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observation. This report deals primarily with those studies that are
creating new knowledge and are moving toward formulation of some
distinctive theories. Studies reviewed include those that
investigate: (1) factors that help generate intellectual creativity;
(2) college and university organization; (3) professional
relationships and the role of professioral organizations inside the
universities; (4) the normative structure of the scientific community
and its patterns of communication: (5) the interrelations batween
individual universities, and natiomnal unriversity systems; and (6)
interrelationships between institutions of higher education and
rational societies. (AF)




EDO0 38916

C % o - -an' ki U‘i

. FOR TEE FUTURE

e m

Edu ic 1V -
Ca.tlcn, Cornell Uni erSity, Febmary 20-21 1968
, L ]

Terry N. Clark

University of Chicago

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. ESUCATION & WELFARE
OFFICE OF EDUCATION

UCED EXACHIY AS RECEIVED FROM ThE

TINS DOCUMENT HAS BEEW REPROD

PERSON OR ORGAMZATION OMGINATING (1. POINTS OF VIEW O OPIMOY*
STATED DO WOT WECESSARILY REPRESENT OFFICIAL OFFICE OF EDUCATION
POSITION OR POLICY.




Ly

0

~ political sociology,*¥* and fits into the emerging body of theory on politiczl

The literature on higher education is overwhelming. But while flooded

Vo e

with conference reporis, memoires, and perceptive comments, the studies wihich

seek to move toward a relatively systemastic theory, grounded in empiriczl cb-
servation, are surprisingly small in number. Thils research lag has become in-
creasingly apparent in recent years,® and, it seems, is on the wey to becoming

filled. AU this point it seems particularly imporient to reevaluate sozie of

- the recent research and to consider some of the more promising avenues Ior

The most populzar concern, presently, is student political activeness.

Fox v

Scre of tre vest work on the subject has been conducied from tre persseciive ol

parvicipation, collective behavior, end voting dezesvior. The velues znd person~
&lity siructure of students have also been invesitigeied in some detell in the

9,

last decade; work in this area ities in nicely with more generzl studies o

sociglization and atvitude change. But while politics and personelity crhangss

are inextriczdbly part of higher educztion, the distinctive aspect with which

sion are Willigm E. Moran, "The Study of University Organizations,® The Jfournal
of Hizher Bduestion, Vol. XXX, No. 3 (Mzrch, 1968), i47-51; Caaries =.
Bidweli, "Ine Schcol as a Forral Orgenizstion,® in James . Merch, ed.,
Harncoook of Orpenizetions (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1965); Talcoti Parsons and
Gerald ¥. Plati, “Some Considerations on the Americen Academic Prolession,”

! - Do ~—- v
HMInErve, i0runconing.
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“*Sgymour Mariin lipset, ed., Studeni Pcli

ics (New York: Sasic Bocks
Dzedzlivs, special issue on '"Students and Politics,” Vol. 97, Wo. I,




]
4
3
3
-
.-
i«

DAL bL e L

o TReTEE T

el

I shall here be most concerned is the crestion of xnowledge. Around this as-
pvect of nigher education has developed a body of investigations that, we may

suzgest withoul undue optimism, are building on one another and moving towar

scue distinctive theories. TYou asiked me to review some of the more recent

work in This area, discuss some oi my own studies, and suggest new directions

for expioration. I shall begin with the smaller units of analysis and move to

the larger onres.
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What appears to me to have been the most striking line of inves-
tigation at the psychological level is the probing of factors which
help generate intellectual creativity. Ann Roet!s stimulating work on
scientisvs has called attention to.the interaction between individual
and social background factors leading to genuine creativity. In this

same sphere, Bernice Eiduson!s recent bock is far less sacisfactory.

.However, no one thus far has been able to achieve a'systematic
integration of empirical studies of scientists such as these with

more general theory on cognitive behavior, such as arises out of the

e

work by Jean Piaget, Jerome Brﬁner, and others. To move beyond the l
mapping of developmental stages to the isolation of factors which
contribute to creativity at the college, graduate school, and adult level,
and tc integrate the abstract. and empirical levels cof research, are
central task!s for future psychological studies.

