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. ’ This report derives from a stydy commissioned by the Office of Research
2 \ . ~ . ’ .
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- Renee Friedmsn, Center.for the Study of Higher Education
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for the appraisal of research in all f;gldg represented at the University.' B
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principles which can be opserved in actual practice.. For these purposes, the
weé which were summarized
v

ctic proved to be igtervie
N d

effective investigative, ta
A . N R

- in protocols, reviewed, and revised; correspondence on selected working papers
. . IR

. f N

-
.
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o- \

] drafting, review, and revision. It was necessary to inquire into centers

everal levels, and through the full ranFe of

. of administrative decision at’s

. [ R & . . . '

subjecttmatter-divisions of the universjpty. . The process might "be described .
l . ”~ - ° ‘ . k4

. as that of .tracing the evaluative circuitry of an institution; and of comparing
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it where cbmparisons'prdve feasible with that of other universities and of
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: + INTRODUCTION . - .

e " v . 3
-
[}

v This ;s a study of unlver51t1eS, typlcally of a university, %;th regard

primarily to thelr part1c1pat10n in and support of research in al% fields. N

- A

The procedure is descriptive. The investigators have undertaken to evoke

'fro& persons actively engaged in research within the university their sense of . .

' ¢ . N . . . o
. .

the conditions; oppottunities, dnd ’sanctions which affect them. In so far' -
. . ' . [

.as possible their emphases are retained in the refort, and their own language.
) . 4 . . . . s ) s
7 Their names are retaiged also. In the intérest of authenticity they must
! . ) - : ~

. \ .

. — - :
) have opportunity to check the ways in which they have been interpreted, and .
~ d ’ ." ® . .
to testify further if questions arise. The policy of the study is td explore

the university itself - the procedures, patterns, and attitudes which are

~effective within it - and to assume as' ""given' the.latger societal matriX. For
, . . ) - 2
v " this purpose direct represéntation of the facts as they appear to research-oriented

faculty members affords the best available procedure. 4 R :'

P -

, . o ' R :
- * Some ordering and arrangement is necessary, of course. The sequencelwhith
\ ;

<

(hﬁfbbeen adopted.is thé ¢ene which appears to be least vulneréble to 'distortion.

by P .
It begins with a survey of the formally organized means’ to evaluat%ve judgments
. § . “ 0

of {eseatch. These are ot the substantive judgments of research itself.

-

. New knéﬁledge'can be only indirectly a product of administrative decision. These

.

aré the 6perét%pnal judgﬂents by which the instrumentalities of research, the

'
. * l he

facgltiqé and faciljties of the university, are formed and deVeloped,) They ° o
. pertain to the acquisition and, allocation of resources. . °
’ ' - -,

. ~* .
. - . B ‘ hd 3
It is'‘with reference to resources that one of the principal limitations.
. 3 - -

of this ipvg%tigative procedute appéars: the ayailability of resources is not
. — ? = R

. . - . v
a matter for fhdependent university detérmination. Academic scientists and other

L3

. , TN . - R ‘
researchers exert some influence on-the shape of the total "market" for new. . -

&
«
4 -

’
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\
-
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. knowledge,

,Representation of them in terms of formal procedures is somewhat mislteading,

Ta
v
’ R ’

%

both by direct participation and by the impact of their work. But

( . ) T
other agencies hold ,greater powers - agencies of government, industry, finance,

- . .

) L J
and health. To decline responsibility for study of these agencies is not to

’

° question or depreciate their dnfluence or the appropriateness of their

a4

influence. They are there.

- > ’
-~ > e

Jerome Weisner's Where écience and Poiitics Meet (i‘
[ )

’

of the pasi two decades.

may be cited as exemplary of a, discussion which is here deliberately set aside,

- not in the spirit of contradiction, bGt in confidence that it is receiving,

. ‘* R
(=] * . -~ . . .
adequate attention elsewhere. . s ‘

©

+

The subject to be explored is a range of opérational.decisions - namely

those pertaininé to research - which reguIar}y fall within thev.competence of .

L
v

the universities themselyes. tUniversities have the capacity and prerogative
A 4 S,

4 e .
for definitive decdsion in some dimensions of their activities. They, are also

-~ * [} >

subject to effectivefconétraints derived not only from society at larée but also

h ¢
-

from their own essential structure. Soma~clarification of these capacities

v

and constraints ig the principal objective of this study, which consists of

L]

three'gatherings of material, "

"Chapters, as® follows: ’ . "

3

- The first chaoter is enbitled "Academic Evaluative Prpcedures and their
Lrrst - _ :

s ‘ . :
Relation to the Conduct of ReBearch. It contains a specification of five ways’

.
»

of making -judgrents with ﬁhich faculties dre routinely concerned, "and illﬁiiration
_‘5

~
.

¢ }"‘ D e ¢ ¢
of-them in practice. Io a degree ‘the division of . the chapter is artificial, a,

préduct of expository necessity., The elements of it are demonstrably reai. 3

. . . . -
J L.

for judgments are frequently effected within the ordinar& ddministrative operations'

B

1
o -

T
M

©

5)

»

oy,

They have received extensive notice in the'literatjréﬂf'

N

B




"+ of department or,sollege without recourse to distinct evaluative agencies.
¥ LY . N ~

. . . ,_‘J‘ . . . Lo -
Jadgnents are nét glways labelled "judgmepts." Any. record of negative decisions

* 4

is by its nature incomplete;_ﬂAppéintﬁénts that were not made or were .not
S T . o L. ‘ _ ,

continued, research propdsals that were not completed or sent forward, projects

-

: . . . . . .
"that failed to prove out and were abandoned do not figure promipently in

-

’ - . ’

institutional histories. Formally instituted evaluétive procedures)represent‘

.
-~ )

only partially the evaluative functions charaéterlstlc of universitiess With .

a K
. -

e “ 7

regard to reSearch, they might appear inadequate Pf they yere not sustained
[} LA 4 -’

by other organlzational structures within the university. These structures

’ -~

determine the nature of the second and third chapters of the -study.

-

The second chapter is entitled "Collegial Organization and Research " It
.. R .

is concernéd with the dimension of university structureuthought of‘%s regressive,"

‘e N » -
1

parochial " and tyrannical" by those who are at odds .with if, and as "fundamental "

: M .

responsible," and "dtsciplinary by those who are not. The proceduré used in

L s ,,’ «* t *

this attempt to characterize the co

officers charged- éxplicitly with'thé conduct\ of"research within the several
. d \ * . " Sg, [y
colleges of the mhiversity These . officers are entitled "Associate,“,> "Assistant
/
Deans or "Directdﬁs" for researth. Their responsibilities ﬁo not extend to
1S

‘continuing education and instruction, although some ofbthem take actiye part

I3 - 1

,in.the conduct especially of. graduate instruction. Their positions constitute the

,r, -

most hmnediate admiqistra&ive involvement in research that is practicable short of

2 -
AN - .

*agsuming- responsibility for ﬂhe.substantive isfues of detailed research projectsta

. -~

@88

.
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\ ~ ¢ - . ’ . y
'.h ‘ ' s i . _
v' » . . e, . . r\ .,\' \
oI “ *@lthough the colleges and departments *are canpicuous salients “of radministrative ,
2 v ’ au hority 4n the.university, they ar{\not the fixed and uniform agencies of’ i i /?

hi archy that they are sometimes taken to be, W1thin ‘the universities)pressuggs )

fo nredefinition, development, and change are constantly present and occasionally
’ F

r . . -
intense. The language by which these pressureq can be most clearly represented
M . . W \ Y . =

f derives from égperience with institutes, centers,’ laboratories,'and other less T

v A LI

¢ formally d%signated aggregates of- research capacity which occur frequently on, .
’ % . R . . T en :
university campuses throughout'the.country. o T B . ) 1
. N ’ .'- !/ - « .
. The thifd cbapter is addressed to this experience. Interdisciplinary,

¢ 1
¢ intercollegial, interdepartmental research- involving persons identified with a ;

@
v . ~ ‘-

variety of administrative organizazions and of intellectualhaisciplines 1 - - {

o ‘undertaken and maintained in more pr less uneasy equilibrium with departmehtal

and collegial entities. In a ‘sense, the relatidnship constitutes=an atiditional -

. and more comprehensive evaluative function, for it requires Judgments at every N '

-

level of academic . concern, from high—level institutional policy and resource

. .
.-
. , .

v allocation to the individual scientist 8 appropriation of his WDrking houts :
e and the graduate student’s selection of a dissertation topie snd director. o
L 5n . R ;"»' T
ot . . Emergence~of a new interdisciplinary emphasis can leadetgiany of three
ultimate deyelopmentszv e “ - Y ) : ) .
! . 1. The creation of a new academic administtative agency of whatever ) ’
“ magnitude and degree of independence the circumstances require, .
. O P .
2. Modification of existing departments “or, ‘colleges to accommodate s
0 new. purppses, withr appropriatjon of time and facilities’ derived o o
. ° oy, either. from reduction of old ctivities or from the creation of
" ¥ . new resources, R .- ‘ 2 . T

- N 14 ' - 0

3o Failure of the emphasis to generate energy and interest to: the

>, . . . degree required to modify -existing structures. v
. . \ e | X ® . it
-t . |
' L \
. ' * |
° s - " *e . " ' / N ;
s — . ’ 6 a . ] «° '.
. » 13' ,;o 3 . R - “
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There is a natural tendency for individuals to generalize igsues qf this
kind and to recommend at one timeé that more new ideas ought to succeed, and\ )//.
- N . A
’ - N ca i N . . b .’ - 4
.at another time to complain that publgc urgency is“gefting in the avay of
- . . ° v

prbved~knowledgeu' In a similar spiri novelists may sometimes be moved to
N v s
say that people Dught to read more novels, and pianists that’ peoﬁle ought to
%
.o ) ‘ .9
go to more recitals, bat the novelist s b951c concern is for his own book, and

» s - - .
.

the planist s for his own mpsic. In the same way every revision of the strfucture

«

and activity of a_univergity 1nvolves resolution of the particular question
N r
at iSSue, in its own terms and on"its‘own merits. How this process works 1is
. hd N .
//feflected 1n.the attitudes.of faculty members conﬁronted by the general question

of continuigy and change in relation to their own fields of special~dnterest.

- 9

The third chapter, %ntitled'"Institutes, Centers, and Extra-Collegial Laboratories
as Agencies of University Research" provides a medium tﬁrough which these faculty
* . . —\ . ~ "

ittitudes can be brojected. - . o

fkmw efforts in the direction of generalizing the study, of including within

[

: "y . - [
«it commensurate materials from a number of universities,» have been made. How .

A\l

many samples would be needed in order to give the observations which are made
' >a £ ~ ) . ) ‘
genuine;yalidity_for Amefican nigher‘eduéation}in the large is broblematicgl.
‘ . . . ’ e

N

. [. . . ] :
What has been done here suggests that the sample need not be very much increasgd.

’ . -
. .

Theage are marked resemblsaces. The record of interviews on two major campusés
» - % . N ‘

-~ . e
-

\\- and of a survey of publicatione collected from forty-six campuses are incYuded

v

3 -




«, *+ sities to improve the’scientific and intellectual powers of a society which .

tay .q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
0

L]

v, years since research itself achieved large-scale institutionalization.. Beyond

[N .r‘-.,A,-;"h’f s L y&‘A %’2. R -
6'theirfre—o‘rde’rlhg are‘'in gobd‘supply. Agreement on any: one, suggestion, or on

>

_not at all.. Similarly the universities appear at some points inattentive to

: puréoses of intellectual inquiry fit neatly and fationaliy is not readily or

.o ¥ - .

. . - |

. 3 -
'to be by the people invélved in them, Insofar as such a study suggests

Al

b 3

arguments Or recomme dations, the argument inevitably stipports the status quo.
* .

The topic i% sometimes referred to as 'the Keokuk argyment" - this is the way

q

Y T e

we do it in Keokuk; therefore, this is the way it ought to be done.

L] . \ AN
But the study is not designed to function argumentativqu}\—ft'essays to

- »
~

’ , 0 = Y .
present the "givens'" df -the university as an instrument of research. By the- 3
s‘ . st . b ‘ '
way, it provides some indication of the impact on universities of the thirty N

- [

this study lies a longer and much mére difficult task, that of using the univer-

. B ]

appears at times to value these powers highly aﬁd[at other times to value them -
. . . = . * °

- LN 4 ) z

~ “ .
» + 5 ’

societal interests, and at others available for éssignment to almost amys, -

“activity that sééms‘likely to win guﬁlic notice and éupport.
s A o
. A phiiosophical matrix intd which all the forms, ideas, operations, and

¢ [4 i
.

consistently available. Like the society of which they are parts, the unfwersities,

all of thém, aze ecleqtic to a degree somewhat short of, chaos., Suggestiohs for
. D3 . :} :

fen ) R

— . . . »

. v . * L . A %
any one set ‘of suggestions, 1s somewhat harder to come.by, although, adjustments
S€ g8 . I » Jt S |

in Jlargé scale and in small ‘are constantly in process. . b

t . .

Among these adjustments is''a tentative ‘acceptance of the principle that

research, together' with the performance of students in the course of their

. . . A
education, ‘is subject to methddjcal EppraisaI and to thé?applicat}on of whatever
. + ¢ . - .

“sahctions are justified and practicable. \Aﬁpraisél, however,, implies standards;’

*» R L -

and methodical appraisa} implies that standards should be uniformly and equitably
' : oo . % .

éppiiedl This is a point of difficulty - not bécause the university is witHout

o

standards, but because it has many. Criteria are more.readily defined than -

2 . » ? -

.
- 2 . N oo PO
. . . e . i
‘ . P —— -

‘ N f B - - 6 . ¢ -
" ‘ . B . - - R 0
- » - - ' ~ . B . )
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)

Ea . . T e '




" to prove itself valuable éither

~ -

- ¢ . .

* systematized. For example, every research project may reasonably be expected

i
s . * -

. %. Economically, by contributing more than its own'costs to society )
*.%. in the form of goods and services, oxr . v

’ .
. > \ .
K

i

»

2.*‘Fiscally,‘by winning support in the form &éf grants or contracts, or

3;¥ Ethically, by d%monstrating gitality and\defigixion of purpose on .. . .

: the part of ‘the iresearchers, ‘or -7 - ,
4. Productively, by making new information of significance available,
usually through publications, to an appropriate clientele, or .

5. Professionally, by clarifying the researcher's status in his field :ﬁ

and thereby contributing to the definition of one of the hierarchies

‘of 1ntellectual authority, or’ . .

il -

6. Competitively, by impact evidenced through strong response - citations, -

invitations to lecture, honors, the Nobel Prize, or . - —
7. - Methodologically, by demonstrating virtuosity in the use of complex .
.~ investigative ptocedutes, by reffning such- procedures, and developing ~

new ones, Or

o
-2

8. Educationally:‘by . Yo
a.  demonstrating “the researcher’ s authority to/teach, or, ~
b: expanding and re-ordering the range -and stfucture of underStandings
available to be taught, or . o
~xC. contributing to the capacity of studentg to continue and.expand
% programs ‘of inves‘tigation, or ,/,/f : .
d. attracting’ new students and faculty mém!ers of superior talents, or
ey gilving visibility and authority to/aﬁ institution or to an agency -
within it

-

All of these criteria have validity, bu they do not all apply with equal force

.

or in all circumstances. For example, th;/compiling of a dependable dictionary

-~

rof Middle English 1nvite§*applieation ojfitems in the lﬁst above that are . . T

different from those""hich would apply to devising a new system for disposing of -

urban semage. ‘In spite of the disp rity oﬁ any tmo such undertakings in terms

of the criteria which pertain to/their evaluation, a univﬁrsity may assign to

both thefiverriding values of guality, and utility when. they meet their respec¢tive - '

sets of standards, and fegard both as essential elements in the comprehensive
(

» . s
scheme of academic research and instruction. '

. @& ~ L]

- ' -
i L ! A - A .




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

v *

.

e

What criteria apply .in- any particular situation, and by whom they are

*
. i

appliea:haré questions ¥hich iequire examination on an operational level.

Ratiofalized sets of categories and objectives are interesting, but they-are

. : < . ,},,, v -
too"broad for particularrdiscrimination between research of the first and research

LI ]
<

of a lower order of ﬁriogity.

LY

" The university improves upon the condition of.:

~ .

" ordinary stubbornness in that it Has many minds of its own. How these minds

. a~ -

‘propose to work together without radical disunification is not a new story;
. < r’

- . (Y

although it is coﬁétantly changing. The story indicates ways iq which a greaﬁ ’
many judgmenzs:are made, and are made effective, and for that reason materials

L ¢ « Y g N . - .
for retelling it are here assembled. .

T
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Relation to the Conduct of Researc .
. » ! A
’ . / ) , B :
. L] . X H ‘ ’ ) .
"I cannot read an account.like -this, which™is full of
the false starts and. ignored leads so typical of a
passionately important scientific.quest, without anxiety =~ .

at the evanescence of some of the most important” evidence:
a remembered scrap of conversation, notes scribbled on

the back of a haphazardly-preserved program of a scientific
meeting." L

~ Victor McElhenyin a revidw of The Path to tHe Double .
Helix, by Roberf Olby. NYT ‘Book ‘Review, March 16, 1975, °
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e e g .
.

: 4 ‘
e ® - ! ‘ ) . . - .
| :'Introiuction o ¢
. . . ) —_— 3 Y Lo
T . 1 e’ . e /
. - ‘poth the wise direction of inqdiry, lest the
" energies available to it be ‘sapped by prgtentious . /

'novelty, and the Wholehearted support  of genuine.
. innovation--as well. as wise “judgment as to which

is which-—depend upon understagving explicitlx S v

what the causes of growth are. A :
5 . ‘  J

< The first requirement ﬁpr/sound judgment of the ‘quality and value of
research is that the judge be at least one degree- superior in knowledge and

3 7 ‘ L,

b . understanding to the researcher whdse work he appraises. This being true, N\

' :\J there are sometimes and for limited periods of time exxraordinarily gifted -
and fortunate perécns for whom no fully qualified critic ‘can be supplied. ‘ :

...,_....-L

-Even so, and even for these few, judgment appraisal Jor. evaluation 13 a
4 u\ ¢

< 'constant and indispensable element in the daily experience of’ th%be who search

» [ ‘ 3

[ . 'for new knowledge. Judgment is the means by which understanding’ is COnfiumed

- ¢

" and disseminated. Understandingnand appraisal are aspegts of the same event.

* ¢ .

Y Encounﬁeryhith-a new idea imp;ies the questiOn whether it is a right idea or

. -

» a wrong one. Résolution of such questions requires'intellectual competifion;

’
Y . N
; - ¢ w

an atmOSphere of mutual criticism and inquiry among men of complementary Coe

_knowledges and pprposes. _Evaluation\and community aye necessary and natural

B conditiqns of growth in science and scholarship. X
p . The 3esearcher has no alternative but to seek actively .the criticism of

B

; 'his peers. If he is fortunate’, they are néar at hand-zin his laboratory), .
department, or ccllege. But the rEIatively comfortable relatignshib with which -~

he became,familiar as a student .and candidate, #n which he referred to.his .

>
¥

_adviser whenever,bccasion arose,'does not continue indefinitely. His circle

- ° ‘ -

» .
£ 4 A4
§~ . : ,
3 B
. .

.

[N A - . - . - i f . o
_ 1Richard F. Stor}f}ihe Beginning of ghe Future, A Historical Approach to - @
" Graduate Education in the Arts and Sciences (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1973), p. 74/

-
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I - .. I .- .t . . %
& Of critics grows more. impersonal:, object e, and remote as he advances in his .
. field. He learns what' other persons are doing his kind of work, whose jydgment :
.o . . . . .
"the would yalue mogt, and whgse approval he has no choice but to win. The °
y . [ ' - woo 5, .

f] . -

Ll ¢ k9
of his - responsibility is to make his "voice heard. Nor is ‘the prerogative of

. agfention of the jury he_selects is not auto/‘%jfally available to him " Part ' .

»

' selection exclusively his own. Universities permit a considerable degree of
. privacy'for those who demand it,.but‘research is a public matter and persons
. ., ‘ -~ 05 ’ . ‘.
e . who conduct it are agents of a public concern. Although the appropriate

A v

S

- - audience of any particular undirtaking’ may be select and small the ultimate . '&

responsibility to %ubmit to its judgment is inescapable. ] v U
I T \
1I_Some such’ respons1bility is implicit also in institutional.and academic \

3 Al < '

. ’ Ogr

position. The office, laboratory, or study that the researcher occupiés has

presupposed functions in the academic society. It is a tool to be used in 4

- -

certain pradisposed ways which may or may not be conceived of exactly in accord
ith'the conceptions of the individual who uses it. The individual and the .

institution each have_the capacity to foxrm habits and develop expectations and
N % -
either is capable of absofbing the other 8 interests into his or its own.

N . - ¢ -,

Ideally, no such capitulation of identity would ever take place. The "\,ﬁﬂ

N ind1vidual by his strength and wisdom would reshape and expand the instipution

to accommodate him. <The institution, by its strength and wisdom, woulc’ enable

the scholar to discover talents he didn't know he had. Bnt the ideal 1is not

" always what happens. The fallure -can be on either side’ The individual scholar

may be wrong in judgments, erroneous or inadequate in Knowledge or mistaken

'or inaccurate in operation and the institut1on may -find him wholly satisfactory,
? W
On the other hand he may be corregk learned, and preqise and yet fail as the -

‘saying goes, to be appreciated., Instances can be cited of both aberrations, but

-" 4t {s discrete to use only the’second: at different times John Dewey, Thorstein
o v '
Veblen, and George Sherburn -all encountered disfavor at a single university, ‘

v .
e N . L}

- -

Q ‘ . ' ‘ ,'l 20 <11 . N R -,




"although that Universit§ retains and deserves a repﬁtéfion for probity in such -

(_mattets. If such men can meet disdpproval, what youngvscholér can be entirely

»
. " v

tseéure? Universities; likg the individuals who_qonq;iﬁhte them, are esséntially

.

- L

’ .

evaluative entities. They have to make judgments because they seek to understand, *
- . » . . L - . — . >
and the,grounds on which their judgments are made camnot in a good uniyersity

- - Ld
» . .

~ remain static. The canons of underétandiné and appraisél, whether with réépect <
. ) 0 i M - . . ;/ v N N
to a precisely defined field- of learning or to the entire range of knowledge

- g

which a university. represents, are constantly renewed. o

- ¢

at

This desidexatum is not‘always an accompiigh d fact. In apf artifact the

v

N . . . ' ‘'’ K .
perfect¥adjustmeqt of partsvand whole is a Grgek ideal ,honored in-approximation

and only dreamt of ifi perfection. .Universities and bther polities are Erg§¥5cts .

in this sense. The quality of a Lﬁivefsity and the qﬁality'éf aﬁvinqgiry carried

¢ :on within it are related as wholé and part, Each is dependefit upon the. dther. ,
. ‘ . E e .

KichardeﬁorrZ'deécribes the situation.as fg%}ows: -

<
3

o

. -

3

S The\prebenﬁ‘situation is bSthtexpénsive and fluid; but does the bgganization .
e of graduate studies reflect -as much as it might the)promise that the situation
B 'ag holds? The development of methodology, discipline y discipline, and the” further
. - . - N e
' - study of ipquiry as such have yet to he thought.of generally as complementary .
- - activities, each of which will be. the more_frpitfﬁl‘where'the results -of the, )
other are #ept explicitly in mind. Inquiry into the nature of inquiry ean of . °

. - course be maintained ds a specialty, but it will not be wholly,effective,until,

) there™is the prospect that the dev‘lopmehtmdffpartibular methods and the explora-
s . tion of inquiry-itself will be advanced as parts of* a single process. It can,
"*, be the intgntion of the graduate' school to provide not only that an appfopriate
- 'method is ‘devised. to match each patticular line of inquiry that some dcholar or
‘ scientist may wish to pursue; but also that no approach to inquiry is left untested °
for wan® of experimentatdon-with method. Whether the wdrd'research'1§°fe§tric ed -

moéé of thought is an issue that should be settled--but by agreemgnt on defihitiqng..
+ What-matters in substarice is whether the graduate school shduld provide the student.

N
»

S - IR e
. ’ . ¥ R - . -~ \’»‘ L 2 ..
- A B Y ’ -
- .
- - / 12 R N - S *"?
f e ’
- . - ‘i%' * * ¢ LON

“its findings permeate the cultre %f the atademy. In the light :of that possibility, - *

o

in usage to empirical investigatiqn or is applied broadly to cover any proven ..

with-a context oflife, as well as a degree prJgram,ntha} encourafes guch fnquiry . ;-.
s 18 both rigorous apd free. . : . ¢ 8 S °
. , 4 . . - . ) ‘ i ~. N ‘ ,e . . . '
‘ ' . T T . < . L
. » . ) . . b. -
: . N » N . <7 .
» " - . - . . . . .. \ . »t o’

, 2 . : . (J’ L R v‘ .‘ ,. ° v . .: v / .
‘ Ibid., p.- 75. “a S §, = . . . N i
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. Storr's recommendagion for the universities combines the pursuit of hard \
PR .

questions about scientific, social, and humane prob).ems wit}‘l> the. ideal of a

-

0 - .

matur1ng 1nstitutienal eplstemol‘ogy Research as he sees it, should yield

+ &
4 9

knowledge, in addition, it should deve10p an. understanding of how men’ know -

. AY
His conception g‘d’es somewhat beyond that of field methodologies, the professional

. N /
) self consciousness by which sociologists are, recognizable ag sociologists, o

g medievalists as medievalists and so on. He explicitly depreciates the ideai-of

$

<

. . e ’
.intellectual method as a..specialty in itself. ‘AccepJ:ing the number an iéty
- .0 " « ” . N . -
of the "linea of inquiry" in which uninversitles engage heg proposes °::‘hat: in all- .

“ RN

_ of them, whether separately or collectively considé"réd the university fulfills
'1ts essential function only as it proceeds both Qd'irect:ly and reflex:l,vely, observing ’

Vv the data of its pfoblems and the data of its owntresolution of them,with comnen-—
' su.rate objectivﬂy. Stated in another way, discovery is Iinked with -8n ’expanding T

) % - , L&, .
Capacity to discover o ’ » ‘ L . )

@ on Al

'

.
v

Storr's idea may seém -ambitious to the point o,f being visiobary. From a
- .

®

market—oriented and industrial point of view he ﬁ)uld appeai'\ Quixotic. Yet there
: .

3

is much in the adcﬁstomed forms and practices of - the uniVersities which suggests :
2 . ‘4 '\c

9 [ oy
that he is descr bing accurately what the men there are tnyiﬁg"mt"do.
becayse university, research is firmly joined with instruction and partly because
«..._ ., . . h A Al *
p in the nature of things, understanding per se continues to be an end in itself,

%y

Partly .

yoeot I N .

the means of\achieving knowledge remain under constant revision, even as' khowfedge
. . . _ . » ."v . @« - -
expands. ! ' bl ) . T

- Lo - . »

- '

This duality of concern 1is reflected in the ways in‘which, academic judgments

' are arrived at and expressed. They Eon_sétute a, dseful point of departure for '

v 4

’ ‘a s

consideration of new dispositions and procedu“res whi.ch will assuredly be needed

- 2

in the giant universities which have grown up since World War'II. For the purpose

of understanding where“the universities are now, it should: be usef:ul to survey and-



dllustrate gséveral of the

« 7

judgments are currently expréssed.

its categories are neater
. . 7/

-

illustration, however, is

2

2

| operational or an experime+tal basis.

: . \
vert and mote or less formal modes in which academic

-

Each

T
han the actug practice to which they pertain.

hd >

ctuyal; each is?drawn from\zfpggience on either‘an

The descrfptions are phrased as if in

-

3

‘;anSWer‘to uestions from mén ‘beginnin aca ic careers or older men, worried
q g g

1

About-deferréd ‘rewards.

information on what is exp

éxtlusinely interrogative.

not'necessarily definitivey

The kinds of evaluative judgments which séem;mbst per%inent‘are;these: --

. preeminent in the

AT

the influence of
in all considerat

research in ‘progr

Y universities have
. R o

judgments on ethi

Men in these situations freguentiy ask for specifrc

~

. ’
The*answers which follow may be informativey but

-
-
-

. - -

.ﬁ '\

s )

judgments of propogsals gsals-~b cause -the proposal has becomey partly under

ental agencies, the recognized unitary item
of research* . .

‘ a P '

gover
B!

judgments of proje cts-/because the idea .of administrative.monitoring of
éss persists in faculty discussions; o

¥ - .

'judgments of grog ams--because it is on this 'scale of ‘appraisal that

respgnded most actively to the demands~of thé times;

. §

gal criteria*—because this is/fﬂa'area of concern now

- most explicitly o

rganized in; terms of procedural and IEgal rules.

< . ‘

'
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The pattern of 1llustration must be reductive;

ected of them; the tone of "the questions is not élwd?( -




", . . the principal means by which the faculty exercises
control over the quality of the scholarly activities of its
. members is through its role in recommending the selection of
. its own members and through professional standards that it”
and the Universiﬁy.apply in the selection process."

°

|
l
: °  PERSONS: Promotion and the Award of Tenure ' . : :

4

-« All other modes ‘and topics of evaluation in udiugrsities are qualified by .

3

the overrid!ng importance both to individuals and to the institution as a whole'

"
. ’

of the selec;}o&\gf\:ermanent faculty and'the hierarchical“organization of Co
faculty in terms of ‘professorial ranks. ce T e . A

s

Selection of faculty is “controlled by initially tentative appeiﬂtmen%s and

-

by subsequent award or deriial of "permanent" ot "indefinite" tenure, with its

-
* )
. .

. impllcation of commitment on the part of the institution to the'ipdividual for

——

N -

the term of his -professidnal career. .Pros and cons of 'this basic procedure-of

American'higher eduaation”have recently bEen thoroughly reviewed _in Faculty

.
-

’Tenure," popularly referred to as the Keast feport, and in the discussion which

-

this publication evoked. The matter is too familiaf’\o require elaboration other
than to remark that it is a fact qof academic life. Also, it‘tilts evaluation of

intellectual quality in the universities toward the twenty- to forty-year span

of a professorial tf;eer Yitnin/ﬁhich the one- ﬁo five—year span of a single
» .

« lnyestigati e‘projec may appear as an important but subordinate item.

Award of indefinite tenure ta a scholar with a particular researfh specialty
is a reséarch decision in that it%commits the institution to the_Specialty as ~

Y . "‘ ¢ . ~

well as to the‘individual. Denial of tenure may, represent a decision’ to the

«
5 ..

.-

contrary effect. .
3 {

R ’ The long. time-span encompassed by the tenire commitment has ‘a .tendency to

advahce fluently adaptable competency oyer shatply limited eXpertise. Eesearch
-P . - ° . t
- ‘“ R "-’ ’
Harvard University, Report of the Committee on Criteria for Acceptance of
: Sponsored Research *in the Facplty of Arts and Sciences (Cambridge Mass.. Harvard

University Press, 4970), p. 3. - o
Q - "San Francisco ;nd~London: Jossey-Bass Publishers 1973. '
‘' ) - - . - L S
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projects come, and go, but research faculties remain. The conflict oﬁ,ydiues
. N . )
) ) = S e N
implicit in this situation is important in the nature of evaluativ&~grocesses.

There is an apparent difference between faculty hest qualified for the joh in

H
© - ' -

A < . ' )
hand and the faculty best qualified to meet the unknown next phase. Contributing

~
« .

to this conflict is the impact upon research of a concomitant. instructional
program, in which the permanent health of a discipline, and of the practitioners
. N ;

" ,of it, réquires a langer range. of vision than does” the resolution of a particular '

. problem. - N ( - . .
v oy . : . . T~ -
AN Either of these polarities is capable of inspiring excessively emphatic - Vs
~ - . . ‘ N - y . .

advocscy, and in practice'the'constant realignment of differences is accompanied

. by heat and noise. Errors of judgment occur. For the young man seeking concrete,

!
definitiye advice on what is expgcted of him, thé available answers are often

- . &

frustrating: - . - 0' . T . .
", But inngact the necessities\of the situation preclude simplistic answers. S
Crisp, efficient execution of'the-immediate assignment'is indispensable,lbut so .
" is the capacity to define an assignment ;ith referenc> Lo its bro;d disciplinary

-

‘context. There is no comfort in the fact that while he ponders his predicamenzg
T '
the candidate may find himself deprived of insbdtutional support. No' less radical_‘

in its effect, although lqss shockiné at the moment, is the facile'affigmative
L R & "‘ ¥ LN

. * P .
by which the individual may accept long-term regponsibilities ill-suited to his

\ talgnts énd\interests.5 ’ N ’ . )
s - I ‘ ‘
5 = rnol ) N ¥ - ’ —‘ ! . f -
An.example of the kind of general statement generally used to describe' criteria
for promotion in policy manuals is as follows: : ] « . 0
t - s -
, "~ 1l-a. Teaching Ability. This includes the ability tg make students think L
- ’ .,critically and purposefully, the ability to interedt students in the -
- broad problems of the cowrse', the ability to construct honest .’ - ,
instruments of evaluation and to interpret the results impartially,
and the ability to maintain sound acadenic standards. % o . '
. - LY ., ‘ - . . &
Continued T . SO * -
% . S . L o~
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* ' ' ‘
. ‘or 1-b. Res®arch™Ability.’ This includes the ability te train student§
in research to lay out a tentative theory and to plan the
’ experiments foy testing; the ability to design the equipment
: and construct or instruct others on how ‘to construct it' the
) ability to direct assistants, operate within a planned budget,

<L ~and present the ‘results of research in a form easily under- :
’ stood by one's colleagues and by laymen.
. ) ¢
- . . or l-c. LibrarianshiLAbiﬁJ. This includes the ability to use . -

bibliographic tools, the ability to supervise effectively' .,
14rge areas of work-and-to maintain sound academjc standards; -
. the ability. to. d1rec::\ assistants and operate within a planned = e
. 'ﬂ ~ budget.

» hd o

. ~ 4

2. .. Schélarship. ., This- includes now. onfy academic preparation, but
.. . also evidences of continuing .scholarly growth as exemplified

in both published and unpublished contributions to knowledgeﬁ'*

, 83 ’ . Coe - . ;

» -7 .- 3. »Character and Pegsonality. The faculty member” muSt,@ossess -

’ those qualities of mind.and spifit which will merit €mulation * @ '*

by the students: fairness, open—mindedness,‘Q)jectivity,

e tolerance, patience,' and a saving senge: of proportion. “-

.

©

N -

‘.,

: 4, " Academic Responsibllitl This phrase is intended to suggest
< s - \ "that the faculty .members shouyld mdke a genuine_ contributjon. -
to, the program of the institutiog and of the academic com- °*
" munity by conscientiously advising students, by efficientg_é“ ‘
i administration of one or more units of the university N

- B3 organizetion, by participation in the work of important T
. g . commlttees, etc. < > . Y
L ) . ‘:?': S : l * : ° i‘ ’ T - b
* .+~ 5, Professional Development, The fatulty member is expected, : . - e P

L . . whenever possible, tQ maintain an active interest in- the program N
o | . .+ . of professional 'societies afid to deve'10p, as his experience .
'+’ .grows, an understafding of the.broad national and international e

aspects of his s‘pecial field of interest. 7, _ - H' : RN

e

. oo ’6. v GeneraLQualifications. The faculty member >should possess, °
« in addition to the qualities ‘listed aboVve, the minimum standards
- e _ . for each rank. - v, . - . 4
T - S T S S




“a

Ideally every decision to deny or to award tenure would contribyte to the
development of a community of persons in which each member maintains authority

in his special modes, while contributing to corporate flexibility and range. The

v

resulting faculty.would be capable.of dealing with a broad and changing divetsity

of investigative problems and of sustaining a developing program of instruction.

, /bt . -

That every- such decision does not have this effect is a 'source of disappointment,

-

but the force of xhe ideal itself remains primary among academic motivations, «

To be "the best professor," i{s a desideratum modified by?the.aspiration to

»

belong to 'the best. department" in "the best.university"—-or to the best that

the individual is capable of envisioning ,

-

“The importance of this aspect of academic motivation is apparent in “its

-~

perVasiveness.6\

L4

- -~

6The following 15 a "Rate of Faculty Mobility through s," based on actual
experience of the academic faculty of The Pennsylvanig-State University:
‘ B e ST I L
- Instructor . Asst. Prof. Assoc/ rof.' “ Prof., - Total
. - . ° ' IS - “ ’ o ~’5
1972-73 . 516 ' 1,025 " 665 . 485 2,694

H r .
) -

Promotions to

“ next rank 58 (112) .. 75 (7%) - 55 (82) ’ 188 (8%)

. I

s

— > -

1973-T4 - ~ 448 L 1,044 {5 H64 - 519 72,675.

LI w

Promotions to‘ . . . L IR
.mext rank 65 (14%) Y 100 (9%), w54 (8%) , . 219 '(10%)
1f for‘Illustrative purposes -one makes the following assumptions.

1. that the population here described is static (no new appointments at
;nced ranks, no res1gnations, terminations, etc. ), .

2. \\%hAt the r&te of prdmotion remains constant from year to year, and

3. that ,every faoulty‘memben wing all possible premotions,

one may compute that*the "average" faculty member would spend approximdtely six
years as an instructor, ten years-as an assistant professor, ‘and twelve years as
an associate professor, or a total of t wentz-eight years in which ‘the prospect

of possible promotion is mqre or less in his, thoughts. Put another way, approxi—
mately 85 percent of a typical university faculty is at all times, concerned with
promotion as a personal ‘desideratum. For this réason .any expression of ‘profes~,
sional evaluation other’ than that of promotion suffers’ some diminution in compari-
son.




. drawn from the group already holding the title. Thehadditfbnal members are

’d
1

is reason it must be bogfie in mind, not as subverting .
) Y C e
3
or contradicting systematic evalu&t%on of research, but as_posing‘condigions

tive judgments.“ For.

. vy

whi@h must of pecessity be met if any such evaluation is.to be accdﬁplisﬂ%d.

- ~
< . *

-

Ekample<

Appointments to "chairs," or "name" professorships.

e ———————— " N ® ¢

ommittees charged with the identification of persons qualified for

¢

) » . b @
extraordinary academic distihction are typical of all committees responsible x
ypi! . /

for decisions on mat;éis concerpiné tenure and promotion. -They differ only

in the level of their expectations and in the strength of the criticism thaty

ensues when'they are considered to have judged\incorrectlyl The demands
make on candidates are high--as are the, rewards which they are empowered to
x.‘ - r,q.
. . faed
bestow--but the demands are similar to those which determine whether one
- / . .

- " /

N N ’ . I
young assistant professor or another is to be regg;ned by his deparﬁment and

. :
e A NI}

advanced to more complex responsibilities. * // B °
! ' yaLdt p :

" For these reasons the selection bf indi#i&hai members of the fdculty of
‘ . / .
. . p
The Pennsylvania State University for appointment to the,coveted Evan Pugh Pro- -
. ) /S ‘ -
‘process as a whole.

féssorships may bg.takéh as exemplary of -the promotiony

- p »

At the same tjime, it may.serve to tndicate the degrféato which the sense of

’
e, > -

value and of quality within an institption»is fodhised in procedures of this sort.

L4 % 1 .

. {w - I y ) .
Evan Pugh Professors are appointed by the Pre®ident of the University upon

S

_‘thevrecommendagion of a selection committeé of sBeven (in 1973-74 there were six)

: - - ¢
faculty members named by the President. Three members of the committee are

- - N

AR

drawn from.éhe faculty at large. - .

. ’ 9 + -
4 . .- .
.

T »
S * - -

- N . . - "
> S .

»7This procedure mwy be fegarded as vulnerable to excessive emphasis, on
intellectual distinction [cf. "The Criteria of Academic Appdintment," Minerva IX
.(1971), pp. 272-90] -and ‘apparent depreciation of simple efficiency in useful and
necessary work., Thj/gégree‘to which this stricture #8plies mdy be judged from

-~enguing materials. . - ' :

N
. - , e

. . 7 .7 L ) ) w . " .“" ..
2, B -‘\ . - - y . . ) ~
; ~ (/ | ’ (,7‘ _19. 28 Lt . . . o~
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A During the year (1973-74) from which the following illustrative inﬁorﬁation

4

-

was derived, four of the Dniveré&ty's 519 full professors in active ‘service held- -

the title. In addition to prestige, the title carries with it specific advaritages
of salary, of direct control over certain specified funds for research, and of
N S ‘ -
a specified budget in¢rement to the incumbent's program or college. .
. (ol
[recognized criteria for selection of individuals for recofi=
mendation are very briefly and generally stated?
! ~ ,J/
. 1. The Evan Pugh Professors will be selected without regard for college
;affiliation or preogram.
- 2. The title will be granted only to candidates whose research publications
g or creative work or both have been of the highest, quality over a period
‘ of time and, further, to candidates who)zshow evidence of having contributed
significantly to the education of studzils who later achieve ‘recognition
- for excellence in the vandidates' discipline or interdisciplinary area.
. Candidates must have strong external support from colleagues within thetr
fields.
3. Candidates must have served at Penn State at ‘the rapk of full professor.

.The formally

] v

% . An indication of ways in which these criteria are elaborated by selection
committees appears in a memorandum from the chairman of the’l973~74 committee

. to academic deans, who with the advice of their promotion committees make initial

¥ . S «

\ nominations- for these appointments: . ‘ \ e
] . - ' . .

. " e The. c;ymit&:e appointed by the President to assist in the selection of
iy Evan Pugh Frofes orships wishes me to bring to your atteption that there has
« Dbeen some unevenness. in the quality and completeness of material submitted
on behalf of the nominees. In order that all nominees receive fair consid-
-eration the committee feéels thdt the information on each nominee should be
as complete as possible. The following “kinds. of information are considered
- to be a minimum, to enable proper evaluation of a nominee. - .

1. complete biographical data or up-to-date’ curriculum vita including )
. - educational background,-pogitions held, memberships and services -
- - *  in professional associations and academies awards and recognitiod,’
biographical listings, etc.;
2. list of publicationms, -exhibits and/or descriptions of contributions
. to _the creative and performing arts;
" o 3. enumeration of setvices to the University includiag courses, developed
S and/or taught,, major tommittee serviée, program development, “fund
raising effectiveness, etc. ;-
4. precise and lucid descriptions of the unique scholarly ‘contributions
T * the candidate has made in teaching, research, or other creative and
professional activities; -
. ‘evidence of outstanding teacher—student relationships including’
. teaching evaluations an wardg, lists of graduate student degree
t . programs sypervised, positions currently held by former graduate
: .- .. students, and other evidences of his or her students' success as
. o T scholars and professionals; 2353 . - '
Q .o ) . . ) ~ K . )
IERJf:' 4 .. | . ' 20 - . . N - e

. P .
< 2 . . -~ . .

- © .
.
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6. last and perhaps of greatest importance, evidence that -the nominee .
has a national and internatidhal reputation as a scholar. Supporting ‘
: letters of colleagues at Penn State.are beneficial in this regard,.
) but testimonials from scholars at other institutions, foreign and
v domestic, aYe needed particularly when they tan pinpoint the specific
- s area of work and the precise contribution(s) by which the nominee's
’ distinction is warranted.'; . '

> - -

N
<~ 3

A fair number of the dossiers on nominees are quite adequate with regard
to the foregoing criteria. I have indicated to you individually below the
candidates from your college whose dossiers8might profitably be reviewed Vith
< respect to the kinds of information needed. v

. -
- .

Further elaboration appears in a series of memoranda written by the members

’ 2
‘.
€ S

of a selection committee in response tOjthe following request:
It would be very‘helpful to us if you could spare time to record in
. memoranda your pereeptions of the vriteria which were effective .in your ‘
recent decisions concerning the Evan Pugh appointments. You neéd not concern
yourselves with the indiwidual decisions. In obr report it wonld be inappro~
: . priate to deal with personal. career ‘histories. But your ideas on how
institutions may recognize those individuals who by their 5alents and energies
sustain sound programs of research would be most valuable. . -

4
~ .o o

Lt _ All members of the committee responded, and theif memoranda are-quoted'below.
The authors are identified only by their fields of academic ideotification, and

the order in which they are quoted is the order in which they were received:

1. Evan Pugh Professor of Agriculture: . _
) » \ ~ - ‘e
) If the various members of the committee to assist in the selection -

. of additional Evan Pugh Professors. respond to your letter, I'm ‘sure you ,
wil%/éet a valid perspective of the process. , « + If there was any .
“single limitation in the performance I believe it had to do with doubts 4
about our ability to evaluate scholarly and creative work outside our own

'? individual fields. Some appeared to feel this more strongly than others.
e . Thiss meant that as a committee-at times we had to re&y on each other and®
‘ hope that the representation was adequate.' 0f course one -could: always :
_argue about adequacy of representation on a small committée. )
The ‘task .was made somewhat,more difficult by‘tbe fact that the
‘n " ¢riteria for the Evan Pugh Professorship were rather vague. As a R 4
consequence the dossiers for the :thirty-one candidates ranged all the -
: Memarandum from Professor Stuart Patton to the academic deans, October 18, 1973. .

’ . . .




s there has been some criticism of the .final selections for the Professorships

! was in any way consulted on the appointment of Evan Pugh Professors.

. . . A .
o }f//Professor of Aerospace Engineering: . B o

. 3. Professor of Theatre Arts an&\Director of General Education in the Arts;

", glean frem them something of the scope of the candiflate's work and the

way from two-page briefs to «ery elegant in-depth presentations. In order
to enable the committee to .do a job and in fairness-to the nominees the _
comnittee sought additional material for many of the candidates. [see memo
~—L0 academic deans quoted above] . . . .. We got virtually every bit of
additional information we sought.* However, 'some nominations %ere very
‘effectively documented and -others seemed as though the néminators were
simply making a gesture. I am inclined to feel that this is an important
" wariable. . ! "
"¢, ° While I feel the committee did a good job, it seems to me that this . .
sort af thing is rather mystical and that people are being guided somewhat < s
-by unusual bits of evidence, conceptions, and misconceptions. For
example,’ one nominee received a rather ordinary, one-sentence endorsement-
‘from a Nobel Laureate. I pondered that one'ﬁzzta while. One of'the
i committee members expressed the sentiment that the field (for. example, a -
branch of economics) of one of the nominees, didn*t amount to much. I .
. also pondered that one, the inference being that there are certain academic
areas that are just inappropriate to the Evan Pugh Professorship While

in that the arts and humanities are under-represented, I do not feel that
this was because the committee found it more difficult to evaluate the
- candidates from those areas. : - W
Please note that we were a selection committee and in.no sense .a
canvassing committee. Also note that we.were asked to assist in the -~
selections, not to make them. I believe this is the first timeé-the faculty

»

- r

~

Your memo asked for perception of ‘the critexfa which were effective in
arriving "at oursrecommendations. Personally it was a combination of many
. factors which influenced my opinion. Eriefly, the factors which I considered
were: '
-~ s+ a. publicadnnsin recognized journals,
‘ b. number of Ph.D. and. M.S. can tes éupervised
. c. 6external endorsements by personn l outside the University having
'an obvious' standing in the person's field of expertise,

.

