WASHINGTON’S TWO FUTURES:
UW AS WASHINGTON’S FLAGSHIP PUBLIC UNIVERSITY OR PREMIER PRIVATIZED
DEGREE FACTORY
INTRODUCTION
In June of 2015, Washington State legislators did what very few people in the world of higher
education advocacy expected them to do. After a long and contentious legislative session, they agreed on
a budget compromise that provided significant new higher education funding, particularly at the state’s
flagship school, the University of Washington (UW). Overall state funding increased $351 million for the
biennium, and UW’s increased $119 million (or 23.8%). It was a monumental win for Washington State
higher education, particularly after years of cuts. The Republican controlled State Senate, higher
education advocates of all stripes and campus labor unions all claimed it as their victory.
But this funding is most likely an historical anomaly. It was not linked to any new revenue and
does little to alleviate the long-run collapse in state support for UW. The university is still increasingly
dependent on tuition, bond debt and private support. Moreover, UW’s regents, biggest donors and senior
administrators are now driving this process rather than fighting for new state revenue. They are
transforming the university into acting more like a private corporation than a public university. This
perceived financial self-reliance contributes to an ongoing spiral of state de-funding and growing private
dependency. In this light, the current state higher education budget is the exception that proves the rule.
The 2015-17 budget reveals UW to be at an ideological and financial fork in the road, with two
potential futures that have major ramification for its students, faculty and the wider community. UW
could continue to operate as Washington’s premier public institution of higher learning, with a focus on
fostering diverse, informed citizens capable both of critically engaging the world and preparing for
successful career paths. Or it could become a corporate “degree factory,” where wealthier students act as
consumers of university amenities and attend highly specialized degree programs, often preparing them
for careers with a specific employer, and subsidizing a select pool of low income in-state students. Which
direction UW goes depends on priorities among the state legislature, university administrators and top
donors, and on whether or not university students, faculty and staff get to have a voice in the process.
In order to understand the issue, we first situate it in historical higher education funding trends,
then explore the consequences the collapse in state funding has had on UW. While the problem emerged
with diminished state support, it is now driven by top university administrators and donors, who treat UW
as a market actor, drive up tuition, and depend on private philanthropy, bond debt and close ties with Wall
Street banks. We use metrics such as tuition levels, out-of-state and international enrollment, acceptance
rates, use of contingent faculty, dependence on bond debt and administrative bloat, although there are
many other examples that won’t fit in this short analysis. We argue that a group of close administrators
and donors are driving a process of corporatization and creating a new institutional norm for the
university. We end with a plea to return to an era of higher state funding, which necessitates new and
sustainable revenue and campus leaders willing to fight for it.
THE 2015-17 BUDGET SURPRISE

The Washington State House, Senate and Governor’s state budget proposals for 2015-17 all
identified reversing cuts in higher education as a top priority. But the three budgets called for different
solutions to the problem. For UW, the Democrat-controlled House proposed a tuition freeze and new
financial aid money, along with funding salary increases for faculty, professional staff, and all unionized
campus workers.i The Republican-controlled Senate proposed tuition cuts, linking tuition to income, and
a significant cut in financial aid. The senate also forced the university to renegotiate all raises and union
contracts and set a cap on how much could be spent, which wouldn’t cover agreed-upon raises.ii The
Governor’s proposal included a tuition freeze, expansion of financial aid, and covering one-third of raises.
The rest would have come from UW tuition, which would have been the first time this happened.iii
The Executive and Legislative branches were also polarized on how to pay for all of this, which
was one of the primary issues leading to a 2015 extended special legislative session and the brink of a
state government shutdown. The State House and Governor both proposed budgets suggesting at least
some new revenue, whereas the Senate budget suggested none. The House focused on introducing a
modest Capital Gains Tax on financial transactions. The Governor proposed a carbon tax and
reallocations. Both the House and the Governor proposed closing tax loopholes, although the House
budget was much more aggressive. The Senate budget focused on reallocations and was largely “all cuts”
elsewhere, and in fact advocated for further tax breaks for corporations and the wealthy. Numerous
commentators, including UW Interim President Ana Marie Cauce, noted that the Senate Budget was
problematic for the UW community, particularly campus workers.iv
The eleventh-hour final budget compromise included $3.5 billion in funding for higher education,
$351 million more than the previous biennium. At UW, this included $119 million in new funding,
which will help reduce tuition by 15% for in-state students by 2016-17. It also increased financial aid for
low income Washington residents, funded all Cost of Living Adjustments and raises for faculty and staff,
and protected vulnerable programs and positions from further cuts. Most of the funding came from
closing a select group of corporate tax loopholes (such as a contentious $60 million tax exemption for the
tech industry) and improved economic performance projections for the state. The House traded off new
revenue for tax loophole closures and the Governor’s carbon tax initiative floundered. State funding is
still only 4% of UW’s total budgetv, as opposed to 12% in 2008 and 5% in 2014.vi The university remains
dependent on private money via tuition, hospital revenue, philanthropy and debt.
WASHINGTON STATE HIGHER EDUCATION FUNDING OVER THE DECADES

Figure 1: * The 2015-17 budget cycle includes major re-investments in public schools, higher education and
transportation. Source: Washington State Office of Financial Management. Author analysis on file and available. See
http://www.ofm.wa.gov/budget/

The contemporary dependency on private money at UW has roots in legislative deprioritization of
higher education over several decades. Over the past 25 years, the percentage of Washington’s general
budget going to four-year public higher education dropped from 8.2 percent to 3.5 percent.vii The
problem only accelerated after the Great Recession, when higher education funding took a harder hit than
any of the state’s other major budget categories. From 2008-2013, higher education funding suffered
cuts of 27.8%, adjusted for inflation.viii The total cash loss was over $1.4 billion.ix The entire state budget
took hits, but public schools and human services recovered somewhat in the 2011-13 biennium, when
higher education bottomed out. During that period, state funding for higher education in Washington was
$1.26 billion below a maintenance level of $3.4 billion.x When seen in this light, the 2015-17 budget of
$3.5 billion is barely over what 2009-11 maintenance would be, does little to address the overall problem,
and is likely a sign of continuing volatility in higher education funding.
Cuts in state funding have redistributed education costs to students and families. In 1990, the
state funded 82 percent of total education revenue per UW student, with the student paying only 18
percent. By 2011-12, the state only funded 30 percent, with the student paying 70 percent. In constant
(2012) dollars, state funding per student declined by $1,000.xi With the exception of this year and five
years in the 1990s, UW has consistently received significantly less state funding per student than its
“Global Challenge State Peers” average over the last 25 years. That gap has increased dramatically since
2003. And UW generally experiences an even larger state funding gap with the average of the top ten
public universities.xii Funding for UW’s peer institutions largely recovered by 2009-10, when UW started
experiencing several years of deep cuts. In 2014, state funding remained below 2008 levels, after
adjusting for inflation.xiii The 2015-17 budget finally recoups a significant chunk of the losses over the
period, but does not make up for the total shortfalls.
THE COLLAPSE IN STATE FUNDING AND “COST SAVING” MEASURES AT UW

