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Interview 1 
2020 March 11 

 
 
GW: Today we'll get through as much of the information from that part of your life as 
possible, sort of the family background and childhood through Princeton—that's pretty 

lofty amount of time to get through, but—  
 
PP: A big part of my life.  
 
GW:  And we don't need to rush at all. We can do multiple sessions. I mean, I do a 
backup recording, because you never know. But anyway, if we don't get through it all, 
we can always roll it over into the next one. So there's no need to rush, is my point. Just 
take your time. Yeah. Are you ready to get started? 
 
PP: You bet.  
 
GW: Okay, so today is March 11th, 2020, and I'm here with Judge Paul Papak in his 
chambers at the Mark O. Hatfield Courthouse in downtown Portland, Oregon. This is our 
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first interview. My name is Greta Smith. I'm the oral historian for the U.S. District Court 
of Oregon Historical Society. Good morning.  
 
PP: Good morning.  
 
GW: Thanks for being here today.  
 
PP: Oh, my pleasure.  
 
GW: All right. Let's start by having you state your full name and date of birth.  

 
PP:  It's Paul Jerome Papak. I was born on August 28, 1949.  
 
GW:  Thank you, so it's always nice—[tapping sound] sorry about that—it's always nice 
to begin with a little bit of family background, where you came from. So if you would, 
just talk about where you were born and your parents, and I know you have siblings.  
 
PP:  I was born in Michigan in a little enclave named Hamtramck, in Detroit. I was the 
oldest of my siblings, so the first born. My mom and dad were young; I think my mom 
was 20 when she had me, my dad 22. He worked in the auto factories in Detroit, and we 
lived at birth in Detroit, sort of on the north side—for people who know Detroit or know 
movies, we lived just off Seven Mile in Detroit.  
 
GW:  Great. So tell me a bit more about your parents. I mean, you mentioned your dad 
was an auto worker. I know your sister said something about him being a toolmaker. 
  
PP: Right. He worked for tool and die factories, making tools and dyes, all for the auto 
industry. I mean, everything in Detroit at the time, that kind of work, was all connected 

to the auto industry at different levels. And so he spent most of his career doing tool and 
die work that related to the auto industry.  
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My mom and dad went to school together in Detroit. My dad had come here via 
Canada. He was raised in Canada, was a Canadian citizen. Both grandparents moved to 
[North America], I guess, from Poland. My dad's parents went to Windsor, which is right 
across the river from Detroit. My mom's parents went to Michigan, to Hamtramck. And 
eventually, when my dad's parents moved to the Detroit area, my mom and dad met in 
Hamtramck, went to school (same school) a few years behind each other. My mom was 
a few years behind my dad. They met not long after high school, got together, and got 
married.  

 
GW:  In doing some of my research I was looking into Hamtramck, and it seems like it 

had a large Polish population and got a lot of—this is just from what I read, so—a lot of 
the people lived there and worked at the Dodge factory? Where did your father work? 
 
PP:  He worked for Dodge for a while. He worked at Chrysler for a while. My memory 
was, he went to a few smaller factory-job shops, but most of his career was Chrysler, 
which is Dodge. And the Dodge plant was close to Hamtramck. And I believe he started 
his work at the Dodge plant, which wasn't uncommon for people coming to Detroit for 
auto work.  
 
GW:  And he was in the automotive union? 
 
PP: Yes.  
 
GW: Do you remember anything about that? Him talking about… 
 
PP:  My dad was and still is my—I don't know what the right word is—influence or 
mentor on the values of unions. And he strongly believed that the wages and the benefits 
and the job safety that he received in his work life, the pension that he retired on, he 

never would have received without the support of the union. Albeit, the union had its 
problems, and he recognized that they did. He was an avid union supporter. My mom 
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and dad were strong Democrats. And he spoke to us regularly about the value of unions, 
which not all my siblings supported as they got older, and the importance of buying 
American cars, which even fewer of us supported as we got older. But that was his belief. 
And, you know, I understood the history of big companies in Michigan, starting back to 
Henry Ford in the beginning of automotive work, didn't always support the worker the 
way they might have. And I think the unions made a big difference. That's what he 
believed. That's what I believed ever since.  
 
GW:  So then, do you remember him being pretty active in union organizing?  
 

PP:  He was active. He was a job steward for a while and worked for the union during 
his period working in the industry—always an avid supporter of the union. I'm not sure I 
remember clearly, but I have a memory, I believe, that when auto workers went on strike, 
he was, of course, in the strike line, and there were times that they went on strike. But, 
yeah, he was a strong believer and a supporter of the U.A.W. [United Auto Workers] and, 
you know, the other unions that supported autoworkers in Michigan and in other places.  
 
GW:  And your mother, what did she do for work?  
 
PP:  Well, she worked—and this is a pretty early time in my life, so I don't remember 
it firsthand—but she worked as well. And I believe she worked—also connected to the 
auto industry—for a year or two, maybe a little longer, before I was born or when I was 
young, in the auto industry. But then she had children. There [were] six of us, every two 
years, just about; all her time was taken being home with us, and so she didn't work 
again until later when we all went our ways. She then did some work as a school bus 
driver and some other work going forward. But she was a home care mom for all the 
time I was growing up.  
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GW:  So what was the home life like, family life? It sounds like your parents both, well, 
your dad worked and was very active, and your mom was busy raising kids. And so, 
yeah, if you could talk about that a bit. 
 
PP:  Well, I thought we were a very close family and did a lot of stuff together; a lot 
of it has influenced how Krista and I raise our children and how we live our life. I can 
hardly remember many times that we did not all eat dinner together every day, for 
example. If there was any problem with eating together, it was caused more by me or 
my brother, with late night basketball or that sort of thing. But if we were there, we ate 
together. My dad came home. His job was regular hours, you know, 7:00 to 3:00, or 8:00 

to 4:00, 8:00 to 5:00. Sometimes he had bad shifts, and he had to work midnights or 
afternoons, which threw a wrench in the schedule. But when he was working normal 
days, he'd come home. We'd eat together. We spent most of our time together, in one 
form or fashion. All of my siblings played sports, my parents supported us and all of our 
sports activities—so summers were baseball three nights a week or four nights a week, 
and fall was basketball, and winter was football. And on and on it went. They also 
supported us in school, so they were there for all the concerts and the plays, and we did 
things together.  
 And then on top of that, my uncle, my mom's brother, bought a little cottage on a 
lake north of Detroit, about 20, 30 miles, 10 miles north of Rochester. He bought a little 
cottage home that he shared with the family. And my memory was of spending, gosh, 
seemed like almost every weekend—in the summer, we'd go out there for the weekend; 
we would swim, fish, waterski, play horseshoes. In the evening, we'd play Pinochle, eat 
together. I was kind of a regular activity. It was a nice place to sleep there, and my uncle 
would be out there, my grandma and grandfather would be out there, and we spent a 
lot of time at the cottage.  
 
GW:  That sounds like a great, great time.  
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PP:  Yeah, it was a great time. We had a good time, and I thought we did a lot of stuff 
together. And you know, my siblings and I have different memories of our childhood. And 
I think they of course saw my parents a different time than I did, and our family at 
different times than I did. And so we just have different memories of it. But mine was 
like that. And of course, I was the first to leave, heading off to college right after high 
school and really never returning, at least not to live there again. So, you know, I have a 
solid 17 or 18 years, and then I was off.  
 
GW: And you're the oldest, right? 
 

PP: I'm the oldest—first born, oldest. Right.  
 
GW:  Can you tell me the names of your siblings?  
 
PP:  I have my sister, Carol, two years younger, roughly; my brother Mark, two years 
younger than my sister Carol. I had a brother named James who died—[five weeks] old, 
maybe? Maybe a little less than that. I think today they would have probably called it 
SIDS [Sudden Infant Death Syndrome], would have been the cause. But it was some 
bronchial thing. He was also two years younger than my brother. And then there's a little 
gap. I have a sister, Kathy. Katherine was ten years younger than I am. And my youngest 
sister, Maryann, is 15 years younger than I am. And all of them live in and around 
Michigan and Detroit, except for my sister, the youngest sister, Maryann, who moved to 
and lives near Cincinnati with her family.  
  
GW:  And your parents' names for the record? 
  
PP:  My dad is Jerome. That's where I got my middle name. My mother's name is 
Dolores, maiden name Darocha—D-A-R-O-C-H-A. My dad, of course—the last name was 

Papak.  
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GW:  So what were your parents like as people? What sort of interests outside of work 
did they have?  
 
PP:  Well, they were obviously pretty caught up in their children, and we took a lot of 
their time. But they were pretty active. My mom cooked all of our meals. We didn't go 
out very much. We certainly didn't have much in the way of takeout. So there was a lot 
of cooking almost every day for almost every meal. My brother and I were fast growing, 
huge eaters as kids, and my mom used to say she had to make five or six sandwiches for 
each of us for lunch because we ate a lot. And my mom was a real meticulous 
housekeeper—kept the house for all of us clean and neat, worked on the yard, had a 

small garden—flowers.  
My dad was a real handyman, sort of prided himself on that. So if we needed 

kitchen cabinets, he would build them. When we remodeled the basement, he did it. 
When we moved out from Detroit, north to the suburbs, we remodeled the house that 
way—added a back porch, did the basement, built things in addition. He was also, 
although I don't remember this as clearly when I was young, but he was very meticulous 
about the yard and lawn—made sure that grass was cut, and trimmed, and edged, and 
green, and in good shape. And so our house always looked nice for the time we were 
there. 
 
GW:  Your sister mentioned, I thought it was interesting, that your dad was an artist? 
 
PP:  He was. It is interesting. I had forgotten. He was an artist; he went to art school. 
His intent was to be an artist of some sort. We found in the attic, and looked at 
occasionally, his portfolio of drawings that he had at art school. But as I remember it, 
you know, he got married, he had children. He needed a living, and art school, at the 
time, wasn't a living. So he set it aside and went to work in the factories. And he was 
always a good drawer. He was our leading partner to have if you ever played Pictionary, 

because, you know, he'd actually draw and it looked like what it was supposed to be. But 
he didn't follow up on it. You know, and he didn't draw or do artwork independently of 
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that art school, that I'm aware of, afterwards. He just put it aside and went on to his 
work in a factory. Yeah.  
 
GW:  She also mentioned—I just think it's interesting, so I want to make sure that I ask 
you about it—that both your mom and your dad loved musical theater and that they were 
ushers at Broadway shows? That might have been after you had left the home. That's 
possible. 
  
PP:  Yeah. No, they were lovers of Broadway musicals. They had a lot of music, vocal 
music—a lot of favorite singers, you know, from the old days of Frank Sinatra and the 

like, forward through John Gary and modern singers. They had a lot of music, but they 
particularly liked stage plays and show tunes. So my dad had—if there was a show tune 
that he didn't have the album to, I was unaware of it. I mean, he had them, he knew the 
songs, and they knew the words. They would be on all the time. He'd play them all the 
time.  

And we spent a lot of time—I'd forgotten—in my youth, going to stage plays. 
Detroit had a beautiful theater called the Fisher Theater and would often get first-run 
musicals. They'd open there. You know, I saw Mary Martin, for example, do Annie Get 
Your Gun there. I think as I recall, it opened in Detroit before it went to Broadway. So 
we did go to Fisher Theater for stage plays. And my sisters have continued that tradition. 
The two of them, Carol and Kathy, still go today to the Fisher for stuff.  

But beyond that, it wasn't all fancy theaters. My dad would go to high school and 
college stage-play theater and take us. So, you know, some of my favorite plays, The 
Fantasticks for example, I saw first at a high school theater and then I saw it at a college 
theater. You know, those would be less expensive. And we'd travel around where we 
lived and catch the theater and did that pretty much all the time I was at home. It 
probably diminished as I got older because we had more kids and it got, you know—
before I left for college, we had five at one time. That was a lot a lot of kids to do much 

of anything. But before then, we would go to theater regularly. And there's just not much 
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I haven't seen. There's not much music that I don't know the tune and lyrics to and I 
don't sing when I'm running around. So it affected me a lot.  

 
GW:  And do you play any instruments?  
 
PP:  I do—everything quite badly, but I do. I took piano lessons and guitar as a kid—
mostly piano, but I didn't get very far. I took piano again in college and as an adult, but 
I'm still just very moderate. My son, 14 now, is certainly—he plays the piano. He certainly 
eclipsed me in his ability. I played the violin for a long time. I didn't pick it up until I was 
an adult. I inherited my [father in law’s] violin that was in my wife's grandparents' home. 

And when they were cleaning out the home—I can't remember, before or after they 
passed away—I grabbed the violin. It was a good one. I had it fixed up—restrung, tuned—
and started taking violin lessons and off and on took violin lessons for 10 or 15 years and 
got about as good as I got on the piano. You know, I played a few small recitals with 
friends, but I never got good. I have a music room in our house where I have the piano, 
guitar, violin, mandolin, cello, ukuleles on the walls. And I can play a song or two on 
every instrument, but beyond that, not much.  
 
GW:  It's a nice thing to be able to do. It can be really meditative.  
 
PP:  We had lots of fun. Charlie, earlier last year, his class took up ukulele, so I got 
myself a ukulele, and we'd play together, and it was a lot of fun. But it didn't stick, and 
it's a lot of work. You know, and it takes a lot of time, solo time, to practice. And so, I 
always wished I had done more, but there's still time. Right? 
 
GW:  Absolutely. Yeah.  

So was your family religious or spiritual at all?   
 

PP:  They were. I was born and raised in the Catholic Church, baptized in the Catholic 
Church as a child, infant. I was pretty involved in the church. I was an altar boy for many 
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number of years. I would serve mass on Sundays. Depending on the schedule, I often 
had to serve the 6:00 a.m. or 6:30 mass during the week. So I'd get up and go to church, 
served mass, get back home, eat breakfast and go to school. And I followed that 
through—I can't remember when it ended. Certainly by the time I went to college I had 
stopped as an altar boy, and I might have stopped before the end of high school. But 
through, into junior high school, maybe even the beginning of high school, I was an 
acolyte and involved in the church, as were my parents. And we went together every 
Sunday. And every Friday, according to Catholic custom or whatever, we had fish for 
dinner.  
 

GW: On Fridays? 
 
PP:  Well, you couldn't eat meat on Friday. It was the day in Catholic Church. And, you 
know, I went to other sacraments. I was confirmed as a Catholic in second grade. I went 
to communion when I went to church—confession when I needed it, which wasn't as 
often. And then I moved away from the church personally, certainly by the time of college. 
And we, Krista and I, shifted gears, and not long after we were married, we joined a 
Quaker meeting and have been Friends—Society of Friends, the true name of the Quaker 
church—ever since, sometimes practicing more than others, or going to service more 
than others. But we both consider ourselves more associated with the Quaker Church 
than we do with any Catholic church—although she wasn't raised Catholic, just me. 
 
GW:  Do you go to the Quaker church here?  
 
PP:  We have. We've gone to different Quaker meetings here—a few in Portland; I 
went to one in McMinnville, where I told you, we had property there—some others around 
the fringes of Portland. There used to be one, ironically, in the building that now is my 
son's school, Cedarwood. There was a museum—the children's museum was there, and 

the Quaker church was there, and we'd go there. But the truth is, we really haven't kind 
of connected with a group that we've done every week like we used to in Iowa. We'd go 
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most every week from Iowa to a Quaker meeting that we really liked, and we were part 
of, and we joined so, yeah.  
 
GW:  So I'd love to hear some more about where you grew up. Hamtramck had a large, 
and maybe still does, a large Polish population. What was it like growing up in that 
culture?  
 
PP:  Well, I didn't grow up in Hamtramck. I was born in Hamtramck, but we went to 
the hospital there. But my parents were raised in Hamtramck and went to Hamtramck 
High School. But we lived, when I was born, on Seven Mile near Van Dyke in Detroit, 

which is kind of the northern edge of the city of Detroit; it was not part of Hamtramck. 
 
GW: Okay, so Detroit proper? 
 
PP: Detroit proper. It was not a Polish community, though we had, you know, plenty 
of Polish people there and even more—it seemed to me we had quite a few Polish and 
Italian people in the neighborhood when we moved north from Detroit to Warren when 
I was in fifth grade.  

And growing up in Detroit was, you know, even though it was a big city, we lived 
in our little area, which had its own school—public and Catholic—that I went to. And I 
wasn't far from a baseball field and a swimming pool, where I spent a lot of my 
summertime—and playing sports. There were big fields near us for schools where we 
would gather as a group to play various sports, you know, as we got kids from the 
neighborhood. Things then weren't quite as organized as they became later, where, you 
know, your parents take you to league after league and everything is worked out by 
them. We did a lot more calling out each other and, you know, just going to the door and 
singing out somebody's name. You'd get eight together. "That's four against four. What 
sport are we going to play?" And away we'd go to spend our day doing that when we 

were in school.  
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 And where I lived on Detroit, Seven Mile is a pretty busy mile road—not as big as 
Eight Mile Road, which is the mile road from the Eminem movie, Eight Mile Road—big, at 
the end of the northern border of Detroit. We had a movie theater a few blocks away, so 
I could walk for the matinee, and I'd spend the afternoon there. And we had a pool and 
a big field, maybe three-quarters of a mile away. On Saturdays or weekends, we could 
go there and go swimming, and it would be packed. And stuff like that; it was nice. And 
stores—at the end of my block was a convenience candy store shop where, you know, 
you could go and your mom would give you some money to get a candy bar when you 
were a kid. It was pretty nice.  
 

GW:  So it sounds like you were pretty independent. Like you could just go and, you 
know, go visit your friends and just walk around? 
 
PP:  Yeah, my memory of that is exactly—you know, my parents didn't organize sports 
for me. They were involved, but it wasn't the same. They were busy with their own life, 
with work, with the house, five kids. And so my memory is, when I wasn't in school or 
even when I was in school, I was just, on a Saturday, I'd get up in the morning, and I'd 
wander back home. I'd leave the house at 9:00 and, you know, I'd come back home at 
12:30 or 1:00, grab lunch, head back out again until my mom was yelling, "Paul, it's 
dinnertime!" And I'd come for dinner, and I'd just be gone all day. And as I got older, 
more so.  

And when we moved to Warren a little later, every family had kids the same age. 
It was a migration out of Detroit. And so there were, I could find baseball, football, 
basketball, tennis, kickball, you name it. There was dozens, sometimes hundreds, of kids 
wandering around playing together—and hockey. So I did all those things with a changing 
group of friends, depending on what I wanted to do that day. And it was interesting. Not 
so much in Detroit. Detroit was smaller, for me. I had a couple of friends that I hung 
around with, mainly, until we left Detroit.  

 
GW:  What was the demographic of your neighborhood in the Seven-Mile area?  
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PP:  Well, when I was there, it was mainly Eastern European ethnic—you know, it was 
Polish and some Italian. Other than that, I'm not sure I could, at that age, distinguish the 
demographic. It stayed that way through most of the time I was there. Eventually, kind 
of sadly, there was sort of a—I mean, I think they called it sort of a “white flight” from 
Detroit. Downtown Detroit really emptied out; it hasn't really filled back up. Much of the 
neighborhoods where I was born and raised are now black communities. Most of the 
Eastern European ethnics, I think, move north. Some stayed, but most moved. And so 
the demographic of the neighborhoods really changed, although I didn't see much of 
that; it changed after I left.  

 
GW:  Yeah, I was going to ask, when and why did your family move out of the city into 
the suburbs?  
 
PP:  You know, I think my mom and dad were ready to, you know, commit to buying 
a new house. And, you know, my dad was doing better at work or doing well at work, 
making a living. And, you know, they wanted a better neighborhood for us. We lived in a 
nice, but kind of old, little ramshackle house. And so they looked around, came close to 
buying or maybe did buy some property far north of where we ended up, but then 
recalibrated and bought property in a suburb not far north of where we live—we were at 
Seven Mile; we ended up buying property at Twelve Mile. So we were five miles away 
from where I was raised—six miles, a little bit over, but very close.  

But it had been all farmland. And so suddenly there were—I can't tell you the 
number, but I'd guess five hundred or a thousand or more just in our area—new houses 
coming in. And so we bought early in that transition to suburban living, I guess. And one 
of my memories is really a good one—we were in early— So, when I lived there as a sixth 
grader, for example, there might have been a hundred houses in a neighborhood that 
was going to have a thousand houses. So there are empty lots—many lots together 

empty—that, if they filled with water, would become a hockey rink or, you know, we 
could camp and have a fire, make hot dogs. It was just, you know, within walking distance 
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of home. My cousin and I—I was telling my son yesterday—my cousin and I, who lived 
near, staked out a couple of lots when we—I can't remember how old we were; I'd say 
maybe 13 or so, 12 maybe—staked out a couple lots and took our shovels and rakes. And 
we built three golf greens, kind of. I mean, he just cut the grass in three areas on the 
block and tramped down everything else. And then we'd play golf there, going from green 
to green to green—right in the middle of, you know, a thousand-home suburb that just 
hadn't grown up yet. And so we did a lot of that kind of, we had a lot of free time to 
roam because, you know, nobody played in front of their house because you had more 
room. That's why I could just get up in the morning and, you know, I'd be somewhere 
within a mile or so, but the gang would go different places at different times of the year—

hockey in the winter, and baseball in the summer, and football in between, sort of thing. 
So we did a lot of that. 

 
GW:  Did you have grandparents around that you saw?  
 
PP: I did. Grandparents, uncles and aunts. My mom had a sister and a brother near 
us. The brother, my uncle, was the one who had the cottage. He had two kids later, so 
we didn't spend as much time with them. My aunt, who lived close, had two sons. The 
youngest was my age. The older was just a little bit older. I spent a lot of time with them. 
They were athletes. Danny (the one my age) and I competed against each other in high 
school. Our teams played against each other. He was a smaller school, so I don't think I 
played him in football, but I played him in basketball every year.  

And then, my dad had three siblings. His brother, who was older, Ed, had five 
boys, and the five boys matched us in age pretty well. Bob was my age. Gary was Carol's 
age. Don was Mark's age. We went to school together. So I played every sport. Bob was 
a center on basketball; I was the forward. I was the quarterback; he was the end. You 
know, he jumped track, ran track; I played baseball. And he lived two blocks away. So I 
spent a lot of time with him, as did Mark with Don.  

His younger brother, Eugene, had three kids, but they were younger, so we didn't 
spend quite as much time with them. And then he had a sister, Jean, who didn't have 
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any children—lived her entire life with her mom and took care of her through her later 
years. But we saw all of them. You know, it was a rare weekend, certainly a rare holiday, 
that we wouldn't go to one or the other's house—or both, you know, going morning to 
one, the afternoon to the other. And then later, as they got older and less willing or able 
to cook big meals for everybody, my aunts took over or we took over, and everybody 
came to our house. But I spent a lot of time with grandparents, aunts and uncles, 
cousins—all through my growing-up years, until I went off to college.  

 
GW:  You mentioned big meals. And I like to ask sometimes about what people 
remember in terms of family dinners, common meals that you all shared together.  

 
PP:  We had a lot of traditional meals—you know, the turkey at Thanksgiving and ham 
at Easter. And one grandma (with the aunt) would do Christmas dinner on Christmas Eve 
and the other would do it on Christmas Day, so we'd go to both. And we would virtually 
always have, in addition to the American food (mashed potatoes and turkey) we'd have 
Polish food. We had sauerkraut called kapusta. And every meal we'd have Polish desserts. 
Other times we'd have Polish main courses, golabki (stuffed cabbage), and things of that 
nature. So, you know, we had a lot of regular Polish meals. My grandma used to make 
me boxes of these Polish cookies, big heavy cookies, and send them to me in college or 
have them for me to take home so I could take them back to eat. They were just great 
with coffee—mazurka, they were called. So I would eat those.  

But we had regular meals. You know, my mom didn't make—she made a fair 
amount of Polish food, but it wasn't the central thing. She also canned a lot. So we had 
a lot of, you know—downstairs we had a big room filled with canned vegetables and 
canned fruit, so peaches for dinner would be canned from the year before that we picked. 
We'd go out to some farm and pick peaches, and then she and my grandma would can 
them and we'd have a couple hundred cans of peaches to eat during the upcoming year.  
 

GW:  So you would actually go into local orchards and pick fruit? 
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PP:  Yeah. Not so much local orchards—my memory is, we had friends and family who 
had country property, and wherever they had their fruit that's where we'd go, and you 
know, we'd pick off their trees. But I think we did go to some. It wasn't like it was here 
anymore, you know, where people advertise—you go to Sauvie Island and there's all 
these places, U-pick. You had to know somebody. And if you knew somebody and they 
had trees, sure come pick—if they weren't commercially harvesting them all or they had 
plenty—and you'd pick. Or else you'd just buy them by the bushel and put them up. 
 
GW:  That's great. So moving on to your time in school, I understand you had a sixth-
grade teacher who was a mentor that kind of encouraged you to think more seriously 

about academics because it sounds like you were so embedded in athletics, right? And I 
imagine you played sports for school teams as well. Is that right? 
 
PP:  I played sports all year everywhere through college. I mean, I was always involved 
in some, often many, sport activities at the same time.  
 
GW:  Yeah. And so there was this teacher, apparently, and I was just curious about 
them and what it was about your experience with them that influenced your academic 
trajectory early on?  
 
PP:  Yeah, I came to sixth grade public school out of Catholic school. And Catholic 
school was what I would think the equivalent of military school would be like, only 
rougher. The nuns were tough. I mean, they didn't think twice about hitting you. You 
know, I got knocked around for fooling around—and, you know, sometimes in ways that 
today a teacher would certainly be fired. But they were strict. You know, they made you 
work. And I was a fine student; I was a good student. I was more of a discipline problem. 
You know, I couldn't sit still for a long time—I had a lot of energy; I wanted to be outside, 
you know. But I did fine in school.  

And then I went to public school and it was like, you know, walking into the 
1960s—free love. And there was no discipline, you could do anything. Kids were smoking 
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outside. And, you know, it was unbelievable. So I was trying to get myself organized 
around that. And I also had a kind of a serious health crisis in the midst of that transition. 
I was diagnosed with rheumatic fever and had basically a year where I couldn't do 
anything. I mean, I couldn't run and couldn't play sports. I took basically a year off.  
 
GW: How old were you?  
 
PP: That was sixth grade. And so a lot of things were going on. But anyway, the 
question you asked—in that return to public education, I had a teacher in public school, 
who somehow I related to in a way that, you know, really encouraged me to think about 

proper writing and proper speaking and doing better work. And it got me started, I think, 
in a direction towards better academics. In fact, I was telling my son, Charlie—I still 
remember the first day of school, that teacher gave us the final exam question for history. 
And I remember it, you know, pretty much word for word—trace American history from 
its colonial roots to…and all the things to include. And on it went. And I just remember 
writing out my answer, memorizing it, timing myself so that I had an hour or whatever it 
was for the exam, and I had exactly an hour's worth of memory. And then I presented it 
during an exam. Well, for me—as a, whatever grade that was, seventh grade—that was 
a pretty big step into academics to think that way through. So I think that did get me 
started towards academic thinking in a positive way that then probably showed up more 
in high school, as I remember.  

You know, I don't know why it happened or what exactly happened. All I know is 
my first semester in high school, I got all A's and that was it. I was never going to not 
get all A's again, you know, and pretty much my academic career in high school was good 
because, I mean, I don't know if I was just a grade getter, but I realized I could do that 
kind of work, and I did. And so I got good grades all through high school. And it was part 
of the reason, I think, I was able to get into Princeton.  
 

GW:  So then before that sixth or seventh grade experience with that teacher, you were 
in Catholic school prior to the 6th grade, is that right? 
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PP:  I went to Catholic school first through fifth grade, yeah. 
  
GW:  Okay, first through fifth. And that would have been while you were living in 
Detroit. And so then when you guys moved to Warren, then you transferred to the public 
school—because I'm imagining schools were better, possibly, in Warren? 
 
PP:  They were new. Everything was new in Warren. You know, in every house, every 
building, every school, you know, we were the first people to set foot in them. Even my 
high school, I was the first—I wasn't the first graduating class, but my first year there 

was the first year the school had been opened. So, hard to say if it would be better 
because we didn't know who our teachers were. They didn't have a reputation yet. But it 
was new.  
 It was certainly different from Catholic school. And I don't have any knock on 
Catholic school. They were strong, and they hired mostly nuns; they worked hard 
academically. I thought the public school teachers tended to have a broader range of sort 
of non-religious knowledge. You know, the nuns, not that they didn't know a lot about 
history, but, you know, you'd get teachers talking about sociology and things that you 
didn't hear as much in Catholic school. But it's also partly because you were getting into 
older grades.  

So school is different. School is good. You know, we had sports again. And yeah, 
I went to public school for a few years and then started in the high school younger than 
ordinary, because the first graduating class that entered my high school was in 10th 
grade—so we had tenth, ninth and eighth, and I was in eighth grade going in high school. 
And then they went eleventh, tenth, ninth (us). And then the next year, their senior year, 
we brought in ninth graders and we became a true nine-through-twelve high school. We 
started with, the top of the high school was 10th graders when the school opened.  

 

GW:  So you were there basically from eighth through twelfth?  That was Cousino? 
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PP: Cousino, yeah. 
 
GW: Cousino. Well before we move on to your time in high school, I did want to ask 
you about—well, I guess this would have been high school time—you started working 
around 13 or 14 as a tutor? And I was wondering how that came about.  
 
PP:  Well, I was a pretty good student. You know, I was a wildly avid reader. I liked 
to read a lot. I can't remember who initiated it, but there were some younger kids in the 
neighborhood. You know, the neighborhood we lived in in Warren was just saturated with 
children. Most of the people were Catholic, and Catholics, with the pope's birth control 

position, you know, everybody had five kids in the family, or more. So we just had kids 
everywhere. Anyway, so neighbor kids were my age and younger. And somewhere along 
the way, my mom, or I, or the neighbor said, you know, "My boys have a little trouble 
with reading. Can Paul help?" 
 [Referring to window shade] Do you want that shut? 
 
GW:  Oh, yeah—maybe if we can pull down that shade a little bit, that'd be great. 
 
PP:  Want to stop for a second while I do it? 
 
GW:  Sure, sure. I'll pause it.  

All right, we're going again.  
 

PP:  So either my mom suggested it, or maybe—I don't think I did; I was probably too 
young—but the neighbor lady may have asked for it because they knew I was a good 
student. And I would take some of the younger kids in the neighborhood to our house 
and work with them on mostly reading, as I recall. It might have been math, too. But, 
you know, I'd just act as an informal tutor to help them with their lessons. And I did that 

for a while when I was young.  
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And I worked pretty steadily as a kid. You know, I can't remember. A little older 
when I started working, you know, outside the neighborhood, started working for a 
moving van and for a sod company and for a variety of other things—and later for the 
city working on parks and ball fields and things like that. But you know, I worked pretty 
steadily throughout my years of high school and college, mostly college. I was really busy 
in high school with academics and sports and activities. It seems like I just, I don't know 
how I did it back then. I couldn't do it now. But a lot going on. And I had siblings with a 
lot going on too. So it was not just my stuff, it was their stuff too.  
 
GW:  Yeah. It sounds like that worked for you, though.  

 
PP:  Oh gosh. I just—I love to be busy. And my mom just used to get such a kick out 
of—she'd always tell stories about me that, you know, I couldn't sit still and so if she'd 
look out the window from the kitchen, I'd be out in the backyard shooting baskets 
because I had a basketball court out there. And then half an hour later, she'd look and 
I'd be gone, and she'd look I'd be in one of the rooms in the house reading a book. And 
then half an hour later, I'd be in the garage lifting weights. And then half an hour later, 
I'd be, you know—I just had a lot of things I wanted to do. And so I was I was a pretty 
busy kid—except for that one year with the rheumatic fever, which was a pretty slow 
time.  
 
GW:  How did you manage that, with having that? So rheumatic fever, it just put you 
down for pretty much a year? 
  
PP:  Well, I don't know what the time length is, but it's, you know, a heart ailment. 
And they're concerned, I think, that if you have it and you stress yourself, it could lead 
to some heart attack, I guess. And so I was just told to not run, not do anything active. 
And I, you know, I cheated some and nobody saw me. But basically I was very quiet, 

and that was unusual for me. So I just did the best I could. When we went to the cottage, 
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I'd lay in the hammock rather than run all over the place like I usually did. But then I got 
better. I was released and no long term effects, and I'm fine.  
 
GW:  That's great.  

Okay, so we were talking about you working as a tutor, and that would have been 
around—I think I did the math—when you were 13 or 14 it would have been around 
1953, 1954, which I realized was right around the beginning of the civil rights era?  
 
PP:  1963, 1964. I was born in 1949. I was four years old in 1953.  
 

GW:  Well that just tells you a little bit about my math skills. [Both laugh] 
 
PP:  In the 1960s is when I started that—right, right. I graduated high school in 1967, 
so.  
 
GW:  Okay, thank you. Well, what I was getting at is that you, you basically grew up 
during the civil rights era in and around Detroit. 
 
PP: Definitely, right.  
 
GW: And what do you remember hearing or thinking about events, civil rights—things 
that were happening around the civil rights movement?  
 
PP:  You know, as a youngster there wasn't a lot happening. That was the 1950s—
there just wasn't a lot of civil rights that was notorious in Detroit. But it came later. And 
I remember real clearly at the time I went off to college, the Detroit Tigers were in the 
World Series, and after the World Series, there were kind of riots in downtown Detroit 
and race riots in and around Detroit—mostly then, and as I was leaving Detroit to go to 

Princeton. But then I got to Princeton and, you know, it converted real quickly from civil 
rights to Vietnam. And  the campus, like most campuses, were hotbeds of activism, 
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mostly—all sorts of rights. And you know, there was all sorts of issues of that sort, but 
certainly Vietnam being prominent.  

But not so much at the high school level. By the time I was finishing high school 
in Detroit, Warren was still relatively quiet. There was this transformation of the Detroit 
area. Detroit was sort of emptying out, moving north—what I called “white flight.” That's 
what they called it then. Companies were moving north. You know, the Detroit Pistons 
moved their stadium up north—just, things were leaving the Detroit area. And so the 
area where we had lived became much different in character.  

In fact, kind of an interesting, sad story—but many years later, I had my children, 
and my wife and I were in Detroit, up in North Michigan (where my sisters lived) visiting 

for the holidays. And I decided to take a ride down to Detroit and visit my old stomping 
grounds and show them where I had lived. And so we drove down and we got to our 
street and went down it, and I couldn't find my house. And I thought, it just can't be! I 
mean, how could I not find the house I lived in, you know, through fifth grade? And it 
turns out it had converted into someone's drug home or something—burned down. The 
interesting part was, one, that it was gone. I mean, totally gone. But the interesting part 
to me was, as a kid, I remember this, (what I thought was) a big house—and we had a 
big tree in front and a big backyard. And when I saw it burned down, the lot was about 
two inches wide. It was such a little-bitty lot! And as a kid, I had remembered it so much 
differently with the house on it. But anyway, the house was gone, and it was kind of a 
sad erasure of a part of my past, not to get to see it again.  

 
GW:  Yeah, sure. It's making me think of something. This is the interesting part about—
one of the interesting parts about oral history is, hearing your stories of course makes 
me think of things in my life. But I am refraining from, you know. [Both laugh] 
 
PP:  I'd be interested in hearing. 
 

GW:  I'll tell you after your interview.  
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So do you remember, you talked about the Detroit uprising or the Detroit riots—
and I know you weren't there. And this is a little bit jump forward in time. We'll get back 
to your high school years. But while we're on the subject, I just wonder what you 
remember hearing about that event from the people you knew back in Detroit—maybe 
your parents, or your siblings, or friends, or what you maybe thought about what was 
going on?  

 
PP:  Yeah, I don't—it was an odd time. And, you know, as a younger kid, I wasn't as 
aware of racial issues and stuff. It wasn't in my forefront. I mean, I don't remember 
having much in the way of minority kids in school, even in Detroit, where I was—and 

fewer still when I went to Warren. And I just didn't have much connection, didn't think 
about it much. But kind of my feeling was, that as a as a younger kid, race relations in 
Detroit seemed pretty easy and people were pretty compatible. Everybody seemed to get 
along and I didn't hear or feel racial animus or something. You know, I would play 
basketball against primarily black teams, and I didn't think about it much. It's just who 
they were and how good they were that mattered to me, I guess.  

But, I think at the time of race riots and serious racial civil rights issues, my 
impression was, things got a lot tenser between the races, and there was more of a we-
they philosophy—more divisive. And, you know, stuff that caused tension, especially as I 
got older, in my family, where I wouldn't—I was a pretty knee-jerk liberal going to a 
liberal college and hearing talk from [neighbors] about, you know, blacks ruining the 
neighborhood or something like that kind of talk was, I wasn't patient with that sort of 
view. And people had different experiences about their relationship and how it affected 
their lives, their work, their home value, their safety. And it came out in not always easy 
ways. So there was a tension. But again, I'm not sure this is why it happened but we had 
moved away from it, in large part. So most of my time in Michigan was spent in primarily 
white communities, and I didn't have a lot of contact other than sports, I guess, with 
minorities, black or Hispanic, until I went to college, and even then, you know—a lot of 

difference between having contact with inner-city blacks and having contact with Ph.D. 
doctors who are black, you know. And so, I wasn't in the middle of it. I didn't work 
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downtown; I didn't get downtown very often when there were problems. People stayed 
away from downtown and things had changed.  

 
GW:  So let's hear some more about your time in high school. You attended Cousino 
High School in Warren, and I know that you were really involved in sports. Let's hear 
some more about other activities that you were involved in.  
 
PP:  I was involved in a lot of stuff in high school. I was in and the president of the 
Varsity Club, in and the president of the National Honor Society, a part of the class 
representatives. I sang in the choir. I had one episode where I had been recruited with 

my some of my jock colleagues to dance in a modern dance performance, and I did that. 
And I organized—now it seems sort of funny—a political protest one summer. I was very 
busy in school—and plus academics. And I had a lot of sports and extracurricular activities 
going on. It seemed like, especially as I get older in high school, I was never in class. I 
was always at some meeting. I had excuses, passes to go anywhere because of all the 
organizations I was in, which probably didn't help me academically because I could take 
advantage of that. But you know, I was out and about doing stuff a lot. I was an Optimist 
Club member, and I spoke for them. And there's probably more that I'm not thinking of. 
  
GW:  I'm looking at my notes. Yeah. I'm interested in hearing more about that modern 
dance thing. [PP laughs] 
 
PP:  Well, I can't remember how it happened, exactly. I think we were approached by 
the modern dance teacher. I think she came to me because I was the captain of the 
football team, and I assume that's how we put it together, if I remember correctly. But 
she asked, would we be willing to dance in a modern dance presentation? And, you know, 
we were kind of disdainful back then of, you know, tights and things of that nature. But 
she said it would kind of be muscly, and it'd be cool. And so we talked about it, and we 

ended up doing it. And basically it was a dance routine. I think, that I recall, we only did 
one routine in a bigger show, but it was—I want to think there was maybe 12 of us, 12 
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guys. Each of us had a partner, a girl partner, and we did dance together where we threw 
them around a lot. You know, it was a lot of two-part dancing that was maybe less 
dancing than gymnastics. And so we did it. The song was, [singing to himself] "I took my 
down to Madame Ruth." What's the name of that song? Love Potion Number Nine?  
 
GW: Yeah! 
 
PP:  Love Potion Number Nine was our song that we did our dance to. And it was fun. 
I liked music. And, you know, I like I said, I sang in the choir, and I enjoyed music and 
dancing was kind of cool. I liked to dance. And so we did it, yeah.  

 
GW:  Yeah. Sounds like you were pretty open to things.  
 
PP:  Well, I mean, it took us a bit to get there, but we did it. Yeah, I don't regret 
having done it now. You know, we had lots of protection. I had 12 of the, kind of, the 
biggest letterman athletes in the school and nobody was going to give them too much 
grief. So we were pretty safe.  
 
GW:  Yeah. Yeah. Sounds like it. So you were captain of the football team.  
 
PP: I was.  
 
GW: What other sports did you play? 
 
PP:  In high school, I played basketball, football, and baseball year-round, all the years 
I was there. And I was asked to try out for the track team, which was at the same time 
as baseball. So although I played baseball, I would run meets with the track team because 
I ran, and I did a good long jump and a good 440. And then I'd run in the mile relay. And 

so I wouldn't train very much, which was too bad. But I would just show up and run the 
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440 for meets and then go back to baseball. Baseball was my focal point. I liked baseball; 
I played for a long time. 
  
GW:  I was just going to ask, what was your favorite, if you had to pick, if you could 
pick?  
 
PP:  Well, I had my most notoriety as a basketball player, and I went to college to play 
basketball, partly. And I had won the most awards for basketball. So, I guess I'd say that 
turned it in, or made it my most favorite. And I really was, and I still am—I really like 
solitary activities. I like—especially repetitive—solitary activities. So I could spend hours 

shooting a basketball, you know, with nobody there. And baseball didn't offer that up. 
You can't play baseball alone very well, nor football for that matter. You could swim, but 
basketball was the perfect venue for me. And when we bought our house in Warren and 
my dad agreed for all the help I gave with sodding the lawn and stuff to build a court for 
me. So I had a big asphalt basketball court in the backyard—with the court, and then we 
had lights on the house so I could play at night. And, you know, I just, I was always there 
playing basketball. It's still there. My sister Maryann probably told you about playing with 
her when she was little.  
 
GW: She did. Yeah.  
 
PP: She always tells the story about, I'd promise her if she would make a shot I'd take 
her out for ice cream, and she'd miss, but I'd take her out for ice cream anyway, or 
something like that. We would do that together. And so, I guess I'd say basketball was 
my favorite. And I remember going back to my—I can't remember if it was my twentieth 
or twenty-fifth—twenty-fifth high school reunion, and how many people asked me, "Still 
playing basketball?" I thought, holy cow, you really get defined by something—you know, 
a quarter of a century later, "Still playing basketball?" [flummoxed] like—but that's how 

people remembered me, as a basketball player, so.  
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GW:  Wow. So how did you manage timewise? What's your secret?  
 
PP:  You know, you're a kid. You just do—you have energy. You just do stuff. You 
know, I never felt like I didn't have time. And, you know, I would do all those things and 
I would still be home at night to watch T.V. with my family or alone. And I was just—I 
was real busy. I always considered myself a jack of all trades, master of none. You know, 
I wanted to do everything but I didn't focus on one thing. I didn't just play basketball 
like, you know, kids now—seems like they focus on a sport. They're soccer players and 
they go to camps. And soccer is what they do, not much else. I played every sport. You 
know, even in college, I was playing three sports for a good part of the time I was there. 

