to be reproduced.  

JC:  It overlaps with biology and sociology and psychology. 

PP: Oh yeah, yeah. 

JC:  Very much so.  Maybe let’s shift focus and you used the phrase early in this 

interview about hard times in the ‘80’s and I can’t remember the exact term you 

used. I guess it was pretty destructive on campus.  What was going on in the 

‘80’s from your perspective that you found disruptive?  

PP:  Well I think at the time that I got here there was certainly some tension 

within the university; which I was not entirely clear about what the sources of it 

were.  But as I came to learn, it was apparently--his is hearsay because I didn’t 

experience this--that the university had gone through a transition about the time 

that the first UNF president, Tom Carpenter, left.  And that Andrew Robinson had 

become interim president. Many people thought he should become the 

permanent president, and he applied for the position.  But for whatever reason he 

didn’t get it.  And instead the Board of Governors hired Curtis McCray, who many 

people apparently felt was not up to the job. My relationships with President 

McCray were always good ones.  He was president when I got here and I got 

along well with him.  I liked the man as well as I knew him, but it seemed that 

many people didn’t.  I was never entirely clear about the reasons for that but 

apparently some of it was that they didn’t feel he was legitimately the person who 

should be president.  Or that he was the tool of outside interests,  people who 



didn’t have the interests of the campus in mind. But McCray came in with an 

agenda to grow the university, because the state had increasing numbers of 

students coming into the university system and they needed to be 

accommodated throughout the system.  I had not problem with growth, but it 

appeared to me there was a substantial number of faculty who were quite 

content to maintain the University of North Florida, as some reporter put it, “the 

little liberal arts college in the woods”.  

JC: <Laughter> 

PP:  This was not a very large university when I arrived.  It was a upper division 

university.  Faculty had a pretty good deal from the point of view of their workload 

and so forth.  It wasn’t a publish or perish kind of place.  Things proceeded at a 

pretty leisurely pace.  And what people seemed to be afraid of was that  pushing 

to make the university grow was going to alter its nature in some significant way.  

McCray and his choice for Provost, John Bardo, were the agents who were 

selected to bring about the change.  Some felt that it was incumbent to resist that 

attempt. So a part of the tension of the ‘80’s was resistance to the university 

growing and becoming more professionalized.  This meant to some extent 

departmentalized.  Faculty had first been hired to be interdisciplinary.  The whole 

notion of departments was apparently not much of a factor in the first decade or 

so of the institution.  So in the 80s, there were institutional cultural changes afoot.   

As near as I could tell, the idea was that UNF was going to become more like 

other universities.  And there just seemed to be a lot of resistance to doing that.  

And because there was a faculty union and because there was a faculty 



association, there were instruments available to the faculty--more so than at 

many institutions--to collectively resist unwelcome changes rather than just 

individually complaining about them.  Efforts were made to use those capabilities 

to do that.  And so you know provosts in the ‘80’s ran into the proverbial buzz 

saw.  John Bardo and then Ken Martin, even Alan Ling in the early ’90’s 

encountered tremendous opposition from the faculty if they attempted to change 

the way the university operated.  Become more, what I would consider to be 

more professionalized, a little less liberal arts.  And I know, I’m not saying that 

that’s good or bad, it just seemed to be that was what the fighting was all about.         

JC:  I knew those changes were taking place but I was not aware of the hostility 

to them that you’re describing.   

PP:  Well, my views may be colored by my relationship with Rich Weiner, which 

was a close one.  Rich and I were good friends.  And when Bardo came and Ed 

Healy was displaced as dean, Rich was selected to be interim dean.  And I don’t 

really know the sources for this, but I can report that there was at least on Rich’s 

end, significant enmity between him and Bardo.  He just did not like John Bardo.  

He didn’t like anything that he was trying to do. This is the literal truth.  When we 

had chairs meetings when Rich was dean, he would come in and sit down AT the 

table and say, “Bardo said we have to do A, B, C, and D.”  And he would 

describe what these were then say, “We’re not going to do any of those things”.  

This was uncomfortable for the chairs. What were we supposed to do?  The 

provost has said we’re going to do this.  The dean has said,  no we’re not.   