- d. activities in professional’ socleties, T .
. e. consulting and publit Services, and - : s
N . f.- invited lectures. ! , .-

¢ ' L

s : It is very dif£icult to say which of the abové items I weighed “most

¢ heavily in arriving at my own personal ’ recommendations. I can only say
that it was \a feeling which was generated.by considering: all of these. For,
example, a pegrson who has only 25 publications-as compared to someone with
100 publicatipns over the same/peripd—Impressed me more tham the lattér if .
he had, in addition to his publications many graduate theses and had been
invited to lecture extensively :

- _,«’ .
. e

v

. . *

- Of course we looked over the list .of publicatioms and creative work
but we tried to be guided not merély by the quantity, but by the evaluations
placed on them by knowledgeable people. .- . g

-

" . Letters from'other gcholars also had great weight and we tried’to'

2237




4,

"

o '. . . o |
réspect in which he was'held by his colleagues. Inevitably, we were
probably swayed by the prestige of the source of the letters. In some
cases, they came from the top people in the field and literally from : J
around the world. - .

Since so many of the files represenfed highly qualified people, I
found myself posing a question as to whether this mefaber of’ ‘the ~faculty .
had made a genuine "bresk—through" in his discipline and of what signifi- !
cance the break-through was. On-all these matters we had to rely on fhe™ '
judgments of those who were.in a- position to anW1_ i -

I think we wédre all 1mpressed too with the number and kind of students
that a candidate had. For example, Y%shen a dozen postgraduate students
travel from all parts of the world to,spend a year or two studying with one
of our faculty, one has to take notice! Some of the files also furnished

evidence concerning the success of former students of the candidates.

- - . v

In cases where I felt I had some minimal competence, I,read a'samble
of the published work, but I must say in many cases this would have been
a futile exercise for me.

'S

Professor of Sufgery: . < ~ *
It was mfﬁfeeling that an Evan Pugh Professor should be a schélar

%ho. has attained national and international recognition by his or her

contributions in reésearch. It obv1ously is at_ times difficult to sub-

stantiate this achievement, especially when deallng with a scholar in,

another less familiar field. Discussions'witd’acknowledged scholars in

opher- universities fs often helpful. The use of the Science Citation Index ..

can be- of limited help. Critical review of the scholar's work in first rate

journals &lso will help. ) # » . ’

!

- If 1s essential.to gather as uch'inforﬁation as possible from a

_ variety of sources to subgtantiate/ghe qgalificanions of the individual
under considerationi .

’

Edan ‘Pugh Professor of Physzcs.‘.
' ‘¥ —_— .\

' The cofmittee memkgrs were swamped with twenty pounds of recommendations

~for more than thirty eandidates. I believe we all read these dutifully,

and it was not difficultlweeding out one-half which sounded somewhat hollow.

The consensus between the committee members representing the liberal arts;

)

. humanities, and the 'hard sciences was almost surprising. I believe the

colleagues from the former fields held back relatively little in judging
§cientists and vice versa, as I did myself ' e v
) .
Froh\paglng through the list of accomplishments of a candidate it is .
usuarly not too difficult to appraise his ereativity, originality, and-drive
even if oné is an outsidep. Admittedly, it seems difficult to me, if not
impossible, recognize, sy, a mathematician who may have;made just one
contribution-of lasting significance in his%gpeciality. =«Such a man may go
unrewarded,rbut maybe he does not expect this anyway. 'My greatest concern
were the busybodies, maybe\brolific writers of journal articles, and grand
contract swingers, possibly on the slick Side who may not be known anymore \
. five years from now when their fads’ have faded. In bétween these extremes
we find the encouragingly good‘numbex of outstanding mén who are reéadily

23" 32 '~ o
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¢ . . .
recognlzable without much difficulty, particularly in the -hard sciences.
Those are people who have founded a schoqQl, whose original, easily
traceable work is being p1cked up at_ tens or hundreds of laboratories,
who are repeatedly asked by &ditors %o write review articles in.their
fields, who are frequently referred to in research papers. In the latter
aspeet the Scientific Citation Index, with all its known possible biases
(see some <recent letters to the editor of SCIENCE) is very helpful: If
a fellow's Papersin respeétable, strictly refereed journals are cited by
many hundreds of other scientists over the span of the past five years,
he must have made an impact on the advance of his f?eld and most likely
not because his subject is just in fashion. . In the recommending letters

had a good fiumber of favorabie comments by luminosities like depart-
migt heads and chaired professors. Although weighty, 1 took them with
[pfel-caution, as they surely were from friends and,most likely named by
the candidates themselves. 1 suggested a very rough procedure but did’
mot get through with my proposition because of too much work' involved
dand, admittedly, some awkwardness: golicit information about the standing
of a candidate some 1,000 miles away from Penn State by writing to a
handful of department ‘heads or arbitrarily chosen scientists well known
in a, field not too far from the- candidates'. This is in fact the situation
prevailing with the acceptance procedure in firmly refereed journals. The
referee is probably not a personal fr1end and may well be & greedy enemy,

but ‘most likely a sober judge.

&

In sehmary, while I seeé local recommendation by department heads or

deans as the starting point for the evaluation the most convincingjassurances

should come from peers far away if we want - to differentiate local talent

from nationally and internationally recognized schoiars. *Originality,

creativity, and productivity can also be easily attested by local peers in
a,/group of three or four to balance myopic personal positive or negative

biases.

+

Professor of Anthropology: ‘

N ' - ’ ) Rt .
It -is very difficult to catalog or quantify the perceptions of quality
for fellow academics.. There are, of course, the many very obwious
requirements of integrity; originality, etc., but these are somewhat
distinct from the meas®®®s of outstanding performance which we were-
searching for'in re1ation to the Evan Pugh-awards. )

’

“
&
=

r
has 4

In my own thinking I had.a very clear set of expectations“but found
it somewhat difficult to measure how well individuals met these expectations.-
In essence, I consider.the outstanding accomplishment in academia to be
the development of a new direction in the search of knowledge. For example,
I:would rate .thé accomplishment of ‘establishing a iew and recognized
subdiscipline to,be a much greater accomplishment than the most thorough -
of elaborations within a previous ewlstlng cognitive framework. The
establishment .of new d1rect10ns in the seeking of knowledge. may be accom-

_”p11shed by a combination of mechanisms. Obviously; men such as Einstein

pioneered whole new areas of thought from little more than 'published
frathematiéal formulae. On the other hand, some major branches of knowledge ~

-have been foinded by people who taught.but never personally published

their own thoughts. I, therefore, searched for those individuals-.who
appear to me to have founded new arbas of knowledge, perception, cognition,
etc., whether such foundations were laid primarily through ‘scholarly

- publications, through the production of Ph.D.s4 or through a recognition

of uniqueness by fel}ow scholars in the world.

. .
.
- .
' : 3,5 ’
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As, ypou know, Iama great believer in the importance pf-knowledge
quantification, but in this area I found it exceedingly difficult to
follow any one or set of production ‘indices.” -

.

-

Careful analysis of these memoranda would yield a list of criteria moré

. R o -

complex and particular than that from which the selection ‘committee began its .

. ‘ &

work. In fact, it would be difficult to devise a schématic mode of statement )

capable of reflecting the differences in emphasis and attitude whlch distinguish

% ¢
the several responées. Although these differences are }g\some instances quite
- 4 .
marked, they did not prevent the cOmmittee from arriving at recommendations

>which resulted in six new appeintments to the Evan Pugh Professorships. These

appointments were announced through the campus and the public press by the Presi-

-

dent of the University. The announcement.was‘separate from, and somewhat more

- -

generaIly newsworthy than, similar announcemetts of, for example, 188 promotions

of. faculty rank in the spring 6f 1973 and 219 promotions in rank in the spring ;

of l97@, but the impod!ant point is that the procedures,used in selecting the

- ~

Evan Pugh Erofessors is characteristic- of the evaluative concern of academfc

institutions.

[y

t- 3 o 4 ’ s
It is because of the pervasiveme®s of this concern that facugtjes tend to

respond guardedly when hovel, ‘formal particilarized modes, of appraising their

work are given prominence. Théy perce1ve themselves and their institutions as

essentially competitive, value—oriented, evaluative agents, Judgment is not

. e
. ]

.only fﬁndamental it is also constant and unremitting Néw procedures{ therefore,

r
‘can function effectively only ‘when they can be seen as suppleménting, clarifying,

b <
B

_or rendering more just and accurate the complex process by whicl the academgb
N

—
- e

community ’ itself its identified and organized ' ¢

3” - - 7: . LS . ;

Do N -
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iE;ample 2: 'Departmental versus Interdisciplinary Interests o

& ‘ 'Y - L - ~

. The opinion is frequently expressed that an individuaiﬁs success’ in wilning

- ~ *

recognition for his work within a university is influenced by the degree
™ ' . . ‘ .

¥

- ~ . :
. o L . P -

.
. R, o 2T e

.
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sdepartment. This point of view was forcefully expressed in an address by .
~ s R

-
. 3 a

-

Sidney_Sternberé of RANN (Research Applied to National Needs) at a workshop_'?

» ' -

on thvelmeent of "Incentives for Interdisciplinary Research"-at the University
of Southgrn California , July 9-10, 1974.?9' : . -‘ . -
. .
Ste:hhprg contends that "the present system of incentives on campus does '
not truly satlsfy the individyal needs of the interdisciplinary researcher. e . WY
By "interd;sciplinary researcher" ‘he-may be interpreted‘to mean the chemist

[} [

physicist, economist, etc., engaged in: pr/ﬁlem—oriented research in cooperation

e
.

with others of different professipnal identification and under administrative
~ "c
'apsplces othér than those of h1s traditlonal'academic department. The impliaation
Y e
‘is thdt academlc departments adhere so striotly to their disciplines gbat they/\

4 e R
regard successful work in a problem—oriented institute, center, or- inters~ -
- '4 3
eollege program as pneJudidial to the researcher 8 claim’ to recognition in the

- .

forps of rank, tenure, and salary. ' . : - - s )
Sternberg s appraisal of acadedic incentive syste;s is'accompanied andbl‘f .
reinfprce fhree related points of emphasis. l . .é L -
1. n important, test of the‘;alidity of research is its usefulness in . ‘
. sol@ing problems-of society, .. . . ‘

2. solution of problems of society tend characteristically to. require
'multidisciplinary approaches,

‘'

- LI : \.."\l, .-
3. -re-orientation of academic research toward emphases useful to society
. requires that departmental influences be effectively counter-balanced

-

The implication for the faculty member seeking recognitlon by his peers is that
- & - ' .

. M, - . ‘ ) v, . . »
.research with colleagues and reseirch.under administrative auspices other than

3 - S e
. > ~ “

'his own departmenf’is undertaken onlylat-considerable risk: The implication.fbr

university administrators is that the interests of research funding,may conflict

—yn

“ M - - , ‘. . ’ - . “a, )' ‘(y A .
.. W .
with some established“%&partmental prerogatiyes.‘- S « oo <
« 4
POy ’ LA = ¥ .
Tl . ! N 7 -
’ » . b . -
. .
. ;- »
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See also Robert.Straus, 'Departmepts and Disciplines: Stafis and Change,"

Science 182 (1973) . 895-98, . Q R B
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‘ - Hardvfact§ supporting or refuﬂéng Sternberg s~appraisal of departmental oo
L —. P ol .
. . . attitudes are difficult to isolate. In order to appralse the validity of the

".

’ -

question, and to test the fea51bility of considerlng 1t on a factual basis,

-
3 24
>

o n}
career records of 134 faculty members assoqiated with eleven,&nterdisciplinary

~

> Y]

. . . a
research institutes and centers at The‘Pennsylvania State Unlversitylo- were

o N e W o 4
~. . .
- -~ - N N 2N N

"~ N
analyzed in the exploratory.pattern used with‘reference to the entire university
. . . . ™~ P > N o . s
faculty on, page l8above. The results should be entitled "Rate of- Mobility of

- . .
o v - /e

Interdisciplinary Facylty chrough Ranks, 1972-1974": . - . - T T
' : 'Instructpr & Asst. ‘Prof. . Assoc. Prof. {Prof. ~ Total
N N N E) . - > s
“1972-73 3 29 Y A S 56 - 132 J o
. . , ) . * . . (. .
Promotions to ) " - ' :
next, rank , 0 (0%) 7 (247). . 4 '(9%) ’ 11 (14%)
. s > - [y : : ‘
. 1973<74 - . - 4 .or 237 ~ 42 . 56 125 - .
L . g v I3 ‘ —
Promotions to ! . T v -
next rank . 0 (0%) -~ 2 (8%2) - -6 (14%)-.'= . . 8 (11%)-

. ! -7 Ll * - .
X From thig cursory analysis- it woyld appear’ that-no markeéd difference exists,

between the career mobility of faculty memberstclearlybiaentified,with interdis-
l., ° El . /
ciplinary research and that- of the faculty as a whole. At anyiratef departmental °

=

. attitudes should not,be\issumed,to inhibit cooperative,researah tefore a thor;hgh

v 7, “ . . -— =
- . . Sa & ]
o analysis 'of the pertinent facts is available. l:elw\,/s, o )
'\ ] - : ‘ M S > o
’ - . ' ' . v R [
) ! et S ’ A e Y [ %
. ot , , T
. = T : - T r,,
. s L : . ' . o * ..
. s . -, p
lO R ,4{0’\(' o

During the years 1972—3 and l973—4 all persons included in the study_held o
academic rank in the uniVer§1ty faculty and wete commiitted to gesearch responsibil—
~ ity in one or more of the following research agencies, with salaries chasgeahle o -
) to these agencies ih proportion with the commitments. Applied ReSearch Laboratoryy
Center for Air Env1ronment Studies,/Computation Center, Human Performance Laboratory,
Laboratory Animal Resources, Institute for Research on LandAand Water ResOurces,
s Mateiials Research Laboratory, Pennsylvania Transportation and’ Traffrc Safety Center,
PR Population Issues Kesearch Office, Space Science and Engineering ‘Laboratory,

_ " Animal Behavior Laboratory. The study is baseg on information supplied by Dr. H, D.’
— Zook,‘Assistant Vice President for' Research .and Grqpuate Studies, and Ray T. Fortunato
Assistant Vice President for Personnel Administration, The Pennsylvania State
University. . . ’ . . '

. - .
* . - v




- . . — -

PROPOSALS : _ @ : : : . _
keliance upon formally egtablished standards of appraisal are natural and

B - A

- frequens in the identification and selegtion of new starts in research and for this

N

“reason the term "proposal" ha<‘come into general usage denoting a’ specific genre of |
4 .

-

“composition, one in’which are

specified the mategials, meansj agents, and objectives~
Y ".
df a. prospective investigative or ereative enterprise.
" _
support in the form of budget, facilities, and time.
. < - p

Preparation’ of a proposal-

usually implies‘a request for.
Lt may be .addressed to any per
¢ ' v » -

It is, thereforg, a request for aposﬂisalm-usually in competition with other proposals

-

——with the purpose of winning access t&_spec1fied resources.

Responsibility for judgment of proposals tends;to accrue to those persons who

have* the capacity to provide appropriate support.

-%

-

s

-

The procedures by which this

<

sons or agencies capable of providing the desired support.'

responsibility is met have been shaped by national agencies committed to the

. organization and funding of research on a very large scale.

" They are adaptable,

*

. B .

!

]

" 4 S .
* M - - M

11MemorandUm from Hersqhel W. Leibowitz, Professor of Psychology, The Pennsvlvania
State ﬁnlversity to Henry W. Sams, November 21, 1973

P N - a

- a s gy S

o
hOWever, to intra—institutional circumstances and are used internally w“fn the
. \ _ @ * . K
resources sought are at the un1versity St disposal , B
T' . The importanee attached to their formal correctness,- hetoricii strength, and
. . } )
scholarly soundness by uniyersity administrators is-reflected in thé published ' .
. . B . - . ' -
4. ¢ university policies summarized in Appendix A. ., » -
. Both at the unive?sity and at_the‘national levels evaluation of a resgarch proposal -«
involvés two broad categories of criteria: : ' . . ‘
S L _‘6 . ~ ‘ ,
"l. The 'first categoiy is derived from the canons of science itself and pertains
. - to the intrinsié quality,of the proposal ‘
2., The second category is derived from'the needs aud desiYes of society and
- pertains to extrinsic consideration such as utility, economic value, or
expanded understaﬁding of phenomena.
k- The d1chotomy is expressed in the following memorandum.1L
N To best satisfy all the requirements inheéerent in research evaluation, I feel L
) it is essential to have two leveds ,of review. The first is strictly sciengific and
Should be carried out-by peer researchers. Some’relevant :questions to be adked are:
'Will this reSearch advance the state of ,our understanding7 Is the principal , -
- 1nz€§bigator competent to carry out. the resgarch? Is-the budget appropriate ‘and
are = - the facilities adequata? What




N

RES

. of any other information, a telephone call to a study section secr

1.0 ts given to an outstanding research proposal which should not be

!

¥,

-

would be the implications of this vesearch for methodology, theory, -

'vtechnology? What is the principal investigator's past record with respect

to utilization of research funds? A large number of questfons could be
.asked. These suggestions are not -intendéd'to be exhaustive.

-

‘e ‘

The most important question is: Who'does the evaluation? From.my
experience, the quality of the evaluator is the critical factor in

. evaluation of research proposals and programs. It is at this point that Y
. the Off1ce of the Vice President of Research and Graduate Studies, which

. by virtue of its interdisciplihary nature, is at a disadvantage. Some
investigators do not welcome the broadest possible evaluation of their own
programs and if asKed might,be inclined to choose evaluators who would be
expected to be friendly and uncritical: On‘the other hand, principal , N
investigators are in a position to recommend relevant'referees. 1 would

suggest that both the principal investigator and, the immediate supervisor, .
i.e., chairman director of laboratory or center, etc., be asked to submit

' names, ‘of possible evaluators including, specifically, individuals who are

active editors of major Journals in that particular field. Sdnce the journal

editors are the ultimate arbiters of quality, the availability. of these

names either as referees themselves or sources of additional referees will
automatically tend to broaden the base and competence of the-evaluation team.
his procedure will undoubtedly involve some:* paperwork but there is’

simply no substitute”for evaluation by. campefent éontemporary peer researchers.

s

- »

-
.

iy There are a number of glternate sources for reviewers. The National

" Institutes of Health, the National Institute of Menﬁal Health, and the .

National Science Foundatidn- regularly publish lists of their advisory :
panels who have been carefully selected 'fqQr theif knowledge of the state-
- of~the-art. These, panels meet-regularly;~edtcate’ each other at review

. meetings, are continually ekposed to the broad spectrum of activity in a

given field, and develop internal guidelines which are helpful in pre-
dicting the probable success of a research proposal. In addition, the,~
names, of the executive secretaries'who are familiar not only with current
groups, but ef past members of boards, are also published In the apsence
ary
srepresenting a given discipline®should be adequate. to provide imber of
qualified.referees. The format for the applicant as well ag the evaluators
‘should be standardized and the possibility of financial compensation for .

) outside referees should be considéred

3 ® ' -
L] . o . ©

Following the procedure used by government agencies, a rating of"’

-

!

denied. A ratipg of 2.0 indicates an adequate proposal, while a 3.0 rating
preditts that the researchwwill be df some value and could be awarded if

* funds are available, 'etc. The numerical value of the ratings should be

tied to qualifying statements for the benefit of those not familiar with the
system. his method 'provides a quantitative technique for summarizing ) ..
and compating the reactions of dlfferent evaluators, and’ {it] facilitates
wprocessing by the administration. ~ .

m . -
Py

The second level of review should take fnto account nontechnicdl factbrs-«
such as the value'of the research to the state and to the national interest,
the® educational‘benefits=of the program, and other factors which are important
in the overall reseatch picture. For example, I have always argued that a -
higher priority should. pe giveh to young-'investigators who are ati& critical
stage dn their career and for whom the availability of research funds is
probably ‘the mast important ‘single factor determining their future productivity.

L . ‘ .
: - 38 - . ' e
; o 29 Y. _ o
[ 0 o - ’ :
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While large sums of federal research support havg been a ilable to researchers
) in mental health and science, our cQlleagues in the /Arts and Humanities have
. Mot enjoyeds the benefit of support from a generous government. Clearly ) .
some, priority should be given to ‘those areas within the Uniyer51ty ~comminity .
for which the external funding is rot generally available. I would believe *
that ‘this higher order evaluation and priority assignment can be’ carried r e
out by a committee or.board drawn from on-campus personnel The, ipclusidn
) of distinguished outside members such as those who serve-on the board of
. the Applied Research Laboratory, distinguished citigens, retiréd professors e
- . and administrators, etc., would- obviously be helpful in broadening the base
for these critical decisions. . . '

4 R i R *

\ Theoretically, these two levels of consideration ate distinct. They are

7y ‘
diffetrent in the ‘'sources of their criteria and 'in the selection~of agents dypable

of applying the<criteria accurately. They are capable of producing mutually

-4

contradictory judgments; for example, a particular proposal may be found admirable -~
PR ".on intrinsic grounds, but pragmatically infeasible. On the contrary, regsearch of -
1mmediate practical value may be deferred or rejected because it does -not elicit 3

% " the distinctive skills of a particular Bcientist or group of scientists. .-
~

~

3 Although°yalid theoretically, he distinction, generally speaking, is not .

reflected in‘adpigistrative structures and réSponsibilities. In the operations

- -, o - -
. .

of universities, committees are not partitioned in_accordance with’intrinsic -

[ . [ . S e
; : . oL <
» and extrinsic considerations. ‘The two sets of values pertain at all levels, ‘
including that‘pf the duthor .of the proposal,, Emphases vary with circumsfances, -

. ! s . .
. but there is no'exclusive identification of intrinsic criteria with the bench .

scientist or of extrinsic criteria with "higher" administrative authority. - .,

- .

" This observation is borne out by :the fac.that when criteria for the appraisgl
b )
\ 7pf proposals are formall‘ codiﬁied boﬁh intrinsicand extrinpic considerations
M o
. ' ? ¢
are present. When research appraisal assumes an official or judicial stance, it

at . ‘4 L &
inultagipusly assumes both orders of responsibility. . W
L . . - - . U

Applied Research Laboratory . t . .o .- ,

-

An example of’this combinabion of concerns ig ‘the practiCe of the Applied

N Resean§; Laboratory (ARL) of The Pennsylvania State University in the administration -

.of its Exploratory and Foundational (E/F) Research Program, which involves annual %@
PR o ~ ) . - =, ) ' / . -
. ‘ 035 ,
- [ o n




* &

. appraigais and-ranking of from«forty to riginal proposals<§nd proposals"
s . o . v,
- for renewal with the purpose of fundiﬁﬁfhs m@ny of them as are acceptable and »
. )

as reigurces permit——currently about onne-half of the.total. All proposalﬁ?deriVe
T . - A . - s .

\ T ,from inside the University and some, afe developments, or “spin 6ffs," from the

-

D .-

central investigative and developmental programs of fhe Laboqgtgry itself. Pgo-~
. posals are invited annually.‘ Proposals from engineering,.mathémhtics, and comput
:),

3
*

science tend to.predominatef but projects in biophysics, speech and (speech patho
have been funded and no area of interests is categonically excluded Financial

1
-

support of the Applied Research Labpratory is 8upp1ied chiefly by the United States

Navy . . . o7 -

Ot . The appraisal of proposals is conducted in accordance with a statement of
4 . -

»,,

2

."Method and Criteria"gyhich has ‘evolved since the inception of the program in 1957.
" ’ Ihitially the procedure included a review and discﬁssion of all proposals by a

t

panel composed of the executive committee of the Laboratory, the director of the

. .t v M,
Laborﬁtory,'and seven divisionak officials all of whom were qualified by technical
x
Cr—— . 't
"knowledge nd experience. In practice these dispositions were found to beﬂtimer

o . 3 R

consumjrig and susceptible te-contentfousness, leading to co‘promise decisions.
In easingiy, the responsibility of arriving at an initial rank ordefing of all

proposals has been‘delegated to oﬁ%gmember of the panel12 vho undertakes from'his
own point af view to study all,proposals anﬂ:to apply the a;reed-upon:criteria
as equitably as his understanding of the Several proposdls allons. Consistenz

« ~ )

- . with thé criterioft of pertdnence’ ta mva-'l‘interésts, thig reviewer‘has estghlished

Z;ﬁmunication with the Naval Sea'SystemgyPommand. The ranh ordering.of proposal? .
that he makes after con;ultation then becomes éround'for budgetary decision by e )

- = the Director of the Laboratory,_whose decision, based fon appropriate qonsultation

‘ = . ® . ® fx

wi‘g/gssociates, takes the form of agﬁefinition of/Cutivff pointrin the ranked list

S -
N fea - v » < “ .
“ e o

' . of proposals. . : . ‘ R }/‘ . . -

L)
- -

@ P P S
.

PR

, " It is typical that the conduct of. thig program mdintafns at the operational \\
level of researgh respOnsibility a cdgcern for scientific quality on the ote hand
- e T N\ ' Lo~ l MY ' ’ L
> . . .
12Dr Mileé T.‘Pigott, Professor of Engineering Research Penn State UniVersity.,

ERIC - - S a4 e e
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' ' - . @ " _ : -
. and for externadl, mission-oriented interests--in this instance the interests
of the United States Navy--on the other. . Delegation of detailed decisions’

4 °

to administrative authority within the Laboratory has the effect of reducing

” . e . R

the emphasis on advocacy of scientific specialisms and of reinforcing ‘A
emphasis on quality and relevance2 Naturally, the annual publicatiohn ofx . .
decisions on proposals is a{matter of general idterest throughout the .
Laboratory and the University Administrative responsibility~is Subject . =

> 4 . e * o Ed

*to the.tolerance'of Tt constituency. It is assumed that ‘the procedure , -

could not.long survive the effects.of judgments perceived as being in error.

o, ®

4o . - .

EXHIBIT I. - <,

Method and Criteria Used to Evaluate Research Proposals
.- Submitted to ARL's E/F Program .

M . . A .

- The' evaluation of a research proposal is nepessgrily subjective. However,
unless the evaluating is gone systematically, proposals can possibly be scored .
high or low for wrong reasons, and, moreover, the final score”can be a function
> of the passimg mood of- the evaluator In order to insure against these pos-
sibilities, a philosophy_ adgpted’ and a method and criteria were formulated
: to help assure tha& the EY rogram finally drawn woul@(conform to the philosophy. -
N i
The adopted procedure is to assign numbers according to how Well the pror-. »
posal meets five-different criteria,ssum the firat four sets of numbers, and '
.multiply the sum by the fifth to get ‘the, score The criteria, the assigned
) numbers, and-the rationale follow. . ] . . _

1. 1Is there a student’ who is’ currently receiving E/F support and who needs to
continue into the nexe fiscal year? r

- . N

, If'yes, 5 points I .

If no, ~0 points ‘ . - ‘ e ¥
Rationale: The research is,of value to the sponsor and to ARL“only if
pursued to,a conclusive completion. Also, the support is of most valuye to -
Penn State's gradyate program if thete is continuity and stability for the s
gradua£9 student. [Renewal of a project beyond a third year, however, would Ca
» - be unusual, the normal and expected period of residence for students seeking
an advahced degree,being about three years.] : i
' - PR - '
2 2., Nhé?e is thé administrative base for the research? . ' '\ T W
If external to ARL - 0 points in case’no graduate student is identified

. PRI P ' . W K

‘ . l;boint in case a graduate student_is identified e

s ~ . N Lo
2 - f L] < ?
Provide c - - : - M *
. e - . . ..

P
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proposal rejected if no graduate student partici-~
pation 18 intended
If internal to ARL - 3 points in case it is a degree program
N 1, 2, or 3 points depending on the considered
* value to ARL and to the principal investigator
.o i in case the research does not support a degree. o
'program ) p

' The research is considered to be internal to Aﬁ%?if the principal )
- investigator owes more then 50 percent of his administrative allegiance to
. ARL or if the student is a full-time regular employee...

-

L ]
Rationale:

First, there is strong sentiment beth with the sponsor and

the

with ARL's staff that high priority should be givem to basic research,
need for which has grown from the principally sponsored work. Thus a
definite advantage is given to ARL proposals, provided the value of the
research is visible in °the’ proposal. Within this criterion, -an incentive
of 1 point is given to external proposals in Wwhich a particular student

-

has been named. .

Of how much value is the research to the U.S. Navy? .

‘- -

0 to*S points, depending on judgment;

Jby rejection of the proposal ‘

’

Rationale:

of this criterion need be written.
L. T

What is the quality of the work proposed?

0 to 5 points, depending on gudgment.

An assignment of ‘0 is accompanied

‘

»

Because the u.sS. Navy pays for the research, no justification

’ - -

»

Rationale.

AdJeCtheS such as sign1ficant or trivial definite or vague,

. specific or too general, sound or unsound are applied

Criterion #3 needs a

check point,

A topical area and' a proposed problem in general may be of high

value °'to the U.S. Navy, but [that is not good unless the approach is sound and _
the task has been narrowed to Something accomplishable in a reasonable time.

¢

What .is the probability-of success?

. . - )

A4 t

”

"Sum the points from criteria 1 through 4 and 4pply a multiplying factor
, between 0 and 1 ¢o the sum, the factor chosen according to judgment.

. Rationale: The conclu31ve completion of a project requires that the
. b . ‘workers be competent and diligent. e competéncy and dilégence. of the prin-~

cipal investigator-4nd of his student are considered in light of the degree
<. of d1fficulty of the proposed task. o N
. . A - @ *
An example of the -determination of the final score is shown by substitution
of typical nymbers into a formula,

. N

L . v N ‘ N

N . " A e .
‘ : ’ 53 472
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, points from PR points from probabilit;'

Final score = _ criterion + ... + ... + criterion x of . -
A S _ #4 success o
. ) ) P v . } _
= [5+1+3+4]x06 - .
= 7.8 o o ‘
h

As it has'developed, the procedure has come to embody qualities which give
- T S

# viabilitx in the University:

-

-«

. Research prejects are sharply defined. )

. ~ Each is annually reexamined and evaluated. .

.- The agents responsible for judgment have immediate knowledge of the

technology, persons, and circumstances of all proposals. .

. The provisions designed to maintain equity are persuasive. N

. .The program encourages new talent and supports graduate instruction.

f s »
The fact that a progedure has proved acceptable to the peoole who are affected

v b~ W

by it is no small item in the question of its worth. Criteria camnot be absolutes.

’

Authority accrues to evaluative procedures through time and on the basis of detailed

L] . »

experience. : .

-~

ﬁesearch Initiation Grants; Pennsylvania State University

- . '

3

. Parallel withithe Exploratory and Foundational‘awards made bﬁ‘fhe Applied

Research Laboratory is a program administered by-tthe Vice Presidént for Research

and Graduate Studies of The Pennsylvania State University and‘referred to as

.
B

-

z a

regearch initiation‘grants. Under this program, proposals are invited aﬂnually

from all colleges and administrative divisions of the University, but with the

restriction that .all applicaé%s must be faculty members with accumulated service

¥ ’
.

LI,

time in the‘University'of-less than three yeats. " The primary function.of.the

proéramuis to encourage new facu}ty members to.define and organize their activities

.

in.xesearch without delay. . . - -

. - i“.s..

Resources are limited' total funds available fer a typical fiscal year are ‘
,slightly in excess of $100,000.. Grants range in magnitude from about $2, 000 to

/
‘about $5,000 for the year .~ Under the time limifations which apply, renewals are

LY




* ' . .
infrequent. Funds’may be used for graduate assistants, travel, wages, and
: e ;

construction of equipment. They may fiot ‘be used for faculty salaries or for the

. y | ‘ _ L

rsplacement of faculty members who,wish releaged time from their normal instruc-

tional dutiesy nor may they be Gsed for.sec&etaiial salaries. -

- - N

N} . L. )
he initial selection-of proposals is made within Penn State's several

R -

colleges. Each college is mllowed a fixed maximum number‘of proposals, the '

[

number being proportionate with the size of its faculty. The»tbtal number of -

‘proposals sent forward" from tﬁq colleées each year is nifiety, approximately
three times the number which can be- funded.. The largest college faculty
~ o : ' *

(the Liberal Arts) may.submit as many as twenty proposals; the smallest

o

{Business Administration) may submit no more than three. The ptoposais must be

rank ordered within the college before they;are submitted for judgment by a

University-wide committee.- .

-

The selection committee is a subcommit%eé of the Administrative Committee on
v ' - . ‘
. ) Rééearch, a, group composed of associaté deans for)research of all the colleges, dir- k

L o

ectors of research institutes, and the staff of the Office of-.the Vice.PreQident

for Research and éraduate'Studieg. The, subcommittee of four or five members is

N appointed annually from among the members of this group.

v

-

\ The stated criteria by which the subcommittee seleets the proposals which

are to be funded are as follows: - - " - .0 .
1. scholarly merit, Co T ot R L
. 2, potential benefits to the investigqtor and to the University, and ’ )
3. contribution (direct¥or indirect) to the graduate program. .
‘. The- subcommittee is not enjoined to retain the proportionate distribution ¢ -

among colleges reflected in the quotas of/proposals.. Nor does the4s&bcpmmigfee .

.

undertake to revise the rank ordering of proposals as they are sent forward from
' EY . . .

"the colleges. . C e o ”

N - . ’ »

;

The éppraisai of competitive-propoéalq within the colleges ang\their initial

:.radk ordering is accomplished in a variety of ways iq the several colléges, but -

- »
~ ‘. »

3 ° .
v . a o -
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i ’ ' S : .
always with participation of a committee of faculty meﬂﬁers elected or otherwise
' . 7 . b . R ‘ -

chosen “from among the applicants' professional. associates. The procedure is, .

.

» )

therefor%e duplicative of the reviews by professional peers characteristiE'of the ’

national funding agencies, but it is different in th;t it, {s local and immediate.
. d h ' 4

-

1t provides wppoxtunity for the younger faculty member:to familiarize himself with

the procedures of research buogeting,l3 but with the qualificationp of access to his

-
- .. L [ 2

judges and of advice and agsistance from his colleagues within his department and

.o £ »
.

N
: o . 7

A - - »

his college.

s

"Research -initiation" is a phrase of dual significance in that it refers both

. i . « <4
to the orgapized support of new research "starts" and to the encouragement and
s up

training of neophyte’investigators. Continuation of projects begun under this

program r:quires performance which may be judged to qualify £he investigator for .

support from other resources within the University or.from outside.” This aspect
. \ . . . 4

of the program, although the 1imitations it imposes are stringent, emphasizes a’
. g . 5 . . N

valid point:

0

the basis of local reputation alone.

responsible and continuing research activity cannot be sustained on

- oY v -

In order to command the resources necessary

_to hlp work, including the disposition of his own time, the individual must seek

., a R

and respect -the judgment of his.professional peers, whatever their direct and per-

sonal relationship, or lack of relationship, with him may be. The necessity for

N - +

or. of otherwise giving effective public corrency to finished work, is’

- .

publication,

.clear . o ’ ‘ : z ' . s ;

BN

13See Exhibit 2, a "Check List “for Preliminary Proposals," effected at
Pennsylvania State University on February 8, 19741 PP 26-33 ' . .
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. : . EXHIBIT 2, B o
. . A . - ¢ -
L ‘ »'l Suggestions for preliminary proposals o
) (Limited to PrEliminary Proposals Not“Requiringaa.University Signatufe) v

’ i Y . -

+ Early communication between proposal writers and prospective sponsors is
‘encouraged, including the submission of preliminary proposals not requiring
University, signature. From time to time problems have emerged in the negotia- .
. tion of formal grants and cogtracts because of commitments--intentional or
uynintentionalp--made by the faculty member in the submiBsion of a preliminary,or~
2 informal proposal. . ) .

"In most situations, observance o tRe items in the following check Jdist .
should eliminate or at least m1nimize the\need for substantive changes between
the preliminary and formal versions of a proposal,

4 1. In estimating the budget,:include both fringe benefits and indirect costs .
at the current levels--call the contracts office. Prior approval from the
cognizant vice president (continuing education, instruction or research) »

. * must be obtained before other rates are used. }
3

2. It is expected .that the budget of a sponsored project will be adequate to
cover all direct and indirect costs. For example, salary'costs for the
principal ihvestigator and other faculty and support staff should be included

. in amounts commensurate with their time commitments to the project.
. - » LI 4 . N
: 3. Both the narratiVe and the budget sheet (if included) should state -that this

document is a preliminary’ proposal which has not been approved by ‘The Pennsyl-.
vania State University and that an official proposal will be provided on request,
4 ‘Budgets in summary form are recommended detailed hudgets.should be avoided, .
although they may be an important step for internal planning purposes.
. 4, Before submitting a preliminary proposal to a foundation, check with the Penn
. State Foundation office for current informatior on the foundation of interest to -
o you regarding recent contactsvby PSF representati es and other proposals submitted
recently. . . v . ) .
. = s 7
5. Formal proposals for programs involving long-range commitment of resourceslby
Ce the University must be approved by the President {policy regulatipgns issued
. July 7, 1972). Preliminary proposals for such programs must also be approve’
- by the’ Presidgnt if they exhibit one or more -of the following characteristics:

] 3 a budget .of $l million or more for the total duration of the proposed program;
b. - the establishment of a center,.institute, or laboratory;

S cs the use of University lands; .y - ’
= » ' d. the establishment of new academic discipline areas or the establishment of
2% - " new degree programsj .
p €. the employment of dew tenure track faculty;
- - ¢ f. the commitment of" ne¥ monies‘°from the University as matching funds. Advance
. ‘approval should also be obtained from the «cognizant academic administrator
before committing matching monies which ‘are part of an existing department, -
o college, or: established interdisciplinary unit budget. . . .

3

4 6. Informatioﬁal°copies of preliminary proposals for programs ’in Continuing Education

. =z ) should.be sent to the Vice President for Continuing Education.. i
— o/ .

- . -

" » -

°©




PROJECTS IN PROGRESS: . , '
It is unusual for univetsities 'or their.colleges or departments to make.

P

formal provision for review oﬂjresearch projects while they are in progress:

Exceptions may be found, especially where extensive funding for research is

-

available within the resources of the-institution, but the intramural "site visit",

¢ - . 1]

. ‘ <Q * i . >
is extraordinary.  Informal exchanges of information and advice_ occur, but‘except [7

°
)

for situations involving illness or palpable délinquency. they are neither official
nor compulsory. The investigator who does not invite attention to the substantive

~

issues of his work is unlikely to have attention thrust upon him._ ApaFt from the

management of his funds, which is strictly supervised, his work in his.labof%tpry

or office’can be as free from intrusion as he\wishes to make it \

! [, ¥

This 1ndependence extends from the time of funding of the proposal to the o

~

v &

°

-~ ’

“*%‘time of anplication for renewal or publication of results. Administrative officers,a

including deans 8&pecifically concerned with reseatch,'refrain/from Surveillance,of'

. . N B \ . . . e

ongoing proﬁects and from\ény participatiop in ongoing projects other than that

»

which justifies itself on the basis of mutualfinterest and expertise.
Publication or announcement of work in progress--usually with brief designa-
- - v s g.,:
tions of Tesearch tobics, identities of researchers, and sources sf funding--serve a’

)

yroll call function. They{are‘msre freduent and more methodicsiiig_gieiqs tending

toward application, such as agriculture}anq engineering, than in the mpre'disci- \

T
) .

pline-oriented fields. ° - ‘ ' 2L e

o External announcement ‘6f work in progress also varies from field to field

‘ h N 7
The,Science Information Exchange (SIE), whigh is basdd on proposals, Provides

. L , -
extensive information on projects ﬁunded frommgovernmental sources and within the.

- v ’ (
. fields of its covetage. The Current Research Information System (GRIS), maintainei by
» B4 D
the Department of Agriculture, functions similarly within its fields, but with a more

cogplex system for information retrieval and for updeting within ‘the active history %

“of projects. ,The Americ Society‘for'Engineerin&xtducation‘annually publishes P

a comprehensive list of active projects."Researches'in education are™ reported
o “*See Appendix C on administration of WARF funds at the University of Wisconsin.

EK PP , e 37 / :
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- ’ . ~ . .

through the(EQucatioqal Research Information Centers (ERIC).” In humanigxic fields, )

) N , [N
fe

work in pfbgress is rgported on a voluntary basis and with less comprehensive

\
.

coverage. ' ¢ om
EXS
. Ead

Announcements of work in progress do not imply eQaluative,judgment beyond’that

4 ‘ 3

of the decision to provide funding, nor do they characteristically provide sufficient
) - ) oy . N
detail: to support informed judgment. ' The evaluagiyé criterion they serve is that '

B S -

of redundancy: they can be used to avoid wasteful duplication og work. They may

also. prompt coéﬁunication between researchers of complementary intérestsg But

3

except as indications of general activity throughout a field or a research agency,

they have little evaludtive significance. PR ) . . o -

& N ,’ i
Whether the individual researcher derives comfort or concern from his

ol <
¢

O . ?
 independence is, to a degree, a matter of temperaﬁént. Bqt% responses are
Justified. It is comfortable for the researcher to work according to his own

. <
a . . L

[

° ' +
promptings and w@thqpt the embarrassment of intitusive surveillance: But the ) .

' -

implication qf a deferred showdown, in which whatever success or failure ﬁhy

-
o

<«

.~ accrues belongs clegrly to the investigator hiﬁéelf; is basis for qéncefn aiso.

* ~The showdowns do oécur, alehough not always p£omptly. *They take the form of.

’ . o ¢
-

- tangible respbnses. < v o - .

a.” from competent officials and funding agqpcies upon application for renewal
of support or for suppott in a new proposal /
b. from editors and referees upon submission of results fon publication,
“citations and reviews, complementary or contradictory publicationsy
- professional peers see ting explanation or expansion, and assimilation into
dévelopmental programs, practice, or production; . .
c. from immediate colleagues, explicitly in terms of recommendation for tenure, '
rank, salary, work schedules,,access to working space and equipment, and
- general supportive interest;
d. from students, as indicated by their attentiVeness, quallty, prior trainingg
and achievement, and %y the degree to bhich their own work develops the
~distinctive qualitles of’ the work to which they‘are attracted:

s’

. .
All such responses are subJect tq delays, soffie more than others, but it i

a . - -

in these terms that an individual s quality is perceived as-moving from premise into

t

- $ .
. performance. The time period involved for any individual cannot ‘be precisely

’

a determined, although it is almost always longer than the two- to five-year 'éuta?:ion. .

. . . - [
L4 Lt 0 g » - . hd . ‘ /\
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. of the typical project. . . . . , *

*  Examplegl: ' E B \ . f
. gozifjengg'of working under the conditions which pertain may. be derived

. 'fron th ollowing memoranda, which were written by mén for whom such conditions
. . 1 I'd

.have been for several years matter of daily experience. They were yritten in °

»

) _response to the following request:14 o :
. Among the various ways in which indivigual research pr ojects are T b
, considered from time to time and by varioug agencies, there are none
iy which clearly indicated direet, explicit, evaluative appraisal during
- the course of the research itself--that. is, after the funding 6f the =
N project and prior to its terminal report. . d .

IS
' %

/ ‘ I refer here to in-house appraisal, but not exclusively to
in-house research. I am aware that exterral funding agencies use
site visits, but ‘I am not interested in them just here. What I am :
after is direct experience with whatever criticism, appraisal or ’
" enicouragement the researcher may encounter with regard- to his project
while it is in progress. I don't expect to find foPgal procedures or S,
- o organizations. There is some reason to suppose, ho:§§er, that informal )
" exchanges of considerable ortance do take place--some of them with
# immediate colleagues and siﬁg\others with professionéi'colleagues at 8 .

. other.institutions. ‘ ' -
JFirst Response::~l§ . . L. . . : ! .
\ ) There are ‘two distinct categories of response to your question. First
. .+ of all, granting (as opposed to contract) agencies such as NSF, NIH,and -

., NIMH, do not, to my knowledge, engage in any monitoring of research progress
- whétsoever. They. do require an annual report, but as far as I know these
- -’ are simply filed. Administratively, the people in Washington who receive’
: A these reports and with whom the in vestigator ‘has coptact are not qualified
- °°  to judge their scientific merit. The Scientific input must come from the
_study section members who are already so busy with the current batch of
~ proposals “that they would neither have the time nor the inclination to
+ - ’ monitor progress $eports or engage in any additiona intera on.
- Te The only appraisal or scientific intefaction would be when the
' aapplicant applies for renewal.wagenewals must contain a progress report -
and this is considered very seriously in connection with any request for
B B édditional Mnds. However, once the funds are awarded, there is almost
o nothing the principal_ investigator could do which would affect‘the previously

’

-

.authorized support. » ‘ §§§ 4 .
. B . - . v Sﬂ‘ N - PR \ 'M° . e ‘.’
S T . T SR, ’ I S
. Memorandum.from Henry- W. Sams, August 14 1974. RO \ - = s 2,
5 _ 15Memorandum from Herschel W. Leibowitz, Professor of Psychology, The Pennaylvania 4
» State: UniVersity, Augtist 16, 1976. o . B . . re
. . Ot ™ e
e o , oy y/ L . - 3 A
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This procedure contrasts sharply with that of government cod{ractrtype )

agencieg. The contract monitor becomes aiSemi—active participant and ,not

only monitors the research, but in some cased makes scientific inputs which
' may change the coursé of the progrem. In.one extreme casey the ‘Behavioral
Sciences Laboratory of the Army (BESRL) the monitor is a co-author ‘on papers
.which result from the projects. It is "as if" 'the monitor were doing the
research himself, but lacking laboratory facilities, ?hgse are supplied:by the
contractee. . : - ~7 - .

The BESRL procédure is, somewhat unusual. In general, a contract monitor
will simply check oanfogress, enforce deadlines, and att as a friendly grand-,
father with respect to the research. . ) ]

After writing ,this material, I asked myself whether monitotipg of research-
projects .or any other interaction  during the course of a grant would be a '
‘desirable procedure. My impression is on, the negative stde.' Thefe is already
a shortage of personnel to evaluate applications, which is the mOr@leritical
decision. I also think, iﬂéline with government granting policy ( ," NSF, etc.]
that the experimenter should be free to fdilow new leads which may deviate
significantly from the original application. I recall when NIH was first
giving grants in the 1950's, this was stated explicitly by the granting agency.
I do not know whether it is explicit ,anymore, but it is certainly understood
that the principal investigator- is*free to change the nature of the program.

