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Foreword 

Bob Berdahl’s tenure as Chancellor spanned a tumultuous period in the history of the Berkeley 

campus. It was a time that saw great controversy over admissions policy stemming from the 

earlier passage of California proposition 209, the impact of a large, money-losing intercollegiate 

athletics program on the finances and culture of the campus, the shock of 9/11 and the 

subsequent wars in Afghanistan and Iraq and the reaction of the campus community, as well as 

many other challenges. These mirrored the experience at other large university campuses, 

amplified by the exceptional political engagement of faculty and students and the intense public 

scrutiny that has long been a part of the Berkeley culture. His tenure spanned a period of 

economic growth nationally up to 2000 and the severe downturn following that, leading to 

continuing erosion in state support for the University and the need to further increase 

development of private support. That the University has maintained its academic preeminence 

through this period and in the subsequent years is a tribute to his leadership and those who 

preceded and followed him. Berdahl’s oral history is an important contribution to recording and 

elucidating these developments, and the response of the campus community to them, as seen 

from the leader of the campus at the time.  

I was fortunate to work with Bob for seven years, first as Dean of Engineering in his first three 

years on campus and subsequently quite closely as Executive Vice Chancellor and Provost 

during his last 4 years as Chancellor. He was a courageous and very effective leader of the 

campus. As is evident in the narrative, when faced with difficult and controversial problems, he 

invariably fell back on fundamental values and principles as a guide to resolutions. Numerous 

episodes required taking positions that were unpopular with some constituencies, and Bob did 

not shrink from doing that when he felt a basic principle was at stake. He has a deep personal 

belief in higher education and in the importance of research universities, especially the publics, 

as a national asset. I also recall many occasions when he brought his wonderful sense of humor 

to bear in periods of difficulty, something greatly appreciated by all who worked with him. His 

narrative also touches on the challenges he faced due to health issues in his family during his 

Chancellorship. All of us who worked with him were inspired by the exceptional courage with 

which he and Peg took on those challenges simultaneously with those presented by the 

University. I personally treasure the experience of working with Bob for those years. The 

campus was fortunate to have his exceptional leadership, and the country is fortunate to have had 

his leadership at the AAU subsequently.  

Paul Gray 

Professor Emeritus, Executive Vice Chancellor and Provost Emeritus 

 

November 4, 2010 
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Interview History by Lisa Rubens 

This oral history, focusing primarily on Robert M. Berdahl’s chancellorship at UC Berkeley, 

1997–2004, was conducted over two jam-packed days in January, 2009.  Chancellor Berdahl was 

in the middle of his tenure as president of the Association of American Universities, and we met 

in his office in Washington D.C.  We began a few days before the inauguration of Barak Obama 

and a general mood of elation and expectation was palpable in the District. Through a large 

window there was a clear view of the capital steps on which the swearing in would take place. A 

follow-up and concluding interview was recorded seven months later, in July 2009, at The 

Bancroft Library on the UC Berkeley campus.  

Robert Berdahl is a dream interviewee. His memory for detail is extraordinary, as is his capacity 

to paint a big picture. Evidencing his skill as an outstanding historian, he has established the 

context of the issues he faced as chancellor and provided keen analysis of his decisions and 

actions while leading one of greatest universities in the world. In reading this oral history, we are 

taken through his thought processes and given a candid assessment of what he did and why.  His 

integrity and deeply held moral values permeate his narrative and response to questions.  

The duties of a chancellor are varied, weighty, intense. They include: running a campus with a 

$1.79 billion budget, a student body over 36,000, a regular staff and faculty over  

9,000, as well as the necessity of responding to numerous other constituencies –for example the 

larger UC system, the state legislature, alumni, donors and the Bay Area community. Among the 

goals Chancellor Berdahl championed and accomplished were: renewing the campus 

infrastructure, upgrading the library collections, constructing two new library buildings and six 

new student residence halls, initiating two new interdisciplinary programs, The Health Sciences 

Initiative and the Center for Information Technology Research in the Interest of Society. And 

during Berdahl’s tenure, history seemed to speed up. He faced heated crises coming in rapid 

succession, including -but certainly not limited to- the impact of the end of affirmative action, a 

faculty show-down over the Department of Ethnic Studies, the effects of budget cuts and the rise 

of militancy on campus over politics in the Middle East. He also faced severe personal and 

family health problems that are discussed very briefly.   

Berdahl paid close attention to undergraduate learning, expanding and teaching history in the 

very popular Freshman Seminar Programs. Librarians in The Bancroft Library were impressed to 

find their chancellor conducting his own research. Here, too, Berdahl talks about his philosophy 

of history and reflects on his continued interest in the field.  Particularly touching and 

illuminating is the discussion of the work of his late daughter, Daphne Berdahl, an anthropologist 

who pushed the boundaries of her discipline.  

Robert Berdahl’s intelligence, warmth and humanity suffuse his oral history. He continues to be 

revered and missed on this campus.  It was a privilege to conduct these interviews. 

Below is a list of topics I proposed for discussion. The table of contents lists the topics as they 

were discussed in the oral history. 

 Coming to Berkeley   



x

 how recruited  

 experience at Texas as preparation (also previous experience at Illinois and Oregon) 

 developing a leadership vision and strategic goals 

 identifying significant residual obligations and challenges at Berkeley. (e.g. succeeding 

Chancellor Tien, ramifications of Prop. 209 and the seismic safety report)  

 shared governance 

 unfilled FTE’s 

 enhancing the library 

 a lean administrative structure 

 the demanding schedule of a UCB chancellor 

 

The Problem of Diversity at Berkeley Post-Prop 209   

 personal belief in the value of diversity  

 focus on restructuring admissions procedures and outreach 

 battle with John Moores 

 impact on faculty and administrative recruitment 

 evaluation of American Cultures requirement 

 managing the image of the University. 

 

  The Ethnic Studies Conflict 

 a battle with the academic senate  

 diversity and clarifying the mission of a public university in a multi-cultural society 

 creating the Center for Race and Gender 

 a significant test of your authority 

  

The Safer Plan and Campus Renewal  

 response to student protest over inadequate housing 

 specific efforts to secure federal and state funds 

 need for administrative reorganization 

 a Berdahl legacy perhaps not adequately recognized 

 

Specific Tests of Vision, Courage, Leadership 

 balancing a larger progressive educational vision and day-to-day demands of running the 

campus 

 assessing specific appointments: senior administrative staff and deans 

 faculty tenure decisions 

 the Academic Strategic Plan 



xi

 decision not to develop a satellite campus  

 response to September 11, 2001  

 response to student crises –individual and group protests 

 issues of academic freedom: e.g. Palestinian poetry and male sexuality classes 

 reconciling family life, recurring health issues and scholarship 

 role and activities of Peg [Margaret] Berdahl 

 public opposition to the War in Iraq 

 assessing the nature of authority, leadership, personal values and temperament 

 

 Funding the University    

 diminished state contribution 

 2003 state budget crisis and increasing student fees 

 role of federal research grants 

 cultivating donors and alumni 

 partnership with industry:  e.g. the case of Novartis 

 partnering with other universities 

 travels abroad 

 

Reckoning with Inter-Collegiate Athletics: 

 personal view vs. competing institutional interests 

 strategies for administration and funding 

 specific hires:  athletic director, coaches 

 

Relationship with the University of California Office of the President and other UC 

chancellors  

Observations on specific outstanding faculty and research efforts 

Encounters with important speakers and guest faculty 

Returning to the classroom and decision to accept position as President of the AAU 

position 
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Interview #1: January 15, 2009, Morning Session 

Begin Audio File 1 01-15-20009.mp3 

Rubens: I listened a little bit to Arne Duncan, the new secretary of education, because 

the AAU [American Association of Universities] has listed— 

01-00:00:10 

Berdahl: Yes, the people that we worked with. 

Rubens: -the priorities of what you wanted him to look at—higher education and he 

included financial increases to higher education in his recommendations. So it 

seems like a propitious time to be head of the American Association of 

Universities. 

01-00:00:26 

Berdahl: It’s a wonderful moment for the Association. I think that this new 

administration is going to be more receptive to the issues that we’re concerned 

about, which are basically science and research issues. The problem, of 

course, is the long general fiscal crisis that we all face. But higher education’s 

going to get a good bump in the stimulus package, so it is an interesting time 

and it’s exciting, I think. Washington’s a fun city to be in. 

Rubens: How long have you been here now? 

01-00:01:05 

Berdahl: Two and a half years; a little over two and a half years. I came in May of 

2006. 

Rubens: I read an interview with you when you first came to Berkeley as Chancellor in 

l997. And one of the things you say is that there’s a certain calm that comes 

from knowing this is probably your last job.  

01-00:01:32 

Berdahl: That’s right. I remember saying that, acknowledging that when you’re not 

looking forward to another job, it frees you and liberates you in a lot of ways. 

And I certainly thought that would be my last job. [laughs] 

Rubens: Of course you had been involved with the AAU, and I’d like to cover that as 

we get further along with this interview. Perhaps we should start more 

formally now. It’s January 14, 2009 and I’m sitting in Robert Berdahl’s office 

at the American Association of Universities. And I’m wondering if you recall 

or can just say a few things about how you were recruited to become the 

eighth chancellor of Berkeley. 

01-00:02:20 

Berdahl: Well, I was president of the University of Texas at Austin at the time, having 

been there from January of 1993. And when the Berkeley job opened, Dick 

Atkinson [President of the University of California], whom I had known 

through various contacts, through AAU and meetings that we’d been at, and 
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even when he was still at San Diego, contacted me to ask if I would be 

interested in being a candidate for the Berkeley job. And I said no, I really 

wasn’t. I felt that I had not been at Austin a long enough period of time and 

that I was really planning on that being my last job and that I would retire 

from Austin. 

Rubens: You also had a very ambitious planning program there. 

01-00:03:20 

Berdahl: We did. In the course of the next couple of months, a number of things 

changed. The political dynamics changed within Texas. My relationship with 

the head of the system was always a bit stressed because he had been my 

predecessor at Austin and he never really wanted to relinquish responsibility 

for Austin. And so there was a fair amount of tension, which came to a head 

over a number of issues such as admissions issues and changes that we were 

making in the admissions process; the heavy investment that the governing 

board, which was a relatively new board made in athletics. When I went to 

Austin, Ann Richards was governor. And the board was pretty strongly 

oriented toward academics. In fact, the chairman of the board boasted that 

he’d never been to a UT football game. That changed after Bush became 

governor, and the board became much more oriented toward the athletic side. 

And during a period in which we had had very little new state funding, the 

board decided to put $150 million into the stadium, as an addition to the 

stadium, to enlarge it. I didn’t think that was a necessary investment. And I 

was concerned about what the consequences might be.  

As it turned out, in retrospect, they hired a new football coach and they won 

national championships and did all those things that are good for 

intercollegiate athletics. But there was a huge emphasis on intercollegiate 

athletics, and that prompted a bit more stress with the chancellor. And then 

one of the major donors to the campus was involved in a company that was 

very controversial, Freeport McMoRan. It was a mining company that had a 

big mine in Indonesia, where they were doing, I think, what anyone would 

consider to be serious environmental damage, which had a very destructive 

impact on the native population there. And the faculty was very upset with the 

fact that a building was to be named for him. That had been decided before I 

ever came to Austin. But it was coming to fruition, and there was big criticism 

of that. He did not like my position on the issue. And so there were a number 

of things. And he was agitating to get me fired. So there were a number of 

things that caused me to think, well, this isn’t going to work out over the long 

run, in Austin. And in February, I had another conversation with Dick 

Atkinson, and he said, “Well, if you’re still interested— or if you’re 

interested, we’re getting down to the final list. And if you’d like to come to an 

interview, I’d like to have you come for an interview.” So I went for an 

interview. And it all went very quickly after that. I think a week or so after 

that, Dick called and offered me the job and we decided to take it and come to 

Berkeley. 
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Rubens: The interview is with— 

01-00:07:19 

Berdahl: The search committee.  

Rubens: Including a regent and a student and— 

01-00:07:22 

Berdahl: The regents and alumni and students and— 

Rubens: Faculty. 

01-00:07:25 

Berdahl: And faculty, yes. And so that process is what led to my decision to come to 

Berkeley. 

Rubens: But during the interview, do they speak of their needs? Or do they ask you 

what your perception is, what you could bring to Berkeley? 

01-00:07:45 

Berdahl: I think it’s a little of both. 

Rubens: Because so much of what you outlined about Texas foreshadows many of the 

issues you will face at Berkeley, including the fact that you had a state law 

that restricted admissions by affirmative action. 

01-00:08:01 

Berdahl: Right. I would say the big issue was affirmative action. Regent Ward 

Connerly was on that search committee. He supported my appointment. I 

think in part, because I had had to cope with the end of affirmative action at 

Austin. And he, I think, felt that having dealt with that there, I would be 

somewhat equipped to deal with the end of affirmative action at Berkeley. I 

didn’t make any bones about the fact that I supported affirmative action, 

though I recognized that it was not something that was going to come back to 

California. And it actually is very interesting because later, in a luncheon 

conversation shortly after I arrived in Berkeley, with Ward Connerly, we 

talked a great deal about affirmative action, and I explained why I felt it was a 

principle that was still important to have. He disagreed with that. But then he 

made the observation, “Well, I know you couldn’t be opposed to affirmative 

action and be chancellor of Berkeley.” He understood that the academic 

environment was one that supported affirmative action. So I think that was a 

major factor in my selection. But I think that a lot of the issues that were 

raised— The alumni wanted to know my position on intercollegiate athletics. 

And I was a bit surprised that intercollegiate athletics and football were as 

important at Berkeley as they turned out to be. I was, in some sense, fleeing 

from the overwhelming importance that was placed on intercollegiate athletics 

at Texas. 
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Rubens: We’ll devote time to intercollegiate athletics at Berkeley later. But that’s 

interesting that you were surprised it would be an issue. Of course these were 

not winning years. 

01-00:10:13 

Berdahl: These were not winning years. And the athletic budget was already a problem. 

Rubens: One other question about the recruitment process. Had you been asked about 

UCLA? Because two of you from outside the system come in. [Albert] 

Carnesdale goes to UCLA, who has a very different trajectory coming from 

science, from Harvard. 

01-00:10:42 

Berdahl: Right. Well, I think a couple of things about that. First of all, when Dick 

[Richard Atkinson] asked me about Berkeley, I actually said, “I think, in some 

respects, UCLA would be a better fit.” 

Rubens: Oh, you did. 

01-00:10:59 

Berdahl: Because it was more like Texas, in some respects. And the big difference, 

however, was that UCLA has a medical center. And I had never been a 

campus administrator on a campus with a major medical center. And when I 

asked about UCLA, Dick said, “We’ve really already got UCLA filled.” And 

they were just then filling Berkeley. But Al and I were appointed on exactly 

the same day. And I think that that had a really beneficial consequence, in that 

Berkeley and UCLA had always— there was always tension. Chuck [Charles 

E.] Young always felt like Berkeley didn’t regard UCLA with the proper 

respect, that Berkeley always got more headlines than UCLA and so forth. 

And I’m told, at least—I wasn’t obviously witness to it—that there was 

always a lot of tension between UCLA and Berkeley, within the system. The 

fact that both Al and I came from the outside, had no history of that tension, 

were both appointed on the same day, I think contributed to our friendship and 

ability to collaborate at a level within the system that probably had not 

previously been the case between Berkeley and UCLA. And I have enormous 

respect for Al and, on most issues we always saw eye to eye. 

Rubens: I’m glad I asked you about this, because later I want to talk to you about 

Berkeley’s relationship, your relationship to the Office of the President, the 

Council of Chancellors and how those things worked themselves out, so 

you’ve set the stage for that. How do you prepare for coming to Berkeley? 

Had you ever been to the campus before? 

01-00:13:15 

Berdahl: Well, I’d been to the campus. I had friends on the faculty. 

Rubens: And was it deemed at the time of your hire that you would also be in the 

history department? 
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01-00:13:25 

Berdahl: Yes, yes. And so I had friends on the faculty and I knew Berkeley a little bit. 

But Berkeley is an intimidating place. It’s the premiere public university in 

the United States. You don’t take a job like that without being a little bit 

scared. And so I tried to learn what I could about Berkeley, but you never 

really know until you’re there. But I do think having been a president at a 

large, comprehensive research university, that had a fairly intense political 

environment, as well, helped. There wasn’t the student activism at Texas that 

you have historically at Berkeley, however. 

Rubens: Or that you would encounter— 

01-00:14:20 

Berdahl: Or that we encountered at Berkeley. But it was located in the state capitol. I 

would say that, in terms of state politics, Texas was more difficult than 

Berkeley.  

Rubens: Did you teach there, as well? 

01-00:14:39 

Berdahl: Yes, I did. 

Rubens: It is a wonderful history department. 

01-00:14:45 

Berdahl: Yes. I just taught freshman seminars there, as I did at Berkeley. And I did a lot 

of guest teaching at Texas. More than at Berkeley, actually.  

Rubens: So you come to Berkeley with your wife. And incidentally, I understand that 

the chancellor’s residence, University House, was really not suitable to move 

into, so that your first year— I don’t know where you lived, but you lived off 

campus? 

01-00:15:23 

Berdahl: We did.  

Rubens: Very far from the university? 

01-00:15:25 

Berdahl: No, we lived up in the Oakland Hills. We rented a house, a sabbatical house, 

from Gerry [Gerald D.] Feldman, the late Gerry Feldman, who was on the 

history faculty.  

Rubens: But you had to drive to— 

01-00:15:36 

Berdahl: But we had to drive to campus. But it was a nice house. Yes, the University 

House, I have to say, was a mess. Dick Atkinson had said, “ Well, University 

House had been renovated.” But what had been done was basically seismic 
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work; there had been no real renovation to the house. In fact, John Cummins 

did an analysis, and there really had been no work of any significance done on 

the house since 1965. And by the time we had gotten our initial tour of the 

house—at that point, the Tiens were still living in it and we didn’t get even to 

see the upstairs. But when we did get to see the upstairs and walk through it, 

Peg was in tears by the time we got through the tour. And she said, “Bob, I 

just can’t live in this house.” It was in pretty bad shape. And I talked to Dick, 

and Dick agreed that the house had to be dealt with. It was a good moment to 

do that because the economy in the state was pretty good. And I have to say, 

Dick Atkinson took the decision, made the decision at the Office of the 

President. I think, actually, as a consequence of that, as well, he created some 

kind of a fund to maintain the chancellors’ houses. It’s always difficult to redo 

a chancellor’s or president’s house because politically, people think you’re 

spending a lot of money—and it is expensive—on quarters for yourself. And 

so politically, it’s always a little bit difficult. And it was great that he took the 

responsibility for it. And it was dealt with, I think, very, very well. 

Rubens: The San Francisco Chronicle, which just loves— 

01-00:18:04 

Berdahl: Scandals, right. 

Rubens: —digging up dirt on Berkeley— There’s just nothing in the public record 

about that. 

01-00:18:09 

Berdahl: No. There was one little article—quite a favorable article, in fact—in the 

Oakland Tribune, I think. 

Rubens: I think when it was about to open. 

01-00:18:18 

Berdahl: When it was about to open, yes. 

Rubens: This is just as a small diversion, but I just wondered if it had an impact on 

you, that you weren’t really on the campus. But you came every day and spent 

the day. And entertained at the— 

01-00:18:34 

Berdahl: Well, we entertained on campus at various places. The rental house wasn’t 

really suitable for the kind of entertaining that we did. But the house turned 

out to be really— Really, they did a wonderful job of renovating it and 

created, really, a separate apartment for us on the second floor, with a kitchen 

and so forth. So we were able to just treat the lower floors as public space and 

lived on the second floor. 

Rubens: Well, and indeed, your meeting and entertaining schedule was very, very 

demanding and very— 
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01-00:19:20 

Berdahl: It was. Especially when we first arrived. I think I did— I can’t remember now, 

but it was something like sixty events between July and Thanksgiving. We 

were in the midst of a capital campaign at that time and I didn’t want to lose 

momentum on the campaign. And so we did a lot of public events. 

Rubens: Well, that was the transition I wanted to move to. How did you decide what 

your priorities would be? And how did you start moving on them? I know that 

you kept John Cummins. I assume, for continuity, and also because you liked 

him and saw you could work with him.  

01-00:20:09 

Berdahl: Absolutely. Well, basically, I’m not the kind of administrator who feels he’s 

got to change all the personnel when he comes in. Some do that. I felt that we 

had a pretty good team and it was a team that I generally liked and could work 

with. And John was really critical. He helped a great deal in the transition, and 

became, in the process, a really good friend. I have to say, in these jobs you 

don’t make a whole lot of friends. You may make a lot of enemies, but you 

don’t make a lot of friends, simply because you’re busy. Your social life is 

defined for you, so you don’t have a lot of time to socialize. And then it’s 

difficult, because of your position, to develop firm friendships. So most of the 

friendships that we had, some developed while we were there, some were 

there before. And so I think that certainly, John is in the category of 

friendships that developed there. And we work very, very well together. He 

had a lot of experience and a lot of sage advice, and had been through 

everything that Berkeley had to throw at [chuckles] at the chancellor in the 

past. 

Rubens: You arrive in July. And do you have a pretty clear set of priorities you want 

to— 

01-00:22:07 

Berdahl: No, I don’t think so. Everybody asks, when you first arrive on campus, in 

every interview, in every meeting, what’s your vision? And the fact of the 

matter is it takes a while to develop that vision. I think that there were several 

initial impressions that came. One was that Berkeley’s management systems, 

its business systems, the management of the administrative business side of 

the house, did not match the quality of the academic side. Berkeley is one of 

the great universities in America. I didn’t feel it was one of the best 

administered universities in America. And so I did begin to focus a bit on 

improvements there. 

Rubens: And how do you come to understand that—because people are informing you 

of that? Because you see how the organizational chart works out? 

01-00:23:30 

Berdahl: Yes. Well, I would say, first of all, you get a lot of complaints. When you 

come in, people— 
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Rubens: Are letting you know. 

01-00:23:38 

Berdahl: —tell you what they think needs fixing. And clearly, I think the parts of it that 

needed fixing, and most immediately, had to do with capital projects. Horace 

Mitchell, who was the Vice Chancellor for Business and Administration— I 

can’t remember what his title was exactly, but in any event, he had a huge 

portfolio, a very, very broad portfolio. And his background was not in 

business management. His background was in student affairs. And so there 

was a real sense that there was just too broad a portfolio for one person to 

handle. And capital projects, above all, was problematic. Every bit of 

construction was coming in late; everything was coming in over budget. And 

so there was a real sense that there’s a lot of money that’s not being managed 

well in capital projects. Now, I think some of that was real and some of it was 

a perception. But I really concluded that we needed to focus heavily on capital 

projects. It came, in part, because of the report that was being done over that 

summer, on the seismic condition of the campus. 

Rubens: That report had been initiated already, is that right? 

01-00:25:20 

Berdahl: It was initiated before I got there. And it was completed in September. And 

they engaged several architectural engineering firms. I think three firms were 

involved, so that it was not a biased report by one firm or another. And the 

report demonstrated that 27 percent of the campus was seismically poor or 

very poor. And some of the major buildings on the campus were in really 

pretty bad shape, seismically. So I knew that we were going to have to spend a 

fair amount of money on various capital projects. And it seemed to me we 

needed to get the very best that we could have. I also, then, brought in a 

review team to see how capital projects were done. That team consisted of a 

number of people who were capital project managers at various other 

institutions. I can’t remember who all was on that team. But Ed Denton was 

one of the members of that team. And I was very impressed with Ed and we 

ended up hiring Ed. 

Rubens: He had been with Kaiser. 

01-00:26:54 

Berdahl: He was at Kaiser and he managed capital projects at Kaiser. And he really 

took charge of capital projects. It took several years to get things on an even 

keel. And those were tough years. I think one of the problems was that in 

order to gain approval of projects, either from the chancellor or from the 

board, for that matter, people low balled the estimates. The Haas Pavilion was 

a case in point. As I reviewed the documentation for the Haas Pavilion, it was 

to be a $40 million project. Chancellor Tien had said, “I don’t want this to 

cost more than forty-million. That’s as much as we’re going to spend on the 

Haas Pavilion.” They planned a pavilion that everyone said couldn’t be built 

for forty-million. I shouldn’t say everyone, but the people who actually were 
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involved in it were pretty clear it couldn’t be built for forty-million. And so 

here we were into the project and we were running through money, and it was 

going up to— It ultimately cost about sixty-million. Which, as it turned out, 

was actually a fairly low number for such projects. But it appeared as though 

we couldn’t manage these projects. And so Ed took a lot of heat on the early 

projects that were planned before he got there. Much the same was true of the 

Hearst Memorial Mining Building, which was a very expensive retrofit.  

Rubens: And was already in the works when you— 

01-00:28:47 

Berdahl: And it was already in the works, as well. But the fact is we did need to 

manage projects better. And hiring Ed, I think, was a very good move. And it 

coincided, really, with taking up the safer project; that is, the seismic retrofit 

of the campus. When I pushed for that project, it was a case of— People say, 

well, what’s your vision of the campus? Saying you’re going to seismically 

retrofit the campus isn’t much of a vision. And there were people in the 

administration who said, this isn’t going to get you very much visibility. 

People don’t get very excited about just seismically retrofitting projects. But 

at the same time, I felt it was what the campus needed. I really felt that the big 

deficit that Berkeley had was its physical plant; and a physical plant that was 

not only not in terribly good shape, but also seismically threatened; that any 

major earthquake on the Hayward Fault could very easily basically put the 

campus out of business. Because if you had these major research buildings 

shut down for several years, you’d lose faculty and people just simply— 

Rubens: Let alone what deaths might’ve occurred. 

01-00:30:33 

Berdahl: That’s right. And part was, I was not a Californian, so I didn’t— Earthquakes 

were, to me, pretty scary prospects. The people who are native Californians 

kind of took them in stride. And they would say things. For instance: 

“Earthquakes? You grew up in the Midwest. Tornadoes are really scary.” And 

I said, “Well, tornadoes aren’t scary.” And they said, “Well, neither are 

earthquakes.” But I do think it was the right thing to do. And I think that it 

was, though not a flashy kind of project, it did, I think, contribute to the 

stability of the campus and making certain that buildings were safe; and in 

most cases, we were able to improve the quality of the buildings there and 

develop new ones with the proper foundations. 

Rubens: Well, that seemed the key, that it wasn’t just simply shoring them up, but that 

it became connected to all the other aspects of the campus improvement. 

Especially the educational and the administrative reorganization, which again, 

we’ll get to. But were you personally involved? Would you come back to 

Washington and lobby with FEMA [Federal Emergency Management 

Agency] to get the— 
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01-00:31:58 

Berdahl: Yes, we did. We got $40 million from FEMA. Several of us— Nick Jewel 

who filled into that capital projects position for the first year, while we were 

reviewing it. He was Associate Vice Chancellor under Carol Christ. And 

several of us came back and met with FEMA. And then James Lee Witt came 

to the campus, we had a press conference on the campus. James Lee Witt was 

really an effective director of FEMA, under [President William] Clinton. He 

served all eight years under Clinton and was seen as one of the most effective 

administrators under Clinton. I dare say, if he’d been in charge during 

[hurricane] Katrina, it would’ve been a different story. But he was interested 

in mitigation to prevent disasters. And so he made Berkeley a poster child of 

investment in mitigation. We had a meeting in Berkeley, with a press 

conference, with a number of California and Northwest universities 

represented, where he talked about the importance of mitigation and the 

investment they were making in Berkeley. And so we got over $40 million out 

of that. And Nick orchestrated that. Nick was very effective. And I think that 

really got the SAFER Project underway, in some respects. 

Rubens: And is it true that that need for someone to manage the SAFER Project and 

the campus renewal is the engine of reorganizing your administration, as well 

as to make business practices more efficient and— 

01-00:34:27 

Berdahl: Yes. I think that several things in the course of the first couple years became 

pretty apparent. First of all, although Horace was a very, very wonderful man, 

and a very widely respected man in so many ways, a lot of the programs under 

him were not functioning effectively. And so we began to redistribute some of 

those responsibilities with— Jim Hyatt, who was an associate vice chancellor, 

we made into a vice chancellor. He was in charge of budget, but he took on 

more administrative responsibilities, in the course of that. And then we also 

introduced a continuous improvement program and an office that Phyllis 

Hoffman led, to introduce principles of continuous improvement and quality 

control mechanisms. 

Rubens: Was that different than the office of strategic organization? 

01-00:35:42 

Berdahl: I’m not sure what the office of strategic organization was— I don’t remember 

that. We had introduced continuous improvement at Texas and had had a lot 

of impact. And so I brought some people from Austin out to talk about it, and 

we created that office that Phyllis Hoffman led, at that time, in Berkeley.  

Rubens: Did you bring other people from Texas with you at the time that you— 

01-00:36:31 

Berdahl: No. 

Rubens: Matt Lyon comes later? 
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01-00:36:34 

Berdahl: Well, Matt Lyon was already in California. Matt Lyon had worked with me in 

Austin. He was married to, at that time, a Newsweek reporter, who was 

transferred to the Bay Area. And so he had moved to the Bay Area and was 

working for Public Strategies, which was a public affairs, public relations 

firm. And so when we had the opening in public affairs, he was a candidate. 

And I really did leave it up to the committee. But he just was so strong a 

candidate. I was very close to Matt. He was one of those friends that I had, 

and he was really as close to being a son as I’ve had. And I loved working 

with Matt and we really fit together. So Matt’s loss was— 

Rubens: He died unexpectedly. 

01-00:37:47 

Berdahl: He died. He was forty-three, and died of a heart attack suddenly. And that was 

a really hard thing. Not only was he a close friend, but his mother was one of 

Peg’s close friends from Austin. And so that was one change, when he came 

on board, that I thought was a good one. And in the course of my second year 

there, Carol Christ decided to step down. 

Rubens: She went back to teaching. 

01-00:38:25 

Berdahl: And Carol was terrific and I liked working with Carol. But she had been in the 

administration at Berkeley for a long time, and wanted to go back to the 

classroom. And she was interested in other administrative positions, as well, 

and I think got a terrific job and is doing a good job at Smith. But then that 

gave me an opportunity to fill the executive vice chancellor position. And 

Paul Gray was really just a splendid appointment for that position. 

Rubens: And was he your choice? 

01-00:39:07 

Berdahl: Yes. Basically. We had a search committee, but it was pretty clear to me that 

of the deans that I felt were likely candidates for that job, Paul was clearly one 

of the best deans on the campus. And I have to say, Paul is one of the best 

academic administrators I’ve ever known and ever worked with. He was just 

terrific. Great values, wonderful person to work with. So that was a very, very 

happy combination for me, when— 

Rubens: Now, I had derailed you a little from Phyllis Hoffman and the office of 

continuous improvement, because I’d asked you, had you brought other 

people from Texas. Are outside consultants coming in, as well, to look at the 

administrative structure? They’re looking at the financial structure and they’re 

looking at the physical structure. 

01-00:40:08 

Berdahl: Yes. A bit later, we had—and I’m not sure quite what the timeframe for that 

was; maybe my fourth or fifth year—we had some pro bono consulting that 
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was provided by one of the big consulting firms. And they made some 

recommendations, as well, on administrative reorganization. The entire 

process of administrative reorganization was kind of a gradual process. We 

created, after Paul came into the provost’s office, the associate Vice 

Chancellor for Undergraduate Education, that Christina Maslach— a position 

that she filled. The administration at Berkeley was pretty lean. It was not 

anywhere near the scale of the administration, say, at Texas. And in many 

respects, they were mirror, or opposite images of one another. Texas was a 

very administratively driven culture. And one of my criticisms of Texas is that 

it was too administrative; that the faculty senate had no real authority when I 

got there. We changed some of that, but it never gained the kind of authority 

that the faculty senate at Berkeley had. One of the consequences of being an 

administrative culture is that a lot of decisions were made by the president or 

the president and the vice president. And if we made a decision, it got carried 

out. At Berkeley, it’s a faculty driven culture. And I think that the reason 

Berkeley is as great a university as it is, is because of that. I think that the 

faculty have taken responsibility for quality, have guaranteed quality. And that 

dimension of Berkeley, I think explains, ultimately, why Berkeley is a great 

university. It was one of the reasons I felt Texas never could become as strong 

as a [place like] Berkeley, because administrators don’t make great 

universities, faculties do. It was one of the things that makes it more difficult 

to be an administrator at Berkeley, because everybody has an opinion, and the 

faculty certainly have very strong opinions. But in the last analysis, it’s what 

makes it really a pleasure to be associated with Berkeley.  

01-00:42:36 One of the other things that came up very early when I came here, probably 

the first item, was the status of the library. When I first arrived, there was 

already in place, that Carol Christ had created, a commission reviewing the 

library. I think Dan Koshland was leading it. And there were several really 

strong faculty members on that committee. And the library had been allowed, 

I think, to go downhill. Part of it was leadership; a lot of it was budget. The 

budget crises of the early nineties left the library, which was facing high 

inflationary costs for materials, really hurting. And I had the good fortune of 

coming in at a time when there was more money available. And so I was able 

to inject some money into the library. And that, I think, did a great deal of 

good. I think it did a lot of good for the library, and ultimately, a lot of good 

for faculty morale, because they really felt that— 

Rubens: Well, the ranking came back. 

01-00:45:08 

Berdahl: The ranking came back. And we really turned what was, I think, a perilous 

situation for a library, around. And that’s one of the things that I probably am 

as proud of as anything else, was what we were able to do for the library. 

Rubens: And the Steve Silberstein donation, gift, did that come in under your watch, or 

had that already— 
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01-00:45:35 

Berdahl: Yes, for the Free Speech [Movement] Café. 

Rubens: For the café, for the archives, and for acquisitions. 

01-00:45:42 

Berdahl: Yes. Steve was already involved in some of the support for the library. But 

most of the gifts, I think, came in the course of— or many of them, in the 

course of my tenure. And I’m sure he’s continuing. But the Free Speech Café 

was probably the most visible of those.  

Rubens: It started a trend. 

01-00:46:13 

Berdahl: And it was awkward, because I had the dubious honor of calling Clark Kerr to 

tell him that we were creating a coffee shop and café in the undergraduate 

library, dedicated to the Free Speech Movement. And he was a bit taken 

aback, I think, by that, because of course, the Free Speech Movement had 

been one of the really difficult moments in his tenure as president, and in the 

life of the university, for that matter. But he was really gracious. I said, 

“Clark, I know this isn’t something you probably would wish for, but this is 

part of our history and we just have to embrace it.” And he said, “Well, I 

suppose you’re right.” And he was very gracious about it. 

Rubens: Had he died before it opened? 

01-00:47:12 

Berdahl: No. No, Clark died in December, 2003. 

Rubens: Was he at the opening? 

01-00:47:24 

Berdahl: No, he didn’t come to the opening. We had a lot of the leaders of the Free 

Speech Movement at the opening, and I had a dinner at the Chancellor’s 

House for them that evening. And that was one of the more interesting events 

that we had at the House. I asked them how they felt about being responsible 

for Ronald Reagan being president of the United States. [laughs] And they 

denied any responsibility for that. 

Rubens: But that injection into the library, of a café, really just created a new center 

of— 

01-00:48:05 

Berdahl: It did. It did. 

Rubens: —congregation on the campus. And now so many of the buildings have cafés. 

Most of the new ones have a cafe built in. 
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01-00:48:12 

Berdahl: Yes, the Haas Business School has built one. 

Rubens: As does the new Stanley Hall, whose auditorium is named after you. 

01-00:48:22 

Berdahl: Oh, that’s right. There’s a terrace that extends from the café at the front of the 

building. 

And I think one of the things that we learned from the Free Speech Café is 

that— Berkeley has a lot of coffee shops on the edge. 

Rubens: Off campus. 

01-00:48:41 

Berdahl: Off campus. And that kind of pulled the population away from the center of 

campus. And what the Free Speech Café did was pull people into the center. 

And I think that got emulated in those other buildings, as well. I have to say 

that in some respects, the things that I am most proud of have to do with the 

physical plant and what we’ve tried to do to improve the kind of physical 

appearance, as well as the functionality of the campus physically. 

Rubens: One of the last capital improvements that you initiated was the repaving of 

Sproul Plaza. And I suppose you took some criticism for that. 

01-00:49:37 

Berdahl: Well, you take criticism at Berkeley for any decision that you make. Well, the 

students objected to it because they thought—because it was closed down for 

several months—that we were closing it down in order to prevent 

demonstrations or their political booths and so forth. But I was always 

embarrassed by that asphalt surface that Sproul Plaza had. This was a lot like 

the Greek agora, the kind of central meeting place on the campus. And yet I 

thought physically, it didn’t measure up at all, and that we should try to do 

something about it. And I pleaded with Ed to get that done before I left as 

chancellor, and it was. 

Rubens: And that was financed with your chancellor’s discretionary funds, is that 

right?  

01-00:50:45 

Berdahl: Yes, yes. 

Rubens: I bring it up simply because it still is this extraordinary place of congregation, 

and there are going to be jumbotrons placed on Sproul Plaza so that the 

students can watch the inauguration of Obama.  

01-00:51:05 

Berdahl: Yes, it’s interesting how, as you say, you get criticized. One of the graduating 

classes—and I can’t remember which one; ’63 or something like that—gave 
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the money to create the “west gate” on Oxford Street. As you enter the 

campus there, there’s a sign there. And I remember coming out of California 

Hall one day and being accosted by a faculty member, who just laid into me 

for the expenditure—and I think it was 300 thousand dollars—to create that 

gate—and said that we shouldn’t be spending money on things like that; we 

should spend it on faculty laboratories or whatever. And I said, “Well, first of 

all, that wasn’t our decision, to build the gate. It was an alumni group that 

wanted to do it. But secondly, let’s bear in mind that some of the real 

landmark items on the Berkeley campus—the Campanile and Sather Gate—

are not functional, but they’re the things that are always pictured on the 

campus.” And he said, “Well, it doesn’t even say the University of California, 

Berkeley; it just says the University of California.” And by this time, I was a 

little bit irritated and I said, “Well, anybody that doesn’t realize they’re in 

Berkeley when they’re looking at this probably doesn’t belong on a university 

campus anyway.” [laughs] And so— 

Rubens: Yes. That west entrance to the campus was very undistinguished and sort of 

just ran into the— 

01-00:53:01 

Berdahl: Yes. And now it’s very distinguished. 

Rubens: We’re going to need to change the video tape pretty soon. The time goes 

quickly. But I’m wondering if it’s appropriate to ask here, though it’s a little 

bit out of sequence, about your taking a strong position on not developing any 

satellite campus. There had been places that had been looked at, including the 

Oakland Army Base; the library had the Richmond Field Station; I think there 

was even consideration of the race track Bay Meadows for athletics.  

01-00:53:43 

Berdahl: Well, I wouldn’t say I had a strong opinion about it. I really felt, as far as the 

Richmond Field Station, that it would be nice if we could develop that facility 

more effectively than it was. There were some engineering facilities out there. 

There were instruments for the earthquake research center. But the buildings 

were poor quality and it wasn’t very well developed. And there was a fair 

amount of space there. And then we had the opportunity to purchase a 

research laboratory there. I think Zeneca—I can’t remember who—owned it. 

The difficulty was that that site had so many environmental problems because 

of what it had been used for during the war, that the cleanup was going to cost 

$20 million or some God-awful amount of money. And the faculty didn’t 

want to have to commute out there. And you can’t blame them, to some 

extent, because the commute times would have been difficult. So I think that 

there’re two reasons. One, I think the branch campus or satellite campuses do 

have a problem, in terms of pulling people away from the main campus. I 

wasn’t really philosophically opposed to the idea so much as practically. I 

found it difficult to do it. The pity of Berkeley is that the College of California 

did own all of the land down to Dwight Way when the campus was founded. 
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And all that land south of the campus was sold in the 1860s, in part because 

the College didn’t have enough income to support its operating budget. And, 

then, of course, in the 20
th

 century the University began the process of 

reacquiring it and eventually ran into all the problems that developed, with 

People’s Park and so forth. It is a landlocked campus. It’s very, very crowded. 

In order to build new stuff, you basically have to tear down other stuff. And 

yet that concentration of people and intellect in one place, to me at least is 

extraordinary. And I’ve been on a lot of campuses, both in previous careers, 

and in my current position here at AAU, I’m on a lot of research university 

campuses in the course of a couple of years. And no place has the intellectual 

electricity that Berkeley has. And part of it is proximity.  

Rubens: And then coupled with the whole new push for interdisciplinary endeavors, 

that would be lost. 

01-00:57:40 

Berdahl: Right. 

Rubens: We’ll stop now to change the tape. 

[End Audio File 1] 

Begin Audio File 2 01-15-20009.mp3 

02-00:00:07 

Berdahl: We were talking about the intellectual electricity of the campus and proximity. 