The collapse in State funding for UW has led to cost saving measures that have profound
implications for the university and all of its constituencies. It led to the university increasing tuition
dramatically, which hurts UW’s most vulnerable student and family communities. It led to multi-year
wage freezes across the university system, but felt most harshly by UW’s lowest paid faculty and staff
workers, whose salaries are connected with the state budget process. It has led to the decrease in tenureline faculty positions and their replacement by contingent and self-funded positions. Finally, it has led to
the shuttering of entire programs and to the privatization of others. But the majority of these changes
have occurred in a period of unparalleled growth in non-state income, when the university has had the
very real ability to fully fund instruction while keeping wages up and tuition down. We argue that these
shifts represent a whole new paradigm for the university administration and budget. Like the legislature,
the university seems to be deprioritizing education and the needs of its most vulnerable constituents.
Increased In-State Tuition, Overall Tuition Revenue and New Growing Private Revenue
From 2008-13, Washington State experienced the second highest undergraduate tuition hike in
the country, at over $4,000 per student. Only Arizona’s was higher.xiv This was driven primarily by
tuition increases at UW, where in-state tuition was $4,458 in 2003-04 and $11,305 by 2012-13. In real
2013 dollars, in-state tuition jumped by 254% in that period, the significant majority of which was from
2009-2013. It goes without saying that this disproportionately impacts UW’s most vulnerable student
populations and families. In-state tuition was frozen at $11,305 for the 2014-15 year and the 2015-17 instate tuition reduction of almost 20% is an important step in alleviating this problem, but is unlikely to
remain without new revenue streams and doesn’t apply to out-of-state students. Many others states were
able to avoid such tuition hikes during and after the Great Recession, often because of their tax policies.

Figure 2 Source: National Center for Education Statistics Intercollegiate Postsecondary Education Data System. See
https://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/datacenter/Default.aspx. Author analysis on file and available

Prior to 2004-05, UW brought in more total state funding per year than total tuition revenue. At
the time, state appropriations were roughly $323 million and tuition revenue was roughly $320 million.
Each was also roughly 11% of UW’s total revenue, or around 22% between them. State funding peaked
at 2007-08, just before the global financial crash, at $388.5 million. Tuition was $415.8 million. By
2012-13, state funding had collapsed to $218 million, or less than 4% of the overall budget, and net
tuition has skyrocketed to $808 million, or roughly 18%.xv The proposed 2016-17 year budget includes
$292 million in state funding for UW.xvi This is significantly less than in 2007-08, before adjusting for
inflation. The percent of UW revenue from tuition increased throughout the period and decreased last
year and this year.

Figure 3* All other and Auxiliary Revenue stop at 2014 because the data set tracking this information isn’t yet available,
and UW has only made available the approved 2014-15 budget, not the final budget. This graph includes endowment
losses from the recession and funds from increased NIH funding in 2009 due to a federal stimulus. UW often leaves this
information out. Source: National Center for Education Statistics Intercollegiate Postsecondary Education Data System.
See https://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/datacenter/Default.aspx. Author analysis on file and available.

But it’s not just state funding that’s decreasing, and it’s not just tuition revenue that is increasing.
The Great Recession also caused federal research grant money to drop precipitously throughout the
country. UW is the number one public university receiving grants from the National Institutes for Health
and suffered significant losses. Total grant money has declined, while the percentage of grants coming
from private sources has increased to 20% of combined UW grant funding.xvii Meanwhile, the university
has become dependent on more private revenue, with greater risk attached, as evidenced by university
endowment losses in 2008-09. In recent years, the UW medical system has become the university’s
greatest source of revenue. Hospital income from UW’s main facilities alone is projected to be 29% of
UW revenue in 2015-16xviii, and the entire medical system is bringing in a combined 47% of UW revenue
in Fiscal Year 2015. But hospital revenue is to a large degree in its own separate revenue bucket and not
applied to education. Removing hospital revenue from the equation causes tuition dependency to grow.
Wage stagnation

During and after the recession, UW faculty and staff faced a four-year wage freeze that widened
an already significant salary gap between UW and its closest peer institutions.xix In 2013, the average
salary of UW professors (all ranks combined) was lower than all but one of the top ten research
universities with medical schools.xx The average across the board UW faculty salary would need to
increase 12% to reach parity with peer institutions. The average full professor salary would have to
increase 16%.xxi In 2013, UW’s Classified and Professional Staff received their first system-wide raises
in four years. The raise increase for Classified Staff was 2% in 2013 and 2% in 2014. This does not
recover the wages lost over the period of the freeze, which were .6% below inflation in 2009, .3% in
2010, 2.7% in 2011 and 2.5% in 2012.xxii The approved 2015-17 state budget provides for classified staff
salary increases of 3% in 2016 and 2% in 2017. These, too, don’t cover earlier losses. Faculty and
Professional Staff received a guaranteed raise of 2% in 2016, and another 1% of potential merit pay.
Their raises are smaller than the unionized classified staff’s raises.xxiii
There has been a multi-year effort by the UW faculty assembly to address the salary gap with
peer institutions. The work culminated in a 2015 proposal for significant salary structure reform that cited
many justifications, not the least of which being that UW risked losing its best faculty.xxiv The proposal
addressed both UW’s huge gap with peer institutions and significant salary compression for older UW
faculty. It suggested rank promotion raises to address the 12% gap with peers, along with tiers within
ranks, market rate adjustments to match inflation, and variable, merit-based increases. The first year
request was a 5% across the board raise. In a February 2015 town hall on the proposal, then UW Provost
Ana Marie Cauce claimed “there isn’t any money to implement this that I can see in the next biennium,”
and “my hope is that we can do a 2% raise this year… This is the least predictable legislative year that I
can think of. I don’t see it in the books to have 5.”xxv The final raise for 2016 coming year was a
guaranteed 2% and up to 1% in merit pay. This was significantly less than the proposal suggested. The
UW faculty senate revisited and approved the proposal in December of 2015. It will now go to Cauce for
approval for 2016-17, but the agreement is non-binding and there is no guaranty of enforcement.
The disappearance of tenure and the rise of contingent faculty

During the same speech, then Provost Cause also framed salary increases as a trade-off with
professionalizing lecturing on campus. She [somewhat jokingly] suggested that one alternative was to
decrease the number of tenured faculty and pay them more, while relying on lecturers for the majority of
instruction.xxvi While she acknowledged this would obviously be an unpopular idea, she failed to point
out that is something UW is already doing, without paying tenured faculty more. There has been a
precipitous drop in the percentage of tenure and tenure-line faculty over the last fifteen years. A
significant number of formerly tenured positions have been replaced with self-funded “Without Tenure”
(WOT) positions, where faculty receive the majority of their funding from grants, spend a significant
amount of time searching for funding, and pay large overhead fees (sometimes up to 50%) back to UW
for grant administration.xxvii But the single biggest relative growth has been in UW’s dependency on full
and part-time lecturers.

