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Introduction

In the Fall of 2003, Steve Simmons, a long
time friend and mentor invited me to join a
memoir writing project. My reaction was
Why would I write a memoir? I am neither
old enough nor accomplished enough to
make this an interesting read. Further, I was
moved by two comments from Carlin
Romano: “We know what many
philosophers believe, and why they claim to
believe it, but not who it is that believes”
and “We should know what kind of people
lurk behind the “emotionally neutral” texts
and titles pressed upon by academic
philosophy”1. I realized that I owe my
students and faculty colleagues some
context within which to evaluate the
arguments I make about our role and our
future.

. I am a teacher; better said, I serve as a
mentor and guide, and practice formal
teaching as part of my process. So I decided
to give memoir-writing a try, albeit with
significant apprehensions. I have written and
the product-to-date is offered here. This, as I
suppose all memoir-writers would say, is an
incomplete product that resulted from an
interesting process; I found that process to
be more interesting than the product to date.

Intended audience
The most confusing aspect of this writing
experience has been coming to grips with
the audience question. After long struggle, I
decided that through this memoir, I would
introduce the paths I have taken and
describe some of the major influences I have
experienced to date. My intention is that this
be a story of interest to graduate students,
primarily those working with me and to

                                                  
1 Romano, C. 2004. The unexamined life may be
your own. Chronicle of Higher Education
http://chronicle.com/free/v50/i31/31b01301.htm

young teachers with whom I interact. My
purpose is to offer support, guidance and
encouragement, hoping I can help others to
be curious and experimental along their path
to becoming good teachers or, in some
cases, recognizing that teaching is not their
preferred vocation.

This story is presented as a series of events
that I feel were influential to me; in all
cases, the events are surrounded by and
framed within the influence of one of more
individuals who played a significant role in
my development at that time. At each stage I
asked: What were the most significant
influences that led to the next stage and why
were they significant?

Structure
These stories follow stages during an insect
life (i.e., a series of instars), because that
allows a nice series. The memoir is
presented as a collection of events and
people influential at each of those stages.
My larval stages included my early college
career at Colorado State University (BS
1968), Peace Corps in Costa Rica (1968-70),
a Master’s program in SW Colorado (1973),
work with state government in Idaho (1973-
1981), a Ph.D. program at Idaho State
(1981) and work as an environmental
consultant and manager (1982). As I write
this, I have been at the University of
Minnesota for 22 years. I believe that I spent
many years at Minnesota learning a great
deal but seeming to change relatively little;
that I regard as a pupal stage. Upon
emergence, I was given and took advantage
of the opportunity to be more experimental
and more visible (i.e., a sub-imago or sub-
adult stage). Within the last five years, I
have been allowed to play a significantly
different role in the university and in my
professional life; I regard that as my adult
life. The entire path is a story of
metamorphosis from larva to adult.
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The bigger questions
Overall, I was most interested in these major
questions: Is this a life well lived? Is this the
life of a teacher? As one passes through life
(as I have passed through this one), to what
degree are we directed by external forces, to
what degree do we influence our life
direction and to what degree do we react
passively to what life offers?  I found,
however, that these questions could only be
addressed post facto by reflecting and
writing, then reflecting on that product. I
wrote a series of stories characterizing
various life stages and then I posed those
large questions by looking back at the
writing and reflecting process.

Larva
First Instar

Colorado State University

I recall two significant kinds of experience
at CSU: peer mentoring and the surprise that
come with the understanding that faculty of
the department were neither uniformly
effective nor infallible. Jack Stanford was
the single predominant influence in peer
mentoring. Bob Behnke was the
predominant positive influence among the
faculty and the entry of Harry Everhart, new
Department Head, was the catalyst that led
to the broader understanding of the faculty
role.

http://www.cep.unt.edu/images/CSU.gif

Jack was a year younger than I in academic
life and we worked closely together for three
years at CSU (and he remains a close friend
if infrequent contact; we now have been
friends and professional colleagues for 40
years). Jack and I were hired as
undergraduate research assistants to build
and maintain the fisheries collection for the
department. It is interesting to note that
Harold Hagen was the person who hired us
and therefore, one would think would be a
person of influence in this story. In fact, he
played no role that I remember.

For three years (as I remember it), Jack and I
were given salary, travel funds, equipment
and very wide latitude to travel all over the
state to collect, preserve, identify and curate
a fish collection. Two equipment items stand
out as clear memories: we had a green
Homelite generator that weighed over 100
pounds. That was the power source for our
electrofishing. It was powerful, effective,
omnipresent and a terrible thing to lug on an
off the truck, along the stream, through the
weeds and brush. Second, we had only
limited gear for working in the water. We
had one large pair of waders and a relatively
small, old, full body, canvas suit that
formerly had gloves (they had been cut off
at the wrist). Since Jack was at least 6” taller
than I, I got the suit. Because the net effect
was that I had more coverage, I, the smaller
guy, always got the deep water. There were
occasions where I went under, holding the
electrofishing wand (the anode), as Jack
stood in the shallow water and tried to
control his laughter and decide whether or
not to remove the cathode from the water. I
was later able to encourage him to act faster
on that decision in the future.
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Bob Behnke was an ichthyologist and
federal scientist with the Co-Op Unit at
CSU. He taught one class per year:
Systematic Ichthyology (and advanced
taxonomics class). During my senior, I had
the opportunity to take that class, become
deeply engaged in the content, aroused his
interest, and then became involved in a
directed research project with him. His
attention, our interaction, and his guidance
opened new vistas. I experienced a level of
thought and question that I not seen before.
We examined a large series of fish from a
known and very common species and found
that some of the characteristics were
divergent between specimens collected in
the Gunnison river basin (in the SW part of
the state) and those form the rest of the state.
We traveled together, collected together,
dissected together and told stories to each
other. (Long after I left CSU, Bob described
this as a new species.

Sometime late in my undergraduate career,
probably in the summer between my junior
and senior years, the department hired a new
Department Head. Harry Everhart came all
the way from Maine (This was 1967. I grew
up in Maine and was in school in Colorado;
many of my friends in Colorado were not

quite sure where Maine was.) Harry was
very different than the other faculty for a
variety of reasons. He had actually written a
text and we used that text in our classes. He
as an unknown (to me and to the faculty)
and seemed to be less ‘old school’, meaning
that he did not seem as familiar nor as
driven by the ways things always had been
done. I had the chance to work  closely with
him for several months and experienced two
amazing things. On several occasions, he
actually said out loud things that all the
students only whispered: some of the faculty
here are highly unproductive and have been
so for many years. Before that experience, I
never considered that holding such an
opinion was possible, to say nothing of
expressing it. On another occasion, I told
him that I thought CSU and its Fisheries
program were very good. His response was
You have to think so. Again, I had never
considered that another view was possible
(Okay, I was naïve).

This 4-year experience, and primarily these
interactions (especially with Jack, Bob and
Harry), gave me a new insight into life and
my career directions. Most of those
influences were experiential, their meaning
only becoming apparent many years later
(e.g., the value of peer interaction; the value
of experiential, non-directed learning; the
value of the learning that comes from
intensive interaction through travel
compared to extensive, more superficial
interaction). However, at least one of the
insights was ‘instant’; the conversations with
Harry gave me a new ability to pose
questions because I understood more
clearly that there were professional as well
as personal divisions among the faculty. I
now see that was a highly charged and
pretty negative working environment within
the department; at the time, I viewed it only
as new insight for me.
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The middle Instars:

The Peace Corps

experience

I graduated from college in 1968, the height
of the Viet Nam war. It was a time of
uncertainty, fear and strong opinion. Apathy
was at an all-time low. There was not a lot
of agreement, but everyone cared deeply
about something. I was strongly anti-war
(politically, philosophically and based on
personal safety). Peace Corps was a new
concept (only 5 years old) and one in which
I believed. I graduated in June and left for
Peace Corps training in September. Training
was in Puerto Rico; my first introduction to
the tropics and, in fact, probably my first
experience south of 45 degrees latitude.

I remember being in San Juan Puerto Rico
and experiencing what surely are the highest
temperatures any human ever survived. The
Bougainvillea flowers were everywhere and
were studding. Amidst that beauty, I was
sent (alone) to wander, explore, experience,
and meet strangers in La Perla, a large and
very poor barrio. I saw a flattened cockroach
that was, literally, the size of a child’s
football. At the training center in Arecibo, I
measured bamboos hoots 2” in diameter that
were growing 13” a day. It all was a pretty
dramatic introduction for a northern guy
who had very limited life experience.

http://www.rmigallery.com/Photos/Aspens11.jpg

By December, I was in San Jose, stationed at
the University of Costa Rica. My position
here was to serve as ichthyologist for a six-
country, UN/FAO-Peace Corps Central
American project. My mentor, Bill Bussing,
was a relatively young person (probably mid
30s), who was a very good ichthyologist and
who was far ahead of his time in some ways.
This was 1968; he was working on fishes in
Central America when nearly nobody else
was and he was working on freshwater
fishes when the only other fish people who
were working there were marine. He also
was an amazing introvert and workaholic.