And I’ve been on some really big and sprawling campuses that have huge 

space to expand. And big spaces, with very spread out colleges—the 

engineering college over here and liberal arts over here and business—and 

I’ve concluded that it isn’t necessarily a blessing to have all that space. We 

always wish we had more space at Berkeley, but the concentration of people 

there is really, I think, a great benefit to the campus, in a lot of ways. 

Rubens: Well, is this an appropriate time to switch to the evolution of your goals for 

Berkeley. Within nine months, at Charter Day— when you were inaugurated, 

you have a very articulated vision. You lay out what it is that you want to do, 

and when you leave, you review what you accomplished in light of those 

goals. 

02-00:01:29 

Berdahl: Yes. I did give myself a report card as we left. 

Rubens: And the wording’s changed just a little bit. I have it here. But you’d already 

mentioned renewing the infrastructure and the library. Do you want me to— 

02-00:01:52 

Berdahl: Yes, why don’t you prompt me with some questions. 
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Rubens: Sure. Well, actually, the reason I wanted to make the transition is because at 

the end of your inaugural address— and this is in April; it’s on Charter Day— 

and of course, you’re joking that maybe the Regents were waiting to see if 

you were going to make it through the first year. 

02-00:02:12 

Berdahl: Yes. [laughs] 

Rubens: But it’s part of the ritual of Berkeley, I think, to have the formal inauguration 

of a new chancellor on Charter Day no matter when he starts.  

02-00:02:17 

Berdahl: Right. 

Rubens: You speak about Berkeley being a hallowed place. And I love that phrase. 

That’s how you conclude your address, by noting the obligation of the 

university to fulfill its fundamental mission of bringing people together. I 

can’t find the exact phrase, but I loved it. 

02-00:03:00 

Berdahl: Well, I talked a lot about community. 

Rubens: Yes, you did. 

02-00:03:05 

Berdahl: And the fact that most of what we achieve, I think we achieve in the 

framework of community.  

Rubens: You talked about community as an intellectual sharing. One of your points 

was about infusing research, basic research, and I quote: “Not only science, 

but also the arts of uncertainty.” And that you loved the German word— 

02-00:03:38 

Berdahl: Geisteswissenschaft, the sciences of the spirit, or the sciences of the mind. 

Rubens: It’s just a wonderful phrase. The value of a refined and educated mind is 

incalculable, and that that’s what you get by having that concentration of such 

intellect and varieties of disciplines. But then you were talking about the need 

for interdisciplinary education, not only in the sciences, but also in programs 

such as the counseling center and the newly proposed Center for the Arts. 

Were you involved with the arts center?  

02-00:04:16 

Berdahl: Yes, I was. 

Rubens: So that happens your first year. 

02-00:04:20 

Berdahl: That happened the first year. That, in many respects, was more Carol Christ’s 

idea than mine. I would give her credit for that, she was the moving spirit. She 
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did an awful lot on behalf of the humanities and the arts at Berkeley. 

Certainly, I think the Townsend Center [for the Humanities] was one of the 

things that she was responsible for getting really up and running. And 

Berkeley is not a place that does as much in the performing arts as a lot of 

other places. It’s much more the analysis of art history, rather than doing art or 

musicology. Where in both art history and musicology, they have 

tremendously strong departments and faculty. But they have never invested as 

much in performance per se. And I think that this, again, was not a focus on 

performance, but a broader perspective on the arts as a whole. 

Rubens: Including performance studies. 

02-00:05:49 

Berdahl: Including performance studies, yes. 

Rubens: And then in that opening address, you used the word accessibility. I don’t 

think you used the word diverse. When you go through your report card, when 

you leave, you talk about that there was certainly a need for the campus to be 

more diverse, in terms of its faculty and its student body. But you’re talking 

about it in terms of accessibility in your inaugural address. And I thought that 

was a— 

02-00:06:18 

Berdahl: That’s interesting— I wasn’t aware of that migration of thought. 

Rubens: And it leads to your conclusion, which talks about an ecology of a just society. 

That’s your phrase, isn’t it? 

02-00:06:31 

Berdahl: It is. That was probably the best phrase of the inaugural address, I think. And 

as I was writing that speech— One of the things that it seems to be Berkeley 

students have always done is— It comes out of their social commitments, it 

comes out of their political engagement. But Berkeley had produced, at least 

at that point, more Peace Corps volunteers than any university. And even here. 

I see a lot of our students here, that were students at Berkeley, that I knew 

when I was on campus. Most of them were in ASUC and that’s how I got to 

know them. But they’re working on the Hill, they’re working in nonprofits 

here in Washington. And they’re all really committed to some form of public 

service. And it struck me that that’s not only key to Berkeley, but it is how 

one creates a just society. And so the ecology of a just society is giving back 

more than you take out of it, basically. 

Rubens: How did people respond to that phrase then? Did you have any comments? 

02-00:08:07 

Berdahl: Oh, I don’t know if anybody really picked up on it. But I used it repeatedly in 

speeches to alumni and so forth, because I think it is true. And it just was one 

of those things that came to me in that context. 
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Rubens: I’d like to ask you more, now, about accessibility. You knew when you started 

at Berkeley that the law school, the first professional school, was going to be 

affected adversely by the Prop 209, which was in place. And in fact, I think 

there was only one black student that year. And the second year— 

02-00:08:53 

Berdahl: The undergraduates. 

Rubens: —would be the first time that the undergraduates would be affected. So how 

did you go about just thinking about what you were going to do about 

accessibility? About changing the admissions requirement? It’s the Regents— 

or it’s the Office of the President that comes up with the comprehensive 

review. Is that right?  

02-00:09:20 

Berdahl: No, actually, that came out of Berkeley—that was Berkeley. At the very— 

Well, I’m trying to think if this was after— The admissions committee was 

either after the affirmative action downturn or, I think, even maybe before it, 

in anticipation of it. I can’t remember the time frame now. But the admissions 

committee was working on reviewing admissions. 

Rubens: The Berkeley Pledge, I think, had used the word accessibility, and that was 

in ’96. 

02-00:10:12 

Berdahl: Yes. Yes. The Berkeley Pledge was really Chang-Lin Tien’s. That came out 

of his response to— And of course, in the wake of the Regents’ decision and 

the passage of Prop 209, the university launched these very, very substantial 

efforts, from all of the campuses, on outreach. So those outreach efforts were 

underway prior to the impact of the admissions. But I don’t think any of us 

expected the drop to be as dramatic as it was. It dropped 50 percent, basically, 

in undergraduate admissions. And so there was a good deal of work going on, 

with an admissions committee reviewing the admissions process. And I 

remember meeting with that committee. And this was probably in the spring 

of my first year or the fall of the second year or somewhere thereabouts. 

Rubens: Because the date is 1998, when the comprehensive review comes out. 

02-00:11:33 

Berdahl: Okay. 

Rubens: So it’s probably the spring. 

02-00:11:36 

Berdahl: Yes, it was under discussions in the fall of ’97 and the spring of ’98. I think it 

came out probably either in the summer or the fall. And saying we could— 

All admissions are considered with a kind of triage system. There are clearly 

the students that are admissible, and that are so strong that there’s really no 

question. And that may be 20 percent of the pool of applicants. And then 
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there’s probably 20 percent of the pool that are really below the admissible 

line. And in between those, there’s not a whole lot of difference from student 

to student, in that you could almost use a random lottery system to admit that 

additional 60 percent. This was soundly dismissed by the committee as being 

not something reflecting merit and that it was a lottery system. But my point 

was simply that we’re criticized for an admissions process in which a lot of 

middle-class white families feel that their children’s spot at Berkeley is being 

taken by a less qualified minority student. And that was part of the whole 

public reaction that led to all that. And my point was simply, really, that 

students applying to Berkeley are generally so strong, and the process of self-

selection is such that, with the exception of the high tail and the low tail and 

this fairly flat bell curve, you could use a lottery system. And you would avoid 

the criticism, because then you simply say it’s the luck of the draw. But they 

didn’t like that at all.  

And I think that the comprehensive review that came about proved to be an 

outstanding process. It’s a process that I studied quite thoroughly. I went 

through myself all of the kind of tutorials on how the process worked, and all 

the training that the admissions counselors went through for the use of the 

comprehensive review process. And I became convinced that it was really a 

really good process; that had we had that in place prior to 209, I’m not sure 

209 would have passed. If we could have taken race into account as one 

factor, we would have been able to admit more minority students. What had 

happened is that affirmative action had become such a strong factor in the 

admissions process that virtually all of the UC eligible students who applied to 

Berkeley—minority students who applied to Berkeley—were admitted, prior 

to this. And so we had relatively high numbers. But their qualifications were, 

in many cases, not as high as they probably should have been. And because 

there was this competition for a limited number of UC eligible minority 

students among all the campuses, and Berkeley being the premiere campus, 

Berkeley really scarfed up most of the minority students. If we had had a 

comprehensive review process where race was one factor, but not a 

determining factor, I think it’s entirely possible that the Regents wouldn’t 

have pushed for an end to affirmative action. I don’t know, because I don’t 

know what Ward Connerly’s ultimate political agenda was in pushing for an 

end to affirmative action.  

Rubens: And it’s important to acknowledge that the Regents began the process. 

02-00:16:50 

Berdahl: They acted before the state did. 

Rubens: That’s right. 

02-00:16:54 

Berdahl: And so it really came from Ward Connerly’s joining the Board of Regents. 

But in any event, we then got to the comprehensive review process, which did 
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not take race into account, but did take a lot of other factors. And the whole 

idea was you examined a student not on the basis of standardized tests or 

objective criteria exclusively, but you tried to see how well a student had 

played the hand that he or she had been dealt. And so a student who didn’t 

have access to advanced placement classes wouldn’t be handicapped by that. 

And a student who had access to them but didn’t take them would be looked 

at less favorably. So I actually think the process was a really very good one. 

But then, of course, we later came under fire from John Moores about it, too. 

Rubens: Yes. Well, we’ll get to that. There was the issue, also of hiring two readers. I 

think you, in the end, had some discretionary funds that you gave— 

02-00:18:10 

Berdahl: We had to hire a lot of readers. 

Rubens: But that two would read one application. 

02-00:18:16 

Berdahl: That’s right. That’s right. So that each application was read and evaluated 

independently by two readers. And if their evaluation differed by, I think, a 

half a point or more, it would be read by a third reader. 

Rubens: I think it was a very small percent where that ever happened. One of the things 

that you did state in August of ’97, when you came, you had a message to the 

campus community about the inescapability of race as an issue challenging 

the community and going forward into the twenty-first century. You had been 

out there from the very beginning, taking a position about being opposed to 

these bans, including— One of the things I just wanted to get in is that 

apparently, the year before, you had helped draft the statement— 

02-00:19:15 

Berdahl: The AAU statement, yes. 

Rubens: An ad had appeared in the New York Times. 

02-00:19:24 

Berdahl: That’s right. It’s one of the few really public statements that AAU’s ever 

taken. 

Rubens: How did that come about?  

02-00:19:34 

Berdahl: Well, it came about largely within the meeting of AAU; there was a lot of 

concern about the Hopwood decision that had ended affirmative action in 

Texas, and what was happening in California. Well, certainly, Chang-Lin Tien 

was very outspoken on the issue. I think there was actually a session at our 

AAU meeting where I talked about the consequences of Hopwood at Texas, 

and Chang-Lin Tien talked about the consequences at Berkeley. And then a 

committee was asked— It wasn’t really so much of a committee as it was Neil 
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Rudenstine at Harvard and I at Texas, were asked to draft something to 

present to the membership, which we did. And the membership then approved 

it, and we decided that we needed to take a public stand on this issue as an 

association. And so we did. 

Rubens: And this was matching a private and a public university. 

02-00:20:49 

Berdahl: Right, right, yes, it was one of the few times that the AAU has [actually] taken 

a public position on an issue.  

Rubens: I was surprised at how widespread the support for eliminating these bans— 

that is, for including consideration of race—was at that time. And then, of 

course, you write a support statement for the University of Michigan law suit. 

Christopher Edley drafts the supports for the law that came up, and nineteen 

former UC chancellors signed a brief. Edley writes the brief for the Supreme 

Court decision, at the high school level, regarding race. So this was really an 

issue of the moment. 

02-00:21:53 

Berdahl: Well, it is. And it still is, to some extent, but I think there’ve been more states 

that have passed bills— Michigan has passed a bill, after they got a favorable 

decision from the Supreme Court and Connerly moved into Michigan with his 

apparatus to get a ban on affirmative action. I think one state, this last year, 

turned it down. I think that was the— and I can’t remember which one it was; 

maybe Colorado, where it was framed differently. Ward didn’t succeed in 

getting the wording. He’s always worded these things as basically that 

affirmative action was discriminatory, that universities should not 

discriminate on the basis of race, in their admissions process or public hiring 

or whatever. And so he has framed the language of the propositions. In one 

case, where it was not framed that way, but was framed in terms of ending 

affirmative action or something like that, it didn’t pass. And so I think that the 

ways in which those propositions were framed are important.  

Just with regard to Connerly—Connerly is a very interesting personality in the 

history of the university at that point. At one level, I understood Connerly 

quite well. I think that there is a legitimate concern that is at the root of the 

question about affirmative action. And that’s really the equal protection clause 

of the constitution and the fourteenth amendment. And the question of 

whether or not the use of race as a factor is, in some sense, discriminatory. I 

think there’s a really legitimate case on that point. I came down, ultimately, on 

the pragmatic side, saying that race has been such a profound problem 

throughout the history of our country, from the constitution onward, that it 

needed to be looked at in different terms. And just pragmatically, you could 

not exclude this very large and growing portion of the population from access 

to our good universities. And so at one level, I had an appreciation for what 

Connerly had to say.  
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Rubens: And of course, finally in 2001, the regents rescind SB1 and SP2, which had 

set in motion the Prop 209. And Connerly was no longer a Regent at the time, 

but he supported that. And I thought that was so ironic. 

02-00:25:28 

Berdahl: I think he was still a Regent when they were rescinded. 

Rubens: Was he? 

02-00:25:32 

Berdahl: I think he left in 2003 or 2004. 

Rubens: Oh, then I have the wrong date. 

02-00:25:37 

Berdahl: But he was still a Regent. And he supported the rescission. 

Rubens: He said, “We’re spending enough energy on this thing that we could light the 

city of LA for weeks.” [chuckles] So he wanted to— 

02-00:25:47 

Berdahl: Yes. His point was it’s superfluous, that Prop. 209 supercedes it. And he was 

right. The students were under the misimpression that if SB1 and SB2 were 

rescinded that the university could begin to exercise affirmative action again. 

And it was very hard to disabuse them of that. They were told that violates the 

constitution of the State of California. But the really strong advocates of 

affirmative action felt that that would do it. But of course, it wouldn’t. 

Rubens: And of course, there’s never been a really effective challenge to 209. 

02-00:26:52 

Berdahl: Well, there was a court challenge initially, which was beaten down. 

Rubens: Exactly. And are you speaking of the one where the students, it’s the eight 

students and the ACLU that— 

02-00:27:06 

Berdahl: I don’t know who launched the case. 

Rubens: I think that’s who launched it. And then it’s beaten back by the court. In the 

meantime, it seems to me, other things are happening. By ’99, under your 

administration—I want to ask what your role is—there’s a strategic plan for 

diversity. So you’ve now moved from the comprehensive review and big 

efforts about outreach, hiring of an outreach administrator at Boalt, all sorts of 

new campaigns, web campaigns, outreach campaigns out of the admissions 

office. And then this strategic plan for diversity. 
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02-00:27:56 

Berdahl: And then we hired— I can’t remember what her title was, the diversity officer 

or— That was not simply about race, that was also in terms of faculty hiring, 

about getting more women on the faculty. 

Rubens: That was about a comprehensive plan for campus hiring as well as 

admissions. 

02-00:28:34 

Berdahl: Yes. And especially graduate admissions and recruitment of women faculty. 

And I have to say, we made marginal, very marginal progress on minority 

enrollments. We made very, I think, healthy progress on recruitment of 

women faculty. Angie Stacy was the person hired into that position. And then 

we had some deans. Rich Newton, who succeeded Paul Gray as dean of 

engineering, took that on as a really major challenge, and succeeded in 

recruiting several women, a number of women faculty. And so in fields where 

there were not very many women represented on the faculty, we made quite a 

bit of progress. 

Rubens: And how involved are you in this? 

02-00:29:54 

Berdahl: Well, I’m not involved at an operational level, but certainly, in terms of the 

planning and the urging. And a lot of what you have as a university chancellor 

is a bully pulpit. And so that’s as much of what you’re doing as anything. But 

certainly, in terms of creating this office and planning a lot and getting 

engaged in a lot of the outreach activities. I don’t know how many high 

schools I was in, in the Bay Area and in Los Angeles area. 

Rubens: Did you literally speak at high schools? 

02-00:30:37 

Berdahl: Yes. Dozens of them. And that was discouraging, too, because you began to 

see the obstacles that you had to overcome with some of these schools, which 

were pretty woefully inadequate. 

Rubens: One of the things that seems to develop over the course of your administration 

is quite a bit of programs, initiatives for UC Berkeley to be involved in Bay 

Area activities. To support certain schools, to arrange for summer school, 

bridge programs and then transfer from community colleges to Berkeley. 

They’re partnerships. 

02-00:31:27 

Berdahl: Right. Yes, I don’t think those were all entirely new with me. I think we may 

have tried to refresh them and to encourage them.  

Rubens: The record shows that you hosted—that is, entertained—many local programs 

at the Chancellor’s House. 
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02-00:31:45 

Berdahl: Yes, we were involved with a lot of the community things. Those were, in 

some respects, some of my wife’s initiatives. Certainly, recognizing the 

organizations that engaged the community. She kind of took that on as a pet 

project. 

Rubens: I was going to ask you about that because in the budget, there’s an allocation 

for the chancellor’s wife. Another time, earlier in this conversation, I wanted 

to ask you, how soon does Peg frame what it is that she’s going to do? And 

why is she so involved? 

02-00:32:22 

Berdahl: Well, I think I have to say, first of all, Peg was— there were a handful of 

projects that she was really interested in, and the community outreach was 

certainly one of them. But she was handicapped from early on, because at the 

beginning of my third year, our daughter was diagnosed with breast cancer. 

And she had two very small children at that point.  

Rubens: Daphne. 

02-00:32:58 

Berdahl: This is Daphne. And so Peg was spending really large blocks of time during 

the next couple of years, until Daphne got through the first chemotherapy 

session, which was really about a year. And then Peg had a couple of years 

where she wasn’t spending quite as much time, and then Daphne had a 

recurrence. And from that point on, Peg was really very preoccupied with 

Daphne’s life. 

Rubens: And then tragically, Daphne ultimately died. 

02-00:33:41 

Berdahl: Yes, she died in October of 2007. And that was, in some sense, from I think 

the fall of ’99, when she was first diagnosed, that was one of those clouds 

hanging over the whole of our time at Berkeley, because it took an awful lot 

of Peg’s time and a lot of emotional energy that got drained off, in taking care 

of her family and so forth.  

Rubens: I’m just sort of hesitant to pursue this now, but I notice that Peg is very bold in 

telling her story. There’s an issue of the Berkeleyan that’s talking about breast 

cancer awareness and— 

02-00:34:42 

Berdahl: Right. Well, that became one of the projects, because she, having been a 

breast cancer survivor herself, and then our daughter was diagnosed, and there 

were a number of faculty who were breast cancer survivors. And so she really 

launched the breast cancer awareness project and brought in Susan Love to 

lecture and invited a lot of women faculty and spouses to the house for some 

of those meetings. That was an important undertaking for her. 
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Rubens: And then also the childcare center? The infant childcare center? 

02-00:35:30 

Berdahl: The childcare center. That was a project that she, I have to say, essentially 

blackmailed me into doing. And it came out of a trip, a weekend that we took 

to go to Santa Fe. And we just had a free weekend and went to Santa Fe. 

She’d never been to Santa Fe and I’d only been there once. We were sitting in 

a really nice restaurant in Santa Fe, and at the table right adjacent to us was a 

young couple and we struck up a conversation with them. It turned out that 

they were from Berkeley and she was a graduate student at Berkeley and she 

had a young child, and they were on a free weekend. And she talked about the 

fact that there weren't adequate infant care facilities at Berkeley. And so Peg 

came back and she started pursuing this. And I said, “Peg, we don’t have a 

facility or a place for it.” And she said, “Well, then we’ll put it in the 

basement of University House.” Which I knew was not going to work and 

would have meant a lot of remodeling, but she was insistent. And so I said, 

“Well, I will commit some money.” And we also then worked at the Office of 

the President to get some commitment from the Office of the President for the 

whole system, for childcare facilities. And Peg raised some money for it. And 

we got a temporary place, and now there’s the permanent one that’s quite 

nice. 

Rubens: That’s a nice story. Was Peg with you during the initial interview? 

02-00:37:50 

Berdahl: No. No, she wasn’t. That was interesting because again, that’s the difference 

between Berkeley and Texas. She was part of the interview process at Texas, 

but not at Berkeley. And she was quite relieved not to be a part of that 

process. 

Rubens: But the entertainment schedule, she’s a part of that? 

02-00:38:13 

Berdahl: Yes. It was heavy the first couple years. 

Rubens: In addition to entertaining, just meeting with so many different people on 

campus and who come to campus. 

02-00:38:19 

Berdahl: Yes, yes. And I have to say that’s always, in all of these jobs and in these 

marriages, it’s a point of some stress because there are so many demands put 

upon the spouse. A number of the universities in AAU now recognize that and 

compensate the spouse. It wouldn’t have been possible politically in 

California for that to be the case. 

Rubens: Well, what is the line item supposed to be in the budget then, when it says 

chancellor’s wife?  
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02-00:39:07 

Berdahl: I don’t know what specifically is referred to there because— And it may have 

changed some. I don’t think there’s compensation. But one of the things 

that— In order for her to be eligible for university funds for official travel, she 

had to be named an associate to the chancellor or assistant to the chancellor. 

And otherwise, we’d have had to pay all of her travel expenses out of our own 

pocket. And so there’s no salary associated with it, but I think it does cover 

the expenses of travel that are incurred for official visits, official trips by the 

chancellor’s wife. 

Rubens: Because she was a partner with you in these— 

02-00:39:59 

Berdahl: She was. Although as I say, as Daphne’s circumstances— And at some point, 

I just had to say, “This is my job, it’s not your job. You come to the things 

that you can. There are a few things that you really have to come to, but you 

can pick and choose the other ones that you need to.” And so as it went on— I 

think that Mary Catherine Birgeneau has been much more active than Peg has 

and is really engaged much more than Peg was. And Peg got after Mary 

Catherine, because we were talking about this at the last AAU meeting, about 

the demands on the family. And Mary Catherine missed her mother’s ninetieth 

birthday party because she had some function she felt she had to go to. And 

Peg said, “Your mother’s only going to have one ninetieth birthday. You 

should go to that, instead of to this.” And Peg always put her family first. So 

any conflict with the family and her official functions, she always put the 

family first. And I think that was right. 

Rubens: Well, just to finish up with these personal battles—and then we’ll take our 

break—Peg and of course you had to deal with your prostate cancer surgery. 

That had to take a big toll on her. 

02-00:41:41 

Berdahl: Well, yes, we learned, on Christmas Eve of 2001, that I had prostate cancer. 

And I’ll never forget it as long as I live. Our kids were there for Christmas, 

and our daughter Daphne— I then had a doctor’s appointment a couple of 

days after Christmas. And she was still there and she went with me to the 

doctor. And the doctor said, “Well, the prognosis is very good. With surgery, 

there’s about a 10 percent chance of this having spread.” And we didn’t know 

that Daphne had a recurrence at that point, and Daphne said, “Boy, I wish I 

had those odds.” And of course, she didn’t. 

Rubens: No, she didn’t. Your daughter Jennifer taught at Berkeley while you were 

here? 

02-00:42:57 

Berdahl: She did, yes. Her husband came as a post-doc in math the same time we did, 

in ’97. Jennifer was finishing up her PhD. And it’s kind of a funny story 
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because there was an opening at Berkeley and she didn’t apply for it. She 

applied for an opening at Stanford.  

Rubens: In the business school. 

02-00:43:25 

Berdahl: Yes. And she didn’t apply for the Berkeley job because she knew it’d be 

complicated. But the folks at Berkeley were in touch with the folks at 

Stanford, because they were searching in similar areas. And the Stanford 

people said, “Well, there’s this Jennifer Berdahl, and she has applied for our 

position. She looks like she fits yours better than ours.” And so they actually 

then got in touch with her. And Jennifer called me and said, “What should I 

do?” And I said, “Well, I’d encourage you to come for the interview, but stay 

as far away from me as you can. Stay in the hotel and so forth.” And she did. 

But it was awkward for her. I said— 

Rubens: So she got the position? 

02-00:44:21 

Berdahl: She got the position. She was there three years. And I said to her once, “I bet 

you wish you’d changed your name when you got married.” But her husband 

was on a post-doc, so he was there four years. And then they were looking for 

positions at the same university and both were offered jobs at Toronto. 

Rubens: Where she is now. 

02-00:44:49 

Berdahl: Where she is now, yes. 

Rubens: All of your daughters are so accomplished. And I do want to talk about 

Daphne’s work a little bit later because there’s a kind of bookend to your own 

research and writing. 

02-00:44:59 

Berdahl: It is. It is. 

Rubens: Well, why don’t we take a break? 

02-00:45:03 

Berdahl: Okay, that’s good.  
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Interview #2: January 15, 2009, Afternoon Session 

Rubens: I have a question left over from this morning’s interview, regarding a visit in 

l998 to UC Berkeley by the U.S. Secretary of Education. You and he tour 

some middle schools in Richmond. You mentioned this morning that you 

went into many public schools. Is there anything you’d like to say about that 

visit or your relationship with Richard Riley?  

02-00:45:57 

Berdahl: It’s not really necessary. 

Rubens: Fine. But the newspapers report that he’s pleased with the Berkeley Pledge. 

02-00:46:01 

Berdahl: Yes. 

Rubens: Oh, one other thing. There’s a substantial amount of effort and a substantial 

amount of money going into, by ’99, supporting minorities who are on 

campus, enhancing their studies. There is The Singer Family Foundation, the 

Incentive Awards Program— 

02-00:47:33 

Berdahl: Well, we can talk about the Incentive Awards Program a little bit, because that 

really was an effort of mine, exclusively.  

Rubens: Yes, let’s, start there. 

02-00:47:50 

Berdahl: Okay. Well, one of the things that we learned, that I learned and in a sense, 

and brought with me from Texas, was that although the university could not 

provide scholarships that were in any sense related to race, it was possible for 

independent groups to do so. And since the alumni association was an 

independent group, I went to the alumni association and encouraged them to 

create a scholarship program for disadvantaged students. We didn’t make it 

specifically for race, but a program that would provide financial aid for 

students who had real financial need and came from disadvantaged 

backgrounds. And they picked up on that and created the Incentive Award 

Program. It’s a program still, I think, functioning very well. One of the really 

nice things that happened when I left Berkeley is that they gave a scholarship 

to students in honor of Peg and me, and we’ve continued to support that. But 

it is really, I think, a very good program that has helped in recruiting 

disadvantaged and some minority students to Berkeley. But there was a lot of 

effort. The one problem, however, was that there are, in California, 

disadvantaged—let me put it this way—disadvantages not necessarily related 

to race. And so what we discovered is that the more that economic and social 

disadvantage was taken into account, the more Asian American students were 

admitted to Berkeley. And so the real beneficiaries of many of these efforts on 

admissions were Asian students. 
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In many cases, that came from financially poor backgrounds. A lot of their 

parents had immigrated. A lot of them were Vietnamese, Southeast Asian. 

And so it had the beneficial effect of really recruiting some outstanding 

disadvantaged students to Berkeley; but it didn’t address the black and 

Hispanic deficit nearly as successfully as we might have hoped it would. 

Rubens: And so the Incentive Award Program was something that was almost a 

capstone to some of these other smaller ones that were already going. 

02-00:51:05 

Berdahl: Right. And we put a lot of money into the student directed programs, the 

outreach programs that the students themselves had to try to recruit minority 

students to Berkeley. 

Rubens: Then there’s a dustup over one of those efforts. A student organization used 

some of that money to politically fight against Prop 54, in 2003, which had to 

do with police gathering data which was considered racial profiling.  

02-00:51:54 

Berdahl: Yes. Well of course, they couldn’t use university funds for partisan or for 

political purposes, which they had been doing. 

Rubens: And so you just decided this had been an “oversight” and that you would use 

your discretionary funds to make-up for what the students had spent. [Berdahl 

laughs.] 

Would you mind—you’ve mentioned this a couple of times—what’s the 

chancellor’s discretionary fund? How does that come about? 

02-00:52:31 

Berdahl: Well, the chancellor’s discretionary fund is basically the money that the 

chancellor has. It can be discretionary money that’s from private sources, in 

the sense that it’s just at the chancellor’s discretion. But it’s basically money 

that the chancellor can allocate for this or that or the other thing that is not 

already committed on a recurring basis. Much of it comes out of private 

contributions. 

Rubens: So maybe you help me decide the line of questioning to pursue. Maybe we’ll 

continue with affirmative action, then go through your encounter with Regent 

Moores. One of the things that’s happening is there is an increase in the 

number of students enrolled at Berkeley. And so that is going to help pump up 

the percentages. 

02-00:53:42 

Berdahl: The percentage of minority students. Well, we made a decision—I think fairly 

early on; ’99, I believe, somewhere thereabouts—because we were under 

pressure from the system to grow. And the budgets for faculty were simply 

not growing. The infusion of money that we got in those early years went 
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largely into outreach programs, and they didn’t really go into core academic 

activities of the university. They were earmarked for outreach programs by the 

legislature, which was concerned about the decline of minority enrollments. 

And we really needed to recruit additional faculty. Especially if we were 

going to carry forward with some of the interdisciplinary projects and realize 

some of the possibilities that we had with things like the Health Science 

Initiative and so forth. We were also under pressure by the Office of the 

President to accept more students. All of the campuses were. And so we made 

a deliberate decision to grow by about 4,000 students from, I think, 29,000 to 

about 33,000. And this was to yield an equivalent number of faculty positions. 

And that process began and we did have more faculty lines to be able to 

allocate. The difficulty is that much of the money that was generated by that 

additional enrollment got consumed by either subsequent budget cuts, 

beginning in 2003, or in the need to generate money for salary increases to 

match the offers that faculty were getting from other institutions. So we 

weren’t able to add as many faculty as we had planned on, from that 

additional enrollment. 

Rubens: This was an initiative or an effort that’s independent of the Strategic 

Academic Plan. It’s prior to that? 

02-00:56:32 

Berdahl: It began prior to the Strategic Academic Plan. But bear in mind there’s a lag 

time between when you decide to grow enrollment and then you realize that 

growth, because you’re admitting a small portion of it each year, as you grow 

the enrollment. As we then realized we were going to have an infusion of new 

money—and I think we made the decision in ’99 or 2000 to grow the size—

we initiated the academic plan, which I think was completed in 2003. And that 

academic plan was to help guide where I think roughly a third of the new 

positions were going to go. And it was focused heavily on interdisciplinary 

research projects.  

Rubens: So by 2003, maybe starting in 2002, UC Regent John Moores is running data 

analyses of who’s being admitted. And I guess he’s constantly asking for 

more and more data. I was talking to Jud King [C. Judson King, who was UC 

Provost and Senior Vice President at the time] about how UCOP kept running 

regression analyses. And John Moores didn’t like the way they were coming 

out. He thought that they were— 

02-00:58:11 

Berdahl: Yes. Well, he hired his own statistician. His data and his analysis were really 

deeply flawed. We kept running analyses and ran very, very sophisticated 

analyses that proved, I think, beyond a shadow of a doubt, that we were not 

taking race into account as we did the comprehensive review. His attack was 

based on the fact that he felt the comprehensive review was a surreptitious 

way of reintroducing race, and that because it downplayed the role of 

objective measures, especially the SAT, it was going to erode the quality of 
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admissions to Berkeley. And he identified a small number of applicants who 

were admitted to Berkeley, who had low SAT scores. And he drove this— We 

spent, I don’t know, hundreds of thousands of dollars, I would guess, in terms 

of time and analysis of our admissions. 

Rubens: Because he’s a Regent? Because he’s going public? 

02-00:59:40 

Berdahl: Because he was chair of the Board of Regents, and he was publicly accusing 

us of violating the law. And I was certainly convinced that we were not 

violating the law. The admissions people were convinced we were not 

violating the law. The data that we developed, generated, were persuasive, but 

we could not persuade him because he put such a high premium on SAT 

scores as the— really, the only measure. He felt that grades were not reliable 

because there was grade inflation and weak schools were soft of grading, and 

that the only reliable measure was SAT scores. There was plenty of evidence 

coming out of the Office of the President that grades were more reliable 

predictors than SAT scores. And in fact, that’s part of what caused Dick 

Atkinson to move away from requiring SATs. 

[End Audio File 2] 

Begin Audio File 3 01-15-20009.mp3 

Rubens: As we changed tapes, you were saying that Atkinson really was the national 

leader in the turn against the SAT’s. 

03-00:00:07 

Berdahl: Yes. Dick launched that analysis in the Office of the President. As a 

psychometrician he was really able to provide a lot of analysis that was 

convincing. 

Rubens: But you can’t satisfy Moores. 

03-00:00:31 

Berdahl: You can’t satisfy Moores.  

Rubens: Not enough forces on the Regents are saying let it go?  

03-00:00:40 

Berdahl: Nobody really was willing to stand up to Moores.  

Rubens: Except you. 

03-00:00:52 

Berdahl: Well, we had a real confrontation.  

Rubens: It began as a letter campaign, is that right? 
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03-00:00:57 

Berdahl: Yes. And then Moores gave us his data and we found all kinds of flaws in it. 

Paul Gray, myself, and our director of admissions Pamela Burnett met with 

Moores down by Monterey, at Pebble Beach. Moores had this huge, exquisite 

home on the eighteenth fairway at Pebble Beach. I’ll never forget it as long as 

I live. And we met with him. And we did disagree, obviously, about a number 

of factors, but we said, “Your data is flawed, for the following reasons. And 

please don’t release to the public your flawed data.” And he said he wouldn’t. 

And then he did. It was the first time that I felt that someone had— maybe not 

the first time, but certainly, it was a clear case where he had, I think, just flat 

out lied to us. And that, as far as I was concerned, pretty well tore it— I no 

longer ever trusted him, after that. He also said things like the fact that these 

students who had SAT scores below a thousand, I think, had no business at 

Berkeley. And they were minority students, in that case. And so he went 

public with some very insulting and, I think, outrageous claims. These 

students were all in good standing at Berkeley. But he simply believed that 

low SAT scores— or SAT scores were the primary index of quality. And it 

was a very acrimonious public dispute. 

Rubens: This was at a Regents’ meeting. 

03-00:04:47 

Berdahl: Well, it was at Regents meetings, it was in the press and in exchanges that 

were in public settings. I just never could quite figure out what he wanted, 

other than that we resume an admissions process that was based largely on 

SAT scores. Which we weren’t willing to do. And there was not really a lot of 

support within the rest of the Regents, and some of them were very critical of 

Moores. And particularly as he became more outrageous in his behavior. But 

he was chairman of the board. And chairmen have a lot of clout. 

Rubens: So was there any fallout on you particularly, or on the campus? Or is it just 

that this was a public airing of something that didn’t— 

03-00:05:55 

Berdahl: It was just unpleasant. There wasn’t any fallout. I think he had very little 

confidence in me, and I certainly had none in him. So it was just one of those 

things that happen in these jobs. 

Rubens: What was Atkinson’s role in this?  

03-00:06:19 

Berdahl: Dick was always very supportive. I have to say that I’ve worked in several 

systems, and I have the highest regard and have always had the highest regard 

for Dick. And Dick did not interfere. He was supportive without being 

intrusive. 

Rubens: But do you think he’s trying to take Moores aside and— 
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03-00:06:48 

Berdahl: Oh, I think everybody was trying to talk reason to Moores. Jud King was 

involved and Pat Hayashi did a lot of analysis. But Moores just had his mind 

made up and was not about to change it. 

Rubens: So it’s a kind of confined story, then. It isn’t one that— 

03-00:07:15 

Berdahl: Yes, it’s a confined story. It wasn’t a huge— 

Rubens: Did it influence you? 

03-00:07:28 

Berdahl: As those things do, they cost enormous amounts of time and energy and 

money, because you’re spending so much of your time responding to these 

allegations and developing responses.  

Rubens: Had you already announced you were stepping down? Did that have any 

influence at all on your decision to step down? 

03-00:07:48 

Berdahl: No. I’m not sure. Let’s see, I announced in late October. This is around the 

same time. I think it was more the spring of that year, of 2003, that we had 

this fracas. I can’t remember. 

Rubens: It goes into the fall. 

03-00:08:10 

Berdahl: But it was not the reason for my deciding to step down, by any means. 

Rubens: It wasn’t like a nail in the— 

03-00:08:20 

Berdahl: No. No. I felt we were really pretty well exonerated by the facts, that his 

accusations just didn’t hold up. 

Rubens: And then of course, you know he resigned— 

03-00:08:33 

Berdahl: Then he resigned in a huff, from the board, later.  

Rubens: Yes, just sort of inexplicably, just one day he’s gone. 

03-00:08:41 

Berdahl: Yes. Well, I don’t think he was a constructive board member. 

Rubens: I wanted to drop back, if we could, to again to your first year. In your 

inaugural address you thank three big donors: the Haases, Gordon Moore, of 

Intel, and Richard Goldman. It’s at the Charter Day ceremony that you 

announce the ten-million gift for the— 
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03-00:09:26 

Berdahl: No, actually, the ten-million Goldman gift came my first week. And I really 

am indebted to Richard Goldman for that. I had met with him before I became 

chancellor, after I’d been appointed, as I did with Peter Haas, as well, and a 

few others. Dick had been planning on giving this ten-million to the School of 

Public Policy. And Chang-Lin, to his credit and my everlasting gratitude, 

agreed to delay the giving of this gift until I arrived at Berkeley, as a kind 

of— 

Rubens: Gesture? 

03-00:10:29 

Berdahl: Gesture to give me a good boost at the beginning. Tien had set that up. And 

Richard deferred it until I came, in order to give me a kind of running start . 

Rubens: Well, because I read one place, that it was in honor of your arrival, and then— 

03-00:10:53 

Berdahl: Well, it may have been framed in various ways, but it was really Richard’s 

effort to give me a really good start. And I’ll be forever grateful to him for 

that. 

Rubens: And later on, when you retire and you’re going to teach, you have an 

appointment in the policy school, as well as history. 

03-00:11:18 

Berdahl: That’s right. 

Rubens: Originally, it was just history. 

03-00:11:22 

Berdahl: My tenure, I believe, was exclusively in history. But I had a joint 

appointment, I think, from the get-go. 

Rubens: And this is rather obvious, but you are meeting with these high stakes 

contributors. Peter Haas, of course, had already given for the pavilion. 

03-00:11:48 

Berdahl: Everything. [laughs] 

Rubens: Everything, yes. And Moore? Did you meet with him? 

03-00:11:52 

Berdahl1: Gordon Moore? Yes, I did. Met many times with Gordon Moore. Went 

fishing with him in Tahiti. And so yes. 

Rubens: Now, it just eludes me. Did he give for the health science program? I forget 

what his big— 
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03-00:12:15 

Berdahl: Well, I’m not absolutely certain I remember, as well. 

Rubens: I have it in my notes somewhere. 

03-00:12:20 

Berdahl: I think it was ultimately for that. He gave for a number of things. 

Rubens: Who is helping you identify who— It’s obvious, if you look at the numbers, 

of who’s contributing, but do you have—Don McQuade comes in later, as 

your development person.  

03-00:12:37 

Berdahl: Dan Mote was the vice chancellor for development when I arrived, and then 

left after the first year, to go to University of Maryland. And Dan had been 

involved in the capital campaign from the get-go. So the donors, the potential 

donors, the list of big Berkeley backers had been generated in the course of 

the planning and early stages of the capital campaign. One of our goals was to 

constantly expand the number of donors. Which we succeeded in doing. And 

like all capital campaigns, the purpose of the capital campaign is to reach a 

new threshold, which— The first campaign was at $500 million, and then we 

went to $1.1. But we raised $1.4. And I guess the new campaign is going to be 

for something like three-billion dollars. And so the whole purpose of the 

capital campaign is to broaden the range of donors, the number of donors, and 

to identify new potential large donors. And as a capital campaign, at that time, 

we had raised more money than any other public university without a medical 

school. Because the medical school at, say, UCLA accounted for 60% of the 

gifts. So it was a really important kind of activity and benchmark for 

Berkeley. 

Rubens: But for you to be identifying the donors in the beginning and introducing 

yourself— 

03-00:14:43 

Berdahl: No, I didn’t have to do that. They were all identified for me. 