On a small group level, The Organizaticn of Scientists. b
p p —— J

Denald Pelz and Frank Andrews at the University of Michigan, is an
outstanding recent contribution. With their findings available, a.
nunber of useful studies could be done examining in both experimen-

tal conditions and natural settings, the conseguences of inter-

actlon among individuals with similar and differing intellectual

orientations. We need, for example, to examine in.other contexts,

the finding which suggests that the most creative individuals have

*3ince preparing these remarks, I have been pleased to learn of the
Centerts important work in this general area.
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both some inceraction with a colleague of highly similar orientation
and more extensive interaction with others whose perspectives are
sufficiently different to provide stimulation. One can see a rough
congruence between this finding and the phase movement and role
differentiation ideas of small-group research, but these matters
could be tested further with small groups experiments. An inter-
mediary level of experimentation, closer to the natural setting,
would be to persuade several teams of researchers in large research
institutes to try themselves to restructure their interaction for a
year oz sc and to record their own reactions to the changed conditiocnms.
The saﬁe individuals could then be switched around after a certain
period of time. Not every scientist would want to restructure his’
interaction patterns in this way, but particularly in a new institute
or with newly arrived members at an esfablished institution, it:
should be possiblé to fipd some interested participants.

" The work of Geral@ Gordcs, formerly at Chicago and now at
Cornell, overlaps with that of Pelz and Andrews. His finding that
less than ideal conditions may lead to greater creativeness than
ostensibly more satisfactory conditions certainly deserves further
examination. Some psychological findings such as those of McClelland
on‘achievement orientation might be construed as providing some support
for this, but most such work is baged on constraint in the early years

and not among adults. Then too, this finding needs to be examined

R
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using more "objeétive" measures of constraining research conditions
than those available to Gordon. Simply to infer from an individual's
statement that his working conditioﬁs are in fact less adequate than
those of others who say they are more satisfied. leavés a2 wide gap

for what W. I. Thomas called the "definition of the situation”. Ve

all know too many eminent men who have 1éft apparently satisfactory
job surroundings because of dissatisfacticn while others have re-
mzined there complacently; but in order to place this kind of finding
in a broader context, it would be useful to obtain subjective as well
as more objective information on the conditions of work during the
entireﬂcareers of intellectuals of various sorts. That the finding
may well be valid for the early but not the laier stages of a man's

career would seem more congruent with knowledge deriving from more

general social-psychological research. Then, tco, it mighi be more

velid for applied than basic research. A very nice possible study
would review the available literature on this particular problem to
specify the limits under which Gordon's findings may in fact obtain.
Further empirical investigation of these relationships in various

fie;ds is also called for,

On a sub-institutional level, I should mention.the st.uy re-
cently completed by Paul Lazarsfeld and Sam Sieber at Columbia on the
organizational structures of educafional research at institutions

throughout the country. It is most illuminacing concerning the con-

tributions which can be made by large-scale survey research to




educational investigations.

Intersecting with these concerns are the series of studies by
Norman Kaplan at the University of Pennsylvaaia on the roles of re-
search institute directors, particularly useful beczuse of Russian
and EurOpean'comparisons.

At the institutional level, there is always room for studies to

bring up to date the work of Robert Knapp and his colleagues at Yesleyan.

By examining the relative productivity of different undergraduate axl
graduate institutioéns, using such measures as Ph.D. production,
laﬁgr research, and so forth, we can move toward a more systemetic
interpretation of instiﬁutional cultures which provide a context for
the social-psychological studies.

I should say a few words at this point about ongoing studies
of university and college organization. Edward Gross at the University
of Washington is completing a highly interesting investigation of
about 70 American universities. He has focused on the relative em-—
phasis on what he calls different "goals". in each of thesz institu-
tions. His inclusion of some forty-odd "goals", “however, is so
broad that many organizational theorists would disagree as to the ap-
plicgtipn of the term. Nevertheless, whether or not one considers
academic freedom an institutional goal, you may be interssted, as was
I, to learn.that it is considered by American university professors
and administrators as one of the most important things with which their
institution should be concerned--more so than research, teaching,

service or anything else. Another striking finding, although it has

I e e i
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still not been thoroughly analyzed, is that there is remarkably little
disagfeemént between administrators and faculty membexrs within theée
institutions with regard to the general goals toward which they should
be oriented — basic vs applied research, government invclvement, teach-
ing goa2ls, etc. On the other hand, there is enormous disagreement
between institutions. This suggests that mobility has become so great
that individuals radically at odds-with an institution's particular

orientation will tend to move rapidly to another which they find more

congenial. But it also underlines.the importance of specifying very

carefully the types of institutions about which one is speaking when

interpreting findings about either professors or administrators.
Like qﬁestions from other national studies, Gruss' list of goéls should

no doubt be administered in a few more years to new samples of insti-

tutions so that changes may be plotted. 4nd, with the national norms

now established, it will be possible to utilize this cquesticnnaire to
p}ace any given institution on the spectrum of national institutions.
Another large study of university organization is being conduc- _
ted by Amos Hawley and Walter Boland of Vanderbilt and Bowdoin.
Only a brief report has appeared thus far, but they have collected
large quantities of’inﬁeresﬁingdéia oin the organizational structure
of liberal arts colleges.
Next is a combination of studies involving Talcott Parsons and
o~ . }