Chairs are caught in the middle.  And so the level of animosity and discomfort 



was just palpable.          

JC:  Can you give me an example of some of the things that Bardo wanted that 

Rich did not want? 

PP:  Rich, although he was not necessarily systematic about quantitative 

matters, perceived correctly--as did other deans later on--that the College of Arts 

and Sciences was not getting its share of university resources relative to the 

enrollments it produced. But more importantly, I think Rich and Bardo just could 

not effectively communicate with each other. There values were probably 

irreconcilable.  Here’s a little Bardo anecdote; the first opportunity that Bardo had 

to meet the faculty of Arts and Sciences was during one of our Arts and Sciences 

faculty meetings which took place twice a year – fall and spring, so normally the 

new vice president, academic vice president was invited to address that group.  

So here it is and you know it was pretty crowded that day.  All of what I 

considered to be the gray eminences; you know Bill Slaughter and Richard Bizot, 

and Jim Crooks and all of the guys from the English department and so forth 

were all here.  And Bardo gets up and instead of talking about you know the 

mission and purpose of the institution or the importance of the College of Arts 

and Sciences or you know the value of liberal arts, he begins to start talking 

about the faculty student ratio and writing equations on the board.  I mean that’s 

what he started with.  He said, “the budget is in terrible shape because we’ve got 

this bad faculty/student teaching ratio.  We’ve got to do something about this.”  

He was like McNamara at the Pentagon.  <Laughter>   

Where he had a chance to sort of talk in big terms about the mission, the goals 



and the liberal arts traditions, he starts talking about faculty and student ratios 

and how they’re not good enough.  To by gosh improve or there’s going to be 

trouble.  And it was just you could sort of sense it going around the room that 

minds are closing like steel traps, but that’s not what people wanted to hear.  So 

he just got off on a bad foot. And I think that what people thought from that time 

was all that Bardo cared about was getting the numbers to add up and that we’re 

not going to take any prisoners in doing it.  Ah and so he just rubbed people the 

wrong way and all that stuff was not Rich’s style by any means.  Rich was a 

schmoozer, par excellence.     

JC:  Well Rich was a scholar and supported those values. 

PP:  Yes.  Yes he was.  And I think that he saw Bardo as a kind of a clerk or 

accountant.  From Rich's perspective, the only thing that Bardo was interested in 

was faculty teaching ratios and getting people to get sufficient enrollment in their 

classes so that our FTEs could go up and those sorts of things.  I think that Rich 

was unfortunately not anywhere near as open minded about those matters as he 

probably should have been in his position as dean.   But there’s no question that 

once they got off on the wrong foot that things went from bad to worse. 

JC:  Particularly when a provost is supposed to be the academic leader in terms 

of the values of the institution; when Bardo was counting numbers.   

PP:  Yeah, I don’t think that people perceived that, the values that he had were 

the values that they were interested in.  It is clear to me that McCray and Bardo 

were responding to higher ups, from the Board of Regents, and  the chancellor’s 

office, who were saying we’ve got  to do a better job in getting these numbers in 



place and that’s what you need to do. 

JC:  Had you worked earlier with Minahan or Merwin? 

PP:  Ah, Merwin, Minahan was gone by the time I got here.  Merwin was here the 

first year.  The only contact I really had with Merwin was during the faculty 

association meetings in which he would get up and tell a few jokes.  Always wore 

a nice suit and then was gone the next year.  So I certainly knew who he was 

and but I never had any particular interaction with him.   I don’t think I ever had a 

conversation with him.    

JC:  So Bardo and Martin were the major provosts during your administrative 

career?  

PP:  Yeah.  Well let’s see yeah, when Alan Ling; I was still chair when Ling came 

in and when he deceased. Who replaced Ling?  Was it. . .  

JC:  David Kline after an interim. 

PP:  I don’t think. 

JC:   Galloway was there. 

PP:  Yeah I think that Galloway was still in when I went I left the chairpersonship.  

So ah yeah my major dealings were with Bardo and Ken Martin and to a little 

lesser extent Ling. You know Ling wasn’t really around long enough. 

JC:  What were your impressions of Martin? 

