
 
Guest 
"So who owns the university?"   
You may not like the answer, but it's simple: The Regents of the University of California. It's 
unambiguous in law.
Yesterday, 09:14:12
 
Guest 
"Despite massive fee increases, the resulting funds have not gone towards actual education"   
Unfortunately, you're wrong. The fee increases weren't nearly enough to compensate for the half-
billion-dollar cut the legislature imposed on UC. As much money as possible is being diverted from 
administrative programs to preserve instruction, but the budget shortfall is massive. 
Yesterday, 09:11:25
____  
 
amanda    
on the first point: the regents don't "own" the UCs, at least not in the conventional sense of that word. 
to the extent that they've been delegated managerial power over the administration of the university, 
their actions are variously constrained, by legal and extra-legal factors. ultimately, there is some degree 
of openness or uncertainty in terms of how much power they have and what actions they (feel they can) 
take: those of us protesting are working to produce another extra-legal constraint on their actions, 
among other things.   
  
on the second point: any evidence for the diversion of 'as much money as possible' from upper level 
administrative programs, salaries, pensions, etc.? ucb now has ten vice chancellors. in the 80s, we had 
four. Operational Excellence has infamously essentially excluded the upper-level administration from 
cutbacks. just saying "unfortunately, you're wrong" might feel good, but it's not an argument. it's just 
bullying. 
Yesterday, 10:43:50 
 
(Point I) 
 
Guest 
"the regents don't "own" the UCs, at least not in the conventional sense of that word"   
  
The Regents of the University of California shall be vested with the legal title and the management and 
disposition of the property of the university and of property held for its benefit and shall have the 
power to take and hold, either by purchase or by donation, or gift, testamentary or otherwise, or in any 
other manner, without restriction, all real and personal property for the benefit of the university or 
incidentally to its conduct.
Yesterday, 15:33:46 
 
amanda 
to my reading, this passage essentially supports my point above: the regents have been delegated 
managerial authority over UC property. the quoted passage indicates that they can obtain and 
incorporate new property for the UCs by any legal means. but with property that is owned in a 
conventional sense, the owner has the power to sell it. do the regents have this legal right? i wouldn't 
think so -- certainly not without restriction. this is because the UC is a public trust. one of the ways this 
is made manifest is in the state's restriction of funds that are disbursed to the UC Regents. this money is 



also property that constitutes the UCs, and it is not put wholly within the control of the Regents. part of 
why the regents have been working to privatize the university by raising student tuition is so that they 
can control a larger amount of unrestricted capital. 
Yesterday, 23:40:46 
 
Guest 
"disposition of the property"   
How can you teach a course in property if you don't understand that "disposition" means sale or 
disposal through other means? Did you suppose it referred to moods?   
You seem to have an excited but unfocused view of what's happening. The Regents have no intention 
of privatizing the university, and the money paid in student fees is not "unrestricted." If UC declared 
autonomy, the legislature would simply dissolve it and take back the land to sell. We exist because of a 
state charter, not a "public trust," whatever that is. 
Today, 08:22:06 
 
amanda    
i don't teach a course in property. i'm not the author of this piece, just another graduate student.   
  
"If UC declared autonomy, the legislature would simply dissolve it and take back the land to sell. We 
exist because of a state charter, not a "public trust," whatever that is." this demonstrates my point that 
the Regents are restricted by state regulations in their capacity to manage the UC, and thus don't "own" 
the UCs in a conventional sense. on the question of the relative unrestrictedness of student fees, see:   
  
http://www.reclamationsjournal.org/issue01_bob_meister_where_does_tuition_go.html   
  
also, i'm not excited about what's happening to the university. 
Today, 09:59:04 
 
Guest 
While the University exists under charter, the Regents own it. That's what "legal title" means. The state 
cannot "dispose" of UC property without dissolving the University. We're all restricted by State 
regulations, in a general sense, but the Regents are given specific ownership of "without restriction, all 
real and personal [UC] property." 
Today, 12:06:16 
 
 
Guest 
"the question of the relative unrestrictedness of student fees"   
This is another fruitless controversy. It's true that the Chancellor is not accountable to Bob Meister, but 
he is accountable to the president, to the Regents, and to the laws of California. UC's accounts are 
regularly audited. If tuition fees were being misused, the Chancellor would be in court now. How 
would it benefit the Chancellor to steal from the instructional programs? 
Today, 12:20:38 
 
amanda    
this is what a public trust looks like:   
  