Rubens: But I meant meeting them. I guess the word really is cultivating. 

03-00:14:53 

Berdahl: Yes. Absolutely. We had an enormous number of meetings that first— or the 

first couple of years, because I really wanted to make sure— Tien was a very 

successful fundraiser, and I did not want to have a real— 

Rubens: Drop in that, yes 

03-00:15:13 

Berdahl: Drop, yes. And so I worked hard on that for the first couple years. 
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Rubens: I meant to ask you earlier, when we were talking about administrative 

reorganization and bringing in some of the people you’d worked with at 

Austin, at any point in your career, did you have specific management 

training? We’re not doing a life history, but you had a lot of experience before 

you came to Berkeley: you served as a dean at Oregon; you were then the vice 

provost at Illinois? 

03-00:15:40 

Berdahl: Well, I was provost in Illinois. But as a dean, I started fundraising in the 

College of Arts and Sciences at the University of Oregon. We’d had none 

prior to that. So I kind of got a tutorial on that. Curt Simic, who moved from 

Oregon to Berkeley, as vice chancellor for university relations, he was the 

vice president at Oregon when I was there. And he’s probably one of the best 

in the country, which is why Mike Heyman recruited him to Berkeley. And so 

he’s the one that first introduced me to the vagaries of fundraising. Then as 

provost, you don’t have that much; you’re an internal appointment. But then at 

Texas, I really reorganized completely the fundraising apparatus at Texas, 

which was— Texas had as much potential for fundraising as any public 

university in the country. But it was quite poorly organized, and had not ever 

reached its potential. And so we started the planning for a capital campaign 

while I was there. I recruited a vice president for development and we really 

restructured a lot of the fundraising apparatus. In the course of that, I brought 

in a number of consultants. And so I learned about the issues and the process 

of fundraising at a central position. And of course, it was very well developed 

at Berkeley already, by Curt Simic and then his successor. 

Rubens: Where does Curt go when he leaves? 

03-00:18:08 

Berdahl: He went back to Indiana, which was his home state. And he’s just now, I 

think, about to retire from Indiana. 

Rubens: Bob [Robert] Kerley mentions in his oral history that when he was a vice 

chancellor at Berkeley and he was initiating the revamping of the student 

recreation facilities, that he was sent to Harvard’s management school, and 

that it made a tremendous difference to him. But it seems that your 

management schools came in the actual act of managing. 

03-00:18:40 

Berdahl: Yes, they were. I didn’t ever go to the Harvard— And in retrospect, I wish I 

had. I think I would’ve learned some things that maybe I had to learn in a 

harder fashion, by being on the ground.  

Rubens: But is the AAU, at their annual conventions, having workshops for— 

03-00:19:04 

Berdahl: Well, no. Our annual conventions—we have two a year—they’re relatively 

focused. We have introduced, since I came here, an effort to give orientation 
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to new presidents. And there’s a growing number of new president workshops 

and management courses around the country. But we don’t focus on that, 

primarily, at our meetings. We’re really dealing with a range of issues, many 

of which are related to the university/federal government partnership. 

Rubens: And this was the case as you’re coming up through the ranks. 

03-00:19:47 

Berdahl: Yes. 

Rubens: So to drop back, to finish up just a little bit more on the diversity issue, you 

used the words often, about the compelling interest that a public institution 

has in diversity. And I’m wondering if you can just state what you were 

thinking about then, and if it’s changed at all over time? 

03-00:20:17 

Berdahl: Well, I don’t actually think it’s changed. It is that the compelling interest is 

educating students for life in a very, very diverse world and setting. As we just 

look at the demographics that have overtaken California, that are taking place 

in the United States as a whole, or in the world— We have just elected our 

first African American president. The movement of people, the globalization 

of the economy. I don’t think students can be completely and fully educated 

for work and life in this kind of a world, unless they are educated in an 

environment that requires them to confront difference. And so I think that it’s 

an essential part of their education. This is where Ward Connerly and I really 

differed, because he believes that that’s a manufactured justification for 

emphasis on diversity that we really just came up with that argument in order 

to justify affirmative action. I don’t think that’s the case at all. I think it’s a 

part of— I think it’s central to the educational experience. Education is all 

about learning what we are not. We define ourselves in terms of our 

interaction with others. It’s part of our self-definition. It’s coming to grips 

with difference, it’s encountering the opposite, it’s encountering the other. 

And we have whole disciplines like anthropology, that are wrapped up in that 

study and examination. So I think that it’s really a compelling part of the 

educational experience. And that, after all, was the justification that Lewis 

Powell gave in the Supreme Court decision that approved affirmative action in 

the first place. 

Rubens: In the Michigan decision. 

03-00:22:55 

Berdahl: No, this was in the U.C. Davis [Baake] decision, way back in 1978. And so he 

believed that universities had a compelling interest in having a diverse student 

body. And I believe that is the case. And secondly, I just think that in terms of 

our society, we can not really have a society in which education, or access to 

quality education, is limited to an ever smaller portion of our population. And 

so I think for social reasons, but also for intellectual reasons, it’s essential, and 

a compelling interest. 
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Rubens: So then on Berkeley’s campus, there’s the issue of two very contested 

programs that we’re going to get to. There’s the American cultures 

requirement, which was really pioneering. I think only Stanford had the one 

course, and then Berkeley institutes this requirement. And then the fight over 

the ethnic studies course, which is going to raise real questions about 

academic competency. But I want to ask you first about American cultures, 

the extent to which you were involved with it or knew about it. 

03-00:24:33 

Berdahl: Well, I knew about it, but I wasn’t involved. It came along before I was at 

Berkeley. I think it is one of the unique kinds of requirements that Berkeley 

has. It fits many of the criteria that I’ve outlined for what constitutes, I think, 

an educated person in the twenty-first century. So it fits in very well, I think, 

with those kinds of expectations. 

Rubens: But in reality, it hasn’t been supported extensively. Christina Maslach took it 

under her wing and reconfigured it. So it’s still going. But it’s been said that if 

the faculty senate voted on it today, it wouldn’t pass. 

03-00:25:37 

Berdahl: I think that’s probably true. And these things have their own moments in time. 

And I think that to some extent, perhaps the initial enthusiasm and hopes of 

the faculty have only been partially realized for the American cultures 

requirement. But I also think the mood changes and people— There’s a fairly 

substantial portion of the faculty that aren’t very enthused, weren’t very 

enthused about affirmative action. And I think that same portion of the faculty 

probably doesn’t think a whole lot of the American cultures requirement 

either. 

Rubens: It’s interesting what you’re saying about the changes in mood, and one could 

almost say a kind of trend in academic disciplines. The interdisciplinary 

movement and the global movement have seemed to usurp some of that. 

Today, some of my students describe a self-segregation —that the students of 

diverse ethno-racial backgrounds fulfill their American cultures requirement 

through ethnic studies, and that Euro-American background students enroll in 

those other classes designated as fulfilling the American Cultures requirement. 

03-00:27:16 

Berdahl: Through other courses. Right. And I think that’s true. And I think the self-

segregation is lamentable and somewhat sad. Berkeley has a large Asian 

American population; that’s the plurality. And so that population is large and 

secure and so forth. I think one of the consequences of having such a small 

African American percentage at Berkeley is the fact that their numbers almost 

encourage self-isolation. Because they have always felt a bit on the defensive. 

They’ve been told by people like John Moores that they don’t belong there. 

And so they become very defensive and withdrawn from a lot of the 

exchange. That’s true of American society as a whole, obviously. But still, I 

said once— And some people interpreted this as a racist comment; it wasn’t 
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meant to be racist. But if you’re in a law school, how do you teach a class on 

criminal law, where you have an all white audience that has one set of 

experiences with the criminal legal system and a black population that has a 

very different experience? The incident in Oakland last week. Would that 

have happened if it had been a white person caught up in that squabble? 

Rubens: You’re referring to the BART policeman [Johannes Mehserle] shoots a 

seemingly unarmed and unthreatening black passenger [Oscar Grant]. 

03-00:29:50 

Berdahl: Right. And so the interaction with the legal system is really quite different 

among African Americans than it is among whites. And it seems to me if 

you’re teaching law, that difference has to be appreciated and understood. 

And you can’t, I think fully, unless you have a kind of discussion that’s going 

on in a classroom that has mixed race.  

Rubens: And then of course, it goes all the way up the academic ladder. You need a 

diverse faculty to reinforce that there is a tradition of intellectual excellence. I 

wanted to ask if you had a hand in hiring Edley. I know everything comes 

across your desk, of course. 

03-00:30:43 

Berdahl: Yes, yes I did. I had known Chris from his time here in Washington, during 

the Clinton administration. And I was elated that he was at all interested in the 

job, and I was pretty actively involved in recruiting him. It was one of my last 

acts. But it was that spring of 2004 that we recruited him. 

Rubens: He came from Harvard. 

03-00:31:14 

Berdahl: Yes. And I expected to be gone before he actually arrived, but as it turned out, 

I wasn’t. 

Rubens: There was a kind of ironic reverse recruitment by Harvard, of Pedro Nogura 

who had been at Berkeley’ School of Education and had been a rather vocal 

advocate of affirmative action. 

03-00:31:36 

Berdahl: Right. Right, he was. 

Rubens: As he leaves, he sort of gives a ding to Berkeley, saying, “Well—” 

03-00:31:42 

Berdahl: Well, I really thought and think highly of Pedro. And he, understandably, felt 

that with the declining number of minority students at Berkeley, he would 

have fewer and fewer students that he was accustomed to working with. I 

don’t know. I think that was a justification for his leaving. I don’t know if it’s 

the whole story. I doubt that it’s the whole story. 
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Rubens: Yes. And he’s certainly not going to get that kind of representation at 

Harvard. 

03-00:32:30 

Berdahl: Yes, Harvard is not exactly a minority institution. 

Rubens: But he would have, I suppose, a more prestigious platform from which to 

advocate. Shall we move to discussing the ethnic studies controversy? 

Because I think it entails some of these issues of faculty support for diversity 

and questions of standards. Do you want to start with how you remember 

getting involved with it? 

03-00:33:03 

Berdahl: Sure. The whole issue of ethnic studies— Which, I have to say, of the major 

crises that I confronted as chancellor at Berkeley, was right up there. Probably 

as major as any other. It began with a student strike and encampment in front 

of California Hall, and a hunger strike. Hunger strikes get your attention right 

away because if they go on for very long, they can really affect the health and 

wellbeing of students. And the ethnic studies students claimed, with some 

justification in their reasoning, that the university was intent upon getting rid 

of ethnic studies. Bear in mind that after the passage of SB1, SB2 and 209, 

that wasn’t the end of Ward Connerly’s criticism of universities on the 

diversity issue. He attacked the notion that there was any kind of separate 

ethnically related commencement services. So that when the black students 

had their own little commencement, he objected. And he ultimately 

questioned whether ethnic studies should be part of the curriculum. So the 

broader framework of this was a Regent who had succeeded in overturning 

affirmative action now beginning to question the justification for any 

programs that were ethnically related. The ethnic studies department had, I 

think, something on the order of fifteen faculty lines. There was a great deal of 

dissention within the department, because you had Asian American studies, 

you had Native American studies; you had African American studies, 

Hispanic American and so forth. You had these various subsets of faculty 

within ethnic studies. And it was very difficult for them to agree on what 

kinds of recruitments for faculty to make and to put together a rational plan 

for the department as a whole, because of personality conflicts and intellectual 

conflicts within the department. As a consequence, the budget committee, 

which reviews all plans of departments for faculty recruitment, had strongly 

recommended that no recruitments be permitted in ethnic studies because they 

had no coherent plan. And I also think there was a very strong sense in the 

budget committee that the quality of faculty who were being recruited or put 

up for tenure there was not consistent with the quality of faculty in other 

departments. 

Rubens: I think they were claiming, also, that they didn’t have the enrollments. 
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03-00:37:56 

Berdahl: That’s true. I think there was a question about enrollment justification. Add to 

that the fact that in the spring of 1999 there were, I think, something on the 

order of five or six vacant lines in the department. And in the spring of that 

year— 

Rubens: That allegedly had never been filled; that were promised but— 

03-00:38:28 

Berdahl: Well, they hadn’t been taken away from the department, but approval had not 

been granted to fill them because of the reasons that I’ve indicated. And at the 

same time, in that spring, I think there were four or five people on leave. And 

so if you looked at the department, out of an authorized FTE of fifteen faculty 

lines, there were only five or six actually in residence or filled. And what the 

students concluded from that was that there was not a plan to kill ethnic 

studies outright, but a plan to kill it by attrition; just not to fill vacant lines, 

and as the department shrank and shrank and shrank, its raison d’être would 

become weaker and weaker. And so their point of view was that the 

administration was out to kill ethnic studies. Now, I have to say, I was 

unaware of the decision that had been made not to allow lines to be filled. 

That was largely a decision of the provost, together with the budget 

committee. 

Rubens: The Academic Senate. 

03-00:40:05 

Berdahl: Yes. And so I didn’t know about that. And I was a little bit miffed that I 

hadn’t been briefed on the potential problem that that might create. So this 

came to me just sort of as a bolt out of the blue. Students claiming we were 

trying to shut down ethnic studies, we didn’t support ethnic studies— 

Rubens: The students camping out before they had even met with you? 

03-00:40:30 

Berdahl: Oh, yes. Long before they met with me. And then the first day of that 

encampment, and the demonstrations and the hunger strike and all the rest, I 

met with the faculty of ethnic studies to try to persuade them to talk to their 

students. And to my great surprise, because I had never really quite 

experienced anything like this, they said, well, they stood with the students. 

And in fact, of course, they made some impassioned kind of denunciations of 

the administration and so forth, in front of California Hall, rallying with the 

students.  

Rubens: Not having come to you— 

03-00:41:32 

Berdahl: No, not having come to me at all before that. So this suddenly was this real 

dilemma. The faculty was supporting the students in this demonstration and in 

the strike. And then there’s the kind of propaganda machine that goes into 
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effect. And I think we made some mistakes, as well. I think that Matt Lyon, 

who was quite new to the situation— I think he had just come to Berkeley 

maybe in January of ’99, shortly before this. Maybe that fall. I can’t remember 

when Matt came to Berkeley, but it was about a year after I got there. And 

Matt had been a political operative and had run campaigns, and he had worked 

with James Carville, running campaigns in Texas. And his take on everything 

was, every time there’s a charge made against you, you have to respond to it. 

Otherwise, you get Swift Boated. That’s a phrase that’s come up since that 

time [during Senator John Kerry’s campaign], but that was basically the 

mentality. If you don’t respond immediately to charges, they end up standing 

and sticking. And so I think that some of our responses were ill-considered. I 

think we shouldn’t have responded to some of the allegations that were being 

made by students. 

Rubens: What would you have done instead? 

03-00:43:26 

Berdahl: Probably ignored them.  

Rubens: You certainly didn’t choose to have the police escort them out. They stayed 

there. There was— 

03-00:43:35 

Berdahl: Well, we did, that— 

Rubens: Eventually. 

03-00:43:37 

Berdahl: —eventually.  

Rubens: Yes. But you let it go for— 

03-00:43:39 

Berdahl: But we let it go for quite a while. And so this went on for several days. Bob 

Brentano was the chairman of the senate at that time. And of course, 

eventually, it became a dangerous problem to have the demonstration and the 

encampment going on twenty-four hours a day. We were concerned about 

community activists coming in. I know that one of the things that John 

Cummins had said was, during one of the previous big confrontations at 

Berkeley, there had been weapons that had been brought into the 

encampment. And I think that was over the apartheid issue. And so 

eventually, we just couldn’t tolerate it and we couldn’t make any progress on 

talks. 

Rubens: Are you, in the meantime, getting phone calls from Atkinson or from donors? 

03-00:45:04 

Berdahl: Very, very little from Atkinson. And really, nothing much. I kept him apprised 

of it, but I wasn’t getting any pressure, really, from Atkinson. 
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Rubens: Or from the Regents? 

03-00:45:21 

Berdahl: Not really. The Regents, I think, wanted to know what was happening, but it 

wasn’t big on their radar screen. It was getting some media coverage, clearly. 

And the TV coverage, especially. But eventually, we decided we had to move 

them out, and then we arrested a bunch of them. And that all went pretty 

smoothly, but they came back right away and were there. And eventually, Bob 

Brentano served as a go-between to arrange for me to sit down with some of 

the leaders of the strike. The people involved in the demonstration ranged 

from some who were very radical, mount-the-barricades types, to others 

who— I’ll never forget. We had an alumni dinner over in the Haas Business 

School one evening during this demonstration. And one of the members of the 

foundation board, Nancy Ganis, of whom I’m very fond, mentioned that her 

daughter was out there demonstrating. I said, “Nancy, what is she doing?” 

And she said, “Well,” she said, “she knew that I was involved in 

demonstrations in the sixties, and she just wants the full Berkeley experience.” 

So you had this range of people, from people who were pretty hardcore radical 

to those who wanted the Berkeley experience of being in a big demonstration. 

Well, in any event, we sat down and had long discussions and negotiations, 

and came up with a settlement that Bob Brentano helped to negotiate. And it 

involved assuring them of some faculty lines. I can’t remember, I think two a 

year or something like that. I can’t remember the details of the settlement. 

Rubens: Yes, I’ll get it in a minute. 

03-00:48:02 

Berdahl: But that Bob Brentano would also take responsibility for working with the 

faculty, most of whom had some confidence in him, for developing an 

acceptable plan for recruiting faculty over the next two or three years; and that 

those faculty recruitments, once that plan was approved, would go forward. 

Rubens: And you would fill the rest of the positions? 

03-00:48:38 

Berdahl: And we’d fill the vacant positions. It didn’t award any additional positions to 

the department. David Hollinger was the chair, I think, of the budget 

committee. 

Rubens: Yes, he was. 

03-00:48:52 

Berdahl: And I talked with him throughout this process. And so I felt that even though 

we negotiated the settlement and didn’t give the budget committee the opinion 

to approve or disapprove the settlement— I signed off it. And I clearly had, as 

chancellor, the authority to award faculty lines; it’s just that we’d always done 

it in consultation with the budget committee. But I had been in consultation 

with the budget committee; not about the details of the settlement, but about 
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the general outline of what needed to be done if we were going to get a 

settlement. And clearly, the chairman of the senate was involved. And so we 

got a settlement and ultimately, ended the sit-in and began to move forward. 

Then that fall, led largely by Jack Citrin in the political science department, 

who had been very, very critical of me and of the settlement— And Jack was 

a staunch opponent of affirmative action and one of the conservative voices on 

the faculty. Jack led this proposal to be brought before the senate, that 

would— I don’t even remember the language of it, but for all intents and 

purposes, it was a censure for my ostensibly acting without the proper 

consultation with the senate on this particular issue.  

Rubens: Did you know this was afoot? Or were you surprised when— 

03-00:51:11 

Berdahl: No, I was surprised by that. Because I really felt as though we had done— We 

hadn’t added any faculty lines, all we’d done was authorize the filling of 

faculty lines that were already authorized for that department. 

Rubens: And this didn’t happen till the following fall because the negotiations— 

03-00:51:31 

Berdahl: Were in May. 

Rubens: —were commensurate with the end of the year. Okay. 

03-00:51:33 

Berdahl: Yes. Right. And Jack wrote op-ed pieces critical of me and so forth. And so 

that came up, then, in the fall. Martin Trow was also one of the people 

involved. And the meeting was scheduled for the December meeting of the 

faculty. 

Rubens: The whole semester goes. 

03-00:52:08 

Berdahl: Essentially. I don’t know when it was introduced. It was introduced, probably, 

in October or something. And so that was scheduled for that afternoon; and 

that morning, we found out about Daphne. And so I was pretty shaken by the 

fact that my daughter called and said she’d been diagnosed with cancer. My 

wife was utterly distraught. And I was angry at the whole situation. I had 

prepared my remarks for what I was going to say at the senate, and Bob 

Brentano chairing— Was it Bob? I don’t know who was chairing the senate. 

Bob had, I think, stepped down as chair. But whoever was chairing the senate 

at that point let me just say my piece, and then I left and we caught a plane 

and flew to St. Paul. And fortunately, the senate rejected the proposal by about 

a two to one vote. At that point, I really didn’t care how it turned out; I was so 

caught up with my daughter’s situation. 

Rubens: But you had had a couple of months to stew about it. 
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03-00:54:51 

Berdahl: Yes, yes. Yes. I think it was the most difficult moment of my chancellorship, 

because— 

Rubens: Seems like it was a real test of your leadership, of the confidence— 

03-00:53:57 

Berdahl: Well, it was. It was. And I felt that the criticism was highly ideological, 

because it was aimed at— Well, the notion was, well, if students in a 

department want more faculty lines, all they’ve got to do is demonstrate and 

they’ll get them. So Berdahl caved into these outrageous student demands. 

The fact of the matter is there’s truth to that; but at the same time, the budget 

committee had failed to push this department into creating a plan that would 

allow them to fill the vacant lines that they had. Much of it was also motivated 

by contempt for ethnic studies. That is, of the faculty opposition.  

Rubens: Had they done a review of the program? I didn’t find that in the record. 

03-00:55:07 

Berdahl: I don’t think so. I don’t think the program had been reviewed. But the truth be 

told, I would never have thought that— I don’t believe in ethnic studies 

departments. I think ethnic studies programs that are drawn from departments 

are a good idea. And no place else that I have ever been had an ethnic studies 

department. They all had ethnic studies programs. So you drew on 

sociologists and political scientists and so forth, and you could put together a 

major, but you didn’t have a department. I think much of the problem at 

Berkeley stems from the fact that— There’d been a demand for a Third World 

college, and that’s what gave rise to the ethnic studies department. So the 

ethnic studies department was a compromise from a larger demand for a 

whole college. 

Rubens: And it had been created in the crucible of a nine-week strike. 

03-00:56:15 

Berdahl: Yes. That’s right. 

Rubens: That was sort of the most damage that had ever been done— 

03-00:56:20 

Berdahl: And one of the problems with ethnic studies departments has been that 

regardless of how legitimate they are intellectually, they mostly came into 

being as a result of political action in the sixties and seventies. And so the 

notion that a discipline would be instituted in a university as a result of 

political action was something that I think just stuck in the craw of so many 

faculty. And understandably. 

Rubens: That the issue of academic merit, integrity was what was at stake. 
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03-00:57:08 

Berdahl: That’s right. Right.  

Rubens: We have to stop for one minute to change the tape. 

[End Audio File 3] 

Begin Audio File 4 01-15-20009.mp3 

Rubens: So are you saying that the censure or the proposal to— 

04-00:00:13 

Berdahl: Disavow the action. I don’t know what— 

Rubens: Yes, and what would that have meant, had it passed? Would that have meant 

that you had lost confidence of the faculty? 

04-00:00:19 

Berdahl: Well, it could easily be interpreted as a vote of no confidence. I think I 

would’ve interpreted it pretty much that way. I think if the vote had gone the 

other way, I would’ve probably resigned shortly thereafter.  

Rubens: So had you considered this in the run-up to it? 

04-00:00:48 

Berdahl: I never really thought it would pass. I felt that it was enough of a personal 

assault by Citrin, rather than a really principled— And I think a lot of people 

saw it that way. 

Rubens: Now, what do you mean by personal? Just in terms of administrative style 

or— 

04-00:01:18 

Berdahl: Jack just didn’t like me. He didn’t like the fact that I supported affirmative 

action. 

Rubens: As opposed to political, ideological— 

04-00:01:24 

Berdahl: Yes. And Jack was, at that time, the faculty athletic representative to the 

Academic Senate. And I felt he was so utterly inconsistent, because he was 

supportive of the admission of athletes and minority students who were 

athletes, who did not come close to meeting the criteria for admission to 

Berkeley, but for the fact that they were athletes. And that he would denounce 

affirmative action for the admission of students who were more highly 

qualified than the athletes, for whom he was advocating admission, was a 

rather hypocritical kind of position.  
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Rubens: Now, though you’ve said just now that you believe that ethnic studies should 

be programmed and should be integrated into other disciplines, could you take 

that position then? 

04-00:02:48 

Berdahl: No, because it was already a department. The mistake, I think, had been made 

when it was made into a department itself.  

Rubens: But were you to make that argument, it would’ve just been like pouring 

gasoline on a fire? 

04-00:03:06 

Berdahl: Yes. The ethnic studies department already— the students already thought we 

were trying to dissolve the department. And if I had come along and said, 

well, let’s dissolve the department and make it into a program instead, it 

would’ve been utterly incendiary. And so I think the mistake was made at the 

very beginning, when they made it into a department. But again, I wasn’t part 

of the political dynamics of that to be able to judge it, because it was perhaps 

the lesser of two evils, with the demands made for a whole college; and to say, 

okay, the compromise is we’ll have a department instead of a college. So I 

can’t really judge the circumstances under which it became a department. 

Rubens: So looking back, you say that perhaps there was a mistake by allowing the 

student protest to keep going and that you negotiated with them. Or maybe it 

was Matt Lyon’s political strategy that you— 

04-00:04:16 

Berdahl: Well, I don’t think that was a serious issue, but we did get into essentially a 

tit-for-tat kind of dialogue that I think was not smart on our part. But part of it 

was my naiveté, not ever having confronted this kind of a vehement protest. 

Nor had Matt.  

Rubens: And the deep rifts that really existed among the faculty. 

04-00:04:54 

Berdahl: Yes. Yes. And having the faculty line up with the students in a demonstration 

of this type was utterly unthinkable. I never encountered the faculty, even in 

the sixties, when I was a faculty member at Oregon— The faculty, they may 

have been sympathetic with students and sympathetic with the cause, but you 

would never have found a faculty member out there encouraging them to 

violate university regulations and university principles. To have the faculty 

essentially encourage the civil disobedience and encourage their refusal, 

ultimately, to talk with us was, to me, just an utterly foreign experience. 

Rubens: I didn’t realize that it had hung over the whole semester. 

04-00:06:18 

Berdahl: It took place from maybe late April until early May. 
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Rubens: But then the proposal for evaluating you— 

04-00:06:25 

Berdahl: But the proposal didn’t come up until the fall.  

Rubens: So that really is your line in the sand. Is that right? Do you feel that— 

04-00:06:35 

Berdahl: Well, it was certainly the most difficult moment. And I think it had some 

long-term consequences, in terms of relationships. After that, I told Jack that I 

didn’t know how I could work together with him as faculty representative for 

the athletic program. I continued to give him the summer salary he had 

earned, for another year. He’d gotten summer salary when he was a faculty 

athletic rep. And I said, “Well, I’m not going to penalize you financially, and 

so you can have that for another year. But I’m replacing you now.” And he 

was very, very bitter about that. And that ultimately had, as well, an adverse 

consequence, because the person I appointed was William Lester from the 

chemistry department. And that proved to be a real disaster, in the sense that 

in that transition between Jack and this incident happened where the students 

were— 

Rubens: It was revealed that he had— 

04-00:08:16 

Berdahl: Yes, later. 

Rubens: —given grades to students who’d not completed their work. 

04-00:08:21 

Berdahl: Right. And I have to say, to Jack’s credit, had Jack been athletic 

representative, that probably wouldn’t have happened. I think Jack, whatever 

else he was, however much I might disagree with him, Jack would have 

enforced the rules and would have seen to it that didn’t happen. The case 

came up. I appointed Bill Lester. Then Alex Saragoza awarded credit to 

athletes who hadn’t earned it. 

Rubens: Then the case came up. He was with the president’s office, wasn’t he? 

04-00:09:06 

Berdahl: Yes, but this had happened while he was still teaching. I’m trying to think of 

the person that I appointed to replace— It wasn’t Alex that I appointed. It was 

Alex that gave the grades. 

Rubens: Yes, we’ll get his name. Another piece of the settlement was that you— Was 

this your idea, that you would launch a center to study race and gender? 
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04-00:09:38 

Berdahl: I wouldn’t call it my idea, but it was one of the things that the students 

wanted. And I think we put up $100,000 or something like that, of 

chancellor’s discretionary money, to launch that. 

Rubens: And the point of having a center would be to have this multi-focus? 

04-00:09:57 

Berdahl: Right, right. 

Rubens: As opposed to separate— 

04-00:09:59 

Berdahl: Yes. The issue in ethnic studies was in part racial, and in part gender-driven. 

The leader of the opposition was a woman. I can’t remember her name. And 

so the issue of gender studies mixed with racial studies in this whole 

discourse. I don’t remember a whole lot about that because it was a reasonably 

small amount of money to get it going and— 

Rubens: It’s still going, though. 

04-00:10:42 

Berdahl: Is it still going? 

Rubens: It’s one of the more interesting— Yes, it is. One of the richer— 

04-00:10:46 

Berdahl: Well, good things do come out of some really bad situations sometimes. 

Rubens: You were saying there were other parts of the settlement that— 

04-00:10:58 

Berdahl: Well, there was something about working with community colleges for 

transfer students, as I recall. Because they were concerned, in the post-209 

situation, about the decline of minority enrollment, which obviously was one 

of the growing major concerns that the ethnic studies students had. So there 

was something about transfer, working with counselors— 

Rubens: Although that’s later taken up in another initiative. 

04-00:11:36 

Berdahl: Yes. And then they wanted a mural for outside the ethnic studies office. I 

don’t think that ever happened. I said, “Well, you find somebody to paint it 

and we’ll pay for it.” But I don’t think anything was done 

Rubens: It’s a very eventful fall, that fall, as well. And the top administrators did get an 

increase in salary. There was the Loyalty Oath Symposium. There was— 

04-00:12:19 

Berdahl: Let’s see. You’ve got the timeline there. 
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Rubens: Yes, and then there’s a referendum that is called Bridging Equity in Athletics 

and Recreational Sports. So that, I thought we’d get— I know about that, but I 

wanted to put it in your mind right now, so that when we get to athletics, we 

can talk about that. There are issues of oversight at Livermore Lab. By 

December, you’re getting a lot of good press. “Berdahl acted with integrity.” 

This is from a demography professor. Oh, he was the only openly gay faculty 

member, this article states, who was also advocating a gay studies program, 

but— 

04-00:13:42 

Berdahl: Well, I got a lot of support in that faculty meeting. Though I wasn’t there to 

see it, but I got reports. 

Rubens: And then finally, the semester closes out with the fundraising effort having 

been, at 1.5 billion. I’ll look at my notes and see if I have anything else, but I 

think that was it. I wanted to raise the issue of the center. But is there anything 

else about ethnic studies that you think is— I think we may have done it. 

Something may come to mind. 

04-00:14:17 

Berdahl: Yes. I can’t really think of anything.  

Rubens: How did your relationship with David Hollinger work out over that? 

04-00:14:27 

Berdahl: It was good. It was good. 

Rubens: You had already, by then, taught in the department, as well.  

04-00:14:33 

Berdahl: Well, I taught freshman seminars, I think. David is a person of real integrity. 

And David basically related, I think, in that faculty meeting, in the senate 

meeting, the conversations that we had had. So that the notion that I had 

simply done everything without reference to the budget committee was, I 

think, dispelled by his comments. At the same time, I admit that I didn’t give 

the budget committee a chance to approve or not, the settlement. 

Rubens: But he wasn’t going to turn on you over that. 

04-00:15:24 

Berdahl: But he wasn’t, no. And David’s a real quality guy. I had no problems with 

David. And I have to say, I happened to have two historians. Brentano was 

chairman of the senate at that point. And Brentano, he was very helpful. 

You were going to ask me about Jan deVries. Jan was also in the history 

department. And Jan was the associate vice chancellor, in charge of, basically, 

personnel review. He replaced Nick Jewell. So Jan was a part of a lot of the 

discussions, because he was the one that worked closely with the budget 

committee, as well. I think probably both Jan and Carol Christ, that spring, 
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recognized that this was going to create some problem with the faculty 

because I had, in some sense, short circuited the process by making this 

agreement. Although I think they both felt that because we did not add any 

new lines, that it was a kind of conclusion that was easily supportable. If I had 

said, okay, you get five new lines, we’ll raise the number to twenty, that 

would have been problematic. But because we stayed within the limits of the 

number of lines— But that was never appreciated, I think, by the opposition. 

They just saw it as my approving the hiring of faculty. 

Rubens: Of caving into political— 

04-00:18:38 

Berdahl: Caving into the political, yes. 

Rubens: Political demands. Okay. And if you have any second thoughts tomorrow 

about any of this, then we can—  

04-00:18:54 

Berdahl: Do you want to get into some of the family stuff tomorrow, talking about 

Daphne and the impact of any of that? I don’t know what you want to do on 

the kind of personal side. 

Rubens: Yes, I want to discuss with you her work, as an intellect, and then to 

acknowledge that she did die— 

04-00:19:41 

Berdahl: Yes, in October, 2007. 

Rubens: You’ve had a lot of loss. Just a lot of loss. 

04-00:19:50 

Berdahl: Yes. We did. 

Rubens: Matt Lyon was a good friend and valued media person— 

04-00:19:56 

Berdahl: Peg’s brother died at fifty-one, in the same year, 1998. Peg’s mother died just 

as we were going to Berkeley, and her brother died a year later. And so we did 

have— 

Rubens: And then your mentor—I was looking up your dissertation director— 

04-00:20:16 

Berdahl: Otto Pflanze. 

Rubens: Yes. And he dies in ’07 as well. Had you remained in touch with him? 

04-00:20:27 

Berdahl: Very close. In February of 2006, his wife called. And I’d kept in touch with 

her as he was failing. And she said, “Well, if you want to see Otto again, you 
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should come this weekend. The doctors say he won’t live through the 

weekend.” I was at Berkeley, at that point, teaching. So I flew to Indiana and 

spent the weekend with her and with two of her children. He was in a nursing 

home and was unconscious. But he lived for almost another year. He lived 

until the spring of 2007, I think. And that was really— He was eighty-five or 

so. But the notion of being basically unconscious for a year is really awful and 

chilling. And I came back and bought long-term insurance, long-term care 

insurance, because I figured that that would— 

Rubens: All right. I would like us to talk more about programmatic features of your 

administration, about the initiatives, some with the office of research and 

Christina Maslach. The partnership with industry.  

04-00:22:15 

Berdahl: Oh, yes, sure. And there is the Novartis case; another controversy. 

Rubens: Of course you were you involved with that. 

04-00:22:23 

Berdahl: Yes. Oh, sure. Sure, I was. 

Rubens: Yes. Then maybe we’ll do the academic strategic plan.  



54 

Interview #3 January 16, 2009, Morning Session 

Rubens: Good morning. 

04-00:23:03 

Berdahl: Good morning. 

Rubens: As a lead into the issue of partnerships and of issues in health sciences, I 

wanted to acknowledge that the sitting U.S. Secretary of Health and Human 

Services, Donna Shalala was an honored guest speaker at your inauguration 

and that her presence sparked a protest. But before I get to that, I had a note to 

myself—that I meant to ask about yesterday—that in a press release regarding 

that event, you state that you really want to have the inauguration be warm, 

that you don’t want to have a simply ceremonial pageant. And that seems to 

be a characteristic and a style that you were honing in Texas, as well. Would 

you say just a few things about that thinking? 

04-00:23:52 

Berdahl: Well, I think that these large public universities have gotten reasonably 

impersonal. Partly because of size, partly because of the fact that people move 

more than they used to, and especially in Berkeley, faculty live increasingly 

far from the university. It’s expensive to live close in. And so to some extent, 

the sense of this being a genuinely tightly knit community of people who are 

closely familiar with other people across the campus is hard to sustain. And 

partly because Austin was even larger, and because it was, as I said, an 

administratively-driven culture, rather than a faculty-driven culture, it was, I 

thought, terribly important that we worked to build a stronger sense of 

community in Austin. And that was, in some sense, easier to do in Austin 

because I think there was more hunger for it. And because the relationship 

between the university and the community was at times strained, but most of 

the time, very collaborative and kind of symbiotic. The community was proud 

of the university. It was, in many respects, the point of great pride, and seen as 

an instrument for the economic development of the community. So my 

linkages with the Austin community were very, very close. I served on a 

number of community boards and we fostered a number of community 

projects in Austin. And we worked to build an integrated town-gown 

community and to integrate the academic community more closely. So that 

was a kind of theme that I thought was important in any large university. In 

Berkeley, I think it was both perhaps less necessary and less possible. Less 

necessary, because I think the faculty culture was still strong enough that you 

had a fairly tightly knit faculty community, bound together with a lot of 

common interests and through the senate and things of that type. On the other 

hand, the town-gown relationship in Berkeley was much more stressed. And 

the community didn’t have— They saw the university, at least from my 

perspective, as more of a problem than an asset to Berkeley. And so it was 

much more difficult to build the kind of collaborative relationship with 

community that we built in Austin.  
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Just one example: in Austin, we launched a master plan for the campus that 

really was a very, I think, interesting and rather exciting initiative. And then 

the city picked up on it and saw what we were trying to do with the 

beautification, the access, creating a more park-like ambience, in many 

respects, to the campus. And they integrated that into some city planning, to 

connect the university. When we did a similar kind of project in Berkeley, the 

city mostly was critical of the environmental impact that the university had on 

the community. So it was harder to create that connection with the community 

in Berkeley.  

Rubens: We had mentioned yesterday that ultimately, there were about fourteen 

partnerships with schools, with— 

04-00:28:43 

Berdahl: Yes. And that was part of the reason that we fostered those, to try to create— 

And we had a lot of linkages with the various nonprofits in Berkeley and a lot 

of the social and community projects that were going on in Berkeley. 

Rubens: But not the city per se, is what you’re— 

04-00:29:02 

Berdahl: But not with the city per se, because the city council was— 

Rubens: -oppositional? 

04-00:29:09 

Berdahl: Much more oppositional. One of the really funny experiences was John 

Cummins, early on—I think it was probably in January or February of my first 

year there, maybe even earlier—said, “You really have to go to the city 

council and introduce yourself to the city council, so they know who you are.” 

And so I did, and went to a city— 

Rubens: Had you met the mayor before then? 

04-00:29:42 

Berdahl: Oh, yes. And I went to the city council meeting and was introduced. And it 

was just this broadside attack. [laughs] It was just absolutely mind boggling. 

And, oh, I can’t remember; what was her name? 

Rubens: Maudelle Shirek? 

04-00:30:07 

Berdahl: Yes, Maudelle Shirek launched into a big attack on me and the university for 

the affirmative action issues. Kriss Worthington attacked the university for all 

manner and sundry things, and me in the process. And it was just sort of, well, 

I just came here to get acquainted, and here I’m sitting here taking all this 

abuse. And John, who hadn’t come to the meeting, but was watching it on 

television, was just rolling off of his chair, in laughter. And I came back and I 
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said, “That’s the last time I ever go to a city council meeting.” [laughs] But it 

was a very different relationship. 

Rubens: So was it always a strained relationship? 

04-00:31:12 

Berdahl: Yes, I think pretty much. I worked hard with both mayors, Shirley Dean 

and— 

Rubens: Tom Bates? 

04-00:31:25 

Berdahl: —Tom Bates. But the city was in opposition to a lot of things that we were 

trying to do at the campus. 

Rubens: Particularly People’s Park. I always wondered— You were very aggressive 

about the building and about creating dorms, and yet People’s Park was 

transferred, I think, back to the university— 

04-00:31:53 

Berdahl: It was. It was. 

Rubens: —administration. The city had leased it and— 

04-00:31:58 

Berdahl: Well, we actually had paid the city to take care of People’s Park. 

Rubens: Oh, I didn’t know that. 

04-00:32:07 

Berdahl: No, we’d contracted with the city. The city wanted, at one point, to— This is 

before I got there, but a contract had been established with the city, whereby 

the university paid the city to maintain the park. And I was fairly dissatisfied 

with the quality of maintenance. The bathrooms were an eyesore, the— 

Rubens: There were complaints about drug deals and homeless— 

04-00:32:33 

Berdahl: There were complaints, and there were a lot of arrests there. Because it was 

university property, it always counted in our crime statistics on campus. And 

we looked at how much we were paying and decided, well, we can manage 

this probably better, for less money. And so we halted that contract and took 

back the management of People’s Park. I have to say that to some extent, there 

was always a damned if you do and damned if you don’t. The city complained 

that we contributed so much to the traffic and congestion, with people coming 

to the campus. So they opposed building of new parking lots because they felt 

it would draw more traffic into the city. At the same time, they complained 

that we didn’t have enough parking spaces and were contributing to the 

parking on the streets in the city. So it was a kind of dilemma that was hard to 
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resolve. I had proposed, in a kind of trial balloon-like fashion, that as we were 

thinking about building new residence halls, since I believed that People’s 

Park was a site that was poorly utilized— A lot of students were afraid to go 

near it. A lot of homeless people were there. And so I just kind of floated the 

idea of building residence halls on People’s Park. And of course, the students 

objected to that. Kriss Worthington went ballistic about it. People’s Park is 

such a symbol. And Mike Heyman said, “We won’t ever be able to do 

anything with People’s Park until the very last person who remembers how it 

was created is dead.” And that may, in fact, be the case with People’s Park. It 

could be a very nice park, but it isn’t. And the city, to some extent, did not 

want us to do anything with People’s Park because they, in my interpretation, 

at least, preferred the concentration of homeless people there. In fact, at one 

point, one of them said, “Well, if you build on People’s Park, you’ll move 

them all to Shattuck.” And they didn’t want that. 