PP:  Well. 

JC:  As a provost? 

PP:  You know as a, during the time I was serving on the committee with him; 

that technology’s service committee what it was I was pretty impressed with Ken. 



He seemed to be you know a self-confident person that was thoughtful and calm. 

And as provost--here again this I don’t know if I really have the answer to this 

one--he seemed to generate a lot of enmity that may or may not have been 

deserved.  I can’t say he ever really did anything to me personally or made 

terribly bad decisions that I was aware of but you know a lot of people just didn’t 

seem to like him very much.  And in fact the very worst year of my entire career 

at UNF was in 1992; I think ’91-’92.  That was the year that Charles Winton. . .  

JC:  Faculty association president? 

PP:  Faculty association president, yeah.  At that time the union was headed by 

Tom Mongar.  Normally, the Faculty Association and faculty union operated  

separately, since they had different spheres of interest and somewhat different 

agendas.  But Charles apparently had quite a grudge against Ken Martin for 

whatever reason and made it quite evident that he was determined to get rid of 

him.   And of course this was right up Tom’s alley because this was something he 

could hook onto and use for his own purposes.  Tom’s idea was let’s not only 

change the provost, let’s get rid of deans and chairs.  His notion was that we 

didn’t need those administrators to run the university; we could do it with faculty 

committees.  Tom, I might mention, was a Marxist. I could imagine that we would 

have self-education committees, and ritual self-criticism.  At any rate, it was a 

bad year. You know Martin was under tremendous pressure.  Tom was really 

feeling his oats and was quite willing to go after everybody because he thought 

the Faculty Association would back him up.  I think he really thought he was 

going to be able to get rid of chairs, particularly me.  Even though I was chair, it 



wouldn’t have made a difference who was occupying the office, he wanted to get 

rid of it because he didn’t like any body having any power or authority over him.   

There were some things that went on in the department with a search that were 

quite bitter.  It resulted in Ken Martin actually coming to my office three times.  

My office, mind you, three times to ask me if I would do X.  And each time I said 

no I won’t.  And so he went away, and didn’t bother me anymore.  Tom wasn't 

able to drive me out either.  But it was all very stressful. 

JC:  You worked for as dean, Healy, Weiner and Afesa?   

PP:  And you and Radonovich  

JC:    Any of those deans particularly serve the college well or not so well?  Let’s 

start with Ed Healy. 

PP:  My ascension to the chair, that interim chair position, came about because 

was Ed Healy removed by Bardo so I never worked with him as a chair.  But Ed 

hired me and always liked Ed.  I had respect for him, and still do. 

JC:  Do you know why he was removed? 

PP:  I have no idea. 

JC:  Okay. 

PP:  I have no idea Jim.  There’s always speculation.  But apparently the sense I 

got was he wasn’t aggressive enough in doing some of the things that Bardo felt 

like needed to be done.  Rich, we’ve talked about Rich-- again I have personal 

relationship with Rich, we were good friends.  And he was the very best dean I’ve 

ever seen in terms of being able to recruit faculty.  He recruited some great 

faculty.  He was unbelievably good at doing that.  When faculty came in, if there 



was a candidate he thought was a good prospect the man could sell the 

proverbial refrigerators to Eskimos.  He was the kind of dean that most 

academics dream about.  He didn’t care about all of this administrative talk.  

What he cared about was academics and being able to do research and being 

real scholarly.   That was very appealing to people--here’s a dean after our own 

heart.   So people like Andy Buchwalter and Sam Kimball and many others came 

in during the time that Rich was here.  They sort of fell under his spell thinking 

this is going to be a great place with a dean like Rich .  And then of course they 

got here and he’s gone.  But Rich was also very emotional, and the stress of 

trying to deal with Bardo just basically wore him down.  I know it did.  When he 

left to go up to the Dean of Arts and Sciences at Rhode Island College, he was in 

a bad way psychologically for about a year or so. Eventually he pulled himself out 

of it, but he was at an extremely low point when he left UNF.  He had just been 

beaten down about as far as possible to be beaten down.  And you know there 

are other things in life. He’s the sort of guy that would stay up until four o’clock 

writing and then he would get up and you know come to work at six.  He didn’t 

drive by the way.  I drove him. One of the reasons I had such a good relationship 

with him because we lived in the same neighborhood, and I drove him to work 

virtually everyday.  In any case,  he was a faculty member’s dean par excellence. 