I just enjoyed doing a lot of stuff, staying real busy. And, you know, I would find ways 
to kick out my work.  

As you can imagine with five kids, we had a pretty crowded house. I remember I 
took a little closet in the basement of our house—I don't think it even had heat in it, and 
it was cold—and I converted it to a little study area so I could have some quiet to work 
on my homework because, you know, we had kids and T.V.s and babies. [Laughs] It was 
a rocking house, and I needed some—you know, all my growing up years, I shared my 
bedroom with my brother and I didn't have a lot of privacy. And so I found a little space 
so I could work and get my stuff done.  

High school wasn't that hard. You know, I was a good enough student that I could 
do well without that much effort, until I got into the upper years and was doing 
independent study in physics or something that took a little more energy. It wasn't that 
hard to do well. It was just you had to be on top of it. And so, I was.  

 
GW:  I'm just thinking about—I'm not an athletic person. I've never really excelled at 
sports or played on really any team sports, but I know that the schedule, especially in 
high school, for playing a team sport, even just the one, is pretty, can be pretty grueling.  
 

PP:  Oh yeah. I remember every day of my high school career, almost, the day would 
end at 3:00 or whatever, and I'd be off on a football field, or a baseball field, or a 
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basketball court. You know, and I'd get home at 5:30 or 6:00, and it was spring break, 
and we'd be practicing. And summer, we'd start three [practices a day] in August for 
football. And in-between time I'd play for a city baseball team. No, I had a lot of stuff 
going on. It's hard to imagine, you know. I don't have that energy now. But it just seemed 
like the right thing to do. I don't remember not being—I enjoyed being busy. I enjoyed 
playing stuff. I enjoyed hanging out. And if I was tired and somebody would come over 
and say, "Let's go play baseball"—never turn that down, you know. You never turned it 
down. So I always stayed real active all through college and beyond. And even now, I'm 
real active, just a little less so. 
 

GW:  Yeah. I was going to say, it seems to me that this is something that's definitely 
carried on throughout your life, right? 
  
PP:  Absolutely. You know, after graduating school, I played basketball for a number 
of years. I played serious tennis for a number of years. I played golf with friends. I run; 
you know, I bike, hike. I'm busy. I like to move around. Some think it's a lack of focus, 
[laughs] the way I go. But I do, I do keep moving.  
 
GW:  So what were some of your favorite subjects in school? 
  
PP:  Well, I liked the sciences, and I originally thought when I went to college, I was 
going to be a science major. In fact, I was thinking about not Princeton but M.I.T. 
[Massachusetts Institute of Technology] or R.P.I. [Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute], 
Rensselaer, to study physics. I liked sciences. And I thought—in fact, I can say that when 
I went to college, my initial intent was to major in physics, so I guess that would be one 
of my favorite classes. And then I got there and went to physics class and realized, holy 
cow, there are people that were light years ahead of me in their knowledge of physics 
and stuff. And that didn't last long. I mean, I was nowhere at the level of math or physics 

of the people who were going to make it their life's work. And so I changed my focus. So 
I like sciences.  
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But you know, I don't remember not liking courses. I think I liked everything. I 
don't think I was particularly good at language. But I still putter around in French when 
I can and remember enough to put sentences together from high school and from when 
I taught in France one summer. My son, older son, who had taken French in school, he 
and I were able to converse with shopkeepers and doctors enough to get us by. So I 
learned something. But, you know, I liked all my classes, I think. I don't know if I had 
other particular specialties. I never felt competent in art—okay, but never good, never 
confident.  
 
GW: Art's a hard one.  

 
PP: Art's a hard one. And, you know, I think my dad—I [jokingly] blame him. I think 
he discouraged me. You know, I wanted to learn to draw, and he could draw wonderfully. 
And he said, "You either have it or you don't." You know, "You look at the paper and you 
see the thing you're going to draw. And there it is, right there. And then it's easy. You 
just, you fill it in. And you look at the paper, you see a blank, you know—and you're 
telling me you don't see it. You know, you can learn some basic skills about perspective 
and this and that, but you're probably not, you probably don't have the drawing gene," 
or something.  
 And so I believed that. At least real-life kind of drawing, I never could do. And that 
was never my favorite. I always felt—you know, it's like the equivalent of, I like 
weightlifting, but I struggle with yoga. You know, men like to push heavy weights and 
not stretch and be limber, and I'm less limber than I am strong, probably wrongfully. So 
I should do more yoga and more drawing. But of course, you do the things that you like 
to do, that you're good at. So that's how it—art was hard. Although art is what got me 
to Princeton, so that's— 
 
GW:  That's right. I was going to ask you—I'm trying to see. You had a teacher, an art 

teacher, right? That was really influential in you— I have a question here that I wrote, 
but I'll just— 
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PP:  Yeah, he [recruited] me to Princeton, so.  
 
GW:  Yeah. How did that work?  
 
PP:  Well, you know, I was looking at a lot of schools, and I was a pretty good high 
school athlete. And so I was at least having some conversations with schools about 
scholarships for athletics. And I was thinking about both basketball and football as 
possibilities—more basketball than football, but just my own thought. And this teacher at 
my school, Bob Jones, was my art teacher, and unbeknownst to me, he was a Princeton 

graduate. And when Princeton sends out its graduates to meet with high school kids to 
talk to them like they do here about college and, you know, encouraging the good ones 
to apply to Princeton and things like that. And he encouraged me to look at Princeton. I 
didn't know anything about it. But interesting—it was a time of, when Princeton athletics 
were at its zenith. You know, Bill Bradley was there, if you know who that is. 
 
GW: I don't. 
 
PP: Well, Bill Bradley was a U.S. senator from New Jersey, a Rhodes Scholar from 
Princeton, and the all-American basketball player for every year that he was at Princeton 
and then played for the New York Knicks after he came back from his Rhodes 
scholarship—you know, a nationally famous athlete and scholar. So he had put Princeton 
athletics, basketball particularly, on the map. And after him came other really good 
athletes, including one who played for the Portland Trailblazers for a number of years 
and was Rookie of the Year, who was just two years ahead of me.  
 
GW: Who was that?  
 

PP: Geoff Petrie was his name. So I was certainly aware of Princeton basketball. And 
so the school, you know, I knew was a good school. It interested to me, partly for playing 
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sports as well as going there. So I looked into it a bit. You know, I got some 
encouragement from the university to apply and applied and was accepted. And I don't 
remember fully, but that was the end of it. I mean, I got accepted; I decided, yeah, I'll 
go there! And that was it. You know, I had never been. The first time I ever showed up 
was a week before the first day of classes. And that's a story unto itself, of getting there 
and how it happened. But that's how I got to Princeton. It wasn't a very studied decision. 
And I wasn't on a track, you know—going to a private school, like a lot of my classmates 
at Princeton did, you know, going from the high-level private schools to the Ivy League. 
I just had the chance and decided that seemed right. And it was a great experience.  
 

GW:  So, yeah, because you came out of a public school— 
 
PP: A big public school. 
 
GW: Public high school. And so in talking with your sister, she said something about 
how instead of going for a sports scholarship, you went the academic route. But it sounds 
like you kind of did both, actually.  
 
PP:  Well, I think my basketball playing was a—nobody tells you this—but was a factor 
in my admission. You know, there are stories about the coach. One of my roommates 
tells a story that I believe was true about him—that basketball coach was walking down 
one of the nice lanes at Princeton, and the admissions committee was meeting up in a 
room, and they had their window open. They were looking over my roommate's 
application. He was real good basketball player from Indiana. And he yells out the window 
to the coach, "Hey, Coach, what do you think about Ed Stanczak?" And Coach goes [gives 
the thumbs-up sign] and that's how he got into Princeton. Thumbs up.  

I suspect my basketball was a factor, although it might have just been the factor 
that Princeton really emphasized well-rounded, a lot of activities. I mean, the truth was 

they had six thousand applications, all of whom had similar board scores and similar 
G.P.A.s. And so they were looking for geographic, racial, gender, activity diversity. And, 
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you know, I was their Michigan-Polish-public-school guy, I guess. I mean, I fit, and I got 
in. So, that's how it happened. But it was clear that I came there in part to play basketball.  

But the question you asked was about scholarships. Princeton didn't have athletic 
scholarships. So when I decided to go there, the story on Princeton is that they assess 
what you can afford and they pay the rest. They had a big endowment. So you were 
guaranteed you would get money in terms of scholarship or loan because it was 
expensive. But they didn't give you full rides. And I was a National Merit Scholar. I had 
some other money coming in, and I worked at Princeton all the time I was there. I worked 
in the dining halls all four years to put myself through, and they gave me money, including 
loan money, which in the next 10 years I paid back, to get through. So, I didn't get a full 

ride to go there.  
 

GW:  Yeah, I was going to ask how—I mean, I know you came from a large family. I 
imagine your parents weren't able to give a lot of money for college, so.  
 
PP:  No. They were great. I mean, I never let them know or I tried not to let them 
know what it cost and how I was getting paid because they didn't have money to—they 
had four more kids behind them coming off to school, you know, to take care of. And so, 
you know, I went there, and I don't remember—not to say anything negative—I don't 
remember getting anything from them, financially, I mean, I always had the house to 
come back to and a place to live in the summer. But I got all my money from either 
Princeton or from work. And, you know, I worked a lot of hours and then played sports. 
And that was harder—going to a place with the rigor of Princeton and trying to fit in 
academics with work and athletics. That was a harder fit, but I did it. 
 
GW:  Before we move on to Princeton—and I do want to say, we're at about an hour 
and 20 minutes. I'm not sure how much time you have or when you need to wrap or how 
you're feeling.  
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PP:  I'm fine for a while. I had kind of—I think you had said 9:00 to 11:00, and I was 
sort of thinking we would go no longer than that. And if we're doing good and you want 
to stop sooner, I'm fine. In some ways, it's nice to take breaks because you think—I 
mean, you've had two or three things that you triggered that I hadn't remembered from 
my sister or otherwise, which is kind of nice. So I'm willing to stop whenever. As is my 
way, I have got plenty to do. I'm going from here to the gym. [Both laugh] 
 
GW:  I bet you are. Yeah. Do you have drug court today? 
 
PP: Tomorrow. 

 
GW: Tomorrow, okay. Okay, so I'll ask you a few more questions. I was just checking 
the time. We are at about 10:30. Yeah, 9:00 to 11:00, or a little sooner, is fine—and I 
agree; I think putting some time on things is wise.  
 
PP:  And I get a little tired talking about myself, you know. I'm doing the best I can to 
stay engaged. 
 
GW:  You are doing a great job.  

So I wanted to ask, before we move on from your high school time, you had 
mentioned that you organized a protest.   
 
PP:  Yeah, I did. 
 
GW:  I'd love to hear more about that.  
 
PP:  Well, it is kind of hilarious in terms of modern protests. We had a protest and a 
march. And what it was, was—and I have to think again. Gosh, the years—I can't 

remember if it was, I think it was at the end of junior year, so the summer of junior year, 
starting senior year, almost positive. The teachers went on strike, and the strike dragged 
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all summer, and they were threatening school wouldn't start. And we didn't know when 
it would start. And, you know, I came from a tremendously strong union background. So 
my instincts were teacher, but I didn't think that was my goal. And so we organized a 
protest. I organized (although many of my friends joined us) protesting both sides, the 
teachers and the union, the school board—get your act together and start school on time. 
You know, we've got kids who are graduating or are going to college who have sports 
that matter to them. And we can't sit around at home all of August and September while 
you work out a deal—work it out. So it got a fair amount of press. You know, not only 
are students protesting, but protesting to start school. And they, in fact, settled. And we 
started, I think we started right on time. And so it all worked out. Both sides tried to get 

us to modify our position to be supportive of their demands, but I didn't think that would 
help. And so we didn't. We were neutral, just get it done, grow up, compromise, get it 
done. We've got more important things to do. And it was kind of fun.  
 
GW:  What did that look like? I mean, did you go and negotiate with people? Was it 
more of a visible, kind of, with picket signs?  
 
PP:  We sent letters, as I recall, signed by all of us. We organized the march. We had 
placards. We marched from our high school to the school board building, you know, with 
protests that were, again, kind of neutrally talking about school starting. We got T.V. 
stations and newspapers to track us to get it on. And that was the most of it. I mean, I 
think we kept up our attempts to influence—have conversations with and letters, too. But 
it wasn't long after that that they resolved it. So it wasn't, it didn't go on and on. But we 
did do the march. And that's what got the press, was seeing high schools students, 
seniors in high school many of them, you know, marching with signs about wanting to 
start school was sort of what caught the press.  

Speaking of which, not to go too far off the record—you can erase anything you 
want to, right? 

 
GW: I can edit.  
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PP: Okay, well, I just want to tell you, yesterday my son, Charles, took the day off, 
half day of school, and went to Salem to watch and support Kate Brown, who signed 
climate change executive order.  
 
GW: That's wonderful. 
 
PP: It got picked up by A.P. There's The Washington Post.  
 
GW: Oh, how cool. 

 
PP: It's on the front page of today's Oregonian. [Referring to the newspaper] Charlie 
is right there.  
 
GW: Wait, which one?  
 
PP: I'll show you. Here's a closer picture of them. There is Charlie right there, Kate 
Brown, and his two classmates.  
 
GW:  That's great. What a great experience that he got to go do that. 
 
PP:  Yeah, yeah. So it got picked up by the A.P. wires. And so it's on Washington Post, 
Washington Times. The Oregonian had a picture of them. So my sisters were all writing 
back, "Just like his dad"—because of this issue, I think.  
 
GW:  Well, I can't imagine that—I mean, just the optics of having your students protest, 
you know, get it together. Let's start school on time. Do you remember talking to your 
father about it, since he was so involved in unions and kind of asking for advice or 

anything?  
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PP:  No. You know, he was supportive of what we were doing. And, you know, I don't 
think he was, I don't think he thought the school board had the sort of negative 
implications as a union buster that maybe, you know, steel owners or car manufacturers 
had, so he wouldn't have been quite as union supportive in that environment. But he was 
supportive of the idea. He thought it was interesting. My mom and dad were proud of 
me for doing it. But I don't remember them having too much involvement in it. I don't 
remember talking to him about it in particular. And but he's, like I've said earlier, he's 
throughout his life he's told the kids in no uncertain terms of what the unions did for him 
and what, then, they did for our family.  
 

GW:  Do you remember what some of what that was?  
 
PP:  Oh, sure. I mean, living wage, safe conditions, insurance, a pension. I mean, he 
credits unions. He never thought Henry Ford would have done it on his own, you know, 
nor would anybody else have, given free-rein economy with no unions. What we'd have 
is what we have now—you know, people working hourly rates where they don't have any 
benefits and companies making more and more profits. I mean, he would have railed on 
that. And some of my siblings are more associated with politics different than mine and 
take a different position on unions. And my dad was just, I think, very much troubled by 
that.  
 
GW:  This was during his lifetime that this—? 
 
PP: During his lifetime, right. 
 
GW: Yeah. So, you graduated second in your class.  
 
PP: I did.  
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GW: That's great. What do you remember about that time, of graduating and sort of 
knowing that you'd gotten accepted into Princeton and thinking about leaving the home?  
 
PP:  Well, it was a pretty heady time—a lot going on. You know, I was kind of a late 
dater, but I was starting to go out, you know in my head, with a fairly serious girlfriend 
junior and senior year—a different one in junior and senior year. And so I, you know, I 
added another round to things I was doing besides sports. Sports were a big deal, 
because now I was a senior and our teams had reached fruition. You know, we were 
together for a lot of years. And so we were playing basketball in the state tournaments 
and things.  

And, you know, I don't know—I don't remember thinking a lot about Princeton. I 
got in; I accepted. And I just set it aside until later. Of course, when I tell you the story 
later about how I got there and stuff, it was so disorganized. To me, thinking back on it, 
it was kind of hilarious. It certainly wasn't something where, you know, I was planning 
and buying my wardrobe and my books or anything. I just— 

  
GW:  Planning your look. 
 
PP:  I just showed the hell up out there. I didn't know anything, you know. And realized 
that I got there two weeks before anybody else came. I was alone on campus. They 
didn't even have a dorm for me when I got there because I was so early. And it was quite 
lonely and chaotic, my entrance into college. But I wasn't thinking about it much. You 
know, just like everything else—I was busy with sports right to the end, you know, 
graduation ceremonies. I think summer, I went right to work making money and played 
sports, played baseball in the summer and then packed it up and took off.  
 
GW:  What did you do for work that summer?  
 

PP:  I got hired by the City Parks and Rec, and we would primarily go around to the 
playing fields—the schools, parks—clean up, line the fields, you know, for the games, put 
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down chalk, drag them to get the stones off, to make them smooth, and do that all day. 
That's the way I did that whole summer.  
 
GW:  So I think this is a good question to end with. I know you had a lot of successes 
during your time in high school, but I think it's also interesting and important to talk about 
challenges and obstacles that you might have faced along the way. So can you talk a bit 
about that for us?  
 
PP:  Well, I feel like I had a good childhood. I was lucky to have a supportive family. 
I did well in school and had tons of opportunities, you know. But thinking back now, the 

thought of going to Princeton, I wouldn't get in if I applied today. So I was very lucky 
that things worked out for me. You know, I had challenges. I frankly can't remember. My 
health was good. I certainly had challenges when I went off to school, partly because of 
the way I went and the transition from somebody who spent most of their life around 
home in Michigan to suddenly living alone in a new state was a big challenge.  
 
GW:  Well, yeah, and you were homecoming king. I mean, we didn't talk about that. 
You were homecoming king, right? I think your sister told me that. So you really were, 
you were popular— 
 
PP:  I was well known. I was a, you know, well-known figure in school. I never felt 
myself to be as comfortable socially as I might have liked to be. I think I told you earlier, 
I was really kind of a loner in lots of ways. I really like lone activities. You know what? 
When my team members were, it was a Friday night and they were off running around 
or chasing girls or whatever they would be doing—as they got older in high school, 
drinking, maybe—you know, I was shooting baskets by myself in the backyard. So I never 
felt, although I was well known and I felt like I was popular enough, I wasn't part of the 
in crowd, party crowd, or something like that. And I was a little, maybe challenged by 

that, I guess, in a way. But I don't know. I would have to think more about that one.  
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GW:  It's a hard question.  
 
PP:  Well, I mean, you know, they're—I don't know.  
 
GW:  Well, I think that that was a— 
 
PP:  I was challenged religiously a little bit. You know, I had taken religion pretty 
seriously. I don't think of it as a challenge anymore because it seems so easy for me, 
now, to discard it. But at the time, you know, I had all those years—I had thought about 
going to the seminary to be a priest at one point, and then I kind of walked away from it 

entirely. And that was a big change in my life. Wasn't too hard of a challenge because 
we were in the 1960s and everybody was moving away from traditional values and going 
in a different direction—so, you know, growing their hair long and all the things that were 
happening at the time probably supported it being easier. But still, it had certainly been 
a part of my life, you know, to have regular religion in it. And that was gone.  
 
GW:  Do you remember kind of what it was or what sort of confluence of things led you 
to make that—?  
 
PP:  It was absolutely clear to me that as I became a, changed from an absolutely-
believing youngster—who was told, you know, God is this and the Church is that—to a 
questioning adult, I couldn't get the answers I wanted. You know, and I would ask—I'd 
ask my priest, "What are you doing? Why are you telling people in Mexico not to use birth 
control? And we've got a population explosion." And, "Why aren't there women in the 
priesthood?" And, you know, there were just so many questions. And, you know, "Why 
does the Catholic Church have this abysmal reputation of historic violence and crusades 
and stuff? What's the problem?"  

And we hadn't even got to the child abuse at that point. You know, and I just I 

felt like I was looking for serious discussions about important social and theological issues. 
And I didn't get good responses. There might have been people out there. You know, I 
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had some good relationships with monks and people in religious order, short-term 
relationships. But the main people are my parish priests and stuff. I didn't get any 
support, and I felt like, you know, the answer was, "Just believe," and I couldn't do that. 

I mean, I just said, "Sorry." I just, you know, I can believe in stuff, but I can't 
believe in the administrative monkeyshines of a church. You know, I can decide for myself 
whether I believe in a God, but I can't believe, because you say so, that the Catholic 
Church is right, because they haven't been right a lot. And when I didn't get answers, I 
just walked away and that was it. You know, and now I see it as, I've done so much work 
with the church cases—because I handled many of the child abuse cases. It's pretty rough 
for me to think that I was part of the Catholic Church for so many years. I don't have a 

good feeling about it.  
 

GW:  Yeah, I bet. Well, thank you for speaking to that.  
And I'm just going to ask you one more question. What was it, just thinking about 

faith and then science—and you were really interested in science, right—what was it 
about physics in particular that grabbed you?  

 
PP:  Well, you know, it's hard to say, I wasn't as smart as I thought I was. And so I'm 
not sure I even knew all of what grabbed me. But when you think about science, physics 
is about the beginning. You know, physics explains how things started, and then biology 
talks about where we went from there. You know, and you move forward through the 
sciences and you can talk about humankind, but it all begins with physics. And I was just 
interested in how it all came to be—you know, what caused things to come together. And 
I had—again, I had people who, I had a good physics teacher in high school that kind of 
inspired me. My senior year I did an independent study in physics where I tried to do in 
part and write up a science experiment of some notoriety.  

And then I went to college and took physics and had a spectacular teacher of 
physics my freshman year, who, his assistant—the class was taught where the guy gave 

the lecture and his assistant, in the background, was doing experiments that showed the 
theory and works. So there would be bombs going off and planes flying around and things 
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changing color. And I mean, all of this. And he had been, the technician who did that had 
been an assistant to Albert Einstein when he was there. I mean, this sort of heavy level 
of intellect was, being part of it, was so enervating. I just enjoyed it so much. So, I really 
thought that that's where I would go, until I recognized that interest and ability weren't 
necessarily the same. And just like I was pretty sure after a couple of years, when I 
picked up the violin, I was not going to be a concert violinist. You know, I could play, but 
I just—maybe I didn't start early enough. Or even if I had, I wouldn't have been. But I 
wasn't going to be a physicist. You know, I would just have interest in physics, but I 
wouldn't be a physicist. So then I went elsewhere.  
 

GW:  Yeah, well, great. So next time we will pick up with that story about Princeton. 
 
PP: Getting there. [Laughs] 
 
GW: Yes. Yes, I'm very excited. It's hard not to—I just didn't, since it's so late in the 
interview, I didn't want to get into it.  
 
PP:  It's not that great a story. It's just odd. But yeah, sure. I'll think about how it all 
happened and tell you the story.  
 
GW:  Okay, great. Well thank you so much for your time today, Paul. 
 
PP:  Thank you. Thanks for coming in. 
 
 

 [End of Interview 1, 97:50] 
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Interview 2 
2020 November 20 

 
[Discussion of technical difficulty and setting up for the interview] 
 
GW:  Today is November 20th, 2020. I'm here with Magistrate Judge Paul Papak via 
the magic of Zoom. And this is our second oral history interview for the U.S. District Court 
of Oregon, Oregon Historical Society Oral History Project. My name is Greta Smith 

Wisnewski, and I'm the oral historian.  
Good morning and thanks for being here today, Paul.  
 

PP:  Good morning to you, and thank you. It's a pleasure.  
 
GW:  All right. So our last interview happened back in March of 2019. And so it's been 
a while. 
  
PP:  2019 or 2020? I think it was 2020. 
  
GW:  You know what? It was 2020. I mean, it feels like it's been a million years.  
 
PP:  Exactly.  
 
GW:  But I wondered if you wanted to maybe address that absence? Talk about some 
of the events that have contributed to it being such a long time and maybe how that's 
affected your life and your work as a judge.  
 

PP:  Well, anybody listening to this in the future, depending on their age, may or may 
not remember this unusual time in which things changed substantially because of the 
Covid-19 pandemic. And right now we are in our second round of shutdowns, and 
restaurants are closed, and gyms are closed, and people are walking around with masks, 
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and staying at least six feet apart; although, there's some controversy over that—some 
are fighting the restrictions. Every day we get news reports on trying to bring a vaccine 
to a speedy conclusion, although there's also people who are objecting to that because 
of risk factors related to the vaccine.  

So it's kind of a different world. Maybe, at least from my perspective, combined 
with the recent election and the unusual circumstance we are in, in which it seems, at 
least as far as I can tell you, irrebuttable, that Joe Biden won the presidency and Donald 
Trump lost, but Donald Trump refuses to concede. And nobody knows exactly what's 
going to happen. He's not making it easy for Mr. Biden to transition, to get security 
briefings, to get Covid-19 briefings. There's just, I think there's a lot of anxiety in the 

country about whether it will be a peaceful transition. There has been some violence 
between the different parts supporting Mr. Trump's position and those that don't support 
that position.  

So it seems like a busy world, complicated even further in these last six months, 
on our side of the country, by forest fires and Black Lives Matter protests over police 
shootings of black men. It's been a six months or more different from any time in my 
life—maybe a little bit like Vietnam protests in the 1960s, although without the pandemic 
overlay. It's just been really, really unusual, and anybody looking back at this history will 
see a time unlike any that I've ever experienced and hopefully that we won't experience 
again once we get through this.  
 
GW:  Absolutely, and—speaking to kind of personal experience—how has this affected 
your work as a judge, these things you mentioned: the pandemic, this sort convulsive 
political climate.  
 
PP:  Well, we've had almost no personal contact with anybody in the law arena, and 
while we were just starting to open back up a bit, I think we're now closing back down 
again. So a good example for me is, I'm one of the two judges who runs our reentry 

court, our drug court. And at a minimum, every two weeks we have the staff meetings 
of our court, both in the morning, with all the staff, and in the afternoon, with all the 
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participants. In between time we do most of our work by email anyway, so it's not too 
different. But we have been experimenting at our meetings. Yesterday we had two 
meetings. We did them both by Zoom, which was interesting to have 20 participants, 10 
staff members, two judges—all on a Zoom call, trying to talk about how it works. And 
we've done some of it by telephone conference, if not Zoom. I still supervise a couple of 
people on pretrial release, and I do all of that by telephone conference. I have been 
participating in mediation for the court and do that by telephone. So it's a lot different 
from sitting across from somebody or bringing them into court and being on my bench, 
talking to the lawyers and the participants down in the well of the court.  

Everything is done remotely, just like our interview today is. It wasn't long [ago 

that] you were sitting in my chambers across from me at my conference table, and we 
were doing this live, and now we're doing it by Zoom. And as far as I can tell, that'll be 
the way it's going to be for a while. Everything shut down again, and we don't know when 
or if it'll open up. Those of us with children have children home from school doing their 
work on their computers rather than live. And most other social activity is done from a 
distance. We don't have company. We are being told not to travel or have company for 
Thanksgiving, which is next Thursday. What a big change in our lives.  
 
GW:  Absolutely. Yeah, and do you think that this way that people have been having to 
pivot in the courts, to doing things via telephone and via video conference, is it pretty 
comparable to how it normally works or…?  
 
PP:  Well. You know, I think I see, occasionally, some advantages, but generally 
speaking, I would say, while we try to make it comparable, you can't. You can't benefit 
the way you would from face-to-face meetings—whether it be in a court proceeding or a 
drug court meeting. It's just like I feel about my son's school. I think he's getting a good 
education from the high school. He's a freshman in high school. I think the teachers are 
working hard to have classes every day and keep on top of things. But I think he misses 

the social interaction. A lot of what you learn from school is the discussion in the 
classroom, what other people's ideas are, and you do some of that on Zoom, but not as 
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much. So I think, just like the educational process, where, I think the kids are being hurt 
by it—unintentionally, of course, but they're being hurt—I think the justice system, we 
are doing our best, but it's being impeded. We're not being as effective as we would be 
with live meetings. We're just doing the best we can under the circumstances.  
 
GW:  So unless there's anything more that you want to say, and we can—of course, 
this is probably going to come up as we do the interview. But if you're pretty much 
finished with that for now, I can move on to where we left off last time, if you're ready. 
  
PP:  I'm happy to move on or answer any questions or fill in the blanks. You are living 

the same life I'm living. So if there's things I missed that you want me to talk about or 
you want to prompt me, I'm happy to raise those. But I think that was an overall neutral, 
fair summary of what we're all experiencing right now and of interest.  

Maybe people should know that I'm on Zoom and I'm looking at Greta, and she 
doesn't have a mask on, and I don't have a mask on. And frankly, there are not a lot of 
people I see other than my wife and my son who don't have masks on—even people 
outdoors and in their cars, and certainly in every shopping establishment or other places 
we go, have masks on. And so you can't often even identify the person you meet, or you 
recognize how much of your conversation is from cues you pick up, from looking at 
somebody's face—whether they're looking at you, whether they're smiling, frowning. You 
are shaking your head, you're smiling. I mean, those are all positive cues for our 
discussion that you don't get through a mask quite as easily. So this is the first discussion 
I've had—well, I had one yesterday. Nobody—two people wore masks yesterday in our 
Zoom meeting for the reentry court. But most of my friends and other conversations are 
done through masks, which is quite interesting.  
 
GW:  It really is, absolutely. I mean, I definitely have the same experience. And I think 
it's one that we all share in the U.S. right now, anyway—or in Portland.  
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Well, I guess I do have a couple more questions that you maybe can speak to. 
One of them is, have you been back in the courtroom at all or in your chambers at all 
since the pandemic shutdown?  
 
PP: Yes.  
 
GW: So you have. So what is that like? What sort of protocols or—how has the pandemic 
changed the sort of culture and workings of the Hatfield courthouse?  
 
PP:  Well, all of the necessary staffs are on a very limited basis. Most people are 

working from home. So if you go down to the clerk's office, a good number of the offices 
are empty. People are all in masks. People are all social distancing. The judges, the 
chambers—many of the judges are working from home and doing things by Zoom. A few 
people are in their offices. And most importantly, I guess, we are not gathering. None of 
our judges' meetings are done live, in person. They are all done by Zoom or telephone 
conferences. So it's quiet. I go in at least once every other week, maybe, to check mail 
and get papers for drug court and stuff. So I was in Wednesday for three or four hours. 
And, you know, you don't see anybody. Not that judges often saw a lot of people. We 
live pretty isolated lives, but it's pretty quiet, pretty empty. I do a lot of what I needed to 
do by phone—checking with people who were there or emailing people who are working 
remotely.  

It has been even more austere and unusual because of the protests downtown, 
and so the courthouse is surrounded by a gate and you can't get in other than driving 
through the main entrance. Walking, there is only one entrance and exit in one corner of 
the building. Until recently, the windows were blocked off with plywood, and there was a 
lot of graffiti on the walls. Most of that's been removed now. So it's opening up to some 
extent. So it's very unusual. It looks, it's kind of a very dystopian experience of downtown 
Portland and the courthouse. And indoors, you know, so empty and quiet—it's quite a 

change.  
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But we're all getting our work done and staying on top of it. I think there are some 
things we have difficulty with—you know, jury trials, things in which people have a right 
to an appearance are more complicated. But I think we're all trying to stay on top of it 
as much as we can and helping each other out to get through the process and make sure 
people get our full attention and full justice in the system when they deserve it, when it 
is a part of the process. So we still have hearings, still have first appearances every day. 
People are still doing supervised release violations and things of that nature—not always 
with everybody in the same place.  

 
GW:  And you mentioned the protests and how that's affected the building. And I 

wonder, I know that there was a federal presence, I can't remember when exactly that 
was—maybe back in June or July? Were you around for any of that? And maybe, could 
you describe what that was like? 
 
PP:  Well, I wasn't around during the time that it was actually active, which is in the 
evenings. And as it got closer to midnight when protests got more serious, they would 
clear out the building, and we'd all be gone. But we did see the preparation and the 
aftereffects you're talking about. There was a federal police presence, and they were 
staging out of the federal courthouse. The federal courthouse was one of a number of 
targets of the protest. And, you know, every day the federal police, the U.S. Marshals, 
sometimes the Portland police, would come out of the federal courthouse and confront 
the protesters, if they thought they were causing damage, and try to stop them. And, 
you know, I saw that on the news like everybody else did. But the next day, if I came to 
the courthouse, I would see if windows were broken or fires had been started or other 
buildings had plywood—not just closed, but with plywood on the front.  

You know, downtown looked pretty rough. It's kind of a war-zone look to it for a 
while. It was frightening. Not a lot of action. People weren't driving. Most people who 
could were working from home, so you could drive into work and have empty streets and 

stuff. And yet in the middle of it, there were things that were open and people were 
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active. And it was nice, and it was normal Portland in some ways. But it was quite a big 
change.  

It seems like it's opening a bit more and more, although the resurgence of the 
pandemic that they're reporting seems to be affecting that. And I don't know how the 
election will yet affect that, because I understand that many of the states, particularly 
the key states, are certifying today or Monday or soon. And I think however it gets 
called—if it gets called for Biden, I think there is going to be a lot of unhappiness and 
activity by the Trump supporters, and if somehow it turns the other way, I would expect 
there to be a lot of problems from this side, from the Biden side. So nobody knows quite 
how that will be. And certainly there's nothing happening, that I can see, to tamp down 

the rhetoric. It seems to me at least one—maybe Mr. Biden is trying to, but he wants to 
be the president. I sure don't see Mr. Trump taking any steps to calm people down. And 
I think it's affecting a lot of people's psyches, you know. But we'll see.  

 
GW:  Yeah, and does the presidential election and what's happening around it affect—
and I really don't know if it does or how it might—so, does that affect your work as a 
judge? 
 
PP:  Oh, sure—I mean, you know, in subtler ways and more direct ways. In subtle 
ways—I guess you'd call it subtle—is the president and the Senate are controlling judicial 
nominations. And I think they have already pushed through hundreds of new judges, and 
they plan, in the lame duck session, to try to fill every spot that's yet available. And the 
judges who come from those appointments often have the ability to change the law that 
we are used to, maybe. And so we have to follow—district judges, magistrate judges—
follow the precedent of the circuit court and the Supreme Court, and that could change.  
 But even more than that, you know, there is legal action, left and right, that stems 
from all of this. You know, protesters are being charged with crimes and appearing in 
court. The president is filing lawsuits in key states. So if you are in Pennsylvania, Michigan 

or Georgia, Nevada, Arizona—those cases could fall in federal court, and any one of us 
could be dealing with trying to resolve challenges to the elections. Yeah, and of course, 
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just the—it's not necessarily the election, but the whole temperature of the country 
affects how we conduct our business on a day-to-day basis. You know, like I said, whether 
we're live or not, or how people are responding to judicial orders. We've seen—like in 
Michigan, the governor [Gretchen Whitmer] who issued an order was threatened with 
kidnaping, and there was a kidnaping plot in the works. I mean, those are things that I 
suppose in our history have happened before perhaps at some level, but we have never 
seen this level of rampant divisiveness that we see right now. A little easier in Portland, 
maybe because I think we're relatively homogenous politically—at least on the west side 
of the state—and that makes it easier. I suspect in Georgia, which, you know, has had 
mixed voting and two Republican senators trying to win the Senate at a time when they 

don't control who runs the Senate, it's just got to be crazy down there—just crazy.  
 
GW:  Yeah, it's really got to be something. Well, thank you so much for speaking to all 
of that, and as I said, I'm sure it'll come up more, as this is something that's so much at 
the forefront of things. But I would like to shift gears and pick up where we left off, which 
was, I believe, just when you were about to go to Princeton, in your last interview. So if 
you could talk about that transition and that experience a bit?  
 
PP:  Sure. I don't remember if I spoke to how I ended up going to Princeton, but I'm 
not sure that I can easily describe it. It was just—you know, you're 17, so things happen. 
I was probably looking at more local schools. I was interested in playing basketball or 
football in college. And some of the colleges I was interested in had interest in me. And 
so I was thinking about going to different schools to play a sport. And then, as I remember 
it—and I was aware of the Ivy League, but I didn't have a particular eye on the Ivy 
League. I came from a big public high school in a middle-class north Detroit suburb—
auto town. There weren't a lot of kids from my class going Ivy League, much less going 
to college, to some extent. But anyway, I remember it was my art teacher who was a—I 
don't think they called it a recruiter. But Princeton sends out alumni—I've done it; my son 

has done it—gets alumni to talk to kids in high schools and all the different states, those 
who show an interest or appear to be particularly well qualified for the academics of a 
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place like Princeton. And my art teacher was one of those. And he mentioned Princeton 
to me and kind of caught my fancy. I'm not exactly sure why, but it suited my interests—
in part because I was a good student and it was great academic institution, particularly 
as an undergraduate school—but even more so, it was, at the time, a fabulous sports 
place. Bill Bradley was just graduating in 1965, and of course he was famous as a 
basketball player and his team went to the N.C.A.A. and he was a Rhodes Scholar. And 
they had a good teams coming in and a big coach who was well known. And so, Princeton 
caught my attention. I applied, they accepted me. Lo and behold, I decided to go to 
Princeton.  

And what I remember about going there, which—I had a very unusual experience 

going to college and a very unusual experience going to law school.  I'll tell you about 
both of them—law school later. So I had never been to Princeton. I never saw it before 
I went there the first time. I really knew nothing about it except for a couple of pictures, 
which they sent me in the brochures I filled out. So I was planning to go to school. We 
had a pretty big family. I had four siblings, including a [very young] sister; at the time I 
left, she was two or three years old. And I don't know why, I never thought about my 
parents taking me or anything. But I had a friend—not a really close friend, a guy I knew 
from my high school—and he had gone to college in New York at Rensselaer Polytechnic 
Institute, R.P.I., and he was at least a year ahead of me, maybe two. And for the life of 
me, I can't remember how I had contact with him because it wasn’t a particularly close 
relationship, but somehow it worked out that maybe he heard I was going to Princeton, 
or I don't know. But he offered to give me a ride out there to get me there. And since I 
didn't have another way to go—at that time I hadn't traveled in my life at all, hardly. 
Flying into New York or Newark and taking my luggage to Princeton for the first time 
alone sounded pretty daunting, I think. So I said yes. So he drove me from Warren, 
Michigan, where I lived, to Princeton, New Jersey, and, as I remember, he basically 
dropped me off on the corner, because he was going to New York.  

And I got there—and I think we did it all in one day, and I got there towards the 

end of the day. And so I tried to find the registrar's office and all and realized everything 
was closed because school wasn't going to start for 10 days and the registration wasn't 
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going to start for another 10 days. And I came early, not because I wanted to be early 
but because I got the ride and that's when my friend was driving me. And I assumed I 
could work out living and all, even though I was early.  

Well, as it turned out, the dorm rooms weren't open yet; they were cleaning them 
for the new class. And dining halls weren't open yet. So for a couple of days, I stayed in 
town in the motel and, you know, just wandered the campus trying to get my feel for it 
and stuff. And then eventually it opened, and they realized what I had done—got there 
early. So they got me a room in a dormitory. So I went to my room, and I was the only 
person in the building. You know, I remembered it as being particularly lonely to be there, 
to not have any friends, not meeting new kids, leaving my family—I hadn't done that. So 

I stayed in the dormitory. I think I still, at that time, hung out downtown because the 
eating halls didn't open. And slowly I got into the campus a bit.  

I think one of the first things I remember was, I found the gym and went over to 
shoot some baskets, maybe more than once, or lift weights or something. When I was 
shooting baskets one time—and I think it was him, but it might have been me—our coach 
was out there shooting with a kid or two from the team. At that time, we had a new 
coach who is now—I don't know if he's still there; he went to the Sacramento Kings to 
be an assistant coach. His name is Pete Carril. He had just replaced a very famous 
Princeton coach named Butch van Breda Kolff. And I think he'd only been there a year or 
maybe this was his first year—I can't recall. Anyway, he introduced himself to me. I mean, 
he knew who I was because I had definitely expressed my interest in playing basketball 
at Princeton. I don't know that I could call myself "recruited." The Ivy League doesn't 
give out athletic scholarships, so you don't get the same kind of recruiting you get in in 
other schools. But they definitely had some interest in me coming to join the basketball 
team. So I shot baskets with him for a couple of days. And I think he invited me to his 
house for dinner at some point and I met his wife.  

And then slowly, students started to drift in and come to the dorm. And before 
long, I was caught up in the, you know, the beginnings of college education and 

introduction to life in a new place. But that first week or ten days, you know—I mean, it 
might have been three days and maybe I've exaggerated it to make a better story. I can't 
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quite remember—you know, that's 1967. I don't know that I remember everything back 
then, but it seemed like an awful long time that I was there alone and trying to get myself 
established in my first real time away from home. You know, we had a very extensive 
family. My uncles and aunts and grandparents and mom and dad all lived within 10 miles 
of each other in Detroit, or 15 miles of each other, and we all were together for holidays 
and often for weekend dinners and stuff. And so suddenly that was gone. And so it was 
an interesting time in my life.  

 
GW:  That must have been quite a sort of shock to your system, because you were the 
oldest, right? So you had a house full of your siblings and your parents. 

 
PP: Yeah it was. Right. It wasn't quite like, you know, when you plan that sort of thing. 
You know, maybe, after high school, you plan a European vacation with somebody and 
you get on a flight to someplace and get on the train and travel around. I really wasn't 
expecting to get there and not have anything set up. And I wasn't ready. You know, I 
don't think I had everything I needed, and I didn't have a car, and so I couldn't run off 
to the store to buy stuff I might need for bedding or stuff. It was all just a little chaotic 
for a while until things started to settle in.  
 
GW:  And what did you think about—Princeton is in Newark, New Jersey right?  
 
PP:  No, it's in Princeton, New Jersey, about maybe 50 miles south of Newark.  
 
GW:  Okay. How did you find the place itself, especially juxtaposed to where you came 
from?  
 
PP:  Well, I mean, there's no other way to say it, but that Princeton is stunning. You 
go there, it is an amazingly beautiful campus with incredible amount of history—you 

know, steps worn down during the Revolutionary War. And just, you know, it's beautiful, 
and it's maintained in a gorgeous fashion. It's not spread out. It's in town, but it's not 
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spread out through the town. The main campus is all—I don't know if it's all gated, but 
it's all contained in however many square yards or miles it is. And so once you walk into 
campus, all the administrative buildings, all the teaching buildings, all the dorms, all the 
eating halls are all together and you're caught in that environment. It's really quite, just 
beautiful and you know—gorgeous library and spectacularly beautiful chapel. You just 
kind of walk around, at least I did, you know, with my mouth open, looking at what I 
gotten myself into. It was extremely well taken care of—obviously well-funded. They had 
crews all over the campus working on the ground all the time, keeping it in lovely shape. 
And so it was extremely beautiful. And they had some new things. They just built, 
relatively recently, a new gymnasium. And my dorm was near the older gym where I 

played basketball. But the newer gym a little farther away was beautiful. And, you know, 
they had lots of space. A beautiful river ran through the campus—the side of the 
campus—and nice places to walk and stuff. And so I was pretty impressed and wowed 
by the experience.  

