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it. Outstanding research demands 
much more than money for specific 
research projects.  It means funding 
for scientific facilities, a student-
faculty ratio that allows faculty time 
to conduct research, support for 
graduate students, and above all pub-
lic support for the University’s re-
search mission.  One important rea-
son we have been largely successful 
in the past, during good times and 
bad, is because of close cooperation 
between governors and UC presi-
dents.  A new governor is always a 
fresh opportunity to make the case 
for the University of California.  We 
will have that opportunity in Janu-
ary, and I have high hopes. 
       Some of the things I’ve said to-
night may leave you with the im-
pression that I am pessimistic about 
UC’s future.  Nothing could be fur-
ther from the truth.  I am a believer 
in the research university’s resilience 
and its genius for adaptation.  And I 
am convinced of its lasting im-
portance to the creation of the kind 
of world future generations will 
want to live in.  So let me end these 
remarks where I began—with Clark 
Kerr and The Uses of the University:   
“[H]igher education in the United 
States is built on three-and-a-half 
centuries of triumph, not tragedy.”  I 
agree with Kerr.  Future triumphs 
may be harder to come by.  Yet I 
believe that a significant share of 
those triumphs will be achieved right 
here at the University of California.  
It is and will remain one of the most 
exciting institutions in the world. 
Drawn from remarks at the award 
ceremony in Berkeley, December 5, 
2018 in which Atkinson and C. Jud-
son King, formerly UC Senior Vice 
President, were both awarded the 
Clark Kerr Medal by the UC Berke-
ley Academic Senate. For an ac-
count of Atkinson’s presidency see 
Patricia A. Pelfrey, Entrepreneurial 
President (UC Press, 2012), re-
viewed in Chronicles (September 
2012).  
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unpredictability of student choice?     
I don’t know the answers to those 
questions.  But the situation raises 
concerns about the future of the hu-
manities and our capacity to continue 
producing the next generation of 
scholars and research in those fields.  
Just as important, the humanities are 
fundamental to our idea of a truly 
liberal education.  Having an in-
formed sense of history, a close fa-
miliarity with the great works of liter-
ature and art, and an appreciation of 
the need for moral judgment and civic 
engagement – all of these are essen-
tial to the kind of education we want 
to impart.     
        In the case of science and engi-
neering, research has advanced to the 
point that a faculty member without 
research funding is no longer in the 
game.  These days competition for 
federal research grants is simply out-
rageously hard.  Department chairs 
face having to put together million-
dollar packages for incoming assis-
tant professors.  Once hired, profes-
sors are required to spend more and 
more time raising money to support 
their graduate students and their pro-
jects.  We say that we need more peo-
ple in STEM disciplines, but the aca-
demic job market can still be fiercely 
competitive for bright young PhDs.    
       Sixth, a few thoughts on UC gov-
ernance.  Kerr’s essential task as pres-
ident was to ensure that the Universi-
ty of the 1960s became an institution 
of distributed leadership—a federa-
tion, not an empire.  He succeeded 
brilliantly -- but not completely.  
Over time, the Regents and the presi-
dent continued to delegate authority 
to the campus level.  As president, I 
tried to do my part.  I considered em-
powering chancellors and their cam-
puses to be absolutely essential to the 
future of the University.  
        But I have another view about 
UC governance that will probably be 
less popular.  When I was a chancel-
lor, I fought for all the independence I 
could get.  It is in the nature of chan-
cellors to do that, recognizing that the 
modern University of California was 

built on the foundation of decentral-
ized authority.  But because we are a 
system of research universities, there 
are important policy issues that trans-
cend any particular campus and are 
better addressed at the systemwide 
level.  Some programs or activities 
are systemwide in nature and better 
handled by the Office of the Presi-
dent, in coordination, of course, with 
the campuses.  The California Digital 
Library is a case in point.  We avoid-
ed a lot of problems and saved a lot 
of money by establishing it as a sys-
temwide effort instead of leaving it to 
the campuses to create ten separate 
versions of the same idea. The UC 
Washington, D.C. Center is another 
example.  I would argue that the UC 
Press is in the same category.  Send-
ing programs of this sort to a campus 
is not a way of reducing their costs, 
despite what some may think. 
      Seventh, I am troubled by the 
constant criticism directed at higher 
education in general and UC in par-
ticular.  Prospective donors often tell 
me that they will write a check to the 
University as soon as someone shows 
them the cost-benefit analyses that 
demonstrate we are not wasting mon-
ey.  Simply put, in constant dollars 
the cost of education per in-state UC 
student is less today than it has been 
in the last thirty years.  I am especial-
ly bothered by charges that UC facul-
ty waste too much time doing re-
search.  The evidence is overwhelm-
ing that university research is core to 
the American R&D enterprise.  
That’s a fact—not speculation but a 
fact.  The nation’s future depends 
upon it.  Too many people in Sacra-
mento seem completely unaware. 
       This kind of criticism reminds 
us, as I said at the outset, that this is 
no longer Clark Kerr’s California.  
Kerr and Governor Pat Brown were 
collaborators in the great enterprise 
of expanding the horizons of oppor-
tunity and the frontiers of knowledge 
through the state’s higher education 
system.  No one doubted that UC’s 
mission was to be a research univer-
sity. The 1960 Master Plan mandated 
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By Wayne A. Cornelius 
Dickson Professor and Theodore  
Gildred Professor of U.S.-Mexican 
Relations, Emeritus 
Distinguished Professor of Political 
Science, Emeritus 
 
       In the spring semester this year  
I was hauled back into the classroom 
to teach a course on the comparative 
politics of immigration at Portland’s 
Reed College. The students’ main 
assignment was to design a piece of 
legislation on comprehensive immi-
gration reform (CIR) for the United 
States. It had to contain at least three 
and as many as six policy proposals, 
grounded in the research data. The 
legislation also had to be politically 
realistic – i.e., able to attract enough 
votes for passage in both houses of 
Congress. It had to improve the sta-
tus quo without a lot of unintended 
consequences. All in all, a formida-
ble challenge for undergraduates, and 
I daresay, for the U.S. political class, 
which has failed five times in the last 
18 years to enact CIR, and which 
remains paralyzed on the issue at this 
writing. 
       What would I put into my own 
CIR proposal? Here goes: 
I begin by stipulating that by January 
2021, or some date beyond that, both 
houses of Congress will be under 
Democratic control, preferably by a 
veto-proof majority. Nothing will 
happen on CIR until that condition 
obtains, since the Republican Party 
has made a religion of restricting 
immigration and asylum-seeking, in 
ways that would be unacceptable 
even to centrist Democrats in Con-
gress.   
       Sensible immigration policy de-
sign must begin with a correct defini-
tion of the “problem” to be fixed. I 
suggest viewing immigration in 21st 
Century America not as a problem 
but as an essential solution to one of 
our most fundamental problems: the 

yawning demographic deficits that we 
have in meeting the economy’s labor 
requirements and financing public ser-
vices.   
       The United States faces the chal-
lenge of replacing 76 million retiring 
baby boomers, at a time when total 
labor force growth has fallen sharply, 
from an annual average of five percent 
in the 1970s to less than one percent 
since 2000. Combined with population 
aging and reduced tax payments of 
retired workers, this puts huge stress 
on budgets for programs like Medicare 
and Social Security. The dependency 
ratio – the number of active workers 
supporting each retiree -- is projected 
to climb steeply in the next 30 years.  
Former Federal Reserve chairman Ben 
Bernanke had it r ight. In October  
2006, he told Congress: “We need a 
more liberal immigration policy to 
ease the burden of a shrinking work 
force.” In fact, Bernanke pointed out, 
we would need an annual inflow of 
nearly 3.5 million immigrants – not the 
1 million per year being admitted un-
der current policy – to replace the baby 
boomers. Artificial intelligence and 
robotics may reduce our labor require-
ments in manufacturing, but millions 
of low-skill jobs now held by immi-
grants would remain, in agriculture, 
construction, and services.  The home 

health care aide of the future is unlikely 
to be a robot.   
       These challenges are common to all 
advanced industrialized countries today. 
Indeed, most of those nations are at a 
considerably more advanced point in 
their demographic transition, facing ab-
solute population declines in the tens of 
millions plus rapid population aging. 
Because the U.S. received large numbers 
of immigrants in the 1990s and 2000s, 
we are in a much less dire position.  The 
total fertility rate of 1.77 children per 
woman is well below the 2.10 popula-
tion “replacement” level.  But the rate 
would be even lower if it were not being 
propped up by immigrants whose child-
making exceeds that of native-born 
Americans – for now.  The immigrants’ 
descendants are likely to mirror the low 
fertility rate of the general U.S. popula-
tion.  It’s time to think seriously about 
how immigration policy might be used 
to address our fundamental demographic 
and fiscal imbalances. 
       