JC: What about Afesa? 

PP:  Afesa, I had a extremely good relationship with Afesa.  I can thank Afesa for 

creating the department of Political Science and Public Administration and 

making me chair.  I got a pretty hefty salary increase I didn’t anticipate, but I 



could see how Afesa could get on people nerves.  She was not one that was 

reluctant to speak her mind about much of anything.  But she was a fighter.  I am 

not sure as much appreciated but as a fighter for the college and she was much 

more organized than Rich had been.  I think in trying to make the case that the 

college relatively speaking was dramatically underfunded, was a part of what led 

to her undoing.  Because she was asked by Ken Martin to step down. 

JC:  Yeah I know. 

PP:  And I think she that just got to be a burr under the saddle of Ken and the 

President in making these matters just a bit too controversial.  

JC:  What about Lou Radonovich because he was here a number of years? 

PP:  Yeah Lou was here ah six or seven years.  Yeah Lou was an interesting guy 

too.  Ah Lou, the positives about Lou.  One was that he was a numbers guy.  He 

was a chemist.  And he had a real affinity with Alan Ling who was also a chemist 

and was able I think to show convincingly, quantitatively and to have a receptive 

listener in Ling, that the college was being treated unfairly.  And Ling had begun 

to make those adjustments and created quite a bit of antagonism for some of the 

other colleges because he was shifting resources to the College of Arts and 

Sciences; commensurate to our contribution to enrollment among other things.  

And that was a process that was underway.  It was a little unclear how it was 

going to come out and I think that Ling was feeling quite a lot of pressure as he 

continued.   But then, as you know, he was accidentally killed.  I think that Lou 

was quite upset at that, and felt that he had lost a real ally--someone he was able 

to work with and talk to and understand.  When Ling was replaced by David 



Kline, it was pretty clear that that was another 180 degree relationship.   They 

just really didn’t get along all that well.  But Lou continued to soldier on as best 

he could in the interest of trying to get the college better positioned.  Ultimately, 

he was able to do that. Between Afesa and Lou, they managed to make the case 

that A&S needed a better deal than it had gotten before their days.   Beyond that 

I think what is most memorable about Lou were his idiosyncrasies, of which he 

had quite a few.  One of my favorites was when you went to his office for a 

meeting--this happened every time I went to his office to talk to him--whether it 

was about himself or other about people, he would talk about something that had 

happened when he was  in North Dakota.  And then he would get up and start 

looking for some document related to this story, and  would spend at least 15 

minutes in the meeting going around his office looking and but could never find 

whatever he was looking for. In the meantime, I am thinking, why do I care what 

happened 10 years ago at North Dakota much less want to look at some 

document about it?  But he did that every time.   In the chairs’ meetings he would 

always start by with a 30 minute rambling monologue which sometimes had a 

bearing on the subject of the meeting, but often did not. It seemed to take him 

that long to get down to business.  He would have to obfuscate for 30 minutes or 

so before we would get the meeting going.   The faculty in our department were 

convinced that he never quite understood what the social sciences were about.  

He just couldn’t quite grasp what it was that one did, if you didn’t do things that 

would allow you to get  NSF grants and apply for patents.   

 Matt Corrigan tells the story that when he was being interviewed by 



Radonovich for the position here, Radonovich asked him if you ever got any 

patents?  Did he have any patents?  You know political scientists don’t actually 

get patents.  Although one did several years ago.   I cut out the item out of the 

paper and showed it to Lou. A political scientist did get a patent for a procedure 

for doing a certain kind of a game playing.   

JC:  What are the greatest changes, one or two most substantial changes you’ve 

seen at UNF in your years here?    