I was treated like a real live professional and
was expected to serve as such (i.e., a
professional by Bill’s definition). It was an
amazingly stimulating and rewarding
experience. As a 22 year old person with
nearly no professional experience, I was
placed in charge of a major program. I had
responsibility for all marine fish collections
at the University of Costa Rica (collecting,
preserving, identifying, curating) as well as
for meeting the taxonomic needs of UN and
Peace Corps professionals in five other
countries. Following Bill’s guidance and
style, and clearly following the path of least
personal resistance, I worked very long
days, usually 6 _ days per week. This was a
superb experience (I thought at the time)
because we were discovering amazing
numbers of things nobody ever knew, we
were documenting things that have not been
seen since David Starr Jordan was there in
1875, and because there was pretty much no
human interaction at all-it was just fish and
formalin all day.
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That lasted for approximately 21 months; it
was productive and I learned a great deal.
Bill was an excellent teacher in the science
of ichthyology. He was reclusive,
introverted and had developed a working
style that allowed him to collect and identify
and describe new things by telling the world
through his writing and by sending
specimens. However, as I approached the
end of my Peace Corps service, I realized
that in almost 2 years, I had seen almost
none of Costa Rica. Firmly agreeing with
the (immature) all or nothing rule, I pretty
much deserted the laboratory and explored.
That was not a good strategy from Bill’s
perspective. On one occasion late in my
tenure there, he asked if I could explain why
I was working reduced hours. I said Sure, I
guess I can. He replied Boy I gotta hear this.
This is gonna be good. I resolved then and
there never to enter a conversation where the
outcome was as clearly predetermined. We
did not part friends

I found the Peace Corps experience
influential (in hindsight) for several reasons.
I found it easy and rewarding to invest
heavily in science and learned that I was
good at it. I am skilled at, and attuned to
identifying researchable questions and
seeking new solutions to scientific
problems. Bill and I (and others in the lab)
were deeply uncommunicative, with little
personal interaction that did not deal with
some species’ character or some
specimen’s location. The focused, all-or-

nothing investment in science made our
days very efficient and our lives very
ineffective. I also learned that the single
focus life is unfulfilling and not a style
appropriate for me. I did not learn those
things until well after the fact, perhaps
another message to take away.

The Master’s program

Upon leaving Peace Corps (at the end of
1970), I returned to the US and worked in
computer science and business. In a very
short time, I recognized that it was easy to
serve this role, easy to make a lot of money
in this role, and not satisfying to me to have
left science (at that time, my driving force
continued to be science, not teaching). I
applied to five graduate schools, which
represented a wide range in size and
reputation; I chose a tiny school with no
reputation and today am unclear why. In the
Fall of 1971, I entered the Master’s program
at Western State. My assigned advisor, Ken
DeBoer, was a reproductive physiologist.
Ken was a wonderful and supportive person;
he had no understanding of my field or
interests. I quickly gravitated to Hugo
Ferchau, a plant ecologist and one of the few
people that I believe has served as a life long
mentor.
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In two years at Western, Hugo was the
dominant influence in my personal and
professional life. He had a style that allowed
and encouraged students to pose new
questions, to explore unfettered, and then to
question and examine those ideas and refine
them as necessary. Hugo chose to empower
any who wished to take the opportunity and
always erred on the side of maximum
flexibility and student-choice. We remained
close friends although we had very
infrequent contact during the 20 years
between the time I graduated and the time he
died. He remains today my image of the
correct mentor; he was able to sense and
adjust his style to the needs of the person
and the time.

I also was strongly influenced by two other
forces during this time: Jack Stanford (my
old colleague from CSU) who was then a
Ph.D. student at the University of Utah,
assisted with design of my thesis work. My
professional development in science was

entirely controlled by Jack’s willingness to
invest at this critical juncture. Secondly, I
was (and remain today) amazed by the
faculty of this small school. They were
widely divergent but, on average, some of
the least professional people I have ever
encountered. I believe my interaction with
them strongly influenced the directions I
chose as well as the ways I behaved once I
had chosen a direction. One example of this
behavior is illustrative. Being interested in
the life of a faculty member, as well as being
young and antagonistic, I lobbied the faculty
to have a graduate student representative
participate in departmental governance. That
was threatening to and unpopular among
most of the faculty. Once, on my way to
class, I was pulled (physically and
secretively) into the office of one of the
senor and least productive faculty members.
He talked heatedly for _ an hour, causing me
to miss class, and the single phrase I
remember most clearly from his arguments
was You are just a different strata than we
are; this is inappropriate.

The behavior of (most of) these individuals
has caused me to question many things
about that school and that kind of school. It
was very small and very isolated  (Hugo had
been there 7 years when I arrived and when
he arrived in 1967, there was one, unpaved
main street in the town). I wonder why an
individual who has talent in science or
teaching would accept (and remain in) a
position like this. I wonder how generic that
was at that time (i.e., how many of the
thousands of schools of that size and quality
in the US at that time really had that faculty
of that quality?). I wonder about the degree
to which this experience, now nearly 35
years ago, influences the guidance I give my
students about going to a small school.
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However, I feel there was another strong
influence here, a typical small school
experience. My academic work at CSU was
worse than un-distinguished.  My GRE
scores were not very strong. I clearly was a
person who (by all the metrics commonly
used) was not academically skilled and did
not have much of a future in academia and
perhaps not in science. I entered a small
Master’s program (perhaps a dozen graduate
students in the department) that was highly
competitive. There was open, aggressive
(not too often physical) competition among
the graduate students; we competed for
grades and resources and attention of the
‘best’ faculty members. I quickly found a
niche and excelled. I have lost track of most
of those people but do know that one of the
three that gradated at the time I did has been
Professor and Vice President for Research of
a university in the western US for some
time. Something about the atmosphere
stimulated at least two of us.

I see three recurring life messages from the
WSC experience that have influenced me
since. Hugo and his open, supportive,
empowering, risk-prone advising style was
immensely influential at a time I needed it
most. I have followed such a style for the
30+ years since that time. Second, I find it
interesting to observe the influence that
Jack played. He was, at that time, about 3
years ahead of me academically and yet we
were bonded by our earlier experiences. His
guidance early in my Master’s work, when I

had access to no other aquatic ecologist,
established a short term direction (stream
ecology) and influenced a long term
direction (peer support and collaboration).
That latter makes me curious about the
kinds of interactions we (I) offer
undergraduates and Master’s students
today. Third, I find that the competitive and
interactive nature of the experience was
more stimulating than I want it to appear.
That is, I do not want to believe that having
a teacher develop such a charged,
competitive atmosphere leads to student
excellence. But it seemed to have done so
in that case and perhaps it does more
generally.

The later Instars

I left Gunnison (in the spring of 1973) for a
Ph.D. program at Idaho State. I had the
opportunity to work for Wayne Minshall, a
world class, internationally known stream
ecologist. It clearly was a huge opportunity
and a huge ego-boost to be able to compete
for such a position, given my undergraduate
academic performance. Seemingly minutes
after arriving, I met a lady and fell in love. I
said to myself, Self, how hard can it be to
have a Ph.D. program and a wife? Within a
very short time of arriving at ISU, my
advisor left for a 12-month sabbatical in
England. Shortly thereafter, the state called
and said they wanted to hire a limnologist.
As the senior student in the lab, I agreed to
talk with them to see if I could help them
find a person.  They regarded that as an
interview and offered me the job (i.e., full
time, professional position at a salary over
three times what I was making as a graduate
student). I declined because I was
committed to my Ph.D. program. They
persisted and I said to myself, Self, how hard
can it be to have a Ph.D. program, a wife
and a job? I wrote to my advisor and told
him I would be remaining in the Ph.D.
program part time. That letter never reached
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him in England, he learned about my
defection when he returned and our
relationship never recovered. Over the next
9 years, I bought a farm (Self, how hard can
it be to have a Ph.D. program and a wife
and a job and a farm?) and had some babies
(Self, how hard can it be to have a Ph.D.
program and a wife and a job and a farm
and some babies?). Twice I decided to leave
the Ph.D. program but came back later.

http://www.cnn.com/US/9804/09/school.standoff/idaho.poc
atello.jpg

During the time I was at ISU, about 10
Ph.D. students graduated from that group,
and Wayne was one of five authors of a
concept that revolutionized and then drove
stream ecology for more than 20 years. I
was friends with many of the students and
some of the faculty. In fact, my regional
office hired several of those students and
remain in contact today. Yet, I felt like a
second class citizen at all times: I felt they
viewed me as unwilling to invest in school
full time and as working on questions far too
applied to be eligible to be good science.
Twice I decided to leave the Ph.D. program
but came back later. Today, not surprisingly,
I find that those students did not share that

perspective at all but it was real to me at the
time.

State government

During my career with state government, my
central influence came from Gordon
Hopson, a self proclaimed Red Neck who
was the regional water resources person for
about 5 years before I was hired. In 1972,
the US Congress passed PL 92-500, the
most innovative water quality legislation
ever passed by any national governing body.
That cased a massive flow of resources and
responsibilities, causing the hiring of many
people at the state and national level. I was
on the front of that wave. I entered a world
where waters generally were very low
quality, management was focused on
resource extraction, state (and federal)
government was highly suspect and most
interactions with private land owners were
antagonistic. Gordon was a farmer at heart
but someone who believed that water
resources should be protected. He came
from a short professional career in the local
health department and was not much of a
believer in state or federal control. We two
were the only water quality people in the SE
Idaho (an area the size of Maryland and
bigger than nine other states) for several
years. Our world was a continual battle (in
Gordon’s view) between the irrational
demands of the central office and the need to
comply with state and federal laws.

Gordon was a wonderfully rational and
wonderfully irrational man. Unanswered
paperwork would build on his desk for
months before he threw it all away. When I
said it might be important, his guidance was
If it’s important, they’ll send me another
one. When we discussed the difficulties of
getting some people to comply with the laws
(always a problem, sometimes a problem
that involved guns and rapid retreats), his
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guidance was You’ll always ask you friends
to do more than your enemies. An example
of this interaction, one frequently used in my
classes is the miner Durwood Carlin. The
US Forest Service was not effective in
getting Durwood to comply with the letter
(or the intent) of the law regarding sediment
levels leaving his small mine, which was
within Idaho, and on Forest Service land.
Forest Service asked that I come in as the
enforcer. Durwood had a very small
operation very deep in the forest and
accessible only on horseback. He wore a
sidearm at all times and was rampantly anti-
government. Imagine a caravan of 6
government horsemen visiting Durwood
Carlin to convince him to comply with a law
he did not understand and of which he could
not see the relevance. After some time, I was
able to get Mr. Carlin away from the crowd,
discuss the reasons behind the law, get him
agree to sample the water at his expense and
report twice per year. As long as the tests
suggested there was no biological impact of
the sediment loads, we would assume all
was well. If there were impacts, I’d return
and we would design a solution to be
implemented at his cost. If the monitoring
was not done or reported, we would have to
enforce the law. That became an example (to
me) of working with people to accomplish
the intent of our environmental laws
(making an implicit but recognized
statement about the letter of the law). It is a
theme that has followed into my mentoring
and teaching.