The point of departure must be immigra-
tion reform legislation that includes a 
generous path toward legalization for the 
approximately eleven million undocu-
mented immigrants now living here.  
Keeping them in illegal status indefinite-
ly benefits no one, and it stunts their 
human capital development. It is fantasy 
to expect them to self-deport en masse, 
if only we make life truly miserable for 
them, by restricting access to formal-
sector employment and basic human  

“We need a more liberal   
immigration policy to ease 
the burden of a shrinking 
work force.” In fact, Bernanke 
pointed out, we would need 
an annual inflow of nearly 3.5 
million immigrants – not the  
1 million per year being ad-
mitted under current policy – 
to replace the baby boomers.  

             Ben Bernanke 

Wayne A. Cornelius 
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services and hounding them with an 
ever-more-aggressive deportation 
effort.  
       But a legalization program 
must be designed with great care. 
The eligibility criteria (e.g., mini-
mum years of continuous U.S. resi-
dence) must be generous enough to 
make the program accessible to the 
bulk of today’s undocumented pop-
ulation. Legalizing only the 
“Dreamers” (variously estimated at 
700,000-1.9 million) and perhaps 
their parents is not enough; they 
represent the politically low-
hanging fruit. To neutralize con-
servatives’ criticisms of an 
“amnesty” that simply rewards law-
breakers, the program should in-
clude some financial penalties 
(fines, fees, back taxes), thus mak-
ing it “earned” legalization. To at-
tract Democratic votes, it must of-
fer a path to U.S. citizenship -- not 
just a green card.   
       A legalization program must be 
complemented by other reforms to 
increase the number of legal-entry 
opportunities for future migrants. 
Failure to do so simply ensures re-
growth of the undocumented popu-
lation – a key flaw of the CIR legis-
lation passed in 1986. The options 
include user-friendly temporary 
worker programs for both low-
skilled and highly skilled workers, 
with annual allocations of visas 
based on actual labor market condi-
tions -- not absurdly low caps dic-
tated by what the political traffic 
will bear (the present system).   
       Reforming our system of per-
manent immigrant admissions 
should also be part of the mix. We 
particularly need to increase the 
number of permanent, employment-
based “green cards,” which are now 
capped at just 140,000 per year. 
The United States issues fewer such 
visas than Australia, despite having 
a population fourteen times larger.  
       But family-based immigration 
should also be scrutinized. The 
overall cap on visas granted be-
cause of family ties to the U.S., 
480,000 per year, was set by Con-

gress in 1990. (Visas for immediate 
relatives of U.S. citizens are un-
capped.) There is also a seven per-
cent annual cap on visas issued to 
nationals of a given country, within 
each of four visa preference catego-
ries. These numerical limits com-
bine with strong visa demand in 
some countries to produce enor-
mous backlogs. Green-card appli-
cants from countries like India, Chi-
na, Mexico, and the Philippines of-
ten wait many years – even decades 
-- for the queue to reach them. Elim-
inating the per-nationality cap on 
applicants from certain high-
demand countries would make 
backlogs manageable.  

       A frequently heard argument – 
fully embraced by the Trump ad-
ministration – holds that family-
based   visas should be drastically 
reduced,   to make room for more 
immigrants admitted through a 
points system a la Canada or Aus-
tralia that prioritizes educational 
attainment and professional skills. 
But evidence from Canada and the 
U.S. itself suggests that a hybrid 
system of family-based and skills-
based visas, providing an ample 
number of each type, works well. 
For example, a recent cohort of im-
migrants, arriving in the U.S. be-
tween 2010-2017, had a significant-
ly higher percentage of college 
graduates than the U.S.-born popu-
lation (41 percent to 27 percent, re-
spectively).  We should not throw 
the baby out with the bath water. 
       Our system for admitting asy-
lum-seekers has been eviscerated by 
the Trump administration. More 
than 80,000 refugee visas were 
available in President Obama’s last 
year; fewer than 25,000 refugees 
will be resettled this fiscal year.  

Canada is now admitting about 6 
times as many refugees as we are, on 
a per capita basis.  Moreover, the 
administration has radically restrict-
ed the grounds for claiming asylum, 
while jacking up the denial rate. 
None of these policies required Con-
gressional approval, so they can be 
undone by a new president’s execu-
tive orders.  

       Most asylum-seekers reaching 
our southern border today are from 
three Central American countries – 
Guatemala, Honduras, and El Salva-
dor – which have high levels of gang 
and drug violence as well as exten-
sive low-end poverty. Migrant flows 
 from these countries can be reduced 
by well-targeted development and 
rule-of-law assistance. The Trump 
administration has been cutting such 
aid; we should be increasing it sub-
stantially. Harsh deterrence measures 
have been totally ineffective in stem-
ming the exodus. It’s time to make a 
serious effort to create alternatives to 
emigration, through development.  
       Finally, it is long past time for 
the United States to have a proactive, 
national-level policy to promote the 
integration of immigrants into our 
society. Canada and other industrial-
ized nations have such policies, and 
they are largely successful. Canada’s 
policy emphasizes public-private 
partnerships; most government fund-
ing for immigrant integration is 
channeled through community-based 
organizations.  
       A key focus should be providing 
easy access to programs that acceler-
ate English acquisition in the context 
of the workplace. ESL programs that 
build job and language skills simulta-
neously already operate in California 
and Washington state. In addition, 
ESL instruction is offered by thou- 

       … it is long past time for 
the United States to have a 
proactive, national-level 
policy to promote the inte-
gration of immigrants into 
our society.  
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and bio-medical companies, insti-
tutes, and facilities. 
       In talking about universal ac-
cess today, we would make explicit 
what is implied in Kerr’s use of that 
term: namely, the promise of equal 
opportunity for students of every 
race, ethnicity, and gender, without 
regard to family income. The past 
few decades have been marked by 
both backward and forward move-
ment on that front. The 1995 debate 
over banning affirmative action in 
UC admissions sparked a fight on 
the Board of Regents that spilled 
over into many areas of university 
life, from state budgets to shared 
governance.  Jud King and I spent 
many months (in close partnership 
with the Academic Senate and the 
Council of Chancellors) forging 
new admissions policies for UC’s 
post-affirmative-action world.  Let 
me just mention the most important 
principle underlying the admissions 
policies: the idea that students de-
serve to be judged not only on 
grades and test scores but also on 

the educational and life challenges 
they have faced, and by how well 
they have dealt with those challeng-
es.  The shorthand term for this ap-
proach is “opportunity to learn,” and 
it means an admissions process that 
gives appropriate weight to grades 
and test scores but also to context 
and character.  I believe this has 
served the University and our stu-
dents well.  Overall, our progress in 
diversity may not be as rapid as we 
would wish.  But it has been far bet-
ter than the prospects looked in the 
fall of 1995, after the controversial 
Regents’ vote ending affirmative 
action.  And we have done incredi-
bly well in enrolling low-income 
students.  That is something we can 
all be proud of. 
       Third, the quality of undergrad-
uate education is better today than 
ever, despite large classes and in-
creasing dependence on part-time 
lecturers.  Since I stepped down as 
president, I have spent a lot of time 
with undergraduates and have been 
quite impressed. What we expect of 

our students these days is absolutely 
remarkable, and they have responded 
accordingly.  In my opinion, UC un-
dergraduates are among the best in 
the world.  I do suspect, however, 
that it may be too easy for at least 
some of them to choose courses lack-
ing rigorous intellectual content in 
the interest of avoiding subjects they 
consider too tough.  (Good grades 
weigh heavily on the minds of young 
people, given the current tilt toward 
vocational education.)  I wonder 
whether we might lure more students 
into taking demanding subjects if the 
courses themselves were made a lit-
tle less demanding.   
       Fourth, an observation about the 
progress of online learning. When I 
became president in 1995, I was con-
fident that online instruction was at 
the cusp of a great leap forward.  I 
was mistaken.  Not about the poten-
tial of online learning, but about the 
state of the art.  We now have the 
basic technology and computing 
power for elegant interactive courses, 
but so far, at least, they have not 
been put together in quite the right 
fashion.  What is critical is making 
them relevant and adaptable to the 
individual student.  That was chal-
lenging enough back in the 1960s, 
when a Stanford colleague and I cre-
ated computer-based courses in read-
ing and mathematics for elementary 
school students.  It is much more 
challenging to do at the college level.  
The courses I have seen are just not 
interactive or intellectually challeng-
ing enough.  I have never had any 
doubt that online instruction would 
flourish one day, but I am surprised 
that this day seems so slow in com-
ing.     
       Fifth, I have some worries about 
the growing professional burdens on 
our faculty.  Two examples, from 
different disciplines.  The first is the 
decline in students majoring in the 
humanities.  There is a growing liter-
ature, pro and con, on whether this is 
a full-blown crisis or a steep but tem-
porary downturn.  Is it a spillover 
effect from the 2008 recession?  Is it 
an especially dramatic instance of the 
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Emeriti Association Book Club  

       The UCSD Emeriti Association’s Book 
Club meets from 11:30 AM to 1 PM, on the 
fourth Monday of each month at the Ida & 
Cecil Green Faculty Club. 
       Please RSVP on the EA  RSVP website: 
https://hrweb.ucsd.edu/ea/   
       Each month a different Book Club 
member facilitates the discussion of the 
book.  
       In April, the Emeriti Association Book 
Club will discuss the book “Dead Wake, 
The Last Crossing of the Lusitania”, by 
Erik Larson.   
       The May book selection is “Genesis of 
the Salk Institute, the Epic of It’s Found-
ers”, by Suzanne Bourgeois.         
       Join us for these interesting discussions. 
You may choose to purchase lunch at the 
Faculty Club, or not.  