6& L] r. . . . .

~ In my own sigdx section-experiepce, if we had any reservations'about the
abilitydof the~prinéipa1Ginvestigatorg;o';arry out a research project, we would
reduce the number of yedrs 4f the award. . This requires the pfincipai :
—: .. investigator to red¥pply, and make a formdl progress report, §o that in effect §
» the psoéiaq {%’bg%ngvmopﬁfgrﬁﬂ, At moan 7o . : &

e TR e S e R e e L )

Second Response: e ~'- - :?gﬁg«‘&\ B :,7;;-:,‘, irl S A

o Thank you for the oépottdhft
concerning quality of resgarch, ¥ »ansy rnyquryqqéation:ap_;onciself as -
spossible, it would be my~impres§ﬁan thé in-geﬂegﬁl wheré principal invesw s
tigators en research projects are-coR rﬁea QQgré‘wﬁuId,not be an; explicit = -
evaluative appraisal-dyring the cogtgé of-the.research prior te its,termina-
tion. Having made that statemeht,

o ., o .
%ﬁg_inbu@ to,your report -to, NSF

to pr

i now ﬁe-haﬁs,l, ight qualify it with a |
number of*situations with which I/bm“fami;iar in which a départure from this
procedure occurs. ; BVCE r Y S

A

* e ‘ .@ - v Lo Y
R .. In situations where, principal investigators rq;y heavilyyoh graduate
students to perform the research function cofncident with their degree ™ ~
requirements, a‘number of departments require ‘that a formal pregentaéion
be made to a selected academi¢ committ8t°§onc§?ning the nature of the research,
the procedures to be followed, metheds of analysis, to be employed, and- some
perception as to the anticipated resikts from the program. SubSequent, to-
this preliminary proposdl’ meeting, committee meetings may be held\during the
course8f the study (usudlly at the disgretion of the principal invéstygator)

. o e, .

and of coursesa fip§1 meeting is.held to:evaluate the adequacy of the research.

>

[ [

. - . .
* . d .
N

. [ " . "’\ *. o) ’ \

16Memorandum@%§§m ArchieJ. McDopneil, professbr of Civil Engineering, Institute ..
for Research on Land and Water, Resources; The: Pennsylvania State University, T
August 16, 1974. Tt e e RN
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Although fh these situatlons it is a graduate student ‘making théipresentation, -
he is in many cases acting as a spokesman for the principal investigator,
especially if it is an-outside-funded research project. -The researcher.

. therefore has gained some significant, feedback and evaluation during the -

- course of the study.” This is a reasonably good approach but one that I

*  understand is not followed by all depgfrtments at the University.

In order to eyaluate on a timely basis the workings of our, own program'b
at the Institute, ,we make an annual evaluation of the progress of all
researchers who are funded through our programs. In this review we look .
primarily at the researchers' apparent movement toward some prestated research
goals... We watch primarily for peniods of stagnancy (which can be reflected
by lack of-publications, lack.of proposals in the area of research being™
" studied, lack.of inveqtiveness in\identifying new slants to an old problem)
but do not necessarily attempt to characterize the quality of the work being
perfg;med

<

»

'The time for ewvaluation of research ‘quality usually comes at the
. termination of a study ‘when a- technical completjion.report is prepared. All
. studies produced in our research publication series are reviewed by appropriate
! # personnel at the Institute and juﬂgments are made as to the suitability of .
the reports for publication. Of coursé subsequent peer review is always given
with publication of ,research results in refereed Journals. If, one is willing
to adopt a fairly long baselength’ of time for the evaluation of ‘the quality///
of a research profram, then review of published technical reports is a viable
method of evaluation even though the research contract may be terminated. Most
b o< " projects that we interface with are for 'durations averaging two years. However,
“. at the end of this time, and with the filing of a technical research report,
if the sponsors find it adequate to their, needs they are usually encouraged
to support further studies in the area. To my knowie&ge—no research problem , ‘' .
has been solved in one ‘two-year .period. I believe NSF functions this way in
fact I have heard that 70 -percent of their annual'research funding goes to
continuatidns of proposals or projects they have funded in the past. With .
this lengthened timebase, evdluation of the finalized research report can be
signjficant. : . i »~

In an attempt to prdmote .an evaluation of resgarch efforts during the
course of a study, we have at the Water Center adopted a policy that all, =~
. federal projects funded by us have attached to them liaison representatives
~ from potential user groups such as.the state agencies. Ve require that
ressgfchers funded through our federal program meet with these representa-

+  tives periodically so that a review of the program progress can be maintained.
.Although this is not necessa¥ily peer group review, it does keep some of_ our .
people on a realistic.track so that any potentially usablé results they may.
generate can be picked up readily and implemented.» R

. %, - V- -~

There is a %esearch situation that exists at this University that lends
itself very readlly to continuing evaluation of-. research quality prior to
termination of a refearch grant. In all the multldisclpllnary projects (those

) Jutilizing numerous princ1pal investig!Eors on a research team) that I have
. been involved with-over the years, it has become apparent that the creation of
such ‘a team effort automatically dictates a constant evaluation and monitoring
P of rindividual researchers'- efforts. This is brought about by the fact that .
1nterdependencies exist between the individual researchers, in many situations
one researcher relying on another's data input; and such imterdependencies
require that research procedures be explained and dpcumented among the individuaLs -

S




e . . .
[4 . . ; v
- 4 - . . - ’ d
.K . ! ’ g. R ~~ R . {,
: .
o T so that a body of confidence can be developed in the ultimate output. fh
a recently completed study performed for NSF RANN, the interaction ‘among
& the indiViduals was superior, leading to a constant reappraisal of

methodologies, g, continuing review of data inadequacies and finally a cross- "
pollination of expertise. from various disciplines. If properly handled

such team efforts can be éxtremely rewarding ‘and are most amenable to,

ongoing evaluatlon of research quality, since the individual researcher

must be constantly’on his guard to perform at his best ability.

-4

. : ‘ - ) ‘\
Example 7: 'The National Bureau of Standards, Institute for Basic Standargs.
\ . v = < R . . ]
. . The information summarized in this Example was derived from experiénce in
. , - - '
a national laboratory. Its pertinence to intra-university considerations derives
» Q . ’ ' )
from jts attractiveness for administrators responsible for large-scale research
. . 'Y . .
. ) activities, whether they work iniqniversities or elsewhere. Definitive, com-
mensurate evaluations of research projects apnd programs are eminently desireable
’ . C,s,
and neeessary. But the Example illustrates also the concern! by no means
-~
. «# peculiar to academic.situations, that through excessive systematization judgment

.

may become Procrustean. e
’ =

. -+
- . R . e .

« . During the’epring of 1974 thegprpcedure described below was tested exgerimeetally
at the Indtitufe for Basic Standards at ﬁouldgr, Colorado, a laboratory of the
Netidnal Buread of standards (NBS). It js the'prpdect of planniné and investigation
under the difecpion of Joﬁﬁ T. Hall, Chief, Manegeme;t and Organization Divisiog,'

National Bureag of Standards, and it is to Dr. Hall that we are indebted fef

< ]' o ) . * .. N
. information on the progress of the study. : .

. r -

The prOJect was initiated and its outlines stated in a“draft document entitled
D )
“"Prospectus for Exgeriment in ProductivityaMeasurement" (April 11, 1972) ) From -

- N ~ - o, 233

this prospectus it is apparént that in agﬂition to ks own concern £@r accountability

in all its operations, the NBS was subject fo inquiry from such agencies as the

‘ . - - . ’ .

~ Officeqof Maﬁagement-and deget, thé General Accounting Office, and the Civil

Service Commission. Prior to Ehe\institution of this project NBS's response to

- -

such inquiries had been that its activities jn qeseérch and debelopment were’ not

° . e .

susteptible to measurement. Tﬁis response, %ccording to che_prospedtus,‘ﬁah"derived

: ‘ . . TN
CompleFe@ December 16 1974: Productlvit Measurement in R & '
erime




. S « A\ [y}
intuftively from what we assume would be tlfe results of any attempt to
/ , ¥ . - .

. . (!i - - ' N . .'
measyre our products" and appears for the time to have been.accepted,

-

P .
- Py -

# "though reluctantly."
) - - : . ., . . '.
. The investigation was bégun with the understanding that no satisfactory

»

sfstem for measuring.the productivity of research programe haﬁ previously |
been’ developed and that:"application of meeheds ﬁor deberilnation ef
fefearch activity is quite d:fferenF from that ﬁsed fdr dor ‘conventiénal
aetiyitieé" (Prospectus, p. 6).  More speci ically,’ the prefOSed system

\
»

.
d . 3

shouid:

1. take cognizance of qualitative and subject[ive] elements of the
work,
2. consider social and economic impact of the vbrk as well as its °
téchnical quality, o
. .3. establish objectives and schedule mileStones against which results
s may be appraised, and .
4. provide a'Eechnique for evaluating and normalizing the measurements
. themselves. . . . "y

a

The subjects of the experiment were to- be résearch programs (collections

of research pifjecfa)wwithin,the operations of ‘the NBS and would be resfricted)«

.
’
. ~

for reasons of timeiand staff, to a maximum of eighf§prégrams. However,
for purpose of te%é;ng the evaluation procedure, all twenty-eight programs

in the five.divisions of the laboratory“at Boulder were included. The
chiefs of the Eﬁve technical divisions of the laboratory at Boulder

'participated actively in the development of the criteria and procedures for

-

evaliation which were-to be applied to the programs under thein supervision.

Their active coope&ation, and that of their staffe; was an essential condi~

tion of the experiment., :

The division chiefs are themselves technicaI experts, generally familiar

- ., -

with each of the program areas and accustomed to the\formal and informal

. acgretion of value judgments with resgpect to re;%arch iﬂ_theirown divisions.

.
N j
. o
.

P
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. . ° .‘ ’ .
The situation which emerged in the course of the experiment was ndvel,
S ! P

- however, in qq?tf'ﬁtthhﬁha;diieqtof'dﬁ the laboratory, all fiVe of the

divisional chiefs were involved .in formal evaluatfon of each other's as
hY R .

-

4 -

.

» well asg of their oﬁn programs. ; .
ler LN

* The review applied to brograms in progress ‘on a continuing basis.

-

&

~Projects still*in'ﬁrOposal stage\aqd others complete or nearing cbmplepion

might entér intq\the exahination, but the central focus:ﬁas efi activities

.o, . ’ N - . ‘o
whose outcomes were ds yet unknown and in which problems remaﬁngéﬁé:\ifoblems.

£

The review wds therefore cbmﬁgrable f% timing with’ that which occurs wﬁzhws‘

investigators propose renewal or extensiod of projects approaching the =~ -

.
%

end of their initially.defined'terms. Concern for this‘emghasis and gocus

[}
s

is apparent in the nature of the concise set of criteria deviséd for the

evaluation.. The criteria are here quoted in the formt’ “n which-they

were initially and- experimemtally applied.{

-

»

3

»

nf“ﬁ&' : . L ¢ - b N ) o
17See Exhibit 3, pp. 46.. This form remains unmodified in the fimal reporg.
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SR ' ' EXHIBIT‘3- N IR
. ) : * Criteria” for Evaluation: Vaiue Analysis ' T ’
3 _ N .o y "/
. . Program . } C , ) > - . "
' » . N A - Y . '
. +  Presenter s . ) . <. . o -
. . e X N, , .2.0
- . e ‘ )
soce | N
K - , ' : 2 3 F =8
1. RELEVANCE TO NATIONAL NEEDS : . Y
9 - . ! . S ,
. " .v‘ a. Primary legislative responsibility: . . . . . . e e e e
A Does” the program promote national capability-for . ( o
‘ physical measurements to the acctracy or precisidn !
needed? T ] L . . .
b. National goals and needs of society: e .t, v e eme T l

Are the significance and urgency of the' problems -
addressed great in terms of their impact on the

2

- nation? o &7, . ‘ ;

v . \ . \
\‘\_ Ce Payoff: o v v % v v v e e e e et e e e e S e e e et
. Are the anticipated outputs significantly edter :

than anticipated inputs? : . .

. . - ] . s
.d. Leverage. G e e o e e o 4 e s s e s s e e e % e 0 a0 & e
. Can NBS have a unique and substantial impact on .. v .
) ‘ the problem? Who is waiting for the results? S ..
_. “What will they mean to him? P : ot ‘
.. - 2. INSTITUTIONAL HEALTH . S S e -
a. Probabilaty of "success: . . i“. e e, l e v e e e 4t

Is the problem, well analyzed? Does past performance :
point toward success? To what extent is the field oL ‘ , .
ripe for exploration? '

* )

. b. REBOUICES: .+ + o o o o o o o o o & one s e e .o N N
Do the funds, leadership’“and technical capabilities cx e
« exist: to support suth a reséarch effort? . i
* ) . Lo N ° . . T
. . c. Techmical merit: . . . . « o .fe M0 oo v v ool j
LY - :_ at is the technigal quality of. the output? Boes, - e S e »‘3
S ’ {the program.enhance NBS stature? Does the program
- ~ draw from or'contrioute to ot?er fields? - )
‘ dm Staff welfare: o ¢« « « « o+ & S e e e e e ¢
% ' Is there opportunity for -desirable individual growth?
‘ . Development of new skills? Opportu ity for i
L scientific contribution?' ] v L
, ! ’ ° . 3 ) e
* 3. Rate the quality of ty pMesentation: ™ .« o v 4 4 . 4 o4 o. s o. . .
¢ .,vwz ’ ' ~v_ .
4. Rate the extent to ‘which the quality of the presentation may RS
- have effected your evaluatfon: . . . . . «= N T T
t - * > g
. .5. Rate your_t technical knowledge of thé field or program area -t .
.. covered in;the-presentation. e e o e% e s e e e e N
Q :

R ‘ - . , . o

v
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The procedure used was that of oral pfessntation by first-line supervisors

"addressed to NBS's executive board and other officials, including the five

=, divisiefis chief? athl the~director of the laboratory. SuperviSors had- been informed -
. - - N ‘ - .. ' 0
of their responsibilitiy to make the presentations eight to ten weeks prior to the
\ . - - ) L
{ ’ ‘e
time at which they were scheduled. Somé statistical handouts were prepared, as

« were such aids .as, slides, flip-charts, and otherneihibits. 'Approximately twenty

minutes were scheduled,for each presentation, with time for questioning afterward.

The seven members of-the reviewing panel marde the form independently, and

-~

+

. 4

,' the results were ‘tal>ulated. No weighting scheme was. use?d, Several plausible
- welghting schemes were tentatively applied to the data after they were tabulated,
.4 . s
\\__\Eut no significant change in the_ genera® ranking of prograﬁs occurred because.of
< . - . . .

.-, 'dhe different schemes. - At the present stage of the investigation, it appears.
’ 4 ¢ .
o "unlikely that weighting will prove useful. . . ) :
' ' ¥ ‘A,
°, . Although this particular 5pplication of the reviewLng procedure was'explititly

intended to test the means of measurement and not to measure the programs themselves,

the'experimental results prompted an immediate revision of organization within the”

-~

laboratory, including the actual closing out of some activities. Inuﬁhis instance,
; ;,.,‘ at aéy rate; the people in the programa proved attentive to the results of their
own review. The respbnse suggests that the people immediatelyeinvolved penceived_ -
the réview procedure as having validigy. 3 - ‘ AN . N ' '

Responsible administrators of research in a university situation proved,‘when’ .
4 N . B - - ’R v-’

.

questioned about the Boulder experiment, to be less sanguine. They invited

.

-« -attention to the following qualifying cifcﬁmstances‘ o L N
1. ‘The Boulder revihw 1nvoIVed componints of a tbtal research pfog?am -
. . funded under a single annual appropriation. The characterf#stic research
— program of & university,gor of one of its colleges, is an amalgam of " -
i . .. projects individually fuﬁded and budgeted, and capable of great diversity.
o s 2. 'Interrelationships among persons, from benqh scientist to diréctor, in a
- ldboratory like that at Boulder are.of.a line and staff order, with a
specific sense of common mission:in researeh. In a university the .
" . hierarchy of research authority is related primarily torintellectual

®

- .




-4

disciplines and, only secondarily to pggbiculax,idv:;:igative missions. l8

.This, difference arises from-the commitment of the university to instruction.

. The importance which in a university may be attached to these distinctions is

apparert in-the follozing paragraph from a memorandum (June Mi l974) written by

‘ ., ¢ - , ) :
Maurice E. Bell, Associate Dean' for Research in the College of Earth and Mineral

-

)

-+ Stiences, The Pennsylvania State University:, ‘ :

N . . . the modt, important purposes of academic researéh are-to create new
knowledge to be used in teaching students and’ to insure that the teacher is
abreast' of. the developments in his field; to 1ncrease the eminencé both of .-
the individual faculty member dnd the institdtion as a whole and thus to attract
- _the most promising students and to instruct .them with authority, to provide the
— background and competence whereby faculty members may speak with authority in -
pub11c affaigs’ and contribute substantially .to the ‘splution of public probléms; "
‘and to provide thesis topics and financial ‘support for graduate students, which
the University, bec 1se of its meager finanecial support from the state for
this purpose, is unable provide. All of these activities are enhanced to
the exteht that the Unive ersity createsvand maintains a strong, free; -and
independent faculty who are capable of initiative in each of thedr activities
and of self-evaluation bf their accomplishment. It is precisely these charac~
teristics which would be damaged most by close supervision of the faculty by
representatives of the University administration, or by direction of - their
research from above, or by superficial evaluation of the’ results by persons e
whbm the faculty do nét feel to be qualified for_ this function.

b

Similarly Eggl;Ebaugh, Associéte;Dean for Research in the College of Engineering,

t

-]

»

/ ' b -

The, %ennsylvania State Pniversify, asks: "Why are we interested in criteria?‘ Would

S v e , ‘..‘

every reeéarch prOJect'be subJecﬁftB such a check-off?" In a second memorandum -

.. .

>

"(June 5 1974); he says. S - )
. mvg,“ * - -
The research migsion of a8 university. is much more diffuse and covers
a vastly greater spectrum of disqiplines [than that. at Boulder]. Briefly,
A it ¥s to analyze-and ,buidd-upon -(or add to) all aspects of human knowledge.
;Because of this breadth, it is impossible to gather together a review ‘team .
Capable of obJectively reviewing and criticiging the scholarly pursuits of

. . . . N
. . - '4'%
,

- .
.- s - -

- 18To-these observations Dr. Hall responded as follows (memorandum of July 19, 1974)

"I wouf like to point out a m1sunderstanding about the nature. of our Boulder programs
.7 . . The Boulder components covered in the review do not represent a-total

research program funded underga single annual appropriation. In fact the Boulder

programs’ are diversified and are dependent upon approximately twenty-five different

soyrges of funding Also... .one of the critical management problems at Boulder

stems frOm the lack of.a- sensF of common mission in research with a wide range,

covered from basic research in the Laboratory Astrophysics. Division, which is* part

.of the-Joint Institute’of Laboratory Astr0physics with the University of Colorado, *

to calibratidns service in the’Electromagneticsg Division." -

e
PN
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-
’

.
(s

- errons of Judgment or procedure may. tend to dilute or deter the advancement of L

. .
-
. . "' . ' . L3

N M P N v ~

.
P - ¢ .

< ‘

. all its professors.19 Certainly no single set of cr1te:ia\uﬂ?bexestablished

. which will determine the usefulness of all reseatch’ proJects bdsic and applied,,

- Both of these responses refer’%o the 1mpllcation of a uniform applf?%tion of
- * . 2 » .

evaluative criteria to an entire-university or to an entire college such as the

two which their authors represent, both of which are activel§ engaged in gxtensive -
N 4 . M ¢

and diverse research activities,‘ Exceptional situations within a university may
2 M - ’ . . I

invite codified griteria. - As Dean Ebaugh observes, ". . . the_Boulder.Laboratory

s '
2 \

criteria are not unlike those used by the Office of the Vicé' Presidentt for Research
Y ) - ‘

- . 7z i 3 . - ) .
and Graduate Studies in considering new centers,. institutes, or laboratories of an
: - T . t
intercollegiate 'nature. . .-." . N . .

hd .
- »
¢ © -

Thus a specific instance of formal research‘evaluation appears to have been at
least initially acceptable and ef%ective for a group of a scientists in one situation,

/

* but quite unacceptaple-ﬁo‘scientists oflcomparable probity/in atother. Dean Bﬁlk.

L) LY . %
. - .

concludes -that "those who_.would not care to accommodate their research careers to
* . A . R . i . . F 2

. M . v o

the whims 'of the institution and €o the national goals apd'needs:oﬁ society as’

.

perceived by the universitx administration would go elsewhere if they could "

What success the Boulder experiment mayhaye withthose outside the National
» . ' L4
Bureau of Standards who would monitor‘the Bureau s, research, whether through the .

v .
“ Cd

proposed procedures a less reluctant acceptance may be won, remains, of qourse, to

- -\ ®

be seen. Viewed as a paradigm of formal research evaluation, the Boulder experiment

@

illustrates the interplay of pressnres and sanctiohs which‘through various means
" Y B <, . J .

apply to organized research atever the situation in which it is undertaken. The .

' 1

v, principal ground‘of agreement, on, which no differences pppear is that whatever

knowiedge should be isolated and corrected. ‘The perception of what errors of his .

— - 2.

kind are most to be feared\varies with, differing\goints of view..

.
P 0 \
. - ;e T .

</ " .

> 7 e . ~ - . ' - P

EE . . . -
19To this*observation ‘Dr. Hall responded as follows (memorandum of July 19, 1974):
"I think. the assertion that it -is impossible to gather a review team capable of

objectively reviewing SCholarly reseanch pursuits would prove false in the event of
a competent trial. M ’ ‘ ‘ ' i

- '. b - .
. - - P s
8 ‘ ' f - * ‘. . '

-
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PROGRAMS: . ) L /, 4
SRV O. s

Beyond the aﬁprai;al of indi;idual persons aﬁd‘proposals,,thelscale oni Tl' < o

_which organized e&al&ggiv; ﬁroceﬁuiéi/héczt;:;n most fréquently‘undertaken IR {xtz
(j;itﬁinvunivefSities‘;stéhat of éhg program. Used ;n this sense, grogram\éenoteé%:tﬁll.\z
- .3 cluster of related instruééion?l and]ortregeérch aétivities drawn together by

A - . 1
common intellectual and professional interests and established with some degree-of

-

- ¢

. adﬁidi§tra¢ive autonomy. It-may correspond with a department; it may occur within

v

. a department; and it may consist inter-departmentally or interecellegially of

. ’ . Fx B
- eletents from a number of departments. It is overt in the sense of the Greek term
. ' ' - . .. . ' *t
from -which it derivés--a public announcement %p writing. Ifs integrity is usuall

N - - B
| recognized in institutional budgets. - e

s

'thn intensification of internal evaluation has taken, place in Americanvunibefsitieé_

“~ quite recen;ly,zo and i<:has Beeh focused on progrgﬁq:

.~

.

i number of reasons why this

. emphasis has occurted may be specuiativeiy'offéred:' o . . e
« 2 '
. o . § )
1. The scopé of program. review does not greatly exceed that of technical :

understanding which may be expected of 4 -responsible administrative officer.

b

w2, Program Yeview corresponds roughly with the'ﬁamiliaf'patterhs of accredita-
b tion,by professional asgoclations and their agencies and withy the continuing
< Se self-appraisals of disciplinary departments. - N ) A
2050y examples see: ¥ ’ T N .

ey - ——

a. Budgeting and Resource Allocations at Princeton Univetﬁit&,Tieport of a -
- ' .Demonstration Project Supported by the Ford Foundation, June 1972.

.
[

b. Harold W. Qake, "Council on:Program Evaluation (CQ?E) Explained," Campus Report;
Office of the &hancellor, University of Iilinois at Urbaaa—Chaﬁpaign,.Vpl. 7, .
No. 6, March 1974, , . .. - oL

\ - 5 t - ~ .

3

"Five-YearsReview of+Graduate Programs," with memorandum (August 20, 1971) from
Mﬂchael J. Pelczar, Jr., Vice President for Gra@hate Studies and Research,
. University of Maryland, College Park, Maryland. ST

. . T ¢ S . ,
d. "Policy and Procedure for Review of Graduate:Degree Programs," with memorandum -
(August 23, 1971) from Frank Johnson, Dean of the’Qraduate School, University o
- . of Utah, Salt Lake City, Utah. . R

©

7 v .

. &« "Accountability and Educational Criteria: University Planning for Selective O
‘Growth," with mewmorandum (July 22, 1971) from Malcolm Moos, President, University.
o of Minnésota,. Minneapolis, Minnesota, = - .

A Comparable developments in Canada are rzflected in Thé'Firsg_Three'Years 6£’ -
@ - -Appraisal of Graduate Programs. Ohtarizggouncil on Graduate Stuq;eselToronto 1970. .

- ERIC S - 2085

O ) Lo :
e g . -~
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- - - v
. . -
A - - -

3.- It corresponds with fiscal categor1es closely enough to permit practicable -
' recommendatioﬁs of constructive economies and reallocations of resources.

. . o - 4 . |
° Co4. It permits consideration of instructional and research objectives without -
preJudice to elther and with understanding of relationships between the

. two. < . .

) . = .

5. It does not necessarily come into direct confllct with, at the one - .
extreme, career decisions affecting_individuals and, at the other extreme,
with broadly conceivel institutional policies . '

- » 6.‘ It is informed by and supplements the provisions for evaluation of science
O My : and scientific manpower afforded by national agencies.

N »

inﬁihese reasonsw-and”atgprs might be suggested=-have led to a prolifbration of

~

T ~ '
organized rev1ews of programs at a number oq un1versit1es ahd elsewhere on a state-

- _ or.system-wide basis, most markedly during recent years when the necessity for

v institutions to 3ccommodate their development to level or diminishing‘resourcES has |
; . s

' ¢
- -3

"' . become increasing y apparent. . n ) "
L - - - .
. ) 7 - S
. The purpose of progrém review is to support informed dec1s1ons on the question"
- ‘ A )

_of what institutlonal commltments should be entered into or reiqforced and by this

ke - CEEN - v
means to improve instditutional value. ' ,

Stated in the broadest terms, the crigeria upon which such decisions are based

. ‘are of three kinds: . S ..

T 1. the program 8 intrinsic quality, its inteliectdal integrity,- accuracy, and

RSO product1vity, , N i
o © + 2. its relationships with adJacent programs and coniribution to the parent
ﬁﬁinstitution as a whole, and ' . ) "
- » -t ’ “ s
‘: 3. its utility and effectivenesa for society at large. -

v

Specification of these generalized criteria to particular programs produces consid-
erable var1ation of phraseology and emphasis, as well as sharp differences in the

: nrelative impo;tancs assigned to the threeggeneralgareas of concern.r Insofér as-“ i

R progrq? review can obviage confusions of this sort .and produce an dnstitutional -

v .
g . 4, -

- capacity for Selfrcriticism, it will- have met the,exgectations which'appear to have'
: i , . A E :
. . . - . . ; . .
- led to its institution and to the remarkable investment of labor and thought which

N ’ . e ! o v - SO L

Q.. CoT e " o 51,
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S

»

- -

‘which’ the program is directed,-then program review is not'enclusively a "peer o

. L , , .
,cedure is, its involvement of critical points of view related to but removed from .

- N ' .

iniversity faculties and administrations, as well as ‘governmental agéncies, have

made in it. . . I _ ‘ ' .

¢ - . *
Characteristic of program review wherever it has been used as a formal pro-
3> ’ - . .

» v
i

those of the program itself.  If the "peer group" is defined as consisting of

. s - o .
persons of professional and disciplinary character identical with that toward

- b

- group" review. The critical view may be typifiéd as’ that of "related fields,

cooperating programs,' or acadeéic neighbors. : It is a "user's" point of view, ." -

.

but with technical understanding lower by a single magnitude than that which the.

program itself professes. Such review cannot analyze proposals emanating'from a

program with the thoroughne§S'expected of competent peer group teams. This is.
, SLET WAk ‘ Lt :

’

14 .
<.

T, .. . . [ .
a deficiency only in the-sense that.it restrains program review. coomittees from .~ ™~ -~

L Cog . . . ’

&2 - -
,undertaking,to dupliéﬁte or replace the functions of specialized peer group review.

-

- .

The individual researcher whose program is under,review,does.ndt confront expert

- .

and ggtailed analysis of his work. He.does confront competent appraisal of the
; . . JRC T

impact 'of thé_program with which he is identified upon its appropriate conmpnity; ) .
locally and nationally defined, and of his particular contributioh to it.
' o
X%EIhis aspect of _program review is affacted by the emphasis placed in any - .

partﬁcular institution upon the employmentiof reviewers who are not members of the

° . < - 1

institutional faculty. "Internal review" is thought of as depending primarily upon

X
-

judgments derived from persons in related fields within the institution. ="External

review" requires thé-enlistment of authoritative opinion from off campus.- The

N N A A
A . .
.

advantages and diSadvantages of both emphases . are ?betensiyely_@ehated; but

i o ' » " g ‘. , ’
there appears to be no ground on which either can be preferred to the exclusion of

' 4 . . 4 '
the other. The result uniformly has been compromise. In general, compromise has' .

.
. -

not taken the form of mixing internal and external participants in amsingle réview .

- -

-

team, but of using internal and external teams to inform, correbt, and courterbalance

- ' -
.

one another., R .

'E‘I\\i _W,. - ' . ' ) 52,8:‘_"‘-' -‘s i 4 ’




)
. v

-

Review proceduresshave been organized at some institutions on an administrative

. v -
a . . P

- ' base. At others they are eséablished by the authority of the faculties themselves.
\ N

3 ) Here aga1n there has been extensive debate resulting in compromlse. The functions

impllcit in program review involve all elements of a university, and individual
M &
responsrbllities, whether they be adm1n1strative or otherwiseg are accentuated by

. . .- ; @ . -
. 1ts,effects.' ‘. ) , R -, o

. : ’ * . ¢ A

“ Example 1 cited beloy incorpor%;es provision for location of’ authority,

i

appropriate agencies, and ‘broad criteria appllcable to the entire range of the
e - - 4
> , un1vers1ty activities, - It pertains to organlzational provisions only, not to

.
[l

operational performanée. )

< LY

- . - > o

. By way of explanation, the Graduate Council of The Pennsylvania State University

- o »0 o

- " ig an elected body of forty-four members (including five graduate students) which

- .

. représents the Graduate Faculty of approx1mately 1,600 members. Chaired by .the

» ‘ ! .

- Dean of the Graduate School;‘the Gountil acts on behalf of the Graduate Fatulty as

-

alwhole and subjéct to its approval. The recommendati;\s quoteghbelow were adopted’

° by the Graduate Council on May 2, l973, and reviewing'subtommittees were f1rst

convened in January 1974. ' ‘ : . . -

~ B 3 . ~

L, Example 2 consists of criteria suggested by a uniVersity official with central
. 'administrative reSponsibility for ninéteen interdisc1plinary research programs. Its
' applicability extends to any organiged academic program in which research is an - . !
\
important factor.’ N o * B . 7

A . B , o

. . 3
Example 1: Procedure for Continuing Review and Evaluation of Graduate Programs

ST

‘\“::e)following pro edures were recomménded to the Graduate Council of The -

\ ' PennSyIvania State University in response to an action of the Council at its meeting\\
t . * ""'m

~

e,

~on January lf' 1973. BY that action an ad hoc committee was formed and charged




In keeping with the goals of the University and those of the Graduate School:

1. Prepare a plan for program review; and - -
. .
2. prepard a phasing scheme for implementation of the plan
. . . if this is felt td be necessary.

I

The report which follows consists of the following parts:

principles and purposes; -
L [} -
a definition of agencies;

L 4 ' N c
procedural rules and schedules;

[

suggested, criteria;

recommended'guidﬁlines,for program profiles.

1. Principles and pﬁf;bﬁesﬂ _ .

a. A condition of~effective1y maintaining and developing a graduate. . .
: school of .professional qua11ty is a continuous monitoring of individual _
programs.‘ . - . .

Such mbnitoring requires, competence appropriate‘to the programs under
review, includlng the competencies of related departments and the

Graduate Faculty-as a whole. .

°

,

While consultation with agencies external to the Graduate School and

to the University will frequently prove desirable and at times necessary,
the fundamental responsibility for judgment is intermal.to the Graduate
Faculty. :'- . . - ¢

. . \ .
Adjustment—o}’academic Judgments to fiscal necessipies will remain ‘a
responsibility of the acaderiic deans and for this reason prdgram

y evaluation in the Graduate FaCulty, insofar as it affects fiscal
dispostions, will be an advisory'function. .,

o v

As an advisory function, program evaluatlon will be public in the sense

that it will at alk points be.conducted with the full, knowledge of and RE

participation by the agencies under examination, including the cognizant.

deans'and directors, and it will be_controlled by recognized rules and X{’

criteria. . o

“f. Review procedures will be sufficiently flexible tO'permit address either

"' . to single programs or to combinations o¥ programs’from”more .departments,
. colleges, or other administratiye groupings than one;

. .
.
.

A definition of agencies:
a. The key reviewing agencies will be program subcommittees convened by
the Dean's Administrative Committee for -Program Review (to be described

below) and consisting of members selected as follows:

54 &63
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#F e

. . _ % ~ ~, ] . . .'-
. (1) one representative 6f the.Dean-‘of the Gradgate School; ‘ l
" <
- ‘ (2) one representative of the deanror director responsible for
the program under review; thistrepresentative may not be . . l
a member of the faculty under review; where more .than one '
dean or- director is cognizant each will designate a .- '
V2 representative, and = » i
< . . A N e \
_(3) representatives of the gradua;ggfaculties of from two to
. five related fields as selected by the Deah's Administrative
- s Committee in consultation with- thé persons in charge of ‘the I
program or‘programs under-review'and ‘with the'approval of the

‘ cognJ,zant dean.

b. Program subcommittees will report o the Standing Committee on \l
e Programs and Courses w1th copies tol “the cognizant deans.

-

.

c. *Program subcommittees will have staff. support from the Office of
. . the Dean of the Graduate School, from the programs under review,
e . ang from the cognizant deans.

o

s ) d. The Dean's Admini’trative Committee for Prlgram Review will consist

. . of the following persons: S "o

e T . ’ (i) the Associate Dean for Program R‘eview;',)) ' . .
s [4 ] - - .
) ¢ 4 : , - - .
. A (2) the chairman of the Standing Committeé on Committees and Procedures;

»

:
|
:
---

v

. . . 3
.« ' . (3) the chairman of the Standing Committee on Academic Standards; and

-

(4) Tthe chairman of “the gtandi’n'g Committee on Programs and\Qours?S.

- e. The Standing Committee on Program8, and Courses wilI receive the reports,
) - of the program subcommitteés, discuss the full report with the cognizant
. deans, and, with or without endorsement, convey the reports to the .

N Grdduate Council. ) _ -

-
\

3. Procedural rules and schedules:

.a. Reviews of existing programs’ will be instituted by the Dean 8 Administrat

f

Lo
<’ ol

L . Committee for Program Review in accordance with:- =~ -
- T, (1) a rotating schedule which includes atl graduat: programs within
. o s : b a five-year period: o ) s - . -

. k1
- L4 4 . —

‘ . "'_1('2) recommendation by the ‘Déan of the ‘éraduate School when the
Standing Committee on Aeademic Standards concurs that such
0 recommendations’ are justified' and . . -

2z -

Iy
.7 2 o ] (3)1 the. conditions which will occasion ninimum dupligation o£ effort

_ ‘ on "the part of faculties, deans, and directors of progrims: who mayq
et . - from time to time be responsible to other reviewing agencies.

) - < . -
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-
v
.
\
.

“For. ‘the. purposes of review, existing progra;nsJ' will be understood .

‘ : bo
f‘r . S as programs which have had” at least fivé yeéts of experience sub- i
S . sequent to their authorizatjon. . ‘ . -
A.l - c. Program suHcormrii'ttees will normally be active for the period of
. . . one. term, but will be identified and announced to the Graduate
T e Counc1l with one term of p.reparatory lead time. . )
> ¢ o
'] . :,‘ -
l d. Program subcommittees will be in'formed-‘as indicated in item 5 below
. through: ' oo i R . .
3 . + ’ \ T, -
l (L information prepared by the 'Offlce of the Dean of the Graduate

School'

~ - x

o

) - » . . . . ”
l‘ S {(2) - information supplied by theYperson in charge and the dean or
. director of the program unglr review; .
l + 3) inforrqatio{ from members of the —‘faculty, students, and_graduates,
't;hrough scheduled meetlngs, correspondence, and consultation i
. subJect only to the restraintes oi’”fair and resp.onsible procedure ”
l * - e and.the legitimacy of evidence; . . . .
A (4) reports of external accreditmg teams when such reports are
) . regularly received and ‘can be made available by the Dean; and
l - (5) appraisals by qualified specialists at other institutions when
in the judgment of the cognizant deans, the-Dean's Administrative
) 3 Com:nitted, and the program subcommittee such appraisals are found
. indispensable. In general, it wil® be assumed that consultation
: i . with specialists outside the University should be reserved for
i sitpations of appeal when cognizant deans dissent from the
I . reports of program subcommittees.
- , . x Lare " - .,
e. Reports of Evaluatlng team will consist of ' ‘\
l : « (1) a full report of program evaludtion 1nclud1ng all descr1pt1ve -
. f .
- and othegy data, . ‘ st . . .
.' bl -o (2), \statément of recommendations in two.categories (a) those
( o zssentlal* to the future- improvement of the program, (b) those =~
' 2 "7 helpful but'hot 'necessarily critical to program improvement;
L - "% (3) -the ¥vdluating team should rate the‘program as superior, strong,
. . reasonably good, average, weaky or however its Judgment dictates
. v > relative to speclflc standards and exp'lanatlons cohtained in its -
: . report. : ) _ . » e .
g v
. - f. Based upon  the report of the Evaluatlng team, 'the Standing Subcomm1ttee,
o= B on Program and Course Review and Evaluation will make a recommendatlon -
A ~ to the Graduate Council, through the Committee on Program and Cougses, ~
. = about the futuré of the program.insterms of its qu , and/or the
v - y importanc¢e of "its~contribution to the University's misgion.
oo R - 2o ’ - "
s * > - " A
"‘ iﬁ‘&’ M — '3 ’ . N '
ﬂl v »x\ ~ s . . . -
égb‘ < - 56 ’- . N - .
’ : -~ v T £ !
R ‘ 65 . - - AT
. i ¢+ - . . .
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“« .

Courses and the cognlzant,dea;z results in additional information or
- comment, the additional mater 1 «ill be appended” to the report with -
indication of its source. . . o R

I3 J .’

- . G PR »
‘ 2 When "discussion of reports by the Standing Committee 6n Programs and I

n When the cognizant dean élects. to dissent from the greport of the program

d. The comparative advantage of Penn State in “the f1eld--that is, the

subcommittee, the full report, with addenda, will be submitted to the

" Graduat4 Council by the Stand1ng Committee on Programs and, Courses. l

' When there.is no dissent} the gummary-report only will be submitted to
the Graduaté Council. / . l

-

- &4, Suggested criteria: ./ R , >

The qualrty of the facul‘ty and of the program of graduate instruction, l

as they can-be inferred fromithe record of producti n the field,
the views of faculty members in related dis¢iplings, and .any available
evidence based on the opinions and exper1ences of graduate students l

The pumber and quality of- students who have applled for graduate study -
in the field, who have accepted admission, who are enrolled, and who l

have completed the program. , i . - .

strong programs, whether or not they are operating at their desirable
. size, and, in general, wltether suspension or curtailment of a program
‘would have a serlously adverse effect’ on opportunities for graduate .

study generally Y e : ‘.

L]

c. The national contribution of programs, viéwed in the context, of other l

3
°

ability of Penn State-~to make a particular conkribution t6 the field
in question because of special factors Buch as long tradition of l
good work in the. subject, unusually -strong library or laboratory

facilities, -advantageous relationships with agenc1es “of éducation,
industry, government, etc.’ external to ‘the University, and 80 on., l

"~

’ .
. Te

i
e. The *intéractions. between graduate study in the field in question»:a‘nd h
-~ graduate-work and scholarship in other fields at Penn Staté, ahd..the I

likely effects of curtailing work in .the field on other prog’rams,

0 .

faculty members, and students.

| .o
f. The interactlon Wptween graduate }\g\ﬁ the field and the. Quality
| rings'i

-and var1ety of undergraduate offe the same and related fields.
]

A

' g The costl:mess of work in the field, measured in"‘t’erms of instructiona|
, costs, student support, llbrary- costs, space cost:s.,. and ,so on. ' -
| z .
. 5. ARecommended guidelines for program profiles are.21~ T l
- -la. Pxogram sheets from Graduate School Term Reports from S\tmmer 1972'
b onward i-ncluding. . .
1 ‘? . o ’ - V-'_——»T . . ‘ : l
- ' ot voeo T Cee)
. N T . .

- - »

v

a, b, ¢, and part of d can’be ro%l‘y supplied by the d?aduat"’e;@cnool. l

, -



IS o . r < '
b‘l R * A . " -
13 .
. . a . L] -
- "y . . .
(1) . names of graduate-students enrolled term by term; -
(2) their creait status; >0
Qu . -

(3Q the types of appointments which they hold; and .

(4) their payroll‘budgets indicated by\number.
b. Titles ofthesesand dissertations from 1970 onward, with. names of
preteptors, and with reports of-readers when such reports are . T

available.. ‘ . CLT
v 2 B , %a . . .
c. Names of recipients of doctorates since 1965 and the’ infbrmation which
.* 46 gvailable on their subsequent careers. , - ’
'd. Faculty involved (total and FTE). . ’ . b .
ie.-‘Faculty strength: o ] f
. . . N
x . e

$

(1) publications and/or other indications of professional productivitx{ ’

(2) textbooks and populaf articles; ot T L ’ .
J(3) . professional societies:””officefships, awards; Y
‘ .- — ) . ) ¥ ~
(4) consultantships; paid and public service; and- - oo
» <@
(5) honors and"’ special achievementaN , .
~ . .
f.. Researchgaup#%rt for -the faculty, prorated to,FTE involvement.: i
(1) from external sources, and : T < e
. $ - . .
(2) from irternal“Univérsity sources. > \\ ct . " : :
. St T ’ c o ’ ‘
_g. Maturity and deVelopment of, the program ’ e i T -
- Ld >4 Qg' -’ * ‘
o & (1) umber and: location of othef comparable ' programs; e o .
N . ‘. o ) Lo‘ [\ ?
. *(2) subfields within‘the progfam; . - ) '

° ]
- -

“(3) related, supporting, and- dependent programs within the University, 3

(4) summary ofﬁeourses offered within the program wfth enrollment - ° °
historiest‘and Ce e . . o,
A . - L NS
(5) summary 6f course €hanges, additions, and deletions through the )
past ten years. ‘ , c - o
oo r -
d ~ ' ) : PN - 7
~ . ':“\ - -
L3 : ° " w:___ﬁ * .
N e— . ,
- 58 . - . - . v
. l"d




e

,'negotiatlon, and Esdification of budgets,; and thus implies a de

: i

—

Example 2: Some Criteria. for theﬁgyaluatlon of Organized ReSearch Programs2

°&T

The memorandum quote&—below reflect the experience of an academic adiiinis~
[y “ < N

trator responsibleégor a number of prégrams oriented primarily to research.

27, note 10a). {Responsibility of thig kind includés the preparation,'

(See

above, p.

gree of control

Y

sover the,disposition of institutional resources. Such offices are appropriately

. -

-

termed administrative, rather than managerial fot*they do not confer authorié%

_to cancel or curqail commitmehts previously entexed into U@rlo infringe upo

) body, in this insegnce the ‘Council of a Graduate Faculty, and a résponsiblefaﬁmini

R

n
adJacent programs. Their influence is effectivt/in the redisposition of wha;xK{//’\' |

fraction of total pert1nent &esources may at any time become disengaged in

the application of eﬁforCS to acquire new resources, ‘and in the

i « : ) ’ . ' @ .
.activities to diminish g resources.  The relationship betwehn

djustment‘of

.

L]

‘1 ab6ve,

and Examplé 2 cited here'parallels the relationsh P. between an academic governing

. N . R
- %

trativelvfficer.

-
f .
A}

As promlsed some tlmp—ago, 1! agreed‘to list my personal crlteria for the
I do’so with.some knowledge

i

evaluation of organized research in a aniversigy..

R Y

’

°

.ﬁ

.

the risks involyed and an aﬁareness that"s

eral -of the ideas-are unpopular in

certa1n parts of,the University. However, only when
willing to reveal,<list, define, discuss and collate their

Y

“"prejudices,"

individuals are

can we

arrive at a working set of standards -to satisfy<¢the current peed.

Surely such a

set of criteria each with a brief rationale would 8o, far to assure an evephanded
appraisal of organized research not only by an evaluating committee but by the
person or persons -who must’ finally make budgetary decisions. ‘.

A . -
s 3
¢ .

-
.

1t is désirable~to distinguish che criteria to. be applied to a program from

those thatmmighf be used to evaluate the research per se br tﬁ’.feseatchers. The

latter are more likely to be subJECtive and are best applied in a peer group evalua~-

tion as suggested by Professor Liepowitz {pp.. 29 30) .

-

[0S

s

’
. ~,

”~ .

s

The following list has no priority order- .
2%

L3 PN

-~

1. Contribution to the Graduate Progr%m of the Unfversity N
(a). Number of terms of graduate students suppOrt each: year “and ‘dollar
"¥yalue of st1pends, grants—1n—a1d for graduaate students.

g

3
£

¥

'I

Z

-
"

<

P

(b)- Number of graduate'.students for whom tHe faculty in the research oﬁm‘
program’ serve as advisors or committee d‘airmen‘ Number of faculty

members serving' on graduate student committees.

Student-credit-hours -

generated

supported by the program.

°

Memorandum°fro H. D. ‘Zook, Professor of Ch
Research Programs and4Facilities, The Penngyl

-y 59 68

.
o s °

e

..’