Rubens: The merchants, of course, didn’t want that, yes. 

04-00:35:38 

Berdahl: Yes. And so Telegraph Avenue is Telegraph Avenue, and People’s Park is 

People’s Park. But it’s a hard issue for any chancellor to try to deal with. 

Rubens: I can imagine. And you made so many bold decisions about building. There 

had been an encampment at University House. Students sleeping in, your first 

year, protesting the lack, inadequacy of— 

04-00:36:11 

Berdahl: Of residence halls. That was at the peak of the dot-com boom, ’98, ’99. Rents 

had gone up very, very dramatically. All of the dot-comers in the Bay Area 

were making quite a bit of money, and a lot of them were living in Berkeley. 

There were also, because of Berkeley rent controls, there were a lot of people 

who simply stayed in apartments because they were pretty low rent. And so it 

meant that students were having a hard time finding anything affordable. And 

I felt we didn’t have enough beds in residence halls. So we launched a pretty 

ambitious project for building the residence halls. 

Rubens: And it was the concept of in-fill, of making more dense the residential units. 

04-00:37:12 

Berdahl: Right, right. And trying, to some extent, to overcome those massive, what I 

refer to as Stalinesque high-rise residence halls that we had. And so I think 

some of the new ones were a bit more attractive.  

Rubens: I’ve read in the press that there were several times when you attended the 

opening of these new dorms, and that it’s a very festive occasion. Several of 

them were named after women, particularly.  
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04-00:37:58 

Berdahl: That was largely student affairs that was doing that. I can’t claim 

responsibility for that. 

Rubens: [laughs] All right. Well, you’re being honest. And so I’ve led us astray; I 

began by asking about your sense of community, what kind of community you 

were creating and what you wanted the inaugural to be. 

04-00:38:23 

Berdahl: Yes, and that I wanted my inaugural to sort of reflect that. 

Rubens: Yes, and that you had several venues as part of the inauguration. But I was 

curious about the pick of Donna Shalala. Because of course, you were 

inaugurated with a classic student protest, as was she. 

04-00:38:42 

Berdahl: As was she, yes. 

Rubens: How did it come about that you invited her?  

04-00:38:55 

Berdahl: I knew Donna because of her being chancellor at Wisconsin. And Donna was 

a prominent person in both higher education as well as in the Clinton 

administration. This was really the beginning of the second Clinton term. She 

is, I think, a really delightful person. And so I asked if Donna could come as a 

representative of both our relationship with the federal government, which—

HHS, of course, is the agency in which the National Institutes of Health are 

located, and Berkeley receives the lion’s share of its research funding from the 

National Institutes of Health. And so it just seemed like a logical kind of 

choice to represent our partnership with the federal government, as well as 

higher education. And as it happened, Clinton had reversed a decision she had 

made about needle exchange for drug addicts to try to reduce the incidence of 

AIDS transmission. And that, of course, was very, very unpopular in the Bay 

Area. And so there was a protest. There were three protests going on 

simultaneously. There was the guy hanging from the campanile, who was an 

animal rights protestor and was there for, I don’t know, a week for so, and 

suspended on a platform from the campanile. And then there was the protest 

against Donna, and then the affirmative action by the Any Means Necessary 

group that protested in the hall itself. What was interesting to me was the way 

in which Berkeley alumni just took all of this in stride. I had commented that 

if somebody had been suspended from the tower at Texas, they might very 

well have gotten shot by somebody. But people just sort of shrugged and said, 

“Well, that’s Berkeley.” My brother, who came for the inauguration, was kind 

of horrified at all these protests that were going on. But people just took them 

in stride. It’s sort of part of the Berkeley ethos. It all went off quite well, 

actually. 
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Rubens: I ask you that—and you’ve already foreshadowed it—because by the next 

year, there’s an enormous grant that comes into the university from her 

department. $129.5 million in research funds is given the next year, ’98-’99, 

and it represented 44% of all federal research dollars at the university. I had 

been surprised at that.  

04-00:42:48 

Berdahl: That was from NIH [National Institutes of Health], primarily. Well, the fact of 

the matter is that beginning with Mike Heyman and the reorganization of the 

life sciences at Berkeley, Berkeley really had invested heavily in the life 

sciences. That continued through Chang-Lin Tien and through my term as 

chancellor. Berkeley, of course, in the twentieth century, had been famous for 

physics. And that was the queen of the sciences in the twentieth century. It 

was very clear, I think to everyone, that— And Berkeley, prior to Mike 

Heyman’s chancellorship, was not especially distinguished in the life 

sciences. It was strong, but not really a national power in that area. Mike 

began the change of that, and deserves enormous credit, it seems to me, for 

having launched that transformation, which created the momentum that 

Chang-Lin and I just simply continued. So by the time I was chancellor, we 

were recruiting some of the very, very best people in the country. And those 

are all competitive awards, and they garnered a lot of federal funding and 

support.  

Rubens: There had been a controversy prior to you coming in, about the alleged misuse 

of some funds at public health school, but I couldn’t trace that out that well. 

04-00:44:35 

Berdahl: Oh, well, that’s a very complicated story. 

Rubens: Was that still hanging over when you— 

04-00:44:41 

Berdahl: Yes, it was the first real problem that I confronted. When I arrived, this had 

rather come to a boil, in a kind of conflict between the senate and the —

something like the northwest center for the study of public health or some title 

I can’t remember, or western center for the study of public health—that had 

been created by the dean and involved a number of faculty in the School of 

Public Health, who were basically securing their grants—rather than taking 

them through the university, taking them through this outside entity. So these 

were research grants that were being funneled through this outside research 

consortium.  

Rubens: Not a for-profit corporation, but an entity. 

04-00:46:12 

Berdahl: No, it wasn’t for profit. But one of the difficulties was that they were also 

drawing some portion of their salary from those grants. And to some extent 

double dipping, because they were drawing salary from the university and on 
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top of that some salary from their grants. When I arrived in July of ’97, I think 

that July, I met with the leadership of the senate because they were concerned 

that the administration— And in this case, both Joe [Joseph] Cerny who was 

vice chancellor for research, and I think Chancellor Tien and, to some extent, 

Carol Christ, had indicated that this— This was clearly a violation of 

university policy and procedure. And they blamed the faculty for having 

created this, and to some extent, were indicating that the university itself— It 

was a violation of university policy, and they denied university responsibility 

or liability. It was a really serious problem, because if the Department of 

Health and Human Services had—it was a violation of their policy, as well—

had applied the penalties that they could, which would be triple costs, it 

could’ve cost the university somewhere around, I think, $15 million.  

And so I remember going off on vacation with a file about this thick, of all of 

the documentation on that. And I spent a lot of vacation, in early August, 

reading this entire file. And I concluded there was no way that the university 

was not liable. It really was liable because it [this entity] was created by the 

dean of public health, who was a university officer, the officer of 

administration in the university; and that we really had to go to the 

Department of Health and Human Services and try to negotiate a satisfactory 

outcome. And I did actually call Donna Shalala and talk with her about the 

issue. There was a long investigation by the federal government. The senate 

was concerned because they felt the faculty were being hung out to dry on 

this. And we ultimately reached a settlement with the feds that— I think we 

paid about a million dollars, maybe, in penalties. But it was a fraction of what 

we could’ve been held responsible for. And I worked with the faculty to try to 

smooth the ruffled feathers that had been created by this controversy. So I 

think that, in the long run, turned out okay. 

Rubens: When do you think that settlement came? Was that done before April, your 

inauguration? 

04-00:50:16 

Berdahl: No, I don’t think so. 

Rubens: Did it take longer? 

04-00:50:17 

Berdahl: I think it took longer, because there was an investigation that was going on. I 

don’t know, it was probably sometime in ’99, before we got it resolved. 

Rubens: But that obviously didn’t bear on this huge allocation that came that year. 

04-00:50:34 

Berdahl: No. No, it did not. But that could’ve been one of the consequences. That was 

the big fear. Because we could have, in the worst-case scenario, been 

disqualified for grants. And so there was a lot riding on this. And it could’ve 

been that the faculty in public health who’d participated from this could’ve 
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been banned from further grants, as well. And we avoided that, too. So it 

really worked out pretty well. There were a couple of really hot-button issues 

when I first arrived. One was the bookstore, and the other was this public 

health issue. 

Rubens: Do you want to mention the bookstore? I have little questions about it, but 

certainly, when you leave in ’04, you say one of your— with great pride— 

04-00:51:26 

Berdahl: Yes. I think that when I arrived, that was a real source of conflict between the 

university and the ASUC. The university was suing the ASUC because the 

bookstore was the property of the ASUC and was losing money. And the 

university had advanced some money to the ASUC to cover the deficits. 

ASUC wasn’t paying them back. Probably couldn’t pay them back. And so 

there was this real conflict with the bookstore. I was very lucky, with the 

president of the ASUC at that time. Sharon Yuan was really terrific to work 

with. And we basically worked out an agreement over the course of that year, 

for the bookstore to negotiate a contract with Follett’s to manage the 

bookstore. Follett’s I think, was paying a couple million dollars a year for that 

contract. So the ASUC was able to begin to receive revenue from the 

bookstore, instead of it being a deficit. So I felt good about that. 

Rubens: And you were personally involved in this. 

04-00:53:29 

Berdahl: I was very closely involved in that negotiation, yes. 

Rubens: Because this was a way for you to be close to the students and— 

04-00:53:36 

Berdahl: Well, in part, but in part because of the history— I was kind of the new guy 

on the block. And a lot of the relationships between administrators and the 

ASUC had been poisoned over the previous years of conflict. And so just 

because I was new and wasn’t identified with the previous kind of tension, I 

was able to basically overcome some of that and to work it out. 

Rubens: So you had that administrative sense that you would be fresh, but also you 

would learn who were the parties and— 

04-00:54:18 

Berdahl: Yes, I could learn. And I had both terrifically good luck with the leadership of 

the ASUC while I was chancellor. Every one of the presidents of the ASUC 

was wonderful to work with. It was just, in some sense, good luck that that 

was the case. And so I got very close to virtually all of them, and enjoyed 

working with them and still have close relationships with a number of them. 

And some of them are here in D.C. and I see them periodically and so forth. 
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Rubens: So many things are sort of working themselves and raising their head, and 

you’re just moving, in a certain sense, from fire to fire at times. 

04-00:55:20 

Berdahl: Well, a little bit.  

Rubens: Money keeps coming in and reports are coming out that you’re meeting the 

fundraising goals and exceeding them, of the New Century campaign. What I 

want to move to, to ask about, are some of the foreign financial contributions, 

and then get to the matter of industry/university partnership, with the case of 

Novartis. Five million dollars comes to Berkeley from the Saudi Foundation, 

to go to Berkeley’s Center for Middle Eastern Studies. I hadn’t realized that 

Center ranked first, along with the University of Texas, Austin, based on the 

level of funding from the Department of Education. So that was— 

04-00:56:22 

Berdahl: The Middle Eastern Studies? 

Rubens: Yes, the Center for Middle Eastern Studies. Did you have anything to do with 

that money coming in? 

04-00:56:28 

Berdahl: Well, yes, in some sense, because I—Khalid Alireza was one of the people 

who was most associated with that. And he was appointed to the [U.C.] 

foundation board, was a very close supporter of Berkeley. He hosted me in 

Saudi Arabia while I was chancellor. And this was sort of his project, the 

Center for Middle Eastern Studies. And to some extent, the fact that UT 

Austin had one, a center that kind of facilitated— Because of course, 

everybody in Saudi Arabia knew one another. These fairly wealthy families 

were all connected in some fashion. And we had gained support from one of 

the families in Austin. It was a little bit more natural in Austin, because Austin 

had a very big petroleum engineering program. And so there were a lot of 

Saudi students studying petroleum engineering in Austin. And that led to an 

interest in Middle Eastern affairs and the contribution. So it wasn’t quite as 

natural for Berkeley; it was just the strength of Berkeley and the willingness 

of Khalid Alireza to help build the program. 

Rubens: But I’m asking, also, is if you’re thinking that this is an area that I need to 

develop. I already have some contacts. 

04-00:58:39 

Berdahl: Yes. No, I don’t think so. And I don’t think that I, even at that time—this is all 

prior to 9/11—recognized the importance that the Middle East was going to 

play in American policy and life. So I don’t think I was prescient in that, in 

any sense. I think it was just we sort of fell into it. And it was relationships 

established before I got there that I cultivated. 

Rubens: Why don’t we stop and change the video tape. 
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[End Audio File 4] 

Begin Audio File 5 01-16-20009.mp3 

Rubens: Three months after the Saudi Foundation money comes in, in February of ’99, 

$ 2.5 million is given to Berkeley for an Iranian Cultural Studies program to 

be set up. So it seems that there’s some real beefing up of Middle Eastern 

studies. I don’t have the source for that, but I don’t think that that was a— 

05-00:00:50 

Berdahl: I don’t remember the source for that, either. I don’t remember the details. 

Rubens: Okay. But what comes along at the end of the year is the Health Science 

Initiative. And it seemed to be really one of those bold and really well funded 

programs. $500 million is ultimately what it was going to be to build two new 

research buildings. Could you talk just a little bit about that? 

05-00:01:24 

Berdahl: Well, this was an idea, and it was largely an idea that came to us— We were, 

at that point, maybe two-thirds or three-fourths of the way through the capital 

campaign. And it was very clear that though we were raising a good deal of 

money, that the big deficit, as I have said before, that Berkeley faced were the 

facilities; that if you looked at some of the facilities and laboratories that we 

had, they were not competitive with the best laboratories elsewhere. We had 

been hopeful of a big grant, a gift from the McGovern Foundation, for the life 

sciences, which went to MIT. 

Rubens: Which foundation? 

05-00:02:42 

Berdahl: I think it was the McGovern Foundation. Or from— I think James McGovern 

was the person’s name who put a lot of money into MIT. And we had sort of 

hoped against hope that we might get that award. We didn’t. And it was also 

clear that we had enormous strength in the life sciences, and that we needed to 

have better facilities, and we needed to link various programs in the life 

sciences, from engineering, bioengineering, physics, biophysics, and biology 

itself. So basically, what happened is that—and I remember this fairly 

vividly—I suggested, at I think it was a cabinet retreat, that we launch an 

initiative for the life sciences. And this was the time when NIH was doubling 

its budget. In the late nineties, between 1997 and 2003, or 1998 and 2003, 

NIH doubled its budget. So there was a great deal of money that was 

becoming available for biomedical research. We didn’t have interdisciplinary 

facilities. And so we decided that in order to really give this some punch, we 

had to create some excitement around a project. Sent out a letter to the faculty 

in various departments and had about 400 people whose research across the 

sciences—engineering, social sciences—was related to health. And that sort 

of formed the cornerstone. This also coincided with Ed Penhoet becoming 
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Dean of the School of Public Health at Berkeley. And Ed’s a very visionary 

guy. And a wonderful leader. 

Rubens: He had been the founder of Chiron? 

05-00:05:37 

Berdahl: He was the founder of Chiron and had been on the Berkeley faculty before he 

founded Chiron. And he left the faculty and then expressed an interest in the 

School of Public Health, and so I brought him back as dean. And he had a lot 

of ideas. And then— 

Rubens: Another big player in this is— 

05-00:06:09 

Berdahl: Bob [Robert] Tjian was also a major player. And so we formed this initiative 

that we called the Health Science Initiative, because we recognized that all of 

the breakthroughs in health were going to be related to basic science, and not 

necessarily dependent upon the presence of a medical school. And so this had 

some controversy within the university, because it was not one of the projects 

that had been identified in the capital campaign, at the beginning of the capital 

campaign. And so there was, in some quarters, some sense that we were 

changing the direction of the capital campaign—which, to some extent, we 

were. But it seemed like a need and a moment whose time had come. And so 

that Health Science Initiative got launched. It was also, then—it coincided 

with some very good budget times—when Governor Gray Davis announced 

the creation of three institutes within the University of California. And it was 

clear that the bioscience institute would be in the Bay Area, and a 

collaborative between Berkeley and UCSF. And so there was money that was 

coming from that, that could be applied to the Health Science Initiative, as 

well. And so I think we got 35 or $40 million dollars from that initiative, plus 

a major gift from Dan Koshland. Dan was really an inspiration for this. It was 

something that he supported, something that he wanted to see happen. He was 

a distinguished biologist himself, and a wonderful, wonderful faculty member 

and human being. And I will never forget as long as I live the lunch that I had 

with Dan Koshland. It was one of those moments that you just hardly dare do. 

He and I had lunch at the Faculty Club. And I talked about the Health Science 

Initiative and the need for a major lead gift to get it really moving. And Dan 

had been thinking about it, as well. And of course, this was all anonymous at 

the time, but it was the most well known anonymous gift that we ever 

received. He said, well, he had been thinking about it and he would like to 

provide a gift of $25 million. And I said, “Dan, this won’t happen unless you 

give $50 million.” I thought, well, I’ve either completely blown it— And he 

kind of gulped and said, well, he’d have to think about that. And he called me 

back the next day and said okay, he was going to give fifty-million. And so 

that gift really was a major gift. 

Rubens: Why did he want to remain anonymous? 
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05-00:10:06 

Berdahl: Well, that’s the kind of guy he was. There was already Koshland Hall. 

Rubens: They gave something huge for his wife in D.C. 

05-00:10:16 

Berdahl: Well, with her money, yes. The National Academy of Science building 

museum here is named for Bunny [Marian] Koshland. He’s funded things here 

at the AAAS. He was the editor of Science. Well, the whole Levi Strauss 

family—the Koshlands, the Haases—have been incredibly generous to the 

university and wonderful. So Dan really gave that gift and that gave us a real 

jump. 

Rubens: That was the largest gift that had ever been given to the— 

05-00:11:02 

Berdahl: It was the largest gift that we’d ever gotten, up to that point. And so the life 

science initiative got underway. The first building was to be Stanley Hall. And 

of course, that got built; and the second building— 

Rubens: And the auditorium is named after you. 

05-00:11:24 

Berdahl: Yes. And that was one of the really, again, the kindnesses of the Haas family. 

Peter had given, at the beginning of the capital campaign, I think, twenty- or 

twenty-five-million to the capital campaign, as a chancellor’s discretionary 

fund, so that we could apply that money to whatever purposes the chancellor 

thought were most important. And so I had called Peter and asked if we could 

apply, I think two- or three-million of that toward the Stanley Hall project. 

And he readily agreed.  

Rubens: Is this courtesy on your part? Is this just good— 

05-00:12:26 

Berdahl: Well, yes. Technically, I could have used the money however I wanted, but I 

didn’t want to use it in any way that he didn’t approve of. And so he approved 

of that and that is where that money went. When the building was coming 

close to being finished, they were looking to name various aspects of the 

building for major donors. And Peter, by this time, had died, and Bob 

Birgeneau called Mimi and said, “We’d like to name the auditorium for 

Peter.” And she said, “Oh, there are so many things on the campus named for 

Peter and there’s nothing named for Bob. Why don’t you name that 

auditorium for him?” So that’s how that came about. And I was just really 

quite thrilled by it. 

Rubens: Well, it seems a very fitting— 

05-00:13:26 

Berdahl: Yes, it was very nice. 
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Rubens: —and good honor. Well, so it was the creation of that and the launching of the 

campaign for and, ultimately, the building of that health sciences initiative 

that then gets Gray Davis to recognize that something’s really happening on 

the campus. 

05-00:13:46 

Berdahl: Well, I don’t know that— I think Gray Davis just had a lot of money at his 

disposal. 

Rubens: The last of the— 

05-00:13:54 

Berdahl: The last of the big dot-com boom money that came. What was interesting 

about the Davis initiative was that this was to be a competition within the 

University of California, for these three sites.  

Rubens: There was CITRIS [Center for Information Technology Research in the 

Interest of Society]— Okay, I’ll let you— 

05-00:14:22 

Berdahl: Well, there’s an information technology center located at San Diego. We all 

knew that there was going to be one in Southern California, one in L.A., and 

one in the Bay Area. It just stood to reason. And so the collaboration among 

the campuses basically was who’s going to be the main site for the location of 

this? And it stood to reason that if you’re going to do the life sciences, San 

Francisco was building the new campus. 

Rubens: Yes, at Mission Bay. 

05-00:15:10 

Berdahl: The Mission Bay campus. That UCSF was going to be the focal point for 

anything in the health sciences. And so the three major sites were to be an 

information science technology site at San Diego, built around the National 

Center for Supercomputing that was there; the nanotechnology at UCLA, 

together with Santa Barbara; and then the health science program. Now, Rich 

Newton came to me and he said, “We have a better electrical engineering 

program and computer science program than San Diego. And so even though 

it’s kind of a foregone conclusion that San Diego’s going to get this 

information technology, we have some ideas about a proposal that we’d like 

to make.” And so I said, “Well, let’s do it.” And so we went forward with 

what was the CITRIS proposal. And it was so strong that the evaluation team 

basically said, there’re only three institutes—and San Diego, UCLA, and the 

Bay Area were the three—but the CITRIS proposal is so strong that if there is 

money for a fourth, we think it should get funded. And it did. Davis then 

created the $100 million for the fourth institute. Rich Newton raised the 

matching money with alacrity. And so CITRIS came about as a consequence 

of that. So we really got more than our share of the 400 million dollars. We 
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got the bulk of CITRIS and we got about 40 percent of the Health Science 

Initiative.  

Rubens: I see. I had missed that piece. I didn’t understand that was a fourth. 

05-00:17:41 

Berdahl: Yes. And then we began working on the funding for the second building in the 

Health Science Initiative, the cornerstone of which, ultimately, was the Li Ka 

Shing gift of forty-two-million or something like that that came from Li Ka 

Shing in Hong Kong. And I began that, or we began that, in the last couple 

years of my chancellorship. And then that came to fruition with Bob 

Birgeneau continuing that cultivation of Li Ka Shing. 

Rubens: So how was he identified, and how did you— 

05-00:18:52 

Berdahl: Our international development person grew up in Hong Kong and then had 

moved to the United States, Julia Hsiao. And she really led our international 

development activities, which were heavily focused, because of her 

connections, because of Chang-Lin Tien’s connections, because of our alumni 

base, in Asia. And Li Ka Shing was the wealthiest man in Asia. And he was 

interested in building a university in his hometown in China. And so we 

agreed to assist in that, and actually loaned her to him. And she spent, I think, 

at least a year in that location in China, helping bring that university into 

being. 

Rubens: Had you traveled, at that point, to Asia? 

05-00:20:05 

Berdahl: Oh, yes. 

Rubens: Oh, you had started earlier. 

05-00:20:07 

Berdahl: Yes. I went to Asia my first fall at Berkeley. And I think the first couple of 

years I was making about three trips a year to Asia. And then as the campaign 

wound down, we made maybe two trips; and my last year or so, just maybe 

one trip a year to Asia. The first fall, fall of ’97, coincided with a real blow to 

our campaign. Chang-Lin Tien had secured a commitment, largely from 

donors in Taiwan, toward the East Asian Library, of— I think it was twenty-

million dollars; fifteen- or twenty-million. And this had been given to the 

university, or committed to the university, in part because of the really deeply 

held respect and high regard that they had for Chang-Lin. So it was, to a large 

extent, a personal tribute to him. And then he stepped down. I became 

chancellor in the summer of ’97, went to our Asian leadership conference that 

was in Thailand that fall, and made trips to Taiwan and elsewhere while I was 

there. But the Asian financial crisis hit in the fall of ’97. And as a 

consequence, they withdrew their commitments to this. I think we had, at that 



68 

time, something like twenty-seven-million— maybe twelve-million 

committed. I think there was six-million from the Starr Foundation. The 

whole center is the Chang-Lin Center for East Asian Studies, but the library is 

named for the C.V. Starr Foundation. I think there was six-million committed 

from that foundation when I got there, and another six-million in other gifts, 

and then I think there was something like fifteen-million from— 

Rubens: That you were counting on from— 

05-00:23:09 

Berdahl: We were counting on from Asia, for what was then to be a $42 million library 

project. And the Asian gifts evaporated that fall, so we were back to twelve-

million, from I think, twenty-seven-million. And so we had really lost a lot of 

ground on that. And that was probably the heaviest lift of all. We had begun 

the architectural design and the ground-breaking for the library, and we had 

most of the money in place; but we had to put some university funds in, and I 

think Bob Birgeneau had to put a bit more in, as well. But we got the library 

built and it’s, I think, one of the more beautiful buildings on campus. 

Rubens: And in a beautiful setting. I was thinking, when you told me that Tien was 

gracious about having the Goldman Public Policy award come in under your 

reign, had it already been decided that the center would be named for Tien? 

Or was, then, that your decision? 

05-00:24:22 

Berdahl: No, that was our decision when Chang-Lin became ill and ultimately died. It 

just seemed absolutely fitting that we would name the center for him.  

Rubens: Yes. Tell me about this Asian leadership conference. I don’t know about it. 

05-00:24:49 

Berdahl: Well, every other year, Berkeley had a leadership conference in Asia. We 

hosted it; invited people, from government leaders who had connections to 

Berkeley, prominent business alumni. It was actually started by Dan Mote and 

Tien, I think. I think there had been at least one and maybe two. There had 

been one in Bali. And I’m not sure where, if there had been more than one— 

There may have been two before I came, in that fall. And we did it alternate 

years. Alumni, some members of the foundation, prominent alumni. It gave 

people a reason to make a trip to Asia. And so we held these in various places, 

brought faculty to speak at the conferences, bring people up to date on the 

status of research, talked about the issues of international economy and 

globalization. They were very, very good conferences. 

Rubens: How many usually attended? 

05-00:26:12 

Berdahl: Oh, usually about 125. 
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Rubens: Substantial. 

05-00:26:15 

Berdahl: Yes. With maybe about half from the States and half from Asia. The first one 

I attended was in Thailand, in Chiang Mai; and then the second one was in— I 

think there were four while I was chancellor. Then we had one in Taiwan, at 

the Taroko Gorge; we had one in Shanghai, and one in Singapore.  

Rubens: And so the purpose of this is to maintain relationships, to develop programs, 

to hopefully, encourage donations. 

05-00:27:13 

Berdahl: Raise money. 

Rubens: Of course. Was there going to be a center on the Berkeley campus that would 

be a joint program—Ernie Kuh mentions it in his oral history—with National 

Chiao Tung University in Taiwan—something that Richard Newton had set 

that up? 

05-00:27:56 

Berdahl: Well there is the program named for Li Ka Shing. 

Rubens: Yes, I’m sorry. I’m not being clear. You’ve mentioned how Newton came up 

with the idea of saying we really are very strong in the electrical engineering 

and computer engineering. And I had also seen that there was a semiconductor 

partnership with the university. And now I don’t know which particular 

industry it was. But there had been pretty strong ties between Silicon Valley 

and— 

05-00:29:04 

Berdahl: Very strong, yes. They’re not quite the same kind of ties that Stanford has had 

with Hewlett-Packard and Google and— 

Rubens: Yahoo— 

05-00:29:17 

Berdahl: —these companies that have come out of Stanford. But there’s a very, very 

deep recognition that an awful lot of the leadership and the people who were 

key to developing those industries had Berkeley connections. And so we had a 

very strong stake in Silicon Valley, as well. And of course, Rich Newton 

himself had helped found companies, was involved with venture capital—I 

think with Kleiner Perkins, I’m not sure which venture capital firm—and was 

a dynamo. The loss of Rich Newton to the university was— He died after I 

left. But I think he was one of the really great leaders that Berkeley has had. 

And just a tremendous loss. I think Rich could easily have been a very 

dynamic chancellor or have been a great academic leader, in whatever role he 

was interested in. 

Rubens: It was basically unexpected and then very sudden.  
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05-00:30:45 

Berdahl: Yes. Well, he died of pancreatic cancer. 

Rubens: Right. Yes. I found the word that I was looking for. This was a partnership 

with the semiconductor industry, federal government, fourteen of the nation’s 

most prestigious universities. And they were creating a national research 

network, formally known as Focus Center Research [Program]. And then 

there was basically a Berkeley consortium. And I don’t know what the dollar 

amount was, but— My point of saying this is to have kind of a lead up to— 

Oh, ultimately, there would be $60 million for new research. Over a ten year 

period, the program is expected to channel more than $600 million into all of 

the universities. But my point of raising this is that there have been many—

we’ve only mentioned two here—industry/university relationships. And then 

emerges a huge to-do over Novartis. And I’m wondering at what point did you 

become involved in this? 

05-00:32:05 

Berdahl: Well, the Novartis negotiation was begun by Gordon Rausser and it was 

relatively far along. There were already drafts of the agreement, before Joe 

Cerny brought them to my attention.  

Rubens: They had, in fact, been looking for a company that they could connect with. 

They had solicited proposals and settled— 

05-00:33:25 

Berdahl: Yes, yes. And Rausser was a very entrepreneurial kind of dean. He was 

himself involved in the formation of the LE— What was it? LEC or LE? An 

economic consulting firm in Berkeley. And so he was a very entrepreneurial 

guy and they launched this conversation. We then got involved in reviewing 

the contracts. In part, because we knew it was going to be a delicate process; 

in part, because we had gotten some indication that the faculty weren’t 

entirely pleased. And so we really got involved with the entire conversation 

about the Novartis agreement. It also intersected with growing concerns from 

and opposition to genetically modified organisms. And the assumption was, of 

course, that the research would be to create genetically modified organisms. 

Some of the faculty in the College of Natural Resources were very opposed to 

the development of GMOs. And so the divide in the college had to do with, 

really, two things. One, I think, was opposition to genetically modified 

organisms, and opposition to the engagement with a commercial firm to 

support research, in the belief that it would bias the research, that it would 

warp the research toward those kinds of things that had commercial value. 

Rubens: And I think, also that the whole of the plant molecular biology— 

05-00:36:03 

Berdahl: It was that the entire department would— 

Rubens: Was somehow connected. 
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05-00:36:06 

Berdahl: That’s right. It was a contract, essentially, for the benefit of one department. 

Or of anyone in the department who wished to participate, I should put it that 

way. Now, at one level, it was no different than a number of commercial 

connections that the university had. We had, in the College of Engineering, 

quite a few connections with the telecommunications industry and— 

Rubens: Semiconductors. 

05-00:36:45 

Berdahl: —semiconductors and so forth. At another level, it was different because of 

the fact that Novartis was to have first rights of refusal on any patentable 

material that was to be forthcoming. And so there was the sense that Novartis 

had a cozy deal with the university. 

Rubens: And I think finally, that someone from Novartis could teach as an adjunct. 

05-00:37:24 

Berdahl: Well, maybe, but that wasn’t really so much— 

Rubens: A big issue. 

05-00:37:28 

Berdahl: That wasn’t really so controversial because we had adjunct faculty from a lot 

of companies and law firms and so forth, that teach at the university. As we 

really studied the contract and pushed for its revisions, I concluded that it was 

perfectly legitimate; that the review of grant applications was going to be 

competitive, from members of the department who wished to participate; that 

that review would be undertaken by a committee that was a majority from the 

faculty and a minority from Novartis, so that Novartis couldn’t decide, in and 

of itself, to whom or what grants would be given. And so it seemed to me that 

we were safeguarding the university from any allegations of being simply 

bought by the industry That didn’t, of course, silence the critics. I remember a 

conversation with the leadership of the senate, in which I said, “Well, what 

about the issue of academic freedom? Do the faculty, so long as their research 

isn’t being directed by Novartis—even the topics, they generate themselves—

don’t they have the freedom to secure funding from a commercial 

development?” So ultimately, it was one of those things that’s always going to 

be controversial at Berkeley. On a scale, of course, it was quite different than 

the British Petroleum, but the opposition to the British Petroleum arrangement 

that has recently been created between Berkeley and Berkeley National Lab 

was a kind of similar arrangement, actually. But it got picked up by the critical 

press and there was a big article in Atlantic about the “kept” university and so 

forth. One of the compromises that we reached with the senate was that there 

would be an outside evaluation team that would be brought in to study the 

Novartis arrangement and see if it had violated principles of academic 

freedom, if it had violated any of the kind of sacred principles of the 

university. And that book is really the outcome of that. 
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Rubens: Universities in the Age of Corporate Science. 

05-00:40:30 

Berdahl: Yes. That was written by the people who were on the team. I didn’t realize 

they were going to write a book as a consequence. So not only did we pay 

them for it, but they also got a book contract out of it, which I thought was a 

little strange. So we had an internal investigation, we had this external review. 

In both cases, they really have concluded that there was no violation of 

university principles involved. Interestingly enough, this one—and I don’t 

remember all of the details of it—but it basically said, it did not redirect what 

graduate students were doing, it did not redirect what faculty was doing; it 

was legitimate; nevertheless, we think it wasn’t a good idea. That’s sort of the 

bottom line. And of course, Novartis didn’t renew the contract, and so it 

became kind of a moot issue. 

Rubens: They never built the lab that they said they were going to build. The 

controversy got extended, because then it entailed two other issues. One, the 

tenure over one of the faculty members, and then the fact that I think there 

was another faculty member who worked for a consultant firm that in the end, 

Novartis spun off the particular part that was negotiating with the university or 

had the arrangement with the university. It was strange, the tenure case, 

because while he, Ignacio Chapela was supported by his department, it’s the 

Academic Senate that turns down his tenure. 

05-00:42:28 

Berdahl: Right. And then we turned it down. We upheld the Academic Senate. 

Rubens: —the Academic Senate’s decision. 

05-00:42:34 

Berdahl: And I have to say that I’m biased on the issue because I was involved in the 

decision, so any perspective that I have on it has to be taken with that in mind. 

But if anything, we bent over backwards to make certain that our decision on 

Chapela was not influenced by his criticism of the Novartis case. I actually 

had a number of conversations with Chapela; I disagreed with him about the 

Novartis case. I really like him. I think he’s a very nice person. And it was a 

really hard decision that we knew would be linked to the Novartis opposition, 

no matter how hard we tried not to link it to that. But in the final analysis, we 

concluded that the amount and the quality of research wasn’t there to justify 

tenure. Having said that, I’m not sorry that he ended up getting tenure.  

Rubens: Just recently, is that right? 

05-00:44:03 

Berdahl: Yes, yes. There was a lot of, I think, sort of false controversy about who was 

on the budget committee. One faculty member had owned some Novartis 

stock, and there was an accusation that he was inappropriately linked to 

Novartis. I think this all came out subsequent to this book. But in any event, it 
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was a very complicated set of controversies that intersected, from genetically 

modified crops— Because one of the things Chapela had done was a paper 

that was published in either Nature or Science, I don’t remember which. 

Rubens: I think it was Nature. 

05-00:45:02 

Berdahl: Nature—that talked about the migration of genetically modified organisms. 

And that, of course, was one of the anchors of the opposition to Novartis, was 

the threat of the migration of genetically modified organisms. And then, of 

course, the article was found to be flawed and Nature withdrew it. So there 

was a lot of controversy over his research related to genetically modified 

crops, and that of course, was linked to the opposition of Novartis, as well. So 

it was a very convoluted set of issues. 

Rubens: That also seemed to have deep roots in the organization of the College of 

Natural Resources; that there were divisions between the plant molecular 

biology people who were interested in engineering, and then the others, who 

were interested in sustainable, just— 

05-00:46:11 

Berdahl: Yes. Yes. No, I think the genetically modified organism debate is one of those 

ideological [things] for which— And I once said, in the midst of that 

controversy, “I don’t know. I hear scientists on both sides of this issue 

arguing, plausibly and emphatically, their positions. And it seems to me that it 

has become so ideological that you can hardly discern where the truth lies.” 

Rubens: But one of the reasons I think it’s worth discussing, and wherein the truth does 

lie, is that it was, it is a harbinger of the direction that funding of research will 

no doubt go. 

05-00:47:02 

Berdahl: Well, I don’t think that’s very clear, as a matter of fact. There’s been, overall, 

nationwide—and we’ve tracked this pretty closely—there’s been virtually no 

change— 

Rubens: We, meaning the AAU? 

05-00:47:18 

Berdahl: The AAU. There’s been no change— In fact, there’s been something of a 

decline of industrial or corporate investment in basic research. It has never 

gotten much beyond about 8 percent of the research expenditures of 

universities, on the whole. It is usually much more directed toward applied 

research than it is basic research. So the federal government remains the 

overwhelmingly central source of funding for basic research. And indeed, as 

the corporations have closed down their own research laboratories, so that 

Bell Labs no longer is what it once was, RCA no longer has a laboratory, the 
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basic research laboratories that were created in the fifties and sixties and did 

such fabulous work no longer exist.  

Rubens: I didn’t quite realize that. What is driving that? 

05-00:48:39 

Berdahl: Basically, finance. Two fronts. One, in terms of Bell Labs, it was the break-up 

of the Bell system that contributed to that; but also corporations [are now] 

much more oriented toward short term profitability; the withdrawal of 

investment in basic research, which is expensive and doesn’t necessarily yield 

immediate results. And so there really isn’t that much. 

Rubens: So does that mean they’re counting on— 

05-00:49:20 

Berdahl: There are some big projects, like the British Petroleum project at Berkeley. 

But when one considers the amount of money that the oil companies have 

made in the last few years and the very, very small percentage of those profits 

that have gone into any kind of energy research it’s, I think, scandalous. 

Because we all know that oil is not good for the planet in the first place, and is 

going to run out, in the second place. And large-scale investments in 

alternative energy sources would be an obvious place for some of these oil 

profits to go, but they’re investing a very, very tiny percentage. 

Rubens: British Petroleum, that deal didn’t occur in your tenure, did it? 

05-00:50:27 

Berdahl: No, no. No, no, that was under Birgeneau. But it encountered much of the 

same kind of reaction that the Novartis thing did, as well. 

Rubens: And it was a grant, as a— One of them was a grant and one was a gift. I think 

there was a distinction made. And I didn’t quite understand the difference. 

05-00:50:46 

Berdahl: Well, there was to be, in the case of Novartis, $5 million a year of grant 

money coming to the university from Novartis, over a five year period, and a 

$25 million gift for the building. 

Rubens: I see, so it was both. 

05-00:51:01 

Berdahl: And the building never materialized. 

Rubens: Right. Whereas British Petroleum, is that a grant? 

05-00:51:09 

Berdahl: I don’t know the details of that because I wasn’t involved in negotiating that. 
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Rubens: So you think that the corporations are depending on the universities for some 

of the basic research. 

05-00:51:26 

Berdahl: Yes. And they’re depending on the federal government to fund it. 

Rubens: Certainly, when we talk about the Health Science Initiative, that’s really the 

wave of the future. 

05-00:51:41 

Berdahl: I think the life sciences are obviously going to be the critical area of a lot of 

development. But under the Obama administration, I think there’ll be a huge 

investment in energy research  

Rubens: I’m just trying to see if— So you mentioned that article in the Atlantic, “The 

Kept University.” There were articles coming out in the S.F. Chronicle about 

corporate donors’ influence spilling into the University. One had to do with 

the case, a little bit later, with a $2 million donation by the Bank of America 

to the Haas school. And that the Haas dean was being named the Bank of 

America dean. 

05-00:52:24 

Berdahl: Well, that came before I was there. 

Rubens: Oh, is that right? 

05-00:52:27 

Berdahl: Yes. That donation, that came in the course of the campaign to build the new 

building for the business school, and was completed before I was there. And 

then the designation of the dean as the Bank of America— I think it’s the 

Bank of America Dean or something, which I find pretty offensive. I have to 

say, I don’t think that that— I would’ve found it very hard to approve the 

naming of the dean as the Bank [of] America Dean. We have chairs named for 

accounting firms and chairs named for various corporate entities that 

contribute to the university; but just naming the dean as the Bank of America 

Dean, that always bothered me. And of course, we have the Arthur Anderson 

Auditorium in the Haas Business School, which turned out to be quite an 

embarrassment during the Enron issue. So there are a lot of pitfalls with— 

Now with this current scandal about Bernie Madoff, there are quite a number 

of, I would guess, chairs at Yeshiva and other Jewish philanthropy that are 

going to be very embarrassed by their ties, if not absolutely, like the Elie 

Wiesel Foundation, bankrupted by their connection with Bernie Madoff. So 

there are a lot of pitfalls in taking corporate money. Or for that matter, even 

personal money. 

Rubens: Are there any other examples of debates about what kind of contracts are 

taken from corporate entities, under your administration? I don’t think that I 

have any— 
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05-00:54:39 

Berdahl: I don’t think there were. 

Rubens: There’s some charge about the food and beverage services only taking— 

05-00:54:51 

Berdahl: Oh, the contract with Coke or Pepsi-Cola? 

