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Books by former university administrators aren’t likely to sail off library shelves or tally 
an impressive number of digital downloads. 
 
But I hope this book—a telling of select stories (and backstories) across 25 pivotal years 
at the University of California, Davis (arguably the period of its greatest physical and 
academic growth)—will appeal to members of our campus family curious to know more 
about the unique path that has led to who we are today. 

I learned long ago as provost (1984-1994) and chancellor (1994-2009) the importance 
of hearing and sharing UC Davis’ many stories, of understanding and appreciating the 
campus’s history and distinctive culture. Those stories reveal what we value, how we 
behave (in good times and in bad) and how we optimally set our sails for changing 
winds. They helped me lead.

This book aims to round out our UC Davis anthology with stories that will tell you 
something new (and special) about the campus, that are relevant to its development 
and identity, and that touch on its values and culture—on that special spirit that revered 
former UC President Clark Kerr believed set it apart from all other UC campuses.

These stories are my memories, augmented by corroborating research and interviews. 

I’ve done my best to write accurately and fairly and with clarity and candor (and, at 
times, with entirely appropriate chagrin) about topics that, across the years, have stayed 
strong on my mind. Stories about people who radiate that special Davis spirit…about 
wished-for do-overs…about conflicts (and responses)…about heartbreaking tragedy…
about wing-and-a-prayer risk-taking…about the payoffs of patience and persistence…
and about tough, principled decision-making (what my dad would call “having starch”).

And I’ve tried to add to the record—and, in some cases, to correct it. I’ve tried to tell the 
story behind the story, to tell you something you likely don’t already know.

Of course, the story-telling is incomplete—really just a sliver. But I hope these stories, 
gleaned from my quarter-century on the 5th floor of Mrak Hall, will add to the rich nar-
rative of a university with a remarkable past and even brighter future. 

Serving as UC Davis’ chancellor was the honor of a lifetime. As I said at my inauguration 
and say again today, thank you so much for having me.

ix

Preface

u http://escholarship.org/uc/ucdavischancelloremeritus_books
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WHO KNEW?

Well, apparently Henry Yang, chancellor of UC Santa Barbara. But, unfortunately, not 
Bob Grey and I.

Steve Sample, president of the University of Southern California, was coming to chat 
with us—and, we understood, with a few other UC chancellors and provosts—that 
early spring of 1995.

UC President Jack Peltason had recently announced his intention to step down, and the 
scuttlebutt was that Sample was potentially 
interested in replacing him. Our meeting, we 
surmised, was part of his UC research.

That Steve’s visit might be related to the As-
sociation of American Universities—whose 
exclusive membership invitation is coveted 
by North American research universities—
never crossed our minds.

I suspect most everybody can identify a 
particularly memorable screw-up in their  
careers. This definitely was ours.

Thinking we were helping Steve decide 
whether he wanted to be UC’s next presi-
dent, for nearly two hours Bob and I an-
swered with utter honesty his every question 
about the campus’s breadth and quality. We 
readily described UC Davis’ strengths and 
weaknesses, with no intention at all to “sell” 
the total institution. We knew the campus’s achievements and shortfalls, and we were 
forthright in describing them—in retrospect, painfully so. After all, we thought, Steve 
Sample needed an accurate assessment if he were to be UC’s next leader.

We knew Steve’s reputation as an excellent university administrator. He’d masterminded 
USC’s turnaround from what one UC San Diego professor had once described as “a core 

Steve Sample, former president of the 
University of Southern California  
(Photo: USC)

AAU’s Belated Invitation
No guile, no strategy, no nothin’.
—FORMER PROVOST AND  
    EXECUTIVE VICE CHANCELLOR ROBERT GREY
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of athletics surrounded by a veneer of academics” to one of the nation’s most respect-
ed research institutions. He’d carved out major amounts of undergraduate scholarship 
money for recruiting National Merit Scholarship winners. He’d insisted that university 
departments hire only the best faculty—National Academy members, winners of pres-
tigious national and international prizes, scholars with impressive numbers of publi-
cation citations. He’d championed innovative community partnerships that had won 
national acclaim—and given UCLA a run for its money as Southern California’s “true” 
land-grant university. And he was a prodigious fundraiser, helping to amass nearly  
$3 billion for USC—completing, at that time, the second most successful fundraising 
campaign in the history of higher education.

And before USC, he’d similarly helped The State University of New York at Buffalo 
leapfrog to greater academic accomplishment and prominence—all the way to the AAU, 
against very tall odds. That coveted membership invitation came in 1989, seven years 
after he’d become SUNY-Buffalo’s president.

Steve Sample was not one to leave his goals to chance. He knew how U.S. News & World 
Report determined its rankings. He studied the methods used by the National Acad-
emies in awarding memberships. And he examined closely how the AAU decided to 
admit new members—knowledge he put to good use for the benefit of the universities 
he served. He was an impressive potential candidate for the UC presidency.

But when our 1995 conversation with him came to an end, Bob Grey and I were still 
without a clue as to its real intent.

And then we learned.

Not too long after Steve’s visit, I received a curious call from UC President Jack Peltason. 
He telephoned, almost in apology, to tell me that the AAU had decided to admit UC 
Santa Barbara. But it would be only one more year before Davis would be invited to join 
as well, he reassured me.

About that same time, Bob Grey returned from a meeting of UC provosts, where he’d 
shared with Don Crawford, his Santa Barbara counterpart, that Steve Sample had been 
by to learn more about the campus in his bid for Peltason’s job.

“That’s not what he was there for,” Bob recalls Crawford saying.

“It wasn’t?” Bob replied.

“Noooooooo.… He was interviewing you for admission to the AAU!”

Bob recalls my reaction to this revelation: my face went white and I exhaled a choice expletive.

All in a rush, I’d understood we’d made a significant mistake—one that redounded to 
the entire campus.



AAU’S BELATED INVITATION

32

We hadn’t realized that Steve was chair of AAU’s membership committee—and that a 
confidential preliminary study had suggested that at least two more UC campuses were 
ready to join UC Berkeley, UCLA and UC San Diego in the AAU. Steve had been quietly 
dispatched to verify UC Davis’ and UC Santa Barbara’s credentials for membership.

With Bob’s and my frank conversation fresh on his mind, he had gone back to his mem-
bership committee and undoubtedly reported that Davis very likely was not the UC 
campus most ready to go into the AAU. 
In fact, he saw UC Santa Barbara as more 
deserving.

And that’s what happened. UC Santa Bar-
bara and Emory University—one public 
and one private as had been AAU’s cus-
tom—were announced as the next mem-
bers of AAU.

When we heard this at UC Davis, it hurt. 
We were quite certain that, if Santa Barba-
ra had been extended an invitation, then 
we belonged as well.

I later learned that UCLA Chancellor 
Chuck Young went through the roof when 
the membership committee confided its 
new picks to the other AAU presidents. 
According to Chuck, most everyone with-
in UC had always assumed Davis would be the next member. He didn’t understand at 
all how UC Santa Barbara could have slipped ahead of us. I’m sorry to say that at least 
part of the reason had to do with my brand-new-chancellor naiveté about the AAU and 
what Steve Sample was up to.

Henry Yang, UC Santa Barbara’s chancellor, hadn’t made my mistake.

Henry and Steve Sample were friends. Perhaps they’d exchanged confidences about the 
reason for Steve’s UCSB visit. But I know Henry wouldn’t have needed a hint. There’s no 
one better at figuring out the political circumstance and consequences for university ac-
tions. And he’d been campaigning, in a sense, for AAU membership ever since he came 
to UC Santa Barbara to be its chancellor.

Henry was very savvy (certainly savvier than I). In fact, he was the best of all the chan-
cellors in scouting and recruiting prospective Nobel Prize winners, and in luring retiring 
Nobelists to the Santa Barbara campus for a second career. Under Henry’s leadership, 
UCSB has had an almost miraculous increase in the number of Nobel Prize recipients—
so much so, it’s been running neck and neck with Berkeley.

Bob Grey and I at an informal gather-
ing of the Offices of the Chancellor and 
Provost staff in the mid-1990s.
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And so it was with the AAU. Henry had determined exactly what he had to do to put 
Santa Barbara in the best circumstance for membership—despite not having a med 
school and the ready access to federal research money such schools bring. But Henry 
made AAU membership happen.

Just as Jack Peltason predicted, UC Davis was admitted the following year, but not with-
out a little more drama.

By that time, Jack’s successor had been chosen—Dick Atkinson, who’d been chancellor 
of UC San Diego. It took a decisive action on his part to open AAU’s doors to both Davis 
and Irvine.

As UC historian Patricia Pelfrey reports in her 2012 book The Entrepreneurial President: 
Richard Atkinson and the University of California, 1995-2003:

“In 1996 the Association of American Universities demurred on adding UC Davis and UC 
Irvine to its ranks because the University of California already had four member campuses 
besides the president, who had always represented the University system at AAU meetings. 
Atkinson resigned to open the way for Davis and Irvine, and the AAU admitted both.”

I still have the message slip from Dick’s 3:50 p.m. phone call on Oct. 21, 1996: “RCA 
[Richard C. Atkinson] is at AAU mtg in Pasadena & wanted you to know ASAP that 
UCD & UCI have just been admitted to membership.”

Neal Pings, AAU’s president, called five minutes later to convey the happy news.

With Davis’ and Irvine’s election, UC’s membership in AAU grew to six campuses—un-
precedented among university systems. Membership in the AAU is probably the best 
single criterion for a research university’s quality and, hands down, the University of 
California excels like no other.

I suppose there could still be 
drama ahead—though I can’t 
really imagine so for any of UC’s 
current AAU campuses.

But, as some former AAU mem-
bers have discovered, election 
to this prestigious body of 
some 60 top research universi-
ties isn’t for life.

To keep its quality bar high 
and its membership roster ex-
clusively low, AAU revised its 
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membership criteria in April 2010. For the first time, research funding for AAU institu-
tions and nonmembers would be compared, with no guarantee that current members 
would continue. Essentially, for every university coming in, one would be leaving.

The University of Nebraska at Lincoln, after 102 years, was booted from the AAU in April 
2011—the first time the as-
sociation had ever voted a 
member out (two mem-
bers had previously left 
but without such a formal 
nudge). Seeing Nebraska’s 
writing on the wall, Syra-
cuse University voluntarily 
withdrew shortly after.

Neither Nebraska nor Syra-
cuse was able to persua-
sively meet AAU’s revised 
criteria, which heavily fa-
vor competitively funded 
federal research support as 
well as such other measures 
of faculty quality as Nation-
al Academy membership, 
major awards, publication 
citations, and strength in 
the humanities and social 
sciences to match science 
and engineering prowess.

A land-grant university in 
a farming state, Nebraska receives much of its federal research funding by way of for-
mulas or earmarks for agricultural studies—not through peer-reviewed grants. It’s also 
disadvantaged when its per-faculty research award metric is calculated; the significant 
portion of its faculty focused on ag research is counted but their research awards are 
omitted. And it has no on-campus medical school to compensate by bringing in more 
highly valued federal funding.

University of Nebraska President Harvey Perlman fought the university’s ouster but fell 
two votes shy. I expect he knew that he’d inevitably lose that battle, but that he had to 
fight in order to publicly make his points. “Our path is the right one for a socially rel-
evant and forward-looking public research university,” he said in his 2011 State of the 
University Address. “That path simply diverged from the new course that some AAU 
members had set. We’ll let history judge which path will pay greater dividends.”

Syracuse University similarly fell short in AAU’s new accounting. Much of its research 

Long-time UC Davis colleagues, Bob Grey and I teamed 
as the campus's chancellor and provost/executive 
vice chancellor from 1995 to 2001, and for 18 months 
before in interim roles. Bob went on to serve as acting 
chancellor of UC Riverside and as interim provost of the 
UC system. (Photo: Karin Higgins/UC Davis)
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is funded by a variety of sources other than the federal government. Its then-president, 
Nancy Cantor, concentrated the university’s efforts on revitalizing the city of Syracuse—
from increasing high-school graduation rates to refurbishing city parks, converting an 
old warehouse into a new home for academic programs and encouraging faculty to 
focus their research on the city’s needs.

“This is as cutting-edge research as you can get, and it’s not going to show up in a 
narrow portfolio of federally sponsored research,” Cantor told The Chronicle of Higher 
Education at the time. “The federal government can’t support all the innovation we need 
right now.”

She had a different view about what a university should be—a view that didn’t fit neatly 
within the bounds of AAU’s performance measures.

Like Syracuse, we’re committed to in-the-trenches public service. Like Nebraska, we 
can be frustrated by the AAU’s weighting of agricultural research funds. But we won’t 
follow them out AAU’s door. Of that, I’m sure.

UC Davis’ measures of quality—by anyone’s lights—are impressively and consistently 
strong and are only growing stronger by AAU’s measures.

We owe our faculty for that. They got us into the AAU and they’ll keep us there.
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Indiana University (1909)
Iowa State University (1958)
The Johns Hopkins University (1900)
Massachusetts Institute of Technology (1934)
McGill University (1926)
Michigan State University (1964)
New York University (1950)
Northwestern University (1917)
The Ohio State University (1916)
The Pennsylvania State University (1958)
Princeton University (1900)
Purdue University (1958)
Rice University (1985)
Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey    
    (1989)
Stanford University (1900)
Stony Brook University-The State University   
    of New York (2001)
Texas A&M University (2001)
Tulane University (1958)
The University of Arizona (1985)
University at Buffalo, The State University      
    of New York (1989)

University of California, Berkeley (1900)
University of California, Davis (1996)
University of California, Irvine (1996)
University of California, Los Angeles (1974)
University of California, San Diego (1982)
University of California, Santa Barbara   
    (1995)
The University of Chicago (1900)
University of Colorado Boulder (1966)
University of Florida (1985)
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
     (1908)
The University of Iowa (1909)
The University of Kansas (1909)
University of Maryland, College Park 
    (1969)
University of Michigan (1900)
University of Minnesota, Twin Cities (1908)
University of Missouri-Columbia (1908)
The University of North Carolina at  
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The Association of American Universities (AAU) is a nonprofit organization of 
62 leading public and private research universities in the United States and 
Canada. Founded in 1900 to advance the international standing of U.S.  
research universities, AAU today focuses on issues that are important to 
research-intensive universities, such as funding for research, research policy  
issues, and graduate and undergraduate education.

MEMBER INSTITUTIONS AND YEARS OF ADMISSION

AAU

THE ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN UNIVERSITIES
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JUST THE RECOLLECTION MAKES ME SHUDDER—STILL. SO MANY 4 A.M. WAKE-UPS. 
So much tossing and turning till the 6 a.m. alarm finally rousted me out of bed.

Deciding—and declaring at my 
1994 inauguration—that the 
campus would finally build a 
center for the arts was the big-
gest risk I would take as chan-
cellor. But it was a decision, and 
a declaration, that I knew I had 
to make. It was time.

The dice were pretty decisively 
loaded against us—strong oppo-
sition from many campus quar-
ters, prominent regional naysay-
ers who wanted an arts center in 
Sacramento (not Davis), and our 
fledgling fundraising track record 
when we had at least half of the 
center’s $60 million price tag to 

raise. And, if we managed to get it built, what if it opened with the terrible acoustics that 
had plagued the debut of San Francisco’s Davies Symphony Hall? I’d joked then that I’d be 
headed to the Greater Antilles, but I wasn’t kidding.

So why take such a chance? 

The campus had too much to lose if I didn’t. 

I’d first learned just how much in 1978, as a University of Illinois department head 
working hard to recruit a developmental biologist from Princeton. We’d pulled out all 
the stops—the best laboratory, the highest level of support, a remarkable salary for 
those days ($40,000) and our most elite faculty to help make a persuasive case. Yet my 
instincts and his body language in the exit interview were sending the same clear mes-
sage: We had failed. 

A Performing Arts Center—
On a Wing and a Prayer

Let’s just do it! Let’s quit talking it to death.
—BOB CELLO, VICE CHANCELLOR FOR ACADEMIC AFFAIRS, 1982-87

I announced at my 1994 inauguration that we 
would build a performing arts center—despite UC 
President Jack Peltason’s sage advice to never 
promise anything unless you’re absolutely certain 
you can deliver. “You’re a slow learner,” he told 
me after the speech. (Photo: UC Davis)



INDELIBLY DAVIS

1110

So I was stunned when this highly sought-after scientist phoned three days later to ac-
cept my offer. I’d earlier read him right, he said, but a serendipitous visit to our new 
Krannert Center for the Performing Arts on his way to the airport had turned his think-
ing around. Until he’d seen that magnificent center, he’d doubted the University of 
Illinois’ commitment to the arts and humanities—a commitment he saw as a defining 
criterion of truly distinguished universities.

SPARTA OR ATHENS?

UC Berkeley learned that same recruiting lesson in the mid-1950s, when then-Chan-
cellor Clark Kerr was brought up short by a visiting Harvard professor who felt his 
university’s cultural life and balance between science and humanities to be far superior 
to Berkeley’s. “I come from Athens, and I thought I’d better see what Sparta was like,” 
he’d told Kerr. 

“That sort of shook me up,” 
Kerr confided in the December 
1995 issue of California Month-
ly. In response, Kerr launched 
construction of Zellerbach Au-
ditorium and Playhouse and 
the University Art Museum, 
and jumpstarted funding to 
draw topnotch performing art-
ists from across the nation. “So 
we got ourselves established as 
at least a minor Athens,” Kerr 
said, “and not just a scientific 
Sparta.”

Those few public universities 
that made this kind of serious 
commitment to the arts in the 
’50s, ’60s and ’70s consistently 
won the recruiting wars, snar-
ing the elite among the best 

faculty—not just in the arts and humanities, but in all fields. A quality performing arts 
center had come to be seen as a standard fixture on the best campuses.

As UC Davis’ executive vice chancellor from 1984 to 1994, I knew beyond any doubt 
that this increasingly noticeable gap in our constellation of quality had cost us—on oc-
casion and across the board—our top faculty-search choices. 

Predecessor chancellors Jim Meyer and Ted Hullar knew that, too, but they’d found the 
art-center building hurdles impossibly high. We didn’t yet have the capability to raise 
the friends and the funds that would be necessary.

The campus’s first Center for the Arts Planning Com-
mittee, including Professor of Music D. Kern Holo-
man, Assistant Vice Chancellor Edwin Spafford and 
Department of Art Chair Richard Kramer, toured 
other halls in 1981. (Photo: UC Davis)
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Jim kept the idea alive, though, 
in informal—and always animat-
ed—discussions with the deans 
and vice chancellors. He used to 
joke, “When the conversation got 
boring or unproductive, I’d raise 
the idea of a UC Davis performing 
arts center to stir the coals.” He 
appointed a planning committee 
in 1981, received an architectural 
firm’s report in 1984 and all the 
while kept a watchful eye on UC-
wide facility funding. 

The then-nine-campus system had just come through an eight-year building drought, 
and the chances of a state-funded center for the arts coming to the table had gone to 
zero. That meant we’d need multi-million-dollar gifts—something that didn’t come eas-
ily to UC Davis with our relatively young and generally not wealthy alumni. To boot, 
then-UC President David Gardner thought constructing UC buildings with gift funds 
wasn’t a good idea—it would undermine our need for the state to continue to feel an 
obligation to build the university’s buildings.

TALKING IT TO DEATH

Still, the topic of a center for the arts continued to come up with the vice chancellors 
and deans, and Jim let those conversations run. One day, during one such discussion 
that was headed (again) toward deal-killing costs issues, Vice Chancellor for Academic 
Affairs and Professor of Veterinary Medicine Bob Cello exploded: “Let’s just do it! Let’s 
quit talking it to death!”  

Bob pretty much shut down that particular conversation, but he got my attention. A re-
spected academic leader and effective administrator, he was also a local performer with 
a great baritone voice. To this day, I have not heard a better Tevye. 

His impatient advice to just “get on with it” stayed with me straight through to my in-
auguration speech. I’d seen the updated project planning guides and the discouraging 
fundraising readiness reports presented to Ted Hullar, and understood why he instead 
put his efforts into another worthy (and less costly, less controversial) cause—the 1993 
“Students First” campaign that raised $15 million for student scholarships and fellow-
ships. “Students First” was only our second campus-wide campaign: we’d cut our teeth 
on a $4 million campaign for the Buehler Alumni and Visitors Center in 1989. Could we 
now make an additional leap—all the way from $4 million to $15 million to $30 million?

I sure hoped so. I was counting on it, though without any reassuring preliminary data. 
I’d declined to undertake the fundraising feasibility study strongly advised by Rich Ma-
theny, our vice chancellor for university relations and a seasoned fundraiser. What was 

Chancellor Jim Meyer Bob Cello, vice chancel-
lor for academic affairs
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the point? I was certain it would come out negative, and I didn’t want that discourage-
ment on the table as we made our plans.

So, believing the campus couldn’t wait any longer, I announced at my September 28, 
1994, inauguration that we would build a performing arts center that “will symbolically 
and practically stand as UC Davis’ commitment to the arts and humanities…. It is a 
facility that we must have.”  

It was a declaration that countered longtime friend and UC President Jack Peltason’s 
sage advice to me to never promise anything unless you’re absolutely certain you can 
deliver. I did it anyway, believing—hoping—that sheer determination would trump ad-
versity. “You’re a slow learner,” Jack told me after the speech.

AN “EDIFICE COMPLEX”

The campus’s reaction didn’t boost my confidence. There were supporters, without 
doubt, but their numbers were, well, small. 

Too many others saw reasons for not building such a center—too expensive (“We’re 
going to build that when we could be building this?”), a fruitless display of UC Berke-
ley envy (“When will we get it? Berkeley is Berkeley and we are not; we shouldn’t 
be ashamed of being Davis.”), an unwise wandering from our agricultural roots (“The 
more we put into the arts and humanities, the less we’ll have for our bread and but-
ter—plant and animal science.”), and a reckless disregard for mounting deferred-main-
tenance problems.  

And those were my friends!

Others talked about my “edifice complex.”

And still others—no fewer than five UC Davis Foun-
dation Board members, our staunchest and most 
generous allies—wrote with politely expressed con-
cerns about the wisdom of this project. They, more 
than anyone, knew how high we’d need to set our 
fundraising bar in a region with a dearth of corpo-
rate headquarters, with philanthropic giving below 
the national average, and with efforts already under-
way for a Sacramento arts complex. And they knew 

our limited donor base and the likely resistance of deans to having their supporters 
“poached” for this campus-wide project.

Asking for their trust and their help, I pushed on, appointing a planning committee in 1995. 

The committee recommended a major performance venue of 1,500-1,800 seats, a smaller 
recital hall/technology classroom, and a visual arts center—and that the projects be phased.
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We’d start with the per-
formance hall (to be 
funded evenly by philan-
thropic gifts and by non-
state campus monies) 
and the recital hall/tech-
nology classroom (we’d 
seek state construction 
funds). The visual arts 
center would follow 
when funds permitted—a 
welcome delay, I knew, for 
key Sacramento benefac-
tors who were leading a 
campaign to expand the 
Crocker Art Museum and 
feared we’d be dipping 
into the pockets of their 
potential donors. With 
this concession, they’d 
stand down in their oppo-
sition to our performing 
arts center plan.

I’d tucked away some 
non-state funds in anticipation of our project, intending we’d have about half the per-
formance hall’s expected $60 million cost covered when we launched our campaign.

Even so, I wasn’t sleeping well. I worried about 
our ability to raise the other half. 

SLOW-GOING FUNDRAISING

I knew we had loyal and enthusiastic volunteers 
who’d help us succeed (volunteers like Hal and 
Carol Sconyers, who stepped up to chair the 
stakeholders phase of the campaign and who I 
knew would see this project all the way through). 
And I knew that my wife, Rosalie, a former school-
teacher, would make a passionate and persuasive 
case to donors about how regional schoolchildren 
would be absolutely transfixed by the center’s per-
formances—and exposed not just to the arts but 
to college.

Nonetheless, we had a daunting task and, not sur-

Customized shovels, with cello necks for handles, 
helped us break ground in May 2000. Pictured from 
left, Campus Planning Assistant Vice Chancellor Bob 
Segar; Humanities, Arts and Cultural Studies Dean 
Elizabeth Langland; University Relations Associate Vice 
Chancellor Gina Kelsch; Professor of Music/University 
Choruses Director Jeffrey Thomas; Professor of Mu-
sic/UC Davis Symphony Conductor D. Kern Holoman; 
UC Davis Cultural Programs Director Brian McCurdy; 
Sacramento Ballet President-Elect John Webre; Rosalie 
Vanderhoef; and Professor of Dramatic Art Sue Ellen 
Case. (Photo: Neil Michel/Axiom)

Rosalie Vanderhoef collects tick-
ets from schoolchildren attend-
ing an October 1997 UC Davis 
Presents matinee performance 
in the Main Theatre. (Photo: Sue 
Cockrell/The Davis Enterprise)
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prisingly, our fundraising was 
slow-going. 

We had not quite $9 million in 
the bank by the time we’d publicly 
launched our $30 million cam-
paign in January 1999—an OK 
start but we really needed to pick 
up the pace. 

We broke ground in May 2000, 
with only $12 million raised, far 
shy of our mid-campaign goal. 
But Rumsey Indian Rancheria 
(now Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation) 
Tribal Council Chair Paula Loren-
zo that day announced a $600,000 
gift to name the arts center’s grand 
lobby—at that point, our largest 

private donation and a reason to celebrate. The gift was a much-needed boost, and we 
hoped the council’s generosity would inspire others.

Construction was now beginning, with no hot prospects for a $10 million building-
naming donor and less than half the needed funds raised—a fact that didn’t go unno-
ticed by The Davis Enterprise in a Nov. 13, 2000, front-page story titled “Campus’ arts 
fund-raising is lagging.” 

I wasn’t the only one disturbed by that headline—so was Barbara Jackson, long-time arts 
supporter and volunteer who designed and sewed costumes for the Sacramento Opera 
and local theatre groups. She’d signed on early to give and solicit gifts for the arts center, 
and was concerned we weren’t making greater progress.

So, at our March 27, 2001, “topping out” ceremony to celebrate the placement of the 
center’s last steel beam, Barbara announced a $5 million commitment—an eye-popping 
contribution that breathed new life into our fundraising effort and helped us believe the 
center really would happen. In appreciation, we named the center’s 1,800-seat main hall 
for Barbara and her late husband, renowned American West history professor W. Tur-
rentine “Turpie” Jackson, who sadly had died just a few days after groundbreaking. She 
signed both their names on the last beam just before it was hoisted into place. 

I remember talking with Barbara about the unexpected new wealth that made her major 
gift possible. For many years, Turpie had worked as a consulting historian for Wells 
Fargo Bank and such agencies as the National Park Service and the California Depart-
ment of Parks and Recreation. He’d set aside that extra money in a retirement account 
that had done very well—just how well came as a surprise to Barbara. Of her new-found 
money, she told me very simply, “The university needs it, and I don’t.” 

Two construction workers shake hands at the 
March 2001 “topping out” ceremony celebrat-
ing the placement of the center’s last steel beam. 
(Photo: UC Davis) 
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She and Turpie had given 
steadily and generously of 
their time and money since 
their 1951 arrival on cam-
pus, with the arts a special 
love for Barbara. She would 
often quote St. Augustine to 
explain their gifts: “Where 
your pleasure is, there is 
your treasure; where your 
treasure, there your heart; 
where your heart, there 
your happiness.” 

Barbara had certainly 
made us happy with her 
$5 million gift. It marked a 
turning point in our cam-
paign, lifting us to $17.3 
million in gifts. We were immensely grateful.

As construction continued, we inched up to $20 million but then seemed to hit a wall. 
We still needed that elusive $10 million donor in whose honor the building would be 
named. 

I again was not sleeping well.

But three months after our topping-out ceremony, we learned quite unexpectedly of a 
promising new possibility.

A $10 MILLION NAME 

In May 2001, a trio of us—Neal Van Alfen (dean of the College of Agricultural and Envi-
ronmental Sciences), Jim Wolpert (chair of the Department of Viticulture and Enology), 
and I—met in Napa with Robert Mondavi’s business advisers Frank Farella and Terry 
Eager about a hoped-for gift to bring our wine and food programs together in a new 
building and to construct a new winery. We emphasized the importance of combining 
the study of food and wine (there’d be better education, research and outreach), and 
mentioned the possible proximity of these new facilities to the under-construction per-
forming arts center. What we were creating, we told Frank and Terry, was essentially the 
academic reflection of what the Mondavis were building in Napa—Copia: The Ameri-
can Center for Wine, Food and the Arts. That “happy confluence,” as Frank expressed 
it, resonated.

Anticipating perhaps $5 million to $10 million, we were quite amazed to hear that 
Bob was ready to commit as much as $25 million to our wine and food programs. He 

Barbara Jackson announced an eye-popping $5 million 
commitment at our March 2001 "topping out" cer-
emony, breathing new life into our fundraising effort. 
(Photo: UC Davis) 
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was grateful for UC Davis’ partnership in building the international reputation of the 
California wine industry, and for the many UC Davis graduates who had worked in his 
winery. And he was ready to express that gratitude in a very major way. We were thrilled. 
And I was hopeful that maybe an arts-center seed had been planted. Likely a long shot, 
I thought, given Bob’s already extraordinary generosity, but I had to hope.

The next month, that seed had begun to sprout. I learned there could possibly be an-
other Mondavi gift. My good friend and frequent lunch partner, former UC Regent Roy 
Brophy, and Mondavi accountant Terry Eager both held seats on the UC Davis Gradu-
ate School of Management Board. Terry knew there was a possibility that the Mon-

davis would additionally contribute 
$10 million to name the Center for 
the Arts, but he didn’t know whom to 
contact about it. Roy knew. 

I was VERY happy and hopeful at 
Roy’s news, but still not daring to 
count any chickens. I didn’t even 
tell Rosalie that we anticipated sign-
ing a $10 million Memorandum of 
Understanding with Bob and Margrit 
when they visited campus on Aug. 
17, 2001. She just knew we would 
be driving them by the intended site 
for the Robert Mondavi Institute for 
Wine and Food Science and view-
ing the under-construction arts cen-
ter from the top deck of the parking 
structure, then chatting over lunch.

I have a very clear memory of Margrit’s quick absorption of the whole scene as she 
looked out her car window at the Center for the Arts coming out of the ground. Its 
eventual size was already apparent and she was impressed. 

There’s no doubt Margrit was the major force behind the performing arts portion of the 
eventual Mondavi naming gift. She appreciated the arts and was a long-time participant. 
Not long after she joined the winery in 1967, she initiated the first of what came to be 
wine industry benchmark programs in the arts, including art shows, music festivals 
and classical concerts. She and Bob believed passionately in enhancing life through 
wine, food and the arts. And now they had an opportunity to integrate and support all 
three—to transform the experience they had created in Napa into a legacy of education 
for generations to come—by naming both the Institute for Wine and Food Science and 
the nearby Center for the Arts.

And from the deck of the parking structure, a stone’s throw from I-80 and its tens of 

The center’s soaring steel frame rises from the 
ground in March 2001, anchoring the cam-
pus’s new south entry and sitting kitty-corner 
to the Buehler Alumni and Visitors Center. 
(Photo: D. Kern Holoman/UC Davis) 
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thousands of daily passing cars, I knew that Bob was also making a smart business 
calculation. He could imagine the freeway signs, the ads, the programs, the many co-
branding opportunities. As Margrit told me years later, “Bob was always so proud of [the 
Mondavi Center] and felt it was the best money we ever spent.”

So our Mrak Hall lunch that day turned out to be another happy occasion. Neal remem-
bers it as “just pure joy.” And Assistant Vice Chancellor for Campus Planning Bob Segar, 
our indefatigable point person for the center, emailed me after the meeting, “I hurt my-
self trying to do a cartwheel.”

At lunch, I’d told Bob and Margrit that it would mean so much to have the Mondavi 
name on both the institute and the arts center. Referring to his business as a “test tube” 
winery, Bob in many ways acted like a university, I’d said. Contrary to the normal busi-
ness mode, his winemaking research was an open book, available to every vintner—very 
similar to the university’s research. And, like UC Davis, he prized innovation and excel-
lence without compromise. To have the Mondavi name associated with UC Davis would 
be the perfect pairing of two great names, I told him. And then I paused, waiting for his 
response.

It came quickly and simply: “Let’s do it!”

The pronouncement called for a toast—unfortunately something we hadn’t prepared 
for. Luckily Neal’s office was just downstairs, where he had a stash of cabernet from our 

Margrit and Robert Mondavi finalize a $35 million gift agreement on Sept. 19, 2001, 
flanked by Mondavi attorney Frank Farella, UC Davis Director of Planned Giving Rick 
Vorpe and me. (Photo: Neil Michel/Axiom) 
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Oakville Experimental Vineyard. But he didn’t have wineglasses. And 
plastic cups wouldn’t do. Clear glass coffee mugs passed muster, and 

we lifted them in celebration of our agreement. 

Rosalie, who’d been working so hard to make the center a real-
ity and hadn’t expected an MOU to be signed that day, recalls 
that she was “kind of shocked and thinking, ‘My gosh, this is 
really happening.’” She remembers, too, that after we’d profusely 
thanked Bob and Margrit they in turn were thanking us for the 

opportunity. “I just felt it was all so right.”

Margrit gave us each a special memento of the occasion—signed coast-
er doodles of Bacchus, the god of the grape harvest, winemaking and wine. 

Neal noticed her coaster doodle first and asked her to sign it. She was happy to 
oblige, and sketched and signed coasters for us all.

PROJECT M

With the MOU signed Aug. 17, 2001, we quietly began our preparations for a Sept. 19 
public announcement of the Mondavis’ $35 million gift—$25 million for the Robert 
Mondavi Institute for Wine and Food Science and $10 million for the Robert and Mar-
grit Mondavi Center for the Performing Arts. It was the largest gift the campus had ever 
received, and one of the most generous in UC’s history.

There were still i’s to dot and t’s to cross with the UC Regents and the Office of the Presi-
dent, and we didn’t want to let word slip before the Mondavis were ready. But we had 
planning to do—pronto—so we instantly got to work, coding our emails and meeting 
agendas “Project M” and bringing people in on a strictly “need to know” basis.  

On Sept. 11, just a week before our intended announcement, terrorists struck this coun-
try. We questioned whether we should go forward with our event—which was to in-
clude Gov. Gray Davis, whose security detail would be on heightened alert. Ultimately, 
we decided we should, just as the University of California hadn’t shut down on 9-11. 
We didn’t want to add yet one more thing to the terrorists’ list of accomplishments. We 
would wear special ribbons signaling our sorrow for the victims and their families and 
our belief in the country’s resilience.
 
Just two days before our announcement, the governor’s advance team nixed our in-
tended news conference site—the upper deck of the parking structure, chosen because 
it afforded a view of both the institute and the arts center sites. It presented too many 
security challenges, we were told. So we scrambled again, settling on the courtyard of 
the Buehler Alumni and Visitors Center (AVC). 