“Gerald Platt at Harvard, and Peter Blau and myself at the University

of Chicago. Parsons and Platt are primarily concerned with questions
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of professionazl relationships and the role of professional organizations

' t,inside universities., They are exesmining the extent to which reference -
groups of faculty members are influenced by professional or other
réferencé groups. Their guiding ideas and some prgllmlnary flndlnos
will appear in one of the forthcomiﬁg issues of Minerva,

The empirical data with which they and we are working derives
from a questionnaire sent to some 5000 facult vy members at 115 institu-
tions. - The sample includes virtually all disciplines, although not
e\'rery discipline at évery institutition. The questionnaire includes

items dealing with institutional goals, centralization of decision~
&S o 3

making, involvement of various members of the faculty and administra-
tion in personnel, budgeti§g, and curriculum decisions, professicnal

vs. local orientations, publication history, involvement in research

(Lt SOMAEY

projects, and personal background. In the next months we shall expand

A AT

the sample to some 250 .institutions and mail a quesu¢onna re to pro-
: bably 5 to 10 administraﬁors in each of these. We shall thus collect
further information about inter-divisional and inter-departmental

3 ~ relationships, and the role of the president, deans, prcvost, depart-
1 | ment chairmen, and faculty in such decisions as budgetiné, hiring of
personnel, and creation of ﬁew departments and schools. A4lthough

] this is a JOlnt Harvard-Chicago studj in the sense that we are

collecting data together to minimize costs, the interests of Blau

and myself differ from those of Parsons and Platt. We are primarily

concerned with examining the impact of organizational characteristics
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of institutions—size, endowmeni, type of control (private, publicj,

eniralization of decision-making, etc.—conceived as independent

o

variables, to two types of dependent variables: eminence of research

and siruciural innovation. Ve are using three types of measures of
O

L)

eminence of research. The first is derived from cur laculuy gues—

h)

tionnaire: the number of books and articles preduced by each facully member.

h]

These can be aggregated for de a“tmeut divisicn & an¢ instituticn.
Second is the number of citatiOns to each man in the Science Citation

Index. Third are the departmental rankings compiled by the ZAmerican

Council cf Education. Structurzl innovation is of interest to us only

if it is built around a new intsllectual develcpmeni. e are noi par- 1‘
ticularly concerned about how institutions innovate with parking lots 1
:

’ 3

or garvage coﬁect,lon rroc¢zdures. Iven though some observers of ihe }

centemporary mitiversity may feel that concern over parking lcis is
the only tie uniting the faculiy, the type oi sirucitural innovations
we have in mind are new research institutes—such as this one here at
Corneil—new academic départments , new sch'ools and divisions, and so

rforth. Some hypotheses guiding our work on innovations ars presented in

‘a peper of mine that Tom Lodahl tells me will appear in the June Adminis-

-

trative Science Quarterly. We have propositions about instituticnal

characterisiics at one point in time—such as more deceniraiized

institutions in cozrneult’ve situations are more likely to innovate—

and others involving che.nges over time--for example, institutiocns

ol

seeking tc upgrade ..hemaelves raxidly, i they are to be successful,

cl
-

must develcp reasonably centralized decision-meking structures. Bu
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institutions (or departments within institutions) operating at a high
level of quality, may best maintain their position by granting a gocd
deal of autonomy to ths faculiy. though it will be a few more weeks
before any of our findings will be. available, Tom Lodshl and Bill
LE .rbuck still wanted me to come near the beginning of your semester
I shall reply to any questions that you wish to raise about the study
at the end of thess remarks.