Figure 5 source: National Center for Education Statistics Intercollegiate Postsecondary Education Data System. See
https://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/datacenter/Default.aspx. Author analysis on file and available

In the 2002-03 academic year, traditional tenured or tenure-track faculty made up 43% of all
faculty on campus, with non-tenured –both “Without Tenure” (WOT) professorial faculty and “nonladder” instructional faculty— comprising 57% of faculty. Part-time faculty made up 9% of the total and
roughly 16% of non-tenure faculty. By the 2013-14 year, the proportion that were tenured or tenure-track
had dropped to only 28%, with non-tenure positions making up 72%. Part-time faculty made up 24% of
the total, or 35% of all non-tenured positions. Relatively, tenured and tenure-track decreased by 31%,
non-tenure increased 23%, and part-time faculty increased 183%.xxviii In 2015, the part-time total (1,535)
was very close to the number of tenure-line faculty (1,774). On the Bothell and Tacoma campuses,
lecturers now make up over half of the faculty, with part-time positions making up about half of
lectureships.xxix Much of this shift has been driven by UW trying to use a large pool of contingent
academic labor to respond to market conditions.

Closures and “Self-Sustaining” Programs
Nothing is more disturbing than UW’s shuttering of entire academic programs, and the
transitioning of others into entirely self-funded (through UW’s “Professional and Continuing Education”
program). This displays a very real shift in priorities from the value of instruction to treating the
university like a private, market-based employer. The university closed 12 degree programs from 20092011 and switched 14 MA programs to “self-sustaining,”xxx meaning they rely entirely on tuition rather
than state funding. The move was so controversial that faculty and other supporters organized with the
state legislature to pass a moratorium on switching programs form traditional to self-funding. But the
moratorium does not prohibit the creation of new programs under this model. As of late 2014, 35% (over
4,700) of UW graduate students were in the PCE program, double the rate that were in 2008.xxxi The
university now charges variable tuition rates for some of its programs and is considering extending them
to more. UW also closed 384 undergraduate lecture sections and 130 small group sections, decreased lab
sections by 20% and increased lab enrollment 38% in this period.xxxii
THE NEW, NATIONAL CORPORATE IDEOLOGY OF HIGHER EDUCATION
While UW’s problems started with a collapse in Washington State funding, they have turned into
examples of a national-level ideological divide, with two opposing camps. On one end, there are the
faculty, students and other advocates who still view college as an institution of higher learning. They see
the primary functions of college as educating future generations, developing critical thinking skills,
helping students engage the world, and helping them get a good job while they’re at it. On the other end
are the upper level administrators, major donors, regents and corporate boards who are concerned
primarily with monetizing and income, gains to efficiency and advancing their own careers. It is not an
extreme exaggeration to characterize their view of higher education as job training at best and, at worst, a
“degree factory.” A number of recent commentaries have focused on how these two camps have entirely
different languages and frameworks for describing higher education finance.xxxiii
There is a growing body of both scholarly and advocacy work on the problems with the
corporatization of American higher education.xxxiv Indicators of corporatization fall into three basic
camps: cost saving; demand-driving; and administrative bloat. The biggest examples of cost saving are
increased tuition, wage cuts, growing reliance on adjunct faculty, and the closure or privatization of
programs. It is clear from the evidence above that these processes have been playing out at UW for a
while. The biggest examples of demand-driving are the growth of expenditures on “services” such as
ornate student housing and diningxxxv, offering more fee-based products, and trying to stay competitive in
the “college rankings war,” which means more exclusivity and more marketing to out-of-state and
international students.xxxvi The biggest examples of administrative bloat are high administrator salaries
and rapid expansion of executive and professional staff pools, often justified by the need to manage
increasingly complicated financial systems.
In order to accomplish much of this, the country’s most powerful universities are turning to Wall
Street banks and acquiring debt.xxxvii Recent reports have shown a dramatic national trend towards
increased university institutional borrowing (primarily via bond debts) over the last decade, largely driven
by the quest for capital for amenities designed to attract more out of state students paying higher
tuition.xxxviii In their bond documents, universities frequently use state funding, tuition and student fees as
guarantees of debt repayment. One popular report estimates that the national per student cost of interest
for colleges’ institutional debt increased roughly 30% between 2002-2012, whereas instructional costs

have remained roughly static, and even decreased slightly since 2008. The same report found average
financing costs were $1,865 per currently enrolled student in 2002, and $2,861 by 2012, in constant 2012
dollars. In real terms, this is a 53% increase.xxxix This money is paid through increased tuition and
student debt.
WHAT HAS CORPORATIZATION LOOKED LIKE AT THE UNIVERSITY OF
WASHINGTON?
We find that all of these processes are occurring at UW to varying degrees. The collapse in state
funding has made the university engage in aggressive marketing in order to attract new student
populations and corporate cash. The student side has largely been based on increasing out-of-state and
international enrollment demand by appearing more competitive and developing glossy, attractive
facilities. There has been an exponential increase in international students, dramatically lower admission
rates, higher SAT scores and huge expansions in student services and auxiliaries such as the Husky Union
Building, Husky Stadium and student housing and dining systems. This has been closely connected with
increases in UW’s corporate debt burden, particularly with certain banks and developers with ties to the
university. Concurrently, administrator salaries have skyrocketed, and the executive and professional staff
pools have swelled. All of this represents a departure from previous business models and a move towards
corporatization in the state’s flagship university, which can hardly at this point be called public.
Evidence – Out of State and International Students

Figure 6 source: UW Common Data Set. See http://opb.washington.edu/content/common-data-set. Author analysis on
file and available

From 2003-14, there was a seven-fold increase in first year international students. In 2003-04,
they comprised 2-3% of students. By 2013-14, they comprised 16%. There has also been a 40% increase

in first year out-of-state students, while in-state student enrollment generally stagnated. In state students
fell from ~80% of the first-time freshman student body in 2003-04, to 64% as of 2013-14. There is a
definite trend favoring admission of non-Washington state residents to the University of Washington,
while the total number of in-state students enrolling in University of Washington have remained largely
steady. This raises questions on the University of Washington’s commitment to in-state students or to the
intentions surrounding these trends.