Monday, April 22nd  Monday, May 20th 

cont. from page 3 
 

sands of NGOs around the country. 
Why not channel federal funding 
through such programs? Participation 
in adult ESL is the single fastest path 
to higher wages, more stable employ-
ment, and more successful navigation 
of our health care and education sys-
tems. When did you last hear a presi-
dential candidate talk about that?   
       Future attempts to enact compre-
hensive immigration reform should not 
get bogged down in further, sterile de-
bates over “border security.”   A huge 
accumulation of evidence from field 
interviews – including fifteen years of 
studies by UCSD’s Mexican Migration 
Field Research Program – suggests 
that investing additional billions in 
physical border fortifications located in 
remote areas is the least cost-effective 
approach to reducing unauthorized 
immigration. But to win enough votes 
for Congressional approval, any CIR 

legislation must have a border secu-
rity component. My recommenda-
tion would be to invest in staffing 
up scrutiny of people and vehicles 
at our legal ports of entry, through 
which upwards of one-third of un-
authorized entries occur (not to 
mention more than 90 percent of 
illicit drugs).  
       Cracking down on visa-over-
stayers, who now significantly out-
number migrants who enter clan-
destinely, would also make more 
sense than border barrier-building. 
But the U.S. lacks a computerized 
system for tracking entries and ex-
its, despite repeated Congressional 
mandates. Moreover, identifying 
and removing large numbers of over
-stayers would be extremely disrup-
tive.  Those who have lived here for 
more than ten years (the median, 
according to national-level survey 
data) should be offered a path to 
permanent legal status. 

       How far down the demo-
graphic implosion rabbit hole 
must we go before the political 
conditions exist for rational, evi-
dence-based immigration policy-
making? Probably not before la-
bor shortages become so wide-
spread and structural – i.e., not 
tied to the business cycle – that 
they cannot be ignored by most 
members of the general public. At 
that point, Bernanke-level in-
creases in legal immigration ad-
missions may be necessary to 
avoid crippling the nation’s eco-
nomic performance. The zero-
sum political calculus that cur-
rently paralyzes federal immigra-
tion policymaking will weaken, 
and at least some politicians will 
even come to see electoral benefit 
in embracing less restrictive poli-
cies. Stranger things have hap-
pened! 
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REFLECTIONS ON RECEIVING THE CLARK KERR MEDAL  

Richard C. Atkinson 

By Richard C. Atkinson 
Chancellor Emeritus and UC       
President Emeritus 
        

       This award recognizes a lasting 
gift the Berkeley faculty has made to 
the University of California and 
American higher education—
namely, the leadership and legacy of 
Clark Kerr.  For  many of us, both 
are crystallized in his 1963 Godkin 
Lectures at Harvard.  The lectures 
were published as The Uses of the 
University and were further enriched 
by a series of reflections and recon-
siderations Kerr added to each of its 
five editions.  Few writers on any 
subject have distilled so much 
thought and insight into a mere 95 
pages.  He had a remarkable ability 
to describe the broad evolution of 
the American university without  
losing touch with the essential sub-
plots. In re-reading the last edition,   
I was struck by his division of the 
history of the research university 
into four stages.   
      The initial two stages cover 130 
years—from 1810 to 1940.  The first 
(1810-1870) is defined by the grow-
ing influence of German ideas about 
higher education (brought back by 
Americans who had studied there) 
and by the 1862 Land-Grant College 
Act.  Early in the second stage (1870
-1940), the triumph of the German 
research university model is estab-
lished with the founding of Johns 
Hopkins University in 1876.  Re-
search at public and private universi-
ties grows at a very gradual pace 
during this stage—teaching remains 
the primary faculty responsibility. 
       The third stage—the fifty years 
from 1940 to 1990—encompasses 
the research university’s enormous 
expansion in students, faculty, aca-
demic quality, and engagement with 
society.  Near the end of World War 
II, Franklin Roosevelt asks his sci-
ence adviser, Vannevar Bush, for a 
plan on how to organize science in 

the post-war era.  Bush’s 1945 report, 
Science: The Endless Frontier, lays 
the foundation for what has become 
the nation’s science policy.  A key 
feature of the policy is that these uni-
versities are assigned principal respon-
sibility for the conduct of basic re-
search.  What follows is the establish-
ment of the National Science Founda-
tion and the reorganization of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health and other 
federal agencies to provide extramural 
grants and contracts for university re-
search – almost all of them awarded 
for peer-reviewed projects.  The feder-
al government’s massive investment in 
both research and education continues, 
with some fluctuations, throughout the 
third stage.  It is the high point of a 
golden age for research universities 
that Kerr felt was destined never to 
return. 
      The final stage—1990 to the pre-
sent day -- is characterized by Kerr, 
with some understatement, as “an era 
of constrained resources.”  This is our 
era, whose contours we know all too 
well, and the one I want to talk about.  
I don’t intend to present a comprehen-
sive vision of what these years have 
meant for the University of California 
or what the future holds.  Instead I 
want to offer a few observations on 

some of the encouraging, worri-
some, or surprising developments of 
this period as it looks to me today, 
fifteen years after I stepped down as 
president.  My list includes seven 
topics (for cognitive psychologists 
like me who study memory, seven is 
a magic number). 
       First, as I’m sure you’ve no-
ticed, we have been through some 
very bad times together.  The na-
tion’s recovery from the depths of 
the 2008 recession continues to be 
strong, but unfortunately, federal 
and state funding for universities has 
not kept pace.  What looked like a 
fiscal crisis of limited duration in 
2008 now looks like a new steady 
state.  Unless current trends change, 
ten years from now there will be 
many universities which will no 
longer be able to call themselves 
research universities.  It goes with-
out saying that the University of 
California will not be one of them.  
We have faculty leadership to thank 
for that.  No faculty in the country 
has compiled a more brilliant record 
of success.  This is still Kerr’s uni-
versity.  Unfortunately, this is no 
longer Kerr’s California—a subject 
to which I will return. 
       Second, there are nonetheless 
some continuities with the world 
Kerr knew in 1963.  In his account, 
three large forces were driving re-
search universities during the 1960s.  
They were universal access, pro-
gress through science, and improv-
ing the nation’s economic productiv-
ity.  These are still important goals 
for us today. As far as scientific pro-
gress and economic productivity are 
concerned, research universities like 
ours have done far more than simply 
contribute since 1963. They are now 
the driving force of the American 
R&D enterprise –the matrix for 
many of the innovations that have 
come from our high-tech industries  

UCSD 	Emer i t i 	Assoc i a t i on 	

cont.	on	page	10	
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By Richard Somerville 
Distinguished Professor Emeritus, 
Scripps Institution of Oceanography 
 

(Editor’s note: Unable to persuade a 
friend to accept the scientific finding 
that rising temperatures result from 
human activities, I asked Somerville for 
help. Since readers may know others 
who also need convincing, he gracious-
ly agreed to allow his response to be 
published.)  
 

       Climate change is controversial 
politically, but not scientifically. In 
the community of scientists who car-
ry out and publish research on this 
topic, there is a very high degree of 
consensus on the fundamental find-
ings. One never gets certainty or 
unanimity in science, of course, and 
mainstream science is sometimes 
wrong. There are a few retrovirus 
experts who do not think that HIV 
causes AIDS. They, like the - of cli-
mate “contrarians” who do not ac-
cept mainstream climate science re-
sults, are almost surely mistaken. 
You pose the key issue: "The ques-
tion is whether the bulk of the 
change now observed and projected 
into the future is manmade (i.e., 
largely CO2 from fossil fuels) or (i.e. 
solar variations, volcanism, etc.).” 
This is the scientists’ answer: "It is 
extremely likely that human influ-
ence has been the dominant cause 
of the observed warming since the 
mid-20th century.” The next state-
ment in the Summary for Policy 
Makers (SPM) of the International 
Panel on Climate Change [see refer-
ence below] is, “The best estimate of 
the human-induced contribution 
to warming is similar to the ob-
served warming over this period.” 
       My suggestion is that you take 
the time to read the SPM and consid-
er the research it summarizes in sup-
port of this conclusion, including 
why and how it quantitatively rules 
out natural factors vs. human causes. 
Of course, natural factors can also 