°

-

§

culty .in 600 courses.
Pist of graduate students receiving direct aid from the- prog
resources-supplies, equipment, travél and other researohﬁexpenses.
Dollar value of th¥s contribution to’ phe graduate

List of theses completed over the past five years b
List of publications based bn. these theses. ’

misc
ania

3

o

’ ~

oFam's

t .

ogram.
graduate students'

‘ -

and Difector of “TnRes
ate University, Apr}

bj
¢

4



A matrix of the abave’ parameters shows, at a glance the 'involvement
of the faculty in the graduate, programs of the University. A dollar -
- . ~ value can be “assigned to (b) and. when added to those in (a) and (c)

- can be used to determine the percentage of the research program's

’ . . resources devoted to graduate studies. If the percentdge is-low, fhe
M University's sponsorship of gpe program must :be justified on some ¢ther
basis. . X,
N ¢ . - "~ . R
\2., Composltion of ?rogram Personnel ; R . .

- . (a) Number and fu11—time—equiva1ents (FTE) of faculty with professorial

- ranks (tenure-track). - - -
: ~ . R N
. .~ {b) List of postdoctorallterm appointees incléding the disciplines and .
' - B . universities granting the degrees. . .
.

’ (c) Number of “permanent"” faculty appointees in the research rankéig// ’
:(d) Number-of staff, clerical and technical(service personnél .
. . ¥
The “composition of the program personnel w111 1ndicate the extent of
autonomy of the unit. A de—emphasis of professorial faculty_indicates a
v tendency to drift away from the acadeimjc community and tg'build a full—time
, 'Q professional staff, possibly to fulfill commitments to programs vf outside
: - *  sponsors. The post-doctor#® fellow with an excellent background is
invaluable in the traididg of graduate students and frequently necessary
to maintain quality and quaptity of researcg lishment., Also, ]
. reagonable ratio of staff support, clérieal, etc:, is easily justified.
' * However, a large fraction of resources devoted to (b), (c) and (d) would
/ \ : . suggest that the program might be separated from the University without -
: detrimental effect. . N \ VL .
8 7 |
3. 'Societal Demand and Program Uniqueness .

¢

~

IS -

P ‘ o‘ ! h - ’ - ““
Y (a)’ Listxef similar programs at’ the fifty 1eading rEsearch univerbities.

oo, ’ Faculty size and brief descriptioq. of each can sometimes be obtained
-from university catalogs. ' .

-

-
-

‘ (b) ,List of employers and description of positions accepted by graduates
. ) over the past five yearsb, - ,
* 4 ‘ .’ ’ N ‘r-
, (c) Research‘funding at’ the national and state levels for research N
) ‘ ‘b“ a&ppropriate to the program. List of agencies and amOunt of funding

(from published . budgets or expenditures) ) e

Ve

~ . -
«
N

(d)~ Fraction of the potential funding awarded on an annual baéds to the
Penn State Program List of awards Aagency, principal Anvestilgator =
»and amounts‘ . , ) - .

. There is always the question whether a university should tailor its ..

programs- to available funding,andusuallya compromise must be reached.’

A program for which major funding" is available (c) will soon experience

keencompetulonr(a) and sthen must be judged on _how well, it‘can attract the _

available fundigr\fd) A program for. which little or no outside funding

- M

N o ,( - e

S : . . . 0.
=0 ’ ? . v-L—-—-—\fv 4 \‘»--——-,‘ . ., ~— *
‘ 0p. = . . .
. 65 . . -
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4.

-

/r

6

is available will likely be un1que with little compet1tion from other

uniVersities ~ Justification for University funding will depend on -
uhique research exper1ence (b).

’

- (a)
"publishing houses. ,
(b)
substantive material that is novedl.
new knowledge, much verbzage/a
(c) Evidence of fayorahle/éi
(d) Honors, awards a
sabbatical leavés and haw they were spent.
o .
and best
non-
tim
pd

.

_Quality of the Research (Researchers)

-

+ 4 B
- e

PR

List of publications in- well—recognized national or intefnational
periodicals with peer review or in books by well—established -~

e

A rating of each of the above publlcations based on the amount of

Is there a significant

addjtion to the store of knovligg or theory in contrast to little

promise of research to come?) ( B

ations .in publications by, peers.

citations of individual researchers including

~
3

‘\

Althou/h the evaluation of research quality is largely subjective

de -by peer review, a fair impression can be gained by the

expért from this reasonably objective material (a-d) if sufficient

‘e -7 ’ .

Viability of 'the .Program

is devoted to the reading (in contrast to counting) of the publisheu
esearch. .

.

o
i ¢

(a) List of seminars, workshops, and conferences in which the faculty
and students participated as a g up.

~

-

-

(b) List of proposals submitted jointly by more than\one faculty?ﬂb@her.

List of publications with Jofnt or multiple faculty authorship

~

e . e

‘ Description of shared space, equipment and” other facilit1es,

particularly to provide faculty 1nteraction and opportunity_ for
graduate students to imteract with other faculty and students.

by

List of grants and contract®s including sources and amounts of
non-university resear¢ch support that is believed -to depend on -the
existence of the progrém in pontrast to the individual faculty

memberg T

’

3 LN

.,

e
-~ - L4

‘.

Angassessment of cooperative spirit, morale and Jeadership;

v

L -
-

This material should provide justification for the organization of
What is gained by their—interaction? Do thEYW

the particular, 1ndividuals

indeed interact’

Y

<

h

Centrality to the %@:psses or Mission of the University '~ . : R ..

"(a)

-

(b) ‘Are ‘the activities in accord with the objectives?

(c).

»

Statement of program objectives.

——

Is the program of a peripheral nature

or instruction depends?

R B

- | g,

upon which little other, reaearch
~ ,

e
£



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- . ’ |

9 . . ﬁ .
. , . P )
Two addresses to the¢ review of prografis have been cited: .
1. A set of procedures by which a faculty proposes to maintaifi
' systematic and continuing examination ,of its own activities. }
. 2. A set ofrcriteria by which a responsible administrative . & -
officer undertakes to evaluate the activities with which he

* -is concerned. . ' “

The two differ markedly. However, their d&ffereﬂces.do not imply conflict.

LY -~ ‘ ‘

On the contrary, the efforts of academic officials to arrive at well-informed

'judgments find appropriate alliénce in dispositions of fachf& to consider

] .
’ - ¥

problemg of institutional proportion, balance, and embhasis; A number of

ann, r

' universities (Sée note 20, page 30 above) have demonstrated regard for th

Y

" can be brought to bear cooperatively and effectively. Program review is at

any raté the frontier on which advances are being made. . The success. with ﬁhichA .

™. . =

it can be sustained over long periods of time and through changes in the societal

N ‘

-~ . N ’ ¢ . e X . . ¢ . .
‘;limété for éducatdon and research remadns to be seen,,as dges its capacity for
disruptive judgments. However, it involves the professional populations who

have the competeﬁhy to make the necessary judgments.: They have accepted the

ipvolvement, This is éﬁﬁﬁrently the mpest promig@ng df?%%tioh in which to seek

< - -
-

improvement. . ‘ P '

»

. ¢

-
K}

/.
.
Y

~
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ETHICAL CRITERIA: | . ; '3

* - .° ) - *e LI \\‘
’ {<\Research'frequently involves facultp members in relationships external to
oo .- ¢ \

~ .

~

the university and with~agencies whose purposes are different from those of the

- ;

university. For this reason many eof the.universities committed to organized ~

- -

e . tesearch have found it necessary to define standards of conduct appropriage in , .

‘these relationships23 and"to establish procedures by which these standards can

e T ‘ s "
. be made effective. Typlcal among the several formulations of general principles

s N P

of this kind is a pamphlet entitled Report of the Comm1ttee on Criterta for Accep—

~ ¢

tance of Sponsored Research in ghe Faculty of Arts. and Sciences, Harvard University'

A\

1970. The Harvard report ﬂtopo_es six "Principles" which serve toﬂdefine_the-area

of ethical concern. They are’as follows: . ) ' - et 'r

- .

: 1. Any research agreement betWeen the University and-an external sponsor must
: -,  have obtained some, form bﬂ sanction in-advance. -fhe pufpose of this
*  sanction is to insure that the research conforms to the administrative ,
and fiscal policies of the University, and to the present principles, and
.that it does rnot conflict with the*r¥ghts of other scholars\in the
Un1vers1ty, nor with other University commitments. : : i,

2. The sources of sponsorship and-the purpose of the research must be of v
such a nature that they can be publicly.disclosed« . <

N\

;o % } L L s -

e ‘ ‘
23 . . . " . . . * " ".‘. , ..
a. Princéton Un}versity; Policies for Sponsored Research" in Rules and
Procedures of the Faculty. Pri eton,zyey Jarsey, April 26,‘}960; revised ' -

October 1971.

. £ . »4’ ” .
n‘ b. North Carolina State Universi

. Office of Information Services April 15, 1972 : . -
¢ . N

. 7/ ’ . ;
c. Un1vers1ty of Mifnegota. Pr1ncipal Inyestlgator s Manual ~Min?eapb;is, IR 1
Minnesota, 0ff1ce of Sponsored'?rograms tember 1972. ; . ..
. - : PR 3
d. Mlchigan State Un1versity iversity Programs for Researth and
* - Education. East Lansing; Office of‘§e Development and the Graduate School,
_ Publications No. 12 1971, - g > oL T T

Fl

.
°

v

e. University of Massachusetts. Manual for Sponsored Projects Amhevst,&\

AR I-Massachusetts, The Graduate School, ‘October 6, 1972“* L . ’ .
,., . R " - v ' 5 . /




3. The_University will not undertake tg grant any special or exclusivé )
. informatidn to a research sponsor, nor will it accept research which ~
carries seeurity classification, requires security clearance of University ¥
© personnel, of otherwise precludes general‘publication of\results. .
. . 4. All resparch projects must be undertaken with the clear understanding ~
. . .that the ‘investigators concerned have the full right to publish any .
results obtained by them, subject only to established safeguards for the
protection of privacy or confidentiality of personal data. .
. - . i
5. Any results obtained and any papers published or lectures given by
investigators on research projects are the sole respensibility of the ¢
oo investigator concerned, and Harvard provides noinstitutionalendorsement .
’ of %he work of of the spomsor. - . ' Cs <
O " 6.7All research on living animals and on human subjects should follow the
‘ safeguards established by the University for such work. ) 4
- In the Report each of these summary statements’is developed in a paragraph or
more of illustration and discussion. Similar illustrations and discussions have ’
been developed in a considerable and growing body of literature and in the agenda .
, of faculties and of professional associations. Parallel with this‘discussion,
- A
and emerging-from it, have been -new regulations and organizational structures i
. designed to meet the,problems)which havpgarisen and to hold research to conformity - ’
with appropriate values and standargs. Some areas of ethical concern have proved .
amenable to university-wide administration and to regulation through agencies of .
state and national government. No other admiqistrative functions exclusively -/
PR M ’
o focused on research are at tﬁ% present time more explici%_y organized and .
N . * ~ .
. estahlished in the universities than those which arise from ethical considerations. o
i/; M ’ N * "> ‘
' In. fact, no hetter way to understand the ethical aspects of research appraisal - .
é: Trpres‘ent:"s itself than thmat of surveying the offices in which responsibflity of-this
- L4 - . )
R %ind is vested on university campuses. It is unl;kely, of cougxse), that any two .
universities would have identical administrarive structures for_ these purposes, s 7
© ° ' but the delegations of specifiéd responsibility reflécted in,the following\~
o . . , § \ . )
‘ enumeration may be regarded as typical. This enumeration is made without regard
. [} ~ . . B
A for the overall hierarchy of university administration. . .
. - o . - N . N R T " . - .
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v Al

“Gontract Negotiation ) a S . : .

In order to assist-authors of proposals, particularly with respect to the
- 4 LA L -

preparation of their budgets, to protect the university against commitments which

¥ .
.

. R ) . . .
- intrude upon' or contravene its dverall mission, and to assure sporsors that
! ‘ ' i ¢ . - -
their requirements are. fully taken account of, universities maintain central - .
¢ . . '/ 7 '\ - -

contrdl of alﬂ{contracts.with external aéencies. Offices designed to serve this
. ‘ .
function are strictly regularized and given full authority within defined limjits.

A fecognized devige by which the demands of research are acconmodated within

,the overall functions of the university is that of indirect costs, or, "overhead."
' Y
@ .
Application of this device-to the particular requirements of individual research

. ° ' . 7 . .. . .
proposals and interpretatior of pertinent regulations is a function of the office

.
[ s
.

of contract negotiation. For this reason the office is sometimes misunderstood -

A - . -

- S

by faculty members to be exclusjively a fiscal agency.* Its basic purpose, however,
N v . * - .

K " s essentially ethical and corresponds with the intent of the first of the
- . A L4 -

," ' Harvard "Principles"'quoted‘%gove. Financial surveillance is placed chiefly.in
provisions for institutional.acceptance of . funds presented in support of research,
) . _ - 3
’ “usually through an Office of Treasurer, and in detailed accountancy for each . -,

-« * ¥ .- e

project, usually through an;Office of.Controller. v o . '}

13 .t

2. ¢ ' - . 1
Offices of contraet negotiation are subject to limitation jof authority’in,

. ) that they cannot approve proposals which are not accompanied by formal assurance
_ . from academic officers that the proposed research can beigccomplispcﬁ wi.thout . ;?'

: .. depreciatlon of other activities. To the same general effect approval by the '
Y. president of.the uniuersity islréquired ‘for proposals involving cértain kinds of -

. ‘e

v commitments. . .
.z . . - 4 .o ! LI

The University president must approve'those proposals calling .
for funding of $1 million or more; providing for the establishment a
. . of' new centers, institutes, laboratories, or new academic disci-
plines; incqrporating use of University land; requiring new
. Un1vensity'money as matching funds (money not obtainable from °
-~ T . established departmental or intercollege research unit budgets),

RN o ]




- Tp . ‘ .
and calling for establishment of new tenure track positions. The
. president's approval is also required for the submission of any
. proposal involving classified research. -

o Offices of Deans and Conflict of Interest . f

In December 1964 a joint statement was issued by the American Association

of University Proﬁessofs and the American Council orn Education On Preventing

Conflicts of ‘Interest in Govern nt-¥ponsored Reseatrch at Universities. This’
. N S

N \ N -
statement cites statutes (18 U.S.C. 20Z—2Q9'§s amended) and a President's
w . - > ’

memorandum of May 2, 1963 (Preventding Conflicts of Intéfest on the Part of

. v ‘ .
Special Government Employees) as summarizing restrictions which apply to

¢ \

faculty members when they are employed on a temporary or consultative basis

-

‘ . ' e
by a federal agency. The thrust of the statement is to recommend extension of

' these restrictions by action of. the universities themselves so that all sponsored
- ' . . ° . - o
$on \ ' ’ . ro. . A . .EK;;'
research, whether or not the résearchers are in federal emplgy, would be
. et ar I PART |
é < S - o L
subject to them. The recommendation suggeété

5
3

Y

0

formal administrative controls to
. .. . L

.

° f - .y

« be achieved through joiQt}adﬁinistrative—fﬁéﬁlty action. 3

-
o

. In fact, central offices of the kind indicated by the statement have not
f 3 . Lo e )
heen established at many, pagsibly not at any, ¢ uiniversities during the
decade since the statement was pfomulgatéd. The statement ifself, bgwever, hagﬁ

’ 25 -

N

retained Eonsiderable.currency, 'and the ‘'ends which it seeks to achieve are

B genegqfly found to.be acceptable. It‘appears that aca&?%%nmgdministrators - deaﬁp,
- "\a', 3 ° R . . . 5 &
"department chairmen, directors of ins&itutes - are judged to be better situated.

-

to.deal with the “wide variety of relationships capable of occurring,in the many

3 R . .

B, _ ¢
different areas of activity than-would be a central officg working with a complex,

" - code of rules. - . ° i - .
v . ' ~ % T, . . ¢
. ’ * . - . - « 7 .
24P.olicy and Procedure in Research. The Pennsylvania State Universiffy, 1974, s
p- 9p . L _ B C e )
‘. _.SIbid.,pp. 29-30 . . . N o : ¢
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Central administrative participation in this(Q§pect of research control, -

except when barticular problems arise which requife adjudication, is in the

[}

maintenance of an Office of Publications Records through which all resea¥ch

‘activities within the ‘university arq‘made matters of puplic.knowledgé. Books,

\
. .
4

"artic}es,‘papers, rnd other professional activitiés~of faculty, staff, and

. v Review Committees for Reseéarch Using Human Subjects
= = -

P

Lo

- . -

graduate students - including all master's and doctoral theseg and,repo}ts_to -

govermment agencieé - are listed in periodically issued bibliogfaphigs and

. - , ’ ‘ o2 ) .

distributed without restriction. The open and publié nature of research affords
. ) . S

means for faculties to detect and control situations which might lead to private

-

exploitation of research opportunities. ) .
¢ T . : s

v . . . . o .

All proposals of research in which human subjects are to be.used are reviewed

.
° v
-

. - ' L]
,prior to,.,submission to potential sponsors. For this purpose at Penn State Univer-
, N , . .

sity two faculty committees - the Biomed®cal Review Committee and cﬁ% Behavioral

;

and Social Sciences Review Committee, = with the assistance of a permanent staff

secretary, examine all such proposals to asshrelcompliance with the prgncﬁéles
s = . . ' - .
. and iequ%{ements of the policy of the Department of Health, Educatidn, and

Welfare as published in ‘the Federal Register. Without the appgoVal of one of

"these committees, no proposai involving human subjects is permitted to be sent
) . . . o .

forward. : . , ‘ -

- -

Health Physics Office - =~ -+ - . v L -

Reéearch inGolving the, use 'of dangerous equipment or.sugstancebh— radioactive
mat;;iai, microﬁaves, lasefs, or drqgs specified iﬁ fﬁe Control}e§08ub;:;éces Act
of 1970 - is ;onitorea by technically traineﬁ staff in compliance with federal®
codes and.subject to'feQeral insbeg;ipn. - s .

— - N . -

Laboratory Animal Resources . L - 3 @ﬁgvﬂ‘éﬁ -

Laboratory anima’are procured and their use supervised by 'specifically L

°

deﬂigﬁated officials working under” thesprovieions of ag,;Eszij?tiAnal license

issued by the U. S. Department of ‘Agriculture and subjedt to federal inspgétiqn.

. .
- .. v
1
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- .




s

.
* - . - . it
Vice President for Research and Graduate Studies: : .
7 ; ; /ﬁ? - . ) . { .
All agencies of the kinds identified above are codrdinated through central

24

administNative authority variously represented in universities by vicerpresidents,
provosts, deans of graduate schools, or closely-related combinations of such
. . 4,

- ’ , 3

offices in which special functions of research are supported and held in appro-

[

- a

,‘ priate relatlonships with other functions of the university. Joined with

- . ~
i . - .‘

A
research faculties through committees concerned with general polic1e8 and with

detailed operations, these officers also maintain communication with agencies
/

external to;the university and are effective as centers both of authority-and of
. Y :

[4 I
+ information. ) ¢t oS ‘ -
T ; . - . > .

+

The responsibilities of one’such officer are summarized briefly as follows:
. . ‘At Penn Statg"a high-quality and vigorouS.research program is essential
. for two reasons: (a) the search®fér new knowledge 'i$ one of the basic. purposes_
‘of the University, and (b) the graduate program and the support and training
of graduate students depend to a large degree on faculty-originated research.
Graduate study and research are therefore closely interrelated.
N The,research, anization is structured to provide necessary guidance
and services. We pYovide assistance in locatlng appropriate funding._sources,
. and help the proposal yriter(s)® in the planning and development of a
° * budget within sponsor and University policies. . . . Although some degree, )
« +of osganization 'is desirablé and necessary, it ‘is felt that the best drganiza-
tion in this*regard is a minimum one. In-this way, supportive services are -
available, yet the freedom of the individual investigator is preserved and

an atmosphere established in which scholarship and creativity can flourish? 26

Despite disclaimers of managerial power, and of all disposition to acquire

~

any such'power, officers of universities enjoy a privileged overview of the many

., . o ~

and d1verse investigations, learnings, and Judgments of which the daily experience
EN s N ' v
ﬁfé“f the univetsity is made. Direct intercormnunigation betweenfome element of the -

university is often difficult. Between”some of its mBre disparate partskcommuni-.

L]

Wt -
cation is seldom atgenipted. Nevertheless, the university ex1sts “in aggregate as

- [Aed - e’ -

well as’ in 1ts parts ,azd is susceptible, if not_to rigid management, yet to
s 1
o » = A B L. _ . ) . . - . - -

-

v
. P

6
Memorandum byfR G, Cuhningham, Vice President for Research and Graduate Studies,
~The Peﬁhsylvania State Un1versity, January ‘1974,

) . < ’ ' e b '\",'..
( . . ' . - 7'4 . . : . -
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. guidance and t6 adapta'tions required by the society which it is'designed to serve.

1 %‘ v
In the complex process. by which universities change their d1spositions and emphases

. administratrve 1udgment appears in forms ranging from acknowledgment of a committeef'

report to command decisions, and it is seldom without effect. Academic authority ~

-
° -

is:closely linked 'to superior knowledge.
. . . %
There are very few societal structures in which administrative authority is
- ;w . , N . ‘
. o necessa?ily vested in so many different levels of o¥ganization. With regard to .

&

research the hierarchy of essential decisions ‘involves a range of competencies

A .

g " from the technically explicit to broad_considerations'of societal need. To

expect that in every instance this complex of judgments will be correctly and™

. 4
.t | - 4

comprehensi&ely resolﬁEd'by any agency whatever would be visionary. However, it

As not unreasonable to'maintain that the way in which the kinds of problems

P

characteristic of a uniyersity are addressed by the univef&ity-is literally'the'.

4
‘

" only way that affords a possibility of success. By applying firm rules where

[} VaurZd
? rulgs are applicable, by assuring open. access to information ,concerning all

’ . . -
programs!*Ey careful selection and approach to new problems, and all with the

Y

-

_* " guiding purpose of building an institutiopal capacity to meet the necessities of

- T . M
— . society as they develdp, the universities have served the nation well. This

[, P

fact must be’well undgrstood before the necessary task of making them serve the

\

nation better can be profitably under taken. ) ‘ i ' . ‘

.

tOn the other—hand,<systematic appraisal of specific research prdjects as they
progress is not maintained on a centrali}ed and formal basis. Because of the
- ! ) - St - .
models afforded in the monitoring of industrial research,, especially in its _ . -

-t

.

-

. developmental aspects, and because of the established praCtices of nat/ﬁnal ’

. . . K d . .
. foundations in the selection of‘proposals for funding, this omission may 'be
,,\ . o ’ e
perceived as delinquency. It is delinquency when standards are not maintained by
. . ¢
3 ’ -

other means. But one of the deeply respected academic freedoms is that of the .

reSearcher to try and~fail on his awn responsibility, also to try and to succeed

-
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; COLLEGIAL ORGANIZATION“AND RESEARCH

- A

»

"The qualities of independence and critical
scholarship and leadership in basic theory, on

. which the whole research and development enter-

prise depends, will be threatened -unless the
central structure,of the universities is made
strong enough to sustain the structure of >
specialized research grants." .

-- Don K. Price, "Federal,Money and University
Research," Science Policy and the University (Ed.
Harold Orlans), The Brookings Institution,
Washington, D. C. 1968 p. 37.
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COLLEGIAL ORGANIZATION. AND RESEARCH

.
N

~ - - N

. Administrative strLcture in Américan uanersiLies is.chafacterized\E}
. ) .
. its array‘of bolleges, eaéh with, its degn,.faculties,'budgét, dgpértments,
assigned bu}ldings; registry of séudeq;s, and sometiqes w;th its library,
laboratories and other special instructional apd résearch facilities. In

= -

contrast to European colleges, mardy of which began as cérpdraté entitites and .

retain as their primary trait a proprietary and comprehensive authority,
f -

American cohfgg;s are thought of"as custodians of particular branches of - - " -

knowledge, as if the encyclopedic university had been sorted into categories

of information according to some universal taxbnomy,'like a library cataloguing >
. R — (

system. °‘In the same manner, colleges are divided into departments. Thus the’ .

. -
N . .. R

. A department may be thought of as the organizational manifestation of an integaal

structure of a university.phrpogts to recapitulate a structure of knowledge.

. . ’ L
: intellectual discipline, one of a set of related disciplines constituting a

) . /l o : ' ..;
_rational aggregate. . - . .
® © - . . .
. .This conception of academic structure has historical validity. Among the

. b
.

. . - -
sets of factors influencing the complex cgyrse’of events which has resulted in °

4

current patterns of academic organizatiQn there is one sét which in its operations

v

. résembles taxonomjc system. By the effeet of this set of factors chemistry,

.
> '
-

physics, and mathematics, for example, are recognized as distinct knéwledges N
. | . - 1] . ) ® . " ‘
and modes of intellectugl action. As a result, academic divisigns appear to.have
> . . . . . - ' N
. M ’ I
the fixity of logical concepts. By extension of this impression, they appear to

be static and uniform., They.are thought to be static because deductive necessity

. .

. .. R . . .
compels structures of this kiné)to resist facts or concepts novel dr alien to the |,

>
- ’

¥ p L . : . .
sets of terms in which the disciplines were initially \#fined. Jhey are thought
— 8 -~ - v . B

’ ’

to beluniform because all participate equaliy in conceptual“ihsulgrity:'

As a Eﬁttef of fact, academic depar;mentéﬁand colleges may or may not be .
i ) I . . A *
statit, 'depending upon other factors as well as on logical necessity. They are . o
anything but uniform, . N .o - .
—~ : ., . . _
Q C T b e / .
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. For example,iaisingle col}ege in a single fairly typical unigergity looked at

¢
-~

Pl E chronologibo}ly over a pcripd of-forty years appears in its bare, organizational
) / " EY ' ' K ¢
. description, asvfollows: e ot R . . v
. N 1930 . ' 1950 : 1970
? School of School of ‘College of Science T
. ¢ Chemistry and Physics Chemistrx and Physics: s - 2
@ 1. Chemistry 1. Chemical 1., Astronomy .-
i 2. Physics - Engineering' . Biochemistry ‘
- : 2.. Chemistry . Biology .
. . L 3. Petroleum 43 Biophysics .
i . Refining i . o
. - Laboratory . 5." Chemistry e 2
4. Physics 6. Computer Science <
. P . . . 7. Cryogenic Laboratory
\ ) ~ . ' ’ _ 8. Mathematics n
- : . ' 9. _Micrd%iology
= ) ‘ T ° o 10. Physics : * ]
' A ‘o . ¢ .

11. Statistics

-—

One elemen(\in this- chronology of change 'is that of the growth of the

: " university in .physical size and, numbers of faculty and studgpts. The condition of

- .
growth must be assumed-as.basic to this and to other univgtrsities during the
l L

period of time which is under consideration. Other fents were also operativye,
and even in rudimentary evidence such as that cited above’ their effectsg are

apparent. For example: - ¢

- T . . ® ‘

/ s Expanoioﬁ of the School1 to include emical Engineering and a’
| Petroleum Reflnlng Laboratory is indicatile: of awareness of problems
" in applied science and of appropriate adju}ftments with regard to °

- the School of Engineering, which at the time consistediof departpents
of Civil, Electrlcal Industrlal, and Mechanical Engineering, with
. . R . . .
\ » ‘\W. ¢
o lThe major divisions of the University'were: ! RN A
- h A e "
S In 1930: Schools of Agrlculture, Chemistry and Physics, Education, EngineEring, '
. L15era1 Arts, Mineral Industfles, and PhyQical Education and Athletics.
- ‘In 1950: Schools of Agriculture, Chemistry and Physics, Education,, Engineering,
. . e > Home Economics, Liberal Arts, Mineral Industries, and Physical Education
and letics. ; . -
In 1970: College_ of Agriculture; Arts andhArchitecture Business Admlnistratlon,
\ ,.Earth and Mineral Sciences; Education; Engineering; Health, Physical
v | Education, and Recreation;**Human Development; Liberal Arts; and Science.
. ' . . S . : T
e . - , -
s T * . [; -t e

4" \) ‘ , o ~ .-. - " - »4. “j ; ~ - . . T . . “
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” o < a < .
. some additional speciai1zed laboratories and ‘a department of T . s
+ “Architecture. By 1970 Cliemical Engineering had been removed to. the : y s
College of Engineering, s N -

»

re , . - : (}
(s . . ‘ . . . -
Assimilation of programs -in biosciences to the €ollege of
Science from the College of Agriculture was an 8ffect of general

reorganization of the university. The identification of certain
"Core Colleges," "

as distinct from "Professional Colleges," was\a
movement in the direction of disciplinary emphasis. To & s1m1lér
effect, biophysics, an interdigeiplinary field which had regj red
solid achievement, was elevated to~departmental ~independence. C mputer
Scienee and the Cryogenic Laboratory provided means for the adap- . )
tationtafnew technologies to a variety of fields. Stat1st1cs, . o

formerly a part of the department of-Mathematics, was given o
’ eparate identity both to encourage independent,grawth of the . . -
’ . d¥scipline and to gain adaptability to a wide variety of problems
' * in the social and other sciences, Mathematics also changed colleges o,
- from Liberal Arts to Sdience. . . .
[ - . v * L . }
A detailed history of the organizational changes reflected here would of .

., °

s . ‘ I3 s ’ h s i
necessity be very long and very complex. Shifts in the -urgency of public concern
- ~N -
“ - .

for particular areas of Tesearch, deliberate governmental policy decisions,
; . .

- . . - o yot - Y
accidents of personality among associated scientists,, of the designs of buildings, °* .
¢ =~ . — 2
< . H .
and of student interests would be influential from time to time.. Constant would ‘
X - . - .

be the‘pressure of concern for the vitality and quality of proved modes of
. ° : - -

Ry
. ’ Y

scientific inquiry and for effectiveness in addrees to a broad range of problems

of knowledge. 1t would be a history of change. - Although in 1950 depd@tments of

> [ 4 .
physics and of b1ology m1ght both have hesitated to consider acqu1rinc a colleague -
s 2 S
~ 7 y .
in bfophysics, fewer than twenty years were required to see him established in
] ’ 2
a department of his own, and possibly hesitant in thaturn to welcome the latest ' .
',,; . *
maverick in his sciefice. . . > ' .
3 \ > . ‘ . o
[} ’ N 2 . - a / . . £y
Through the forty-yéars, and in this particular universityJ chemistry dnd - - *
o‘ Y ’ﬂ ’ T v [}
phys1cs remain apparent constants, a remarkably Long run for org izational “4
‘. * T i he -~ 7 1 N
entitlements.” But, the1r stab1lrty of name has not deterred 1nternal development
- 2 . ‘i\ —
The peog&e 1nvolved have anged, of course; students and cdlty. And the science
\ . L ,
+ - < . h v,
has changed. When a chemist of 1970 uses ‘the phrase "the’distipline"’ée means v
. ., . N - N Py
- - IR . . - P - ’ .
- ‘ o * ) “, . a . °
. . N % R
R - s - ~ - - ;%;;‘ . P
. B , N e ¢ .
- [} . , 38L . - S T
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. . . - °. @
something quéze different from what his predecessor of }930.meant by the same
. AN ~ ’ - oy o i
phrase, a}though " connotations of d1scr1minating standards, of stability, and

- LY

e

L

'

of cont1nu4ty are common to both. N oo ’ -

+

L

¢ LN

, - A symptom of stasis or atrophy with}afa scientific disciplife is.the avoidance
BN . LY -II' . {

- . ) L . .
of QUestiops to which answers are not already availabler A reasonably high degree” "~

! - T 'L/"‘ ~ °'°%"v , B
of sophistication - in a science is necessary to framésuch questions, or to

- Voo .

T recognize them when they are framed. With this sophistication, the progding of

2 R 1

societal'need, of industrial ot economic opportunity, or of simple competitiveness A
(- .. . M i [ M d
in .undesstanding makes for the growth of knowledge, for“gge development of

»
v
-

people capablelof working in new technologies, and for expansion of intellectual .

. . -
o T

A

; . . {
\ distiplines. One sign that theseseffects have in fact accrued is the elaboration
. . . - v

of colleges, which far from being static have reason to be concegned with Con

. i . .
. . . RS . 1

* * "prqliferation" of courses, programs, and research initiatives. S o
. ' o .S -t . - ‘o N ]
" o "Nor are colleges uniformi’ . R ‘ S )
. ‘ e ~ = e M > .
. . Basjic dlfferences of att1tud9;and functlon are apparent 1n the magnltudes of ,

? " —
. o = N . S .

‘colleges, in their awards of graduate relative tq undergradudté degrees, and ip .-
. ; L . j A L ' ) : :

their productivity of research.z_‘Uifferences less;easily codified appear in the‘f
.o 5 ‘ o
. o contrasts betweén for example, a gallery show of .. an art1st s work stabilization s
- o 8 - . - ,
<« of a new forage crop by hortlculturallsts, and publlcation of geochemlcal research

+ s ¥ bon
. ’.,\ . .

N in a refereed journal. Colleges serve dlfferent constituencies, w1th whom they ,
. ‘. R ® . o %
:;? ’ : LR maintain relatlonshlps of different kinds,. and they are maintained by resources of o

L ~’ ; . . ! b AU -
. ‘ e ,different derivations. . } ' . e y i . . ' T
‘ . - .- . . .
' With regard to aé}inistrative fhnctions‘directi§ related to research the

. 4 . . _— . - "r . Y. ) . . ‘.

i o coileges.are sTmIIaFfTH”thgt_each'has a deSignated‘officer, for egamgle an ;':
.t ' associate ééép ﬁoq r%searc;,.whose responsibfiities and)activities are determined

. - e _ i '

- L d
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_a box like that which consxs each of thé others. In fact .tfiey are more

® -

and on the other by his-association with cdlleagues in other colleges in ‘an
[ 4 ¢

s

Administrative Committee on Research and through this assocjiation with the _

v

. b3 o ) y u . * N .’Q
central research administration of the university.

\ -~ . ’
) : e S

The differences of situition in which these several. gfficers function
¢ R R . .

-

-

. ¢ N ’ p.
are such- that consideration -of them under any strictly schematized set of terms’

- a' % . . .
' 3 . . » - .

. . . .. ) ¢
could be seriously misleading.. On an organizational chart each cellege occupies

A Y o PO .. A - - e

differen&vﬁq§ﬁ the' chart impliess In _order to keep\théir individualities in
4 - s ‘ € 9 N N

- ‘ .
4 - “a

. perspective, -the several offices are here described on‘ the basis of intervievs
. [N . - . .

-
»

- ¥

L&

‘ o
. d
- ’
- .
" a

. . [ . .
with the assodiate deans for regearch of ten colleges. The intetviews were

- . y . ,
! - ., P . a ~

not systematically discfblined, but four'general‘topics were used \as poiﬁts of.

.
Dy

reference and, to-structure the protqgols whichwconstitute the record. The . -

., - . » ¥, , < . .
general plcshwere ‘these: .= ’ * e
_ k- ™ : .g‘ N , . N R
1. - Deflnltlon of research policy. ' . KR . ot
. 2. Development of cllmace conducive to reéearch. A '
3. 'Characte¥istié modes ofr recording and réportlng research. - .
. 4 e,

; Evaluatlon of research. — e, e - .. - .
- ~— v , k [ . N - .

" The protqcols-which follow”areknatgself—dgscriptiohs. They were writteé :

.
- . . v s,

" ! /0 ' . P . - I3 .
by the interviewers3”qnd rev1ewed by thespersons interviewed, whp do not object

to thelr use for the purposes of this stady. N oLl
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Research-Policy .

-

it
§
B A published ‘statement entitled The Role and Responsibilities of -he College

s * . of Agryculture defines the policies of the :College with respect to 1t§§total

) mission. Published in 1965, the suufement continues to be regarded as current
- \ . ‘

[

’--and valid. With respect to research, the importance of the application of new

knowledge is recognized, arnd this recognition is reflected in the definition” ~
. . - , : - . ‘ . L
\. of six ‘areas ofLresearch emphasis: o S . D
Efficiency in the production and distribution ‘of agricGltural products,
;‘ JImpyovements in the quality of agricultural products
. Allocation, development, and use of landf water, “and wildlife resources |
Institutions and services at local, -county, and state levels,
ﬁublic “policies and programs relating to agriculture, 3
Human héalth and well-being as related to nutr1tion and the safety

‘of foéod supplies - . . ce N

¥

k4
o BN,

This emphasis is reflected also in the organizational structure of the Agricﬁitfral'
. —

. : —~ ‘ ' \ - . ’
Experiment Station, with its Division of Plant Science, Division of Animal Science,

6 B
< . ¢

and Departments of Agficultura¥ Education, Agricultural Engineering, and

Agricultural Economics and Raral Sociology. Probably because of a long history »
. hand stable funding, research in Agricultufe is maturely institutionalized ’ ‘f T

© . a

. Faculty of ‘the CE#Mate- Research Council, a representative ‘agency - of the

0

5 graduate faculty 1n Agriculture works in rapport with the Research Administration
‘ ’ -
\ ] cons1st1ng of the Assoc1ate,Dean for ‘Resear nd’three of his assistants “ : -
+ [y a .
"Blue sky résearch planning is restricted by the influence of governing‘legislat3u1 1/

-

state and natlonal, and by the 1mpact of practical problems arising in all aspects.

-

' . of actual agricultural production as reported by field agents orqdirectly by the, .

. , .industries themselves _Nevertheless, the Experiment Station Staff and agricultural

?’ ) ' ' * : ¢ * "0
T faculty ef the "Research Council are attentive to those aspects of proJects which

.
. , o

lead 1nto basic:scientific tesearch. The’ departments of Biochemistry, Botany, L

. . b

.? Mierobiology§ and ioology, although.administratively placed in the College of . G

. —

v “ .

o e ol c.s . . ) .
‘§cience, retain” specific fiscal and personal connections with Agriculturéf"(ln the
: .. . ) Pt .
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* increasing depéndence upon research "teams" the qualification af members in

. PR —

,terms of basic sciences is, of pr1mary 1mportance. Similarly memu.rs of the
‘“w e o
agricultural faculty' collaborate on prOJects based in the disc1p11nary departments

and in-research‘institutes. ’ . .
’ “— ’ ' A . .
_e-++ 7 7 Climate oL : . ' ’ .
- -vlt is assumed as a bagi§ of daily operatlon that ‘members of the faculty of .

“the College of Agriculturé are available for® a851gnment tb teaching for

" N
-

*approx1mately 204 of thegr Yime as needed, and that the remainder of their time
f {
.' is.committed to research.‘ This assumption 3}one would account'for the high

L
-

"degree of professienal focus which characterizes the College; and to it must
- be added the effects ‘of the farms, herds, flocks, and ongoing activities dn actual

Iy

. food production and testing. Here research is closely reIatedxto the development

c

e ’. - e
of product and~procedure and ‘to the level feasible marketing
T N " " For example, the 1argeq@robl%m of '‘automat#ng mushroom production to the ,

. . o oo .t ' . . .
extent that would make competition with foreign, cheap—labor producers practicable
“« . - r - * v e

was addressed 1968. Step by step theée technology has been developed w1th research

.
- - .

v productionﬁon an automated basis in 1971 and a target of commercial productlon . -

. ~ -
> o . v P

in 1975.‘ h1s undertaking 1nvolves the work pf-a teamaincluddng a plaﬂt

v

pathologis;, an entomologist, an economist, and an engineef In the Commonqéalth o

' . N ¥ A Ty - F\.-.’:
“of Pennsylvania mpsh;oom growing is a multi—milliéy.dollar industry. ': . :;'w . :‘
r . - Y . P ' . --:_.‘.s |
- a . Simllarly the highly pragmatic problem of the use on agrlcultural lands of L
i3 O sludge from sewage treatment. plants led to a secondaty‘.kestion as/to/ghe.efﬁect/i;, -
S .,. 5_ .r. g ' Tt

-~ 4 » o ;
absorption of heavy metals such as*cadmidg by‘plants, and Qf'possible dangers - .

a S - Cie e,
. : . o

P - + / - et ~
LI ]

to human health accruing from excessive cadmium in diet. How to assay the

~.

- ;
- ¢

< - -

':? - oo - ; ¢
- cadmium content of plant tissue 1s.a basic'question in” chemical technique- This’\'_
N . L) R T
; .situation is cited as/indicative ‘of ‘the ways in whichﬁ' szon—oriented research M
’ - . ! 4. J G - '." - IS . i y
v - / ) T ) ’~_ . . L T, ()’: ~ . o ‘,“ N ./
o . relates to.the scientific disciplines; - - O S :Q(f--'bét“ 2 et
. . . - e . -~ R . - .
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' The gesearch climate is influenced also by the public nature of tﬁe .o

s

,

it flnctions.. Details of this ‘system will be.dealt with below, but
‘ \ P A

agripultural unde;taking and of the ext;psiue communications system within

»

uld be‘acknowledged that the inqlvidual researcher is Eeenly aware of

LA )
,> . the i diacy with which his results .become known.througnout his natural

Y audiencg and may be converted into productive actiod. . '

l\

)
’ — - ¢

N

. - Reporting
. N & . . " . » .
All research in the College of Agriculture is conceived of in a project
. N v - AR LY
. T » ] A . ‘ .
format, and .the analysis of projects is so pervasive a pattern of thought that
. ~ N ' ¢ ¥ Y

- \ \ * . . -
it takes priority over other modes of consideration. Even the "Jordan Fertility-

" e L , . . f . L L
Plots," a research facility maintgifiled without interruption for“over fifty years,
__' - N . . ’” .. S & -
have proeject status,'anﬁ the many %ganges of purpose and application which have
- / . ‘

¢ '

i i .o I * b —
marked their csreg? are articulated by redefinition of their specific research - . .
. e } .
- functions from time to_time. S 4& .
. This mode of thought is reflected in the complex system of publication and . ’
report&ge by whaéh the progress and products ‘of researeh in the College are made
- . : X @
avqﬁlableoto a varlety of‘apdlences. Bas1c to thls system are two ser1es referred \
A R P S
"to as Bulletins anq Progress Repo;ts' . . my ‘e ? r -9 ) . = Y
R . ) \\, - % ‘r,"_ N x- Fd '
o /’ ° Bulletlns are reports of finlshed research ‘distributed to the interested
1._;ej public fr22{9£~char through the offypes of County Extension Agents, and‘directly
\——'-upon rgqu from t office'oﬁ thesDirector of thevAgricultural Experiment .. .o
1?v o Statlon. One bufletln each year 7§ che Anrual Report of the Experipent-Station o
_'f‘_, and 1nqtudes a short—title invento y.of all buIletins, progress reports, Journal

L' art1§leé publ;pﬁed durlng the f1scél year, \a: Tlist of~ongoing ‘research projects, ) -

’ -
- .

A

.’

o, g ,nd a_&lgt of“all new giftd, gr nts, and‘xontracté received during the same , £
S dp'riod‘ “Except forythe ﬁ’hu Report“;whi contains only bibliographical and

) 1T ‘erence informakion, Bhlletéﬂs providg, specific reports addresfed to the ' . - ;
R tentix} user, whether ‘he be éﬁrme:, dis¢riputor, nutritionist, or functiopary

;{T:/‘u‘ in’'d social or éovernmental agency, ” 'In the year l97l 72 seven’ such Bullet'ins were . - C
STl publ1shed' “bringing the: total  Mymber of items in the series to 788. Back- issues ', i
;_;* ) ‘arp retained for oostibued’distr bution~unt1l they are exhausted. Mo t issues . ° '
.',t;.-. numbered’/plow 691 ang.no 1onger vaila%le for new distribution. AN - -
L e . I




<
I3
.

_ Progress Reports are used prlmarlly .to release recently obtained information
. to special interest groups. In some instances informatiof originating elsewhere
than on the Experiment Station is included. Intended for potential users of r -
the 1nformatlon, they are made avallablerat the offices of County Extension Agents
and in respdnse to direct enquiry. Twelve’ such sProgress Reports were issued o
dur1ng the year 1971-72, brimging the total numbef in the series to 329. .

)

Journal articles prov1de the. establlshed mode of communication w1th other

scientists. During the year l97l 72 gLe hundred and'seyenty*sik such articles

- . -
- ] -

\ were published-by members of the faculty, some éf them in collaboration with .

colleagues in the,College of Human Development or in the departments of Blochemistry,
Biology, - or Microbiology of the College of Sciencé. Since 1966 communication
. ] v

. Pl ’ ' *
¢ among scientists in this area Aas been improved by the creation of the %urrent
“ ® , s . . ‘
. Research Iinformation System (CRIS), a comprehensive information storage and .
~ - L .

retrieva}/system designed to provide agricultural scientist—researchers and
ltural research administrators ready accessfto data on approximately
€ .

00 current research progects at State Agrlcultural Experlment Stations and

0

* \d . 4 - «

-

Departmenb of Agr1culture worﬁggnlts. This system reduces the Elme lag in
P - b RN ’ .- . . L

communlcatlon between scientists who have work in progress that may prove "to be

- ¢ PUIN ' ‘ * . - b * R

+ . . -duplicative or mutuakly-supportiveT = T - ST . .
. . ‘s .. * \ . . . 3 e . . .

. »"'0 . [y [y “ S i

AT Evaluation of Research Activity o - . R

-~

, X - 3 ,y - . . . “ s - S . ' . .
. As EﬁEy are‘perceived by~the associate dean for research, *procedures for
1 ' . , - _*r P
y M - .. ' 4 ‘r rd Lo

e "' the evaluatlon of research\progects in the College are ”less fonmal than they

e o eaa R N

.,
- ——

_should be." Pro;ects are Jnitiated with speciff@ fchedules for\completldh -

o
¢

normally from three to iive years The-assoc}ate dean's COmmlttee adv1ses on -
[ ™ . -

;o - - . o -

the termlnatlon of*each project, .consulting 1n each instance‘with the appropriate -

s - - - R
‘ department head. . Responggbility for the mounting of.new research projects and for

“‘ . B L E RN fotn . » . . R <. -

. ' the modification or redefinition of existing projects rests primarily upon the
=

.~ . .
1 ” N . . ._' 5

_— [ . - . ' . ' A .
initiativé.of }pdividual faculty members, Their professional judgment is basic ~ «
~ oL o - R

- *

- - [y
- -

to all decisions having to do: with, the content and quality of tesearch activity.
'. M »6. )'- ’, . . ‘ - " . " w . . ..‘t‘ .v._ . )
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Several factors in the situation of the College tend to ¢ompel cooperation

.

and csngultatlon in research dec151ons, and to the degree thaE they are effective -

the initiative of the 1nd1vidual researcher is supplemented Most tlceaﬁle

-
. - P

among thesée factors, possibly because of the rel'ative recency of its prominence, ...
. (

. ?‘ . " . »

is the need for several profess1onal compqtencies in the resolutlon of a s1ngle

P P RS o , - C

» "'
. set of problems. The utility of fesearch teshs has become increasingly compel.lingw
. in recent years. For this reason administrative particlpatlon,'lf for no other -+ . &

L] N

function than that of 1dent1f1catlon of appropr1ate indiv1du§i§.through a number
, Ps ‘., N

of departments or d1vis1ons of the Unlverswly, has 1ncreased Also, as a condition

of its stable funding:\\Q:RCollege\és ac
) . . T ¢

of society in a moré imm¢diate and -specific way than are other research agencies, 4

untable to agencies of government and

-

4 ]

P

of the Cohmonwealth the Associate De his advisers are guided-by three ) .
— Lt —_ , ;.
o ;g&neral criteria: o i / - ) .
AN c A .- S Y e
. T 1. ‘Is the pro;ect one «for whlch the College can supply superior expertise? r .
I A 2. Does-the prOJect refleqt the concerns of field agents*and of other infor- " N
. . T mants,d1rectly involved in pn&étical agriculture?.’ N
g (~§: yIs” th% prOJect'presented in terms that® demonstrate 1ts pertinence to )
¢ o the 1nterests represented by the members’ of the legislature7 N ) N
(AN . ( “ . - “ ‘ . ~ ." : o .'/0
It ﬁs important that these appraisals presuppose aad aré based upon prior . 3 B
@ -.
’ Coe - e

appraiqals which occur, withln the context of actual research pefformanck

t ~

. {_& (findings 1n practiée bulId

-

quality oé his wqu.