Figure 7: source: UW Common Data Set. See http://opb.washington.edu/content/common-data-set. Author analysis on
file and available

The most obvious answer is that increasing non-Washington resident enrollment increases tuition
income. An out-of-state student is charged a tuition rate of just under three times the tuition rate of an instate student. For 2015-16, this is $31,143, an increase of 2% over last year.xl International students also
pay additional fees and are required to purchase insurance, leading to protests from international students
and their supporters. This ratio has improved slightly over the reporting period, but only by virtue of the
much more accelerated rise in in-state tuition over out-of-state tuition (After adjusting for inflation, instate tuition doubled and out-of-state tuition has risen over 60%). In-state undergraduate tuition is
decreasing by 15% this year and next, but various graduate-level tuitions and out-of-state tuition will not
benefit from these cuts. The university has clearly pivoted its revenue strategy towards charging higher
tuition to the largest population (in-state students), and dramatically growing the proportion of its highest
paying population (international students). One could argue that it makes perfect financial sense in an
environment with little to no state revenue.
Evidence –UW Acceptance Rates
How do universities drive up demand among these populations? UW and similar institutions
clearly offer globally respected faculty and research programs, world-class education and desirable
locations. But they also rely heavily on the appearance of exclusivity. Decreasing acceptance rates is a
key way in which university’s drive up tuition demand.xli Since 2003, Acceptance Rates at UW Seattle

have fallen from nearly 70% to 55%. This is partially a function of more people attempting to enroll in
college as the availability of work decreased during the Great Recession, but also due to UW’s desire to
appear competitive and drive up enrollment demand. And, while having a more competitive, highly
educated student body is arguably great for the Washington State economy, the combination of
exclusivity and high cost is potentially damaging to Washington’s more vulnerable prospective college
student populations. Moreover, if acceptance rates are decreasing, while new in-state enrollment
stagnates and out-of-state enrollment grows, there is potential evidence for an out-of-state bias.

Figure 8 source: UW Common Data Set. See http://opb.washington.edu/content/common-data-set. Author analysis on
file and available

Evidence – the Growth in Student Services and Auxiliaries
But educational competitiveness and admissions exclusivity only go so far. In a time when all of
the leading institutions of higher education are becoming more corporatized and glossy, then any
institution that wants to be a leader will likely itself have to do the same. This is done primarily through
“updating” campus facilities and creating auxiliary services such as massive athletic complexes, ultramodern student union buildings, stadium renovations or expansions and market rate (or higher cost)
student housing. There is extensive recent press and analysis around the issue focusing on extreme cases,
such as building lazy rivers and climbing wallsxlii, or giant hot tubs.xliii And while UW hasn’t installed a
lazy river, it created billions in total bond debt around services and auxiliaries on all three campuses,
much of which is passed to students in the form of costs and fees.xliv
The single biggest UW capital project to date was the Husky Stadium renovation, which cost over
$280 million. The university originally approached the state legislature about funding, which would have
passed the cost on to taxpayers. The legislature rejected the idea and UW had to issue its own bonds.
The Wright-Runstad real estate development company outbid two competitors for the main portion of the
contract.xlv The majority of the revenue to pay off the bonds for this come from ticket sales, other

athletics revenue and donations. Student season passes went from $125 in 2011 to almost $900 in 2014,
mostly because student seats were moved to the 50-yard line.xlvi Other attached renovations (mostly to
all of the surrounding facilities) were folded into a mandatory “sports field” fee.xlvii UW recently sold
Husky Field’s “naming rights” to Alaska Airlines for $41 million, partially to offset some of the overage
costs.xlviii As we will show later, the entire funding process for the stadium was highly questionable and
included potentially serious conflicts of interest. How does this all happen?
Evidence – The Growth in Bond Debt and the Spiral of Dependency
Like many other major institutions, UW primarily funds all of this growth through big capital
bonds, where the university takes on debt with a promise to pay it back with interest over an extended
period. UW’s bond debt increased dramatically over the last decade, with the significant majority going
to student service and “revenue-generating” capital projects, rather than instruction-related projects.
Bonds were used to fund the Husky Stadium remodel, the dramatic Husky Union Building expansion, and
the massive expansion of student housing, and various medical facilities, which make the university more
marketable, improve its rankings, and justify higher tuition and fee costs, all of which helps replace
diminished state funding. However, the revenue generated from bond-funded projects frequently falls
short, and costs get passed on to students.

Figure 9 source: UW Bondholders Reports: http://f2.washington.edu/treasury/alm/reports. Author analysis on file and
available

From 2008 to 2014, the University’s total bond debt grew from $1.2 billion to $3.2 billion, an
increase of 168%. A significant amount of this debt is in the form of interest on outstanding bonds, which
jumped by 58% from 2010 to 2011.xlix UW’s debt in State of Washington General Obligation Bonds
decreased steadily from 2008 to 2014, as debt issued through University of Washington Revenue Bonds
expanded. This is a result of the State of Washington granting the University bonding authority.l New
capital projects at the University are no longer be backed by the full faith and credit of the State of
Washington, but rather by the University’s ability to generate its own revenue. UW uses all general
revenue – including money from tuition, student fees and state funding – as guarantees of bond payment
and protecting creditworthiness.li In a fiscal emergency, bond payments would supersede other UW
funding priorities.