SEC. 9. (a) The University of California shall constitute a public   
trust, to be administered by the existing corporation known as "The   



Regents of the University of California," with full powers of   
organization and government, subject only to such legislative control   
as may be necessary to insure the security of its funds and   
compliance with the terms of the endowments of the university 
Today, 10:23:24 
 
Guest    
I didn't ask what a public trust "looks like." We've all heard the phrase used endlessly. But does it have 
a definition, as do "charter" and "corporation"? 
Today, 12:08:10 
 
amanda    
the UC is defined explicitly as a public trust here in the CA Constitution (despite your having implied 
that I was making up a fancy fake phrase when i used it above). while i'm not a legal scholar, i'd 
imagine that, given that this phrase appears in the Constitution, it has been defined or interpreted in the 
context of legal contests over the years... the basic point remains though: the Regents are restricted by 
state regulations in ways that conventional owners of property are not.   
  
about restricted versus unrestricted capital: these terms appear precisely in the way i've used them in 
the budgetary documents to which you directed me. i'm not sure what you mean to say with your 
discussion of accountability above, but the point stands that some funds are relatively unrestricted 
relative to others, and that for this reason the Regents have an incentive to shift towards these funds. 
Today, 13:15:23 
 
Guest 
"some funds are relatively unrestricted relative to others"   
Unrestricted means that it can be used for anything. There's very little unrestricted funding in UC's 
budget. Tuition is intended to pay instructional costs, mainly faculty salaries. The Regents cannot use 
tuition for holidays in Brazil. 
Today, 16:40:55
 
amanda    
you might want to take this point up with those who write the budget reports that are posted online. 
they use the term "unrestricted" in an unqualified way. i agree that it's more accurate to talk about 
'relatively unrestricted' funds though. but the semantic wrangling here doesn't address the larger point 
of meister's piece, to which i linked, which is that the Regents have a structural incentive to shift 
towards student fees because they are less restricted in various ways than the funds that come from the 
state.
Today, 17:40:51 
 
 
(Point II) 
 
Guest 
"it's just bullying"   
I think your perspective is all wrong. Sniping at upper management may be satisfying, but it doesn't 
address the problem in any effective way. The amount budgeted for executives is a drop in the bucket 
compared to the half-billion-dollar shortfall we have to cope with. My comment was that all 
administrative units, at all levels, are being docked to preserve instructional programs. If you doubt it, 



walk into any office and ask them how much their budget was reduced, how many positions were 
eliminated. UC has starved its administrative units for a very long time. The backlog of "deferred" 
maintenance is literally billions of dollars. The people in support units are taking the bullet so you can 
continue to meet your classes. Agreed, it's not enough, but you're getting all we can give. 
Yesterday, 15:53:52 
 
amanda    
i want to be very clear here -- i'm talking about upper level management. questions about maintenance 
budgets and support staff aren't really germane in a conversation about upper level managers and their 
salaries/discretionary funds/pensions/etc. i'm talking about yudof and his immediate associates. or 
about those ten vice chancellors. who haven't faced cuts under OE.   
  
even if it's true that the money budgeted to upper level managers is relatively small in the grand scheme 
of the UC budget, there is good reason to ask why these managers aren't facing the cutbacks that 
department-level staff are facing, or that janitors are facing. are these managers serving the UCs or are 
the UCs serving them, in the current dispensation? this question is particularly salient right now, since 
multiple individual regents have allegedly directed UC investments in ways that benefited firms in 
which they had a stake.   
  
incidentally, this whole conversation would be a lot more informed if the UC budgets were released to 
the public. no one i know is willing simply to trust those in administrative roles who selectively share 
numbers with us in an attempt to indicate how 'shared' this pain supposedly is.   
  
finally, you claim that "you're getting all we can give". would you care to identify yourself? it'd be nice 
for all of us to know the identity of this mysterious 'guest' who always posts in the same way on threads 
about the UC student movement. 
Yesterday, 23:58:51 
 
 
Guest    
You're not being clear at all. The article said nothing about executive salaries, and it's just silly to 
debate your envy and spite. UC salaries are significantly below-market at all levels, and your personal 
dislikes have no effect on the job market.   
My comments were directed to Larisa Mann's statement that "Despite massive fee increases, the 
resulting funds have not gone towards actual education." That's an egregious falsehood. There has been 
a huge transfer of funds to instructional programs. A report going to the Regents this week says that at 
Berkeley:   
• Cuts to administrative programs since 2008-09 have totaled $45.7 million, or 56 percent of the 
administrative budget.   
• The campus is reducing the number of managers; when the initiative is completed, the number of 
managers will decrease from 1,450 to 1,210; 22 percent of those eliminated are or were being paid 
$100,000 a year or more. The unit restructuring effort will result in $20 million in savings by the end of 
the 2010-11 fiscal year.   
• Berkeley expects to eliminate 280 total staff positions, most by June 30, 2011, bringing the total fiscal 
crisis-related staff position elimination to nearly 500.   
  