Two other insightful (or perhaps just
amusing) stories stand out from that
experience. SE Idaho is a very conservative
place (especially politically, also in other
ways).  I was the guy responsible for
enforcing water quality laws. Obviously
those laws were established by ‘the
government’; most of these guys did not
think government should exist at all. It made

the position adequately challenging. I visited
one farmer who had disposed of some dead
sheep by throwing them in the creek. I told
him that this was a water quality problem
and in fact a violation. His response was
God put that stream there to take shit away
from my farm. I found then and find today
that it is very difficult to come to agreement,
usually requiring compromise, when two
parties are that far apart.

In another case, one Gordon called my
baptism by fire, I had the delightful
opportunity to meet John Clark. Inkom was
a small, unincorporated town about 5 miles
east of Pocatello, the city where I lived.
Clyde Johnson had a dairy farm in Inkom
for years. As Pocatellto grew, Inkom
emerged as a an opportunity for residential
development. Clyde Johnson pushed
through incorporation to form the town and
set himself up as Mayor. Then he sold the
dairy farm to John Clark, giving John the
barns and corals as well as grazing on the
hillside far above town but keeping all the
land around the house and barn. He then
sold the land in town (land near the barn) for
housing, made a bundle and moved away.
All the people in these new houses
complained to state and local government
about the smell of the dairy barn, sol John
Clark got lots of visits from regulators.
Rapid Creek was a very small stream that
ran past the edge of the dairy farm. The
State Department of Agriculture came out to
tell John that there are very significant
differences in the price of milk between
Class A and Class B dairy and, if he wanted
to remain a Class A dairy, he had to keep the
manure at least 100 feet from the barn. He
had one spot on the entire farm that was 100
feet away: a small corner of the coral
through which ran Rapid Creek. As you can
guess, I received a complaint that this dairy
farmer was dumping his manure into the
stream, an obvious water quality violation. I
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went to see him to have a conversation.
What an image! He had a wooden leg
because one had been amputated during
WWI when he landed at Iwojima. As I
talked to him, he leaned on the mantle, with
his elbow beside the photo of the marines
landing on the island. Representing the
(hated) government, I said I recognize
you’re in a difficult spot M r. Clark. Well
you are too, you son of a bitch, you push me
any further. (Now Gordon always said, Let
‘em run. While they’re yelling about what an
idiot you are, just nod and say yessir and all
the time you’re reliving that experience up
on the Blackfoot where you caught that 16”
Brown Trout. When they’re tired out, go
back to the question ‘What are we going to
do about this problem?) So Mr. Clark
expressed is views loudly and clearly while I
shook in my boots and said Yessir M r.
Clark, I understand Mr. Clark, all the time
trying to be on the Blackfoot. When he
calmed down I said Well, Mr. Clark, what
are we going to do about this problem? He
said I’m moving my farm to Malad and I’ll
shoot any son of a bitch from the State of
Idaho that comes on my place. I was able to
reassure him that it was not going to be me.

I feel that I gained immensely from Gordon
and the state government experience. I t
never was intended to be a career at that
scale. I learned a great deal about water
quality and monitoring and wastewater
treatment and laws and government and
human interaction and supervision. Some of
the obvious lessons that repeat themselves
today include asking your friends to do more
than your enemies (John Clark could get
away with a lot) and ‘Let ‘em run’.
Interestingly, of course, one could readily
argue that much of this is conflict avoidant
(with which I’d agree) and ineffective (with
which I would not agree). As with many of
my life experiences, I gained immense
value but a value that only was evident
years later. Specifically, this whole
experience became of great value in

seeking a faculty position, but that could not
have been known at the time.

The Ph.D. program

Picture someone standing in front of a
computer monitor. There is a smoking gun
in their hand and a large hole in the monitor.
The person says Maybe I shouldn’t have
done that. Even while working for the state,
I was able to complete classwork relatively
efficiently. However, twice in 8 years I quit
the Ph.D. program. Each time, I concluded it
was irrelevant to my career goals and then
later thought Maybe I shouldn’t have done
that. When I finally returned to finish the
degree, it had to start with comprehensive
exams. I had two children and had to take 6
months leave without pay, the family living
on my wife’s salary, so I could sit in the
basement and study. And yet, at that time, I
had no image of a career that required a
Ph.D.; I just understood that it was
something I had to finish and (for some
unclear reason) my family was supportive
enough to allow it to happen.

Upon reflection, I am amazed at how little I
feel I retained and how little I feel I
benefited from the Ph.D. program at Idaho
State. There are a few outstanding memories
and clear experiences that have influenced
me through the later years; these are much
weaker than I hope someone retains when
they leave my Ph.D. program today.

Some of the central influences are the
(perceived) tensions and philosophical
disagreements among the faculty. Some of
the faculty were highly collaborative and
shared ideas widely. Others were
dramatically less so. For example, on the
way to a research coordination meeting with
one of the more conservative people, we
were told Keep your ears open and your
mouth shut.  That experience raised an
awareness of a philosophical divide which
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certainly is present in science and probably
is present in many other aspects of life. I
prefer to err on the side of inclusivity and
openness, accepting the risk that someone
may steal my ideas. I greatly enjoy, and
work best in a rapid and open brainstorming
atmosphere. The alternative is a quiet,
internal, private and individualized style in
which each investigator develops her own
aspect of the work. I first became aware of
my views and how they differed from others
with that interaction but have found it to be
true in many other interactions over the last
35 years. My position and my views about
how well my style fits my philosophical
beliefs have become more pronounced with
time, and that has become more important to
me (i.e., choosing not to work with people
who are of ‘the other’ philosophical view).

I was a part time student for 8 years. As you
would expect, I became a fixture and clearly
not a favored child within the program. (In
the same way today, one of my students who
has been with me and has been essentially
idle for 6 or 7 years hardly is a star pupil).
When I went back to the program after
quitting, I changed advisors. Fred Rose was
a person who was nowhere near as focused
on research and basic science as Wayne;
Fred was more comfortable allowing a
student to choose a problem, choose a
direction and let them struggle to find
resolution. He was willing (eager) to help
when asked but expected people to find their
way. There also seemed to be a growth
factor involved. During our early
interaction, there was an expectation that I
would just figure it out. Late in our
interaction, he was immensely supportive,
finding resources and offering personal
assistance at times when it made a huge
difference.

As I reflect on Fred’s guidance, and then
recall the things I got most from Hugo, I

begin to wonder about self direction versus
guidance. Did these two individuals, as
examples, have the ability to sense needs
and guide me in the way I could best use? If
so, that would suggest that advisors (the best
ones) need to be very sensitive to, and to
adapt to the specific style of each student. In
contrast, did I pass through a series of
individuals and, after a while find the ones
whose advising style fit my needs? If so, this
would suggest it is up to each student to be
very exploratory and experimental and to be
(or become) aware of their own specific
needs so they can find the right person.

Or perhaps, my needs changed as I grew.
This, in hindsight sounds like the obvious
choice. However, if this is true, it threatens
our advising structure. A student comes to
me as an entering MS or Ph.D. student and I
have the skills and strengths to meet their
needs. They grow as they experience
graduate school and their needs change.
Halfway through, they understand their
needs better and find a new advisor. Our
culture and our reward system do not favor
people who are effective gateways, people
who serve as entry level mentors and help
students ‘find their feet’ but do not really
advise students to graduation as measured
by degrees awarded. Yet, that has evolved as
a central role I play in the university. I, more
than most, am willing to admit a student
who is unclear about future direction, has a
weak or variable background, does not know
clearly what they want from life or from
their education, and do not have funding that
would serve to ‘guide’ (or control) them.
Upon occasion, I support a Ph.D. student for
2 years, only to have them finally decide on
a life direction, choose a ‘real’ advisor and
finish quickly. From the perspective of
‘students advised and degrees awarded, I
have not been successful when that happens.
Personally, I have mixed feelings about the
negatives (i.e., degree to which I was used)
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versus the positives (i.e., degree to which
there is net positive gain for the student, the
university, and society).

Today, I am not comfortable with my
reflection on my Ph.D. program. I learned to
understand and value the differences
between a hard core scientist and a more
well-rounded faculty member.  I learned
many things about dedication and family
support and  the high variance around the
predictions for future success that we make
(i.e., I am sure  I was predicted to be
successful, then predicted to fail or was
seen to have failed, then was re-accepted
with some apprehension, yet it seems to
have worked out acceptably in the long run).
I learned things about advising style and the
value of emotional support. I have major
concerns about my reflection on my
experience: there is no way I could have
progressed in my career without completing
the work at Idaho State. Upon reflection, it
seems like an experience in persistence,
that is, acceptance that I needed to
complete a series of steps but no clear
understanding of how this advanced career
goals and not understanding of how they
advanced academic goals. Yet, none of us
want to believe that a Ph.D. program is
pursuit of certification rather than learning.
Secondly, I have heard for years the caustic
observation that we award the Ph.D. on the
basis of persistence. I do not want to
believe that I succeeded through
persistence. However, it required a great
deal of persistence and resulted in
certification and, today, those seem to me to
have been more influential than any formal
or informal learning that occurred within the
walls of the university.

Growth in the larval
stages

My view today of the larval stages and the
growth that occurred focuses on three
things:  international experience, the pivotal
role of certain individuals and the enduring
question of how much of this was chance

and how much was under my personal
influence. The experiences in Costa Rica
and Puerto Rico were so dramatically
outside my previous experience and so
engaging, they have played life-changing
roles that continue to influence me strongly
today. Clearly, people like Jack Stanford,
Bob Behnke, Bill Bussing, Hugo Ferchau,
Wayne Minshall and Fred Rose played
central roles in deciding direction. Why did
that occur? Was it their style, my readiness
or something else? Of course, we all ask
What if I had followed a different path? I
don’t find that question interesting today.
There are many ways to look back and ask
what if…, but that is history and cannot
control action. I am more curious today
about why I did not…. It seems to me that
this latter question allows me to look
forward, to ask about my actions today, how
those actions influence others and how the
actions of others today affect my behavior.