UW’s payments on bond debt are also indirectly passed on to students. 2002-03 interest
payments were $22.2 million, 6.5% of state appropriations and 9% of tuition. By 2012-13, interest
payments were up to $57 million, 26% of state appropriations and 7% of net tuition.lii Over this period,
Bond interest payment per FTE student has averaged almost $900 per year, or about 15% of that student’s
annual tuition. The overall trend is increasing. The interest payment was $605 per student per year in
2002, and $1,186 in 2013.liii Approximately 50% of UW students graduate with debt, and the average
debt burden was $20,880 in 2012.liv If the average student graduating with debt paid down the accrued
FTE cost of UW’s bond debt from the year’s 2010-13, then the $3,943 they paid would be 20% of his or
her student debt.lv This is obviously a non-scientific analysis, as bond debt is not solely tuition funded.
Still, no matter how you cut it, either the state, students and their families, or all of the above are paying
down a decent amount of UW’s debt.
Evidence – How UW pays for services VS. how it pays for education

Table 1: UW's Internal Lending Program Debt, 2010-2013
Year End
Education Percent Research Percent
Service
Percent
2014
$74,000,000 4.9% $109,000,000 7.2% $1,335,000,000 87.9%
2013
$79,000,000 5.5% $118,000,000 8.3% $1,231,000,000 86.2%
2012
$92,000,000 7.1% $123,000,000 9.5% $1,082,000,000 83.4%
2011
$107,000,000 9.4% $126,000,000 11.1% $905,000,000 79.5%
2010
$117,000,000 16.4% $114,000,000 15.9% $484,000,000 67.7%

Total
$1,518,000,000
$1,428,000,000
$1,297,000,000
$1,138,000,000
$715,000,000

Table 1 source University of Washington Internal Lending Program Quarterly Report:
http://f2.washington.edu/treasury/alm/reports. Author analysis on file and available. June 2014 is the last quarter
available

Service and auxiliary expenditures comprise the majority of bond debt and are growing. In 2008,
UW created its own Internal Lending Program, with the intention of streamlining lending processes,
lowering institutional borrowing costs, and protecting its internal projects from market volatility.lvi
However, the university also focuses its internal debt portfolio primarily on student services and profitgenerating areas such as hospitals, backed up with student and patient fees. In the almost seven years
since the program’s launch, debt from services has gone from 68% of the total internal lending balance to
88%, with the service balance almost tripling. Education/instruction-related debt decreased from 16% of
the balance to just under 5%, and the June 2014 balance was only two-thirds of the 2010 balance. Over
the last several years, the program’s quarterly reports consistently cite the Husky Stadium Remodel
housing and dining projects as the primary drivers of the dramatic expansion in service debt.lvii
Combining all internal and non-internal debt, instruction and research combined accounted for 14% of all
UW debt in September 2015.lviii Education is not a priority for the university, at least in terms of its bondfunded capital projects.
If instruction-related capital projects make up a diminishing proportion of UW’s bond costs, then
how is the university paying for them? Historically, many of the university’s instruction capital
expenditures were funded by a mixture of state General Obligation bonds, other state revenue and broad
private donations. But the recent trend has been towards increasing dependence on very specified
corporate donations and philanthropy, and even direct subsidizing by tuition. We believe this is partially
a result of the university getting its own bond issuance authority and partially due to influence from

regents and donors. If the university has to act as guarantor on all of its debt-funded capital projects, then
it is going to prioritize projects that generate independent revenue and/or can be justifiably tied to
additional demand-related fees. If regents and donors are increasingly responsible for funding the
university’s educational capital projects, then they are going to make increasingly specific donations. But
what happens with other projects?
In November of 2015, the UW regents approved funding for a new $165 million life sciences
building,.lix Like with the Husky Stadium remodel, the university approached the Washington State
Legislature for funding and was rejected twice. Unlike the stadium remodel, the new biology building
will be funded primarily by an “unexpected infusion”lx of tuition money from enrollment in UW’s
College of Arts and Sciences. This is only the second time in UW’s history that an educational building
has been funded by tuition dollars, with a physics building built in the 1990s being the first.lxi A recent
Seattle Times article on the project noted that Seattle philanthropists were no longer interested in funding
buildings, but wanted instead to donate to specific programs and hire top researchers that can lead to
“scientific breakthroughs”.lxii However, the same article noted that UW plans to raise the significant
majority of funding for a new computer science building from philanthropy.lxiii UW has also sought bonds
for that building and is requesting additional money from the legislature for it this year. The life sciences
building is not getting the same treatment. It appears that donors are more likely to fund potentially
profitable endeavors over general science.
Evidence – Dependency on real estate, Wall Street, and connections with the .1%
Former President Michael Young’s biggest contributions to UW is a legacy of corporatization.
New president Ana Mari Cauce is advancing his mission. Young envisioned the University District as a
new technology “innovation district” and was one of the biggest advocates for the controversial
University District upzone. The university has been buying property throughout the district in preparation
for building height limits to go from 60’ to over 300’. UW will own a $34 million commercial/office
tower to be located direclty above the new University District light rail station (set to open in 2021),
where it will house UW spin-offs, start-ups and big tech firms like Facebook . They are the biggest
property owner in the upzone area, with 6.9 acres of developable property. Most of the major property
falls within the redevelopment plan’s maximum height limit of over 300 feet and will be zoned
commercial.lxiv
In supporting the upzone, the university is displacing its own moderate income student base.
There are several large multifamily apartment buildings in the zone between 47th and 50n, most of which
fall within the upzone’s maximum height limit. A report commissioned by UW notes that while these
properties were built to attract a mixed rental market, 90% of the residents in those buildings are UW
students.lxv But the majority of these buildings are “Tier 1” sites, meaning their improvement value to
property value ratio makes them prime candidates for redevelopment.lxvi While some of these properties
will maintain a reduced residential base, it is highly unlikely they will be affordable to UW students. A
2013 memo by Seattle-based real estate firm Heartland LLC notes that new rental building will be more
dependent on “Amazoners” and “students who can afford upscale housing (presumably paid for by
parents or through student loans)” [emphasis in original, quoting a prominent developer].lxvii
The University of Washington is also preparing to develop a 58-story tower on its downtown
“Metropolitan Tract” property, and is working with Wright-Runstad. The development has come under