Rubens: Yes, Pepsi-Cola, right. 

05-00:54:56 

Berdahl: Well, that— 

Rubens: That seems in a different category of— 

05-00:54:59 

Berdahl: It is in a somewhat different category. And every university that I know of has 

negotiated contracts with either Coke or Pepsi. And so the soft drink products 

that are served on any campus are usually limited to either Coke or Pepsi, and 

rarely both. But there’s no question that as public universities become more 

dependent on private philanthropy, outside gifts, that the issues that they face 

are going to be more complex and more difficult than those at private 

universities, because private universities are private and they are not seen as 

public entities. So they don’t, in that sense, belong to the people. But we’re 

both encouraged and find it a necessity, at public universities, to engage in 

private fundraising. As I said before, this began with the campaign, basically, 

that Mike Heyman started. And every public university in the United States 

now has elaborate fundraising activities going on, because the state support 

has declined everywhere. So we’re going to run into more and more of these 

kinds of— 

Rubens: Potential conflicts? 

05-00:56:52 

Berdahl: Potential conflicts. 

Rubens: And controversies, debates about— I’m wondering—it’s just about one 

o’clock; should we take our break. 

05-00:57:01 

Berdahl: Sure. 

[End Audio File 5] 
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Interview #4 January 16, 2009 Afternoon Session 

Begin Audio File 6 01-16-20009.mp3 

Rubens: These have been intense interviews. 

06-00:00:01 

Berdahl: Yes, because you kind of rev your memory up and get back into the setting. 

It’s a whole lot easier than trying to rev it up many times. 

Rubens: Good. So I don’t know that I’m always doing the kind of probing I want to do, 

but I think we’re covering a lot of ground. 

06-00:00:21 

Berdahl: Well, my answers may be much too long. 

Rubens: Oh, no! I’m quite pleased with how much ground we’re covering. An oral 

history often wanders, digs in deep to certain areas and then skims over 

others. So I think we’re doing well 

I have a few things left over from this morning’s discussion of Novartis. One 

of the claims from the book on corporate science was that the university 

needed to hire a dedicated public relations person, someone specifically to 

handle the issue. I thought that Marie Felde was the person under whose name 

most of the public announcements come out. But were you concerned about 

what kind of spin needed to be driven by the university? 

06-00:01:16 

Berdahl: Not really. I’m trying to think. Marie, at that time, I think, was working 

directly for me— 

Rubens: Yes. Yes. 

06-00:01:24 

Berdahl: —as a speechwriter and researcher and so forth. She wasn’t in the Office of 

Public Affairs at that point. She came from there and then went back to there.  

Rubens: And you had picked her— 

06-00:01:39 

Berdahl: And I think Matt was onboard at that point, if I’m not mistaken. 

Rubens: Yes, I think so. 

06-00:01:46 

Berdahl: But no, I didn’t see a particular need to spin this in any particular direction. I 

felt as though to some extent, there were those who were going to be 

intractably opposed to it, no matter what we did; there were going to be those 

who were vehemently in favor of it, no matter what we did; and there was 
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going to be a large number in the middle, who really were relatively 

indifferent. And so we were never going to persuade the diehards that it was 

an okay deal. And so I didn’t see it so much as a public relations thing. Of 

course, we got the pie in the face at the press conference and— 

Rubens: You haven’t mentioned that. 

06-00:02:54 

Berdahl: That was amusing and sort of Berkeleyesque. But I personally did not think 

this was a significant change in the order of the way in which, say, the College 

of Engineering had worked for a long time. And so I didn’t see it as a— I 

think there’s much more sensitivity because of the role of agribusiness in 

America than there is about whether it was a Monsanto deal that was done 

with Davis or with, I think, Washington University in St. Louis, or Novartis 

with us. There’s much more sensitivity about issues in the life sciences than 

there is in similar or identical programs in engineering. And I suppose the 

subject matter is more sensitive, in some sense, because of all of the 

controversy about genetically modified organisms. But I didn’t see this 

particular deal as significantly different. 

Rubens: Now, I came upon just a memo –which at the moment I can’t put my hands 

on—but it has to do with an investigation that UC President initiates. Do you 

recall having any pressure or— 

06-00:04:33 

Berdahl: No, I don’t. 

Rubens: —any particular conversation with him? 

06-00:04:36 

Berdahl: I don’t actually recall anything about it. 

Rubens: Your statement is specifically that this is the first, though experimental, step in 

what we hope will be a long fruitful relationship. 

06-00:04:47 

Berdahl: Right, right. 

Rubens: And I think that word experiment was something that was looked for. 

Atkinson formed a task force to review UC policies on outside professional 

work.  

06-00:04:59 

Berdahl: Yes. Well, is that related to Novartis? 

Rubens: I think so. 
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06-00:05:12 

Berdahl: Because I know that we were looking more closely at issues of conflict of 

interest. And Atkinson formed a task force of some sort to review our conflict 

of interest policies. And it may have been in relationship to Novartis, I just 

don’t remember that.  

Rubens: There was also a university/industry relations task force that was formed—it’s 

a new office in 2001—to tackle the problem of low private investment. And 

that’s what’s striking about how relatively low Berkeley is in the whole array 

of public and private research institutions. 

06-00:06:02 

Berdahl: Right, right. Yes, I don’t remember the details of those particular initiatives 

coming from the Office of the President. It was experimental, in the sense that 

we said, “This is a five-year deal. We will review it in the course of those five 

years. And if we find that it has had an adverse impact or that it has had an 

impact on the direction or freedom of the department, we would abrogate it.” 

But of course, it became moot when Novartis dropped the whole arrangement. 

Rubens: Right, right. So apparently, some good science came out of it. Not many— 

06-00:06:50 

Berdahl: No patents. 

Rubens: Exactly. But a lot of graduate students were supported. 

06-00:06:58 

Berdahl: Yes, were supported. 

Rubens: Another partnership I wanted to ask you about, if you had anything to do with 

or how involved you were, with the business school. This was in September of 

2001, it was announced, a partnership with Goldman Sachs to create the 

national social venture competition. And this is where entrepreneurs were 

going to develop plans for business that do have a clear, quantifiable social 

return. And this was a joint project with Columbia’s business school and the 

Haas business school. That seemed rather pioneering. 

06-00:07:38 

Berdahl: Well, the Haas business school had two, I think, distinctive characteristics. 

One is that it was very—and partly because of location—entrepreneurially 

oriented. That is, a lot of the people coming to Haas were interested in start-up 

companies, being entrepreneurs, and not simply finding a place in the 

corporate hierarchy themselves. So it had a strong orientation toward 

entrepreneurship. Which I think is natural, given its proximity to the 

biotechnology and the microelectronics industries in the Bay Area. The 

second very strong thrust of that school, which clearly became stronger after 

the Enron collapse and the connection of Arthur Anderson and everything 

else, was to socially responsible business practices. Bob Haas, from Levi 

Strauss, was a big proponent of more attention to and investment in socially 
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responsible business practices. And so I think that some of that initiative for 

socially constructive business operations came out of that whole ethos that 

was a part of the Haas business school. Bob Haas is really a remarkable guy. 

The entire family, obviously, is a remarkable family and Levi Strauss is one of 

the most socially responsible companies. They were the last company, I think, 

the last apparel company in America, to take their production facilities off 

shore. They fought very hard to try to maintain them within the United States. 

And they were quite clear that that business school bore their name and it 

should stand for the best and most socially responsible practices in the 

business community. And I think that contributed a great deal to the ethos of 

the school. 

Rubens: And the partnership with Columbia? 

06-00:10:29 

Berdahl: I didn’t have much to do with that. That was largely Laura Tyson. 

Rubens: When she was dean of the business school. 

06-00:10:39 

Berdahl: When she was dean of the business school. And the effort to develop 

collaborations with other leading business schools. So that really came largely 

out of the business school and I was not really directly involved at all. 

Rubens: Okay. Certainly, the business school’s one of the most impacted schools, one 

of the popular and impacted. 

06-00:11:05 

Berdahl: Yes, yes. And its standing has steadily increased. I think through her deanship, 

through her successor deans, the standing of that business school has gone up 

steadily. 

Rubens: Now, I’m going to have to ask you separately about hires, but we might as 

well just say it here. Were you responsible— I know you approve all of these, 

but Tom Campbell? Were you— 

06-00:11:35 

Berdahl: I was very closely involved in both the search that resulted in— well, in all the 

deans, as a matter of fact, that were appointed. But certainly, Laura’s 

appointment and Tom’s, especially. I said before, I think that having 

interviewed dozens and dozens of candidates for deanships in my various 

administrative positions, Tom Campbell’s interview was one of the best that 

I’ve ever had.  

Rubens: What was distinct? What made it so— 

06-00:12:12 

Berdahl: I think what was distinct was just his vision, his ability to articulate what he 

saw as the function and role of a business school, his frankness, and his 
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determination to improve the standing of the school. It was really quite 

remarkable.  

Rubens: And that he would come out of government to take this. 

06-00:12:46 

Berdahl: Right, right. Well, he was at Stanford at that time. 

Rubens: He was at Stanford, that’s right. That’s right. Now there’s talk of him running 

for governor. I don’t know how serious he is. 

06-00:12:55 

Berdahl: I gather that there is. I don’t know. But I have a lot of respect for Tom. I think 

he’s a very able guy.  

Rubens: All right, there’s probably more on the office of technology transfer to 

discuss: there’s going to be a new advisory committee set up in 2003 to clarify 

technology transfer. I think that was the sort of final outcome of the 

Novartis—  

06-00:13:33 

Berdahl: Yes. 

Rubens: And I don’t quite know now what resulted from that committee. 

06-00:13:41 

Berdahl: Well, there was the internal review of Novartis. 

Rubens: Oh, of course. No, I meant the technology transfer advisory committee. 

06-00:13:48 

Berdahl: Yes. Well, we had some fits and starts in the hiring of people who headed the 

technology transfer and corporate relations office. Beth Burnside, to whom 

that office reported, I think ultimately, has done a very good job. I’m told—

this is long after I’ve left and this may be more a result of things that have 

happened since I left—but that she has been a breath of fresh air, in terms of 

relating that office more constructively with corporations. We had a reputation 

of being hard to deal with, in terms of technology transfer and intellectual 

property and all of those issues. 

Rubens: Hard to deal with because you would be more proprietary? 

06-00:15:04 

Berdahl: Yes. And just simply harder to cut deals with, about the licensing of patents 

and so forth. But I’m told, subsequent to my having left Berkeley, that that has 

vastly improved. So I think Beth has done a good job with that. 

Rubens: Beth was one of your picks, though. 
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06-00:15:28 

Berdahl: Yes. 

Rubens: Well, I see us having landed, in the years ’99, 2000, 2001, a bit on the 

upswing, in terms of what funding is available, and it’s going to start to take a 

dive. So a lot of initiatives could be started, enrollments are up. At one point, 

student fees even go down. There’s administrative increases in pay, faculty 

increases in pay. A lot of initiatives for reorganizing the administration and 

making things work more smoothly, both to support education and to benefit 

students. And in there, is the issue of athletics. And so I’m wondering if it’s 

appropriate, still with threads hanging that we’ll pick up after this, if we 

should start talking about that. And as I said to you, I’m weaker in that area 

than I would like to be, or than I will be. But do you want to kick it off? 

06-00:16:47 

Berdahl: Sure, I can kick it off. And let me begin by talking just a little bit about my 

experience with athletics at Texas because it, to some extent, I think, informed 

my attitudes toward athletics when I came to Berkeley. Athletics at Texas was 

a really big deal. And I had people write to me when I was president of the 

University of Texas, saying things like, since Darrell Royal stopped being the 

football coach, academics have the upper hand at Texas; you’ve got to change 

that and get athletics back where it belongs, as the most important activity of 

the university. So I came out of Texas with a real, I think, concern about the 

role of intercollegiate athletics at big public universities, and felt a lot of 

pressure at Texas about football. We weren’t winning national championships 

in those days. We won quite a few football games, but weren’t a national 

powerhouse. And people wanted us to be a national powerhouse. And there 

was a lot of press. There were two daily talk radio programs devoted to Texas 

football. There were newspapers—whole papers—two publications that did 

nothing but write about Texas football. So I thought it was terribly overblown. 

And when I came to Berkeley, I thought, well, fortunately, Berkeley is famous 

for its academic programs and athletics doesn’t play the role at Berkeley that 

it did at Texas. And that’s true; it doesn’t. When we’d lose a game at Texas, 

I’d have people shaking their fist in my face as I walked out of the stadium. 

When we’d lose a game at Berkeley, people would say, well, there’s always 

next week or there’s always next year. So people were much more patient. I 

think even in the really down year of football, when we, I think, lost ten 

games or something like that, I only got one letter really criticizing our 

stewardship of the football program. I knew that there was a lot of 

dissatisfaction, but people were not confronting me with it; whereas I’d get 

sometimes a hundred letters a week at Texas.  

Rubens: Steve Finacom, I think, said you once told a story in a class that you had gone 

back to your office during a game, where in fact, you were losing, and you 

were receiving faxes? 
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06-00:20:12 

Berdahl: Yes, the fax machine was running before I got back to the office after the 

game, with letters lambasting us. The problem at California was much 

different. It was largely financial. It was financial, in part, because we were 

losing football. And so we were not generating the kind of revenue. And 

football is the only sport that really generates revenue. Men’s basketball will 

probably break even and may, in good years, generate some revenue, but none 

of the other sports do. So if you’re not winning football, you’re not generating 

the kind of revenue. And that was our problem. There was also a growing 

deficit that was there before I came, and which I was unsuccessful in 

resolving. We had plans that were in place for them to retire their deficit, that 

were formulated before I got there. There was a plan that we formulated with 

Jim Hyatt’s help, after I got there. The depth of the deficit was disguised in 

ways that I didn’t— that none of us really knew about until the in-depth 

investigation began, after John Cummins took charge of it. 

Rubens: You appoint John Cummins to— 

06-00:22:04 

Berdahl: Right, right. 

Rubens: —get hold of what’s going— 

06-00:22:07 

Berdahl: Again, the athletic department was under vice chancellor Horace Mitchell, up 

to that point. And as I said, I don’t think management of it was very tight. And 

so they had a structural deficit and they were running annual deficits. And I 

think our inability to get on top of that was a major failure of my 

administration. 

Rubens: It looks like that you did half it. I think the highest figure I saw was something 

like thirteen-million, at some point. It got down to six. 

06-00:22:49 

Berdahl: Well, yes, we perhaps cut it some. But still, it was an ongoing problem. And 

the problem was exacerbated by the fact that we had many, many sports 

programs. Next to Stanford, we had many more sports programs than any 

other Pac-10 school. 

Rubens: There were about fourteen, I think. 

06-00:23:22 

Berdahl: Fourteen was required. We had like twenty-three. I don’t know how many, but 

it was over twenty. And the difficulty is that once you have these, it’s very 

hard to get rid of them because you have alumni, you have contributors, you 

have boosters and backers of these various programs, and then you have Title 

IX considerations. So if you try to cut any women’s programs, you’d get into 

Title IX trouble. And so the issues were complicated. There was also, early 

on, when John Kasser, who was the athletic director when I got there, had 
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merged intercollegiate athletics and rec [recreational] sports, under Tien. And 

there was, on the part of students, a strong suspicion that rec sports was 

underwriting the athletic program, rather than going [funding] rec sports. And 

then there was this effort to launch, without much thought or preparation or 

advertising, a new fee that would help underwrite the athletic program. 

Rubens: This was to be a student fee. 

06-00:25:34 

Berdahl: A student fee. Which failed. 

Rubens: Is that the referendum that fails? 

06-00:25:40 

Berdahl: That’s the referendum, yes. 

Rubens: Okay. And that’s in November of ’99. That’s within your third year. 

06-00:25:43 

Berdahl: Yes, yes. It’s early on in my administration. 

Rubens: So they’re asking students to vote on this. 

06-00:25:50 

Berdahl: Yes. But they didn’t do a very good job of preparing students for it; so that 

failed. And then, on top of all of that, the pressure was building to do 

something about the stadium. Some of the Regents were extremely concerned 

about the seismic vulnerability of the stadium. And I was pushed into really 

saying that we would do something, ultimately, about the stadium and to 

begin to launch some kind of planning process for the seismic retrofit of the 

stadium. 

Rubens: But you’re saying, in this case, the initiative or the concern, the pressure, is 

coming from the Regents in the beginning? 

06-00:26:54 

Berdahl: Well, it came from the Regents, primarily. My view was that we had a lot of 

buildings on the campus that we were already trying to retrofit, and that the 

stadium was a low priority. The Regents saw the stadium as having, on Big 

Game days, having seventy thousand people in it. If you had an earthquake, it 

could be utter disaster for the campus. Which is true. But the stadium’s 

occupied twenty-four hours a year, in terms of those numbers of people, and 

we have laboratories that are occupied twenty-four hours a day. And so it 

seemed to me that it was much more critical that we address the other seismic 

problems first. But the stadium was out there as a problem. And so the efforts 

at fundraising for the athletic program were heavily geared toward, first, the 

Haas Pavilion, and then ultimately— 

Rubens: Finishing it. 
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06-00:28:06 

Berdahl: Yes. And then plans for renovating the stadium. And so that it was hard to 

generate excitement about investing donor dollars in the operating budget of 

the athletic department. 

Rubens: There was no endowment for athletics. 

06-00:28:28 

Berdahl: No. Virtually none. I don’t know of any endowment. And unlike Stanford, 

where John Arrilliga was the kind of sugar daddy of the athletic program, or 

Oregon, where Phil Knight had put millions and millions of dollars into the 

football program and the basketball program, we didn’t have a single sugar 

daddy who was going to put large amounts of money [into athletic programs]. 

Rubens: So you have things like the Bear Backers that are trying to— 

06-00:29:02 

Berdahl: Yes, you have all of those things, but they’re generating relatively small gifts. 

And so it was, from beginning to end, a real struggle on the athletic program. 

And then John Kasser left. We had an interim athletic director and a search for 

a new athletic director. The search for the new athletic director did not yield 

any really outstanding candidates. And the person within the athletic 

department that I was most impressed with was the crew coach. 

Rubens: Steve Gladstone. 

06-00:30:00 

Berdahl: Steve Gladstone. And Steve had a lot of backing from outside the university. I 

had a visit from a group that included Grant Inman, Gary Rogers, Bob Haas, 

that really advocated the appointment of Steve Gladstone. And I was really 

already prepared to appoint Steve Gladstone as athletic director, and so I did.  

Rubens: This is in the spring of 2001. 

06-00:30:52 

Berdahl: Yes. Steve proved to be a very, very poor financial manager. The deficit grew 

under Steve. There wasn’t much effort to control it. He continued as crew 

coach, which I had allowed, probably unwisely—although he was a great 

crew coach, and he wanted to continue to be crew coach whenever he was 

done being athletic director, so we allowed that. In any event— 

Rubens: Then, by the summer, there were four executive associate athletic directors 

appointed. And I guess this was to target and cover specific areas. 

06-00:31:42 

Berdahl: Well, yes. Steve came in and he was being closely tutored by Gary Rogers, 

about managing it.  

Rubens: Gary Rogers is— 
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06-00:31:54 

Berdahl: Gary was Dreyer Ice Cream. A very successful businessman. But I’m not sure 

that all of Gary’s advice was particularly well suited to a university setting. 

And so Steve came in and he fired a number of the associate directors. And 

that ultimately resulted in some costly lawsuits. And he hired some very good 

people, I have to say.  

Rubens: So this was not a new administrative apparatus. This was putting in— 

06-00:32:44 

Berdahl: This was replacing people who were there, with new people, and restructuring 

some of it. The person who was in charge of finances was, I thought, quite 

able. But there still was not the kind of control of expenditures that one might 

have hoped. And as a consequence, the deficit, I think, grew under Steve’s 

tenure. And I got increasingly frustrated with that. So one of my last acts were 

basically to encourage Steve to step down, which he was prepared to do, and 

to take athletics out from under the business and administrative affairs. Horace 

Mitchell, at this point, had left to become president of Cal State, Bakersfield. 

And so I put John Cummins in charge then, of intercollegiate athletics. John 

really, I think, took hold of it. In the process of my departure, the new athletic 

director—  

Rubens: Sandy Barbour. 

06-00:34:21 

Berdahl: Sandy Barbour was recruited. And she’s been pretty good.  

Rubens: So you didn’t have a hand in selecting the— 

06-00:34:28 

Berdahl: I was a part of it, as was Birgeneau. Birgeneau came in. And it was ultimately 

his decision, because this was in my last days as chancellor. But I was still 

technically chancellor and so I was part of the process. But it was Birgeneau’s 

decision to hire Sandy. 

Rubens: Would you have hired her? 

06-00:34:51 

Berdahl: I think so. I was very impressed with her. There was an associate director who 

really expected it and felt I had promised it to him. It wasn’t mine to promise, 

but he felt that commitment had been made. And I think he was a strong 

contender and would’ve been probably a very good athletic director, as well, 

Mark Stephens. In any event, it really was Birgeneau’s decision. As it should 

have been, because he was the one who was going to have to work with her. 

But I think that from everything I know, she’s proved to be a very good 

appointment, and they have gotten on top of the financial problem with 

athletics. And I don’t know if they’ve worked out their budget entirely, but 

it’s certainly— I would have to say, my inability to really get control of the 
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expenditure of the athletics is one of the things I most regret and feel was a 

failure. 

Rubens: Yet Jeff Tedford came in under your administration, in 2002. How did that 

come about? How involved were you in hiring him? 

06-00:36:28 

Berdahl: I was actually quite involved in the hiring of Tedford because I interviewed all 

of the candidates that they had, and I was very impressed with Tedford. 

Rubens: This was for head football coach. 

06-00:36:40 

Berdahl: For football coach. And so Tedford had a couple of seasons, I think, before I 

left. First season was 2003 and then 2004 I was there for part of the season. 

And Tedford, of course, turned the program around. They’ve been winning 

and going to bowl games, and so the football revenue is back up again. We 

really hit a nadir under his predecessor. And so I think that that has been a 

huge improvement to the program. 

Rubens: Now, is it you who decides that his salary can be— What do they call it, off 

scale? 

06-00:37:31 

Berdahl: Well, all football coaches salary are a composite of—this is true at every 

major university—usually, a relatively small salary from the university itself, 

and all of the rest of it comes from corporate endorsements of the program, 

radio or television programs that they are committed to do. What we did, 

however, that I insisted on, was that all of the money come through the 

university; that they not receive money directly from any outside entities—

shoe companies or— That those shoe companies give the money to the 

university; we decide what the salary is.  

Rubens: Because he was then, and I think remains to date, the highest paid in the UC— 

06-00:38:38 

Berdahl: I don’t know if he was when we recruited him. I think probably close to it. I 

think we recruited him for— It was under a million dollars. It was like 

$850,000 or $875,000 dollars, something like that. And then after his first 

season, he wanted a raise and was sort of threatening to go elsewhere, because 

he had had a great first season. And we raised it then to just under a million. I 

said I wasn’t going to go above a million. I just thought the appearances of 

that— But of course, football coaches’ salaries are now 2-, 3-, $4 million a 

year. It’s outrageous. But anyway, Tedford has kind of turned the program 

around. 

Rubens: And what about recreational sports? Did those remain— 
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06-00:39:40 

Berdahl: Well, we separated them from athletics. I felt that there was too much blurring 

of the lines there, and that it was just much healthier to have recreational 

sports separate from the intercollegiate athletics. 

Rubens: I'm looking at some budgets for recreational sports. The money started to go 

up for that, as well, didn’t it? 

06-00:40:05 

Berdahl: Well, that’s funded out of student fees, largely. Almost all of it out of student 

fees. But even there, I think Berkeley’s fee structure is low, compared with 

Davis or any of the other UC institutions. So getting money into some of those 

programs is difficult. 

Rubens: Still? 

06-00:40:30 

Berdahl: Yes. 

Rubens: So were you a fan of football? Would you go to these games? 

06-00:40:37 

Berdahl: Oh, yes. 

Rubens: Did you have to show the flag? 

06-00:40:39 

Berdahl: No, you had to go to the game. I didn’t go to away games. In Texas, I had to 

go to away games, for the most part, and I never liked that. You’re having to 

be entertained by the president of the host institution and that’s awkward. So I 

didn’t, except for the L.A. games. I’d go to the USC or the UCLA games, but 

none of the other away games. But no, I enjoy college football. I have to say, I 

liked it better before and after Texas. Texas really burned me on that. 

Rubens: I can imagine. Now, I see here in my notes that—I’m not sure this is your 

initiative—2004, there’s a university athletics board that’s set up, that’s trying 

to get a broader spectrum of administrators and faculty to decide how the 

sports are going to be funded. And I guess that’s leading to— 

06-00:41:43 

Berdahl: Well, the person that— John Cummins and Paul Gray— And this is really in 

the transition from John taking over athletics, my last months there, and Bob 

Birgeneau’s arrival. Bill Webster, who was vice provost, undertook a 

thorough review, and I think the first thorough and accurate review of athletic 

expenditures. That was really mostly done on Bob Birgeneau’s watch, rather 

than on mine. But of course, he discovered that the deficits were larger than 

had been reported. And that then, I think, led to the creation— I was 

proposing that we have an athletic board that would address that issue, but I 
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can’t remember whether that was done. I think most of it developed under 

Birgeneau, rather than under me. 

Rubens: Okay. I’ll double check. But the question still remains in my mind about, why 

couldn’t an endowment have been set up? There just was not the sugar person 

who was— 

06-00:43:15 

Berdahl: Basically, but it also— 

Rubens: —many of you must’ve been looking for. 

06-00:43:17 

Berdahl: Part of the problem of the budget in athletics was that after several years of 

flat tuition, or even that one year when tuition went down, the athletic 

department was not breaking even at that point. And then when the tuition 

started climbing steadily, so a— 

Rubens: There was a 25 percent increase, ultimately. 

06-00:43:51 

Berdahl: Yes, big jumps at times. The cost of athletics went up because you had to pay 

the scholarships. And because they had so many sports, the scholarships 

spread across a lot of programs. And you have eighty-five full scholarships in 

football alone. And so there’s a tremendous increase in the scholarship costs 

for student athletes during that period. And that’s part of what kept driving the 

deficit up. And an utter unwillingness on the part of the athletic department --

or for that matter, I think— the boosters, to reduce the number of programs. I 

don’t know if they’ve reduced any programs or not since I left. 

Rubens: I don’t know. 

06-00:44:52 

Berdahl: I have just simply not [chuckles] looked into it, any more than I have, 

incidentally, through conversations with John Cummins, looked into what’s 

happened to athletics since I left, other than follow the fortunes of the football 

team.  

Rubens: I’ll ask him. At some point you go on record stating Stanford should be a 

model for how Cal manages its athletic program. Do you know what you were 

referring to? 

06-00:45:30 

Berdahl: Well, I think that was largely in terms of the quality of student athletes. That 

is, Stanford recruited players who— they graduated a high percentage of their 

players. They recruited students who were really student athletes. And so I 

felt—I got in a lot of trouble for saying that. Because all the Cal fans hate 

Stanford and Stanford athletics. But Stanford had a very successful program, 

in terms—at that point, I think Ted Leland was the athletic director, and was 
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probably the best, or one of the best, athletic directors in the Pac-10, and had 

built a really high-quality program, high-quality students and successful 

program. And they always won the Sears prize—or almost always—which is 

having the best, strongest overall program in intercollegiate— 

Rubens: The academic record? 

06-00:46:44 

Berdahl: Academically and athletically. The most winning programs. 

Rubens: You had had just one year—it was early in your tenure—where there was a 

very rowdy Big Game. You and the president of Stanford had to marshal a 

campaign to say— 

06-00:47:03 

Berdahl: Yes. Yes. That was always a problem. And fearful, because the fans usually 

had had a fair amount to drink and got pretty rowdy. I remember being at a 

game at Stanford, watching Cal fans throw bottles at the cops down in front of 

the stands and so forth, and was very nervous about that. But by and large, 

that worked out well enough. 

Rubens: Yes. It seems there was a campaign to— 

06-00:47:43 

Berdahl: Yes, to get students to behave more civilly. 

Rubens: Right. [laughs] Well, in terms of donors, we’ve talked earlier about Haas 

having been such a generous donor to athletics. There was not someone that 

you were— knocking on the door— 

06-00:48:05 

Berdahl: Well, see, the issue with people like the Haas family, they were generous to 

everything. But they were really interested—and this is a credit to Cal’s 

alums—they were interested in the strength of the academic program. They 

cared about football; they cared about basketball, and obviously contributed 

significantly to it. But there was no one person in the donor community— 

Rubens: Who could’ve been a Koshland? 

06-00:48:48 

Berdahl: Yes. Who said, well, I’m going to endow intercollegiate athletics. There is, I 

think, a very well cultivated and active myth that if you have successful 

athletic programs, it yields great benefit to your fundraising generally. And 

there’s no question that athletic programs generate alumni enthusiasm and 

support. But there’s really no evidence to show that successful athletic 

programs yield great other additional contributions to the academic programs. 

They yield additional contributions to the athletic program, frequently. But if 

you’re somebody who is interested in business or law or chemistry, or 

whatever your academic attachment may be, and you’re thinking of giving a 
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multi-million dollar gift, whether the football team wins or loses is not going 

to affect whether you give that gift. Ninety-five percent of gifts to universities 

come from 5 percent of the donors. So 95 percent of your gifts come in the 

form of major gifts, million dollars and up. And outside of athletics itself, 

most people are not going to be too heavily influenced by how the athletic 

program is doing. It does have an impact on enrollment; it has an impact on 

the excitement of the community and the enthusiasm of alumni and so forth, 

but doesn’t really have a big impact on major gifts. 

Rubens: So for that reason, you really couldn’t take a position about cutting teams or 

muting the athletic program. 

06-00:51:00 

Berdahl: Well, I wanted them to cut, but they persistently resisted. Steve Gladstone just 

wouldn’t hear of it. And with some reason, because universities that have tried 

to cut teams have had real problems in doing it.  

Rubens: So is there anything more to say about— 

06-00:51:27 

Berdahl: I don’t think so. I think that really covers athletics. 

Rubens: My research shows that by ’04, the deficit had come down to six million, as 

opposed to about ten or— 

06-00:51:38 

Berdahl: Yes, well, it may have. I just don’t remember the numbers. 

Rubens: When you say hidden costs— 

06-00:51:43 

Berdahl: Well, there are a lot of hidden costs of subsidies, in terms of facilities and 

support for fundraising. And so athletics generally— there are very few 

universities where athletics is actually self-supporting. And even fewer where 

it generates money that goes into the university. Notre Dame probably does, 

and a few other schools. But not a whole lot. But I don’t remember the actual 

numbers. 

Rubens: This was a 2002 article, in June, a statement from you regarding the NCAA 

penalties imposed against Cal. And this originated in the spring of ’99. And I 

think there were press conferences and discussions about it, but it had to do 

with probation and scholarships and academic standing. 

06-00:52:54 

Berdahl: Right. It had to do with the fact that students had been given grades who had 

not done the work in classes. 

Rubens: Yes, we talked about Alex Saragoza previously. 
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06-00:53:07 

Berdahl: Yes.  

Rubens: There’s a mention of unauthorized hotel charges, but that money is relatively 

incidental. 

06-00:53:17 

Berdahl: Well, we launched an inquiry, of course, when this came to light, into the 

whole of athletic conduct and behavior. And there usually are things that 

come to light in that, that are minor infractions. Charging stuff from the mini-

bar in a hotel and things of that type. And those things came to light in the 

course of that investigation. Those are pretty minor infractions. The major 

infraction, which was the granting of grades and credit for work not done, I 

felt was just an absolute humiliation for the university, because it went to the 

very core of who we are as an institution. And there just is no excuse and 

no— It just is the worst violation. I think it’s worse than money under the 

table, which is frequently the kind of allegation that happens, because the 

integrity of the university, in this case, the academic standards of the 

institution, get called into question. 

Rubens: Now, I forget at this moment. How does the NCAA get involved with this? Is 

it something that’s discovered— 

06-00:54:54 

Berdahl: Well, as soon as you learn of a violation which gets uncovered in the course of 

our own internal monitoring we report it directly to the NCAA. And then they 

launched an investigation and we launched an investigation.  

Rubens: So they imposed a one-year post-season ban— 

06-00:55:21 

Berdahl: That’s right. 

Rubens: —on thirteen scholarships for football. 

06-00:55:27 

Berdahl: And they reduced the number of scholarships. Yes. 

Rubens: So that’s a humiliation and that’s a loss for the team, and something that was 

really a crucible in your tenure. 

06-00:55:44 

Berdahl: Well, it was a huge embarrassment. It came about, in part, because of the 

lack— or the failure of faculty oversight. As I mentioned before, I was at odds 

with Jack Citrin. And so I told him that I wasn’t going to continue him as 

faculty rep. And then Bill Lester was the person that I appointed from 

chemistry. And Bill was brand new in the job. A little lax in his attention to 

these details. And this event fell between the cracks, because he has to 

authorize the eligibility of students, and he let us down in that regard. Much as 
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I had my differences with Jack Citrin, I think it wouldn’t have happened if 

Jack had been in charge. And so I bear some responsibility for this. 

[End Audio File 6] 

Begin Audio File 7 01-16-20009.mp3 

Rubens: Maybe as a transition into talking about your relationship with other 

chancellors, is the problem of how to fund UC Berkeley’s athletics coming up 

at chancellors meetings? Is this something that is discussed amongst all of 

you? 

07-00:00:40 

Berdahl: No. 

Rubens: Not at all, because it’s internal. Tell me a little bit about what were some of 

the meetings like. You met once a month? 

07-00:00:49 

Berdahl: Yes. 

Rubens: And would they rotate from campus to campus? 

07-00:00:53 

Berdahl: No, we were always at the Office of the President. 

Rubens: Okay. In Oakland? 

07-00:00:56 

Berdahl: Yes. 

Rubens: And basically, ten chancellors. Well, nine. And then I don’t know— 

07-00:01:02 

Berdahl: Nine, most of the time. And then Merced joined then in the last couple of 

years. 

Rubens: Of course, they didn’t open till ’05. 

07-00:01:09 

Berdahl: Yes. But Carol Tomlinson-Keasey was a part of the group from the 

decision— as soon as she was appointed to begin building the Merced 

campus, yes. It’s a remarkable group. Or at least it certainly was a remarkable 

group of chancellors when I was there. And I have been, as I said earlier, a 

part of the systems within states, both in Texas and Illinois and Oregon and 

California. Each of them was a little different. The University of Illinois 

system was really a small system, too small, when I was there. There were 

only two campuses. 
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Rubens: Were you on the campus where you got your masters’ degree. 

07-00:02:17 

Berdahl: Yes, at Champaign-Urbana. 

Rubens: It was the same campus. 

07-00:02:19 

Berdahl: Right. And the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign is really an 

outstanding institution. It isn’t the garden spot of the universe, but it is a 

terrific university. 

Rubens: It has a wonderful history department. 

07-00:02:41 

Berdahl: It’s a wonderful university. And it is a great community. To some extent—you 

asked about a sense of community—partly because it’s in a very small town, 

it’s isolated, a long ways from anywhere, there’s a very strong sense of 

community that is built around a very, very— probably the best performing 

arts center program that I’ve seen anywhere, with concerts weekly, multiple 

concerts. Sometimes two and three concerts a week. A very strong music 

department, performance department, so there’s a lot of performance going 

on. So it’s centered in some of these cultural activities, as well. In any event, it 

was a very small system. Just the campus in Urbana and a campus in Chicago. 

They’re part of the University of Illinois system. And because of that, there 

was a degree of friction between the campus administration and the system 

administration. The president of the university is located on the campus. The 

chancellor of the campus has his office on the edge of campus. The president 

of the university has the house provided; the chancellor doesn’t. And so 

there’s a lot of confusion about who’s in charge. And some of that confusion, 

it resulted, for example, in the person that hired me at Illinois leaving to 

become president of Caltech, Tom Everhart. When I left there and went to 

Texas, Texas is a very large system with, I think, fifteen institutions. But a 

very diverse system, with Austin clearly being the flagship campus, and then 

things like UT-Pan American or UT-Brownsville that were—UT Brownsville 

was originally just a community college that was adding a four year program 

very gradually. And so it was a very diverse system from research universities 

to what we would call state colleges or even community colleges, to an extent.  

And there, too, there’s confusion between the head of the system and the head 

of the campus, as I alluded to yesterday. The head of the system has a big, 

fancy house; the head of the campus doesn’t. The system office is located in 

Austin. And so there were a lot of issues that came up about who’s really 

responsible for what. And so I had had these two experiences where there was 

a fair amount of tension between the campus and the system. The thing that I 

most admired about the California system, and especially Dick Atkinson’s 

leadership, was the fact that Dick really had decentralized the administration 

so that the campuses had a high degree of autonomy. That isn’t to say that the 



95 

Office of the President wasn’t very large and at times intrusive and at times 

created work for the campuses because it was itself a large bureaucracy, 

looking for reasons to justify its existence. It was a large bureaucracy. Too 

large. And I think they’re having to cut it back now. But as far as who’s 

responsible for the affairs on the campus, it was clearly the chancellor of the 

campus. Whereas in Texas—where I probably got a call almost every day 

from the head of the system—I probably didn’t get one on an average of more 

than once every two or three weeks from Dick Atkinson. He really delegated 

the responsibility. And I had a lot of admiration for Dick. I spoke at his 

retirement dinner.  

Rubens: I think that talk is on-line on the Berkeley web-site. 

07-00:07:59 

Berdahl: And I really felt that particularly, as I said before, because Al Carnesale and I 

were hired the same day, there was not the historic friction between Berkeley 

and UCLA.  

Rubens: But nevertheless, there is the issue of what allocations is Berkeley going to 

get? Are there going to be differentials? 

07-00:08:27 

Berdahl: Well, yes, but it’s mostly formula driven, so that there’s not— My biggest 

concern was that Berkeley got very little capital money because the state had 

this absurd formula that you got X number of dollars per square foot for 

capital. Didn’t matter that our oldest buildings were turn-of-the-century and 

our newest buildings were, in some cases, older than the oldest buildings on 

some of the other campuses. It didn’t matter the condition of those buildings. 

The only state money we got was for seismic retrofit. And that was not 

enough to seismically retrofit the buildings. So that was the primary 

frustration that I had in terms of Berkeley’s ability to secure funds for any 

kind of capital project. I think the operating budgets were distributed pretty 

fairly among the institutions, although there’s probably a built-in bias for the 

established institutions in that allocation formula. But I also found the quality 

of the other chancellors remarkably high. These are really the leaders of 

American public higher education. And so meeting with the chancellors, even 

though we dealt with a lot of trivial issues in the Council of Chancellors, and 

some major issues, and there was a very kind of freewheeling discussion in 

those discussions, it was really high quality. And working with the other 

chancellors, learning from them, was one of the great privileges of being in 

that system. 

Rubens: Why didn’t UCLA experience the same kind of to-do over admissions that 

Berkeley did? Or did it, to a lesser extent? 

07-00:11:00 

Berdahl: It did. It did.  
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Rubens: And Berkeley, the flagship, of course— 

07-00:11:06 

Berdahl: Well, Berkeley’s the one that always gets the national news coverage. And so 

I think Berkeley was the one that got the attention. UCLA got it a little bit 

later, because I think that—this was maybe in 2003 or somewhere 

thereabouts—the fact that there were— I can’t remember the numbers, but 

only several score of African American males were admitted, and a large 

percentage of them were athletes. 

Rubens: So their numbers were worse than Berkeley’s. 

07-00:11:55 

Berdahl: Their numbers were pretty comparable to ours. And they had adopted a 

different admissions system, which they ultimately abandoned and moved to 

an admissions system more like Berkeley’s. 

Rubens: So is that being discussed in the Council of— 

07-00:12:18 

Berdahl: Yes. The Council of Chancellors talked a great deal about issues related to 

outreach, issues related to access.  

Rubens: How is the agenda set, literally? Do you— 

07-00:12:32 

Berdahl: It’s set by the president, with— You can put anything on the agenda. If you’re 

coming from a campus, you have the right to ask for an agenda item, as we 

did. But it’s largely defined by the Office of the President. 

Rubens: And at the same time, there’s a Council of Provosts that are meeting? 

07-00:12:53 

Berdahl: They met, yes. But I never was a part of that meeting. We talked a lot about 

the political landscape in California, what was happening in the legislature. 

We talked a lot about dealing with the Regents and the issues that were of 

concern to one or other of the Regents. For example, during the John Moores 

controversy, that was frequently discussed. I think people always grouse about 

going to those regular meetings, but they were pretty useful. And Atkinson, I 

think, did a good job of running them. 

Rubens: So he chaired those council meetings. 

07-00:14:00 

Berdahl: Yes. 