PP:  Okay well obviously one thing the statistical growth.  Earlier, you asked me 

about what campus was like when I got here.  One of the most telling moments 

for me was early on.  And I remember it to this day.   In my first year here, we 

were an upper division only institution.  Most of the classes were in the evening, 

which was different from SMU, which was a traditional residential institution and 

had most courses during the day.  So, during the daytime, there were always lots 

of students going to and fro across the campus.  So, being used to this other 

environment, I was out about 10:00 or 10:30 one morning, a Thursday morning, 

during the semester in the area about where the book store is now.  I looked 

around and I didn’t see a single person.  And I thought you know this is a dream.  

You know to be at a university at ten o’clock in the morning on a Thursday and 

there’s not a soul in sight.  It was like the campus was empty. Of course what 

happened at UNF was that people started showing up about three or four o’clock 

for classes, because most classes were held at night.  In the evening, it got to be 

quite lively around here. Also you may remember in those days we didn’t have 

classes on Fridays at all.  That had started, so I was told, during the energy crisis 



in ’79 and it just continued.  So for the first couple years I was here, there were 

no classes on Friday to speak of. I remember Rona Mazur, across the hall from 

me, used to leave every Friday about 1:00 to go to the beach. I thought that was 

a pretty good arrangement, although I never did that myself.  

JC:  Okay what other major changes? 

PP:  All those practices began to change dramatically when we got the lower 

division and began the expansion of the campus.  Physically in terms of number 

of students this was a dramatically change.  Along with that, although this not 

necessarily related to campus, one would have to mention that in Jacksonville in 

general what had been miles and miles of empty--well I shouldn’t say empty it 

had plants and animals in it—space and basically undeveloped areas between 

here and I-95 have all been filled in with development, new roads, and so forth.  I 

mean this is just completely different from what it was when I first came here.   

JC:  Any major qualitative changes? 

PP:  I think what I perceived taking place somewhat painfully over the last couple 

of years is that the university has come to some consensus that it is going to 

have a more pronounced research focus.  For years here the question was:  is 

this a teaching institution, or is this some other kind of institution?  Not it is 

clearer that faculty and departments should emphasize research.  For most of 

the time I’ve been here this has not been a publish or perish kind of institution at 

least in most departments, and in the university in general.  Over the last several 

years, this business of research has begun to be taken more seriously and the 

expectations have begun to increase.  And the new faculty members being 



brought in expect that they are going to have to produce more research than new 

faculty were expected to do when I came here.  Getting tenure is becoming more 

difficult.  As far as I know, between 1983 and 1996 there were only two or three 

persons in the College of Arts and Sciences who went up for tenure who did not 

get it. .  I don’t think you’re going to see that anymore.  So that’s going to be big 

change and I think that UNF is going to lose that part of the culture that saw this 

largely as a teaching institution. That old notion is being replaced by one which 

research is going to be more prominent in faculty evaluations and in tenure and 

promotion decisions. 

JC:  Despite Delaney’s public commitments that this university is focusing on 

teaching? 

PP:  Yeah and I think that the reason why is because I think the faculty want to 

see that.  Particularly the younger faculty coming in . . .  

JC:   Want to see the new chairs? 

PP:  Yeah they want to see more of that and they’re going to expect it.  So 

irrespective of what Delaney is saying, I mean he may hold back the tide a bit..  

I’m not saying it’s going to become a research institution--I wouldn’t expect that--

but I think one of things that’s relative to what it was like say in the early ‘80’s.  In 

the early 21st century the expectations of research have grown quite a bit.  And I 

think it’s become more and more accepted that you can’t escape being involved 

in some significant way in research than like you could back in the ‘80’s.  So I 

suppose, off hand, those are the two biggest changes that I’ve noticed.  I might 

add also add that I think that assessments is going to make a difference.  



Although I’m not sure exactly what difference it’s going to make.  But as we focus 

more and more on assessment that’s kind of a new task for the academy and it’s 

one that we’re struggling with and ah whether or not it survives accreditation will 

be interesting.  But right now. . . 

JC:  When you say assessment is this some sort of statistical assessment?   