The day before the event, we’d alerted news media but, at the Mondavis’ request, didn’t 
reveal their names or the gift amount. That was to wait till the news conference. But, 
unfortunately, the governor’s press office leaked the information later that afternoon. 
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We were mortified and held our breath for any repercussions. 

The next morning (Sept. 19, 2001), just before the news conference, Neal walked the 
Mondavis into a meeting of his college’s faculty in the AVC’s AGR Hall and announced 
their jaw-dropping, multi-million-dollar gift. Faculty immediately leapt to their feet, 
and the packed room erupted in thunderous applause—applause so prolonged that Bob 
and Margrit had a hard time quieting everyone so they could speak. It was a euphoric 
moment (with the exception of one faculty member’s expressed disapproval when he 
learned where the institute would be sited, but he was clearly a lone, and distanced, 
voice. His colleagues were ecstatic.).

On we went to the 10:30 a.m. news conference in the AVC Courtyard where absolutely 
thrilled campus folks gathered with news media and regional dignitaries. I particularly 
remember UC President Dick Atkinson’s spot-on analogy that “Robert Mondavi is to the 
California wine 
industry what the 
three tenors are to 
opera, Cal Ripken 
(Jr.) is to baseball 
and the Univer-
sity of California 
is to California 
education.” And 
I remember, with 
some chagrin and 
amusement, Gov. 
Gray Davis’ whis-
pered stage in-
struction to me to 
swap chairs with 
him while he was 
up at the podium. 
I didn’t under-
stand at first, but 
he didn’t hesitate to tell me why—my chair was in better view of the news cameras.
 
But no one was more photographed or celebrated that day than the Mondavis. And they 
generously shared that spotlight with the campus, letting the world know through their gift 
that UC Davis was a university worthy of investment and with great strengths across the 
spectrum. They had confidence in us to do wonderful things…with their wonderful gift.

SNEAK PEEKS

Working six—then seven—days a week in the homestretch of preparing the Mon-
davi Center for its Oct. 3, 2002, grand opening, construction workers seemed to me 
to have “caught the fever.” In a way, the center had become their facility just like it 

Gov. Gray Davis let me know he would take my chair when he 
returned from the podium because it was in better view of the news 
cameras. (Photo: Neil Michel/Axiom)
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was ours. We treated them and 
their families to a T-shirt-and-
jeans “Hard Hat Concert” by the  
UC Davis Symphony Orchestra on 
Sept. 28. It was a way to say “thank 
you” and to give the hall a test run. 

And what a thrill that performance 
must have been for our symphony 
orchestra—especially for conductor 
and music professor D. Kern Holo-
man. Kern had served on virtually ev-
ery art center planning committee, all 
the way back to 1981. And now here 
he was at the finish line, baton in one 
hand and a construction hat in the 
other. He strode out on Jackson Hall’s 

stage, shook the hard hat high in the air, and the appreciative audience just erupted. 
“It was a big, big moment,” recalls Jeremy Ganter, now the Mondavi Center’s associate 
executive director. “We were transitioning out of construction to the real deal.”

Our faculty, staff, students and 
special campus friends had 
their preview chance at our 
Oct. 2 “Celebrating the Arts” 
Fall Convocation. The mo-
ment the doors opened, they 
streamed in, filling all three 
levels of the 1,800-seat hall, 
eager to experience this won-
derful new facility.

I carry two special memories 
of that day. 

The first: a blessing ceremony 
by Native American Studies 
Professor George Longfish 
honoring the spirits of the 14  
Patwin Indians whose remains 
were disturbed during the site’s 
excavation. This land was their 
ancestral home (“then, now 
and always”), and we knew 
we’d been given a great privi-
lege to perpetuate the tradi-

Our Oct. 2, 2002, “Celebrating the Arts” Fall 
Convocation was our campus family’s first 
chance to experience the new hall—and they 
filled it to the brim. (Photo: UC Davis)

I surprised campus planner Bob Segar at Fall 
Convocation by conspiring to have his 16-year-old 
daughter, Andrea, an accomplished violinist, be the 
Mondavi Center’s first solo performer. (Photo: Allison 
Portello/The Davis Enterprise) 
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tions of music and dance that were first celebrated on this ground more than 500 years 
ago. Fanning smoke with a feather, Professor Longfish performed the blessing and ex-
pressed hope that the Mondavi Center would become a place where understanding and 
wisdom would flourish. (Patwin Elder Bill Wright also blessed the center at the next 
day’s ribbon-cutting, followed by a performance of traditional California Indian dance.)

And the second special memory: an emotional surprise for campus planner Bob Segar, 
who, night and day, had lived the Mondavi Center from its beginning (he ended all 
his emails with the exhortation “Get the Hall!”). I’d conspired with Bob’s wife, Jenifer, 
and their 16-year-old daughter, Andrea (an accomplished violinist), for Andrea to be 
the center’s first solo performer. I’d sneaked 
her into Convocation through a back door 
and stunned Bob when I called her out on 
stage. Before a packed house, with an assur-
ance and a calm that belied her years, she 
performed Paganini’s Caprice No. 20 on her 
circa-1623 violin. Bob was moved to tears. 
“I was lucky I was breathing,” he says today. 
“When I walk in that building, I’m luckier 
than anybody. I get to re-live that moment 
every time.”

A DAZZLING CHRISTENING

Christening day—Thursday, Oct. 3—
dawned clear and bright, with relief from 
the north wind that had whipped through 
campus the two days prior. It was a perfect 
fall day—the perfect setting for gala opening 
festivities that would last the weekend long 
and mark a major milestone in the campus’s 
and the region’s history.

Among the day’s most memorable moments 
for me:

• A mid-morning, giant-scissors ribbon-cut-
ting capped by an ooh-and-aah performance 
of Project Bandaloop—six acrobatic danc-
ers (tethered to ropes and accompanied by 
a ledge-perched fiddler) who spun, twisted 
and cartwheeled on the south face of the 
Mondavi Center.

• Bob Mondavi’s utter delight as he stepped 
on stage and for the first time gazed out at 

Project Bandaloop’s acrobatic dancers 
spun, twisted and cartwheeled on the 
Mondavi Center’s south face during the 
center’s opening weekend. (Photo:  
UC Davis)
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a completed Jackson Hall: “This 
is huge. This is amazing. This is 
way beyond any expectation.” 

• The grandness of the building, 
dramatically outlined in spar-
kling lights against the night sky.

• Black ties and top hats and 
floor-length gowns in abundance 
at that evening’s inaugural con-
cert by the San Francisco Sym-
phony (a reprised role for the 
orchestra, which had also played 
at Freeborn Hall’s dedication 40 
years earlier).

• Campus labor union picketing 
as news media and gala guests 
arrived. (But I was grateful our 

unionized employees ultimately decided on an informational picket rather than a strike, 
which would have deep-sixed the San Francisco Symphony’s performance.) 

• The excited, pre-performance buzz as concert-goers gathered in the center’s dramatic 
lobby, made their way up the grand staircase, and, for the first time, stepped inside Jackson 
Hall and took it all in—the Douglas fir paneling and India sandstone that warmly wrapped 
the entire room, the expansiveness of the stage, the impressive, three-tiered house of 1,800 
seats that still managed to feel intimate. That first glimpse was truly breathtaking.

• And, to my great relief, the hall’s beautiful richness and clarity of sound. I wouldn’t 
need to flee to the Greater Antilles after all!

It was as near-perfect as an evening could be. If only Jim Meyer and Bob Cello could 
have been with us—that would have been perfection. 

Jim had had the opportunity to turn a shovel at groundbreaking, but sadly he’d died 
just nine days after the Mondavi Center’s gala opening. And we’d lost Bob a year earlier.

I’m reminded that on that near-perfect night I’d told a local reporter that “I feel like 
somebody’s looking down on us and saying, ‘You deserve this.’” 

Hmmmm…. Maybe, just maybe, it was a perfect night after all.

The Mondavi Center sparkles as opening-night 
attendees arrive for the inaugural concert by 
the San Francisco Symphony, which also opened 
Freeborn Hall 40 years earlier. (Photo: Debbie 
Aldridge/UC Davis)

u http://escholarship.org/uc/ucdavischancelloremeritus_books
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Mondavi Center Opening Buzz
“You have a wonderful new instrument—this hall—and we enjoyed the experience 
of playing it for the first time.”—Michael Tilson Thomas, San Francisco Symphony 
conductor

“It’s absolutely overwhelming. It’s so beautiful and the sound…!”—Philanthropist 
Barbara Jackson, for whom Jackson Hall is named

“Great musicians want to come to halls like this. It sounds as good as it looks. I feel 
like I’ve been transported. I could be in Sydney; I could be in New York; I could be 
in Davis.”—Sacramento County Supervisor Muriel Johnson

“The University of California at Davis has really done it, capping its 50 year trans-
formation from a small ag campus to a major university with the inauguration of 
the Mondavi Center for the Performing Arts on Thursday.”—Robert Commanday, 
San Francisco Classical Voice, Oct. 8, 2002

“It exceeds any expectations we might have had. Although people are excited right 
now, they may have very little concept of what this building will mean over the 
years to this region…. People travel long distances to a facility like this…and you 
have it in your own backyard! And remember that the possibility for young people 
to experience the arts in a facility like this is so important.”—Jim Wockenfuss,  
retired director of UC Davis’ University Cultural Programs

Some 15,000 school children visit the Mondavi Center each year, attending mati-
nee performances, touring the building, and participating in master classes and 
workshops. (Photo: UC Davis)
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“If there is such a thing as a cultural convert, than I am most certainly it. The 
Mondavi Center proved itself in my eyes—normal college eyes—to be amazing and 
worthwhile…. I discovered the meaning of classical music and…classical art…. Go 
and make it your own. It is there for the taking.”—Aaron A. Davidson, The Califor-
nia Aggie arts editor, Oct. 4, 2002

“Unbelievable. This is unbelievable. It tells me Davis is no longer just an ag school. 
This campus is on the move and is going to change this region forever. Life will 
never be the same in the Sacramento region after tonight.”—Steve Weiss, former 
director of UC Davis’ University Cultural Programs

“I was amazed at the beauty of it and how large it was and yet it felt comfortable. 
Soon I began to fall in love with it.”—Robert Mondavi 

“The proof is in the pudding. What an occasion to celebrate. We’re going to be here 
as often as we can.”—Margrit Mondavi

“Several people have told me it exceeded their wildest expectations. It’s truly an 
amazing structure…. I think it will become one of the symbols of Northern Cali-
fornia.”—Brian McCurdy, Mondavi Center’s first director

“I’ve got a mailbox full of cards and letters saying this is a golden moment for us. I believe 
it’s true.”—D. Kern Holoman, professor of music and UC Davis Symphony conductor

“The acoustics exceed even my expectations. The hall has not only the carrying 
power for big sounds, but yesterday there was a duet for viola and cello and it was 
the most beautiful sound, with even just those two instruments.”—Ross Bauer, 
music department chair

“It’s in very good taste. Clean lines. I love it.”—Richard Brunelle, Davis High 
School 30-year music director

“I followed the construction of this building with great interest. I must say the final 
project is quite stunning. No one will ever whiz by on I-80 without making a firm 
mental note of the presence of the University of California, Davis.”—UC President 
Richard Atkinson

“When I come back to campus, it will still be here, and I can say I was here when it 
opened.”—Fourth-year student Sean Soares 

“I love to think that this glorious lighted building, visible to travelers on Interstate 
80 as they pass our campus, is inviting them to stop and visit.”—Elizabeth Lang-
land, dean of the Division of Humanities, Arts and Cultural Studies
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“It was an absolutely perfect evening—the concert hall is wonderful, the building is 
grand, the whole experience everything one could ask for. And I thought, too, that 
the audience…was transformed by the place, the ambiance, the sense that we were 
indeed at a major university for a major cultural event…. The Mondavi Center is 
the best thing that has happened to the Davis campus since I’ve been here.”—Max 
Byrd, professor emeritus of English

“It’s beautiful, wonderful—the sound is exquisite, the acoustics are perfect, the hall 
is sparkling and gorgeous.”—Susan Mann, professor emerita of history

“…the stature of this region has permanently risen…. Larry and Rosalie Vander-
hoef, modest Midwesterners by birth, kept faith with a dream.”—Sacramento Busi-
ness Journal “Mt. Mondavi” editorial, Oct. 4, 2002

“After 43 years of designing buildings, I retired at the end of 2013. I get asked all 
the time what my favorite building is, and I never hesitate: The Mondavi Center.” 
—Architect Stan Boles (in 2014)

The 2012 Fall Convocation—celebrating the Mondavi Center’s 10th anniversary—
provided an opportunity for me to greet Chancellor Linda Katehi and Margrit Mon-
davi at the reception that followed. (Photo: Sue Cockrell/The Davis Enterprise)
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Mondavi Center Quick Facts
• 104,000-square-foot performing arts facility with state-of-the-art lighting and 
sound systems
• Opened October 2002
• Easily accessible and visible just off Interstate 80
• $60.9 million cost ($57 million for construction, $3.9 million for initial endow-
ment and for program and start-up costs) financed through combination of campus 
funds and $31 million in private gifts
• 1,801-seat Barbara K. and W. Turrentine Jackson Hall
• 250-seat Larry and Rosalie Vanderhoef Studio Theatre
• BOORA Architects from Portland, Oregon (whose chief architect Stan Boles gave 
shape and form to our vision of a center for the performing arts)
• McKay, Conant and Brook (whose master acoustician Ron McKay gave our vision 
a voice)
• McCarthy Building Companies, Inc. (whose workers made our vision a reality)
• Interior paneling: century-old Douglas fir salvaged from the bottom of freshwater 
Ruby Lake in British Columbia
• Exterior wall material: sandstone from India
• Double-wall construction, with two feet of air space separating the inner and 
outer walls
• A basement under Jackson Hall and a “technical attic” at the ceiling, creating a 
“box within a box” for acoustical isolation from train and freeway vibrations
• Highest point (the stage’s flytower): 100 feet
• Three-story, 75-foot high lobby

A waterproofing 
problem was cor-
rected in 2011-12. A 
faulty membrane was 
replaced, and some 
50,000 new sand-
stone tiles brought 
in from the original 
quarry in India. UC 
bore no cost. (Photo: 
Gregory Urquiaga/ 
UC Davis) 
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All Three Dreams Coming True
It took a while, but all three dreams of the original Center for the Arts vision (an-
nounced at my 1994 inauguration) are coming true. 

And we have Margrit Mondavi and Barbara Jackson to thank, once again.

With the performance hall accomplished, they set out to interest like-minded arts 
benefactors in our long-awaited art museum and recital hall/classroom building. 

With their help, ground was broken in 2014 for both these facilities.

Margrit introduced her friends Jan Shrem and Maria Manetti Shrem to our art mu-
seum project and made an early $2 million gift herself. Jan, the founder of the 
Clos Pegase winery in Napa Valley, followed her lead, contributing $10 million 
in 2011. The Jan Shrem and Maria Manetti Shrem Museum of Art will be located 
kitty-corner to the Mondavi Center, completing the campus’ south entry. We’ll have 
yet another architecturally stunning building to catch the eye of I-80 travelers! (Re-
member when the water tower was our most prominent landmark?)

Barbara introduced her longtime friends and music lovers Grace and Grant Noda 
to the recital hall/classroom project and also made a bequest herself. The Nodas 

The Jan Shrem and Maria Manetti Shrem Museum of Art will complete the cam-
pus’ south entry, visible to I-80 travelers. (Rendering: SO - IL and Bohlin Cywinski 
Jackson, Associated Architects) 
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contributed $1.5 million toward the 399-seat recital hall’s construction. The lobby 
will be named in the Noda family’s honor, and the stage will be named for Barbara. 

This beautiful new building will sit at the east entrance to campus, where the old 
boiler plant and Temporary Building 195 once stood. It’s the last Center for the Arts 
piece to fall into place.

I’m so grateful for the remarkable generosity of Margrit and Barbara, of the Shrems 
and the Nodas (and, most recently, of the late Ann Pitzer, who donated $5 million 
for the recital hall/classroom building). 

They’d be the first to tell you, though, that the job’s not yet done—not while there 
are collections to build, programs to support, and endowments to fund. 

But, together, we’ll achieve that, too. Because we’ve never just built for today, for 
ourselves; we’ve always had our eye on tomorrow, on sustaining what we’ve built 
for generations to come.

The Classroom and Recital Hall, to be named the Ann E. Pitzer Center, will sit at 
the east entrance to campus where the old boiler plant and Temporary Building 
195 once stood. (Rendering: LPAS Architects)
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I CAN'T REMEMBER A TIME OF MORE PROFOUND SADNESS.

Our shock quickly turned to grief as word slowly—agonizingly so—reached the cam-
pus from a tiny, one-public-telephone village in remote Baja California.

A sudden storm’s wind-whipped waves had capsized one of our research boats in Mex-
ico’s Sea of Cortez, and the fate of the nine aboard, including three visiting scientists 
from Kyoto University, was unclear. 

News Service Director Lisa Lapin 
brought us first word, interrupting our 
standing Tuesday (March 28, 2000) 
morning meeting of the Council of Vice 
Chancellors in 203 Mrak Hall.

There’d been a boat accident, she report-
ed. Bodies had been recovered. Survivors 
had been found. People were still missing 
(including expedition leader Gary Polis, 
chair of our environmental science and 
policy department). And the U.S. Coast 
Guard didn’t yet have permission to join 
the search-and-rescue effort.

Her sparse information came from Polis’ 
just-alerted department. 

Though stunned and with little detail, we 
recognized we needed to do two things 
immediately: Ask U.S. Sen. Dianne Fein-
stein and Congressman Doug Ose to 
help the U.S. Coast Guard gain the Mexi-
can government’s permission to join the 

search. And get ourselves down to Baja to bring the survivors back. 

With Feinstein and Ose pulling great and mighty strings, the Coast Guard was work-

The Saddest Time 
This was a heartbreaking tragedy…. The people that died out there loved where 
they were and they loved what they were doing, and they gave their lives for it.
—PATTY WEST, RESEARCH EXPEDITION AND RESCUE TEAM MEMBER       
    AT MARCH 30, 2000, SACRAMENTO AIRPORT NEWS CONFERENCE

Five Japanese and American researchers 
lost their lives in the Sea of Cortez tragedy. 
(Photo collage: UC Davis)
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ing alongside the Mexican Navy later that day. And Neal Van Alfen, dean of the Col-
lege of Agricultural and Environmental Sciences, that morning dispatched Bob Brewer 
(an information systems manager in Polis’ department with search-and-rescue and law-
enforcement experience) to Baja to provide leadership, obtain reliable information and 
bring the survivors home.

Little more than an hour after word first reached us, the U.S. Coast Guard issued a press 
release verifying the accident and triggering a flood of media calls to our News Service 
at a rate of about 200 an hour, soon followed by calls from concerned family, friends 

and colleagues from across the 
globe. Almost immediately, 
officials from the Japanese 
Consulate in San Francisco 
arrived at Mrak Hall, urgently 
seeking information about the 
fate of the three Kyoto Univer-
sity researchers. Neal invited 
them to sit with him in his of-
fice for the better part of two 
days “so that they knew what 
we knew and to build trust.”

We issued our first media ad-
visory at noon that day—to 
be followed by more than 17 
different news releases and 
several on-the-steps-of-Mrak 
news briefings as the tragedy 

unfolded. Our News Service staff worked double shifts to respond to U.S. media during 
the day and Japanese media overnight as news trickled in from U.S. embassy officials, 
the Coast Guard and survivor accounts. A special Web page logged more than 13,000 
separate visits in just three days.

Here’s what we learned and shared early that week: 

Gary Polis—an internationally renowned scorpion expert and ecologist—had taken a 
group of UC Davis students, Japanese visiting scholars and Earthwatch Institute study-
tour participants to Mexico to study the ecology of spiders and scorpions that inhabit 
the islands of the Sea of Cortez. Expedition members left the town of Pueblo de Bahia 
de Los Angeles, about 300 miles south of San Diego, Calif., on Monday morning (March 
27, 2000) in two boats to conduct research on several islands about five nautical miles 
off shore. A few hours later, as the wind and waves picked up, both boats headed back 
to port. Midway, Polis’ motorboat flooded and capsized, pitching its nine passengers into 
the choppy sea. When the crew of the second boat arrived at port and realized Polis’ boat 
hadn’t returned, they set out in search, thinking he’d sought shelter in a cove. Unsuccess-
ful, they reported the missing boat to Mexican officials at 10:30 Monday night.

News Service Director Lisa Lapin briefed report-
ers multiple times as the tragedy unfolded. (Photo: 
Wayne Tilcock/The Davis Enterprise)
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On Tuesday morning, four survivors had been found on two nearby islands: UC Davis 
post-graduate researcher Gary Huxel, 38; undergraduate Sarah Ratay, 20; and graduate 
students Becca Lewison, 28, and Ralph Haygood, 35. Two bodies had been recovered: 
that of UC Davis post-graduate researcher Michael Rose, 27, and an unidentified Japa-
nese researcher. And three remained missing.

By Wednesday, two 
of the three Japanese 
scientists (consid-
ered to be among 
their country’s lead-
ing ecologists) had 
been found and de-
clared dead—Takuya 
Abe, 55, and Masa-
hiko Higashi, 45. 
The third—Shigeru 
Nakano, 37—and 
Gary Polis, 53, re-
mained missing and 
were presumed dead. 
(Gary was thought by the survivors to have suffered a heart attack in the water.)

On Thursday, we learned Gary’s body had been found. But Shigeru Nakano remained 
missing—and remains so today, despite an extended search by the Mexican Navy and 
Army, the U.S. Coast Guard, and local Mexican fishing and diving boats, as well as ad-
ditional efforts by his family.

BRINGING THE SURVIVORS HOME

Much of our updated news came from Bob Brewer, who, at Neal’s request, flew to San 
Diego that Tuesday, shortly after we’d learned of the accident. He took with him Francis-
co “Paco” Sanchez-Pinero, a native Spanish speaker who’d worked with Polis and knew 
the area, and student assistant Nate Roth, who also had search-and-rescue training. In a 
borrowed UC San Diego van, they sped along 300 miles of dark and rutted roads south 
of the San Diego border to the village of San Quintin. Along the way, “we got stopped 
by the Federales because I passed them,” Brewer said. Sanchez-Pinero smoothed things 
over and they were quickly en route again, arriving about 12:30 a.m.

All the while, Brewer stayed in touch with Neal, reporting what he learned and follow-
ing Neal’s instruction to “do whatever you can and get everyone home safely.” 

“Neal was my hero,” Brewer recalls. “He’d told me, ‘Call me along the way. Whatever 
you need, I’ll make it happen. None of ‘be careful what you say, there may be liabil-
ity issues.’ He was completely human. His concern was taking care of these people.” 

A Mexican Army boat heads for Isla Cabeza de Caballo to 
search for survivors of the capsized research boat. (Photo: 
Denis Poroy/Associated Press)
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Neal says it was Brewer’s performance that 
was “really amazing,” a compliment Brewer 
shrugs off with “I happened to have a skill 
set that was handy at the time.”

Early that next morning (Wednesday), the 
news media (including a Japanese film crew 
and a helicoptered-in Associated Press re-
porter) started arriving at the village, hop-
ing to interview the four survivors. “They 
were traumatized,” Brewer says of the four. 
“We did our best to keep them isolated if 
they didn’t want to be interviewed.” Instead, 
he fielded reporters’ questions and, with his 
team, joined the rescue efforts, scouring the 
area in a small aircraft and buying gasoline 
for some of the local searchers.

The next morning (Thursday), a caravan of 
seven vehicles set out for the San Diego bor-
der, the first leg in bringing our surviving 
expedition members home.  

We’d chartered a plane to fly them from San 
Diego’s Lindbergh Field Airport to Sacra-
mento International Airport. But we would 
first meet them at the border—at Otay Mesa, 
a more lightly traveled crossing where they 
would be interviewed by the U.S. Coast 
Guard before we could shepherd them away. 
(Our group included Neal, assistant deans 
Tom Kaiser and Connie Melendy, environ-

mental science and policy professor Paul Sabatier, public communications director Maril 
Stratton and me). I’d hoped that our being there, awaiting their arrival, might offer them 
some measure of comfort. They were part of our UC Davis family, and we were all hurting.

They arrived at the border in the early afternoon, looking drained and emotionally 
spent. We had a few moments together before they needed to meet with U.S. Coast 
Guard investigators to discuss the accident and before I needed to return to the airport 
to meet the arriving families of the Japanese researchers and representatives of Los An-
geles’ Japanese consulate.

We would reconnect several hours later at the airport as we prepared to board a char-
tered plane for Sacramento. But before our flight, two of the survivors (Becca Lewison 
and Gary Huxel) and one member of the rescue team (Patty West) joined me, Neal and 
Counseling Center director Judy Mack during our meeting with the Japanese research-

Family and friends greeted accident 
survivors as they arrived by chartered 
plane at Sacramento International 
Airport. (Photo: Florence Low/The Davis 
Enterprise)
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ers’ grieving families, who were desperate for first-hand information about the tragedy. 
It was an excruciating gathering, a wrenching hour of agonizing conversation, of pleas 
for reassurance that a missing husband and father was still alive. 

When we ultimately parted, the families continued their sorrowful travels to Mexico 
to retrieve the bodies of Professors Abe and Higashi, with Professor Nakano’s wife and 
parents still harboring hope that he would be found. 

Our UC Davis group proceeded to the Lindbergh Field tarmac to board a chartered 
DeHaviland turboprop airplane, whose pilot and crew were patiently awaiting our ar-
rival. They’d had to file several amended flight plans as our expected departure had been 
delayed by longer-than-anticipated border debriefings and by extended discussions with 
the Japanese families.

Once we were in the air early that evening, Judy visited with each of the survivors, 
acknowledging the difficult emotional path ahead and encouraging them to take ad-
vantage of the Counseling Center’s services when they returned to campus. And Maril 
probed their willingness (and ultimately helped Gary and Becca prepare) to speak brief-
ly at an anticipated airport news conference intended to serve as the survivors’ sole 
public comment on the tragedy. 

AIRPORT NEWS CONFERENCE

A few minutes before 9 p.m., our Le Bas International plane touched down at Sacra-
mento International Airport. Illumined by television camera lights, buses carrying the 
survivors’ family and friends were waiting on the windy tarmac to transport us all to 
a secluded area in Terminal A. With tears, hugs, and one brief laugh, it was an over-
whelmingly quiet and somber return and reunion.

Gary, Becca, rescue orga-
nizer Patty West, Neal, 
Maril and I proceeded to a 
crowded interior room in 
the airport for a late-hour 
news conference. Periodi-
cally pausing to maintain 
his composure, Gary told 
reporters, “We want ev-
erybody to know that Mi-
chael and Gary gave their 
lives in helping to save 
people who were involved 
in this accident. Both of 
them wore themselves 
out, physically, emotion-
ally and mentally. Gary’s 

Survivors Gary Huxel and Becca Lewison (center) and 
rescue organizer Patty West addressed reporters at a 
late-night airport press conference. (Photo: Florence 
Low/The Davis Enterprise)
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heart just gave out. And Michael was just so devastated, felt so responsible for the loss 
that it killed him, literally killed him. He struggled so hard to get help, to keep the Japa-
nese scientists with the boat and keep them alive.”

Becca, looking dazed and staring straight ahead, briefly described the boat’s capsizing by 
“a wall of water. Despite flotation devices, it was difficult to stay afloat, and over time we 
became separated into smaller groups. After three or four hours in the water, we decided 
to swim to the nearest islands.”

Patty, who led multiple rescue efforts, followed with brief remarks about “seeing how frag-
ile humans are and how precious life is, and everybody has to do what they love and be 
with who they love. The people that died out there loved where they were and they loved 
what they were doing, and they gave their lives for it.”

With that, the three of them departed, and Neal and I remained to answer reporters’ questions 
as best we could. I especially wanted to share other stories of heroism I’d heard earlier in the 
day—of Professor Nakano’s early efforts to pull people back and give them a handhold on the 
overturned boat, of Becca’s continual encouragement of Sarah as they swam to a nearby island 
after enduring several hours in 65 degree water.

COAST GUARD REPORT 

I knew from what Sarah had told me that Becca had truly saved her life, but I had no 
idea of the dimension of Becca’s heroism until the final U.S. Coast Guard report was re-

leased to us a few years later. In fact, 
the Coast Guard had recommended 
that both Becca and Patty be recog-
nized with awards for their “rescue 
and lifesaving accomplishments”—
Patty for leading several efforts that 
ultimately resulted in the rescue of 
the four survivors on two islands and 
Becca for several acts of heroism. 

The Coast Guard’s report provides 
detail about the accident (and about 
Becca’s valor) though names (except 
for those who died) were generally 
redacted. But based on media reports 
at the time and on statements from 
survivors, it’s not terribly hard to un-
derstand the report’s fuller narrative. 

According to the Coast Guard’s brief summary of the accident, within the first two hours 
of the boat’s capsizing, “two members [Ralph Haygood and Gary Huxel] were washed 
away from the vessel and eventually swam to islands in the bay; Polis and another team 

Our campus community gathered in Freeborn 
Hall to mourn but also to celebrate the five 
lives lost in the Sea of Cortez. (Photo: Neil 
Michel/Axiom)
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member [Takuya Abe] died 
and washed away from the 
vessel. Later, as the vessel 
drifted near some islands, 
two members [Becca Lewi-
son and Sarah Ratay] swam 
for shore while the remain-
ing three members [Michael 
Rose, Masahiko Higashi and 
Shigeru Nakano] stayed with 
the boat. Four were rescued 
the following morning from 
the islands they swam to. 
The boat and the bodies of 
four persons were recovered. 
One person remains miss-
ing.” The cause of death was 
noted as head injuries (likely 
caused by waves slamming 
them into the boat’s hull) and 
drowning, with an “unspeci-
fied chest ailment” also con-
tributing to Gary Polis’ death. 
The four survivors all suffered multiple bruises and abrasions.

From that report, we learned that Becca retrieved a flotation device that had drifted away 
from the capsized boat, showed a survivor who was having a hard time holding onto the 
boat how to secure a flotation device under each of his arms, tried several times to reposi-
tion another’s flotation device from his back to his front, after several hours in the cold water 
advised the four who remained clinging to the drifting boat that their best chance was 
to swim to a nearby island, encouraged Sarah throughout that 30-45 minute swim, a 
half-hour later swam out against the current to bring Ralph to shore as he drifted by the 
island, for 90 minutes waved Ralph’s red jacket from the base of the island’s lighthouse 
in hopes of attracting rescuers’ attention before nightfall, and found a cave for their over-
night shelter.

From the report, we also learned that one of our expedition undergraduates changed 
boats just before the fateful accident and thus made it safely back to port; that the Japa-
nese researchers were not able swimmers (though Professor Nakano was reportedly a 
superb diver); and that Becca, once she’d reached the island, thought she’d seen Profes-
sor Nakano begin to swim away from the boat, still far out in the current. At that point, 
all must have been lost for his Kyoto colleague, Professor Higashi, and for Michael 
Rose. “I know from personal experience during grueling and difficult field research in 
the mountains of Japan and Montana that [Nakano] never would have left his friends 
to save himself,” said Nakano’s Colorado State University colleague Kurt Fausch at our 
memorial service two weeks later.

Survivor Gary Huxel shared memories of Gary Polis 
and Michael Rose at the April 10, 2000, memorial. 
Seated (from left): UC Regent John Davies, Dean Neal 
Van Alfen and Professor Alan Hastings. (Photo: The 
Davis Enterprise)
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COMMEMORATING FIVE LIVES

Some 400 members of the campus community gathered in Freeborn Hall at 4 p.m. April 
10 to mourn and to console, to remember and ultimately to celebrate the lives of the five 
gifted scientists who perished in the Sea of Cortez, leaving 11 children without fathers 
and making widows of five wives.

We opened our arms to Gary Polis’ wife, Sharon, and their children Evan, 10, and Maia, 
4, and his parents Sam and Marie; Michael Rose’s wife, Susan, and her mother, Carol, 
and stepfather, David; Michael’s mother, Lynne; his father, David, and stepmother, Cher-
yl; and his sisters, Janna and Shayla. The families of Takuya Abe, Masahiko Higashi and 
Shigeru Nakano—each of whom left a wife and three children—were unable to attend. 
We sent flowers to the memorial services in Japan, conveying our deepest sympathies to 
the bereaved families and to the Kyoto University community.

“We are not used to losing our colleagues in this way,” Neal Van Alfen said at our campus 
memorial. “When tragedy was thrust on these people, they responded with heroism and 
honor. I have been a close spectator as the survivors have told their stories and have been 
overwhelmed by the accounts of the grief, valor and courage of those who were struck by 
this tragedy. I’ve heard tales of real heroes, including some who lost their lives.”

The three Kyoto University ecologists—whose loss particularly dealt a blow to the field 
of termite biology—were remembered by Nobuaki Tanaka, the Consul General of the 
San Francisco Japanese Consulate. The Consul General said that, when he first arrived in 
San Francisco, he paid tribute at the graves of three Japanese sailors who long ago died in 

Family and friends gathered in the UC Davis Arboretum on Oct. 17, 2001, to dedicate an 
engraved limestone marker and five symbolic trees in remembrance of the five research-
ers who died in the Sea of Cortez. (Photo: Debbie Aldridge/UC Davis)
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their country’s first attempt to cross the Pa-
cific Ocean in order to establish Japan’s first 
U.S. embassy. “These young men from Kyoto 
University reminded me of these brave sol-
diers 140 years ago—all of them zealous, ad-
venturous and also hopeful….  Perhaps the 
only difference then and now is that this time 
they are on the same boat with the Ameri-
cans. Japan and the U.S. share the joy as well 
as the sorrow.” 

Survivor Gary Huxel recalled Gary Polis’ 
pure joy during a previous expedition as a 
whale spouted just 10 meters off the boat. 
“He had the broadest smile. He was beaming 
being able to share this experience with us, 
knowing Baja would change our lives for-
ever. He put his hand on my shoulder and 
said, ‘This is how I want to be remembered.’”

Clutching the podium and struggling not to 
break down, Gary next offered his remem-

brance of Michael Rose, “a friend I knew I’d have for life…. I’ll remember Michael with a 
smile on his face, mischief in his heart, honesty, humility, integrity, kindness, compassion, 
joy, wonderment and love in his soul.” 

Others shared memories and condolences. The UCD Symphony Orchestra and Chorus 
performed moving selections from Mozart and Bach. And the Gospel Choir sang the 
stirring yet soothing anthem “Speak to My Heart.” 

I concluded the memorial by announcing that the campus would honor the memories 
of Gary Allan Polis, Michael David Rose, Takuya Abe, Masahiko Higashi and Shigeru 
Nakano with a memorial planting of trees—“each to stand sturdy, reaching to the sky 
and its ‘matrix of millions of pinpoint stars’ about which Michael Rose wrote and [that] 
so inspired him and his fellow expeditioners. We have been privileged to know them. 
They will be sorely missed.”

A LIVING MEMORIAL

Family, friends and colleagues gathered in the UC Davis Arboretum on Oct. 17, 2001, 
for the dedication of an engraved limestone marker and five symbolic trees in remem-
brance of Gary, Michael and Professors Abe, Higashi and Nakano.