You know, like I said, I came from a public high school without much experience. 
I'd been to other college campuses. I'd been to Michigan State and University of Michigan 
and some smaller colleges in Michigan. I can't remember if I traveled down to Notre 
Dame or not. I was interested in that as a college. But this is pretty, pretty impressive 
and daunting. And of course, then once the students came, a good number of them were 
in my circumstances—public high school kids from Michigan and Montana and all over 
the place—but a huge number were kids who went to private schools, and very elite 
private schools, who, this is just an extension of what they had experienced for four 
years. Their campuses were beautiful. They had a lot of really good faculty teaching a 
small number of kids. And so coming to Princeton was not that different from what they 
had experienced through high school. But it certainly was for me.  

 
GW:  And did you have a sort of academic track in mind or a major that you had already 
pretty firmly decided on when you went to Princeton? 

  



Papak  SR # RL2022-068 
 

54 
 

PP:  Yeah, I did. I was very interested, leaving high school, in Mid-Eastern politics. I 
was kind of taken by the conflict between Israel and the Arab countries and so my intent 
was to study in that area, probably with the idea of going into some kind of foreign service 
maybe, or working in the administration local to that kind of study. My language in high 
school was French, but I when I got to Princeton, I switched and finished off languages 
in Yiddish and Jewish studies, such as they had it. I had to walk over to the graduate 
school to be able to take a language like that. But I was sort of planning to learn to speak 
the Mid-Eastern languages—Arabic or Yiddish or something, so that I could be more 
participatory in the studies I had. I remember for my—I can't remember what age, 19th 
or 20th birthday—just after I went to Princeton, my aunt was asking me what I wanted 

for my birthday present, and I told her I wanted a Bible in Hebrew because I was reading 
Hebrew and I wanted to read the Bible in its original form. And so she bought me a 
Hebrew Bible. And that was part of my studies for language at Princeton. I still have it 
around here somewhere.  
 
GW:  What was it about Middle Eastern politics that grabbed you?  
 
PP:  Well, I don't want to disclose too much of my politics here, but I was rabidly pro-
Israeli, pro-Jewish. Of course, back then they were the minority, and it was the liberal 
cause to be pro-Jewish. All around them, they had millions of people whose goal in life 
was to put Israel out of existence. And so I was pretty strongly pro-Israel, pro-Israeli. 
And there were things about their life that interested me. That was back in the days 
when, you know, we heard a lot about kibbutz and Jewish communities living a kind of 
lifestyle that the 1960s and 1970s people that I ran with were interested in—you know, 
living communally. And so I was very interested in going to Israel and living there for a 
while and living on a kibbutz and studying in that direction. And so I just had a real 
interest in… And just a lot of little things brought it to my attention—you know, from 
traumatic stuff, you know, from reading Exodus. I think the first time, when I was in high 

school, to just—or reading books about the Israeli-Arab conflicts when I was graduating 
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from high school and thinking about how best to resolve that thorny situation that, of 
course, exists just as much today as it did back then, with very little progress.  
 
GW:  Tell me about the class experience, the classroom experience, at Princeton?  
 
PP:  Well, I think the classroom experience—Princeton always gets ranked as one of 
the top, if not the top undergraduate schools in the country. And not to brag about it, 
because it's not mine to brag about, but the experience of being an undergraduate there 
was really something—really, really, I think, phenomenal. I wish I could be a freshman 
now. You know, I'd be more ready for it than I was then. I have had the opportunity, 

interestingly, to go back, I think three times, for courses. The federal judiciary put on a 
course that I went to three times in Princeton. I'll tell you about that later, if you want to 
hear. It is the most interesting course.  

But the thing that I thought made a Princeton education particularly interesting 
and valuable was, unlike some schools where teaching either wasn't important (a little 
bit of my critique of law school, by the way) or the people who were best in their field 
just didn't teach—you got taught by their assistants—at Princeton, the top people taught 
regularly. So, you know, you're taking courses from Nobel Prize winners and 
internationally known scholars who are teaching freshmen courses, not just advanced 
courses. And my memory was—you know, I taught for a number of years, and I was an 
okay teacher—but I just remember going into some of these courses, not all of them, but 
some of the courses, and you would see the professor kind of standing off in the corner 
before the class started getting pumped up to teach, and then he or she would walk up 
to the podium, and it was like their class with a hour-long scripted speech. I mean, it was 
perfect in every way. You know, they had it all coordinated. It was never any "ahs" and 
"ums" and "what are we going to do next?" kinds of thing. It was just a matter of keeping 
up with how advanced their thinking was to try to stay current in the course. Then you 
had smaller sessions and not with necessarily that professor; you would have graduate 

fellows doing follow-up to the course. But the lectures themselves were really pretty 
phenomenal in all areas. And I mean, I think that was fun—daunting, but fun.  
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You realized, I went to Princeton—I guess this is a little going back and changing 
my answer a bit, but I thought, going to Princeton, that I would major in the sciences. I 
was going to be a physicist. I really liked physics and chemistry and in high school took 
those courses early and then ended up taking them again as independent studies so I 
could do extra work, particularly in physics. I thought I'd be a physicist. And so in my 
first year at Princeton, I took physics courses, a couple of them, and realized I was so 
out of my league. [Laughs] The people that I knew who were studying physics were like 
ten times beyond me in mathematics and eight times beyond what I would ever be in 
[physics]. And, you know, I thought, this is—maybe, maybe, maybe I could be a high 
school teacher in mathematics or in physics if I stuck with it, but I would never be a real 

physicist. And at the same time, I had this interest in the Mideast. And I think my attention 
quickly turned to something I thought might suit me better than the hard sciences. And 
so the courses were good. All of them were good. Trying to figure out where I fit in the 
school and where I wanted to go with my education was an ongoing process as I was 
there.  
 
GW:  And you talked about sort of the caliber of the professors at Princeton. Are there 
any in particular that stick out in your mind?  
 
PP:  Well, in terms of thinking of names, I'm not sure that I can anymore think back 
to all of their names, but some of them were just incredibly inspiring in their talk. You 
know, I love literature courses, and we covered these great books. Even though I was 
going to, talking about science or Mideast politics, I could never turn down taking a 
literature course because I just loved to read great books and these people knew so 
much—but yet at the same time, literature courses were just unbelievable because, you 
know, you had four or five courses in a week and you're taking literature and, you know, 
the first week you're reading Moby Dick, and the second week you're reading Pride and 
Prejudice, and then you're reading War and Peace. And, you know, I can't read War and 
Peace in a week and do four other courses—and I was working, and I had practice. It 
was just—the workload, the expectations to do well were pretty unbelievable, trying to 
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keep up with all that and trying to stay on top of it. And, of course, you want your social 
life and you have friends and stuff to do. It was pretty amazing. It was a fast, intensive 
four years. 

I think everybody feels that in college. I'm certainly not alone in that. But you 
know, I certainly wasn't looking for a gentleman's C in my courses. I was looking to get 
good grades, and that took some work.  

 
GW:  And how did you balance all of that, I mean—student life, academics, your work 
and athletics?  
 

PP:  I don't know. I mean, I don't know how you balanced it. Back then you prioritized. 
And some semesters I worked harder at my courses than others. And, you know, I started 
out playing basketball and baseball on two teams, and I eventually dropped basketball 
and later baseball. I played rugby on the rugby team and did some intramural sports, but 
you know, I couldn't give up—it wasn't easy for me to give them enough time to do travel 
trips to different institutions to play sports with the rigors of academics. And, you know, 
I worked in the halls all through college to make money to pay for it, and that took a lot 
of time.  

So I don't know how you balanced. I was 18. It seemed like time was endless, you 
know? I couldn't do half of that stuff now. I'm amazed when I watch the two presidential 
candidates at their age, 74 and 77, keeping up the schedule that they kept with speeches 
and travel. I don't know how they do it. I couldn't do it. You know, like I said when I 
started our meeting today, I get two things on my calendar in a day and it's overwhelmed. 
[Laughs] I don't know how I did college. But we managed, you know. You just did the 
best you could and hustled—a lot of late nights. A lot of times with my roommates 
spending all-nighters, getting ready for classes. You know, I always had a good ability to 
memorize so all-nighters worked out pretty good for me in college—particularly in law 
school, but in college too. Law school fit me just fine. I could learn everything the night 

before an exam and forget it two hours after and do all right on the exam. It's just an 
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ability. It didn't necessarily suit me well as a lawyer to have to forget it all, but it was 
great for law school.  

 
GW:  And if you could talk about student life for a bit—Princeton in the late 1960s, early 
1970s, I mean, I bet that was something.  
 
PP:  Yeah, I mean, it was. I didn't know it before necessarily, but of course, I walked 
in it right at the time that there was a lot going on with Vietnam and Vietnam protests. 
Princeton was a gorgeous campus and we had, you know, really beautiful buildings for 
our dorm rooms. And I can't remember the actual number, but I would say, back then, 

95 percent of the students lived on campus. There was a very, very small number of 
people living off campus, and there wasn't much off campus anyway, so we were all there 
together. We all ate together until at least sophomore or junior year, when people joined 
clubs instead of dining halls. We all went to classes together. We walked to and from 
campus together. We were all male at that time. And Vietnam was just blowing up, and 
so we had the S.D.S. [Students for a Democratic Society] chapter on campus and 
takeover of the president's office and, you know, a lot of—for the first time in my life, I'd 
smell marijuana on campus, and that wasn't anything I experienced in high school. So 
there were a lot of changes, although I didn't know them as changes. It was kind of what 
I walked into in 1967. It was already starting then. But it certainly got hotter there and 
in other places, you know, around the country in the mid-1960s, late 1960s. 
 
GW:  I didn't realize that Princeton was all male at that time. 
  
PP:  Historically all male. I want to tell you, but I could be wrong, they let their first 
female class in, I believe, my sophomore year—maybe my junior year. So they just 
started letting women in. I mean, there were women on campus, in graduate school and 
in other places—teachers. But the school, the undergraduates were men, and women 

began my sophomore year. And I think the first class was very small. I want to say under 
20 women admitted, and they were all superhuman—superhuman women who were 
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eight-hundred board scores and had written books and were national champions in their 
sport. And they came on campus and we were all kind of awed by, you know, what 
classes they chose. But then after that, each year, the classes increased in gender 
balance. And I actually think there are more women in Princeton now than men—
undergraduate.  
 
GW:  Do you remember if there was a lot of sort of talk about this on campus leading 
up to allowing women into the institution or how the student body felt about it? 
  
PP:  Well, you know, I think there was a lot of talk about women on campus. We are 

an all-boys school and guys were looking for dates and girlfriends. And so there would 
be treks to the Seven Sisters schools or to the other local schools to try to meet girls. And 
on Saturdays, there would be busses coming in with the girls from local colleges for 
mixers on campus—if I recall that correctly, I think that's right. But it was a liberal school, 
and I think most of the kids there were quite liberal—not all that many. And so I think 
the general idea of gender equality was commonplace on campus. And so I think 
generally the campus was in favor of and probably pushed harder than the administration, 
or pushed the administration to let women in, to let minorities in, at higher numbers—
you know, to equalize the admissions process. It may have changed over time because, 
you know, I know now there's fights from Asian—there just was a recent lawsuit about 
trying to get Asian equality on Ivy League campuses because not too long ago, you could 
fill every Ivy League campus up with Asian students, who had 800 board scores and are 
at the top of their class. You know, they seem to be some of the top students in the 
country and in the world. And I know the Ivy Leagues are fighting with the idea of trying 
to have cultural balance, too. But back then, that wasn't the case. And so I think overall, 
the campus was in favor of opening up to women, but I don't remember it being a huge 
topic—we just knew it was happening. It wasn't a topic of discussion that much, that I 
remember.  
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GW:  And you mentioned the Vietnam protest movement while you were at Princeton. 
What do you remember about that experience? How were you involved or how did you 
interact with that movement?  
 
PP:  I think everybody was trying to find their place. You know, there were kids who 
were real active. You know, that is about the time you started seeing ponytails and long 
hair and, you know, taking over the dean's office and having protests on the street. And 
other kids who were not thinking that was the right idea—they wanted to support the 
administration and the status quo. And a lot of kids in between, trying to find their way 
of, you know, what side did they fit on in all this? And, you know, those are real turbulent 

times. And I don't know that everybody had their own answer how to address these 
questions, and we were all getting more involved in politics as we came up to the time 
to vote—you know, and watching Lyndon Johnson step away and say he's not going to 
re-run. And then we had the Kennedy, and King, and Kennedy shootings all in that time. 
There was just a lot of things happening and people trying—it was a turbulent time—
trying to work our way through that, as to how we felt about it.  
 
GW:  And I guess you talked about how everybody kind of had to find their own way 
and level of engagement, or whatever. Could you kind of speak to how you thought 
about, like, your place in there at the time? I mean, I realize you were very busy, and I 
wonder just how you sort of navigated that for yourself.  
 
PP:  Well, you know, I think for a large part—I was in college, I think I wanted to learn 
more. You know, there were a lot of people who had strong opinions about stuff and a 
lot of the opinions were contrary. And, you know, I was a little bit of a—I mean, I came 
from, like I said, kind of a middle class, quiet neighborhood in Michigan. I didn't have a 
lot of exposure to that. One of the things Princeton did regularly, not that you had that 
much time, is we had all kinds of speakers on campus, you know—from Timothy Leary 

to, I mean, you name it. And they came to campus and talked. And so to the extent there 
was time and you could do it, you'd go listen and try to figure out what you believed in, 
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and where you wanted to put your energy, and did you want to be on the front line of 
protests with the S.D.S. or were you somewhere else?  

I think I was in a constantly changing situation, probably really until I got to law 
school. And I went to law school real shortly after the time that Madison was a hotbed of 
protest; Carlton Armstrong bombed the math building. And it was one of the radical 
institutions, I think, and I think I became more radicalized in that transition—it was more 
clear that Vietnam was a big mistake. And probably more in my life I was ready to accept 
the fact that I couldn't fully trust everything my government was telling me, and I was 
trying to figure out, who do you believe then? You know, I think it was harder for me to 
get there in college because I didn't have that much experience with it and trying to 

figure out where my loyalties lied. I mean, I came from a strong Democratic family. My 
dad was a union member in an auto factory and sang the praises of the union and always 
said he would have never been where he was without the union protection. And I think 
I followed that in large part. My siblings all didn't necessarily, but I did. And so I've always 
been, you know, an avid Democrat at least, and certainly pro-union, and I was that in 
college too.  

 
GW:  And I guess you sort of talked about this a little, but how did you finance your 
education at Princeton? Did you have a scholarship?  
 
PP:  Well, Princeton had a practice—they still do. They have a lot of money in their 
endowment. And they always say, you know, we will make sure—we'll give you whatever 
you need. That's kind of the way they do it. Nowadays, they actually give it to you. I 
mean, you don't have to pay it back. Back then, they made loans and work available to 
you. They figured out what you and your family could afford and then they gave you the 
rest. So my family didn't have any money. I don't remember if my dad and mom paid 
any of my Princeton tuition. But I had normal college loans, and then I worked every 
year, almost every day in the dining halls and made the money I needed. And then I 

worked summers—went back to Michigan and taught and worked for a variety different 
jobs to pay my tuition. And that's how I financed it.  
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GW:  And if I'm remembering correctly, you were a substitute teacher in the summers? 
  
PP:  Well, some in the summers but more during the semester. I don't know how I 
convinced them of this, maybe because I was well known in the school district. But I 
didn't have any credentials, teaching credentials, necessarily. But, you know, I would go 
home—I don't know, a couple of times a year, maybe three times a year, sometimes 
more—early. I would go home at spring break and I'd go home on Thanksgiving break, 
Christmas break, summer mostly. And any time I went home, that was school is in 
session. I would call the school district and they would put me at the list—I think usually 

at the head of the list—to be a substitute teacher. And then I'd get a call. It was the first 
thing in the morning, and they'd tell me, "Here's what's available. What do you want to 
teach?" And I would go all over the area, teaching anything from first grade, to my sister 
or my brother in classes. And sometimes I'd do it for just a day; sometimes I'd do it for 
three or four days, depending on if the teacher was sick or gone for whatever reason. 
And so I did a lot of substitute teaching during that time. And then when I came home 
and school was out, I had other jobs. I worked to make money for school again. 
 
GW:  At what point did you decide you wanted to go to law school and how did you 
come to that decision? 
 
PP:  Well, along the way at Princeton, I moved away from my studies of Mideast 
politics. I took a lot of courses. It was fine. I wasn't as turned on as I thought I would 
be. I had some disagreement with my professors about the subject matter, I think, as I 
remember it. And I turned away from that as my major and instead I applied and got 
into the Woodrow Wilson School. And I joined the Woodrow Wilson School, which is a 
separate building on campus—I am not sure it's any longer called the Woodrow Wilson 
School. They just changed the name because of his background, apparently, or they're 

changing the name. But then it was the Woodrow Wilson School. And I think a limited 
number of students—I think it was 50—students from each class were admitted to the 
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school. And if you joined the school, you majored in politics, economics, sociology and 
history. And the focus of the school, as I recall it, was a group activity—so as juniors and 
seniors we wrote papers as a group of, seemed to me it was maybe 25 of us. Two papers, 
long papers—the paper I wrote as a junior had to do with revising the education system 
in our country. And we all worked together and met to talk about issues and drafted 
position papers and that sort of thing. It was kind of to get us ready for a, seemed like, 
a life of politics—political and international affairs. So it was similar to my interest in 
Mideast studies, but now not focused just on the Mideast.  

And so I did the Woodrow Wilson School for all four years and graduated from it. 
And in that context, I was thinking about, well where am I going afterwards? And I had 

some interest in medical school, but I really hadn't taken the preparatory courses and so 
I didn't pursue that. I had some interest in going directly from college to work—we had 
a lot of recruiters on campus—and working in the administration of some company, you 
know. But it sounded a little boring, and I wasn't into finances. I didn't want to do Wall 
Street kind of work. So, I mean, law school seem to provide the best opportunity for the 
most kind of employment opportunities I could get. You know, I mean, I think you look 
at politics, most everybody's a lawyer or was a lawyer, you know. And so I thought that 
would lead me better to the direction I wanted to go. I didn't know at the time if I wanted 
to practice law, like go into a firm or not, but—so I decided to take the L.S.A.T.s and then 
got into law school and went directly from Princeton to the University of Wisconsin. 

  
GW:  Did you apply to other law schools?  
 
PP:  I did, I can't remember all of them. I kind of wanted to be closer to home this 
time, but I didn't want to be living at home or right there. And I got into Wisconsin, it 
was a good fit for me. I was married by that time for the first time. I have married twice 
and was in my first marriage, and my wife wanted to go there as well. And so we went 
to University of Wisconsin.  
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GW:  Well, I guess we can talk about sort of the transition to law school and your 
graduation from Princeton. Tell me about your graduation from Princeton. Did you walk? 
Did your family, were they able to come?  
 
PP:  Yeah, they came, and we had a full graduation, and it was beautiful. And we got 
to go back almost 20 years later, to watch my son graduate from Princeton and participate 
in his graduation. And yeah, it was quite beautiful. And that was the first year I didn't go 
back to Michigan from graduation. I stayed in Princeton and worked there and then 
moved to Madison and started law school in the fall.  
 

GW:  And I guess I should ask, so with your first marriage, do you want to talk about 
that at all? And did you have any children out of that marriage or anything?  
 
PP:  No, no children. I married a high school girlfriend. I think it was kind of the, in 
retrospect, the response to having an all-boys school. You know, I held on to old flames, 
not that she was a bad person. But we were married. She moved to Princeton my senior 
year. We lived off campus and then moved to Madison. We were there my first year, and 
then I took a year off law school and traveled while she stayed in Madison, and we didn't 
get back together when I returned. And that was the end of the marriage. And in my 
second and third year of law school I lived with friends on campus in Madison.  
 
GW:  I see, I see. So, did you go straight to law school or did you go back to where 
your family was?  
 
PP:  Oh, we probably drove through Michigan to visit on the way. But essentially, I did 
my summer of 1971 working in Princeton and living at Princeton. And then by September 
or late August I was in Madison living, getting ready for law school, which—I can tell you 
my law school story now.  

 
GW:  Oh yes, please.  
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PP:  It may be a good place to stop, I don't know. But I'll tell you my law school story.  
  
GW:  It looks like we are at a little over an hour, so we can—why don't you tell me the 
story, and we'll see where we're at.  
 
PP:  Okay. It's a scary story. So I moved to Madison in—I can't remember if it was 
August or September—but probably August of 1971 to start law school. And I was 
married, and we were living in an apartment off campus. Everybody lived off campus in 
law school. And I don't know how we met people, but I met some friends who were 

having a dinner party, and there were a couple of my fellow law students who were 
starting law school with me at the party. My memory was it was a Friday. I don't 
remember what the day of week it was, but I think it was a Friday because of the angst 
I had. So, we're at the party, and one of them says, "How'd you like the first week of law 
school?" 

And I said, "Law school hasn't started yet. It starts Monday." 
He said, "Oh no, the first week started Monday. We had a week of law school—" 

or maybe I'm exaggerating that and it started Wednesday. But it definitely already 
started, more than one day. They had two, or three, or four days of law school. 

And, [laughs] I mean, I just can't tell you how shocked I was. And I mean, here I 
had moved all the way to Madison, and I missed law school? So I was just a wreck. And 
I think it was Friday because my memory was, I sat all weekend without being able to 
get an answer about what the heck was going on.  

It doesn't get any better than that, necessarily. So what happens is, the next day 
that school is open—Monday I think it is—I go into the registrar's office, and I say, you 
know, "Hey, my name's Paul Papak. I'm a law student here. And I didn't get any notice 
of school starting early. What's happening?" 

And so they went back, got my records, and they said, "We don't have any Paul 

Papak registered here. You're not in the law school." 
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I said, "You've got to be—what are you talking about?" I was astounded! I was 
stunned! And I said, I pulled out of my briefcase, "Here—here's my financial aid 
application. Here's my financial aid award." 

And they looked at it and they said, "Oh, wait a second." So, they put my 
acceptance—they had accepted me into law school, and I had accepted. Apparently I had 
sent my acceptance in with my financial aid application, and they put them in one file, 
which was the financial aid file in a separate office from the registrar's file. The registrar 
didn't know I had accepted. The financial aid office had a check for me and knew I had 
accepted.  

So I said, "Okay." 

And they said, "Sorry, it's our fault. We just, we didn't know that you had accepted 
because you didn't mail the acceptance back to the registrar's office. You put it in the 
envelope to the financial aid office." 

So the next day I started law school—four days late and probably 10 pounds 
lighter, and my blood pressure was probably 160 over 120 for that weekend. It was 
amazing that in all that time I didn't—I mean, I was getting stuff from the financial aid 
office. Maybe I just wasn't thinking that I should be getting stuff from the admissions 
office. I didn't know what to expect. I just knew when school started and that I was 
supposed to show up. So anyway, it all worked out. It all worked out after a little bit of a 
scary experience. And that and my first week at Princeton—I tell those stories; they stick 
with me.  

 
GW:  Yeah. Well, I mean, it really speaks to the nature of bureaucracy, right? That 
offices don't cross-communicate? Like you think they would have said, "Hey, here's his 
acceptance letter."  
 
PP:  Yeah, well, or it might be my fault, you know. I mean, I certainly knew, I certainly 
should have known when things started. I didn't have to go a week early, and I certainly 

could have followed up with Wisconsin to make sure they knew I had accepted. You 
know, I do remember being there thinking, I didn't know I was supposed to do anything 
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different than what I did. I accepted. I sent in my financial aid. You gave me an award. 
I thought that was it. I mean, why would you give me an award if you didn't accept me? 
That's how they saw it, too. So it was just one of those circumstances, a snafu, that 
couldn't have been predicted. But it sure made for a daunting beginning to law school—
being three or four days behind already in the beginning and not even knowing I was 
admitted for the weekend.  
 
GW:  Sure. And if I can ask one more question, and then I think that'll probably be a 
good place to end for the day.  

So how was it, when you did go to your classes, how was the sort of response 

from your professors and your classmates?   
 
PP:  Oh, I don't think anybody paid any attention. I don't know. It was a big school, 
big law school—a lot of people. You know, I just walked in, and I don't think anybody 
noticed one more kid in the class. You know, we had basic classes for first year—torts 
and contracts, they were big, big lecture halls. As I started to make friends, and I told 
them the story, they would laugh.  

But they had an interesting experience too, a lot of them, because Wisconsin at 
the time had a—I don't know what exactly they called it. They had sort of a summer test-
in opportunity to be a law student, which is, I don't remember how it worked, but a 
couple of my friends did this. They weren't admitted to law school, but they were 
provisionally admitted, and they came for the summer session with a group of them and 
some number of them, 10 percent or 10 of them, then got admitted. But you had to 
spend the summer taking courses and testing to show you could do the job. So there was 
a lot of stress at that time of the year for those people getting in and starting up and for 
me. And there wasn't a lot of fanfare or anything about—you know, I didn't have law 
school friends. I didn't know anybody at that time other than the people I met at the 
dinner party. So nobody said, "Oh, hey, there you are. You made it"— sort of thing. I just 

showed up and was a couple of days behind in classes.  
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GW:  Well, it seems to have worked out.  
 
PP:  It worked out just fine; it worked out just fine.  
 
GW:  All right, Paul, well, I think that's a good place sort of timeline-wise to stop for 
this session. And then we'll move forward with talking about law school the next time.  
 
 

[End of Interview 2, 74:15] 
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Interview 3 
2021 January 29 

 
 
GW:  Today is January 29th, 2020. I'm here with Magistrate Judge Paul Papak, via 
Zoom.  
 
PP:  2021, Greta.  

 
GW:  Oh my gosh, yes. Thank you—2021. [Both laugh] So, yes, again, via Zoom, and 
this is our third interview. My name is Greta Smith Wisnewski. I'm the oral historian for 
the U.S. District Court of Oregon Historical Society Oral History Project. Thanks for being 
here today, Paul.  
 
PP:  Oh, my pleasure. Thanks for doing it, Greta.  
 
GW:  So last time we left off with you sort of telling this story about how you missed 
the first few days of law school. Oh, boy. So why don't we pick up with you sort of 
expanding on your transition to law school? How did you find law school in contrast to 
Princeton?  
 
PP:  Well, it was quite a change. To be honest with you, I was a little disappointed. I 
thought the undergraduate teaching at Princeton was really phenomenal. You know, 
Princeton had a reputation of its best scholars teaching freshmen classes and big classes, 
and so all the classes I took there had really renowned people teaching—and many of 
them with incredibly good teaching skills. Law school, I felt a little less that way, although 

there were obviously clearly highly qualified people teaching in their subject matter, I 
always had the impression (and of course, I worked at a law school for a long time, so I 
got that impression more there) that teaching wasn't as important as publication. And so 
people would be teaching courses that really they had no particular background or 
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knowledge of, necessarily, or were interested even in teaching because they wanted to 
get to the writing, which was most important to them. And so I didn't enjoy the teaching 
aspect of law school as much as I did in college. But of course the subject matter was 
new and interesting, and it was my first foray into the law in that regard. And so I found 
that interesting. And then I quickly (after I went to law school, after my first semester) 
was hired by, I think at the time, the biggest firm in Madison, or close to it, and was a 
law clerk there for much of the time that I was in law school. And I really enjoyed the 
practical—the working on cases that I did with that law firm.  
 
GW:  So that was after your first term, semester? 

 
PP:  Semester, yeah. After everyone's first semester grades came out, people were 
applying for clerkships around the city. And so I went with this firm and joined them. My 
first semester I worked—I had to work through law school to afford it. The first semester 
I worked at a motel. I was a desk clerk, which was actually a great law school job because 
I'd work all night at the front desk and I could do my reading and work. So I was amply 
prepared for law school. And then the second semester, when my grades came out and 
I did well, I was hired by the law firm to join them. And I spent most of my law school 
career working for that law firm.  
 
GW:  So it sounds like you had that experiential piece, kind of, built in from the 
beginning.  
 
PP:  Yes, very much it was. In fact, you know, sometimes I spent more time there 
than I should have, working. I'd be on a big case or we had a trial, and they were a good 
firm. I got into the trial group and worked on trial prep and appellate stuff. And I find 
that more interesting sometimes than, you know, taxation, or trust and estates classes. 
So there was always some tension between where I put my time and effort.  
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GW:  So tell me a bit about that work. What was involved being a law clerk? Some of 
your memories of that time. 
 
PP:  Yeah, there were three or four of us—all, I think, people who had done well in 
law school. It was a top firm so they hired the best law clerks, I think—or the people who 
did the best in law school. And there were some upperclassmen that had stayed there as 
well—not just the first year, but I think they hired two or three or four new first-years 
after the first semester. And we'd work in a pool. We had a big space in the library with 
our own computers and things to do our work. Although back then you were still, you 
know, working out of books and citing and checking sites. Using books rather than 

computers is quite a different legal lifestyle. But we would get asked by a partner on a 
case to join them—helping do research, writing briefs, prepare for argument, prepare for 
trial, interviewing witnesses, whatever it might be. And in the process, I think many of 
us found where we most enjoyed work. I found a few partners who were pretty deep 
into the litigation aspect, and I immediately gravitated there, and so I worked on briefing 
for trials and trial prep and jury instructions and things. Others might have gone towards 
the tax side or the other things that they did. Although in looking back, I think we all did 
a bit of everything. You know, if I was there and somebody needed a tax memo and 
came in, and I was the law clerk, they'd ask me—can I put together a memo on this 
issue—and I would. But most of my time was spent with a couple of partners who were 
primarily on the litigation team. And I did that throughout my law school career.  
 
GW:  What do you think it was that grabbed you about litigation?  
 
PP:  I think I like the variety. I think it's always been my feeling about the law, in part, 
that if I had my way, I wouldn't want to be a doctor that spends his day going from one 
little room to another, looking at one person with an earache, or a cough, or another 
one—or a dentist who spends all day moving from chair to chair, looking in somebody's 

mouth.  This seems to me like it would be hard work and boring to me, in part, I think. 
But the law, particularly trial law, you did everything. You know, it wasn't just like a tax 
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attorney, who just kind of prepared tax returns and did complicated tax issues over and 
over again. Every case was different. And my view was, to be a good lawyer, you had to 
become kind of an expert in your subject matter. So if we were doing a mining case, I'd 
have to learn all about mining. And if we were litigating products liability over a sprinkler 
system, I'd have to learn about how the sprinkler systems worked and the engineering 
of all that. And so I spent a lot of that career time learning different subject matters, and 
then, spending time doing different things—you know, maybe one day I'd be interviewing 
experts, one day I'd be talking to fact witnesses, one day I'd be researching and writing 
the law, one day I'd be in court presenting motions. And I really enjoyed all that variety. 
It was invigorating for me to do different things in different subjects. I always preferred 

to be, you know, more of a jack-of-all-trades rather than focused on just one. And that 
suited me just fine. So that's where I gravitated.  
 
GW:  So I know you mentioned before that Wisconsin was very politically heavy when 
you arrived there—the activity that was going on. So can you tell us about that, like what 
was going on there and how that sort of affected your life at the time?  
 
PP:  Sure. When I went to Wisconsin in 1971, it was right in the middle of the Vietnam 
War protests, and so all the campuses around the country had become in some part 
pretty radicalized by students taking over the presidents' offices and protesting against 
the war. And I don't think any place at the time was more radicalized than Madison was—
in part, they had a lot of protests and a lot of activity, but they also just had had the 
bombing of the math building and the killing of a researcher (or two, I can't remember) 
by Carlton Armstrong who then, I think, fled to Canada. And so that was a big national 
event, you know—a protest that resulted in death and the destruction of property. So 
Madison was really a hotbed of protest—a big contingent of the Students for a Democratic 
Society, the S.D.S. at that time, which was the sort of the moving force of student 
radicalism. And so we would often (I mean, I had school and I was busy in school) but 

at the same time, you walk out the door and there'd be a thousand people on the campus 
green protesting with lines of police officers, pushing them away and lobbing things at 
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them to break them up, you know. And some of the law students participated in the 
protests; others, I don't know, took a view of wearing armbands—that they were 
observers and that they were going to record what happened for litigation that would 
follow if somebody got charged with the crime or the police were going to get charged 
with brutality of some sort. So there was just a lot happening all over Madison at the time 
I arrived and for the first—I think until we withdrew from Vietnam and the war started to 
wind down. But it was, I think most campuses were pretty active, but Madison more than 
most.  
 
GW:  So, where did you kind of fall into that spectrum of activity as a law student during 

that time?  
 
PP:  Well, law school was busy. And so I tried to keep my focus on getting through 
school. And of course, I was working—so that I had lots going on. But like many, I 
participated in some of the protests and monitored some and went just to watch some 
of the drama and the activity. But I think we were all, you know, just aware, it was a 
time of such an upsurge of activity for young people sort of protesting the establishment. 
You know, I was aware and participated at various levels, and then things started to calm 
down some. And you may not know this, but the second year of law school, I took off; I 
dropped out of law school after one year. And so I sort of left both the tension of law 
school and the activity of the protesters, because I wasn't in Madison for a year, and 
came back again the year following to pick up my second year of law school.  
 
GW:  Do you want to talk about that break, like where you went? Any of that?  
 
PP:  You know, I think it was, looking back on it now, I would have called it my attempt 
at a gap year. People often take a gap year now before they start college or before they 
go to graduate school or do something different. And that's what I did. I didn't do 

anything huge and spectacular. I didn't travel Spain and Greece by a train or anything, 
but I traveled. I left after the first year, took a break from my law firm. I think I stayed 



Papak  SR # RL2022-068 
 

74 
 

that summer and then when the fall came, which would have been my second year, I 
jumped in my car and headed east. And I visited and stayed with some college roommates 
who were doing different things. I ended up working on a construction crew for a while 
in Ohio. I got hired to teach school in Ohio and when I was at a friend's house and a 
teacher got sick and they need somebody, I did it. I went back to Princeton for a while 
and stayed with some friends there and found a job in Princeton—a couple of different 
jobs, I think, because I didn't have a lot of money to do all this. And I just kind of traveled 
around the country a little bit, mostly towards the east from Madison, and then came 
back to Madison around Christmastime. If I remember correctly, I went back to Michigan 
where my family lived and had the holidays there, and then, when school was going to 

start up in January, packed up again and went west and traveled around—went to a 
couple of college towns and just sort of wherever the wind blew.  

I ended up in Steamboat Springs and I really liked it—found a house that they 
were renting a room. And I rented a room and joined a construction crew and started 
building condominiums in what was just beginning to be a big resort town. At the time, 
it was pretty small. And so I stayed there for a good part of the winter into the summer. 
I really enjoyed it when everybody cleared out from the skiing and it was just the people 
who lived there. I really liked it. And then my roommates, the guys I lived with, made it 
clear that I wasn't going to make a living as a construction worker. I wasn't that good—
go get my law degree. [Laughs] They saw my career there rather than in construction, 
which I think was totally accurate. And so late in the summer of that next year, I went 
back to Madison and rented a room and started up my sophomore year and my second 
year of law school—went back to the law firm and went back to the life I had led to finish 
law school and then spent the next two years completing and graduating from law 
school.  

 
GW:  So I wanted to ask you about the work that you did on the [George] McGovern 
campaign. I think that's jumping back in time a little bit, because that would have been 

right around when you started law school, I believe? 
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PP:  Yeah—the end of college, start of law school, right. Yeah, I think that in the time 
of Vietnam, protests and interest in politics just grew—you know, sort of getting my own 
voice and being given the power to vote. And there was a lot of politics on campus. And, 
of course, I was majoring, quickly, in political areas. So we had a lot of speakers. You 
know, I had some political background; as a kid, my dad was heavily involved in the 
union, the auto workers, and worked for the auto—so I was aware of it. But my own 
activity was limited. So anyway, you know, I was very interested. McGovern, at the time, 
suited my worldview pretty well. And I just thought he would have been a remarkable 
choice for a president. So I worked campaigning and going door-to-door and doing what 
I could do for his election—only to have him totally defeated. I mean, it was such a 

demoralizing thing to realize how far off you are from the mainstream view of the world. 
I don't think he won but a couple of states, as I remember now. It was really rugged. 
About the time, then, I was heading towards Madison and so my McGovern campaigning, 
after he lost the election, of course, went away—for him anyway. But it certainly started 
my interest in politics at a more serious level.  
 
GW:  Yeah, it sounds like you were really kind of embarking on this time period in your 
life—finishing college at Princeton and then going to law school at Madison. But there 
was so much going on politically, just all around you. 
  
PP:  That's true. And, you know, I think in large part too, I was just trying to find 
myself, in a way. Because, you know, when I first went to college, I think I mentioned 
the last time we talked, I was thinking of myself as majoring in the sciences. I had a real 
interest in physics and thought that may be where I put my attention. And then once I 
got there, I switched and sort of followed a long-term interest in Mid-Eastern politics and 
did a lot of study around modernization of Israel and Palestine and took all the courses I 
could and thought that I would, in the end, be some kind of person working in 
administration or in foreign service, having to do with Israel and the Arab world. And then 

I got a little disenchanted with the people I was working with (also a little bit prevented, 
I think, from following up what I wanted by war and danger in Israel) and ended up 
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switching and working for my major at the Woodrow Wilson School towards law. At the 
time, I think it was law and education, but moving towards law.  

And then, it wasn't my plan all along, but towards the end of college, I decided to 
go to law school. So I took the L.S.A.T. and ended up going to Wisconsin. And I hadn't 
really thought that all through in advance. I wasn't a lifelong, "I'm going to be a litigator 
and professor"—or anything like that. I wasn't sure where I was heading. And so once I 
made that turn, I was finding my way—what kind of law did I want to do and was I in 
the right place for myself? Is this what I wanted to do? And eventually I settled in and 
found my place in the law system.  

 

GW:  So how do you think your experience in law school helped you prepare to work in 
law? Like, what are some of the most valuable learning experiences that you had and 
maybe some influential classes or teachers?  
 
PP:  Yeah, I think I had the fortune that first semester of—you know, I was working 
at a motel. I had lots of time, and so I was really doing the work-up for my classes real 
seriously. You know, I had read everything. I briefed all the cases. I was putting a lot of 
time into the law school—and doing really well because of it. So that helped me realize I 
can do this. I know the answers. Sometimes, probably—I can't remember, are you a 
lawyer?  
 
GW:  No, I'm a historian.  
 
PP:  Okay, well, you know, some lawyers would tell you, in law school professors don't 
give you the answers. They try to hide them from you. It's always kind of guesswork 
about what are they looking for and stuff. But I really felt that I knew—I knew how to do 
the reasoning, I knew the answers, and I could do well in law school. And my first-year 
professors in the major courses (torts and contracts and constitutional law) I felt like I 

did real well, and I knew what was happening. And that got me going in my career in 
law.  
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And there were a couple of professors that made a big difference. My advisor, Don 
Large (who for a long time was a law professor here at Lewis & Clark, may still be, well 
on senior status) was a good friend and a good mentor. And many of the teachers there 
were open to working with students and talking with students. And so I had that. The 
law school was also good in terms of balancing between theory and practice. They had 
courses that I could take—one in particular that I think began at University Wisconsin 
called General Practice. A really good professor, sort of spent a semester teaching you 
10 or 12 different subjects in terms of practice—how would you handle a divorce? What 
do the papers look like? How would you handle a criminal defense? And you would do all 
the work. You'd have people come in and lecture about their life as divorce lawyers or 

criminal defense lawyers. And I enjoyed that in terms of practice.  
But overall, again, most of my time was spent at the law firm, where it was very 

much hands on. So when I wasn't in law school, when I wasn't studying for the next day 
of law school, I was at the law firm, and I put a lot of hours in working in practice. And 
that I really enjoyed; I had enjoyed the combination of working on real problems. I like 
to write, so I enjoyed writing briefs. I like the oral part—if they'd let me speak in court or 
even arguing to the law firm people. So I liked it a lot. And I would have said that by 
two-thirds of the way through my second year, I saw myself going to work for that law 
firm and that would have been where I stayed—or maybe clerked first for some judge 
and then gone to the law firm and might have been a place I stayed. I liked Madison, 
and I was comfortable there. I wasn't too far from my family in Michigan. So that would 
have worked out. But as it turned out, it didn't.  

 
GW:  What was the name of that law firm?  
 
PP:  It was named Boardman, Suhr, Curry, and Field. And Mr. Boardman was the 
senior partner of the firm. It was a good firm, a good law firm—may still be there and 
the same or similar name. It has been there for a long time—pretty sizable, for Madison. 

Again, I think it was the biggest firm in Madison, although there were much bigger firms 
in Milwaukee.  
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GW:  What did you think about the culture of well—I want to ask you this in two ways. 
I want to know what you thought about sort of the culture of the classroom in law school. 
And I also want to know what you thought about the culture of practicing in that firm. 
Like, what was the culture like in the firm versus in class? 
  
PP:  You know, there were some similarities. I think that the firm liked to sort of all 
pull together on something. I mean, some of the people were real independent—worked 
on their own, and you'd only see them to write a memo. But where I worked, there be 
three or four of us working on a case—maybe young lawyers in the firm, a partner, a 

couple of law clerks. And we would be like a team working to solve the problem of the 
case and to get it ready for its disposition.  

And law school had some similarities. You know, a lot of people at law school 
worked out of study groups and would get together and talk things through and get other 
people's views. And I joined in some of that, to broaden my approach to what I was 
reading and trying to get a better understanding of some of the issues. And pretty nice 
times—it was late 1960s, early 1970s, kind of a freewheeling time of people in law school 
and Madison being a freewheeling place. There was a lot going on. And in the student 
union, people would be studying there for law school, and another group would be playing 
cards, and a third group would be renting sailboats to go out in the lake behind the 
student union. There was just a lot to do. And so I was busy, playing sports still and 
being active and, at the same time, trying to study and work to pay for law school and 
pay for my apartment.  