PP:  Well it’s what we’re supposed to be able to show in some way or other is 

that students have met learning outcomes; that we’re specified what the learning 

outcomes are and that we have ways to demonstrate that enough students are 

meeting them.  And if they’re not meeting them, how is it that we’re changing 

things in order to get them to meet them?  And you know it’s part of this idea of 

what’s called continuous improvement; which I have some problems with, but the 

essential notion is going to be that you never achieve perfection.  You always 

can find ways to improve things.  But rather than improving here or there, you try 

to improve in some systematic way that’s related to the ability of the students to 

meet your learning outcomes.  And to be able to show how it is that the things 

that you have done are going to better do that;  a very difficult thing to do in 

academics. 

JC:  Particularly in liberal arts? 

PP:  Yeah.  It’s extremely difficult to do.  And it’s a business model as you might 

expect.  It has already given people fits to try to do, but this is apparently what 

the accrediting bodies want.  So we’re going to have to get with the program.   

JC:  Are there achievements of the university that which you are proud? 

PP:  Well yeah several things.  One is that I think the university has been a real 



asset to the community not always one that’s probably been appreciated as 

much as it should be; but over the years many people in the university have gone 

down and manfully worked in the community to try--you, for example--to make 

Jacksonville a better place, and to deal with some of the adverse social and 

economic conditions in the city.  There's always more to do, but I think the folks 

at the university in many cases have had a commitment to doing that.  They have 

been a positive force in the community where they have become involved.  In an 

odd way it’s interesting to me and I think noteworthy that the university has 

gotten as big as it has; now at 17,000 students without having a professional 

sports team.  Oh excuse me, football team,   

This is purely personal, but I think that it’s meritorious that faculty and the 

administration have resisted the pressures to try to pump up athletics to major 

sports; basketball and football in a way you know to try to compete at that level.  I 

think that shows certain forbearance in saying we’re just not going to give up 

academic creditability to do that, and we’re going bear the burden of not building 

support for this university on the basis of its... 

JC:  Football team? 

PP:  Team.  Yeah, its team recognition.   

JC:  Every faculty person virtually that I’ve interviewed says we do a good job 

teaching students.  How do we know?  If you agree with this statement, how do 

we know that we’re doing a good job? 

PP:  Well I don’t know that we do a good job.  I think we do.  You intuit it mostly 

because people here are interested in teaching and talk about teaching and 



evaluate each other and value teaching; which I don’t think is necessarily true at 

many other institutions.  You know, what did you do in research?  And what, if 

you can’t string two words together in a coherent sentence in a classroom, they 

could care less.  It’s like you know what kind of publications that you have.  But I 

don’t think that’s true here.  You know people do value that and do think a lot 

about it and do make a lot of efforts.  So what you have to assume then is that if 

they make the efforts, then somewhere along the line there is payoff.  And some 

students of course never get it, but others I think do get it and appreciate it and 

go on and find careers or go on to graduate school and so forth that it suggest 

we’re doing a pretty good job.   

JC:  Have you seen much change in the students in the years you’ve been here? 

PP:  You know Jacksonville has always been a blue collar town.  When I got here 

the students were quite bit different than were than the ones I encountered at 

SMU.  Those kids were mostly the children of well-off professionals.  

Interestingly, a great many of the students at SMU came from the Chicago area.  

SMU was apparently seen as an alternative of sorts to Northwestern University. 

JC:  So it’s like JU students came from New Jersey and New York because they 

failed to get into an Ivy.   

PP: Yep.  So you know that being we always joked at SMU that you can always 

tell the difference between the faculty cars and the students’ cars; because the 

student cars were always newer and more expensive than the faculty cars.  But 

here it was a much more kind of blue collar environment; a lot of first time in 

college students, a lot of working folks.  It was pretty rare here at UNF in the 



early days to find students who were not working at least full or part time and 

going to school part time.  Actually I think that is still pretty rare even today.  I 

guess we’ve got a few more going full time than we did in the past.  I also recall 

that up until ’85 or ’86 we didn’t have any residential students living on campus at 

all.  So UNF has had a commuter aspect, which at SMU was less prevalent.  It 

was a residential campus.  So it was not a business of everybody driving in 

parking and then driving away at the end of the day.  Many of the students here 

at UNF have to be highly motivated because they are, the first in their family to 

go to college.  A lot of them don’t have much polish.  In some respects many are 

naïve and certainly politically conservative; that’s another interesting thing is the 

strong conservatism among students here.    However, that may have been 

largely a product of the 80s, and the Reagan generation. 