Leaving the water: the
big risks

After nearly nine years with state
government, I got restless. A friend (Don
Kramer) and I approached a small, minority-
owned consulting firm in Portland Oregon
and proposed opening branch offices. This
was the height of the energy crisis, oil shale
in western Wyoming was seen to be a huge
opportunity, and the Intermountain West
was booming. In the first of two of my
larger lifetime risks, I gave up job security
and state retirement benefits. Don became
Regional Manger in Cheyenne and I became
Regional manager for a new office in Salt
Lake City. I was an environmental scientist,
a biologist, in a large group of engineers. I
was not skilled at approaching potential
clients and was not good at convincing
either clients or the company administration
that environmental science and water quality
were worthy of investment. It was a disaster.
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About a year later (summer 1982), I
accepted a position at the University of
Minnesota. The position was the first of
several that were established in a (then)
unique way that was designed to maximize
flexibility for the university (at significant
risk to the individual). The position was in
water quality, a field new to the university;
there had been a hydrologist on the faculty
for some time but water quality was new.
Importantly, the position was non-tenure
track. In the second of these two major,
lifetime risks, Peggy and I moved the family
(three children, youngest was 9 months old)
from Idaho to Minnesota, to accept a
position that explicitly expired in five years.
As built, there was no possibility of tenure
or of continuation. Frankly the risks seem
much larger today than they did at the time,
perhaps because I was coming from a non-
academic environment and probably did not
even understand what tenure was. Of course,
today, I have to ask What were you
thinking?
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Pupa

I joined the University in 1982.  My
perception is that I was here for some
significant period of time just trying to
survive. For the first 5 years, I was non-
tenure track and the administration had
always made it clear that the position would
not convert to tenure track. At the end of
those five years, the college opened a tenure
track position in my field and I was invited
to apply. I was hired at the Assistant level,
promoted two years later to Associate
Professor with tenure. I feel that I underwent
huge changes in capability and perspective,
but those changes were not very evident
from the outside. My teaching was
unremarkable, as was my graduate student
advising and my research. I feel I was a
middle-of-the-road, functional member of
the faculty. However, I did not want to
accept that. Once I got upset with my
Department Head who said I was about in
the middle of the pack. His response was
This is a Big 10, R1, major university and
your department is the #1 department of its
kind in the nation. You should be pretty
pleased to be in the middle of such a pack. I
did not find it reassuring. In spite of that, I
feel that there were a series of years (10-
15?) in which I was ‘pupating’ (i.e.,
internally changing but not visibly growing).

Growth in teaching

I was hired as an Assistant Professor and
was told that I should arrive on campus by 1
August. My teaching assignment for Fall
Semester would be FR 3103, Meteorology; I
had never heard the word Meteorology and
had no idea how to approach teaching it. I
went to the text and the literature, and stayed
one step ahead of the students. It was
adequate but not really very successful.

I am a pretty informal person and my
classroom is informal and interactive. My
first day of class is vibrant; my introduction
is (full of nerves and) loud. It usually is
something like Hi, I’m Jim; welcome to the
Meteorology class. We are gonna have fun.
During my second year, I had a TA who was
young and inexperienced. She had come
from a highly structured and formal
experience in her undergraduate career. At
the end of that year, my TA said she felt that
the class was ineffective (well, really my
teaching was ineffective) because I was too
informal, there was too little structure, the
students had not been shown that they must
respect the teacher and the authority of the
position.

First day of class, third year teaching, same
TA. I walked slowly to the stage, captured
their attention with silence, then announced
I am Professor Perry and this … is
Meteorology. That entire experience took
about 10 seconds; it changed the entire class.
I tried to change back to a more casual,
informal and interactive style. That was not
successful. For the entire quarter, the
students (yes, all of them as I recall) were
withdrawn, not interactive, removed from
the core of the class. It was a disaster.

I feel there are a couple of messages there.
That class was (all classes are) controlled by
the first 10 seconds. The students’ view of
who you are as a teacher and their comfort
level in dealing with that is controlled by the
first interaction and it is very difficult to
recover from a bad start. Second, each
person has a comfort zone, a preferred style
of interaction and teaching. That is a zone,
an  average behavior with a variance. As
teachers, we grow most effectively when we
are at the edge of that variance, but not
(much) outside it. I was so far outside my
behavioral style, I performed horribly and
learned very little.
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Since then, I have developed the practice of
visiting many classrooms. I watch lots of
people teach. I (try to) remain curious and
open, asking What of this could I try?.
However, the answer always is controlled
my (ever imperfect) knowledge of my
personal variance, my strengths and
weaknesses and comfort zone. I feel I must
always operate within a few degrees of the
edge of that variance. Too close to the mean
disallows change; too far from the mean
returns me to the 3rd year Meteorology
classroom. In that latter case, I varied too far
and spent an entire quarter teaching
ineffectively.

I see several messages from this particular
story:

• Know thyself; it is very important for
me to have an image of who I am
and what I can offer, imperfect and
implicit though that may be.

• Be true to thyself; I cannot function
effectively outside (too far outside)
the edge

• Make incremental changes at the
margin; I cannot make radical,
transformative changes quickly. The
changes may be dramatic over 20
years but they are not dramatic over
two or three years.

• Remain curious and experimental; I
get bored, fail to grow and remain
ineffective if I continue to do what I
have done. I need change and
growth (perhaps a function of having
a short attention span).

Growth in research

For 22 years, my position has been half
teaching and half research (with another
35% for other things). As such, I would
think things like a research philosophy
would be important to a memoir. However,
this memoir project is intended to deal with
teaching. Therefore, for this draft, I have

excluded discussions of research themes,
directions and the learning that came from
them.

The continuing

international

influence

Early in my career at Minnesota, I met some
very exciting people who were either about
10 years senior (e.g., Bill Easter, Hans
Gregersen) or were peers (e.g., Bob Dixon).
Through them, I was able to rekindle an
international spirit that had lain idle for
nearly 15 years. We developed a discussion
group on watershed management, wrote
proposals and collaborated on large projects
in the US and some of us joined together on
a research effort in Thailand. We traveled in
about 1984 and that was my first
international experience since returning
from Costa Rica in 1970.

Growth in the pupal stage

My view today is that during this pupal
stage, I was experimental (quietly), learned
a great deal (but stayed under the radar of
attention) and built a platform that allowed
future growth. Of course, I have to ask How
common is this? Perhaps this is the case for
all of us. We enter a new environment and
spend a great deal of time and energy
learning the ropes, trying to understand
where our strengths lie and where the
boundaries and rewards are.  I would
expect that is even more true in academia
that in other environments because we have
tenure; at the end of (what is usually) a six
year path, we are offered lifetime security or
a terminal contract. However, my perception
today is that boundary definition and
exploration (at least for me) occurred much
later than this (i.e., these first many years at
Minnesota were pupal, in contrast to the
sub-imago stage that followed).
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Sub-Imago

The analogy here is to a Mayfly, which has a
long larval stage with many instars, pupates
in the water and then emerges as a sub-adult
or sub-imago. That animal flies around for a
short time, learning things about the
terrestrial environment. Finally, it molts or
metamorphoses once again to the full adult
stage. I believe there was a period in my
development, perhaps 5 years long, during
which I tried a wide range of things (most of
this trying process was far less directional
and intentional than I make it sound today).
During this time, I feel that I lived nearly
without spirit-guides or mentors (Toni
McNaron, Steve Simmons and John Bryson
being the notable exceptions). This time was
perhaps my most professionally productive
stage; I had active work in many European
countries and traveled a great deal. My
teaching was both more satisfying and more
experimental. My research was data
intensive, very well funded and highly
productive. The Water Quality Team
emerged as a conceptual approach that
would improve the graduate educational
experience.

I feel that this was a time of
experimentation, testing boundaries, flexing
wings, and yet a time when I could afford to
do this institutionally (i.e., there was a 15-
year momentum that made risk-taking a
viable alternative). During this time, I
developed new classes, taught in new ways
(e.g., the 5000 level class called Water
Quality: the International Dimension that I
offered for years was taught in an unusual
way and was popular, though very small). I
developed broader interests here, interests
that included the ways we teach throughout
the college, the university and the nation. I
became active with the Center for Teaching
and Learning Services, with AAHE and

developed a college-wide series called CNR
Conversations About Teaching.

Examples abound: The Water Quality class
has evolved to be a significant offering on
campus (~100 students per year for nearly
20 years). It is offered at the advanced
undergraduate and graduate levels. In the
lower level class, I am very experimental
and do a wide range of activities to get
people involved. Some of those include Jig
Saws (or role playing experiences), Stump
the Professor, Debates, Guest Speakers
followed by SWOT (So What) Analyses,
writing including peer review and writing as
a team. In the graduate level, we read
original papers form the literature, discuss
those in depth and rely on students
presentations to lead the discussion. This
class has been successful in a variety of
ways. I was awarded the College’s first
college-wide teaching award in 1997, a
Morse Alumni award in 1999 and the CISW
award for Interdisciplinary Teaching of
Writing in 2003. The class closely follows
my style of interaction: many things at once,
all in short doses. I have a short attention
span and treat others as if they do as well. I
always use a mid-course correction half way
through the semester. Ion each, I list the
class activity (e.g., Jigsaws or debates)

I studied the content and thought abut the
goals enough to realize that the field is very
important (i.e., society is trying to make
major decisions about water quality
management), the subject is taught widely
and yet there was no text that served as a
useful tool for such classes. I was able to
raise enough unrestricted funds that I could
ire Leigh Vanderklein, a wonderful writer
and good scientist, to join me in writing a
text. We worked together for several years;
basically I made stuff up through
brainstorming and Leigh would make it
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come to life by reading and writing. That
allowed me to respond to what she had
written rather than trying to create materials
de novo. That text came out in 1996 and has
been quite successful. Interestingly, Leigh
and her family have moved away about
1996, but we remain in contact and currently
are negotiating a contract for a text in
International Water Quality (fitting the
needs of the next class).