I deeply resent the tone of your comment that "you claim that 'you're getting all we can give.'" If your 
ingratitude represents the views of the faculty (and I certainly hope not), I'm disgusted. 
Today, 08:55:22 



 
amanda  
none of this addresses my point. anyone paying attention knows what OE is set to do, and what it isn't 
(by design) set to do. you know, the most cynical moment in your response is when you say "the 
campus is reducing the number of managers". anyone who is familiar with department-level offices 
knows that 'managers' in such offices are not in the same category, not even close, as upper-level 
administrators.   
  
i realize that you didn't initially want to talk about the question of upper-level administration, but my 
reference to this issue was justified by the fact that you said "all administrative units" were being cut to 
the bone. i'm not questioning that many are, just pointing out an unevenness that should raise broader 
questions about fairness at the UCs. 
Today, 10:03:37 
 
Guest    
"i realize that you didn't initially want to talk about the question of upper-level administration"   
And I still don't. The topic you're opening is just frivolous controversy, not a serious attempt to solve 
the University's budget problems. Look at the actual problem and what's actually being done about it, 
then say what the "reform" of executive salaries would accomplish. (I should point out that the 
president and chancellors ARE addressing the actual problems.) 
Today, 11:42:20 
 
amanda    
the questions of upper level administrative expansion over the last 30 years, and of how this level of 
administration is faring in the current round of cuts are certainly germane to a larger conversation about 
the University's budget problems. that's all i've been trying to say in this exchange. i've never contested 
the idea that this sector is relatively minor, when considered in relation to the UC budget as a whole. 
but of course this is true: management compensation is never more than a relatively small percentage of 
a corporation or other entity's expenses: labor costs constitute most of the expenses. 
Today, 13:44:28 
 

 
amanda    
also, save your resentment for someone with actual power. (and i'm not a faculty member. no, i wish. i 
currently can't pay the bills with my GSI salary).   
  
(incidentally, the 'tone' of the sentence that you took such offense to was wholly neutral. i was just 
returning to something you had said, in order note that you had referred to the administration as "we". 
my question was whether you might want to identify yourself, not whether you personally have been 
feeling the cuts, which i'm perfectly open to believing, given the fact that i don't know who you are or 
what your position in the UC is. 
Today, 10:07:10 
 
 Guest 
"wholly neutral"   
I objected to your use of the word "claim," as if you had reason to assert the contrary. It's one thing to 
be ignorant of the damage inflicted on administrative units; it's another to deny it. 
Today, 11:46:43 
 



amanda 
it is a claim. and saying so doesn't imply a judgment on the claim. in context it's quite clear that my 
issue here is with your use of pronouns, not the underlying claim (though elsewhere i do contest the 
notion that all administrative units are being cut back as much as possible -- there is an unevenness in 
the cuts that you've essentially admitted, and have not yet offered a justification for). 
Today, 13:20:46
 
Guest  
" an unevenness in the cuts"   
The people at the top of the hierarchy control the budgets of the units below them, so a cut at the 
bottom travels upward to affect the top. And there was never any attempt at even-handedness in the 
cuts; they occur where opportuntiies present themselves.
Today, 16:34:29 
 
amanda    
i'm not sure if that final sentence is 'on-message.' 
Today, 17:37:58 
 
 
Guest 
"if the UC budgets were released to the public"   
Why does someone have to correct your ignorance on even the most basic matters? The University's 
budget is presented to the Regents each year and becomes a public document: 
http://budget.ucop.edu/pubs.html and http://www.universityofcalifornia.edu/reportingtransparency/   
However, someone who lacks the intelligence to find the documents may have a problem 
understanding them. 
Today, 09:02:36 
 
amanda  
oops. that link goes to a page that reads: Page Not Found   
  
Sorry, the page you requested was not found. This could be because the file you are looking for has 
been moved or deleted.   
  
do you want to share another link? while i'm pretty sure that a budget broken down line-by-line is not 
available to the public, i would be perfectly happy to be proven wrong, and am sure i could manage 
reading it...   
  