heavy media scrutiny for UW’s attempt to use arcane property rights to get out of paying $15 million in
affordable housing bonus height payments, based on claiming parts of 5th Avenue and University Street as
within the development’s footprint. lxviii The city initially pushed for the university to pay the fees, but
later acquiesced to UW’s demands after the university threatened to charge the city $3.5 million a year for
use of the streets. Former Deputy Mayor Tim Ceis was originally vocally opposed to UW not paying the
fees, but recently left working for the city to be an advisor to Wright-Runstad.lxix Former City
Councilwoman Sally Clark helped negotiate the deal on behalf of UW, and recently stepped down from
the City Council to work full-time as UW’s “Director of Regional and Community Relations,” where she
will receive $155,000 a year.lxx This is UW’s potential future.
The UW endowment is also becoming a private company, right on the heels of UW’s single
biggest capital campaign, which raised over $482 million in private donations in 2013-14.lxxi The
endowment is becoming private partially to be able to offer more competitive salaries for managers.lxxii
This will likely lead the endowment to engage in riskier investment practices, and could make it exempt
from some of Washington State’s more restrictive state investment and finance laws, which helped shield
municipal and state entities from some of the worst public sector finance disasters resulting from the
Great Recession. UW’s corporatized Board of Regents has long pushed for this, and for UW to engage in
practices such as greater exposure to variable rate interest debt and investments in futures and derivativebacked securities.lxxiii The endowment will likely be able to do this now, and could very radically expand
its already well over $350 million of direct exposure to hedge funds.lxxiv This would likely please UW
Foundation Board Member Anne Dinning, a leading hedge manager for the D.E. Shaw Group, who was
ranked one of the world’s fifty leading women in hedge funds for 2013.lxxv
Evidence – Administrative Bloat and priorities.
Finally, UW’s administrative bloat is best exemplified by the compensation trends and career
“churn” among its senior leadership in recent years. In 2010, Former UW President Mark Emmert earned
a total compensation of $906,500, making him the 2nd highest paid public university president in the
country.lxxvi He left to be president of the NCAA, where he was compensated $1.7 million in 2011.lxxvii
He was followed by Michael Young, who lasted only four years and would have received a total
compensation of $853,000 this year if he had not left for a $1 million annual salary and a huge signing
bonus at Texas A&M. He has now headed up three universities in five years. UW paid Emmert and
Young a total compensation of $5.4 million between 2006-2012, making it the 8th highest paying public
university in the country over that period.lxxviii Recently appointed president and longtime UW faculty
member Ana Mari Cauce will make $910,000 a year in total compensation, making her the fourth highest
paid public university president in the country.lxxix Her appointment may push back against the churn, but
will do little to reverse the corporatized direction UW’s administration has gone in recent years.
The density and expansion of administrative and “professional” staff is another indicator of
administrative bloat. UW had 464 full-time administrators in 2011, making it in the top 1% by
administrator size out of over 2,600 schools included in a recent analysis. Professional Staff at UW
expanded from 1,102 in 1987 to 8,446 in 2011, a 666% growth over the period. UW was the second
largest employer of Professional Staff nationally in 2011, and in the top 10% in growth.lxxx Such huge
professional staff pools by their very nature require extensive oversight and assessment, adding to the
bureaucracy. For overseeing all this, UW’s Vice-President of Human Resources, Mindy Kornberg,

received a 7.5% raise in 2012 and a 9.3% raise in 2013, bringing her total compensation to $321,660,
while the faculty and staff under her direct management faced salary freezes.lxxxi
WHO IS DRIVING THIS PROCESS OF CORPORATIZATION?
While this process started with the collapse of state funding for higher education, and is situated
in the context of national trends towards corporatization, it is also being driven by the university’s senior
administrators, regents and biggest donors. These strategically situated leaders have the ability to reverse
such trends, prioritize instruction over service and profit, and advocate for state investment in higher
education. But many of the most prominent leaders among them have at best conflicts of interest with
their corporate or financial roles and at worst strong ideological commitments to imposing corporate
models on the state’s flagship institution of higher learning. In some cases, the very same university
leaders have donated against campaigns for higher education revenue while also directly profiting from
business relationships in which the university takes on more debt with their own firms.
Major UW donors Judith and Jon Runstad donated $100,000 of their own money against
Initiative 1098, a 2010 effort to create a Washington State income tax funding education.lxxxii Jon is a
former UW regent and co-founder of the Wright-Runstad development firm. Judith is the lead Counsel
for Foster Pepper PLLC, the firm that represented Wright-Rundstad in negotiations for their Husky
Stadium bid.lxxxiii Foster Pepper was also the Underwriter’s Counsel for a $143 million 2013 bond series
with J.P. Morgan, Barclay’s and Wells Fargo, which generated the lion’s share of the money for the
stadium rebuild.lxxxiv Linda has been on the Wells Fargo national Board of Directors since 1998. She
made $332,035 in total compensation from Wells Fargo in 2014, and held 73,850 shares of Wells Fargo
stock and an additional 52,182 shares in stock options as of December 31, 2014.lxxxv She has made
millions in her almost 20 year tenure with the bank. Apparently, none of this constitutes a conflict of
interest for the Runstads or the university.
Major UW donors Shan Mullin and Tom Alberg are both closely associated with Perkins Coeie,
where Mullin is a partner and Alberg is a former partner. Perkins Coeie was bond counsel for over $14
million in UW bond debt issued by the now defunct Lehman Brothers,lxxxvi which declared bankruptcy
during the Wall Street crash, but is somehow still suing universities for tens of millions on termination
fees from bad interest rate swaps it issued them before failing.lxxxviiAlberg donated $26,750 of his own
money against Initiative 1098. His current firm, Madrona Venture Group, and its other leaders gave an
additional $69,000.lxxxviii Mullin, the Runstads and Alberg were all on the “Washington Futures”
committee, a group charged with advancing the interests of the university over the coming decades. It is
hard to believe these people are true advocates for quality public education when they undermine the tax
base and help the university take on more interest-bearing debt.
Indeed, many of UW’s regents and top donors are open advocates for education “reform,”
primarily through corporatization and marketization of the university. The Washington Futures report is
their most outspoken statement. Two dozen civic and business leaders worked on for over a year then
presented to the UW regents in September of 2013.lxxxix Former UW President Michael Young lauded the
report and it received much fanfare in the local media.xc At first glance, the report seems concerned with
protecting the needs of Washington’s most financially vulnerable college students, and even openly
acknowledges that state budget cuts forced the university to redistribute wealth from higher paying outof-state students to lower paying Washington residents. But other than this – and a few key points where

it calls for more state funding for higher education without ever acknowledging that ther underlying
revenue problemxci— the report is a veritable manifesto for the corporatization of the academy.
The report advocates for:


Variable tuition rates, starting in professional programs and potentially later spreading to
undergraduate programs. Students in more popular programs would pay higher tuition.xcii



Continuing to depend on out-of-state and international student enrollment, partially to generate
more revenue for low income Washington State enrollees.xciii



Continued dependency on contingent faculty for low-level courses and for flipped classrooms and
“Massive Open Online Courses” taught by many fewer tenured faculty.xciv



Continued dependency on philanthropic revenue, corporate partnering and commercialization of
intellectual property and content created by students and facultyxcv
Table 2: UW Regents / Future Report Authors and their Personal or Firm Donation against 1098