The International Water Quality class
evolved from those thoughts. That class
always was very small (<15) and highly
interactive. The goal was to increase the
ability of a student to enter a country new to
them and know the questions to ask to then
understand how water quality policy
decisions are made. For many years, the
class involved technology in that groups of
students built a web-based scenario game
that portrayed water quality decision making
in a class we did not discuss during the
semester. The class was enjoyable and
innovative, but did not generate sufficient
tuition to allow it to get the attention it
needed to survive.

I feel that my contributions during this time
were about on the leading edge of the
capabilities and contacts I had at that time. I
hope as much for the future.

The role of mentors

During this 10 plus year period at the
university, I feel I gained immensely from
the guidance and friendship of a few people
who were very important to me. I don’t
believe any of them felt they were mentors
per se, probably because we all are within
10 years of the same age. Yet they played a
significant role. I find it useful to comment
on each of them, and then seek pattern in
what they offered and how I grew.

Hans Gregersen was a forest
economist in my department. He was a
relatively senior person (i.e., less than 5
years my chronological senior but about 10+
years my academic senior). Hans truly is a
renaissance man. He is the son of a Danish
opera star. He cut his academic teeth
studying archeology in the Yucutan, then
entered economics and because a world
leader in his field. In a view I held for many
years, he was the ‘best all round faculty
member’ in our department. I now am not
confident that was a widely held view, but I
never questioned it. I told him one time In
my view, you are the epitome of faculty
excellence, the pinnacle to which we all
strive. He replied (although I remain
unconvinced her was serious) I feel the same
about you.

http://www2.cla.umn.edu/images/clatoday/AR2000/
McNaron.jpg

Toni McNaron is the only one in the
crowd who is much my senior and perhaps
the only one who came close to playing a
more mentoring role. Toni was a Professor
of English, a co-founder of the Center for
Teaching and Learning Services, the
Director of the Bush Program for Faculty
Excellence, and many other things.  In fact,



19

Toni was one of the very first winners of the
HT Morse Award for Outstanding
Contributions to Undergraduate Education.
The university has selected Morse winners
for nearly 30 years and that is about the
nicest thing that can happen to a person at
this institution; she set the standard for that
award. Toni drew me in as a(n unworthy in
my view) peer colleague to do things like
develop a video for active learning in large
classes, develop and lead workshops for
young faculty and others for TAs. She led
me through the Bush program then recruited
me to lead parts of it. She is a world class
teacher, a sensitive and thoughtful person
and always a supporter and spirit guide.

John Bryson is a strategic planner in
the Humphrey Institute who is a very active
consultant in his field and is very busy
outside the university. Yet (perhaps I should
say and) he is very dedicated to advancing
leadership among the faculty, trying to assist
and participate in the growth of the
institution. He is a scholar of leadership and
a practitioner of experimental approaches to
leadership. He is analytical about his
approach and is very involving. I have
worked with John on large projects and
small collaborations; writing as well as
consultancies. His work is insightful and his
friendship is powerful.

Bill Easter is an Applied Economist
with whom I have worked ever since
arriving at Minnesota. He was a core
member of the Lanesboro Watershed Group
that about 1983 took six faculty to Thailand
for watershed work. We have worked
together in many ways. The larges has been
the many-year, multi-million dollar research
effort in the Minnesota River Basin. But the
most enjoyable has been the times at the
coffee shop that have resulted in papers that
have been synthetic, rather insightful and
innovative. A couple of them have been

pretty widely recognized and cited,
reinforcing my belief that the interaction is
synergistic.

Steve Simmons is a horticultural
scientist but, more than that, a true teacher
and mentor in the wider context. I met Steve
through my interest in case studies as a
teaching tool; as in many things, he was
years ahead of me and was a world leader in
case studies by the time I discovered them.
He was and remains a widely respected
scientist, an excellent and innovative
teacher, and a peer who seemed to believe in
me. We met in coffee shops and spent time
sharing ideas and growing; I found those
experiences very positive.

Mentoring As I look over that list of
people, the ones who rose to the top, I am
struck by the realization that I am pretty
collaborative and therefore know several
hundred people at the university. I have
worked with many them in many ways. IN
this list, there are not many experiences in
common (i.e., only one international co-
experience, only a few co-publishing
experiences, only one large research
collaboration, no long term co-teaching
experiences). In general, there are no
common experiences like going after big
money or collecting large data sets
together. Each of the people is well outside
my disciplinary field. The common bond
seems to be that these are people who had
accomplished a great deal, were highly
productive in their professional lives and yet
not interested in using a new collaboration
as a tool to advance themselves or their
ideas, they just seemed to be gentle people
who believed in me as a peer.  One further
characteristic that I think is common among
them is a strong commitment to the growth
of faculty members, as individuals and as a
collective. This is expressed always
implicitly and only becomes visible through
time. But they all seemed to invest in me for
no apparent reason and no apparent
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reward, but the end result was mutually
reinforcing.

I aspire to model that behavior, and I
believe in the long term, multi-investment
model where you work with a wide range of
people who, most often, develop other
interests and move away. In a few cases,
there is a long term and very positive
synergy. That is a model and a pattern that
is replicated at a finer temporal scale with
my graduate students and it makes the
faculty life (for me) most satisfying.

Understanding and

appreciating other cultures

I believe strongly in international work, in
the need to be involved as a global citizen
and as a participant in the world’s decisions.
I believe that ethic was initiated or advanced
by my work in Peace Corps. It was made
operational by my work in Central and
Eastern Europe.

In about 1992, at about the time many of the
governments of Central and Eastern Europe
(CEE) changed, I became involved in a large
US AID project, the Environmental Training
Project for Central and Eastern Europe (i.e.,
ETP). Over six years, I played a leadership
role in writing the original proposal and then
served as Deputy Director. The project had a
total budget upon completion of over $15
Million; we worked in six countries and had
four US partners including Minnesota as the
Consortium leader. We had a fully staffed
office in each country, involved several
hundred organizations in CEE and more
than 50 in the US. We trained several
thousand participants in the countries, had a
Fellowship program that brought many
people to the US, and ran a large grants
program that warded money to both US and
CEE organizations. In all of this, I worked
with a Director who was visionary and
incredibly well connected in the countries,

as well as being arrogant and
unconscionable, and an AID Project officer
who was wonderfully dedicated as well as
immature, self centered and brittle. I had the
pleasure of working with many other staff
people here at the University, many of
whom were highly effective and who made
up for some of my short comings and those
of some of the others involved.  This was a
cross-cultural experience in many senses of
the word. To succeed, and it did, ETP had to
function with the cultures of, and satisfy
many different interests groups here in the
US, within US AID, among many layers of
host country governments and multi-national
donors as well as all the kinds of participants
in six countries.  It was my most effective
international experience and some of the
most important work I’ve ever done. In spite
of the challenges, I am designing (more
accurately, I am envisioning) a new project
for China that is 10 times as large.

Multiculturalism Upon reflection, I wonder
why I view that experience as effective and
important. Clearly, the level of impact that I
believe we made would qualify the project
as important. Beyond that, perhaps there
was a depth of involvement that allowed a
new level of experience. I got to now people
and places and cultures much more
intimately than I do in the short, intense
consulting experiences. In spite of that, I
had (have today) a lingering doubt about the
process. I entered CEE at a time when the
economy was so poor that a dollar was a
very powerful tool. I was there to tell people
I have $15 Million and have ideas about
bow you should manage your environment.
Not surprisingly, the response was We
really like your ideas. How was (is) that not
neocolonialism? Yet, if it was inappropriate
or a concern, would I propose to approach
this differently in China in the next 5 years?
No. Well, then, not too much of a concern
apparently.
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Give something back

In the mid 1990’s, I worked in Ghana for a
while, serving as a member of the three
person team developing the Natural
Resources and Environment strategy for US
AID. The Team Leader was Fritz Gilbert, a
person who worked for AID in Africa for 35
years and was Mission Director in several
countries. We worked together for quite a
while and became good friends. As we sat in
the airport at the end of the trip, he said,
quite under his breath as if he was speaking
to himself ‘the women’s group go the
money’. I asked what he meant and he said
that, when he traveled, he always tried to
meet a range of groups, each of is trying to
change things. Often these are non-
governmental organizations (NGOs)
working in social and/or environmental
issues. This knowledge always comes as
part of the data collection for which he is in
the country. In our case, for example, we
had to learn what NGOs were filling what
roles, to know where AID might make an
appropriate impact. He considers how each
of those meets the values that he and his
family holds and he donates a small amount
of money, anonymously and at the end of
the trip, of that organization.

I was pretty impressed and have adopted
that strategy. Usually the amount is quite
small ($1-200) but is an amount that makes
a significant impact in the area. For
example, in southern Burkina Faso, a village
worked for 3 years to gather materials to
build a chicken house. A donation of $200
allowed them the base capital to start a self-
sustaining flock that generates a cash flow
of more than $300 per year. A donation of
$150 allowed a small village in Ghana to
buy used books to start a small library; the
village already had built the building but it
was empty.

The Water Quality Team

As my graduate student population grew,
my interests broadened and I became much
more interdisciplinary (or perhaps I became
more insulated from the short term vagaries
of the university reward system and
therefore was willing to pursue multi- and
interdisciplinary work that had less apparent
immediate outcomes?). As I dealt with a
wider array of students and projects, helping
those students approach a more diverse array
of career paths, I became increasingly aware
of the need for human resource skill
development, my own as well as that of my
students.  Through the business literature,
interaction with a few other faculty and the
collaboration with many dedicated students,
we developed the Team concept. There are
two central components to that idea: the
Team exists to weave together human
resource skill development and disciplinary
learning. We meet very often and frequently
have professionals visit to help us learn
human resource skills like writing as a team,
active listening, verbal communication,
strategic planning. The second component of
the Team is that every person is told You
only have three simple responsibilities and
you must accept all three to be a member: 1)
be a really good graduate student (i.e., take
rigorous classes, maintain a high GPA, pose
meaningful research questions, collect
precise and accurate data, publish in good
journals), 2) be a fully committed and active
team member and 3) at least once a year,
give something back to society.