JC:  Are they bright? 

PP:  Yeah many of them are.  We have here at UNF I’d say a two-tiered system.  

We have our native students and we have the community college transfers.  

Because we can be more selective about our native students, obviously we can 

get native students that have academic credentials than are better than those of 

the transfers.   The transfers don’t necessarily have to get a high quality 

education at the community colleges.  And so sometimes that’s a challenge. 

When you’re teaching at the 3 or 4000 level, they all sort of arrive in the 

classroom at the same time.  But some of them are just not quite prepared for 

more rigorous or more advanced kind of, of work that you want to try to do in 

upper division courses.  So you see a lot dropping out.   But on the average I say 



there are probably reflect the distribution you would expect at most colleges that 

are not first-tier institutions.  There are some very bright ones, there are some 

really slow ones, most are in the middle; you know the normal distribution.  It may 

be skewed slightly because the admission standards for our native students are 

pretty high, so you have to be competitive to get in.    

JC:  Are we becoming as a regional institution a generic regional institution?  Is 

there anything about UNF that distinguishes us? 

PP:  Well really in my opinion, not particularly.   

JC:  Okay. 

PP:  I think again our emphasis is on teaching has been, undergraduate 

excellence has been good, a good place to position the university.  And you 

know there is some indication those U.S News and World Reports rankings 

about how this is a good bargain.  And I get the impression they think this is a 

good bargain on the fact that tuition is pretty low and this is a good teaching 

institution.  And so I think we’re a little beyond generic in that sense but  I don’t 

think that people in Omaha, Nebraska hear the words "University of North 

Florida" that there’s an image that flashes into their mind that this place is 

something really special.  But I’m not sure how many universities could say that.    

JC:  True.  Any major mistakes of either commission or omission that you’ve 

seen at the university? 

PP:  I think the honors program was mishandled.  Ah the honors program was 

started a little bit under McCray but I really think it came to a full flower under ah? 

JC:  Herbert? 



PP:  Herbert.  And this is not hearsay because he told me this himself.  What he 

envisioned for the honors program was an honor’s college similar to that at New 

College.   I might mention that I talked with Adam about a number of subjects 

over the years he was here because he was approachable, and he was in my 

department.  At one time when I was the chair of sociology and political science.  

John Bardo, Rich Weiner and Adam Herbert were departmental faculty 

members.  We actually had a couple of meetings to which they all came.    But, 

back to the honors program.  Adam's strategy about honors was based on his 

conclusion that UNF would never have the resources to be able to be a research 

institution, and it was a mistake to try and be that.  He said the only way that 

what you’re going to succeed in the Florida system  is to define yourself in some 

way that differentiates you from the other institutions.  And we’re never going to 

accomplish such a definition on the basis of research.  So we we’re going to 

have to do it on the basis of quality of undergraduate education.  And that was 

partially why when he became chancellor he got so much criticism about this 

idea of dividing up the state institutions into an explicitly tiered structure. That 

was partially motivated by his desire to get UNF identified as being one of the 

premier teaching institutions. People hated that because they felt like it was 

somehow demeaning, but that part of his strategy was, this is how UNF is going 

to survive and grow.  To Adam, the honors program represented an opportunity 

to establish greater visibility in undergraduate excellence. He said we’re going to 

make this honors program stand out.  We’re going to have honors dorms.  We’re 

going to have these honors building and all this stuff.  And this is going to be the 



program that we’re going to hang our hat on.   Well, it didn’t quite work out that 

way.  I think the honor’s program was ambitious, but whether it’s a question of 

resources, or a question of leadership or a question of this or a question of that, I 

don’t think that anybody is going to say today that the honor’s program is 

renowned far and wide.  And it has sucked up quite a lot of resources over the 

years.  I don’t want to be overly critical because I’ve had friends who’ve been 

responsible for the honors program,  but  I think it’s one of those sorts of things 

that you can’t be half way in and half way out.  You either have it and go all the 

way, as Adam envisioned, or you cut way back and just have the sort of nominal 

honors program common in many institutions.  What we wound up with is 

something that’s neither fish nor fowl and really satisfies no one.  Additionally,  it 

has been a source of contention and acrimony on the part of the faculty, while 

not necessarily serving the students particularly well.  Faculty in our department 

have not been willing to teach courses in the honors program for the last several 

years. 