’

* - 1s™Ninfl
,\" .

s

-




»2
-

ET - ! ' A : '

scientist may at times encounter criticism which he ought«to ignore, but if
. y ) ¥ ' T T -
his capacities are genuine he is usually able to go* the Way'that his insights

'
~ . . .

. . . PR . \ . : . . L.
, lead him. Explicit institutional sanctions; such as denial of tenure and e

? 4

termination of appointment, occur when, the demonstration of accomplishment is
T ' . ) . : - T : & °.
judged to be' inallequate. . . . . :

-

- . . [ v e
service, external sources of triticism, both of the entire research enterprise

v » . -
’ -~

and'of.pa;ticulér program$ or projects, are séldom wanting. Jt would be remarkable
4 s C . . . 4 . b ) . N

o - -
. " Because of &he oby%ous importance of agrécultural‘reséarch as public . é@

~

N “if {a so large an undertaking they‘héfe never justf%ied. th,infr$quently the

. .
Ll ~ . . °

topics which arise in connection with the evaluation of activities within a
, 3 \ s

-
- . -~ -

A particular institution reflect ‘this more general discussion.
- . s e .
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COLLEGE OF ARTS AND ARCHITECTURE - E. Lymn Miller, Assistant Dean for Research
| N ‘ - . - ’ 3 N \'4 >
* - - : .
. . . Q . . ¥ . % . N "
Research Policy, Co M .

o . In .a college many of whose faculty members are hab1g1ated through‘\eir‘perience B /L
to individual creat1ve and scholarly work and performance, #the concept of organlzed
research, with 'its ‘implications -of plapning, budge_ting/;ﬂnd scheduling, is st,rang.e
and to' avdegree forbidding. A governing pol;icy of the College of Xrts and ’

. N - C . . .
o Architecture has eme&ed quite naturally from these attitud;s. The- policy ‘is. :

‘.

N A .
thit®of encouraging faculty members to explore and considet developing those
™ - ’ :
aspects of their re‘§earch ,and creative work which are amenable to organized pro-
. T * . . ¢ \"—' . ’
cedures. /No derogation of the accustomed patt’e_rns of work is necessdrily =~ — -

- , intended, although derogation may be at times inferred. , Cv ’»
- " « I ’ ' . . R

. Responsibilitjes of the Assistant Dean for Research has no reference to

-

.
graduate instruct’ion'f, the emphasis of his work being clearly on research develop-

-

nent.* He works, however, in cooperat'ion with thes Assistant Dean. for Continuing

e

‘ -
. o

Educatlon, wlth whom he shares concern for actiV1t1es which e post -baccalaureate

and whlch are for the most part exte@ally funded The primary resource for
y . i . B

'~ .’ research in the College ig the faculty itself, yhich with its commitment to s

* teaching, is with some exceptions,’unaccustomed to d
- . ' . .t

dontracts. v Lo \ o
. . r - s ) l - . ..‘ ° )
. .. . " . . T, ¢ ”
Ut . o, Climate ° . e o - . . PR R
. ) ’ v T - : R L. T
‘ /.. Lp keeping with the pdlicies outlined above, the Assistant Dean’ for Res.earch)“ {
works with .a Committee on Research and Creative _Pro{ects which consists-of ' K}
. representat1ves‘ of each of "the six departments 6f the College., This Committee is S~
1 ! ' : L a A - "4*'1
actlve, and has devel\p'e‘d a handbook by whose use members of the facul‘tf}i can .

) y - ' : ) 4.
d famlllarize themselves w1.tl{1 procedures by which proposals cah be prepared and
L T pro_]ects 1n1t:|.ated Slmilarly, ‘a. unlque procedure has beer\ devn.sed consisting \
e R s - e _‘_,/ ..

of a "ContacQ\tLog" by wh‘ic‘1 facul.t.y members are encog.trage.ﬁlL by eit,her of two R

. -, . . . r ;o K
I R w9y o 0 e
(’# " - ' . : ¥t

L _ose

L

b
.
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Y 3 routes to lGek o:fs1de the University for support and assistance with thfir .

{
do so with the assumption of cooperation from local resehtch

s

: ~.administra\£n..—__. . ) -

] - ’ [

MY The research climate is also affected by the Institute of kwgs and Humanistic
. ez, . ~ v )
i‘ Studies, an iptefﬁisclpilnary aéfncy wlthln the University whlch is capable of .

“ » [N

o prov1d1ng some research suppqrt from its own resources and whicﬁs in-addition,

~ - ’ o~y . ’e . N

can_give ass1§tance.in'deVelog%ng external support. > JE .
T N -:" 14 .. \-l -
« The Ass1stant Dean for Research see&f also to madntaimfc;hstructive .

P o
. g

-
relat10nsh1ps with the’ several department heads -who f1nd their f1rst respon—
» » ,

_sibility in pz;viding instructional pﬁograms'of.high qualify. Commitments of .
' Y4 : ’ .
faculty time .t research prOJects must be .balan gdswith‘the'demands of the
" —*I \ ‘“‘) f .

S | -
s classroom and 5t

~ '1

iQ, and in’ ‘a faculty “of relatively ‘few members the appropriate
e < i q. .

o balance is soéetimes dn flcult to maintain. Also, in an area whose potential

M . P

ratively meager, there is some,iependence upon -

- \‘v" J »
. 7 -,'\

for‘;tsearch‘support is c

‘7»

)
—

tional time. B
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. Reporting WG
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- ‘On requesti the Assistanb

ik ' ~ e

research prOjects currently actlvé‘id the College, but there is no established ! .

? R : 'Y P -
AL . . e . :
. s ¢ . 2 . ¥

. N
. system,w1thin the College for reporting research activity, nor is ehe subject Q

. . ‘\‘. .’. o . LN
e ..“".'

as yet, large or complgx enough tq equire systematic procedures. It is entirely .
¢ ¢ ;-ﬁ,’o,'-" N 1

.
-
.,.‘

Ty
Z’a
Al
-
-

> likely that activities of significance are going forward that are n6t accessible
. ! ¥ ‘ . -
. for a listing of thé k;n hat»ms now prazticable.‘ Fiscal accountancy SEparate
. ; - -

9
- : from or supplementar&.t that of ﬁhe Coliege as-a whole does not appear to be

te U
‘1. » tok -

ol

v ' "“ ! ! 'n »-'
‘ warranted,aand tbe prdctice of malntaining stricf progect by progect records has
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. . .
v . . R N ¢
L

. . ¢ Sopme projects thougBt of ‘as resear&h, 3uth as those in highway landscape
. . . . s.‘
development and the effeetiwe htilization of’nobile homes,and studies in the

-

— . ’ s
history of art, apﬁear tozfall within familiar patterns of contractual research:

. -

///Others, such as art exh1b1ts, concerts, -danée rec1tals, and theatrical perfor— .

.

mances involve long gieiaratlon and complex organizational effort, but the . |

oo ’ '

. /characteristics they have in common with organized research are not in all
. !

1nstances recognizeﬁ. Deliberate cultivation of a project. model entails the .

danger of 1nh1b1ting necessary improv1sat10nal aSpects of independent creative

. . \ N

activity. The recent creation of national funding agencies in the humanities
;g . ) N ° . ’
Jintroduces additional factors .into .the situation and additional * _ : ——

Th%ppportunities. The course of future development in-this’atea appears to be one

. ¢ . . .
ﬁ/, i#®uhich definition of several different kinds of activities will be refined "' s
¥ s » . . - . . »

and procedures for their articulation'recognized. The :problem is not exactly .

[ -

'parallel'with‘that in science. For éxample, review of proposals by peer groups

‘takes on a different significance when.one moves from chemistry into painting
. ~ h J

Lol 3
* -
; or musical compositidn. Consplcﬁous talent im the performing arts ‘on the .-
other hand, 1s often more qulckly recognlzed and by motre people, than talent °
[N . . .. ’ 3 ) I ' 4 , ) ‘ ! s g
in thecsciences. . \ . . . . J
A . | . 4 L) ‘ / ' . - - \
- - ' . . ' D B ' . . . o
Evaluatdofi : . f C A
. . ' o N
“~ ' - f ~ . . * -
The Committeekfor Research and Creathua Activity xplicitly critical f °
! B 3 « ? I i .. o
ro functions w1th respect to proposals and appkigations : for ort from ifiternal
F . . g - .
fundd. rI{ca?s1sts also in the preparation.of recemmendations to be reviewed o
e ‘ - * ~ ’
- by the select10n committee of the Institute for Art ang Humanistic Study, which
' -~ exercises an additional judicial function. Constructive criticism of artfstic ' /
L
- performances, exhibitions, and scholarly works is- one of'.the basic functions -of thé_ _ ,
.\ ’ . = ’ o
~ J Al S . . . . <.
' College as a,whdie.4v-4\ . . . S . , . -
. ' . . - ) - \ v . P
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) There is no officially vested authority for making evaluations of credtive *
é 2 . * - . . - ) 'Y
. work. At the, same time, there is probably in this.College less' reluctance to
4 . - .-‘
., . - » . . I
utter sharp judgments than in any other area of the University. Critical
- A . J > v
debate is an accepted. way of life, and every participant is aware of his own
a . ' ’ . e
susceptibility to appraisal.. . v
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ﬁrom their off1c1al titlgss substituting sueh terms‘ﬁs Yorganization" an Lt ,é
s a4t ‘ . . - . '
y e L u - T N . >
"management.", . R o . .o oL '
S M . - - %3 . . - . LN
1 . Despite ‘the clear tendency toward £ ange, the process should not be regarded
. - . . - ’ ‘ ™ t ’
- as having been|completeda There has’ en someureaotion. .Heavy instructional 7
e . ® » <7 -’ ’ ,-
respbnsibilities -2, 400 undergraduate'and over }00 graﬁuate stpdents w1th a_ - )
2y A . ° . v
v, - . N PR v - . . Q . .
" pérmanent fadulty of 64'persons - qualify research concentration of any kind The .
2 s:l.tu‘ono is trans1twnal, and the d1spos:.tion of the College appears to be to , ‘J
. continue alongqthe direct“ions mdicated b!y the‘ Hcrwe and Pearson reports. [ e
. o @ - T N P % . , . Avoo L]
o . T ‘87 ~ - R oo
. MC E e o o T © L PP . 3 )
I . - e : L . oo, . < c
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COLLEGE C\\‘USERESS ADMINISTRATION ~ Dr. Paul Rigby, Director of the Center sor
. . . . Research . .
' . . . . ’ ’ N ’ ." ., ‘ '\ T . &.ss
"Research Policy C U q o e o _ . o

- . . . . -
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N . . .~ @
1] N »

> ~ ’ [y M X \ Y ..
Until the,l950:s research in busihess colleges_generally was .characterized by

N s . . ot . . . . ' -
the work of "Business Bureaus," agenciés which collected local of regional -

, ‘business-statistics and published or otherwi%e disseminatéd them for use in the -
[ -
Vet . ., -~
busin2ss community. The Gordon Howe Report funded by the Ford Foundation, and
. ., . M «

ItﬁeuPearsdh:Report, funded by the darnegie Foundation, adv;sed revis1on or

2 ¢« . e . ; . . .

- .
¢ o -
. v

modifioation of “this activity.n In addition, the functions.of the bureauslzﬁ;g‘.

1S N . C s , . v , N 2 LS .
to a great extent and in most areas takén over by state governments, and ‘i

.). LY . R P » =
¢ Pennsylvania this’ shifo of re!ponéibility has taken place. Monthly analyses
¢ wr® -

* of the economy ‘of thé Commonwealth continue to emanate from\the College but .

) d - /' .

" the main thrust of effort since 1950 s has becn toward substi{:tégn\for the .
—_— 5
’ U po 0 K

v .

.

~

bureau functions ‘an ﬁinstitute" for facplty reseanch more<bas1c in embhas1s s
- . Pty
PR |

. and ‘with increased identification with the disciplines of economics, statistics,

. . s ° . . . R -. . \ R [c\ V. ,'
'psychology, soc&ology, and government. ‘a ) ST SR o &\
v i ; e ) ‘ * (SR ) ’ %
. . This development has been 1nfluenced alsd’ by a | mirked 1ncrease of concern for |
. . . . L s v & %7 P . .t
Y. ’
problems encountered 1n’gove ent and a commepsurate reducggon of emph1'} Q
Y e f B o a .
N ° - ' ' "‘a' i LN
.upon the .conduct of private ' corporate bus1ness. This change ha§ been S
‘ l . e T A e oS ) '
suff1c1ently marked to prompt some colleges of busiqess ~ for example, that.at- .
v d - - ‘,“' f‘ -

: ®
’ .
N | or .-

' the University of‘MissOuri - to omit the word "business, _yith\its‘cgnnooitions,
o y : .
d

S

» et




Climate I _. - =’

A Collége Research Committee'of five members is elected annually by the

- Py < .

.

faculty of the College and functions under a faculty chairman to advise .and. )

a - . . . ”

. . * monitor research activities within the College. The Director' of “the Center for
] - 0
. + ) * | § K
Research, who maintains full involvement ‘in teaching and‘'research, is himself an
Coa ' T ) . - )
. - elected member of this committee, and presumably-scould be omitted from its

. S .
N *

memhership in any year if theyfaculty were so disposed. This-committee reviews

»

'proposalslsubmitted/under,the small-grants fund and intra;institutional research

] &

initiation grants. It does not review pfoposals designed for suh:§§sion to

! - ¢ e
. . external funding agencies. L . R
- T The program:-of the center for Researchvare designed to provide every .
practicable assidtance in sdpport of facdlty research ihitiative.' They are
* " describéd in a "Facﬁlty Newsletter" which was distributed to the faculty in Lo
- “ . A » ~
)’ b Septenbef119l3. .These:support*actiyities continue active, and demands upon staff
. ' ) . ‘ c < Coa . o
- "time are heavy.. Sdimce proliferation of staff could only be undertaken at:
( T thd\éLpense of specificeresearch pryJects it is being resisted by the Director.'
T :. T lhe faculgy of this College—‘s young, Cnly three of its members wilL reach

* , retirement age in this decade. The, sense of identification with departmqnts is

.
. ‘. ' *

¢

L0 qu1te strong, and’ it is primarily on department’heads and the Dean of the College
. 4 :

that responsibility for new app01ntments promotions, awaxds of tehure, etc.,
TE e - et < '
rests. Attempts‘by the Director of the Center for’Research .to form active :

L "interést_grodps" cutting across departmental lines and focusing attention on I
L o . L -

. . LY
- .

Rromising areas of research, dnd of cooperation with research institutes and .

. - T with othér "depar'tments andfcolleges, have as yet not prd;ed successful Some-
cooperative:research projects’haVE\been initiatéd, however, and are in progress,
p;rticolarly with the College of Human hevelopment, the In;titute for Land and

~ -

Water Resources,‘and the Center for Air Env1ronment Studies.

» ———
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_ The ‘opinion exists that active pursuit of external support through contractual’

\" R . .
B

research is inhibited by the prevalence of the full-time (A) qgntract under which

most-members of the faculty of the College work. YThis opinion derives some . L

\ *
v 1. v

support from recent experience of a change of basié faculty contract in‘the

.

Department of Economics. It would appear, however, to be contradicted by the )

-experience of faculties very active in sponsored research-in which the full-time

v ".contract is practically universal. ° : S ’ S

- * ’

Reporting : . .

" . - ‘Q«
! ’ Except for periodic reports to the faculty of the Collége on internal

.

and intra-institutional grants, no systenatic project accounting is maintained

. ’

in the College. .Administrative assfstance for the conduct of prQJects is® .

R

ma1nta1ned by ‘the Center for Researech, and through it all information necessary\__

for. responsible administration is, kept readily available. The tendency to keep
' ' (R '
individual:research projects. in sharp definition is apparently not characteristic

1

" -

of &he College. : - .

t . . . >

One prograpm’of the Center for Research is that of the‘independent invitafion,

LA A

selection, publishing, and marketing of studies of monograph length » Manuscripts

- *

) )
are accepted‘fromqoutside the College on the basis of internal review., Manu-

scr1pts submitted by the College faculty are submitted to external review. The

\ * \v

* rate of publication is one or two monographs per year, with some restraints

accasioted’ by the high costs of book production, particularly for books incor~-

. porating highly complex quantitative data.

-

Similarly “the montﬁly economic analysis of the Commonwealth is sqld, -

L} ‘ , .
principally to institutionPl buyers, and otherwise disseminated through press ,
_ ~ , - . . . .
. - releases, and through radio and video tapes. Receptivity to this mater’ial,
N (o4 . . - f
which is reminiscent of the old bureau functions, continues good. Quarterly
& . , ) ]

JONE

issues are focused qn regional analyses, and annually an issue summarizes data

. 89'5}:;' . | . *.




This service is maintained principally through

. . for the Commonwealth as a whole.

4 v

the work of an editor, a statistical clerk who also 'provides service as a pro-
. . \’

N '
.
: .
\ .

. > grammer, and two ‘secretaries. : .
b ] . : .
» - " ) . ‘ . .
Individual faculty members do not consistently succeed in developing programs
- . 2 . o g ‘ 3
‘ = . . - [
of 'activity in which their teaching, résearch, consulting and work in continuing,

. 7 ) A . o . . . . . ’ 'Y “ °

'educarion are mutually supportive. The impression that this faculty 1s more

., - . .’ - - {
suscept1ble than others to _disparate or conflicting responsibilities exists,

3 * .
but* apparenily w1thout factual substanziation. . o ‘!“ M '

. ' . M .
. . 1

. .

= Evaludtion : . s - :[ N
T THe functions of‘researchéadministfation in ‘the College are.primarﬁly

developmental, designed &o encourage research activity father than to hppraise .
’ . ¢ .

.
’ ' . -

Through the‘monitorlng of intefnal grants, the publications

-

- , [S
research results"

, program, and adminlstrative a551stance in the preparatlon of proposals,critfcal

'*. advice is Brought tb bear. In addition, there are the 1nformal Judgments of

. v conversationalaExchahgeuand individual publications. ’ K -

f - .
The strong profes51onal sanctions appear to be administered by!department

- v -

Q
“ - heads and the Dean of the College, with advice of théir committeesg and with

repard for- the candidate's total performance. The _judgments are‘expressed in

. personnel decisions - ptomotions, awards of t}nure, and the like.‘ In some

- 4 inggances, but not characteristlcally,»members of dhe faculty are exposed to "

]

appraisal of their work by external committees of peers.

The College as a wholey on the otheér hand, is subject to periodic review‘%y
! |

accrediting teams under procedures agreed upon by the profession at large. -

E Organized research or ind1v1dual research product1vity are not pr1mary among . <

{ .

into consideration. ’ .

[ .
-

) 2 the' emphases of these reviews, but they are taken

A FuiTox: Provided by ERIC
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COLLEGE OF EARTH AND MINERAL SCIENCES - Dr. Maurice E. Bell, Associate Dean for
v . . o, Research
I
LY Py . , ‘ .'. | ) ‘ ) ; . . < -
Research Polioy .. . i )

) reflects a primaryhconcern for the development of understanding in a complex body

-

. s

- . -
o~ \ o

Policy affecting research in the College of Earﬂh and Mineral Sciences,

t

. , X .
of knowledge, theoretical and technical, in which both students and facuIty

- — o .

participate. The instructional programs der1Ve their quality in la ge part from

4
.

¢ a - . \.
the effects of cont1nuing research -but they also pose conditions uﬁder which

‘ 4 . ’
. v

research W%hich do€s not contribute more oOr less directiy to this quality is

inhibitéd Th1s being true, it is 1mportant ‘that respon51bility fo¥ decision

w1th respect to d1rections and emphasesjin researchrestsprinc1pall¢&w1th those
/)“ i

most immediately engaged in the disciplines which are taught that is; with~ the -

N .

faculty members ghemselves.' The advance of a science is a prgduct of the impact

\ -
.

- Y « :
of new d1scovery upon establi§hed knowledge, a process in witich thef&ntelligence \/‘

- N

e T .
of the scientist himself himself is the 1ndispensabIe agency. "Managemqnt" of ¢
thi§ process consists primarily-of preventing extraneous matters, including e
* . A . M v . C v *
management from interfering with it. - - . . - »

The Collége of Earth and Mineral Sciences may be charactierized ag having é
practical bias. 1Its interests naturally and frequehtly lead tb‘afeas-of scientific
concern which are also areas of concenn for governpent, industry, andlthe society :
at large. If the society’ were not one of consider:ble scientiﬁic sophdsticatiqﬁ;

th1s circumstance might imply difficult conﬁlicts_of interest r((Conf]:icts of \‘

interest do oécur But the concerns of society,‘the dispositioa of public resources

<~ c e

available for the support qf research, constitute legitimate factors inthe*prqblem of

P
.

. b

13

'
]

how résearch energies should be expended ?acultg_?embers should be‘free t"o.choose¢ =

— - P N . ) l. M
and to direct their own research programs within the limitations of ayailable support.
- - . s P o g
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This freedom is qualified by the fact that the development of the faculty'

1 ’ oL [ \
itself is in part a product ‘of administrative decision. Faculty members are

o8 ° . - N

selected for initial appointment and for retention and pfomotion’ n the basis

. -
\ ‘ .

.af_a complex~of-conSLdeIatlons %erived from the structure of in&t uctional and -

N

research programs. However such decisions are made,, whether by peer-group eval-

uation,.administrative decisionh or a'combination of Poth, they are in.their
-effects policy decisions'and determine scientific capabilities of‘a faculty over
relatively long periods of‘:ime. The compositio; of a départmental‘or coliegial ,
S e . P e - . .
faculty at any given moment reflects a number of decisions in which the policies

O \ . .

) . f . * . .
governing the aggregate are implicit, and which to g degree communicate these
. : .
_policies to those who are in a position to understand them. Where general .

\the rational purposes underlying compiex educational agencies

é&ists it is‘advantageoud. However, such understanding ¢can seldom be cre@ted by

¢

understanding,of

adm1n1strat1ve fiat. oIt must be cultivated, and evoked" In this process admin-
L4 .

i

\

irstrative persuas1on may play a valuable part. \ ' ’ .
N . -« (-
Qlimate . o ‘ o,
- . . [ * >~

¢ ' .
The "climate' pxoductive of research is in:part emotional. Academic

situations may be such agd to produce an excéssive!numbér of "loners,' individuads .
' . . ‘ ¢
who pursue their own “interests without much attention to the activities of their

ey . - R

- N < o .

ne1ghbors. Academic atmospheres are sometimes intensely competitive, involving .

'

younger men may be subJect to féar that

both 1ndLviduais and departments,

N

they will not be able to make contr butions sufficiently impressive to Justify .

“ . ~N a > ? Oy L4
their retention gnd promotion. Suc tensions canh be reduced by making clear to .
7 - , b . L i ’f : P
everyone what is expected, what the effective standards and sanctions’are. The St

»
[ .

younger men may be helped by .encouragepent and personal coaching, or by bqing put "~
ooy i )
" into contaot w1th othe& scientists especially well qualified to help them.”~ . ¢
—‘l t . ) RS . .

”Sin& or swim" is a policy wasteful of human resources. T SR

t P - N *
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) . Personal assistance is most e£fect1ve when 4t helps the individual tc define
v ’ - M . ' ' o

research objectives, particularly in t,he"\ievelopment. of specific proposals whié?

' Y me v N

may result in suppo;t of th‘e research < This inétltutional partica.p'ation 1n\ the

* £
. . .
- .( . N -

\ formulation of ryesearch plans’ should not extend ;£to terminal judgment. The *

. 3
. . . . -
. i R4 ° N

~s;:ient1s&» should have the prerogative, of incurring his own° reJections. Al'though

-
. . Y “

the criticism of 4mmekdiate neighbors i's pertinent, and frequentLy helpful to ‘{. N

Se -a s RK

\ give it the author1ty of an external rev1ewinggroup would\ creéte an 1nte.rnal

., * 3 a

- d . . - . . »

situation in1m1cal. to -‘cooperative work.. - - . v c . )
' . - *»

s . .

- F)

, Supporting services are an, important aspeqt qf the Qsearch cli\ate. ?uch 0

»

’ > - 4

facilities as a machine shop, glass lilow1ng, printing, stockroom, draft1ng,

b

» ’ -

copying, budgeting ’and ,personnel services,/'expenditure accounting, and computer

>
» - . -

s'ervice free the researcher for concentratierd, on his propera;spect- of,his problem .
B . . . - : " .
1.
Prov1sion of these services is an inst1tutional responsihility, but“onésin w_b;icl?

- Sy >

- — i . P

_ the individual researcher and his sponsors sh’ould partieipate 1;0 an appropriate

- A b ,’a ° [y

o

.,‘%gree. In such, matters perce'ptive gdministrative guiiano“é is in‘Vahrjuble. g .
° . . 7 ‘ ’

s An important aspect of the climate-for reéearch is the. prevailing attitude

. ~ ) *

: ~
of the college adm1nistration toward emphasis ‘on research relative to othen

. - S

activ1t1es ‘of the faculty, aﬁd the place 09 research accqmplishlnent in thé system '

A
.

.‘: of faculty evaluation and rewards' ‘e e e ’ - J
. - H . . . . . .- o . . N
\Reporting ¢ . _ \
. . e " . 4 ' . M //
’l‘be effective defi1ition of. research activity in this CoIlege i-s an enumeration
’. —: m ' ' L*\ - /

i)of prp]ects. 'Ieuis maintained in the form” of’abstracts of'proposals. All pro—

l—, .

-

pos\als cross the* desk. of the YAs ‘ciate Dean "for Research9 ¥n abstract of each is

. e o
», o

J retained on a clipboard and thus ,becomes an .idem’ in a current catalog e of

L .
' .oe,

-
. ’

T ! '_research, ﬁlhich‘ is in pro"s’pect. When a pﬁrlbposal is approved and fund s its abstract

1s removed ‘to, a second clipboard and it becomes an 1tem in a curre;7nt catalogue

L] Rl ’ .~ *
N 4‘( - * 2 N

_of reseafch in progress. Proposals whlch are. refused are remo\ed, to ‘a third

- . . L. A . . B PO
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. collection‘and.are available| for analysis-and criticism, . ’ . i . s
.. ’ i. . R - . . - . .
. No summary reports are nade on the basis of these -accumulations. © The confents -
. . . . . . . s D @ ' . N N
T of the clipboards are thejn cord. However, the}y can be used, and are_uSed, for . .

. .
- PR i ' M z

. " ’ X .4
special purposes. For example, currently in process of compilation *is an
* - \ * . . ‘'

1nven€ory of all research grants and cbntracts, proposals, and areas of special

- "u [ "

1nterest in the College thaR are related to problems of energy This 1nvent?ry is

L |
beinglmabe in. collaboration with the Associéte Dean for Research‘of the College of

. u . ° W

. A .
Engineering and dfth the assisfance of a technical editor. Its purpose is *to
v .l '¢ . ’ N - * , » ) “ )4
“demonstrate to agencies outside\the University the capabilities of the University
- . 1 - . ‘

. - . |

- for resedrch in problems related to’ehergy: It reflects awareness: of the energy
N e - . . s g,
cr1s1s in, the Nation, and of “the 1ntense compeﬁgtion w1th which research’ 1nst1tutions '

.
’ -

e ., . v IQ o
',w1ll seek support from new resources which will be made available in this area.
It will also’have,significance\?gr’researchers Within the Uniyersity, whose work
1 Lo N . ) .. °.-. ‘9 L . " 2 B
ray be sufficiently germane to maie\access,to new resoudces’attractive.
[y v R . - . [
M [N ' » ' A b r '
,\.'. “ . 4 e - L 12 . . . .
Evaluation. ™ - Lo N _ . o .
- . T. . / . . "4 . ﬁ . -. . u-
t \\“ Although’theﬁeﬁfectiye'descriptipn of research activity°in the College is on
d project by project basis, it is not on this blasis that evaluation.of research takes
, . A R -~ :“ f . ¢ . . . ¢ . .. . e
. - i .. . . J # ) ‘ . ' , K
S plage. Each.project is in due course evaluated but’ not specifically within the
> '..ﬁ ‘ - .'\ . . '.g . 4‘

agency'in which the work.is done. Reports %re submitted to sponsors, whose

- * ‘N e . -
C ~Judgments may not become apparent until-the next or a subsequengjproposal is- : .

? . P’ “ R \. '5’. i '

submitted,-but:Who nevértheless make effective fifdgments. WMhere-cthere is publication

5 - ¢

in“ the scientiflc journals or in separate books or, articles, tbere is the response“

. .r, -

of the sciehtxfic community Where the result is procedural.orimethoﬁological

. B \ i
’ #

——— 3

i change, the pragmatic tests accrue. The College is attentive to all such responses.

L
v - P .

2

- The stature of the sc1ent1st in terms of ext?%nal judgments 4s known.

’ RN
[} . N . [d

. . X . . .
. . ?; . v - .. . . . -

o 4published October, 1974. A Prospectus: Energy Résearch 1974. '
. ol i . . . .
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_The .sum of such external Judgments may or may not be'accepted

- .
. ’ ,.4

R the day-to-day judgment ofrgglleagues, who y see in

promlse that he has not been, able as yet to realize,

- >

There is also

the individual?s work a

_TH&Y may ‘see also a routing .

or dependent Rroéuctivity that looks better to the world at large than it does to

. ¢ t
them. ,In any event,

¢

they register their judgments with respect to individuals

rather. than

.
P

. - . ,9, ..
part of their data!

ﬂvith.resbect to projects, although projects afford no insignificaﬁt

A Y

p—

These judgments coptribuie to the dé&is;oqé by which the

'

] membeérship of the research commurl ty is determined. .-
3 4 o »

It is impotftant that this pfocess of internal criticism is seldom specifically+ . ~

confiﬁed to consideration of research. The individual is thought of and evaluated .

- \ s

in all his activities, the weighting of factors being a function, more or less

explicitly recognized: of the policies of the Coliege.

.

one factor which,

o

-

\

‘However, research’ is the

if it be of high quality, most surely guarantees the candidate's

success. All others are riskier. It is ih these terms that research is internally
. o °
: judged. . : .
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*COLLEGE OF EDUCATION -~ Dr. Harold Mitzel Assoc1ate Dean for Research
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Research Policy . .

-Research activities in the College of Education have been' affected by two

¢ v B . . ’ .

changes whichéare not .fully understood within thelﬁnivgrsity. First, funding

from federal sSocurces has increasingly been directedgéhrough channels/of stape
and local governments and school boards. This means that tapplng research funds

.-, . LY

v .

-

requires continuous liaison and association with tht operating units of school. .

. * . " 4

systems. Second, 1ncreas1ng teaching loads for' faculty members generated by
. ]

ris1ng enrollments in the College ‘have ‘' squeezed out" that share of faculty time .

ot ~

which was allocated for departmental research a few years ago.. In effect this
R ‘ .

“change hashreducéd a fundiméntal resource out of which research proposals and

°
-, . -

ideas can be developed by ‘individual‘faculty membes. o b

¥
b

Much of the research policy which guides oractice_éomes from the Trustees .

“r o ° . a .
- .

by{&ay of Central Administration: Many of the features of an ad hoc research

4

. .o !
policy were codified this year in a statement prepaﬁed for program review by

“the Associate Dean and circulated in the fall of 1973. Normally policies on

- 4 — ot ‘
research have beén formulaq;d y an informal process and communicated to. those

—»

members of the faculty who showed an active interest in research. Policy options

S M

left 7éen to the College generally evolved .from practice. q

. . - ———

2 . N . . - )

+. Operating policies in-the collepe have focused oﬁghow the limited "hard

}noney" could be most effeétiyely used.. .The decision was made to concentrate, on*
3

N bas1c organizations to provide a foundatiqg on which Proposals and progects could,

__proposals can be made in most cases., Basic investments werée made in the office

be constructed. This is in keeping with the changrng nature of research An

education because preliminary efforts have to be well established before sound

. -

“of . the Associate Dean for Research, the' Computer Assisted Instruction ("CAI")

Laborator\ and CReWS @Center for Cooperative Research of Schools) There has been’

.
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misimpression among the faculty that a poel of research funds is available for

-
Q

distribution to support ihdividual projects, within the colrege. There has been -

ag

a strong eﬁfort by the' college to put forward proposals to the University
0 * ‘
Research Initiation Grant Program but the misconception about resgarch funds in.. »

» ~~ -
.

.

-~ the college still persists. The reseatch committee of the College of Educatlon

14

. ~

has as its pr1mary function the communicatlon of information to the departments .

and the_s ponsorship of College—wide actiyities which will enhance research The .
’

T~ -

chanhels are quite specific and new research opportunities are directed toward

.
¢ '

$ those individuals who are most likely to have an interest. . The committee itself.

/’, ( - ’ w
dbes not review or screen proposals which go to sponsoring agencies.
. - . A '\ . ' .

r Dec1sions on faculty personnel should reflect the intention of the~college

individuals come up for prdmotions. There is in fact a disparity between what is

.
' L4

particularly if it has an_emphasis on resggrchT\ In practice it has been

)
s e

difficult, at times impossible, to insist on a strong research orientation when

>

. . . \.
said about the importance of research and the visiple fdcts of promdtion and

. ~
Ta s N .

. & oL
tenure which reflect a mixed system o?Loperational priorities. Crucial tg an
. S 3 .' . : . e

effective research progrdm is the introddction of incentives of spme kind which
7 R - - -

make it attractive and interesting for a faculty member to develop,research
opportunities and activities. In summary, the operating policies of the college

emphasize the availabiljty of seed money for small research operations in the k¢ '

department budgets, the importance of programmative research as against piecemeal .

efforts, and dependence on the research committee.for communicagion to andvfrom

<

the departments. . . . . , .
. -7 . : . . .

Several times during the course of this conversation, a point of special

%

N -~

>, ~—

importance came up and it deserves to be noted herg. When an organization has

) . I ot % - * . '
multiple. missions,‘several of which pfeslnt insistent demahds -for commitment of L

. hd ’ v

time and effort, then those activ1ties which are Pot structured can be set aside. A

0 »
,

The negative re1nforcement of research in the College of Education during the last -
a

decade has been created by ;he 1ncre sing instructional load of undergradUate .

T 100 IR
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‘students and by the increasing need’ for service activities connected with

.
. ) . 3

0\ .
cooperating school districts and other’agencies. ’

.
-

. L] -
Climate . ; . . Lot

'

» , Contact with extramural funding'offices has been quite active and the

infonmation.has been generally)circulated. iWiqhin the last two years howéver),

there hawébeen fundamental change$ within the Offiée of Education: Changing ~/) )

8 '
. . . » v

. » , N . c e,
organization makes it impossible for one inddividual or even several to keep in,

- -

close contact witﬁ‘fuﬁding opportunities§. Indlvidual faculty members are . .

\ - 4

f
I3 .

expected to” get’ support for perio&ic exploratory trips to Washington from their
department funds. In a similar way the identification of fruitful areas of
research is viewed as a function of the department and the discipline rather than

*the college as a whole. Special, effort has heen made to keep research sponsorship

Ky

] . . .
“diversified. . ) . .

° v - Y
. . R Pl

.~ : ' . . . .
,/’}There is considerable.organization flexibility in research operations-

notably between research and continuing education. Each\supports the other in

- ¢ . pa—

practice. This arises in part because of thé requirement in educational research
, : ’ .

! L . . ‘ .
for bperating sites (''test plots'") on which ideas and projects can beitested. .

- .

Ihe developmenb of proposals within the college by 1ndividua1s receives

- LR . ¢

_considerable supporty Advice and consultation with indiv;duals preparing

< N -4

proposals comes from the:associate dean and other experienced researchers wf?ﬁin

. oo ' [ . ¢ M
the College. The management and business'side of research'operations has been
. , ) : ' :
improved by the addition of an adm1nistratiVe assistant who is develop1ng a E
L - .' - .
éomprehensive computer—based reportlng system on the financial state of- each -
project for the college. ' . - "l ,*
) = -7 e - T e ’ f
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The basic unit of support withig the gollege is‘the

program based on t
3

"

*

> s

the idea get fotth above that piecemeal research is less effettive in

generating outside support.

as well as for instructional pexformance is the department.

e

The fundamental administrative unit for research

«

A few avenues of

-

joint cooperation_have been developed ‘either within the College or with other
- . - ‘ . ’

colleges. *

N

There is a feeling that joint'projects are cumbersome -and

a2’
~

L

frequently generate imbalances that are detrimentalsto ‘the intqresﬁsngé

LI
. °

all.parties. ' e . ,

! ° In developing an information system about research activities, it .

! ' * s -

may be adv1sable to include all those university and college activities that

.

' ~ .
are "funded in the research pattern." ‘This, would include acrivities‘which require
P < . . N . ) - IS . -
a basic investment before they can hecome self—supportiné, su¢h ag continuing »

3 .

. ’

education, public service projects.- Thq most dseful indicators for administration

‘wt

of research are those which‘relate Lo the

“

A. {money monitoring | . .

. -

ow of funds.

LY
R AN . J

.. . '» 1s circulated and includes all continuing edycation ahd resident instfgution

projects. x S,
. '
\ o ) :
. . 'l” . . - -
- . “ v &
Evaluation, °, .
__—_—‘,“ . -

4 - « . , .
Proposals by‘ind&vidual faculty members are reviewed by the Associate Dean

when the Clearante Data.Form fg prepared The ftanding Committee on Research, .

. - [y -

made up bf elected representatives from the departments, has

. L
- s . . N
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the strongest research competence in the College. ‘While there is no formal review
J of past performande on research projecks, information on.the>reSearch activities .
. o . -
, and interests of individual faculty members is maintained in the Dean's G%fice.
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‘nd role in the review of. proposals and in fact its mepmbership does not represe
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+  COLLEGE OF ENGINEERING - Paul-Ebaugh, Associate Dean for Research ' N
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* Research Policy . ,/) ‘ Cowe o

The word policy has a speeial denotation here, for researth policy in the

- ”

College is apparently g;t a matter oﬁ formulated principles or prbcedures. It may ‘

be better descr1bed as a mode of action involving the contlnuing resolution of

0
. a complex’ of factors among which opportunities for external funding and the energies

. . .
N ) ) . .

and capacities of the University, considered in every maghitude down ta that of‘

the individual,engineer, " are primafvi The style of bperation is anti-prescriptive.

N )
L] [ ' ' -
. Nevertheless; it i persuasive. \ N\ . L
.- . - . ‘ L]

) Exte EW fundlng agenc}es tend to "put their money on the man,' and not on

“ . . o &

his dean, or college; or institution. Thus as a "lead" 1nto active policy there

is a.cadre of effective researchers for whom little interﬁediation beyond that

- N . . ~

. of ordinary administrative housekeeping is required. The field of active

_ management lies on or ontside of the f}inges’bf this effectiveICenter of attivity,
., ’ « ) (Y] . .t
among younger men who have not yet established their identities in research, orf
- N Ld l

among older men who, having worked out a profitable vein, are‘inwprocess of, moving

into areas where they are not yet recognized. Similarly, aggregates of reﬂbarchers
. . - - , - N . .t -~ o - - \ ‘,.
. ' N ' ® ~
- effective at one time may become ineffective, as aggregates, at another. . M ¢ 7
a . - | A
o . - . . N
e Activeﬁliaison with governmental, industrial, and other sources of research

< . ‘ \‘"

< - “« % N . 1‘ L ' ! - » ! * .
1\\\_ support is a pragmatic necessity, and a‘basic item of policy. It is also a*
A =] L.
mode of communlcation by which a degree of coordination is imposed upon the very
- \ \ l "’ ’ﬁ

~ broad front of scientific enquiry "If it implies the possibility of eaprbulation,
B . LN £ * N - i

of vulnerability to.bureaucratic error, it also implies access to knowledge of

Y
N

what is going forward elsewhere, and what the salieat problems ‘are thought to be. \
? ‘ o .
. It does not inhibit the intensely focussed, "breakthrough'’ researcher - "I couldn t
. LI i . . . |-
. stop that kind,of thing even if. I wanted to." .
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‘e,
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. * ¢limate "

‘
. ) -

Institftional éonditions encouraging to research are among the principle

- .
n

- 3 . hd

. objectives’of.hhat has been described above as '"research policy." The freedom

« oy ' v

. ., of the individual to iniﬁiate a project, whether in pursuit of R¥s—Gwn interests
’ £

L] '.
o > o . « s .

. . » U .
. or in response to suggestion, is fundamental. There is.in the College no S
_ - t " . .

- 4 ’

4 . S ° . 1
. authority to preyeniya proposal.from being sent forward, although advice is e

. .  yoffered, and may be negative. The individual may also elect-to~decline
' - . ' ' ~— ,
identification with particular projects. . : i g
A Y 2 c . . . ’ Py ' . . . - . ’ \.

o« . Communication in'z§Th£3§l sense, the distribution of pertinent information
s ' ' . N ¢ . . i

from all available sources,.is a routine commitme?t of research administration.

\ . . ' IS o .

N Achiqvément}of the intense internal exchange of ideas and jnflyences that marks

. A3

the best years intthe bes£ institutions is much more gifficult. Whefeven this

%oqgition sbows promise of‘feing reallzed, even on a limited scale within an
. c . 4 A

- organization, it can be helped by various means - detaile&.organizational adjust-

° * ments, reassignmentﬁof/gorking space, equipment, and resources for smali grants,

> . et 2 - P ¢ [ e

*  and by modification of priorities in new appointmenhs.

A S s

- . . There is né grdvision for formal decision as to whege the College shéll’go

R ) #“’ .t . . ) . . - ’ S ,“( F ( (.
. * next with respelt to research‘y Individuals afe free to follow their own leadsf

»

T s
- . . I3

. and are endﬁ@raged to expect assistanpé in fiﬁdiﬁg support.. Departments may 3
h . . . . ) ¢
elect particular emphases and devé&lop ‘them with respect both to research and

v -
I3 »

. .  instructional programs, as may combiqgtiéné of men in more departments than one. -

- 3 .
The associate® dean for research participates in ‘such considerations as an .

" T, . . . R R :\'
I equal partnef, but without the assumption &f authority to drganize the work of -

L4

. ‘thé Coliege on the Easis\of'a&efinitééeg of problems or missions. -Underlying -

¢

w“research,is an instrultional progrém which the -College maintains as a_compfehensive

Kal

-

hY - ' . ; ’ . v -
S and integral interpretation of the current state of engineering. Between instruction

o . . . ’

and research there is a constant interchange which impl{és important condition®

) : B - o~e0 102 1T
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A o )

for both. Té a degree each influences the "climate" of the other, although in the

i

exchdnge neither is necessarily determinative with respect to any particular

-

N ‘ -
deéision. The conditions for - ‘research are therefore the conditions of personal

-~ -

freédom w1th1n a discipline recognized by the scientific -and engineering cOmmunlty. It is
v . \ .

through full understanding and acknowledgement of these conditions that adminis-
T2
trative authority can Eender effective service. ‘

L ] . . ‘ M
5 - . ‘ N

Reporting .

0 .
- . - - )

. A College of Engineering Annual Report is prepared in July of each\year.by 5 .

" the Associate Dean for Instruction. It s based,on individual reports. submitted

_Education, the reports of the College become public infOrmation

—
.

by department heads and on fiscal information in the records of the Associate Dean

‘. " ‘. ) > - ' >
for Research. It includes summary information on_research actiyvity. ; > ~

. -
. . ° ?

At the same time each year thénAssociate Dean for Research-prepares a more °

; g )

detailed report on the’ ‘research activitigs of the College. In this repork

e
- R 4 ‘. > ~

A ’ *
°

and expenditures during the year of the report. ~In addition; there are analyses -
1

.'of these data which permit compﬁrisons with the experience of previous years,

studies of relatlonships among, departments and with intercollege institutes, of

proposals submitted and funded or rejected or pehding, and of the funding of

- - -’

research generally, Designed primarily for, internal use, this report, supplemented

-

by some information on erirollments and degrees granted in instructional programs,

provides the 1nformation for tFe summary description published annually in ’

- -

Engineering College Research and Gsadu Study, a supplementary issue of gineerin

. . !

Education. ln this standardized format, in parallel with similar information from
~ L}

other institutions which participate im the American Society for Engineering N

. -~ A

4

+ In addition, the controlling»facts of each prOJect are -entered on a "blue‘

sheet when the grant or contract is received and its account established in the

-

. . * B N f ! e . ) )
. . “ud r . " . :
. . M - 3 ’
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* . - . ” . 3 ~ 5
V. . 3/( .
\ e .
"+ Controller's office. The purpo e of this separate record is to assure clear and
® - A . .

k)

,detailed communication between the principal investigator, the department head,

4 <

and the office of the Associate Dean for Research. This practice; which has been

.

. in usewﬁorwmany—years, reduces Vulnerability to error 1n the fulfillment of
Fooioa . %? - @5 %“

cqmmitments. CEe . . : . SR .

% 2.

- i
5

&

LT Ve
«

In a different dimension and for different purposes, the‘Associate Dean for

T

»
w« g ? o
- &

e
Research, 1n.cooperation with the Associate Deanfor Research in the College of

PR

i

Earth and M1neral Sczences, has currently in preparation5 a,survey through the

" . ..
two colleges of research ih progress or. prOJeg\ed wh1ch is. related to the general

f1eld of energy. Recognition of a national erisis in all.forms of energy has

e . )

.
. ~ - vy
- - . - 3 - -

led to 3 readjustment of‘resources available for the support of research =« for

N
. o

example, to the creation of the Electric Power Research lnstitute ‘at Menlp Park Califo‘ia
\

and to meet, these changes a detailed inventory of capabilities\for research on _

»
»

problems' connected with energy should‘be useful in relations
’ , ’ I*ﬁ
ragencies. Also, researchers within the University. may fin

fo
ot
=

n

o

o

=

o

]

=
b
T

1]
rn

=

=}
o.