cause climate change and have obvi-
ously done so in the past. However, 
just as wildfire experts can determine 
whether a given fire was caused by 
lightning or by accident or by arson, 
climate experts can also determine 
causes. We are very confident, for ex-
ample, that the recent increase in at-
mospheric CO2 is due to human activi-
ties. The solar energy output is also 
monitored and indeed would have giv-
en rise to a slight recent cooling in the 
absence of the human-caused warm-
ing, but we are also confident that the 
human-caused warming is dominant 
quantitatively. The recent increase in 
ocean temperature and ocean heat con-
tent is also measured, and Scripps sci-
entists have played a leading role, in-
cluding pioneering in the development 
of autonomous robotic floats that led 
to the Argo program in which a global 
fleet of some 4,000 such floats now 
continuously observe the temperature, 
salinity and velocities in the upper 
2,000 meters of the global ocean. 
When I came to SIO 40 years ago, 
Walter Munk told me, " The atmos-
phere is monitored. The ocean is only 
sampled.” Very true then, and happily 
somewhat less true today. 
       It is easy to understand why many 
people find it implausible that puny 
human activities can now dominate 
over natural causes in determining 
climate changes on decade-to-century 
time scales. It is also counter-intuitive 
that a gas making up only a tiny frac-

tion of one percent of atmospheric 
composition can have a large effect 
on climate. However, as in all sci-
ence, these are questions of facts and 
evidence, not belief. Only a few 
years ago, we did not know whether 
ice sheets and glaciers were gaining 
mass (by increased snowfall from an 
atmosphere that now contains more 
water vapor than in the past) or were 
losing mass (by melting, by calving 
icebergs, etc.). Now the research has 
been done and the results are in: 
glaciers and ice sheets are shrinking 
globally, and the resulting liquid 
water is contributing importantly to 
sea level rise and is very likely to 
increase its contribution in future. 
Climate change is a gloomy and de-
pressing topic in some ways, and it 
is already causing human suffering 
and damage to the natural world, but 
as an intellectual adventure and an 
inspiring scientific success story, it 
is a very positive development. It is 
one case where, in principle, wise 
public policy can be informed by 
sound science. I hope that happens, 
and I hope that in order to learn 
more about climate change, you will 
familiarize yourself with what cli-
mate scientists have discovered.  
       I have three concrete sugges-
tions: 
 The first is that you familiarize 

yourself with the website https://
skepticalscience.com which is 
readily searchable and has a 
clear summary of refutations of 
many common climate myths. 
There “Global Warming and 
Climate Change skepticism ex-
amined” looks at the science and 
arguments of global warming 
skepticism. Common objections 
like “global warming is caused 
by the sun,” “'temperature has 
changed naturally in the past” or 
“other planets are warming          

too” are examined to see what the 
science really says.  For example, 
you mention that volcanoes emit 
CO2. That’s true. They do. But 
numbers matter, and if you plug 
that topic into the search box of 
this website, you will be directed 
to https://skepticalscience.com/
volcanoes-and-global-
warming.htm a link that has in-
formation showing that human 
emissions of CO2

 are about 100 
times volcanic emissions. 

 My second suggestion is that you 
consult the assessment reports of 
the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change (IPCC), which is 
an authoritative summary of the 
science. There are a lot of good 
popular books and articles too, 
but the IPCC is the gold standard. 
Its reports are produced by hun-
dreds of climate scientists and 
have been extensively peer re-
viewed and vetted. IPCC assess-
ment reports come out every six 
years or so. The IPCC website is 
www.ipcc.ch. See the summary 
for policymakers (SPM) of the 
Working Group One (WGI) phys-
ical science portion of the most 
recent (2013) Fifth Assessment 
Report (AR5) of the IPCC. It’s 
2.3 MB and this SPM can be 
downloaded at  
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar5/w
g1  See also the important recent 
IPCC special report on global 
warming of 1.5 deg Celsius, 
available at 
https://www.ipcc.ch/sr15/  An 
IPCC Sixth Assessment Report 
(AR6) is in progress and will be 
released in the next few years. In 
particular, I recommend that you 
study the material in this IPCC 
AR5 WGI SPM under: D.3 De-
tection and Attribution of Climate 
Change:  "Human influence has 
been detected in warming of the 
atmosphere and the ocean, in 
changes in the global water cy-
cle, in reductions in snow and 
ice, in global mean sea level 

rise, and  in changes in some 
climate extremes (see Figure 
SPM.6 and Table SPM.1). This 
evidence for human influ-
ence has grown since AR4. It 
is extremely likely that hu-
man influence has been the 
dominant cause of the ob-
served warming since the 
mid-20th century.”  

 My third suggestion is the 
website 
https://www.climatecommunic
ation.org.  This site contains a 
lot of the climate communica-
tion and outreach work that 
my partner in this effort, Susan 
Joy Hassol, and I have done 
in the last twenty-five years or 
so.  This site is extensive but 
well worth exploring. In gen-
eral, it is more accessible and 
is much easier reading than the 
IPCC reports, which are full of 
jargon and technical details. 
This site contains many links 
to excellent resources. 

 

      What about Nuclear Power? 
You suggest we make use of nu-
clear power. I am a climate scien-
tist and not an energy expert, so 
this is just a personal opinion and 
is subject to change, but I agree 
that nuclear power ought to be an 
important energy source, at least 
as a temporary bridge while ener-
gy from renewable sources ramps 
up. France relies heavily on nucle-
ar electricity and in fact sells it to 
neighboring countries. France has 
found French "solutions" to the 
well-known four big problems of 

nuclear power: cost, reactor 
safety, proliferation, and waste 
disposal. France’s conversion 
from zero to about 75% nuclear 
electricity was accomplished in 
relatively few years following a 
1974 decision to take that route, 
thus providing evidence that 
fast transitions of energy sys-
tems in a modern post-industrial 
country can indeed be done. 
France's motivation in adopting 
nuclear power had little or noth-
ing to do with climate change, 
of course, but was based on en-
ergy security considerations. 
France has almost no fossil fuel 
reserves of its own and did not 
want to be completely depend-
ent on other countries. There 
were also synergies with the 
French nuclear military pro-
gram. In any case, I think the 
French nuclear power experi-
ence is well worth studying and 
learning from. Nuclear power is 
now at around 20% of total 
electricity generation in the US 
and perhaps 11% globally, and 
closing a nuclear plant to open a 
fossil fuel plant is not helping 
the climate, to say the least.   

Richard Somerville is the au-
thor of The Forgiving Air: Un-
derstanding Environmental 
Change. He has been awarded 
the Climate Communication 
Prize and the Ambassador 
Award of the American Geo-
physical Union for his work in 
promoting public understanding 
of climate change.  

A Response to a Climate-Change Skeptic 

Richard Somerville 

	cont.	on	page	8	

France’s conversion from 
zero to about 75% nuclear 
electricity was accom-
plished in relatively few 
years following a 1974 deci-
sion to take that route... 

cont. from page 5 
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Walter	Munk	‐	Education,	Awards	and	Recognition	

cont.	on	page	6	

 BS and MS in physics from Caltech,  

 PhD in Geophysics from UCLA, and oceanography from 
Scripps Institution of Oceanography.  

 Appointed to Scripps Institution of Oceanography faculty in 
1947 

 Served in the United States Army Ski Battalion for a year as an 
oceanographer with the University of California Division of 
War Research, and as a meteorologist for the Army Air Corps. 

 Named a Guggenheim Fellow three times in 1948, 1953, and 
1962 

 Received Arthur L. Day Medal from the American Geological         
Society in 1965 

 Named California Scientist of the Year by the California Muse-
um of Science and Industry in 1969. 

 Awarded Agassiz Medal from the National Academy of Sciences in 1976 

 Received Maurice Ewing Medal from the American Geophysical Union in 1976 

 Named a Foreign Fellow by The Royal Society of London in 1976 

 Awarded the Captain Robert Dexter Conrad Award, from the Office of Naval Research, Department   
of the Navy in 1978 

 Awarded the National Medal of Science in 1983 

 Appointed Secretary of the Navy Chair in Oceanography in 1985 

 Mobula Munkia, or Munk’s devil ray, named in honor of Munk in 1987 

 Awarded William Bowie Medal from the American Geophysical Union in 1989 

 Inaugural recipient of the Walter Munk Award in 1993, given “in recognition of distinguished research 
in oceanography related to the sound and the sea,” awarded by the Oceanography Society, Office of 
Naval Research and U.S. Department of Defense Naval Oceanographic Office 

 Given Kyoto Prize in Basic Sciences from the Inamori Foundation in Japan in 1999, the first time the 
prize was awarded to an oceanographer 

 Received Albert A. Michelson Award from the Navy League of the U.S. in 2001, which recognizes sci-
entists whose research has significantly improved the nation’s maritime forces or the U.S. industrial 
technology base. 