 
GW:  Yeah, I guess I should ask—you kind of touched on it there, about what sorts of 
things did you do for fun and leisure-activity-type stuff during the time?  
 
PP:  Well, Madison was really a good town. And as it turned out, I made a big change 

that was—I think it was good and bad in different ways. So I took my first year, where I 
lived in just in a normal apartment and then in a house, shared house, near the campus. 



Papak  SR # RL2022-068 
 

79 
 

Then I took a year off. And when I came back, a guy I knew kind of well invited me to 
move into a house—share an apartment (upstairs apartment) with him. When I started I 
think there were seven of us, maybe six—six or seven in different apartments in the 
house. And we were right on the lake—beautiful. Our backyard open on the lake.  
 And so we just had this— I had a splendid time that one of the highlights of was 
that we all took turns cooking. And so every night, one person would be responsible for 
the full dinner—making, setting the table, making bread, dessert, or whatever you're 
going to do—and cleaning. So six nights a week you could show up at 6:00 and there'd 
be, you know, a spread of food on the table. And then one day, you'd better get your 
work done early or not do it—your job was to do it all. And it was a lot of fun for me, 

because I had not had a lot of experience cooking, but I took it pretty seriously. And I 
bought some classic cookbooks that I still have here and developed some things that I 
was comfortable with making—breads, and manicotti, and quiche, and a variety of things. 
And I wasn't a natural cook. I couldn't look in the refrigerator and say, oh, I'm going to 
make this. I would look at the menu, go buy it, make sure I had everything, bring it 
home, and then start from scratch to cook. But I was comfortable cooking. And so that 
was a lot of fun.  

And that stayed on for my last two years of law school. I had this group that I 
really enjoyed, lots of music. We could sit on the back porch overlooking the lake and 
study if we needed to. After dinner, I enjoyed our dinner group. We were real active 
together. The lake—you could swim, you could boat, you know, you could canoe to work 
in the morning or to school if you wanted to. We did some camping together. We went 
up in north Wisconsin and spent some wilderness camping. We went skiing—you know, 
a lot of activity. I played basketball. I was a basketball player in college. So I played 
there. I was real busy. Madison was, it was a hopping town. There was a lot to do. And 
that house was a great place for me. I really enjoyed it a lot. And that's where I spent 
my last two years of law school.  
 

GW:  That sounds great.  
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PP: Yeah, it was great.  
 
GW: And it makes me think about how at some point before you were talking about 
developing this interest in communal living. I wonder if that—if you could kind of talk 
about that a little bit, because this house is a communal living situation. 
  
PP:  Yeah, I didn't think of it that way, but it worked out that way. When my interest 
in Mideast politics, when I went to college, a part of my thought was to go there and 
study Israeli development and Arab development in the Mideast. And I wanted to spend 
some time living on a kibbutz. So I was aware of what they were doing, and it interested 

me. And so I was going to go live on a kibbutz—never made it. But I guess you could say 
my time in the house had some approximation of communal living, because we did spend 
a lot of the time as a group together. We all had our separate places—so if you needed 
to work you went to the library or you went down to your apartment. But we often 
gathered at one or the other porches that overhang the house over the lake as the five 
of us, to talk, or listen to music, do our reading, studying, or to go play out in the backyard 
and stuff. And that turned into a lot of fun. And in fact, later, after graduation, my 
roommate (the guy I lived with on the top floor) and I and our two girlfriends at the time 
(mine, who became my wife later and is my wife now) left Madison and moved out to a 
farm and lived together for a relatively short period of time, about 20 miles west of 
Madison. We lived in a farmhouse in a big dairy-farm area and lived there through the 
summer and the start of fall. And we did somewhat the same thing, I mean, we cooked 
and ate together and we had our separate spaces, but we lived a little communally.  
 
GW:  Yeah, well, can we talk about that? Can you tell me about how you and Krista 
met?  
 
PP:  Yeah, it was sort of just a natural progression, I guess. Krista was going to school 

in Madison, working with troubled young kids and getting a degree in behavioral 
disabilities and working at a home for troubled kids and taking care of them. And my 
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roommate and I occasionally played some tennis. I was a pretty serious tennis player. He 
wasn't, but we'd fool around to play. And I can't remember who set it up, but somebody 
who I played with who was pretty good had a buddy who played tennis. And so we had 
a doubles match. We met for doubles. And I can't remember exactly why. I think Krista 
was friends with the guy who I was playing against, and she came to watch us play tennis 
and she was watching as we played. You know, afterwards, they all came to our house 
and we sat around, got to know each other. And a couple of days later I saw the guy 
who I played tennis with again and asked, "Do you have a relationship? What's going 
on?"  

He said, "No, we're good friends. We were studying in some similar areas," 

because I said I was interested in asking her out. He encouraged me. I did. And that's 
the end of the story, I guess.  

She was on the verge of leaving Madison to spend a period of time in Mexico with 
this fella, who was the friend who I met her through. He was doing some plant collection 
in remote parts of Mexico. And so, not long after I met her, she was gone for a period of 
time doing that. But basically when she got back a month or so later, we just were about 
together all the time. And not long after that, we moved out to the farm and stayed there. 
And then when things didn't work out as we hoped, we decided to break up our little 
community and gave our friends, my roommate and his girlfriend, the opportunity—they 
could stay and we would leave or we could stay and they would leave and they decided 
to stay. And so we tried to figure out where to go—back to Madison City proper or 
somewhere else. And we ended up leaving the area, and we moved to Santa Fe, New 
Mexico, and started kind of a move until we ended up in Boise, where I practiced for a 
while, and stayed out west for a number of years—until we moved back to Iowa, where 
I taught at the law school and Krista went to law school.  

 
GW:  So when you lived on that farm back in Wisconsin, was that when you were still 
in law school or had you graduated?  
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PP:  Just graduated. Just towards the end of my law school time opened up, and we 
were moving out there. So it was mostly post-graduation. And I had, like I told you, 
expected I would go to work for that firm. And they had offered me a position, and I 
decided I really didn't want to lock myself up in a lifetime, big-firm decision. So my 
roommate and I started our own firm—the two of us, Papak & Davis. We opened up a 
garage room, we rented a couple of rooms and hired a secretary and got equipment and 
started our own practice in Madison. But when the house broke up, and we decided to 
leave, of course, the law firm broke up. So we didn't have too much time— 
  
GW:  So you were living and working with your partner? 

  
PP:  Yeah, my partner—we were living on the farm, and he and I worked together in 
Madison, starting our firm. And we were doing well. We were enjoying ourselves. But 
then when the house thing broke up—I'm not sure that we were committed to leaving. I 
just remember having a bunch of friends over for dinner, and we were trying to figure 
out what to do and where to go. And they were saying, "Hey, this is your big chance to 
do something big, try something big." 

And so we were kind of looking at the map and, "Where do we want to try? Where 
you want to go?"—because we were pretty open. And we settled on Santa Fe as a place 
to go. And Krista and I packed up and took off together and never came back to Madison 
to live and were married a year or so later and had Joel a year after that. And so that 
was the real start of our relationship.  
 
GW:  Sounds like a really, just vibrant time full of change.  
 
PP:  Oh yeah. It was. I mean, you know, I felt a little—looking back, it seemed so 
crazy, irresponsible that I would take off without a job. I hadn't been hired by a law firm. 
I needed to work. We didn't have loads of money at all. We just packed up a little car, 

put the stuff we owned in storage and told them we'd tell them where to deliver it 
someday in the future and just took off. But, you know, I guess that's 24 years old or 
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something, 25 years old. You feel like you have that freedom; you don't think through all 
the repercussions. But it turned out great. We had some real good experiences, you 
know, and didn't stay long in Santa Fe, but went north and ended up in Boise. And again, 
I walked in the door of the biggest firm in Boise and basically got a job the same day—
and stayed there for quite a while and almost joined, took partnership and stayed there, 
and again left and finally full-circle came back to the Midwest, where we were for a long 
time, in Iowa City.  
 
GW:  Well, before we move on from law school completely, I just have a couple more 
questions. And we are at about 45 minutes. This is going really fast. 

  
PP:  Yeah we are going through my life helter skelter. 
  
GW:  We sure are. So what are some challenges that you can think of—like, what did 
you find challenging in particular about law school?  
 
PP:  I thought, my own view was that law school was unnecessarily repetitious and 
law professors in particular, the law community, tried to make it into some kind of art 
instead of a skill-related subject matter. And I think because of that, a lot of people came 
out of law school really unprepared to do anything. And of course in 1975, when I 
graduated, we didn't have as many lawyers as we do now. And so there were more, 
maybe, opportunities for people to start up in different places. But, you know, in the last 
10 years you've been reading a lot about law schools getting criticized and even sued 
because there's all this money spent for people to go to law school and they come out 
and they don't have work because we have too many lawyers coming out of law school. 
And I think there's this real question about training people. And so, I was really interested 
in finding ways to bridge the study of law with the practice of law and not just go from 
one course to another doing exactly the same thing—which is, you know, you read cases, 

you glean what the holding is, you apply it to the next case. And that has something to 
do with (but kind of a small amount to do with) the practice of law. And most (about 80 
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percent, 90 percent) of the people coming out of law school are going to practice law. 
And I don't think they're well suited.  

And of course, we don't still don't have anything where you have to do work as a 
lawyer to get your degree. You just walk out of law school after studying 25 courses and 
you get your degree. And the next day you can argue in front of the Supreme Court or 
bring a lawsuit or do anything you want to do. And I think that comparing it to medicine—
you know, you spend time as an intern in an internship, and if you're going to be a 
surgeon, you have to have people watching you do surgery before you do it on your own. 
And they didn't do that in law school as much. So I found that challenging.  

And I say it now because later, when I start teaching in law school, that's kind of 

my focus—is taking subject matters that were generally considered traditional law stuff, 
torts or evidence, and giving them a practical component so you learn the substance of 
evidence law, but you see it in practice. What does it mean? What does it mean when 
you talk about hearsay, and what does it look like? And what does it feel like and why 
are you objecting to it? So that people who are going to go to court someday (which 
most people who get their law degree would) would actually have some skill, that comes 
out of law school, to use in their practice to understand why we're objecting to things in 
court. What makes them objectionable? So that's always been kind of my interest in the 
law, is the practical application of legal principles. And I did that a lot in the law school, 
later. 
  
GW:  So, yeah, when you were teaching, you were you're talking about focusing on 
bridging that gap between, kind of, theory and practice. 
 
PP:  Correct. Yeah, I liked that part of it. And later when I taught at the law school, I 
developed some courses (one of which I started sharing with another professor) that we 
called Evidence Theory and Practice. It was a little more, a few more credits than normal 
Evidence. But we would lecture on the subject of the day, the evidentiary subject of the 

day, and then I would have developed problems that the students would present in front 
of the rest of the class, in which the issue being discussed is presented in the problem. 
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Again, an easy one—think about hearsay. So here's some questions, and the answers 
are, "Well, so-and-so told me that that's the case." And they see what an objection looks 
like, and we talk about, "So what's objectionable about somebody saying that?" What's 
the problem with just letting them say, "Someone told me"—and we'd use the models for 
why hearsay is generally inadmissible without special exceptions that give it, you know, 
some addition of credibility. And that's the way I taught law for most of my time at the 
law school.  
 
GW:  Well, I think I just have one more question and then we'll be at about time for 
today. So my last question, just to kind of wrap up the time in law school, and we can 

always go back and talk more about that later, but the experience of passing the bar, 
that's always something that I like to ask people about. 
 
PP:  Yeah, well—that's an easy story for me; I was lucky in every respect. I didn't have 
to take a bar in Wisconsin because they had automatic admission for Wisconsin 
graduates. So I didn't take the bar. Then I went, later, when I moved west and was in 
Idaho, there I did take the bar and passed it—by then, a fair amount of time out of law 
school. And then I didn't have to take another bar. When I went to Iowa, I was admitted 
based on my practical experience. And when I came out here, as a federal defender and 
as a judge, I didn't need the bar. So I took one bar in my life, and that was plenty.  

But I did fine. It was a lot of work, but it wasn't that troubling. It was actually 
harder in Idaho taking the bar than it might have been earlier because I had been away 
from those courses for a long time—whereas when you go to law school, you probably 
know more about more subjects than you ever will again because pretty soon you're 
going start specializing and you'll never think about securities law or tax law (or whatever 
it might be) again in your life. And if 10 years later, you're taking an exam, you’ve got to 
really refresh yourself. But I took the bar in Idaho. That kind of studying was never 
difficult for me. That sort of, learn a lot, memorize a lot, regurgitated quickly—that's what 

the bar exam was to me, mainly. And so I passed it, and that was my only bar experience. 
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And I've been in bars ever since without any other bar exams—knock on wood. I'll never 
take one now.  
 
GW:  Yeah, I don't think that you'll have to take a bar exam now.  
 
PP:  No, no. I was very fortunate, because it hadn't really occurred to me—I didn't 
need a bar when I moved to Oregon and became a federal defender. Also, I can talk 
about that later. And although my boss at the time encouraged me to take it, it wasn't 
mandated. And had I left the Federal Defender's Office and gone into private practice, I 
would have had to take a bar. But as a judge, I didn't. So I was fortunate. I've been here 

21, 22 years and practiced law the whole time or have been a judge the whole time, 
relying on bars from other states (Wisconsin and Idaho), and that's just fine by me. I 
don't think there's that much you get out of taking a bar exam.  
 
GW:  Yeah. I think oftentimes it's more of a story of stress and anxiety.  
 
PP:  Yeah, I think some states have wanted to limit the number of people practicing 
law. And so if you go to California and 50 percent pass, they just make the grading curve 
difficult—stress people out. So instead of getting a thousand new lawyers every year, 
they get five hundred. And, you know, somebody is going to fail. And that's just too bad 
for people to work so hard to get through law school, that suddenly they can't pass the 
bar and they can't practice. You see that happening. And for people who are really smart 
and would be good lawyers in the fields they chose—just don't do well on a bar exam—
that's too bad. I used to, by the way, I spent a lot of years teaching in the bar exam 
program. For people who were preparing for the bar exam, I lectured them every year 
(twice a year, because it is given twice in Iowa) on evidence and trial practice (two of the 
subject matters that were covered). And I wrote the outline for their bar exam studying 
in those subject matters. So I spent a lot of time doing that.  
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GW:  Well, all right—I believe we're at about an hour or so, I think that will be a good 
place to stop and next time we can pick up with more about after law school and your 
times in [Idaho] and Iowa.  
 
PP:  You bet. All right.  
 
 
 

[End of Interview 3, [48:35] 
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Interview 4 
2021 February 19 

 
 
GW:  All right, today is February 19th, 2021. I'm here with Magistrate Judge Paul Papak 
via Zoom. This is our fourth interview. My name is Greta Smith Wisnewski, oral historian 
for the U.S. District Court of Oregon Historical Society Oral History Project. Hi, Paul! 
 

PP: Hi Greta. 
 
GW: Thanks for being here.  
 
PP:  Oh, thanks for doing it. I'm looking forward to it.  
 
GW:  So last time we left off with you and Krista moving to Santa Fe, and I thought we 
could pick back up with having you talk more about that time.  
 
PP:  Okay, that was right after law school, living in Madison. I had been clerking most 
of my law school with a firm in Madison and they offered me a job there (and I gave it 
some thought—it's a good firm) but ended up saying no. And my roommate and best 
friend in Madison and I started a little solo practice, the two of us, after graduation for a 
relatively short time. We, he and I and Krista and his girlfriend, lived together, four of us, 
in a farmhouse away from Madison, in the country—nice place that we really enjoyed, 
but it, I don't know, it didn't work out amongst the four of us as well as it worked out for 
Michael and I when we were living together in law school. And so we just decided 
somebody would leave and somebody could stay. And I can't remember how we decided. 

I think we left Michael to make the decision, and he decided they wanted to stay on the 
farm.  

So, Krista and I thought about moving back to Madison, and one evening at a 
party before we left, you know, people were talking about where to go and if we wanted 
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to try something different—and got strong references to go to Santa Fe and see what we 
could do down in Santa Fe. So we just put what little furniture and stuff we had in storage 
and packed up our little car and drove to Santa Fe—and looked around, rented a house 
for a bit, looked at job possibilities. And didn't stay very long—quite short, in fact. I think 
more me than Krista, coming from a Midwest middle class background, I was used to 
wood-frame construction neighborhoods, and sort of the adobe look (or I don't know 
what it was) didn't attract me quite as much. And it was a really interesting community 
(and maybe still is) but Santa Fe was about thirty thousand, twenty thousand wealthy 
people, it seemed to me, and everybody else was in the service industry (mostly Native 
Americans, some Hispanics) and there wasn't any middle class that I could see. That I 

didn't feel very comfortable with.  
Anyway, we had some time there. I enjoyed Santa Fe for a bit, and then hopped 

in the car again and drove north trying to figure out where we wanted to sort of settle 
and start our life together and looked at a few places. I mean, I know I remember driving 
through Utah, just seeing how beautiful it was, and the Red Rocks and all, but ended up 
in Boise—Boise, Idaho. And Krista had connections there. She had been born in Nampa—
born in Twin Falls, actually. But her dad had a store in Nampa. She had family in Burley, 
so there was a connection with her side of the family in Idaho. I don't know that that was 
the determining reason. We liked Boise, and so we stopped there and settled down.  

And it seems to me in retrospect it was just a few days later, I got a job with (at 
the time, I think) the biggest law firm in Boise. And they had me come in kind of as a 
clerk for a few days and then offered me a job. And so I settled into that law firm. The 
name of the firm was Moffatt, Thomas, Barrett and Blanton. And over the next period of 
time, we moved from our little rental house. We bought a house downtown and the next 
year we had Joel, our son. In December of 1977 he was born, and we were sort of settled 
into Boise. Krista was working—found a job that she liked with the Ada County Council 
on Alcoholism. And we were pretty well established in Boise. And in that firm, it might 
have been (well, it was) a little more conservative than my liking. The firm, as it turned 

out—after I left, the firm broke in half. And the wing that I might have been more 



Papak  SR # RL2022-068 
 

90 
 

comfortable with (the more liberal wing) went off on their own. And had I stayed, I 
probably would have joined them. But by then we were gone.  

And that was Boise—nice place and a place in big transition at the time. When we 
went there, it was a Democratic governor and Frank Church (a liberal Democratic 
senator)—and nothing liberal in Idaho right now! It's a pretty, pretty deep, deep red 
state—although at the same time that it was, you know, liberal, we were just a few (a 
year or so) short of Ruby Ridge, which is in Idaho. And we go from Boise up to northern 
Idaho, which had just pockets of back-to-the-landers and conservatives and all kinds of 
kind of (at least reputedly) cult groups living up there. And it was quite a change from 
Boise, which was not a huge city, but a pretty big metropolitan area in Idaho.  

So I'm rambling forward. Stop me with questions, I guess.  
 

GW:  Okay, well, I'm actually going to pause this recording really quick.  
All right. We're recording again—just a little technical thing we had to deal with.  
So I wanted to ask, I did have in my notes, I remember last time we talked, you 

said that you walked into the biggest firm in Boise and got the job the same day. And I 
wondered if there's a story there that you'd like to talk about.  

 
PP:  Yeah, I think there was kind of a story. It was interesting. It was probably the (if 
I remember it—I probably made it more of a story than it is) but if I remember it right, it 
was just about or it may have been the first place I went looking for work. And it was 
the, at the time it was the biggest, as I recall, firm in Idaho—you know, a pretty 
prestigious firm. The senior partner, Gene [Eugene] Thomas, later became the president 
of the A.B.A. So they had some political connection; they had some clout, anyway. So I 
walked in, and I had my resume. And I don't even know if I called in advance. And I said, 
you know, "I'm looking for work as a lawyer here." 

And the hiring partner came out and said, "You know, we actually just lost a lawyer 
this week. And we would, we'll bring you on as a clerk and see how you do and see how 

we like you." 
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And I said, "Sure." And I believe I started that very same day. And they gave me 
the senior partner's office, which is funny, because he had, Mr. Moffitt, had retired and 
he was gone, and that was the space they had. I still have—he gave me some lovely 
paintings and things from his office over the years when he would come to visit. And so 
I have all that memorabilia here still, and I used to have it in my chambers. But anyway, 
so they set me up in the office. And one of the first things that happened is one of the 
senior partners, Jack Barrett, came in and gave me a file on a workman's comp case. And 
he said, you know, "I need some help with this. Would you review it and then come and 
talk?" 

And so I sat down and reviewed the whole thing. And they were defending the 

worker's comp case—they weren't bringing it, they were representing the insurance 
company that provided worker's comp. So I read the file, and I read the complaint, and 
then I read our answer. And I looked at it, and I read it again. And then I read it again. 
And, you know, I wasn't an idiot, but I could swear that [we] didn't deny the claims in 
the workers comp claim. [We] admitted everything. And I thought, that just can't be. I 
mean, so I read them again. I thought, you know, I don't want to I want to be foolish 
and walk into the senior partner and say—what are you guys doing here? What kind of 
practice is this? —and then to have to show me where I was wrong. But anyway, after 
an hour or so of going back and forth, I finally walked into his office and I said, "Hey, 
Jack," you know, "I read this file. But can you explain to me, why did you admit everything 
in the complaint?" And he just burst out of his chair and looks at it and yells to the young 
lawyer and his paralegal and a secretary, "Get in here, get in here!" 

And I don't know. Apparently, they just blew it. They said, instead of "deny" they 
said, "admit, admit, admit" everywhere. And so they immediately started working on an 
amended answer to rectify the problem that they had caused by admitting everything.  

And that afternoon, I think, probably in light of that, they said, you know, "[We’d] 
happily offer you a position here." And so the next day, I started working at Moffatt, 
Thomas, Barrett and Blanton as a first-year associate.  

 
GW:  You sure did prove yourself.  
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PP:  [Laughs] Well, it wasn't very complicated. And it wasn't like I, you know, I 
analyzed some esoteric-level of constitutional law and explained why I thought they were 
wrong to me. [Laughs] They just admitted the case and unless they had some reason for 
doing so, what did he need me to work on the case for? It's just a matter of starting to 
pay the benefits the guy deserves. So now that was my—I may have congested two days 
into one, but that was pretty much the speed at which things happened. And I went 
home and told Krista, "Oh yeah, they hired me, and I'm starting full time tomorrow." And 
[laughs] I mean, it was so surprising to me that—I was hardly ready to start. You know, 
I don't think I even owned a suit. I had a sport coat and tie and stuff that I used when I 

was in Madison. And Krista's family owned department stores in Idaho and in different 
places. So her dad very nicely shipped me a couple suits. So I had clothes to wear to 
work, because it was a, people wore suits to work every day there. And we were pretty 
formally dressed. So I got three suits in the mail the next week, and I was all set to go, 
and I worked at Moffatt, Thomas, Barrett and Blanton until I left Boise. 
  
GW:  And you mentioned that it was sort of more conservative than you would have— 
than you were used to. And how did you kind of deal with that difference in, maybe, your 
own sort of less conservative bent, and then, working at a place that was more 
conservative? 
 
PP:  Well, you know, the conservative politics, whatever, didn't affect the office very 
much. You know, we weren't in the midst of the kind of divisiveness and fever that we've 
been in this country recently where, you know, could you work in a pro-Trump office or 
could you work in an anti-Trump office? You know, it's that people have such strong 
views of that matter. It wasn't like that. People were—I think there were Democrats and 
Republicans working together, friendly. The more conservative aspect in my mind was 
that we were in large part an insurance defense firm. So whereas my prerogative, if I 

had my choice, would be to plaintiff's attorney, I would have enjoyed bringing the 
personal injury action or bringing the medical malpractice action or bringing the products 
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liability case. But I was defending them most of the time I was there—not all. They had 
some, they took plaintiff's cases when it didn't conflict with their insurance clients, but 
we represented many of the big insurance carriers in Idaho, so most of the cases came 
through our door. So that was probably a little less my choice, if I would have had the 
choice.  

But on the other hand, that was back in the day when insurance companies 
probably didn't manage litigation the way they do now. You know, there is somebody on 
the insurance company telling most law firms what they can do and who can do what 
and what they can spend and things like that. We were pretty free. So I just got a lot of 
really good training. I immediately got taken under the wing of at least two of the senior 

partners in the litigation (which is where I wanted to be) and immediately was working 
on big trials and taking depositions and doing pretrial work and getting ready for trials, 
and in fact, going to trial. And I had a lot of, you know, a lot of independence. It wasn't 
but a few years, maybe less, that I was there before I was arguing in the Ninth Circuit 
on my own and arguing motions for the federal district court. And so it was very good 
training ground, I thought.  

It certainly focused my attention on what I wanted to do, which was to be a 
litigator, as opposed to having an office practice. And I had the people there and the 
cases there to do that work so that when I left, I felt real comfortable with trial practice 
and that was going to determine my future practice because I would, you know, I would 
teach eventually in that trial practice area and teach courses like Evidence and Trial 
Practice and go into a small civil practice doing litigation work. So that sort of set my 
future plans as a lawyer—and in fact, I think in the end, made a huge difference on 
becoming a magistrate judge because, when I applied to be a magistrate judge, I had 
been in the federal defender system for a number of years (both as a federal defender 
and as assistant federal defender) doing exclusively federal criminal work. And I knew 
from hearing from the judges that the judges cared way more (that might be an 
overstatement) they cared very much about magistrate judges' ability to handle a civil 

caseload, because that's the one that affected them the most. You know, big civil cases, 
we were on the wheel to take those cases and being able to handle them and have 
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experience in handling them, in addition to being able to do the normal criminal stuff that 
a magistrate judge did, made a big difference in the applicant pool. And so when I, some 
years later, when I applied for the job, I emphasized all my civil experience, starting with 
Moffitt Thomas and working forward to the law school. And I think that, in the end, was 
a determinant big factor in how I got the job in the first place.  

 
GW:  So next, after you left Boise—tell me about how the decision to leave that law 
firm and move to where you all went next?  
 
PP:  Yeah, it was a—you know, we… It's hard to think back on those times and how 

footloose and fancy free we were. You know, we had a young child and a fairly young 
relationship, Krista and I. But I liked the firm. We were happy there. We really loved 
Boise; we often look back and think that would have been a great place to stay. It was a 
really nice town, and we were living in the north end of Boise, which is really beautiful. 
And, you know, I think we would have stayed there and been very happy. Like I said, 
there was some feeling between sort of the people I knew in the community and hung 
out with being quite a bit different from the people at the law firm who I had dinners 
with and lunches with and hung out with. I just felt like that was two different worlds in 
some way. And so that was a little, maybe awkward—but not terrible. They were nice 
people. And I loved the firm a lot.  

But what happened was, a group of people that we got to know, friends, had 
decided that they were going to buy an acreage up in northern Idaho and parcel it into 
big pieces and make it a place for four families to live there—thinking about one hundred 
and sixty acres and 40 acres each. And, you know, we had, before then, looked a little 
bit at maybe trying to find a country parcel somewhere, maybe closer to Boise, or not. 
But anyway, we sort of got swept up in that excitement, I guess, and packed up after a 
few years and turned down the possibility of a partnership at Moffitt Thomas and moved 
up to the far north regions of Idaho to a little town called Bonners Ferry. And I remember 

when I left, I went in and talked to the senior partner, Gene Thomas (the guy who later 
became the president of the A.B.A.) about leaving, and his response, which always stuck 
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with me, he said, "If you're under 30 and you're not a liberal, you don't have a heart, and 
if you're over 30 and you're not a conservative, you don't have a brain"—or something 
like that. And I was under 30. So he thought, you know, go live your lifestyle. So we 
stayed in touch over the years. In fact, I brought him out to Iowa City some years later 
to talk to the law school when I was teaching there, and he was then the president of 
the A.B.A. And so we packed up, packed up our little boy, and moved to Bonners Ferry, 
which is essentially, heading north from Boise, the last town before you get to Canada—
far north—25 miles, as I recall, from the Canadian border and lived there for a few years.  

 
GW:  So did you live on that acreage with all those other families? And how did that—  

  
PP:  Never did. Never did—you know, we bought the acreage, we looked at the land. 
We talked about it. I recall, maybe (I can't remember who)—one of the families dropped 
out. So we were down to three. We never, at least while I was there—I'd have to ask 
Krista. I don't remember if somebody else did. I don't think anybody developed it. You 
know, we needed to run power if we were going to do that and make it workable. And I 
don't think anybody did. We bought a house downtown and then bought a little bit of an 
acreage with another person up north of Bonners Ferry and lived there for a bit. And then 
took off—headed all over the country, but ended up in Iowa City.  
 
GW:  So before we move past Bonners Ferry, I want to hear a bit about your practice 
there. And I think you were—do I have this right, that you were also a prosecutor at 
some point while you were there?  
 
PP:  Yeah, for one year. I mean, what happened was, it's a very small town and kind 
of everybody did a bit of everything. And we didn't have many lawyers. And I joined a 
practice—just two of us. And I was primarily doing the litigation aspect, because that's 
what I wanted to do, and my partner was doing the business aspect and helping people 

with taxes and corporate stuff and things of that nature. And we, early on, sort of took 
on the public-defender role and handled the defensive cases, and then, I don't remember 
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exactly how it happened—I think he must have put in his name. My partner ran and got 
the prosecutorial position one year and I became, I guess by default, the deputy 
prosecutor and I did, I think I did all the trial work that we did. You know, we were a 
border community. So there were border scuffles—bringing drugs through Canada, stuff 
like that. And so I was doing criminal and civil litigation that one year. And then I think 
we didn't re-up for the prosecutor's role and somebody else took over. And that was the 
end of it.  
 
GW:  What kind of law did you practice in the firm that you had? And was this a firm 
that you started or that you— 

 
 
PP: No. There was a fellow up there who was working as a sole practitioner. I talked 
to him and I think he felt it would be nice to have somebody who would do some of the 
litigation parts of the job and that we might connect well in our legal interests. And so I 
worked with him and most of my work, most of it, was litigation oriented. I remember 
being in suits for employment discrimination and personal injury, and I would do some 
criminal prosecution or criminal defense when I was interested and it was available and—
you know, kind of a smattering of other things, too. It was a very small rural community, 
and it was the kind of thing where I remember doing some legal work for somebody who 
cut down a tree for me. And I did some legal work for a woman who gave me books and 
instruments that she had in lieu of payment. And we worked things like—there was some 
bartering going on. It a little bit reminded me of that T.V. show (I can't remember what 
name it was) about Alaska—Northern Exposure, I think. Yeah, that sort of crew of people. 
And it was small and was primarily loggers. It was a logging community; that was its 
main industry. And so, that's what I did.  
 
GW:  Yeah, oh, okay, that sounds really interesting, I love that you made that 

comparison to Northern Exposure. That really— 
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PP: Brings it home. Yeah. 
 
GW: Paints a picture, yeah. So according to your wife, Krista, you two have what she 
calls a "rural thing." And she mentioned that while you were in Bonners Ferry, she talked 
about that land and the house in town and that you had a birthing clinic—that she had a 
birthing clinic there—but that you were somewhat kind of involved in that. I'd love it if 
you could talk about that—how that came about and sort of tell us a little bit about that.  
 
PP:  And where did you get that info from? Where did you hear that? 
 

GW:  From your wife.  
 
PP:  Oh, when you interviewed her. I forgot about that. [Laughs] 
 
GW:  When I talked to her for the pre-interview, yeah. 
 
PP:  That's right. I forgot you talked to her. Yeah. What happened was—and she would 
know better than I, but I think I got it right—is, there were, you know, people who did 
help with home deliveries and helped with pregnancy in the community. And Krista got 
connected to the group. And the midwives kind of needed a place to meet to do the 
checkups. And so, if I recall correctly, we were the only house kind of with an easy central 
location. We were right, square in the middle of Bonners Ferry, while some of them were 
out and out in the rural sticks a little bit more. So I think weekly there would be a clinic 
at our house, and the pregnant women would come in and be examined. And Krista got 
interested in that, involved in it. In fact, she attended a lot of births. So, you know, I 
think she was kind of an assistant midwife, attending those births. We met a lot of people. 
Our best friends came there when—I'd say Krista's, close to her best friend or her best 
friend—was pregnant. We met and her husband, who have remained our good friends 

forever.  
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 And I did have some involvement. I was the—of course, I was connected to the 
house and the clinic, but I was sort of an amateur (I'd say very amateur) photographer. 
And so I did take some pictures at births, for people who wanted that, on births that I 
could attend. Not very many—it always seemed to me that the call for a birth came at 
2:00 a.m., and it was way out in the country somewhere. And I would just hope to see 
Krista again in the near future when she took off. But some of them were a little more 
on time and the right time, and I did attend. I really can't remember how many (just a 
couple of, I think) births that I saw the whole thing through, I think. Again, Krista would 
know better. But I had that kind of involvement. And it was, again, a small community. 
Everybody knew people who had used the clinic and were around, stayed in touch. And 

like I said, Krista became really close friends with Gene, and I meet with her husband, 
Bo. And so it formed our social relationship as well.  
 
GW:  Sounds like a really interesting time.  
 
PP:  Yeah, it was. It was.  
 
GW:  So how did the decision come about for you all to relocate to Iowa? That would 
have been in the early 1980s.  
 
PP:  It would be the end of 1970s, early 1980s. And I mean, there were a lot of factors 
that went into the move. I would say in the end, the predominant one was Krista was 
interested in establishing maybe her own career and she thought of going to law school, 
and we talked to the possibility of working together and joining, making own firm 
wherever we ended up. And so to do that, we would have to leave. There's no law school 
in Bonners Ferry, that's for sure. So we eventually decided we were going to move. And 
when we did, we loaded up our car, left everything to come back and get, took our car—
kind of like the Santa Fe trip, only this time we had Joel in the backseat. And we drove 

from Bonners Ferry to Seattle, and from Seattle down, I think as far south as Eugene, 
and then headed west—stopping at law schools along the way. So we stopped at the 
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University of Washington, and Lewis & Clark, and Eugene—University of Oregon. And we 
had in mind that we were going to go to the University of Maine and move all the way to 
Maine to go to law school. But on the way, we would see what else caught our attention, 
because we were free to, once again, do whatever we wanted.  

So we drove from those schools east, stopping at Iowa City and looked at Iowa 
City—which had a particular interest, I think, for Krista, because they had an accelerated 
program and she could go starting in the summer and be done in a much shorter period 
of time. And just given our situation and children and things like that, that seemed like a 
good idea. But we went beyond that—we went to Iowa City; I know we went South 
Royalton, Vermont; we went to Maine; we went to Cornell University in Ithaca, New York 

(and probably some I'm forgetting)—looking at law schools. We thought about going 
south. There was some talk about Tempe, Arizona, but we never got down there, as I 
recall, at least not on that trip. And anyway, so Maine turned out to be not the place we 
wanted to be—just didn't have a good feeling about it when we were there, and so we 
circled back and thought about where to go. And it kind of, I think it came down to Cornell 
and Iowa City, University of Iowa. And University of Iowa had the advantage of the 
accelerated program that was interesting to us. And we had relatives—Krista's cousins 
(who she's particularly close to and we have stayed real close to them) in Des Moines, 
which is just a few miles from Iowa City. So we circled back, ended up moving to Iowa 
City. And that's eventually where Krista went to law school and where I joined the faculty. 
  
GW:  Yeah. So she decides to go to that law school. And then how do you decide that 
you want to, instead of practice, that you want to teach law at that point?  
 
PP:  Well, I don't know that I decided again. It seems to me that when I look back on 
my life, a lot of things just sort of happened, and I was there when they happened. But 
so, what the story is, is we move to Iowa City. And if I got my timing right, we got there 
kind of in the fall—I think it was the fall of 1979, maybe (I'm thinking), 1980. But anyway, 

it was the fall. We rented a place and settled in, and then decided on taking a big trip 
before we really got back to work. And we had a good friend of ours whose parents had 
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spent some time (a year or more) in Belize. He was a psychiatrist and became kind of 
the national psychiatrist, and she was a lawyer. And I don't know how—she taught law 
school in Belize or something like that.  

So we packed up our little car (a little Honda), put Joel in the back seat, and drove 
from Iowa City to Belize. And got all the way to Belize City (after kind of roundabouts 
stopping, you know, some of the beautiful places along the way)—the ruins and beaches 
and things—and pulled into Belize City. And the fellow we were referred to, who my 
friend's parents knew real well, we met up with him. He took our car and kept it for us—
used it and kept it. And we took a boat out to the islands off the coast of Belize and 
settled in on a little-bitty island with no vehicle traffic and lived there for a number of 

months—and just hung out, and enjoyed ourselves, and played on the beach with Joel, 
and made sand castles. It had a great reef and a very interesting, pretty area—you know, 
cooked off the mercado every day, went shopping, and enjoyed ourselves in San Pedro 
Island off the coast of Belize City.  

And then, when it was time to be heading back, rather than going straight back, 
north, we went south further and drove into Guatemala and went through Guatemala 
City and a number of nice Guatemalan towns, staying for a while in each—and headed 
west, towards the west coast of Guatemala and the west coast of Mexico (after having 
gone through Mexico City) and then came back into Mexico much farther west and drove 
up the coast, and then headed back to Iowa City.  

And then Krista—I'll have to remember; I'll think about it—I think in the process 
she had applied for law school. So I think it was before we got back, we knew she was 
going to go to law school. And if my memory is correct, she was starting that summer. 
So we got back in the spring, with the idea of getting ready for her to be in law school.  

And I was going to decide where to work then—what kind of work, whether firm 
or not. And I looked at some different opportunities and think I even did a couple of 
interviews of different sorts. I don't think I was ready to jump back into a big firm. But I 
know I remember I put an application to be city attorney in and thought I had a real 

chance at that, but anyway, ended up for a relatively short period of time, as I recall, I 
ran a school program, a university program, called Student Legal Services, where they 
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provided legal assistance to students in all sorts of things that might come their way. And 
they used a couple of law students as interns to do the work. So it's kind of a training 
ground for interns. And I was their supervisor to make sure that they were acting 
appropriately, etcetera. And it wasn't very long there before the law school invited me to 
do some teaching at the law school. And I taught their trial ad [trial advocacy] program 
for a bit. And then they invited me to join the faculty, and I did. And then we stayed 
there for, you know, the next decade.  

 
GW:  Oh, yeah, I'd love to hear about some of the classes that you taught, and I know 
you taught, you were the faculty in the legal clinic.  

 
PP:  Yeah, I joined the faculty as a part of the law clinic. And the clinic had a number 
of different components doing different kinds of legal work, and different lawyers 
supervising the work they did. And I was, once again, I came in more generally in 
litigation. And so I picked up most of sort of the free-floating litigation in the clinic. Other 
of my colleagues were a little more specialized in what they wanted to do. And so, you 
know, I came in and kind of fell into some very big cases. And so I quickly, I took on a 
lot of prison litigation (that was part of a lot of 1983 prison litigation that was, the clinic 
had done before me) and was representing inmates at the various institutions in the 
state. I pretty quickly, as I recall, picked up a case that had a lot of notoriety (mostly 
before I got there, but just ending kind of when we got there) about a young man, 
football player, who had been accused of and convicted of murdering a young female 
student. He was a student, also a football player. And that happened over break. And 
anyway, he was convicted, and there was a real split in the town. I'm sure there were 
some who thought—he was a black man; she was a white woman. A lot of people 
thought, perhaps, that's enough to hear—he did it, or something like that. But there was 
a lot of concern that it wasn't—he didn't get a fair trial, that the prosecutor had hidden 
evidence and argued inappropriately. And it was just a mess of a case.  

So I took that case and it took quite a long time. You know, we got—I began it in 
what's called post-conviction litigation, which is challenging the state court conviction. 
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And after a year or two, I won that. So the conviction was reversed. And so then the 
prosecutors wanted to take him back to the grand jury, reindict him, and take him back 
to trial. So I represented him in the grand jury, and we got the grand jury to not indict. 
It wouldn't return an indictment against him. So the charges against him were dropped 
completely, and he was released.  

And then I represented him suing the county, the state, and the prosecutor, and 
the investigating officers for the violation of his civil rights, and we ended up, again after 
another year or so, settling that. So that was a big part of my—seemed like to me; it was 
one that I remember; I had a lot of work—but that was a big part of my work, and it took 
a lot of people because, of course, it was a way-old file. We had boxes and boxes of 

research, and a lot of it was out-of-order and messy and gone, and people to interview. 
And, you know, one of the things we were trying to do was show there were legitimate 
suspects out there who were just ignored once the prosecutor said, "He did it." You know, 
and that's all there was to it. And so that was a big part of all of my time there.  

And then, before I get to what I taught, one of my law students, one of the guys 
who had been in the clinic and I taught otherwise and was a friend, went off to be a 
public defender in Des Moines and sent me a case to ask me to look at to see if I thought 
it would appropriately be a writ of certiorari to the U.S. Supreme Court. And I thought it 
did; it would. And so I filed it. And I think much to all of our surprise, it got accepted. So 
we had a case in front of U.S. Supreme Court. And I got to argue that. And that was a 
big deal. It took a long time. 

 
GW:  Yeah, I'd love to hear more about that. I mean, I have that on my list to ask you 
as well. If you'd like to go into detail about that—talk about that case a little bit and the 
experience of just, you know, presenting in front of the court, the Supreme Court.  
 
PP:  Yeah, it was really a fun experience and, you know, very interesting. You know, 
I got the case from my friend John Burns, and I reviewed it. And I agreed with him that 

there were constitutional issues that we could take to the U.S. Supreme Court from the 
Oregon Supreme Court.  
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GW:  Or, you mean the Iowa's Supreme Court. 
 
PP: Iowa Supreme Court. 
 
GW: Right. I was just making sure— 
 
PP:  I made a mistake. The Iowa Supreme Court had ruled that his conviction was 
constitutional. We challenged it, took it up to the U.S. Supreme Court directly, and they 
accepted it. And the issue of the case—and it was at the beginning of an issue that 

expanded a lot since then—it was sort of the first case that went to the Supreme Court. 
And it was the first time Judge [Antonin] Scalia, a very conservative justice, sort of spread 
his liberal wings because he wrote the opinion in my favor, which nobody would have 
expected for sure. But the issue was really focusing around confrontation—a little bit 
around due process—but as it turned out, the court focused on confrontation.  