Rubens: And how long would they last? 
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07-00:14:04 

Berdahl: They usually started at nine o’clock in the morning and then ran through 

lunch, and we’d usually break up by two o’clock, two-thirty in the afternoon. 

Rubens: So I don’t have evidence for it, but can you think of areas where you were 

trying to position Berkeley in such a way— You certainly have talked about 

the funding for buildings. 

07-00:14:30 

Berdahl: Yes. I think that the areas where Berkeley— Well, I’m trying to think of— 

Rubens: I’m sorry that I’m not able to prompt you with— 

07-00:14:46 

Berdahl: I think some of the issues related to the growth of the campuses. Clearly, we 

had an interest in limiting the amount of growth that we experienced.  

Rubens: So there was some pressure that it be larger than it was? 

07-00:15:14 

Berdahl: No, I think we reached a pretty good agreement easily on that. I’m really kind 

of drawing a blank. I know there were issues where Al Carnesale and I would 

have offline conversations about the mutuality of Berkeley’s and UCLA’s 

interests and how they may differ from the issues that Santa Cruz or Riverside 

had. In the early years, so much of the conversation was devoted to outreach 

and minority recruitment, and some discussion of the various strategies the 

various campuses were using. I found, for example, the strategy that Riverside 

was using when Ray Orbach was chancellor, of really growing it very, very 

fast— So that Riverside really outgrew its resource base. They grew so fast. 

And because after the ban on affirmative action, Riverside had the lowest 

admission standards, so students that were UC eligible but couldn’t get into 

the selective campuses, gravitated toward Riverside. And I remember being a 

bit irritated when our enrollments were dropping because of the ban on 

affirmative action—or minority enrollments—Riverside boasted of its 

growing. Which I thought was attributable much more to the end of 

affirmative action generally than to anything Riverside was doing. 

Rubens: I think there was a feature article in the New York Times Magazines— 

07-00:17:27 

Berdahl: Yes. That was all engineered by Riverside, and I was really pretty irritated by 

it because it made Berkeley look bad. 

Rubens: Well, as if Berkeley wasn’t doing the kind of outreach and development 

that— 

07-00:17:37 

Berdahl: That’s right. And in fact, the whole thing was related to standards for 

admission, rather than for outreach efforts. Ray did a good job of outreach; 
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but if you’re growing your admission rate very fast and you have lower 

criteria for admission, you’re bound to be able to recruit more minority 

students. 

Rubens: Right, right. I know that there was some competition amongst the campuses 

about what number of VERIPs [Voluntary Early Retirement Incentive 

Program] could be taken, and there had to be some kind of lobbying. That 

wasn’t done under your— 

07-00:18:15 

Berdahl: That was not under my watch, but that certainly was contentious. And 

Berkeley’s interest was quite different than some of the other campuses. On 

the other hand, I think in the last analysis, Berkeley benefited by the VERIP 

program, because it created a number of opportunities to recruit new faculty. 

And we were— 

Rubens: More minority faculty?  

07-00:18:55 

Berdahl: Some more minority faculty. But largely, I think, because we had— We were 

a pretty attractive campus for people to come to because of the quality of the 

place. And so in areas like biological sciences, we managed, I think, to hire 

extremely well, and actually benefited by the opportunity to hire fresh, new, 

young blood. 

Rubens: So in terms of any kind of contentious issue that would be analogous to 

VERIP I don’t see any that I’m— 

07-00:19:37 

Berdahl: I can’t think of any. 

Rubens: I would think of it vis-à-vis the budget cuts that started in 2001, but 2002, 

you’re— 

07-00:19:45 

Berdahl: Yes. There may have been and I’m kind of blocking on it now, with regard to 

labor issues and union contracts. I think that the issues where we struggled—

and we weren’t the only campus that struggled, but—had to do with the much 

higher cost of living. Santa Cruz had that problem; to some extent, UCLA had 

the same problem; San Diego to a lesser extent. But the cost of living in the 

Bay Area was such that recruiting faculty was much more expensive than, say, 

to Davis or to Riverside, or even Santa Barbara, because there were places 

people could live further away in Santa Barbara. And Irvine, even. 

Rubens: I know that affected the hiring of a librarian. Finally, Tom Leonard was 

picked from within, but there had been several who had come— 
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07-00:21:07 

Berdahl: Hiring librarians was a nightmare. I’ve even blocked the names of the series 

of librarians that we hired. In one case, we hired Gerald Lowell from San 

Diego. He stayed a year and a half. We provided a housing inducement, for 

him to come to Berkeley. I think we gave him $50,000 or something like that, 

toward housing. And he stayed a year and a half, caught the upswing in the 

real estate market, cashed in big time, on money that we had provided for 

acquiring housing. And that was when I said, we’re going to have to change 

this policy and people have to pay it back if they don’t stay longer. But then 

hiring Tom Leonard was a great stroke of good fortune because Tom was not 

an obvious choice for a librarian, but he’s proved to be a very effective 

librarian.  

Rubens: I think so, yes. I think we’ll end this discussion of the Council of Chancellors, 

because we’re not thinking of any other major issues to discuss. There are a 

few little things I just want to clear from my list of interview topics. For 

instance, there are very few real scandals that I see during your whole tenure. 

There was one about a transportation employee who was selling BART cards 

or keeping BART cards. Very small. 

07-00:23:32 

Berdahl: I never cease to be amazed at how much time you do spend on faculty/staff 

misbehavior of one kind or another. 

Rubens: Really? 

07-00:23:45 

Berdahl: Because every case is unique and every case takes a lot of time. But no, there 

were a few cases like that. And fortunately, we didn’t have very many big 

scandals that drew the attention of the press. 

Rubens: Yes, we’ve talked about athletes; we’ve talked about the public health 

contract. 

07-00:24:13 

Berdahl: Yes. I suppose John Dwyer, the dean of the law school, would be a case.  

Rubens: Issues of student/faculty— 

07-00:24:24 

Berdahl: Yes. That was a very— 

Rubens: That must have been tough. 

07-00:24:27 

Berdahl: Very sad case. And a very difficult case, yes.  
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Rubens: And I also didn’t find— I was trying to see if there was any other major tenure 

case that created any contention. I’m wondering if you remember. My 

research so far hasn’t shown that. 

07-00:24:52 

Berdahl: No, I think Chapela was probably the most visible tenure case and it’s the 

only one that really springs to mind as being— There were always some 

tenure cases that are more difficult than others, and some where you— We 

have the policy that the budget committee reviews every case and advises us. 

And if we’re going to overturn a recommendation of the budget committee, I 

had to appear in person to defend my decision—which I think is a very, very 

good practice. In part, because it really forces the chancellor to think carefully 

about all of the issues at stake. And of the many cases --and I don’t know how 

many cases, somewhere between, say, thirty-five and sixty cases a year— 

Rubens: A year? 

07-00:26:05 

Berdahl: Yes. Not all of them tenure, some of them promotion to full professor. But I 

think there must be thirty-five tenure cases a year. I would say that, on 

average, there might be only one, or at most, two per year, where I might 

disagree formally with the budget committee. And so there were no, I think, 

really big problems in tenure cases at that time. 

Rubens: No, I didn’t find any. When you talk about reviewing at least thirty-five a 

year, I’d wanted to ask you—and it seems sort of out of sequence—about your 

work habits. So much crossed the chancellor’s desk. Everyone wants to talk to 

the chancellor about their issue. We talked over lunch about how many 

dignitaries and celebrities pass through, let alone your own faculty, that is 

constantly being recognized for their achievements, discovering— There’s a 

man who discovers an antigen— can identify a protein of prostate cancer, 

which I want to come back to. How did you structure your work day? How 

would you keep abreast of all of these— 

07-00:27:52 

Berdahl: Well, it’s heavily structured for you, in a way, because my day would usually 

begin at between eight and eight-thirty, with a meeting with John Cummins, to 

talk about the current issues or the issues of the day, and with Stephanie 

McLemore, who was my executive assistant. And so we would talk about— 

Basically, the mail would come in every day and Stephanie would sort it. So 

there would be action items and information items, items for reading, and 

items that required my signature for something. And those would usually be 

letters that were drafted on my behalf. I wouldn’t get to the mail until usually 

evening, after whatever evening event I had. So sometimes I wouldn’t get to it 

till ten o’clock at night. So then I would start the day with going through that 

with Stephanie and giving her back what instructions I had about that. And 

John and I would meet about the various issues that were current. And then I 

would usually start a series of appointments that began at nine and, depending 
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on the nature of the meeting or the appointment, would run on and off through 

the day, with very little free time built in, but some occasionally, depending 

on what I had to do. If I had a speech to write or if I had some writing that I 

had to do, we’d try to structure time for that. 

Rubens: When you say the mail comes in, I assume at some point, you also mean 

email. 

07-00:30:04 

Berdahl: Email, but still at that point, early on, in ’97, email was not the primary source 

of— You still got a lot of hard mail. Gradually, email took over more and 

more of it. But Stephanie would go through my email and print up the ones 

that needed to be read. And I did much less of my own email in that context 

than I had before, because I’d get— And I really had two email addresses, one 

that was available to the members of the cabinet—that is, the vice chancellors 

and people that reported to me—and then an email— 

Rubens: That was public. 

07-00:30:58 

Berdahl: —that was public. And so the day would be filled with meetings. And then 

usually, some kind of evening event. The first year is very hard, because 

you’re getting acquainted with people and you can’t say no. But the second 

year I was there, Peg got very upset because I was just being scheduled so 

heavily. And so she called John and said, “I want you to do an analysis of how 

much of Bob’s time was scheduled between February and April,” or 

something like that. This was maybe in— At least two or three months of it. 

And so John did that. And they discovered that I’d been scheduled for about 

ninety hours a week, on average.  

Rubens: Well, certainly, you saying you’re coming back from events and then reading 

your mail, you’re— 

07-00:32:11 

Berdahl: Yes, yes. So most of my days went from eight-fifteen in the morning until 

eleven at night. And so she really got upset and said, “You just can’t go on 

like this.” And so we got much better control over it; reducing some of the 

scheduling demands, beginning to say no to some things, as we could, by the 

end of the second year. 

Rubens: And then I would imagine some of that administrative restructuring may have 

taken some— 

07-00:32:48 

Berdahl: Some of it. Some of it, yes. And so there’s an enormous amount of your time 

that’s spent in sort of ceremonial functions. Appearing at the Alumni House 

for various kinds of award events and dinners and things like that. The 

growing— the largest piece is fundraising now. It was interesting because— I 
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don’t know where I read it; I don’t know if it was his memoirs, but I know 

John pointed out to me that when Clark Kerr was chancellor, he used to work 

at home something like three or four mornings a week. And I thought that 

would be absolutely impossible now. And the year has sort of an ebb and flow 

to it. 

Rubens: A rhythm? 

07-00:33:53 

Berdahl: And a rhythm. So that summers are a lot less intense, when the students and 

the faculty are basically gone. 

Rubens: Although one of the things I haven’t mentioned, parenthetically, is that 

Berkeley was able to get more allocation for summer school. 

07-00:34:11 

Berdahl: Yes. Summer school, that was— 

Rubens: That would be an example of something that you could eke out of the Council 

of Chancellors? Or was that more a— 

07-00:34:22 

Berdahl: Well, it was a system-wide thing, that summer school would get funding. And 

that was a very positive move, in terms of budget. We did, after that review of 

my calendar, decide that we had to have two weeknights to ourselves, and try 

to have one weekend day, at least. And frequently, Sunday night was free. So 

that helped moderate some of that. But it’s a very draining job. You’re just on 

the go all the time. And there’s too little time to think, too little time to read 

anything serious.  

Rubens: Someone is digesting for you who has published a new book and who has 

been nominated to the Academy of Arts and Sciences, the medalists? 

07-00:35:30 

Berdahl: Yes, other people are checking those things and— 

Rubens: And then it’ll come to you in a summary form? 

07-00:35:34 

Berdahl: Right, yes. 

Rubens: Because those are some of the ceremonies that you have to attend. 

07-00:35:38 

Berdahl: Sure, sure. And letters you’ve got to write and all that sort of thing. But it’s a 

pretty full calendar. I always did take a minimum of three weeks vacation. I 

felt that was really essential. And we have a vacation home in the mountains 

in Oregon and we always went there for— Well, frequently, for Christmas, 
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but always for August. Peg would go up on the Fourth of July and stay till 

Labor Day, and I’d go up for three weeks in August. 

Rubens: By the way, there are constant announcements about the faculty that have 

been selected, elected to be members of the Academy of Arts and Sciences, 

but there’s no mention of you. 

07-00:36:34 

Berdahl: Well, I was elected to the American Academy of Arts and Sciences in, I think, 

2000. 

Rubens: 2000. But I was quite surprised that it only shows up in a couple of little aside 

pieces. I don’t think it’s even— I guess it’s on the AAU webpage. And there 

was one other place, but there’s no— 

07-00:36:56 

Berdahl: Yes. I just was— 

Rubens: Not going to— 

07-00:37:01 

Berdahl: Yes, not going to advertise it a whole lot. 

Rubens: But that’s quite a— 

07-00:37:06 

Berdahl: Yes. No, I was very, very pleased. And I’ve been somewhat active on 

committees. In fact, the day before yesterday, was reviewing nominations for 

membership. 

Rubens: Chancellorships do not automatically come with that, right? 

07-00:37:30 

Berdahl: No. No. But if you’ve been chancellor at Berkeley for a period of time, or 

president of the University of Texas, the chances of your getting nominated 

are reasonably high. 

Rubens: Yes. These are a lot of little things out of order. We haven’t talked about what 

it was to be chair of the AAU during your tenure at Berkeley. There are two 

things that happen. The AAU met— 

07-00:38:08 

Berdahl: In Berkeley. 

Rubens: —at Berkeley. And I think you said that was your second year, ’98? 

07-00:38:12 

Berdahl: It was the fall of ’98, right. 

Rubens: Did that require— would you assign someone to plan that and to— 
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07-00:38:20 

Berdahl: Well, we had a lot of our events planners that worked on that planning the 

dinners. Alice Waters turned over Chez Panisse to us for a dinner and served 

the dinner. The meeting always begins Sunday evening, with a reception and 

dinner, and then runs through Tuesday noon. And so on Sunday night, which 

was not a big night for her anyway, she closed the restaurant—at least the 

upstairs, she closed—and we had the dinner there. And people were delighted 

to have— 

Rubens: I bet, to be there. 

07-00:39:07 

Berdahl: —Alice Waters’ dinner. And then we had dinner the next night at University 

House.  

Rubens: And that’s representatives from all of the institutions, so it’s at least sixty-two. 

07-00:39:18 

Berdahl: The presidents. It’s just the presidents. It’s presidents and spouses. As I said, 

you have the partners groups and you have the presidents group. And it’s 

exclusively for the presidents. No other campus administrators are part of that 

meeting. And of course, as I said, affirmative action was the hot topic at that 

time. And it produced a fairly engaged and somewhat, I think, contested 

discussion. We invited Martin Trow, who was an opponent of affirmative 

action, to speak. 

Rubens: A member of the Berkeley faculty. 

07-00:40:08 

Berdahl: A member of the Berkeley faculty. And Martin gave a fairly impassioned and 

perhaps overly long address, that did upset several of the presidents and 

caused Neil Rudenstine to uncharacteristically sort of bolt from the room. I 

think Neil was embarrassed by that afterwards. But it showed how intense the 

passions were on the issue. 

Rubens: And then when you became chair— Is that a rotating— or is it— 

07-00:40:48 

Berdahl: It rotates annually. You’re only chair for a year. You’re chosen vice chair, and 

then you— 

Rubens: So you know it’s coming up. 

07-00:41:02 

Berdahl: —move into chair. And it really comes out of selection for the executive 

committee. And there’s an element of seniority in being chosen for the 

executive committee.  

Rubens: And I think you said there was an alternation between a public— 
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07-00:41:23 

Berdahl: The chair alternates between a public and a private, so— 

Rubens: I think 2001 is your academic— 

07-00:41:32 

Berdahl: I think so; I can’t remember when I was— 

Rubens: —year. Did you have an agenda for that? Was there something that you are— 

07-00:41:40 

Berdahl: No. I think in retrospect now, sitting in this job as president of AAU, I wish I 

had been more engaged. One of the difficulties, obviously, of being chancellor 

at Berkeley and chair of AAU is not only the heavy demands of time that you 

have on the Berkeley campus, but the fact that it’s a long trip to Washington. 

And so coming back to Washington as often as the people who are on the East 

Coast— Chuck [Charles] Vest spent almost a day a week in Washington, 

when he was president of MIT. And so he could link up more readily with 

many of the issues that AAU was focused on. AAU’s work is really twofold. 

One is advocacy here in Washington for research support, and higher 

education, more broadly. And then secondly, really supporting the presidents 

with information, with contacts, and trying to help them succeed in their roles. 

And that’s why it’s a small association and people are on a first-name basis 

across the membership. It’s quite a select group. And so there’s a lot of 

conversation that goes on among the presidents outside of meetings of AAU. 

But we have monthly executive committee meetings by phone. As chair, you 

chair those meetings. And then there’s a lengthy four or five hour executive 

committee meeting at each of the two meetings that we have— 

Rubens: At the biennial. 

07-00:43:57 

Berdahl: —the biennial meetings. It was a real honor to chair AAU. It’s a wonderful 

association. And I was really delighted to have that opportunity. And 

probably, I had two active roles. One with regard to affirmative action, that I 

mentioned; but also I was chairman of the membership committee that screens 

potential members, and had initiated the policy, as chairman, whereby 

institutions might be invited to leave AAU. Up to that point—and this is in the 

late nineties—if you were elected to AAU, you were in it forever. And that’s 

more or less the case. But there were institutions who were actually charter 

members, going back to 1900, whose missions had diverged from those 

typical of AAU. Clark and Catholic University. These two universities were 

no longer major research universities. And so they left AAU at that time. And 

I guess negotiating that policy was tricky because it threatened a number of 

members with the possibility of being asked to leave.  

Rubens: Now, are you saying that— Did this happen under your chairmanship or— 
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07-00:45:35 

Berdahl: When I was chairman of the membership committee. 

Rubens: Which was— 

07-00:45:39 

Berdahl: Yes, which is prior to my being chairman of— 

Rubens: Of the whole thing? 

07-00:45:44 

Berdahl: Yes. And probably, my success in getting that policy adopted by the 

membership, to some extent, contributed to my choice as chair and probably, 

to my being selected as president, as well. 

Rubens: We might conclude your oral history with more of your vision and work for 

the AAU. I need to change tapes again. 

[End Audio File 7] 

Begin Audio File 8 01-16-20009.mp3 

08-00:00:00 

Berdahl: I think I met with the Whittaker Foundation board in one of my early months 

at Berkeley. And that was when I met Ed Penhoet, who was, at that point, still 

at Chiron, and really took a liking to Ed. And I think he was probably 

influential in cultivating the Whittaker Foundation. We did a lot with Bob 

Tjian with them. It’s a Bay Area fortune. I’m trying to think of where the 

fortune originates. It may have been Clorox money, in Oakland.  

Rubens: Clorox has done a lot to support the Oakland public schools. And then I’m 

just asking this while we’re— I don’t know the Gladys and Wayne Valley 

Foundation.  

08-00:01:28 

Berdahl: Oh, the Valley Foundation. That’s another Bay Area foundation.  

Rubens: And they gave twenty-five-million. Is that right? 

08-00:01:46 

Berdahl: Well, there was the remodeling of the big old Life Science Building, now the 

Valley Life Science Building. It may have been the Valley Foundation that I 

met with early on. I can’t remember whether it’s Whittaker or Valley. 

Rubens: Okay. But their contribution comes in in 2000, twenty-five-million dollars. 

And then the campaign ends officially in December of 2000. Did you then 

launch another capital campaign, or— 

08-00:02:30 

Berdahl: No. No. 
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Rubens: What was your thinking about that? 

08-00:02:33 

Berdahl: I felt that, well, there should be a decent interval between capital campaigns. 

Although at most places, that interval is getting shorter and shorter. But I did 

want to launch the preliminary planning of the next capital campaign. It really 

didn’t, I think, get underway to any appreciable degree while I was still 

chancellor. We talked about it. We talked about the process for assessing 

opportunities and needs. But it was also the case that Don McQuade was, I 

rather assumed, about to step down as vice chancellor; I think he stayed on a 

little bit longer than I anticipated. And his successor is Scott Biddy.  

Rubens: He’s very well liked. 

08-00:03:47 

Berdahl: Oh, he’s terrific. He’s terrific. 

08-00:03:51 

Berdahl: But in any event, it seemed proper that he should be the person to lead that 

effort because from the time he was hired, it was intended that he would 

succeed Don McQuade. And that proved to be true, and I think he’s one of the 

best in the business. And I had thought, actually, that Don would be— Don 

kept saying he was going to step down, he was going to step down, so I 

thought he was going to. And then he didn’t, and so we delayed the start of 

that until after I was gone, actually. 

Rubens: You weren’t going to be in a position to say, Don, it’s time to go? 

08-00:04:51 

Berdahl: I was almost at the end of my tenure, and it didn’t seem right for me to make 

that decision and then to turn around and hire a successor that my successor 

would be— 

Rubens: It was that close?  

08-00:05:05 

Berdahl: Yes, yes. 

Rubens: I don’t have the dates right here. This is all part of the New Century 

Campaign. And then, of course, it comes to an end against the backdrop of 

what will be the reverse in the state budget. 

08-00:05:29 

Berdahl: That’s true. That’s true. And it came to an end when, 2001? 

Rubens: Yes. End of 2001. 
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08-00:05:38 

Berdahl: And the reverse of the state budget, the dot-com bust, so that we were entering 

that 2001 recession and so it wasn’t a particularly good time to begin thinking 

about a new capital campaign. And there’s a certain exhaustion that sets in 

after the effort of a campaign. Usually, there’s a five year interval. 

Rubens: I’d also like to ask about the grueling but no doubt enlightening schedule you 

had meeting with the distinguished people who visited campus. 

08-00:06:29 

Berdahl: Important speakers and guest faculty? 

Rubens: Yes, are there some stories or anecdotes that we could just frame or— 

08-00:06:38 

Berdahl: Well, I think it’s one of the privileges of these jobs. As I mentioned, I think, to 

you in an offline conversation, one of the great advantages that we had at the 

University of Texas was the presence of the LBJ Library, which was— 

Programmatically, it brought a lot of people to campus. And so with the 

exception of Ronald Reagan, I met every living ex-president, which included 

Gerald Ford and Jimmy Carter, and of course, Bill Clinton came to Berkeley, 

and Hillary Clinton. In fact, Hillary gave really a defining speech at UT 

Austin when I was there in, I think, ’93 or ’94, shortly after we got to Austin. 

And it was a pretty major speech, written up in the New York Times Magazine, 

about some of her values and perspectives. And Berkeley is also a magnet. 

And I have to say that, to a large extent, the initiative that Orville Schell took 

to bring in speakers— He cultivated support from Richard Goldman, of the 

Goldman Foundation, to do that. And then to have these rather lovely informal 

interviews, with many of them from the media, but then others. Robert 

McNamara came and talked about the film that was about the Vietnam War. 

There was Ehud Barak, and the distinguished Middle Eastern specialist from 

Columbia. 

Rubens: Oh, [Edward] Said. 

08-00:09:19 

Berdahl: Yes, Said. We’d had Said there. And as a kind of balance to his position, we 

decided to have a major Israeli speaker, and had Ehud Barak. The security for 

that was phenomenal. We had far more security for Barak than we had for 

Clinton. Of course, Clinton wasn’t in office. But even in 1995 or so, when Bill 

Clinton spoke at UT Austin, the security wasn’t quite what it was for Ehud 

Barak. And of course, he did generate controversy and demonstrations. 

08-00:10:10 

 You may recall that this was not a university-sponsored event; it was a 

Berkeley Forum sponsored event, where Netanyahu was invited. And then 

they cancelled it because of opposition. Well, Berkeley, the university, got 

blamed. Every time something happens in Berkeley, it’s assumed to be the 

campus. It’s assumed to be students. I was at a meeting last week at the FBI, 
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getting briefed on a particular issue. And one of the people commented that I 

was from Berkeley, which had and has all these student radicals. And I said, 

“Well, there aren’t as many student radicals at Berkeley as you may think. 

The largest organization at Berkeley is the Young Republicans.” And he said, 

“Well, all these students sitting in trees and so forth.” And I said, “Well, none 

of those were students.” But there is always the assumption, if there’s a 

protest at Berkeley, whether it’s the [military] recruiting station [in] 

downtown Berkeley or Netanyahu at a lecture series in Berkeley, that it’s the 

campus that’s involved. And so the city of Berkeley sometimes gives the 

university a bad name, even though they might think it otherwise. But Barak 

came, and we had George Soros speak. That was a forum. 

Rubens: Well, and Hillary Clinton came. 

08-00:11:52 

Berdahl: Hillary Clinton came, we had Susan Sontag. That was one of the more 

interesting ones. I found her fascinating, and I’ve always been an admirer of a 

lot of her writings. And partly because, I think, I knew of her struggle with 

cancer, I was particularly impressed with her. And this was, I think, shortly 

before she discovered that she had terminal cancer.  

Rubens: And in a case like this, would you have dinner with her? 

08-00:12:41 

Berdahl: In some cases, there would be a dinner involved. Those events that Orville 

had, he always had a dinner at Chez Panisse afterwards. And sometimes those 

got a little bit late. I ran out of steam for a dinner at about eleven-thirty. But I 

frequently would go to those, too. As I said before, Berkeley’s the most 

intellectually electric and vital place that I know of, of campuses that I’ve ever 

been on. And so the level of engagement and interest in those kinds of visitors 

and speakers is really quite remarkable at Berkeley. And we had— well, the 

debate between Hitchens and Danner, for example— 

Rubens: Mark Danner and— 

08-00:13:52 

Berdahl: —Mark Danner and Christopher Hitchens, was exciting. Having people like 

Robert Reich, I think, on the faculty, all of those kind of both public 

intellectuals and noteworthy leaders. It’s one of the fascinating jobs of the 

campus, to be able to have even a relatively limited conversation with these 

people. And in some cases, I’ve had an opportunity to follow up. It’s very 

nice, for example, that I know Nancy Pelosi from my time there, because I am 

in touch with her office pretty regularly. My brother always, when I was at 

Berkeley, when I’d talk to him on the phone, would ask who I’d met with that 

week, because he always was envious of all the people that we got to see in 

this job. It’s one of the great joys of the job. 

Rubens: Well, and then your own faculty alone is so accomplished. 
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08-00:15:17 

Berdahl: That’s right. Yes. It’s really incredible.  

Rubens: —an amazing faculty. And the students, the student medalists. There was one 

that I particularly picked out, who was a Palestinian refugee— 

08-00:15:30 

Berdahl: That’s right, that’s right. 

Rubens: —who had created a magazine and— 

08-00:15:33 

Berdahl: Remarkable young woman. We can talk about her later. And then the Nobel 

Prize winners. 

Rubens: Oh, yes. How did that campaign come about, to— That was a Charter Day 

observation, to celebrate— 

08-00:16:02 

Berdahl: To post all those posters of the Nobel laureates? 

Rubens: Yes. And then to celebrate their— 

08-00:16:06 

Berdahl: I actually don’t know how that all came about. 

Rubens: It was a very smart idea.  

08-00:16:12 

Berdahl: It was a smart idea. 

Rubens: The public relations, the public media really began to become very 

sophisticated and much more present. Well, certainly, there was the web, there 

was putting everything on the web.  

08-00:16:30 

Berdahl: There’s several funny stories about the Nobel Prizes. In 2000, when Dan 

McFadden was awarded the Nobel Prize, that came as something— We kind 

of expected George Akerlof to be a possibility that year. And it just happened 

that my daughter Jenny, who was on the faculty at that time in Berkeley, was 

delivering a baby in the hospital in Berkeley. And this was a long labor and 

we stayed at the hospital with her until, I don’t know, midnight, one o’clock, 

something like that. And I had to get home and get some sleep and I said, 

“Well, give us a call if the baby comes, and we’ll come up to the hospital right 

away.”  

So at about six o’clock in the morning, the phone rang. And of course, Peg 

jumped up and started getting dressed and I answered the phone. And it 

wasn’t Jenny at all, it was Marie Felde saying that Dan McFadden had won 

the Nobel Prize. And the baby wasn’t born till later that morning. But those 
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two Nobel Prizes— I had gotten ribbed by Dick Atkinson about the fact that 

Berkeley hadn’t won a Nobel Prize for some time. And that I guess San Diego 

had, and then I think there was one at Santa Barbara. And it was a little bit 

frustrating that we hadn’t, because we felt we had some very good candidates. 

And I think some that may still win the Nobel Prize. I expect Randy 

Schekman, at some point, to win the Nobel Prize. He’s a biologist and really 

an outstanding— He won the Lasker Award, so that’s usually a precursor. But 

anyway, we won two years in a row, and so that was— 

Rubens: Because George Akerlof won- 

08-00:19:17 

Berdahl: The following year. Yes. And so that was really satisfying. 

Rubens: I don’t recall the year, but the theme of Charter Day was a celebration of the 

Nobel tradition. Posters with the portrait, name, date of UC Berkeley Nobel 

Prize winner went up on lamp posts around the city. 

08-00:19:39 

Berdahl: Right. That must have been the last Charter Day. I would think that must’ve 

been 2003, maybe. 

Rubens: I think that’s when Randy Schekman is given the Lasker Award. I think 

maybe we should stop because I feel that I’m not asking questions in a very 

coherent way now; they’ve become more random. I’ll come back to your use 

of the web and of media.  

The Bear in Mind series was really so informative and novel. Maybe we’ll just 

end by talking about that because that’s in 2002, and that’s a video television 

style talk show format, with you interviewing students, administrators, faculty 

about their work on campus. 

08-00:20:43 

Berdahl: Yes. Is Bob Birgeneau continuing that? 

Rubens: I don’t think he is. And I asked Marie Felde if she had a way of measuring 

who listened. Do you have a sense? 

08-00:20:58 

Berdahl: Well, it was Marie Felde’s idea. And she organized the whole thing. And it 

was, I thought, really a kind of wonderful way of communicating and being 

able to showcase some Berkeley faculty and talk about issues that were 

confronting the campus. And so we launched that and, I think, did it almost 

every month in the ensuing couple of years. And it was really fun. I enjoyed it. 

Hate to see myself on television. You never think you come across as you do. 

But I enjoyed it a lot, and it was a very good idea. And we showcased a lot of 

interesting faculty and programs. 
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Rubens: And students. 

08-00:22:03 

Berdahl: And students. 

Rubens: And some community activists. 

08-00:22:04 

Berdahl: Right, right. Yes. 

Rubens: Most of them are available on the UC Berkeley website. Why don’t I turn off 

the tape and we can plan what topics we’ll cover next.  

[End of Interview] 
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Interview #5: May 16, 2009 

Begin Audio File berdahl_robert_9_05-16-2009.mp3 

09-00:00:04 

Rubens: Hello, Robert Berdahl.  

09-00:00:08 

Berdahl: Hi.  

09-00:00:08 

Rubens: Wonderful to see you again. It’s May 16, 2009. You’ve come to the Berkeley 

campus and you’re sitting in our oral history offices in front of one of our 

shelf walls of— 

09-00:00:17 

Berdahl: Oral histories.  

09-00:00:19 

Rubens: —yes, upon which yours will be in a year or so. It’s fitting that as you drove 

onto campus today you would be pass by the commencement protest. I think 

largely— 

09-00:00:33 

Berdahl: Are there protests going on? 

09-00:00:33 

Rubens: Oh, yes. Primarily against John Yoo, the Boalt Hall law professor who wrote 

justifications for torture—specific practices of interrogation as part of the war 

against terrorism—while working for the Department of Justice.  

09-00:00:37 

Berdahl: Okay.  

09-00:00:38 

Rubens: I hoped to start our interview today by talking about the political climate at 

Berkeley during your tenure as chancellor and mostly about the cluster of 

issues that resulted from 9/11 and the escalating conflict in the Middle East. 

And I wanted to just preface it by reminding you that in your last year at 

Berkeley in February of 2004, there was a conference on the Earl Warren 

Court. 

09-00:01:18 

Berdahl: That’s right.  

09-00:01:19 

Rubens: And you addressed it and you said some wonderful things. But one of the 

things you began with is that we were really living in an age of bitter partisan 

politics and that the level of conflict—daily conflict, among different 

groups—and in this case, I think you meant particularly ethnic and immigrant 

groups—that the overt conflict was really distinct from what life had been like 
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when Warren was governor and chief justice. Now there was plenty of 

conflict and tension, but what you were introducing was how— 

09-00:01:56 

Berdahl: Yes. Not the free speech issue so much as the—the Loyalty Oath was 

controversial.  

09-00:02:03 

Rubens: That’s exactly right. So it was as if Warren had some kind of clarion vision 

where he was going to now take a principled stand and try and eliminate 

conflict based on ideology –he opposed the Loyalty Oath at the University of 

California while he was governor- as well as the legal justification of race 

based discrimination.  

09-00:02:19 

Berdahl: Right.  

09-00:02:19 

Rubens: But I use your statement because it seems to me that you really faced an era of 

really intensifying, overt, wide-spread political conflict and it had to do with 

the Middle East. And I don’t know if the place to really start is with the 

university’s response to 9/11. You had mentioned last time that this is 

something you wanted to talk about and— 

09-00:02:46 

Berdahl: Well, let me talk a little bit about the political climate. First of all, Berkeley 

obviously had a long history of being a politically activist campus, going back 

to the 1930s and through the whole controversy over the Loyalty Oath in the 

1950s and the Free Speech Movement in the sixties and so forth. I would say 

that one of the things that struck me was the fact that the campus wasn’t an 

extremely politically active campus in the years that I was here. I mean, there 

were demonstrations. There were demonstrations over [Proposition] 209. 

There were sit-ins, there were student protests and buildings occupied and 

students arrested and all of those things that are sort of part of the Berkeley 

history. But I remember John Cummins—when I was sort of horrified at some 

of the events that touched off the controversy, like the ethnics studies 

controversy, for example, in I think the spring of—what was it, 1999— 

09-00:04:11 

Rubens: Yes.  

09-00:04:13 

Berdahl: I was depressed and horrified by it all and John Cummins said, “Oh, this is 

nothing. You should have seen the protests that went on during the divestment 

controversy in South Africa in the eighties when there were basically pitched 

battles between the Berkeley police and sheriffs and students, and dumpsters 

were lit afire and rolled down the hill between Wheeler and the library and so 

forth.” So in that sense, it was much calmer. And yet we were in a period 

where there were political extremes. The young Republicans, for example, on 
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campus were very, very active, very well financed. Had a very slick magazine 

that they published periodically that usually found a basis for condemning 

whatever actions we had taken in my administration. There were a group of 

students who were pretty far left. There was the movement to organize the 

gradate students into a union by the UAW. And so there was a lot of political 

action going, but I don’t think anything quite on the scale that it was in the 

sixties and seventies. We’ll get to this, I’m sure, but I was a little taken aback 

that there weren’t more protests about the war when the Iraq War or the 

Afghan War began. And I think the composition of the student body had 

changed. We had a plurality of Asian students that were arriving on campus 

now who were very focused on getting their degrees and getting their careers 

going and were not politically motivated to the extent that previous 

generations—it was tougher to get into Berkeley, and so that people— 

09-00:06:35 

Rubens: And more students had to work. I think the statistics are— 

09-00:06:38 

Berdahl: More students had to work [for wages], and getting into Berkeley required a 

lot of very serious study before you got here. And so there was, I think, a very 

different climate than probably was here in the sixties and seventies. But we 

had our share of political controversies. 

09-00:06:57 

Rubens: Sure. And we’ll get to that. I mean, particularly the role of Palestinians for 

Social Justice, and then also issues of vandalism and violence against Hillel. 

But to follow in chronological order, tell me about the response to 9/11. It was 

a school day?  

09-00:07:28 

Berdahl: It was. It was a Tuesday morning. It’s one of those days that is etched in your 

memory, like the assassination of Kennedy or some very, very significant 

event where you remember exactly where you were when you learned that 

something happened. In this case, I was still in bed and my wife was in St. 

Paul, so I was home alone. The phone rang at about 7:00 or 7:15 or something 

like that and it was John Cummins and he said, “Have you seen the 

television?” And I said, “No, what’s happening?” And he said, “Well, there’s 

been a terrorist attack on the World Trade Towers.” And so I jumped up, 

turned on the television and started watching it. And then watched when the 

Towers came down. And we called an immediate cabinet meeting to discuss 

what to do. There were a number of campuses that closed. This was 

September 11, so we were the only UC campus where school had started, 

because the others were on quarter system and school started later, a week or 

two later. So we were the only one that was open. But there was a lot of 

discussion about whether to close the campus.  

09-00:09:07 

Rubens: Where is this cabinet meeting taking place? 
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09-00:09:08 

Berdahl: In California Hall. And we had Wally Adeyemo, who was the student body 

president. The president of ASUC was there. His vice-president, Josh Friday 

In any event, they argued for keeping the campus open. We decided that that 

was the right thing to do, and that we would, I think, issue a statement and 

encourage faculty to talk with students about the crisis. And then throughout 

the day, students spontaneously gathered in Sproul Plaza. It was known at that 

point that one of the former students from Berkeley was on the plane that went 

down in Pennsylvania. There was a candlelight vigil that was organized for 

that evening that was very moving.  

09-00:10:26 

Rubens: You yourself went down to the plaza and talked— 

09-00:10:30 

Berdahl: Oh, yes. I spent quite a bit of time talking to students in the plaza and students 

were very distraught. They were in tears and in some cases they had put large 

butcher block sheets of paper to write messages on the plaza. And students 

were very, very, I think, sober and genuinely in mourning over this terrible 

event. We didn’t at that time have any idea of how many people may have 

died in the Twin Towers. I knew how large they were. I remember saying to 

one of my colleagues that I thought the death toll could be 25,000 because of 

the number of people that were employed in the Towers. There were other 

figures that ran as high as 50,000. I thought, my gosh, if we’ve had an attack 

that’s cost as many lives as the entire Vietnam War, you can imagine what the 

reaction would be.  

09-00:11:50 

Rubens: You were calling immediately—you issued a statement that called for sober 

discussion.  

09-00:11:55 

Berdahl: Right, right.  

09-00:11:56 

Rubens: To maintain calm, to wait to learn the facts are. 

09-00:12:00 

Berdahl: And then that candlelight vigil that evening, it was very powerful. I mean, it 

was in Sproul Plaza. There were many, many students there. I don’t know 

how many, but hundreds and hundreds of students that gathered there and it 

was just the kind of thing that just occupied your entire conscious thought 

because it was such a monumental event. 

09-00:12:30 

Rubens: Now, were there meetings with faculty representatives? I’m asking if there’s 

an issue of security right away.  
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09-00:12:38 

Berdahl: Well, we became, as I think everybody did, very conscious of vulnerability, 

because you didn’t know. There were all kinds of rumors about there would 

be another attack on the West Coast. And you always imagine the worst. And 

the fact that this was a major research center. Universities are such open 

places that they would be easy targets. This being an extremely open campus, 

with vehicles driving on to the center of the campus, constantly delivering 

goods and so forth—one of the things we were concerned about was whether 

somebody would drive a truck onto the campus and blow it up, as we had seen 

in Oklahoma City. And so we tried to tighten up security at the gates and 

asked— 

09-00:13:42 

Rubens: Immediately?  

09-00:13:43 

Berdahl: Yes, that following week. The police were very much involved in talking 

about how to secure the campus. And so we talked about checking truck 

manifests and things of that type. But the fact is we didn’t want to turn the 

campus into a security state either, and so it was— 

09-00:14:07 

Rubens: It was an issue of a requirement that staff and faculty have badges on them. 

09-00:14:15 

Berdahl: Is that right? I don’t remember that. 

09-00:14:15 

Rubens: I think so, that’s what I’ve read.  

09-00:14:18 

Berdahl: But we didn’t insist on that, I don’t believe, did we? 

09-00:14:23 

Rubens: I’ll have to check the record on that to see— 

09-00:14:26 

Berdahl: No, I don’t think we— 

09-00:14:28 

Rubens: —if it was enforced.  

09-00:14:29 

Berdahl: That may have been a proposal, but I don’t think it was very much enforced, if 

it was. We didn’t have on many of our buildings computerized lock systems, 

so that you knew who was going in and out of a building at what time of night 

and so forth. So campus security was a real issue. 

09-00:14:52 

Rubens: And were there national forces that were—was the FBI talking to you? 
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09-00:14:57 

Berdahl: The FBI was talking to the police department. And, of course, every place 

went on high alert. You will remember the Bay Bridge had National Guard 

people stationed on the Bay Bridge. I don’t know what good it did other than 

to reassure people that the National Guard was there. But it was just a real 

period of uncertainty. I’m sure probably not as much uncertainty as after the 

attack on Pearl Harbor, but similar kinds of rumors. I mean, the notion that the 

Japanese were going to then hit the West Coast in 1941 caused blackouts on 

the West Coast. The notion that this was only the first of a series of planned 

attacks was certainly upper most in people’s minds in terms of securities.  