F

.5

()]

]
n the survey advice °
> ' . o

. usefulyto them in planning their work.

G —

3

' N

Although the standard unit of research activity is thought of as being the
EE §o-.
project it would he an. overs1mplificaton to regard all projects as belonging

~

.to a single order of research.x For_example, thefcollege_has for nearly.twent:“y“a
years maintained a continuing study of the operation of 1nstitutional heating
plants. Initiated at the request of a governmental agency of the Commonwealth‘ it

has provided deéailed information on theqtechnology dand economics of such operations,
disseminating.the information by short-courses, lectures, publications' and on-site

'consuica!ion. Strictly a service operation, there is no expectaoion that its

.
.

‘ ;cons1deration of a very familiar technology will lead to startling new knowledge.

-+

The demdnd, however continues, andsupportfor the demand. -

. N - ¢ . . . i . /\
. T A Y - ~
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-
-
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On_a different level of scientific sophistication, research' in ‘phenomeng . J
~» ‘- ’ - * R |
of»the ionosphere continues, with’the encouragement of a degree of organizati0qel
} N . - ., . . ( . . N i
independence. Although this is no longer considered a new field, the intellectual

A
: .

quality of the work being done is very good . A .
N oy T ST
g 744 "f%”similarly, spac% science continues to provide a rich supply of sc1entific

unknowns, but emphasis on it within theinstitutbnwill inevitably reflect the

-~ v »

diminighed capacity of such. agencies as NASA and NOAA to provide adequate suppo t.

-
»

A natural tendency of- good scientist§ and engineers engaged in important estigations of

~
‘.

this magnitude is -to continue as longwas they have‘access to a laboratory and

N 1nterested students to assist them. ,The problem for research administrators

g

Y Ay
- -

which results from this sifuation has_no easy solution.

Central 'to the collection and dissemigation of research information

3

. -
"in the College is the Committee for Research which consists of repre—

v

sentatives of each of the departments meeting under the Chairmanship of the ’

.. LS
Associate Dean for ResearcH. This committee functions to encourage and develo£
i
~ research capabilities within the Co{lege. It contributes to the efficiency of
° . .- [

; Communication among the departmentsmand with central administrative officers.

7 - 4 L -
9 It neither has nor seeks administrative, planning, or Judicial authority beyond .
¥
- that-which naturally accrues to .its members as members of the faculty and
‘;\k representatives of their ﬂepartments. o . o
¥ i R < . # ' . - - % . - ' b - Tw # r o o, . "
E ‘ . . ‘ X . ‘ ‘ .
. Evaluation v . : _ - - ‘ L. P

* . - . - . -
l i

e - .
* As indicated above, the.organizational structure foT management of research

-

. in the College of Engineering was not dbsigned to provide critical Judgments of
»

~ »3researCh'projects and does not do so in any formal sense. TThé‘Associate Dean EOr
:-’ N—\ T
'Research reads” research reports. However, the way in whichwhis colf\agues percetlve

- A .
< v R )’ N M -

his function 1s indicated by the fact that- research reports, unlike research

‘.

«proposals, are not always or automatically referred to him. He sometimes.has to
. LN

-
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. ) ask for them. Retrospective review of the content and quatity of research

. [ J

Projects is not a special or delegated function of research administration.

.

but they are expressed in terms of appointments, promotions, and the like - ) "
LI . s .

oo 7w ¥ LI . S

LY
<>

. 4
the institutional decisions affecting individual reséarch careers. Recgmmendatipns
. . ’

Judgments of persons are influenced by performance on research projects, |
concerning decksions of tbis.kind are initiated in the faculty niember's department,
. . |

where his immediate colleagues are‘able on the basis of daily observation of

' B

3 -

his total performance to make informed judgments.” Such recommendations are

- 1 V.
« = -

‘reviewed at the collegial level, where thécpeer—group is enlargéd to ;nclude

-
- .

¥
members of other departments, administrative officers (includipg those whose |

e e

)

- .
responsibilities tend toward réseggch), and, on occasion, scientific peers .from

-

: . [ .

Other institutions. It is at this second level of decision that the candidate's .
o -~ -
- - ., performance in research reports, publications, and recognized extra-institutional

By

sqrbice is most important. , .o

. v
bd -

No‘gne'éspect of the information upop which such § decision danjge based is

N~ _consistently determinative. The formulae tend to be complex. :Among all factors,

~ .

.’ . 'y » ) - ’ . ’ J
however, genuine achievement in research is the one most dependably succesgful.
N ' . ¢ . N

" The accumulated effect 'of judémeéts:of this kind sﬁould‘be, and frequently is, é"

. . . .

. . C - \ . ) -
cadte 'of scientists and engineers adaptable to a broad range of research problems. |,

.
. 4 ¢ .

It is in this dimension that the valuation of,acadedib research is most effective.
' R DI ) o . S

LY
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COLLEGE OF ‘HEALTH,, PHYSICAL EDUCATION AND RECREATION - Karl G. Stoedefalke,

_’ ‘ c o . . e ssociate Dean for Researchl
. ) . '3 " ) . i'
{ x * Research Policy ... =+ . - = ‘ ‘ - i e s
" » - ° * o ,
b . ,%aTheaoVerniding‘policy of the College with respect’ to research is that of
- Il .' * - ) = . .

[

.. . . AN , )
- development, té6 enc:urage research activity on a broad front and on a scale of
. . . ‘ - A , . .

’-

25% commitment of time by the graduate’faculty. Res7grch,initiative must rest -

- - e
L PR * .
- : . e
-
12

with the* individual facﬁlty member, bpt4encouragement and support by the College'

is-necessary. ?his emphasis is prompted in part by the fact that in the Common-
4 L B ’a N ) . b ’ T _.’
wealth of Pennsylvania there are currently fourteen degree-granting graduate
e 2 .
" institutions active in the general fields of interest represented by the College,

and that these graduate institutions tend strongly toward servige, rather than

» . ¢ *
~

t' t0ward -research, or1entations. Because of its magnitude, centrality, and public
. D r

;. . responsibility, the C0llege undertakes to maintain leadership in the theoretical

scientifiq, and research aspects of the field. T : o

'
- -

Within the College a concept of research focus is in process of evolution'

- [
. ' N ' 4

through discussion and through the exemplary success of some faculty ‘members.

Bio—medical in or1entation, the center of concern is to develop precise knowledge

.
- *
4 \ »

of the human body in healthy, physical action, Dependence upon colleagues in

. . N - - 0

neighboring biological discipiines is natural and customary, but the Colfege seeks '

-, G, LN . .
- to expand research based on initlatdives originating‘from its own characteristic

points of view. This concern prompts the maintenance of an extraordinary e‘phasfs‘l
b P

on performancé'of the human'bodx under the demands of a variegy of athletic _—

» . N
- -
- . 5, . M "~ ° N . .

situations, and partly for this feason the College supports intercollegiate

> - b
oL - A ' . . . . N !

7 competition.in more different sports than any other college in the Unitedxﬁtatesy

N

Climate ( . . . 4 ] . L
The Associate Dean-for Research, with the assistance of a committee of three
appointed members of the Graduate, Faculty, refereés the deployment of internal

L

research funds, chiefly in small, "seed-money" grants. The Associate Dean provides
[ . P T Y
| ‘ assistance in developing proposals and identifying potential sources of externak
.- ."‘(\ [ 1

- ' - . - - . A =
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
’

4

v
%

support. Aii proposals are submitted through the Assbciate Dean for Research}

’

%

~ but they are not reviewed by the'researeh commitgee.

- It is in the Sp1r1t of encouraging rescarch Leading to publlcation that" -

a thes1s is requ1red of all M S. candidates in the College, and alI'graduate :
K . . . ?‘\_/\vé. ‘o " = *

students are required to take courses in research method and if statdistics: Also,

.

. N P \
- . . . - . ~ . .- 2\" . W
~ ~in recruitment of few faculty there 6 concern to favor 'research pérsons," -
peOple with innoyative ide€as and appropriately balanced com%itment to research
. v g . . o L .. . . .

and teaching, ;s . « e
, .

. -

concerp for effective liaison W1th pert1nent social agenc1es and act1vit1es
B . \ - “ r}‘g\‘ ‘ < L.
throug put theACommonwealth The branch campuses have not as yet proyed%- N
7 . . . . - -
efféctiye bases for research. . .- ~ : v

. . ¥

/ Participation in activities of professional.associatjons i{s encouraged. For
. . . . ¢ ’. . .ﬁ ,\ o . .o\ .

éthpie, the International Association on Bio—Mechanics‘afford; an enlarged

- ' K

- v - - - -
- . -

propriate journals, and tg the preparation'of extbook materials on.the basis‘

Ty ’ ! ° -

'f”researched informafion. Cons1derat;on of individual activities of thege kinds ¢
. ‘-* s

. v o

R » - . & . . -
. -

S . (/W, . ?

. ] ‘ . ) ) .
tematic repprt of research projédcts addressed to membérs.of—the faculty

. - . e Ce e f N
aﬁntained by the'College. ‘There,are annual reports.to'the Vice Presidegz‘ .

is
for Research and Graduate Instruction, %nd publications -are recorded in an annual
I3 . . > > N o ¥ -
"Unlvegsicy—w1de listing Several studies in,aging and others ia retardation - '
4 are being conducted w1thin the Department of” ;ecreation and Parks. It appears,
t ’ R Co - N
/however, that: the concept of research in terms of :sharply defined °and disc‘rete
perects is.not(hdghly'developed in the College. ; A . . f‘ :

’ - ". -Research which 1s thought of as hav1ng continuity and which is defined by

- A Y -

K4 characterisé} bJect material and methodology is exemplifted 1n the~Biomechanics

[

. . f . ’ . a,:, "’;, .
L . o 1 “‘"l° ) e e
| T e 11 |7
” M .

-
= . -

v,
.

1s focused in the College.commlttee on membership in the Graduate Faculty. o

-y




hd . . ’ M . ~ . . : < B

Laboratory, under the ‘continuifig direction’of Dr. Richard C. Nelsoh ®and the

. . »~ . LT §
Motor-learning Laboratory, Qnder the direction of Professor Monty L Chr1st1ansen

Similarly, the Human Performance Labotatory 1s directedpby Dr. ﬁlsworth R. Buskirk

. - e

S

%
Professor of Applled Physipology in the College, but thls pngram is adminlstered

%

with other Inter—college Research Programs, 'in parallel with t?e Research Institutes,

by Associate Dean Harey D.”Zook. The-idea of research 'as programmat;c, and as
N\

. ‘ -

identified with the interests of a leading 1nvest1gator, appear& 1n this College™ ~ ¢ _,
. . . £ N
to dominate the concept of projects. , ' ) . “ {" e

- W1th1n the’ peression generally, research is reported annually io a puﬁsagation i,

}9
issued by the Amer1can Association of Health, Recreation and ?hy51ca1 Educatlon.

[ . . ]

Thls publication lists graduate theseg. and dissertations. The Jourhal of Leisute- v
= T . ST :
Research, published by the officeé of the National Association fortRecreatibn '
(. - - PN :

and Patrks, includes research information. A cotiprehensive system for.lnformatioh
A} ® - .

- . o

retrieyal has Been inﬂtiated at the University of Tennessee, but it~has not <
. - Q&) @ L *”
yet achieved full develoﬁment. . CG L, . .
. 2 ‘ ‘ . ’ s -

. i . . - ‘ g ¢ o-o . P 'Y . -
Evaluation - N, B3 .o ) .
-_— . Ad u‘:‘, . v . "’. ° \

- 1] -
L] -

. . . ?g
for membership on the Graduate Faculty. In béth of theSe areei decisgidns

L)
. J

efmade by committees. No formal criteria have been def1ned and publ}shed but

" o ' N ,‘.‘
the decisions of the committees are public knowledge and in genenal the criteria

-~

a * -

are understood to be professional activity, prodhctivity, and tlear def&nltion of v~

. . .o € °
- . v A

. .
. purgose. R . — e :
: * . L : * -
s . . _ - C 3 g ? .
"\' | ' ' e . S - '
’ - (
\ v . . . »
.‘ . 4
. - - - iy < r
N I
i
\ v . \ "., *q o
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. COLLEGE OF HUMAN DEVELOPMENT — Dr. Theodore Vallance, Associate Dean for Research
, and’ Graduate Instruction

S s e .
Research Poliéy ) ) -

- .

.
. . . ¢
| = {

. Research policy of this relat1vely young College is developing wi thvthe
r:: ‘ ! g:i 4x
‘College 1tself ‘Et tends to, be expressed 1n .terms _ of organlzatlonal"%Eucture, ?
. f 2

14 . Te

which, although‘there are several subordinate administrative "divisions" with
r" . e
. « functional' 1ntegr1ty, does not have the sharp depaftmental or discipllnary '

compartment ‘characterlstlc of kindred/ fields of 1nterest in other circunstancgs. }vi

- * P
_ A faculty f "people of diverse backgrounds but common 1nterests" is a des1deratum

- u

which reflec s a functional, as opposed to a dlsc1p11nary, emphasrs in research.

E

It is a pollcy ofnthe,COllege to "design research programs common to all d1v1sions.
4 _ v i SRy 5,
W1th respect to research.&he Institute for Study of Human Development isv”r w

e

- the central, or "holding," agencyf ‘with limited hard money finding. Research'
. B e ’ . ¢ |

i ) T ' o +
and public service projects that require collaboration of faculty memters from .
- ‘ N\ "y

mo;e than one Division are typicallx.submitted through and when. funded administered

A

-~ within the Institute rather than in one, of the Diyisions. 0ne function of the
- e oo ‘ . s
. Institute is to promote inter-Divisional collaborations Several.centerﬁ within
. <

' .
v' \ N Y .

.o - : *
+ . ’ b o \ ¢

3

i . 3 : . W : ‘ P '
the'Instituﬁe maintain ong01ng programs of correlated activity. ThexCentet for

Human Services Developmeht,rfunded by the Pennsylvania Department of Public L

—
¥ . & * 2 N

Welfare, is an example. PrOposals related_to social welfare policy’ and,operations

I S SE
{\\J are designed (drawing ‘upon the faculties of (1) the Division of Biological Health
& ) < R~ =
(2) the Division of Communixy Development, (3) the~Bivision of Individual and

Family Studles, and (4) the Division of Man—Environment Relations. The effect of ]

_ this organlzational nomenclature would apparently be to reduce insistence upon-the

PR s - W‘ . N J
. - d1fferent1a of recognized d1scip1inary points of view in order to sharpen the

.
L g
a—

pertinence and function of research w1th respect to spcietal problems consldered

' id several aspects. By way of another illustration, "the general topic of gerontology

re . s -
> . .

. ) . o". . c '-. N - - 11 . .u * ’W»

o ‘ .- . . ) .o’ . " - '110 . - . - °
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gEan ? Gne élemén't in# he general plan of research activity derives from the C,

/ bad \ & ’" -

s : :
\/’/ . R 4 ) ) .
\ - - "W ’ . . .

involves several projects and gngages faculty members from all divisions. These

A . - .
°

projects together comprise the Gerontology Center, which is another component.
~ . . .
” of the Institute for the Study, of Human Development.. Its work is coordinatéd by
..l ' U ) 4
a‘committee. -

v

instructlonal programs of the College, which have beén increasing rapidly in

E

earollments during recent years. An obJective of plannlng is apparently
. R L 5 e
to build a stable, although up to_a point a grow1ng, faculty capable of mOunting '
v . N
and sustalnlng a vigorous program of research but at no p01nt dependent for its
v t
cbnt1nu1ty upon contractual f1nanc1ng In order to achieve this objective it - ¢

1s necessary to recognlze instruction and research as mutually supportive in ag

-~
-

intellectual and educational as well as in a fiscal sense. Thus the most

> -
» C e L
° .

appropriate program of research would be that from which the instructional

program wonld derive appropriate authority and-renewal.

. . “

.Climatlel N s ) .

A“Compittee for Research.made up of ‘the Associate Dean and one representative
~ s “¥

—t— RS

- J . . . P . ) v,

 from each of the operating Divisiohs functions in the College. This committee

. . “ ) - K
works ,to develop and sustain research interests and to promote initiation of

. .
~ - Y

projects in accordance with programmatic themes as indicated above.

All research proposals pass’ through thé~hands of the Assogiate Dean}A‘Proposals_

2

intendéd for submission to funding agencies outside the University are not -reviewed

PR
by the Committee for,Research. Proposals intended for "in—h0use" funding - usually
- (
in modest amounts for explcratory purposes - are reviewed, and priorities set by
” the Committee for Research Central accounting is made of these:projects, whose K
. . . pPa ) - . )
-expenses provide for minimum,operating essemtials and do not provide released
" A N . ’ ‘ y w
faculty ®ime. T . T - . )
o ~ ' / . T . - .

S
S A
gy




’ A . ' , .
. Emphasts of this aspect of the administyxation of research in‘the Ci)lege is
naturally ort the work of tte yqQunger, less experienced members of the faculty.
. . . . y :
Assistance in definition of projects| -designing of propodals, development of v

T familiarity with related research in the College, forming appropriate relationships .

3 « . N ~
$‘A?._ R G IV 1 o - . L » w4 y,i ; . .~

. . with other researchers is a continuing activity of the office of the Associate

e 7 Dean Relationships between prOJects and between researchers are encouragea
2 B o ¢ ‘ . ¢

they are‘not forced€ ' . ;s . . : .

> . -
. »

There appears to be\in this College a disposition tcward emphasis on progragi\\\\\
N

4 . b

. N - : 1

as‘opposed to proJectsy that®has not ‘been so clearly manifeést in other colleges.
\ . T .

Insofar as this observVdtion is accurate, there may be a commensurate differe

‘ .
I TR Y

. T . . -
researeh climate, a tendency for policy .decisions or emphases to impinge upon

M s f ;:/ - . 3 -
-1ndividual actiéities more markedly than elsewhere. Possibly therg is a difference
-« - 9 - hd
- = also in the nature of the relationships with external cohtracting agencies. \ »
I ) ‘- . ..h' ) ' . ‘ t ) :’ . \ . ., 4
. . - . [}
Reporting ' oL, ’ "
l,/ ’ . ’ . % g . : ] . L M

The Associate Dean for Research prepares each term a report of research

'activity within the College. The report As enumerative of projects, listing ,-:
Ly g , N )
b Qprinc1pal 1nvestigator, title, _sponsor, beginning and ending dates, and dollar -
amount of the current’ year's'funding. The report is distributed throughodgAthe
. . . . Y
. College and is generally accessible to anyone'who wants to see it. All projﬁ%ﬁﬁ
H I are reported including those*funded from‘"indhouse reSOurces. LN ’ £
N 4
- Evaluation . , . e . ) .,
: Jo
. . The Research Committee does not routinely review proposals or projects in ,
. . progress or completed.- Esggblished activities of a research nature have been .
w hs .
reconsidered with refegence to criteria such as-the following:
— * : N ] ' - '< ’- -
_ 1. Whether they serve an 1nstructional function, N %
- --~. 2. Whether ‘graduate assistants are profitably involved, * '
- i 3. ‘Whether they'preegptlaboratory _space or facilities which might ‘be’ put
e e - .‘to better use. . e ' P I ,
- '~12'z‘ -
» 112 K : P
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B
1

In cne'inétance a program was_terminated on' these grounds, despite the,contiduing

. - ’ . !
-

availability of appropriate external support, and later reconstituted by another
) . . X

agéncy'of'the UpiverSity. Similigly a proposal was queried on'the ground that

it involved research without significant relationship to other résagrch gbéng

forward in the CGollege.- Thé.chqracteristic responsibilities of the Associate
== . g

Dean for Reseérch, howevqr, and- of his-Research Commiélggéarﬁ developmental .

\ -

e e ‘Q /] i .
rather than jud&ciay. As' in other colleges, the crucialijuéiments on appointménts,
&L .

°

tenure, and pyomdtion d?pend upon several facters among which resedrch performance
- -

» . s 3

is prominent. A difference of emphasis from thac‘of!bther célleges appears i
. - . . . . . |
the concern for community of_intg;ests and diversity of disciplipary backgroundg,
_ ‘ i . S0
whith apparently inverts the ‘order of priorities cuastomary in, @Qrvexample, the
e ® -’ - ’ . N .t z '
' \ . y
. . , .

College of Science. N . -t PR

.
= -~

N Ed

I édmipistrative'deeign,and fungfiod’this Collége'ggflectﬁutpg influence
. t,"i - £ ’ .

withid %he universiéy of ideas_such as those expressgd by Dean Robert Straus -

- r '
. . R . o A 4 2 N
whlch;gre cited and discussed in Chapter III of this study. For example, membersﬁﬁ%&
AT - 2 ’ X
of the College régard “the organization .of the College of Agriculture as affording ﬁﬁ;,
- . N ' . + et ) .
pertinéqt»models in its,fluén; adaptabilitg Eg particular problems\occurring

‘ 3

. , ’ - -
in tHe;ﬁroduéfion ahi distribution of fooqﬁand fibet. Both colleges are

. N ' A J . - o '., N - ¥ v
Anter&?ﬁciplina;y in basic design, so thorougﬁiy so that tbe word "interdisciplinayy"

“

- . - S
- . . . "o ;' < . .
tends to drop out of usage in thgm. s




- o

. Y 1]

COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS - Dr. Thomas F..Magner, Associate Dean for Research l; )

3
. Research Pelicy ‘ . T ‘ : *
Any formulation of general policy for thqlcogduct of research in the College

~u

hed

- .

of kiberal Arts must be cenditioned by the diversity of the élements'gf the

B

College, ranging from contractual and project-oriented work of .the kind charac--

N

. teris;ic.éf the Department of Psychology td the much less formally arganized- work
.- N I N . N Yoo . 2

K}
’

, of students in history and thé languages. Some groups:df researchers are

. . ° - A ~
v ¢ - - [ 3 . .
accustomed to work with governmental funding agencies, to -publication in refereed

° 7 . - , 0
journals, and to citation indexes; others think of research support in terms

) of released time or travel grants and look for their public response in reviews

of books. ’'However, all aréas share a concern fdr researdh-as it informs and
> . -

I @ . 3

e . . - v s
invigorates teaching, the faculty in Liberal Afts being among all the faculties of
@ ' - /\ ) - .

the University the one most heav{ly committed to ¢lassroom instructe¥n.

A committee of the College, selected from-members of the Faculty who give
4 ) . ‘ll - ’ t: v
. . research a high priority among theéir interests, meets.regularly to discuss various
. L . ey . -

£ - . : h -
- : \ aspects of research in the College. Its function is advisory.' 'The Associate Dean
- . - \

v

. 5 . ) . .t - '
for Research is a member ex officio. As a standing committee of the College it
- N bl N > e h
- . “ N

- has the prerogative of time on the agenda-of gsneral faculty meetings and of
t . . - .

-~

- Y. ) .

- ccmmunication with the Faculty'nh;ougg)répéits or minutes. Much of its discussiop
- , ’ ’ .. ) ?" M g

is focused on the question of appropriate Eglance in emphasis between teaching ®

[
i

“ . N - -
' .

“and .research in the disposition of the College's resources. . .

. ' - B

Tgé—fgﬁmittee;on reséagch uéhally_includes among its members representatives

- v
o t

. . M . . ‘ -~ - —
S . of most, if mot all, of the generel] fields of interest in the College. There
’ ¢ - ) Iy . . <
-is no apparent inclination to concentrate research in one or in some of ,the )
. . ‘. - ’
N ‘ o . . B _" * ) . ’ .
’ fields of interest, or to,urge particular emphases within fields or combinations
) - N - 2 e . ¢ ’
of fields. Research initiative rests with the individual faculty member. The
s r "‘*" by ( 2 ‘ N . ] ) LI -
purpo;Z of the College, and of the research committee, is to support these initiatives.
_» . . ‘ ‘ 4 b K R .
. v, P ’ . . . . z 'gxié) :{ X ] .
o . - . Bl =114 : o . b
ﬁERK: o e . . 4:123u‘ o - ' \ .-
o o e . , ° . - . _— ¢
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Possibly because many areas of inkerest within the College do not relate to |
! —— : - . {

) funding agencies of government and do ot visualize research in terms of projects

<+
-3

‘.

* . or contracts, the mcdest internal funding of research is not theught of as

: i

"seed money" ard expected to produce external funding in the course of’a study's
. development. The' acquisition of equipment - except for.%}Brary facilities -

is not as pressing a problem as it is in a college suclt as Engineering. External
resources, when they are évailable, usually take the form oﬁ.fellowships awarded

\ N . |
hd i

directly to individuals or of royalties or consultancies payable to individuals.’

~ ’ Those areas in which reseatch grants are available for spécific projects tend

under these circumstances to take recponsibility for developing their own support,

o

but with procedures which assure thit the Associate Dean for Research is informed. *

€ -

[ , -

Climate S i A , _ 7 f
The dxstinguishing features of research cIimate in the College of Liberal Arl

» . ‘

are those which derive from the areas in which project and contract patternsb

N

ATre not characteristic\ In anthropology, economics, and psychology, for ekamples;

.
* o ‘ . . ’ - |

e
these patterns are characteristic, but* in other areas research has a pedagogical

®, .
. ' - 4 ., e

’ emphasas 1n that its most immediate function is to maintain and demonstrate the

- Ky y

- authority of teachers. In these areas What the individual faculty member is

. -
~ r vg. |

i
I
!
|
¢
b
|

scheduled to teach constitutes an element in his. research plans, and a radical !

- s
.'0"—'

~

disparity between research interests and teaching responsibilities can be

|

< . . , ‘ . !

limiting on both cdunts. Adjustment of teaching schedules of individuals to ;
¢’

. 3

]
- e K

- tion which they supply - is most readily effected within departmental oflices,

|
!
i
|
vy B . . . . !
|
i
!

' i but some influence can be brought .to bear by the College, and infl&ence from the

. .

3 College.may be necessary if instructoral oppértunities should become rigig .,

e .
2 —_— : . ‘.
. -
‘

K

Encouragement and recognition of research achievem%Bt is facilitated through

ES 2 . . i

the Office of the Associate Dean for Research by- ass1stance with application for*

e S i

- . . ‘

. 3 usk2d
.:‘.EMC_ o . P

P
FulToxtProviied by RIC . R e a .
= . . . . ~

reinforce their,research ~ and rec1procally to improve the quality of the 1nstruc—

F

’

-

Fed




-

.
s

. » - ..
research initiation grants, for which younger members of the faculty may apply

through the College Committee for Research and - by funds for the preparation of

manuscrlpts, necessary‘travel\Within the continental® United States, per diem g,

-~ oy hd L

" expenses duding periods of work at foreign libraries, research assistants, etc.

- .

At thé departmental level, time for research is scheduled for individuals . .

when cont1ngenc1es of enrollment make_sjich arrangements possible without undue
- “

-

dislocation of instructional programs. In some instances - in recogn1tion of the

iﬁterdependence of research and teaching - prdductive researchers have time

- ES

regularly assigned to research without corresﬁbnding external regearch funding:'
This procedure 1s by no means peculiar to the College of Liberal Arts, but it is

of special 1mportance 1n Ythis College becahse many of its f1eld§‘have only

>
-

limited access ‘to funding on the proposal—pro;ept model.

. B . . -

-

The Institute, for the Arts and Humanistic Studies, an intercollegial agency,

: s . N
contr1butes to the climate for research by attracting ‘visiting scholars and
- o
Lecturers, by appointment of research fellows from among the faculties, and

- . y -

’by direct subvention of créative and scholarly activities in which both students

‘ college by college, and ,within each college the listings are department by
. D ¢ - :

s L , ! - ) . . S
and faculty méghe:s\participate. ) T . ’

' . . N ' e
N . v

Reporting \ . o .

An annual publicaticn of the University entitled Research “Publications and

&

Professional Activ1t1es lists all publications by members of the University

& B4 M . ¢ .ﬁ
Faculty throughout each fi§cal year.. Information in this publication is organized

I3

department.. With respect to the_gollegé cf Lihe;al_Arts, these listings’of‘endf

N

products are often the first pﬁblicstateménttoothe'effect that'the/;ork.on

-ﬂn: ‘

, which they a;e based is in p?ogress. Whether the nature of an individualis

'researeh is known in any detail even to his immediate colleagues depends upon

3

T )

whether he elects to diScuss it with them informally in office conversations, )
. . shigies ¢ s N ‘s T
to present aspects-of it in preliminary form at departmental orrother colloquia,

. . o e
. . ' f . - .
v »f - .

. me - 125 ¢ o e
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Reports of act1ve prOJects, which would be thought of in this’ context as "work
l

are not appropriate under these circumstances and are not used”

s "

in progress,

With respect to exchange of information~ccncerning ongoing research, the

-

College tends to be highly departmentalized. The “cclloquia" at which new work

. ts offered for criticism by colleagues afe for the most part departmental

N functions. Visiting lecturers are invited to the campus either by departments

or by the Institute for the Arts and Humanistic Studies and address self- selected
audiences. This tendency to departmentalizaEipn may be explained in part .by the
.fact that several departments in the\Colfegecare large and‘comprehend broad

ranges of interest within their sevéral fields, but also by the endemic’ danger of

intellectual parochialism. ' e : ’
2 . Lo '

-

- . -

. functions performed for the "hard" sciences by information systems. Like the

K e £ c . i .
techniques, but the essential difference between the projects of science and the

» R >

. s : R o ° . .
,“Mho remarked that humanistic achievement tends not to be superseded, whereas
AN ’ hed + e

% . =
°

scientific discovery loses identity as it is absorbed:intp later, stages in the

: e - ta
-

‘ expanding understanding of nature. Consisteﬁt with the impIications of this -

. -

distinction, research in the humanistic areas is generally thoyghtof in .

"

"ad hominem terms and Judgments of its value are expressed in status within

. - )

disciplines. The iprmal h1erarchy of rank and prerogatiyes seeks

<
-

" 'conformity with a real" hierarchy of research authority, and to a degree .

P 4 o
s

"+ achieves it. . . : o~ ’ o

Y
o k P

-
[T
*

B . ) . ~ -
S ) . ‘ lulzq.

or to work priuately and wait until his resuits can be published in finished.form.

- In}humanistic\fields of study bibliography is the term wsed to describe the |
information systems, bibliography has in recent years been adapted to computeri;ed

products of humane study remain. The distinction is at least as old as Fontenelle,

s
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- ) Evadwation T .t ) . . - . ¢

., \ ' - ' <
N .

Proposals for research inieiation grants, applications fér fellowships or
special support from the Institute for the Arts and Humanlsﬁ!% Studies, and -

requests for support from the small‘grants fund administered by the Assoc1ate . .
N ' # N a
Dean for Research are subJect to rev1ew Criteria are drawn from the essential
. value ‘and ,feasibility of the research which is propgsed from the competence of

. M .
the researcher as judged by his peers, and from,the promise of the research ~

© , A - ’

-~ ‘
5 . -

as it may contribute to the authcrity of the researcher and of his faculty.

;.

The function of the criticism at this initial stage is not  to ‘exclude, -but to ~ ~\
. . N

encourage every reasonable research idea. The interests of cxternal\agencies,

public organizations and the like, are not crucial except as journal editors, PR
publishers, and readers may Judge the final.product. Although research contributes

to’ the validity .and authoritgasf classroom instruction, the particular research
topic nged not bear directly upon specific curricula or course syllabi The

capac1ty to give lucid expression to research results is to a degree an end in

. itself, Thus investigatiye or critical excellence in one area may be regarded as
. sﬁpportive of the researcher s competence in another. Indrviduals may elect. t o
N ’to develop a distinctive style, or method, in research g}th or without a . '
. similarly distinctive selection of subJect materials. This does not necessariLyf
. contradict clearly defined spesialiaation. - . v S -

"~ « Evaluation,of finished research is much more complex. The pertinent agencies
are departmental cdmmittees’charged with responsibility for faculty appointments,
. . " . /‘\A . R . .". e
promotions, and the 4warding of indefinite tenure, together with the department <
*  heads whom they advise. Authority to”promote or to award tenure does not rest
2 -
. in the departments, but their prerogative to initiate recommendations, or to

. |
L "
|

refrain from doing so, gives “them authority in dec151ons of this kind greater tHan -

~ - .I

1

that of the hieranchy of collegial and university committees which review what they.

. . . ‘ . * .
. . .
- . ¥ "‘
.
.
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+have done.,

FRE I

In the functioning of these commtittees, no other factor weighs so
* ¢ < '

H%avily as that of finished research whose quality is retognized hy competent

authority both on the campus and elsewhere.

-~

There is concern, however- to

o Ql
avoid gechanical application bf the principle of "publish or perish " and attempts .
- I ™ = 3 - -
are made to,recognize the,individual who maintains a high lewvel of creative
~ - - . ’ ; i “.
scholarship although it may not result in copious publication. Rggularity as a »”» -
“teacher takes on special signlficance when the students clearly comprise a
< legitimate scholarly audience. In summary it can be said that the proper balancg .
. . . ’ ,
. ’ N . ' ) +
' . bétween research and teaching is a coﬁtinuing concern for the College of Y,
K Liberal Arts: on the one_hand the necessity for good teaching is clear in a ’
college with the lafgeiéaenrqllment in the unlxersity, while on the other hand * -
’ s < e ’ . ' . .
faculty members, are aeutelﬁfconscious of their obligations to generate new ’
knowledge. . ¢ ) ' : . ( Ca A : . .
7 . e' - . -Q)t\'s .
~ N . ¢ N
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A e . , . ‘/./ .
- . . ‘.‘ A
COLLEGE OF SCIENCE - Dr. Rosemary Schraer, Associate Dean for‘Rééearch ) :
< . v ' Sy e P )
Research policy ' Y ! ’ _ ) .

Each element of - this bbllege, and the College itself, is considered as the’
cuStodian of a discrete body of knowledge. Each bod&,of knowledge is subject
to é&gstaqf expansion, dodification, ang reffhement.throqéh its involvement in

research, and to interpretation through insfructional programs. This concept |
C : . ) . »
is reflected in the expectation that every member of the faculty will accept a

" dual commitment: to teaching, and to research. Superior promise in one of these

» ¥

two commitments is prerequisite to the first academic p}omofion; proved excellente

in one or the other is prerequisite to the award of indefinite tenure.
. * . -~ . . . 0
Imp_licie in this concept is that of the University as an intellectual

v
- -

structure, in which the function of the College as a "Core" collegé is significant.
This structure is subject to perturbations’derived‘characteristicall& from'the
N . .

b

» shifts in the availability of research support. thngef to these perturggsions

x

Xs the possibility Df excessive formalization expressed either in stétic X

>
.

pafterns of-knowledge or in organizational arrangements. The policy of the
] . -

s . . .
College would appear, therefore, to require a constant balancing of forces in

_ . , } , 9
support of continuity and proportion in both teaching and research.

To ‘express the same set of relationships in terms of the individuadl

L2
. E -~ e,
. —_ P .

“scientist, a master practitioner within an aspéct of science may be thought of

. K * * .

aé committed to the integrity of the body of -knowledge which he commands, and

at -

‘ﬁgySersensitive to valid changés in that knowledge.. Simﬂlaély% the effective

reség;ZB\poliZy of thiE’Collegé, although it :eéists day-to-day formulations,

. Y

appeafé to consist of a contiﬁhing re§olhtion'of differences between bases of
) . ) N

.
. - -

establishied knowledge and their several frontiers of expansiod and ch%nge.
e . L AL

- - ¢ -
-
- - «

W

R}

shifting eméhases of large-scale, mission-oriented research, with éccompanyiné .

P




-, colleagues, thnough.kolloquia, seminars, etc., appears to be ‘a departmental

¢ s ’ » .

et . a— e

Climate T L e e .
'—"‘“ . . \‘» . . .
The Dean of-‘the College advises against overly facile adaptability to o »
- opportunities for support' "Don't do something that you don' t wvant to do." g
- .. - :l}f” . ' 4 -~
}. . However, given a focus for his research-interests, the young faculty member.
' i is encouraged to develop scholarly -proposals and to submit them. Some of them,
A L A? P ¥ -
oy accustomed to working dnder the guidance. of a mentor,, are at the outset 1
A * o

reluctant;to accept independent initiative in the development of proppsa}s. They ,
L] . . / . *

; ° . . .
see it as.''gamesmanship," or "hustling." They tend to approach their projects

with careful scholarship, seeking out the senjor Lolleagués'best-equipped tQ i( _
help them. On occasion they consult with the Associate Dean'fof Research and are »
.helped to find men of kindred intgrests. All proposals preéared in the -
.‘College pass through‘the‘ﬂands of the Associate Dean for Research. At this point

further advice may'be pert!Lent, particularly with regaJ’ toamatters of form and ~
-consistency of statement. Proposals are not "¢ensoted" (i.e. denied the authorizing
_'v' L ! . ’ -
signature) in cantradiction of those who propose them. This is in recognition of: .

the- quality of reviewing panels which the funding agencies are able toﬁBLovide,

and with which the faculty‘member has the prerogative of taking his own risks. It.

v

,is also in recognitlon of the effectiveneSs of communication and criticism

e

wiEhin the departments themselves, through which ill- ebnsidered proposals seldom

- L. .

*  make their;} Wway to the point of actugl submission. . s

-
'&\Jv ¥

v It is standard practice in the College to review every'refectéd proposal

with its author, carefully analyzing thg reasons given by the pertinent agency

~ for tﬁe reJectlon, and developing appropriate correctionsw In such circumstances

%

the Associate Dean for Research encourages prompt.preparation for.resubmission:_}m

"Get the ego out of 1tj'and acknowledge the scieﬁtific probity of reviewing panels.

o
Q@

In this College the development of community understanding of research by :~ ‘E

! ’ N ’. -
rathergghan a collegial function. Some departments are more active than others-
X Laan ) _
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v

“ in this regard. There is no College committee for researchn )Among faculty-

¥

members/the sense of departmental, as well as of collegial, identity is:quite

- redundancy. - ¥ ot . <

blowers, technicians, librarians, stockroom.personnel, etc. - is a necessary

*contribution to the cl!.ite for resgarch, and an expensive one.

- ks 4
sooN

-

e N
. €% v

. ! : . . .
.strong. The fact that there are some two hundred. and forty biolog1§ts in the faculty

~

of the University as a whole, while fewer than half of them are in the'central

A < - . ? N S

f < 14 . .
departmenfs of Biochemistry, Biology, Biqphysics, and Microbiology, is perceived

3

‘by the Associate Dean. for ﬁesearch as)a’troublesome, and possibly'wasteful,

e,

. «
. %
EO -

) naintenance\bf supporting servicks: - highly_skilled madiHinists, glass
’ ' o~

- o ‘ -

. &
AY ’

; . ] "J .'

Repofting * . o S B

ol

» No reports of research activity in the.College.are.routinely”published

5

’.

other than in the general, annual report to the Vice President.fof &gseargh 7

[

and’ Graduate Instruction, which does not include an enumeration ‘of projects.
e . © 9 T "
Faculty members are attehtive to national and international publications related
M . \w . &

. -

to their fields, and to‘published lists of grants hy important funding agencies.

._i- ° S— s

’

They are not supplied with catalogues of the work being carried forward by ‘their

—_— T,
"

colleagues, nor do, they appear to find the omission inconvenient. Although it

- . A4
- .

is not a matter 3£'articulated policy, there is, a tendency~in the College,

L ]

especially at the level’ of sophisticated resé%rch to think.of the severai
h . AN

fields of science in large terms, without parochial emphasis on local specialtieSa
- . ‘ . {

Common interests emerge in terms'of general areas of investigative concern,\as for

.
v » ! .
- ¢

'~example the area f@immunology,‘ln whidh d1stinct research projects are currently

files for all,externally funded project§) in which research is partitioned project
» - ‘ ° K . ! ’ . >

,going forward in th‘EEepartments of Chemistry, Biochemistry, BiOphysics, and

' . -

Microbiology. ' R - .- oo o

The College maintains its records of research activity.in twoofgrqats: ll))fiscalt

.
[}

.
‘o . . e,
. P K
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P

-

Ny maintained by the Science Information Exchange at the Smithsonian Institute" e

ey -

‘ N < . ‘ - :\i
by project with approprtate budgetary éesignaigpns; and 2)spersona1'£iles,,in ‘

%hich the activities of each member of the faculty are accounted for.. The -7

-

two .serve d1fferent functions in that the iirfm supportS accountability for

)

»
patticular prOJects and to funding agencies, normally on time spaﬁ“of’from two o

to\five years; the secgnd supports the achuntability of the'indiyidual scientist , ,

ox,
-

to-the institution and to his discipline, normallp?on the time span of“his full
P . L P -

.
E 4

2

*career at the.University. Furthermofe, the ‘personal record reflects'commitments
¢ N . ¢ \ . . . f ",l " '.-._ .-
of research.time to agencies external to the College, to research institufes

C . . - ~ N v

and centers, and to other'tolleﬁes, in yhich projeéts are admimistered and e

&
for which, this College may have np. fiscal résponsiéilityi For this College, “
. peas b4 . ..
* R ] L
faculty research time is, markedly an export commodity. ) . A b
“ . . R ' , \

Some thought“has been given to the 'question of whether a comprehensivé

»

information system for the entire University would be of speclal use to the
, p ‘

) ) . v

work of this College. If oné were developed, it should pfobably be based bn a

'relatively simpIe "short title" r "key term" system/,anick referEnce to all

work being done 1oca11y in relation to silicones for eXa%p}e' would -be helpful

4

. Such a service would also be expensive, and it appears to be doubtful whether
*the expense cbuld be justifiﬁd. A,more fundamental question ma?’éé whether the °*
4. - 6' <’ o /
Un1vers1ty represents the appropriate scale of operation for such a service, and

. K ' S N\J__/

whether a regional system 1ika the Current Research,Information System in

W
"

I3

A

Agriculture would not be preferable. It may be significant that thére appears . -

C A
el

to bérvery little use indeed very little awareness, of the’ services now - s

-
.

N 4 . . . - . ~
. . L a [N - . ' - '
N . , 3. . ' ’ , . 1 3
Evaluation - { . b .

-

o

Ap&rt From counseling with respect to preparation of proposals described

¢« l
. ™ . o . ‘
above, evaluation of discteté résearch projects is not,an'overt and formalized
. - .t 4 .r [ | C e R
activity of theCollege. - Some "peer-group reViewipg" ocgcurs dt the departmerital .
R : . .. " Is - - ' e
- Y ] 7 . 13£: 4 '
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e

appraisal of projects.

ohe means of achieving

-
one means of achieving
. . o , -

evaluative judgment is

although the individus

taken part®is a source of crucfsl data. Recommendations of persons for promotion

T

level, but this af;o appears not th take the form of dystematic analysis and

As indicated above, unusual prdmise ir~research is

-
-

L0 Iy \‘\
the first promotion,&and proved- excellence in research is

. - . ‘;.l c . *

indefinite faculty tenure. Thus the primary. focus of
- ' 4 i . ‘. ' . ’

on individual researchers rather than on projects, .

's performance, with respect to projects in which he has

— N -

or for the award of tenufﬁ originate in departmentgiand thereﬁoﬁe reflect the

judgmémt of peers in thé sense that daily asfociation in all aspects of the
S , :

facultj member's work qualifies his immediate colleagues as his peers.

|

A\
- . —_— M \\\
Such

M \

recommendations are reviewed by ‘the College, at whick point tne peerlgroup is

’ BN

always expanded when elevation to the higher ranks or tenure is contem lated

] -

It is expanded by consultation with scienbists external to the University who are

\
establlshed members of

or aspires to belong.
) . v

v

At this level the 1mportange of succes%}in specific, researcm

« v .

the part1cular cadre to which—7he candidate belongs

-

. - <
>

o ‘ . i
activities takes on.special emphasis through the' impact of publications,

citations, and

professional "Visibility.".

- commltteed%ESSSZSed of

colleges make Judgments of professional qua11ty o T . . x.

app01nted faculty members in the College and from other

»
a

In the award of tenure, advisory

-

!
]

s ? P "_

On an entirely'di{ferent "scale and in a-different dimension of jddgment the
» . . - e -

~ - 1. v

- « Y 4

Coliege of Science%has made decisions to terminate research programs of eonsiderable

»

magnitude,

of the college in termyof situation, equipment,

.

In all such instances the governing eriteriqp has been the capacity "

\ -

. -
.

support, and faculty to maintain *
Lo _

. - . . > : - 4
. work comparable in quality with that available to other'institutionms. >
LS . . . R . . " o .
- N - N . ’ . ? . s
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¢ - —— 2 ¢ ’
- &
. . U
— . .
- hd LR ’ .
. . : ) .
P ].331 B ___ i ’
. 124~ ° ~ -
L]

. . . . — e ..

’ - « l;

. -

- « -, 4 4
L4 B ! ’ - i



SUMMARY AND COMPARISON ‘ ) ‘

-

. . .
h * ¢

- ~ The ten protocols'quoted above are repetitive at many points, and seldom
Ll ’ . . - ) )
explicitly contradictor§ of one another. Emerging from them, however, are a
. e . . - h

]
.

numbgryof recognizable dimensions of differgi?é. The kinds of differences 'might

.. » . . . LX) . R
be formulated in a number of ways, among which some are so, censpicuous that they
may be regarded as immune to texception, for examples? . " =

* Al

1,-—Emphasis on ‘instruction - b ‘ <

¢ o

The College of Agriculture in 1971-72 recommended the award of

degrees to 350 candidates, four fewer than there are members on the

_Qéaculty of the.Cbllege. In contrast, the College of Education in

hd <

I .
. the same year recommended the award- of 1,783 degrées, or more than

o
[

fourteen for every one of its 126.faculty members.

e~ o A v

This contrast ﬁgy be' furtheffglaboféted by anhlyéis of the

’ ’ & N

numbers of students enrolled ih one college but taﬁiﬁg course work in

others. Mathematigs, for eigmplé, is organizaﬁiohally idengified with
the Cpllege-of Science but provides instruction fundamental to a majority

“-of the degree granting programs offered by the University. For such* o

-~ .

- . ¢ .
.a department as mathematics’ the number of degrees recommended
~ ~ - ‘. °

represénts only partially the magnitude of its ihstructional respon-
. . » . r & -

- a . s

sibility. Depértments and colleges for whom instructidn is an

'export"

service are eaégly identifiable. T . . . .
{ S

-

2, 4 Emphasis on gra&uaﬁe’btudy - ,

L3

In le71—72 the College".of Earth and Mineral: Sciepces recommended

-

the award of 299 degrees, of,which~132; Qr 44%, were advgnéed degrees..