The marker, engraved in both English and Japanese, includes this quote (one of Gary 
Polis’ favorites) from John Steinbeck’s Sea of Cortez: “Life and living: Lord, how the day 
passes! It is like a life, so quickly when we don’t watch it, and so slowly if we do.”

Dean Neal Van Alfen spoke of the grove’s 
significance as a living memorial. (Photo: 
Debbie Aldridge/UC Davis)
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“Trees are living memorials,” Neal Van 
Alfen said at the gathering. “They grow 
and change, and we can think of what 
might have been if (the researchers) were 
still with us.”

Gary’s wife, Sharon, and Michael’s wife, 
Susan, also spoke, offering remembranc-
es and thanks.

Unfortunately, the wives of the three 
Japanese scientists—Yayoi Abe, Tomoko 
Higashi and Hiromi Nakano—and Kyoto 
University President Nagao Makoto were 
not able to attend, each sending their re-
grets and expressing their hope to visit in 
the future. As Tomoko wrote to me, “The 
growth of trees will give us a strength 
and an energy to live as a memory of my 
husband’s life forever.”

I asked Professor Charles Goldman, who 
was traveling to Japan a few weeks later, to 
hand-carry to President Nagao videotapes 
of the memorial tree dedication, along 
with written translations of the words of our speakers, photographs and printed copies of 
the memorial plaque (for the widows as well as for Kyoto University). Charles met with 
the president and Norio Yamamura, director of the university’s Center for Ecological Re-
search, on Nov. 16, for what he described as a “very cordial, somewhat emotional hour of 
tea” where the video was viewed and the materials examined with care. Center director 
Yamamura later wrote to me that “the [tree dedication] ceremony was very moving, and 

we were touched by the speeches of colleagues and fami-
lies of victims of the accident…. We felt your sympathy in 
honoring and sharing the memory of our colleagues, Drs. 
Abe, Higashi and Nakano.”

I would visit with Yayoi Abe and Tomoko Higashi (Hi-
romi Nakano was not able to join us) in Kyoto on March 
19, 2002, again expressing condolences. Yayoi and To-

moko gave me a book (Biodiversity: An Ecological Perspective) edited by their husbands, 
and I gave them each a porcelain figurine of a California bird and flower (and left one 
to be given later to Hiromi). 

We corresponded again on the 10th anniversary of the memorial grove’s planting. I’d 
wanted to show them through recent photographs how the grove had grown, and to 
let them know that they were still in our thoughts. Through their responses, I learned 

"We felt your sympathy in honoring  
and sharing the memory of our  
colleagues, Drs. Abe, Higashi and  
Nakano.”

  —Norio Yamamura, director of  
Kyoto University’s Center for  
Ecological Research

On the 10th anniversary of its planting, the 
memorial grove had grown and changed. 
With me that day were International Pro-
grams Vice Provost Bill Lacy (center) and 
Assistant Vice Provost Bob Kerr (right). 
(Photo: Maril Stratton/UC Davis)
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of children growing and thriving (some pursuing science just as their fathers had), of 
memories held close to their hearts, of the belief that a husband continues to watch 
over and protect his family from heaven. And I learned that Takuya and Yayoi’s eldest 
son (now a mathematician) had had the opportunity to visit the grove in 2009 while 
attending a seminar at UC Davis. I hope he felt some comfort there. His father—like 
Masahiko Higashi, Shigeru Nakano, Gary Polis and Michael Rose—continues to live in 
the memories and hearts of those left behind, memorialized in a particularly beautiful 
and contemplative area of our Arboretum. 

I hope—for all the families—that time has helped turn grief to peace. That would bring 
me comfort.

Surviving Tragedy

Nearly a decade and a half later, I’m struck by the resilience of the tragedy’s four 
survivors. 

Becca Lewison went on to complete her doctorate in ecology at UC Davis and, at 
this writing, holds a faculty position at San Diego State University where she heads 
a research group studying the impact of resource and land use on vulnerable wild-
life populations in both terrestrial and marine environments.

Gary Huxel went on to faculty positions at the University of South Florida and 
the University of Arkansas, consults on environmental and ecological issues and, 
at this writing, is completing a master’s degree in environmental law through the 
Vermont Law School, focusing on climate change and energy policy.

Sarah Ratay completed her bachelor’s degree in plant biology, evolution and ecol-
ogy at UC Davis, and went on to pursue a Ph.D. in ecology and evolutionary biol-
ogy at UCLA and to serve as a Catalina Island Conservancy plant ecologist. 

And Ralph Haygood completed his doctorate in population biology at UC Davis 
and went on to post-doc fellowships at the University of Wisconsin, Madison, and 
at Duke University. He describes himself as a scientist (studying evolution, ecol-
ogy, genetics and genomics) and an entrepreneur (founding a virtual business card 
company and developing software for managing and analyzing DNA samples). His 
Web page includes an acknowledgment of his having survived the boating acci-
dent: “I could easily have died too, but with help from another survivor, I got to 
shore. I’d never been much of an aquatic animal, and now I’m even less so.”

They’ve survived the sea and the trauma that surely followed. For that, I’m 
immensely grateful.

u http://escholarship.org/uc/ucdavischancelloremeritus_books
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Five Remarkable Lives
Excerpts from the printed program of the April 10, 2000, celebration of the lives of Gary  
Allan Polis, Michael David Rose, Takuya Abe, Masahiko Higashi and Shigeru Nakano:

GARY ALLAN POLIS 
“A feisty, energetic, original thinker” … “a gift for bringing 
people together”

An internationally renowned scorpion expert and ecologist, 
Gary Allan Polis, 53, chaired and taught in UC Davis’ Depart-
ment of Environmental Science and Policy. Gary was relatively 
new to the campus, arriving in 1998, six years after he and his 
family spent a sabbatical leave here, and after teaching nearly 20 
years at Vanderbilt University. He grew up in California, earning 
his bachelor’s degree at Loyola University, and his M.A. and Ph.D. degrees at UC River-
side. His scholarship focused on scorpions and food web ecology. He authored Biology of 
Scorpions, The Ecology of Desert Communities and, in press, Scorpions Biology and Research, 
and co-authored Scorpion Man: Exploring the World of Scorpions. He often traveled to the 
islands of Baja California for research, at times taking his wife, Sharon, and children, Evan 
and Maia. Gary’s interest in sharing his scientific knowledge extended well beyond the 
academic world to broader audiences—National Geographic films and PBS documenta-
ries featured him. His professional achievements included presiding over the American 
Society of Naturalists, serving as an Aldo Leopold Leadership Fellow and receiving, in 
1992, a Fulbright fellowship for research.

MICHAEL DAVID ROSE
“Kind, gentle and always optimistic” … “always had a smile 
on his face”

Born in California, Michael David Rose, 27, grew up in Lebanon, 
Illinois. He earned his bachelor’s degree in biology from Vander-
bilt University, and his master’s degree in behavioral ecology from 
Northern Arizona University. As a graduate student, he taught and 
conducted research on ecological systems, publishing his findings 
in Ecology and other journals. In graduate school, he was a men-
tor with the National Science Foundation Young Scholars Program, training students and 
teachers in biological principles and research techniques. Michael and his wife, Susan, mar-
ried in 1995. The couple moved to Davis in the late 1990s. Michael worked for Professor 
Gary Polis as a postgraduate researcher in the UC Davis Department of Environmental Sci-
ence and Policy. Michael conducted research and coordinated a research program with the 
Earthwatch Institute. He found the mystique of the Baja California landscape to be conta-
gious. Combining his passion for nature, travel and writing, he was in the process of drafting 
a travel guide about Baja California.
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TAKUYA ABE
“A true gentleman, a quiet man” … “the consummate  
field ecologist”

Takuya Abe, 55, was a professor of animal ecology at the 
Center for Ecological Research at Kyoto University in Japan. 
He was an expert on termite biology and the role termites 
play in ecosystems, and was noted for discovering patterns 
in the ways different termite species nest and use resources.

MASAHIKO HIGASHI
“A scientist with an artist’s sensibility” … “despite his clearly 
superior abilities, he was unfailingly humble”

Masahiko Higashi, 45, was a theoretical ecologist at the Cen-
ter for Ecological Research. He was considered the premier 
theoretical ecologist and biologist in Japan. He had developed 
several models on such topics as sexual selection and food 
webs and the evolution of social structure. He collaborated 
often with Takuya Abe; together they developed a landmark 
theory of the evolution of social behavior in termites.

SHIGERU NAKANO
“An incredible ecologist” … “an uncommonly genuine person”

Shigeru Nakano, 37, was a community ecologist at the Cen-
ter for Ecological Research. His interest in food webs took 
him to streams and forests around the world, including  
Japan, Borneo and North America, where he worked to 
understand the interaction of land- and water-based food 
chains.
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WE COULDN’T STAY WHERE WE WERE. THERE WASN’T ANY “THERE” THERE ANYMORE.
 
Our National Collegiate Athletic Association Division II intercollegiate athletics confer-
ence was crumbling as members defected or dropped sports. We were competing with 
schools a fraction of our size. And our game schedules paired us with institutions that 
were far from our academic peers. 

The landscape was rap-
idly shifting in 2002 and 
we needed to find firmer 
ground, and find it fast. 
There was too much at 
stake. We knew we couldn’t 
stand still if we were to pre-
serve and improve what we 
had—an athletic program 
truly centered on the stu-
dent-athlete and the teach-
er-coach, and integrated 
with (and accountable to) 
an academic program. 

We were seeking an “Ivy 
League of the West” kind of 
affiliation—where recruited 
athletes measured up aca-
demically to the rest of their 

classmates and where participation in athletics was viewed as an important part of 
a well-rounded education.

The Big West Conference fit the bill. The fact it was Division I was almost incidental. Most 
importantly, it was a group of universities very much like ourselves—including our sister 
campuses of UC Irvine, UC Riverside and UC Santa Barbara—and with our academic val-
ues. And the conference was looking for another institution just like ours. It couldn’t have 
been a better fit, and the invitation to join couldn’t have come at a better time.

I announced our D-I intentions at a March 2003 news 
conference, flanked by Donald DeRosa, University of 
the Pacific president and Big West Conference immedi-
ate past president; Dennis Farrell, Big West Conference 
commissioner; and Greg Warzecka, UC Davis athletics 
director. (Photo: Debbie Aldridge/UC Davis)

When Winning Is Losing 
Inevitably as college sport becomes financially dependent on winning, ugly things 
begin to happen. We must not go there.
—THEN-ASSOCIATE VICE CHANCELLOR BOB FRANKS IN NOVEMBER     
    2001 ABOUT A POTENTIAL MOVE TO DIVISION I ATHLETICS
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“BIG TIME” COLLEGE SPORTS
 
To be clear, we were never aiming for the Pac-12—for Division I “big time” athlet-
ics. Nor were we looking to abandon our educational model of athletics in favor of a 
“business” model with its emphasis on sports as revenue-generating, headline-making 
entertainment. I’d seen firsthand the dangers of this athletic model at the University of 
Wisconsin, Purdue University, the University of Illinois, and the University of Maryland 
and knew we didn’t want to go there.

You know the all-too-familiar litany of concerns about big-time college sports: the in-
satiable drive to win, softened admissions standards and abysmal graduation rates for 
athletes, bogus classes, skyrocketing compensation for coaches and staff, diversion of 
funds from academic programs (only a handful of these D-I programs break even), 
growing commercialization of sports, and an athletics culture in open conflict with the 
university’s educational principles and values.

“Big-time college sports do far more damage to the university—its students and faculty, 
its leadership, and its reputation and credibility—than most people realize or are willing 
to admit,” wrote University of Michigan President Emeritus Jim Duderstadt in his 2007 
book The View from the Helm.

Surely that’s a view shared by the presidents of universities associated with the more 

We stunned Stanford 20-17 in a thrilling 2005 come-from-behind upset, but we 
shouldn’t expect to routinely take down teams a subdivision higher. (Photo: UC Davis)
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recent spate of sports scandals (for example, Penn State, Ohio State, the University of 
Miami, the University of North Carolina, the University of Oregon, the University of 
Montana, Rutgers, UC Berkeley, Syracuse—the list is long and growing).

It didn’t surprise me to see Holden Thorp (the University of North Carolina’s departing 
chancellor who headed to Washington University in St. Louis in July 2013 to become 
its provost) announce his relief to be trading in a perennial NCAA Division I national 
championship contender for a school that plays at the NCAA’s lowest division. For two 
years, he’d been dogged by problems in UNC-Chapel Hill’s athletics program. That’s not 
how any university president hopes to be spending his or her time.

As I’d told The NCAA News in October 2004, “I knew 
that if we continued to take only the very best stu-
dents—which means that we wouldn’t be selecting sim-
ply for the very best athletes—that in turn we probably 
wouldn’t be going to the Rose Bowl. I’m right there in 
front of the TV when March Madness is going on, but 
I’ve never envied those universities, presidents or coach-
es. It’s the kind of pressure that puts all of the emphasis 
on athletics and just not enough on what universities 
are all about.”

“THE DAVIS WAY” CORE PRINCIPLES
 
So how could we keep the emphasis where it needed to be? 
What was to prevent our sliding down the slippery slope  
of big-time D-I athletics when we joined the Big West 
Conference? 

Principles—a set of core principles that codified and 
safeguarded “the Davis Way,” that made a promise to un-
dergraduates who’d approved a Division I-enabling stu-
dent-fee initiative, and that assured our campus commu-
nity our athletics program would maintain its integrity 
and remain student-centered and academically focused.

Those principles were largely the work of Bob Franks, 
then associate vice chancellor for student affairs and a 
key player in our deliberations. For more than 23 years, 
he’d been adamantly opposed to the D-I idea. But the 
possibility of affiliation with the Big West when our D-II 
conference was collapsing turned him from critic to ad-
vocate—provided we could structurally engineer safe-
guards against any worrisome consequences.

The eight principles were our safeguards, intended to 

Bob Franks, associate vice 
chancellor for student af-
fairs, espoused a principled 
approach to Division I 
athletics.

Athletics Director Greg 
Warzecka introduced schol-
arships for student-athletes 
and guided our transition 
to Division I.
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ensure our “Davis Way” philosophy continued to provide the foundation for our athlet-
ics programs long after we’d left our administrative positions.

Even so, our faculty were worried—and that worried Bob. I clearly remember when he 
came to my office very concerned that the Academic Senate planned to vote on the is-
sue. I didn’t improve his state of mind. “It’s worse than you think,” I’d told him. “The 
vote will likely be two to one against the move, despite all your work to make sure our 
athletics program continues to walk the high road.”

And sure enough, the faculty nixed a move to D-I in an advisory vote of 556 to 271 in 
February 2003. But an Academic Senate committee that studied the move’s budget im-
plications concluded that the student fee-funded model “is thought to provide the best 
opportunity for maintaining or perhaps enhancing the current ‘student scholar-athlete’ 
culture of the current program because it is student-funded and the financial success of 
the programs will not be dependent on the win-loss record of the teams and the majority 
of the program will not be dependent on the vagaries of the campus budget situation.” 
It recommended pegging grants-in-aid funding to team academic performance, reward-
ing teams with strong grade point averages and graduation rates and penalizing those 
that fall short.

A second senate committee studied the academic implications of a D-I move, finding that 
many faculty had “confused potential membership in Division I-A [now the Football 
Bowl Subdivision] with actual membership in Division I-AA [now the Football Champi-
onship Subdivision].” The distinction is important, it said, since most DI-AA programs 
are strongly connected to the academic mission and have smaller, non-self-supporting 

budgets. “It is clear that the 
current athletic program is one 
of high quality in terms of aca-
demic integrity, and that it fits 
well with the overall mission 
of the campus,” the committee 
wrote. “We do not see the tran-
sition to Division I-AA jeopar-
dizing that position.”

Others weighed in, as well: 
undergraduates, approving the 
fee initiative 4,638 to 3,929; 
the Student-Athlete Advisory 
Committee, voting 38 to 1 in 
favor; and the Athletic Admin-
istrative Advisory Committee 
(which included faculty and 
students), voting 11-2, with 
one abstention, in favor. I also 
weighed carefully the views of 

Undergrads celebrate the 2002 passage of a stu-
dent fee initiative that made D-I athletics possible. 
Pictured are Jennifer (Wong) Wade, Lisa (Wade) 
Wells and Gregory Ortiz, all now UC Davis staff 
members. (Photo: The Davis Enterprise)
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our longtime teacher-coaches, who built and espoused the virtues of Division II athlet-
ics but had come to know we could not preserve what we had if we stood still. 

So on March 11, 2003, we declared our intention to join the Big West Conference and 
began our transition to Division I. 

We believed we could do it right and, in the process, continue to be a national model.
But did we? And are we?

I’m not so sure.

“BIG-TIME” WORRIES

Our core principles—meant to guide our behavior far into the future—won’t necessar-
ily guarantee it. Our 2006 NCAA “Certification of Self-Study Report” noted that any 
“departures from or changes to the eight core campus principles guiding intercollegiate 
athletics” would require special review beyond the athletics program—all the way to 
the chancellor after he or she had first consulted with the Council of Deans and Vice 
Chancellors. That provision, while indicating that there may be a legitimate reason over 
time to reexamine the principles, was primarily intended to provide an extra layer of 
protection.

I worry that already we may be digressing from the most fundamental of our core  
principles.

Before a crowd of nearly 10,000 on Sept. 1, 2007, Western Washington upset 
UC Davis 28-21 in the first football game played at Aggie Stadium. Temperatures 
soared over 100 degrees, with 85 fans treated for heat-related problems and eight 
transported to area hospitals, none in serious condition. Lights were added the next 
season so game starts could shift to late afternoon/early evening. (Photo: Cheng 
Saechao/UC Davis)
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I’ve been troubled, for example, by the withdrawal of campus general funds for teacher-
coach-taught Physical Education classes from the athletics budget. Those funds have 
paid the lecturer portion of our teacher-coach salaries, which I believe, on principle, 
should not be supported by student fees or other Intercollegiate Athletics funds. And, 
not insignificantly, that unexpected $2 million budget cut to ICA led to the elimination 
of four sports in 2010. That’s not to say that ICA should be shielded when budgets are 
being slashed across the campus, but this special additional cut—with very short no-
tice—left little room for Athletics Director Greg Warzecka to respond. And it upended 
our longstanding policy that state funds—not student fees—should pay for courses 
with academic credit. 

I’m also concerned about the suggestion that our new coaches should focus solely on 
their teams and no longer be expected to additionally teach PE courses. Our teacher-
coach model has long kept our coaches connected to the academic community and to 
the general student body—not just to elite athletes in individual sports.

I winced, as well, to see Chancellor Linda Katehi’s Oct. 5, 2011, appointment letter to 
the Director of Athletics search committee. In it, she’d referenced an audit she’d com-
missioned from former NCAA president Cedric Dempsey: “I believe Division I is the 
right fit for UC Davis now and for the future. However, as the strategic audit indicates, 
the eight principles that were outlined and adopted during our transition to Division 
I do not appear to align with a successful Division I athletics program in today’s envi-
ronment: indeed, consultant Cedric Dempsey writes in his report that the majority of 
these principles ‘represent an impediment to increased competitiveness in Division I.’ 

Sports Illustrated twice named UC Davis the best NCAA Division II school for women 
athletes. Twenty-three varsity sports are currently offered—14 women’s and nine 
men’s teams. (Photo: UC Davis)
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The consultant recommends among other things that UC Davis ‘evaluate and adjust the 
eight (8) principles to more closely coincide with NCAA Division I’ philosophies and 
practices. A careful and thoughtful review of these principles is one of the report’s many 
recommendations that I urge you to consider, all with an eye toward helping to define a 
vision of excellence for our athletics program for today and tomorrow…. This will then 
allow for the hiring of a Director of Athletics who will design a strategic plan that will 
help guide us toward a new level of excellence.”

I shouldn’t have been surprised by that challenge to our “inviolate” principles. In that 
same 2004 The NCAA News article, then-NCAA Division I Board of Directors Chair and 
University of Kansas Chancellor Robert Hemenway noted, “How often have you heard 
people say they’ve hired a new coach or president and he 
or she is going to take them to another level? It’s almost 
as if we have a template built into our heads that the next 
level is always better than the level we’re on.”

But, to Linda’s credit, she directed the athletics director 
search committee to hold town hall meetings to gather ad-
vice on the best future direction for our athletics program. 
I was heartened by the passionate affirmation of our “Davis Way” philosophy by so many 
of the faculty, students, staff, alumni and parents who attended: “I voted for D-I, but I 
don’t believe in the business model. I want us to be the best of the best but not at the 
cost of my integrity.” “Double-down on our model. It’s better; it just happens to be rare.” 
“Emulate Stanford, not LSU.” “We can improve, but there’s a lot we have to preserve.” 
“Reject the notion we should look to others. Let us lead, not follow.” 

The search committee listened, and advised the chancellor that academic integrity 
should remain ICA’s highest priority and that an understanding of what athletics “suc-
cess” and “excellence” mean needed to be reached.

Linda listened, too, reiterating the search committee’s recommendations in her re-
sponse—but prompting this Jan. 10, 2012, California Aggie editorial in the process: 
“During October and November it looked almost certain that the university would be 
hiring a big-time athletic director, and UC Davis would be following the recommenda-
tions for sweeping change made by the Dempsey Report—possibly including the cut-
ting of sports. But Friday, Katehi released a letter stating that she has no intention of 
making major changes to UC Davis athletics. We may never know the true motiva-
tion behind Katehi’s statement. Maybe she was swayed by the strongly anti-Dempsey 
Report sentiment expressed at each of the four town hall meetings. Maybe she was 
truly convinced that UC Davis could not support a major sports program. Regardless, 
the immediate reaction of many was that Katehi’s decision was based on a post-pepper 
spray desire to avoid another controversy, like the one seen when four sports were cut 
in 2010. While we have publicly opposed the cutting of sports by a new athletic direc-
tor, we also believe it is important for the UC Davis administration to not only make 
the right choice, but to make it for the right reasons. Judgments that affect the lives of  
UC Davis students need to be made based on logic and reason, not a fear of controversy.”

"I voted for D-I, but I don't believe in 
the business model. I want us to be  
the best of the best but not at the  
cost of my integrity."

 —Faculty member at October 2011  
town hall 
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Whatever the reason, I’m glad for the pullback. And I’m reassured to hear new athletics 
director Terry Tumey (who now reports directly to the chancellor rather than to the vice 
chancellor for student affairs) frequently affirm the importance of our student-athletes’ 
success in the classroom as well as on the field or court.

I’d feel even more reassured, though, if his contract had also included incentive pay for 
student-athlete academic achievements—not just for winning conference champion-
ships and qualifying for NCAA tournaments. 

“To be a D-I school that focuses as much on academics and the ‘teaching’ of student-
athletes (vs. merely coaching them for a sport), we need to align reward structures 
with those values,” says Kimberly Elsbach, professor of organizational behavior and 
our faculty athletics representative to the NCAA during our D-I transition. “There is no 
stronger signal about what an organization values than what it rewards.”

The hall talk in the athletics department also suggests a heightened focus on winning. 

Coaches with less than a .500 winning average are reportedly worrying, particularly 
after the 2013 release of a long-time teacher-coach who excelled in teaching and in en-
couraging his student-athletes’ academic success. His team slipped below .500 in 2012-
13 despite his overall winning record across 12 seasons. Since then, other coaches with 
more losses than wins at the end of a season have also departed.

Winning is a worthy goal when it pushes you to become better. But it’s corrosive when you’re 
pressured to win, when it no longer matters how you win or who you become in order to 
notch another victory. That’s never been UC Davis. That’s not our brand of “Aggie Pride.”

Our faculty have flagged another potential worry—compromised admission standards 
for student-athletes. The percentage of student-athletes admitted by exception to UC 
eligibility requirements is growing higher than the admit-by-exception percentage in 
the overall student population. “The intent and expectation is that those percentages 
should be kept roughly equal,” the Academic Senate Special Committee on Athletics 
stated in its March 2012 report. 

Though the numbers are small, there’s a noticeable gap between the percentage of our ath-
letes admitted by exception and the percentage of our non-athletes admitted by exception. It 
grew as large as 14 percent to 3 percent in 2011-12 but improved some in 2012-13, 6 percent 
to 1 percent. It may simply be a missing Scholastic Aptitude Test score, or a grade point aver-
age that doesn’t quite meet the higher GPA required of out-of-state students, that accounts 
for the admission by exception rather than wishful recruiting of a gifted athlete who’s likely 
to struggle academically. In any case, the faculty expect the admit-by-exception percentages 
for athletes and non-athletes to be kept roughly the same.

Some early departures of student-athletes also suggest that some are coming here first to 
play a particular sport and, second, to pursue a UC Davis education. That’s new for us, 
too, and worth keeping an eye on—right along with increased spending on high-profile 
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men’s sports (for example, for hotel rooms for the football team on the eve of home foot-
ball games) that could make it harder for us to meet our Title IX obligations to provide 
comparable benefits to women athletes.

TRUE “AGGIE PRIDE”

I hope we’ll still be able to tell stories like that of Elliot Vallejo, a highly recruited offen-
sive tackle who found he couldn’t combine his academic goal of becoming an engineer 
with the time constraints of UCLA football. So, in 2003, he transferred to UC Davis, 
where the coaching staff allowed his class schedule to trump practices and where team-
mates were equally focused on their education. He was a standout on the field and in the 
classroom, ultimately playing for the NFL’s Arizona Cardinals (all the way to the 2009 
Super Bowl) and earning a master’s degree in engineering. 

And I hope we’ll still have thrilling moments like our Sept. 17, 2005, upset of Stanford, 
when our football team overcame a 17-point deficit to win 20-17 on a late touchdown 
with just 8 seconds left in the game. It was the second of five Aggie triumphs over the Car-
dinal that year: men’s soccer, men’s basketball, wrestling and baseball also posted victories. 

But we shouldn’t expect to routinely upset teams a subdivision higher. UC Berkeley, for 
example, trounced us 52-3 in 2010, adding an easy “W” to their win-loss column while 
providing us a share of their gate receipts in recompense. This is more likely to be our 
experience with the Football Bowl Subdivision teams as long as we stay where we are—in 
this Football Championship Subdivision position in between Division II and the highest 

The Academic Senate expects the percentage of student-athletes admitted by excep-
tion to UC eligibility requirements to be roughly equal to the ABE percentage in the 
overall student population. (Source: UC Davis Institutional Analysis—Student Research 
& Information)

Admission Characteristics of Incoming Athletes and Non-Athletes at UC Davis
Fall Cohorts, 2003-04 to 2012-13

2003-04 239 3% 11 5% 7 5% 10 6%

2004-05 170 3% 12 5% 9 5% 9 4%

2005-06 177 3% 22 9% 18 12% 16 8%

2006-07 191 3% 16 7% 10 6% 13 7%

2007-08 186 3% 10 4% 8 5% 9 5%

2008-09 136 2% 14 6% 10 5% 12 6%

2009-10 98 2% 12 5% 10 6% 9 5%

2010-11 122 2% 19 11% 19 12% 15 10%

2011-12 200 3% 23 14% 23 15% 17 12%

2012-13 90 1% 11 6% 7 6% 5 4%
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levels of Division I.  But, in my view, this is ex-
actly where we belong. 

We have too much at risk to make ourselves 
vulnerable to the scandalous behavior that 
seems to inevitably attach itself to FBS teams 
and coaches and to their universities. 

Our core principles give us our first line of de-
fense. But our faculty will need to keep their 
eye on the ball—because, as University of 
Michigan President Emeritus Duderstadt also 
recognized, it’s the faculty who, ultimately, are 
responsible for the academic integrity of the 
university.

I’m glad to see they’ve engaged. The Aca-
demic Senate’s Special Committee on Athlet-
ics in its March 2012 report affirmed our core 
principles and recommended the addition 
of “Principle 0” to make explicit some fun-
damental assumptions of the original eight: 
“Intercollegiate athletics at UC Davis is a stu-
dent-centered, academically focused program. 
Opportunities for participation along with the 
welfare and accomplishments of student ath-
letes in both academics and athletics are its 

primary concerns. Benefits to the institution are secondary.”

The committee went on to cite the dangers of a “business” model of athletics, to ad-
dress admissions and budget process shortcomings, and to recommend that all head 
and assistant coaches hold at least 32 percent time lecturer appointments (funded by 
the campus, not ICA). And it made several recommendations to strengthen the Senate’s 
oversight of athletics.

This is a good start, but I hope the senate remains suited up. As its special committee 
noted, “Many people who are committed to the Davis Way and who have made the sys-
tem work will retire. Pressure to increase the priority of athletic performance relative to 
academic performance will increase and stress the system.”

And, as the NCAA’s most elite Division I programs have sadly shown, the risk “game 
clock” is constantly ticking. In such a circumstance, we can’t have our faculty leaders 
sitting on the bench.

In the first official athletics contest  
at the new stadium, the women’s  
lacrosse team defeated St. Mary’s, 
17-5, on April 1, 2007. (Photo: 
Wayne Tilcock/The Davis Enterprise)

u http://escholarship.org/uc/ucdavischancelloremeritus_books
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The Costly Influence of Money

It didn’t take long—just a few decades—to see the troubling impact of television 
money on university athletic programs.

In 1960, that future wasn’t so clear. In fact, when television first showed interest in 
buying the rights to broadcast games, universities were relieved to find an outside 
organization willing to help fund the increasing costs of college athletics.

But by the ‘80s and ‘90s, we’d realized that, as a group, we’d given away the store—
and a whole lot more. We’d thought we were solving the big problem of funding 
athletics. Instead, we were generating the first stages of a truly big problem. 

We’d relinquished control of the TV money to the athletic conferences and their 
commissioners, who before long were distributing eye-popping sums to college 
athletic programs—programs backed by a growing contingent of avid alumni 
and other fans hungering to see their teams play, and win, on national television. 
And the broadcast industry was willing to pay—big-time. For instance, Turner 
Broad¬casting and CBS Sports in 2010 signed a 14-year, $10.8 billion television 
deal for rights to the Division I men’s basketball championship. And ESPN has re-
portedly agreed to pay $7.4 billion over 12 years for the rights to telecast football’s 
new championship system season-capping games—four major bowl games, two 
semifinal bowl games and the national championship game.

It’s elephant-in-the-room clear that universities, and especially university presi-
dents, have lost control as team operating budgets soar, facilities spending spirals, 
coaches’ salaries sharply escalate, and reports of NCAA regulation violations grow. 

Nearly 87 percent of college presidents responding to a 2012 Inside Higher Ed 
survey said “they did not believe presidents of institutions with big-time sports 
programs are in control of those programs.” And three-quarters of them acknowl-
edged that “colleges and universities spend way too much money on intercolle-
giate athletic programs.”

The Knight Commission’s 2010 Restoring the Balance: Dollars, Values, and the  
Future of College Sports report warned of the “financial arms race [that] threat-
ens the continued viability of athletics programs and the integrity of our univer-
sities.” The growing focus on winning games “and increasing television market 
share feeds the spending escalation because of the unfounded yet persistent belief 
that devoting more dollars to sports programs leads to greater athletic success and 
thus to greater revenues. In fact, only a tiny number of college athletics programs 
actually reap the financial rewards that come from selling high-priced tickets and 
winning championships.”
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Thankfully, we don’t have the capacity—at least not yet—to be a player in this 
race. It’d take a billion dollar gift for us to generate the funds needed to compete 
with what consultant Cedric Dempsey calls “the big boys”—those big-time Divi-
sion I athletic programs whose budgets and facilities dwarf ours. We’d need to add 
50,000 seats to Aggie Stadium and 4,000 seats 
to the basketball pavilion, and many million 
dollars more to Intercollegiate Athletics’ an-
nual operating budget (it’s expensive to recruit 
and support superstar players and coaches).

That’s a competition I’m happy to lose. 

If universities fail to reform, the Knight Com-
mission predicted an “increased subsidy of 
athletics programs at the cost of academic 
programs, higher mandatory athletics fees for 
all students at many institutions, and a reduc-
tion in sports offerings—including dropping 
of teams that are not generating revenues. Such outcomes are indefensible for an 
enterprise that exists for the benefit of student participants and should serve to 
strengthen the academic mission of the university.”

The writing on the wall couldn’t be clearer.

Eight Principles of The Davis Way*

• UC Davis must offer a program that does not compromise the University’s focus  
   on the academic integrity of student-athletes.

• Admissions and graduation standards must in no way be specially altered or   
   amended for athletes.

• There can be no “tiering” among UC Davis sports, with some sports and their  
   athletes receiving a better standard of treatment than others.

• UC Davis cannot retreat from its Title IX (gender equity) progress but must  
continue to expand its efforts and compliance.

• UC Davis cannot reduce its broad-based program but rather must seek to add sports.

• The Athletics program cannot depend for its financial survival on its record of 
wins and losses.

• Permanent core funding must come from students and the institution, rather 
than from a dependency on external sources.

• The athletics department at UC Davis must maintain a formal connection to the 
mission of the University, including preserving the teacher/coach role.

*adopted by UC Davis in 2003 during the transition from NCAA Division II to Division I

Aggie Stadium, home to the wom-
en’s lacrosse team and the football 
team, opened in 2007 and pro-
vides about 9,000 fixed seats and 
3,000 berm seats. (Photo: Jim von 
Rummelhoff/UC Davis
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AUDACIOUS. CLEARLY AUDACIOUS—RIGHT FROM THE START.

How could anyone have believed—I mean, really, how could they?—that a run-down 
county hospital predominantly caring for the Sacramento region’s poorest patients could 
be transformed into a nationally ranked, acute-
care academic medical center serving 33 counties 
and 6 million residents?  

The smart money wasn’t on us. But we had the 
visionaries on our side.

UC Davis needed an affiliation with a patient-care 
facility for our newly created School of Medicine 
(a framed, soy sauce-stained and legislator-signed 
slice of a Frank Fat’s tablecloth commemorates 
the sealing of the deal for the school’s establish-
ment). 

And, in 1966, Sacramento County Hospital was 
our best bet (though campus folklore suggests 
that founding dean Dr. John Tupper—a creative, 
enterprising leader—had also seriously consid-
ered the possibility of docking a Navy hospital 
ship at the Port of Sacramento).

“Tup” (and Chancellors Emil Mrak and Jim Meyer) knew we had to make the county 
hospital work—especially after back-to-back failed bond measures dashed our hopes 
for constructing our own clinical teaching hospital in Davis. To boot, the county, seeing 
Medi-Cal fiscal troubles brewing, essentially threatened to pull the plug on our affili-
ation agreement unless we took responsibility for the operation and financing of the 
hospital. 

From Old County Hospital  
to Top-Flight Academic  
Medical Center

I just jumped up in the air and yelled and yelled when we beat out UCSF and 
Stanford. That was a great triumph for UC Davis.
—HIBBARD WILLIAMS, SCHOOL OF MEDICINE DEAN EMERITUS

Dr. C. John Tupper, School of 
Medicine founding dean (Photo: 
UC Davis)
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We were in a bind. Elmer 
Learn, my predecessor as 
executive vice chancellor, 
would joke that he had 
a full head of hair before 
engaging in six long years 
of turbulent negotiations 
with Sacramento County 
on ownership and control 
of the hospital. 