The Team has been very successful. Many
people have graduated and entered the
workplace. They report that their
marketability is improved by their team
experience and their capability on the new
job is superior because of their human
resource skills. As such, we are making a
positive impact. There is, however, a tax.
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The Team Based Approach I believe
that a central role I play in the university
(perhaps because of my own history) is to
offer opportunity to non-traditional people. I
frequently have students as Team members
who are full time employees and part time
students, or people who are entering a field
like water resources or conservation biology
after an early education and often a career in
something like communications or history.
These people are broad, dedicated,
energetic, exciting, confused, in-need, and
often rejected by the rest of the academic
establishment. I am willing to work with
them and routinely accept them as advisees.
There is a significant liability to this role: I
find that some measurable (perhaps not
numerically significant but certainly
personally significant) number of these
people enter the U as un-funded students,
require time and energy, and then choose to
change advisors to someone who either has
money or is closer to their new found
interests. As such, I invest energy and
political capital to get a person admitted and
started, then they leave the Team. An
irritating cost and one I try to manage, but
not one I’m willing to forgo.

New teaching directions I have invested
heavily in the last three years in radically
new approaches to teaching. If they are
successful (and they require much more
development), these will involve distance
education, web-based learning, multi-
cultural approaches, teaching with blogs,
people in 2-4 countries collaborating on
simultaneous teaching and learning
exercises, post graduate certificate programs
jointly offered by universities in 2-4
countries and graduate programs in which
students who never meet each other share
web-space for 2-3 years and then write a
shared thesis chapter. All of these ideas are
in the stages of discussion and proposal
development and experimentation. If they

come to fruition (in some form), I may look
back on this time and judge it to have been
successful.

The only thematic sense I have today,
applied to my teaching as well as my
research (and perhaps to administration) is
that, at this stage of my career, if I am not
working on ideas larger than I can
understand, I am not investing my energies
wisely.

Transition

I served as a Professor in Forest Resources
for nearly 20 years. Although there are only
three departments in the college, I had very
limited understanding of the people, culture
or mission of Fisheries and Wildlife, a sister
department. I did know that Ira Adelman
had been Department Head for quite some
time and was retiring or returning to the
faculty and they were seeking a new Head. I
was invited to join several members of
Fisheries and Wildlife on a trip to Nepal.
The goal and approach (at least, as I
understood them) was that we would visit a
series of locations and meet a range of
people, then work together to write a
proposal. The trip was to last two weeks. To
my surprise, all but one person left at the
end of the first week. I remained to work
with Dave Smith, the remaining FW person,
to work on the proposal. We were sitting at a
picnic table in Kathmandu writing that
proposal; Dave went in the house to get a
beer and came out saying I have a great
idea. I said That’s good ‘cause I’m stuck
right here. … No, not that. I think you
should come be our Department Head. We
had a search and it failed. Now we are
seeking an Interim Head. My reaction was
No, that is a dysfunctional department.
People do not get along with each other and
they are not productive; this is clearly not a
good idea. We talked for some time and I
later spoke with the Dean. Then I spoke with
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each of the faculty members and asked their
perspective. Likewise, the Dean spoke to
each of the faculty members and asked their
perspective. People were nearly universally
positive; I agreed and took the position in
March, 2000. My avowed intent was to
serve a short time and Interim and return to
my home department.

About a year later, we held a nation-wide
search; several faculty members encouraged
me to apply. My first reaction was No, not
interested. Upon more reflection, I chose to
apply. I was invited to interview and felt that
I owed the Search Committee answers to
four questions:

• You have been here at the U a long
time and you do a lot of things. What
will you give up if you become
Department Head?

• What are the significant differences
we will see in your behavior between
interim and permanent Department
Head?

• How will this department be
different in four years if you become
Department Head?

• What are the measurable changes we
will see ion four years if we are that
different department?

So I developed answers to all four and
offered those plus a departmental vision to
the Search Committee, the faculty and the
Dean (obviously, those become interesting
now that it is three years later; I address that
below). I served 15 months as Interim and
was hired as Department Head in July 2001.

Today: Life as an adult

The last five years have given me a very
different perspective; I served as Interim
Department Head in this new department for
nearly 1_ years and then accepted the
position on a permanent basis three years
ago. I am not yet comfortable with my role

as an administrator; I am confident that
discomfort will be apparent to readers here.
During this time, I have been fortunate
enough to receive recognition for
contributions made but I don’t think I am
experiencing much growth in teaching. That
is true primarily because other things have
distracted me. However, I accept the
argument that memoirs by definition are
written backwards; it is very difficult to look
at life today and judge the impacts that will
be evident 10 years hence.

An administrator/scholar

I believe I can be most effective in my
position and in my current career stage if I
serve as an administrator and continue to
perform as a scholar. That means, to me,
that I continue to teach, to advise graduate
and undergraduate students, to conduct
research, to write proposals to fund that
research and continue to serve in an
international capacity. That philosophy
carries with it some significant liabilities (or
at least responsibilities). Obviously, being
hired as Department Head, I have to pay
enough attention to the business of the
department that it is led and managed well.
In the spirit of this being a reflective piece, I
choose to think about those and ask two
things: which ones are important to me in
various ways and which ones are compatible
with or constrain my Department Head
functions?

• Teaching-I now offer my Water
Quality class each semester and do
not offer the International class or
any other classroom experience. I
reach about 80-90 students per year
and yet find the Water Quality class
to be very unsatisfying. Enrollment
stays relatively large and consistent,
mainly because it is a well known
class. But I do not feel the class is
well taught, especially the graduate
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level portion. I think it is weak for
two reasons: I am somewhat
disengaged because I am distracted,
and I have found colleagues (Ph.D.
students) with whom I can teach and
upon whom I can rely. That means I
don’t have as much pressure to
perform personally. As a result, I am
more impacted by the distractions. I
do not yet see a solution to that issue;
the obvious choices (i.e., stop
teaching it or stop involving the
Ph.D. students) are unattractive. The
class generates significant resources
(~$75,000 per year in tuition) and
fills a need in several curricula and
in giving students exposure to
alternative ways to think and
alternative views of resource
problems. This issue will have to be
resolved within two years.

• Gradate student advising is central
to my perceived function at the
university (i.e., the way I feel my
personal mission is best filled). I
advise more graduate students at any
given time than most faculty and am
routinely criticized for that. As I
have redirected my energies, I am
writing fewer proposals and am
telling students that I am willing to
advise them but have no funding.
Some faculty and some programs
feel it inappropriate to admit students
without funding. In contrast, I feel
that the students who can best take
advantage of me and my advising
style and available energies are ones
who are motivated enough to seek
the time and guidance to succeed.
Those are the people who often are
unsuccessful in getting funding, as a
result might not be admitted, but
with guidance can excel. I feel it is
my obligation to give them a chance.
I have recognized for a long time

that the logic I just espoused makes
sense objectively (to me), but when I
have many students and agree to
accept yet one more, that person and
the others all get reduced attention.
There has to be a rational (currently
unrecognized) limit. As I write this, I
have 9 Ph.D. students, 7 Master’s
students and 2 undergraduate
research students. I do not
understand how to evaluate (or am
unwilling to accept the evaluation of)
the costs and benefits of that
behavior. I do not expect to change it
in the immediate future.

• Research continues to be engaging,
but I find the growth in my research
interests to be very interesting. I am
much more interested in large and
synthetic questions than I was 5-15
years ago. I want to address
questions that are larger in space,
time and societal impact than I can
understand, so I feel I am stretching.
Examples include things like
sustainable development in China,
integrated teaching and
undergraduate research conducted
simultaneously among Minnesota,
China and Brazil. I remain interested
in data intensive research conducted
by graduate students. I do not seek to
change the work of my students, but
my personal involvement and scale
of interest has changed. I am not
driven by a desire to be involved in
any particular field of research or
any given discipline; rather, I am
interested in the process of asking
questions and seeking answers. That
does or can become a liability in that
I become more and more a generalist
with little knowledge or depth. I
don’t mind that at all. I do not see a
conflict between this view of my
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research program and my
administrative duties.

• Finances A central component of the
research process is proposal writing
and distribution of funding. This
remains of significant interest to me
for two reasons: proposal writing is a
game, an attempt to envision and
then describe a problem n a way that
is seen as sufficiently innovative that
someone wants to fund it. That is
quite stimulating. Second, funded
proposals provide flexible resources
like salary support that allow me to
do things like travel to students’ field
sites or to explore potential
collaborations or to purchase things
for students or my own use (e.g., a
new computer or laboratory tool).
However, I have decreasing amounts
of time that I am willing to devote to
short term (i.e., ~3 year) data
intensive efforts. I find that I only am
interested in very large efforts that
are synthetic, long term (i.e., 5-10
year) and involve a wide range of
collaborators.

• International work As I commented
above, this is critical to my
worldview and I do not see this as a
negotiable component of my
behavior.

• Time allocation I am amused to
report that, as I write this, I have
programmatic responsibility for an
annual budget of about $4M, about
20 faculty, 50 staff, 100 graduate
students and 200 undergraduates. I
am in the throes of my annual
program budget review and have just
noticed that the administrative
portion of my position is budgeted at
15%. I would argue that I readily can
do all the things I want to do (i.e.,
teach, advise students, conduct
research, work internationally) in

85% of my full time actions.
Unfortunately, I don’t think the
Department Head duties can be
performed in 15%. Of course, the
15% is not a meaningful number.
More accurately, my administrative
duties require about 40% of my time
and I must expand the time available
(stop sleeping) or reduce the rest of
my life-demands. Today, I find that
unpalatable.