The question was, the defendant (the guy charged with the crime) was accused 
of molesting two young girls. They were in a tent out in their yard, and somebody came 
in and molested them. I guess I'm happy to say (only because those cases are so hard 
to deal with) as things go, it wasn't a horrible case of molestation. It was more a threat 
that didn't follow through, thank goodness. But anyway, so he was charged with that and 
convicted of that. But at the trial, the prosecutors said the girls would be traumatized by 
having to testify in his presence. And so, this is really kind of out—a little bit of rural Iowa, 
Clinton, Iowa. The janitor at the courthouse in Clinton, Iowa built kind of something (the 
equivalent, kind of like a scaffold), a big—it looked like a door on a platform that had a—
he put it in the courtroom so it blocked the defendant from them and blocked them from 
seeing the defendant. It was a little more complicated. Their lights were dimmed, and 
they had turned lights on so that they could see one way—and on and on it went.  

And the question was whether that violated his rights to confront his accusers—to 

have them see him and point and say, "No, that's the guy for sure," as opposed to doing 
it under that sort of more protected circumstance, where somebody might have said, 
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"Oh, it's the guy out front there who did it, " even though you don't see him. And so 
that's what went to the Supreme Court. And the Supreme Court reversed the conviction 
and said that the right to confrontation means exactly what it says, face-to-face 
confrontation. And so the case got reversed based on Justice Scalia's decision.  

And then it went back to the Iowa Supreme Court for determination whether other 
parts of the prosecution were done constitutionally and whether they could begin another 
prosecution against him. And I argued that case as well. And the Oregon Supreme Court 
threw the case out and that ended the prosecution of John Coy (who was the named 
defendant) and ended that case. So it is a big deal. You know, I did mock arguments in 
front of my faculty at the University of Iowa Law School and a couple other faculties out 

in the East Coast. Georgetown law faculty did a moot with me, and a couple of other 
organizations offered to do moots. And so, you know, it was Krista, and Joel, and Krista's 
dad, and stepmom, and we had people coming out to watch the oral argument. And it 
was—you can imagine, the Supreme Court is big deal. So it was fun. You know, I had not 
been there before to see them in action. And it was interesting to see how close they 
were to you and how personal the arguments were, and it was a lot of fun.  

 
GW:  Yeah. I remember, speaking of pre-interviews, when I interviewed your sister, 
she actually talked about they—I think her and maybe your mom and dad went too? 
 
PP:  Yep. My mom and dad were there, too. And she remembers that time. We had a 
big gang there watching the argument. And it was a pretty big deal. You know, it was 
very interesting, how it all turned out. And, of course, we got the chance to see 
Washington together. And so we spent some time in D.C., and then the other, I guess, 
perk of the argument trip was just lovely. One of my colleagues at the University of Iowa 
had been a law clerk to Harry Blackmun. If you know the name, he's the U.S. Supreme 
Court justice most famous for writing Roe vs. Wade. He was the author of that, for which 
he's been, you know, vilified and held up as a saint for writing Roe vs. Wade. But, of 

course, it's been an issue and in Supreme Court litigation for decades. But anyway, he 
was his law clerk and made arrangements after the argument. Justice Blackmun's law 
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clerk took my son, Joel (I’m trying to remember how old he was then—seems to me 10 
or so; I can't remember exactly, maybe [thinking aloud] 1977, 1987; I can't remember 
exactly, about nine or ten maybe; Krista would know better than me) and took him 
upstairs to Justice Blackmun's chambers. And they sat and Joel interviewed Justice 
Blackman and the clerk took this gorgeous picture of Joel sitting with his papers in his 
lap, writing notes as he talks to Justice Blackmun. And then Joel wrote a story for the 
local newspaper called The Hundredth Justice or The Hundred and First Justice, 
whichever one he was, and sent it to Justice Blackmun. And Justice Blackmun, in 
response, sent Joel that picture. And signed it, "From Harry Blackmun." And we have that 
down in my office. It is just such a lovely, lovely picture. And I didn't get to go up because 

I was one of the litigants. But, you know, it's quite a memory for Joel—quite a memory 
for all of us, that it happened.  
 
GW:  What a great experience. Yeah, I would love to know—I would love to see his 
questions that he had.  
 
PP:  Yeah. I probably still have them somewhere. I'm sure I have the article, but they 
were, they were very thoughtful, very interesting. You know, stuff he wanted to know 
about what justices do and how they do it. And it was very nice of Justice Blackmun to 
take all the time to answer the questions and let a photograph be taken. And the clerk 
who took the photograph did such a nice job. It is such a beautiful picture. I don't know 
if I have it on my phone right now, but I have the real picture in my office. Next, when I 
go in—I'm going Wednesday. I'll take a picture of it and send it to you.  
 
GW: Oh, that'd be great.  
 
PP: You can see it. It's just so cute.  
 

GW:  Yeah, I'd like to see that.  
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PP:  Yeah, it's nice.  
 
GW:  Well, so were you in D.C. for very long? Like, how long did the whole sort of 
process at the court take?  
 
PP:  Yeah, I don't think we were there very long. I think I flew in, I would just guess 
I flew in one day. The next day, I got used to where things were around D.C., and I recall 
going up to the Supreme Court to look, to see—make sure I knew where to be and where 
to stand and what the court looked like. And I watched an argument or two. And then 
the next day was the argument. And we might have stayed one more day to walk around 

the square and get a sense of D.C., but not too much longer. And then we all went back 
our separate ways. It was very nice.  

And I went another time some years later, when my friend here in town had a 
case in front of the Supreme Court. I was second chair on another Supreme Court 
argument. But that time I was much more comfortable because I had done it before, and 
I went and sat as he argued the case. It was fun.  

 
GW:  Well, so you mentioned being much more comfortable the second time. How are 
you feeling about it the first time?  
 
PP:  Well, you know, I think I was very loose preparing for it. You know, one of the 
things I always told my students when I taught them about trial practice or oral argument 
is, if you don't know ten times more than the judge about your case, then you're not 
preparing right. So I figured, no matter how smart the Supreme Court was, I'd spent 
months and months and months learning about this case. And if I didn't know more than 
they did, then I wasn't doing a very good job. And so I—that made it more comfortable. 
And, you know, just being well prepared and feeling like you were on top of it—but still, 
it's an incredibly daunting experience because the Supreme Court sits in kind of an arch, 

nine of them. So they're—I wouldn't say they're all roughly the same distance away, but 
they're pretty close. And the one right in the center, the chief justice, is very close. You 
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know, you almost feel like you could reach out and touch him. If he put his arm out and 
I put my arm out, we'd touch fingers.  

And at the time it was William Rehnquist who was the chief judge. And he clearly 
wasn't in favor of my case. He was not a—he didn't rule in favor of many criminal 
defendants. But more notoriously, he had a bad back, and he was really uncomfortable 
sitting on the bench. So the whole time I was there, he was grimacing and making faces, 
and I couldn't help but think, well, I guess I'm not saying the right things. He sure isn't 
smiling at me or winking at me or anything. And in fact, he in the middle of the argument, 
he got up and walked out. I thought, oh, my god; this isn't good. But I was told in 
advance, you know, be ready—he's got a bad back, and sometimes he can't sit for long, 

and it hurts him. And so that's what it was. But still, it was pretty daunting because the 
general idea of the practice is you look him in the eye and answer their questions directly 
and it's pretty tough when somebody is grimacing at you or getting up and walking out 
of the argument.  

But the argument went well. It was quite surprising to me because I certainly 
didn't expect the support where I got it. And fortunately, you know, while they asked 
good questions and they were hard, Justice Scalia was quick to jump in and support my 
position because he was, you know, if you know the talk about—you're not a lawyer, but 
you certainly heard the talk about lawyers being strict constructionists and originalists. 
That's sort of the language of, at least it had been the language of conservative judges. 
And Judge Scalia was definitely a strict constructionist and an originalist. And what that 
meant is, the language meant what it says. You can't read something from 2000 into the 
language that was created hundreds of years ago. The language of the Constitution is 
the language that they have to apply. And if you want to change it, you go to the 
legislature and you amend the Constitution. The courts can't do it. It's activist courts that 
find rights of privacy, that support abortion when there's no mention of privacy in the 
Constitution.  

So in some ways it kind of worked both ways, because his strict constructionist, in 

this case, strict construction, was, they say, "confrontation." What can they be meaning 
other than eye-to-eye, face-to-face confrontation? That's clearly the way things were 
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done back in those days. You know, you came in and you pointed at the man, and he 
pointed at you, and you argued in front of the judge [who made the] decision. So his 
strict constructionist, originalist [analysis] worked in my favor, and we got a [fantastic] 
ruling.  

And interestingly, in the years that followed, including the time we invited Scalia 
to the law school at the University of Iowa and he spoke in front of everybody, he would 
regularly bring up my case because it showed he didn't have a political agenda. He wasn't 
conservative; he wasn't liberal—he was an originalist, a strict constructionist. And the 
result didn't—the fact that my case meant a defendant got reversed, his conviction got 
reversed as opposed to some other ruling—didn't matter to him. All that mattered was 

that we followed the law and letter of the Constitution, would be his argument. And so 
it's funny to always hear the case sort of thrown up by him as proof of his neutrality in 
legal decisions.  

 
GW:  Yeah, that's wow, that's really interesting—that it also sounds like it had a long 
kind of impact on him as well.  
 
PP:  Yeah, well, that became sort of a trademark of his judicial rulings. You know, my 
case is the first of many in which strict constructionist actually led to rulings that would 
be seen as favorable to criminal defendants. 
  
GW:  Well, on that note, let's hear a little bit about some of the subjects that you taught 
at the University of Iowa Law School.  
 
PP:  Sure. Well, I began, of course, in the clinical context. By clinical, that meant that 
we had a number of students who signed up for a lot of credits with us, and we would 
handle live cases and teach the students how to handle cases. And around the cases, talk 
to them, give them lectures, demonstrations on things like how to present a proper oral 

argument and how to write a proper motion. So that was the earliest teaching. I had 
come in after teaching in the trial advocacy program. And trial advocacy was a separate 
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course, taught both during the semesters, but often taught when school was out of 
session in an intense weeklong setting. So I would do that, where for eight days or seven 
days I'd teach students how to try a case from beginning to end—demonstrate to them 
how it's done or bring in people to demonstrate, have them do it themselves while being 
videotaped, and we had live witnesses. And then at the end of it all, they would put on a 
mock trial—that would be the trial advocacy court. Interestingly, Joel was a well-known 
and well-respected witness for my trial advocacy course, because I used him as a child 
witness. And you know, he got pretty hammy. When they would start questioning him 
difficultly, you know, tears would come. He'd crawl under the table, and he wouldn't make 
it easy on them. He was a great witness. So that's where I began.  

And then, I expanded from there—again, mostly along the notion of trial work. I 
began teaching evidence. I did a joint evidence course with another professor who taught 
evidence, and it was called Evidence, Practice and Procedure—so that not only would you 
teach the substance of evidence, but then we would demonstrate evidence with little 
vignettes that brought up the evidentiary questions.  

So I taught that, and then I would teach and lecture on appellate argument. I 
developed a course later in my law school career on sports law. I had had some 
connection with the athletic department. In fact, twice while I was at University of Iowa, 
me and my family, Krista and Joel, went to California with the university because the 
Iowa Hawkeyes were playing in the Rose Bowl. And I was the university's attorney, for 
part of that anyway. So, you know, I went out there and handled any legal issues that 
came up with faculty or whatever. But anyway, I developed a sports law course because 
it was at a time when sports contracts were getting big news. You know, suddenly 
athletes were making millions and millions of dollars, and an agent—a lot of people in 
law school, people who had come from athletic backgrounds, had their eyes set on being 
agents because it was fun; you're in the athletic field and certainly it was lucrative. So I 
started teaching a course in sports law.  

And there may be something else, but the other one that I did that I found was 

really interesting was, we had a program that we taught in France, in Arcachon, where 
we took students from the law school and some faculty from Arcachon and held a summer 
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course in France for the students. And I developed a course in comparative criminal law, 
comparing criminal law and procedure with our system and the European system and the 
English model and taught that in Arcachon. The family and I spent a good part of the 
summer in France and on weekends we would travel to Spain or Luxembourg. And 
afterwards we went up to Belgium and Germany and visited with Krista's uncle. And by 
then then we had our daughter, Claire, and the four of us went and had a wonderful time 
in France exploring the country.  

 
GW:  How old was she at that time?  
 

PP:  She was very young, I think. I think she was two and Joel was 10, maybe 11 and 
three. Ten and two is what I remember. They were a great, great pair running into the 
ocean, into the waves, holding each other's hands. And we had such a nice time in France 
doing that. And we enjoyed living in France a lot because it was very much, you know, 
every day we would get up and walk to the market and buy exactly what we were going 
to have for dinner and no more and come back and make our dinner and eat and go to 
the beach after dinner. And it was really nice. Arcachon is on the west coast of France, 
on the Bay of Biscay. Bay of Biscay, I think it is, Bay of Biscay. And it's on the water—
really nice little town. And we had a wonderful time there. 
  
GW:  That sounds beautiful. So let me ask, what are some of the ways that your own 
experience at law school as a student influenced or affected your teaching style as a law 
professor?  
 
PP:  Oh, that's easy. I mean, I think I told you last time we talked that I wasn't crazy 
about law school education. I really thought my undergraduate education was heads and 
shoulders above it. Maybe I'm just being biased because I went to a good undergraduate 
school, I don't know. But certainly in undergraduate school, we had professors who were 

world-renowned experts in their field teaching freshman courses. And I thought that was 
astounding. They knew so much and they were so good. I always had the impression 
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(and I was critical of it) that law professors like to hide the ball. Instead of giving the 
answers, you know, they would kind of push you around and make you feel like you didn't 
know anything. And, you know, they'd offer you a dime and say, "Call dental school. This 
is the wrong place for you." 

And people would leave classes, in my mind, many classes, not really knowing the 
answers to the essential questions first. I mean, there's nothing wrong with teaching the 
most complicated, esoteric areas of the subject, but you have to give the student the 
basics to understand. You don't want to have—you can't teach a piano teacher, a piano 
student, in their first year, complicated Beethoven and just do it slowly. You've got to 
start with scales and get used to the piano before you get the Beethoven. And I think as 

a rule, I didn't see law professors doing that, and I didn't care for it. I thought students 
weren't adequately prepared to practice when they got out of law school. And there isn't, 
I think as I mentioned last time also—there isn't a method by which you do an internship. 
Once you graduate, you can just start practicing. And I think, you know, if you let doctors 
do surgery without an internship, holy cow.  

So because of that, one, I looked for courses that were more practical, in part 
because I thought after a year of law school, I realized that the subject matter was taught 
the same way and if you wanted to know something about a different subject matter, 
you could get the answer on your own. You didn’t have to take a whole year of classes 
about it, because it was the same methodology. So I looked for things that I thought 
were a little more practical, which I liked. And, probably more importantly for me, I really 
focused my teaching on trying to get practical answers that would be applicable to the 
practice. So, you know, I could spend a week confusing students on what is and what is 
not hearsay and when it applies and when it doesn't apply and when there is an 
exception—and by the end of the week, they'd just be shaking their heads and go on to 
the next subject. But it really was my goal that they would not only hear the lecture about 
the complications, but that they would deal with the practice of—what does hearsay 
sound like in a courtroom? What happens when they ask a question that somebody 

objects, "Objection, hearsay." And why are they objecting? You know, what does it mean? 
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And what's the problem with it? Because if you know what the problem is, you know 
when to object.  It's always the question of being able to cross-examine the witness.  

And so, it sort of, in my mind, it formed my teaching style. You know, let's first 
get the law, show how to practice it, how it works, and then let's, you know, in the more 
complicated areas (you get a Supreme Court brief or something where you're dealing 
with super-complicated constitutional issues) that's when you focus deep in the weeds 
on stuff. You don't do it right from the beginning. Make sure the students are well 
grounded in what it takes to be a practicing lawyer, because, you know, I think back then 
there were so many students in law school, a lot of them were just coming out and 
hanging their own shingles. They couldn't find jobs. And the ones who had jobs at big 

firms didn't need that background because they had all kinds of support from their 
partners. But I always worried about the practitioners who were, you know, trying to 
figure it out on their own because they didn't have good training, in my view, coming out 
of law school.  

 
GW:  Yeah, that makes a lot of sense to sort of focus on the more practical applications 
of things. And do you feel like the students responded to it well and you had a different 
kind of classroom than the ones that you went to when you were in law school?  
 
PP:  Yeah, I think—I mean, there were some in law school that were like that. But 
yeah, it was a little different; it was a little more interactive, because I always worked in 
problem-solving vignettes. So they had to prepare not just to say "yes" or "no" or "I don't 
know," they had to stand up and ask questions and be more active, especially in evidence. 
Well, in trial advocacy they did the same thing. They did all of the trial. So, yeah, there 
was more of that. And I had people who I knew from law school students who, you know, 
years after, were in practice and would call me and say, you know, "I got a question here 
about evidence. Can you help me?" That kind of thing. And so, you know, I had some of 
that kind of relationship. I remember one guy in particular who I liked and went into 

private practice, and he called me all the time with evidentiary issues and stuff. And, you 
know, I sort of got a little bit of reputation in Iowa as the evidence guy because I was 
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teaching it, and lecturing on it, and speaking on it. And, you know, it helped me—another 
thing that I think helped me with getting the magistrate's job.  
 
GW:  Yeah. I've heard that evidence can be a tricky thing for attorneys. Can you maybe 
expound a little bit on what it was that you sort of incorporated into your teaching about 
evidence? Like, how did you sort of break it down?  
 
PP:  Well, I think—I don't know if I can answer that very easily, but I think I wanted 
the students to understand some idea, practical idea, of why the rules were there in the 
first place, because if you knew what purpose the rules served, you could sometimes 

work backwards to figure out whether what had happened was objectionable. So, again, 
hearsay—so common in evidence. But, you know, the rule of hearsay is we don't want 
people in court giving testimony on stuff on which they don't have firsthand knowledge. 
You know, that, "I heard Greta say that you were driving too fast." 

"Well, did you see the car?" 
"No." 
"Is Greta here?" 
"No." 
What kind of trial is that? So that's hearsay. That's excluded except in special 

circumstances. And it was that kind of discussion at a basic level—sort of talking through 
what concern would we have about allowing this evidence into the record that I hoped 
would get the students to understand why that would be hearsay and why it would be 
excluded. That would make it easier to apply the rules rather than just trying to tick 
through the dozens of hearsay rules that exist in the statutes. And that's how I liked to 
teach the course, particularly that one.  

And same with trial advocacy. Those are the two I taught most often. Trial 
advocacy was all about, how do you get into the record the things that are most favorable 
to you, and how do you use them most persuasively. That's all we talked about. You 

know, what can you do to be the most persuasive and bring together all of the evidence 
that you can use and, at the same time, make sure that you are considering and excluding 
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as much as you can of what your opponent is trying to introduce so that your case looks 
better to the jury than their case? Because that's what it is really about: two simultaneous 
movies being presented and the jury has got to decide which one they liked better.  

 
GW:  That's a great way to put it, and thanks for that. I know that was a sort of broad 
question. I just I wanted to get a sense of what that kind of looks like. And let me check 
the time really quick. 
  
PP:  11:15. 
 

GW:  11:15. So do you have time for me to ask you about one more thing?  
 
PP: Sure.  
 
GW: Okay, I know that you were an assistant dean for a number of years, and would 
love to hear a little bit about that.  
 
PP:  Yeah, I looking back a bit, I suppose I was a bit of a jack-of-all-trades in law 
school, because some of the faculty members maybe taught a little bit and spend most 
of their time just writing articles and you didn't see much of them. And I was active in 
the clinic and pretty active teaching. And the dean who I knew and was friends with, 
asked me to be Assistant Dean to him. And it was—it had no clear definition or 
boundaries. A lot of it was just what was happening, what he needed help with. But I 
think some of it, or part of it was kind of a dean of student services, trying to deal with 
problems with the students—with the students and the faculty, with the faculty and the 
students—with issues in the building that needed attention. And I dealt probably less with 
the questions of faculty and faculty pay and stuff like that than I did with student issues. 
And so, you know, it was interesting, while I was at the law school, we moved into a new 

building. So I had a real nice office—and the clinic on one floor and right below it I had 
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a real nice office next to the dean's office. It was pretty luxurious. It was a nice setup 
and a nice office—nice building in the law school there.  
 
GW:  Yeah, it sounds like you probably could really spread out between those two 
offices. Yeah.  
 
PP:  Or hideout. "Just tell them I'm at the other place"—or whatever. No I'd spend—I 
always had office hours down in the dean's office to deal with student questions. And the 
dean would often refer stuff to me that he wanted help with, and those are the things I 
worked on.  

 
GW:  Well, okay. Well, thank you so much for your time today, Paul. I'm going to stop 
the recording now, and we can stay on and maybe talk about scheduling for next time.  
 
PP:  Okay, let's do that.  
 
 

 [End of Interview 4, 73:24]  
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Interview 5 
2021 March 12 

 
 
GW:  So today is March 12th, 2021. I'm here with Magistrate Judge Paul Papak via 
Zoom. This is our fifth interview. My name is Greta Smith Wisnewski. I'm an oral historian 
for the U.S. District Court of Oregon Historical Society Oral History Project. Good morning, 
Paul. Thanks for being here. 

 
PP:  Good morning, Greta.  Is Wisnewski Polish? 
  
GW:  It is, yeah.  
 
PP:  I'm Polish heritage, both sides of the family.  
 
GW:  Yeah. Mine is just by marriage, husband.  

So last time we left off with talking about your time at the University of Iowa 
College of Law. And I was thinking I'd like to take some time today to talk about some of 
the other work you were doing while in Iowa, beginning with your involvement with the 
Iowa Inns of Court.  

 
PP:  Okay, well, while I was at the University of Iowa, I took a pretty big role in putting 
together C.L.E.s [Continuing Legal Education], getting the bench and the bar involved in 
law school activities. You know, the judges in the district would come and judge trial 
advocacy competitions, and they did that also with other—moot court and things of that 
nature. But it was a common thing. So I did a lot of work in that area. You know, we put 

on C.L.E.s on subjects, both that I helped organize and that I spoke at. Go ahead.  
 
GW:  Just to clarify, for those of us not in the legal profession, what is a C.L.E.?  
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PP:  C.L.E. stands for continuing legal education. And when you're in the practice of 
law, it varies somewhat state by state, because the state controls your licensure. But 
ordinarily you have to take a certain number of C.L.E. credits every year. And sometimes 
they vary on the kind of credits, like now I think people are required to take an ethics 
credit when maybe back when I was doing it, they didn't. Other kinds of credits may be 
in place. Doctors do the same sort of thing. They have to take continuing education 
credits in their profession. And so lawyers, law professors, anybody with a license to 
practice law is always looking for opportunities to go to a course that they learn something 
in their subject matter area but that also gives them C.L.E. credits so that they keep their 
license current.  

 
GW:  And so that was a really natural sort of thing to go along with your teaching as 
well.  
 
PP:  Yeah, it was, and of course, in my teaching, much of what I did, at least at first, 
had to do with both trial preparation and work and trial practice. And that was always a 
popular subject for C.L.E.s. Both, we put on trial demonstrations; we talked about the 
law of trying a case, talked about evidentiary rules and the proper objections. I did some 
work for a national organization, National Institute for Trial Advocacy. We participated in 
their competitions. I wrote a little handbook for them—just things of that nature—
throughout my career at the law school.  
 
GW:  Can you tell me some more about what those competitions were like?  
 
PP:  Yeah, a number of organizations put on yearly competitions for students and they 
were in different practices. I mean, some of them were more for appellate advocacy, 
where teams from different law colleges would come and argue cases as if they were 
before an appellate court. I had less involvement with that. Mine were trial advocacy. 

And I would take a team or two teams of students from Iowa after having an internal 
competition and having as many people who wanted to participate in a trial advocacy 
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competition at the law school. The top two teams would then go to a regional conference 
held at a different law school every year where schools from our area (Missouri, Iowa, 
Kansas, Minnesota, Wisconsin, things like that) would join. And then the winners of that 
would go to a national competition, often in D.C., with each team working on a same trial 
that was intended to be presented within a limited time period (a couple of hours)—very 
abbreviated. But you would do all aspects of the trial and then you'd be graded on it by 
the team of judges and the winners would advance. And I did that most of the time when 
I was at the law school.  
 
GW:  And what sorts of things did you do to help prepare the students for these trial 

advocacy competitions?  
 
PP:  Well, I taught trial advocacy, and I taught evidence, and I taught trial practice, 
and I gave lectures on appellate advocacy, things of that nature. So in trial advocacy, 
which was sort of the basis for getting into the competition, I would take as many 
students as were signed up for the class. And we had two different classes—one ran the 
entire semester and met once a week. And then we would have these classes that were 
perfectly fit for interim when school was out of session. And they would do a week-long 
every-day, eight-hours-a-day trial advocacy course. And I would teach those. And 
essentially what the students would learn would be every aspect of trying a case. They'd 
be given a case assignment usually or sometimes just discrete problems in different cases, 
and they'd be asked to prepare the direct examination of a witness, cross-examination of 
a witness, introduction of exhibits, opening argument, closing argument, picking a jury, 
all of those sorts of things they would do in separate sessions, with the idea that at the 
end they would put it all together in their final trials—which, of course, all required them 
to present a final trial in front of me or in front of other people that I would bring in to 
judge them, to grade them. And then those who liked it and enjoyed it would go on to 
the competition that followed.  
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GW:  Are there any particular students or scenarios from that time that stick out in your 
mind?  
 
PP:  Well, it was interesting. You know, I got to know a lot of students with a lot of 
hours spent getting ready for trials and, you know, they were fun and energetic and we 
would have a good time preparing these competitions. What I thought most interesting 
was, for me, was that, as I stayed at the law school, these students would graduate and 
they would go out to practice law. And so I would see them out in the community at my 
C.L.E.s or just sometimes in the community. I'd bring them back to talk to future classes. 
Some of them called me regularly with questions about trial practice, etcetera. And 

perhaps most interestingly, eventually, I found myself (especially when I went to the 
Federal Defender's Office and became a trial lawyer again) I'd be trying cases against 
students that I had taught. They would be assistant U.S. attorneys or in private practice 
in a civil case, and now they'd be my opposition in the case I was working on—and that 
was pretty interesting.  

Or even sometimes, you know—one of my best friends in Iowa who later became 
a district judge, he and I shared cases and taught trial advocacy together. And so when 
he was a judge, I would appear in front of him, and he, along with some other judges, 
had a tendency to want to call me Professor Papak, you know—which was a pretty nice 
title to be given in front of a jury. You got instant credibility as you weren't just Paul 
Papak—you were the professor. And so, I had that kind of relationship with people on 
the bench and in the bar, because over the years I was there, I got to know a lot of them. 
A lot of Iowa lawyers went to Iowa Law School—or Drake Law School; there are only two 
law schools in Iowa. And so I got to know a lot of them.  
 
GW:  Yeah. And you taught there for, was it around 20 years? 
  
PP:  A little less than that, because of the federal defenders. I was on the faculty and 

on leave from the time that I started in early 1990s until I actually left in 1998 or 1999 (I 
can't remember which now)—late 1998. But for some of those years I had taken a leave 
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to join the Federal Defender's Office, eventually becoming the federal defender and then 
giving up my position on the faculty to become a full-time federal defender.  
 
GW:  Right. Yes, we touched on that during your last interview. I wanted to make sure 
that we covered that period enough, and I know that you began your work there while 
you were still teaching. I think I have the dates here; let me just look. You were in the 
Federal Public Defender's Office, it looks like, for about four years, but for a couple of 
years before that, you were the senior litigator in the Iowa Federal Defender's Office, 
right? Yeah. So, I guess one thing that I was curious about is, you used—well, before I 
get to that—having taught at the University of Iowa Law School for almost 20 years and 

then leaving that position, how was that for you? Can you talk a little bit about that 
experience and that decision? 
 
PP:  Yeah, it was a big change. When I first did it, I didn't think it would be permanent. 
My thinking was, here I am a law professor and I'm teaching students how to try cases. 
I'm spending a good part of my life in various courses to teach students how to try cases. 
I am trying some cases myself because I'm part of the clinic, so I have actual cases. But 
the truth is, you know, I'm not a real active litigator. You know, people who see 
themselves as real litigators are doing it day-in, day-out, trying lots of cases or at least 
handling a lot of cases. So my thought initially was, since the opportunity presented itself, 
I would go to the Federal Defender's Office for a short time to focus on litigation and kind 
of sharpen my skills—actually put my money where my mouth was and try cases and see 
how I do after all these years of talking about the right way to do it. And then I'd come 
back to law school sort of refreshed and go back to teaching the way I was. And that's 
how it began.  
 I started almost right from the beginning as a senior litigator—expected to have a 
lot of experience on how to try cases, and my colleague (I started out with only one 
colleague) was a young woman who is now on the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals, hadn't 

ever tried a case. And so she was really smart and really good, but not real experienced. 
So I was working with her. And then not long after I began, my boss, the federal 
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defender, became a judge, magistrate judge, and I applied for the position of the federal 
defender and I got it. So now I had a staff in Cedar Rapids (where I was), in Des Moines 
(where the main office was), in Sioux City, and in Davenport. So we had four offices on 
all sides of a real big state, and I managed all four of them. So I traveled from office to 
office frequently to meet with the lawyers, talk to the judges, make sure everybody was 
happy, handle cases, watch my lawyers practicing (help them out if I could), deal with 
budgetary issues, things like that—until I left for Oregon.  
 
GW:  That must have been quite a departure from life as a professor at a college.  
 

PP:  Yeah, it was quite a difference, although in some ways less so than you might 
think, because while law school itself is much different than the practice for the more 
typical law professors who spend much of their time either teaching or researching and 
writing (and of course I think their lifeblood comes from publication in law journals), I 
didn't—that wasn't in my nature in law school. I was involved with the clinic, which was 
live cases with active students helping me with the cases—which was like litigation, but 
still it was a quite different life. I mean, being involved suddenly—in the law school, I 
might have six, seven, eight cases that I'd have 10, 12 students working on, and they'd 
be moving slowly; they were big cases and I'd help them in all aspects—and suddenly I 
was in the Federal Defender's Office where I had dozens (maybe 50, maybe 60) cases 
and guys in prison calling me all day, every day, wanting my attention immediately 
because they're looking at 30, 40, 50 years in prison. And so that was quite a change 
from what I was used to and took a while to adjust to.  

Plus, my experience prior to the Federal Defender's Office was more on the civil 
side than on the criminal side, so it was not just changing to an active practice, but it was 
changing to a criminal practice rather than a civil practice. And that's really different—
really different, to me, in terms of your preparation, your mentality, the kind of the wear 
and tear on you that it takes. And so I had to learn all that.  
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GW:  Yeah. And can you sort of talk about that learning process a little bit? Like, what 
are some of the things along the way that you encountered that were maybe challenging 
and that you navigated?  
 
PP:  Well, the two hardest parts about—you're talking now about the Federal 
Defender's Office—the two hardest parts about being the federal defender were, at that 
time, and still, the immense amount of power that the U.S. Attorney's Office had. They 
were way, way, way more powerful than the federal defender. They had the right to 
determine what kind of charge they wanted to bring, what sort of plea they would agree 
to if your client wanted to plead guilty, what kind of sentence they would either 

recommend or demand. And as a defense lawyer, my only power was to say, "No, I'll 
take this to trial." And under the rules of criminal law at the time (criminal practice, federal 
sentencing guidelines) going to trial and losing (at least in Iowa, probably in Oregon as 
well, but certainly in Iowa) your client would face a longer sentence than if he pled guilty. 
There were incentives to plead guilty that would automatically lower your sentence—
including something called, acceptance of responsibility—would automatically lower your 
sentence if you pled guilty and you would automatically lose that incentive if you went to 
trial. So our power was very limited and very risky. Saying you're going to trial (since in 
reality, most criminal cases end up either in a guilty plea or a guilty conviction—not a lot 
of acquittals; there are some, but not a lot) made for huge risks in how you approached 
each case.  

And the other part of the two-part difficulty was you had clients who were very 
vocal about what they wanted and, you know, why they thought they were innocent. 
And, "Talk to this person…"—who you can't find—and, "Do everything for me every day 
to get me through this." And, "I want to go to trial…" 

Even though you tell them, "If you go to trial, they're going to charge you as a 
career offender and if you are convicted you are going to have 30 years in prison, and I 
can get you a 12-year sentence."  
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Well, 12 years to 30 years sounds pretty good in the abstract, but to somebody 
going to prison who was 40 years old, they might say, "I don't care. It's not worth 
anything." Well, it might be in a few years, but not now.  

So there is a constant tension between how you handle these cases. And you had 
a lot of them, so not all of them could go to trial. It was interesting. Interesting side story 
to this, I thought, was the U.S. attorneys, when I began as a federal defender (and I 
worked mostly in Cedar Rapids) the U.S. attorneys there were, from my perspective, 
really rigid. They didn't give much. They demanded a lot, and they had the power to 
enforce that. And so, it felt like every day at work was just a scratching, kicking, fight—
fight, fight, fight. And when I came to Oregon, U.S. attorneys here were congenial, and 

friendly, and reasonable and easy to get along with and willing to negotiate. And so I 
remember, what the story leads to was, in my—I came here to work and, you know, it 
was pretty clear I had the job if I wanted it, but I had to go through the interview process. 
And so I interviewed with the office and one of the questions I was asked, so, "How many 
cases have you tried as a federal defender in Iowa?  

And I tried to count. I said, "I don't know. Not that many, really. It's tough to get 
trials because of the difficult decision between the possible sentences. And I count, and 
I said, "Well, I think in the three or four years I've done this now I've had 10 trials or 12 
trials. And a couple of them, you know—the last one I had was six weeks long; it was a 
big trial—but 10 or 12."  

Well, it turned out, I had tried more cases than the entire Federal Defender's Office 
in Portland had done in the same time period. You know, it wasn't that I had few, I had 
as much or more than the whole—because they had reasonable U.S. attorneys and they 
could come to reasonable solutions. Because the truth is, a pretty high percentage of the 
defendants who are charged in federal court are, in fact, guilty of something—or guilty 
of the crime charged.  

The federal practice, criminal practice, is much different than state practice. If 
you're a state prosecutor, you get a robbery at a grocery store and two minutes later you 

have a new case. And whether you have the right person, whether you have gathered 
the right evidence, whether the person has an alibi—you don't always have time to put 
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together. In the federal practice (generally speaking, not always) but the U.S. attorneys 
tend to get cases submitted to them by F.B.I. or A.T.F. [Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, 
Firearms and Explosives] or Customs and Immigration—or whoever it is that is bringing 
the case—Secret Service, and they have months, even years sometimes, to put the case 
together. And so when you get the case filed and you have a new client, you might get 
already a thousand pages or ten thousand pages, or in some instances, I had rooms full 
of material that they had already gathered, and so they were pretty confident they had 
their case all put together and they're ready to go. And you are trying to take that apart, 
which is pretty difficult.  

So in any event, moving to Oregon reduced the stress of the job and made it a lot 

more enjoyable, because while I like the people in the Iowa U.S. Attorney's Office, 
working with them, they had a different mindset at work that made it much more stressful 
and difficult to do what we had to do. 

  
GW:  Yeah. Wow. That's so interesting. And I'm going to ask you more about sort of 
the differences in the culture between Iowa and Oregon in just a little bit. But before we 
move on from Iowa, I think, do I have it right that around the same time that you were 
in the Federal Defender's Office, your wife, Krista Van Engelen, she was also working in 
the legal field, and she was also a judge.  
 
PP:  Right. That was earlier—your time period is a little off, but earlier. So what 
happened was, we actually moved to Iowa less for my work than for her schooling. She 
wanted to go to law school, decided that that would be a good thing. There was at least, 
we had some consideration of maybe doing a husband-wife practice at some point. And 
we were living far from a law school in northern Idaho. And so we traveled (and we left 
Idaho) around the U.S. looking for a law school for her. And we narrowed it to a few. I 
think I went through the discussion about Maine and New York and a few other places 
we looked at. We settled at Iowa for a variety of reasons. We liked it and it's close to 

other relatives. It had an accelerated program that would get her through and out 
quicker—and we had a young son, and so that was something she was interested in—so 
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we went to Iowa for her to go to school. And once we were there, I got hired on a law 
school faculty. I didn't apply for it before I got there.  

After she graduated from law school, early 1980s, she clerked for a judge or judges 
up in Cedar Rapids, near Iowa City. I think only for a year, maybe a little longer. I don't 
recall. But after that, she got hired as a magistrate judge, same as me. She was a state 
magistrate judge instead of a federal magistrate judge. So she practiced law, both as a 
law clerk to a judge, to judges, and as a state magistrate judge for a couple of years. 
And then I think just found the balance between working and raising a young child a little 
too much and really wanted to be with our young daughter, Claire (we had a son, too, 
who was in school, but young Claire) and so decided to take a break from it. You know, 

I don't think, at that point, clearly not deciding that she wouldn't come back to it, but just 
decided to take a break from it. And then she never came back to practice law again. She 
went on to do other things in her life. She she's got an amazing resume of things that 
she's done. But that's the story. So she was actually a magistrate judge while I was on 
the faculty at the law school.  

 
GW:  Ah, okay. I see. I see. And so family life in Iowa, then, maybe talk a little bit about 
some of the things that you all did as a family together while you're there. I know family 
is a really important thing in your life.  
 
PP:  Yeah, we had a great time in Iowa. You know, we had the opportunity, in part 
due to my job at the law school, to do some interesting travel. I might have mentioned 
before, I don't recall, one of my most memorable trips was taking Krista, Joel, and Claire 
to France for a good part of the summer. I think I'd explained to you that we had 
programs—law schools had programs to teach courses abroad in different places. One of 
them we had was in France, and one summer I went to Arcachon in France, west of Paris 
on the Bay of Biscay, and taught course a there, courses there. And on weekends and 
afterwards, we traveled around the country, around Europe. We spent a weekend or 

more in Spain. We went inside, deeper into France, to the caves. We went to Luxembourg, 
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Belgium, Germany, and explored all those different places. And that was a part of, one 
of the benefits of being on the law faculty.  

I also started teaching in the national trial advocacy program, and the program I 
taught in held its course every year in Fort Lauderdale, Florida. So every year I'd spend 
10 days—we'd all go down to Fort Lauderdale. And while I was teaching, Krista, and Joel, 
and Claire would be able to hang out or go to Miami Beach or Fort Lauderdale Beach. 
And when I had my days off or evenings, we'd go together and spend time there every 
year. And I did that all the way through the time I was in Iowa, and even did it three or 
four, two or three—maybe four times once I moved to Oregon and then stopped.  

But our family life was as it's always been. And we spent a lot of time together. 

Our kids were eight years apart, but good friends. Joel was a great student, a good 
athlete—ended up going to Princeton, which I was real proud of, because that's where I 
went. And I took him on a trip to look at colleges and that's the one he chose and got 
early admission there. And we liked Iowa. Iowa City was a relatively liberal bastion in a 
vastly conservative growing state. But while we were there, it was still marginally, 
relatively liberal, which we were. I guess since we were younger, we enjoyed (or survived, 
if you want to put it that way) the weather more. I mean, the winters could be brutal, 
and we would take the kids sledding and skiing and stuff like that. And now I just thank 
god, when I look at the weather in the Midwest, that I'm not there. But, you know, we 
had a lot of friends from law school, friends from our neighborhood, friends from Krista's 
work, friends from the kids' school. We had an enjoyable, enjoyable life set up in Iowa 
City and liked our time there. We were there longer than I expected we would be—
probably longer than my wife expected we would be. I think she was ready to do 
something else. And so then we, through a set of unusual circumstances, ended up in 
Oregon.  

 
GW:  Well, yeah. And let's talk about that. Let's talk about how it happened. You kind 
of, at one point you had said that you used the appointment to the Federal Public 

Defender's Office to sort to segue into being the assistant federal defender in Portland. 
You came out here in 1999. So, yeah—tell me about how that happened.  
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PP:  Well, I think along the way we were thinking about maybe relocating and trying 
to figure out the best way to do that and where to do that. And I was looking at other 
federal defender jobs, not just in Oregon, as possibilities to move. And my view was, 
given the market in law schools, I would have a better chance of transferring to a federal 
defender's office than I would to another law school, particularly another law school in a 
good location. I think, you know, we didn't want to go, necessarily, from Iowa to 
Nebraska. That wouldn't have satisfied us. So we were looking for the right place as well. 
And those were even fewer—harder to get to as far as a law school transfer. So the 
Federal Defender's Office was a means that I thought I'd be able to parlay that—

particularly since I was not just an assistant, I was the federal defender. I had, you know, 
some—I knew people in the system that I could work in other offices.  

At the same time, I think I mentioned to you last time we talked that we had been 
looking for some country property, either to live in the country or at least to have a 
second piece of property beyond where we lived in the city, and we looked in different 
places, including Iowa and other areas around, but kind of surprisingly (I guess, is all I 
can say) we ended up buying a piece of property in Oregon. I think I told you the story 
(maybe I didn't), but I'll tell you it again.  

 
GW:  We might have talked about it in the pre-interview, but I don't think you've talked 
about it in your actual interview yet. So yes, please.  
 
PP:  Well, we had some friends who owned a big acreage in Oregon, in McMinnville—
50 acres, I believe they owned. And he was an engineer at Hewlett-Packard, and Hewlett-
Packard had a big presence at the time; they don't anymore. In McMinnville they had a 
big shop there. And so we visited him a couple of times in trips out that direction. And 
right next door to him was a 20-acre piece that he thought the woman who owned it 
might be interested in selling—just in talking, I guess. So on a visit there, I think my wife 

went out and talked to her (Marty was her name) and said, "If you are ever thinking 
about selling, would you give me a call and let me know?"  
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And that was the end of it, as far as I knew. Except that sometime later (I can't 
remember anymore, six months or a year)—as I remember it, we were going to bed in 
Iowa City late at night and the phone rang and Krista got it and was talking and talking 
and talking. And when she was done, I said, "Who was that?" 

And she said, "Guess what?" 
I said, "What?" 
She said, "We're going to buy this property in Oregon." I mean, she didn't present 

it as a fait accompli, but she was ready.  
So it was a call from Marty who said, "I'm ready to sell." Krista was looking for 

property. And there it was. And so we did the math and looked at it again. And I can't 

remember if we went out to look at it again or not. So we ended up buying a little over 
20 acres in McMinnville and got some help—sent our son out there when he graduated 
from high school with his friend. And they spent a couple of weeks and did all kinds of 
rehab—painting the house, helped get a floor down, got it all ready. It had a nice 
doublewide manufactured home on it. And we rented it and had somebody manage it for 
us.  