JC: Oh really. 

PP:  We used to do it. 

JC:  Down to that almost last question, which are two or three most colorful 

characters who’ve known at UNF? 

PP:  Tom Mongar, far and away that we’ve already said for a variety of reasons.  

I can’t think of anybody who more colored my experience than that in the 1980’s 

and then in the ‘90’s. And it was just a constant struggle.  I know people 

sometimes wonder why I get paid what I do, which has been above average for 



an associate professor here at UNF.  At least part of the answer is because I was 

on the front line with Tom. The dean and administration reasoned, I suspect, they 

would pay me because I could handle the situation, and keep the level of conflict 

manageable.   People will never believe even when they hear this of how 

unsettling and disruptive influence Tom was over the years in this institution.  

You had to be here to get the experience of it.   By the way, this is not meant as 

an evaluation of Tom as a person.  Personally, I was able to get along with him, 

and understood that like everybody else, he had strengths and weaknesses.  My 

conflict with him was over institutional roles and authority.    

Otherwise,  Rich Weiner was a pretty colorful character, very interesting dynamic 

person.  One of the most interesting persons I’ve ever met and lovely person and 

one that had the skills to really lead academically.    Finally I guess I would have 

to say Jane Decker is another person that I thought hung the moon.  Jane had 

some personal idiosyncrasies as we all do but you know in terms of her ability to 

bring together things like politics and the theatre and sort of make them work and 

get people talking to one another and make unusual but significant events 

happen, she just really didn’t have any peer.  I was really crushed when Jane left.  

I hated to see her go.  I was glad that she went on to better things but really I can 

recall thinking at the time that she left that it was like, uh oh, now what am I going 

to do?   Because by that time Rich had left and then Jane left, so I was beginning 

to feel pretty lonely.  Jane had functioned as our social center in Jacksonville, 

and their was nobody to replace her.  She and her husband Jim had more parties 

than anybody, and we spent a lot of time with them outside of our working 



relationship. 

JC:  DeLue was gone already. 

PP:  Yeah, the folks I kind of depended on to be interesting and also to be sane.  

And also to have the right attitudes and the right visions and so forth even when 

they were a little quirky were all gone.  So it was kind of left up to me to try and 

navigate this. I don’t think I would have ever gotten through the ‘80’s if it hadn’t 

been for Rich and Jane.  And I suppose that by the ‘90’s I was ready, because by 

that time things had begun to improve a little bit anyway but anyhow it was those 

three were certainly remarkable in their day.  One more that I might mention 

that’s kind of odd because I didn't have a lot of close dealings with him was Ken 

Jennings.  He was over in the College of Business and I had the opportunity to 

work with a couple of times and was quite an interesting individual. 

JC:  Colleagues that I’ve interviewed frequently have mentioned him as the most 

colorful character.  Anything I haven’t asked you that you thought about before 

coming in?     

PP:  Ah no Jim I appreciate the opportunity to talk about those days.  It all seems 

like it was some kind of dream.  What the university is now is so much different 

from what it was in the ‘80’s.  But I want to say that I honestly I like it better now.  

If I had a choice of going back to the ‘80’s or staying in the here and now, I’d 

definitely stay here.   The university has more resources and has a better 

balance of perspectives than it once did. It’s a little better integrated into the 

community.  It really has more prospects than it seemed to have back in the 80’s.  

I don't think any of us back then could have imagined the scale of growth on the 



campus that has come since the 80s.   It was a colorful time, and certainly the 

"new" UNF emerged out of the cauldron of those times.   But, it was a trying era 

and I don't think I would be interested in repeating it.  It was stressful, and the 

continuing distractions probably kept me from accomplishing more professionally 

than I should have.  If you don't mind, I'll just keep my office in our nice new 

sunny Social Sciences building until my retirement.    

JC:  Yeah.  Okay thank you very much. 

 [END OF TRANSCRIPT] 