A range of thoughts about the

impacts of a reflective

approach to life today   

The following are early thoughts that
wander quite a bit and really need much
more organization and careful revision.
Their intended role is to engage me (and any
reader who wishes to think about this) in a
more current reflection and to stress that life
is dynamic and insecure at any given time.
We only feel comfortable with our life
choices long after they have been made and
evaluated.

An administrative philosophy

I believe that my philosophy of
administration is based in positive
reinforcement, encouragement,
empowerment, and flexibility. I believe that
I provide (try to provide) a supportive
atmosphere that is visionary and that
reinforces creative, experimental, and risky
behavior (as long as the risks are small). I
strive to have high expectations and be
relatively demanding; I feel that it is
appropriate that the bar is ever increasing.
That is, I think it correct that expectations of
junior faculty today are higher than they
were of junior faculty 10 years ago. My
definition of success in our climate is
‘excellence among peers’; as the number
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and quality of peers increases, by definition,
excellence represents a higher bar.

I recognize that there are significant
limitations to my philosophy and behavior. I
am strongly conflict avoidant and
understand, as Gordon Hopson told me so
many years ago, you will ask your friends to
do much more than your enemies. I do not
handle antagonistic people or situations well
and very rarely resort to punishment or
negative correction (the charge of passive
aggressive probably is accurate).
That means that the people who respond
well to my style are encouraged and
supported. They grow and excel. People
who do not, or who learn to take advantage
of the weaknesses remain un-involved and
(evidence suggests) generally unproductive.
That means that the overall performance of
the unit (whether the unit is my department
or the water quality team) remains sub-
optimal because there always will be some
individuals who are not performing up to
their potential.

Development of young faculty

I believe that professional development of
young faculty is the most important task I
have as Department Head and one of the few
most important tasks that faculty in general
have. I think this is influenced by, and yet
much more important than the hiring
process. Pretty obviously, if I hire the wrong
people, development in this sense is either
very difficult or impossible. However, the
prevailing wisdom seems to be ‘hire the
right people and ignore them; they will do
fine’. I strongly disagree with that.

I am dissatisfied with my current practice of
cultivating junior faculty, however, because
I do not feel I properly understand how to
ensure their development and advancement
(or perhaps I understand and am not willing

to invest sufficiently). I cannot afford to be
too specific and directional in my guidance
for several reasons. If I guide too closely, I
might coerce someone into a direction that is
inconsistent with his/her talents, interests
and skills. If I am too specific, I encourage
reliance, not self sufficiency. If I am too
prescriptive, I might encourage someone to
develop in a way that is consistent with my
views but not those of the rest of the senior
faculty and all the senior faculty are the jury
that decides on promotion and tenure.  For
all of those reasons, I feel it important that I
be supportive and not prescriptive.
I recognize that a counter argument is that I
spend so much time on my personal whims
(e.g., graduate students, international travel)
that I do not pay sufficient attention to
departmental responsibilities. Therefore,
junior faculty might not feel that I pay
adequate attention to their schedules and
their needs as they progress through the
difficult pre-tenure path. I am working on
that, with great assistance from some really
dedicated junior faculty, by trying to
institutionalize and clarify a support and
guidance mechanism to make the process
more transparent. It has some significant
distance to go.

The impact of senior versus

junior faculty members

I am surprised to note that I do not see today
a close relationship between rank and
performance among the 20 faculty in my
department. If I express total contribution on
a 1-10 scale where 10 is highest impact, that
average among 8 junior faculty is 7.41 and
the average among the 12 senior faculty is
5.33. I find that quite troubling. I thought
(and believe today) that there would and
should either be a linear increase in impact
through a person’s career, or an increase to a
peak at Full Professor around age 55-60,
with a level period thereafter. I see neither
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and find that disturbing. That makes me
wonder what I can do to increase the
contribution of senior people, while at the
same time wonder about the degree I should
invest in that.

The constraint of poor

facilities

My faculty is spread among 6 buildings in St
Paul (and one in Crookston).  Our principal
departmental building is (to our perception)
widely recognized as the worst building on
the Twin Cities’ campus. We were at the top
of the ’04 capital request list, then moved to
’06, then to ’08, then showed up as an
alternate on the ’08 list. We participated in a
campus-wide space audit and were told
‘you’re not doing so bad.’ My response was
If these are the qualities and quantities of
space you feel are appropriate for us, I am
going to lower my expectations for my
faculty, and do that publicly. No resolution
to date; we’re still in development.
However, it is apparent that we are not a
priority in the eyes of central administration.
I have to ask why? Is it because we are
small, or low budget, or low visibility, we
generate low tuition revenues?

The emerging force of the

business model

It is becoming more and more clear that
decisions with the university (and within
other universities) increasingly are being
driven by a business model. That has
become especially clear over the last four
years; the percent of our support that comes
from state funding is now approximately
16% and yet the state increasingly wants to
put limits in performance (e.g., graduation
rate, admission standards). Central
administration has increasing costs and the
only source of revenue is colleges (and
departments) so taxes are increasing

dramatically (in FY 05, we will be taxed
about 11% of all of our funding). That
means (to me) that there is a continual and
growing disjunct: I guide and encourage the
faculty to produce more student credit hours
(and tuition) and more indirect cost dollars.
That money all goes to the Dean. I ask her
for more and more resources to support the
faculty and yet her resources increasingly
are taxed by central. Yet, we are unwilling
to have a clear decision making model
where we either have full financial
performance-reward model at the level of
the department or even individual (e.g.,
where people get a percentage of the funds
they generate). In parallel, we are unwilling
to have a clearly disjunct model in which the
Dean makes financial decisions based on her
clearly articulated priorities. For years (at
least 4 years) we have had a hybrid financial
model in the department, it is ineffective and
frustrating. I am trying a new approach this
year: an investment pool in which I invested
about $50,000 of departmental funds and
have shown the Dean how she made a net
profit of $120,000 from that investment. The
logic and the agreement is that I am repaid
all I invested and some of the profit. This is
closer to a departmental budgeting model,
which would be acceptable. My personal
view (today) is that a better model is that all
financial decisions are made by the Dean,
based on clear incentive metrics.

Communication failures

One major problem I see with the business
model and with my departmental leadership
is the effectiveness of our communication. I
am always unclear about how much I tell
people in my attempt to be transparent and
accountable: the more I tell them, the more I
fill their mailboxes, contributing to
information overload. The alternative is to
practice more autocratic, less informed
decision-making. My intent is to have a
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well-informed, participatory decision-
making process that is based on faculty
input and yet reflects our respective
responsibilities. I do not feel we are there at
all and do not yet understand the tools to use
nor the appropriate level of energy to invest
to get there.

You can leave your hat on

When I received the Morse Alumni Award, I
was asked to sit for an official photo. As part
of the sitting, the photographer asked that I
include some photos wearing my large,
Australian signature hat. I knew, of course,
that ‘they’ (whomever that was) would
never allow my official university teaching
award photo to be one with that hat; but they
did anyway. That photo is on a series of
university media and web sites.

Early in 2003, I received an interesting e-
mail message from a person I had (have)
never met. The author introduced herself as
Edith Nooijen, an artist and psychiatrist
from Holland. She said she had a former
boyfriend whose name was similar to mine
and she was surfing the web, looking for
seeking information about that person and
she found me. So she decided to paint my
picture, and she sent me the original. The
painting was called You can leave your hat
on

I was rather stunned, but replied with thanks
and, on passing through Amsterdam,
stopped to send her a University of
Minnesota memento. Sometime later, she
sent another series of drawings, all of them
very interesting. The least provocative of
those is the one on the cover of this memoir.

The Water Quality Team

The following section (in this font) summarizes my
feelings about my Water Quality team and its
direction, as of Spring Semester 2004. It is not a
statement about the permanent future of the Team,
but reflects life today.

Mission
The Water Quality Team serves to develop
knowledge and provide a wide range of educational
opportunities that advance informed decision-making
about landscapes and the waters that drain them.

Structure and Performance
Members of the Team are interested in the structure
and function of aquatic ecosystems and the
communities they contain. We are further interested
in the distribution of such communities and
ecosystems within landscapes and the goods and
services people desire from those ecosystems and
landscapes. We measure and advance the
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understanding of the ways those ecosystems respond
to stress and the ways stressors change the goods
and services people receive. In the final analysis, we
intend to provide that information to interested parties
to advance informed decision-making about those
landscapes and their water quality.

We are a strongly international group, believing very
strongly that working with people from multiple
cultures and within a range of landscapes will
advance our ability to understand, generalize and
inform.

We advance a strong service ethic, believing that it is
our privilege and responsibility to give something
back to society.

Hosting a conversation about the future
Team members asked that I speak at a Team
meeting. I addressed several things, including:

• Where are we going in the longer term? (and
who is we?)

• Why are we going there (i.e., what
opportunities and/or societal forces are
empowering us or forcing us)?

• Are there constraints to those directions that
are important?

• Given that big picture, how do you decide
what to do with whom (to whom) to do it?

• If that is true, what interesting things will
happen to us in the next year?

Where are we going and who is we? Well, I think
the Mission Statement above describes a little about
where we are going. The ‘we’ part is interesting.
Basically, I say I am willing to work with nearly
anyone if they are convincing. I expect to become
convinced that a new person is dedicated, excitable,
exciting and pretty motivated. Being bright also helps
as does having interests and background in the kinds
of things addressed in the mission statement. Further,
I require enough commitment to attend meetings and
participate.

I told you in an earlier message My peers and I
have been struggling to adjust to a pretty dramatic
budget cut and, more importantly, a very significant
change in philosophy. There is some high probability
that such cuts will be repeated next year. There
potentially (apparently?) is a new paradigm that
governs and guides the ways society looks at, and

supports universities. That needs discussion and then
needs some understanding for how we will live
differently as the paradigm develops. We will discuss
this early in the semester. It basically says that
society is no longer interested in supporting
universities to the degree and in the way it has in the
past. Further, it argues that universities must act more
accountably and more clearly as entrepreneurs. That
will change (is changing) the ways you are supported,
the ways your advisors act and the kinds of positions
you seek when you leave here.