And we rented it for a year or two and then decided, well, we got this property; 
we want to be in it or live in the country, maybe that's where we should be. So I started 
looking to Oregon as a place to transfer. I talked to the federal defender there, Steve 
Wax, who I knew well from committees. He was happy to have me. And so I moved. I 
quit my job at the law school and quit my job as a federal defender. And I transferred to 
Portland in late December of 1988 [auditor's note: should be 1998]. And then Krista, and 
my daughter and dog came out—they stayed a couple of months to get the house ready 
to sell. And they came out in March of 1999 and then we lived permanently then in 
Portland. And our, I'm not sure "our"—I think my wife thought that we would live in 
McMinnville and I would travel, commute to Portland. And I don't know if you know 
Portland traffic, but 99W from Portland to Newberg to Lafayette to McMinnville, can just 
be—Dundee—can just be an incredible traffic place in both directions. And I quickly 

decided I wasn't really interested in spending three hours a day in the car going back and 
forth.  
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So we had the property. We rented it out. We lived here, and we eventually got 
some renters who stayed for, my gosh, can't even tell you how long they stayed there—
[nine] years, a long time. And in our rental agreement we cut out a few acres of the 
property that we wanted to develop and put an orchard in and do some stuff. So we'd 
go out on weekends to work on the land and put in the orchard and do other sorts of 
things while we lived in Portland.  

And we've had that property ever since. And we still do exactly the same thing, 
except that some years ago now, the renters left and moved to Texas and we decided 
rather than re-renting, we would just keep the whole property for ourselves. So we not 
only have the ability to develop the entire property, we have the responsibility to take 

care of it all. So we're always out there cutting fields or, you know—I was just out there 
last weekend and we had two big trees come down in the area where I have a pond, 
because of that ice storm. And I've got to either get some help or get out there with a 
chainsaw and cut it up and move it all because I can't cut the fields because I've got big 
trees in them. And so it's both fun and work. But we have, over the years we've been 
here, spent a lot of time out there with our family. We've got things out there we enjoy—
hot tubs and labyrinths and things like that that we put in that have made it enjoyable.  

 
GW:  Labyrinths, huh? 
  
PP:  Yeah, I put a labyrinth in. I had some inexplicable fascination with labyrinths and 
had the opportunity to walk a few and really enjoyed the peacefulness of it. And so over 
a period of I think a couple of years I would collect stones—from everywhere. Sometimes 
somebody would want to clean out—they had stones in their garden, bunches of them, 
and I'd take a truck and get a load. Or sometimes I'd buy nice stones, or, you know, I'd 
be out on a walk and I'd find something. I just collected pile after pile of big ten-pound, 
eight-pound, six-pound stones and finally got to the point I was ready. And one summer 
I laid out a labyrinth up on our, next to our shop on what used to be a riding arena and 

set it in with stone. And we've kept it ever since, and we almost always walk the labyrinth 
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when we're in McMinnville. It's big—you know, the paths are three-feet wide, so two 
people can almost walk together. They're big. So we walk our labyrinth—mental health.  
 
GW: I love that.  
 
PP: Yeah, the labyrinth is cool. I'll send you a picture if you want to see it sometime.  
 
GW:  I would love that. Well, it's so interesting, it sounds like the land almost brought 
you to Oregon.  
 

PP:  Yeah, I would say that's true. Had it not been for the land, I'm not sure I'd have 
been looking at Oregon. I think we were—I'm looking to see if I have a picture of the 
labyrinth that's easy to find. I think we were looking to move, regardless. The land just 
directed us towards Oregon, because we clearly didn't want to—it wasn't easy staying, 
being a couple of thousand miles away from the land in Oregon and trying to take care 
of it. And there was no reason to own it. I mean, there was—I think Krista wanted land 
as an insurance against, I don't know, whatever. We have water on it. And, you know, 
you could grow and live there no matter what happened in the world. But I think it was 
the land that—first the land, then the Federal Defender's Office—that moved us towards 
Oregon.  

And also, I think my wife was prescient and made a good calculation that it was 
much more likely, if we moved to Oregon, that our children would come out there to live 
after college, than coming back to Iowa. And of course, we left before our daughter was 
old enough to go to college, but our son Joel went to Princeton. There is a zero-percent 
chance he would have come back to Iowa, at least not for long—but he did come to 
Oregon and lived here, lived with us for a while, went to med school here. I mean, he 
moved to New Zealand—darn him. But he was here for a lot of years. So we got to spend 
a lot of time with him and his wife and his kids, our grandkids. And a part of it was the 

attraction of Oregon, which I think really did have a pull on a young kid, young people. 
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It was a vibrant town with, you know, skiing on one side and surfing on the other. It was 
really attractive to that generation.  

 
GW:  Absolutely. Well, let's talk about when you first moved to Portland, what 
neighborhood did you live in?  
 
PP:  When I decided to come to Portland, somebody in the Federal Defender's Office, 
one of the federal defenders, offered me the opportunity to stay at her house. So when 
I first moved, I was in the Northwest, up Barnes Road. I lived at her house and in return 
kind of helped take care of her kids. She and her husband were both lawyers. She was a 

lawyer in the Federal Defender's Office. And I stayed there—I can't remember how long—
maybe a month or a little less. And then I rented a house in Northwest up Thurman 
Street, up maybe 29th, 28th and Thurman. And that's the house that Krista and Claire 
came to. It's a funky little place that we stayed in the spring of 1999 when we first moved 
here.  

But we were looking for houses at the time and then not too long after, I think it 
was May, we bought the house that we stayed in for most of our time here, in Laurelhurst 
on Hazelfern, and we were there from 1999 until just a few years ago, when we moved 
two blocks away, still in Laurelhurst. And that's where we've been since. So we've been 
in Laurelhurst, in the Grant High School community in Laurelhurst, for virtually all of our, 
now, [23] years in Portland.  

 
GW:  And can you talk about Portland, some impressions of Portland, when you first 
came here? And I mean, I know that it's changed so much—just when you were talking 
about traffic on the 99, I was thinking, wow, because I've only been here since 2009. So 
I was thinking, wow, even back in 1999, traffic on the 99 was abominable. And yeah, we 
always talk about how bad traffic is now but, yeah.  
 

PP:  Oh I thought Portland was incredibly attractive. For me, part of it was, I wasn't 
particularly affected by what some people had trouble with in the weather. The winter—
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drizzle, dark—that didn't bother me that much, you know, although I did hate to see it, 
in the midst of winter, getting dark at 4:00 in the afternoon. But summers were glorious, 
staying light until 10:00 and no bugs and beautiful weather. I just really liked Portland. 
And there was so much to do. Like I said, in one direction, you ski, one direction you 
surf. Hiking, camping, biking, all of that with a really vibrant downtown—coffee shops 
everywhere, people eating outside—greatest restaurant scene anywhere that I can think 
of per capita, you know, just new restaurants everywhere. And it had, what really 
attracted me as much as anything, this incredible sense of neighborhood. You know, for 
people who live way out, maybe they've never experienced it or they might have other 
benefits living in a subdivision in Hillsboro, but I loved the fact that I could walk to work, 

downtown from my home if I wanted to, that my neighborhood has everything I need 
within walking distance. I've got New Seasons, Whole Foods and Fred Meyers all within 
walking distance, virtually—a library, all the things, parks—everything that I want is 
walkable from where we're at. And I just found that incredibly attractive. So I just 
immediately was taken by and enjoyed Portland. Still do, but I think, as you pointed out, 
it's changed. I feel sadness when I go anywhere and see the incredible homeless camps 
just virtually everywhere or the damage that occurred downtown, because during the 
protests, some of the decisions I think our city council has made—about seems to me we 
have on every corner now a 10-story apartment buildings with no parking and nobody 
living in them. I don't quite understand what we're doing.  

But when I got here, Portland was kind of the beacon, the city that everybody 
tried to [imitate]. You know, when if you were like I was, from Iowa, you look at Des 
Moines, Iowa—downtown was just a wasteland. Everybody had left Des Moines to live in 
West Des Moines or farther out in these beautiful subdivisions, but downtown was 
nothing. And everybody was coming to look at Portland because we had a great 
downtown. People were coming to downtown for dinner or walks along the Esplanade—
for farmer's markets, for all the things that it offered. It was just a wonderful place to be. 
It still is a wonderful place to be. It's changed a lot and maybe I'm more tired of it than 

I used to be. Or I see more of the negatives than some of the positives. But it was a 
great city, and I loved the people in charge of it at the time we got here. I liked the way, 
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the decisions they were making. And so, that's what I remember about Portland. We did 
a lot of stuff together, you know, jumped on the MAX to get downtown and went to 
festivals on the—you know, the Cinco de Mayo or the Beer Fest or all the kind of crazy 
things that only Portland does. You know we could take our dog everywhere. Everybody 
had dogs with them. It was just, it was just a great place to be. You know, City Park or 
Forest Park—you know, you could walk forever in Forest Park and right downtown in the 
middle of the city. Great place.  

 
GW:  So we talked about this a little bit earlier, but I want to hear more about getting 
into the office here and sort of how the legal community compared to those in other 

places. Like what are some things that struck you about differences? And you mentioned 
you talked about that some. 
 
PP:  Yeah, I think Iowa was kind of unique. I spent a lot of time with the lawyers in 
the bar in Iowa. I may be getting my Iowas and Oregons mixed up—but in Iowa, I 
thought the people there were friendly and got along well, and it was a nice legal 
community. I think, as I said, when I was a federal defender, the relationship I had with 
U.S. attorneys, particularly the ones I worked to, was much tenser. They were they were 
much—I saw them as much more rigid and that made work much different.  

Coming to Portland, coming to Oregon, I thought the bar overall was amazingly 
congenial and collegial. People got along. They all understood that they had different 
positions on stuff, but they worked hard together—and that later, as a judge, I saw most 
of the conflict between lawyers occur when out-of-state lawyers came to Oregon. You 
know, if New York lawyers came, there was going to be a lot of fighting. But amongst 
the Portland people themselves, they had developed kind of just a sense of, let's all get 
along and do our jobs and you don't have to be enemies to be on other sides of the 
cases. It was a very nice place to work. And as a federal defender and what little contact 
I had with the civil bar—the same way. They were good people. I enjoyed working with 

them. I have good friends in the bar now—when I came here, I didn't know anybody, 
but now, I know quite a few, and it's a nice, nice place to work.  
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And I could take it a step farther, because for me at least (some of my colleagues 
at the Federal Defender's Office might have seen this as a little more traitorous, I don't 
know) but the federal courthouse has a beautiful gymnasium, that it's really the U.S. 
marshals' gymnasium. And I worked out there almost every day for my entire career as 
a federal defender and as a judge. I'd go down there at noon and work out. And I'd work 
out with U.S. attorneys; I'd work out with marshals; I'd work out with defenders; I'd work 
out with private lawyers. You know, we'd do group things sometimes. And so, that was 
a place where there was lots of socialization. You know, I talked to a lot of people—
people who are on the other side of the practice of law than I was. Some of my colleagues 
at the Federal Defender's wouldn't go there because, you know, the other side was there; 

the enemy was there—but I never felt that about it. So I went, and I developed 
relationships, you know—running with the judges. Just all kinds of things sprung out of 
the gymnasium, and that's where I like to work out.  

 
GW:  That's really interesting. I've heard this in other oral histories, too, because—but 
not so much about the gymnasium—but just about the opportunity to interact with others 
in those shared spaces, like in the old courthouse, I think the Pioneer Courthouse. And 
then now there's the Mark O. Hatfield Courthouse. But did you always work in the Mark 
O. Hatfield?  
 
PP:  I did. I came when the Mark O. Hatfield courthouse was already built, and that's 
where we practiced. And before then, I think you're thinking of the Gus [J.] Solomon 
courthouse, because Gus Solomon was the federal—the Pioneer Courthouse is the 
appellate court. But the Solomon people that you've talked to, if you've interviewed Denny 
Hubel or John Jelderks or something, they spent a lot of time there and their socialization 
occurred there. Mine was all at Mark Hatfield. And it was nice. It was right downtown. 
There's parks right across the street. There's, you know, there's good restaurants and 
you can go eat on the waterfront—it's just a lovely place to be. So it was a good place to 

meet people and get to know them, you know. And I developed friends—golf partners, 
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tennis partners—on both sides of the bar that I met through work. So it was very nice for 
me.  
 
GW:  So let's see, I'm just checking the time here. We're good, we're at about a little 
under an hour. How are you feeling? You need to take a break or anything? 
 
PP: No. Good.  
 
GW: So let's hear some more about your time working in the Federal Public Defender's 
Office. So we talked about the culture of the legal community, but let's talk some more 

about the culture of the office—and sort of what the workload was like, just some 
particulars about when you started working in that office.  
 
PP:  Yeah, when I started working there, they had a very well organized office. The 
two leaders of the office, Steve Wax, the federal defender, and his first assistant, Steve 
Sady, had both been in their positions for a long time, and they really knew how to put 
the program together well. We had so many more resources than other federal defenders 
offices. We had investigators and legal researchers and things that other offices simply 
didn't have. And, at the same time, you know, we had a very, I thought, congenial and 
friendly U.S. attorney's office and made life relatively easy for us. So although we were 
really busy, it was a different feeling. And there was a lot of, because it's a big office, 
there was a lot of sharing. We met frequently. We went to each other's office to talk 
about issues. We had morning meetings to go through with matters that affected us all. 
And there was a lot of work together—plus work in reviewing each other's work. Before 
you filed stuff, somebody else read what you wrote and so the product was, I think, 
particularly good in that office. You know, compared to our office in Iowa, I think we did 
very good work, but we were much more overwhelmed by the number of cases and the 
amount of work we had to do in each case because of the way we related to the U.S. 

Attorney's Office and still we weren't perhaps able to give each case the amount of time 
that maybe they did here in Oregon. In Oregon, they would take these cases and work 



Papak  SR # RL2022-068 
 

136 
 

them up to the nth degree, which wasn't necessarily always our practice in Iowa, and it 
was nice to see that people put that much energy into the work and did really good jobs. 
So it was a good place to work.  

You interviewed my friend Denny [Dennis] Balske. You know, I met him—I think 
he was part of my interview; he was part of my interview. And I met him the first day on 
the job. And we turned into fast friends and, you know, would go to the gym together 
most days, often go out for coffee in the morning most days—you know, talk about our 
lives. We did a lot together during those years, hiking and skiing together. And so we 
were in that office together for a lot of years before he took off. And then I followed by 
becoming a judge.  

 
GW:  And you second chaired his case in front of the Supreme Court, Reese vs. Baldwin.  
 
PP: I did. 
 
GW: Tell us about that experience.  
 
PP:  Well, my role was symbolic. I think that if he had fallen over and died during oral 
argument, I would have had to stand up and finish. It's about as much as I did. But I 
was second chair. You were allowed to bring a second chair. I don't know that it was 
absolutely necessary. He did the lion's share of the work—not the lion's share, he did 
almost all the work. I participated in some moot oral arguments. Certainly, we talked 
about the issues and how they should be presented. It was in a subject matter that I was 
less familiar with and he had more expertise. But it was my second opportunity to go up 
there and experience the argument in front of the U.S. Supreme Court. And it was lots of 
fun and I enjoyed the process. And Denny did a really good job. And, you know, I think 
I he's got a painting of himself arguing in front of the Court in this house. It's really nice. 
It's a memorable experience for any lawyer to argue in front of the U.S. Supreme Court. 

Everybody remembers those times.  
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GW:  Absolutely. So what are some other professional relationships—friendships and 
mentors—that had an impact on your working life during your time in that office?  
 
PP:  Well, there are a lot of great people there that I got along with. You know, I had 
tennis partners that I played from the U.S. Attorney's Office. And Steve Wax and I, the 
head of our office, played tennis together. And you know, I'd see a lot of different people 
towards the end of the time I was there. I joined a group that changed over time, but it 
was U.S. attorneys, federal defenders, and marshals. And we did these workouts 
together, and they were really hard. And I really got in good shape doing that and got to 
know these people (sometimes as many as six or seven) doing daily workouts together. 

And you know, I had a good time with all of that.  
Probably the most (I don't know if I'd call it beneficial) fortuitously beneficial 

relationship was, I got to be good friends with one of the district judges, Mike [Michael 
J.] Mosman. Mike was a U.S. attorney when I was a federal defender. I think when I 
started, he was doing most of his work out of the Indian reservation. And I had a number 
of cases with him and against him. And I really like him. He's a really, really good guy 
and we got to be good friends. He later became the U.S. attorney, and in that time he 
would join us. We'd work out together. And in fact, we went through a period of running 
together down around the downtown area and doing some other workouts. I hate to say, 
we used to run up the steps of the federal courthouse—16 stories, which were really 
double stories, so thirty-two stories. We've run up again and again and again, back when 
we were in good shape—not anymore.  

But anyway, in addition to the friendship and the collegiality and my enjoyment of 
Mike, he was the one that suggested I should apply to become a U.S. magistrate judge. 
And I said, "Nah, I can't do that"—partly because my boss was going to apply, I was 
sure. And I didn't want to cause a problem, but when I thought about it, I thought, well, 
there's no guarantee that he would get it. And if somebody else got it and he didn't, why 
not put my name in. So he had encouraged me. And as it turned out, you know, I got 

the job. So I appreciated the encouragement and always thanked him for being the guy 
that suggested I put my name in. And then, of course, I got the ability to work with him 
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all these years—he as a federal judge, me as a magistrate judge, for all the years since I 
joined the bench. It's been very nice.  

 
GW:  Yeah. Well, we've talked a lot about things that were different and ways that you 
feel like the office worked well. But are, I have to ask, what are some challenges that 
you remember from working in the office?  
 
PP:  Yeah, I think the biggest challenge for me was—actually it turned to my benefit; 
it was the reason, partly, I applied, and partly, that I got the federal judgeship. I don't 
think I was ever totally drawn and fully attracted to being a criminal lawyer. You know, I 

liked it okay, but it was—you know, the imbalance in the way lawyers (what information 
they had and how they presented it) didn't attract me as much. I mean, the defense 
lawyers spend a lot of time, most of their time, not necessarily trying to establish ultimate 
truth. That's not their job; their job is to see if there is reasonable doubt in the 
government's case. And so what they're doing in large part is picking at the government's 
case—"Don't believe this witness. Don't consider this fact. Here's another fact to think 
about it." Now, go to the jury and say, "You know, the government's got the responsibility 
of proving guilt beyond a reasonable doubt, and they failed to do so in this case. And this 
is why." And so you would get an acquittal if you were successful. Of course, that wasn't 
the same as getting a judgment of innocence. You just were not guilty—the government 
hadn't established proof beyond a reasonable doubt.  

And I understood that role, and I did it, but I preferred, in my heart (even though 
sometimes it could be boring because of the kind of cases we did)—in a civil case, both 
lawyers had kind of equal responsibility to prove the truth of their side. You had two 
different stories, and they were—you know, whether you were a defense lawyer or a 
plaintiff's lawyer, if you bring a case of medical malpractice as a plaintiff's lawyer, you 
have a whole story about why that was malpractice. Then, as a defense lawyer, you're 
not trying to show reasonable doubt. You're trying to show that, "No, that wasn't 

malpractice. I was meeting the standards at the time. I did the best I could do. It was an 
accident." And I liked that kind of legal practice more than I liked the criminal part. So I 
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think the combination of tiring a bit on criminal law and criminal representation and the 
incredible drain of trying to help out your clients, some of whom just were never going 
to be happy with you. You know, they were just, they felt that they were being mistreated 
by the system and you weren't doing enough for them. And it was difficult to establish 
good relations and do everything they wanted. It kind of wore you out, I thought. Some 
people just, you know, I loved it and grew with it. You know, they just loved that feeling; 
they loved to be the champion of the underdog, and I appreciate that. And I did, too, 
when I did it. And I did as best I could. But I found it exhausting. 

And so the idea of doing a little more civil work attracted me, and it was one of 
my big pitches to the judges in my interview—and I think made a big difference in me 

getting the job. Because as a rule, magistrate judges do more heavy, substantive civil 
work than they do criminal work. And so they were happy to know I'd been a federal 
defender and had been an assistant federal defender in Oregon and I knew the criminal 
system pretty well inside and out—I knew the federal one inside and out. But the judges 
who eventually selected me saw that as only a part, and maybe even a small part, of my 
job. What they were happy to hear was that I had spent years litigating civil cases—that 
I knew about the rules of procedure and evidence and trial practice, and I tried civil cases, 
and I knew the substantive law, the variety of civil areas, all of the things that they really 
wanted in a magistrate judge. And so I think that made a difference as to why I got the 
job, ultimately.  

And it also suited where I wanted to be in the law practice. I enjoyed over the 
years that followed, doing more civil work and maybe less criminal work.  

 
GW:  That makes sense. So during your time as an assistant federal defender, before 
we move on to your time as a magistrate judge, are there any particular—you talked 
about, you know, some of the cases, but are there any particular cases that sort of (and 
you don't have to, of course, name them) but just as sort of a story example that stick 
out in your mind, that could help illustrate what you're talking about there with the 

challenges. 
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PP:  Well, there are so many of those kind of situations, where you have a client who 
just wants you all the time. It's hard for me to pick out just a couple. I mean, there are 
a couple of cases, one case in particular, I had to try a couple of times and eventually 
won the case, actually through very little of my work, other than just persistence, where, 
you know, the prosecutor, who I knew well, and the police officers, who I knew well, 
were absolutely convinced that my client was guilty, and they put on good cases to 
suggest that. But they always had some little problems along the way that required the 
case to be dismissed. And then they'd try it again. And again he'd get convicted and it 
would get reversed for some other reason. And cases went back and forth and back and 
forth until, in the end, he was acquitted and the case went away. And, you know, it was 

a good example of the kind of work we did in the Oregon office—you know, of sticking 
with it. But it was also some of that difficulty, of kind of fighting uphill all the time. You 
know, you're always fighting upstream to try to get things to go your way—if in front of 
the judge, or in front of the jury, in front of the appellate court—to get a result that you 
were happy with or thought that was best for your client. So there were those kinds of 
situations.  

Mostly, there were just a lot of cases—we did a lot of work; we had a lot of cases; 
and we spent a lot of time with our clients. You know, we'd go to the jails where they're 
held. Usually they were in custody. And we'd spend hours not just talking to them, but 
reviewing the evidence with them, trying to convince them what the best thing for them 
to do was, seeing what they wanted, getting their advice on where we look for evidence 
to suggest they're not guilty or there's reasonable doubt. And there was a lot going on 
the whole time I was there, that's for sure.  

 
GW:  Yeah, well, I think I've just got one last question for you for this session, Paul. 
And in talking to your friend, Dennis Balske—am I pronouncing his name right?  
 
PP: You are. 
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GW: Okay, good; I just want to make sure. He mentioned that you created a men's 
group. And I'd love to hear you talk about it. Can you tell us about that?  
 
PP:  Yeah, actually, there has been two now. I'm not responsible—I'm a co-creator of 
the second group. But I don't know what it was that caused me to think about it, but of 
course, I was aware of men's groups and reading groups and all those sorts of things, 
but it just seemed to me a time of my life that I might enjoy having a group of men that 
I could meet with and do things with on a regular basis. And so Denny was my best 
friend, so I talked to him first, and he was in. So then we decided who we would ask to 
join. And we ended up deciding on a total of five people. And they were mostly from 

around the legal community, although we had one guy later was a psychologist, one guy 
later who was a musician, who joined our group. During the time that we had that group, 
I was, I guess I started it, I was kind of the leader of it. I set the schedule; I sent out 
reminders—and I was pretty, tried to be pretty firm about having a schedule and an idea 
of what we're going to do in each group, and what we're going to talk about—and not 
just get together and complain about politics or our health or whatever it is that guys do.  

And so we followed kind of a plan where we'd get together once a month, rotating 
houses, at the five of our houses. Ordinarily, the guy who had it would get together 
snacks of some sort. One guy would often make us dinner. And we would get together 
for a few hours, eat or talk. We'd always have a check in to talk about what's going on 
in your life. And, you know, we had plenty of health issues and divorce issues and family 
tragedies during the time we were together that turned out we were good to be together 
to help each other through it. And occasionally we did more active things. We went up 
to Mt. Hood and stayed in the cabin and skied together. We played poker together. We 
hiked together, went out to dinner together, occasionally. But more often than not, we 
just met in somebody's house. And we saw each other over the course of many years—
lost a few people over time—actually, just one really, one guy, an investigator from the  
Federal Defender's Office moved to Ashland, and so we took in another person to replace 

him. So we stayed with five all the way through until we kind of consensually disbanded. 
And that wasn't too long ago.  
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And then, sometime after that, just on the subject of men's groups, there was a 
group of men who I was invited to join—I wasn't a part of creating at all. It was a group 
of guys who did some stuff together, but mainly once a year, they did a group trip, often 
to Western Oregon, to play golf, and tennis, and hike, and bike, and just be together. As 
many as 10—I think it may even have been as many as 11 of them—rent a big house 
and spend three days out there to eat and exercise and sit around talk. So we had that 
group. I was invited to join. I went for a couple of years. 

And then a part of that group—six of us who lived in the Portland area—one of the 
six approached Denny and me and said, "You know, I know you guys had a men's group 
in the past. Would you like to do another one with this group?" And so we started a 

second men's group—six of us. And we do the same thing, roughly. It's changed a little 
bit. One of the guys has a nice house and lives alone. His wife has passed away. So we 
tend to go to his house every meeting time and usually have dinner there and occasionally 
do other stuff together, but meet together there, and—until Covid hit, which sort of 
changed the men's group. And so that group has continued and still continues now.  
 
GW:  Are you able to do it over Zoom or anything like that?  
 
PP:  Yeah, interesting you say that. We've had a Zoom meeting last month that went 
well. We had a gathering, a birthday party, for one of the group at Denny's house, where 
we all wore masks and were six feet apart, but wished happy birthday. And the group of 
six are also part of the bigger group of golfers. And so the six of us in some configuration, 
usually a group of four of the six or sometimes two groups of three, golfed together. And 
golf is one of the things that has survived Covid. And so they get together frequently—
once a week, I think. I tend to do that less because I golf with Charlie, and he's still 
around and wants to golf and so we do that together rather than play with the men's 
group. But I'm sure I'll go back to it when Charlie is back in school and on the high school 
team.  
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GW:  Yeah, well, all right. Well, thank you so much, Paul. I think that's a good place to 
stop for today.  
 
PP:  My pleasure. It was good questioning, and I assume we will move on to the 
judicial part of this, the last 14 years, 15 years, and that'll be the next session.  
 
GW:  That's right. That's right. And I'll stop the recording, and then we'll see if we can 
get the next one on the calendar. 
 
 

 [End of Interview 5, 73:23] 
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Interview 6 
2021 July 2 

 
 
GW:  Today is July 2nd, 2021. I'm here with Magistrate Judge Paul Papak via Zoom, 
and this is our sixth interview. I'm Greta Smith Wisnewski, oral historian for the U.S. 
District Court of Oregon Historical Society Oral History Project.  

Good morning, Paul.  

 
PP:  Good morning, Greta.  
 
GW:  All right. So today I'd like to move into talking about your time as magistrate 
judge. Let's start by hearing some background about how that appointment came about.  
 
PP:  Well, I was a federal public defender at the time in the Federal Public Defender's 
Office, and of course, we were aware that there were retirements in the magistrate judge 
and district judge positions. And for me, it was the retirement of Magistrate Judge John 
Jelderks that triggered an opening and applications. And to be honest, I wasn't really 
considering applying for the position. I hadn't been here that long and I didn't feel like I 
knew enough people in the bar or even on the bench, although I had a good relationship 
with everybody, I didn't know that I had enough connection to be able to pull off a job 
application like that. And there were some people applying, most notably (and my boss), 
the federal defender Steve Wax—clearly going to apply for the job. And so at first I wasn't 
even considering it. But I did.  

And actually, I got some encouragement from one of the district court judges, 
Judge Mosman, who—we were friends and exercised together some, ran some together. 

And he, I think—my memory was he said, "Why aren't you putting in your name for the 
magistrate judge job?  

And I said, "Well, I don't think it's very likely." And, you know, "Why?" 
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And he said, "Oh, I think you have a good chance. You know, you've got a good 
background. You've done civil work, and we often look for civil lawyers, and you've got a 
history of background of civil work." 

And so his encouragement led me to consider it. And it was an odd time in our 
life. We had lost a daughter, and we were in a in a state of depression kind of over 
incredible loss. But in the process, also, Krista was pregnant with Charlie. You know, we 
were starting a new family—not a new family, but another child. And so we had a lot of 
stuff going on, trying to figure out what was the best thing. And I felt like I kept getting 
sort of signals that I should go forward. You know, I don't know what your spiritual beliefs 
are, but I sort of felt like, you know, I had my daughter Claire on my shoulder kind of 

directing me what to do and taking care of me. And it was sort of funny that after the 
selection (and I don't know when, not too much longer) when I went out and did some 
exercise with Mike Mosman again and he told me a little bit about the selection process, 
he said he felt like there was some force in the room directing him a little bit. And so I 
always credited my daughter with making it happen.  

And so, anyway, I put my name in. I talked to friends. My biggest concern again 
was I just didn't have the connections to Oregon law and Oregon lawyers that I did back 
in Iowa before I got here—and I didn't as much as other people who were applying for 
the position. So I leaned on my Iowa connections, and I had judges from Iowa who were 
just avid recommenders of me. One in particular, I think he was calling the district court 
judges—even on the day of my interview there, he was calling them to speak up for me. 
I don't know how much that helped or hurt, but so I had a lot of good support from 
people in other jurisdictions, but I don't know how much it helped—it helped some.  

But I do think the fact that I had started with and I had really presented in my 
application from a civil rather than a criminal perspective was the deal changer and what 
ended up getting me the position, because it's very clear, having been a judge, but 
knowing what I knew at the time, that the district judges and the magistrate judges 
really—what they want from a magistrate judge is somebody who can handle a full civil 

caseload. The criminal stuff we do, while important, they figure you can pick that up on 
the go if you need to—first appearances and things of that nature. But the civil caseload 
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was the bulk of our work handling cases from start to finish on the Oregon wheel. And 
so that's how I came about my application, you know, talking about my history as a civil 
lawyer and my background and experience and that I really wanted to get back in that 
and get away from as much criminal law as I was doing as a federal public defender.  

And I thought the interview went very well and I was hopeful. And a couple days 
later, I got a call from Ancer Haggerty when I was on the street. And he said, "Job is 
yours." 

And then, a kind of a funny story—it took a while. You know, I had to go through 
the F.B.I. background check before they could actually give me the job. And so that took 
a—can't remember, a couple of months I think—but one day I get a call from, again from 

Ancer Haggerty, and he said, "All right. You've been approved. You're good to go." 
And I said, "All right." Well, my memory was it was Tuesday. And I said, "Well, 

I've got a couple sentencings this week and a couple of hearings, so how about I start 
Monday?" 

And he said, "Oh, no, you start right now." I mean, right this minute. You know, 
"Drop your stuff, go get your things out of your office at the Federal Defenders and come 
on over here. You are now a magistrate judge." [Laughs]  

So I walked over to the building and grabbed at least some of the stuff I needed 
and went over to the courthouse. And, you know, I think they told me where my 
chambers were. So I went up to my chambers, and it was empty—dark, empty. Nobody 
there, no law clerks, no anything—nobody showing me my way around. I couldn't turn 
the lights on. I didn't know how to turn the lights on. They had a computer system. I had 
no computer on my desk. It was just like a dark room. [Laughs]  

That's how I started my first day as a magistrate judge. And of course, I learned 
how to turn the lights on and got help from the I.T. department. And they really didn't 
have a—I don't know what you'd call it—a transition team of people who would be waiting 
for me there to say, let's talk about your computer and what you need, and let's talk 
about your office space. They had it, but it wasn't like everybody was waiting for me the 

day I walked in. Over the next weeks, I got that. And, of course. I got my cases pretty 
quickly and started looking for clerks pretty quickly, and these things got busy very 
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quickly, but at the start it was just pretty funny—a dark room. I couldn't turn on the 
lights. It was empty—no clerks, no courtroom deputy, nothing. And then it all came to 
be; it all came together.  

 
GW:  Wow, yeah, that goes really well into my next question, which is how was the 
transition? It sounds like it was really immediate.  
 
PP:  It was very—once I got approved by the F.B.I., it was instant. I mean, like I said, 
Judge Haggerty called me. I thought there'd be a transition time where I could finish 
what I had and pass it on. It was instant. And it was funny, you know, to get that 

transition. And then, it was a little unusual for magistrate judges, my job, because 
typically, I think the magistrates before me and many of the magistrates after me took 
over the job of one magistrate, so Judge [Donald] Ashmanskas retired and the magistrate 
judge who replaced him got his caseload and just transferred everything to him. Well, in 
my circumstance, Judge Jelderks, although he retired, kind of went on half time and so 
he kept about half of his caseload. So Judge Haggerty instructed the district court judges, 
each of them could give me—I don't remember, three cases maybe.  

So I got cases from every chambers in the courthouse, three cases each, as I 
recall. And I don't want to be critical of anybody or say anything inappropriate, but my 
memory is, I got some dogs. People sent me things that, you know, "I don't want to deal 
with this. Let Papak have it." And not only that, it wasn't so much even dogs, but one of 
the things you found out after being on the bench for a while is, your cases were at 
different states of the progress. You'd had new filings in cases that you had for a year, 
and cases two weeks from trial, and cases in summary judgment, and all along the 
spectrum. Well, when I started, most of the cases that I had received were all in the 
same place, which is, they had motions, filed—dispositive motions. So we were into the 
case. It wasn't just beginning. And, you know, there's hundreds or thousands of pages 
of briefing and exhibits ready for oral argument and decision.  

So I was just—it was just crazy. I felt like I was having a summary judgment, oral 
arguments three times a week, and you know, my clerks, I was telling—I started looking 
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for and eventually hired clerks—I was saying, you know, "We’ve just got to get these 
opinions out." And they're working on one, and the next day they have two more, and 
the next day they have two more, and two more. And we were really, really busy to start 
off trying to organize the chambers and our cases. And until—it took a while and 
eventually things settled down. And I started my own caseload more, and these cases 
were resolved. And of course, I was still learning the system, and you know, what you 
do when you're a magistrate judge—when you don't have consent or you do have 
consent, and what kind of opinion you write. And that was all a little new to me because, 
while I had a civil background, I hadn't worked or seen the work of a magistrate judge 
in the civil context before. That was new to me. And so I had to learn, you know, how 

we all worked together and how we meshed with the district judges. And that took a little 
while. But eventually, you know, I slid in and got busy.  

 
GW:  So how did you learn? I imagine mentorship factored into your experience. What 
was that sort of—some people call it an onboarding process. What was that like for you?  
 
PP:  Well, it was, like I said, it was pretty intense because I had a lot going on. And it 
was interesting because, where I come from—my background is Federal Defender's 
Office, law school—we did a lot of talking among ourselves. At the Federal Defender's 
Office, both here and in Cedar Rapids, if you had a case going to trial, you know, you'd 
come in and sit with your other colleagues and talk through strategy and facts. And if 
you had an oral argument in front of the Ninth Circuit, you would present that argument 
again and again to your colleagues and get input.  

The judges don't do that. They don't sit and talk about their cases. And the reason 
is, partly, they were kind of slapped down once by the Ninth Circuit trying to do that. It 
used to be, before I got here, the district judges and the magistrate judges would meet 
weekly for what they called kind of a sentencing group. And they would get together and 
talk about upcoming sentencing and share information about what they were doing and 

what they were thinking. And partly, I think, was trying to be consistent. You know, do 
you want a person convicted of fraud to get really disparate sentences between two 
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judges, or do you want to be relatively consistent across the board? And the Ninth Circuit 
suggested it was inappropriate—we should be independent in our thinking and it was 
inappropriate to have those discussions. So we stopped it. And so I didn't quite have the 
ability to go from judge to judge to say, "What do I do with this case?" You know, "I've 
had a civil background, but I have never done any patent law before. What the heck? 
What's patent law and how do I do it?" 

So, I just would do a lot of reading. We would, I mean, my law clerks would talk 
to other law clerks a little bit about procedures and stuff, but I'd read up on patent law 
and I would read the rules of procedure about what magistrates can do and can't do and 
what kind of cases they can handle and can't handle and how to proceed. And there was, 

nicely, (I think it came pretty early in my career, although I can't remember exactly) the 
district court—I know it wasn't the historical society. I can't remember which organization 
it was, but anyway, they had a practice and procedure manual for judges that you could 
buy. So we have answered hundreds, thousands of questions about how we handled the 
courtroom and how we handled our cases, so that practicing lawyers could look at that 
and say, "Oh, Judge Papak wants this. Judge [John] Acosta wants something else."  

And so for me, it was not only helpful to see what other judges had said, but to 
think through what I wanted and so I could start—do I want hard copies of exhibits or is 
it okay to look at them on the computer and not get paper? Do I want this or do I want 
that? And will I take phone conferences from people out of the state or do they have to 
come in person—all that stuff I thought through as I began and started my own process 
and then, as needed, changed it.  

And it didn't take long. I was thrown into the fire directly. And so before long I 
was kicking out opinions. And my colleagues, magistrate colleagues in particular, were 
real helpful. Judge Mosman is real helpful as well. But, you know, all the judges 
individually were very helpful. Judge [Robert] Jones is real helpful. But my magistrate 
colleagues who were there longer than I and had faced all these questions, we met every 
week, mostly talk about procedure, but I'd ask them questions or talk to them individually 

about stuff to see if I'm doing it right or is there something missing here? And they were 
very helpful in getting me going. Before long, I felt pretty comfortable. I was facing 
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situations that they hadn't faced and giving them information about stuff because our 
practice was so broad.  

 
GW:  Yeah, absolutely. Can you remember any advice in particular that one of them 
gave to you, that you found that really informs your work or that was especially helpful?  
 
PP:  No. There was so much advice coming by, to think of one piece that—  
 
GW:  It doesn't have to be just one. I could be more. 
 

PP:  Yeah, I just think that less than advice, I just had good examples of people who 
had to read a lot of briefing and to be ready for argument. And, you know, some of the 
judges, particularly the district judges, were less willing to do oral argument on everything 
because they seemed real busy with the criminal stuff. And so I was deciding whether to 
have argument on, every time somebody wanted argument, you know, every motion and 
every discovery motion. And so I would get advice for how to organize my calendar and 
you know, what to do if I had a question that I knew was going to go to a particular 
district judge, could I talk to them beforehand? There is no use sending it up there to get 
reversed if they thought I was wrong or something.  

So I had advice. Probably the best, earliest piece of advice (and wasn't really 
advice; it was just practical) —I sat through a trial early with Judge [Owen] Panner, who 
was notorious as a judge, who was just a rocket-docket judge. You know, you walked in 
his court, and you were trying that case, and you'd say it's going to take you seven days? 
It'll be done in three. And so I watched his trial before I had my first trial. And that was 
really helpful because I had, you know, I tried a lot of cases as a defense lawyer and as 
a plaintiff's lawyer, but I never judged a trial. And so I hadn't thought through the process 
of pretrial motions, and jury instructions, and picking a jury, and managing the trial as it 
went along. And he was really helpful. He was by then already a senior judge with lots 

of experience. And so he gave me some good advice, if not verbally, as much as just 
watching him do it. And I took that into account.  
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A lot of the judges had notebooks of things that they collected, that they shared 
with me—even later in time. You know, I remember going to Judge Acosta, who came 
after me. He had created a better notebook on marriage ceremonies. And magistrate 
judges in Oregon, district judges too, by statute, are allowed to marry people—which is 
uncommon because we're not state judges where marriage law exists; we are federal 
judges. So I got asked to perform marriage ceremonies, and over my career performed 
quite a few. And so he had a big notebook of different ceremonies and different issues. 
And so he shared it with me. And that was helpful in preparing for a marriage ceremony 
and to share with the husband and wife so that they knew what their options were.  

So that kind of thing was available to me. And we had an amazingly, I thought, 

cohesive group in Portland. And so, you know, they were friendly, and I could see them 
in all kinds of contexts and talk to them. And I was able to speak with anybody. Judge 
Ashmanskas was notorious for walking into your office, you know, out of the blue, 
"Anybody doing any work in here?"—and sitting down and talking for 20 minutes and just 
chatting about the world and the life. Not so much cases, but just chatting. And so over 
time, I became comfortable with that and always learning new stuff. But I had a lot of 
people I could go to if I needed direction or help or how they did it.  

And we did have different styles amongst us. Some judges did one thing, some 
did another. So I could pick or choose. And I remember some of the judges coming to 
me to watch what I did, even though they were much more experienced. And Judge 
Haggerty, sitting through my naturalization ceremony because I had sort of developed a 
little more of a, I don't know, of a celebration. You know, I had people singing and music 
and stuff and a longer speech and stuff. And he had done a more truncated, serious kind 
of thing, so he wanted to see what I did. And I think he borrowed some of my ideas and 
later I borrowed some ideas from somebody else. You know, Mike Mosman had invited a 
band to play for it. So then I did that and had other singers, and we went on and on, and 
making it, what fun we could have with it, and making it a good celebration. So we were 
all out picking out from each other, learning things other people were doing that were 

different, that was helpful to us all—well aware of what the other, my other colleagues, 
were doing in the courthouse. It was a small courthouse.  
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GW:  That's really neat about the naturalization ceremony.  
 
PP:  Yeah, it was one of my, I still say it is one of my favorite parts of the job. You 
know, you get in there and everybody's so happy. And I always tell them that my job is 
generally a win-lose situation—a zero sum game. Somebody is happy; somebody's 
unhappy—every time. But naturalization is one of the areas where everybody's happy. 
And it's good news—good news, and they're all beaming. And I have got 70 people in 
front of me from 50 different countries. And it was, I loved naturalization. I always 
volunteered whenever I could for it. And so it was a big part of the joy of my job.  

 
GW:  So I know staff like your clerks, who you mentioned earlier, and courtroom 
deputies, they can make a significant difference.  
 
PP: Huge. 
 
GW: Yeah. Yes, please—I would love to hear you talk about some of your staff that you 
had during your time. Who they were, how their work impacted your own work.  
 