 Inaugural recipient of the Prince Albert I Medal in the physical sciences of the oceans in 2001, created 
by Prince Rainier of Monaco 

 Awarded Crafoord Prize from the Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences in 2010 

 Received Explorers’ Club Medal in 2014 

 Named Revelle College Faculty Fellow in 2016 

 

Walter Munk, 1984 

Walter Munk, 2010 

Walter Munk, 2014 

Dalai Lama hugs 
Walter Munk as 

Mary Munk looks on. 
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Walter	Munk	‐	Education,	Awards	and	Recognition	

cont.	on	page	6	
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 Served in the United States Army Ski Battalion for a year as an 
oceanographer with the University of California Division of 
War Research, and as a meteorologist for the Army Air Corps. 

 Named a Guggenheim Fellow three times in 1948, 1953, and 
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 Received Arthur L. Day Medal from the American Geological         
Society in 1965 

 Named California Scientist of the Year by the California Muse-
um of Science and Industry in 1969. 

 Awarded Agassiz Medal from the National Academy of Sciences in 1976 

 Received Maurice Ewing Medal from the American Geophysical Union in 1976 

 Named a Foreign Fellow by The Royal Society of London in 1976 

 Awarded the Captain Robert Dexter Conrad Award, from the Office of Naval Research, Department   
of the Navy in 1978 

 Awarded the National Medal of Science in 1983 
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 Awarded William Bowie Medal from the American Geophysical Union in 1989 
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in oceanography related to the sound and the sea,” awarded by the Oceanography Society, Office of 
Naval Research and U.S. Department of Defense Naval Oceanographic Office 

 Given Kyoto Prize in Basic Sciences from the Inamori Foundation in Japan in 1999, the first time the 
prize was awarded to an oceanographer 

 Received Albert A. Michelson Award from the Navy League of the U.S. in 2001, which recognizes sci-
entists whose research has significantly improved the nation’s maritime forces or the U.S. industrial 
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 Inaugural recipient of the Prince Albert I Medal in the physical sciences of the oceans in 2001, created 
by Prince Rainier of Monaco 

 Awarded Crafoord Prize from the Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences in 2010 

 Received Explorers’ Club Medal in 2014 

 Named Revelle College Faculty Fellow in 2016 

 

Walter Munk, 1984 

Walter Munk, 2010 

Walter Munk, 2014 

Dalai Lama hugs 
Walter Munk as 

Mary Munk looks on. 

A memorial event at the 
Scripps Institution of  
Oceanography is being 
planned for July. More   
information will go to     
members as soon as we    
receive it. 
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By Richard Somerville 
Distinguished Professor Emeritus, 
Scripps Institution of Oceanography 
 

(Editor’s note: Unable to persuade a 
friend to accept the scientific finding 
that rising temperatures result from 
human activities, I asked Somerville for 
help. Since readers may know others 
who also need convincing, he gracious-
ly agreed to allow his response to be 
published.)  
 

       Climate change is controversial 
politically, but not scientifically. In 
the community of scientists who car-
ry out and publish research on this 
topic, there is a very high degree of 
consensus on the fundamental find-
ings. One never gets certainty or 
unanimity in science, of course, and 
mainstream science is sometimes 
wrong. There are a few retrovirus 
experts who do not think that HIV 
causes AIDS. They, like the - of cli-
mate “contrarians” who do not ac-
cept mainstream climate science re-
sults, are almost surely mistaken. 
You pose the key issue: "The ques-
tion is whether the bulk of the 
change now observed and projected 
into the future is manmade (i.e., 
largely CO2 from fossil fuels) or (i.e. 
solar variations, volcanism, etc.).” 
This is the scientists’ answer: "It is 
extremely likely that human influ-
ence has been the dominant cause 
of the observed warming since the 
mid-20th century.” The next state-
ment in the Summary for Policy 
Makers (SPM) of the International 
Panel on Climate Change [see refer-
ence below] is, “The best estimate of 
the human-induced contribution 
to warming is similar to the ob-
served warming over this period.” 
       My suggestion is that you take 
the time to read the SPM and consid-
er the research it summarizes in sup-
port of this conclusion, including 
why and how it quantitatively rules 
out natural factors vs. human causes. 
Of course, natural factors can also 

cause climate change and have obvi-
ously done so in the past. However, 
just as wildfire experts can determine 
whether a given fire was caused by 
lightning or by accident or by arson, 
climate experts can also determine 
causes. We are very confident, for ex-
ample, that the recent increase in at-
mospheric CO2 is due to human activi-
ties. The solar energy output is also 
monitored and indeed would have giv-
en rise to a slight recent cooling in the 
absence of the human-caused warm-
ing, but we are also confident that the 
human-caused warming is dominant 
quantitatively. The recent increase in 
ocean temperature and ocean heat con-
tent is also measured, and Scripps sci-
entists have played a leading role, in-
cluding pioneering in the development 
of autonomous robotic floats that led 
to the Argo program in which a global 
fleet of some 4,000 such floats now 
continuously observe the temperature, 
salinity and velocities in the upper 
2,000 meters of the global ocean. 
When I came to SIO 40 years ago, 
Walter Munk told me, " The atmos-
phere is monitored. The ocean is only 
sampled.” Very true then, and happily 
somewhat less true today. 
       It is easy to understand why many 
people find it implausible that puny 
human activities can now dominate 
over natural causes in determining 
climate changes on decade-to-century 
time scales. It is also counter-intuitive 
that a gas making up only a tiny frac-

tion of one percent of atmospheric 
composition can have a large effect 
on climate. However, as in all sci-
ence, these are questions of facts and 
evidence, not belief. Only a few 
years ago, we did not know whether 
ice sheets and glaciers were gaining 
mass (by increased snowfall from an 
atmosphere that now contains more 
water vapor than in the past) or were 
losing mass (by melting, by calving 
icebergs, etc.). Now the research has 
been done and the results are in: 
glaciers and ice sheets are shrinking 
globally, and the resulting liquid 
water is contributing importantly to 
sea level rise and is very likely to 
increase its contribution in future. 
Climate change is a gloomy and de-
pressing topic in some ways, and it 
is already causing human suffering 
and damage to the natural world, but 
as an intellectual adventure and an 
inspiring scientific success story, it 
is a very positive development. It is 
one case where, in principle, wise 
public policy can be informed by 
sound science. I hope that happens, 
and I hope that in order to learn 
more about climate change, you will 
familiarize yourself with what cli-
mate scientists have discovered.  
       I have three concrete sugges-
tions: 
 The first is that you familiarize 

yourself with the website https://
skepticalscience.com which is 
readily searchable and has a 
clear summary of refutations of 
many common climate myths. 
There “Global Warming and 
Climate Change skepticism ex-
amined” looks at the science and 
arguments of global warming 
skepticism. Common objections 
like “global warming is caused 
by the sun,” “'temperature has 
changed naturally in the past” or 
“other planets are warming          

too” are examined to see what the 
science really says.  For example, 
you mention that volcanoes emit 
CO2. That’s true. They do. But 
numbers matter, and if you plug 
that topic into the search box of 
this website, you will be directed 
to https://skepticalscience.com/
volcanoes-and-global-
warming.htm a link that has in-
formation showing that human 
emissions of CO2

 are about 100 
times volcanic emissions. 

 My second suggestion is that you 
consult the assessment reports of 
the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change (IPCC), which is 
an authoritative summary of the 
science. There are a lot of good 
popular books and articles too, 
but the IPCC is the gold standard. 
Its reports are produced by hun-
dreds of climate scientists and 
have been extensively peer re-
viewed and vetted. IPCC assess-
ment reports come out every six 
years or so. The IPCC website is 
www.ipcc.ch. See the summary 
for policymakers (SPM) of the 
Working Group One (WGI) phys-
ical science portion of the most 
recent (2013) Fifth Assessment 
Report (AR5) of the IPCC. It’s 
2.3 MB and this SPM can be 
downloaded at  
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar5/w
g1  See also the important recent 
IPCC special report on global 
warming of 1.5 deg Celsius, 
available at 
https://www.ipcc.ch/sr15/  An 
IPCC Sixth Assessment Report 
(AR6) is in progress and will be 
released in the next few years. In 
particular, I recommend that you 
study the material in this IPCC 
AR5 WGI SPM under: D.3 De-
tection and Attribution of Climate 
Change:  "Human influence has 
been detected in warming of the 
atmosphere and the ocean, in 
changes in the global water cy-
cle, in reductions in snow and 
ice, in global mean sea level 

rise, and  in changes in some 
climate extremes (see Figure 
SPM.6 and Table SPM.1). This 
evidence for human influ-
ence has grown since AR4. It 
is extremely likely that hu-
man influence has been the 
dominant cause of the ob-
served warming since the 
mid-20th century.”  

 My third suggestion is the 
website 
https://www.climatecommunic
ation.org.  This site contains a 
lot of the climate communica-
tion and outreach work that 
my partner in this effort, Susan 
Joy Hassol, and I have done 
in the last twenty-five years or 
so.  This site is extensive but 
well worth exploring. In gen-
eral, it is more accessible and 
is much easier reading than the 
IPCC reports, which are full of 
jargon and technical details. 
This site contains many links 
to excellent resources. 