In bontrasf;.the~!$llege of Human Development in_.the same &ear recontnended !

the award ‘af 609 aagrges,;of which 65, ‘or 102, were advanced degrees.

'
’

It ié-appafeﬂt that tpg proportion of attention and time necessarys

1 ! .

- 3

to sustain work with relatively mature students in terms of relatively

H ’
- °
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
»

- .

N . n - - -

/ ' 0

)z advanged problems, including.at least initiatory resea?pﬁ problemé;

is much greater in the one college than in the other. ' = -
- . A \
3. .Immediacy of concern for.development - - -
"Development" is here used in the sense ipplicit in fﬁe abbreviation

~

v . ' N
"R and D." This dimension of #ifference appears in-several ways,

t
»

N v, ; . - ™ -

including: . 2 : T

I3

‘. , T, > - ‘e ~ .
Organizational terminology, which provides the title "Professor.of. .
- S (4 . . . P N
S S———— s
Dairy Science" in the 'College of Agriculture for an individual ‘who

3

. -

- in the College of Science would be entitled "Professor of Biochémistry.v

*

Modes of reéeareh;gpbiicafion ranging.from operational bulletins

> adapted for  immediatewuse in the field o dependence ‘upon refereed _
. . Y

journals with specihlized readerships. . - L -~

-
A

N

Viability ih’cdnsultativé functions with clearly defined é?ﬁupé of " -
= g - . s N

clients in business,.government, education, and other institutiona

I3 -

AL !

v entities. ‘™ ) T .. . g -
i & 1 . . - . , )
’ i Instructional programg with explicitly yocational" ‘and "professional?“
' objectives, - : ‘ .. £ Y, i
?q Proposal-project models of research ac;ognting‘— ,‘\ . N
: ’Somé colleges maintain and’s;me rout};élyQ;ublishicagzlogues of
f ) \\ ‘* clearly definedt—shért—term:Prbjects°in réseargh thsh its membe;s hé#é';
i proposed or which are dn progress.- Others do noé,:or do so oniy ts R
. . the exteng\r;;ﬁirég_fqy'tenéral univer;iti‘aécbuntiégs. Thi; difference
o ‘requ%;es éa;ticular inferpretation'in'eQery instance. @effuncfbr; .

« - a 3

project records may indicate lack of mature engagement in a lérge :
n » b . [ . .

- .

- research éommunity, but they mé§ also indicate preference,for an
- - ' ‘ ‘ " ) . -
ad hominem or disciplinary emphasis coitbined with productive research

. . X . PR b . .

activity. : . . ! . - v ‘
- . ' : . v
P S ~ . —
B . . .
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Research maturity - ..
In ‘the histories of universities it is inevitable that differencig

ogssituation, mission, and circumstance should have resulted in uneven
development of the many fields in which Such institutions under:ake@to .
be'of)servicQZA A college whose record of effective research is a long'
one provides~afclimate\and a confidence differént from tHose more
‘recently entered into activities offthis kind. New colleges:are not

~

necessfrily less aggressive in research than older ones; in fact, ‘>

the contrary is sometimes true.& The basic difference max,be one of
language, the older‘colleges having accepted thoroughly the terms and

.. ¢ ., -

‘intonations needed in'th%ir Hail& W rk; while their ﬁunior colleagues,

Qof communication are capable,of oroducing occasional confusion.
. .‘ 1 ) ” . -
This-summary cannpt, of course, be definitive, More dimensions of
. . ' ~— o
difference_miggt~5é suggeSted, and those which have beenisuggested could be.

b

differently formulated. The essential point is this: when research officers
. c . S

from all colleges are assembled - as for example in an administrative comhittee

for research - they can tqgether reﬁréﬁ%nt the total compunity of interests,
activities, and purposes only at a general-and titular level. The several

¥ . ™~ .
special interests which they represent are not perfectly commensurate. The *

. . Y s 2 35 i - ]
members of such a group, hage neither th?ﬁﬁapacity nor the wish tq. assume pre-

scriptive authority over.all the varieties, of research which tHey represent. .
. . ‘ L < - . - v
Their colleciive effect, like their effect within thegg\colleges, is not that of -

-

con;rol and coqstraints, but that of elaboration and development. In this ’

respect they typify all academic research/administration, for universities are

e} 1 . . - -

~ -

naturally accllmated to the discovery and,encouragement of talent. In rese

f/ch,.
R e - > . /_
as in ins;ruttional .prOgrams,i the product when succeis occurs - =
. o 7 K ,

2R

w - N "A‘S« e TN .
" should ‘improve upon the system‘.which produced it.t+ So it is that facultiesék‘_
- ™ @ ) < - o v

* -
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o . N H (#
undertakF to build a university better than either they or their constituents '
- - N ~ . . » L4 7
Kgow how to ask for. When and if they build it, the next stage will sfill be -,
< ¢ . . oA A
on ahead of them, with qualities yet to be understood. - N
) ! ¢ Ve . ' ] . ) .
, Research administrators di»committees are intensely concerned with what - ~
] - L] » -
| . A ) . /o~ .
‘théir institution ought to be doing, as are their faculties. This question is
.. s : \\'/_‘ . s - . .
thé one. on which daily work is focussed. It has many answers, in numerous
> . . T ' . . L4
fields of interest and at several levels of generality. ‘At the highest devel of
generality the answer is always the same& the university itself qught to -
improve in the génge and accuracy of understanding which it can provide.
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INSTITUTES, CENTERS, AND EXTRA-COLLEGIAL

e

S LABORATORIES A§ g

" . AGENCIES OF UNIVERSITY RESEARCH

°

Phllosophically, the most interesting development
of the last decade-is the interdependency that .has
grown among the sciences, resulting in an integration
and unity that *mocks nature. We have biophysics and
biochiemistry, and geophysics and astrophysics, and
mathematical neural-electric research, and dozens of
other hyphenated inﬁerd;sciplinary sciences.

» ’

- Jerome B¥% Wiesner, Where Science and Politics !

Meet, pp. 19-20.
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Beginning with the establishment of the Pennsylvania Agricultural
LN . : »
Research Statipn in 1887, forty-three Institutes or centers have been
f N , ¢ . ) * K .
organized and éontinue—to-fupetion at the Pennsylvania §tate’Uni\iersity,l

of which twenty-nine are primarilf committed either to the organization

and coordination or to the actual conduct of reéearch. The rate at
. - , & -
which such organizations have been created increased sharpIy after World

. . s .

War II but has tended to deteleraté more recently. Prior to 1980 the majority of,
-
such organizations were in the sciences. Sincé that time similar ¢

EE Al

‘- - & & - .
administrative procedures have geen extended to the social.sciences and

the humaniti\s\\v \ .
- ; R > #
In these dévelopments the Pennsylvania State Univefsity'is typical ~

-
°

of large, researth-oriented universities throughout the nation. The =«

creation of new, epicollegial authorities for various purposes, including -

-

organized,’interdisciplinary-research, is one of the recognized resources

- . v ' ) ” - ‘ )

of university administration and has itself become a topic.of discussion

° ' : » : . ’ , ' ° ’
and investigation.2 -
- ~ | A . - g .
Institutes and centers are organized in many different patgerns% both .,

. . * . “l.

with regard to their internal structures and to the ways in which they . !
» . - N . .

-]

°

relate to colleges, departments, tentral administrative offices of, the* .. -

-

university4/and to society at large. Like the colleges, they are neither
. . .t e

i .
.

static nor uniform. However,.they all share a ‘common c@a{i;teristic in
° . L . .
that they are different from 3nd fo a degree,extraneous to he,collegiaf
. - L €. - { .

structure whose neighbotrs they are. By virtue of ihis common chsracteristic

and of their accelerdted growth °they now constitute a factor important

.
- ' .
2 - N oo hd
. cwh ot - . '

- : S D -

lMary M. Norman, Centers and Institutes at -the Pernsylvania’ State\University.
A Case Study, Center for fhe Study of Higher Education, - Report; No- 9\\The

'Pennsylvania State University, March 1971. p..6. .

- / -
2Stanley 0 Ikenberry and Renee C Friedman, Beyond Academic Departments,
San Fréncisco (Jossey—Bass) 1972 +and appended bibliography.
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v -/ y . ' .
‘to'the climate for research and the grdwth of knowledge within the . .
- the universitigs and throughout the nation, . b “

‘An institute foundéd by ;funiversity and ‘as part of the.total

’ o EY |

e . university structurs presumably must have essential relationships with
some part or parts of the parent institution. Mutual independence is -

theoretically possible but operationally improbable. An institute ' ) -
. |

' ' - which has no need for a university context may be extruded or may

extricate itself from academic affiliaﬁion, but® it is unlikely to ° . !
continue long in a pointless alliance., For all’others a negessary

- relationship exists, and it may be a relationship either of symbiosis ‘

, or parasitism. "Parasitism” in this context 1s not a peJorative term,

&

For example, the dependence of a scienfist upon routine services of an
institutional Computation Center may be both legitimate and desirable

Symbiosis, of course, is ayp ideal toward wnich administrative restructuring C -

P

in general is directed, .
. . One indication of ingtitutional vftality is that of readiness  »

and ability to engage on new investigative fronts, Such ventures test’

. ™

, :the quality and,comprehensiVeness of basic knowledge, An advantage which'*w.
accrues- from the development vof institutes and centers is improved
L~ *acdessibility and visibility which'they give to the<interplay of new.i
ideas and old ones, 'They help to bring critical relationships into”
’ focus, and to improve t%% pyobability of adVantageous rgsolutions. IR

) [
! Ll &
,

. " As an exploration of this hypothesis an enquiry was conducted

2

~ during-the fall term 1974 at Penn.State University} ‘and in the. following

) mupner: two statements had appeared, oneipublished in Science3.and thesother

R}

- 3
3 Robert Straus,‘"Departments and Disciplinesa Stasis and Change " :
Science, 182 (1973), 895.98, .~ - - - a L
- . oA . —131 e /. ' L
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»

delivered as a talk before a group of administrators of interdisoiplinary -

-

reseiarch,4 and had attracted notice. Both papers are critical. of the

depaqtmental and collegial structures of uniﬁersities,,but with.different
~* ot Y -

' - emphases and degrees of urgency. (Copies of the articles are included

as appendices of this chapter.) These'articles were duplicatled and

. distributed to 154 members of the academic community identified to some

£ . '.." ' <
extent with interdisciplinary research and/or instruction. .They were

presented under cover of the following memorandum: .

[4
.

‘ Th1s is a request for your assistance in an effort to,collect
information on a recurring question pertinent both to the review of
graduate programs and to a study of research evaluation which is ndw
going ard, on campus under the auspices of the GraduazE“School and
of Vife Presi ent Cunningham's office. ‘) :

My request is that you read the two attached papers by Robert Straus
and Sidney Sternberg and give me your " considered response to them in a
“memorandum of three or four paragraphs, — or more if you ,see fit to
expand the topic in terhs of, your experience.

The request‘is being addressed to all directors of graduate programs:
associate deans for research, and directors of institutes. .I believe that
on the basis of your responses “it will be feasible to put this discussion
qf authority as it.is upderstood in -the’ university .on a factual basis, and °
to arrive at some understandings which may prove genetally useful. '

The response requested of you is intentionally left "open-ended.” I
hope, however, that you will see fit to.write in terms of your actual
experience within the elements of the university with which you aréd °
familiar. In making .Qur .analysis of the responses - which will, of course,
be made available'to you'— we will attempt to use equ1tably the }mems of
evidence .on these questions that you give us. -

e . . N ) - .
3 . r.

Apart from mention of "authority as it is understood in the university"

no summary or interpretation of the two articles was offered; d the request

I3

was for 'open ended" responses iq’terms of ind1vidual experience.- Sixty-five

i n e ..,

L.
‘-

- °

. ’ ) , §§

B

4Sidney Sternberg, "The Hanagement of University InterdtSciplinary Research,"
YUniversity of Southern California Research Management Improvemént Workshop,

Los Ange}.es, July 9 & 10, 1974. . .
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' o Free re?ponses to d1scurs1ve statements do*not, admlt of quantified

responses were received,” ranging from the "'three or.four, paragraphs"
. ’ - ‘ Yo : v

»suggested to thoroughgoing. letters with enclosures. From this return it

may be inferred‘tbat the articles touch upon matters of lively interest.
¥

« av

summdry. The pages which follow ar esigned to provide a spectrum of
N . v ? .
representative attitudes, retaining insokar as is practicable the actual -
Y N . N ™
language of the‘respondents. As mbght be expected‘from the manner of ‘the

»

enquiry; all responses tend to be critical of the articl@s in one sense or
another. Only three reject the discussion as having no;immediate pertinence

. .‘ . -

in their experience, all three from persons engaged in activities of humanistic

€

interest. Among the remaining sixty-two memoranda some take a generally
. N < ..

affirmative stance’with wespect to the articles ahd proceed to develop .

.

their own improvements and refinements of them. In this sense they_may>be

interpreted as pro'Straus or Sternberg or both. Others take a generally
» R » & . .

» . —

-

The respondents, whose names and professional identifications appear as
they '‘are cited below, have the following characteristics-

’ L]
Total number: 65. oy . -
) Professorial rank: .Full 52, Associate 10, Assibtant 3. ‘ e
* [ ' . o’ #
Adminlstrative responsibility. : 2 i . ,

Deans (and oné vice president): 6

Institute directors: 7

Department heads: 19 - . v
¢ < .

Diseiplinary areas:

. + -

' . Humanities: 10 e . ‘
« - Sdcial Sciences: 23 . - . M
., Biological Sciences: 15 U ) . .
e Physical’ﬁéienées: 17 - - . 3 . . .
\ » » L4

S . ¢

Interdisciplinary areas represented: Agronomy, Animal Science,.

' -Geophysics,gﬁeﬁi&ﬁ’Adm1n1strat10n, Human Performance, Poultr&

Science, Laboratory ‘Animals, Special Education, Land ‘and !

Water Resources, Genetics, BieEngineering, Environmental -

. Plannidg, Nutrition,. Transporﬁation, Applied Research, Dairy "

Scienge, Air Environment, Theatre Arts, Solid State Science, -
Fuel Scdience, Nuclear Engineering, Mineral Ecohomics, Speech
Pathology and Audiology, Petroleum and Natural Gas Engineering,
Arts_and_Humanistic Studies, Environmentai Design, Materials '

. Research Medieval Studie& Human Resources. .
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ol negative stance with respect to the artlcles and develop alternative.
F 4

points of view. These maylyfregarded as con Straus. or Sternberg,or both

’ a! -

According to this division memoranda may be distributed as follows: )

.

./ . ! B Pro Con . ) ‘ . - .
/ . ‘ Straus 14 47 ' -t - "
v, . [y , . \ ﬁ
< Sternberg 6 55 . - ) .
- < N - -

All of Sternberg's six supporters are includéd among the fourteen supporters
of Strdus. ) oo ;
More fundamental is the opp&sition to the articles on the ground- '

“ A °

. that no legitimate distinction holds betwgen departments on the one hand
[ v & “

¢

. s ‘ '
and ipsticutes on the other, and therefore that discussion of academic

N :
.

relatiénships in these terms is misleading. Division of the memoranda ..

.
>

pro and con on,this issue cannot be made with any- assyrance of* fairness.

Man§ of the memoranda mention it more or.less directly, frequentiy by
. 1 Al . .

. way of suggesting that departments have in most instances passed through -

¢ , AN . °

phases in their historx in which they resembled the-cuxfent institutes,

or that_institutesfsometimes prove to be departments in the making. The
teaching of this afgpment is to the ‘effect that institutes should be ,

iy N
-

considered, not -in general,,but one at a time, each on its merits, or that -*
the process of change is evolutionary rather than manageriall. One of the

& -, Memoranda aﬁvances this point of view quite forcibly: ?/ b

N - . -
6% « » All the two authors are‘saying is that deparcments should be replaced

s by ‘other groups, designated as interdisc;plinary,athat would have the same
functions as departmenrts and would grow to’ ‘have, if they did not have from
their inception, the same strengths and weaﬁ%esses as, the type of department
that.dominates the universitfes toddy. These present day departments are,

. normally as much 1nterd1scip11nary as those envisioned bx the authers of the
two papers in quektion. No Englysh department is composed entirely of i A

<

. 4

L3 . *
h - . ‘J - e

¥

Lo ' ) . : ' ' -
+

[

~ L 6uéhorandum from Joh;/D. Ridge,* Professor, of E\Snomic Geology and Mineral -
’ Economics and Departmert Head. October 24, 1974 o ..
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specialists’ in Chaucer, and just ad mu¢h productive interaction can be' .
generated between two members of an Engljsh department, the main interest

of one of whom is Victorian poetry and of the other is the influence t
morality plays on the Elizabethan and Jacobeanﬁdramatlsts as can be achieved
between a Phanerozoic paleontologist and a present—day cllmatologist

. In short, if anyone pursu1ng research as a maJor part of his lii}
effort 1s not capable of rea11z1ng what can., be’ added te his work by
collaboration with dne or more othex scholars in nother area (or areas)

of study, he will fail to make the contribution/d? which he is, potentially
capable no matter what the type of administrative unit to which he is °
assigned. ood peaple can work and prosper in any environment, academic
or otheE§T§£ but they will do best in one in which they .are encouraged,
and supported by the administrdtor, in charge of .their portion of the major.
organization, no matter what the. adm1n1strat6r s title or_how his group is
designated. Sternberg argues against ad hoc alignments of scholars from

. various disciplines:as lacking the permanence needed for sound resultg¢s.

-ofﬁpoint of view as well as of objective fact. For example:’

Against this concept‘it tan be pointed out that a permanent interdisciplinary*
group will shortly become as, hide~-bound an arrangemegg. as any department now
in existence. 1In fact such a group would be worse than the department
becayse its members would have less in common than those of the more usual
department Once the particular project that bound the. bers of such a
group together had been completed, they would be far less likely to form
themselves into another, and equally. viable, group than would members |,

coming together as a result .of a recognition of a common interest in, and
abilit¥y to congribute to the'solution-of, a prpblem of interdisciplinary
character. e - % >

P °
v ~

® . .
The contradictory position is also ekpréssed,~in which parochialism-is
. , .% , ' . ¥y T ~
accepted as a native characteristic of deparxtments and colleges as sugh. |
- hS - L4 N .
Even where oné or the other of these positions is asserted quité categorically
& . . .

~

v . ’

there is"also.qualificaticn which indicates that the difference is a matter
. N T ’

> o ‘ . !
{

©

7With reférence to the "fower base", it°is felt that this is departmentally
oriented at our University. Though one frequently wonders whether one should
say it is college oriented. There is reluctance to cross traditional

departmental, or~college boundaries. . . . This applies to Both education and
research. The structure is maintained primarily because we are reluctant
to change and:'we like the status quo. ‘

'Y - - . , - £y

There are difficulties in, attempting ko conduct interdisciplinary programs

_1n both the educatmgn and research areas which ‘are frequently discouraging.

it is the writer' piniqﬂ that we at Penn State. have fewer-difficulties than
most other institutions. It is gratifying that so much does get accomplished

‘and that 1nterdisciplinary programs do work as°well as they do Lo~

4 (754
- - —

~ N . - ., -3
st o 4

7Memorandum from William J. "Moroz, Professor of Mechanical Engineering and
Director, Center for Air Environment Studies. October 18, l974‘h
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LN

Although the distinction Jbetween institutes'and.established'departments
. ¥ : . .
may at some points tend to become hazy, it appears to -have furnished the
. ) . , N oL
. terms in which discussion of the jssues involved is currently practicable.

Y

. . ’ - <
Both Straus and Sternberg win approval to the degree that they-are
- ~-" A . . » .
recognized as having evoked.significant problems. As will appear, the
R ! 3 :

respondents &ccept the terminology as viable and develop from this terﬁinology

td <

the topics of debate most useful from their several points of view. It does

not follow that because of théir commoit origin the terms and topics retain™
. ' oad '} s ' ~

C

9 single and consistent meanings as they are used in the variety of situations

.

to which they apply. In any terminology of thisidegree of complexity,.

- .

*
semantic slippage occurs.

- In order to illustrate ways in which the various asb§SQS'of this set

<

of problems is understo welv f the memoranda are here quoted in‘full,
[y = ' AW = . a

The twelve'were selecte on the basis of their representa‘}veness and from

a , among those which constitute fully developed statements. All of the'authors'

\ but - two are:. engaged in.activities generally thqught of as interdisciolinary

> in nature. Four’of the authors are identified with regearch institutes. ITag

R

qQrder to minimize bias in presenting these memoranda they are quoted in

. P . ) . h A
- ‘alphabetical ordef, based on their authors' names. They are ‘numbered from
- N . N g s "«:;‘ A ]
. 7 M ! P
1 through'lz for convenience of reference. — - i
- . ) L 8 i ' . - * Lt . . .~ ©
~ . Memorandum l:x | - : . . :
ot D T - -~

.

eSternberg and Straus proceed from the aSSumptions that Universities .
should solve society's. problems and that interdisciplinary research solves
such problems be®er than d1sc1p11nary research to the conclusion that
Universities should be restructured fo encourage interdisciplinary wesearch
at the expense of existing disc1plines My é%perlence and thinking on the
matter leads me to question their assumptions and the long term. implications
of ‘their conclusion. Moreover,.even if their assumptions and conclusions are~

. LY

. N - o . FE
s

Memorandum from RonaldsAbler, Associate Professor of Geography, .
October 22, 1974 ‘ ] - v ’fq . T

.
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sound, I foresee difficulties if the policies that follow from Gheir conclusions
,are applied by the social sciences and human1t1es. ) ¢

L

The first premise, that a Un1vers1ty s overrid1ng concern .is_ or should
*be solving society's current pressing problems, "does not enjoy universal ‘¢
support inside or outside the academy. - .
The second assumption, that 1nterdisc1p11aary research solves‘problemsQ
better than disciplinary research, remains to be demonstrated. Straus has . N
\ . fallen into the trap of+ confusing d1sc1plines and the content or knowledge
they possess. A discipline is a community of gcholars who- ask 31m11ar
questions. A discipline's "knowledge" resides not in the answers to its .
questions, wh1ch obv1ou§1y change from time to’ _time, but in the questions
) - themselves. To the extent'that the questions are valid queries about ‘human,
e .experiencé or physical phenomena, they prov1de unity and cohesiveness’ | -
‘decades or centuries even thougly the answers or "facts," as Straus disfgfagingly
. refers to them, change. It is not "logical angd necessary that the ‘boundaries
of d1scip11nes should change" as knowledge ehanges. Disciplines need change
only as the questions they ask become invalidg unlmportant, or 1nadequate.-
Geographers have*been asking the same fundamental questions about placesv

people, and their interrelationships fowx 2 500 years. The answers change .
every time the, same question is asked because the world changes;’ geographers .
get different answers for that reason, not because they are asking different - ‘
questlonS'o§,because the discipline has ch%pged Straus arguments or this °
‘ point are strawmen.j . 2 . PR .
. . . r : - A

More ch?Fitably,pwe codl%;asgnmeuthat,he slmply hqsn t thought carefully
about some, o his*assggptlons?gaﬁter bers - .and Straus ‘buttress their conclusior "_
that Un1Vers1t1es shodiLd Be-restructu ed with unsu porteﬁ assertions’ that
1nterdisciplinary reseéarch .is’ gr0w1n leap qu bounds and that it cannot
flourish ‘unless the alleged s rangLeho of t d tionalfdiscipllnes is broken.
I'm not convinced that either ssenfio gs br e, I've noticed no upsurge of
interdisciplinary research during the jlast, d cade ‘add n ither Sternberg nor "
Strads document their claim that it is Bugg ning.’ Also, they ignore the -
possibility that the increases that have o curréd dight ‘be a response tog the
increased funds available to support su research.a The authors' dismal view
of dis;iplinary parochialism approachesja crude. caricafpre. In the geégraphy
departments in which 1"ve worked, ¢cros discipliqﬁ%y’§ontacts and interdisci- -

. pllnarx,research and publication are hlghly regarded and more likely to S
U promote than hinder the advancement ofthose engaged in them.‘ Geographers

considér ‘the ability to hold ‘dne's own outside they discipline to be a desirable
trait. . s : . T ot
_ s : * ' o T e . = R4
I am wholly in favor ofJinterdisciplin research Because practitioners.”
of different disciplines view thefsame physdcal or social phénomenon _through
d1fferent theoretical frameworks and ask different questions about it, such- S
/ " research 'can_pe especially stimulatlng and pioductive. But Both Sternberg apd.
‘ Straus are badly mistaken in ‘their belief thdt ad hoc interdiscipllﬁa’§ - .
{ - research is not thesproper way te~preceed4~'Based oﬁ’my‘experience and thag ~ =~
/, of others I know who have, tried 1nterdisc1plinary research, I contend that . ’
/ ad hoc procedures are the nly ones that will work..,lnterdisciplinary research
prospers when, a clearly defined, soluble proble is tpssed into -the laps of .
"3 team of experts who possess relevant expertise. Sternberg s -aphid E o
infestation is a classic precisely becausé the -prdblem existed before the, R

research team was formed and because ‘the .résearch team was formed with that 5
. N s -

o . . T &

137 : PR s
[ 4 £ M la""{l . .y :"‘.‘
. 146




specific problem in mind.

chaos would have ensued.

” -
¥ Al

Had the same team stayed ‘together after they ,;
- eliminated the alfalf? aphids and tried to find a new problem to.solve,

Straus attributes the failure of the Yale program

. to disciplinary interference.

.An equall

probable interprétation is that

~it was terminated because its members (llike those at the recently terminated

program in Science and Society at Harvar pent inordinate amounts of time,.,:
-~ money, and effort trying to figure out what they were talking about &wrd what =

they should.do. 1In the absence of a common’ disciplinary perspective or a

clearly stated problem imposed from outside such a group, little progress' can

be made. Interdisciplinary teams find it difflcult to formulate problems

because they don't speak the same languages. . Y

-

It is tempting to think that tdg interdisciplinary research prgceéss
might be institutionalized in the service of society, but I think that
adopting interdisciplinary rggeearch as a University goal, as Sternberg o
suggests, ‘'would be as shortdighted as adopting disciplinary research as a
major ‘goal. Neither goal comes.to grips with the basic questions concerning .t
*the Unviersity' s role ia society. .

Universities have gotten them421ves dnto no end of trouble by trying to
be tqQo many things to too many people in their quest for financial "support
and prestige. Universities are (or-at least should‘%%) places where people ,// -
can think and teach others how to think. To the extent that Universities
prostitute themselves by styling themselves as physicians for 'societies'
ills and by scrambling after the megabucks that are available to those willing )
to assume that role, they vitiate their most important potential contributions - .
to society and civilizdtion. Sternberg dangles NSF's alluring millions,gand
Straus seems to argue that’since an activist role for Universities. is inevitable,
we should relax and enJoy,it. I cannot accept wi#h equanimity their proposals
that we restructure our Univers1ties into Centers for the Absorption of Federal; .
‘State, and Local Eunds. People in interdisciplinary fesearch centers and . .

" institutes quickly come to spend more time writing proposals than doing contract
research, and: between.the two there is precious little time for teachimg and .
thinking. Unless I've mtssed something, "the words "teaching" and "studqnts"
appear only once in thesé two essays, which is probabiy indicative of how
much attention they would get in a University structured ‘along the lines -
suggested by Sternberg and Straus-

~ PR Y

. : Finally, what validity there is in the arguments put forth in the two
articles seems to me to hold only for the "hard" sciences and technology. I
don t see how the agricultural extension model cited by,Sternberg could be carried
over into the social and behavioral sciences and the humanitdies. "A state or
local politician may _ look benignly, even kindly, upon an extension agent from .

" the state University who is helping his constituents get better corn yields.
I shudder to imagine the same politician s reaction to an extension agent sent
out by the’ Political Science Department of the sape UniverSity to help his
constituents get bette government. The prqfessional schools Sternberg proposes,
- schools of pétroleum, plastics, coal, -iron and steel, estuary waterways,
’ atmosphereg, and pollution, make it cleat that his ideas have little relevance
. in. the Liberal Arts” and Sacial Sciences. - Pt e e « -

-
- , " _

. Let ~me summarize what started out as a much shorter commentary before
- I got angry-by saying that: ‘
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I am not convinced that interdisciplinary research is the wave
future and that disciplines and departments are impediments to°

of the
the successful

pursuit of interdisciplinary research by those so inclined-

My experience

3.

_The Sternberg and Straus

in both poifits i% to the contrary.

It would¥be a mistake to undertake serious tinkering with current

University power structures in hopes of promoting interdisciplinary research.
It's not necessary, it wéuldn't produce the advertised results, and to the
extent that such tinkering weakened disciplinary power structires th ’
have valid and good reasons -for existipg, it 'aould do great harm to‘r
Unifersities.

B * - b -
proposals are outgrowths of mentalities that, view .,

Univetsities as TMink Tan

rather thaneducational institutions. Adoﬁting

this viewpoint would bg fatal, especially for.t

sciences.
” analysis.

Society's.pressing problems -are soci
Trying to solve them would inevitabl

he social and behavioral

al and .cultural in the final
y enmesh the Unjversity*in
as an institution devoted

political processes that would destroy its role

to teaching and resea
. . ..’ : Vv
~- -
9
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AI have read ihe two pape}s by Robert Straus and éidne

y Sternberg on the

role played by departments
résearch in Universities,
devote.major~energies to i

government solve societal problems. -

First of all I shoul
for more than 15 years.
I published in the house
Material Science - A Pian

and
and on the need for Universities

to help the

disciplines "in preventing interdisciplinary
to turn to and

nterdisciptimary research in order
i

. . \\Q

~ .
d"say that I have been thinking about these problems
My ideas are lafgely docﬁmegted in two papers which
organ of the Earth and Mineral Sciences College: R
for Research and Graduate Study, Mineral Industries 31,

No. 1, October 1961, and Interdisciplinary Inst

' ruction and Research in, th

‘College of Earth and Mimeral Sciences,

Earth and Mineral 'S

ciences 42, No.

e\éﬁ\/ .

9, X

June, 1973. A paper based on the first artic
Journal .of Metals,”May 1962 and in some other

of these.’

le was also published in the ...

journals.

I am enclosing copies
~o

l .

. industrial problems.
-research."
-conservation of the envir

Let me first djscuss
has been putting pressure
interdisciplinary researc
In
In the late 6

Sidney Sternberg is one o
universities to reorganiz
solving societal problems
which this would have" 6n

’ N \

——

° L 3
.

9Fme Maurice E. Bell,
College of Earth and-Mine

” v

.
>

the article by-Sternberg.’ The Eederal Government

on the Universities, at least: since 1955 to add large :.
h*dctivities ai?gd at solvifkg major societalk or

the period 1955-%2 the emphasis was on "materials

0's it was' on problems in the urbanh society, then
onment, and-now ‘it is energy research. The paper by

f the best examples of an attempt to get the American .
e.to function at the pleasure of the government in
without understanding our ‘concern for the effects
Higher~eddc§tion,it3elf and on the institutions- thereof.

. -
‘o S

Koo

Professor of Geophysjcs and Associate-Dean for Research,
ral Sciences. .October 28, 1974. : N

148 .-

»

£

139



o

’

I agree that many problems of society, including-those of how to operate
companies at greater profit, are interdisciplinary, though not all of them are.

s In his article "Departments and Disc1plines. Status and Chahge;" Robert’ -
Straus implies that the major obstacle to university reorganization, along
interdisciplindry lines is reactionary self-int8rest of profesSors in
academic departments who. have traditionally regarded them as the fundamental
building blocks of university organization. N

’Botb of these authors seem to accept as a basiehpremise without argument,
that interdisciplinary organization in universities is more desirable for '
research purposes and possibly also for teaching than the traditional form of
univerg;ty organization in departments, based’ on academic- d1sciplines. My own
views ‘on thesefquestions are as follows. . , .

) e

A3

l. The universities should remain structured primarily in departments . )
.arranged around basic disciplines with a liberal sprinkling of interdisci-
plinary departments (like biophysics, for example) and applied departments,
many of which are implicitly interdisgiplinary (like the Material Sciences -
Department, which employs chemists, physicigts, minerglogists, engineers).
The primary mission of the Univers#ty is still teaching, although our
government friends may think it is research on society's problems. It is
the teaching mission, and not a perverse and reactionary resistance to
change, as Mr. Straus seems to think, that prevents the University from
being restructured into a vague interdisciplinary continuum, or even
into broad problem-oriented divisions each containing various fragments.

- of the basic disciplines ‘as we know them. . I believe that an effective

"education requires a student to be oriented towards one basic disciplime.’

After that, he can add facility and knowledge jin other disciplines without
becoming chao‘}c in his perception of knowledge or lacking in depth, as —
I suspect many are who are educated only in problem-oriented interdisciplinary
departments. - oo .

2. Research in the basic disciplines prodmZes the. foafamental knowledge.

upon which new advances in applied science and engineering are based. It

has been said many times gincg World War II, and I believe it is true, . -

that we in the U.S, are ’;;idly depleting the store of fundamental

knowledge, and that more, not *less attention should be paid to replenishing

the treasury. The production of’ fundamental knowledge is indigenous to

the University, more so than to the government laboratory, the industrial

laboratory, dr the research institute. Fundamental knowledge, and the

production of it, ‘are utilized directly in the educational process., ¢

Conversely, interdisciplinary, problem-oriented activities seldom

produce a%ditlons towfundamental knowledge. .

3. I believe, with Sidney Sternberg, that interdisciplinary research is an
equal goal and objective in the university along with education and
individual diséipline research" (Sternberg, p. 2).- at least that it is

an almost équal goal. .The problem is, how to achievikit A

\elther Mr. Sternberg nor Mr. Straus has seen the real cause of the problem
with ifnterdisciplinary research in universities. The real ptoblem is the
nature’ of the financial support which the Government and also 1ndustry has been




Pl

- «faculty in interdisciplinary research 1nst1tutes, lar
) without either a teaching mission or assured sqiary support for the future,

- .
. - ot .

wxiling to offer the univers1t1es in recent times for research. Mr. Sternberg.

speaks in glbwing te f results achieved by the agricultural rgsearch and
technology systemyyince pas of the Land-Grant, ActS. He presents this
system as.a model for interdisciplinary achievement in, universities. What
he does not say is that the -Land Grant Acts secured ldng-term continuing
fund1ng, the responsibility for management and eongfol of which was broadly
vested in the univérsities themselves. Several dttempts have been made during
the last'ten years to get through Congress a la@ establishing similar support
for university research of various kinds; two attempts have failed in the
last five years to estgblish research and educational programs in mining and
related mineral industries with continuing Federal Government funding, and-
with matching funds from each of the State Governments, just likeJthe Land
Grant programs in Agviculture. This°speaks loudly for 'the greater degree
of anti-intellectualism prevailing in Congress and the Executive during the
latter half of the Twentieth Century than prevailed in 1862 when the first
Land Grant Act was passed -c . e
If the Universities are to establdish viabjle interdisciplinary research.
groups,- botlH tenure and academic titles must bk offered to attract the highest

"huallty of academic personnel becausg, these people must have jobs that are

as attractive as those heid by facults 'membersmengaged primarily in teaching
and in individual d1sc1p11ne research. This h ot been possible in view
of the on-again - off-again funding available from
or from industry. 1In order tp prevent a byild-up of large numbers .of tenured
ratorles, and centdrs

v

the University wisely.decided in the 1960's to Yequire all actual or
proposed members ‘of such interdisciplinary research activities to be at the
same time members of academic departments, and to require that their initial
appointments, and the grant1ng of tenure and promotions to them be controlled
by those departments, This is exactly what Messrs. Sternberg and Strads are
complaining about, along with the various ‘directors of the interdisciplinary
research, organizations in the University. A good discussion of these probIEms
is conta1ned in "Centers and Institutes at the Pennsylvania State University,

by Mary M. Norman, Report No. 9, the Center for the Study of Higher

Education (1971), pp. 21 ff. Had the Uhiversity been assured of long-range
continued finan01al support for these entities, together witR responsibility

for their management and control, it would not: have been necessary to make the

decision to have all faculty in 1nterd1s01p11nary research units attached to

.

and controlled by’ departments.. } o T e

- ~

ks
»

In summary, I bel¥eve that the basic disoiplines and their cofresponding

departments do serve a much needed purpose in providing a _.stahle framework for

knowledge, preventing 1ntellectual chaos, providing opportunities for adding

:to our store of fyndamental knowledge and truth and 1nsur1ng that advanced
students :are educated in depth in at least one area of knowledge W!thout

-

’

recognition of the basic disciplines, there would be no restiilnt applied .to the

tendency “for proliferation of departments apd disciplines fo
01p11nary comb1nations, in the university. )

Pl R

l also believe that with long-term financnal,support frgm government or

elsewhere, interdisciplinary research gropps will grow amd flourish side by
side wigh the academlo/departments compr1s1ng the basic d1SC1plines

CT150 - e

“ SR /3 D . o ) .

’

ed from jinterdis-



.

. programs. : . s
rd . -

‘Memorandum 3:lo . v . 8 R ? T - ‘

* The concern- here, I suppose, is not with smaill 1nterdisc1planary prOJects
where two or three professors from different departments cooperate on a
.particular piece of research. This, is'a frequent occurrence; the prablem is
the establlshment of larger and more permanent interdlstiplinary research

-
-

It seems to me that Straus exaggerates the inherent difficulties of
operat'ing such pr\grams Perhaps I feel this way becaise my discipline, N .
physics, is so basic that we can contribute to any program ‘in the sc ences ’
or engineering without losing identity or. recogn1tion .0n the othen hand
it is true too that the physics inpht required by interdisciplinary research
is often on the technician's level and does not‘warrant faculty® participation
A second comment to Straus' paper concerns his’ emphasis on departmental power

..as a hindtance to interdisciplinary research. At Penn State, the power

‘really resides in the college Deans' offices I am obviously-not going to

" state that they are a hindrance, but I can see that they might be since the

socdiological pressure requires each Dean to, strive for. excellence of his
college or of the departments of his cohlege The recent shift of. respons1bility
for tenure and promotion from department to college (and to the central
administration) appears to me to maKe it harder rather than easier to identify
and reward honest extra—d1sc1plinary efforts of faculty because’ the higher
level of hierarchy simply has less chance of knowing about the actual
performance (just-as it makes it harder to give consideration to the teaching
contribution of faculty memberst). “ oo S
£~ ’ ’ e e

,Ihe proposed. (Sternberg) b11shment*of "schdﬁls", each pursuing a well-
defined .aspect of either energy’ or conservation related research has merit
insofar, as it %oints’ to’ the necessity of hav1ng a long—range program. I

)

~would rather call them "institutes'" swith the’ idea that  the majority of

cooperating fadulty still be members of their traditional departments In

thls way it is easy for faculty to shift into or out of -these applied areas, _
depending on-the needs of %he program. If these insthtutes OF 1aboratories
were tQ be run.as 'schools", they might harden into. empires just as the '
department or colleges are ,alleged ‘to have dome.; -There would then be
physiciéfs, for exampile), whose allegiance would be to one of these schodls

and the' tfansfer to another unit might'be more difficult than it, is now.

Instead of parallel and sompeting departments one would'have a structure, of {
parallel and competing schools of applied, research "This. might not seem to .
‘be any worse, were it not for the fact that the ' cutt1ng edge" of scientific \3
inquiry gould get lost. Thére is no way to argue against the statement that:
applied research will not leadJ/ruly to better basic knowledge. The latter ,
‘is still best pursued- in the traditional’ disc1plines - ' .

There is no reason, glmen ‘a measure of good will (particularly perhaps
on the part of the college Deans), why interdisciplinary” programs should not -

work well within the discipline-structured University. But it seems clear to,

-me that truly novel scientific research would have a hard time in an applied~
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loFromyE}nst Bleulem, Professor of Physics.- Octgper 10, 1974. 3
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i‘:/kyx_ . , brogram as nondisciplinary. If the program were allowed to drift in a
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.. program-structured Upiversity.. I believe*th t an interdisciplinary institute
_will. be successful in enrolling the efforts’ faculty, if+it has a goad

program and if it deoes not make an effort- td‘divert the discipline loyalty
of the faculty. ) . ‘:

-~
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_ Memorandum 4:11 ¢ ) . - ‘ . : :
. Your memorandum and attached articles were of great 1nterest to us in
. « that we continue in the process of ‘organizing ang developing the 'academic . s
' program in the graduate program in ComMunity Systems Planning and Development.
We hdve. recognized- the potential strength of pursuing an 1nterdisc1plinary and-
interprofessional proébam but are also keenly .aware of the management problems
that i tbiﬁk are, inherent in®such ‘an arrangement. I will identify here ,
some,of the’ con51derations that I think are inherenmt in an interdisciplinary -
program such as ours and describe Some' of the approaohes~ have taken to
address situations we have experienced . . T

-

1First of all I would caution against the notion that 1nterdisc1plihary

\\~‘\\or multidiscipiinary programs ‘gre inhewently more dynamic ‘and innovative. .
* §o support this point one need only survey many of the professional programs .

n: universities thats are almost by their very nature interdisc1p11nary but .
frequently” ex1st to disseminate fact and to assimilate one into’a profession .
as opposed to-* the,search for knowledge. Because our program has a strong
~profess%onal ofientation, its interdisciplinary naturegposes reglly little

- ¥

: thieat ,to fhe academic progrand per se. There is, I- thfink, a constant, danger -
of interpreting the multidisciplinary or interdiscdiplinary nature of the
nongisciplinary direction, it would quickly become a ‘training program for
professionals whigg certain facts accepted by theebrofession are disseminated -

for student consumption. . . Lt
. , + . i 1 V‘ . i ~ o~
; An issue related to the professional nature of the Community Systems
& . ’glaﬁnﬁhg and Development (CSPD) program is the; ‘professibnal identity and
off credibility pof the faculty and 'students w1th}n the program. The CSPD ,

program was structured around an academic mgdel. including the identification
of the faculties involved in the program, from the Division of Biological
Health and the Div151on of Community- Develqpment primam™ily, as well as the
name itself. This academic ‘Yrie tion and identification.conflicts with
profe351onal identification of the faculty.and students‘within the prograr
1 Because many of the students are pursuing careers in a profe551onalnarea,
this poses problems of acceptance of both students and faculty in these; .
professichal -areas. The purity of the academic model is*also pretected from -
. .. . membership and accreditation from external professional organizations and societies.
N ) : fos ” A
= Oné of the maJor isgues thaggarisés iﬁrmaintaining a multidisciptxnary
academic program is in program ac ministration. The CSPD program asy sueh ‘does
not have its -own adm1nistrat1ve integrify but draws on the budgets and the

. v ek ¢
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llFrom Gordon D. Brown, Associate Proféssor‘of”Health Administration, College’
" of Human Deyelopment. October 29, 1974. "
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© major problem in 1nterdisc1plinary and interprofessional programs and one

‘maintain ‘an acadgmic program integrity. This issue is particularly

- 1is nothing . e ., . .,

. .
.
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faculty-resourcesin 4 number of academic departments and divisions.

justification for involving these departments and divisions, however, is

based on the desire to involve'them in the academic program. The effect

of this involvement in terms of program administration is to* introduce

great complexity iﬁ\noordination and management. In our experience it is ’
clear that.the soundness of the design of an aecademic program can be

Justified only to the degreé that that program can be properly maintgined.
Additional consideration, therefore, must be given to program administration.

' - -
< v -~

\An additional copgideration in multidisciplinary tresearch’and teaching,
and one that Straus ‘{dentifies; is the inherent additional requirement by
faculty in advising, coord1nating, setting program pelicy, and evaluating
There is a wide range of program orientations anqd student interest within.
the CSPD program, an herefore, it is more difficult and less desirable for
the.program to establish narrowly defined policies” and procedures. for the
teachlng amd research functions. As a result of. the“increased flexibility ,
needed to foster @n environment, for 1nnovation, there is’‘much more
individual attention in terms of student adv1sing, the development of
a student plan of study, dnstruction, and student examination and assessment.
An example’of this coordination would, be the number of courses that we .-
teach on a term baS1S/to prov1de the various perspectives that are necessary-
to include in the program. The problem that is created is that traditional
college and univer51ty criteria for evaluating faculty performance, i.e.,
courses taught, number's of students advised, and numbers of studentse,
comnittees, do not properly take into account the additional,effort
required of faculty to maintain annlnterdisciplinary program. dIn short,
as Straus points out, traditional university and college criteria for
faculty work load, promotien, tenur€y etc., are based on the traditional
notion of performante with academic disciplines. I would say this is a =

.

whicﬁ—we are giving considerabla attention to. . . v

4 v

‘A fingl comment 1 would méke in this memo concerns the desire to

relevant- if  the program ipcludes a teaching function and_relates_to the
creation \of -4 program base or core curriculum. . Because the program is
interdisc plinary and 1nterproféssional, there is an inherent assumption
,that there will be a widé*range of academic’and professional backgrounds
reﬁresented on the faculty, 4nd the,program can give the 1mpression that it -
will,take on all’ comers. It is our opinion, however, that direction: of the
program,should not be determingd accoraing to which faculty membérs get .
interested in it and apply £ Zmembership on the faculty. Instead the e
p¥ogram should determine 1ts direction and set its ldmits and seek ~and
evaluate faculty compos1tion on the basis of the program direction and the
rate af whigh the program is developing. Certainly multidiscixlinary
_cannot” be equated with lack of direction and lack of program bdundaries.

"Oefr motto 1n “the graduate program is’ that "if CSPD.is everything, maybe- it .

-

L - 4
. - 1 hope that. these comments are useful in your program review. I am‘very
1nterested in the procgss gnq outcome of this review and would~like very e
much for, faculty members from our program™ to be invited to participate it
is an important area. of inquiry and for us a very timely .one.z. . ’
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' needed to deal with problems through additiomal education or training (no

.