After a little head-knocking 
intervention from the Leg-
islature, a selling price was 
set: $1 for the hospital, plus 
$8 million for other build-
ings, land, equipment and 
supplies. The university 
took title on July 1, 1973, but that wasn’t the end of our problems—not by a long shot. 

We’d inherited an $11 million mountain of uncollected hospital bills, discovered se-
rious seismic deficiencies in the main building, and still needed to negotiate annual 
contracts for providing indigent care to county residents. Just as Elmer had predicted, 
consolidating responsibility for indigent medical care and for teaching and clinical re-
search was not going to be easy.

When the county early on failed to pay its fair share for indigent care, the university 
served notice to return the hospital. Regents and legislators jumped in, with the county 
ultimately “agreeing to reimburse us for care we provided on [its] behalf and to an 
absolute limit on that care because we could see the possibility that we would become 
totally immersed in care of the needy and that did not provide us with the breadth of 
experiences that is needed for a good teaching program,” Elmer said in a 1995 UC Davis 
Emeriti Association video interview.

With that benchmark agreement in place, the campus could now concentrate on devel-
oping the hospital as a university medical center—as a genuine health sciences campus. 
On July 1, 1978, the hospital was renamed the University of California, Davis, Medical 
Center (UCDMC).

Things were looking up, but there would quickly be more storms to weather. 

On June 28, 1978, the U.S. Supreme Court had issued its ruling in the Allan Bakke case, 
finding that “quotas” were illegal but that race could be considered as one factor in ad-
missions. Though the court endorsed continued (though limited) consideration of race, 
minority applications dropped dramatically as people mistakenly thought affirmative 
action was dead at UC Davis’ School of Medicine.

Executive Vice Chancellor Elmer Learn (at left and inset), 
Dean John Tupper and the Sacramento County Board 
of Supervisors chair signed the agreement transferring 
the Sacramento Medical Center to UC Davis in 1972. 
(Photo: UC Davis)
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QUALITY OF CARE CRISIS

And just three years later, shortly after Dr. Hibbard Williams succeeded Tup as dean, a 
very public dispute over patient outcomes (aggressively covered by a Sacramento Bee 
investigative reporter) erupted between UCDMC cardiologists and surgeons and, soon 
after, within the med center’s renal transplant program. Open heart surgeries and kidney 
transplants were suspended while the charges were investigated. The state Department 
of Health Services and the Board of Medical Quality Assurance (BMQA) stepped in, 
as well as the Joint Commission on Accreditation of Healthcare Organizations (which 
postponed its renewal of our accreditation). Ultimately, the BMQA cleared the surgeons 
of all charges, but we’d already undertaken a comprehensive review of our medical care 
practices.

It was Elmer again who put his finger on a fundamental problem—our medical depart-
ment chairs had duties beyond those of traditional academic chairs. They must also 
supervise faculty as medical staff and run an operational entity within the hospital. It 
became clear to us that we needed to do more to standardize how we ensured appropri-
ate oversight and the highest quality of patient care. 

“We developed a whole new system of quality assurance for evaluating patient care and 
performance of physicians, and for evaluating the performance of hospital departments 
and how they worked and interacted,” Hibbard recalls. “At that point, we actually be-

UC Davis Medical Center, 1978 (Photo: UC Davis) 
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came a model for other institutions in this country in how to develop a quality assur-
ance program. It was miserable at the time, but we probably wouldn’t have improved 
had it not been for the quality of care crisis that had occurred.”

Much of what we’d developed was subsequently adopted by the healthcare accrediting 
commission—and that changed the national practice of medicine.

STARTING FRESH

By the time I arrived at UC Davis in 1984, that particular dust was beginning to settle. 
But med center morale was unusually low and the reasons weren’t limited to the just-
finished, very public bloodbath among the heart docs (with libel, slander and malprac-
tice lawsuits still circling—so much so that UC Office of the President attorneys had 
had to take an apartment in Sacramento). Additionally, our employees were working 
in poor facilities; the hospital’s  
financial circumstance was bor-
derline and headed down; com-
munity relations were dismal; 
and there seemed to be no clear 
understanding of how the med 
school dean and the hospital di-
rector should interact.

As the new executive vice chan-
cellor (and the med center’s of-
ficial “Governing Body”), I had 
to get up to speed pronto on the 
health sciences. The hospital di-
rector, the medical director, the 
School of Medicine dean and 
the hospital itself (through the 
dean and director) all reported directly to me. 

Quite by accident, we had an entirely new team of leaders and that team had the right 
combination of talents: Dr. Hibbard Williams, dean; Frank Loge, newly named hospital 
director; and Dr. Joe Tupin, the newly appointed medical director. We also had just 
hired or advanced several key people just a step or two down who would become stars: 
Mike Boyd in facility services; Carol Robinson in nursing administration; and Geneva 
Harris in clinical affairs. And we had many new young clinical chairs—faculty like Drs. 
Michael Chapman, Rick Chole, Faith Fitzgerald, Robert Hale, Joe Silva (who would 
eventually become dean), Dennis Styne, Franklin Wagner and Ralph deVere White)—
who would go on to head up centers, rejuvenate tired departments and describe for 
their faculty how a top-notch medical facility should be behaving.

Hibbard, Frank, Joe and I agreed on four basic principles.  First, no surprises—we all 

Hibbard Williams, second dean of the School of 
Medicine (Photo: UC Davis)
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needed to be aware of all new developments. Second, neither the dean nor the direc-
tor could proceed independently on a project that affected the other; I would be the 
tie-breaker if they couldn’t agree. Third, unless absolutely impossible, our docs must 
practice in our facilities; they couldn’t walk both sides of the university/private practice 
street. And fourth—and most importantly—academic mission must always come first; 
that’s where planning had to begin.

We agreed, as well, that we needed to stop spending all our time putting out grass fires. 
We had to begin to plan for the long term. We first needed a School of Medicine aca-
demic plan. Then we needed a UCDMC strategic plan that laid out the specific ways the 
med center would support the school’s academic plan, meet service obligations to the 
community and maintain financial viability. Next, we needed a UCDMC Long-Range 
Development Plan and, finally, an LRDP financial plan. 

Joined by a few others, we met monthly as the Joint Management Council. As chair, 
I insisted that there would be no flimflam allowed at these meetings; here, we needed 
to be our own toughest critics. I also informally visited the hospital unannounced. Sit-
ting in the waiting rooms gave me insight from the patient’s perspective. Visiting the 
emergency room on a Friday night helped me understand the trauma of treating trauma 
cases—something that was very important to our ER physicians and nurses for me to 
observe. I saw, too, the crisis periods when our ER was overwhelmed and needed to 
divert ambulances to other hospitals. 

We had an enormous responsibility, but we knew what we had to do, and off we went.

MED CENTER VISIONING

No one went off with more confidence or more derring-do than hospital director  
Frank Loge. 

Mike Boyd, executive director of facilities services, remembers that first planning re-
treat: “The conversation started with ‘Well, what is the vision for this place?’ Frank, 
never timid, got up and said, ‘Well, I think we need to be big. I’m not sure what it is, but 
it’s big. We need to have big goals and we need to stretch.’”  

It was always full steam ahead with Frank, Mike remembers. “He would say if we’re go-
ing to go down, we’re going to go down in flames. We’re going to go down big.”

And so they started to lay out some audacious goals for the med center—for example, to 
grow from 900,000 square feet to 3.7 million, from 65 acres to 144. “Can you imagine? 
He was a visionary.”

Bonnie Hyatt, now-retired public affairs director for the hospital, agrees Frank was a 
transformative force for the medical center. “He had a clear vision, he got his team to 
share it, and he was relentless in pursuing it.”
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Formerly the hospital’s finance director, Frank found ways—end runs, some would 
say—to fund what he felt the school and the med center (a tub on its own bottom) 
needed to have, once even going toe to toe with ABC News’ Sam Donaldson in defense 
of hospital rates.

Early on, he recognized we needed to buy up surrounding property—including 88 
homes and the remainder of the old fairgrounds—for research and clinical facilities 
(prompting an irritated reminder from business and finance vice chancellor Jim Sullivan 
that “we’re in the business of education, not real estate”). Frank quietly began purchas-
ing those homes, hoping sales prices wouldn’t skyrocket once it got around that the uni-
versity was the buyer. Inevitably they did, with asking prices nearly 50 percent higher 
than when we’d started out. Even so, Frank feared the last neighbor—who ran a dog-

boarding facility—wouldn’t sell, no 
matter the price. She held out till 
the very end.

“I was afraid we were going to have 
to use eminent domain,” Frank re-
called in a 2013 UC Davis Emeriti 
Association video interview. “But 
one of my colleagues said, ‘You 
know, why don’t we go buy her a 
dog boarding place?’ That was a 
great idea. We found one just a little 
bit out of town. So we made a deal 
with her. We painted it. We fixed 
all the kennels. We helped move all 
her dogs. She moved happily.” 

With needed new property secured, 
building began in earnest. Steam 

lines were torn out and a more energy-efficient co-generation power plant constructed. 
The road structure was laid, the information systems and data processing services estab-
lished, the financial system reorganized, the fundamental foundation formed.

Research and clinical facilities quickly followed.

CREATIVE FINANCING

Hibbard needed medical school research buildings near the hospital for his faculty but 
didn’t yet have enough clinical-practice-plan funding to start construction. Frank knew 
that patient care dollars couldn’t be used for research space, but he saw a way the hos-
pital could get the shovels turning—by loaning the school the funds “at a reasonable 
interest rate of 0.1 percent…. Through creative financing, without violating or step-
ping on the rules, we were able to bend them a bit and make a lot of things happen out 

Hospital director Frank Loge guided the devel-
opment of a 20-year Long-Range Development 
Plan for the med center. (Photo: UC Davis)
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there”—including providing Hibbard with needed funds to recruit and support superb 
department chairs and to keep clinical equipment current. 

It was Frank’s turn to borrow money for the new patient Tower in the early 1990s. 
The university didn’t have sufficient funds to spare, so he devised a plan to borrow 
against the med center’s revenues—an unheard-of approach at the time. The Office of 
the President—the sole borrowing agent for all of UC—wouldn’t guarantee payment 
of our bonds but eventually agreed to let us guarantee our own if we could convince a 
New York bond house.

“We actually went to New York and made presentations to a number of large bond hous-
es,” Frank said. “We got our money, and paid it off through our own revenue stream, 
with it clear the University of California had stamped right there: ‘We’re not backing.’ 
We were able to [win financing] because we had a great, solid track record.”

That strong reputation remains a great satisfaction for Frank.

“Of all the old county hospitals the university owns [in Sacramento, San Diego and 
Irvine], we’re the only one, from the day I became director to today, that has never had 
an operating deficit,” Frank said in that 2013 video interview. “[UCDMC] has been able 
to sustain itself and that’s not true of the others.”

Staying in the black—just staying afloat—was no easy feat (especially as the practice 
of medicine shifted to a corporate model, challenging all hospitals—not just academic 
medical centers—to adapt or go under).

“We did what we had to do and went ahead and made the financial decisions we had to 
make, and I did a lot of apologizing,” Frank said. “…I had a regent once tell me, ‘Your 
toes, all ten, are over the cliff. It’s just a matter of time before you fall off, right?’”

SMART INVESTMENTS

Early on, we looked for mission-matching financial winners we could enhance or pur-
sue. Our emerging trauma and emergency services program (led by Dr. Bill Blaisdell, 
widely regarded as the father of modern trauma surgery) topped the list. It was absolute-
ly transformative, carving out a distinctive niche for UCDMC as (still) the only Level 1 
trauma center for both adult and pediatric emergencies in inland Northern California. 
And it gave our revenues a much-needed boost while solidifying our reputation as the 
go-to place for the highest quality, most complex critical care.

But we needed a larger and more medically diverse base of patients—particularly as 
managed care became the medical practice model. So we began recruiting physician 
practices in a dozen Northern California communities, paving the way for UCDMC’s 
1995 transition to the UC Davis Health System (comprising our medical faculty, the 
teaching hospital and the affiliated primary care physicians). 
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At about the same time, Dr. Tom Nesbitt was pioneering another of our signature pro-
grams—telemedicine (today one of the largest such programs in the country). Through 
the Internet, computer monitors and small cameras, Tom had figured out in 1992 how 
to connect our expert physicians to patients living in remote (primarily rural) commu-
nities without access to life-saving, complex specialty care. 

Making that connection was crucial, he reminded UC Regents in a 2007 presentation. 
“If we discover the cure for cancer, but only half the people have access to it, did we 
discover the cure? Or only half of the cure?”

Through telemedicine, Tom enabled our specialty docs to collaborate, in real time, with 
small-community physicians, to see and hear and help stabilize patients, to view X-rays, 
to hear a heartbeat.

I still vividly remember an early visit with Tom to our first telemedicine partner—a 
hospital in Colusa, a rural town some 60 miles north of Sacramento. We met with three 
new mothers who, because of telemedicine, had been able to deliver their babies there, 
in their home community hospital, with their families nearby. That meant the world to 
them, they tearfully told us. No speeding to a Sacramento delivery room, hoping to out-
race their babies’ arrival. They could stay home—yet still have the reassuring presence 
(through telemedicine) of our specialists if birthing complications arose. 

Today our telemedicine program links more than 40 medical specialties to over 100 Cal-
ifornia clinics and hospitals. Our early success in helping to resolve geographic health-

Early on, our trauma program carved out a distinctive niche for UCDMC. (Photo:  
UC Davis)
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care disparities was expanded and maximized as other UC medical centers jumped in, 
adding to a robust web of telehealth partners throughout our sprawling state.

That’s got to feel satisfying to Tom, though, ever self-effacing, he consistently deflects 
praise for his pioneering efforts. I was so happy that the regents rewarded him with 
applause that day in 2007, that California voters had already signaled their support by 
passing Proposition 1D in 2006, and that Governor Schwarzenegger added his endorse-
ment by subsequently launching the California Telehealth Network.

ABSOLUTELY THRILLING 

It’d be hard to find more thrilling moments in UCDHS’ history than two announce-
ments—one made in 1990, the other in 2007—that confirmed our standing among the 
elite academic medical centers and reinforced our reputation as a passionate partner 
when it came to addressing society’s needs. 

In 1990, it was the Shriners who gave Dr. Michael Chapman, chair of our Department 
of Orthopaedics, reason to declare that “this is the most exciting thing that’s happened 
since the founding of the School of Medicine…. [It is] a substantial vote of confidence 
in the future of UCDMC.” 

Clearly the underdog, we’d made a compelling—and ultimately convincing—case to 
the Shriners that they should relocate their Northern California Shriners Hospital for  

Telemedicine, another signature program, connects our expert physicians to patients 
living in remote communities without access to specialty care. (Photo: UC Davis)
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Children from its San 
Francisco location to Sac-
ramento, just across the 
street from our med center 
on land we had obtained 
and could sell to them.
 
We hadn’t been even re-
motely on the Shriners’ ra-
dar screen—they’d already 
solicited proposals, we 
knew, from UC San Fran-
cisco and Stanford—until 
Mike asked if we could 
also make a presentation. 
After all, their special-
ties—orthopaedics, acute 

burns and burn reconstruction, and spinal cord injuries (and, more recently, cleft lip 
surgery)—were our strengths, too. And what a collaborative opportunity it’d give us 
with a highly visible, extremely prominent, nationally run charitable hospital system 
providing free state-of-the-art medical treatment to children in Northern California, the 
Western United States, Northwestern Mexico and Canada. We had to try.

The Shriners essentially responded “well, sure” to Mike’s query. It was a polite conces-
sion, at best.

“We didn’t think there was a good possibility,” Joe Tupin remembers. “We were essen-
tially the cousins who came to dinner.” But we were going to give it our best shot.

Our presentation fell to the very last, at the end of a long day for the Shriners’ review 
team—just a few minutes and a few steps away from their anticipated day-capping liba-
tions next door. 

“So we gave our presentation,” Frank recalls. “They were, I think, blown away. We had 
letters of support, we had diagrams, we had property we could sell them, we could pro-
vide them with all kinds of back-up services and care.”

They were impressed—and we were euphoric when they gave us the nod.

“I just jumped up in the air and yelled and yelled when we beat out UCSF and Stan-
ford,” Hibbard says. “That was a great triumph for UC Davis.”

Frank was then charged with getting an agreement signed by the Shriners, the UC Presi-
dent’s Office and the Davis campus.

Shriner leaders, flanked by Dean Hibbard Williams (far 
left) and Dr. Joe Tupin (far right), in 1990 announced 
that the Shriners flagship children’s hospital would be 
built adjacent to UCDMC. Stanford and UC San Francisco 
had also submitted proposals. (Photo: UC Davis)
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“Believe me, it was worse than herding cats,” he says. “I had to get everyone to under-
stand it wasn’t about getting something—it was about giving up things so we could get 
the Shriners hospital. The Office of the President was worried we were going to give [the 
Shriners]—true story—24 inches of right-of-way in the street we had instead of 18.”

But the papers got signed, the affiliation was announced in 1990 and the Shriners flag-
ship children’s hospital opened in 1997 at 2425 Stockton Boulevard—right across the 
street from the UC Davis Medical Center. 

Some 4,000 people attended the June 1, 1997, grand opening, including fez-wearing 
Shriners elatedly circling the new hospital in go-carts, Gov. Pete Wilson, Sacramento 
Mayor Joe Serna and former Shriners patient and “Karate Kid” film star Pat Morita. It 
was quite a celebration.

As I’d told the Shriners and their guests then, “We knew that we could be partners not 
just in medical care, but we could also share in our mutual dedication to teaching and 
to research.”

Nearly two decades later, that partnership still thrives. The Sacramento Bee recently pro-
filed Dr. David Greenhalgh, chief of burns at Shriners Hospitals for Children–Northern 
California (“Burn doctor helps kids heal, thrive,” Aug. 28, 2014). Bee reporter Sammy 
Caiola wrote that Green-
halgh “built the facility’s 
burn program almost sin-
glehandedly at its start in 
1997. Now, thanks to his 
cutting-edge medical re-
search, it has grown into 
the busiest pediatric burn 
center on the West Coast 
and one of the nation’s 
leading facilities for this 
specialization.” And, not 
by accident, Dr. Green-
halgh also directs the burn 
division at our medical 
center.

This seamless collabora-
tion—from the lab to the 
bedside—no doubt ben-
efits both Shriners and UC 
Davis. But it’s our patients 
who are the clear winners.

Opening in 1997 across the street from UCDMC, the 
Northern California Shriners Hospital for Children pro-
vides free medical care to children in Northern Califor-
nia, the Western United States, Northwestern Mexico 
and Canada. (Photo: UC Davis)
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PHENOMENAL “SHOT IN THE ARM”

The second absolutely thrilling announcement—on July 31, 2007—drew a gasp and 
then long and loud applause from a crowd of nearly 200, including many of our nurses 
and med students. They’d gathered for a morning news conference in the courtyard of 
the medical campus’s new Education Building. They’d known to expect a big announce-
ment, but they had no idea how big.

Ed Penhoet, president of the Gordon and Betty Moore Foundation, had just revealed 
that the foundation was giving UC Davis $100 million to launch a new nursing school. 
It was our largest philanthropic grant ever and one of the largest in UC’s history.

The grant’s amount was clearly impressive, but its goal was even more so—to truly 
transform health care by producing nurses who would be leaders, educators and re-
searchers. They would be full partners, not just delivering care but designing and imple-
menting that care.

The new school would help to address major health care deficiencies: too few nurses 
(particularly as baby boomer nurses retire), too few nursing faculty (especially when 
teaching salaries significantly lag hospital pay), an aging (and a growing) population 
with greater medical needs, and a substantial number of medical-error deaths each year 
that nurses could help prevent. 

Betty Irene Moore, for whom the new school would be named, had a very personal 
interest in helping to better prepare future nurses—nurses who would be interprofes-
sional team leaders. She’d nearly died when given an insulin shot that was intended for 
the patient in the neighboring bed at a Bay Area hospital. 

Gordon and Betty Moore Foundation President Ed Penhoet announced in 2007 that 
the foundation would give UC Davis $100 million to launch a new nursing school—
our largest philanthropic grant ever. (Photo: Karin Higgins/UC Davis) 
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“They nearly had two deaths out of one med-
ical error,” said her son, Ken Moore. “That 
was the start of her really being interested in 
nursing care.” 

When the Moore Foundation set out to find 
a vision-sharing partner, we were there.

“We spent a lot of time looking at a number  
of other organizations who want to create  
nursing schools in California, and we are 
extremely pleased that UC Davis emerged as 
the best partner for us,” Ed Penhoet said at 
the news conference.

He and Claire Pomeroy, our then-vice chan-
cellor for human health sciences and dean of 
the School of Medicine, had gotten to know 
each other as members of the California 
Stem Cell Commission. They soon learned 
they shared a vision for nursing education, 
and their conversations (with key follow-up support from School of Medicine Execu-
tive Associate Dean Ann Bonham) ultimately led to the amazing announcement that 
July morning. 

“This is a truly, truly wonderful gift that will change the shape and nature of health care 
in California for generations,” said Rory Hume, then UC’s provost and executive vice 
president of academic and health affairs. “California needs nursing leaders. It needs 
more nursing faculty. This is a phenomenal shot in the arm for our contributions to this 
great social need.”

With our strong public service traditions, a nursing school was the perfect fit for us. And 
it resonated with me very personally. My mother, who’d only completed 8th grade before 
marrying my dad at 16 and starting a family two years later, decided at age 38 that she 
wanted to be a nurse. She went back to school and, at 42, started her nursing career—a 
career cut short by a heart attack just 10 years later. Through her, I knew firsthand how 
incredibly hardworking nurses are and how dedicated they are to their profession. 

So I was especially happy to see our own nurses’ reaction to the announcement that 
morning. They were elated—and thankful that their indispensable leadership role in 
medical care had been recognized with such an impressive investment.

Since that day, the school has celebrated several key milestones—the appointment of 
founding Dean Heather Young, the school’s formal establishment in 2009, the opening 
of its first programs in 2010, and the graduation of its first classes (master’s in 2012, 
doctoral in 2014).

Claire Pomeroy, vice chancellor for  
human health sciences and dean  
of the School of Medicine, and I  
applaud the announcement of the 
$100 million Moore Foundation grant 
for a new nursing school. (Photo: © 
Renée C. Byer/The Sacramento Bee/
ZUMAPRESS.com)
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And the Health System (and UC Davis) can mark “accomplished!” alongside yet anoth-
er strategic plan goal. Long envisioned, the nursing school enables UCDHS to educate 
health professionals together in an interdisciplinary, collaborative way that will surely 
lead to higher quality of care and better patient outcomes wherever our students pursue 
their medical careers.

A GOAL TO GO

But one big goal remains—a School of Public Health. From natural disasters and terror-
ists’ attacks to the rapid spread of diseases such as Ebola, tuberculosis and HIV/AIDS, 
the demand for public health services has surged since the days we lined up for our 
polio shots. 

Today we need more public health professionals at all levels—locally, state-wide, na-
tionally and globally. UC Davis can truly make a big difference here. We have excep-
tional expertise in just the right areas, and we have a strong tradition of collaboration 
across our disciplines and with our health agency partners.

I wasn’t able to get our School of Public Health proposal across the finish line. But I 
know its time will come. The need is too great…and the UC Davis Health System’s auda-
cious story is still being written.

UC Davis Medical Center, 2014 (Photo: UC Davis)

u http://escholarship.org/uc/ucdavischancelloremeritus_books
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Healing Art

A hospital visit can be a frightening experience for both patient and family. But art-
work can help calm fears and create a soothing, supportive environment for medi-
cal care.

Recognizing art’s special healing powers, the UC Davis Health System has commis-
sioned artwork for its facilities’ public areas since 1983—more than 2,000 pieces of 
original art by nearly 300 California artists. 

Representative pieces in this exceptional collection are beautifully featured in the 
2012 book The Art Collection of UC Davis Health System by Susan J. Willoughby, the 
collection’s curator.

Here are a few of my favorites.

Jonathan Lerman’s ”Untitled” charcoal on Bristol board (14” x 17”), part of the 
UC Davis MIND Institute’s special collection of artwork created by artists who 
themselves have neurodevelopmental disorders
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Maru Hoeber’s ”Coat Tree”  
bronze; 70”x21”x12”

Lisa Reinertson’s lifesize bronze outdoor  
sculpture
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Stephanie Taylor’s wall-sized acrylic mural, “Untitled,” provides an uplifting 
view for patients in the basement physical therapy gym. I know this piece well.

Yoshio Taylor’s 32-foot-high 
tile mural, “Resurgence,” 
greets visitors in the hospital’s 
new main lobby.
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VICE CHANCELLOR FOR HUMAN HEALTH SCIENCES  
AND DEAN OF THE SCHOOL OF MEDICINE

Julie A. Freischlag, 2014-present

Thomas S. Nesbitt (interim), 2013-14

Claire Pomeroy, 2004-13

DEAN OF THE SCHOOL OF MEDICINE

Joseph Silva, Jr., 1997-2004

Gerald S. Lazarus, 1993-97

James J. Castles (acting), 1992-93

Hibbard E. Williams, 1980-92

Ernest M. Gold (acting), 1980

Morton Levitt (acting), 1979

C. John Tupper (founding), 1966-79

DEAN OF THE SCHOOL OF NURSING

Heather M. Young (founding), 2009-present

MEDICAL CENTER DIRECTOR

Ann Madden Rice, 2006-present

William McGowan (acting), 2006

Robert E. Chason, 2002-06

Martha H. Marsh, 1999-2002

Robert E. Chason (interim), 1998-99

Frank J. Loge, 1984-98

Thomas B. Winston, 1978-84

Frank J. Loge (acting), 1978

Robert B. Smith, 1975-77 

Baldwin G. Lamson, 1974-75 (simultaneously director of the UCLA Hospital)

Otto M. Janke, 1973-74

UC DAVIS HEALTH SYSTEM LEADERS
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SUITCASES PACKED AND TICKETS IN HAND, WE WERE TEHRAN-BOUND—DESPITE 
U.S. State Department cautions and the worries of our families and friends.

The worries were real. We were headed to a country deemed a member of the “Axis 
of Evil” by President George W. Bush. In return, Iran’s Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali 
Khamenei had labeled the U.S. “the most-hated Satan in the world.”

As our small UC Davis delegation departed on April 25, 2004, we carried not only the 
concerns of those who feared for our safety but also the disapproval of others who wor-
ried about any possible political fall-out of our visiting this controversial nation.

But we weren’t intending to make 
a political statement with this 
trip. And we weren’t seeking pub-
licity.

We were simply one university 
wanting to talk to another uni-
versity about ways we could once 
again work together.

We’d hoped to reopen the free ex-
change of students and scholars, 
to visit our many Iranian alumni 
(Iran once provided the greatest 
share of our international students), and to increase cultural understanding. 

And, in the process, we’d hoped one small step could be taken toward a return to nor-
malcy in the Middle East. 

That was my intention in 2004 when I led our small UC Davis delegation to Iran—the 
first such delegation, we were told, to visit Iran since that country’s 1979 revolution. 
(Visa restrictions had prevented the president of the University of Tehran from visiting 
us in 2002, so we’d decided we needed to take UC Davis to Iran.) 

Iran and the Unique Potential of 
Academic Diplomacy 

Do you think we are all terrorists?
—SOLEMNLY ASKED OF ME BY A YOUNG IRANIAN GIRL IN ISFAHAN,       
    APRIL 30, 2004 

UC Davis Delegation

• Larry Vanderhoef, chancellor

• Mohammad Mohanna, Sacramento Iranian-American     
   businessman and UC Davis Foundation trustee

• Neal Van Alfen, dean, College of Agricultural and  
   Environmental Sciences

• Enrique Lavernia, dean, College of Engineering

• William Lacy, vice provost for university outreach and 
international programs

• Robert Kerr, director of international alumni and visitors
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And that was again my intention in 2008, when I returned to Iran as a member of a 
small Association of American Universities delegation seeking stronger academic and 
scientific links with Iran.

With each trip, we found the Iranian people to be warm and gracious, with lots of posi-
tive feeling for America, and our host universities to be keen on collaborating.

Our Iranian alumni, in particular, want other Iranians to see America as they saw it. 
They want their children to have the same opportunities they had, and are excellent 
ambassadors for American universities and for America, generally. 

Academically, we have much to learn from one another. Many of California’s 250 spe-
cialty crops, for example, originated thousands of years ago in the Fertile Crescent of 
Iran and other parts of the ancient Middle East. We have similar climates and similar 
irrigation and sustainability challenges—all ready-made areas of collaboration.

We were hopeful, when we returned in 2004, that we’d taken a fruitful first step—that 
we’d opened the door a bit to a country with which the U.S. had once had magnificent 
academic exchanges.

Not long after that visit, several Iranian scientists and university administrators traveled 
here to explore partnering possibilities, Nobel Peace Prize recipient and Iranian human 
rights activist Shirin Ebadi spoke to a Mondavi Center capacity audience about “Human 
Rights, Democracy and Islam,” an Iranian cleric participated in a UC Davis course on 
Islam, Graduate School of Management Dean Nicole Biggart traveled to Iran to arrange 
a quarter of study here for five Sharif University students, and two Iranian children of 
alumni enrolled at UC Davis. Visas remained a problem, but we were beginning to make 
headway.

Iranian teenag-
ers were fun 
and engaging 
and eagerly 
accepted 
our busi-
ness cards 
in hopes of 
coming to 
America. 
(Photo:  
Enrique  
Lavernia/ 
UC Davis)
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2008 RETURN TRIP

Encouraged by the bridge-building of our first visit, I returned to Iran in 2008 with 
a handful of other AAU university presidents. By then, Iran’s political leadership had 
become much more conservative. This trip, there was less free-wheeling talk, more 
embargo-related criticisms and many more fears expressed—fears that may not have 
been unfounded on university campuses. Since taking office in 2005, Iranian President 
Mahmoud Ahmadinejad had replaced the presidents of 39 of the country’s 40 top uni-
versities.  

I departed Iran feeling we’d lost some ground since 2004. 

Some might conclude that our efforts have been a failed experiment. Our governments 
remain estranged (though we each have new presidents). The United States still has no 
diplomatic or consular relations with Iran (ties were severed after the 1979 seizure of 
our embassy in Tehran). Economic sanctions remain in place over concerns with Iran’s 
nuclear program and human rights record. The State Department continues to warn 
travelers about the risks of travel to Iran. And broader (and spreading) Middle East vio-
lence and political turmoil are enormously discouraging and concerning.

We briefed reporters at International House after our return from Iran. Here Dean 
Neal Van Alfen talks about our countries’ similarities in agriculture. (Photo: Neil Mi-
chel/Axiom) 
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ACADEMIC DIPLOMACY

But I continue to believe in the possi-
bilities of academic diplomacy—in its 
potential to build a trusting relation-
ship between our two countries. We 
have so much in common. Universities 
across the world are dedicated to the 
same things—teaching and research. 
And their faculty belong to a scholarly 
community without geographic bor-
ders. That’s a good place to start (and 
continue) a conversation.

I’m heartened to see that UC Davis’ dia-
logue with Iranian academics persists, 
most recently with physics professor 
Warren Pickett’s 2014 visit to Iran and 
a subsequent agreement of coopera-
tion signed with Sharif University. Also, 
the number of Iranian students and 
scholars studying here has significantly 
increased, despite continuing visa dif-
ficulties and some students’ concerns 
about returning home.

It’s clear the world’s universities have 
more work to do—more talking, more 
listening, more understanding. More 
bridge-building that I believe can make 
significant contributions to peace in the 
world. 

We may be our nations’ best hope.

UC Davis Students and Scholars  
from Iran, 1995-2014*

 Year Students     Scholars**

 1995  4  — 

 1996  4  —

 1997  5  —

 1998  3  —

 1999  2  —

 2000  2  —

 2001  3  —

 2002  5  —

 2003  6  —

 2004  11  5

 2005  17  8

 2006  23  7

 2007  26  5

 2008  17  21

 2009  26  33

 2010  34  45

 2011  34  26

 2012  42  24

 2013  40  31

 2014  48  31

*Source: UC Davis Office of Services for 
International Students and Scholars
**Data not available for Iranian Scholars 
1995-2003

u http://escholarship.org/uc/ucdavischancelloremeritus_books
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A Bridge-Building Champion
Moe was the catalyst. 

Without Sacramento businessman and UC Davis Foundation Board trustee Moham-
mad Mohanna, our 2004 trip to Iran wouldn’t have been possible. 

I vividly remember the November 1999 day we first met. He’d hosted an event to 
raise scholarship funds for Iranian-American students—a gathering that included tra-
ditional dance, dress and songs of Persia, all performed by UC Davis students. At the 
event’s end, several of those students came to me with a friendly petition. Their parents 
had come to America during Iran’s 1979 revolution and, once in the U.S., were careful 
not to teach their children Farsi (the language of Iran) or to share much about that 
country’s culture. They’d wanted their children to become Americanized as quickly as 
possible. But now these students were young adults and yearned to better understand 
their cultural history and to learn Farsi. (The campus figured out a way, collaborating 
with Sacramento City College, to offer that language/culture course—and many other 
similar courses for first-generation Americans of other cultures.)

Moe understood the Iranian-American students’ burgeon-
ing interest in their shared culture.

Born in Iran, he came to the U.S. when he was about their 
age, determined to become another “only in America” suc-
cess story. Cut off from his family financially, he emigrated 
to a poor Boston neighborhood where he lived and worked 
as a janitor in a Volunteers of America halfway house. He learned English, finished 
school and saved enough money to buy his first piece of real estate—a fixer-upper 
apartment building—by the time he was 22. That was the beginning of his long and 
successful career as a Sacramento developer and as an advocate for the poor and the 
homeless.

And that 1999 Iranian scholarship fundraiser was the beginning of our long-lasting 
friendship—and the launching of our many, many conversations about Iran. In the 
1970s, I’d been the graduate adviser for several Iranian students at the University of Il-
linois and knew how exceptionally well-prepared they were for their studies. But Iran’s 
1979 revolution and takeover of our embassy had put an abrupt end to our academic 
exchanges. 

For more than two decades, I’d waited patiently for the immigration gates to open 
once again. But faculty and student exchange opportunities between the U.S. and Iran 
seemed impossibly stalled.

 "History will show that UC Davis 
was at the forefront, that it was the 
champion of dialogue."

  —Mohammad Mohanna, Sacramento 
businessman and UC Davis Founda-
tion Board trustee



INDELIBLY DAVIS

7978

So Moe and I teamed up. We both believed it was time—and essential—to begin a dia-
logue once again with Iran’s best universities.

Moe carried a message from me to the president of the University of Tehran, inviting 
him to visit UC Davis. President Khalili Araghi had hoped to be on his way here in 2002 
but then heightened post-9/11 fears prevented him from obtaining a visa. 

So I said, not a little naively, “Since he can’t come here, why don’t we go there?” 

