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INTRODUCTION 

The governance “white paper” from the Chancellor and his senior academic staff proposes 
establishing campus-level boards for each of the UC campuses and devolving additional 
powers to the campus administrations.  This further decentralization of authority would 
weaken the roles of the systemwide Board of Regents and the Office of the President.  This 
is a “big think” proposal that looks to the future and attempts to reconcile university and 
campus governance with the funding realities.  The two main aspects of the change in 
funding over the past decade have been the major decline in state support of the UC system 
and the increased reliance on tuition revenues, leading to a massive increase in the tuition 
and fees paid by both undergraduates and graduate students.   

It is important to realize that there have been significant changes in the budget over that 
same period that are not acknowledged in the white paper..  Both faculty and staff pay levels 
have fallen relative to comparison groups, and both faculty and staff are being asked to use 
part of that pay to support a retirement system that had seen 20 years of no funding by the 
state.  This decision to stop funding had the effect of diverting funds that should have been 
used to keep the retirement system whole to the state and the university for other purposes.  
The net result is that UC employees at all levels have also been affected by the withdrawal of 
state support. 

The basic premise of the governance white paper is that the new financial realities should be 
addressed by a change in university governance.  Give more power and autonomy to the 
campuses both to better reflect current (and future) realities and to improve the quality of 
the decision-making.  This is basically a theoretical re-conception of the university and its 
role in the state.  It is then followed by a policy analysis and a set of proposals to implement 
this world view.  In this relatively short note I shall not focus on the theoretical issues related 
to the optimal future for of the university or its governance and management.  Instead, I 
shall focus on the missing link—the lack of any evidence that the decision-making at the 
campus level is of sufficient quality so that when (if?) the campuses are given more 
autonomy, their operations—and therefore those of the entire UC system—will improve. 

In fact I shall argue the exact opposite: there is considerable evidence that the quality of local 
decision-making is not high enough to justify devolving any additional budget or financial 
powers to the campuses.  (I want to state up front that I am a Berkeley faculty member and 



that my primary examples come from the Berkeley campus.  But I believe I can also cite 
similar examples from the other UC campuses.) 

TWO CASE STUDIES 

Let’s start with intercollegiate athletics.  I shall ignore the recent controversy prompted by 
last week’s WSJ article on the funding for Memorial Stadium rebuild. Instead I want to focus 
on the longer-term lack of budgetary management and oversight.  The 2010 final report 
from the ACADEMIC SENATE TASK FORCE ON INTERCOLLEGIATE 
ATHLETICS stated “We judge the most serious problem to be the lack of control over 
expenses” (page 3).  They go on to calculate a cumulative 20-year budget imbalance of about 
$158 million (page 16). 

The issue here is not whether intercollegiate athletics should have been a net user of campus 
funds or a net contributor, but the lack of campus oversight that led to massive 
unacknowledged deficits and general mismanagement.  This still continues, with the Task 
Force stating that detailed information remains unavailable (page 14). 

My second example comes from a very different area—faculty salaries.  The governance 
white paper proposes that one area that should be delegated to the campus level is the 
“approval of cost-of-living adjustments for faculty and unrepresented staff” (page 5).  Just 
last month EVC Breslauer, one of the white paper’s co-authors, sent a letter to UCOP 
Provost Pitts stating that Berkeley does not want to use any increased funding for an overall 
faculty salary increase that closely parallels a cost-of-living increase.  The view expressed in a 
follow-up at a DIVCO meeting was that “if the system adopts such a salary proposal, we will 
ask to be exempted from it”.  My suspicion is that the average faculty member will be aghast 
at finding out about this position, and that it will be difficult to garner much support to 
move this authority to the campus level. 

Both of these examples point to the potential problems of making major financial decisions 
at the campus level. 

CONCLUDING COMMENTS 

I have nothing against the senior campus administration looking toward the future and 
trying to improve the governance and operation of UC and its campuses.  In fact, I am all 
for this.  That said, I am concerned that the approach of the white paper makes an error that 
every social scientist is taught to avoid (although we do still make it on a regular basis): do 
not jump from a theoretical analysis to policy prescriptions.  Instead, first test the theory 
empirically to see how well it describes reality. 

My second worry is that this effort is a distraction from dealing with long-standing short- 
and medium-run issues that require attention.  In addition to the two case studies described 
above, there is little doubt that the Berkeley senior administration has failed to effectively 
tackle questions about the size and scope of the academic enterprise.  They have refused to 
deal with substantive proposals from both L&S and the Professional Schools about needed 
structural reform.  Here, again, the issue is not whether any particular proposal is right or 



wrong, or even whether it represents the best solution available, but—instead—whether 
these important questions will be addressed in an open and timely manner. 

 

 