 

      What about Nuclear Power? 
You suggest we make use of nu-
clear power. I am a climate scien-
tist and not an energy expert, so 
this is just a personal opinion and 
is subject to change, but I agree 
that nuclear power ought to be an 
important energy source, at least 
as a temporary bridge while ener-
gy from renewable sources ramps 
up. France relies heavily on nucle-
ar electricity and in fact sells it to 
neighboring countries. France has 
found French "solutions" to the 
well-known four big problems of 

nuclear power: cost, reactor 
safety, proliferation, and waste 
disposal. France’s conversion 
from zero to about 75% nuclear 
electricity was accomplished in 
relatively few years following a 
1974 decision to take that route, 
thus providing evidence that 
fast transitions of energy sys-
tems in a modern post-industrial 
country can indeed be done. 
France's motivation in adopting 
nuclear power had little or noth-
ing to do with climate change, 
of course, but was based on en-
ergy security considerations. 
France has almost no fossil fuel 
reserves of its own and did not 
want to be completely depend-
ent on other countries. There 
were also synergies with the 
French nuclear military pro-
gram. In any case, I think the 
French nuclear power experi-
ence is well worth studying and 
learning from. Nuclear power is 
now at around 20% of total 
electricity generation in the US 
and perhaps 11% globally, and 
closing a nuclear plant to open a 
fossil fuel plant is not helping 
the climate, to say the least.   

Richard Somerville is the au-
thor of The Forgiving Air: Un-
derstanding Environmental 
Change. He has been awarded 
the Climate Communication 
Prize and the Ambassador 
Award of the American Geo-
physical Union for his work in 
promoting public understanding 
of climate change.  

A Response to a Climate-Change Skeptic 

Richard Somerville 
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France’s conversion from 
zero to about 75% nuclear 
electricity was accom-
plished in relatively few 
years following a 1974 deci-
sion to take that route... 
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Emeriti Association Book Club  

       The UCSD Emeriti Association’s Book 
Club meets from 11:30 AM to 1 PM, on the 
fourth Monday of each month at the Ida & 
Cecil Green Faculty Club. 
       Please RSVP on the EA  RSVP website: 
https://hrweb.ucsd.edu/ea/   
       Each month a different Book Club 
member facilitates the discussion of the 
book.  
       In April, the Emeriti Association Book 
Club will discuss the book “Dead Wake, 
The Last Crossing of the Lusitania”, by 
Erik Larson.   
       The May book selection is “Genesis of 
the Salk Institute, the Epic of It’s Found-
ers”, by Suzanne Bourgeois.         
       Join us for these interesting discussions. 
You may choose to purchase lunch at the 
Faculty Club, or not.  

Monday, April 22nd  Monday, May 20th 

cont. from page 3 
 

sands of NGOs around the country. 
Why not channel federal funding 
through such programs? Participation 
in adult ESL is the single fastest path 
to higher wages, more stable employ-
ment, and more successful navigation 
of our health care and education sys-
tems. When did you last hear a presi-
dential candidate talk about that?   
       Future attempts to enact compre-
hensive immigration reform should not 
get bogged down in further, sterile de-
bates over “border security.”   A huge 
accumulation of evidence from field 
interviews – including fifteen years of 
studies by UCSD’s Mexican Migration 
Field Research Program – suggests 
that investing additional billions in 
physical border fortifications located in 
remote areas is the least cost-effective 
approach to reducing unauthorized 
immigration. But to win enough votes 
for Congressional approval, any CIR 

legislation must have a border secu-
rity component. My recommenda-
tion would be to invest in staffing 
up scrutiny of people and vehicles 
at our legal ports of entry, through 
which upwards of one-third of un-
authorized entries occur (not to 
mention more than 90 percent of 
illicit drugs).  
       Cracking down on visa-over-
stayers, who now significantly out-
number migrants who enter clan-
destinely, would also make more 
sense than border barrier-building. 
But the U.S. lacks a computerized 
system for tracking entries and ex-
its, despite repeated Congressional 
mandates. Moreover, identifying 
and removing large numbers of over
-stayers would be extremely disrup-
tive.  Those who have lived here for 
more than ten years (the median, 
according to national-level survey 
data) should be offered a path to 
permanent legal status. 

       How far down the demo-
graphic implosion rabbit hole 
must we go before the political 
conditions exist for rational, evi-
dence-based immigration policy-
making? Probably not before la-
bor shortages become so wide-
spread and structural – i.e., not 
tied to the business cycle – that 
they cannot be ignored by most 
members of the general public. At 
that point, Bernanke-level in-
creases in legal immigration ad-
missions may be necessary to 
avoid crippling the nation’s eco-
nomic performance. The zero-
sum political calculus that cur-
rently paralyzes federal immigra-
tion policymaking will weaken, 
and at least some politicians will 
even come to see electoral benefit 
in embracing less restrictive poli-
cies. Stranger things have hap-
pened! 
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REFLECTIONS ON RECEIVING THE CLARK KERR MEDAL  

Richard C. Atkinson 

By Richard C. Atkinson 
Chancellor Emeritus and UC       
President Emeritus 
        

       This award recognizes a lasting 
gift the Berkeley faculty has made to 
the University of California and 
American higher education—
namely, the leadership and legacy of 
Clark Kerr.  For  many of us, both 
are crystallized in his 1963 Godkin 
Lectures at Harvard.  The lectures 
were published as The Uses of the 
University and were further enriched 
by a series of reflections and recon-
siderations Kerr added to each of its 
five editions.  Few writers on any 
subject have distilled so much 
thought and insight into a mere 95 
pages.  He had a remarkable ability 
to describe the broad evolution of 
the American university without  
losing touch with the essential sub-
plots. In re-reading the last edition,   
I was struck by his division of the 
history of the research university 
into four stages.   
      The initial two stages cover 130 
years—from 1810 to 1940.  The first 
(1810-1870) is defined by the grow-
ing influence of German ideas about 
higher education (brought back by 
Americans who had studied there) 
and by the 1862 Land-Grant College 
Act.  Early in the second stage (1870
-1940), the triumph of the German 
research university model is estab-
lished with the founding of Johns 
Hopkins University in 1876.  Re-
search at public and private universi-
ties grows at a very gradual pace 
during this stage—teaching remains 
the primary faculty responsibility. 
       The third stage—the fifty years 
from 1940 to 1990—encompasses 
the research university’s enormous 
expansion in students, faculty, aca-
demic quality, and engagement with 
society.  Near the end of World War 
II, Franklin Roosevelt asks his sci-
ence adviser, Vannevar Bush, for a 
plan on how to organize science in 

the post-war era.  Bush’s 1945 report, 
Science: The Endless Frontier, lays 
the foundation for what has become 
the nation’s science policy.  A key 
feature of the policy is that these uni-
versities are assigned principal respon-
sibility for the conduct of basic re-
search.  What follows is the establish-
ment of the National Science Founda-
tion and the reorganization of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health and other 
federal agencies to provide extramural 
grants and contracts for university re-
search – almost all of them awarded 
for peer-reviewed projects.  The feder-
al government’s massive investment in 
both research and education continues, 
with some fluctuations, throughout the 
third stage.  It is the high point of a 
golden age for research universities 
that Kerr felt was destined never to 
return. 
      The final stage—1990 to the pre-
sent day -- is characterized by Kerr, 
with some understatement, as “an era 
of constrained resources.”  This is our 
era, whose contours we know all too 
well, and the one I want to talk about.  
I don’t intend to present a comprehen-
sive vision of what these years have 
meant for the University of California 
or what the future holds.  Instead I 
want to offer a few observations on 