For starters, with no embassy and no formal U.S. relations with Iran, we had our own 
visa issues. But Pakistani alum Rashid Ahmad helped us obtain the necessary docu-
ments in near-miracle time. And Moe enlisted Professor Ahmad Iravani, professor of Is-
lamic law at The Catholic 
University of America, to 
help frame the trip and set 
up appointments at four 
leading universities in 
Iran. To my amazement—
still—it all fell into place. 

The intentions of our 
small delegation were 
simple. We just wanted 
to “break bread,” as Moe 
expressed it, and to start 
a conversation that we 
hoped could one day lead 
to renewed academic alli-
ances. 

Everywhere we went, 
every new group with 
whom we interacted, 
Moe, in Farsi, introduced us and our intentions in Iran. He surely must have done this 
well because we were always warmly welcomed.

A few months after our return, Moe spoke about our trip at the Fall 2004 Convocation:

“Ladies and gentlemen, I am really proud to say as an American I carried your message, 
the message of democracy, equality, human rights and dignity, to Iran. They were very 
pleased to hear one of their sons is bringing that message. They are thirsty for knowl-
edge; they are eager to have a dialogue; they are tired of competition.

Without Mohammad Mohanna, our bridge-building 
trip to Iran wouldn’t have been possible. (Photo: 
Karin Higgins/UC Davis)
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“In this country I have been taught how to compete, and I am a fierce competitor. It is 
my hope that we learn to cooperate, to have compassion. When competition yields to 
compassion and cooperation, we may achieve some greatness…. I’m asking all of the 
foreign students here today: you are an ambassador of the United States to your nations. 
Take the message of democracy, tolerance and human rights to your countries and let 
us build a better nation.”

Today, Moe says UC Davis continues to be regarded in Iran as “an institution that did 
what was right in education—not politics, not religion. History will show that UC Davis 
was at the forefront, that it was the champion of dialogue.”

Moe and I still talk about our hopes for Iran, and, fancifully, I dream about another trip. 

Moe says he’d like me to be there when the ribbon is cut on a reopened U.S. embassy 
in Tehran. 

I’d be there. In a heartbeat.
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Into Iran:  
Excerpts from My 2004 Iran Journal

APRIL 25, 2004: WE'RE ON OUR WAY

Well, we're off, setting out for the San Francisco Airport on the first leg of our 
24-hour journey to Tehran. We carry the concerns of our families and colleagues 
who fear for our safety and the disapproval of some who worry about any possible 
political fall-out of visiting what has been deemed by President Bush an "Axis of 
Evil" country.

We've talked at length among ourselves 
and with others about the wisdom of our 
trip, about whether our goals outweigh 
any risk we may be assuming in traveling 
to the Middle East right now. We remain 
convinced we should go, that our desire to 
reestablish academic ties, to reopen the free 
exchange of students and scholars and to 
further cultural understanding overrides 
our concerns. Our conversations with our 
Iranian hosts and with the U.S. state de-
partment provide us with sufficient reas-
surance of a safe trip.

Our journey actually began nearly five 
years ago, when fellow traveler Moe Mo-
hanna (a Sacramento businessman and cur-
rent member of the UC Davis Foundation 
Board) hosted an event to raise scholarship 
funds for Iranian-American students. That 
gathering eventually led to an invitation to 
the president of the University of Tehran to 
visit UC Davis; but when he attempted that 
trip in 2002, he was denied a visa. So we 
decided then that we would take UC Davis 
to Iran.

So here we are, all six of us (Moe Mohanna; 
Neal Van Alfen, dean of the College of Ag-
ricultural and Environmental Sciences; En-
rique Lavernia, dean of the College of En-

The Iranian population is remark-
ably young—half under the age of 
20 and 70 percent under 30. Boys 
and girls, and men and women, 
gather separately in public. (Photo: 
Larry Vanderhoef/UC Davis)
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gineering; Bill Lacy, vice provost 
for university outreach and in-
ternational programs; Bob Kerr, 
director of international alumni 
and visitors; and me), unsure 
what we'll experience this next 
week but eager to begin a dia-
logue. We're not going to Iran to 
make a political statement, nor 
are we seeking publicity. We're 
simply one university wanting 
to talk to another university 
about ways in which we can 
work together. And, perhaps in 
the process, one small step can 
be taken toward a return to nor-
malcy in the Middle East.

... Once we arrive at the Luf-
thansa departure gate area, our 
concern about journeying to 
Iran dissipates. In fact, our fears 
seem to be left behind in the U.S.

Enrique wonders if the only 
time there might be a problem 
with trips to the Middle East is 
if one asks about the laws and 
rules, as we did. Neal mentions 
that some of our faculty are 
planning to attend an interna-
tional conference in Iran next 
year—organized from another 
country, with individuals com-
ing from all over the world.

Neal also mentions that our Cal-
ifornia crops are much the same 
as Iran's, and that many of our 
250 specialty crops originated in 
Iran and other parts of the Mid-
dle East thousands of years ago. Pistachios, for example, came to California some 
80 years ago by way of Iran. With similar climates and irrigation and sustainability 

Intricate brass metalwork and finely woven 
Persian rugs still beckon in Silk Road bazaars 
dating back to the days of Marco Polo. Cali-
fornia's crops are much the same as Iran's, 
featured here in a Tehran food shop. Many of 
the state's 250 specialty crops originated in 
Iran and other parts of the Middle East thou-
sands of years ago. (Photos: Larry Vander-
hoef/UC Davis)
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challenges, we've much to learn from each other.

As we taxi down the runway, the plane suddenly screeches to a halt. We hear an-
other plane land or take off nearby. Our plane resumes its taxiing, but more slowly 
this time. I immediately think of some of the troubling e-mails we'd received since 
pre-trip stories appeared in our local newspapers. But then off we fly. ...

APRIL 26: MIDWAY THERE

We land in Frankfurt without incident and make our way to the hotel for about 
four hours sleep before returning to the airport for the next leg of the trip to Teh-
ran. I end up sitting next to an Iranian-American woman who's from Davis, used to 
work for UC Davis and has a daughter working at UC Irvine—the proverbial small 
world. She's returning to Iran for the one-year anniversary of her mother's death. ...

APRIL 27: AT LAST, WE ARRIVE

We touch down in Tehran and are greeted at the end of the jetway by the director 
general of the University of Tehran's Office of International Relations and by the 
university's chief of protocol, who is also with the Ministry of Science, Research 
and Technology. While we wait for our luggage, we chat a bit with our two hosts. 
Mohammad wears a black shirt under his suit coat—a sign his father has recently 

In Tehran, I chatted with a police officer who made quick friends with our  
UC Davis travelers. (Photo: Enrique Lavernia)
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died. He will wear this shirt for 
40 days without shaving. Both 
when his father died, and at the 
40-day mourning mark, he will 
host a lunch for friends of his 
father. He served 900 lunches 
that first day and expects to do 
the same 40 days hence. And, 
on the one-year anniversary, 
there'll be another recognition 
of his father's death.

We see occasional armed sol-
diers, but certainly no more 
than we have seen in other 
countries—especially, for ex-
ample, Taiwan but also South 
Korea.

We arrive at our hotel at 4 a.m. 
but find our rooms aren't ready. 
After phone calls home, we're 
soon to bed, anticipating our 
visits later today with the presi-
dent of the University of Tehran 
and its engineering faculty.

After four hours sleep and a 
breakfast buffet featuring sau-
sage and olives, we head to the 
Central Library and Document 
Center at the University of Teh-
ran. We primarily spend our 
time in the section of the library 
dedicated to saving old books for future readers ("old" here means up to 1,400 years 
old).

We then meet the president of the university, Faraji-Dana, for lunch. He's a very im-
pressive 45-year-old, much interested in any relationships we might build. He notes 
his university is pursuing a "2 and 2" exchange program with Indiana University/
Purdue University in Indianapolis and also a one-person plant taxonomy exchange 
with UC Berkeley. We have to find out more about both.

The afternoon is devoted to meetings with the engineering faculty. It's very clear 

The shah's summer palace grounds and former 
polo field—once reserved for Iran's elite—are 
now enjoyed by everyday Iranians. (Photos: 
Larry Vanderhoef/UC Davis)



INDELIBLY DAVIS

8584

the trade embargo has made it difficult for them to buy new equipment or to obtain 
replacement parts. Effects show up on the streets, too, where cars are mostly pre-
1979. Occasionally, though, their laboratory equipment is state-of-the-art, likely 
purchased through other countries.

President Faraji and I talk again that evening. He's very much wanting to establish 
collaborative ties and hopes those ties will expand to other universities.

The relationship between our two countries is certainly complicated and challeng-
ing, from the 1979 revolution and overthrow of the shah, the hostage-taking at our 
embassy and our support of Iraq and Saddam Hussein during the eight-year Iran-
Iraq War—a war that stopped, as Moe Mohanna says, because the people of both 
countries just got tired of war.

We talk as well about how Iran's left-leaning potential candidates for parliament 
have been eased out of the opportunity to run by the Supreme Council—the coun-
try's 12 highest-ranking ayatollahs, who are responsible for keeping the govern-
ment's actions within the constraints of Islam. So the government will ease back 

Workers were seen mowing the palace's expansive grounds by hand mowers or 
scythes—part of a government effort to provide jobs, officials said. (Photo: Larry 
Vanderhoef/UC Davis)
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toward the right after the next election and the country's president will finish his 
second term and be unable to run again. It's interesting that the people here are not 
expecting any of these changes to be huge or unusual, but simply the result of a 
government that will shift, as all governments do, but in this case toward the right 
by selection and support of right-leaning candidates.

We end the day at a dinner gathering of some 80 people with connections to UC 
Davis, including the deputy minister of agriculture, who is an alum. The dinner 
features traditional chicken/lamb kabobs and a superb mushroom soup that I could 
make a whole meal of. We exchange gifts and listen to traditional Iranian music drawn 
from ancient mystic writings—it’s beautiful, quite unique to the Middle East. ...

APRIL 28: OFF TO MORE VISITS

We're off to visit the University of Tehran's agriculture faculty this morning. The 
dean (a very funny, interesting guy) wants us to visit every department, but that just 
isn't possible—though we manage to cover a lot of ground before lunch.

We split up in the afternoon, with Neal, Bill and Bob staying to talk further with 
the ag faculty, while Moe, Enrique and I visit a brand-new hospital built by the 
Rahimian family, which has roots in Iran, associations in Sacramento and has sent 
two sons to UC Davis. The hospital was built in an area of relatively poor people 
without easy access to medical care. A while back, the Rahimian family also built a 
high school for girls, with about 1,000 now enrolled.

On the way to the hospital, it feels as if one of the wheels of our car suddenly goes 
badly, badly out of balance. As luck would have it, a tow truck just happens by and 
we are quickly fetched by Laudan Rahimian, sister of Majid Rahimian. Before we 
leave, we take an outdoor picture with most of the nurses on duty. For the second 
time, I make the cultural mistake of attempting to shake the hand of one of them to 
whom we have given a UC Davis pen. When I first met Laudan, she put her hand 
out to make it clear that, in her case, she would recognize our custom.

Laudan's husband drives us back to our hotel at breakneck speeds—up to 165 kilo-
meters an hour (I haven't done the conversion, but it's close to 100 miles per hour) 
on a freeway where most people are going 65 miles per hour. The lane markers 
are not much more than suggestions, with often four lanes of traffic squeezed into 
three. It's just the normal way of things, but if you're not used to it, it's very wor-
risome. More than a couple of times, Enrique and I simultaneously yell something 
like "watch out" (or an internationally understood equivalent).

At 8:30 p.m. we depart for the parliament and dinner with the brother of President 
Khatami. Our conversation has many pregnant pauses; the three individuals with 



INDELIBLY DAVIS

8786

Khatami don't speak at all. But after dinner, we go outside to have tea. Khatami and 
I talk lots about his predictions for the future of universities, why he thinks Iran 
is viewed so negatively by the U.S., why any kind of "revolution" by students now 
would be completely different from the one in 1979 (they're more educated now, 
he says, and have a better realization of what can and can't be accomplished by the 
overthrow of any government). He recognizes that, in this stage of Iran's evolution, 
theocracy is most likely to work but that it might not be the form of government that 
would necessarily serve well in the future. He feels very strongly there are not many 
ways to break down the stereotype that people in the world have of Iran, but believes 
the "university track" is a way that could be successful. ...

APRIL 29: ON TO THE 'CAL TECH OF IRAN'

After a breakfast of hard-boiled eggs, cold meats, cheeses, coffee, juices, milk and 
cold cereals, we set out for Sharif University of Technology—the Cal Tech of Iran. 
While women are as prevalent in Iranian universities as men (in fact, women slight-
ly outnumber men), only about 30 percent of the students at technology universi-
ties are female (just as in the U.S.).

The university's president expresses frustration that Iran has been singled out as 
part of the "Axis of Evil." He points to the culture, traditions and history of Per-
sia (primarily Iran, he says, but also Armenia and Turkey) as different from Arab 
countries. Those countries do not share the ancient history and culture of Iran, the 
birthplace of most history and culture in the world, he says. Neither do Iranians 
support Al-Queda or the Taliban, he says, noting mostly it's peace that's desired and 
a fair understanding of each other.

After lunch, we depart for Isfahan and visits to two other universities. From the air, 
we see essentially a salt plain; as we near the city, we see irrigated crops and mud 
adobe-type construction. The towns outside Isfahan look very poor; the city itself 
seems an oasis of trees, grass and flowers. The hotel is very nice (much nicer than 
the buildings around it), with televisions with perhaps 12 channels—most in Farsi, 
with soccer matches, an occasional NBA basketball game, "tame" American mov-
ies, one or two German-language channels, and BBC and CNN. We see pictures of 
the bombing of Fallujah on Iranian channels and on BBC and CNN. The U.S. is not 
getting a good review.

Dinner is with several alumni—including one who has an interest in the travel indus-
try and has moved to Iran to be ready when it once again becomes an important desti-
nation. Another has gone into the business of university-related research parks here.

Our evening ends with a stroll at the ancient "lighted bridges" (one is 280 years old, 
another 480 years old). Groups of young people stop and sing under their arches, 
to the applause of others nearby. ...
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APRIL 30: A MARATHON DAY

Today will be a very, very long day. We will not go to bed again until we are home.
Ahead are visits to the University of Isfahan (its president is a UC Riverside grad) 
and Isfahan University of Technology 
(its president is a UC Berkeley grad), 
as well as some sightseeing, and then 
a flight back to Tehran for an alumni/
going-away gathering.

As we walk the city streets, unaccom-
panied by our hosts, we are treated 
warmly and graciously by adults and 
with curiosity and respect by children. 
We are struck with how young the 
population is—50 percent under the 
age of 20 and 70 percent under 30. The 
teenagers are fun and engaging but 
sometimes very solemnly forthright. 
I will never forget, to the day I die, a 
young girl asking me, "Do you think 
we are all terrorists?" Other young 
people ask how they can come to 
America and eagerly accept our busi-
ness cards.

We visit mosques, bazaars, palaces 
and a Christian church and enjoy our 
conversations. We see that men and 
women rarely mix, at least publicly—
and that women are covered except for 
their faces, with some younger women 
wearing blue jeans as slacks and also 
makeup.

At an alumni gathering that evening 
at the Rahimians' home, we meet with 
about 40 people with UC ties. All of 
the alums we've met this trip are proud 
of their alma maters and treasure their 
memories of their time in the U.S. They want their children to have the same oppor-
tunities they had, and are excellent ambassadors for American universities and for 
America, generally. They want, as well, for other Iranians to see America as they saw 
it and not as we've also been negatively represented in the media around the world.

An Armenian Christian church augments 
Isfahan's many Islamic mosques as a 
place of worship. (Photo: Larry Vander-
hoef/UC Davis)
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We depart the party well after midnight and head to the airport for a 3:05 a.m. 
flight. ...

MAY 1: HEADING HOME/NEXT STEPS

We use our Frankfurt layover time to try to assess what we've experienced and to 
see possible next steps in forging a relationship with the Iranian universities we've 
visited.

We're all struck with the high quality of the faculty and students—their admissions 
standards, in fact, are tougher than UC's. Graduate study there is all done in Eng-
lish, and passing an English exam is part of the admissions process.

While this trip is a fruitful first step, we recognize the considerable challenges that 
lie ahead. Perhaps the biggest is the current severe visa restrictions that make it 
virtually impossible for Iranians to travel to this country.

But one potential exchange possibility is the "2 and 2" program, where Iranian 
students would spend the first two years at their home university taking courses ap-
proved by UC and then come to America, to UC Davis, for the remaining two years 
of their program—giving us a bit more time to resolve the visa problem.

Another possibility is sending our students there, perhaps for summer study.

A third possibility would involve exchange of scholars based on real needs they 
have and we have—truly a two-way street. And perhaps, as well, we can establish a 
formal alumni chapter in Iran to help us recruit outstanding students, host visiting 
students and scholars and provide internship opportunities.

After nearly 22 hours in the air and another two hours on I-80, we arrive home tired 
but energized. In this initial visit, we didn't sign agreements or contracts with our 
Iranian colleagues, but we sat together, we ate together, we discussed our separate 
countries and cultures together, and we came to better understand our universities, 
our similarities and differences, and our shared interest in a community of scholars 
without borders. I hope our trip moves us a step closer together and, in the words 
of Sen. J. William Fulbright, in some small way helps "turn nations into people."
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TENSIONS MOUNTED. TEMPERS FLARED. DISTRUST INTENSIFIED AS CULTURAL 
beliefs collided.

It was the late 1980s, and the university’s stepped-up efforts to recruit a more diverse 
class of students were beginning to yield results.

We were evolving then as a campus community, and sometimes painfully so, as people 
of different races, cultures, religions, genders, sexual orientation, socio-economic back-
grounds and political points of 
view increasingly interacted. That 
interaction was just what the 
campus needed, but it wasn’t easy.

That decade, the number of Af-
rican American, Chicano, Latino 
and Native American undergrads 
grew from 876 to 2,351, from 9.7 
percent to 12.7 percent of all un-
dergraduates—not nearly what it 
should have been to mirror the 
state’s demographics (and far 
less than what it is today), but 
enough then to establish a visible 
toehold and to provide a plat-
form for vociferously advocating 
greater progress.

Tom Dutton, our vice chancellor for student affairs then, recalls many a strained meet-
ing—and one in particular where a student “went on and on about all the bad things the 
campus was doing and what we weren’t doing that we should be doing. I just said, ‘That’s 
not true.’ We really got into it because I challenged her integrity and she was challenging 
mine. I think over time what helped us to break through that was the recognition of the 
importance of communication, of talking with each other.”

But Tom knew communication wasn’t enough. Administrators and students came and 
went, and so too the trust they had built.

Vice Chancellor Tom Dutton responds to students 
gathered March 7, 1990, to protest the removal 
of a symbolic shanty from the Memorial Union 
Patio. (Photo: Tom McNeill/The California Aggie)

A Principled Community
There was so much distrust. Getting things committed to paper was crucial.

—FORMER STUDENT AFFAIRS VICE CHANCELLOR THOMAS DUTTON      
    ABOUT HOW UC DAVIS’ PRINCIPLES OF COMMUNITY CAME TO BE
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It was also essential, he believed, to put into writing the university’s lasting commitment 
to be a community that valued diversity, that rejected discrimination, and that affirmed 
freedom of expression but within the bounds of civility and respect.

It was Tom, early on, who sowed the seeds of our campus-wide Principles of 
Community.

NO UNIVERSITY-WIDE MODELS

When our drafting work began in the spring of 1988, there were no university-wide 
models—only statements developed by student affairs offices for use primarily in the 
residence halls, where conflicts were most likely to surface first. Our own student hous-
ing office had created such a statement, which the Executive Council of the Associated 
Students of UC Davis modified and adopted in June 1988.

With a proposed draft in hand to start a campus-wide conversation, former Assistant 
Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs Yvonne Marsh in May 1988 wrote to the chairs of 
campus organizations concerned about diversity to ask for their help in developing and 
adopting a UC Davis statement of Principles of Community.

“As the campus becomes a much more diverse community…the potential for divisive 
conflict is a concern,” she wrote. “There are many ways the campus is preparing for and 

Assistant Vice Chancellor Yvonne Marsh (pictured with her mother, Mabel Brooks, 
and daughter, Tamara Marsh) as she received the campus’s first Black History Month 
Tribute in February 1997. (Photo: Todd Hammond/The Davis Enterprise)
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encouraging diversity…. A statement 
of Principles of Community which 
we actively promote in our programs 
and activities might be an additional 
affirmative step toward a truly plural-
istic community.”

Yvonne got the early response she 
needed and then set off to involve 
more faculty, staff and student lead-
ers in drafting just the right words—
without running afoul of the First 
Amendment’s guarantee of free 
speech—to affirm the kind of com-
munity we wanted.

Then-UC President David Gardner 
felt such statements—which were 
beginning to pick up steam in the UC 
system—wouldn’t withstand a con-
stitutional challenge. But we knew 
our legal limitations, and recognized 
we couldn’t put forth these principles 
as rules or regulations. They were 
principles—guidelines developed by 
and for our community to help us 
create the environment we believed essential to our success. Nonetheless, we were care-
ful to run our words by the university’s attorneys.

The back-and-forth of drafts—remember, this was the before-e-mail era—took some 
time as groups met, marked up text, and, by snail-mail, sent revisions back for other 
groups’ consideration.

Yvonne persevered, referencing the statement’s “incredible evolution” in a Nov. 2, 1989, 
memo to which she attached “a completely new draft…[that] emphasizes mutual re-
spect and cooperation rather than prohibition and sanction.” She needed a quick turn-
around because a campus-city subcommittee was about to consider developing a similar 
statement after the City of Davis Human Relations Commission issued a report of racial 
incidents within the city.

Such reports weren’t isolated to Davis and its campus. A national study of campus life 
that year by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching and the Ameri-
can Council on Education found a “growing inclination among some students to use 
words, not as the key to understanding, but as weapons of assault,” said Carnegie Foun-
dation President Ernest Boyer in a Jan. 18, 1990, speech. “And this breakdown of civil-
ity is revealing itself most frequently in racial, ethnic and sexual slurs.”

Vice Chancellor Tom Dutton addresses a crowd 
of nearly 400 at a March 7, 1990, protest. 
(Photo: Tom McNeill/The California Aggie)
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Boyer’s report, formally issued in May 1990, called on campuses to develop “a set of 
agreed-upon standards to guide the conduct of all members of the community and give 
direction to the institution overall.”

We were already there. On April 20, 1990, Chancellor Ted Hullar gathered the leaders of 
our faculty, staff and student groups in his office for an official signing of the UC Davis 
Principles of Community.

Yvonne today particularly acknowledges the advocacy of former Academic Senate Chair 
Charlie Nash and the wordsmithery of his office’s Bea Crockett for getting the document 
over the finish line—and the Student Affairs organizational structure Tom put into place 
that “brought us together at critical places so we all became part of a group trying to 
create the kind of community that was reflected in the Principles.”

No doubt Charlie, Bea and Tom played key roles. But Yvonne was our true-north naviga-
tor. She kept us on course and ultimately delivered a document that has served us well 
for more than two decades.

CLASS BOYCOTT AND HUNGER STRIKE

Just weeks after their signing, the Principles of Community were tested. On May 1, 1990, 
some 200 students boycotted classes, calling for greater campus diversity. On May 14, four 
of our students—José Quinones, Andrea Gaytan, Gopal Dayeneni and Ahmanal Dorsey—
launched a hunger strike on the north apron of Mrak Hall. It ended six days later with an 
agreement to establish a Cross Cultural Center, to guarantee in writing the addition of six 
full-time faculty positions in each of the campus’s four ethnic studies programs (a com-
mitment made by Chancellor Hullar in January 1989), and to formally examine concerns 
about racism in the Spanish department and elsewhere on campus.

These strike-ending promises were 
kept, though progress generally 
was made in increments—a par-
ticularly frustrating timeframe for 
students counting down the time to 
their departure. In fact, just one of 
the four hunger strikers hadn’t yet 
graduated by the time the prom-
ised Cross Cultural Center opened 
in fall 1992 in the renovated former 
Agricultural Extension Building.

To students, the university’s pace 
too often seemed glacial—and de-
liberately so.

But they had a strong advocate 

Associate Vice Chancellor Griselda  
Castro in the new Student Community Center’s 
welcoming lobby. (Photo: Gregory Urquiaga/
UC Davis)
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in Griselda Castro, then an Educational Opportunity Program adviser in the College 
of Letters and Science and chair of the Chicano Studies advisory committee—and a 
steady, interceding presence at strike teach-ins and candlelight vigils on the Mrak lawn. 
She helped rescue hunger-striking students from potential academic trouble after their 
strike-interrupted quarter. And she helped avert a second hunger strike more than a 
decade later by students impatient for a permanent home for the Cross Cultural Center.

In March 2002, Griselda asked ASUCD President Chia-Saun Lai to consider including 
the center in the Campus Expansion Initiative, which had been fast-tracked to seek 
students’ financial support of a move to Division I athletics. Chia-Saun embraced the 
idea—and ultimately so did students. The initiative passed, helping to make possible 
the construction of a Student Community Center, a permanent facility to foster student 
diversity and inclusion—and to truly symbolize our Principles of Community.

A SPECIAL SPACE FOR BUILDING COMMUNITY

Opened in January 2012, the Student Community Center is home to the Cross Cultural 
Center; the Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender Resource Center; the Student Recruit-
ment and Retention Center; the Women’s Resources and Research Center outreach of-
fice; the Undergraduate Research Center; the Community Outreach satellite office; and 
the UC Davis McNair Scholars Program office—all previously located in inadequate or 
out-of-the-way spaces. A media lab, computer classrooms, multi-purpose room, meet-

Students (seated from left) Andrea Gaytan, Ahmanal Dorsey, Gopal Dayeneni and 
José Quinones conducted a six-day hunger strike on the north apron of Mrak Hall in 
May 1990. (Photo: Neil Michel/Axiom)
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ing space, reading and study lounge, outdoor balconies, reflection space and garden, 
and student-run café also draw students to this heart-of-the-campus building that’s 
kitty-corner to the Silo, across from the Chemistry Building and just a half-block from 
a Unitrans bus hub. Its expansive, welcoming lobby intentionally emulates Griselda’s 
grandmother’s courtyard in Mexico—a central, communal space that drew everyone 
together from different parts of the house.

So why did it take 22 years to turn the vision for such a transformative facility—a con-
crete expression of our Principles of Community—into reality?

Griselda, speaking at the center’s May 18, 2012, dedication, posited that “effecting per-
manent and long-lasting change in a major research university is not a 50-yard dash; it’s 
a marathon. It takes student and campus leaders who are willing to safeguard institu-
tional memory and pass the torch to others.”

As well, in those 22 years the campus’s diversity continued to grow and evolve. With 
Griselda’s shepherding, we ultimately were able to create something even better than we 
could have imagined in 1990.

And she’s pleased—very pleased. Debunking the “ethnic ghetto” or “diversity dump” 
concerns that she confronted early on, the center broadly draws students from all cor-
ners of the campus.

Opened in January 2012, the Student Community Center stands as a concrete ex-
pression of our Principles of Community. (Photo: Gregory Urquiaga/UC Davis)
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“I was determined to build in things that were for all students so that the Student Com-
munity Center would be a natural part of the campus’s fabric,” Griselda, now retired, 
says. “When students come to the center, you can see the energy. They’re working to-
gether, building community, building relationships, building connections. That’s the 
beauty of it. It’s what makes it a community center as opposed to a place where you go 
to get a cup of coffee.”

The new building has got to be uniquely satisfying for one of its residents—1990 hun-
ger-striker Andrea Gaytan, appointed assistant director of the Cross Cultural Center 
in 2009. She graduated before the doors to the hunger-strike-promised Cross Cultural 
Center opened. Now the CCC is prominently located in the new Student Community 
Center, with several other community-building centers as neighbors (including the 
AB540 and Undocumented Student Center, which Andrea currently heads).

“It’s fulfilling to see that what student activists did had a larger impact, had a lasting 
legacy,” Andrea says. “I’m so excited to see a building like this. We all have equitable 
spaces and work together collaboratively—and nobody else had to have a hunger strike 
to have their spaces established.”

ASPIRATIONS, NOT RULES

The Principles of Community truly speak to the special spirit and culture of the campus.

“They create a sense of community that you can’t legislate,” says Rahim Reed, associ-
ate executive vice chancellor for campus community relations. “Because they’re aspira-
tional, because people aspire to something higher, that’s what makes them unique, that’s 
what makes their value immeasurable.”

Rahim came to UC Davis in 2001 
from the University of Florida, 
particularly drawn by the cam-
pus’s approach to creating com-
munity and intent on making 
the Principles “something you 
lived and breathed every 
day.” 

An early and lasting idea was the 
Campus Community Book Proj-
ect. Shortly after the Sept. 11, 
2001, terrorist attacks, we bor-
rowed Purdue University’s “com-
mon reading program” for its 
newest students but expanded it 
to the Nth degree—engaging not 
just the freshman class but the 

Associate Executive Vice Chancellor Rahim Reed 
discusses the Campus Community Book Project 
with Mikael Villalobos, the project’s director.  
(Photo: Gregory Urquiaga/UC Davis)
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entire campus and surrounding community in reading and discussing a single book. 
Especially that first year, when our nation was so fractured and frightened, it was impor-
tant to find ways for people who were different to be able to talk to one another without 
feeling threatened or intimidated.

The book project took off, aided by the strong foundation provided by the Principles of 
Community, Rahim says. “The Principles and the book 
project intertwined, and they both helped each other 
grow.”

The Principles periodically are publicly reaffirmed and 
signed by current administrative, student, faculty and 
staff leaders; celebrated each year during a special week; 

discussed with new students and their parents at orientation; and are brought to life in 
an interactive on-line course for staff and faculty.

More than two decades after their adoption, the Principles of Community remain im-
portant guideposts, heralded when we are at our best and invoked when we fall short.

While there’s no formal sanction for their violation, they do give us a powerful personal 
platform.

“The Principles tell us that an affront to one member of the campus community is 
an affront to us all," Rahim says. “They empower us to step up or speak out or do 
something to show 
our support for the 
person who’s been 
mistreated and to 
show our opposi-
tion to the conduct 
that’s violating our 
Principles.”

We—we—have the 
power.

And we’ve made a 
principled promise 
to one another.

Student Kayla Green sings at a 2013 “Know Your Song” Prin-
ciples of Community Week event that included discussion of 
the historical significance of James Weldon Johnson’s song “Lift 
Every Voice and Sing.” (Photo: Joe Proudman/UC Davis)

"We recognize that each of us has an 
obligation to the community of which 
we have chosen to be a part."

—Principles of Community excerpt 
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University of California, Davis

april 20, 1990

prinCiples of CommUnity

The University of California, Davis, is first and foremost an institution of learning and 
teaching, committed to serving the needs of society. Our campus community reflects and 

is a part of a society comprising all races, creeds and social circumstances. The successful 
conduct of the university’s affairs requires that every member of the university community 
acknowledge and practice the following basic principles:

We affirm the dignity inherent in all of us, and we strive to maintain a climate of justice marked 
by respect for each other. We acknowledge that our society carries within it historical and 
deep-rooted misunderstandings and biases, and therefore we will endeavor to foster mutual 
understanding among the many parts of our whole.

We affirm the right of freedom of expression within our community and also affirm our 
commitment to the highest standards of civility and decency towards all. We recognize the 
right of every individual to think and speak as dictated by personal belief, to express any idea, 
and to disagree with or counter another’s point of view, limited only by university regulations 
governing time, place and manner. We promote open expression of our individuality and our 
diversity within the bounds of courtesy, sensitivity and respect.

We confront and reject all manifestations of discrimination, including those based on race, 
ethnicity, gender, age, disability, sexual orientation, religious or political beliefs, status within 
or outside the university, or any of the other differences among people which have been excuses 
for misunderstanding, dissension or hatred. We recognize and cherish the richness contributed 
to our lives by our diversity. We take pride in our various achievements, and we celebrate our 
differences.

We recognize that each of us has an obligation to the community of which we have chosen to be 
a part. We will strive to build a true community of spirit and purpose based on mutual respect 
and caring.

THEODORE L. HULLAR
Chancellor

CHARLES NASH  
Chair, Academic Senate

DAVID HELLER 
Chair, Staff Assembly

STEVEN JOHNS 
President, ASUCD

PIERRE DU VAIR 
Chair, Graduate Student Association

MARGARET HAYES 
Chair, UCDMC Staff Assembly

JANE KIMBALL 
Chair, Academic Staff Organization



INDELIBLY DAVIS

98 PB



FACING—AND LIVING IN THE SHADOW OF—NO-CONFIDENCE VOTES 

99PB

I KNEW IT WAS COMING. I’D READ THE NEWSPAPER REPORTS OF THE  
signature-gathering effort.

But, even so, I wasn’t prepared 
when, like more than 2,500 oth-
er Academic Senate members, I 
opened that Feb. 1, 2006, 9:08 
a.m. email from Senate Secretary 
Susan Kauzlarich. 

“You are hereby notified that the 
Secretary has received a written 
request for a mail ballot signed  
by more than 50 members of the 
Davis Division of the Academic 
Senate asking that the following 
‘Resolution for a Vote of No Confi-
dence against Larry N. Vanderhoef, 
Chancellor, UC Davis’ be voted on 
by the entire Davis Division of the 
Senate.”

The “whereas” clauses, condemning my settlement of a potential discrimination lawsuit 
threatened by a departing vice chancellor, accused me of unethical behavior that had 
caused irreparable damage to the image of UC Davis.

“Condemn.” “No confidence.” The words took my breath away.

Facing—and Living in the  
Shadow of—No-Confidence Votes 

This vote is no more than a symbolic gesture of frustration aimed at the  
wrong target. 
—PHILIP KASS, PROFESSOR OF VETERINARY MEDICINE,  
    AT FEB. 21, 2006, SENATE TOWN HALL MEETING

This is a marvelous opportunity for people who want to get a couple of licks in and 
who’ve been waiting for years and years to do it.
—JOHN VOHS, SENIOR LECTURER AND FORMER ACADEMIC SENATE     
    CHAIR, AT FEB. 21, 2006, SENATE TOWN HALL MEETING

An overflow crowd of more than 125 attended 
my Jan. 27, 2006, Brown Bag Chat to hear me 
address the executive compensation controver-
sy. (Photo: Karin Higgins/UC Davis)
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I understood the concerns underlying the resolution—concerns that were exacerbated 
by previously undisclosed UC-wide executive compensation practices reported in De-
cember 2005 by the San Francisco Chronicle, including my separation agreement the 
prior June with a vice chancellor I’d hired seven years earlier. That agreement, settling 
claims of racial and gender discrimination and approved by UC’s Office of the General 
Counsel, subsequently was widely criticized as inappropriately generous and helped 
trigger a regental audit, legislative hearings and newspaper editorials on UC’s executive 
compensation excesses. 