Ancther level of research focuses on whai we might call the
scientific community: it is to some degrée circumscribed by discipli-
nary professicns but not entirely so; it overlaps with the naticnal
university system but exceeds its becunds; it goes back in time as well
as forward into the future. The most systematic work on ihe normative

tructure regulating this community has been done by Robert K. Herion

> 3

at Columbia. In his doctorzl thesis he investigated the congruence

™

between asceltic Protestant religion in sevenieenth century England and

the values of science, thus extending the ¥Weber thesis from capitalism

* ‘a -""\

vo science. In numerous subsequent pavers, he has expliored the impor-

-

[
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tance of suc'z norms as universaiism, organized skepiicism, "communism?,

and disinterestedness. He further siressed the imporitance of zn in-
stitutionalized reward structure for motivating discovery. The com-

mnivy's normative concern with rewarding original contril

-h

utions is

used imaginatively to interpret the numerous battles for prioriiy in

)

the case of multiple discoveries. Merton's last book, On the Shoulders

of Gizants, (or OT 2 despite uneven receptions by reviewers with un-
even senses of -humor, should be read as an antiddte to ithe emphatically

unsmiling reports produced in industrial quantities dy ceértain edlecational

researchers.
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A number of recent studies have built upon Merton!s earlier con-

. Y
tributions. Bernard Berber,slso at Columbia, analyzed the norms of
science adding rationality and emotional neutrality, and perceptively
discussing institutional bases for resistance to innovation. Warren

-

Hagstrom at the University of Wisconsin conducted interviews with

L

scientists in several types of institutiocnal settings to pro

olal ¥
-

ways they tie in with the rest of the scientific comzmunity. He also l
has many interesting observations on structural innovaiions in univer-

sities and the changing role of research institutes. Norman Stor T,

at the Social Science Research Council, in The Socisl System of
has very skillfull\l integrated Merton'!s wcrk on normative reluticnships
"with more géneral sociological theory on the social system as well

as showing how exchange theory can link fhese several levels of ﬂ

gnalysis. Important theoretical contributions can be mzde hers by

examining further the interrelationships between the vaiues and rorms

of an intellectual community, the structural characieristics of insti-

. tutions, arid the contributicns of individuals. Exchan

Rt at A g

e

will help integrate a number of disparate traditions of research on
these many topics. I have explored some of the directions in which
vie can go beyond the contributions of Fomans and Blzu in a volume

corring out in another month or so called Cormuniiv Structure and

-

Decision-Making: Comparative Anslyses, which, despite its title,

has helped clarify our thinking at Chicago dbout university orgenize-

tional questions.
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Studies carried out in conjunction with Robert Merton, b such
>

Columbia students as Harriet Zuckerman, Diana Crane, and Steven and

t\

Johnathan Cole, have investigated imaginatively such matiers as the

norms of name ordering, used as an indicator of changing collaborative pat-
terns among Nobel Prize winners as well as more mundane scientists,
the functions and dysfunctions of stratification in scierce, the

’

consequénces of reviewing contributicns anonymously, and many othe
topics. .

Closely related tc¢ the norms of the scientific communily are
its patterns of communication. OCne way of stgdying cormunication
patterns that has been used with no 1little success is to focus on
the basic unit of scientific communication: the professionzl journal.
Derek Price at Yale and Herbert Garfield at his Institute foz :

-

Scientific Information in Philadelphia, among others, have been &ble
4 ] » 2L 2 /:' P » 2 .
to suggest 2 new means for writing the history of science wiwa vrees

sprouting up fror computerized cifation counts. The new meinod ;

they have developed for using the Science Citation Index 1o pro-

vide more rapid communication among specialists 1s 2lso leading to
better understanding zbout the types of communication most conducive
to genuine discovery. Using techniques such as these, hitherto im-
possible because of the necessity for a large-scale compuier,

differences across disciplines, within disciplines, within various sub-

areas, differences between eminent and not-so-eminent men, differences
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across countries, and over.iime, can be examined with far greater pre- -
cision than has been possible in the past. Thus far, no one has
systematically rela.,ed the fragmentary results which have emerged

?rom studies of this nature to more general institutional analyses

of organizational characteristics , their cuality, o.ccup"tional mobility

-

patterns of men, overlapping relationships among "schools! of re-
searchers, and so forth--all of these remain fascinaiing areas for
future investigation.