»

" looking in sponsoring such activities as the” Institutes for Science and

Memorandum 5:12 . - ’ )

e

- The fact ‘that I have been associated ‘withh the interdisciplinary @ﬁ
approach to problems all of my profess1onal career prov1des a clear,

label for my 1nterests<andrbeliefs. Certainly the boundaries of

dlsclplines change and they change because the.process.of asking meaningful
questlons and formulating hypotheses usually stretches bOundarlesf Thee
process of dealing with change involves either acquiring- the basic knowledge

.matter how obtained) or engaging in,colldborative effort with.someene
* who already has the knowledge.' TRe process that I*have grown to appreciate
~and accept is & combination of thede that .involves-a team.approach to
problem solving utiliZing people with d1fferent but complimentary back-
grounds and ‘training, e.g., in our own progfam we have: " physiologists,
biochemists, phys1cal educators, anthropologisfs, industrial hygientdsts,
phys1cians, electrical engineers, meehanical eng1neers, statistician and
computer ‘scientist. In*turn, all of ‘these participate in some way in
the" educatlonal programs w1th which we are involved. ”
Unfortunately, it is true that a department can be stifling but this
is not exclus1vely due to the structure but to the people who are in it
who insist ‘on ma1ntenance of the status quo and who refuse toraliow the -
fringes to extend.’ The holding force is the 'economic ogne which is related
to ‘the parceling out of*money and promotions in. strictdred and- repetitive
ways. v - ) '

g" \‘ » . X [

-

* Despite what I have said there is order, and value in—a stretchable .
departmental system if the "fr1nges" are allpwed to extend and the. area . )
of activity allowed to remain flexible. Professional spcieties fdrm the
basis of common jinterest-and provide a mechanism for information exchange
and also provide, in layge measure, the I”férature for graduate education
via the pxofessional publicatiords that are sponsored. Here a uséful peer
rev1ew process (frequently world wide) is built in because of the usual
requirement” for reviewer approval of submitted manuscripts, But even the y
societal system, which departments tend to,imitate, must remain flexible ‘and
facxlitate change. ‘ oot :« . - - . . N

KPS

As far *as Penn State is concerhed i belieVe we have been forwafd

-
.

Engineering,, the, Intercollege Re§earch Proggams .and yes - even the Collgge
‘of Human Development ¢on Humahn Involvement) as: amorphous as the latter is.

{ o

To change forchangelssake is as arbitrary ahd capricious as adherance
tq, a rig1d depar£mental structure. But recog ition df the fact that 'some
change forms the very crux of knowledge~expansion edses the pain of gradual .
trans1t10n - and preserves the very gist of -a University's reason for being.

woo- . . > > N
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12From E R Buskirk,.Professor of Applied Physiclogy and Director of -
the Human™ Performance Laboratory. October 10, "1974. . . s
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;matter plus a willingness to foot the bili.
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. By definition; the term "interdisciplinary " admits to the existence of - "\. . '°(
,.disciplines. Further, the laws of supp}y and demand, in both the short ' -
and long term, determine the creation, life and ultimately the death of :*:tf(' ’
disciplines. Supply is represented by students eager to learn the subject R -\

‘matter and professionals éager to use anﬁ/or add to the subject matter.
Demand is represented by society's need for bractitioners of the subject
1

Multi— or 1nterd1sciplinary areas often develop into disciplines in e
their own right - whose-lifefimes are ‘determined by the same lawg of supply
and demand. Other disciplines simply fission from a long-establfshed discipline,

‘particularly as demand for applied aspects develops. Originally engineering

consistéd of civil as distinct from military.’ The other influénees spawned

. electrical. (from physics), mechanical and industrial (the industrial !

-long as the ‘criteria

revolution) and nuclear (an’ interdisciplinary activity that grew) - td name
a few. At the turn of the century a few undversities considered railroad
eligineetring as a discipline. Penn State once had an instrucfional program

d

in electro-chemistry. Both have died. . :

& In my Judgment universities should maintain sufficient flexibility to -

allow diSciplines to Pe created, regardless of their probable lifetime, so o
€i Supply and demand- are met. . Experimentation in . .

this direction (and in the short term) is what interdisciplinary activities

‘are all .about. - s

. -

However, the basic disciplines, that .have faced the tests of time (greater

3;han 50 years). must be maintained. Education and research _in these are

3

necessqry for continuity and to add to the basic fund ef human knowledge.

. ~
- )

Engineers and scientists aré a gregarious lot, never mind the willingness .
of some to experiment/with interdisciplinary activity (and for some to
change to newly cregfed disciplines). Experiments in thHe establishment of -
non-discipline~departmental structures at universities%have failed, as witness
Southexn Metlodist University. '
‘2 . - v 4
So, we at Penn State are pretty well. structured ang, balanced Wefpave
our basie departmeht-disciplines together’with interdisciplinary structures
allowing, for sexperimentation in reseatch (our inter-college research programs)
and instruction (the graduate programs.). The life of these experiments
depends on the previously stated laws of supply and demand. . Close attention .
to indicators of these influences is required of a progressive university Lo .
administration. Encouragement of new Ventures should be a continuing

Al

@

. possibility’yet caution should be given to not "flog dead horses" no-matter

" possibly of

how beloved. Dr. Ralph Sit 'has his own version of The Golden Rule-which .
states "He who has'the gold; «makes ,the rules."™ The, administration must be . S
attentive to societal yeeds as evidenced by external-funding potential in '
considering the gontinuation of an interdisciplinary program of research (and

truction). . ’




1 4

-*:" I believe ,that the administrative officers of a university should make
'decisions effecting the life and death of programs. If they are unwilling
- to do so, or if their récordis bad, they should be replaced. The making
of dec1sions is what they have been trained (and are paid) to do.

-

Enough said!

, Memorandum 7:14 . ) (/ T, . -

Attached are.my reactions to the two papers on inter—d1scipllnary
research-that you transm1tted in your memorandum of .October 3:

'bEi%rtments and Discfi;igg_', Stasis and Change =- Robert Straus ;

- N .
Many will agreeﬁaith the trends presénted in early sections of this
paper. The ever increasing momentum of change, the need for adjustment,
the locus of power in departments, and the structural rigidity of our .-
universities gre valid observatdons. ,Where 1 take issue with Mr. Straus
«+ is in the last two sections and the summary.

.

I am not-as confident as thé author that departments must either
realign "their spheres’ of control over disciplinary activity or’ "lose
the power of control over basic academic decisions and gewards." Nor am
I convinced that® the soWtioft is for them to "redefige their discipline-
oriented 1dent1ties and re—align the priorities to 4Pilude cross—disciplinary
inquiry.v . . A '

Academic poﬁer must residé somewhere. in _a university, and I am
convinced that I will remain with departments and colleges. Further, I
see very few forces at work to encourage departments to change and expand
their disciplinary boundaries. One may even raise question as to

" whether they ghould. * . o .
Ld - < . . !

The central problem in many of our universities today is a "closed"
organizational structure. The ex1sting set"of departmentg and colleges—-
formed long ago to serve industries and professions such as agriculture,
minidlg, engineering and hedicine—-is’ i14%designed to accommodate the -
<academic needs of pyblic agencies. Mr. Straus suggests a retreading of
existing departments. My solution is to open the door for the entry of _
"new units into the system. p )

Penn,Staue's inter—colleée prégram is a steép in the right diredétion,,

° but we still try td hide our institutes and centers and keep them from

becoming m#lti-fungtional units. Apparently owr administrators feel that u'

they do not have enough power to persuade deans and department .chairmen . .
that inter—college units’ are desexving %of full membership within the academic
fra&ernity ' e

-

4 - °
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14From John C, Frey, Professor of Land Economics and Director of the

Institute for Research on Land and Water Resources. October 10, 1974.. -
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When I made a study of institutes and centers at Land, Grant Universities ~
several, years ago, one adginistratér told‘me that every' university should S

-have*a developmental college, separate from all others, into which new '
teaching ‘and research programs could be placed. This college would-be a¢
testing ground for new ideas. Some of the programs undertaken would fail

and be dropped; others would stccéed and bé assigned a. permanent position L
in the organizational structure of the university." I believe that this
.~ approach has merit. . R .

/ . -
L4 -

The Management of- Univer81ty Interdiscig;inagzrRésearch —— Sidney Sternberg

Although T am inclined to.agree with some of Mr. Sternberg's recommenda—
tions, his paper as a whole is extremely weak. He obviously is in favor of
interd%sciplinary research, buty in my opinior, for the wrong reasons.

Interﬂisciplinary'research is not'an end in itself. The ogﬁqctive.of
research is the discovery of knowledge. Sometimes only one person and one .
discipline are needed. ‘At other times the problem may call for the.
expertise of an entire interdisciplinary team. The interdisc1plinary
approach is not a "cure all" for the dlls of university research. Nor is it °
a guarantee that the work of the researcher will be applied rather than
theoretical. - ) - ' . s

. i . [ .
* - Very little“ihtetde&iplinary réseafcﬁ:is being undertdken today, even T
runder the direction and management of’ research institutes. In interdisdiplinary .
research, propositions from several disciplines are blended together to form
the hypotheses for study. Only on rare occasions does this integration .
actually take place. More ofter the conceptual framework in team _résearch '
! is a' tossed salad of propositions--each construct maintaining its identity

"' with@#ithe parent discipline. In this lattea case, the chief benefit is . .

' *coordination of the work so that all efforts" are _directed toward the -
solution of "a _commén problem. B : ) '

v
-

* . I doubt wery much that we can rely on inferdisciplinafy appfoaches

.- " alone to make our rdsearch more useful to society. As an institute director,.
- I am pleased to have Mr. Sternberg on my.side, but I wish that he would . .
strengthen his arguments for the support of interdisciplindry programs. '

. - ) . .
_— . .
* . 15 - 4 '7; ) LY
- Memorandum ‘8: .
. ! - ‘
N ‘

Following is my response to your memo of October 3. I suppose I have
been involved with Bioengineerlng almost from its ineeption as a recognized
academic discipline. My early involvement -was at t¥e University of Pennsyl-
vania which was one of three schools which received 13?%1a1 support from NIH -
to establish training programs in bidmedical engineering.s During .that time
) ~ we had a number of conversations concerning the development, of an inter-
. . Y. . . . -

. :
(Y . N N

T .. . . ., . . .
15Frém David B. Geselowitz, Prdfesspr'and Head, Bioengineering. October 21, 1974.




- * disciplinary field in the university environment. We recognized the
- difficulty “of an interdisciplinary program growing in the situation
whexe the power-base was in the departments. Many of the remarks in
the paper by Straus struck a familiar note. They could almost be quotations
,from our conversations. )
3y ; . - e .
l Given this organization of the university,. the interdisciplinary-
- . program faces significant problems. One solutionqhas been to create a
" new department thus legitimatizing the new field within the power
structure of the univerSity This solves ong. set of problems but at' the
. same time.it forces the 1nterdisc1plinary field into the mold of the
* departmental structure. There is. 2 real. danger that much of the flexibility
and interdepartmental cooperation Which are vital to the interdisciplinary
® ".field will be lost when it is made a discipline and a department unto itself.
B . ~ f .

A -

, Presumably fhen, there is a .need to alt® the university sttucture in
order to foster interdisciplinary fields. » It is not clear to me how this
might best be accomplished, although it is clear that an independent budget

" is vital. I would note thatyat Penn State these are almost as many approaches

te organizing interdiscipIfnary efforts as there are interdiseiplinary

programs. The Penn State ience should be valuable in providing some
indication of how interd sciplinary programs ‘might be nourished.

. N 9

- ’ - ey

e e ¢
I would point out/ that to some extent the relation of departments ..

to interdisciplinary efforts is overstated in the articles. It is important
.. " to note that in the department, or at any' level within the university or-: .
‘ " soclety,, decisions are made concerning priorities. Most departments today
encompass a variety of subfields which are universally regarded as belonging
. . to that field, Nonetze&essf’the\:zgartment may decide to emphasize some of
. A//,’ these subfields and t de—empha51 others. Hence, even faculty working in
1ntradisc1plinary subfields may be subject to departmental prejudices when -
'being con51dered for advancement., . £

.“ " -

. In some cases, departments will encourage faculty efforts which'are
1nterdisc1plinary>1n nature. Therefore, while persons working in an
interdisciplinary field often may be cutting themSelves off from all .chances
for promotion, alternatively they may actually be improving those chances

..if the department Tecognizes this as a significant direction in which to
move. Unfortunately, the latter situation is much less common and much more

R subject to the whims of the dpeartment and to changes in administration. -

vk

o < ’ ’ -
. , \
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As per your request of October 3, 1974, I reviewed the papers by Robert
. Straus and: Sidney Sternberg and have pr}pared a brief commentary on them‘ .

,,‘-

From Tf D. Larson Professor of Civil Engineering and Director of the -
Pennsylvania Transpor ation Institute, October 25, 1974 f . L

’ )
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The papers -under consideration were of particular imterest to me
since I have had seven years of intensive involvement with IDR (interdisci-~
plinary research). " However, even with this long time interest and a very
considerable amount of study of this matter, I am not competent to judge »
the accuracy of the broad contentions made by the authors that society .

is demanding IDR and that departments are road blocks to the needéd change. {

First side stepping these sweeping assertions and turning to the
personal level, I must say that my involvement with IDR here at Penn State
has been a very rewarding experience and that my contacts with departments
and colleges have been almost laniformly positive. However, this affirmative
.reaction may be misleading in. the terms of my own career. It is my judgment;
at this point, that IDR involvement has not been tHe optimum type of
experience for one who has aspired to be department head, dean, etc., i.e.,
the tradjitional university administration careér path. On the negative side,

- 1 must also confess that (T have heard ‘department heads' at Penn State say

that "by definition" all'intercollege efforts are "less r;gorous than

those of the traditional departments: .
Going beyond the personal level and looking at our experience as an

institute, I must confess that the assembling of senior specialists who

then solve major problems (like the alfalfa weevil case cited by Sternberg)

is not our.usual modus operandi. We have, however, had’ considerable ‘success

. in using students from *arious disciplines who work under a professor

(proJect director) who is committed to the interdisciplinary research
process, but who is, lin fact, basically a disciplinarian him§elf. I have
remarked on many occasions “that while we have.done some excellent research
perhaps our greatest contribution has not been in solving the world's
problems through IDR, but rather in training students  (PhD candidates ih
most cases) to work in a productive interdisc1p1inary fashion. If-this is
true, -then, our IDR effort gets its best marks in education rather than in
research! " . - .

Returning now to the papers, my most" significant criticisd/is)thaq they
 offer 'so little by way of solution. Straus dgtivers his polemic ggaiamst
departments, but departments are the fact of/life and pressure frbm society
. will, dn my opinion, nqt bring’ about early ckange. Sternberg polnts to the -
agriculture model, as- -does everyene who wants‘te offer a solution to-an
otheryise tinanswerable problem, i.e., how to do research interdisciplinary
or ‘'other, and have it delivered to the public. More time should. be -spent
perhaps in explaining the weaknesses of this model; that it is ot ‘trans-
ferable tb any other cases that we know about' .o . -

Finally, if I may take the liberty of commenting on the*Penn Staee IDR
system from an overall: perspective, it appears, that we have* fashioned here
a workable system in spite of the difficulties’ that these authors point up.
The architects vf the Penn State model have been Osborn, Zook, Cunningham,
Remick, ét al., together with various institute-directors, department heads,
and deans. In other-words, there has been a good deal of- sharing, inter-.
disciplinary cooperation if you will, in solving the IDR problem. Key elements
at Pern State are direct Universitx fiscal support to institutes, tenured
position control by.departments, good physical facilities for institutes,
administrative approbation of IDR cooperation, ‘and a positive state-government
attitude towards the interdisciplinary product. T.feel that we haVe made

b " progress that ‘belies the doom .saying of these authors

"L <10 159
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Memorandum 10:17 ' : . ’ :
€ » - f

In response to your request of October 3,” I have read 'the papers

. by ®traus and Sternberg. From them, I infer that the "recurring question"

on which you want our thoughts is: what is the appropriate role of
interdisciplinary majors, interdiscjiplinary research, and research % )
institdtes within the graduate program of -a (this) universiti” Or, -

' perhaps more chalLengingly. in an interdisciplirnary world, .what is the =~ ~

role of the ‘traditional academic department?**Here are a few comments

(that don't come close to answering the question).

1.  For most- people s best efforts, there is a need for a focus, for
definition. This is true for ‘the stu ent, and it is true for the -
'teacher-researcher. In general, tradiddonal departmental structures
have provided this definition gquite well.

@

2. There is a need for flex1b11ity without disorder. Inngeneralz the
non-traditional departments and majors look better on this score than

. the traditional ones. They may be more experimehtal, they may be more

- -forward-looking, they may be less concerned about preservation of the

academic status quo.

3. Today s 1nterdisciplinary field may be tomorrow'"s. traditional department.
Theredare many examplés: biochemistry, biophysics, chemical engineering,
geophysics, political science, educational ‘psychology, materials scdiences.
There is no reason to fear this kind of evolution.” But when one 1
in a traditional discipline it often is hard to view objectively an
1nterdisc1plinary effqQrt that seems to be infringing on one's territory.
Unfortunately there also are instances in which an interdisciplinary
group seems to guard its territgry much too jealously.

rd \ ‘vl

-4, Research institutes are Qery uséful, particularly in applied‘research

areas, because they can offer team-type responses to societal needs.*
ey usually do this more effectively than traditional departments, in °
- .which the ,putting together of a research team among the faculty is a
slow and often unsuccessful effort. With: .the current emphasis on
solving problems of society, this means that institutes are 1ikely to
be the most effective fund~procurers for reseanch * Thus they can
'greatly aid the .academic ends of the university if they are controlled
by faculty having high standards. There are of course other types of
_institutes that are .just .the opposite of the type just  mentioned ~--i.e.
essentially institutes for advanced study that offer insulation’ from
societal needs, rather’ ‘than fast response to them. These institutes are
very valuable, but do not (as far as I know) cause Ehe kinds of conflicts -
mentioned.below. - N . L
. y :
5. D1ff1cu1ties arise when institutes begin to consider themselyes’as more -
fhan research organizations, as more than places where people roup

themselves to do résearcir. Research institutes should not empt also to

be academic départments or interdisciplinary majors. This ieads to a
confusion of purpose. . -

- ¢
el s ¢ : ' ‘
E o 2

1 W .o . ot

7Erom Howard B. Palmer, Professot and Chairman of Fé%¥WScience, October 7,
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6. Thus in sum, my attitude is that we should encourage interdisciplinary
‘academic efforts both in research and instructién. However, we need &
to realize that loyalties. of faculty cannot be split too many ways, Or
they lose the focus that is needed and is normally provided by an
P academic department. Research ipstitutes are .to be strongly encouraged\Ni‘

~— 0 i)

" cooperation, than in those cases where the.dean is not committed or is

but. their purpoges as specialized centers for research and scholarship
must be kept clearly in mind.: Institutes.are not to be confuséd with
academic disciplines. .. . ) !

. . SN ) .

:LMemoranQiugl.;‘ll:18 P . ’ : ' C— " .. - e
I«find that I concur with the general ev}uation of the status and
problems of interdisciplinary research withid.universities as expressed by
Straus and Sternberg®in their~papers. However, I wish to make several
personal*comments.and elaborations.
e ° T\ -
At Penn State after some trial and error a policy has evolved on the
administration of interdisciplinary research units that requires ‘that pro- . :
fessorial appointments and tenure must .Jbe through ‘the.disciplinary departments
in' the colleges. Although this limits and somewhat weakens the interdisci-
plinary centers and institutes, it is a compromise .that has distinct
advantages. Interdisciplinary centers generally are feeused upon some
current societal problem for which faculty and student interest may be
intense today, but may wane in the future. ''The policy of not* making o
full-time, continuing, professorlal appointments in the interdisciplinary v
research units- enables the University to expand or contract a center more"
readily, with tenured faculty with -a joint-appointment having a disciplinary
home to return to on a full-time basis. Further, requiring joint Jfaculty
afgpointments provides greater assurance that the, faculty member w{ll be ,
more closely in touch with the 1nstruc§ional and advising program of the
University, and thus, be better able to incorporate theresults of‘his
research in normal instructional programs for prompt dissemination to i
students. I'think that this is a. worthy objective and helps keep the * . ’
reseatch activities at leadt partially oriented towards students and - ’ . a
1nstructional programs. .

. -

Bdsed on my personal observatlons, I would say that the parochialism
and reticence towards "change ofsome of the departments as+pointed to by
Straus and Sterberg can be equally directed at the college level in certain
cases. Interdisciplinary programs. have far fewer problems with individual
departments where a dean is committed to the value of interdisciplinary

opposed (either directly or-underhandedly). . ce T
/ . F
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18F’rom F. J. .Reﬁick, Assoc1ate.Professor of Nuclear\Engineering and ’ |
- Assistant Vice Pfesident for Research and Graduate Instruction. October 17, 1974.
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The real solution to -enhancing interdisciplinary academic programs is
top administrative commitment backed by thekadministrative, financial and
facility resources with which the interdisciplinary unit head.is in a position
to be heard and to bargain. (It is interesting.,to note that at- this Univer-
sity we have a Dean of Libraries, but no Dean of Intercollege Programs.) -
Resources which flow to the deparfments through the centers result in much
greater interdisciplinary cooperation than funds that flow directly to the
departmgnt with only #ndirect verbal ercourhgement to cooperate. However,
it is_necessary to assure a balance. lose departmental ties and close
administrative control help assure thAt the centers and institutes do not
go their own way, using the resources to build autonomous empires. Although

. gréater autonomy might better enable the units to respond to?society S needs
for immediate’ answers, there is greater risk that they might move away from .
the primary missions of a University, which are student focused.

s . M .
-
. +
- . - . - v
. i .

Memorandum l?.:li9 " e ] e

- *

I agree with the central premise that universities, most particularly-
public—supported universities, have a mandate to generate research
applicable to the solution of human problems and to edpeate persons who
can use research and tqﬁory in everyday real life problemysolving. However,

- it seems to me that both Straus and Sternberg are over-reacting against
* the academic'department and are not realizing some of the consequences or

&mplications of their proposed solutions or alternatives.. . -,
L «

A}

»

. The (or a) major reason for inter-disciplinary research (and teaching)
«. 1s not to support policies of any national department or agency as Sterpperg

implies (p. 2). Nor is inter—disciplinary research the o nly possible
win

N

" responsg of a university to meet the problems created by change. Emphasis

_on "k g" rather than "searching” (Straus, p. 896) is a criticism of. .
.educational philosophy, not of departmental organization. Stronger arguments
for inter- d1sciplinary or mult!—disciplinary research and teaching can be
made., Lessening the "power" ‘of departments may be useful in,some universities,

~ but more so_at other institutions ‘Where departments have traditionally been

st

highly autonomous and jealous of outside interference than at Penn State .
where authdrity and responsibility have alreddy been transferred to "higher" . ».°
levels.
.‘— » . N = o . LI
. In assessing the alternatid!s several factors must.be considered: <

<

« 1. Any organizat{onal struct&re tends to build -in self~maintenan;e_mechanisms.
This is as true of multi—diSciplinary institumes or centers-as.it is of .

. -

departments. OQOutworn organizational strucfures, like ad hoc committees,
‘find ways to extend-stheir 1life span beyond their original mandates or
social usefulness. . » :

2. gaofessional or vocational standards, regulations, and requirements '
op®rate to maintain the status ‘quo with more force than departments do. .
Accreditdtion (of.engineers, psychologists, etc. )7mey be resisted by a

LT - . \ o : - i ;‘\}"" ,
From William' M. Smith,"Proféssor of Rural Soclology, October 22, 1974.°
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. . multi-disciplinary or inter-disciplinary set up but unless the outside
\ professional standards are met the products of the system (graduates)

- " meet closed doors when' they seek employment in established fields.

' 3. The univer31ty education process conditions or socializes students and
o faculty to identification with a "discipline" or area of scholarly
v . study, seldom to a departmént. This is related to point 2 and has
always plagued university admihistrators who must maintain a functioning -
P 4 work force madé’ﬁb‘Zf individuals whose central commitments are Quts16e
R thé system. A chemist couldn't care less whether he "professes"
;fyﬁ‘ chemistry #m,one department or another as long as he, can gain the..
'Pﬁ .o . rYecognition of his peers in chemistry. :This motivation may even, over-
' ride financialsconsiderations. And professional organizations must e
* be s0ld”dn institutes or multi- -disciplinary programs .if universities
ﬁ? ' R are to prqemote them.. Incentives' on campus are less oftén the barriers -
' to ID research than is the recognition of professional peers.
- .
- 4. Participation in ID research is hindered by budgetirg practices, not
-t , ,necessarlly related to departmental organization. With the curreht
stress on accountability this problém may increase. Where "outside!
funds as "soft monies'" are availaeble faculty oftern find it difficult
to ‘transfer funds from .one department to another or from one budgeting
category to another to meet the needs. of the ID situation.
5. The quéstion of "Who gets_the credit?" sometimes impedes ID efforts.
The supervisor may raise this question or the. faculty member himself,
eager for peer recognition, may want to be 'sure that he is dot going
to be involved in a project for which.others™will receive the major ’
. .. pay-off. Some ID divisions pick’the brains of traditional department
* -- faculty, use the 1deas, contacts or resources thus gaﬁhered to gain
funds or carry out programs, and then forget the source genésis of

their ideas. - - -
, ¢

4

¥

. . 6.. Applying research to social or pub11c prohlem—solving without theor is L
- folly and wasteful in terms of Tresources and results.’ It is difficult . -
"- . for-the. ID structure (e.g., college) or for the person working in an Ce
"'ID fqémework to keep abreast of the several disciplines invotved. The ’
recourse then is to asstime a trouble-shooter, fire-extin§uisher, ¢ o
. solution—glver role. Both research and teaching become watered down _ ° °
. . and the "customers" are left with no resourcées’ (pvinciples, generaliza—
G tions, thebries) with wh1ch to tackle ensuing.problém situations.

7. . In addition to the factor of “identity or commitment mentioned in #3, 'ID
research or teaching demands a different level of“communication than ™=
* does research or teaching 'in one segments’ of a dipcipline. It makes an
economist, no less an "economibt to be able to translate his concepts to * .»
el a businessman or to a psychologist. But neither Ib.1ipstitutes nor" :

. . academic departments have tackled this. Even the Cdoperatfﬁe Extension
Service, Sternberg's model, had tended‘to Assume that a person can be -
re~conditioned after college graduation to be able’ to communicate with

~ clientele. But this requ1res continuing ip-service training (i.e.,

substituting "centers" for departments will hgve little chance<“f success
unless’ effectiVe communicators who are problEm—centered rather than

* disciplinetcentered are hired). °

<
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- In conclusiongkhere is a personal note. - The .above reactions and X .
comments cothe from' about 40 years of exper1ence in research, teaching, and
* extension almost all in gn ID structure. WOrking with pro?’ssional
colleagues from pther diBciplines is a salutary but often difficult task.
Ituehallenggs onéwto question his own cdncepts, generalizatlons and bas1c
premises. * (It is parallel to working in another culture.) It makes one . - ot
. work coqtlnually on communication, -never taking it for‘granted that the
‘other team member completely understands. (At Cornell ode ID team had two k.
. years of discus31on before they could even formulafe a research proposal ) ‘. :

The experiences of the College of Human Development ﬁE?e and of Home ¥
Economics on- many campuses are examples of the&§9 dilemma. (To a lesser ;2///(7\ -~
extent so is Agriculture ) Both areﬁinter disciplinary or multi—disciplina o
in structue and orientatioen. Both 1nclude faculty with professiqQnal
"identity" problems. Withodt strong administratiVe (financial) support they
have little "clout" or power in University decision—making. Where certain & _
departments or ID divisions have been effective over time there/fave usually
‘been. evidences of shared, commitment to . program devglopment, effagtdive
‘democratic leadership, /And/or competent facultyy whose s Y
professional stature Can withstand peer pressure_and who can gain satis-
faction from the prfocess 6f helping people solve /their own problems, from: s
applyirng theory-to, practice, 'or from the development of service programs. ’

At Penn State, it/Seems to me, before setting up more “ID research (or
teaching) structures, a more direct ‘effort should be madé toward integrating

. variousparts of the university already functioning. Examples of the need
are numerous. They do not necessartly imply re-structuring departments ) .
but they may require adm{‘istrative~8upport and mandate for continuous (not °
sporadic) work across various lines, (e.g., Extension and - Continuing
Education; Health\in Colleges of HPER, H DEV, and Agr., Extension, Research
and R.I. in Agriculture' Recreation in Agr- and HPE & R, )

-
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ANALYSIS AND ILLUSTRATION
"‘ﬁ C - -
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?ﬁelve memoranda have heen“quoted to provide a basis’foE}appraisal

. -

of interrelationships among individuZls and organizational structures

» -

involved with research 6n a uniﬁersity caqpusJ From these memoranda it is,
~ N .

prao&icable to. extract topigs which recur'in discussions and decisions

affecting 'the administration of academic researdh. The following pages .
- - ’\ 0 v

-

-~

will be, devoted to this purposef They will contain Jn enumeration of
\ .

“fspics?in "short-title! form, with illustrations.and expansions‘hased onl\\//

’ . . ) '

memoranda which have been quoted and ‘on others which hitherto'have hot.

No attempt will be madé to include all referencks in all smerfioranda to
. . : "’"Sf»_) . = . N -
, any topic. Where one reference expands, pontn?dicts, clarifies;>or other-

-

ﬂyise'contributes to the significaage of ,another, both will be noticed -

- ’
v o° ..

subject,:of course, to inadvextant oversightI Thé:memoranda_will not be //,
¥ Y /
used as if they were understood td-be ballots on'an issue The implication

o
4 )
PO

of balloting would be quite spurious. under the circumstances..
. - a8 » o
, This procedure necessitates‘interpretation by an’individual of

L]

1 -

statements of soﬁg complexity, for this reason it dannot produce a result
- g y

" ! - \\ lm'.~

for which the authors of the memoranda can be held respohsible.\.The topics

.
.

; themselves are subJéct to rev1sion. *They .are influenced, of cobrse, by the ’
\ - .

emphases of the target articles 'and might assume quite differen; forms in

other;contexts. They have at-least ~a tentative 1egitimacy, however, apd

pos31bly more than casual utility. sLhgy appear below as headings of eight

1 < N ¥

summary sections,,as follows' o o

THE UNIVERSITY: AND SOLUTIDN OF SOCIETAL PROBLEMS
INTERDISCIPLINARY FORMS AND FUNCTIONS
AUTHORITY IN THE UNIVERSITY, CENTERS OF INFLUENCE
DEPARTMENTS AND DPISCIPLINES, FORMS AND FUNCTIONS
THE PREROGATIVE OF PROFESSORIAL ARPOINTMENT
. THE AGRICULTURAL MODEL AND APPLIED RESEARCH
EQUILIBRIUM OF ADM STRATIVE-POWERS
RESEARCH _AND INSTRU ION

S

:::oé:-mu_ogn;»

-
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A. THE UNIVERSITY AND SOLUTION OF SOCIETAL PROBLEMS -
In Memo No. 1 above the author questions what he;Eafls the "first.
. . ! . . v,

premise"'of the Straus and Sternberg articles—- " ) . o

that a University's overriding concern is or should
be;éolving society's current. pressing problems, . . . - o
I Y ‘ *

This premise promﬁts a number of comments throughout the correspondence. .

For purposes of definition they are divided below according to diﬁﬁefeqces

-

of emphasis which they represent, interpreted in general statements (uq@er—

1)
lined), and illustrated by selective quotations from the memoranda. In f/K .o
>, . . ‘ v .
{ A B .
this instance the Wivision ‘is*in terms of the impact of the "premise" as it
- . hs
> . ‘
affects -

1. ' The individual scientist - .
. , 4 r] ’ (X3

The , scientist's value is dissipated if his services are required
g il v

‘

* for problems which do ndt engage his particular expertise. - .o

hd

Memo No. 3 above: ". . . the physics input required by intefdisciplinary

.-, N v research is often on the technician's level and does
- *  not warrant faculty participatlon. , \N\/ ‘
- - ¢ . -~ \
2. The unidersity as a whole - ) ‘e . -
- . - . 7 .~ v { .
.. ? : . - . ’ . .
( The university is capable of societal initlatives of its own._ L

", . . -internal changes within the University‘structure

. ' “should be made. It is questionable, though, whether s
these changes should be made solely on the basi€ of
. _a changing sdciety. It would be preferable if the-
R - universities could, in fact, effect changes which
' would permit’them to be the origin of the basic
o ¢ attitudes and phllosophies which bg_pg about changes
-in our ‘society."20 . - .

- s
. * . '

- ° : -
-

.
. . -
- o . . - - .

A\

%oFrom‘C. Drew-Stahl, Professor ‘and Chairman of Petroleum'and Nat él ~ ‘
Gas Engineering, October 3,  }9%4. e 7))
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3. Instructional programs - =- .

Research in a university should have, an-instructional himension. o
. ’ - T ) ’ " . , g
Instruction in a university should have potential for research.

- "7 am greatly concerned about the effort to protect 1ntellectually
inadequate students, and its cost. I am experiencing this in
teaching ar undergraduate course of nearly 400 students who come from -
.over 30 majors."21 ‘ . : !

. T
¢ -
n

4. Sacial and humanistic areas of ‘study - -

LI -

ConSideration of university organization requires appropriate

«

regard for all areas of universitywactivity

r

"Sternberg is’ geared, obviously, to think only in terms of thesphysical .
environment. I would have thought that even the most naive critic—-

or perhaps 'interpreter' is a wiser word here-—of the: ills of America
today was aware that there is as much, if npt more, wrong with the
psychological environment than the physical. . . . At any rate,

Mr. Sternberg s thoughts have much 6o do with air poll#ftion and nothing
to do with political or spiritual pollution 22 . “

1

5. D1s01plinary6ident1ty‘—"'” « ' T ..
- - . .. ‘{ . - . Q
- The academic disciplines’ constitute, edch im its kind, a stage of

| T

s [

rd

human achievement; théy should be subject to growth,. ‘and change, but.not

o . ot 7y -
to abandonment. e ‘ . .

. ' K

- .

2"I'm sure most of us would have some negative reactions to' the concept

. implieéd in Sternberg's article relating’ to priority areas being
established at the national level and then 1ndividual scientists having
to bend to those priorities to gain funding. However, I think we must,
be realistic and’ understandgthat this will continue to happen to some

! exteht. ‘Hopefully, over some reasonable period of tinf®, these
priorities &ill have a relationship.to real needs and researchable-
problems. Jt is.our respopsibility as'a university and as individual
sc1ent1sts to consider these national priorities but also.'to be true.
to our brdnch of science.' 1In other wobrds Ltam Saying that federal o
funding is a réality and we must learn how to deal with it. We must
, not~allow the federal funding areas to become the only- (or even the- .
dominant) force in dictating research emphasis,"23 | ) on .

)

— . P . , *

-

S o . . A - ‘

21 T e e R o ‘
-~ From Edward G. Buss, ??ofessor of Poultry Seience, October 30, 1974

. _ S :
22From Lowell L. Manfull Associate Professor of Theatre Arts, October 17, 1974.

23From Billy R. Baumgardt Professor of Animal Nutritior and Head of ‘the
Department of Animal Science October 29, 1974. , . C
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"B. INTERDISCIPLINARY FORMS AND FUNCTIONS - L.

s e
—
© -

In Memo No. 7. above the author, the director o§ a research institute,

offers a description of interdisciplinary research both as it' might be
- - ¢ .
.(as he wéuld prefer to hawve it) and as it usually is - .

-8

"In 1nterdisc1plinary research propositions from several

. d1sc1plines ‘are blended together to form the hypotheses for
. study. Only on rare occasions does this integration actually . . e
’ , take plade. More often the conceptual framework in team research .

is a tossed' salad of propositions--each construct maintaining its:
identity with ‘the parent discipline. In this Iatter:case, the * - C 4
chief benefit is coordination of the work so that all’efforts are ’

- directed toward the solution of a-common problem."

& . -

This topic recurs throughout the correspondence. Summary will again be by

v

general interpretive statements with illustration from ‘the memoranda. In

this instance, however, division must be in terms of a variety of meanings of
‘ oL,
* ’ - -

the term interdisciplinary which are regarded as salient from the points of

“

view that are represented. i » ¥ A
4 »
1. Attitudes toward fnterdisciplinary research - T DR s
R . :. ° \
Interdisciplinary research has been and ‘continues-to be a common- e 3

. v &, ® h . .
.~. -- place of university experience. ’ ’ : ) 1
) L v "24

"I don't knew anyone who ds opposed to collaborative work across disciplines.

ngartments and colleges pose no necessary threat to inte%disciplinary '

collaboration. - : . - ‘ ) ] N

14

. 4

B have never encountered an impediment to résearch because.it was interdisci—.

, plinary. Most of my research- involves collaboration bétween ‘the colleges of 1,25
L1beral Arts. and Science, and this fact has presented no problem whatsoever." 7
. b ':’ .- ) : v
) From Frank Clemente, Associate-Professor of Sociology, October 29, 1974 Al
5 25From Bennett Dyké&), Associate Professor of Anthropology, 0ctober .8, l974 ' '
* To_ a similar effect W. I. Thomas; PE r of Agronomy, cites as currently .
active in-the College of Agriculture ch he is Associate. Dean for .. e
Research, the following (October 9, e R

N 61 research projects in which

of "two or more departments. .
research progects in which two or more project leaders belong to the
faculties of different colleges’within the University. AP . :
55 research proJects involving cooperation with in%fitutions in‘other states.

Y .
‘ B .,

t leaders belong to the faculties

9

- e

Leaes v T S
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- S

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

, ' enhance thi's voluntar&’%ssociation.
provided the needed opportunities, afid’ to my knowledge have posed no -
‘ : ! v

» »’

Interdiséip}inéry organizations may imply'managerial 1everége:y

-

-

"I grant the premise that Interdisciplinary Research has-poth'potential

. and real merit. Nevertheless, it appedrs to me that in the wings

' there is a bit of heavy handed pressure to accept IDR as the only
viable approach for Universities to follow. It is interesting that
the only “models' advanced by both Strads and.§ternberg are in the
areas of  science, specifically medicine and agriculture. I think

it is simplistic to generalize from these two areas to what we'gresently

call a Universi%y, despite the fact that Universities -have been in the

forefrpnt of developments in these areas,
\ . )

»

Special value does not attach tqQ interdis

-

. .

4 [ S < *

X

v . 4 I3 - . . ’ = 5 3 (]
to interdisciplinarity under certain conditions.

- » N
1"

N cﬁaracteristics:

.

e newfy emerging fields may be appraised in terms.o

4

ciplinarity per se, but -

f the following P

P

B

-

. . » * ..
a. ‘developments in the essential nature of the pertinent subject

matter,
3 Ld

4

-

b. shared need for expensive facilities, : .

employment and funding, %
d. ready strength in the major components of the new mixture as
' they exist in the institution as .atwhole,
, 6. a synergetic relatidnship between opportunities for research
s ) and opportunities for graduate instruction."27
< - e BN

A .

Interdisciplinary rese&?ﬁﬁ is independ

- = T / .
2. Interdisciplinarity and administrative structures -

c. patterns of demand by society -as indicated by évailability of

3

ent of administrative structures.

.
’

.

.'Research programs which cut across departmental lines achieve success$

through the voluntary association,.of the faculty members involved.

-

Where research is:the object, I doubt that a formal ‘structure would

-

serious problems."38 - .

N -

-~

.
.
3

N“ i y R L ) . E
) Zégrom Arghur W. Heilman, Professor of Education, in charge of the
.~ Graduate Program in Developmental and Remedial

-

27Erom;Rustum Roy, Professor ‘of the Solid.état

Research Laboratory, December 3, 1974. ~° -

i A

' .

-

. .
- °
°
Ve

tet s,

Reading, October 15, 1974.
-~

~

' ¢ . [ .
?BFrom Kenneth Goodwin, Professor of Poultry Science, Ottober 25, 1974,

_ . ' LT e
\ D > -~ i 4

i -
o ) 163
- . . )
- N < -
+

- . ~—

o

¢

.

-

.. Such voluntary assdciations have

e and Director of the Materials

-

.




Interdisciplinary research requires appropniately structured .
. W« .

v -

adéinistrativeusuoport. . ;. oL . . -
B "I agree that ad ‘hoc teams .do mot work well. . .interdisciplinary programs %
A0 , 2

s

} work Best in an irterdisciplinary college."29

- -

"It is my.- experience that: 1nterdiscip1inary programs within a single .
college "have the' best potent1a1 for_ success., This is particulaxly evident
in colleges which are essentially interdisciplidary in nature, such as ..
the College of Earth ~and Mineral Sc1ences."30 e

3. The purposes of 1nterdiscip1inar1ty - ' . o T

Cross—dlsgipllnary organizations may serve purposes other than research.
3 4 . . v
"Since the Laboratory Animal Resources'Program performs a servige functlon it
differs from mpost of the other intercollege programs. However, 4 .
believe,, our experience with it is an excellent example of a necessary
Un1vers1ty—w1de cooperdtive’ effort that only can be accompl1shed at an
"intercollege level."3l . - o
" . > . &
Interdisciplinary research may or may-not be applied research;
PN
appl1ed research QAY or may not._be interdisciglinary ” -
"One of the papers that, you forwarded to us ‘pgesumes that 1nterdisciplinary
. reseatrch and applied refearch are one and the same. ‘While I would agree
" that much applied rese ‘sh is interdisciplinary and must draw upon ~
expertise from a’ variety of sources, thergiis applied research based L
upon a single disc1p1ine."32 . R

2 L

.

"There are of course other types of institues R T essentially
‘institutes for advanced study that offer insulation from societal
needs, rather than fast response to them." - (From Memo No. 10 above) -
¢ N 'C‘"
"Sternberg is seéking solutions to, operational problems which I agree,often
. require ‘interdisciplinary groups and the team approach. I think this
sort of thing can be done on the University campus, but--it should not
. be done, at the expense of not encouraging the basic disciplines to do .
basic, research. Furthermore, some problem sokving activity.~t .should
best be done elsewhere.than on a university campus.'33 ' o .

. ! d
' -~ d < - 5

: 3 - - .., . B -
29\F.rom Robert M. Griffin, Associate Brofessor of Environmental Planning and N
Chairman, Graduate Program'in'Regional Planning, November 4 1974, © T ° ..
; N N
30From C. Drew Stahl Professor of Petroleum and Natural Gas Engineering, .
October 3, 1974. . o

‘ 31Efom Frederlck G. Ferguson Assistant Professor and Director, Centralized
Biclogical Laboratory 3 Bctober ,26, 1974, , ‘ Y.

. - .

,32From Max 'D. fRichards, Professor of Management and Assistant Dean _for ’ A
Graduate Programs, College of Buainess Administration, October - 16, 1974
* ‘

33From Paul ﬁ Rigby, Professor of Business Adwinistration and Director,
Center ‘for Research, Ucto‘ﬁer 28,, 1974, 170 ‘ P .

» ‘: ‘ . * ) 141 """_'. - ”.‘\‘.x.
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.C.- AUTHORITY IN THE UNIVERSITY, CENTERS OF. INFLUENCE - . ,

S In Memorandum No. 6 above the author makes a clear and unamhiguous

e » ' . t -

statement of his opinion on where responsibility lies in the hierarchies

of universities - ' ’ .-

- "I believe that the adminj®éxative officers of a university should make. > ,
* decisions‘effecting the %;F§§§$Srdeath of programs. If they are c.
.- « unwilling to do,so), or if their\record is bad, they should bg replaced. .

+ The making of decisions is what they have been trained (and- are pafd)
to do." . e o - N

A

—

.

‘With regard to the creation and decommissioning.of inter- or extra—collegial:

.programs this opinlong%a fainly widely shared. However, thére is among _(

R .
. the - respondents a var1ety of att1tudes with respect to the location of *
effective authority for academic decisions.\ In the following summary notes
. -
* - no attempt w1ll be. made to distinguish between those who°regard authority
- N . EX

with approval and those who regard it with disapproval or neutrality.
The-division will discriminate onily the organizational loci ‘with which
4 . P J/ .

' ’ . - * ‘ ’_)
determinative power is associated; with” individuals, departments, colleges,

% : .'."' . .
" central administrative offices, or with centers of influence external to the

o
,university. ] s

1. The individual researcher: -

The scholat who declines:cdllaboration will have his wishes respected.

»
—T

."’ . . b\' . \% B G
. 4 .

~in proportion to the degree of his success. &

,  "There are some researChers who work:independently and it is almost
1mposs1ble £o get them to work on an interdisciplinary project. I
think that the only,way to get effective work from these individuals is
to let them work by themselves, since even though fun?ing and other
directives were mandatory I guestion whether they would-effectively do - ,
-interdisqiplinary‘researgh i -

- . -

. .

- ~ - by 4
. . . - 7 A .
é '34‘ ) . -«;’ ‘s R
- Fiom W. I. Thomas, Professor of‘Agronomy and Associate Dean'for Research,
o ,Dctober 9, 1974, ) s - ‘ -

’ ". ' ;. . o
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The departments -

In_a large university departments have the critical organizational

.2

magnitude at which self interest “and professional interest most nearly

2 L
D -
coincide. -} - ( : X ‘ .

w o
"I- diSagree ilth Straus in the following respectS' (1) I do not find the
changes 11kely during the next 15 years to be an extrapolatlon of those
of the past 15 years; in fact, I think they may very well represent a

Addfeturn to the pre-1960 position in many respects; (ii) I do not think

.

that contraction of higher education need invol¥e any threat’'to academic’
standing or academic freedom; indeed it very likely will be conducive to
both, (iii) Although academic departments certainly evolve with' time,
I see no great present need for radical revision, or evidence tHat the
departmental structure is dissolVing, (iv) My own.experience iS that
the departmental structure has not acted to inhibit interd1sc1plinarya
activitfy, but the' contrary . '35 e

. B . x -
"For the Fast two yef%s I have served as chairman of the graduate -
instructional program in Solid State Science here at Penn State, This
is the first, and one of the largest &nterdisciplinary programs, but the *
chairman has almost no power. I -camot maké faculty appointments, and

* most department heads don't ask mx*ppinion when they make new&appaintments

or grant tenure. We Have survived- because of the good "will of two men:
thé Director of the Materials Research- Laboratory and' the Head of the _

- Materials Science Department.-‘Other department heads have not cooperated,

(%4

"

and a few have been openly hostile, probably because,they-regard our -
-graduate_ program as competition for their .own.” The situation has gyﬁwn
worse during the past few years because of the competition for research
mongy and student credit hours.'36

¥

s

-

>
"It seems to me that the makeup of interdisciplinary research teams needs,

L

change from time to time just as the makeup of a departmenf’should change.‘

Therefore, why not build the organizational paftern around-the department '
concept but—provide means of ewaluating these organizations at least
every five years."37 .

- -

\’gg} . ’ e N "

Departmental struct“fés are reflectéd in and reinforced by national
grofessional associations. - g / ’
X N % . . -~

. e .there is,order and value in a stretchable departmen¥al system .
if ‘the 'fringes' are allowed to extend 'and the awea of activity allowed

1w

. =
' ) o

35§r0m Frank A. Haight, Q;Sféng; of.. Statistics and Trazggggggpiong October 7, 197

36From Robert E. Nghham, Professor of Soiid Setate Science, October 24, 1974

o -

- b4

rom Bill R. JBaumgardt, see note 23 above.
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