I was heartsick at the agreement’s hurtful impact on our campus. As I’d told our faculty 
at the Feb. 3, 2006, Academic Senate meeting, my intentions had been only to protect 
the university. I’d wanted to avoid the financial and political costs of extended litigation; 
I’d wanted to avert the damaging impact of discrimination allegations, no matter their 
merit, on the recruitment and retention of our faculty, staff and students; and I’d wanted 
to prevent the university from losing ground in its preparations for our first comprehen-
sive fundraising campaign, a critically important undertaking for our campus. 

“I can appreciate how all of us now, with the gift of hindsight, might have chosen a dif-
ferent course,” I’d said at the meeting. “But at the time, with the best information avail-
able, I had to make decisions. Would I make those same decisions over again, knowing 
what I know now? No, I would not. And, in addition, I very much regret the turmoil 
this agreement has caused, and its hurtful impact on you and on our university. For that, 
I am very sorry.”

My apology was from the heart. I love this campus and would never intentionally harm 
it. I hoped the faculty could see that and could forgive.

The next six weeks—just the blink of an eye, you might think—were interminably 
agonizing as I awaited the posting of “pro” and “con” statements, a Senate town hall 
meeting, the mailing and return of ballots, the vote tally and, finally, the announced out-
come. Though the ballot referenced just one issue—the separation agreement—I knew 
that surely there’d been something that’d occurred on my 12-year watch that hadn’t 
been to someone’s liking. Put together enough of those individual irritations and you 
could quickly get to a majority vote of no confidence, I feared.

I’ll be forever grateful to the many campus family members who sent supportive mes-
sages over those six weeks—messages that came to me at exactly the right time, almost 
like they’d dropped from heaven. 

Likewise, I remain indebted to the many faculty who contributed “con” statements to 
the Senate’s web site, opposing the no-confidence resolution. Chief among them was 
Dan Simmons, professor of law and then-chair of the Davis Division of the Academic 
Senate, who wrote: “My several conversations with Chancellor Vanderhoef regarding 
[this] matter convince me that he acted forthrightly in what he believed was the best 
interest of the Campus and the University.”
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Their influence was surely felt in the Senate’s March 13 announcement that the no-con-
fidence motion had been rejected, 70 percent to 30 percent. Favored by 320 voters and 
opposed by 734, the advisory measure drew 1,054 valid ballots from 2,513 eligible Aca-
demic Senate members (faculty holding tenured, tenure-track and emeriti positions).

I was heartened, relieved and appreciative. But I understood the concerns that prompted 
the vote and committed to working with the regents, the president and other chancel-
lors to make the executive compensation changes that were (and, I believe, continue to 
be) needed to ensure the university’s accountability.

SHADOW CONSEQUENCES

Like me, presidents and chancellors most often survive no-confidence votes. But that’s 
not to say those votes don’t have consequences.

Only a masochist would want to invite another such humiliating public rebuke.

And there lies the danger—the temptation to duck future decisions that might be un-
popular. With wounds still fresh, who wouldn’t want to avoid further controversy?

But it’s essential that university leaders continue to put their campuses’ well-being above 

The Jan. 27, 2006, Brown Bag Chat also drew local news media, including KOVR 
Channel 13 reporter Stephanie Nishikawa (far left against the wall). (Photo: Karin 
Higgins/UC Davis)



INDELIBLY DAVIS

103102

their own and not shy away from dif-
ficult decisions that must be made. 
I was lucky to have one particularly 
savvy mentor on this matter—James 
H. Meyer, who served as UC Davis 
chancellor from 1969 to 1987. Over 
and over I had heard from Jim, “This 
is what I’d like to do, but this is what 
I have to do.” The university always 
came first—not future career goals 
or personal popularity—when mak-
ing university decisions.
 
I knew I could not let my no-con-
fidence vote experience affect—in 
even the tiniest, most insignificant 
way—the decisions I had to make 
for the university.  

So I took an especially deep breath 
during the 2008 provost search 
when it became apparent to me 
that none of our three finalists 
(none with UC experience and 
two from private universities) 
would be able to step in as quickly 
and as ably as we needed in our 

dramatically deteriorating budget circumstance. I suspended the search, much to 
the consternation of three recruitment advisory committee faculty who strong-
ly favored one candidate, and I appointed Enrique Lavernia (then College of  
Engineering dean) for a three-year term as provost. The three faculty members brought 
to our Academic Senate a resolution criticizing my actions—variously described by  
Senate members at the April 14 meeting as an “outrage,” “a slap in the face,” “insulting,” 
“rinky-dink,” “horrifying” and showing “contempt” for the faculty (Dateline UC Davis, 
April 17, 2008)—and demanding changes in the search process for administrative lead-
ers. The resolution was unanimously approved that afternoon and sent to UC President 
Robert Dynes in a stiffly worded letter. 

Another vote of no confidence seemed headed my way. Pre-emptively, I moved up by a 
few months my planned announcement that I would step down as chancellor at the end 
of the campus’s 2008-09 centennial year. Not a consequential change in timing—not a 
thorny decision avoided—but nonetheless an action taken with a possible vote weigh-
ing on my mind. I didn’t want to repeat that agonizing experience if I didn’t have to, not 
with my tenure as chancellor coming to a close.

Communications Senior Lecturer Emeritus John 
Vohs (middle) speaks about the no-confidence 
resolution at the Feb. 21, 2006, Senate Town 
Hall attended by about 45 faculty members. 
(Photo: Karin Higgins/UC Davis)
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IN PROPORTION

My views on no-confidence votes aren’t entirely objective. I don’t think they can be. But 
they do echo a statement in a “con” ballot argument signed by 14 faculty members: “The 
use of a mail ballot of the faculty should be done under exceptional circumstances and faculty 
should exercise this privilege with care.” 

(The ballot statement was submitted by Zuhair A. Munir, Robert L. Powell, Melvin R. 
Ramey, Ann E. Orel, Jay Lund, Thomas M. Young, Alan P. Jackman, Bruce Hartsough, 
James F. Shackelford, Anthony Wexler, Jean-Jacques Chattot, Matthew Farrens, Jeannie 
Darby, Miguel Marino).

At UC Davis, it takes just 50 signatures to trigger a Senate-wide vote on any issue—a 
provision of Senate Bylaw 17 that has been in place since 1969. 

The campus was a different place in 1969—just a little more than 13,000 students (com-
pared to today’s 35,000), 1,700 faculty and other academics (4,100 today), and 3,600 
staff (17,400 today). Fifty faculty signatures back then represented a much greater pro-
portion of the Senate faculty than they do today—signatures that now could essentially 
be gathered on a free lunch hour.

Perhaps it’s time—nearly 50 years later—for our Senate to revisit the 50-signature 
trigger. I do hope so. Perhaps a more proportional number would better ensure the 
thoughtful, representative deliberations on exceptional issues that I expect the original 
Bylaw 17 writers had in mind. 

But, more than anything, I hope our faculty and administrators will always be good-
faith partners—willing to listen, to negotiate, to work cooperatively to resolve issues.  

And, when most needed, willing to give one another the benefit of the doubt.
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THE PARTISAN POLITICAL TRAIN HAD LONG LEFT THE STATION. 

California Gov. Pete Wilson, who’d persuasively won reelection in 1994 after champi-
oning popular anti-immigrant Proposition 187, now had grander aspirations. He was 
positioning himself to be president of the United States. And opposition to affirmative 
action—a politically powerful wedge issue—was to be his ticket to the White House.

The University of California’s affirmative action programs provided the perfect high-
profile platform to energize his campaign. Among the first universities to adopt diversity 
programs some 30 years before, UC would make national news if its Board of Regents 
(which included Wilson) upended them. And, given UC’s constitutional autonomy, such 
a decision to end consideration of race, ethnicity and gender in student admissions, hir-
ing and contracting couldn’t be overturned by the state’s Legislature.

It would be a sharp and shocking change in direction. 

“For three decades, most of what Regents, governors and legislators wanted to know 
from the administration was when minority enrollment figures were going to improve 
at UC,” Patricia Pelfrey writes in her book Entrepreneurial President: Richard Atkinson 
and the University of California, 1995-2003. UC (and California State University, as well) 
were expected to enroll undergraduate student bodies that mirrored the racial, ethnic, 
cultural and economic characteristics of the state’s public high school students. It was 

The 1995 Politics and Principle 
of Affirmative Action

Every segment of the institution believes firmly in the use of race. I want them to 
unleash all their creative capacity to find new ways to achieve diversity.
—UC REGENT WARD CONNERLY AT JULY 20, 1995, UC BOARD OF  
    REGENTS MEETING

Any action now to dismantle our diversity programs would be premature and 
against the best interests of the University of California.
—UC PRESIDENT JACK PELTASON AT JULY 20, 1995, UC BOARD OF  
    REGENTS MEETING

This is one of the saddest days the university has encountered. There was no ur-
gency, no reason to force the university to take a stand.
—LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR AND UC REGENT GRAY DAVIS AT  
    JULY 20, 1995, UC BOARD OF REGENTS MEETING 



INDELIBLY DAVIS

106

an expectation strongly embraced by the university, where diversity was seen to be an 
important educational asset and where providing access was considered a public uni-
versity’s responsibility.

Governor Wilson had an 
earnest and eloquent ally 
in pushing for a reversal 
of this policy—Ward Con-
nerly, a Sacramento Afri-
can-American business-
man and longtime friend 
whom he’d appointed to 
the UC Board of Regents 
in 1993. 

Ward felt successful mi-
norities were stigmatized 
by affirmative action—by 
the assumption they owed 
their success to an unfair 
boost tied to the color of 
their skin. And he was 
sympathetic to the com-
plaints of a white San Di-
ego family whose son had 
been passed over for ad-
mission to UC San Diego’s 

medical school while minority students with lower grades and test scores had gotten in. 
He carried those concerns to his fellow regents.
 
“Make no mistake,” Ward told the board at its January 1995 meeting. “We would not 
be here today as basically an integrated society if we had not embarked on affirmative 
action in 1965. I can’t tell you the humiliation of drinking from a fountain that says 
‘Colored Only.’ But I tell you with every fiber of my being that what we’re doing is ineq-
uitable to certain people. I want something in its place that is fair.”

UC President Jack Peltason persuaded the regents to delay action till mid-1995 so they 
could be better informed about UC’s affirmative action programs (which supplemented 
academic criteria with consideration of geography, race, ethnicity, gender and special 
talents), and so he could complete a review of current practices (practices that assured 
every academically eligible undergraduate applicant a spot at UC, but not always at the 
preferred campus). If problems were found, he pledged to fix them.

At the same time, signatures were being gathered (due Feb. 21, 1996) for a proposed 
November 1996 ballot initiative (later named Proposition 209) that would ban race- 
and gender-based preferences in state hiring, contracting and college admissions. Jack 

Gov. Pete Wilson, an affirmative action opponent, listens 
to the Rev. Jesse Jackson urge continuation of UC’s poli-
cies. (Photo: Associated Press, p. 10 of Entrepreneurial 
President by Patricia A. Pelfrey)
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told the governor and Ward that it would take at least that long for UC’s Academic Sen-
ate to devise alternate admissions criteria. Why not wait till the initiative’s outcome was 
known, he urged, rather than embroil the university in such a divisive issue that the 
state’s voters would likely ultimately decide.

But no ground was given. A vote to end race and gender preferences would be taken at 
the regents’ July 1995 meeting.

As The Sacramento Bee later editorialized (“UC: The politics came first,” July 22, 1995), 
“Instead of using outside auditors to get reliable data—data particularly on what the 
alternatives were and what they would produce—instead of waiting to consult with the 
new president they will have to hire in the coming weeks, [the regents] marched to the 
pace of the only thing that required the haste with which they acted: the timetable of 
Gov. Pete Wilson’s presidential campaign.”

TUMULTUOUS MARATHON MEETING

In my 15 years as chancellor, I’ve never seen a 
UC Board of Regents meeting more tumultu-
ous than the regents’ July 20, 1995, gathering. 

The scene that Thursday changed sporadi-
cally from chaotic to monotonous, from star-
charged to politically charged, from exhilarat-
ing to depressing.

Upwards of 800 members of the public and 
300 members of the news media had crowded 
UC San Francisco’s Laurel Heights campus to 
attend what would become a marathon 12-
hour meeting disrupted by protests and by 
a room-clearing bomb threat. For six hours, 
the regents listened to testimony from more 
than 60 public officials and members of the 
public—including the Rev. Jesse Jackson, As-
semblyman Willie Brown and Governor Wil-
son (attending his first UC board meeting in 
three years). And for another six hours, they 
heatedly debated among themselves Ward’s 
proposals to end the use of race- and gender-
based preferences.

Finally, after 8 p.m., the regents, by close 
votes—14-10 (with one abstention) on admis-
sions and 15-10 on hiring and contracting—

The Rev. Jesse Jackson was trailed 
by more than 150 demonstrators 
and a throng of reporters and pho-
tographers as he arrived at UCSF 
for the regents meeting. (Photo: Neil 
Michel/Axiom)
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took actions opposed by UC’s president and vice presidents, all nine chancellors and 
UC’s faculty, student and alumni leaders. 

We were stunned. We’d felt that somehow it’d be pulled out in the end, that consensus-
builder Regent Roy Brophy would find sufficient support for his compromise proposal. 
Roy wanted the board to appoint a task force to consider equitable alternatives to race 
and gender preferences while waiting for the ballot initiative’s fate to be decided. And 
he appeared to have the votes until Wilson reportedly pressed regents to withdraw their 
support.

“I was a big fund-raiser for him many years ago, and he’s still a friend of mine, but I do 
not appreciate the vote going the way it did,” Roy later told Sacramento Bee reporter 
James Richardson (“Political axing of affirmative action galls UC’s Brophy,” The Sacra-
mento Bee, July 29, 1995). 

Roy was my close friend and I never admired him more 
than through this crisis. I watched him become in-
creasingly exasperated at this meeting, his flushed face 
frequently lighting up during the discussion. He was 
certain that the University of California had lost a sig-
nificant piece of its soul on July 20, 1995. 

That next morning, Roy startled the regents and every-
one else in attendance by asking to address the board as 
a private citizen. He left the regents’ table and walked 
around to the public speakers’ microphone. With some-
times shaky passion, he rebuked his colleagues: “This 
board cannot operate this university unilaterally. Your 
board managed to circumvent the chancellors. You man-

aged to circumvent the faculty, and you managed to circumvent the students.”

That five-minute speech was, many said, Roy’s finest hour. He knew he was exactly 
sideways with his close friend, Governor Wilson. But he felt he couldn’t stand down.

A few months later, Roy joined me at the Oct. 12 Affirmative Action Day teach-in on 
the Quad. And, at a Nov. 14 shared-governance forum sponsored by the Davis Faculty 
Association, he called the regents’ decision “the most flagrant violation of the rights of 
the faculty that I ever saw and hope never to see again.” 

OUTREACH

While the regents took away race and gender as supplemental admissions criteria, they 
adopted a last-minute amendment to their resolutions that endorsed the value and con-
tinued pursuit of diversity. In particular, they advocated outreach that would increase 
eligibility of disadvantaged students “who demonstrate economic or social need.” And 

Regent Roy Brophy (Photo: 
UC Davis)
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they invited proposals for increased funding 
for such outreach efforts.

A window was still open. 

New UC President Dick Atkinson (appoint-
ed barely four weeks after the regents’ vote) 
and all the chancellors took that pro-diversi-
ty amendment very seriously (though a few 
regents privately wondered if some regents 
approved it only to get the necessary votes 
on the main resolutions). 

Regardless, that amendment gave some hope 
and consolation to UC’s administrators as we 
focused on developing new strategies and 
tactics to develop and encourage diversity—
strategies we’d strongly felt should have been 
tested before abandoning current practices 
that, despite problems, had had major dem-
onstrated successes. Diversity was too great a 
strength—in the classroom, in the residence 
hall, around the decision-making table—to 
lose. It was part and parcel of our pursuit of 
the highest standards of excellence.

Those who knew me well understood my 
strong personal commitment to this issue. 
My parents were educated only to the eighth 
grade. Without special help, I never would 
have finished high school, let alone college. I 
didn’t want others, through no fault of their 
own, to miss out on a merited opportunity 
for higher education while we figured out 
our new circumstance. 

The new undergraduate admissions policy 
was to take effect in January 1997 but for 
practical reasons was postponed by Presi-
dent Atkinson until fall 1998—a miscom-
municated decision that nearly got Dick fired. A conciliatory compromise of spring 
1998 was ultimately accepted by a publicly irate governor and 10 regents who had 
called for a special meeting to review Dick’s performance. Another crisis was averted—
while Dick ended up getting the added time (till fall 1998) the university needed to 
admit its first full undergraduate class under the regents’ new rules.

Chants, speeches and intense discus-
sions about new rules for admissions, 
contracting and hiring marked the Oct. 
12, 1995, Affirmative Action Day at 
UC Davis. At its peak, the event drew 
about 400 students as well as faculty 
and staff members. UC Regents Roy 
Brophy and Ralph Carmona joined 
me during the morning teach-in on 
the Quad. Later Regent Carmona 
addressed a large crowd during the 
noon-time rally sponsored by the 
Coalition for Social Justice. (Photo: Neil 
Michel/Axiom)
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NEW APPROACHES

At the board’s January 15, 1998, meeting, Dick announced a new outreach initiative to 
“improve the educational experience and preparation of K-12 students on a scale and 
scope never attempted before.”  More focus, more funding, more intensified personal 

outreach efforts by the regents, the president, the chan-
cellors—all recommended by the Regents Outreach Task 
Force (a group on which I was privileged to serve).

At that meeting, I had the chance to tell regents about UC 
Davis’ expanded educational outreach effort and our initia-
tive partners—CSU-Sacramento, the Los Rios Community 
College District, and the Sacramento, Grant and Del Paso 
School Districts. Our partnership involved not just our 
high school feeder schools, but the feeder schools of the 
feeder schools. 

In particular, our “Reservation for College” program 
reached out to fourth grade students and their parents with 
a plan for college—a plan describing each step to be taken 
from the fourth grade forward to achieve admission to UC 
and to successfully complete college work. We knew we 
needed to start early to help these kids stay on track.

Camping out on Mrak Hall’s north apron, students fasted on a rotational basis for  
10 days in November 1995 to protest changes in the university’s affirmative-action 
policies. (Photo: Neil Michel/Axiom)

Regents Ward Connerly 
(right) and Robert Morri-
son (middle) listen to dis-
cussion before the board 
voted to rescind SP-1 at 
its May 2001 meeting. 
(Photo: Associated Press, 
p. 90 of Entrepreneurial 
President by Patricia A. 
Pelfrey)



THE 1995 POLITICS AND PRINCIPLE OF AFFIRMATIVE ACTION

111110

Other campuses were pursuing their own initiatives, giving UC several strategies to 
consider and evaluate as we shaped a new approach to diversity.

“The challenge of educational equity is so immense—and solutions so crucial to the fu-
ture of this state—that we can’t be into and out of this business of K-12 outreach as the 

enthusiasm of chancellors and regents and 
governors and legislators waxes and wanes,” 
I told the regents. “To even hope to apply 
more than a Band-Aid, to truly bring about 
systemic reform, we must make a sustained 
commitment of our attention and resources. 
We have to commit for the long term, because 
this is a long-term project.

“How can we look into the faces of these ele-
mentary school children and do less? They—
and their younger brothers and sisters—de-
serve the same kinds of opportunities that 
have blessed all of us.”

Along with expanded outreach, the university 
(led by the faculty) developed more compre-
hensive admissions criteria and implemented 
a more holistic review of every student ap-
plicant’s accomplishments and potential. A 
new “Eligibility in the Local Context” plan 
guaranteed admission to students in the top 4 
percent (later expanded to 9 percent) of their 
California high school class. The university 
pared its Scholastic Aptitude Test require-
ments, pointing to high school grade point 

average as the best predictor of college success. And UC spent many millions more on 
financial aid, benefiting (but not targeting) underrepresented minorities.

TWO DECADES LATER

I’d like to say we figured it out over the past 20-some years—that we now know how 
to unquestionably measure merit and dispense educational opportunity, to compose an 
entering class of precisely the most deserving and most promising students. A class that 
is broadly accomplished and richly diverse.

But, of course, that’s naïve. Merit still eludes definitive measurement (GPAs and test 
scores simply aren’t adequate). Some states (including ours) have approved ballot ini-
tiatives prohibiting consideration of race in college admissions. And the courts—all the 
way to the U.S. Supreme Court—have offered differing and inconclusive judgments 
about the validity of race as a factor in admissions. 

Father Keith B. Kenny Elementary 
School children, late 1990s (Photo: 
Neil Michel/Axiom) 
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In 2013, then-UC President Mark Yudof submitted, with UC’s 10 chancellors, a “friend 
of the court” brief to the U.S. Supreme Court in support of the University of Michigan 
in Schuette v. Coalition to Defend Affirmative Action. (The case challenged Michigan’s 
Proposal 2, which, like California’s Proposition 209, prohibits consideration of race in 
college admissions.)

“The University of California is the nation’s largest highly-selective university system 
in the nation’s most populous and diverse state,” the brief stated. “We feel it is incum-
bent upon us to inform the Court, and the nation, about our ceaseless efforts to enroll 
a student body that is reflective of our diverse citizenry. We would hope, after 16 years 
of operating under Proposition 209, that we could report more success. But without the 
judicious use of tools such as affirmative action we have been unable to do so.”

In a narrow 6-2 ruling the following spring, the Supreme Court upheld Michigan’s  
voter-approved ban but took no position on the constitutionality of race considerations 
in admissions decisions.

That ruling prompted an April 25, 2014, opinion piece by new UC President Janet  
Napolitano in The Washington Post.

“For nearly two decades, we have served as a laboratory of innovation for race-blind 
strategies to promote diversity on our campuses,” she wrote. “We will continue these 
vital efforts. But as long as the university is prohibited from considering all of an appli-
cant’s characteristics, we will be doing so with one arm tied tightly behind our backs.”

Race should never be the only consideration, she wrote, but neither should it be singled 
out for prohibition.

She agreed with dissenting Supreme Court Justice Sonia Sotomayor that race matters. 

It still matters. And yet we’re directed to achieve diversity as if it didn’t—with our eyes 
closed and with that one arm tied tightly behind our backs. 

But we’re trying. And that matters, too.

u http://escholarship.org/uc/ucdavischancelloremeritus_books
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A diverse student population is an essential component of a quality education-
al environment. Within the University of California, we have been governed 
by a 1988 Regental policy which mandates that we enroll a student population 
that encompasses the cultural diversity of the State of California. That policy 
has served the University and the state well, and we remain firmly committed 
to the principles it embodies.

The action of the Board of Regents at its July 20, 1995, meeting eliminates the 
use of race, ethnicity and gender as supplemental criteria in the admissions 
process. This will unfortunately make it more difficult for our campuses to 
achieve the diversity that is essential for the future excellence of the University 
and the stability and welfare of our society. However, we pledge to continue 
our efforts to serve all populations in California, working within the new 
guidelines of economic and social disadvantage, and in conformance with 
state and federal mandates.

We applaud the proposal to enhance outreach as a means of increasing the 
number of ethnic minority students eligible to enroll in the University. We 
pledge to retain those elements of affirmative action that have proven of such 
great value to our institution, including open employment searches.

We shall use every means available to us to accelerate our pursuit of the twin 
goals of excellence and diversity.

 
UC President Jack W. Peltason
Berkeley Campus Chancellor Chang-Lin Tien
Davis Campus Chancellor Larry N. Vanderhoef
Irvine Campus Chancellor Laurel L. Wilkening
Los Angeles Campus Chancellor Charles E. Young
Riverside Campus Chancellor Raymond L. Orbach
San Diego Campus Chancellor Richard C. Atkinson
San Francisco Campus Chancellor Joseph B. Martin
Santa Barbara Campus Chancellor Henry T. Yang
Santa Cruz Campus Chancellor Karl S. Pister

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT AND CHANCELLORS 
OF THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA • JULY 21, 1995
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College-bound Fourth-graders

That sunny 1999 day at Father Keith B. Kenny Elementary School in Sacramento’s 
Oak Park neighborhood, I made a pledge to an excited group of fourth-graders. 
The pledge was simple enough: If you study hard and if you make grades good 
enough to be admitted to UC Davis, then the university will pay the equivalent of 
your university fees and tuition.

Looking out that day, over 
that sea of bright young 
faces, none of us knew how 
many or if any of them 
would see it through and ar-
rive on our doorstep. It was 
a gamble. 

To provide help along the 
way, we created a program 
called Reservation for Col-
lege. Its job was to assist 
them on their journey. Then 
we waited. And we all wait-
ed together. The teachers 
waited. The parents waited. 
Our partners, the Sacramen-
to City Unified School Dis-
trict, the Del Paso Heights 

School District and our alumni, who contributed to a $1 million endowment for 
this purpose, waited. One of our truly pivotal partners, Principal Mertie Shelby, 
waited. The community waited. We all waited together to see what would happen.

Teachers and university staff, most notably from our Early Academic Outreach 
Program, continued to work with what were now no longer fourth-graders, en-
couraging them along the way. Perhaps most importantly, their parents continued 
to reinforce the message that college was a realistic and obtainable goal. 

The Reservation for College curriculum demonstrated the importance of hard 
work, perseverance and resilience. The lessons helped to instill in children a stron-
ger sense of control over their own destinies and increase their motivation and 
willingness to take on challenging tasks.

To reinforce students’ confidence and focus on learning as a process, many of the 

I handed out my business cards to Kenny Elemen-
tary School students, saying, “Tell your parents 
that, if they have any questions along the way, 
you have a friend at UC Davis they can call.” At 
right is Early Academic Outreach’s Shelley Davis. 
(Photo: Neil Michel/Axiom) 
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activities required students to work in cooperative learning groups. They solved 
tasks together. Through it all they continued to grow and to progress academi-
cally, intellectually, spiritually and physically.

Of course the question remained: Would we see a difference? Nine years is, after 
all, a long time. People move. Family circumstances change. The challenges of life 
can impose enormous obstacles to overcome. It is a daunting task to set out with 
a goal in mind and to pursue that goal with focus and resolve. None of us knew 
if we would be back together nearly a decade later. No one had really tried this 
before. 

We all are familiar with the concept of acorns. You plant an acorn, give it sun and 
soil and water and hope that one day it will grow into a mighty oak tree. It’s a 
simple but applicable concept. Would our acorns germinate and grow?

On Sept. 21, 2007, we knew the answer. Five students from Father Keith B. Kenny 
School, all of whom were there on that sunny day nine years earlier, were about 
to begin their studies at UC Davis. They had fulfilled the pledge. And it was a 
cause for celebration. We saluted them (and their families) that day at their former 
elementary school. The Sacramento High School Band performed and the Kenny 
Choir sang a “Reservation for College” song specially composed when this aca-
demic prep program was 
launched. I couldn’t have 
been prouder of our five 
new students or more op-
timistic about the new 
fourth-graders in atten-
dance. I quickly learned 
you didn’t ask them if they 
were going to college, but 
where!

(Over the years, Reserva-
tion for College served thou-
sands of students in more 
than 15 elementary schools 
in the Elk Grove, Del Paso 
Heights [now Twin Rivers], 
Sacramento and Woodland 
school districts. But state 
budget cuts to academic preparation programs forced cutbacks, leading to the eventual 
ending of Reservation for College after more than a decade. Conversations are begin-
ning about possibly bringing back some of its components.)

Newly admitted UC Davis student Porcha  
Chambers reacts as she shakes my hand during  
a Sept. 21, 2007, ceremony honoring her and four 
other students in our inaugural Reservation for 
College class. (Photo: Karin Higgins/UC Davis) 
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Supremely Disappointed
Unlike Groucho Marx, we didn’t say “Those are our principles, 
and if you don’t like them…well, we have others.”

—BRUCE WOLK, FORMER UC DAVIS LAW DEAN

OUR LAW SCHOOL STUDENTS HAD WORKED VERY HARD FOR MONTHS IN  
advance to entice U.S. Supreme Court Justice Harry Blackmun to be their 1993 com-
mencement speaker.

They were thrilled when he said “yes,” encouraged to accept the invitation by his for-
mer law clerk Vikram Amar, who had since joined the 
UC Davis law faculty.

But, just 12 days before the ceremony, Blackmun 
informed the law school that he would not come if 
the campus permitted television reporters to cover 
his speech. Unhappy with “sound bite” coverage, he 
would only agree to have TV reporters in the audi-
ence if their stations agreed to broadcast his remarks 
in their entirety.

You can imagine how crushed our law school grads 
were to have this last-minute monkey-wrench thrown 
into the works.

As a public university, we could not agree to Black-
mun’s demands.

We issued a news release announcing that Blackmun 
had withdrawn and expressing disappointment at his 

decision. I was the bearer of the bad news in that release, 
explaining that barring any element of the news media 
from a public ceremony at a public university was not, in 
our view, appropriate.

In the emotion of the moment, my decision was not a pop-
ular one for many of our soon-to-be law school grads (nor 

for The California Aggie, which editorialized that “The lack of planning and flexibility 
on the behalf of the administration to accommodate Blackmun makes it hard to believe 
that they realized the significance and positive impact his speech would have for the 
law school”).

At the 11th hour, U.S.  
Supreme Court Justice  
Harry Blackmun withdrew 
as law school commence-
ment speaker over demands 
we could not meet.

Supreme Court Justice Harry 
Blackmun (Courtesy photo)
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In their desperation to salvage Blackmun as their speaker, law students the next day 
faxed an “off-the-record and confidential” proposal to our five area television stations, 
asking them to agree not to excerpt his remarks.

As you would expect, our students got a lesson in the First Amendment—and in what 
“off the record” means. Television officials were unanimous in their refusal to acquiesce 
to the students’ request, saying it amounted to prior restraint—a form of censorship.

One TV news director quoted in a Sacramento Bee article reporting the students’ ap-
peal had this to say: “There’s absolutely no conceivable circumstance under which [we] 
would agree to those conditions. It’s an outrageous requirement…. Maybe these law 
students should review the First Amendment.”

Said another: “There’s no way I will agree to 
modify my fundamental rights so they can 
have a speaker. Blackmun should take out 
the Constitution and take a quick read. He’s 
trying to stifle the freedom of the press by 
stopping me from doing my job or control-
ling the way I do it.”

With the clock ticking, alternate proposals 
were feverishly floated to law school Dean 
Bruce Wolk and Associate Dean Rex Persch-
bacher:

“What about moving graduation to an off-
campus site like the Unitarian Church or 
the Stonegate Country Club?” Nope; that 
wouldn’t solve the problem.

“How about conferring the degrees publicly and then completing the ceremony at an-
other spot where Blackmun is waiting and broadcast reporters are restricted?” Again, 
problematic.

“Well, isn’t commencement really a private event since tickets are required?” Sorry, no; 
tickets are only required because seating is limited.

Even if, taking Groucho Marx’s cue, we had abandoned our public-university principles, 
neither Bruce nor Rex believe Blackmun would have come. They’re both convinced that, 
as commencement drew nearer, the 84-year-old justice was looking for a way out of his 
cross-country commitment. The last-minute no-broadcast-media stipulation was a handy 
way to pull the plug. Law school registrar Nicole Waterman, who had been in “constant 
contact” with Blackmun’s staff about commencement details, shares that belief.

Of course there wasn’t a way to call his bluff.

A typical law school commencement 
at Recreation Hall (now the Pavilion). 
Since 2010, law graduates have 
walked across the stage of the Mon-
davi Center’s Jackson Hall to receive 
their degrees. (Photo: UC Davis)
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But I’ve read with interest since then (in the 2011 book Justices and Journalists: The U.S. 
Supreme Court and the Media by Richard Davis) that Blackmun “was the first justice to 
dramatically break from the no-television interview tradition by giving repeated televi-
sion interviews during his last decade or so on the Court.” (Blackmun served on the 
Court from 1970 to 1994.)

On the other hand, Davis’ book also notes that Blackmun highlighted certain sections 
of his personal copy of the American Society of Newspaper Editors code of ethics, sug-
gesting he believed that reporters “had at least occasionally treated the code as merely 
aspirational.” And Vik Amar, the UC Davis law professor who’d clerked for Blackmun 
in 1989-90, believes the justice was genuinely concerned about the emotive effect of 
out-of-context video snippets because he was the author of the controversial Roe v. Wade 
decision.

But no matter. Whatever the intent of his 11th-hour broadcast-media stipulation, we 
had no choice but to say no.

Much as I was sure our course was the right one, I was surprised to see the degree to 
which our decision was applauded by the news media.

The president of the Radio-Television News Directors Association wrote to me after 
reading in The New York Times about the Blackmun episode. “On behalf of electronic 
journalists everywhere,” he wrote, “thank you for placing First Amendment values 
above your desire to schedule a prominent speaker.”

New York Newsday went so far as to suggest that “maybe [I’m] the one who ought to be 
on the Supreme Court.” Now that was an amusing thought.

The Legal Times in Washington, D.C., also weighed in. “Hopefully, UC Davis will start a 
trend. The justices have been encouraged in their silly requests to bar cameras by host 
organizations that quake in their boots for fear of angering their guests. The only way 
the justices’ habit will be cured is for more groups to decide they won’t cave in.”

That habit wasn’t soon broken, though. Four years later, Supreme Court Justice Sandra 
Day O’Connor insisted that recording devices be banned if she were to address law 
school graduates at the University of Montana. The law dean consented, thrilled to have 
landed her as the school’s commencement speaker. I was heartened to hear, though, that 
he later got dressed down by the university’s journalism dean.

Today’s U.S. Supreme Court media policy is, well, open to interpretation. According to a 
public information specialist there, “The media arrangements for a Justice’s appearance 
are worked out on a case-by-case basis and depend upon factors such as the nature of 
the event, the preferences of the Justice, and the practices of the organization hosting 
the event. If broadcast coverage is permitted, however, there are generally no require-
ments that the event be aired in its entirety.”
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Gracious. Sounds like it 
may still be wise to have a 
good back-up plan.

With the help of an alum, 
we were able to secure a 
former (now current) Cali-
fornia governor, Edmund 
G. “Jerry” Brown Jr., as 
our pinch-hitting keynote 
speaker, and his remarks 
were warmly received.

I wish I could say the 
same about my own. 
Student speaker Jared 
Moses—now a Los An-
geles Superior Court 
judge—preceded me at 
the podium, bitingly ref-
erencing the kerfuffle with a string of such satirical movie titles as “When Harry 
Met Larry,” “The Dean Vanishes” and “You’re a Good Man, Jerry Brown.” He ended 
his remarks by passing around a Costco-sized container of sour gumballs to his fellow 
graduates—one of whom told me “You’re disgusting!” as she crossed the stage to receive 
her diploma.

Definitely a tough audience that afternoon. But I could understand their disappoint-
ment. They’d lost a Supreme Court Justice as their keynote speaker just days before 
their graduation. And they were about to jump into a terribly tight job market, thanks 
to the early ’90s recession. Truly a moment for sour-gumball reflection.

Some 20 years later, Jared—now Judge Moses—explains his gumball sharing in a kinder and 
gentler way: “There was a group of us who chewed tons of the stuff during law school. In 
honor of that, I passed out the gum to signify the sourness and sweetness of our law school 
experience, analogizing to the bitter herbs and sweet charoset served at the Passover Seder.”