Direct AntiPersonal or
Employer/Colleague
Person
Primary UW Role
Primary Employer or Family
1098
Family Donation
Donation
Tom Al berg
WA Futures
Ma drona Venture Group
X
$26,750
$69,000
Wi l l i a m "Bi l l " Ayer
Regent / Futures
Al a s ka Ai rl i nes
X
$8,000
Stanl ey Ba rer
2010 Regent
Sa l tchuk Res ources
X
$50,000
Howa rd Beha r
WA Futures
Starbucks
X
$53,500
Anne Gi tti nger
WA Futures
Nords trom Fa mi l y
X
$108,000
Ca rol yn Gri ns tei n
WA Futures
Ma drona Venture Group
$69,000*
Joa nne Ha rrel l
Regent
Mi cros oft
$616,500
Wi l l i a m Hel s el l (dcs d)
WA Futures
La w Pra ctice (& Pi gott Fa mi l y)
X
$105,500
$50,000
Fra nk "Pete" Hi ggi ns
WA Futures
Second Avenue Pa rtners
X
$10,000
Wi l l i a m Neukom
WA Futures
Mi cros oft
$616,500*
Lynn Pi gott Mowe
WA Futures
Reds ens e (& Pi gott Fa mi l y)
X
$105,500*
$50,000*
Jon a nd Judi th Runs tad Former Regent / Futures Fos ter Pepper / Wri ght & Runs tad
X
$100,000
$25,000
Pa tri ck Sha na ha n
Regent
Boei ng
$75,000
Bra d Smi th
WA Futures
Mi cros oft
X
$10,000*
$605,500*
Ori n Smi th
Regent
Starbucks
$53,500*
John Stanton
WA Futures
Tri l ogy Equi ty Pa rtners
X
$55,300
$20,000
Total
$459,050
$913,500
NOTE: TOTAL ONLY INCLUDES ACTUAL DONATIONS, NO DUPLICATIONS
Total Raised

Total
$95,750
$8,000
$50,000
$53,500
$108,000
$69,000*
$616,500
$155,500
$10,000
$616,500*
$155,500*
$125,000
$75,000
$616,500*
$53,500*
$75,300
$1,372,550

$6,364,502.68

Regents / Futures %

22%

Table 2 source: Washington State Public Disclosure Commission Database. See
http://www.pdc.wa.gov/MvcQuerySystem/AdvancedSearch/contributions Author analysis on file and available

Twelve of the report’s two dozen authors were among the biggest donors against Initiative 1098.
The total “no” on 1098 campaign raised approximately $6.3 million. The authors of the report, their
employers and their families contributed almost $600,000. Combined, Judith and Jon Runstad and his
business partners were the sixth biggest donors, at over $125,000 between them. Author Anne
Gittinger’s family, the Nordstroms, were the eighth biggest donors. They gave over $108,000. If you add
in the employers, boards and immediate families of the current UW regents, that number jump up to
$756,050, or 12% of total donations against 1098.xcvi
Only four of the report authors, William H. Gates Senior (father of Bill Gates) Nicholas Hanauer
(progressive entrepreneur), William Neukom (long-time Microsoft leader) oand Lyn Grinstein (wife of
former regent Jerry Grinstein) were associated with donations in favor of 1098. Between them, they gave
$875,000.xcvii Their donations obviously exceeded those of their anti-tax co-authors, but they were clearly

a minority presence in the report, which likely explains why it pays so little attention to state revenue
solutions. Regardless, there is clearly a significant ideological divide among Washington’s elite
education backers, and the problems in education funding ultimately come down to competing beliefs
between elites. In the case of UW, it appears that the privatizers clearly have the upper hand, and the ear
of the administration.
Several of UW’s other biggest donors were among the biggest anti-1098 contributors. Paccar,
Inc. and its owners, the Pigott family, gave over $155,000 of their own money. But the single biggest
donor against 1098 was former Microsoft CEO turned LA Clippers owner Steve Ballmer. He gave over
$425,000 of his personal money. Microsoft gave another $75,000, and other Microsoft leaders gave
another $60,500. One of those leaders was Brad Smith, a co-author of the futures report and a board
member of the Washington (Business) Roundtable, who gave $10,000.xcviii In a real-life example of the
spiral of corporate dependency, Ballmer was also the keynote speaker at the 2014 UW commencement,
likely in part because of his over $40 million in donations to the university over the years.xcix UW is
increasingly tethered to the most powerful corporate actors in the state, while the state itself has
decreasing leverage over the university. This may not be all bad, but it certainly has major implications
for democracy on campus and the core American value of education as a public good.
But many people laud Ballmer’s donations to the university, and would argue that such
significant, lasting contributions mean he’s earned the right to speak. In 1999, he donated almost $10
million to the University of Washington Medical Center, and was the single biggest donor to UW for the
year. In 2007, he donated another $10 million to the UW School of Social Workc to create Partners for
our Children, a public-private partnership designed to improve the quality of Washington’s child welfare
system.ci In 2015, he gave another $20 million to UW Social Work, and $10 million to low income
students seeking STEM education.cii He and his wife, Connie, recently donated close to another $100
million total to Harvard and the University of Oregon (where she is an alumni).ciii He may feel that he is
able to do more with his philanthropy than government would with the tax revenue.
Indeed, one argument that anti-revenue lobbyists use against new taxation is that it will lead to a
sharp decrease in major gifts from the rich. This was one of the key arguments that the Washington
Policy Center (an extension of the business-dominated Washington Roundtable) used in its arguments
against Initiative 1098.civ However, numerous studies and historical examples show that increases in
taxes only lead to modest decreases in charitable giving,cv and in some cases increase giving.cvi Ballmer’s
personal wealth has grown by $6 billion since Initiative 1098 failed in 2010. Had the initiative passed, he
would have paid $540 million (9%) in taxes towards public education in Washington State. cvii This is
more than his cumulative major education donations since that time, but only 27% of the $2 billion he
paid to purchase the Los Angeles Clippers earlier this year.
WHAT CAN STUDENTS, FACULTY, STAFF AND THE UW COMMUNITY DO TO REVERSE
CORPORATIZATION AND DEFEND STATE FUNDING?
The most essential step in reversing this process is to create sustainable, progressive revenue
solutions that prioritizes fully funding education from birth to graduation. More broadly, this means
holding corporations and the 1% accountable to paying their fair share, and engendering a belief that an
accountable, transparent government mechanism for distributing these education resources is as effective
or more effective than private interests choosing where the money goes. For UW, this means leadership