PP:  Sure. Well, first of all, I was very fortunate. I didn't quite know it at the beginning, 
because I didn't know him as well, but Judge Jelderks' courtroom deputy was named 
Gary Magnuson. And so, kind of at the time I came on, maybe even since then, the 
assignment of a courtroom deputy wasn't necessarily the judge's choice. It was assigned 
by the clerk of court—kind of in consultation—but generally speaking, they chose. And so 
I just naturally got assigned Gary, because he was John Jelderks' courtroom deputy and 
John was leaving. And I knew Gary from the years I was at the Federal Defenders, but 
my relationship was, you know, formal and just in the courtroom. Well, he turned out to 
be just a godsend. He really knew the process. He had been doing it for a number of 

years. He was the ultimate court scheduler and checker to make sure things were 
correct— correctly done before we filed them. You know, and some of my clerks maybe 
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were less detailed than others and would—something might be left off, but he would 
always catch it.  

So he kept us all on our toes, and he was just a blessing to the chambers from the 
beginning to the end. In fact, not too long (can't remember exactly how long it was) he 
moved from the clerk of the court's office to an office just outside my chambers. So we 
were just next to each other, and we were friends, and he was in my office every day, 
and we would be talking about our cases and the weekly schedule. So he steadied the 
ship right away to make sure we weren't missing hearings, and we were timely in getting 
our orders filed, and that the things we filed were properly filed, and that we had the 
right documents to look at for the various hearings we had, and who needed a phone 

call, who was waiting to talk to us, that kind of stuff. He was just great and remained a 
great friend ever since.  

And he's still working there for the judge who replaced me. So she's got the 
benefit, Jolie Russo, of Gary's incredible experience. And he also helped the law clerks 
and the legal interns that we had do their job, because he knew so much about procedural 
stuff that they didn't have to worry as much. They could turn to Gary.  

So—the more difficult part was law clerks, because I got brought on sort of mid-
hiring cycle. There wasn't graduates from law school waiting in line. And so, I found one 
law clerk through advertisement, and one who had been working as a law clerk in the 
courthouse. And I don't remember, can't remember exactly whether she worked for Judge 
Jelderks—anyway, she was between positions, or she was part time, and she was willing 
to join me. So I had to two law clerks and that's how many I was allowed to have. 
Actually, I could have one law clerk and a secretary, but everybody turned the secretary 
into a second law clerk because nobody—we all did our own typing.  

And clerking was a huge part of my job. I would say over the years, 14 years, I 
got better and better, and luckier and luckier, at identifying good law clerks. And really 
the better the law clerk I identified and hired, the—not the easier my job was—the better 
my job was. You know, my goal was always to have people who were smarter than I was 

and could write better than I could. And I had that, sometimes at least, where I had 
people who were just so, such good writers and such thoughtful, were hard workers, that 
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when they said they were ready to leave, I was tearful to think that they might be going—
but happy for them too.  

So I did not follow the pattern of some judges, although probably the minority—
but like Judge Mosman, for example, rolled over his law clerks every year, I believe. He 
had three, and he had them on a rotating basis—one or two years, mostly one year. He'd 
just hire all new clerks. And I thought that was chaos, because there was a learning curve 
coming in, and then a reverse learning curve as they're getting ready to leave, looking 
for work. So when I found a good law clerk—sometimes I had law clerks coming who I 
knew from the beginning, you know, "I want to be here for a year or two years and I've 
got something else planned." Mostly I didn't have that, but while they were there, I was 

hoping they'd stay longer, but they found other work that they wanted. They were looking 
for work while they worked for me or relocating or something. So I didn't have people 
but a few stay that long—but always more than a year.  

And I was just able to hire spectacularly good law clerks. And the work they did 
overall, I was just so impressed by and I was so proud to be able to sign my name to so 
much of it. I read everything. I edited everything. I asked for changes. I had my own 
style, my own view, but we had a real good relationship in my chambers. I think most 
chambers do. But we did in particular. Early on, I set up a process. Most of the work we 
did was motion work, either discovery, which was not necessarily simpler, but it was early 
in the case, or dispositive motions—you know, motions to try to get the case tossed out 
on whatever grounds it might be. And then after all that if the case survived, there be 
trial—but we had very few trials. Most of it got settled or dismissed. So dispositive motions 
were the big deal, and they were huge—motions for summary judgment, motions to 
dismiss. And so I would have my law clerks, as motions were assigned to them and we 
knew they were getting ready, they'd be drafting the bench [memo] for me to read about 
the issues in the case. And ordinarily they would come in and see me along the process 
to get me thinking about what's coming next week, for example. And I would often say, 
you know, always my big worry for them and the advice I gave them was, "You've got 

two sets of motions—" (sometimes more than two if they are multiple parties) "But your 
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job isn't to choose which one you're going to go with. Your job is to figure out what's 
right." And oftentimes they can both be wrong.  

And so very often I would say, "I'm sorry, you want this, and you want this, and 
you're missing this, and this is where I'm going." (It's somewhere else.)  

So, and in that context, the law clerks maybe weren't as experienced because they 
hadn't practiced law that long and they were dealing in some new subject matters, so we 
would meet before oral argument to talk about what we're putting our focus on, where 
the issues were—sometimes even to the point where we would write the lawyers and 
say, "Look, oral arguments next week, and none of you address the personal jurisdiction 
issue. Judge wants to hear on that. So be ready." So they knew what I was thinking.  

And then I'd read the bench memo and I'd read the briefs and look at the exhibits. 
And depending on the case, sometimes we'd talk 10, 20, 30 times on individual 
questions—or sometimes not as much if it wasn't that complicated or I felt like I had a 
good handle on it. And then usually the morning of oral arguments, sometimes the night 
before, we'd sit down and talk, me and the clerks, about, you know, what should we 
focus on in oral argument? What questions are most important? What do my clerks want 
to know? What do I want to know that will help us make [a descision]? And then I'd go 
out and do the oral argument, and they would usually be on the computer and we could 
text each other or I.M. each other and talk on the computer immediately about, "Where 
did this come from?" or, "Can I see that exhibit?" —or if something surprised me.  

And then afterwards they would come back to chambers and we would debrief. 
"All right, what did we get from this? What does that lead us to do? What more work do 
we have to do?" Or, "Where are we heading with our opinion?" And then they would set 
that aside and in time start working on their opinion, or my draft opinion, and they would 
come back and forth with me sometimes giving me a section of it, or multiple sections of 
it, to read or if they had questions about things and they want my input. And then finally 
they'd give me a draft, and I would edit and send it back to them and they'd do another 
draft until we got it where we wanted. Ultimately, I'd sign it and file it. And then the next 

one. The next one. And the next one.  
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And that was our M.O. That's how we did things. So there was a lot of—being a 
judge is a fairly isolated job compared to what I'm used to. I did not have a lot of daily 
contact with my colleagues, and I could go a whole day going up or down the elevator 
with nobody on it and seeing nobody. So my law clerks were my only source of contact, 
sometimes, unless I went out to other chambers or went to the clerk's office. And so I 
got to be good friends with them all and relied on them a lot and spent a lot of time 
talking to them and arguing with them.  

I always told them, you know—it was key to me to make sure they understood 
what I don't want to hear from them, ever, is, "I can go either way. What do you want 
me to say?" You know, that is not helpful clerking. There is an answer here. We might 

be wrong, you know, but there is an answer here. And I want you to tell me what you 
think the answer to be. And if I tell you differently, I want to argue with you. I don't want 
you to say, "Okay, I can write that." I want you to say, "No, you can't do that. And this 
is what I…" 

Because I would say in the practice as a judge—I'm not sure I really can say 
percentages—but I would say a good portion of the time, maybe most of the time (60 
percent of the time, 70 percent even) your decision is based on legal precedent. You're 
analyzing the Ninth Circuit or other circuits. You're analyzing Supreme Court decisions. 
They're not exactly on point, but they're close. And you extrapolate from them and you 
say, this is what I think the answer is, and that's how you go, even though maybe in your 
heart that's not where you want to go. But we're bound by the law of the district and law 
of the jurisdiction. But then in about 30 percent of the cases or some goodly number, 
you don't really feel like you have clear direction. This hasn't really been faced before and 
maybe, you know the makeup of the Ninth Circuit or the makeup of the Supreme Court, 
so you have some feeling about what they might do if faced with the question. But you're 
not bound to follow your hypothesis about what they might do. So those cases, you write 
what you want to write, what you think is the right answer, even if you're going to get 
reversed.  

And that's kind of a different idea. So what do you want to do here? What kind of 
law do we want to state should be in place or that we think is in place? And those are 
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always fun to get to, you know, really do what you thought was the right thing to do and 
see if the law followed and the court follows you. People think that the Supreme Court 
has all this incredible power, and they do—I mean, they make decisions all the time on 
national issues, but at the district court level, we're seeing the thousands and thousands 
of cases, not the 70 cases the Supreme Court hears. And we are making decisions that 
aren't reversed and become the law of our jurisdiction. And so is amazing amount of 
power, I guess, and significance to the process of making a decision on all of our cases. 
And so, I think we all took that real seriously, and I made sure my clerks took it seriously. 
And that's how we rolled.  

 

GW:  So speaking of that, just amount of power and responsibility, what are some ways 
that you and your clerks maybe dealt with internally or emotionally to sort of handle that 
level of pressure?  
 
PP:  Well, I don't know what my clerks did. I think they were all different in terms of 
their style, but I know my style was to always—and it's what I told the judges when I 
interviewed for the job. My style was, I really chewed on cases kind of endlessly. So I 
would get a, I had a decision to make. I knew the facts, kind of knew the law, but I 
wasn't sure how I wanted to go or how I wanted to analyze it. And so I would think about 
it. And when I was running, I would think about it. When I was home at night, I would 
think about it. And I would spend—I wasn't a fast decision maker, I was real slow, "Oh, 
I could go that way, but I could go that way."  

Some people were real decisive and would say, "No, here's the answer." And I 
would never do that. I would always look real carefully and long at both sides and spend 
free time or what would seem to be free time, thinking about it. And then something 
would happen. I would see the direction I wanted to go; I would see the answer that 
suited me. And then away I'd go, and then I was pretty good—usually. But even then, 
sometimes I get halfway into it and say, "Yeah, you know, it doesn't quite feel right. 

We’ve got to reconsider this." Not too often—usually by the time I said, "Now I got it. 
This is how I want to do it," I was done. And then away we went.  
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And at some point you’ve got to say, "This is my opinion. You want to reverse me? 
Go ahead." You know?  

What Judge Panner used to say—I remember calling him once to say he got 
affirmed on a really big opinion by the Ninth Circuit. He said, "Oh, heck, I thought I was 
right!" You know, because he thought, [laughs] he didn't think much of the appellate 
courts. And so in his mind, reversal meant he was probably doing the right thing. And if 
they affirmed him, he had to think twice about what he had done. And that was kind of 
funny.  

You know, I don't remember any of the judges taking, too seriously, reversal. I 
never saw the appellate court say, "Oh, you were an idiot." And if they did that, that 

would be different. But if they differed on our opinions, well, that's their job. You know, 
and especially in our circuit, because, you know, Portland is a liberal city. So we have 
relatively liberal judges. The Ninth Circuit is notoriously liberal, but the Supreme Court is 
notoriously conservative—or has been and is now. And so you think you enter an opinion 
that's kind of medium and the Ninth Circuit slashes it because they take a more liberal 
view. Well, you're damn pretty likely that the Supreme Court's going to take it and make 
it go the other direction. And so who knows? Just do the best you can and listen to the 
parties, respect what they have to say. Make sure the lawyers feel like they've been heard 
and put out the best opinion you can, and that's all you can do.  

 
GW:  Well, yes, so let's hear about some of your more high profile cases, I think this is 
a nice transition into that. Let's start with the Bixby v. K.B.R. case.  
 
PP:  Sure. First, I would say, all of our cases are pretty high profile. They often have 
such a significant impact on parties' lives that even small cases seem to be huge in 
potential impact—people going out of business or losing everything. Because it's a zero-
sum game, generally speaking, and someone's going to win; somebody's going to lose. 
And sometimes the biggest cases, you know, aren't really that difficult or complicated. 

And you manage them for a long time, but not that much happens.  
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That being said, I think Bixby vs. K.B.R. was one of my bigger cases. I had bigger 
cases, but it was one that I probably had my hands on more than any other and took 
more time than any other, and it was the most current big case that I can think of—so it 
was interesting. 

Bixby vs. K.B.R. was a lawsuit brought by Oregon National Guardsmen against war 
contractors out of Houston, K.B.R., who—alleging fraud and negligence because they 
were sent to Iraq to protect and work on a water treatment plant that was used in the 
pumping of oil. And the water treatment plant, the chemicals they use were, according 
to plaintiffs, demonstrably carcinogenic. And they were sent in without masks, without 
hazmat uniforms, and just—they were eating their sandwiches with yellow carcinogen on 

them and just living in this tremendous danger. And that K.B.R. was well aware of it and 
sent their people in with masks and stuff, but didn't advise the National Guardsmen. So 
it was a complicated suit because cancer doesn't happen immediately and so it's hard to 
know, are we talking five years or so? And if so, how do we prove it? How do they prove 
it? And even if somebody got cancer, these were old vets, most of them smoked like 
chimneys. And how do we know what the causation was?  

So it was an interesting case. K.B.R. brought in just a phalanx, a group of lawyers 
from Houston—big firm lawyers. I mean—and they had a big lawyer here in town. And 
they were just, they were on everything—every word had a 50-page memo with it. And 
they were just, they went like crazy—pretrial motions, et cetera.  

There were some really close, close decisions. Some of the important ones were, 
their personal jurisdiction in Oregon over K.B.R., over their behavior, or should another 
state, primarily Texas where K.B.R. was located—is that the proper place or personal 
jurisdiction? And there were some very complicated issues about expert opinions. 
Particularly the plaintiff's expert, whether he was speaking sufficiently—that he was 
correct, that he met the standard by which his expert opinion could be allowed when he's 
talking about these questions of causation, et cetera. So, I spend a tremendous amount 
of time ruling on pretrial motions and motions to dismiss.    

And overall, the case survived in one form or another and proceeded towards trial. 
And I remember the morning of the trial—the trial went a long time. I think it was the 
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longest trial I had—six weeks or so, the long trial. The morning of the trial, the defendants 
were just on the verge of consenting to dismissing the jury and let it be a bench trial—
which would have shortened it some, but wow, would it ever put a lot of responsibility 
on me to make the decision. It would be hard.  

But they decided to go with the jury. And so we had a jury trial, and it was Portland 
and the jury—I mean, I don't know if that's the answer, but it was Portland. And the jury 
awarded, as I recall, five million dollars to each defendant—30 plaintiffs, and I think we 
did them in sets of two. This was the first set; there were 14 or 15 of them. And they 
were awarded five million dollars each. And I guess I was surprised. I mean, they seem 
to have no trouble with it. I was surprised. I always watch my cases carefully, and usually 

I write my—on a piece of paper I put in my pocket what verdict I would have reached 
had I been given the opportunity to compare with the juries. And it wasn't that absolutely 
clear to me that the plaintiffs had proven their case. Was I suspicious that they were 
right? Yes, but that's not the burden of proof. And I'm not sure, necessarily, I would have 
come to the same conclusion or the same amount of damages, but I didn't have to make 
the decision. So I don't know.  

So anyway, we went to trial. They got a substantial verdict. I think there were six 
or seven similar cases in other jurisdiction by other National Guardsmen with similar 
claims. Almost all of them, for one reason or another, got sent to Texas. So Texas had a 
big case. We had the one other one, partly because the law of the Ninth Circuit, in my 
view, supported personal jurisdiction in Oregon in a case like this, where the defendants 
knew that their actions were directed towards National Guardsmen who were from 
Oregon. And that was the basis in large part of my personal jurisdiction motion. So after 
it was all over, of course, the defendants appealed. And I think the plaintiffs cross 
appealed to the Ninth Circuit. And years later, lots of briefing, in the interim, the Supreme 
Court, in a decision by Clarence Thomas, changed the law on personal jurisdiction. So 
they said you cannot base personal jurisdiction on contact with the individual and then 
assume that they have personal jurisdiction in the state. The contact has to be with the 

state, not with the individual—essentially, it was what they said.  
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And so I saw that opinion and there was no question in my mind what that meant 
for the case. And there's nothing I would have done differently. The law that I had when 
I made the decision wasn't that law. And in my mind, I think you could argue that Judge 
Clarence Thomas just took the law that was there and made it clear—but I think he 
altered it, at least the Ninth Circuit law, he altered significantly. So ultimately, the case 
got reversed and remanded and sent off to Texas and went away. And I believe ultimately 
all of the cases were dismissed and there was no recovery by any plaintiff in Texas. So it 
all went away. Which I think—personally, I think it's kind of sad because I think whatever 
happened, it sure looked a lot like the National Guardsmen, whether by K.B.R. or in fact 
the military, weren't very well taken care of. I mean, they had substances known to be 

carcinogenic and they were walking through it, and without masks or anything, not 
knowing that it was dangerous. And, you know—I don't know because it was too soon 
whether they developed cancers or things from it. I think the suggestion was they were 
more likely to and that was their damage. But it didn't sell in Texas and the case went 
away, as I understand it.  

 
GW:  I wonder if one of the reasons that they did the personal jurisdiction trial here in 
Oregon is because they thought, those plaintiffs thought, that maybe they had a better 
chance, or their lawyers thought that, in Oregon as opposed to in Texas.  
 
PP:  Oh, absolutely. I mean, there's no question they picked this jurisdiction because 
they knew it's liberal Oregon. And obviously—I mean, not obviously, because I wouldn't 
want to see jury decisions are based on politics, but they got a substantial verdict here. 
No question that they, you know, they stretched—you know, they brought up a Houston 
attorney who wanted to file here because he wanted to get away from Houston, where 
he thought not only would you have more conservative jurors, but you have a big 
company, K.B.R., who employs people down there, and that might affect their decision. 
So there's no question they were looking for the right jurisdiction, and they were happy 

to find it here and find a judge who would support jurisdiction and allow the expert to 
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testify. And then they got the verdict they got. And, you know, I wasn't going to reverse 
the verdict. So that would have stood had it not been for the new Supreme Court decision.  

It's funny, though, as an aside to the whole thing—we aren't even aware of this 
thing, but when these contractors, the military  contractors, work for the government, 
more often than not, they negotiate a limitation of liability agreement with the 
government so—K.B.R. had won. So even if these five-million-dollar verdicts had stood, 
the government would have paid for it; taxpayers would have to pay for it. K.B.R. wouldn't 
pay a penny, I don't think. And so they just went on doing business and making the 
money they did for doing what they did. And you can take from what you will about 
whether they were—they intentionally put people at risk, or negligently did, but those 

were the facts.  
 

GW:  Paul, I'm sorry, my dog is whining at me, I'm just going to let her out of the room 
really fast so she doesn't make it into your interview here. [Door sounds]  

Okay, sorry about that.  
So, the next one that I have to ask you about is Horning v. The Roman Catholic 

Archbishop of Portland in Oregon.  
 
PP:  Yeah, so that case, I didn't even look up, and I can't say I even remember it 
particularly, but its significance is the line of cases that it was either part of or it initiated. 
The way our district works, generally speaking, is that when there is a series of cases 
that are related, the judge who gets the first case takes all the rest. So if there are six 
cases that arise from the same issue, the same set of facts and I get the first assignment, 
when I see the second assignment going to another judge or he or she sees it, they call 
me and say, "Hey, I just got Joe Blow versus the church, the archdiocese. You had the 
first one. Should I assign it to you?" And the answer to that is, generally speaking, yes.  

Well, what happened with the archdiocese cases, I don't know if you remember 
the news, but there were priests in the archdiocese accused of sexual abuse of children, 

and some of them, serial abusers. And some of them had admitted or been found 
responsible for this and the church some responsibility for not disclosing—you know, 
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moving them from archdiocese to archdiocese. So there were lawsuits filed on behalf of 
the abused children in Oregon all over the place. And it was mounting towards huge 
amounts of potential damages. And so the archdiocese declared bankruptcy. And they 
went bankrupt and they set aside money to distribute to all the potential plaintiffs who 
had suffered abuse. And in that, plaintiffs who didn't want to participate in the settlement 
could opt out of the bankruptcy and bring an individual suit, or new plaintiffs who come 
forward (because the law allowed a certain period of time after childhood for the memory 
of the abuse to appear, to extend the statute of limitations) they could bring lawsuits 
outside the bankruptcy.  

And so what I was dealing with, I got the first case that came outside of the 

bankruptcy of abuse involving the Catholic Church in the Portland Archdiocese. And so I 
had—I don't want to say hundreds, but dozens—dozens of cases that followed. And they 
kind of followed a pattern of trying to decide whether this particular plaintiff met the 
statute of limitations—when they knew about the abuse and when they brought the suit. 
Because there were clearly some cases, not many, but some in which it appeared that 
people were just making it up and trying to get in on the gravy train and suing the 
archdiocese. So every case had a series of motions and that, generally speaking, once 
the motions were resolved, if the case survived, they would settle the case. And there 
was a fund of money remaining to pay off any cases outside the bankruptcy. And they 
wouldn't go to trial. 

And so I spent, you know, a lot of time over a period of years handling these kinds 
of cases with the same lawyers. And slowly the number of cases kind of diminished. And 
occasionally some judge would just keep their case. But, partly it was the analysis that I 
had developed on the statute of limitations that we wanted to keep consistent, whether 
I was right or wrong, rather than having four different ways of looking at it, I just used 
mine. And so I handle these cases over and over and over again. And, you know, they 
were—they had a certain routine to them, but they were all different. You know, hearing 
the factual story of how the person (the child usually, usually a boy) met the priest and 

how he alleges he was groomed and what the sexual abuse looked like or how long it 
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occurred, what the damage was, that sort of thing. And those are the cases that flowed 
since Horning. 

.  
GW:  Can you talk, elaborate a little bit more on the analysis, on the statute of 
limitations that you're talking about that you developed? Like, how did you develop it? 
What kinds of things did you sort of take into consideration when you were coming up 
with that?  
 
PP:  Well, when I say I developed it, that might be slightly misleading. The legislature 
passed a law that extended the statute of limitations for personal injury in sex abuse 

cases in certain circumstances. You know, ordinarily, like any personal injury action, you 
get in an automobile accident and you normally have, depending on your jurisdiction, two 
years to bring a lawsuit or else you're barred. But these cases, particularly since they 
involve children, had different analysis—that you could bring, if you were six years old, 
you could bring your lawsuit at least until you became an adult at 18, that's 12 years and 
oftentimes afterwards, depending on when you became aware of the fact that you were 
abused. I mean, a lot of people argued that, you know, their lives were living wrecks, but 
they didn't really know why until they were 24, and they're in counseling, and they're 
opening up about all this stuff that happened, and they discovered what it was and what 
caused their injury. And so there was a whole analysis that had to be done because of 
the statute.  

And then I just developed the legal framework for using the statute, which was 
already there to make a determination as best I could, whether the plaintiff's allegations 
allowed for the case to go forward within the limitation period. And we developed it; it 
wasn't anything proprietary or unusual, we just had to develop some way of looking at 
it, and then we pretty much used the same analysis. You know, as we were doing it there 
were cases coming out of the Ninth Circuit and the Supreme Court that helped inform us 
how to look at this. And we followed those cases and so we could look at all the cases 

that came to us the same way and make uniform decisions as best we could on whether 
the cases should go forward.  
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GW:  I see, I see. Yeah, I guess I'm still, and I'm sorry to keep going on this, but I'm 
trying to get at, like, what were the things that you were considering? Because just 
thinking about memory and recovered memory sometimes being such a tricky thing.  
 
PP:  You got it, exactly. I mean, most of our cases had to do with memory and 
recovered memory. And we had to decide, because I think there—it's been a while since 
I've looked at the analysis. I think there was, I think the case law was beyond just they 
knew or they should have known. So then you had to look at, you know, they had all 
these triggers, that they should have known what the cause of their damages were, and 

does that trigger the beginning of the limitation period, even though they claim they 
didn't actually recover memory until later. Those were the stumbling blocks, trying to 
figure out whether what they said in terms of their recovered memory satisfied the statute 
that said you should have known sooner, given the facts of your particular case.  
 
GW:  Thank you.  
 
PP:  Yeah, sure. It wasn't easy.  
 
GW:  Yeah, it sounds like it must have been really challenging.  
 
PP:  Well, it was, you know. It was hard. I mean, I don't know that I believed too 
many people were outright lying about it. So if they should have known and they were 
late in bringing the case—you know, a lot of people were embarrassed about the thought 
of telling that they've been abused by a man or something. So it was hard to dismiss 
cases, I think. And sometimes we had people that looked pretty clearly real questionable. 
But dismissing the cases was difficult given the nature of the charges or the claims.  
 

GW:  Yeah, it seems like a lot to go through—like not a lot of people would want to put 
themselves in that position for any amount of money.  
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PP:  Exactly. That's true.  
 
GW:  So the next case that I identified is Aequitas—Aequitas.  
 
PP:  [Clarifying pronunciation] Aequitas. 
 
GW: Aequitas, thank you.  
 
PP: Aequitas—still going on, actually—a big a big securities fraud case. Aequitas was 

an investment manager, and they took money from people. You know, think Bernie 
Madoff—is that the right name? Bernie Madoff—right. They took money from people and 
invested it and sort of promised them big returns. And you can think that the investors, 
why they thought they'd get 10 percent of their money, didn't that trigger some concern? 
But they tended to believe Aequitas. And Aequitas put a lot of their money into a school—
a California school system, name I can't think of in the minute. I can't remember the 
name of the school system, but a lot of their money went into the school system that 
later had trouble and went out of business and lost money.  

So the short of the matter is they took in millions of dollars in people's retirement 
funds and then lost much of it. And at the same time, the plaintiffs allege, you know, the 
board or the chief operating officer of Aequitas, were living in palatial homes and had 
airplanes and, you know, we're living pretty fat while people were losing their entire 
investment. So Aequitas was the civil securities fraud. And they were also—it hadn't 
happened before I left; I don't know if it is, the possibility of some criminal charges 
against the same owners for their behavior. But it was, I wouldn't call it a Ponzi scheme 
like Bernie Madoff. It was just more of a question of fraud and failure to disclose—you 
know, going to stockholder meetings and giving optimistic information when they had 
reason to believe they shouldn't be optimistic. And people were pouring money into 

Aequitas thinking that they would increase their portfolio and in fact, their money was 
doomed and they'd never see those dollars again.  
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So that was a huge case. You know, I was real busy with it, but it never got far 
enough along to move towards a trial, and so I didn't get the end result and Judge Jolie 
Russo took that case over from me, and she's still working on it. But it had very interesting 
issues—lots of paperwork, lots of accounting issues. One of the things about being a 
lawyer, and certainly about being a judge, is you have to become kind of a mini expert 
in a thousand different subject matters. Whereas people in the world are, you know, 
become doctors and they become cardiologists and they become specialty cardiologists 
and even more specialty and more specialty, so that at some point they're just working 
on two little kinds of cases, we have to learn about medicine; we have to learn about 
law; we have to learn accounting; we have to learn about all these areas just enough to 

understand what's going on and write an opinion, but not so much, that we are actually 
have any real expertize on it. We get experts to tell us, and the experts disagree. We 
have to decide between them what the right answer is to formulate our opinion. And 
that's both the fun and the difficulty of the job, is thinking that we can learn enough to 
have some kind of expertize in fields that we've only spent three months on and not 30 
years. And Aequitas was kind of one of those cases where you're trying to learn about 
how these investments work, and you know, what they should have known under the 
accounting system they used, and how they accounted for the money. And did it show 
fraud or was just, you know—investments going bad. People make decisions that are 
wrong. The stock market drops, you know, can you say that they're responsible for that? 
And should the people who thought they were going to just make these killings on an 
investment be held responsible for their own bad decision?   

 
GW:  That's so interesting, wow. All right, so we are actually at about an hour, I just 
want to check in and see how you're doing if you have time for one more, one or two 
more questions? 
  
PP:  Why don't we just—do you have other cases you want to talk about or is that it? 
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GW:  There is one more case I was going to ask you about, and then I think it would 
be good to stop at that point—if that works for you.  
 
PP: Let's do that. 
 
GW: All right. So the last case I was going to ask you about is Confederated Tribes and 
Bands of Yakama Nation v. Airgas U.S.A., L.L.C.  
 
PP:  Okay, that was one of a number of cases, but it stands for the case (probably 
overall my biggest case that I've ever had, one of the biggest cases in the jurisdiction, I 

think) about the cleanup of the Willamette River for all the pollutants that have been 
dumped in there by various corporations, you know, that have shops along the river. And 
while it was one of the bigger cases I ever had, fortunately there wasn't that much I had 
to do with it, because early on when I took it over, when it was filed, everybody was filing 
suits within the suit to try to get dismissed. You know, "My situation is different than your 
situation." And, "I have insurance, and you have insurance, and I have this insurance." 
And so we did this—everybody was wanting to be heard, and I could have been litigating 
forever.  

Well, at the same time that the case was pending, some of the plaintiffs in the 
E.P.A. were trying to negotiate a grand settlement. You know, get everybody involved, 
everybody's insurance involved—let's see how much money was necessary to fix the 
problem, or best we could fix the problem, and parcel out responsibility. And only then 
once we got there, if people felt that they shouldn't be part of the settlement, maybe 
they should be able to come in and independently litigate their case because they're 
somehow different from everybody else.  

So probably the most interesting part of the case for me, the funniest part really, 
was—I was pretty early in my in my judicial appointment and I had this incredibly big 
case and I had all these lawyers. I mean, every lawyer in Oregon seemed to have some 

part in the case—filing all these motions. And then I had requests from the plaintiff and 
the E.P.A. to stay the case, to stop it, let the mediation go forward and let it work itself 
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out, and only then if it didn't, if it fell apart or people wanted to go outside of the 
mediation, only then take up the case so we don't spend all this money, all the money 
that was necessary for remediation of the river, litigating.  

So I thought, okay, sounds reasonable, let's have a hearing. So I said, "We're 
going to have a status hearing to make a determination how to handle the various 
motions and how to address the motion to stay." So I set a time for the oral argument 
on the motion. And I came out to my chambers, to the courtroom, and every seat in 
every corner of the courtroom was filled with lawyers—and out the door and into the 
hallway and down to the elevator. I don't know how many lawyers were there, but it had 
to be hundreds. You know, everybody in the state represented one of the companies—

or the company and one represented the insurance company. And they were just—it was 
it was hilarious. It was just, the entire bar association was in my courtroom and in my 
chambers.  

So I took down what I could from the leading plaintiffs, eventually deciding that it 
made sense to stay proceedings and let the mediation proceed—that's what most people 
wanted, and I thought it would be most effective—and to try to keep the companies and 
the lawyers that wanted to litigate their particular case at bay for now and let the 
mediation proceed. And then afterwards, after we see where the mediation takes us, we 
could talk about individual cases. And I think I decided that that day, and really, although 
it's the biggest case I'd ever seen, I didn't have to do that much. I think I ordered the 
parties to submit status reports every six months or every three months—or six months, 
I think. And virtually every six months I got the same report—that they're still working 
on, in mediation. And lawyers objected to the mediation because they wanted to litigate 
their issues. And I'd order another status report in six months.  

And I knew who was handling the mediation. And I would talk to the mediators a 
bit to make sure that we were making progress. And they thought we were and thought 
staying the case made the best sense to get this thing resolved. So that's what I did. And 
virtually I did that through my entire legal career. I think the case is still pending—

probably mediation is still pending. They're still trying to work it out or work out all the 
details.  
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GW:  What year did that case start?  
 
PP:  I don't remember. That might say, in the case cite I gave you. I don't remember—
a while ago. That's for sure. Let's see if I can see from what Gary gave me—but it was a 
while. I mean, it was early—definitely early in my career. Looks like maybe 3/06—I would 
guess it was 2006. So, I went onto the bench 2005. So it was the next year.  

So it was one of those cases where I say, it was the biggest case—didn't mean it 
took most of my energy. I just had it on my docket. I knew how big it was. I'd occasionally 
be called upon to make decisions and get motions. But overall, once they got into the 

mediation process you know, I just stepped aside and let them do their job.  
 

GW:  Well, all right, well, thank you so much, Paul. I'll go ahead and end the recording 
now. 
 
PP: Thanks Greta. 
 
 
 

[End of Interview 6, 70:30] 
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Interview 7 
2021 July 30 

 

GW:  Today is July 30th, 2021. I'm here with Magistrate Judge Paul Papak via Zoom. 
This is our seventh and most likely final interview. My name is Greta Smith Wisnewski, 
oral historian for the U.S. District Court of Oregon Historical Society Oral History Project.  
Thanks for being here today, Paul.  
 
PP:  Well, thanks for setting it up, Greta. I'm looking forward to it.  
 
GW:  Absolutely. So last time we talked about your time as a magistrate judge, but I 
know that around the time you were appointed, you also lost your daughter, Claire. And 
I'd like to give you some time to talk about her today.  
 
PP:  Well, I always like to talk about Claire. Your timing's a little off in terms of my 
appointment. Actually, my daughter was in an accident a little sooner, or a little earlier, 
before I had applied for the job. My son was born at the time of my appointment. And in 
December of 2005, when I was sworn in and had my investiture, he was a baby in my 
wife's arms—my mom's and my wife's arms—at the investiture, Charlie. So that's the 
timeline.  

But in 2004, my daughter Claire, our daughter Claire, who was about to be a senior 
at Grant High School, wanted to take a last summer trip to the beach with one of her 

friends. And she did, and they were in an auto accident, and both killed in the process, 
in September of 2004. So, you know, it was, as you can imagine, an overwhelming loss 
for us and was incomprehensible. The idea of death is always hard in our culture, but 
there's kind of an orderly plan. And when a 90-year-old person passes away, you think, 
well, maybe it's their time, but you never think of the younger ones going before their 
parents. And so losing Claire was just overwhelming.  

But the interesting part, I think one interesting part, at least for this interview, 
was, it wasn't long after that—it was a while, but not too long after that—that the 
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opportunity for the magistrate judge's position came up for which I had never thought to 
apply. I think I've said before—and got some encouragement from Judge Mosman and 
did, in fact, apply. But, I just always had the feeling—the strongest of feelings—that Claire 
was right there beside me through the process. I remember it particularly well at the 
interview. You know, it was pretty daunting to walk into a conference room with all the 
federal judges there and on video call sitting around. And, you know, I wasn't one of 
their colleagues. I was just a lawyer who had practiced in front of them. And, you know, 
I don't feel like I'm a bad interviewee and I've been through interviews in the past, so it 
wasn't that I was so uncomfortable, but I don't know that I've ever felt more comfortable. 
You know, I just felt like—I can't put it any other way; I felt like I was being guided in 

my response to my questions, in the way I answered things and just the way I felt about 
the whole process. 

And it was interesting because I can't remember exactly how he said it, but 
sometime after I was appointed—Mike Mosman and I were friends; Mike Mosman was a 
judge on the district court. He wasn't the chief judge at the time. And I did something, 
maybe went for a run, and he said he'd tell me about the selection process a bit. And he 
did. But he mentioned, without my bringing it up or asking it or even, telling him how I 
felt, that he felt some—there was some force that was affecting his process, that he felt 
some presence in the interview room, some… And then I was at that point, I said, "Well, 
you know—" He knew about Claire, of course. But, you know, it wasn't that I fed that to 
him and he was just returning it to me. And my recollection was he said first and I said, 
"You know, I can't tell you how much I felt exactly the same thing and that I felt like 
Claire was there with me, sitting next to me, guiding me on how to answer the questions 
or what to say, and I don't know that I ever felt more comfortable in an interview than I 
did that time."  

So, I mean, I guess I could go on about Claire forever, but that's the long story 
short, as it applied to the magistrate judge job. And then, I guess part of the miracle of 
the whole process was that sometime after her accident Krista and I decided, although 

we were older than most parents usually are, to try again—and lo and behold, we had 
another son; we had Charlie. And so I have a 15-year-old still at home with us, still in 
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high school—a ninth grader. And in many ways, he's a lot like Claire. It's incredibly 
miraculous, the process. But there's never a day goes by that we don't think about Claire 
and wonder what life would be like if she were here and if she was married and had 
grandkids and were part of our daily life. And, you know, we just miss her. 

 
GW:  Thanks, Paul. Do you want to talk about what she was like as a person a little bit?  
 
PP:  Oh, Claire was a, Claire was a fireball. [Audio glitches] She had a lot of energy, a 
real strong will—you know, just a real powerful personality. She was also 5'11" with long 
blond hair. She was powerful-looking person. I remember in school I used to think, gosh, 

Claire, be a little less challenging or aggressive with your teachers, you know? Maybe 
they're not going to like you, coming off after their points of view and stuff and—so I was 
sort of worried about the fact that she was pretty outspoken. And then I'd go to parent-
teacher conferences and they would all say how much they loved having her in their class 
because she was the kind of person that made their teaching worthwhile because she'd 
actually question them and wanted to have dialog back and forth.  
 And so, that was Claire. She was, if she didn't agree with you, she'd challenge you. 
And she didn't suffer fools lightly. If you had an opinion that wasn't well supported, she 
would go after you. She was a great daughter, just great daughter.  
 
GW:  Yeah, and it sounds like there's a lot of qualities that she shares with your son, 
Charlie.  
 
PP:  Yeah, there really are. We, of course we were, since the timing was pretty close, 
we watched carefully to kind of see what—I don't know what we were, exactly. But yeah, 
there are some ways. I mean, he's almost 6'2" and reminiscent of Claire in some ways, 
pretty strong willed, strong thinker like she was. I think he's a little—she was a little more 
outgoing. He's a little less so in some ways. But yeah, there's some real similarities. And 

yeah I think we were blessed. It's sort of hard to get in your head at the same time, the 
loss of Claire and then the addition of Charlie—you know, the joy of one and the total 
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devastation of the other, occurring in a very short time frame. But, you know, we were 
blessed to have her for 18 years, and I feel blessed to have Charlie. So I guess that's just 
the way life works.  
 
GW: Yeah, absolutely.  

So another thing that I didn't get to ask you about last time was drug court or 
reentry court. So can you talk a bit about, like what is drug court? How does it work and 
when and how did you start working on that program?  
 
PP:  Sure. Yeah, I think, although some people might disagree, that probably the first 

drug court reentry court in the nation in the federal court system happened here in 
Portland. And I wasn't one of the pioneers who started it, but the judge who was the 
judge who led it, Judge [James A.] Redden, who has since retired and passed away, often 
came to me and said, "I'm going to be out of town. Would you cover for me?" 

So I started off early in the drug court participating in the court. And drug court—
we call it drug court—it's really not that; it's reentry court. It's trying to get people to 
reenter into the world after, for many of them, years of incarceration and drug abuse. 
Everybody in reentry court is on federal probation. All of them have been convicted of a 
crime, often many crimes, but one for which they've served, almost always, a prison 
sentence—not always, but almost always—and for which they're now released from 
prison and they're on supervised release. And they come into reentry court—usually our 
goal is to limit the number to about 30, below that for a bit, maybe due to the pandemic.  

But we have just an incredible amount of resources we offer them. And we only 
take people who are high needs and high risk. So there are people you might expect are 
going to fail on supervision and go back to prison—and back, and back, and back and 
forth. So we take people high risk, high needs—and we just deal with them on a very 
personal level for a minimum of a year, often many years. So we have two judges, two 
people from the Federal Defender's Office, a U.S. prosecutor, two or three or four 

probation officers, treatment providers—a large group.  
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And our process is, we meet twice a month on Thursdays. And in the morning we 
get together and we review. We get reports on everybody, and we review the reports, 
and we talk about how everyone's doing and what we can do to help them or what 
problems they're having and how we're going to confront them. It takes most of the 
morning. This last one we had, a week ago Thursday, my gosh, it went from 9:00 until 
almost noon. And then we start again at 1:00, meeting new people who are going to join 
our group. And then at 1:30 we actually have the reentry court session in which, 
historically, everybody came live into my courtroom. Now we're doing it over Zoom. But 
we meet with everybody in the program. Some people come once every month. Some 
people come every two weeks.  

But whoever is supposed to meet on that occasion—the judges, whoever's 
handling the court; right now, it's me or Judge Stacie Beckerman—we talk to every 
participant, minimum of five minutes, sometimes 10 or 15, and just find out what they 
need, how they're doing, what their life is like, that they've got support. How can we 
help?  

Or, you know, sometimes it's more confrontive. You know, we feel like you're 
getting a line of baloney, and you tell them, you know, "You've got positive tests. You 
can't say you're not using." And, "I follow that science. We'll send it back for 
confirmation." But honesty is the most important part of reentry court. We expect many 
people will relapse, but we’ve got to get them honest and accept their problems. 
Otherwise, we're never going to help them fix it.  

And so that's what we do. And then, if they run through all of our phases and do 
everything they're supposed to do in a time period as short as a year (usually longer), 
they graduate. And we have a big party for them and send them off into the world, hoping 
that we've provided them some tools to get through real life and then we bring them 
back into society less likely to stumble again and go back into use and criminal behavior 
and criminal thinking. And we see some of them as graduates. Some come back to our 
program. We have some reunions, and we're always revising the program—trying to 

make it better, trying to add components or do a better job of dealing with the participants 
to make our work more helpful to them and more satisfactory.  
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So that's the program. And so I was involved early on, mainly as a substitute. And 
then when Judge Redden stepped off the bench, I took over the reentry court with Judge 
[Marco A.] Hernández, who was a relatively new district court judge at that time. And he 
and I ran the program for the next number of years, until, I want to say, a year and a 
half or two years ago—and my timing could be off. You know, we are all on Covid time, 
who knows anything anymore. But I think about two years ago he became chief judge 
and was too busy, so he withdrew from the reentry court. Judge Beckerman, who had 
been prepping to join anyway, joined the reentry court. And she and I have been running 
the program ever since.  

And in between our Thursday meetings, I suspect in an average week we get 

hundreds of emails sharing information—"So-and-so missed a urine analysis; I can't reach 
him by telephone." "They had a 'dilute' for their urine test and we are trying to figure out 
what's going on." You know, "What's your thoughts? What you would do?" "What's the 
treatment provider's response? Has anybody talked to them?" We just, back and forth, 
and back and forth in these group emails trying to help people out and figure out what's 
going on from a distance, in between our sessions. And that's it. That's reentry court in 
a nutshell. 