Though without as colorful a prop, I hoped Jared and his fellow graduates would embrace 
my heartfelt message that day: “And so, graduates, remember this. Values and principles 
of behavior are your most important possessions. They mark your path. They mark the 
path of the organizations with which you will associate. Value them as you do your closest 
friendships, for they are your friends. And never, ever, give up your friends.”

Somehow I just know they’ve held fast to their ideals. That’s what we’ve come to know about 
our law students. What they learn within the classrooms and hallways of Martin Luther 
King Hall they’re bound to carry with them for life.

When Supreme Court Justice Blackmun unexpectedly 
canceled, former (now current) California Gov. Jerry Brown 
(center) pinch-hit as the law school’s keynote commence-
ment speaker, to the immense relief of former law Dean 
Bruce Wolk (right) and me. (Photo: UC Davis)
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I MUST HAVE LOOKED LIKE QUITE THE ODDITY. 

People were hurriedly passing by, their chins to their chests and their arms wrapped 
around themselves for warmth, rushed along by a chilly north wind. The thought of 
stopping to sit on an outdoor bench wasn’t even remotely on the mind of anyone who 
had to be out that day.

But there I sat on a brand new bench by the 
Heitman Staff Learning Center, hardly mind-
ing the cold—and thinking gratefully about 
the Staff Assembly leaders who’d dedicated it 
to me just a few weeks before. It had rained 
hard on dedication day (March 14, 2012), so 
this was my first chance to give the bench a 
try and to read its inscription: “With our grat-
itude to Chancellor Emeritus Larry N. Van-
derhoef. We thank you for your support of 
UC Davis staff and your commitment to their 
personal growth and development….”

That gratitude is reciprocated—a hundred-
fold.  

I’d been at several universities before arriving 
at UC Davis in 1984, and I’d served on doz-
ens of universities’ accreditation review teams over my 40-year career. One campus 
always stood out. Nowhere—nowhere—have I found staff more accomplished, more 
dedicated, than our own.

Staff truly are a special mark of distinction for UC Davis. 

It didn’t take me long to learn that. My first public remarks as the campus’s new execu-
tive vice chancellor were made to Staff Assembly. I’d said then what the staff had already 
demonstrated—they were absolutely indispensable to a campus this size and played an 
essential role in keeping the university operating smoothly. 

Former Staff Assembly Chair Rob 
Kerner and I enjoyed a chat on the 
special bench that Rob, on behalf of 
the assembly, dedicated to me  
in March 2012. (Photo: Stephen  
McKone/UC Davis)

An Unmatched, Top-Notch Staff
Over the years I could tell the difference between those who said they supported 
staff and those who actually believed and meant it.
—DENNIS SHIMEK, SENIOR ASSOCIATE VICE CHANCELLOR  
    FOR HUMAN RESOURCES, 1966-2007
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When I became chancellor, the com-
plexity of the staff’s collective work 
became clearer to me as we interacted 
more. With an astounding panoply of 
talents, they make the university run. 
Just think of all that’s required to sup-
port our academic community—the 
equivalent of a large corporation but 
with unique teaching, research and ser-
vice responsibilities (including a medi-
cal center and an animal hospital), and 
with complex, around-the-clock city 
functions added (police, fire, housing, 
utilities, water, waste management, 
parking, etc.). Heavy lifting, without a 
doubt—and done remarkably well by 
members of our staff.

They’re the glue between faculty and students; the backbone for everything the campus 
undertakes; the institutional historians; the continuity as administrators change, fac-
ulty depart and students graduate; and, not insignificantly, the keepers of the campus’s 
culture.

A FEELING OF FAMILY

For reasons I don’t fully understand, staff here feel that the campus is home, is family—
not just a career stop along the way.

There are many day-to-day indicators of that sense of connection, that sense of “fam-
ily”—for example, the waves of greeting as the drivers of Facilities department vehicles 
pass each other on the road, the clusters of staff walking the Arboretum together on 
their lunch hours, the departmental potlucks and ice cream socials, the Redwood Grove 
baby showers, the noon-hour gatherings to watch the latest British-broadcast episode of 
“Downton Abbey,” a Management Service Officer’s hand-knitted socks to welcome new 
staff and faculty, the chocolates and flowers presented to counselors by grateful graduat-
ing students, and the remarkably generous (and anonymous) donation of vacation time 
to co-workers on catastrophic medical leave who’ve exhausted their own leave balances.

Perhaps most remarkable is the staff’s predisposition to collaborate rather than com-
pete—a characteristic of this campus since its earliest days. That valuing of shared suc-
cess and teamwork gives UC Davis a distinct advantage and makes the greatest gains 
possible.

Staff members are also exceptionally loyal. Most retire with more than two decades of 
service. And many achieve membership in the UC Davis Quarter Century Club (an an-
nual gathering of employees who have served the campus for at least 25 years). 

Just returned from fighting a 2003 South-
ern California fire, UC Davis firefighters 
Cess Mercado and Terry Weisser shared 
their experiences with me. (Photo: Debbie 
Aldridge/UC Davis)
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Faculty members who serve the usual five-year term as department chairs are particu-
larly grateful for staff’s seasoned wisdom since they depend heavily on their much-
longer-serving Management Service Officers to show them the administrative ropes—to 
essentially teach them how to be a chair.

MULTIPLE FAMILY GENERATIONS

For decades, multiple generations of longstanding families in our surrounding com-
munities—principally Dixon, Winters, Woodland and Davis—have contributed stead-
fastly and significantly to the campus’ success. Mothers, daughters, fathers, sons, aunts, 
uncles, even an occasional grandchild!

Edie Silva—the “mom” part of a mother/father/daughter trio—I knew and appreciated 
from my first second here. She ran the Chancellor’s Office. If you had to figure out how 
to do something, she had the wisest counsel (and the expert follow-through), and served 
the campus for 26 years (all the way back to Chancellors Mrak and Meyer) before re-
tiring. Her husband, Milt (a student here in the 1940s), worked for the Department of 
Plant Pathology, contributing 35 years of service before he retired (with almost as many 
years volunteering—for example, umpiring baseball, keeping the men’s basketball score-
book, and moving the sideline markers or running the scoreboard at football games). 

I also came to know their daughter Darlene 
(“Dar”) Hunter, who is senior director of 
our Undergraduate Admissions Office and, 
with more than 40 years of service now,  
has eclipsed even her parents’ longstanding 
record. 

But Dar’s contributions far exceed a simple 
tally of years (besides, to be fully accurate, 
you’d have to start counting from her child-
hood, when she was drafted as the baseball 
team’s bat girl and accompanied her dad 
to football, basketball and track and field 
events). 

She’s also a perfect example of that figurative 
“family” notion of staff. 

For instance, for years she was the Department of Military Science’s chief judge for its 
annual Chili Cook Off—a wonderful chance, she’d said, to meet UC Davis colleagues in 
a non-work setting and to give back to the campus. She’s a true blue (and gold) fan of 
intercollegiate athletics—an original TeamAggie member and former president, a mem-
ber (and then chair) of the Cal Aggie Athletics Hall of Fame Committee for more than 
18 years, and a perennial season ticket holder for football and for women’s basketball 
(which presents an award in her name to a player best demonstrating persistence). 

Darlene Hunter (center) and her father, 
Milt Silva, and mother, Edie Silva, have 
contributed more than 100 years of 
service as UC Davis staff members. 
They’re pictured here at Dar’s 25-year-
pin celebration. (Courtesy photo)
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Like so many UC Davis staff 
members, Dar was drawn by 
UC Davis’ “sense of unity, fam-
ily and stability.” And, like oth-
ers, she’s had opportunities to go 
elsewhere. “But I’ve never want-
ed to leave. Everything I believe 
in is what this place is about.”

A PLACE TO LEARN

Angela Taggart, currently a 
Workers’ Compensation special-
ist on campus, represents the 
third generation of her family to 
serve UC Davis. Her grandmoth-
er, Marie Gallardo, retired after 
20-plus years in Payroll. Her 
mother, Diane Sires, got her start 
here as a student, ultimately re-

tiring from the Department of Land, Air and Water Resources with 29 years of service. 
Her father, Ray Sires, served as an officer and detective in our Police Department in the 
1970s. And her brother, Jeff, as well as a great uncle and two second cousins, also chose 
to work here. 

Working the food line was a favorite assignment 
at our annual Thank Goodness for Staff barbecue. 
Here I’m serving Jan Conroy, director of Editorial/
Design. (Photo: Debbie Aldridge/UC Davis)

Staff Assembly presented its Citations for Excellence at a Chancellor’s Residence re-
ception in May 2009. Pictured here is UC Davis Extension’s Northern California Train-
ing Academy Team, whose members pitched in (over an 18-month period) to cover 
for five of their co-workers on maternity leave. From left: Amy Spakosky, Nancy 
Hafer and baby Ginger, Hilary Wilkoff, Christie Karlstad, Ann Gibson, Jennifer Davis, 
Kristi Smith, Melanie Schindell and Christine Altavilla. Not pictured: Grace Barajas, 
Chris Juvinall and Ken Ly. (Photo: Kathy Keatley Garvey/UC Davis)
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“We have all been proud to work on campus,” Angela says. “From the time I was a little 
girl, I can remember my mom and dad and grandmother talking about their work on 
campus and what a great and exciting place it is to work, learn and meet new people. 
They always said that the university takes care of its employees by offering great pay, 
benefits, retirement and educational opportunities.”

I know it’s gotten tougher for the univer-
sity to offer the pay and benefits it knows 
our employees deserve. And I know grow-
ing workloads continue to be a challenge. 
But I also see our staff remaining positive 
and hardworking. 

Especially important to me is ensuring 
that they continue to have opportunities 
to advance in their careers. “Training and 
education should be available for all who 
want it,” I’d told Staff Assembly in 1984. 

Twenty-five years later, as I prepared to 
step down as chancellor, I was asked how 
gifts in my honor might be directed. The 
answer was easy—to a new scholarship 
fund to help staff members continue their 
education (and to help students study 
abroad).  

I look forward each spring to presenting 
the Larry N. Vanderhoef Staff Scholarship 
to an aspiring applicant selected by Staff 
Assembly for “outstanding demonstration 
and commitment to community service, 
work, self-improvement, school, financial 
need and other worthy merits.” 

That presentation is a small but person-
ally very meaningful way for me to con-
tinue to signal my abiding respect and deep gratitude for our staff.  

They’ve been part of my extended family for three decades. And they’ve been an indis-
pensable contributor to UC Davis’ success for more than a century. 

That’s what I’ll be thinking about, and appreciating, whenever I sit on that very special 
bench.

The 2003 UC Davis-American Heart Asso-
ciation 5K Walk/Run drew together sev-
eral hundred staff and faculty (including 
a Chancellor’s office team) to raise funds 
for heart research, education and public 
outreach—a cause close to my heart 
because my mother died at age 52 of a 
heart attack. (Photo: Debbie Aldridge/ 
UC Davis)
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Below are the staff members (to date) who have been awarded a  
Larry N. Vanderhoef Staff Scholarship.

2011-2012
MAYRA LLAMAS 
Program Manager, Student Recruitment and Retention Center

Scholarship purpose: Doctorate in Educational Leadership program,  
UC Davis/Sonoma State University

2012-2013
IOANA ENE
Library Assistant III, Blaisdell Medical Library

Scholarship purpose: Master of Library and Information Science program,  
San Jose State Universityy

2013-2014
WENDY ANNE STOLTZ
Development Analyst, Graduate School of Management

Scholarship purpose: MBA program, Mills College

KELLY MARIE COLE 
Academic Advising Coordinator, Student Housing

Scholarship purpose: Doctorate in Educational Leadership program,  
UC Davis/Sonoma State University

2014-2015
SHAUNA STEWART 
Teacher Education Assistant, School of Education

Scholarship purpose: Master of Library and Information Science program,  
San Jose State University

LARRY N. VANDERHOEF STAFF SCHOLARSHIP RECIPIENTS 
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The Value of We—Not I— 
Leadership

You’re presiding over a process. You’re not presiding over an organization like I did 
in the Marine Corps where I told people what to do and they did it. You influence 
the direction, you influence the flow—or you can make a mess out of it.
—JAMES H. MEYER, UC DAVIS CHANCELLOR, 1969-87, AND EARLY     
    LEADER IN ADAPTING MANAGEMENT THEORY AND TECHNIQUES  
    TO HIGHER EDUCATION

THEY WERE PUZZLED. IMPRESSED, MAYBE, WITH THE MAGNANIMITY OF MY  
suggestion, but definitely puzzled.

“But how can you get ahead if you don’t get the credit?” asked the group of Cuarto 
residence halls students.

They’d invited me to come 
talk with them about lead-
ership in February 2009. 
On their way to their own 
careers, they’d wanted 
some advice about how to 
be an effective leader.

I’d surprised them with 
my mantra of “listen, lis-
ten,  l is ten…bite your 
tongue…give others a 
chance to make your 
point.”

I’m not sure there’s a de-
finable, teachable com-
ponent to leadership. But 
I shared with them what 
I’d learned along the way 
through the academic and 
administrative ranks of 

professor, department head, biology programs executive officer, provost, executive vice 
chancellor and, ultimately, chancellor.

My quarterly brown bag updates—initiated during the 
early 1990s as we coped with severe budget cuts—gave 
faculty, staff and students a regular chance to meet with 
me (and other campus leaders) to ask questions, raise 
concerns and hear what was on my mind. (Photo: Karin 
Higgins/UC Davis)
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Here’s what I believe makes for 
good leaders:

• LISTENING. Talking a lot 
may feel, to the speaker, like 
“leadership.” But, believe me, 
it doesn’t appear as leadership 
to the listener. Listening well 
does. And when you listen—
truly listen—you might learn 
something you really need to 
know from the voice in the back 
of the room. Former Singapor-
ean ambassador to the United 
Nations Tommy Ko—whom I’d 
met when traveling—encour-
ages “deep listening,” wisely 
observing that discovery starts 
with listening.

Listening well is especially important if you’re new and you don’t yet understand your 
organization’s history and culture and where it was aiming to go before your arrival. 
What you learn will help inform your own vision of what’s needed next.

• CONVERSATION GUIDING. If you have an important point to make, resist the tempta-
tion. You might know where your organization needs to go, but with a top-down deci-

Residence hall meetings with undergrads provided 
opportunities for reciprocal learning. (Photo: Karin 
Higgins/UC Davis)

Our Council of Deans and Vice Chancellors met informally for lunch each Tuesday—no 
agendas, just team-building, idea-exploring and information-sharing get-togethers. 
(Photo: Michael Brooks/The California Aggie) 
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sion you may lose the possible advantage of more discussion. And you’ll lose the team 
that has to feel they’ve been a part of the decision if they’re going to be great implementers.

Give others in the discussion a chance to make your point. If they do, tell them it was “a 
great point, an insightful, really wise point.” Nudge it left or right a bit if it is not dead on.

If they don’t make your point, you’ll have to insert it into the conversation yourself. If at 
all possible, do it by building on or modifying someone else’s point.

• INCLUSIVENESS. You have to be willing to bring into the conversation people you 
know will disagree with you, who will be contrary, who will have different views. If you 
can’t respond sufficiently to their criticisms, maybe you have more thinking to do.

• COURAGE. When listening and conversation do not lead to consensus, take a seat 
in the lonely chair, think a while, perhaps sleep on it, and then make a decision. Float 
that decision by trusted advisers. Then make it, publicly, but make it with explanation: 
“These were the pros, these were the cons, and this is why I decided the way I did.” You 
need to inspire confidence that you’ve given the matter adequate thought.

• ACCOUNTABILITY. Own your decision all the way through its implementation. Take 
responsibility for the way it turned out, even if you would have done things differently 
in carrying out that decision. What your team is saying and doing is part of the process 
you’ve approved and set into motion. Blaming others for things that may have gone 
wrong is not good leadership.

Fall Convocation brought our campus family together at the beginning of each aca-
demic year to strengthen ties, share inspiring stories and energize one another to do 
our personal and collective best in the year ahead. (Photo: Karin Higgins/UC Davis)
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• ACCESSIBILITY. Invest time in understanding the interests and concerns of the many 
people who make up your organization. Drop by, invite conversations, develop relation-
ships. Those connections will help you avoid pitfalls, help rescue you if you don’t, and 
likely lead to lasting friendships.

• CLEAR THINKING. Do not over-respond to criticism. Do not over-respond to praise. 
Reality is somewhere in between.

• DEVELOPING LEADERS. Hire people who are better, who are smarter than you in their area.

Choose people who you believe will work well together. Deans, for example, have to be pa-
rochial—except when they are asked to deal as a team with campuswide issues. Then they 
have to rise above their parochial perspectives for the greater good of the university.

Let leaders lead. Let them make their own principle-based decisions. That’s how leaders learn, 
and ultimately shine. They have to feel free to explore, to take wrong turns, to make mistakes. 
Making mistakes can be the best teacher. You—and they—will be most successful if, along the 
way, they feel that they’ve taught you a few things (which they undoubtedly will!).

Never, ever criticize them publicly. But, in one-on-one conversations, constructively ad-
dress problems. The last thing you should want to do is take someone’s confidence away.
Praise them sincerely and often—with witnesses.

The deans and vice chancellors joined me at a bank of phones in the basement of 
Mrak Hall for a 1995 pilot project that invited people to dial in to ask questions, regis-
ter concerns and simply connect with a senior administrator. Pictured with me here is 
former Letters and Science Dean Carol Tomlinson-Keasey. (Photo: Neil Michel/Axiom)
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Pull them out of funks. People are often too hard on themselves.

• FOSTERING A SENSE OF TEAM. “Vision” is the easy part; you need a team to  
embrace it and to help implement it. One particularly effective vice chancellor (John 
Meyer) encouraged his people to recognize that their success wasn’t complete until 
they’d helped their colleagues succeed. Teamwork—not competition—will most effec-
tively help an organization achieve its goals.

• TALKING STRAIGHT. You’ve got to inspire confidence in your organization, and 
throughout it—especially through clearly rough patches. So be realistic in assessing the 
challenges, clear about how to address them, and optimistic about the organization’s 
ability to not only survive but thrive once again.

• KINDNESS. A little bit goes a long, long way—and lifts your own spirits as well as 
the recipient’s.

• PERSONAL AMBITION. Of course you have to have some, or you wouldn’t be on the 
leadership path. But don’t let it trump the good of the institution you’re serving. That 
should always be paramount. The best leaders are most interested in ensuring their in-
stitution’s people and accomplishments are recognized, not themselves.

• INTEGRITY. Without it? Game over.

A predecessor chancellor—Jim Meyer—instinctively understood how to draw the best out of 
his leadership team, embracing early on what became known as the Japanese style of man-
agement. UC Davis’ chancellor from 1969 to 1987, he mentored by example and was clever 
enough that you usually thought his great idea was actually your own. More than anything 
else, he taught that consultation with all the university’s constituencies was essential on most 

campus matters. The university benefited enor-
mously from his vision and leadership.

UC Davis has proved an unusually fertile 
ground for administrators to hone their lead-
ership skills, and for faculty to cut their teeth 
in administration. The list of those moving 
on to provost and president positions across 
the country is impressively long.

What those former UC Davis administrators 
received—and can perpetuate—is important: 
the opportunity to grow in a system that is 
collegial, values cooperation and encourages 
shared success. When leaders model that 
kind of behavior, it can’t help but bring out 
the best in people. And what could be better 
for the institutions they serve?

James H. Meyer, UC Davis chancellor 
from 1969 to 1987, instinctively un-
derstood how to draw the best out of 
his leadership team. (Photo: UC Davis)



INDELIBLY DAVIS

133132

DAN ALDRICH: Acting chancellor, UC Santa Barbara, 1986-87; act-
ing chancellor, UC Riverside, 1984-85; founding chancellor, UC Irvine, 
1962-84; dean of agriculture for the University of California, 1958-62; 
department chair, UC Davis and UC Berkeley concurrently, 1955-58.

CAROL CARTWRIGHT: President, Bowling Green State University, 
2008-11; president, Kent State University, 1991-2006; vice chancellor 
for academic affairs, UC Davis, 1988-91.

VERNON CHEADLE: Chancellor, UC Santa Barbara, 1962-77; professor 
and acting vice chancellor, UC Davis, 1950-62.

PHILIP DUBOIS: Chancellor, University of North Carolina, Charlotte, 
2005-present; president, University of Wyoming, 1997-2005; provost 
and vice chancellor of academic affairs, University of North Carolina, 
Charlotte, 1991-97; professor, associate vice chancellor for academic af-
fairs and executive associate dean of the College of Letters and Science, 
UC Davis, 1976-91.

MRC GREENWOOD: President, University of Hawaii, 2009-13; Uni-
versity of California provost, 2004-05; chancellor, UC Santa Cruz, 1996-
2004; professor, dean of graduate studies and vice provost for academic 
outreach, UC Davis, 1989-96.

ROBERT D. GREY: Interim provost, University of California, 2008-09; 
interim chancellor, UC Riverside, 2007-08; professor, assistant and as-
sociate dean of the College of Letters and Science, founding dean of the 
Division of Biological Sciences, and provost and executive vice chancel-
lor, UC Davis, 1967-2001.

VIRGINIA HINSHAW: Chancellor, University of Hawaii at Manoa, 2007-
12; provost and executive vice chancellor, UC Davis, 2001-07.

UC Davis-launched Leaders 
These former UC Davis administrators went on to even greater leadership roles at 
other respected colleges and universities.
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ELIZABETH LANGLAND: Vice provost and dean of the New College of 
Interdisciplinary Arts and Sciences, Arizona State University, 2007-13; pro-
vost and vice president for academic affairs, Purchase College/State Univer-
sity of New York, 2004-07; dean of the Division of Humanities, Arts and 
Cultural Studies, College of Letters and Science, UC Davis, 1999-2004.

DALE ROGERS MARSHALL: President, Wheaton College, 1992-2004; 
acting president and academic dean, Wellesley College, 1986-92; profes-
sor and associate dean of the College of Letters and Science and faculty 
assistant to the vice chancellor of academic affairs, UC Davis, 1972-86.

MARK MCNAMEE: Senior vice president and provost, Virginia Tech, 
2001-present; dean, Division of Biological Sciences, UC Davis, 1993-
2001; professor, UC Davis, 1975-2001.

ROBERT SHELTON: President, University of Arizona, 2006-11; execu-
tive vice chancellor and provost, University of North Carolina at Chapel 
Hill, 2001-06; vice provost for research, University of California, 1996-
2001; vice chancellor for research, UC Davis, 1990-96; chair, Depart-
ment of Physics, UC Davis, 1987-90.

CAROL TOMLINSON-KEASEY: Founding chancellor, UC Merced,  
1998-2006; vice provost for academic initiatives, University of California, 
1997-98; vice provost of faculty relations and of academic planning and  
personnel, and acting dean of the College of Letters and Science,  
UC Davis, 1992-97.

PHYLLIS WISE: Chancellor, University of Illinois at Urbana-Cham-
paign, and vice president, University of Illinois, 2011-present; interim 
president, University of Washington, 2010-11; executive vice president 
and provost, University of Washington, 2005-10; dean of the Division of 
Biological Sciences, UC Davis, 2002-05.

FRED WOOD: Chancellor, University of Minnesota, Crookston, 
2012-present; vice chancellor for student affairs (2007-12), interim vice 
provost for undergraduate studies (2004-07), College of Letters and 
Science associate dean (1991-2004), Department of Chemistry faculty 
member (1986-2012), UC Davis.
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THE JUDGE CONFIRMED WHAT WE’D KNOWN ALL ALONG.    

Former head wrestling coach Mike Burch—pitching for a full-time coaching position 
and then learning his part-time contract wouldn’t be renewed—manipulated the trust 
of three young women wrestlers “for personal motives wholly unrelated to gender  
equity.”*

Burch had told them that Associate 
Athletics Director Pam Gill-Fish-
er—not he—had cut them from 
his 30-slot wrestling roster after 
competitive tryouts, and that he’d 
been fired in retaliation for publicly 
defending their gender-discrimina-
tion complaint against the univer-
sity (a complaint later dismissed by 
the U.S. Department of Education’s 
Office for Civil Rights).

Preposterous charges, especially if 
you knew a whit about Pam.

U.S. District Judge Frank Damrell 
—the only judge to hear the entire 
story, including lengthy witness testimony during a four-week bench trial the summer 
of 2011—simply didn’t find Burch believable. “Indeed,” he wrote, “the court finds that 
many of the underlying circumstances that gave rise to this litigation were a result of 
Burch’s misrepresentations to plaintiffs.”

*This and all other quotations from Judge Damrell are taken from his Findings of Facts and Conclu-
sions of Law issued at the conclusion of the trial in the case Mansourian et al. v. Regents of the Uni-
versity of California et al., (E.D. Cal.) 2:03-cv-2591 FCD EFB [Document 628, filed 8/3/11].

On May 29, 2001, UC Davis wrestlers protested 
what they believed to be the athletic depart-
ment's removal of women from the team's ros-
ter. (Photo: Corey Yeaton/The California Aggie) 

Wrestling with the Truth
The court finds the majority of [wrestling coach Michael] Burch’s testimony 
wholly lacking in credibility…. Despite plaintiffs’ belief to the contrary, Burch  
was not an ardent supporter of women’s participation in intercollegiate  
competitive wrestling.*

—U.S. DISTRICT JUDGE FRANK C. DAMRELL, JR., IN HIS AUGUST 3,      
    2011, RULING IN A DISCRIMINATION LAWSUIT FILED BY THREE  
    FORMER UC DAVIS WOMEN WRESTLERS
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Hallelujah! At last, an authorita-
tive, definitive determination that 
Burch manipulated the students 
he was entrusted to lead.

Burch’s blatant misrepresenta-
tions misled so many—from a 
sympathetic Assemblywoman (ill- 
advised by a former wrestler chief 
of staff) who threatened to with-
hold $44 million in construction 
funding for a campus science lab, 
to the American Association of 
University Women, which rallied 
to the young women’s cause, pro-
viding nearly $100,000 for their 
lawsuit and a daily presence in the 
courtroom; California Sen. Dean 
Florez, who featured the women 
at a special Senate Select Commit-
tee hearing; and, most particular-
ly, the young women themselves, 
who took Burch at his word and 
pursued an eight-year lawsuit 
whose discrimination claims were 
ultimately found groundless.

Contrary to their collective belief, 
Judge Damrell found that “the un-
disputed evidence demonstrates 
that Burch made virtually no efforts to establish a separate women’s varsity team or even 
provide women wrestlers with adequate intercollegiate competitive opportunities until 
after such efforts could be personally beneficial to him.”

A TRUE WOMEN’S CHAMPION

Most unforgivably, Burch’s self-serving spin vilified Pam Gill-Fisher—a true champion 
of women.

Growing up on a farm, she worked right alongside her mother and father, oblivious 
to anyone’s notion of gender roles—until Little League Baseball rejected her when she 
was 10 or 11. Until then, “I had never experienced being told I couldn’t do something 
because I was female,” she said at court.

Undaunted, Pam went on to excel as an athlete at Dixon High School and then com-

Pam Gill-Fisher blazed a Title IX trail on campus 
and nationally, effectively advocating for greater 
opportunities for women athletes. (Photo:  
Jim von Rummelhoff/UC Davis)
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peted as a five-sport Aggie athlete. All this before the 1972 landmark Title IX legislation 
prohibiting gender discrimination in federally funded educational institutions.

A national champion coach and a 28-year athletics administrator, she blazed a Title IX 
trail on campus and nationally. She helped build a program of athletic opportunities 
here that was unmatched by any university in the nation—leading Sports Illustrated for 
Women to twice name UC Davis the best NCAA Division II school for women athletes. 
And her efforts helped the campus produce three NCAA Woman of the Year award win-
ners, an extraordinary national achievement.

A founding member of the National Association of Collegiate Women Athletics Admin-
istrators, Pam served as its president and on its board, was twice named its Division II 
Administrator of the Year and, in 2013, received its Lifetime Achievement Award.

From her earliest days at UC Davis, she effectively pushed for equal coaching and  
equitable benefits for women athletes—for such things as team-appropriate uniforms 
and equipment, athletic training, laundry services, participation and travel opportuni-
ties—and chaired multiple campus-initiated Title IX reviews. No more sewing match-
ing shorts and gluing numbers on shirts for her volleyball team, no more scrounging 
stopwatches for the women’s track and field team, no more player-purchased shoes for 
the women’s basketball team, no more personal taping of women-athletes’ ankles on a 
makeshift locker-room table. Not anymore. Pam was a true game-changer.

“I’ve worked my entire (nearly 30-year) career with Title IX stamped on my forehead,” 
she said in June 2001 when Burch accused her of cutting the women from his wrestling 
roster. “I’m not about denying opportunity to women athletes.”

A particularly revealing encounter between Pam and Burch in winter quarter 2000 is 
recounted in Judge Damrell’s ruling: “Burch and Gill-Fisher discussed the prospects of 
Burch attaining full-time coaching status. Gill-Fisher explained that per UC Davis’ gender 
equity plan, the next head coaches to go full-time would be from women’s intercollegiate 
teams. In response, Burch suggested designating women’s wrestling as a separate varsity 
team; Gill-Fisher pointed out that several other women’s club sports were closer to meet-
ing the requirements for an intercollegiate team. At the end of the meeting, Burch said he 
‘didn’t give an F-- about Title IX’ before storming out and slamming the office door.”

But Burch had convinced Lauren Mancuso, Arezou Mansourian and Christine Ng (who 
described him as her “hero” in court testimony) that he was their gender-equity cham-
pion, and that Pam and three other administrators—former Athletics Director Greg 
Warzecka, former Student Affairs Senior Associate Vice Chancellor Bob Franks and 
I—had treated them unfairly because of their gender, denying them the opportunity to 
participate in intercollegiate wrestling.

In truth, Pam was their true ally and potential mentor. She could have helped them 
expand their skills and develop more robust competition by establishing women’s wres-
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tling as a club sport and growing it to varsity status—a path rejected by the women 
(with Burch’s encouragement) as a “demeaning demotion.”

COURTROOM CONTENTION

So instead, we sat in opposition in the courtroom, with Lauren, Arezou and Christine 
on one side, flanked by family members and representatives of the AAUW (which, very 

disappointingly, counted Pam as 
a member yet invited only Burch 
and the three young women to 
address their local chapter). And 
we were on the other, supported 
by several UC Davis coaches and 
many of Pam’s colleagues in the 
broader sports community—in-
cluding her own mentor, Marya 
Welch, who pioneered women’s 
athletics at UC Davis, guiding the 
program toward gender equity a 
full quarter-century before Title IX.

Also in the courtroom was another 
Title IX icon—revered expert wit-
ness Christine Grant, who, after a 
great deal of research on how we 
treated female student-athletes, ap-
peared on our behalf, testifying for 
the first time ever against students 
in a Title IX case. And they were our 
students, misled by a coach they 
had trusted.

Their demand to be given a spot 
on the wrestling team regardless of 
their qualifications flew in the face 
of Title IX, Grant testified.

“I think to say that a young 
woman has a right to be on a par-
ticular team simply because she 
is a woman is giving that young 
woman preferential treatment,” 
Grant testified. “And Title IX is 
not about preferential treatment; 
it is about equal opportunity.”

This 2000-01 UC Davis wrestling guide for news 
media was published in Mike Burch's last season  
as coach.



WRESTLING WITH THE TRUTH

139

Judge Damrell agreed. He re-
jected Lauren’s, Arezou’s and 
Christine’s claims that the 
university had eliminated 
a women’s wrestling team 
or treated female wrestlers 
unfairly. And he dismissed 
their claims that Pam, Greg, 
Bob or I had discriminated 
against them based on their 
gender.

“Plaintiffs were not cut from 
the men’s team because of 
their sex,” the judge ruled. 
“Rather, plaintiffs were cut…
because, like the other male 
student-athletes that did not 
make the roster, they could 
not compete at the Division I, 
Pac-10 level in intercollegiate 
men’s wrestling.”

Judge Damrell did find, how-
ever, that our overall ath-
letics program fell short in 
meeting Title IX’s “Prong 2” 
requirements while the three 
were enrolled, a time period 
that spanned 1998-2005. 
(Prong 2 calls for a history 
and practice of expanding 
women’s intercollegiate ath-
letic opportunities.)

He determined that we 
should have more quickly 
replaced lost opportunities 
for women athletes after we 
dropped two women’s junior 
varsity teams in 2000-01 at 
the request of their coaches, 
who could no longer  find 
sufficient intercollegiate-level competition for them. The coaches instead helped these JV 
athletes form club-sport teams so they could continue to play and improve their skills and  
potentially earn a spot on the varsity teams.

The unofficial status of women's wrestling as a club 
program—not a varsity sport—is described above 
in this 2000-01 UC Davis wrestling guide for news 
media. The guide included a "Special thanks to Mike 
Burch" credit for its production.

    At UC Davis, women’s wrestling has an 
unofficial status, but women are encour-
aged to participate and develop their skills 
via the UC Davis Wrestling Club.
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Title IX, renamed the Patsy T. Mink Equal Opportunity in Education Act in honor 
of its principal author, was the first comprehensive federal law to prohibit sex 
discrimination in educational programs or activities, including intercollegiate 
athletics, at educational institutions receiving federal funds. 

Part of the Education Amendments of 1972 to the Civil Rights Act of 1964, it 
reads: “No person in the United States shall, on the basis of sex, be excluded 
from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination 
under any education program or activity receiving federal financial assistance.”

Title IX

Given the circumstance, we’d believed this was the right thing to do (and, notably, 
received no complaints at the time). And we’d believed our rate of replacement, in 
context, was reasonable—particularly given that we’d added three women’s sports all at 
once in 1995-96 rather than spacing them out over time, increased funding for women’s 
indoor track in 1999-2000 and added women’s golf in 2005-06 (women’s field hockey 
was subsequently added in 2009-10, though women’s rowing, along with three men’s 
sports, was eliminated later that year due to budget cuts). Today UC Davis sponsors 14 
intercollegiate women’s sports—compared to the Division I national average of 10.3—
and nine men’s sports.

Judge Damrell agreed the JV teams were eliminated for legitimate, nondiscriminatory 
reasons. But he concluded that, “despite its best intentions to the contrary, UC Davis 
did not have a continuing practice of program expansion at the time plaintiffs were 
students.”

Even in his criticism, though, Judge Damrell recognized the campus’s Title IX history 
and good-faith efforts and noted the complicating “dearth of guidance in this area of the 
law”—guidance missing since the law’s 1972 passage straight through to Judge Dam-
rell’s 2011 ruling.

As the Title IX Blog noted in an Aug. 4, 2011, post by blog co-founder and Western New 
England College law professor Erin Buzuvis, an expert in gender and discrimination in 
sport, “…much of the court’s decision is as pro-Davis as some of the headlines suggest. 
For one thing, even in its Title IX analysis, the court is careful to commend Davis for its 
history of program expansion, which included a rigorous self-analysis of compliance that 
resulted in the university’s decision to add women’s teams during a period of time in the 
1980s when Title IX enforcement was lax and many other universities ignored the law.”