incidentally, for someone hypersensitive to the 'tone' in my posts, it's remarkable that you could write 
the following: "However, someone who lacks the intelligence to find the documents may have a 
problem understanding them." 
Today, 10:11:14 
 
 
Guest    
Both links work fine when I click them. Try typing them into the window, and perhaps omit the final 
slash. 
Today, 11:26:20 
 



amanda    
ok, just checked the sites out. while my reading has been cursory at this point, both documents appear 
essentially to be public relations efforts. they present selective information that is embedded in an 
extensive, justificatory narrative. these aren't line-item budgets; they don't present all financial 
information in a single location that allows for a global picture the way that budgets conventionally do. 
and this framing of the information gets at a larger point: UCOP and the Regents don't appear to 
allow/invite scrutiny of their financial decisions -- what they want instead is to manage our perceptions 
of the financial realities of the UC. this is why simply 'verifying' the supposed facts to which you refer 
is virtually impossible. 
Today, 11:48:07 
 
 
Guest    
"they don't present all financial information in a single location that allows for a global picture the way 
that budgets conventionally do"   
It may surprise you to learn that those are the actual documents that campuses use to conduct business, 
plan for the future, and evaluate their progress. Go to University Hall and ask around. They may strike 
you as irrelevant because you're looking for revelations of something that isn't there and doesn't exist. 
How many corporate budgets have you examined? If you want specifics, ask an accountant to show 
you the General Ledger, but that "extensive justificatory narrative" is necessary to understand the level 
of detail recorded there.   
  
You should have no trouble at all verifying the ownership of UC property or the cuts that 
administrative units have undergone. You may have trouble verifying the supposed withholding of 
tuition from instructional departments; in general, I think they'd readily tell you they're getting the 
money. Prove me wrong. 
Today, 13:21:23 
 
 
amanda    
i'm not allowed to enter university hall. maybe you could get me an invitation?   
  
this article should put to rest any notion of budgetary accessibility/transparency:   
http://bayarea.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/04/16/navigating-the-u-c-budget-without-maps/ 
Today, 13:52:10 
 
Guest  
What Patrick Lenz says in the article is the same thing I've just told you. There is no source of budget 
information that includes absolutely everything and doesn't require specialized knowledge to interpret. 
Why do you think it could be otherwise? Have you seen a budget for any other state agency, any other 
university, any other corporation that meets your requirement? Start by talking with the accounting 
staff for your own department. They'll know the jargon and categories that matter most to you and can 
direct you where to find out more. 
Today, 16:58:49 
 
amanda  
as the article makes clear, certain information is not accessible to the public except through the 
authorization of administrators. while i remain unconvinced that financial managers at the UC don't 
have access to documents other than those posted on the website, the larger problem is the 



inaccessibility of this system of databases to the general public. and your browbeating about my lack of 
expertise in this area is irrelevant to this larger point. even so, this is a relatively minor point given 
where we started. in the conversation, you've essentially admitted that A) cuts are uneven and applied 
based on considerations other than fairness, and B) upper level administrators have been relatively 
insulated from cuts. this goes further even than what i stated in my original post. 
Today, 17:31:34
 
amanda  
at UCB, benefits decentralization is an example of a backdoor cut to instructional and department-level 
funds. while California Hall trumpets RIA/B or foreign language funding initiatives, they 
simultaneously are pushing for a relatively secret, unevenly distributed, cut in funding for teaching.   
  
here's a more detailed analysis of this proposal, which is currently on hold because of grievances filed 
by UAW members:   
http://berkeleyuaw.wordpress.com/2011/03/01/berkeleys-new-benefits-decentralization-policy-and-
how-it-could-affect-ases/
Today, 14:10:53 
 
Guest 
"an example of a backdoor cut to instructional and department-level funds"   
I wouldn't have used the term "backdoor." It's a cut. I said a lot of money is being diverted to academic 
programs. I didn't say they don't have to be cut at all. When the State pulls the rug out from under us, 
there will be serious losses. I'm not a party to this business and don't have any specific comment to 
make. When major cuts occur, many people will lose out and be angry. UC didn't choose this path; it 
was forced on us by the legislature. 
Today, 17:07:09 
 
amanda  
the only reason grad students found out about this is that it was leaked to us -- i'd consider that the 
definition of backdoor. had it not been leaked, the reform would have gone through before we had a 
chance to contest it (for violating our contracts, which were recently determined through a collective 
bargaining process).   
  