some of the encouraging, worri-
some, or surprising developments of 
this period as it looks to me today, 
fifteen years after I stepped down as 
president.  My list includes seven 
topics (for cognitive psychologists 
like me who study memory, seven is 
a magic number). 
       First, as I’m sure you’ve no-
ticed, we have been through some 
very bad times together.  The na-
tion’s recovery from the depths of 
the 2008 recession continues to be 
strong, but unfortunately, federal 
and state funding for universities has 
not kept pace.  What looked like a 
fiscal crisis of limited duration in 
2008 now looks like a new steady 
state.  Unless current trends change, 
ten years from now there will be 
many universities which will no 
longer be able to call themselves 
research universities.  It goes with-
out saying that the University of 
California will not be one of them.  
We have faculty leadership to thank 
for that.  No faculty in the country 
has compiled a more brilliant record 
of success.  This is still Kerr’s uni-
versity.  Unfortunately, this is no 
longer Kerr’s California—a subject 
to which I will return. 
       Second, there are nonetheless 
some continuities with the world 
Kerr knew in 1963.  In his account, 
three large forces were driving re-
search universities during the 1960s.  
They were universal access, pro-
gress through science, and improv-
ing the nation’s economic productiv-
ity.  These are still important goals 
for us today. As far as scientific pro-
gress and economic productivity are 
concerned, research universities like 
ours have done far more than simply 
contribute since 1963. They are now 
the driving force of the American 
R&D enterprise –the matrix for 
many of the innovations that have 
come from our high-tech industries  
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services and hounding them with an 
ever-more-aggressive deportation 
effort.  
       But a legalization program 
must be designed with great care. 
The eligibility criteria (e.g., mini-
mum years of continuous U.S. resi-
dence) must be generous enough to 
make the program accessible to the 
bulk of today’s undocumented pop-
ulation. Legalizing only the 
“Dreamers” (variously estimated at 
700,000-1.9 million) and perhaps 
their parents is not enough; they 
represent the politically low-
hanging fruit. To neutralize con-
servatives’ criticisms of an 
“amnesty” that simply rewards law-
breakers, the program should in-
clude some financial penalties 
(fines, fees, back taxes), thus mak-
ing it “earned” legalization. To at-
tract Democratic votes, it must of-
fer a path to U.S. citizenship -- not 
just a green card.   
       A legalization program must be 
complemented by other reforms to 
increase the number of legal-entry 
opportunities for future migrants. 
Failure to do so simply ensures re-
growth of the undocumented popu-
lation – a key flaw of the CIR legis-
lation passed in 1986. The options 
include user-friendly temporary 
worker programs for both low-
skilled and highly skilled workers, 
with annual allocations of visas 
based on actual labor market condi-
tions -- not absurdly low caps dic-
tated by what the political traffic 
will bear (the present system).   
       Reforming our system of per-
manent immigrant admissions 
should also be part of the mix. We 
particularly need to increase the 
number of permanent, employment-
based “green cards,” which are now 
capped at just 140,000 per year. 
The United States issues fewer such 
visas than Australia, despite having 
a population fourteen times larger.  
       But family-based immigration 
should also be scrutinized. The 
overall cap on visas granted be-
cause of family ties to the U.S., 
480,000 per year, was set by Con-

gress in 1990. (Visas for immediate 
relatives of U.S. citizens are un-
capped.) There is also a seven per-
cent annual cap on visas issued to 
nationals of a given country, within 
each of four visa preference catego-
ries. These numerical limits com-
bine with strong visa demand in 
some countries to produce enor-
mous backlogs. Green-card appli-
cants from countries like India, Chi-
na, Mexico, and the Philippines of-
ten wait many years – even decades 
-- for the queue to reach them. Elim-
inating the per-nationality cap on 
applicants from certain high-
demand countries would make 
backlogs manageable.  

       A frequently heard argument – 
fully embraced by the Trump ad-
ministration – holds that family-
based   visas should be drastically 
reduced,   to make room for more 
immigrants admitted through a 
points system a la Canada or Aus-
tralia that prioritizes educational 
attainment and professional skills. 
But evidence from Canada and the 
U.S. itself suggests that a hybrid 
system of family-based and skills-
based visas, providing an ample 
number of each type, works well. 
For example, a recent cohort of im-
migrants, arriving in the U.S. be-
tween 2010-2017, had a significant-
ly higher percentage of college 
graduates than the U.S.-born popu-
lation (41 percent to 27 percent, re-
spectively).  We should not throw 
the baby out with the bath water. 
       Our system for admitting asy-
lum-seekers has been eviscerated by 
the Trump administration. More 
than 80,000 refugee visas were 
available in President Obama’s last 
year; fewer than 25,000 refugees 
will be resettled this fiscal year.  

Canada is now admitting about 6 
times as many refugees as we are, on 
a per capita basis.  Moreover, the 
administration has radically restrict-
ed the grounds for claiming asylum, 
while jacking up the denial rate. 
None of these policies required Con-
gressional approval, so they can be 
undone by a new president’s execu-
tive orders.  

       Most asylum-seekers reaching 
our southern border today are from 
three Central American countries – 
Guatemala, Honduras, and El Salva-
dor – which have high levels of gang 
and drug violence as well as exten-
sive low-end poverty. Migrant flows 
 from these countries can be reduced 
by well-targeted development and 
rule-of-law assistance. The Trump 
administration has been cutting such 
aid; we should be increasing it sub-
stantially. Harsh deterrence measures 
have been totally ineffective in stem-
ming the exodus. It’s time to make a 
serious effort to create alternatives to 
emigration, through development.  
       Finally, it is long past time for 
the United States to have a proactive, 
national-level policy to promote the 
integration of immigrants into our 
society. Canada and other industrial-
ized nations have such policies, and 
they are largely successful. Canada’s 
policy emphasizes public-private 
partnerships; most government fund-
ing for immigrant integration is 
channeled through community-based 
organizations.  
       A key focus should be providing 
easy access to programs that acceler-
ate English acquisition in the context 
of the workplace. ESL programs that 
build job and language skills simulta-
neously already operate in California 
and Washington state. In addition, 
ESL instruction is offered by thou- 

       … it is long past time for 
the United States to have a 
proactive, national-level 
policy to promote the inte-
gration of immigrants into 
our society.  
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and bio-medical companies, insti-
tutes, and facilities. 
       In talking about universal ac-
cess today, we would make explicit 
what is implied in Kerr’s use of that 
term: namely, the promise of equal 
opportunity for students of every 
race, ethnicity, and gender, without 
regard to family income. The past 
few decades have been marked by 
both backward and forward move-
ment on that front. The 1995 debate 
over banning affirmative action in 
UC admissions sparked a fight on 
the Board of Regents that spilled 
over into many areas of university 
life, from state budgets to shared 
governance.  Jud King and I spent 
many months (in close partnership 
with the Academic Senate and the 
Council of Chancellors) forging 
new admissions policies for UC’s 
post-affirmative-action world.  Let 
me just mention the most important 
principle underlying the admissions 
policies: the idea that students de-
serve to be judged not only on 
grades and test scores but also on 

the educational and life challenges 
they have faced, and by how well 
they have dealt with those challeng-
es.  The shorthand term for this ap-
proach is “opportunity to learn,” and 
it means an admissions process that 
gives appropriate weight to grades 
and test scores but also to context 
and character.  I believe this has 
served the University and our stu-
dents well.  Overall, our progress in 
diversity may not be as rapid as we 
would wish.  But it has been far bet-
ter than the prospects looked in the 
fall of 1995, after the controversial 
Regents’ vote ending affirmative 
action.  And we have done incredi-
bly well in enrolling low-income 
students.  That is something we can 
all be proud of. 
       Third, the quality of undergrad-
uate education is better today than 
ever, despite large classes and in-
creasing dependence on part-time 
lecturers.  Since I stepped down as 
president, I have spent a lot of time 
with undergraduates and have been 
quite impressed. What we expect of 