The next level of analysis is that of the interrelations between
individual universities and the ways in which they operate as systems.
In his stimulating studies .» Joseph Ben-David, of the Hebrew University

-in J_’erusalemj. has stressed the ‘importance of inter-relation-

ships for the maintenance and improvement oi quelity in particuler

sub-fields. His work on nin eueemh-ceptury physiologists in Germany,

France land, and the Unlued States. complements the studies of
’ D

Meriton and his students on the importance of contact with emirent men
for continuation of eminence. Ben-David has pointed out that if
§ufficient job opportunities do not exist for a man's discipies in

a2 particuler area, it is far less likely thai his ideas will be elza-
borated. In this way, he suggests, the second-rate institutions in a

universily system, national or even inter-national, are just as impcr-

tent as the most eminent. TFor without the second-level institutions

O
|

to provide jobs for large numbers of men in a new field, and to pr

‘

vide bases for competition among.them frm which the most competent

"

Y
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can later be selecte@ to return to the first-rate institutions,
exinence would be much harder to perpetuate. In the same way, these
loose relauﬁonshlpa between a number of gompeting instituticns can
‘provide institutional support for the formulation of innovations—
poth intellectual and structural. In my own doctoral dissertation

on social research in nineteenth-century France (forthcoming) I stressed
the importance of marginal,‘and oftentimes even ephemeral, institu-
tions for nurturing important and radically new intellectual.deveIOp-
ments. In a highly centralized university system like the French,
innovations caﬁ not be institutionalized within the official siructure
without some difficulty. Still, people with sufficiently powerful
ideas, in combination with minimal instituticnal support, can become
centers of competition with the established system, and through
competition with it, generate institutional innovaticn.

A number of articles have appeared in Minerva in the last few
years cown¢331oned by its cosmopolitan editor, Edward Shils, which
b°~1n to provide some monographic information on national uriversity
systems, not only in Western Europe, but in Africa, Asia, and Lat:
America as well. A slightly more integrated 1nuerﬁau10nal study
is presently being -conducted by OECH coordinated by Ladislav Cherych
in Paris. The Minerva, (ECD and other international studies may be-
gin to prcvide the kinds of inform;tion on the basis of which it

will be possible to take ideas about centrzlization, stratification,

and differentiation of natiocnal university systems and gbply then ©o

e
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to large numbers of systems. In this way, quanvitative comparisons of
a systemétic sort will become possible. Our American university work
is conceived as the first stage for such a study,

Hoving outside the interrelationships among universities to those
between institutions of higher education and national societies, one
finds an important .body of literature which has examined eccnomic
development, political change, religious modifications,and other
general social changes in terms of their impact on universities.

C. Arnold Anderson at the University of Chicago has done some very
stimulating work, often in conjunction with his wife, Mary Jean
Bowman, investigaéing,fhe impact of economic develOpment on educa-
tional.matters and vice versa, in the present and past United States,

Zurope, and developing countries. Joseph Ben-David!s volume on the

‘professions in the Curren: Sociclogy series is also a sophisticated

contribution showing how systematic quantitative researc?,can be
used po test some intriguing hypotheses. 4 number.of productive
s?udies could be done using the same kind of approach as this and
focusing on the deveiOping countries. Those of you at Cornell iiho
undertake studies of this sort will have to compete‘with a siream
of suggestive Ph.D. theses emerging from the Chicago Center for
Comparative Education.

Studies of the relationship between national veiues and char—

acter structure and styles of intellectual activity on the other hand,

oad
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aré almost totally lacking. Edward Shils! concluding article in

Theories of S.cietv offers a number of suggestive ideas, but it is
in no way a systematic study. 4s comparative international studies
are revolutionizing such fields as political party organization,

voting'behavior; working class organization, and community-decision-— ;

maxing, it is certainly time for this same perspective to be applied

[

to intellectual activities as well. s

On another international level, that of the interchanges be- ‘
tween nations, a great deal Qf concern has been expressed in such
journals as Minerva for the problems of underdeveloped, or less
develcped, éountries which lose quality: scientists to the more devel-
oped areas. Studies of these problems are well under way at Columbia

and the University of Chicago, but most of the work thus far has

r ' been toc concerned with simply how to make psople return to their
country of origin instead of systematically examining the conse-
guences for‘each of the éountries of international exﬁhanges cf dif-
ferent sorts. Hopefully, some of the extensive support available
for work on this policy-related problem will also be used to compare

various national styles of investigation and thinking.

From our propositicn that the greater the competitiveness with-

a ] WOLE

b

in a system, the more eminent its intellectual products and the greater
1 i

the innovativeness of the system as ¢ whole, we may derive a policy

~

statemelt with which it seems fitiing to conclude:
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cevaris paribus, the establishment of Cornellts Center for Research

on Education will lead to greater competition throughout the national

and international contemporary university system &rd to a:general improve-

k.

ment in eminence and innovativeness.
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