And that means All of our activities (at least in net, at
some ill-defined scale) clearly must be financially self-
sufficient. For example, classes will not be offered
unless they pay for themselves (in general, with some
exceptions). RAs from university sources like
Experiment Station projects will be fewer and may be
of lower value. TAs will be fewer and the metrics for
awarding them will be more financial. Our grant
budgets will have to increase to more clearly show
fringe benefits, indirect costs and salary savings. You
should be aware of this for two reasons: it should
influence your expectation about the funding you get
and the finding you raise while you are here. Also, it
should influence your interest in the kind of position
you pursue on leaving here (e.g., government, large
school, small school, NGO, international agency).
This does not necessarily mean fewer graduate
students for me. It does mean fewer overall and fewer
funded opportunities.

So, what are the pressures that are driving us?
Well, you all are familiar with my arguments about the
big things in life (e.g., information overload, global
change, demographics, China). I now believe that
there is another force evident in all of that: I believe
that those forces are causing significant re-
socialization as a generic societal response. That (if
true) influences the ways we teach, interact, propose,
develop etc.

Are there constraints? Sure, there are two you
specifically need to know about; they interact and will
complicate your life if not compensated. You know
that I am mentally fragile and quick to react. That
means that (in general) you get responses quickly but
it also means others get responses quickly. One of
the constraints that I perceive is that there are
significant increases in the numbers of people
applying to graduate school, especially people who fit
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my criteria (e.g., interested in and dedicated to the
kinds of things we do, willing to commit to the way we
do things, willing to commit to entering without
funding). That means I see an increasing number of
applicants targeted toward us and I am accepting
increasing numbers of people. There may be as many
as 8 new graduate students and a new UROP student
joining us in the next 6 months; that is balanced by
only 1-2 people leaving. The second constraint is
increasing pressure (defensibly so) to defend the
ways I spend my time, especially the proportion of my
time that is devoted to being Department Head versus
other duties like teaching, research and service. That
will come to fruition in the next 6 months and must be
resolved. It may have an influence on your life. Does
this mean less attention for you, fewer 1:1 meetings?
I don’t know; my intent is NO, but we’ll see. Stay
tuned.

Then what about those new people? How are they
selected? Criteria are implicit above and that’s about
all I got. Niki asks ‘Is that due to society’s demand
that we cat more accountably?’ Not too widely so, but
personally yes. On one hand, how can I turn down a
person who is willing to come, to work hard, and do
so un-funded? On the other hand, how is it fair to you
or them if I accept person number 26?

Well, then, where are we going in the immediate
future? I can tell you for certainty about some efforts
that are in progress and will come to fruition fairly
soon. There are some others that are less secure.

Tier I: These are gonna happen
• I have joined 3 other faculty (Bruce

Vondracek, Bruce Wilson, John Nieber) in
some large projects. We have nearly $1
million from EPA and about $125,000 from,
PCA to develop innovative classification
schemes. We have hired new people (Matt
Kocian is a Research Specialist; Angela
Bolton is a master’s student). This will be
demanding, very exciting and may grow

• Rachel’s work is ongoing in Duluth and at
Fond du Lac

• Haibo’s work on the St. Croix is funded for
two years and will be completed in ‘06

• Asah’s work in the Lake Chad Basin is
funded and will include field work and a visit
this summer

• Val’s work in western Minnesota is funded
and will conclude ‘soon’

• Maureen will defend her Master’s work; we
have funding for a new person to take over
and work on Sustainable Campus and Sarita
this Fall (This will result in a funded person
coming in Fall 2004. I currently am
interviewing candidates).

• Kelsey will dose some nerve cells and
measure some things

Tier II: Some significant probability that these will
happen

• Millie is developing work in Tanzania and
should be there for field work this summer

• Dawn will be in Nicaragua this summer and
something will come of that

• Kelsey is proposing a second UROP; that
has a pretty high probability of success

• Niki has introduced me to the Israeli Minister
of Science; there seems to be significant
interest in collaboration and perhaps a
couple of visits to make that happen (August
and October)

• International collaborative education (China,
Brazil, Minnesota) (I want to believe this is
Tier II but III is probably more honest

Tier III: Just no way to judge today the probability
that these will or will not happen

• Claire is developing something somewhere,
or at least so I should assume

• Diane is developing a Master’s project which
currently is embryonic

• China proposals are very important to me
but only if they attract outside attention

• Brazil proposals are almost as attractive but
probability is currently unclear

• Cameroon Water Resources Management
Plan is under development or idle or?

• Oleg and Laszlo and the Ukraine: Idle as far
as I can tell. No response
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And the future holds?

I have heard people say that Department
Head is the hardest job at the university
because you have significant
responsibilities and insignificant powers.
I am sure the same is levied to each
other position in the U (and probably in
society). Be that as it may, it does
elevate the question of responsibility
versus authority. That clearly is required
for success. Hope I am careful enough to
do it.

When I took this position, I offered the
faculty a list of changes that would be
evident in the department within four
years. Every year, I offer a State-of-the-
State address in which I tell the
departmental community about my
perception of our goals and our progress
toward them. Further, I understood that,
like other Department Heads, I was
appointed for a five-year term. In fact, I
was appointed for a three-year term, to
be reappointed for five if the Dean so
wishes. It is time for an end-of-term
external review and an analysis of those
four-year goals. Those things will occur
this summer and will determine much of
the future.

Is this time well spent? Are

you available to be helpful?

I am not convinced that my faculty, staff
and Dean are satisfied with my
availability. On the other hand, I am
amused to reflect on my life as a water
quality specialist in Idaho. In that
position, I had significant field
responsibilities but the climate was
pretty harsh. I noticed that all summer, I
was in the field 4_ days per week, and
then finished the required paper work in
the remaining _ day. I was both busy and

caught up all the time. In the winter, I
was in the office 5 days a week, and
busy and caught up all the time. I feel
today that I am a certain distance behind
the curve. I recently changed my time
management to reserve 1_ hours per day
as Open Door, and to restrict ‘Teaching
and Research’ to no more than 4 hours
(i.e., 35% of the day). I am convinced I
will remain exactly the same distance
behind the curve.

Being safely fragile

It is interesting to look at my current
duties, the questions posed above and
the reviews coming this summer. It is
clear to me that tenured Full Professor at
a major university is the best job in the
world. I am paid a high salary and nearly
all of that is protected if I leave my
administrative position. In this position,
I feel that I never know when I am doing
well and never know in whose eyes I
have most recently failed. I get many
many rewards and always feel I’ve come
short of the mark. That was brought to
light by the Dean’s comment telling me
about the three-year appointment. To
that moment, I had felt she and I were
doing very well together (and I still feel
that way) but her comment about the
three-year review was I certainly don’t
expect you to resign but I will respect
your decision if you choose to do so. My
reaction today is I am confident that I am
doing better than many of my peers and
yet not well enough to be called
successful as a department head. If you
feel my performance is inadequate at
anytime, just let me know. I can return to
being a tenured Full Professor and be
quite pleased with that.
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Continuing in my current

role

Having arrived at this stage in the
memoir, I ask If you continue as
Department Head, what will you do
differently and what will remain?

• The Water Quality Team will
continue in some way, size and
function. That will include
mentoring graduate students and
working with talented
undergraduates (the High Ability
Scholars Program)

• My international work will
continue in some form, with
primary attention to China and
Africa. That offers travel,
diversity, a chance to give
something back, and a chance to
bring different perspectives to the
classroom.

• My research will continue in
some way but will become more
synthetic and collaborative and
less data intensive. I will focus
on areas where repeated short
bursts of attention can make a
contribution, rather than
sustained low levels of energy.
My students will, however,
surely continue data intensive
work, especially at the Master’s
level.

• My classroom teaching must be
revisited. I do not feel satisfied
with my classes today because I
feel I have high student credit
hour generation and low quality
performance. One choice is
small, more engaging classes that
generate far less tuition (e.g., the
International Water Quality
class).

• My overall approach to teaching,
research and service will expand

in scope. I feel I must be working
on bigger things than I can
imagine or I am not interested. I
feel that, if I am not on the edge
of my comfort zone, I might as
well be in the garden. This is
well exemplified by the image I
have for China and Brazil-China
collaborations.

• Service work must continue; I
strongly believe in the idea of
give something back. It is not
clear how that will be played out
but at the moment I am more
interested in community and
international work than intra-
university things like politics.

Yes, well then. So what? Tell

me more about your original

questions

I posed several opening questions
and want to return to those. They
have not yet been adequately
considered. I will expand this section
as I think more and revise about
what was said above. The questions
include:

Are we guided, do we act

at random or are we

opportunistic beings?

I believe we are opportunistic (or at
least I am; I am not sure that all
people are). I do not believe that
there is a higher power that pre-
determines our decisions. However, I
do believe that, at any given
juncture, there are paths that are pre-
destined to be more or less
successful either because of the
influence of a higher power or
because of other events already in
motion, or both. Therefore, I believe
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it is my responsibility to pursue
many opportunities at any given
time; the ones that are least ‘favored’
will fade away. If I do not pursue
many, there is at least some
probability that I will not pursue the
pre-destined one. That, I now
believe, helps explain the
unwillingness to just say no.

Why did I not follow a

different path?

Because I followed many
opportunities; those opportunities
and the possibility that success was
predestined drove the choices I
made. They were good.

What controls the

decisions we make?

I feel the central driving variables
(for me and for most people) are risk
perception and risk aversion, the
perception of opportunities gained
and lost, our attention span (mine is
pretty short), and our level of energy
(mine is pretty high).

To what degree are we

other- directed?

This is a question that has lurked in
my psyche since 1968, when the
Peace Corps training staff gave me
an assignment, observed that I was
not very culturally sensitive in
pursuing it, and told me I was too
‘other directed’. Today, I feel that
this is a highly personal variable,
influenced by the other questions
noted above.
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