What about the question of damages? Could the three young women demonstrate 
they’d suffered actual damages as a result of their Title IX claim?

Judge Damrell expressed serious doubt, noting the court “finds the evolution and po-
tential impacts of this case troubling. It has been clear to the court throughout the 
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arduous eight years of litigation that, for plaintiffs, this case has always been about 
wrestling.… The evidence at trial bore out that, while UC Davis failed to comply with 
Title IX during the time that plaintiffs were students at UC Davis, plaintiffs’ complaints 
about defendants’ conduct relating to wrestling were meritless. This troubling juxtapo-
sition of the court’s conclusions would seem to place severe limitations on the damages 
these plaintiffs recover.”

We ended up settling to avoid yet more costly time in court. The university agreed to 
pay $1.35 million to the three young women’s counsel for attorneys’ fees and costs in-
curred during this years-long case—likely significantly less than what may have been 
ordered if the issue had been decided by a jury. Nothing was paid to Lauren, Arezou 
and Christine.

We’d earlier settled with Burch, as well—a 2007 decision to pay $725,000 that still rankles 
though I know it was the prudent thing to do. Burch had solicited and won what Judge 
Damrell later described as ill-informed “interference and advocacy by media and public 
figures,” and who’s to say he couldn’t similarly sway a jury? And he was seeking punitive 
damages, as well. The university’s financial exposure was just too great.

LESSONS LEARNED

So were there lessons learned over more than eight years of litigation and public acrimony?

Dot every “i” and cross every “t”—a takeaway voiced by one of Pam’s community col-
lege administrator courtroom colleagues hoping to learn from our experience.

Document a personnel decision when it’s made—especially if you  
intend to wait (as Human Resources customarily advises to avoid 
lame-duck conduct) until 30 days before the appointment’s end to 
inform an employee. Waiting—without documenting an earlier de-
cision date—will make it all the harder to refute a later retaliation 
claim, proving just how costly not having a paper record can be.

And understand that an exemplary reputation, honestly won, can be outmatched by a 
campaign of misinformation capitalizing on public misimpressions.

While our legal case is now closed, it will likely be a while before UC Davis recovers in 
the court of public opinion.

For Pam, that day has already come with the father of one of our three former students. 
Standing next to her in the courthouse cafeteria line, he shared: “If we knew then what 
we know now, we wouldn’t be here.”

An exemplary reputation, 
honestly won, can be out-
matched by a campaign of 
misinformation capitalizing
on public misimpressions.  
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IN 1985, ON THE EVE OF HIS GRADUATION, AN UNDERGRADUATE VENTURED  
to the Chancellor’s Office to share a concern.

He had dyslexia, he confided to me and Jerry Hallee, assistant to the executive vice 
chancellor. And, despite his coping skills, earning a UC Davis degree hadn’t been easy 
for him because of this information-processing disorder.

He didn’t want it to be as challenging for those learn-
ing-disabled students who would follow him.

It wasn’t a matter of intellectual ability, he conveyed, 
but of having to learn differently.

“We’re not slow—we’re just slow,” I remember 
this young man saying with a smile.

He hoped that Jerry and I would consider adding ser-
vices for students with learning disabilities to those 
the campus already provided for students with more 
obvious needs—for example, those who were blind or 
deaf or depended on wheelchairs to get around.
 
In the mid-1980s, what he was proposing was quite 
unusual. And yet, there he was, just 21 or 22 years old, 
making a case for others when he was ready to move 
on to the next chapter in his life.

He may never fully know what his advocacy set into 
motion—or how grateful I am that he thought just 
maybe he could make a difference.

He convinced Jerry and me that the campus needed to learn more and do more to ad-
dress these students’ needs.

Jerry’s own son had been diagnosed with dyslexia in elementary school. So he under-

(Illustration: Scott Ahrens/
UC Davis Magazine) 

Seeing the Invisible 
Disability

What will come next? Will we need to give extra time on exams 
to stupid people?

—A UC DAVIS DEAN, 1986
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stood that appropriate support could 
make all the difference in the world.
But much wasn’t understood about 
learning disabilities in the 1980s. For 
instance, people generally thought 
that if you were diagnosed in elemen-
tary school and had gotten some ac-
commodations there and perhaps in 
high school, you would outgrow your 
learning disability by the time you got 
to college. This particular kind of dis-
ability was also incorrectly thought 
to be a developmental issue, not hard 
wiring. So it was unusual then for col-
leges to even think about providing 
special services.

To further complicate the matter, 
clusters of these high-achieving kids 
were flying under the radar in both 
elementary and high school and 

were never diagnosed. Through tenacity and giftedness, they made it into a competi-
tive four-year university but then ran into trouble with the tougher curriculum, the in-
creased workload and the quicker-paced quarter system. They often didn’t even realize 
they were learning disabled; they just knew they had to work harder and longer than 
their peers.

Many were intellectually gifted and extremely articulate, yet couldn’t read or write well; 
some also had trouble with math; and all were slower than molasses taking exams. That 
didn’t help win the empathy of college faculty, who generally equated not processing 
information very quickly with not being very intelligent.

The dean who asked in 1986 if we’d next need to give extra exam time to stupid people 
wasn’t alone in his skepticism. Faculty at his lunch table that day had expressed the same 
doubt about such “invisible” disabilities that couldn’t be readily verified. How could they 
judge if the need was real and not simply an attempt to get extra help that wasn’t deserved? 
And what kinds of accommodations could faculty reasonably be expected to make?

These were big questions. And they were understandable ones, given what was known 
then and given the lack of a clear road map for colleges and universities that were just 
beginning to see a surge in students with learning disabilities.

At that point, most of the research and intervention had focused on learning-disabled 
children rather than on adult learners. Most learning-disabled adults—likely including 
members of our own faculty and staff—had never been diagnosed. So faculty generally 
weren’t familiar with this form of disability in their students. And those who were them-

Jerry Hallee and I scoured the 1985 student 
yearbook and commencement programs,  
hoping to recognize the face or the name of 
our unsung undergraduate hero. (Photo:  
Karin Higgins/UC Davis)
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selves learning-disabled but had toughed it out without special help may have believed 
that, if they could do it, so could their students.

But our dyslexic graduating student had convinced me we needed to re-examine our 
assumptions and consider new possibilities.

Soon after his visit, Jerry and I pulled together leaders in our Student Affairs and Aca-
demic Affairs offices (principally Tom Dutton, Bob Cello, Bob Chason, Yvonne Marsh 
and Maureen Brodie) for several meetings. They agreed that we needed to explore ap-
propriate accommodations for these newly identified students, and to more broadly 
interpret the 1978 federal disability regulations that focused heavily on students with 
visible physical disabilities.

That fall, in 1985, I appointed two task forces. The first, headed by Professor of Psychia-
try Margaret (“Marge”) Steward, was to determine a credible method for identifying and 
testing learning-disabled students. The second, headed by Professor of Education Carl 
Spring, was to recommend appropriate accommodations and services for these students.

Both task forces finished their work by the end of spring quarter 1986, and each sup-
ported the hiring of a learning disabilities specialist.

The Steward task force confirmed the relatively recent availability of rigorous diagnostic 
processes to reliably identify learning-disabled students. It recommended that a to-be-
hired learning disabilities specialist review a student’s learning history, gather existing 
documentation, and refer the student for a cur-
rent assessment if needed. It also identified sev-
eral campus offices capable of performing an as-
sessment; ultimately, the UC Davis Department 
of Education agreed to do the testing at a reduced 
cost to referred students. The task force also iden-
tified a critical need to educate the campus about 
learning-disabled students, noting in particular 
that “faculty and academic deans should be an 
early and continuing educational target.”

The Spring task force recommended a reduced 
courseload and/or waiving of the minimum prog-
ress requirement for certified learning-disabled 
students—a waiver of the quantitative, not qualita-
tive, standard of scholarship. It also recommended 
that faculty give additional time for examinations 
or alternative exam formats for certified learning-
disabled students; while “regular” students might 
also benefit from added time, it said, “scores of LD 
students would be improved significantly, while 
scores of regular students would be improved 

 

A search of my 1985 appoint-
ment book yielded no clues to the 
identity of the undergraduate who 
unexpectedly dropped by. (Photo: 
Karin Higgins/UC Davis)
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only marginally.” And it recommended an exemption from the 12-unit foreign language  
requirement, noting that “learning a foreign language is uniquely difficult, if not an 
exercise in futility, for many LD students.”

The task force also advocated for a learning disability specialist who would counsel 
students and assist them in interacting with faculty or campus committees, and recom-
mended such services as one-to-one tutoring and learning skills workshops as well as 
priority access to taped textbooks and to Computer Center personal computers with an 
easy-to-learn word-processor and spell-checker.

With the task force reports in hand, we next sought the blessing of the Academic Senate 
that fall. Then-Senate Chair Dick Gable couldn’t have been a better partner.

“Dick made just an enormous difference,” recalled Marge Steward. “He 
was very receptive to the arguments we made and the clinical stories we 
told him and the research we presented. He helped change the structural 
requirements for graduation in a way that made sense for these kids.”

In spring 1987, the Senate’s Representative Assembly approved two 
of the three major recommendations—reducing courseload and/or 
waiving the minimum progress requirement, and providing added 

exam time or alternate exam formats for learning-disabled students. The third—waiv-
ing the foreign-language requirement—was left to the College of Letters and Science. 
The college’s Executive Committee preferred to issue waivers on a case-by-case basis, 
prompting this response from Dick Gable to Larry Peterman, chair of the L&S faculty: 

“I can understand why the Executive Committee wishes to be careful about granting 
blanket exemptions. However, I do not agree that the category of learning disabled stu-
dents is ‘very broad.’ The procedure for identification is precise and rigorous, both as 
to the steps to be taken and the persons to be involved in certifying students who have 
learning disabilities….

“Nonetheless, your decision has been made. Therefore, I want to inquire about the 
procedure for granting exemptions on a case-by-case basis…. A clear statement of these 
criteria would be helpful to the persons involved in certifying those who have learning 
disabilities.”

L&S’ response, with its history of case-by-case exemption request approvals, led Dick 
to conclude that we’d be able to accommodate the needs of students with learning 
disabilities.

So, with the last hurdle hurdled, I provided funding to hire a learning disabilities spe-
cialist—a position first and currently held by Christine O’Dell, an exceptionally insight-
ful and dedicated professional. In her first report, Chris noted that, in 1986-87, 47 
students had requested assistance for a learning disability—up from 11 in 1985-86. In 
2014-15, more than 400 students asked for this support.

In 1986-87, 47 students 
requested assistance for 
a learning disability—up 
from 11 in 1985-86. In 
2014-15, more than 400 
students asked for this 
support. 
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That help is life-altering, attest two alumni who benefited early on from the advocacy of 
our 1985 graduating dyslexic student.

“In short, the [Student Disability Center] changed my life,” says Christopher Ott, a 1996 
civil engineering graduate. With the center’s help, he was able to guide fellow dyslex-
ic engineering students and to 
teach coping strategies to other 
learning-disabled students at a 
private Davis learning center. 
Christopher is currently CEO 
of an engineering company 
specializing in water-treatment 
clean technologies and has sev-
eral patented systems in use for 
sustainable farming in Europe 
and the United States.

Abigail Tilden, who graduated 
in 1994 with a degree in rheto-
ric and communication and 
a minor in education, adds, 
“There is no doubt that with-
out the help and guidance I 
received from the Student Dis-
ability Center I would not have 
succeeded personally, academi-
cally or professionally.” Abigail 
came to UC Davis as an undiag-
nosed transfer student who, despite heroic effort, soon found herself on academic pro-
bation. Nudged by a friend, she finally sought help, beginning “a process of exploration 
that would take me from near academic extinction to successful mastery”—despite an 
additional diagnosis of Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder. She went on to earn a 
master’s degree in education and to become a disability specialist first at UC Berkeley 
and then at UC Davis.

I wish I could share these stories, and so many others just like them, with our 1985 
undergraduate hero. I can still picture him—tall, maybe 6'2"; dark hair; medium build. 
But I can’t recall his name. After so many years, memories have dimmed and old ap-
pointment calendars haven’t been helpful. After several fruitless efforts, I’ve finally made 
peace with the notion that I’ll likely never be able to thank him properly.

Marge Steward calls him our unknown soldier. “He started the ball rolling, and all kinds 
of people in all kinds of corners of the university have picked it up and run with it.” 

He’s made an enormous difference. I hope he somehow knows that.

Located in the Cowell Building, the Student Disabil-
ity Center is staffed by disability professionals who 
specialize in different areas of disability—learning, 
vision, hearing, medical, psychological and mobility. 
(Photo: Gregory Urquiaga/UC Davis)
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SIXTEEN COLLEGE PARK, A PLUM PIECE OF PROPERTY IN DAVIS’ HISTORIC  
College Park neighborhood, is an address with a past—and a bit of a checkered one,  
at that.

Since 1937, it’s been home to each 
of UC Davis’ chancellors and, in 
the campus’s early days, to its 
chief administrator, Knowles  
Ryerson.

It was Knowles who built the 
original 16 College Park resi-
dence, a quaint, small Cape Cod 
in a foliage-sparse neighborhood 
of barley flats.

Entitled to a university-provided 
house, Knowles said no, ex-
plaining in his memoirs, “We’ve 
planned our own home and I want 
to feel that if I want to throw a brick through the front window of the living room, I can 
do it without calling up and getting the business office’s permission.” 

That good-humored response was vintage Knowles, whom Rosalie and I got to know 
when we first came to UC Davis in 1984. We met with him three or four times, just for 
the purpose of enjoyable long conversations and the better sense of campus history that 
they gave us.

Knowles had fond recollections of the house and the grounds. His personal home, it 
didn’t possess features that argued for its being the Chancellor’s Residence, except for 
the wonderful back yard, a very deep, double-wide lot—a great place for outdoor recep-
tions and dinners.

He put that back yard to particularly good use just after World War II, spending his own 
money to build a sheltered brick barbecue for returning GIs and their families to use. 
On the back wall, he affixed a 7-by-12-foot army map so the returning soldiers could 
point out to their girlfriends or wives where they’d served.

16 College Park
I will never, ever forgive the university . . . .

—DEAN EMERITUS KNOWLES RYERSON, FIRST OCCUPANT OF THE  
    UC DAVIS CHANCELLOR’S RESIDENCE

The UC Davis Chancellor's Residence at 16 College 
Park. (Photo: Gregory Urquiaga/UC Davis) 
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Knowles and his wife, Emma, added a set of dishes and all the needed barbecue equip-
ment. “Then we said to the GIs, ‘Now here are the keys; it’s all out there, even a supply 
of wood. Have yourself a time!.... The noise won’t bother us—we’ll be glad to hear you 
back there.’”

And so, for some 15 years, the Ryersons warmly welcomed students, faculty, staff and 
other visitors to their home. With their example, the “Davis Spirit” was firmly taking 
root—that defining sense of caring, encouraging and friendliness that I’ve always be-
lieved uniquely characterizes our UC Davis family. Knowles is credited as that spirit’s 
early source and strength.

Unfortunately, that caring wasn’t reciprocated by the Univer-
sity of California when Knowles learned Stanley Freeborn was 
to replace him as UC Davis’ first provost—and that the Ryer-
son residence was expected to be part of Freeborn’s appoint-
ment package, effective July 1, 1952.

Immediately adjacent to the campus and within walking 
and biking distance, the 16 College Park home was ideal for 
Freeborn. “We were under constant pressure to get out of the 
house as Stan wanted to move in even though we hadn’t yet 
decided to sell,” Knowles recounted.

The Regents’ secretary and treasurer, Bob Underhill, pressed 
him and personally negotiated the sale. Described as an un-
relenting, vigorous negotiator, he dictated appraisal terms 
unacceptable to Knowles. “No, this is an appraisal, not a con-
demnation,” Knowles responded. “I still reserve the right of 
refusal.”

Ultimately, the university prevailed, paying a minimal amount for the property. Knowles 
had been sold down the river, according to a faculty member who heard Underhill an-
nounce the offer to the Regents.

Many years later, those wounds still hadn’t healed. Though disappointed to be passed 
over for Provost in 1952 and for Chancellor in 1958, Knowles told me he fully under-
stood that ultimately the appointment decision was the university’s to make.

“But I will never, ever forgive the university for taking away my home.”

Before turning over the keys, he salvaged from the roof a special weather vane equipped 
with a telescope. Made to order for him by the house’s architect, Edgar Mayberry of 
Pasadena, it followed him to the Bay Area. “I said [to the university], ‘That doesn’t go 
with the house; that’s mine.’”

Knowles departed Davis for Berkeley in 1952, becoming dean of UC Berkeley’s College of 

Knowles Ryerson, the 
Davis campus's first 
leader. (Photo:  
UC Davis)
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Agriculture. And he moved to a beautiful little home in Kensington, overlooking San Fran-
cisco and the Bay. It was there that he lived out his life until he died in 1990, at the age of 97. 

SMALL HOUSE, BIG EXPECTATIONS

The Ryerson home at 16 College Park subsequently served as the official residence of 
several UC Davis leaders—Provost/Chancellor Stanley Freeborn and Chancellors Emil 
Mrak, Jim Meyer and Ted Hullar.

On the eve of Jim Meyer’s appointment in 1969, the UC Regents could see that Jim’s 
five kids would stretch the little bungalow’s capacity. So they authorized a $19,000 ad-
dition—a little cottage to be built out back.

In 1987, Jim passed the keys to his successor, Ted Hullar. After Ted and Joan moved out 
in February 1994, the nearly 60-year-old house lay vacant, its foundation crumbling, 
its electrical system failing, its moss-damaged roof deteriorating, and its steep stairwells 
no longer up to code. Dry rot and termite damage had also taken a toll, and asbestos 
and lead were detected throughout. As well, the house just wasn’t laid out well for the 
events a chancellor must host. In particular, I remember a reception where Ted posted 
himself on the border of two rooms, leaning in to one and then the other as he made 
remarks, and I recall a dinner where a couple dozen people were divided among three 
rooms—not a lot of crosstalk that evening or on so many other occasions.

But the campus community soon came to the rescue. In 1995, a committee of faculty, 
staff, student, alumni, donor and community representatives recommended the house 

The original Chancellor's Residence at 16 College Park. (Photo: Todd Hammond/The 
Davis Enterprise)
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be demolished and reconstructed, with the $1.26 million in costs covered by non-state 
funds from the UC Office of the President (after a little coaxing from Regent Roy Bro-
phy, who knew OP had given funding for renovations of the UC Berkeley Chancellor’s 
Residence) and from private funds raised by the campus’s Ryerson Society. Private dol-
lars also covered the $134,000 cost of site development and the $185,000 cost of fur-
nishings for the public portion of the 7,779-square-foot house.

The committee believed 16 College Park was an essential campus asset—much more 
than simply the personal residence of whoever happened to be UC Davis’ chancellor.

It uniquely represented and fostered the Davis campus tradition of community, and 
enabled the chancellor to effectively fulfill a growing public role.

“It isn’t the same experience to attend an event that takes place in a campus facility, however 
functional and pleasant it may be,” committee chair Janet Hamilton, vice chancellor for ad-
ministration, noted at the time. “Nothing substitutes for the feeling of intimacy and privilege 
that accompanies a personal invitation to the Chancellor’s home…. For many, the visits to 
this house are included in their fondest memories of the Davis campus experience.”

So with the committee’s endorsement and the commitment of non-state and gift funds, 
the work began.

STARTING OVER—BUT WITH CARE FOR KEEPSAKE TREES

It took just 90 minutes for the original residence to be razed on June 10, 1996, but not 
before two hummingbird hatchlings nesting in a trellised walkway could be rushed by 
Avian Science’s Alida Morzenti to a Santa Rosa woman expert in hand-feeding baby 
birds. The residence’s backyard cottage was also rescued—purchased by a College Park 
neighbor, then hoisted up and wheeled a block away to its new home.

We looked to San Francisco architec-
tural firm William Turnbull Associates 
for a simple but elegant design that met 
our three criteria—the new house must 
be versatile and functional for university 
events, it must take advantage of the 
property’s natural beauty, and it must 
not overpower the other homes in the 
neighborhood. Turnbull delivered a 
beautiful design that featured a court-
yard ringed by a combination of private 
and public spaces that met the needs of 
both a residence and a public venue.

The original residence was razed in 
June 1996. (Photo: Neil Michel/Axiom)
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Ridge Builders Group of Davis constructed 
the home throughout 1997, taking pains to 
work very carefully around the property’s old 
trees, guided by on-site supervisor and UC 
Davis alum David Kane. The reward was an 
arboreal “peacefulness to the courtyard” that 
Ridge Builders Group co-owner and UC Davis 
alum Bob Schneider said he found especially 
satisfying.

The home’s exceptional grounds were indeed 
well worth preserving. They were designed and 
planted by Knowles, an internationally known 
horticulturalist and plant biologist who served 
for a time as chief of the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture’s Bureau of Plant Industry. 

“I planted everything that’s there,” he said. 
Especially striking are a “heritage” Himalayan spruce among several sycamores in the 
front yard and one particularly statuesque Chinese wingnut and two Modesto ashes in 
the back yard.

He had a little help with the ashes, though, as 1940 student body president Robert  
Munyon told the story. Just elected to office, he’d gotten a call from Knowles, who asked 
him to come by the house. Certain that they would sit down and lay out the campus’s 
future, he came running.

“Well, we did talk a bit about my recent election as student body president, but we very 
quickly got around to another topic,” Bob told me several years ago at an event in the 
residence’s back yard. “Dr. Ryerson had recently injured his back and he wasn’t able to 
lift heavy things or even navigate very easily. So he asked me for a favor, taking me to 
the back yard where the two ashes were waiting to be planted, and showed me where the 
holes should be dug. After a few hours of very labor-intensive work on my part, we got 
the two trees in the ground. And that was the beginning of these two beautiful trees.”

I remember on many a hot day being grateful for those trees, by now nearly 70 feet tall, 
because they gave shade to over half of the back yard. Our cat, Luke, spent one of his 
nine lives when he fell from the highest reaches of one of the ashes, hit the ground with 
a thump heard by residence manager Jill Woodard, and knocked himself out. To Jill’s 
immense relief (they were fast friends), a minute later he got up and wobbled off, and 
never showed any signs of injury.

The back yard’s Chinese wingnut also has a tale. Knowles planted it from seed shortly after 
he returned from one of his trips to Asia. Curious to see what would sprout, he brought 
a few seeds back for the national arboretum along with a seedling for his new back yard. 
A few decades ago, the tree was discovered to be an excellent root-stock source for com-

Robert Munyon, 1940 student body 
president, who helped plant the two 
Modesto ashes in the Chancellor's 
Residence backyard. (Photo:  
UC Davis)
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mercial walnut trees. Word got around that we had one of just a few in the area, so walnut 
farmers would occasionally show up at the house, hoping to be able to gather some seeds.

Over the years, the residence has had many memorable visitors—from Chilean Presi-
dent Michelle Bachelet to Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, Bishop Desmond Tutu, 
California Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger, physicist Stephen Hawking, historian Doris 
Kearns Goodwin, novelist Salman Rushdie, newsman Mike Wallace, vintner philan-
thropists Robert and Margrit Mondavi, and cartoonist Garry Trudeau (an over-night 
guest whose midnight rustling in the residence’s kitchen rousted Rosalie for a bowl-of-
cereal chat about caring for aging parents).

But I know Rosalie recalls most fondly the many, many students, staff and faculty who 
were so honored to be invited to the Chancellor’s Residence that they took home the 
menu card or didn’t want to relinquish their name tags at the event’s end.

I particularly enjoyed our backyard Picnic Day ice cream socials—especially watching 
the kids messily make ice cream sundaes. When they’d licked their last spoonful, I told 
them that now they had to get right back in line for a second helping. I still smile think-
ing about Davis Enterprise columnist Bob Dunning’s daughter Maev, who admitted to 
me: “This is already my third!”

TRULY THE UC DAVIS FAMILY’S HOME

Though Rosalie and I have owned a house in Davis since our 1984 arrival from Mary-
land, we appreciated our 11 years at 16 College Park. We always knew it was not our 
home, but the university’s—entrusted to us as a uniquely special venue for hosting 
members of our extended campus family and for conducting university business. 

We emptied our personal home in late December 1997 to fill the 2,859-square-foot 
private part of the residence—a family room, master bedroom, three additional bed-

rooms, three bathrooms, laundry, catering 
kitchen and breakfast nook. The university 
furnished the 4,920-foot public portion of 
the residence, which includes a large living 
room and entry, a formal dining room that 
seats up to 12 guests (campus arts benefactor 
Barbara Jackson, expert with a needle, fash-

ioned a special tablecloth for the room’s elegantly substantial table), a large “gallery” 
room that accommodates up to 50 seated guests, a catering staging area and pantry, a 
wine cellar, a study, a guest suite with sitting room and bedroom, restrooms, a manager’s 
office and a two-car garage.

I realize that times and circumstances (and chancellors’ needs) change. The house’s 
public/private demarcations have become less clear, with personal furnishings now 
throughout the residence and the university’s furniture (initially put into storage) now 
dispersed. 

We always knew it was not our home, but 
the university’s—entrusted to us as a uniquely 
special venue for hosting members of our 
extended campus family and for conducting 
university business.
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I hope this doesn’t signal a change in the house’s use, that the UC Davis Chancellor’s 
Residence will continue to be broadly open to our campus family and our community 
for decades to come. 

As Knowles Ryerson recognized from the very beginning, 16 College Park has a special 
power to perpetuate the defining “Davis Spirit.”

More than 75 years later, I believe that’s a legacy still worthy of embracing.

The tree-shaded Chancellor's Residence courtyard can accommodate sit-down meals 
for 250 and receptions for more than 500. A smaller garden area beyond the breeze-
way is ideal for smaller receptions. (Photo: UC Davis)
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Midway through the writing of this book, the unthinkable happened. 

I suffered a stroke (caused when a vessel in the brain ruptures or is blocked by a clot).

But for some 15 hours I failed to recognize its signs, to accept that it could really be 
happening. Not a stroke. Not me. 

It’d started about 3 p.m. Friday, Nov. 30, 2012. I’d suddenly felt ill and closed the door 
between my office and my assistant Cindy Contreras’ office. My vision had blurred and 
I’d felt that the world was zipping by me as if I were on a carnival ride. And I was losing 
my sense of balance. 

Something had surely gone wrong, but I felt that if I got home and rested it would get 
better. In hindsight, that was silly thinking, but I had not been sick in 23 years.

I didn’t share with Cindy, or with anyone else, the symptoms I was experiencing. I sim-
ply told her that I wasn’t feeling well and was going home. I walked out the back door 
of the Conference Center to the parking lot and managed to drive home, stopping my 
car a few times along the way to calm my spinning vision.

At home, I fell asleep on the bed but each time I awoke I was less able to navigate. Ro-
salie wanted me to go straightaway to Sutter Davis Hospital’s Emergency Room, just 10 
minutes away, but I refused. We finally compromised: If I wasn’t better by 6 a.m.—15 
hours after the first symptoms—she could call an ambulance. So, at 6 a.m., the ambu-
lance and two other red-lights-flashing emergency vehicles arrived. I was conscious but 
unable to walk or do much of anything with the right side of my body. And still I was 
convinced it was going to be a quick fix.

The ER docs set me straight, and so began my intense “course” on stroke biology—in-
cluding some six weeks total as an in-patient at our UC Davis Medical Center in Sac-
ramento.

I wish I hadn’t needed to belatedly learn this lesson. I wish I’d better known how to 
recognize and respond to the signs of a stroke—the No. 4 cause of death in the United 
States (one death every four minutes) and the No. 1 cause of preventable disability 
worldwide.

The American Heart Association and American Stroke Association remind us all that a 
stroke is largely preventable, treatable and beatable.

Epilogue 
The best-laid plans of mice and men often go awry.
—ADAPTED FROM “TO A MOUSE” BY POET ROBERT BURNS
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We can be prepared by learning and sharing the F.A.S.T. acronym—Facial drooping, 
Arm weakness, Speech difficulty and Time to call 9-1-1—and responding quickly.  
Ischemic stroke patients should receive treatment within the first 3-4 hours. As my 
own physician counsels, “Time is brain.” Rapid, early treatment can prevent long-term  
damage and offers the best chance of recovery.

You can reduce your risk for stroke by managing your blood pressure, eating better,  
getting physically active, losing excess weight, lowering your cholesterol, reducing your 
blood sugar and not smoking, the American Stroke Association advises.

I learned all this the hard way. I hope you won’t. 

I’ve made enormous strides since the first frightening days of hospitalization when I 
could barely wiggle a finger on my right side and pondered how I could ever adjust to 
such a compromised state of living. Amazingly, the brain can rewire and skills can be 
relearned.

I’ve rebounded significantly—“I’m upright!” I’ll respond with a smile when people see 
me about and ask how I’m doing. Now in my 70s, I know I’m also experiencing the in-
evitable effects of aging (names don’t come as quickly as they once did, and a cane now 
comes in handy when I’m tired or walking in the wind). As a scientist, I’m frustrated 
that I can’t cleanly separate stroke impacts from aging impacts. But I’m adjusting, and 
I’m doing well. I work at my office desk every day; serve on multiple university and 
regional boards; attend numerous Mondavi Center, B Street Theatre, Sacramento Ballet, 
and music and dance department performances; support our football and men’s and 
women’s basketball teams at most every game; enjoy U.S. and international travels with 
Rosalie; and work out three to four days a week at the ARC.

If only I could reprise my “Exercise Seminar” squash games with my good friend  
Charley Hess…then I’d feel my recovery was complete. I’m realistic enough to know 
that that’s probably not in the cards. 

But, even so, I know I’m awfully lucky. I survived.

Postscript:

Well, the unthinkable happened again.

Another stroke—this time on Nov. 2, 2014. It had all the hallmarks of the first one, but 
in spades.

So I’m traveling that recovery road one more time. But I did it before and I know I can 
do it again. Just watch me!
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THINK YOU ARE HAVING A STROKE? 
CALL 9-1-1 IMMEDIATELY!

F.A.S.T. is an easy way to remember the sudden signs of stroke. When you can spot 
the signs, you'll know that you need to call 9-1-1 for help right away. F.A.S.T. is:

FACE DROOPING—Does one side of the face droop or is it numb?  
Ask the person to smile. Is the person's smile uneven?

ARM WEAKNESS—Is one arm weak or numb? Ask the person to 
raise both arms. Does one arm drift downward?

SPEECH DIFFICULTY—Is speech slurred? Is the person unable  
to speak or hard to understand? Ask the person to repeat a simple  
sentence, like "The sky is blue." Is the sentence repeated correctly?

TIME TO CALL 9-1-1—If someone shows any of these symptoms, 
even if the symptoms go away, call 9-1-1 and get the person to the  
hospital immediately. Check the time so you'll know when the first 
symptoms appeared.

 
     Source: American Heart Association, Inc.

F
A
S
T
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LARRY N. VANDERHOEF is chancellor emeritus and distinguished professor emeritus 
at the University of California, Davis.

The first in his family to complete high school, and one of the very few in his Wisconsin 
foundry town to make his way to college, he became one of the nation’s longest-serving 
university leaders and is widely credited with mentoring future university presidents 
and provosts. 

A plant biologist turned college administrator, he led UC Davis 
for 25 years—first as provost/executive vice chancellor (1984-
94) and then as chancellor (1994-2009). 

Under his leadership, the campus grew by nearly every mea-
sure: student population, faculty, rankings, facilities, stature, 
research funding and philanthropic donations (including the 
launch of UC Davis’ first comprehensive campaign, with nearly 
half of its $1 billion goal raised by the time he stepped down as 
chancellor). 

Vanderhoef made good on an inaugural promise to build a 
world-class performing arts center at UC Davis—just one of 
numerous state-of-the-art facilities constructed on his watch—and led the university 
itself to a more prominent place on the world stage. 

Overcoming his Midwestern reserve, he became an outspoken advocate for access  
to higher education and an academic diplomat—working throughout his tenure to 
“build bridges” to schools in inner-city Sacramento as well as universities in countries 
such as Iran.

In leading UC Davis through state budget cuts, the aftermath of campus and national 
tragedies and other challenges, Vanderhoef developed a reputation for being a prin-
cipled, approachable leader. He was willing to make tough decisions, and remains pas-
sionate about the university’s mission to make people’s lives better. 

His research interests lie in the general area of plant growth and development, and in 
the evolution of the land-grant universities. He has taught classes from freshman level 
to advanced graduate study, and has served on various national commissions addressing 
graduate and international education, the role of a modern land-grant university and 
accrediting issues.
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Previously, he held faculty and administrative positions at the University of Illinois and 
at the University of Maryland, College Park. Early in his career, he was named an Eisen-
hower Fellow, a recognition awarded to emerging leaders from around the world to 
promote positive relationships and interactions between countries. 

Vanderhoef is a fellow of the American Association for the Advancement of Science and 
of the American Society of Plant Biologists. He received B.S. and M.S. degrees from the 
University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee, and a Ph.D. from Purdue University, as well as 
honorary doctoral degrees from Purdue University and Inje University in Korea and an 
honorary professorship from China Agricultural University.

As chancellor emeritus, he continues to serve on multiple university and regional ad-
visory boards, developed and taught an undergraduate biology course at UC Davis and 
at National Taiwan University and National Chung Hsing University, served on the U.S. 
Department of Education’s National Advisory Committee on Institutional Quality and 
Integrity, and chaired the California Public Utilities Commission’s Independent Review 
Panel investigating the 2010 San Bruno Gas Explosion. 



The University of California, Davis, is one of 10 UC campuses and one of a select group 
of 62 North American universities admitted to membership in the prestigious Associa-
tion of American Universities.

UC Davis has earned a stellar reputation for outstanding faculty and students, a distin-
guishing breadth of academic programs and dedication to interdisciplinary study, global 
leadership in sustainability, and a commitment to addressing society’s needs through 
innovative research and public service. 

Located near the California state capital, UC Davis has more than 35,000 students, the 
full-time equivalent of 4,100 faculty and other academics and 17,400 staff, an annual 
research budget of more than $750 million, about two dozen specialized research cen-
ters, a veterinary medical teaching hospital, and a comprehensive health system that 
includes an acute-care hospital in Sacramento and a multi-specialty physician group 
serving 33 counties and six million residents. The university offers interdisciplinary 
graduate study and 102 undergraduate majors in four colleges—Agricultural and En-
vironmental Sciences, Biological Sciences, Engineering, and Letters and Science—and 
six professional schools—Education, Law, Management, Medicine, Veterinary Medicine 
and the Betty Irene Moore School of Nursing.
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A birds-eye view of the bike circle by the Quad. (Photo: UC Davis/Karin Higgins)
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Jacket design: Laurie Lewis

Jacket photographs: UC Davis/Tia Gemmell (front); Ellen Pontac (back)

Digital book available, with video extras, at:

    
http://escholarship.org/uc/ucdavischancelloremeritus_books
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