 
GW:  Wow. A couple follow up questions—the first thing is, you know, thinking about 
getting those hundreds of emails on people's progress and everything and all of the other 
emails you must get and your other workload, how do you manage? How do you stay on 
top of those emails?  
 
PP:  Well, I'm retired, so [laughs]. I'm on recall status. And you're going to talk some 
more about retirement—but I'm in recall status. All of my cases are gone; I don't have 
any federal cases anymore. And the work I decided to do on recall status was to 
occasionally substitute for my magistrate judge colleagues on their duty calendar, which 
I've done very little; to maintain a couple of mediations or at least one mediation while I 

go on—and I have done that, although I've kind of fallen away from it some; to continue 
my involvement in the C.A.P.S. program and at least have one C.A.P.S. defendant—
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C.A.P.S. is the  Court Assisted Pretrial Supervision, where sort of like reentry court, we 
meet with people (who have been charged with the crime and are released) weekly to 
try to make sure they stay on the straight and narrow between now and the time they 
go to trial or plead guilty or are sentenced. And then finally and most significantly, stay 
with the drug court. And that's taken up most of my time.  

And it is good. That's why we have two judges. Because if I'm on a vacation or 
something—or, we have a place out in McMinnville that we go to. We don't have very 
good Internet service. I can't answer emails, and so Judge Beckerman does. And she's 
gone—last session she was in, if I recall she was somewhere in Iowa on a family vacation. 
She wasn't available, so I handled it. And there have been a very few times when both 

of us—I guess not her, but Judge Hernández and I were both unavailable and we had 
somebody else step in for us. But ordinarily one or the other of us handles the program. 
And that's why we have two of us.  

And we both chime in on emails. Most often one of us gets to it first and the other 
might just say, "I agree"—because we tend to think the same way about things. But if 
we have a difference of opinion, we express them and we try to work it out. And there's 
no magical right answer about what to do with people who are, you know, who are 
relapsing and aren't being honest and are messing up their lives. You know, what's the 
best thing to do with them? And, you know, our federal criminal justice system mainly 
punishes and we do a little of that—there are sanctions. But I mean, sanctions don't 
always help the person get back on the right track. So we are always trying to balance 
sanctions with treatment and other options—programs might help them get back on the 
straight and narrow or get back on their path, as we sometimes say in the reentry court.  

So it's busy. It is busy. And it's interesting you say that, because just, every year 
[audio glitches] now that I'm a retired judge on recall status, I have to put in my name 
again and sort of __ recall, and the judges have sort of routinely approved it so that I 
can go on for another year in recall status. And last year, Judge Beckerman wrote on my 
behalf saying, "You all just don't know how much time he spends answering emails." And 

you know, and we're all both available 24-7. You know, 11:00 at night we are all writing 
emails about somebody who can't be found and there's a police warrant out for him and 
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stuff. And it's pretty true. There's a lot of time spent trying to track them down and handle 
the email traffic that occurs in the program.  

 
GW:  Yeah, it really sounds like it. And you said something else that I was interested in 
hearing more about. You talked about how in the program you are, one of the things that 
you've done is meet with people that you're working with to talk about ways you could 
be doing things differently or better. And I'm just wondering, what are some of the 
changes or refinements that you've made during your time working on this reentry court 
program that you think have been especially helpful?  
 

PP:  Well, we've been evaluated by some national people who do reentry court 
programs to see if we're doing what they call "best practices," and we've received 
regularly extraordinary good marks and are often used as an example for other reentry 
programs to see how we do things. But along the way, you know, they helped us with 
sort of the best way to address our participants when we talk to them at each session. I 
think we moved into trying to provide more of a reward-based than a sanction-based 
program. You know, every session we recognize the people who were on what we call 
the A-team, which are those people who've done everything that we've asked them to 
do since the last time they were here. And we give out kudos—it used to be actually a 
Kudo's Bar, a candy bar. I don't think they make it anymore or we can't find it. So we've 
substituted some other candy bar, but we still call it kudos for people who, even if they 
haven't done everything right, have remained clean and sober over the last session. So 
we're always trying to, you know, build them up, support them in any way we can. And 
we've got a just tremendous staff of people at probation, at the Federal Defender's Office, 
the U.S. Attorney's Office, in treatment, who are out going to these people's houses. And, 
you know, one of the women who is at the Federal Defenders Office, every new 
participant is instructed for their first 30 days to text or call her every day just to check 
in and make sure they're doing okay. So she just has her cell phone on her day and night 

with people texting and emailing her and the amount of time she puts in is overwhelming, 
I think, and yet she enjoys it.  
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So we make ourselves tremendously available to people. We provide resources 
above and beyond normal probation. We have attorney mentors that we have put 
together to help them out, having mentors from sort of mainline society jobs like lawyers, 
as opposed to people from their drug treatment programs. We've had picnics and going 
out to do projects in the community—and just all sorts of things, trying to stay in touch. 
You know, our impression and experience is that if they know people are out there on 
their side, they're more likely to take a breath before they make a bad decision and most 
of this, most of the problems are stress and impulsive behavior. You know, something 
stresses them—money, and the next thing they know, they find meth somewhere and 
away they go, you know. And so trying to break that pattern, getting them to call us 

before they do that so that we can get them into treatment—or anything, so they start 
forming new pathways for what do they do when stress comes to them, because stress 
is going to come to them, you know. These are people coming out of prison having 
trouble finding jobs, you know, are isolated from their families, not always in the greatest 
of health, you know, a horrible history of drug abuse or alcohol abuse. These are people 
who you might not think are going to succeed. And so anything we can do to get them 
through and get successful, we're happy to do. And that's how we roll.  
 
GW:  Sounds like a really good program.  
 
PP:  I think so. It is, yeah. 
 
GW:  So in doing my research, I found this really interesting article about a man named, 
I think it's pronounced DeQuandre Davis, who you ordered to participate in a Court 
Assisted Pretrial Supervision program that you were talking about. And apparently, so the 
article was about how he and his prosecutor actually became friendly during the process. 
And it sounds like it was an overall good experience for him. So I wonder what you 
remember about this story and perhaps others like it, as I imagine maybe there were a 

few similar stories.  
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PP:  Yeah, well, DeQuandre was an unusual case to some extent, because much of 
this occurred before drug court. So I knew DeQuandre through the criminal justice system 
here, and he was released on pretrial services. And he was somebody I took in what I 
called the C.A.P.S. program, where I would meet with him every week or two to follow 
his progress, see if I could help him. It was a much smaller than a drug court, but still 
pretty personal. I'd meet with him, with the prosecutor, with a defense lawyer, with 
probation, and we'd try to see how we could help DeQuandre. And then separate from 
that, his prosecutor, who happens to be Stacie Beckerman (who is now the magistrate 
judge) became really close to him. And, you know, she's just, she's got a good knack for 
that. And they would actually go have coffee together. And they formed a more personal 

friendship. And he credited her a lot with his success. So he eventually got sentenced. I 
don't recall if he went to prison, or because of his success in pretrial services, if he got a 
probationary sentence—I think he did. But then he went into the drug court. Eventually 
Judge Beckerman became a magistrate judge and eventually she helped take over the 
magistrate courts. So she had him in court through our drug court.  

So that would be a lovely story if it ended there, but it didn't. And DeQuandre 
eventually had trouble and failed, and I think we lost him. And I can't even tell you if he's 
still in custody or whether he's out again. He's not in our drug court. And if I remember 
correctly, he had a brother similarly situated, who came into our court, did well for a 
while, had trouble, failed. You know, he just lived, they both lived in the middle of the—
I call it the North Portland gang community. And they couldn't walk out of the house 
without finding somebody with drugs or a gun in their pocket—and they couldn't get in a 
car to go somewhere without somebody being armed, and they just had no way that they 
could easily escape it. And they didn't. And neither one of them, as far as I remember, 
made it through the program and graduated and are doing well now. I think they're both 
still struggling in one form or fashion. And I don't know if either or both are in custody or 
they're back on supervision, but neither one is in the drug court right now. But a great 
story.  
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GW:  Yeah, I thought so. I thought it was really interesting when I found it. Are there 
any success stories that come to mind when you think about people who you've worked 
with in this program?  
 
PP:  We have people who, you almost think that they don't even need the program, 
they do so well. Just people that come in—my impression (this is probably biased) but 
my impression is the older crowd do better. They're so damn tired of being in jail and 
being away from family that they're really willing to give up the life in the fast lane. Too 
often, I think the younger ones, they have every intent of wanting to get back with their 
family, but they just can't stay away from the life and you know getting high or running 

into their own crowd. But, yeah, we have people who amazingly succeed our program, 
who come back and come to watch our program, who mentor people in our program 
after they're done. And we have a pretty good graduation rate, but not everybody who 
graduates stays as connected to the program.  

But invariably, invariably we'll get stories from probation about, with pictures of 
somebody with their new spouse or their children, a new child, or their new life. And I 
just have all kinds of episodes of—now I'm trying to think where it was. I can't remember 
if it was the Bijou or the Cadillac—anyway, it's been a while now; I don't think it was 
either one of those. I went to a breakfast restaurant with a friend of mine and out from 
behind, a woman comes and kind of jumps in my arms to give me a hug. And she was 
one of my graduates, and she got a good job, working and was so happy. Or I'll see 
somebody on the street and they'll go, "Judge Papak, is that you? Hey, it's me. I'm doing 
great. Look at this. Let me show you some pictures." And so I see people everywhere. 
Sometimes bad—sometimes I read about them. You know, they're coming back to court 
on a new warrant. But I see them in the community frequently. And when I do, they 
always seem happy and happy to see me and thankful for the program, and it didn't 
always maybe take the first time, but, you know, they know—I think they all accept how 
hard we're working for them, you know.  

That's our only goal. They have a prosecutor on their side; they have a defense 
lawyer. Everybody is pulling in the same direction. You know, it's not like the usual 
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criminal justice system, where the prosecutor is dealing with the victims of the crime and 
asking for more punishment. Everybody in our program wants people to succeed. You 
know, our best feeling is when they graduate and we've got one less person in the 
criminal justice system. By the way, a part of their the carrot, I guess, that gets them 
into the program and through the program is, when they graduate, if they still have time 
on paper, supervision time, at least one year of it is stricken. So they get a year off 
supervision, which for many of them, given how long it takes to get through the program, 
on the day they graduate, they are totally done with the criminal justice system. That's 
huge. That's just huge. So that's part of the program. And it works as a good incentive 
to get people in who are not sure if they want to come. And then when they come, they 

discover getting the year off isn't as important as getting sober, and they start working 
hard and we get good results that way.  
 
GW:  Yeah, and it sounds to me, as you're talking about it, I just keep thinking it sounds 
like it almost fosters a sense of community.  
 
PP:  Yeah. I think we're all, you know, it's—it's an interesting community because, I 
always have the impression the people, the participants, know a lot more what's going 
on than we do. You know, they know who is lying and who is pulling the wool over our 
eyes and using—you know, submitting fake urine, somebody else's urine, all that. They 
know. And they don't tell us because they don't snitch on anybody. But there is a 
community. You know, we do get together. We do laugh and joke and hug and party and 
have graduation ceremonies and you reach out to them. I mean, I've got a woman who 
was on my C.A.P.S. program forever and then just couldn't do it and went back to jail 
and came out and came in a drug court and is having trouble here. And we just got her 
into another treatment facility, probably her third treatment facility. And ordinarily she'd 
be on the program on the next Thursday we have one, but I wanted to talk to her before 
then. So on Monday, I'm going to have a special meeting with her by Zoom with all of 

us, just to let her know we are here. And, you know, we're on her side. Nobody's vilifying 
her for using. That's what happened. Now we move on, and what can we do to get you 
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on track? And, you know, that's how we do it. Not always, not always successfully, for 
sure—but we try.  
 
GW:  Yeah, I mean, it's a support system, also, is what I'm getting out of this, which a 
lot of people— 
 
PP:  It is. Yeah, and we always tell them, or I always tell everybody I talk to, "What 
can we do for you? What do you think we can do for you? Is there something you need?" 

Because sometimes they don't tell us, "Yeah. I need, I'm having trouble with my 
transportation. Can I get a bus ticket"—or whatever it might be. And we try to help and 

see if we can help them with finances or get them into marriage counseling or anger 
management or whatever it might be—domestic abuse treatment or whatever it could be 
that they're struggling with and see if we can help.  

 
GW:  So what do you think about alternative programs, sort of alternative programs 
like reentry court becoming more prevalent in the future? For example, there's talk of 
shifting towards models of restorative justice. Yeah, I'd just like to hear your thoughts on 
that.  
 
PP:  Well, it may be a kind of a knee-jerk liberal response. I don't know—at least 
historically it might have been that. You know, to any regard, am I not concerned about 
victims of crime. This is a weird time in our world and a weird time in Portland. It seems 
like there are shootings every day and gun violence and craziness. And, you know, 
somebody—a young girl from Grant, recently graduated, was shot down and killed in 
downtown Portland, kind of a random shooting and horrible stuff. And I would never, you 
know, in any way, not think about the victims and their families and how important it is 
to all of us.  

But, I would say we are not doing a heck of a lot of good, in my view, warehousing 

people for long periods of time in prison with mandatory sentences and mandatory 
minimums and then bringing them out with really no treatment options or support, only 
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to find out they can't work, their best chance of making a livelihood is to go back in the 
drug trade, and having them have an endless, revolving door in and out of prison. So, 
you know, I'm not sure every program works. I'm not sure if sometimes people in 
programs don't take advantage of that we are more lenient and sort of a restorative-
justice environment than other people might be in terms of what they can get away with. 
We are always very, very cognizant and concerned that our reentry court doesn't become 
a  "use" court, where people don't think, you know, oh, they'll give me another chance. 
All I've got to do is say I'm sorry and I can keep using. So there are fine lines there.  

But, you know, I became involved in the criminal justice system back now—a long 
time ago, 20, 21 years ago I have been, after I left law school, becoming a federal 

defender—and from the very beginning, I'd always say, you know, our biggest problem 
is going to be what we're going to do with all the people who come out of prison and go 
on supervision, because they're going to fail. And they're going to go back to prison. And 
then we're going to have new people and old people. And it is just going to grow and 
multiply and grow and multiply, which it has. You know, we just have to find a way, of 
course, earlier, to have people out of poverty and get an education and have jobs so that 
they don't get in the criminal justice system in the first place. That's most important. And 
I don't deal with that in __. But for the people who are in the program or in the system, 
finding ways to help them get a life, at least live some part of their life outside of the 
criminal justice system. And I think all these new programmatic ideas are great.  

And we used to have them, or more of them. And then for reasons I don't fully 
remember, we went through a period of crime control, and let's get tougher, and tougher, 
and tougher, and tougher and passed one piece of legislation after another, until 
somebody with an ounce of marijuana was going to prison for five years, mandatory. And 
then a few years later, we are making marijuana legal. It doesn't make a lot of sense to 
me.  

So, trying to find that balance, you know. Dangerous people have to be put 
someplace or dealt with in a way that they don't pose dangers. And that's hard. You 

know, we have people on the street who are dangerous, who don't have a criminal record. 
You know, some woman yesterday chased a visitor in Portland down the street, knocked 
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her to the street, kicked her and stabbed her—for no reason. Holy cow. You know, and 
the woman had a history of assaults, not big felony assaults, but we've got to find ways 
to deal with that—find more mental health programing, because most of these people 
are really having mental health issues that I think form the basis for their difficulties.  

But, you know, it's expensive. Our economy isn't that strong. People who don't 
have jobs or are struggling to support their families aren't necessarily in favor of throwing 
money at prisoners or released prisoners. You know, they—our income inequality in our 
country is so great that so many people can't support themselves in terms of housing and 
rentals, even though they're working one or two or three jobs. Hard to ignore the people 
that are doing the right stuff. Try and get them help, too. So, I don't have all those 

answers. But I think, at least from my position in the criminal justice system, providing 
some restorative justice, providing programing, trying to find ways to help people and 
get them in and out of the criminal justice system and into society, doing meaningful 
work with their families is a good goal. And that's what we're trying to do.  
 
GW:  One more follow-up question on the on the drug reentry court that I have is, 
earlier—and I found this in my research, too—I found that people did come from all over 
the country to basically observe the way that we do our drug reentry court here. And I'm 
wondering what differentiates the drug court here from other places around the country, 
if you even can speak to that?  
 
PP:  Well, I think many are going towards the same models, because we now have 
national programs with what's considered to be best practices. So we're learning more. 
But, you know, a lot of the court system here or around the country began in state court 
and moved into federal court. And state court had different practices. Maybe they had 
bigger numbers and they were more punitive in some ways or, [audio glitches] you know, 
they try to be a too parental and controlling and then as soon as a person failed—to jail. 
And so I think we're learning, and fortunately, reentry courts have garnered a lot of 

support from Washington. So there's a lot of money, or at least there was money, 
supporting training. And our programs, I think, all across the country benefited from that. 
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I think we happened to—in my view, I think we had good instincts from the very 
beginning about how to set up the court and what we should do, and so we were pretty 
quickly, as the research came out, already doing what was best practices, because it 
made sense to us from the beginning. But there were smaller things in that that we 
weren't. And so we would adjust to try those things out. You know, other places, maybe 
had different instincts or had different judges. And weren't as successful in their in their 
modeling.  

For example, there are courts in the country that take the lowest level offenders 
into reentry court and people with the least likelihood of failure. And at least from what 
we're doing and what we're told best practices suggest, leave them alone. You know, 

they're likely to do okay by themselves. We don't need to bring them in with a bunch of 
other criminals to work together and get each other going in the wrong direction. And so 
one of the things that we did different for many reentry courts in the very beginning is 
really focus on the high-needs, high-risk people. And that's hard because, of course, 
everybody wants to be successful. But I could take 20 people on probation, all of whom 
are just doing great, bring them into reentry court, meet with them once a week for a 
year, and they'd all graduate and then pound myself on the chest and say what a great 
job I did. But I'm not sure it wouldn't have happened anyway. You know, taking 20 people 
who are high needs, high risk and watching, you know, five of them bail out, and five of 
them last in our program for three years, not one, and only seven or eight graduate within 
the first 18 months is really hard. It's really hard to see people fail. But I really think those 
are the people that need us more than the ones who can get out and get on with their 
lives and maybe they'll use marijuana, drink a little beer, but they're not really a high-risk 
people. And so that makes a huge difference in the drug court milieu, and I think we 
were quick to focus on that high risk, high need and others have copied it. And of course, 
it's now, I think, deemed best practices.  

 
GW:  That makes a lot of sense.  

 



Papak  SR # RL2022-068 
 

187 
 

PP:  Yeah, it does. I mean, it's hard, but it makes a lot of sense. But it's frustrating 
because you put a lot of work in to see people suddenly cut their ankle bracelets and 
take off and you think, oh, my gosh—oh my gosh, we got so far and here we go again. 
But you have to accept that at the outset that you're going to have relapse and you're 
going to have failure.  
 
GW:  Yeah, so you started doing the drug court reentry program when you were still a 
practicing magistrate—before you retired?  
 
PP:  Oh, yeah. No, I started—I did it very early. And when we formed it, I did it, like I 

said, as a helper, and then __ __ [along ?] while I was, when Judge Hernández came on, 
I've got to think that's (again, Covid time) six or seven years ago, I was still working full 
time, so I never worked with, I don't think I ever worked with Judge Hernández while I 
was retired. He went senior, or took the chief judge after I retired. And so it's only been, 
you know, this last couple of years that I've been on recall status and retired. And for 
most of that, you going into work for reentry court and doing it live in my chambers and 
in my courtroom—until Covid. And now we're doing it remotely, with the plan we're going 
back in September, except all the new information suggests maybe we're off and running 
again.  

Maybe it's the vaccinated people who are the risk [laughs]—who knows. Crazy 
times.  
 
GW:  Really. I know. So, I know you've held the position as magistrate judge for 13 
years before you retired. Do I have that right?  
 
PP: Correct.  
 
PP: Okay, and you retired in September of 2018. So can you tell us about your decision 

to retire or go into recall status? What led to that?  
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PP:  It was a fairly, I don't know, I wouldn't say easy decision. You know, I've worked 
my whole life, I've been a practicing lawyer in one form or fashion since 1975. So we're 
going 45, 46 years of almost every day, getting up and going to work. The magistrate 
judge's retirement system is set up to give you your sort of maximum retirement reward 
if you work 14 years before you retire. So, I have to say that was a factor, because, you 
know, why not get the most out of my retirement that I could. But there's also an age 
factor to be able to maintain some other benefits of being a retired judge: insurance. So 
some people who get appointed very early as a magistrate have to work longer to keep 
up their insurance, even though they could get the full retirement benefits. I was planning 
on retiring in 14 years, so September of 2019, just because I got the job later than most 

magistrates and frankly, I was older, and I was getting close, and my wife was home. I 
had my son growing up as I was working and seeing him, but not as much as I wanted 
to.  

And I remember just coming home one day and telling Krista, you know, I'm 
thinking about going a year earlier. And she was thrilled—just totally thrilled. And so we 
immediately planned it, and a couple of days later, I sent an email out to my judges 
saying I'm thinking about retiring, taking senior status, next September, and that was it. 
And then they picked a new judge to replace me. And while they did, I continued my 
work, shared my work and stayed connected to the court, but never, never for a minute 
regretted it. I mean, it's—time goes quickly and retirement has gone quickly, much more 
quickly than I expected. And gosh, I wouldn't have wanted to work like some do right 
until they're too infirm to enjoy their lives as retired judges. But some people I mean, 
working is their main part of their life, maybe, depending on what they have in their home 
situation. But I had a healthy, happy family. My wife is healthy and happy, has plenty of 
plans to do stuff together. We spend a tremendous amount of our time together, and I 
spend a huge amount of time with Charlie and get to do all sorts of stuff with him that I 
wouldn't be able to do as much if I were working. So it's been nothing but a blessing.  

And I still have my contact with the court. You know, I still go back probably once 

a week I go in—or at least three times a month, sometimes four. And Charlie and I've 
been going lately because there's a gym connected, and we go work out together there. 
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And it's just been a—you know, the courthouse is a special place for me. When Charlie 
was baby, I'd get up on a weekend and let Krista have some time to herself and take 
Charlie into work. And, you know, we would play in my office or I'd put a video, a Little 
Bear video on, and he'd watch while I was doing work and get caught up on my work. 
And then we'd go down to the gym together and come home for lunch. And I just have 
some great memories there. And it's a great building and facility. And, you know, I had 
good colleagues. I took the judgeship at the right time in my life. I enjoyed the work that 
I wasn't as interested in doing when I was younger, and it all worked out pretty 
splendidly, so.  
 

GW:  Yeah, well, and you also have been doing some mediation while in senior status, 
do I have that right?  
 
PP:  I do. I haven't done as much recently, but for a while, maybe the first couple 
years, I at least kept one mediation case at a time. So I would, the way our system works, 
the judges will send out an email that some parties looking for mediation—is anybody 
interested in handling it. And I would take one. And I was more interested in doing that 
pre-Covid when I could meet with people in person. I think mediation is more effective 
in person. And since Covid and shutdowns, people are still doing it by Zoom, but I don't 
care for that. So I haven't done any mediation in a while. And frankly, the less I do, the 
more I'm enjoying retirement. So I'm not sure I'll get back to it. Drug court is plenty right 
now. So I do that, and I'm happy to have Judge Beckerman to work with and to cover 
for each other. And I'm spending about as much time in work as I want to.  
 
GW:  Yeah, the whole Covid situation has really thrown things into perspective and 
changed a lot of things.  
 
PP:  Oh, yeah. And so much disarray—the whole notion of, you have to come in and 

wear masks, and can we do our program live or not. And it's just, it's a very different 
world right now. And I think in large part, for me, being home and not working takes me 
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away from that. I don't wear a mask at home, I'll tell you for sure. And we don't, when 
we walk, we never mask. I think we are safe from the distance. We don't do a lot of 
socializing, but we get out a lot. And the world seems more normal than it does when 
you're in these situations where everything is so tense about how, where you have to 
stand and what you have to wear—and so works out fine.  
 
GW:  What do you think about kind of the future of courts in the age of Covid—like with 
how trials are going to work, or jury trials, or anything?  
 
PP:  Well, I think everybody hopes we're going to get back to whatever normal was 

before, and we'll have live juries. And the thought was we were going back to live court 
even as we speak and live reentry court in September—whether that's going to change, 
I just saw some emails from the U.S. court system suggesting maybe mask mandates 
and vaccine mandates will change that around. But I'm thinking everybody's hoping 
eventually we'll get back to our old normal and maybe put systems in place for if and 
when the next time something like this happens. 

Because I don't think anybody was really prepared. And it's been confusing. I don't 
know—some people are more tolerant, maybe, than I am, but I think the C.D.C. has been 
all over the place with their—you know, one minute wear a mask, one minute don't. Mix, 
you know, the vaccinated people are the only safe ones in the world. Oops. They're the 
ones that can get it just as bad and transmit it, even though we've been telling them to 
go out and hug and act like everything's fine. It just seems to me like, yikes. I mean, I 
think they're trying to give advice. Maybe they don't know. But they sure have been 
confusing, at least what I read. So I think that is hard too. But I think, hopefully things 
will revert to some normality in the near future and that we'll see the pandemic recede. 
And my expectation is it'll transmogrify into an endemic, and it'll just be like flu. We will 
have a Covid season, you know—but not pandemically, just endemically. And we'll have 
some cases every year. That's my best guess. But I don't know anything.  

 
GW:  Right. Me neither. Best guesses are about all we've got right now.  
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PP:  It seems like that's what's happening from everywhere. Best guesses, right.  
 
GW:  So I also wanted to talk about your portrait unveiling ceremony. I'd love to hear 
what that—I was actually there. I remember you speaking. It was beautiful. But I'd like 
to hear from your perspective what that experience was like for you—hearing it was going 
to be a thing, first of all, that you were going to have your portrait done, having it created, 
like did you have to sit for it? And then the unveiling. 
 
PP:  Well, it was very nice. And it was U.S, District Court Historical Society that made 

it all happen. So historically, and I don't know where this began, but I think almost 
throughout the federal court system, district judges and appellate court judges who retire 
have oil paintings done of them. They sit for an oil painting. And then it's common for 
those oil paintings to be hung in their courtroom. We've always been an incredibly 
egalitarian court in Oregon, so much so that when I used to go to meetings of judges 
and we'd talk about how our system worked, I'd raise my hand and I’d start talking and 
somebody would yell out, "You're from Oregon—sit down. We know you're different!" 
Because we did it—we had such a better system. I mean, there are places where, I can 
name one where the judges built a new courtroom and built a lunchroom for the judges 
to eat, but excluded the magistrate judges. They couldn't eat with them, like pariahs or 
something.  

Anyway—so as part of this, the nice relationship we have, the money came forth 
for also doing portraits of magistrate judges. And they weren't oil paintings like the district 
court judges. They were photographs that were then painted over in oil. So they were a 
little, you know, a little less fancy. Actually, I joked, I think I joked at the meeting, we 
got the great benefit, because we did all of ours—I mean, I did mine, I think in 2005 
maybe 2006, whereas the district court judges do theirs on retirement. So, you know, 
they're 85 when they're getting their portrait; I was 50 when I had mine done, even 

though I'm retiring much later, you know. And so I look like, "Who is that guy? He doesn't 
look like a judge." It's great.  
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So at the time, all of us who were magistrate judges then, or had been and had 
left, had the opportunity to sit for a photograph and have these paintings done—take our 
photograph and have them done. And it was very nice, very simple, very sweet. And then 
some time later, you know, they actually delivered the paintings to our courthouse and 
they went different places for a while. But eventually I just grabbed mine and put it in 
storage closet out the courtroom. And it sat there for years and years. And every once in 
a while, if somebody came, or my mom and dad would come, I'd pull it out and show 
them this portrait, that was eventually going to be, at least the theory was, hung. And so 
then finally, years and years, years later, I decided to retire and amongst the many post 
retirement activities, including my oral history, was the portrait unveiling. And I declined 

to have a gathering. And I'm kind of shy about that sort of stuff. And I don't, you know, 
I said, we could have a couple of judges come in, we'll have a coffee together and we'll 
unveil it and put it out and be done with it. But they kept pushing a little bit, in a nice 
way, and as it turned out, Judge [Anna] Brown was going to do it at the same time. So 
they said, "Well, you just join with Judge Brown." 

And Judge Brown said, "Yeah, we'll just make it a very small affair, and it'll be 
very—yeah."  

And of course, Judge Brown—that was not a small affair. That was not at all what 
I had mind. It was sweet, but it's not what I would have chosen, with all the people in 
the courtroom and out in the hallway and stuff. So, but it went very nice. And I was 
happy that Judge Mosman was the M.C., because he and I are good friends. And, you 
know, we dug at each other a little bit. And I thought that was pretty funny. And I was 
very happy to get him back with my shaving response. I don't know if you remember, 
but he had made some critical comments, funny comments. And I said, "Well, I would 
promise you at least that when you retire, if you asked me to speak, I'll shave." [Laughs] 
Because he had like a three day beard on him and—perfect timing. And it was a very nice 
ceremony. You know, it was touching.  

And there was a third person. Was it Jan Dilks?  

 
GW:  It was! Jan Dilg. 
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PP:  Yeah, Jan had her portrait, too, so it wasn't just about judges, it was about 
everybody. And they were very nice portraits. And, you know, it hangs in my courtroom. 
I can't believe that, when I go to the tenth floor and walk in the courtroom, there's this 
guy—(I don't even know who it is) a one-hundred-year-old guy on one side and me over 
here. And it's you know, I never thought there would come a day that I would have my 
picture on the wall of the federal courthouse. But there it is.  

So it was nice. We had a nice, nice gathering, and Charlie got to come and, you 
know, my family was there, and it was just—I didn't invite my sisters and stuff. I thought 
they might come, and it was too much expense, and they might feel like they had to 

come. Because they had all come to my investiture. It was very sweet. My mom and my 
sisters all came to my investiture, and it was really a nice ceremony. But they didn't need 
to come for this. But I told them about it. And there's a, I think there's a video somewhere. 
You know, if they wanted to watch it, it's out there. So it was nice, enjoyable. I was very 
happy the way it went. I was glad I got to talk first, because I think I probably 
inadvertently took most of Judge Brown's talking points [laughs], as opposed to being 
second and having nothing to say. But it went fine, and I really liked it. And I was thankful, 
again, of the incredible amount of support we get as judges. All of these people are at 
work and then they all come up to hear me talk. And, you know, after 14 years and 
having to deal with me, it was just quite touching. And it's nice to have that photograph 
up there somewhere in the courthouse.  

 
GW:  Yeah, it was a really great event. 
 
PP:  Yeah it was a nice event.  
 
GW:  So you mentioned, out of the many post-retirement—that was one of the many 
post-retirement activities. Were there other—like, did you actually have a retirement 

celebration or anything like that?  
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PP:  No, I declined a retirement celebration. We, you know, I would do individual 
celebrations with people for lunch. I had a very nice celebration with all of my clerks over 
the years. Not everyone, but almost all of them went to lunch with me one day, and I 
hadn't seen many of them in a long time. And my permanent clerk, chief clerk, who had 
been my clerk for 11, 12 years, helped organize it. And he had a great idea that I didn't 
know it was going to happen. But historically, for Christmas presents and things, I would 
give my clerks books or gift certificates to Broadway Books or some small independent 
bookstore for them to use. And oftentimes as years went by, they would give me books. 
And books were our common form of—you know, "This is a novel I read. You ought to 
read it"—kind of thing. Well, he told all the clerks to bring a book to begin the Judge 

Papak Memorial Library. So all of them brought one to (I think a couple of them even) 
three books. Many of whom wrote things on the inside covers or why the book was 
meaningful or what about it was significant. And I think I just finished the last one of 
them a while ago—one that I had read previously, but read it all over again. And it was 
such a sweet idea to see everybody and to make it around books (which I really love 
books and bookstores) and to have lunch, and it wasn't too big a deal. You know, we just 
walked over to Mother's, had lunch, and walked back. And so that was one of the other 
kind of things, celebrations that took place.  
 
GW:  That sounds really special.  
 
PP: Yeah, it was.  
 
GW: So I, I talked to Dennis Balske, one of your really best friends, I think, and he 
mentioned that—this is kind of a throwback, but he mentioned that the Federal Public 
Defender's Office was a really hardworking office, but that you all made time every day 
to go get coffee together. And it made me think about the small things that we do in 
order to sustain ourselves so that we can meet and even exceed the demands of our 

work. And I wondered if you might talk a bit about some of these smaller acts that you 
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feel have been important in your life to sort of feed your soul and help sustain your 
energy.  
 
PP:  Yeah, there is a lot of them. I mean, you go on through a lot of them. But Denny 
has been my best friend in Portland since I got here. I came to the Federal Defender's 
Office in 1998—right at the end of the year, really started up in 1999. And Denny had 
just very recently lost his wife. He had gone to work and she was getting ready for work 
I think, and she fell on the floor and died. And he was just, he was just—he was just a 
wreck, you know, just really suffering with it. And I just walked in at the, probably the 
opportune time to talk to him about what was going on with him. And we started going 

out to coffee. And so for the next oh, so many years until we both retired, we would meet 
for coffee, often daily, but regularly. Even when he left the Federal Public Defender's 
Office and then I left to become a judge, we would continue to meet for coffee and just 
chat—20 minutes, half hour.  

We also for many years at lunch time would go over, sometimes together, 
sometimes just meet there, to the federal court gym, which is one of the places that I've 
always thought really fed everybody's soul, because it was open to everybody. It wasn't 
just—it was a marshal's gym, but they opened it to everybody. I'd go there and work out 
with marshals and prosecutors and defense lawyers. And I had good friends in every 
area—that I would play golf with a prosecutor, or tennis with a defense lawyer and stuff 
like that. It worked out well. And the gym gave me an opportunity to meet people that 
wasn't a formal courtroom setting where we are kind of fighting over issues.  

And then there are a lot of things beyond that. I mean, Denny and I—and I can't 
remember how early this was, but I think fairly early on in our career together at the 
Federal Defenders Office—formed the men's group, and we would meet monthly for 
dinner and talking, check ins. They helped get me through the loss of my daughter. They 
were all there for me then, and we helped others among our group end marriages and 
get new marriages and all sorts of things. But they were all, almost all, lawyers or part 

of the system.  
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And then I had individual relationships. Like I said, Mike Mosman and I got an idea 
for a while to work out together, and we would go run, mostly. I had a group of guys, 
mostly from the prosecutor and the Marshals Office, that would do these videotape 
exercises in the gym and I'd get down and meet with them and we would really work 
hard together. And there were sometimes a defense lawyer, but I was on the defense 
side here I was working out with prosecutors and marshals. You know, and then we had 
some, not a lot but some, nice social gathering amongst my colleagues. One of the things 
I really liked about our court was how informal and unstuffy they were. Not long after I 
became a magistrate we had a dinner at Judge Bob Jones's house in Lake Oswego, and 
it was a—you know, it's funny, I can't think of the name. All I can think of is the Indiana 

term. One of my friend lawyers was a, came from Indiana. I always teased her. She called 
it a "pitch in," when you all bring food. What's our term?  
 
GW: Potluck.  
 
PP: Potluck! [Both laugh] All I could think of was, was a pitch in. So we had a potluck 
at Judge Jones's house. And, you know, you just think about it—all these formal judges 
and stuff are there in their shorts and their Hawaiian shirts, and instead of having 
somebody cater it for us and stuff we have, we all bring the food and break bread 
together. It was fun. It was so informal. It made things very nice to work with them. 
Although it was funny, I do remember, as we pull up to Judge Jones's house, there were, 
like, people walking through his garden and through his bushes and stuff, and I thought, 
what the hell? What is going on here? And it turned out, with all of the judges there, they 
had to have like five or six marshals because the bigger the group of judges, the more 
marshals have to be there for protection, because, you know, one event could take out 
the entire bench for Oregon. So they were—they had drug dogs and stuff, or explosive 
dogs. And I was like, holy cow. Nobody ever protected my life like that when I was a 
defense lawyer.  

 But it was nice. It was the kind of thing we—you know, maybe once a year we 
had a potluck like that for a new, somebody new who joined the court. Later in the career 
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Judge Brown started a Christmas singing party where we all came to her house, again a 
potluck, where we would sing Christmas tunes, and we had musicians from the 
courthouse play Christmas tunes while we sang. So there was just a lot of that kind of 
easy camaraderie and equality that made it a real easy place to work for me, and an 
enjoyable place to work—although pretty private, pretty quiet, but very nice.  

 
GW:  Oh, that sounds great. I really loved that story you told about the marshals.  
 
PP:  Yeah, it was it was pretty funny. I'll tell you.  
 

GW:  So we've actually reached our, basically our last question. And that is, we bring 
our whole selves with us into our work. So what are some of the life skills, personal 
qualities and ethics that you possess that you feel has informed your work as a judge, a 
magistrate judge?  
 
PP:  Well, you know, I think the things that I remember at my investiture, dedicating 
my career as a judge to my daughter, thinking that she helped me to get the job and I 
wanted to be a good magistrate, make her proud of me. And I thought the things that I 
brought to the job that were important, was, first of all, an open mind. You know, I don't 
think I ever went into a setting deciding without hearing both sides first, what the answer 
should be. You know, often I had cases where if I had my choice, I would go one way or 
another, maybe different from the way the law made me go, but I tried to be open 
minded and that was—I'm not going to say that was easy for me. But in a way, it was, 
because I had always thought of myself as not being strongly opinionated. I was like my 
mom, I could go either way.  

You know, it would be tough for me to be a juror. [Assuming the voice of jurors] 
"Yeah, but there's somebody who said that he didn't do it."  

"Yeah, but there's evidence that he did do it." 
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 I just want to be fair. And so I'm going to look at both sides, and that's hard. 
Some people are much better at saying, "Nope, I've heard it—guilty. I'm done." I couldn't 
do that.  

So I brought that in naturally. And I think that, for me, made me a better judge. 
And then I—you know, I wanted to be fair to people. I knew that if you're coming to my 
court, more often than not, you'd rather not be here. If it's criminal, particularly, you 
don't want to be here. But even if it's civil, somebody is going to lose, probably, a lot of 
money. And so it's a high-risk game. So I want to be fair. I always wanted to be 
personable to the lawyers. I never wanted them to think I was somehow, even though I 
was sitting up there with a black robe on, that I was unreachable, that we couldn't talk. 

I wanted them to feel comfortable with me. And if they saw me on the street, say hi and 
talk. And I wanted to do my work promptly and to the best of my ability. And for me, 
that meant, you know, I would take my opinions that I had to write, I would think about 
them, I would read the briefing and my clerks proposed opinions, and I would think and 
think, and I would run and think, and I would play tennis and I would think—until I came 
up with the answer that I can go with. And I never rushed to get there. I just had to keep 
thinking until thought, this is the way I can live with it. And then I was okay. And rarely, 
once I got there, did I change my mind. You know, I'm done. I know I can talk myself 
out of it, if I really work hard. But this is, this is the best I can come up with. And if I'm 
wrong, that's what the appellate court system is for. They'll tell me I'm wrong. And that's 
how I handled my chambers. And I you know, I, in retrospect, I don't feel bad about any 
decisions that I made or any opinions that I rendered or any decisions that came out of 
my court. I mean, people have disagreed with me—thought I was wrong, thought I was 
stupid, you know. But I always tried my best, and I always—I tried to listen to what they 
had to say, because sometimes the truth was hidden, like a little kernel, somewhere in 
where they were coming from. And I tried to find it if it was there.  

And I always instructed my clerks, I think I told you this in one of my last sessions, 
"Your job isn't to decide whose brief is right, the plaintiff or the defendant, because 

they're going to take different sides. Your job is to help me find out what the right answer 
is. And sometimes the answer is going to be different from what both of them say, and 
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we're going to have to write them and say, 'Look, I want you to address this question, 
because nobody has, and I think this is what handles the case. And so, please be prepared 
to talk, in our oral argument, on this question,' and then have them talk about it. That's 
your job as a clerk, is to make sure I don't miss the right answer, no matter what they 
say."  

So that's how my 13 years went, I think.  
 

GW:  That's great. Thank you, Paul.  
 
PP:  Oh, thank you, Greta. It's so much fun to have all these sessions together. Gosh, 

I feel like you know more about me than anybody. My wife's going to read this and say, 
"I didn't know that." 
  
GW:  I don't know. I talked to your wife. She knows a lot about you.  
 
PP:  She knows a lot. But I just told her, I can't remember what it was—just recently 
I either told Charlie or her a story from my past. She said, "I've never heard that before." 
And I was surprised.  

You know, I guess there are things back there that—I mean, I don't think I'm 
hiding anything—but you know, you forget about, and something from high school or 
grade school comes back to remind you. "Oh, yeah! When I was in college I did this—
and oh my goodness!" And so, there are things—but I don't think I shared any of them 
with you that she doesn't know [laughs]. 

 
GW:  Well, stuff bubbles up, for sure, in this process. 

So before we close, I just want to give you some space to talk about anything that 
you'd like to say before we close the interview.  

 

PP:  You know, I don't know that there's anything particular I want to say. You know, 
I think I said it at my investiture and again at the, at the picture and unrobing. You know, 
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I'm really thankful that I had this opportunity. I wasn't expecting to be a judge. For a 
long time I didn't think I wanted to be. And when I decided to apply, I wasn't sure I 
should or that I had much chance of getting it. And so I'm very thankful that they selected 
me and decided I would be appropriate judge—and I hope I lived up to the judges' 
expectations—but as it turned out, it couldn't have been a better job at a better time. I 
was so ready for the work I did and so enjoying of the work and the work situation, it—
I kind of wish I could have gotten it earlier, but it worked out just fine in my life. And it 
was a perfect—I couldn't think of a better way to end my legal career, than the way I'm 
ending it right now. And how many people can say that? I love my job; I like going in. I 
still like being on senior status or recall status. I could leave if I want to. You know, people 

still call me, Your Honor when they see me. [Laughs] It's a pretty darn-good life! 
 
GW:  Well, thank you so much, Paul.  
 
PP:  Thank you, Greta. It's been a joy. And let's stay in touch, and let me know when 
you think you're ready to send this out. I'm looking forward to reading it and seeing how 
silly I sound. But it was a pleasure getting to talk to you. And you did a good job getting 
me to answer the right questions and keeping me on track.  
 
GW:  Well, thanks, Paul. It was a pleasure to interview you.  
 
PP:  It was a pleasure to be interviewed.  
 
 

[End of Interview 7, 77:11] 
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