the secretiveness of this process speaks to the larger issue i'm trying to raise about transparency and 
about the selective framing of information by California Hall to give an unrealistically rosy picture of 
the campus's situation. 
Today, 17:35:41
 
Guest 
"what they want instead is to manage our perceptions of the financial realities of the UC."   
The prevention of such a scheme is the reason UC's accounts are audited. The University undertakes an 
internal audit twice yearly. Last year, State Senator Leland Yee requested a state audit of UC's books. 
Nobody could get away with misrepresenting the University's finances. Why do you suppose the 
reputation of the University of California is so high? 
Today, 13:49:43 
 
amanda  
the UCs reputation is in flux at this point.   
  



the fact that Sen. Yee had to request an audit of the books suggests that there is some question about 
the financial practices (questions that Bob Meister has also raised, especially surrounding the 
investment practices of the Regents). We'll see what the audit finds. 
Today, 17:25:37

 
 
Guest    
" lacks the intelligence"   
What else could I infer? You made the positive assertion that budgets aren't made public. Apparently 
you didn't even look. If you want information about UC, how clever must one be to check the website? 
Today, 11:50:26 
 
 
Guest 
"a budget broken down line-by-line is not available to the public"   
It's not available to anybody. Do you comprehend how many "lines" that would amount to? The 
information is stored in computer systems all around the State. Ask the accountant for your department 
to explain how information gets recorded in the General Ledger. It's not someone's grocery list. 
Today, 11:55:40 
 
amanda  
ok, to avoid getting into a discussion about the apparent sublimity of the budget, maybe we can talk 
about whether financial managers at UCOP or who work for the Regents see financial statements that 
differ meaningfully from those released to the public. it seems clear enough to me that they don't use 
the documents posted on web, as these documents are essentially PR materials, with selective 
information that isn't organized in a way that allows a global picture of the UC budget. in other words, 
i'd hope for everyone's sake that these aren't the budgets they use. it'd be nice if we could see the 
budgets they use, so that all of the facts to which you refer could be checked.   
  
as an aside, you seem to take great pleasure in taking issue with my cognitive capacities, but not so 
much with my arguments. 
Today, 13:27:45 
 
Guest    
" not so much with my arguments"   
I haven't seen much in the way of argument. You discuss a number of fantasies that differ radically 
from anything in the real world. I have copies of the budgets you so disdain on my shelves, and I use 
them regularly. If there are other documents in use, I'm not aware of them. Why do you suppose that all 
the budget officers, accountants, and auditors on the UC staff are colluding in a massive fraud? We're 
Californians, taxpayers, and a pretty honest group. Many of us are alumni. Quite a few of us revere UC 
and would never undermine it. Do you think we enjoy the ordeal of a budget crisis? 
Today, 17:16:38 
 
amanda    
i don't believe there is massive fraud, and i don't mean to impugn your commitment to the UC. i don't 
even know who you are, or where you work, after all.   
  
the question isn't about whether or not i personally believe there is fraud, it's a question of budget 
transparency. and as the article quoted above makes clear, members of the public don't have access to 



the databases out of which these (justificatory, if perhaps also in certain contexts useful) budget reports 
are produced, unless they have the approval of an administrator. there is no policy that guarantees this 
access, in other words. and that is a problem, because without it, how are members of the public to 
verify all the claims made by administrators? or to determine whether there are questionable things 
happening with UC money? 
Today, 18:57:21 
 
Guest 
"would you care to identify yourself?"   
Why? The point of anonymous comment is to expose truths that might not otherwise be spoken. I 
might be an accountant or a law professor or a clerk or a dishwasher. So what? I don't create the facts, 
just state them. If I said my name is Hans Lipershey, would that help you? 
Today, 09:06:44
 
amanda  
you know, we've all heard your perspective: we all read UCOP's official pronouncements. these are not 
"truths that might not otherwise be spoken."   
  
and no, it wouldn't help me for you to tell me that you lived in the 16th century and invented the 
telescope. the reason i ask about your identity is that your apparent role in the university has been 
something you've used in this exchange to bolster your position. i'm sorry that i'm not willing to take 
your statements (of expert knowledge and personal suffering in the midst of budget cuts) on faith. 
again, i'm happy to learn that either of these are true, but i'm not going to do your work for you...
Today, 10:19:02 
 
Guest 
"i'm not willing to take your statements (of expert knowledge and personal suffering in the midst of 
budget cuts) on faith"   
I didn't ask you to. I don't care what you think about me. The facts are objective. Verify them. 
Today, 11:31:2