09-00:15:52 

Rubens: I asked about the faculty, if you were meeting with faculty. I see that you— 

09-00:15:57 

Berdahl: Well, we met with faculty. The faculty were involved in a lot of the 

discussion, in planning the memorial service and things like that. We set about 

in the next couple of days after the attack, when things had calmed down a bit, 

planning a memorial service to honor the people who had died. We didn’t at 

that time know whether some students had died. We knew of the one alum 

who had died in the plane and we didn’t know how many alumni may have 

been working in the trade towers. There were cases where we thought we had 

lost some recent alums, which turned out not to be the case. But it was— 

09-00:16:51 

Rubens: So was it miraculously only that one student? 

09-00:16:54 

Berdahl: I think so. I think it was only that one - of course, unlike some of the East 

Coast universities that had a lot of people that were involved. 

09-00:17:04 

Rubens: Now, the Patriot Act is passed within a month and the first thing I see is 

faculty protesting that legislation and asking you to support their 

condemnation of it. By ’04, you certainly have taken a public stance 

criticizing the Patriot Act, but I don’t know how early your opposition was—

do you remember? 

09-00:17:29 

Berdahl: I can’t remember the sequence. And, of course, the Patriot Act, interestingly 

enough, was passed very quickly and it was a big document and it had a lot of 

provisions in it nobody knew about when it was passed, so it had to have been 

in preparation long before 9/11, and that made one a little bit suspicious. And 

then the particular thing was the fact that library records could be called for by 

the authorities and universities and library records were really one of the 

critical issues. What people had read and all that sort of thing. So that was an 

invasion of privacy that I think libraries above all were upset about initially. 

There were also questions about access to e-mail records and other kinds of 

telecommunications records. Interestingly enough, Tom Campbell, who was 
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then the dean of the business school, and was himself a Republican, a 

moderate Republican, was a very outspoken critic of the Patriot Act and some 

of its extreme positions. So we protested particularly the library aspects to it. 

There were no requests. We received no requests. But part of what was so 

objectionable about it was a librarian was legally bound not to reveal to 

anyone if their records had been requested by the FBI, and so it was one of 

those acts that was very troubling in the sense that they could request 

information and that you couldn’t reveal to the object of that investigation that 

any information had been turned over to the authorities. So there were many 

aspects to the Patriot Act that I think were very, very objectionable and 

questionable.  

09-00:20:05 

Rubens: And so in your memory, then, is it not for another year before there is a 

resolution that’s passed? 

09-00:20:12 

Berdahl: I think it’s about a year later. Yes, yes. 

09-00:20:15 

Rubens: Just after you leave there is a suit brought by the ACLU against Attorney 

General Gonzales, their seeing the chancellor’s support- 

09-00:20:31 

Berdahl: That’s after my time.  

09-00:20:33 

Rubens: Yes, in early ’05. A news item states that sixteen months earlier there had 

been a resolution that you had passed in support. So I figured there must have 

been some discussions about this.  

09-00:20:49 

Berdahl: Well, it was discussed in the faculty and a resolution, I think, was passed in 

the faculty meeting.  

09-00:20:53 

Rubens: So it took a while.  

09-00:20:55 

Berdahl: Right.  

09-00:20:57 

Rubens: Ironically—I just mentioned Gonzalez. Janet Reno had been the 

commencement speaker in April 2001. 

09-00:21:08 

Berdahl: Right after she stepped down as Attorney General, yes.  

09-00:21:12 

Rubens: Yes. And, I mean, she certainly was perceived as, if not a liberal, I mean, at 

least a— 
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09-00:21:19 

Berdahl: Certainly more liberal than what followed.  

09-00:21:20 

Rubens: Well, exactly. It’s hard to imagine her shepherding the Patriot Act. Returning 

to Berkeley’s response to 9/11. A year later, there is a memorial, I mean an 

observation. 

09-00:21:38 

Berdahl: Well, yes. We should talk first about the first memorial, because that was a 

beautiful event. In fact, it’s one of the events of which I was probably most 

proud. 

09-00:21:52 

Rubens: When did that take place?  

09-00:21:58 

Berdahl: I think it was maybe like September 17, probably within a week. I think it 

may have been the Monday following the Tuesday that the attack happened. 

And we were trying to think of where it should be held. And, of course, the 

Memorial Glade outside the library was a relatively new place and I said, 

“That’s a really wonderful contemplative spot.” And so we decided that would 

be a great place for an outdoor memorial service, because it was kind of a 

natural bowl. And so we decided to have the memorial there, which I think 

was a really, really good decision. And I can’t remember who all was on the 

program, but it was a really beautiful ceremony and there were thousands. I 

think the estimate was over 10,000 ultimately that participated. There wasn’t a 

single sign of protest. One might have expected at Berkeley that there would 

be somebody that would, as there were in most places, saying, “Well, we 

brought it on ourselves. The whole Palestinian-Israeli set of issues is what 

prompted the Muslim world to be so hostile towards the United States.” But 

there were none. We had no expressions of visible protest or counter 

movement. It was rare, I think, to have that many Berkeley people and have 

them all really focused really on the memorial service itself. 

09-00:24:15 

Rubens: Who had you appointed to spearhead that? 

09-00:24:18 

Berdahl: Well, special events worked with student government. Wally Adeyemo was 

very much involved in planning that. We really worked with students in the 

planning of that and Don McQuade from the development office, John 

Cummins.  

09-00:24:40 

Rubens: So a lot of effort had gone— 

09-00:24:43 

Berdahl: A lot of effort went in to thinking what should be done. I worked 

extraordinarily hard on my remarks, I remember. We really wanted this to be 
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a very professional kind of thoughtful set of presentations. And it was. Robert 

Hass spoke, the poet. You might want to pull up my remarks. And put them in 

this record, because that was one of the speeches that I really was quite proud 

of. We already knew at that point that we were going to attack Afghanistan. 

And I think everybody was in support of that. I think people understood that 

that was where the terrorists were being trained. It’s where Osama Bin Ladin 

was hiding and so there was a general support for that action. And so we knew 

that there was some kind of war coming. Of course, we didn’t know the 

dimensions of it, how long it would take, the ultimate cost of it. And so it was 

a sober moment in that sense, because I know I alluded to the fact that there 

was sort of strange talk of war going on.  

09-00:26:38 

Rubens: In preparing this, did you meet with any of your Middle East specialists or 

religious scholars, scientists or— 

09-00:26:45 

Berdahl: No. No, we didn’t. It was pretty much just folks in the cabinet. John Cummins 

was very much involved. Don McQuade was very much involved.  

09-00:26:58 

Rubens: I read that the Tang Center issued a set of guidelines for how to talk about 

9/11 with students.  

09-00:27:06 

Berdahl: Well, there were a lot of students who were very disturbed, obviously, and 

shocked. And, of course, the visuals from 9/11 were pretty horrible and you 

had television cameras that were focused on the planes flying into the 

buildings.  

09-00:27:28 

Rubens: Those sequences were repeated over and over.  

09-00:27:29 

Berdahl: And they repeated it and repeated it and repeated it. There was footage of 

people jumping from the buildings. It was a pretty horrible moment.  

09-00:27:42 

Rubens: How long did the memorial last?  

09-00:27:44 

Berdahl: Not long. Maybe forty-five minutes to an hour, something like that. 

09-00:27:48 

Rubens: Late afternoon?  

09-00:27:50 

Berdahl: No, I think it was 1:30. I think it was at midday. 
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09-00:28:15 

Rubens: Would you comment now on the observation a year later, for the anniversary, 

when there’s a bizarre charge— 

09-00:28:19 

Berdahl: Yes. The anniversary was really quite a bizarre thing. ASUC wanted to host or 

to put on a one-year anniversary memorial service on Sproul Plaza. The 

graduate student organization was also involved in planning that. At that 

point, the graduate student organization was led by a fairly radical young 

woman, and I can’t remember her name. This is now September of 2002.  

09-00:29:22 

Rubens: And you’d had the whole spring fraught with conflict, protests, saber rattling.  

09-00:29:24 

Berdahl: We’d had the whole spring. We’d had the war in Afghanistan beginning. By 

July of 2002, the talk of invading Iraq had already begun.  

09-00:29:45 

Rubens: And in April, you had the occupation of Wheeler Hall by the Palestinians for 

Justice.  

09-00:29:49 

Berdahl: We had that, so that we had the growing confrontation over the Palestinian 

issue and the Muslim students were getting very worked up over the treatment 

of Palestine. So the climate had changed, just as it had in the country. So the 

kind of moment of unity that everyone rallied together in the fall of 2001 had 

pretty well evaporated by the fall of 2002. And the graduate student leadership 

had decided that there would be no American flags flown, that there would be 

no singing of the National Anthem at the memorial service in Sproul Plaza. I 

had no idea that this kind of decision had been made. I was actually at a 

retreat with my cabinet. We always, at the beginning of every school year, 

went—in this case we were at a meeting center in Lafayette. And I got a call 

that it was already on the national wire that we were having an unpatriotic 

celebration of the anniversary—or, not a celebration, but a recognition of the 

anniversary of 9/11—and that we had banned flags and we had banned the 

National Anthem and so forth. This had gotten picked up by the Young 

Republicans and they had put it on the wire, and so we had Rush Limbaugh 

and Bill O’Rilley and all of these right-wing commentators once again finding 

a reason to attack Berkeley for its radical, unpatriotic views. Well, I called a 

press conference. Came back to Berkeley right away. I had a press conference 

and said there would be flags and we would sing the National Anthem and 

that the planning for this had gotten off track and we’re going to put it back on 

track again. And so we did and we had an open mic where— 

09-00:32:41 

Rubens: Where was this held?  

09-00:32:42 

Berdahl: This was in Sproul Plaza. You mean the press conference? 
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09-00:32:46 

Rubens: No.  

09-00:32:47 

Berdahl: The event was held in Sproul Plaza and there was going to be an open mic and 

most people, I have to say, gave appropriate remarks, used the open mic well. 

There were some that used it to denounce the United States and its foreign 

policy, as you might expect at Berkeley. But also in the city of Berkeley, there 

had been a controversy because of flags being flown on fire trucks. I think fire 

departments all over the United States, in honor of the fallen firemen on 9/11, 

had begun putting flags on fire trucks. So as the fire trucks drove down the 

street, there’d be a flag flying. And the Berkeley fire department didn’t do that 

and somebody called attention to that. And so once again, it was radical 

Berkeley, unpatriotic Berkeley and so forth. But we got through it all. But the 

controversy between the Palestinian students, the pro-Palestinian students, 

were launching then continued in that period.  

09-00:34:13 

Rubens: Yes. So why don’t we go back to that, because that really was the backdrop, in 

a way. Though they were separate events, and it was the occasion to talk about 

American foreign policy. This had been going on for several months. What 

I’m trying to get to, or the locus of what seems to crystallize the conflict of the 

Palestinian students get embroiled in is also related to Hillel students or 

Jewish students trying to memorialize, call attention to the victims of the 

Holocaust. 

09-00:34:53 

Berdahl: That’s right.  

09-00:34:55 

Rubens: And they pick the same day, maybe purposefully, to basically have a context. 

This is in April. And the Palestinian students go off and occupy Wheeler Hall. 

They’re going to do this as a protest. And this is during mid-term, in Wheeler 

Auditorium, so it was incredibly disruptive. They’re calling for the divestment 

of the university’s portfolio in Israel. It seemed that there was a kind of 

escalation. There had been vandalism at Hillel.  

09-00:35:31 

Berdahl: Yes.  

09-00:35:32 

Rubens: I don’t know that any particular group was accused of doing that vandalism. 

So that had to do with the occupation of Gaza and it was the escalation of the 

war in the Middle East. 

09-00:35:46 

Berdahl: Yes. And the whole Palestinian-Israeli conflict. There had been some 

vandalism. I think there was a rock thrown through the window at Hillel. 

There was a swastika painted on a wall someplace near campus. I don’t 

remember if it was on Hillel. I don’t think so. And so there was a lot of 
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concern within the Jewish community about expressions of anti-Semitism. 

The pro-Palestinian group on campus created a very, what I have to say, was a 

kind of inspired demonstration. They dressed up in black fatigue clothes and 

they basically closed Sproul Plaza or Sather Gate, rather, by standing across it 

and creating what they referred to as a checkpoint. Of course, you could walk 

around it. But to come on to campus through Sather Gate, you were asked to 

show your ID. And this was a symbolic protest for the checkpoints that had 

been set up to monitor actions or movements of Palestinians— 

09-00:37:32 

Rubens: —and Arabs.  

09-00:37:33 

Berdahl: —and Arabs in Israel. Now, it was technically in violation of our time, place, 

and manner rules for demonstrations. According to our rules for 

demonstrations, you could have a demonstration on Sproul Plaza. You had to 

announce the time, and the place, and the manner of the demonstration and 

seek approval for it. This was technically in violation of that. Though they 

didn’t deny access to the campus, they impeded access to the campus. So the 

Jewish students were very upset by this and it was just a part of the kind of 

escalating attention that the pro-Palestinian students were calling to the 

treatment of Palestinians and the position of Palestinians in the Middle East. 

Then there was a quite brief occupation of Wheeler Hall. I think they left 

fairly quickly. I can’t remember much of the details.  

09-00:38:58 

Rubens: Well, I think they were arrested.  

09-00:38:59 

Berdahl: Yes, I think we arrested them, but I think we got them out pretty quickly.  

09-00:39:05 

Rubens: Had they met with you earlier about— 

09-00:39:06 

Berdahl: No, no, they didn’t.  

09-00:39:10 

Rubens: This was a theatrical demonstration. 

09-00:39:12 

Berdahl: That’s right. And then the Jewish students had always reserved Sproul Plaza 

to commemorate the victims of the Holocaust once a year on the— 

09-00:39:26 

Rubens: —anniversary of the liberation [of the prisoners in the Nazi concentration 

camps].  
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09-00:39:27 

Berdahl: —anniversary of the liberation, I think, of the camps. It also coincided with an 

event during the Israeli-Palestinian War leading to Israel’s independence, in 

which a village had been attacked and the Palestinians alleged that a massacre 

had taken place there. So they also called for a pro-Palestinian protest or pro-

Palestinian movement on Sproul Plaza that the Jewish students were having 

their Holocaust—this made us very nervous because it could very easily turn 

into just mayhem. So we actually organized a group of faculty and we sort of 

demarcated the lines separating these two protests and we had faculty who 

walked and worked that demarcation line and we had no trouble. 

09-00:40:55 

Rubens: No incident.  

09-00:40:56 

Berdahl: No incident, no difficulty.  

09-00:40:57 

Rubens: You had issued a statement also calling for calm debate and respect for 

difference of opinion.  

09-00:41:05 

Berdahl: Well, I can’t remember now exactly what the sequence was. We had then the 

Palestinian poetry class issue.  

09-00:41:25 

Rubens: It’s going to be a little bit later. Yes.  

09-00:41:26 

Berdahl: But in any event, shortly after this event, I spent quite a bit of time talking to 

the Jewish community, meeting with Jewish students at Hillel. 

09-00:41:38 

Rubens: Did you actually go on the board? 

09-00:41:40 

Berdahl: And I went on the board of Hillel. 

09-00:41:43 

Rubens: Were you invited to do that?  

09-00:41:44 

Berdahl: Yes, yes.  

09-00:41:46 

Rubens: Is that unusual for a chancellor to—? 

09-00:41:47 

Berdahl: I think I was the only chancellor that had actually joined the board of Hillel. 

But Hillel— 
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09-00:41:56 

Rubens: And was that not protested by Palestinian students? 

09-00:41:59 

Berdahl: No, it wasn’t.  

09-00:42:01 

Rubens: I’m not sure they had an organization that would have— 

09-00:42:02 

Berdahl: They didn’t really— 

09-00:42:05 

Rubens: —embraced you in the same capacity.  

09-00:42:07 

Berdahl: Yes. I’m blocking on the name of the director of Hillel.  

09-00:42:17 

Rubens: Adam Weisberg, I think.  

09-00:42:30 

Berdahl: Yes, Adam Weisberg. Adam was terrific. I mean, he’s a very thoughtful guy 

and very helpful. We worked very closely throughout all of this. There was a 

lot of concern in the Jewish community and San Francisco and in Berkeley. I 

met with the Jewish leaders. We also met with Muslim leaders. I had breakfast 

at my home for both groups. We worked extremely hard to try to sort through 

this very complex set of issues in a reasonable way  

09-00:43:13 

Rubens: So this is because of the incidents that are going on in campus, but also 

because there were tensions in the cities, there were demonstrations in the 

cities?  

09-00:43:23 

Berdahl: Yes. It was largely because of what was going on in campus. The concern that 

the Jewish community had with what they felt was growing anti-Semitism. 

There was a movement in Britain at this time to ban Israeli scholars from 

attending conferences. It didn’t ever materialize, but there was also an effort 

to proscribe Israeli scholars from being able to publish in some journals. We 

denounced this pretty strenuously. This came up even more recently since I’ve 

been at AAU and AAU issued a statement denouncing what we consider to be 

a real violation of the notions of academic freedom. So there has been a 

growing concern in the Jewish community, I think, in that period and probably 

since, though I haven't been on campus since, that there was a growing anti-

Israeli position and anti-Jewish, anti-Semitic expression.  

09-00:44:57 

Rubens: Was this being made known to you specifically by donors, as well? There are 

of course many donors, donors who make large contributions, who are Jewish. 

But I’m asking whether they would do that as a donor or through the other 
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Jewish organizations. For instance, I read that you attended a meeting of the 

Jewish Community Federation, A board meeting. An executive board meeting  

09-00:45:17 

Berdahl: Oh, I did. And Anti-Defamation League meetings. Yes, I attended a board 

meeting in San Francisco of the JCF. I met Richard Goldman, one of our 

leading alums and donors, who was concerned about it and I met with him. 

Most of our alumni who were very much involved in affairs of the campus 

understood our position and understood what we were doing. It was more the 

case that people who were less familiar with Berkeley tended to see this as 

more dangerous and didn’t have quite the appreciation for what we were 

doing. But I would say that we were always met with a great deal of courtesy 

and respect. And when we articulated what we had done and what we were 

doing, we had good reception.  

09-00:46:33 

Rubens: And so the Muslim leaders, did they feel they had your ear and that you 

were— 

09-00:46:39 

Berdahl: Probably a little less, so, but we went to Ramadan, the breaking of fast after 

Ramadan several times. We went to a Muslim service. I actually spoke at one 

of the Muslim services that was held in Martin Luther King Union. So we 

worked very hard to keep conversation going with both sides throughout the 

whole controversy. And I think we were largely successful. The fact that it 

didn’t blow into more of one I think was partly because of the efforts that we 

made.  

09-00:47:32 

Rubens: By the way, were there significant investments of the university in Israel? I 

wasn’t able to follow what that story—it’s not the same kind as South 

African? 

09-00:47:42 

Berdahl: It’s a little different than South Africa. There are significant American 

investments in Israel. It would be very difficult to disentangle investments in 

Israel from various investment portfolios that the university has. It was never 

a serious consideration of the university.  

09-00:48:11 

Rubens: That’s really the point. And never a serious enough protest that it led to some 

effort even to begin the disentanglement. 

09-00:48:20 

Berdahl: No, no. Yes.  

09-00:48:22 

Rubens: That seemed to have died down. But other things replaced it. It’s by May that 

there is the announcement there will be the Politics of Poetics. 
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09-00:48:32 

Berdahl: The Palestinian poetry, yes.  

09-00:48:35 

Rubens: The politics and poetics of Palestinian resistance.  

09-00:48:36 

Berdahl: Right.  

09-00:48:37 

Rubens: That goes into a catalogue in May. The course is not going to be taught until 

the following semester. 

09-00:48:44 

Berdahl: September.  

09-00:48:47 

Rubens: What raised the hackles?  

09-00:48:52 

Berdahl: That, too, we didn’t know about until an article or column appeared in the 

Wall Street Journal calling attention to this particular piece. And again, it was 

the kind of “gotcha” politics that both sides played. Both extremes.  

09-00:49:21 

Rubens: The egregious part of the course description was that, “Conservative thinkers 

were discouraged from being enrolled.” 

09-00:49:30 

Berdahl: Right. Which was clearly a violation of academic freedom. It was nothing that 

we could tolerate. Graduate students who had been advanced to candidacy in 

the English department were able to teach their writing classes on specific 

topics, usually topics they were knowledgeable about and interested in, 

reading literature that they were knowledgeable about and interested in. And it 

was a good way of teaching writing.  

09-00:50:16 

Rubens: Graduate student-led courses of course based on a particular expertise or 

interest are not uncommon, for instance in history, philosophy, in the sciences.  

09-00:50:20 

Berdahl: And particularly for English because the graduate instructors in English had 

pretty much control over what they taught. Now, the English department 

ostensibly signed off on all of the course descriptions and that had been easier 

and was clearly the case when you had a printed course schedule. But when it 

went online, then students tended just to post the courses they were going to 

teach. It wasn’t reviewed before it went online by the English department, as 

carefully, at least, as it should have been, and I think not at all in this 

particular spring. And so the first that we knew of this course was when this 

article appeared in the Wall Street Journal lambasting Berkeley again for its 

radicalism and partisanship and—lack of academic freedom and so forth.  
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And that precipitated probably one of the most difficult of the crises that I had 

to deal with. The English department was very, very helpful and supportive. 

Janet Adelman was chairman of the English department. She was terrific 

through this entire issue. The Office of the President was getting terrific 

pressure from the Regents. I was getting terrific pressure. There were a 

number of Jewish Regents who were outraged. And, of course, we 

immediately withdrew the notion that this course was limited to people of like 

minds. But then we began to sort through what the issues were in terms of 

academic freedom and it was actually quite an interesting kind of case study 

of the limits and the extent of academic freedom. Robert Post was a professor 

in the law school and an expert on issues of academic freedom and I really 

consulted with him a lot and encouraged Dick Atkinson, who I felt also didn’t 

understand fully. I mean, there was a lot of pressure just to cancel this course 

and be done with it, and yet, I believe, and believed, that there were issues of 

academic freedom on the part of the teacher that were also at stake. I met with 

him. Janet Adelman met with him at length. And ultimately what we agreed 

upon was that the course description would be rewritten in a more objective 

fashion, that he would be allowed to teach the course, that a faculty member 

would sit in on the class. Our concern was that once this had become an issue 

of controversy, that students would sign up for the class who wanted to bait 

him and to really precipitate more of a controversy. That, in fact, didn’t 

happen, but we had a faculty person there essentially to monitor the class, to 

see to it that it wasn’t an indoctrination class. But there were people, including 

some Regents, who would not be satisfied until we had canceled the class, 

which we refused to do, so we just didn’t satisfy a lot of people.  

09-00:54:33 

Rubens: So, in fact, it was a successful academic— 

09-00:54:36 

Berdahl: It was a successful class. I mean, there were no incidents that happened. The 

reports on it were that it was handled very well. The student was bright that 

was teaching it.  

09-00:54:52 

Rubens: His name is Shingavi.  

09-00:54:57 

Berdahl: Yes, I can’t remember now. He wasn’t himself Palestinian. But in any event, 

that was another occasion, primary occasion, to be meeting with the Anti-

Defamation League. I went to Los Angeles and met with the Jewish 

Community Council in Los Angeles and in San Francisco. And they weren’t 

entirely happy with this, but they also did understand some of the issues that 

were at stake. Dick Atkinson ultimately revised or reissued a new statement 

on academic freedom on the campus or throughout the university. And I think 

the outcome was that we were able to use this unfortunate event as a real 

opportunity for learning. It was not a crisis that had to be dealt with instantly. 

You had the entire summer to work through this before the class was actually 
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taught. To think through what principles are at stake, what the right position 

ought to be, how to articulate those principles and that position in a way that 

people would understand. And it became for me, at least, a kind of case study 

of how one should think about crises in academic leadership and in a sense, 

always try and identify—rather than trying to solve it strictly by dealing with 

the politics of it, to try to go to the principles that are at stake, how they may 

be conflicting principles, and how one explains that to the community as a 

whole. And that was for me a real important learning experience. I mean, it 

came relatively late in my chancellorship and in my experience as an 

academic administrator. I think instinctively I had always done that. Rarely in 

crises do you have the time that you had with this one.  

09-00:57:31 

Rubens: That was your point.  

09-00:57:31 

Berdahl: Yes. 

09-00:57:32 

Rubens: Let’s stop for a minute while I change the tape and then I want to come back 

to that.  

[End Audio File 9] 

Begin Audio File berdahl_robert_10_05-16-2009.mp3 

10-00:00:00 

Rubens: When we were on break, I mentioned that there is a lot of documentation and 

record about the increase in the number of classes, students taking classes on 

Arabic. I think there was a genuine interest in the poetry of the Middle East, 

art in the Middle East, and the university medalist in 2000, two years before, 

had been a Palestinian activist student who had done very high level research.  

10-00:00:36 

Berdahl: Well, she was an outstanding student and a very— 

10-00:00:40 

Rubens: Can you say state her name for the record- 

10-00:00:42 

Berdahl: Yes. Her name was Fadia Rafeedie, I think, is how it was pronounced. She 

was the university medalist in 2000, which meant that she spoke at the 

graduation assembly in the Greek Theatre. Also, the prime speaker at that 

quasi-commencement, because it isn’t really a commencement exercise, as 

you know. It’s the all-campus recognition of the graduating seniors and the 

actual commencements take place in the various schools and colleges. But the 

speaker at that annual event, which for lack of a better term we’ll call 

commencement, was Madeleine Albright, the Secretary of State. This gave 

Ms. Rafeedie the opportunity to speak publicly in opposition to American 



131 

foreign policy. She denounced the United States’ position with regard to the 

Palestinian issue in Israel. She denounced, as well, the embargo of American 

goods towards Iran, as I recall. So she was a very articulate and bright 

confrontational speaker as a counterpoint to Madeleine Albright, who was at 

that time the Secretary of State of the United States. I recently, about a month 

ago, had dinner with Madeleine Albright in Washington and commented on 

the fact that she had spoken at this Berkeley commencement. She said, “Yes.” 

She said, “I survived Berkeley commencement.” So she remembered this 

incident very clearly herself. So that was really part of the whole setting that 

she was— 

10-00:03:18 

Rubens: This was sort of the calm, in a way.  

10-00:03:21 

Berdahl: Right, right.  

10-00:03:21 

Rubens: I mean, the contained and calm expression. By the way, there had been a few 

other to do’s you had had to deal with regarding classes not being properly 

supervised. The one I was thinking of is the DeCal class on male sexuality. 

But I think that was again handled very discreetly.  

10-00:03:55 

Berdahl: Well, actually, Paul Gray handled that primarily. When that all came to a 

head, I had just had surgery and I was recovering at home when that issue 

came to a head. And I remember Paul coming over to the house. I had never 

been in a university where the students could simply offer classes that 

awarded credit. DeCal classes, I have always thought, were not a very good 

idea, because they were not ever very well supervised. And, of course, this 

particular class involved going to strip clubs or something like that. 

10-00:04:42 

Rubens: I think that was one of its final assignments.  

10-00:04:44 

Berdahl: Yes. So it was, I think, a poorly conceived and poorly monitored class.  

10-00:04:54 

Rubens: The University announced that you appointed a joint Academic Senate task 

force to review the whole nature of DeCal.  

10-00:05:00 

Berdahl: Right. DeCal classes.  

10-00:05:02 

Rubens: They have remained very popular.  

10-00:05:28 

Berdahl: Well, you asked me about the statement on academic freedom. 
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10-00:05:31 

Rubens: Yes.  

10-00:05:33 

Berdahl: Well, academic freedom is one of those badly misunderstood concepts, it 

seems to me, in the sense that students have the notion that their academic 

freedom allows them to engage in political protest to the extent of disrupting 

the operations of the university and then to claim they’re doing that in the 

name of academic freedom and that their freedom was being violated when 

we arrested students. So what this statement was intended to do was to really 

address the fact that whatever the principles of academic freedom, you don’t 

have the freedom to disrupt classes and occupy buildings. And so that was 

what this was about, because we suspended the recognition of the Students for 

Justice in Palestine as an organization after they engaged in those acts and 

were then charged with violations of academic freedom. So the statement was 

really an effort to clarify that entire issue.  

10-00:06:59 

Rubens: Reiterating there has to be balanced viewpoints, scholarly debate, and 

reasonable access to a class of eligible students.  

10-00:07:22 

Berdahl: Yes, everybody that meets the qualifications for taking the class should be 

allowed to take the class. And it shouldn’t be a class in which anyone is, in 

any sense, penalized either with their grade or through being silenced from 

expressing their own points of view on an issue. That doesn’t mean that any 

answer to a math problem is right if the student thinks it’s right. I mean, there 

are limits, obviously, on academic freedom. But it does mean that subjects 

should be taught on the subject matter of the class and professors should not 

engage in commentary on subjects extraneous to the class that are their pet 

political perspectives and things of that type. 

10-00:08:27 

Rubens: This was a very eventful year, ’02, in terms of the politics of the Middle East. 

It’s in November that Ehud Barak comes and speaks to the campus. And that 

generated a lot of protest. Do you remember anything particular about meeting 

with him? 

10-00:08:52 

Berdahl: Well, Netanyahu was to lecture in the city of Berkeley and that generated a 

protest and the city of Berkeley suspended the lecture—did not carry through 

with the lecture. 

10-00:09:04 

Rubens: That’s right.  

10-00:09:08 

Berdahl: That also got, as many things that happen in Berkeley are, attributed to the 

University. This was criticized in the largely right-wing media as another 

instance of Berkeley’s intolerance for perspectives that weren’t on the left side 
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of the political spectrum. In fact, it had nothing to do with the campus. One of 

the difficulties that the University always has is that the city of Berkeley 

occasionally does rather unusual things, whether it’s taking a position on the 

foreign policy issue or whatever, that get attributed to the University of 

California, Berkeley. And that was the case.  

Well, I would say, first of all, the security for that was monumental. We 

allowed protests, as there were protesters, to Ehud Barak’s speech, but they 

were not allowed to leave Sproul Plaza. So they could protest on Sproul Plaza. 

His speech took place in Zellerbach, and of course, we had not only campus 

police and Oakland police, and US Secret Service, but we had Israeli Secret 

Service involved in that event. So that he was pretty well surrounded by 

security in the course of that speech.  

10-00:11:13 

Rubens: Are you given a briefing on how this is all going to come down? 

10-00:11:19 

Berdahl: Yes. John Cummins chaired a group that involved people from student affairs, 

people from the campus police, I think probably the health service, the Tang 

Center people, and it was basically a rapid response team to crises. And they 

met regularly in anticipation. So there was an effort to know what might be 

happening in the near future and then developing a strategy for handling it.  

10-00:12:13 

Rubens: Do you know who invited Barak? How is it that he came to—? 

10-00:12:17 

Berdahl: I think we did. I think I did. Remember, we had Edward Said also. 

10-00:12:27 

Rubens: We talked about him last time.  

10-00:12:30 

Berdahl: And that, again, precipitated a call for a balanced presentation.  

10-00:12:39 

Rubens: So this was— 

10-00:12:42 

Berdahl: So I think Ehud Barak was the counterpoint to Edward Said.  

10-00:12:46 

Rubens: And do you have any particular observation about him—did you entertain 

him? 

10-00:12:52 

Berdahl: Well, I didn’t really entertain him. We met prior to his address and I 

introduced him and so forth. 
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10-00:12:59 

Rubens: It wasn’t an extended— 

10-00:13:04 

Berdahl: No. No.  

10-00:13:06 

Rubens: Okay. And as far as the protest, it seemed manageable? It did not—yes, it 

doesn’t show up in the news.  

10-00:13:14 

Berdahl: No, it was pretty limited. 

10-00:13:19 

Rubens: So there is a cluster of events that affect the political climate—largely driven 

by issues in the Middle East, 9/11, the escalation of war in Afghanistan. The 

Patriot Act anticipates some kind of expansion of military action; indeed, we 

all know that there is going to be a war in Iraq. Protests began months before 

the announced launching of the war. And then you have an editorial in the San 

Francisco Chronicle, the same day the war begins, questioning the motives 

for war, Iraq, and lessons of history. And that was a very principled position 

for you to take and I wondered if you could speak about that, how that came 

about. 

10-00:14:50 

Berdahl: Well, I was very disturbed about the march to war in Iraq, in part because I 

felt that there was no credible evidence of a linkage between 9/11 and Iraq and 

for a whole variety of reasons that I more or less articulate in that [piece]; I 

especially felt that the Bush Administration was misusing historical parallels 

in order to justify the Iraq War. If you’ll recall, a lot of the rhetoric was about 

Munich. “Well, if the Allied Powers had only acted earlier, Hitler would have 

fallen from power after Munich. If they had taken a strong stand at Munich 

and resisted his occupation of the Sudetenland and his remilitarization of the 

Rhineland, at various points, if the West had taken a strong stand, Hitler 

would have collapsed.” So there’s this use of the Munich parallel repeatedly. 

Also, the metaphor of the smoking gun being a mushroom cloud.  

So I have felt that I wanted to say something about the war. Now, it’s very 

awkward and difficult for a sitting university president or chancellor, to speak 

out on an issue of political sensitivity and take a position. You’re bound to 

irritate or anger some donors or others. And yet I felt strongly enough about 

this and I also felt that although one might argue that it’s a tangential question, 

I should speak out on issues that really affect higher education and how 

students are being educated, issues that affect the life of the university. And I 

felt that that was ultimately the case. We’d seen in the Patriot Act actions that 

I thought were violations of the principles upon which universities were 

based. The theme of my address in the commemoration of 9/11 on September 

17, 2001 had been that we’ve all been changed by 9/11. We won’t ever feel 

quite the same when we board an airplane. The whole theme in the aftermath 
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of 9/11 is that this has changed the world. And, of course, that was basically 

how the Bush Administration treated it, that this called for an entirely 

different kind of national security operation, and we know what ensued. And 

my theme was we’ve all been changed by this, but let’s not be changed too 

much, and that the first casualty of war is truth and I felt as though that was 

happening and that I had an obligation as a university president to speak out.  

It’s interesting because there had been, from time to time, a lot of criticism of 

contemporary university presidents for not speaking out. If you go back to 

World War II, university presidents spoke out quite freely for or against many 

of the policies that surrounded our entry into World War II.  

10-00:19:20 

Rubens: I didn’t realize that.  

10-00:19:21 

Berdahl: Yes. And indeed, going back to World War I, Wheeler was in part in trouble 

as president of the University of California because he was considered to be a 

German sympathizer. Had been educated in Germany. He went on a 

sabbatical in 1911, met with the Kaiser. This was blown up in the Hearst 

newspapers and so forth. So I felt an obligation. But I also thought I shouldn’t 

really speak out as chancellor, and so I wrote that as a historian talking about 

the use and abuse of history. I just have had the occasion to reread it a couple 

of months ago and I thought, “You know, damn, I was closer to the truth than 

I knew at the time and probably more right than I knew at the time in terms of 

the consequences of the Iraq War.” 

10-00:20:36 

Rubens: You signed it as chancellor and professor of history. What response did you 

get to it? 

10-00:20:43 

Berdahl: I expected to really get criticized. I expected to get a lot of letters lambasting 

me for it. I actually got none. There was one letter in the Chronicle critical of 

it, but that was really it. People understood it. And then I was interviewed 

about it by the alumni magazine, as well, and Joan Didion, having been a 

University of California alum, read my comments in the alumni magazine and 

actually quoted them at length in an article that she wrote in the New York 

Review of Books. So at least one alum, Joan Didion, thought well of what I 

had said. 

10-00:21:39 

Rubens: She was a very outspoken and articulate opponent of the war.  

10-00:21:41 

Berdahl: Right.  
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10-00:21:42 

Rubens: And of American foreign policy. Well, I think that’s something that we should 

include, as well. That will be wonderful in the oral history. And that’s an 

example of having time to take a really principled stand, feeling confident in 

your role as an historian and your knowledge of history. And then do you 

have reflections at all about how the students responded to the outbreak of 

war? One of the charges that has been attached to this war is that where are 

the students? Where were they? My memory is that people were in the street 

knowing the war was about to come, protesting before it began. In the 

millions around the world; in the hundreds of thousands in the Bay Area.  

10-00:22:36 

Berdahl: There were. There were some very large protests, particularly in Europe. 

There were large protests in some of the cities. There was a protest in San 

Francisco. But interestingly enough, most of the protesters were older. They 

were people who had grown up during Vietnam. Partially, they had become 

much more pacifist as a consequence of Vietnam and were critical of 

American military exploits around the world. So if you just look at who’s 

protesting, it really wasn’t the student generation this time. The difference, of 

course, in part being that there’s no draft, so that the students were not directly 

affected by the war. But I was really quite surprised that there wasn’t a little 

more opposition among the student bodies to the war.  

10-00:23:56 

Rubens: That reiterates the point you made when we began our discussion about the 

political climate and student activism at Berkeley today. 

10-00:24:00 

Berdahl: Right. Yes. I think student engagement in politics sort of waxes and wanes, in 

part as a consequence of leadership. I mean, the students were pretty inspired 

by the Kennedy election and there was a lot of engagement of young people in 

the early sixties, in the Civil Rights Movement, and that fed into the anti-war 

movement of the 1960s. It may very well be that Barack Obama represents a 

kind of inspiring leadership that I think is engaging the optimism and the 

interest in social issues and political issues by young people today. I think 

there’s a much more idealistic bent among young people today than perhaps 

there was ten or fifteen years ago.  

10-00:25:10 

Rubens: Certainly we’ve been painting a picture, though, of very charged political 

activism, though in very discrete domains or areas. 

10-00:25:19 

Berdahl: Very small groups. 

10-00:25:22 

Rubens: It never becomes a sustained mass movement, even though I think there had 

been enormous participation in the pre-war opposition. I think there was quite 

a bit of student— 
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10-00:25:37 

Berdahl: But you mentioned the term identity and I think that to some extent, that the 

narrowness of protests have to do with identity politics. They have to do with 

women’s issues; they have to do with ethnic identity issues, or international 

identity, identification with international groups in particular. So that broader 

issues that engage the population as a whole have been less salient in the 

public political life than I think they were earlier.  

10-00:26:26 

Rubens: Yes. And yet there are a lot of hot-button issues, a sense that things can erupt, 

even if there is a fragmentation of groups. This leads me to ask you about a 

task force you created on hate crimes and bias. In September, 2003 the 

University announces the commissioning a Task Force on Hate and Bias; that 

it is to be composed of a diverse body of students, Jewish, Muslim, LGBT, 

African-Americans, Sikh. Was there something immediately that brought this 

about? This is generated by more than the painting of swastikas on Hillel. The 

summer before there had been an incident of verbal assault on Muslim women 

students wearing head scarves. 

10-00:27:43 

Berdahl: Yes. I think there was that. As the gay liberation, transgender movement 

gained more strength and became more salient, I think actually the hate crime 

issue was driven less by Israeli-Palestine issues than it was by gay lesbian 

concerns. And we’d had these incidents nationally where gays had been 

beaten up or even killed. The Matthew Shepherd case and others. So I think 

that the anti-hate thing came more out of that than it did the Palestinian or 

Israeli conflict or others. 

10-00:28:51 

Rubens: Wasn’t there something very ugly that happened earlier? A student who 

witnessed something terrible in Las Vegas? 

10-00:29:01 

Berdahl: Well, that was earlier. And that really wasn’t so much a hate crime. But this 

was controversial and the thing that put me on 60 Minutes. It was a student 

who had been admitted to Berkeley. The summer before he had been 

admitted, he and someone he knew were in, I think, Las Vegas. This associate 

of his had raped and murdered a little girl and he was aware of that. He wasn’t 

an accomplice and he was not charged with anything, but he was aware that 

his associate had done that. 

10-00:29:58 

Rubens: And he did not report it?  

10-00:30:00 

Berdahl: And he did not report it. And there was a huge hue and cry for us to expel 

him. By the time this all came to light, the school had started. He was a 

student here. I think it’s somewhere around 1999, 2000. I think it’s pre-9/11, 

at least. And yet we had no grounds for expelling him because he was never 
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charged with any crime, nor guilty of any crime because they didn’t have a 

Good Samaritan law in Nevada which required you to report a crime. And yet 

nobody understood why we would tolerate him to be on the campus. So that, 

too, became kind of an issue of what are the rights of students and under what 

circumstances does a student come under disciplinary action. And that was 

hard to explain, because what he was guilty of was so heinous. I mean, not 

what he was guilty of, but what the person did.  

10-00:31:17 

Rubens: What he observed.  