that is committed to sustainable, growing revenue that enables the university to be somewhat flexible in
spending priorities, but without coming at the expense of its most important student, faculty and staff
stakeholders. New state revenue should always be a higher priority than student tuition, and there should
be legal mechanisms to ensure this. Likewise, distribution of resources to campus programs and schools
should be based on what contributes to a well-rounded education and a better state economy, not narrowly
defined market interests. Finally, in order to retain the best faculty and staff, the university should always
be able to fully fund its salary and contract obligations and have extra funds on hand for retention.
Regent Appointments
The Washington State governor should only appoint regents who have a history of displaying a
firm commitment to education, primarily through fighting for more education funding. University
students, faculty and staff all want this, as evidenced through a Spring 2015 petition against
corporatization with over 3,500 signatures, and an AAUP and UW Faculty Forward survey of faculty in
Summer 2015 with over 600 respondents. When asked “what UW values should a Regent represent,” the
two most popular responses were “a record of integrity and civic virtue” and “uncompromising support
for adequate public funding for public higher education in general and the University of Washington in
particular.” 83% of respondents said that the regents should prioritize state revenue solutions over private
ones, and a full 86% said faculty should have a voting position on the board.cviii UW would be joining
the 13% of public institutions with faculty regents, over 60% of which have faculty voting on their faculty
regents.cix
Governor Jay Inslee’s 2013 appointment of Rogelio Riojas from the nonprofit Sea Mar is a step
in the right direction, but we need more. We argue that anyone directly associated with an anti-revenue
organization should be exempt from candidacy. The regents should be expanded to include faculty
representation, either in an advisory capacity, ideally as a full voting member of the board. All UW
regents and administrators must make advocating for additional state higher education funding a more
central piece of their role. This includes advocating for sustainable, progressive revenue solutions such as
a capital gains tax, or a fair share income tax on the 1%. In this sense, William H. Gates, Sr. (who led the
public campaign for progressive revenue in 2010), was the model regent. Conversely, Jon Runstad or the
militantly anti-tax Boeing’scx Pat Shanahan should never have been appointed as regents.
Specific Revenue Proposals
The Washington State Office of Financial Management estimated Initiative 1098 would have
raised a total of $11.6 billion in new revenue over its first five calendar years, 70% of which would have
gone to the Education Legacy Trust Account.cxi Under the Revised Code of Washington (RCW), the only
higher education funding that this account can be used for is new enrollments and financial aid. There
was no specicification in the initiative on what proportion of the revenue would have gone to higher
education, but it clearly would have been substantial. Moreover, the revenue would have enabled
Washington State to better fund K-12 education as mandated by the Washington Supreme Court’s
“McCleary Decision,” cxii which some estimates put at costing over $3.3 billion for this biennium and $4.5
billion for the next biennium.cxiii Passing 1098 would have avoided the robbing Peter to pay Paul scenario
in the Washington State budget for the last several years, along with the Supreme Court’s contempt of
court order against the Washington State Legislature.cxiv

Washington is one of only six US states without a Capital Gains tax. For the 2015-17 budget,
Washington’s Governor Inslee and the Democrat-controlled State House both supported a budget
including a modest capital gains tax of 7%, targeted specifically towards the sale of stocks and bonds.
The tax would have only effected individuals making over $25,000 and joint filers making over $50,000
in capital gains. It would have affected approximately 32,000 taxpayers and raised $798 million in Fiscal
Year 2017 alone.cxv This was traded off to the Republican-controlled Senate during the 2015 extended
legislative session, the longest in the state’s history. And, while the state budget also included a tuition
reduction for UW, there is no way this is going to be sustainable without new revenue. A more
progressive tax structure is not a silver bullet and would not solve all of Washington’s education funding
problems. However, it would certainly expand the pie state budget pie significantly.
Washington has also seen some of the biggest and most controversial corporate tax breaks in US
history, and should consider rolling them back. The most notable of these was the 2013 almost $9 billion
extension to an existing tax subsidy for Boeing, affectionately referred to by many as the “Boeing Break.”
Boeing used the threat of outsourcing production of a new jet to get the Washington Legislature to hold a
special three-day session in September of 2013. The company claimed it had received up to 22 other
offers from US states offering it tax breaks. Boeing spent over $1.3 million lobbying the Washington
State legislature from 2011-13 to get this (including $81,000 in October and November of 2013 alone),
which was $264,666 more than it spent between 2004-10, and approximately $7,250 in tax breaks for
every dollar spent lobbying.cxvi In an earlier report, we found that the annual Boeing Break revenue loss
was enough to make up for UW’s 2009-2012 revenue loss of $172 million and cover most of UW’s $43
million 2012 bond debt payment.cxvii Boeing has laid off thousands of Washington State workers since
receiving the subsidy.cxviii Senior Vice President Patrick “Pat” Shanahan is a UW Regent.
A concerted social movement, starting with faculty unionizing and keeping tuition down
UW administrators and the State legislature will never have enough incentive to stave off the
trend towards corporatization without a concerted effort by students, faculty, staff and the broader
community. This would likely be similar to the recent movement among students, graduate students,
unions and allies in the University of California system, where a very data-driven, media savvy grassroots
campaign has focused on corporatization and pushed for tax reform, lower tuition and graduate student
union power. The emergence of the “Reclaim UW” student coalition and the UW faculty’s decision to
unionize with the Service Employee International Union (SEIU) “Faculty Forward” campaign could
signify the beginning of a very serious movement for reform. Both groups have focused on the collapse
of state funding for UW and the corporatization of the university, and have correctly identified UW’s
corporate Board of Regents, UW’s top administrators and more conservative major donors as the driving
force behind the process. They have the potential power to galvanize student and faculty voice around
protecting the recent tuition rollbacks, fighting for further tuition cuts, protecting international students
from carrying the burden, and creating a lasting system-wide movement for progressive tax reform. A
faculty union would also be a powerful, independent voice in Olympia that could fight for funding
specifically geared for education and instruction-related projects.
This report barely scratches the surface on UW’s many problems stemming from state funding
cuts and the rise of corporatization. These are simply the most prominent issues that directly connect the
collapse of state money with UW’s new revenue practices and its growing corporate influence. There

are also very significant issues related to UW’s “Activity Based Budgeting” (ABB) system and what it
means for lower performing departments, the university’s landholdings in downtown Tacoma and the
soon to be rezoned University District, and the university’s investment portfolio, particularly as it relates
to risky variable rate securities and hedge funds. Recent student, faculty, staff and community
engagement on each of these issues will likely garner them much more attention, leading to analysis such
as this and hopefully coordinated action connecting each issue to larger problems in corporatization.
Ultimately, coordinated action independent of the university regents and administration will be the only
thing to create lasting change.
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