our students these days is absolutely 
remarkable, and they have responded 
accordingly.  In my opinion, UC un-
dergraduates are among the best in 
the world.  I do suspect, however, 
that it may be too easy for at least 
some of them to choose courses lack-
ing rigorous intellectual content in 
the interest of avoiding subjects they 
consider too tough.  (Good grades 
weigh heavily on the minds of young 
people, given the current tilt toward 
vocational education.)  I wonder 
whether we might lure more students 
into taking demanding subjects if the 
courses themselves were made a lit-
tle less demanding.   
       Fourth, an observation about the 
progress of online learning. When I 
became president in 1995, I was con-
fident that online instruction was at 
the cusp of a great leap forward.  I 
was mistaken.  Not about the poten-
tial of online learning, but about the 
state of the art.  We now have the 
basic technology and computing 
power for elegant interactive courses, 
but so far, at least, they have not 
been put together in quite the right 
fashion.  What is critical is making 
them relevant and adaptable to the 
individual student.  That was chal-
lenging enough back in the 1960s, 
when a Stanford colleague and I cre-
ated computer-based courses in read-
ing and mathematics for elementary 
school students.  It is much more 
challenging to do at the college level.  
The courses I have seen are just not 
interactive or intellectually challeng-
ing enough.  I have never had any 
doubt that online instruction would 
flourish one day, but I am surprised 
that this day seems so slow in com-
ing.     
       Fifth, I have some worries about 
the growing professional burdens on 
our faculty.  Two examples, from 
different disciplines.  The first is the 
decline in students majoring in the 
humanities.  There is a growing liter-
ature, pro and con, on whether this is 
a full-blown crisis or a steep but tem-
porary downturn.  Is it a spillover 
effect from the 2008 recession?  Is it 
an especially dramatic instance of the 
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it. Outstanding research demands 
much more than money for specific 
research projects.  It means funding 
for scientific facilities, a student-
faculty ratio that allows faculty time 
to conduct research, support for 
graduate students, and above all pub-
lic support for the University’s re-
search mission.  One important rea-
son we have been largely successful 
in the past, during good times and 
bad, is because of close cooperation 
between governors and UC presi-
dents.  A new governor is always a 
fresh opportunity to make the case 
for the University of California.  We 
will have that opportunity in Janu-
ary, and I have high hopes. 
       Some of the things I’ve said to-
night may leave you with the im-
pression that I am pessimistic about 
UC’s future.  Nothing could be fur-
ther from the truth.  I am a believer 
in the research university’s resilience 
and its genius for adaptation.  And I 
am convinced of its lasting im-
portance to the creation of the kind 
of world future generations will 
want to live in.  So let me end these 
remarks where I began—with Clark 
Kerr and The Uses of the University:   
“[H]igher education in the United 
States is built on three-and-a-half 
centuries of triumph, not tragedy.”  I 
agree with Kerr.  Future triumphs 
may be harder to come by.  Yet I 
believe that a significant share of 
those triumphs will be achieved right 
here at the University of California.  
It is and will remain one of the most 
exciting institutions in the world. 
Drawn from remarks at the award 
ceremony in Berkeley, December 5, 
2018 in which Atkinson and C. Jud-
son King, formerly UC Senior Vice 
President, were both awarded the 
Clark Kerr Medal by the UC Berke-
ley Academic Senate. For an ac-
count of Atkinson’s presidency see 
Patricia A. Pelfrey, Entrepreneurial 
President (UC Press, 2012), re-
viewed in Chronicles (September 
2012).  
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unpredictability of student choice?     
I don’t know the answers to those 
questions.  But the situation raises 
concerns about the future of the hu-
manities and our capacity to continue 
producing the next generation of 
scholars and research in those fields.  
Just as important, the humanities are 
fundamental to our idea of a truly 
liberal education.  Having an in-
formed sense of history, a close fa-
miliarity with the great works of liter-
ature and art, and an appreciation of 
the need for moral judgment and civic 
engagement – all of these are essen-
tial to the kind of education we want 
to impart.     
        In the case of science and engi-
neering, research has advanced to the 
point that a faculty member without 
research funding is no longer in the 
game.  These days competition for 
federal research grants is simply out-
rageously hard.  Department chairs 
face having to put together million-
dollar packages for incoming assis-
tant professors.  Once hired, profes-
sors are required to spend more and 
more time raising money to support 
their graduate students and their pro-
jects.  We say that we need more peo-
ple in STEM disciplines, but the aca-
demic job market can still be fiercely 
competitive for bright young PhDs.    
       Sixth, a few thoughts on UC gov-
ernance.  Kerr’s essential task as pres-
ident was to ensure that the Universi-
ty of the 1960s became an institution 
of distributed leadership—a federa-
tion, not an empire.  He succeeded 
brilliantly -- but not completely.  
Over time, the Regents and the presi-
dent continued to delegate authority 
to the campus level.  As president, I 
tried to do my part.  I considered em-
powering chancellors and their cam-
puses to be absolutely essential to the 
future of the University.  
        But I have another view about 
UC governance that will probably be 
less popular.  When I was a chancel-
lor, I fought for all the independence I 
could get.  It is in the nature of chan-
cellors to do that, recognizing that the 
modern University of California was 

built on the foundation of decentral-
ized authority.  But because we are a 
system of research universities, there 
are important policy issues that trans-
cend any particular campus and are 
better addressed at the systemwide 
level.  Some programs or activities 
are systemwide in nature and better 
handled by the Office of the Presi-
dent, in coordination, of course, with 
the campuses.  The California Digital 
Library is a case in point.  We avoid-
ed a lot of problems and saved a lot 
of money by establishing it as a sys-
temwide effort instead of leaving it to 
the campuses to create ten separate 
versions of the same idea. The UC 
Washington, D.C. Center is another 
example.  I would argue that the UC 
Press is in the same category.  Send-
ing programs of this sort to a campus 
is not a way of reducing their costs, 
despite what some may think. 
      Seventh, I am troubled by the 
constant criticism directed at higher 
education in general and UC in par-
ticular.  Prospective donors often tell 
me that they will write a check to the 
University as soon as someone shows 
them the cost-benefit analyses that 
demonstrate we are not wasting mon-
ey.  Simply put, in constant dollars 
the cost of education per in-state UC 
student is less today than it has been 
in the last thirty years.  I am especial-
ly bothered by charges that UC facul-
ty waste too much time doing re-
search.  The evidence is overwhelm-
ing that university research is core to 
the American R&D enterprise.  
That’s a fact—not speculation but a 
fact.  The nation’s future depends 
upon it.  Too many people in Sacra-
mento seem completely unaware. 
       This kind of criticism reminds 
us, as I said at the outset, that this is 
no longer Clark Kerr’s California.  
Kerr and Governor Pat Brown were 
collaborators in the great enterprise 
of expanding the horizons of oppor-
tunity and the frontiers of knowledge 
through the state’s higher education 
system.  No one doubted that UC’s 
mission was to be a research univer-
sity. The 1960 Master Plan mandated 
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Dickson Professor and Theodore  
Gildred Professor of U.S.-Mexican 
Relations, Emeritus 
Distinguished Professor of Political 
Science, Emeritus 
 
       In the spring semester this year  
I was hauled back into the classroom 
to teach a course on the comparative 
politics of immigration at Portland’s 
Reed College. The students’ main 
assignment was to design a piece of 
legislation on comprehensive immi-
gration reform (CIR) for the United 
States. It had to contain at least three 
and as many as six policy proposals, 
grounded in the research data. The 
legislation also had to be politically 
realistic – i.e., able to attract enough 
votes for passage in both houses of 
Congress. It had to improve the sta-
tus quo without a lot of unintended 
consequences. All in all, a formida-
ble challenge for undergraduates, and 
I daresay, for the U.S. political class, 
which has failed five times in the last 
18 years to enact CIR, and which 
remains paralyzed on the issue at this 
writing. 
       What would I put into my own 
CIR proposal? Here goes: 
I begin by stipulating that by January 
2021, or some date beyond that, both 
houses of Congress will be under 
Democratic control, preferably by a 
veto-proof majority. Nothing will 
happen on CIR until that condition 
obtains, since the Republican Party 
has made a religion of restricting 
immigration and asylum-seeking, in 
ways that would be unacceptable 
even to centrist Democrats in Con-
gress.   
       Sensible immigration policy de-
sign must begin with a correct defini-
tion of the “problem” to be fixed. I 
suggest viewing immigration in 21st 
Century America not as a problem 
but as an essential solution to one of 
our most fundamental problems: the 

yawning demographic deficits that we 
have in meeting the economy’s labor 
requirements and financing public ser-
vices.   
       The United States faces the chal-
lenge of replacing 76 million retiring 
baby boomers, at a time when total 
labor force growth has fallen sharply, 
from an annual average of five percent 
in the 1970s to less than one percent 
since 2000. Combined with population 
aging and reduced tax payments of 
retired workers, this puts huge stress 
on budgets for programs like Medicare 
and Social Security. The dependency 
ratio – the number of active workers 
supporting each retiree -- is projected 
to climb steeply in the next 30 years.  
Former Federal Reserve chairman Ben 
Bernanke had it r ight. In October  
2006, he told Congress: “We need a 
more liberal immigration policy to 
ease the burden of a shrinking work 
force.” In fact, Bernanke pointed out, 
we would need an annual inflow of 
nearly 3.5 million immigrants – not the 
1 million per year being admitted un-
der current policy – to replace the baby 
boomers. Artificial intelligence and 
robotics may reduce our labor require-
ments in manufacturing, but millions 
of low-skill jobs now held by immi-
grants would remain, in agriculture, 
construction, and services.  The home 

health care aide of the future is unlikely 
to be a robot.   
       These challenges are common to all 
advanced industrialized countries today. 
Indeed, most of those nations are at a 
considerably more advanced point in 
their demographic transition, facing ab-
solute population declines in the tens of 
millions plus rapid population aging. 
Because the U.S. received large numbers 
of immigrants in the 1990s and 2000s, 
we are in a much less dire position.  The 
total fertility rate of 1.77 children per 
woman is well below the 2.10 popula-
tion “replacement” level.  But the rate 
would be even lower if it were not being 
propped up by immigrants whose child-
making exceeds that of native-born 
Americans – for now.  The immigrants’ 
descendants are likely to mirror the low 
fertility rate of the general U.S. popula-
tion.  It’s time to think seriously about 
how immigration policy might be used 
to address our fundamental demographic 
and fiscal imbalances. 
       

The point of departure must be immigra-
tion reform legislation that includes a 
generous path toward legalization for the 
approximately eleven million undocu-
mented immigrants now living here.  
Keeping them in illegal status indefinite-
ly benefits no one, and it stunts their 
human capital development. It is fantasy 
to expect them to self-deport en masse, 
if only we make life truly miserable for 
them, by restricting access to formal-
sector employment and basic human  

“We need a more liberal   
immigration policy to ease 
the burden of a shrinking 
work force.” In fact, Bernanke 
pointed out, we would need 
an annual inflow of nearly 3.5 
million immigrants – not the  
1 million per year being ad-
mitted under current policy – 
to replace the baby boomers.  

             Ben Bernanke 

Wayne A. Cornelius 
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