10-00:31:18 

Berdahl: What he observed was so heinous that you had very little sympathy for the 

person. But we did have to provide him with round-the-clock protection for 

quite a while.  

10-00:31:29 

Rubens: So he remained on campus? 

10-00:31:30 

Berdahl: Yes, and then it went away. But 60 Minutes came to campus and interviewed 

me about this.  

10-00:31:44 

Rubens: Wanted to know what’s your position? 

10-00:31:44 

Berdahl: Right, right.  

10-00:32:03 

Rubens: Do you know what happened to him? 

10-00:32:07 

Berdahl: He graduated. He ended up being very withdrawn from social life on campus, 

but I think he graduated early in engineering.  

10-00:32:20 

Rubens: I’m sorry, I took us away from the provocation for creating the Task Force on 

Hate and Bias, which had to do with primarily— 

10-00:32:36 

Berdahl: I think it had largely to do with gay, lesbian, transgender elements on campus. 

And I remember very vividly inviting that group that was pushing for this—

we couldn’t punish hate speech, but we certainly could do an educational 

campaign to discourage it and explain why it was so harmful. And we met at 

University House for dinner with these students. And some of their stories, 

especially some of the gay and lesbian stories, were so poignant about what 

they had been subjected to in terms of derision, exclusion, and so forth that 

you couldn’t help but be moved by the appeal that they made for really 
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working to educate the campus better about how hurtful many of the things 

that they had encountered were.  

10-00:33:57 

Rubens: So it’s really a student-led— 

10-00:34:01 

Berdahl: Yes. It was.  

10-00:34:00 

Rubens: You hear their concerns, you feel for them, and then you create this task force. 

The vice chancellor for student affairs was on the commission. 

10-00:34:21 

Berdahl: Yes. I think Genaro Padilla was very much involved in it. 

10-00:34:28 

Rubens: And do you think that it had an impact? 

10-00:34:33 

Berdahl: I don’t know. That was pretty late in my administration, if I’m not mistaken. 

10-00:34:36 

Rubens: Yes, you announce it in the fall of ’03, when you also announced that you step 

down as chancellor the following year. I think it grew out of the Student 

Advocate Office as part of a hate crimes awareness program in l999.  

10-00:34:49 

Berdahl: I mean, it got off the ground that academic year, but I honestly can’t 

remember what the report was or what the outcome was. 

10-00:35:04 

Rubens: I have a copy of the bylaws here—the goal is to make the campus a safer, 

more tolerant environment. I mentioned the incident endured by women 

wearing scarves and I meant to ask if you had something you were going to 

say about that? 

10-00:35:52 

Berdahl: Well, I think one of the issues that was raised with our discussions with the 

Muslim community was the fact that because Muslim women in many cases 

were identifiable because of headscarves, that they had been subjected to 

some harassment. And indeed, in the back and forth about the Jewish-

Palestinian conflict, the Muslim students asserted that they had been 

victimized by anti-Muslim slurs and disparaging comments, and that I was 

focusing only on the anti-Semitic incidents like the painting of the swastika 

and so forth, whereas they too had been subjected to derisive comments. And 

then I think we did have some overt incidents about Muslim women wearing 

headscarves that fed into the discussion about hate and bias.  
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10-00:37:20 

Rubens: This is a rough segue, but it has to do with antidotes to hate and, ultimately, 

with your core values. John Cummins told me that one of these things you 

cherish is the importance of kindness. He recalled you quoting from a Kurt 

Vonnegut novel or telling a story the essence of which is about value of 

people being kind to each other. 

10-00:37:40 

Berdahl: Yes. Well, one of my favorite quotations, and I can’t recall the title of the Kurt 

Vonnegut book right now, but it’s about this eccentric millionaire in Indiana 

who does a lot of kind deeds and so forth, and he’s called upon to christen or 

baptize newborn twins. And I quoted what he said as he baptized them. It was 

something to the effect, “Welcome to earth, babies. It’s hot in summer, cold in 

winter. It’s round and wet and crowded and there’s only one rule that I know 

of that you have to abide by. God damn it, you got to be kind.” And I used 

that in a closing commencement speech. If everybody followed the rule of 

kindness, we’d have a much better world.  

10-00:39:10 

Rubens: We’ve talked about the mission of the university in terms of academic 

freedom. And we’ve talked about positions you’ve taken that have to do with 

morality and ethics. I think it is clear that you have core set of values that 

guide you. We talked about the ecology of a just society in our first set of 

interviews; today we’ve talked about respect, reason, kindness. 

10-00:39:55 

Berdahl: Well, I put a heavy stock in institutions, actually, and the communities that 

institutions create. I think in many respects having lost a religious faith or 

religious perspective, that I reinvested that hope, that I might have at an earlier 

time had for the efficacy of the church, in universities. And so I see 

universities essentially as central elements of society. I think they’re the freest 

places in our society. They have values that are built around the notion of the 

competition of ideas and the freedom to express those ideas and that that 

provides a cornerstone for really a free society that we have in America. I’ve 

written, since I left this job, about a lot of the international initiatives that 

universities have undertaken, and one of the points that I have tried to make is 

that what American universities have to give to the rest of the world is not just 

technical expertise. It’s not just the fact that we are arguably the best 

universities in the world or that our science is more advanced than in other 

places. But that what American universities really have to bring to the rest of 

the world is a system of governance in which the faculty, rather than some 

ministry or some politically appointed leader of a campus, are responsible for 

the essential governing aspects of the university. 

And the fact that American universities have this capacity, it seems to me, to 

show what the foundation of a university truly is in terms of freedom of 

thought and freedom of expression, and that that doesn’t exist in many other 

parts of the world. I’ve been involved in Washington in discussions with the 
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Vietnamese ministry of education, ministry of science, about building an 

American style university in Vietnam. And the Vietnamese government, being 

a communist government, issued a sort of a statement of some of the founding 

principles of this university in which it said that universities should have 

freedom of thought and freedom of expression unless it ran contrary to 

government practice or government policy. And I said, “That’s not a free 

university. You can’t have a university where you’re not allowed to criticize 

the government.” So I think we have something in these universities that is 

terribly precious and valuable and something more than anything else that we 

can use to teach the rest of the world what is really valuable and a cornerstone 

of open society.  

So I have, in a sense, invested my faith in these institutions and I also think 

that they create a community of people who need to care about each other and 

perhaps learn to care about each other. Most of our universities, it’s the first 

opportunity for students to live away from home and to live in the company of 

people who are very different from them. This is particularly true at Berkeley, 

where you have such diversity of backgrounds of students. And to learn in that 

process the value that people from different backgrounds bring to the table 

and to learn that the means of negotiating differences and settling differences 

and respecting differences is, I think, a terribly important ingredient in our 

universities. So that’s a theme that I would always try to press wherever I’ve 

been.  

10-00:45:24 

Rubens: In light of what you’ve just said, I’d like to ask you about your thoughts on 

the nature of leadership and then of authority. We’ve talked about incidents 

that were critical to your years here and how you made decisions, for instance 

on restructuring inter-collegiate athletics and addressing the crisis over ethnic 

studies. In those cases, you were really a consensus builder in a way. You 

were not a hardliner, an autocrat. 

10-00:46:20 

Berdahl: Yes. Well, I believe that the essence of leadership, and ultimately the essence 

of leadership from which authority is derived, is a kind of moral or ethical 

understanding or an ethical imperative. I don’t think anyone can lead any kind 

of an organization unless they have moral standing. We’ve seen kind of the 

collapse recently, in the economic collapse, the collapse of moral standing as 

greed kind of took over and people cut corners. When I think of the Clinton 

Presidency, for example—I mean, I think he lost his capacity to really provide 

effective leadership when he lost his moral standing. The same is true of 

Bush, in a different way. Not because of lapses in personal ethical standards, 

but in terms of being a truth teller. So I think that integrity and the recognition 

that you are driven, however wrong you may be at times, in the policy 

decisions that you make or the day-to-day decisions, you make mistakes. 

Everybody makes mistakes. But that you are motivated largely by an ethical 
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objective and one that is not self-serving—I think that is the basis from which 

leadership is derived. 

 I remember very vividly a speech by Morton Meyerson. He became, I think, 

second in command in Perot’s big organization, in Ross Perot’s big 

organization in Texas. Electronic Data Systems. And he gave a talk at the 

University of Texas when I was there on leadership and he made this point, as 

well, and he reported having to fire several vice-presidents for having 

accepted bribes. And he said he called them into his office, because they were, 

you know, generally good and upstanding people. He said, “What happened?” 

And they said, “Well, it all started with little things, accepting a gift of this or 

that and then somebody wanting to buy us a membership in a country club and 

then somebody ultimately giving us a car and suddenly you realize you’ve 

given in to bribery.” And he said, “These were not evil people. It was just that 

they did not test every decision they made against some kind of moral 

standard.” I’ve had a lot of thought about this during this discussion that’s 

gone on in this country recently about torture. And people have said, well, our 

core values prohibit torture, but then we have to, on occasion, engage in it. 

Well, if it’s a core value, it means you don’t break it even when it hurts you 

not to. A core value is something that you hold to regardless of what the 

consequences of your doing that may be. And I think that’s important in any 

position of leadership and I think your authority is derived from that. 

10-00:51:26 

Rubens: So this may not be the time. We can do this at our final session. But given this 

philosophy and temperament, do you think there were times when, had you 

had a different set of values, you would have made decisions differently? 

Really, the direct question I’m trying to ask is, is there a decision that you 

regret because things might have come out differently? 

10-00:51:55 

Berdahl: Well, I regret a number of decisions, but they were largely decisions about 

people whom I appointed that weren’t as good at their jobs as I think they 

should have been or they’re lot— 

10-00:52:15 

Rubens: You mentioned Gladstone.  

10-00:52:16 

Berdahl: Yes. They’re largely decisions that have to do with not necessarily issues of 

moral consequence. I can’t think of decisions where I really felt like this is the 

right thing to do but I can’t do it because it would be politically inopportune. I 

think I generally— 

10-00:53:01 

Rubens: Don’t make those kinds of decisions.  

10-00:53:02 

Berdahl: —tried to do the right thing.  
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10-00:53:05 

Rubens: I guess that’s what I was trying to get at. If in the effort to try to do the right 

thing, sometimes— 

10-00:53:13 

Berdahl: Things don’t turn out the way you’d like them to. And they may have been 

costly decisions that you wish had turned out differently. But I don’t know 

that I ever really made decisions that I thought to be, “This is the wrong thing 

to do.”  

10-00:53:40 

Rubens: Did you ever get much pressure? I don’t know how big the groundswell was 

against Yoo.  

10-00:53:47 

Berdahl: That came after me. I think the role that Yoo had in those unfortunate memos 

justifying torture came out later. Yoo just came, I think, back to the campus in 

2003 or ’04.  

10-00:54:21 

Rubens: Well, it’s a big topic—the relationship between leadership and authority and 

core values. You made a clear, general statement; and I’ve narrowed the 

discussion by asking you to give me counter examples. I think what I also 

have in mind is tying this discussion your background as an historian and your 

vision of history  

I am going to have to change the tape and I know you have to leave soon. In 

the time remaining, I’d like to talk about you as an historian, your teaching an 

undergraduate course pretty much throughout your chancellorship here, and 

that you planned to continuing teaching at Cal when you retired as chancellor. 

And then we were going to leave some time to compare and contrast your 

work with your daughter’s work. So should we move to those topics? 

10-00:55:05 

Berdahl: Sure, sure.  

[End Audio File 10] 

Begin Audio File berdahl_robert_11_05-16-2009.mp3 

11-00:00:00 

Rubens: By the way, the newly refurbished Bancroft Library is closed today; I was 

hoping we could have conducted this interview in one of their conference 

rooms and I could show you around. When I told David Farrell, the archivist 

for University history, that you were coming today, he said: “I remember that 

Chancellor Berdahl came to The Bancroft and actually did research in the 

library. He was always kind. But the fact that he actually did research there 

was amazing.” 
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11-00:00:33 

Berdahl: Well, I can tell you how that came about. They always have a history day for 

alumni and they invite alumni back and they have several people in the course 

of the day give lectures for history alumni. And it’s a kind of fundraising and 

alumni cultivation event. And they asked me if I would give a lecture at that. 

And I decided I’d do that, but if I was going to do it, I was actually going to 

do some genuine research.  

11-00:01:22 

Rubens: When is this in your administration?  

11-00:01:23 

Berdahl: Oh, it’s midpoint, I think. It’s maybe 2002, 2003. I had already taught a 

course on the history of the University of California. I did a freshman seminar 

almost every year on that and on the history of higher education, but with a 

focus on the University of California. I decided that I would try to do a talk on 

Berkeley town/gown relations. And in order to do that, I should get into the 

archives and do a kind of history of the town/gown relations, because my 

experience with the city of Berkeley was that it was incredibly difficult to 

work with. 

11-00:02:15 

Rubens: You’ve pointed out several points of conflict.  

11-00:02:24 

Berdahl: And we were at a moment in that relationship when the city of Berkeley was 

asking the University to pony up, I think, about eleven million dollars a year 

in lieu of taxes and they were calculating how much having the University in 

Berkeley cost the city. I was, by this time, pretty disgusted with the city 

council. And in any event, I thought, well, it’d be a good topic to study. So I 

went back and I basically started a little bit with the history of the University 

of California and the fact that the previous College of California originally 

owned all of the land down to Dwight Way. It sold off land between Bancroft 

and Dwight Way. But it originally owned all that land down there and it’s the 

land that then we had to buy back gradually when the decision was made to 

build residence halls and part of what created People’s Park was the 

acquisition of that land and so forth. The confrontation between the campus 

and the community over a University acquisition of land south of Bancroft 

was really necessitated by the University having sold that land in the first 

place. And then I moved from there to the controversy over the stadium, 

because when the stadium was to be built in Strawberry Canyon, there was 

great opposition. This is 1923. Great opposition because of the failure to have 

parking. Already in 1923 people were worried about parking. And indeed, a 

faculty member resigned in protest to the University building the stadium 

there. 

 So I sort of ran through and then discovered that in 1946, the students used to 

do what they called the serpentine, which was, I think, a long kind of chain- 
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like march or dance through the community south of the campus for 

homecoming or for a big game, in particular, and that in 1946, they had 

marched through rooming houses. They gathered furniture. They piled this 

furniture. There were something like forty-three fires that were set in various 

parts of Berkeley at intersections as students, most of them veterans who 

could drink, celebrated a big game. And I got into these letters that were sent 

to Sproul. Very appealing letters. “Dear Mr. Sproul, I am a widow and my 

only source of income is the boarding house that I have at such-and-such a 

location and the students tore down the fence and used it for firewood for their 

fires.” I mean, this whole raft of letters and things like this. So it was really 

fun getting into The Bancroft Library. I mean, I love getting into original 

source materials and so I had a really good time doing a little bit of research 

for this paper that I gave at the history day that took me into The Bancroft. 

And, of course, I’ve always known that The Bancroft is one of the really rich 

collections and it has a rich collection of German material, as well. But, I 

mean, I just scratched the surface looking at basically some of the history of 

town/gown relationships between Berkeley and the campus. 

11-00:07:25 

Rubens: We had talked quite a bit in previous interviews about Peg and your efforts at 

joint partnership with community businesses and programs. And to produce 

evidence about how much University research and these programs contribute 

to the city, so I could see where this topic whetted your appetite to provide 

more documentation.  

11-00:07:55 

Berdahl: Right.  

11-00:07:56 

Rubens: How did you decide to be a German historian originally? 

11-00:08:25 

Berdahl: Well, when I moved with him to the University of Minnesota, I met Otto 

Pflanze. P-F-L-A-N-Z-E. And he was a Bismarck scholar and has written 

probably the most definitive political biography of Bismarck, a three-volume, 

big three-volume study that occupied him his entire career. And a person that I 

admired and respected and indeed really loved. And so it was quite natural 

that he would lead me to do research in the Bismarckian period of German 

history and I wrote my dissertation on the conservative party in Prussia during 

the period of German unification, because it was a party that had been 

Bismarck’s party, in a sense. He was initiated into politics by the people who 

organized this conservative party in the middle of the nineteenth century when 

political parties were just becoming a part of the landscape after the adoption 

of a kind of constitution and the creation of some rudimentary representative 

bodies in Prussia after 1848. And so I got interested in that and did my 

research in Germany on the Prussian conservative party between 1866 and 

1876, which is the period of unification, because it was the period in which 

gradually Bismarck moved away from the party and the party became 
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ultimately very critical. He had a rupture with the people who had introduced 

him to politics. So it was a kind of significant period in the history of the 

party.  

 After I had finished it, I had initially thought I would push on with the broader 

study of the conservative party in the later period, after 1876. But a lot of 

things were changing in terms of historiography generally, and German 

historiography in particular, and this study was entirely too, I thought, 

politically focused and I was getting more interested in social and economic 

history. Then in 1972, I was invited to spend a year at the Institute for 

Advanced Study in Princeton, and that year really transformed my whole 

perspective. I lived next door to Pierre Bourdieu, who was a really dynamic 

and really one of the major French intellectuals of the last quarter century. 

And he was an anthropologist, sociologist. We became really good friends and 

he gave me essentially a tutorial. I used to spend evenings with him and he’d 

suggest things that I read and this kind of pushed me in an entirely different 

direction with my research into much more social kind of historical writing. 

Fortunately, I got tenure on a fairly thin dossier, I would have to say. I hadn’t 

published very much before I got tenure at the University of Oregon. It was 

easier in those days than it is now to get tenure. I published a couple of 

articles in some major journals and got tenure. So I was working on this book 

for quite a long time. In ‘75 to ‘77, I was in Germany doing the research.  

11-00:13:08 

Rubens: After you’d been at the—? 

11-00:13:09 

Berdahl: Yes. After I’d been at the Max Planck Institute. Because I refocused and 

pushed way back to the eighteenth century and was really looking at the 

origins of a conservative political ideology. So it had its roots in my 

dissertation, but really was an entirely different subject matter.  

11-00:13:35 

Rubens: And informed by this new cultural, social analysis. 

11-00:13:41 

Berdahl: Yes. And I went then in the mid-seventies to the Max Planck Institute for 

History in Göttingen and there was a group of young historians that I’m still 

very close friends with that were working there, and I was working on the 

nobility, they were working on the peasantry, and so we had a lot of synergy, 

and we organized conferences, we published a book together. It was really a 

very rich intellectual experience for me. But then when I got back after that, I 

kind of drifted into administration and it slowed down the progress on the 

book. So that book was a long time being born. I still think it’s a good book, 

but I wasn’t a prolific historian.  
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11-00:14:32 

Rubens: So are you saying that the Prussian nobility, the dissertation kept basically the 

same form, though, that it had? This is not the book that you were going to do 

on the— 

11-00:14:44 

Berdahl: No, it isn’t. I never published the dissertation.  

11-00:14:48 

Rubens: Okay. When was Daphne born?  

11-00:15:02 

Berdahl: She was born in Germany in 1964 when I was there doing my dissertation. 

11-00:15:11 

Rubens: And she became an anthropologist, studying modern Germany. 

11-00:15:15 

Berdahl: Well, yes. I mean, much of that grows out of that experience in the mid-

seventies. She was eleven when we went back to Germany. She was, I think, 

in fifth grade, when I went to the Max Planck Institute in Göttingen. And I can 

remember the day as vividly as if it were yesterday when Peg and I took her to 

this gymnasium to enroll her in September of 1975. Daphne didn’t know a 

word of German. We dropped her into this class and basically left and Peg 

commented that she could just imagine Daphne running after us saying, 

“Don’t leave me here. Don’t leave me here.” But she’s a very determined 

student and she had a gift for languages and she learned German very quickly. 

And so she had this linguistic facility with German and could speak German 

essentially like a native, without an accent. 

11-00:16:52 

Rubens: How long were you there, then? 

11-00:16:52 

Berdahl: We were there two years. And so when she got back, she continued studying 

German and then went to Oberlin to college, majored in history. But 

Göttingen, where we had been, was located right near the border between East 

and West Germany and we used to be one of those tourist attractions. We took 

everybody that visited us to look across the border. And she was always 

fascinated by the question: what is life like on the other side of the border? 

We went to Berlin and East Berlin and she saw the differences there. So when 

she graduated from college, she got a Fulbright and went back to Germany on 

a Fulbright and was in Tübingen at an institute for the study of material 

culture and folklore. She spent a year studying there and then came back to 

the States, worked for a year, and started applying to graduate school and had 

decided to go to graduate school in anthropology. Got a Mellon Fellowship 

and went to the University of Chicago and got her PhD.  

She had always planned, as she was thinking about her dissertation, on going 

back to Germany to the Eichsfeld which was this region right on the east side 
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of the border, actually on both sides of the border. The Eichsfeld was a small 

Catholic enclave surrounded by Protestant Germany. So it was very kind of 

inbred and very isolated, even before the border. And when the border 

between East and West Germany was drawn, it went through the Eichsfeld, so 

part of the Eichsfeld ended up in the West and part of it in the East. And she 

thought it would make an interesting kind of study to study both sides of that 

border. So she had planned to do a study of the separate evolution of each side 

of the Eichsfeld, but then suddenly the wall came down and so she hurried up, 

passed her orals quickly, and got married and she and her husband went to 

look for a site on the East side of the border to study the sort of evolution of 

everyday life as Germany was reunified. It was a study of borders and 

boundaries and a study of identity.  

11-00:20:07 

Rubens: And memory. A lot about memory and nostalgia. 

11-00:20:08 

Berdahl: And memory. Yes, yes. So she was one of the first to coin the phrase Ostalgie, 

that is, nostalgia for the East. And wrote a book that was very, very well 

received.  

11-00:20:28 

Rubens: So were you two engaged in this together? I mean, that’s what— 

11-00:20:31 

Berdahl: Oh, yes. That’s what I miss so much about having lost her, because there were 

times when we talked every night on the phone. We were both night people 

and she would—this is back, of course, when she’s back teaching in the States 

after she’s finished. I mean, we couldn’t talk every night when she was in 

Germany because the village had only three phones when they first moved 

there. But we were very close and she took a position at the University of 

Minnesota. She had a post-doc at Harvard and then went to the University of 

Minnesota after teaching. Well, she was at Harvard for two years and one year 

she was an instructor and then went to Minnesota. And her book was very 

well received.  

11-00:21:36 

Rubens: So it’s an anthropological study. It’s a kind of ethnography.  

11-00:21:39 

Berdahl: Yes, it is. It’s an ethnography.  

11-00:21:41 

Rubens: But it really is a history, as well.  

11-00:21:42 

Berdahl: Well, it’s both. One of her colleagues has referred to her as the most gifted 

ethnographer of her generation. She was really a good ethnographer. She 

really, I think, did a kind of wonderful close analysis of people in everyday 

life. But she had also to study sort of the history of this village and the 
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Eichsfeld generally in order to give an orientation to this and to study what 

life had been like under the East German regime in order to understand fully 

how things had changed when the East German regime fell. She was a much 

better scholar than I.  

11-00:22:37 

Rubens: Well her work is informed by different ideational, philosophical orientations. 

It’s not a political or institutional history. Did she know Bourdieu? 

11-00:23:21 

Berdahl: She did. She did.  

11-00:23:23 

Rubens: Did Bourdieu influence her? 

11-00:23:25 

Berdahl: Yes. Bourdieu was a guest professor at Chicago when she was there and his 

work had become very, very influential in anthropological studies.  

11-00:23:42 

Rubens: It’s his word, habitus, isn’t it? 

11-00:23:45 

Berdahl: Habitus is his term, that’s right.  

11-00:23:46 

Rubens: I love that word, which embraces the whole of social, cultural habits of life.  

11-00:23:52 

Berdahl: Right. How the social is embedded on the individual and how behavior is 

derived from class and position in society and so forth. But yes. Daphne then, 

of course, after that book was published, spent some time on leave in Leipzig 

and was doing a study of consumption, focused on consumption as a source of 

identity in the new German framework in the east. She got a Guggenheim 

Fellowship just before she died. She was never able to take advantage of it.  

11-00:24:48 

Rubens: And was that to get at the impact of the difference between the social— 

11-00:24:54 

Berdahl: That was to finish the book, the book on consumption.  

11-00:25:00 

Rubens: I’m asking about her use of the topic of consumption, of consumerism, was 

that— 

11-00:25:04 

Berdahl: Well, identity in a socialist society was based upon production and your role 

in production and in a capitalist society it was derived from consumption. And 

so she was really teasing out that whole transformation and how it manifested 

itself in values and identity.  
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11-00:25:27 

Rubens: So it just has haunting echoes to what you were doing, but also— 

11-00:25:38 

Berdahl: Yes, yes. Well, my other daughter Jennifer became a social psychologist. 

Interestingly enough, I was just on a program with her last weekend in 

Ottawa, Canada, talking about the economic crisis. So all three of my 

daughters—[Jennifer, Daphne, Barbara]—I’m very proud of all three of them. 

Daphne, her work was closer to my work than any other others. And so I was 

more able to give a critical read to her stuff than the others. But yes.  

11-00:26:30 

Rubens: I think it evidences—not having read it, but having read reviews of it, a real 

evolution in historiography. She used interviews.  

11-00:26:51 

Berdahl: Oh, she did intensive interviews. She had volumes of notes and the village. 

She was so much a part of the village in so many ways. They’re putting up a 

monument in her memory and so I was very touched by that. 

11-00:27:23 

Rubens: Will you go there? Will there be a dedication? 

11-00:27:25 

Berdahl: Yes, we’ll go. Yes. 

11-00:27:26 

Rubens: Wonderful. Is that coming soon?  

11-00:27:30 

Berdahl: Well, yes. Probably we’ll go in September. I think it will probably be done by 

then. And Indiana University Press is bringing out a collection of her essays, 

probably the end of this year.  

11-00:27:56 

Rubens: I saw she wrote one on the Vietnam Wall in the magazine Representations. 

and I tried to— 

11-00:27:59 

Berdahl: That was her master’s. That was an interesting project because she spent the 

summer in Washington at the wall working as a volunteer and interviewing 

people who came to the wall, especially veterans, of course. And if you have 

visited the wall, you will remember that—especially in the early years, people 

left artifacts there. They would leave letters that they had written to their loved 

one who died, or they left their combat boots or poems, and all of these things 

were collected and put in a warehouse over in Virginia. And it took her a long 

time to get access to this, but she got access to all these materials that were 

left at the wall and so there are a lot of the things that comprise that. [That 

essay and her master’s thesis included poems and letters and memories.]  
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11-00:29:20 

Rubens: Descriptions of these accounts of them? 

11-00:29:21 

Berdahl: Descriptions of events that people left there as memorabilia.  

11-00:29:42 

Rubens: Will it be in the anthology?  

11-00:29:45 

Berdahl: It will be in the anthology of her work, yes.  

11-00:29:48 

Rubens: Is there anything more you want to say specifically about her work or, what it 

reflects in terms of the development of theoretical systems or disciplines? 

11-00:30:03 

Berdahl: Well, Matti Bunzl, an anthropologist, has written the introduction to the 

essays. I’ll send you a copy of that, because that really is a brilliant summary 

of the themes that she was interested in and how she developed them and her 

intellectual trajectory. I’ll try to remember to send it. I’ve got that online and 

I’ll just email it to you. 

11-00:30:36 

Rubens: Well, that would be great. His name is? 

11-00:30:40 

Berdahl: Matti—M-A-T-T-I—Bunzl—B-U-N-Z-L. That’s an Austrian name.  

11-00:30:55 

Rubens: This is perhaps an awkward question—I don’t know if it’s an appropriate 

question. But do you have a formulaic way of saying now how your sense of 

history has changed, perhaps because of Daphne’s work, but inevitably 

because of your own experiences as a leader?  

11-00:31:23 

Berdahl: Well, I think that the one thing I would say on that subject is that my sense of 

how decisions were made by historical figures I’ve studied or how historians 

tend to portray decisions or motives was effected by my being an 

administrator. I came to appreciate, I think, more fully the complexity of 

human motivation, human assessment of options, and the fact that decisions 

are in fact made by individuals and they are driven by values and they are 

driven by a range of things, and probably driven less by certain interests, self-

interests than I might have thought not having been in a policymaking 

position. I think that it effected a little bit my appreciation for the complexity 

of motives and forces at work in any decision and perhaps gave me more 

insight into human behavior, having not simply been dealing with an 

abstraction, but actually being a part of a decision-making process. 
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11-00:33:33 

Rubens: Now being a part of history, having to think about history. That’s what you’re 

doing here. 

11-00:33:36 

Berdahl: Yes.  

11-00:33:39 

Rubens: Is there a kind of history that you read more than others? 

11-00:33:45 

Berdahl: Well, I don’t read a whole lot of academic history anymore. I read a lot of 

narrative history and biography. I don’t know what I’ll do when I ultimately 

retire. I would love to be able to—I can’t go back to doing German history. 

I’m too far removed from the scholarship that’s gone on in the last twenty 

years to be able to do that. I’d love to immerse myself in a library like The 

Bancroft or, since we’ll be living in Portland, I probably will immerse myself 

in the Oregon Historical Society and find some subject or person that interests 

me that I’ll try to write something about. I want to do something like that. 

Whether I actually do it or not will be interesting to find out. 

11-00:34:44 

Rubens: What have you been reading in the last couple of—? I mean, besides policy? 

Is there any book you’ve just loved that you’d recommend? 

11-00:34:57 

Berdahl: Well, I’ve been reading a lot of novels lately and I just finished The Story of 

Edgar Sawtelle, which is one of the best-selling novels. I read The Girl with a 

Dragon Tattoo, which is written by a Swedish novelist. Really a good novel. I 

have read Tom Friedman’s books. I’m about halfway through this new 

biography of Andrew Jackson. I have a Kindle II. If I read a book review that 

I think looks interesting, I can just turn on the Kindle wireless and I can order 

it from Amazon, it’ll download in about a minute and I’ll have it right there in 

front of me in a minute. It’s incredible. And it will hold 1,500 books. 

11-00:36:07 

Rubens: Would you talk about what happened when you stepped down as Chancellor?  

11-00:36:34 

Berdahl: I came back as a faculty member. I had, in the interim, been offered this AAU 

job. I was coming back to teaching in January of 2006. I was off the spring 

and fall. Spring semester of 2005, fall semester of 2006. I left the 

chancellorship in October and then was off for the remainder of that semester 

and then the two following semesters. I came back.  

11-00:37:14 

Rubens: Didn’t you travel?  
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11-00:37:17 

Berdahl: Some. I actually did a bear trek to Poland that fall. But we were remodeling 

the house in Portland and Daphne was quite ill, so we were spending a fair 

amount of time in St. Paul. She lost her vision the summer of 2004 as a result 

of brain metastases. But she continued to teach and she continued to do 

research when she could. So she needed a lot of help and we tried to help a lot 

with that. But then I came back to teaching in the winter, in January of 2006, 

and over Christmas, I had been offered this position. They wanted me to come 

back to work. They wanted me to come to AAU in February but I couldn’t 

because I was teaching, and so we postponed that until the semester was over. 

And then I actually taught in Washington the following year in the UCDC 

program to sort of fulfill my obligation to the university. And when I came 

back here, I was teaching a graduate course in the School of Public Policy, in 

the Goldman School.  

11-00:38:57 

Rubens: On higher education?  

11-00:39:02 

Berdahl: Well, it was actually on notions of the public realm. I mean, it was on what 

constitutes the public. And I define the public as what we have created in 

common. That is, all of the things that we build together and what we own 

together, that is, the natural resources. And the public realm as a place of 

public discourse. So we focused on those aspects of the public realm and it 

was an effort to understand historically how the notion of the public came 

about. So it was kind of history and students wrote papers on various aspects. 

One student wrote a wonderful paper on prisons, the privatization of prisons, 

so taking prisons out of the public realm and privatizing. But a lot of it 

focused on privatization. And then I taught again the seminar on the history of 

the University of California.  

11-00:40:32 

Rubens: What did you like about teaching and your students here? 

11-00:40:39 

Berdahl: Oh, I thought the students were wonderful. I mean, the students here are so 

good. And indeed, one of the students from that last class that I taught on the 

history of the University of California came to Washington for a semester in 

the UCDC program and was an intern at our offices and did a fabulous job. So 

students are really great. There’s nothing that you can’t say but good about the 

quality of students here.  

11-00:41:16 

Rubens: And I think it’s impressive that you taught throughout your administrative 

tenure.  

11-00:41:20 

Berdahl: Well, it was teaching light, I have to say that.  
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11-00:41:25 

Rubens: Yes, they were freshmen seminars.  

11-00:41:26 

Berdahl: It wasn’t heavy-duty teaching by any means.  

11-00:41:30 

Rubens: But did it make you feel in touch with— 

11-00:41:33 

Berdahl: Yes. It gave me an opportunity to know what was on students’ minds.  

11-00:41:57 

Rubens: What does Berkeley look like to you from your perspective at the AAU? I 

mean, both being in Washington, looking back across the country. That’s sort 

of a loaded question independent of what the recent economic downturn— 

11-00:42:27 

Berdahl: Well, in some sense, I think the downturn is not so recent. What has 

concerned me and concerns everybody who is committed to public higher 

education is the fact that the gap between the public and the private 

universities has been widening for the last twenty years or more. AAU 

comprises—there’s sixty, at the moment—sixty public and private research 

universities in the United States and two in Canada and if one simply looks at, 

say, Berkeley, as the premiere public university in the United States, and it’s 

been the premiere public university, I think, for probably most of its history. I 

mean, it is one of the founding universities of AAU, going back to 1900 when 

there were only fourteen universities that founded AAU, most of them private 

and only three publics: Michigan, Wisconsin, and California. And so it has 

been a premiere public university and I think certainly from the Second World 

War onward, the premiere public university. 

 And you can’t look at this landscape of research universities without being 

struck by the fact that the competitive position of the public universities have 

deteriorated relative to the privates. The teaching load has grown. I mean, the 

student-teacher ratio has become more unfavorable within them. I think in the 

late fifties, it was something like fourteen to fifteen to one here at Berkeley, 

and it’s now over twenty and higher at other public universities. So that my 

big concern is how this country can sustain the quality of its research output if 

you see a marked decline in the ability of the public research universities to 

provide that foundation. The private universities alone can’t do it. And so one 

of the things that I’ve done is go to Congress and I have persuaded Senator 

Alexander from Tennessee to sponsor a study by the National Academy of 

Sciences of the current status of American research universities, public and 

private. The privates have been hurt in this recent downturn because of the 

decline in their endowments and the publics because of the decline in 

endowments and state support. These universities are more important than 

they’ve ever been in terms of economic success and I think political well-
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being of the country and we don’t really know how many research universities 

a country of this size needs.  

California has just opened Merced and without saying anything against 

Merced, because it is serving a large number of students, but one has to ask 

the question of how many can California afford and can it afford to have 

places like Berkeley, which were always on a par with Stanford and Harvard 

and Yale and MIT and the major private research universities. Berkeley 

always prided itself as being the Harvard of the west and being on a par with 

any of those institutions. If the state of California decides it’s going to build 

more universities and support them less well, what happens to Berkeley in that 

context? What happens to the students who deserve to have a public university 

that is the Harvard of the West or several of them? I mean, we have three 

really first-class public universities in California: San Diego, UCLA, and 

Berkeley.  

11-00:47:53 

Rubens: There’s no commitment or talk of being another campus? 

11-00:47:54 

Berdahl: Well, there was. When Gardner was president, they talked about building 

three more. Now, those were somewhat different times. We need to provide 

access to students to high-quality education, but to build research universities 

on a scale and with a degree of excellence that Berkeley has is a very tall 

order and so the question is how many does the nation need. We don’t have 

central planning and we don’t want central planning, but we have more 

difficulties than nations that do have central planning in developing a 

comprehensive strategy for the sustaining of research universities. And this is 

the issue that concerns me as president of AAU and as one who spent his 

career in public universities. So as I look at Berkeley from the vantage point 

of AAU, I look at it with a lot of concern as to how it can sustain the level of 

excellence that it has enjoyed for the last century and I worry about that and I 

worry about it in other places, as well.  

11-00:49:19 

Rubens: Faculty furloughs are being discussed.  

11-00:49:23 

Berdahl: I know.  

11-00:49:25 

Rubens: You know about cutting down hours at the library? I don’t know how that’ll 

affect acquisitions. All those things you were turning around.  

11-00:49:33 

Berdahl: All those things that really make for a quality university. You can sustain that 

for a year.  
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11-00:49:44 

Rubens: Endure it.  

11-00:49:46 

Berdahl: Endure it for a year. But this downturn may last five years. And so it may last 

more than that. The Depression lasted ten. Berkeley flourished in the Great 

Depression. It’s kind of interesting because those were the years when 

Lawrence was recruited to this campus and they kept him. Lawrence won the 

first Nobel Prize that the campus had. They were hard years but the university 

was not, I think, damaged as severely as it may be in this downturn. And in 

fact, it was a stronger university in 1939 than it was in 1930. 

11-00:50:46 

Rubens: My understanding is that the biggest student protest was over the mixed 

housing of the Rockefeller-sponsored International House. 

11-00:50:56 

Berdahl: Oh, there was. You saw the kind of soft underbelly. 

11-00:51:06 

Rubens: The nativism.  

11-00:51:07 

Berdahl: Of nativism. I mean, there were still barbershops in Berkeley that wouldn’t cut 

black people’s hair when International House was built. That was one of the 

town/gown controversies that I talked about in that speech, because people 

thought this was going to be a magnet for undesirable foreigners, and, of 

course, it built some of the diversity that just added to the quality of Berkeley.  

11-00:51:46 

Rubens: Yes, yes. Did they have to persuade you to take the AAU position or were you 

pretty delighted to be asked? 

11-00:51:57 

Berdahl: No. Well, I was delighted to be asked. It was only a hard decision personally. 

First of all, we had bought a condo in Berkeley and so it meant basically 

severing the connection that I had with Berkeley and retiring from the 

University of California. It postponed the time that Peg was looking forward 

to in terms of being retired to our place in Portland. It complicated a bit the 

attention that at least I could give to Daphne in her illness. But Daphne, I 

asked her her advice and she said, “Oh, by all means, take it.” She didn’t want 

me to retire and she thought this was a good opportunity for me to make a 

contribution in a different way. So all my kids were very supportive of my 

doing it and Peg was, too. It’s just that it meant more of a bicoastal existence 

for Peg and so it was hard. But I have loved the job and I’ve been so lucky my 

whole career. And a lot of a career is luck. It’s being born at the right time, 

having things happen at the right time, and the right opportunities come along 

at the right time, and I’ve been very blessed in that respect, I feel. 
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11-00:54:00 

Rubens: But you’ve met some pretty serious challenges.  

11-00:54:03 

Berdahl: Well, yes, but an awful lot of it is luck.  

11-00:54:08 

Rubens: Do you have goals for the AAU before you leave? 

11-00:54:09 

Berdahl: For AAU? Well, I think the overall goal is to reexamine and enhance the 

government/university partnership. Since the Second World War, the United 

States has elected to conduct most of its basic research through universities. 

There are national labs that have been built, obviously, but still, the lion’s 

share of federal investment in research is done in universities and I think this 

was a brilliant decision that was made basically on the recommendation to 

President Truman of Vannevar Bush and it combined research with graduate 

education and it’s what has made, I think, our universities the strongest in the 

world. That partnership has gotten, I think, not more tenuous necessarily, but 

certainly more strained, in part because of federal funding on the one side and 

state support for universities on the other. So that the state provides the 

foundation and the buildings and the laboratories and, through tuition dollars 

and state dollars, the fundamental operating budget of the university and the 

federal government provides money to conduct the research. But if you don’t 

have the former, you don’t have the latter. I mean, if you don’t have a good 

foundation, you can’t have the kind of research capacity that we’ve had in the 

last years. And it has been strained by increasing federal regulation and 

complication of research through intense regulation and so forth. I’m not 

naïve enough to think that we can roll back a lot of regulation, but I do think 

that the relationship and the partnership has to be reexamined and renewed 

and that’s sort of the goal.  

11-00:56:45 

Rubens: And does some of that have to do with technology transfer?  

11-00:56:50 

Berdahl: A lot of it has to do with technology transfer. I think that universities have 

made a bad mistake in viewing—and it’s partly because of their fiscal 

circumstances—technology transfer as a source of revenue. The federal 

government gave universities the property rights to their research in the Bayh-

Dole Act of 1980 with the intent of getting more research out into the public 

licensing arena where companies could develop products and market things 

that were generated by the basic research of universities. Certainly universities 

have increased the number of patents that they are acquiring, but I think they 

have also tried to treat this as a source of revenue that has complicated the 

ability to transfer the technology and I think we’d be better off if we tried to 

minimize the revenue enhancement, because it’s not very much, and ease the 

transfer of technology.  



158 

11-00:58:15 

Rubens: Okay, we’re running out of tape and time and we’ll have to leave more 

questions for another session, I hope. 

[End of Interview] 

 

 


